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### Title: Goyena vs. Ledesma-Gustilo: A Guardianship Litigation

### Facts:

This case involved a dispute over the guardianship of Julieta Ledesma, who was unable to
manage  her  personal  and  business  affairs  due  to  old  age,  general  debility,  and  the
aftereffects of a stroke. Respondent Amparo Ledesma Gustilo, Julieta’s sister, filed a Petition
for Letters of Guardianship over the person and property of Julieta at the RTC of Makati.
The petition claimed Julieta’s incapacity to care for herself and her need for a guardian to
manage her interests. Amparo, with experience in managing commercial, agricultural, and
corporate enterprises,  was nominated as the guardian,  a  nomination supported by her
siblings.

Pilar Y. Goyena, a close friend and companion of Julieta for over 60 years, opposed the
petition, arguing that Julieta was competent to manage her own affairs and that Amparo
was unfit  due to  conflicting interests.  The Trial  Court  found Julieta  incapacitated and
appointed Amparo as the guardian. Goyena’s Motion for Reconsideration was denied. Upon
appeal, the Court of Appeals affirmed the decision of the Trial Court, leading Goyena to file
a petition for review on certiorari to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the Trial Court’s decision to appoint
Amparo as Julieta’s guardian.
2. Whether there existed a conflict of interest between Amparo and Julieta that would
render Amparo unsuitable as a guardian.
3. Whether the guardianship was granted based on an accurate assessment of Julieta’s
mental and physical capacity.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, upholding the decisions of the lower courts. The
Court reiterated the principle that factual issues are beyond the scope of a review on
certiorari, emphasizing that the case at bar involved such factual determinations. It was
noted that  the primary grounds for  opposition were speculative and not  supported by
substantial evidence. The letters and allegations presented to show a rift between Amparo
and Julieta were deemed inconclusive, and Amparo’s actions were found not to be hostile to
Julieta’s interests. The Supreme Court held that the Trial Court exercised proper discretion
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and that there was no error in appointing Amparo as the guardian.

### Doctrine:

– In guardianship cases, the discretion of the trial judge in selecting a guardian should not
be disturbed unless a grievous error is shown.
– Factual determinations made by the lower courts are generally not subject to review on
certiorari, except under specific exceptions which were not applicable in this case.

### Class Notes:

Key Elements:
1. **Guardianship**: Legal mechanism to care for individuals unable to manage their own
affairs due to incapacity.
2. **Review on Certiorari**: A procedural recourse where the Supreme Court examines only
legal questions, not factual determinations, unless under specific recognized exceptions.
3. **Conflict of Interest**: A scenario where the personal interests of a party are potentially
at odds with those of another party they represent or could represent.

Application:
– This case demonstrates the rigorous standards and discretion applied in guardianship
disputes, emphasizing the protection of the interests of the incapacitated.
– The difference between questions of  law and questions of  fact is  critical  in appeals,
especially in certiorari petitions to the Supreme Court.
– The presence of a conflict of interest is a significant consideration in determining the
suitability of a guardian, requiring clear, substantive evidence.

### Historical Background:

Guardianship laws are designed to protect those who cannot protect themselves due to
incapacity. The Philippines’ legal framework ensures a thorough judicial process where the
best  interests  of  the  incapacitated  person  are  the  paramount  consideration.  The  case
illustrates the judicial prudence exercised in such matters, reflecting the balance between
legal standards and the compassionate care for the vulnerable.


