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### Title:
**In re Guardianship of Maria Lourdes San Juan Hernandez: A Case on Guardianship,
Competency, and Trust**

### Facts:
Maria Lourdes San Juan Hernandez (Lulu) was born on February 14, 1947, and after her
mother’s death due to childbirth complications, was left in the care of her maternal uncle,
Sotero C. San Juan. After inheriting valuable properties from the San Juan family, Lulu’s
property management fell under the informal administration of her father, Felix Hernandez,
upon reaching the age of majority, and subsequently to her half-siblings upon Felix’s death
in 1993. Allegations of mismanagement and dissipation of Lulu’s estate by her half-siblings
surfaced, leading to Lulu seeking aid from her maternal cousin, Jovita San Juan-Santos, in
1998. Respondent Jovita San Juan-Santos filed a guardianship petition in the Regional Trial
Court (RTC) of San Mateo, Rizal, asserting Lulu was of weak mind and incapable of self-care
or estate management.

During the proceedings, the petitioners (Lulu’s half-siblings and stepmother) contested the
guardianship, claiming Lulu’s competency had been established in 1968, and questioned the
necessity and legality of the guardianship. The RTC appointed Jovita as Lulu’s guardian in
September 2001, a decision affirmed by the Court of Appeals (CA) in December 2004. The
case escalated to the Supreme Court after a series of appeals by the petitioners challenging
the guardianship’s establishment and the CA’s decisions, including an incident where Lulu
was allegedly abducted by the petitioners, leading to a habeas corpus petition filed by Jovita
and granted by the CA in April 2005.

### Issues:
The Supreme Court was faced with determining:
1. Whether Lulu was an incompetent requiring guardianship due to her mental and physical
state.
2. The admissibility and sufficiency of evidence regarding Lulu’s competence.
3.  The  appreciation  of  Lulu’s  state  of  mind  and  capability  for  self-care  and  estate
management.
4. The legality and propriety of Jovita San Juan-Santos’s appointment as Lulu’s guardian.
5. The issuance of a writ of habeas corpus in favor of Jovita, given her legal guardianship
over Lulu.

### Court’s Decision:
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The Supreme Court denied the petitions challenging the guardianship and habeas corpus
decisions,  upholding the lower  courts’  findings  that  Lulu  was indeed incompetent  and
unable to manage her affairs or care for herself due to her physical and mental condition.
The Court ruled that:
1.  The  testimonies  and  medical  opinions  presented  were  sufficient  to  establish  Lulu’s
incompetency.
2. The personal observations of the trial judge and the Rule of Court provisions supported
the trial and appellate courts’ decisions.
3. Respondent Jovita San Juan-Santos’s appointment as guardian was proper, given the trust
relationship required in guardianship and Lulu’s evident trust in her over the petitioners.
4. The issuance of a writ of habeas corpus was justified to protect Lulu’s right to be cared
for by her lawful guardian, Jovita.

### Doctrine:
1.  The  Rules  of  Court  define  “incompetent”  and  outline  the  conditions  under  which
guardianship may be deemed necessary, emphasizing the care and protection of individuals
who cannot manage their affairs or care for themselves.
2.  The  admissibility  of  non-expert  yet  sufficiently  acquainted  individuals’  opinions  on
another’s mental sanity, under Section 50, Rule 103 of the Rules of Court.
3. The principle that guardianship is a trust relationship, necessitating the appointment of
trustees who have the genuine trust of those they are to care for.

### Class Notes:
– **Key Laws and Rules Applied**: Rules of Court, specifically Rule 103 (on the admissibility
of opinions) and Rules 92 and 96 (on the definition of incompetency and the scope of
guardianship).
– **Guardianship Criteria**: The case reaffirms that individuals incapable of managing their
property or caring for themselves due to various conditions, including mental weakness, are
eligible for guardianship under Rule 92.
– **Evidence of Competency**: The opinion of an ordinary witness regarding a person’s
mental sanity is permissible if the witness is sufficiently acquainted with the person, as per
Rule 103.

### Historical Background:
In the Philippines, guardianship proceedings have a pivotal role in protecting the rights of
individuals deemed unable to care for themselves or manage their affairs, reflecting the
country’s  legal  system’s  emphasis  on  familial  obligations  and  the  protection  of  the
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vulnerable. This case illustrates the judiciary’s application of these principles amid disputes
over property management, familial responsibilities, and the protection of individuals with
mental and physical incapacities.


