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### Title:
**Manungas v. Loreto & Parreño:** Revisiting the Appointment of Estate Administrators and
the Application of Certiorari in Philippine Estate Proceedings

### Facts:
Diosdado S. Manungas (petitioner) sought to overturn the Court of Appeals (CA) decision
which  nullified  the  Regional  Trial  Court’s  (RTC)  Order  appointing  him as  the  special
administrator of  Engracia N. Vda de Manungas’  estate.  The case traces back to when
Engracia Manungas, widow of Florentino Manungas and without biological children, took
steps to partition her late husband’s estate, asserting that there were no other legal heirs
besides herself,  their adopted son Samuel David Avila (predeceased), and a recognized
natural son, Ramon Manungas.

After Engracia Manungas became incapacitated, the RTC appointed her niece, Florencia
Avila Parreño, as the Judicial Guardian of her properties. Subsequently, a dispute arose
regarding the property possession with Diosdado Manungas. After various legal battles, on
August 7, 1998, Diosdado filed a petition for letters of administration over the estate of
Engracia, claiming illegitimate sonship to Florentino and thus heirship to Engracia. Parreño
and another relative, Margarita Avila Loreto, contested, leading the RTC to initially appoint
Parreño as the administrator. Diosdado’s motion for reconsideration led to his appointment
instead, which Parreño and Loreto successfully contested in the CA. Diosdado’s subsequent
appeal to the Supreme Court culminated in the present review.

### Issues:
1. Whether the RTC Order dated November 4, 2002, appointing Diosdado as the special
administrator was an interlocutory order and hence not appealable through a petition for
review on certiorari.
2. Whether the CA erred in ruling without a preceding motion for reconsideration by the
respondents.
3. If the RTC acted with grave abuse of discretion in appointing Diosdado as the special
administrator of the estate.
4. The adequacy of certiorari as a remedy to challenge the RTC decision.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition, holding that:
1. **Interlocutory Order:** The Court identified the contested RTC Order as interlocutory,
not resolving the case but indicating further actions were required. The appropriate course
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for challenging such an order was via a petition for certiorari, making the CA’s acceptance
of the petition proper.
2. **Necessity of Motion for Reconsideration:** The Court noted exceptions to the rule
requiring a motion for reconsideration before a petition for certiorari can be filed, one being
when the issue is purely legal. The matters raised by Parreño and Loreto met this criterion.
3.  **Appointment  of  Special  Administrator:**  The  Court  found  the  RTC’s  reversal  of
Parreño’s appointment and subsequent appointment of Diosdado as lacking rational basis
and an abuse of discretion. Notably, Diosdado, as a claimed illegitimate son of Florentino,
had no legal heirship ties to Engracia and more so was a debtor to the estate, disqualifying
his interest in estate preservation.
4. **Certiorari as a Remedy:** The Court upheld the CA’s use of certiorari by Parreño and
Loreto as the proper remedy under the circumstances.

### Doctrine:
– **Interlocutory Orders and Certiorari:** An interlocutory order, which does not dispose of
a case conclusively, cannot be appealed through a petition for review on certiorari but can
be challenged by a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court.
– **Appointment Discretion:** The appointment of a special  administrator is within the
discretion of the court, which must be exercised with reason, guided by equity, justice, and
legal principles.

### Class Notes:
– **Interlocutory vs. Final Orders:** Understanding the difference is pivotal for determining
the appropriate remedy—appeal or certiorari.
– **Special Administrator Appointment:** Courts possess discretion, but this must be based
on reason and the interest in preserving the estate, prioritizing heirs with a direct interest.
– **Rule 65 Certiorari:** Used for challenging actions when there’s no appeal or another
adequate remedy, especially for interlocutory orders or grave abuse of discretion.

### Historical Background:
This case underscores the complex interplay between familial rights, judicial discretion, and
procedural law in Philippine estate proceedings. It highlights how adjudicative processes
balance legal standards, evidentiary assessments, and the equitable principles governing
the administration of estates, reflecting the importance of judicial discretion guided by the
overarching principles of reasonableness, justice, and legal directives.


