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Title: Manuela Azucena Mayor v. Edwin Tiu and Damiana Charito Marty

Facts:
1. Rosario Guy-Juco Villasin Casilan (Rosario), widow of Primo Villasin, passed away on May
25, 2008, leaving behind a holographic Last Will and Testament. She named Remedios Tiu
(Remedios) and her niece, Manuela Azucena Mayor (Manuela), as executors.
2. Remedios and Manuela promptly filed a petition for probate of Rosario’s holographic will
along with a request for the issuance of letters testamentary. The matter was assigned to
RTC-Br. 9, Tacloban City (Sp. Proc. No. 2008-05-30).
3. Respondent Damiana Charito Marty (Marty), claiming to be Rosario’s adopted daughter,
filed a petition for letters of administration with RTC-Br. 34 but was dismissed.
4. On June 12, 2008, RTC-Br. 9 found the petition for probate sufficient and scheduled a
hearing.
5.  Marty filed a Verified Urgent Manifestation and Motion on June 23, 2008, accusing
Remedios of financial exploitation of Rosario and requesting orders to preserve the estate’s
properties.
6. Remedios and Manuela objected, denying Marty’s alleged adoption and asserting the
court’s lack of jurisdiction over certain properties.
7.  In  reply,  Marty  argued  that  lifting  the  corporate  veil  of  Primrose  Development
Corporation (Primrose) was appropriate due to alleged fraud.
8. On January 14, 2009, RTC-Br. 9 appointed a special administrator, ordered the tenants to
pay rentals to the court, and froze relevant bank accounts.
9. Remedios and Manuela filed a Motion for Inhibition and a Motion for Reconsideration,
both subsequently dismissed by RTC-Br. 9. The case was re-raffled to RTC-Br. 6.
10. Remedios and Manuela appealed to the CA, arguing the probate court exceeded its
jurisdiction. The CA reversed parts of RTC-Br. 9’s orders, reinforcing that Primrose had a
distinct legal personality.
11. Marty filed an Omnibus Motion in RTC-Br. 6 requesting an accounting and preservation
of the estate’s income. The court granted this motion in its January 20, 2011 Order.
12. Remedios and Manuela’s motion for reconsideration of this order was denied, they then
filed a petition for certiorari with the CA but faced dismissals due to procedural faults raised
by CA.
13. Remedios died, leaving Manuela to continue the petition to the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals committed errors in dismissing the petition based on
procedural technicalities.
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2. The jurisdiction of the probate court over the properties of Primrose.
3. The applicability of the doctrine of piercing the corporate veil in this case.
4. Whether technicalities should prevail over the substantive rights of the parties.
5.  The propriety and finality  of  the CA’s October 16,  2009 decision distinguishing the
separation between Primrose Corporation and Rosario’s estate.

Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court held that the probate court lacked jurisdiction over the corporate
properties of Primrose, distinguishing it as a separate entity from Rosario’s estate. Piercing
the corporate veil was not suitable here due to insufficient proof of fraud or alter ego.
2. The errors identified by the CA were indeed procedural, but the substance of the claims
and the importance of correctly handling the corporate entity were paramount.
3.  The  Court  affirmed  that  questions  about  a  decedent’s  estate  properties  should  be
provisionally handled by probate courts while final ownership disputes necessitate ordinary
trials.
4. The principle that technical errors should not override substantial justice was maintained,
especially when such inadequacies were beyond the petitioners’ control.

Doctrine:
– A probate court’s jurisdiction is limited; it cannot conclusively adjudicate ownership of
properties claimed by outsiders against the decedent.
–  Corporate personality  doctrine and its  exception through piercing the corporate veil
require  stringent  proof  and  are  designed  to  prevent  fraud,  not  to  extend  a  court’s
jurisdiction.
– Procedural technicalities should yield to substantial justice where meritorious claims are
dismissed solely on such grounds.

Class Notes:
– Probate Jurisdiction: Limited to determining the inclusion of items in estate inventory, not
final adjudication of disputed ownership.
– Corporate Personality: Separate from its stockholders; the veil can only be pierced on
clear evidence of fraud.
– Civil Procedure: Importance of compliance with procedural requirements balanced against
substantive rights.

Historical Background:
This case revolves around issues of  probate jurisdiction and corporate law against the
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backdrop of inheritance and estate management in the Philippines. It is illustrative of the
complexities arising when personal  estates intersect with corporate ownership and the
procedural rigor demanded by appellate courts.


