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ROMERO, J.:

Thisis apetition for review on certiorari of the decision of the Court of Appeals dated April 1, 1993, in CA-G.R.
No. SP. No. 25370,[1] affirming the order of the Regional Trial Court of Manila, Branch 30, which dismissed the
motion to quash interrogatories filed by herein petitioner Producers Bank of the Philippines.

The relevant facts are as follows:

On March 31, 1982, private respondent State Investment House Inc. (SIHI) filed a complaint for sum of money
against Producers Bank of the Philippines (PBP) involving two causes of action, namely: (a) for unpaid interest of
P500,000.00 on five certificates of time deposit (CTD Nos. 6643, 6644, 6645, 6646, and 6647) issued by PBP;
and (b) the principal amount of P2,000,000.00 covered by CTD Nos. 5793 and 5794.[2]

While PBP filed its answer as early as June 8, 1982, trial on the merits started only on December 9, 1982, wherein
SIHI presented evidence to prove that PBP failed to pay the interest on CTD Nos. 6643, 6644, 6645, 6646, and
6647 and the principal amount of P2 million covered by CTD Nos. 5793 and 5794.

Asits defense, PBP presented evidence to prove that it had already paid the interest covered by CTD Nos. 6643,
6644, 6645, 6646, and 6647 to SIHI. With regard to CTD Nos. 5793 and 5794, it claimed that the same were
issued, not in the name of SIHI but of a certain Johnny Lu. Moreover, it claimed that payment had already been
made, hence, it had no more liability.

On September 4, 1990, SIHI presented its rebuttal evidence when it recalled its first witness, Anthony Oco, an
employee of SIHI. Thereafter, it served written interrogatories to PBP wherein it requested answers to the
following questions within fifteen days from receipt thereof:

- Have you filed or instituted any action, whether criminal or civil, against or involving Mr. Johnny Y. Lu?

- If s0, please specify: (i) the nature of the action, (ii) the date such action was commenced, (iii) the court in which
such action was or is pending, and (iv) if the action has been settled or completed, the outcome of such action.

- Did Mr. Johnny Y. Lu have any outstanding obligation to Producers on or about May 31, 1979?

- If the answer to the previous interrogatory is in the affirmative, please specify: (i) the nature of the obligations;
(ii) amount of the obligation; (iii) principal terms and condition of such obligations; (iv) payment made on
obligation; and (v) whether Mr.Lu wasin default in obligation.
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- Did Mr. Johnny Y. Lu have any outstanding obligation to Producers on 18 June 19797

- If the answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the affirmative, please specify: (i) the nature of the obligation;
(ii) amount of the obligation; (iii) principal terms and conditions of such obligation; (iv) payment made on
obligation; and (v) whether Mr.Lu was in default in obligation.

- What document(s), if any, did Mr. Johnny Y. Lu submit to you to enable him to pre-terminate Certificate of
Time Deposit Nos. 5793 to 5794 (your Exhibits “1” and “2") you claim you issued in his name. Please describe
the documents.

- Who were your officers who were involved in approving and effecting the pre-termination of CTD Nos. 5793
and 5794 (your Exhibits“1” and “2") issued in the name of Mr. Lu?

- Did you issue any check, draft or any other instrument of payment of money, to Mr. Johnny Y. Lu upon
pre-termination of his CTD Nos. 5793 and 5794 (your Exhibits “1”" and “2")? If so, please describe such
instrument for the payment of money.

- Do you know where can we reach or get in in touch with Mr. Johnny Y. Lu? If so, where?

- Have you ever filed or instituted any action including the filing of a complaint or information with the court
against Mr. Salvio Perez who was your former Branch Manager at your Makati Branch, related with the discharge
of hisduties as officer of Producers?

- If the answer to the foregoing interrogatory is in the affirmative, please specify: (i) the date such action
commenced; (ii) nature of action; (iii) amount involved; (iv) the outcome of such action if already completed.

- On or about 31 May 1979 what accounts (time deposit, savings, current or any other) did Mr. Johnny Y. Lu have
with Producers aside from the time deposit accounts presented (your Exhibits“1” and “2")?

- What forms or documents, if any, did you require Johnny Y. Lu to accomplish and/or submit to you when he
pre-terminated the certificate of time deposit evidenced by your Exhibits “1” and “2"? Please describe these
documents.”[3]

Upon receipt of the interrogatories, PBP filed a motion to quash the same on the ground that they were improper
“since the trial was about to be terminated.”[4] The tria court, however, in an order dated October 8, 1990,
denied the motion and admitted the written interrogatories on the ground that they “will help facilitate the early
disposition of this case” and “will assist the court in determining the truth, thus, the ends of justice will be
subserved.”[5] The motion for reconsideration filed by PBP was likewise denied.

PBP then filed a special civil action for certiorari and prohibition with preliminary injunction before the Court of
Appeas questioning the October 8, 1990, order of the trial court.

The appellate court, citing Section 1, Rule 24 of the Rules of Court,[6] dismissed the petition in a decision dated
April 1, 1993,[7] stating that the Rules do not provide any time frame in the filing of depositions and other modes
of discovery. PBP thereafter filed a motion for reconsideration but this was also denied. Hence, this petition.

On August 2, 1993, this Court issued a temporary restraining order enjoining the trial court from conducting
further proceedings.[8]

Before this Court, PBP raises the central issue of whether the court a quo was correct in alowing the admission of
the written interrogatories filed by SIHI at the rebuttal stage of the proceedings.

The petition must be denied.
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Section 1, Rule 23 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure, which substantially reproduced Section 1, Rule 24 of the
old Rules, provides as follows:

“By leave of court after jurisdiction has been obtained over any defendant or over property which is the subject
of the action, or without such leave after an answer has been served, the testimony of any person, whether a
party or not, may be taken, at the instance of any party, by depositions upon oral examination or written
interrogatories. x x x.” (Underscoring supplied)

Admittedly, the aforequoted rule does not provide for any time frame within which modes of discovery (in this
case, written interrogatories) can be utilized, other than by stating that the same should be availed of with leave of
court after jurisdiction has been obtained over the defendant, or without such leave after an answer has been
served.

Since the rules are silent as to the period within which written interrogatories may still be requested, it is
necessary for the resolution of this case to determine the purpose of written interrogatories. It is likewise essential
to determine whether, based on the stage of the proceedings and evidence presented thus far, alowing written
interrogatories to be served is proper and would facilitate the disposition of the case. Additionally, it should be
determined whether the trial court’s action unduly prejudiced the substantial rights of PBP.

This Court, in expounding on the purpose of modes of discovery under the Rules of Court, held in the case of
Republic v. Sandiganbayan:[9]

“What is chiefly contemplated is the discovery of every bit of information which may be useful in the
preparation for trial, such as the identity and location of persons having knowledge of relevant facts; those
relevant facts themselves; and the existence, description, nature, custody, condition, and location of any books,
documents, or other tangible things. Hence, the deposition-discovery rules are to be accorded a broad and
liberal treatment. No longer can the time-honored cry of ‘fishing expedition’ serve to preclude a party from
inquiring into the facts underlying the opponent’s case. Mutual knowledge of al the relevant facts gathered by
both parties is essential to proper litigation. To that end, either party may compel the other to disgorge
whatever facts he has in his possession. The deposition -discovery procedure simply advances the stage at
which the disclosure can be compelled from the time of trial to the period preceding it, thus reducing the
possibility, of surprise x x x.

The use of discovery is encouraged, for it operates with desirable flexibility under the discretionary control of the
trial court. Under statutes and procedural rules, the trial court enjoys considerable leeway in matters pertaining to
discovery, and the exercise of such discretion will not be set aside in the absence of abuse, or unless the tria
court’ s disposition of matters of discovery was improvident and affected the substantial rights of the parties.[10]

In the case at bar, PBP alleged that CTDs no. 5793 and no. 5794 covered by the principal amount of
P2,000,000.00, which is the subject of one of the causes of action of SIHI against PBP, were issued in the name of
acertain Mr. Johnny Lu and that they had already paid the principa amount covered by said CTDs to Johnny Lu.
Thus, it had no more liability with regard to the subject CTDs.

The questions propounded in the written interrogatories served by SIHI to PBP were meant to elicit information
pertinent to the nature of the latter's defense, that is, that it had aready paid the principa amount of
P2,000,000.00 covered by the two CTDs.

Thus, having allowed the written interrogatories to be served upon PBP, the trial court was in a better position to
examine the evidence already presented and to determine whether the information sought by SIHI would expedite
the resolution of the case.

It is a fundamental and settled dictum that conclusions and findings of fact by the trial court are entitled to great
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weight and should not be disturbed on appeal, unless strong and cogent reasons dictate otherwise. This is because
the trial court is in a better position to examine the real evidence, as well as to observe the demeanor of the
witnesses while testifying in the case.[11]

The written interrogatories served by SIHI upon PBP relate to the factual and principal issues in dispute. In
answering the questions propounded in the written interrogatories, the rebuttal evidence still to be presented by
SIHI can be circumscribed, thereby expediting the disposition of the case. At the same time, the substantial rights
of PBP would not be adversely affected, as it can likewise present its own rebuttal evidence after SIHI rests its
case. This Court, therefore, finds no grave abuse of discretion on the part of the trial court in alowing written
interrogatories to be served by SIHI upon PBP when it did.

In light of the foregoing, it is our finding that petitioner failed to show sufficient cause which would cause the
reversal of the orders of the trial and appellate courts.

WHEREFORE, the instant petition is hereby DENIED. The decision of the Court of the Appealsin CA -G.R. SP.
No. 25370 is AFFIRMED in toto. The temporary restraining order issued by this Court on August 2, 1993, is
hereby LIFTED. The case is ordered REMANDED to the trial court for prompt disposition. Costs against
petitioner Producers Bank of the Philippines.

SO ORDERED.

Narvasa, C.J., (Chairman), Melo, Francisco, and Panganiban, JJ., concur.

[1] Penned by Associate Justice Arturo B. Buena; Ordofiez-Benitez and Montenegro, JJ., concurring.
[2] Rallo, p. 174.

[3] Ibid., pp. 13-14.

[4] Id., p. 14.

[5] Id., pp. 78-79.

[6] Sec. 1, Rule 23 of the 1997 Rules of Civil Procedure, as amended.

[7] 1d., pp. 34-44.

[8] Id., p. 49.

[9] 204 SCRA 212.
[10] 23 Am Jur 2d, pp. 148-149.
[11] Donato v. CA, 217 SCRA 196 (1993).
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