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### Title:
Claret School of Quezon City v. Madelyn I. Sinday: A Case on Fixed-Term Employment and
Security of Tenure

### Facts:
In February 2014, Madelyn I. Sinday filed a complaint for illegal dismissal against Claret
School of Quezon City, her employer. Sinday’s employment journey with Claret began in
April 2010 as a releasing clerk for the school’s book sale. Subsequently, she transitioned
into a role at the Human Resources Department as a filing clerk in July 2010, then returned
to the releasing clerk position in April  2011,  serving until  July  14,  2011.  Prior  to the
expiration of  her position as a releasing clerk,  Sinday took up employment at  Claret’s
Technical-Vocational Training Center (Claretech) starting July 15, 2011, as a secretary.

In January 2013, Sinday was classified as a regular employee by Fr. Renato B. Manubag,
Director of Claretech, and was made to sign a Probationary Employment Contract set from
January 16, 2013, to July 15, 2013. However, upon the contract’s expiration, Sinday was
informed that her tenure was terminated due to administrative changes and cost-cutting
measures. Desperate for work, she accepted a substitute teacher aide position from August
1, 2013, to October 25, 2013. Sinday then unsuccessfully sought reinstatement.

In contrast,  Claret  maintained that  Sinday was only a part-time fixed-term contractual
employee, not a regular employee. The school argued her employment was contingent on
temporary needs and was not a regular feature of the school’s operations.

The Labor Arbiters’ decision favored Sinday, ruling her a regular employee and finding her
illegal dismissal. The National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC), however, reversed this
decision, accepting Claret’s assertion of Sinday as a part-time contract worker. The Court of
Appeals later found Sinday to be illegally dismissed and reinstated the Labor Arbiter’s
decision but ordered separation pay instead of reinstatement due to the time lapse.

### Issues:
1. Can the petition resolve questions of fact?
2. Is Madelyn I. Sinday considered a regular employee of Claret School of Quezon City?
3. Was Madelyn I. Sinday illegally dismissed?

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Sinday, holding that she was a regular employee and
was illegally dismissed. The Court elucidated that neither criterion under the Brent doctrine
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applied,  recognizing  Sinday’s  economic  disadvantage  and  dependence  on  Claret  for
employment. Substantial evidence suggested that Sinday’s roles were usually necessary and
desirable to Claret’s operations, qualifying her as a regular employee. Additionally, Claret’s
failure to comply with due process requirements for termination further entrenched the
Court’s decision on illegal dismissal.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court reiterates that fixed-term employment contracts are subject to scrutiny
under  the  Brent  doctrine,  emphasizing  that  such  contracts  must  not  circumvent  an
employee’s right to security of tenure. The existence of a contract indicating a fixed term
does not preclude regular employment, especially when the parties are not on equal footing
concerning employment negotiations.

### Class Notes:
– Regular employment is determined based on whether the employee’s activity is usually
necessary or desirable in the business or trade of the employer (Article 295, Labor Code).
– Fixed-term employment contract validity adheres to two criteria: parties’ agreement was
knowingly  and  voluntarily  established,  and  no  moral  dominance  was  exercised  by  the
employer over the employee.
– Illegal dismissal claims mandate due process, characterized by the two-notice rule: a
notice specifying grounds for termination, and another indicating the decision to terminate.

### Historical Background:
The case exemplifies the ongoing judicial scrutiny over fixed-term employment practices
within Philippine labor jurisprudence, particularly highlighting the judiciary’s protective
stance towards employees’ security of tenure against the backdrop of evolving employment
contracts and practices.


