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Title: **Delia D. Romero vs. People of the Philippines: A Landmark Case on Illegal
Recruitment**

Facts:
Delia D. Romero was accused and subsequently found guilty of illegal recruitment practices.
The  sequence  of  events  began  when  Romulo  Padlan,  a  former  classmate  of  Romero,
approached her to inquire about employment opportunities in Israel. Assured of a lucrative
salary, Padlan raised $3,600 for processing fees and handed it to Romero. He left for Israel
but was deported for lacking a work visa. Similarly, Arturo Siapno, Romero’s nephew, was
promised employment in Israel for the same processing fee. Despite securing a job, Siapno
was also deported for the same reason as Padlan. Discovering Romero and her associates
lacked the necessary license for  overseas recruitment,  both Padlan and Siapno filed a
complaint, leading to an information being filed against Romero for illegal recruitment.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC) convicted Romero of illegal recruitment as defined in Article
38 of Presidential Decree No. 442, amending it to include a penalty of eight years in prison
and a fine. The conviction was subsequently affirmed by the Court of Appeals (CA).

Issues:
1.  Whether the Court  of  Appeals  erred in affirming Romero’s  conviction based on the
definition and evidence of illegal recruitment.
2. The admissibility and relevance of the certification from the Department of Labor and
Employment  (DOLE)  indicating  Romero’s  lack  of  authority  to  recruit  for  overseas
employment.
3. The interpretation and application of the legal definition of “recruitment and placement”
under Article 13(b) of the Labor Code in relation to Romero’s actions.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied Romero’s petition for review, affirming the CA’s decision with a
modification in the penalty, citing that both procedural and substantive legal standards for
illegal recruitment were met in Romero’s actions. It clarified that Romero’s lack of a valid
license was rightfully judged based on a certification from DOLE, dismissing arguments
against its admissibility. The Court further detailed that Romero’s promises and collection of
fees from Padlan and Siapno squarely fell within the legal definition of recruitment activities
prohibited without a license.

Doctrine:
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The case reaffirmed the definition of illegal recruitment under Article 38 of the Labor Code
and the necessity of a valid license for recruitment activities. It also clarified the evidentiary
value of certifications regarding one’s licensing status issued by regulatory bodies.

Class Notes:
– Illegal Recruitment: Defined under Article 38 of the Labor Code; requires the concurrent
absence of a valid license and engagement in recruitment activities.
– Key Statutes: Article 38 and 13(b) of the Labor Code, emphasizing the need for a license
for any recruitment and placement activities.
– Evidence: The Supreme Court underscores that direct testimonies, along with regulatory
certifications, are sufficient to establish the elements of illegal recruitment.
– Indeterminate Sentence Law: Mandatory application in convictions exceeding one year,
where the penalty does not exceed the maximum term prescribed by law.

Historical Background:
This case illustrates the Philippine government’s stringent stance on protecting its citizens
from  illegal  recruitment  practices,  especially  those  seeking  employment  abroad.  It
represents the ongoing battle against those who exploit individuals desiring overseas work,
within the broader context of the Philippines’ labor export policy.


