G.R. No. L-23266. April 25, 1968 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**Laguna Transportation Employees Union, et al., vs. Laguna Transportation Co., Inc.: A
Case on Fair Employment Practices and Union Membership in the Philippines**

### Facts:

The case revolves around the Laguna Transportation Employees Union and individual
petitioners Vicente Marfil, Pedro Alinsod, and Glicerio Artes, who alleged that Laguna
Transportation Co., Inc. engaged in unfair labor practices. They contended that the
respondent company dismissed them due to their refusal to disaffiliate from the petitioner
union, following advice and warnings that included promises of salary increments and
promotions.

The initial complaint, filed by the CIR’s prosecutor on behalf of the petitioners, accused the
company of discriminatory actions and refusal to reinstate the complainants, contrary to the
mandates of the Industrial Peace Act (Republic Act 875, Section 4(a), subsections 1, 2, and
4). The respondent countered with justifications for the dismissal of the individual
petitioners and disputed the employer-employee relationship concerning Artes.

The case progressed through the Court of Industrial Relations (CIR), where evidence from
both sides was presented. These included Marfil’s union activities and alleged work
deficiencies, Alinsod’s employment transition from driver to assistant dispatcher and
subsequent separation for work negligence, and claims about Artes’ employment status. The
CIR, led by Associate Judge Amando C. Bugayong, decided in favor of the respondent,
concluding that the dismissals were just and unrelated to union activities. Petitioners’
motion for reconsideration was denied by majority vote.

### Issues:

1. Whether there was substantial evidence to support the claim that petitioners were
dismissed due to union affiliation or activity.

2. The validity of reasons provided by the respondent for the dismissal of each petitioner.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court affirmed the CIR’s judgment, ruling that substantial evidence justified
the dismissals on grounds separate from union activities. It was determined that:

- Marfil’s and Alinsod’s dismissals were due to work-related deficiencies, aligning with
precedents where similar reasons were recognized as valid grounds for termination.

- Artes’, being deemed too old for his driver position and not having been reemployed in any
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capacity post-company incorporation, lacked the foundational employer-employee
relationship to sustain an unfair labor practice suit.

### Doctrine:

- The findings on evidence weight by the Court of Industrial Relations are conclusive,
highlighting the principle that appellate review is limited to assessing if such findings are
backed by substantial evidence.

- A valid dismissal can be grounded on absenteeism, inefficiency, and other work-related
failures, providing such actions are not linked to union activities or affiliations.

### Class Notes:

- **Fair Employment Practices**: Legally, an employer cannot dismiss employees due to
their involvement in union activities, as protected under the Industrial Peace Act.

- **Valid Grounds for Termination**: Recognized grounds include inefficiency, habitual
absenteeism, and failure to perform duties, among others, barring any infringement on the
right to self-organization.

- *Substantial Evidence Rule**: In labor disputes, appellate courts defer to the factual
findings of the Court of Industrial Relations if supported by substantial evidence.

### Historical Background:

This case sheds light on the broader context of labor relations and the legal protection
against unfair labor practices in the Philippines during the mid-20th century. It emphasizes
the judiciary’s role in balancing employers’ rights to manage their businesses and
employees’ rights to engage in union activities without fear of retaliation.
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