G.R. No. 211892. December 06, 2017 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Innodata Knowledge Services, Inc. v. Socorro D’Marie T. Inting, et al.

### Facts:

Innodata Knowledge Services, Inc. (IKSI) engaged in data processing and related services,
undertook a project from Applied Computer Technologies (ACT) requiring the recruitment
of lawyers or law graduates as reviewers for litigation documents. Consequently, IKSI
engaged multiple individuals for this project under a five-year contract. However, due to
purported changes in business conditions and client requirements, IKSI placed these
employees on indefinite forced leave starting January 7, 2010. Subsequent notices of
termination were sent to the employees in May 2010, citing the absence of work as the
reason. The employees contested this move, initiating a legal battle for alleged illegal
dismissal, which traversed the institutional hierarchy from the Labor Arbiter (LA) to the
National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC), and then on appeal to the Court of Appeals
(CA), arguing each time against their dismissal’s validity.

### Issues:

1. Whether respondents were project employees or regular employees and if their contracts
genuinely reflected the nature of their employment.

2. Whether respondents were illegally dismissed due to their placement on forced leave
followed by termination.

3. Whether the CA erred in its reversal of the NLRC’s decision affirming the LA’s ruling.

4. The applicability and fulfillment of procedural requisites in the filing and consideration of
the case across various legal forums.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court sided with the Appellate Court, emphasizing that respondents were the
company’s regular employees and their dismissal was unfounded. It underscored that the
alleged project employment lacked consistency with the employers’ actions, particularly
involving the employees in tasks beyond the scope of the initially identified project without
corresponding new contracts. The Multiplier declared that the forced leave and eventual
termination, cited as cost-saving measures due to decreased workload, were effectively a
disguise for illegal dismissal, compounded by the lack of proper notice and due process.
Further, procedural issues, including the distinctions between verification and certification
against forum shopping, were addressed, with the court adopting a liberal stance to
facilitate justice.
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### Doctrine:

This case reiterates the doctrine that the nature of employment is determined by the
activities the employee is called to perform and the continuity of the performance rather
than parties’ agreements or job titles. It also expounds on the impermissibility of disguising
indefinite forced leaves and subsequent dismissals as lawful management prerogatives
without just or authorized cause.

### Class Notes:

- *Determination of Employment Type**: Employment contracts must align with statutory
definitions and the genuine nature of employment duties, not merely the titles or terms
parties agree upon.

- *llegal Dismissal**: Employees’ rights against unjust termination are protected, with
employers required to substantiate dismissals based on just or authorized causes
substantively and procedurally.

- **Liberal Interpretation of Procedural Requirements**: In labor cases, the court may adopt
a lenient approach to technical requirements to uphold substantive justice, emphasizing
outcome over form.

- *Verification vs. Certification Against Forum Shopping**: Verification ensures the
pleading’s allegations are made in good faith, while certification against forum shopping
aims to prevent multiple litigations for the same cause; non-compliance with the latter is
generally incurable but may be relaxed under compelling circumstances.

### Historical Background:

This decision reflects the judiciary’s mandate to protect labor rights, emphasizing the
protection against unjust dismissal and the misuse of contractual terms to circumvent
employment security. It demonstrates the courts’ role in interpreting contractual and
statutory provisions to protect the substantive rights of workers within the historical context
of safeguarding the labor force’s welfare in the Philippines.
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