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Title: Coca-Cola Bottlers Phils., Inc. v. Alan M. Agito, et al., G.R. No. 179546 (2008)

Facts:
Coca-Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc. (Coca-Cola) is engaged in manufacturing, bottling, and
distributing soft drinks. Respondents were salesmen assigned by Interserve, a contractor
hired under a Contract of Services effective April 1, 2002, through September 30, 2002.

– On April 15, 2002, respondents filed complaints before the NLRC for reinstatement with
backwages, regularization, 13th month pay, and damages against Coca-Cola, Interserve,
and other companies.
– Respondents alleged being terminated without just cause and identified themselves as
longstanding workers for Coca-Cola, though hired through Interserve.
–  Coca-Cola  asserted  respondents  were  Interserve  employees,  submitting  evidence  of
Interserve’s  independent  contractor  status,  substantial  capital  or  investment,  and
supervision  over  respondents.
– The Labor Arbiter found no employer-employee relationship between respondents and
Coca-Cola, ruling for Interserve’s independent contractor status and instructing Interserve
to pay pro-rated 13th month benefits.
– Respondents appealed to the NLRC, emphasizing their indispensability to Coca-Cola’s
primary business and Coca-Cola’s direct control over their work. The NLRC upheld the
Labor Arbiter’s decision.
– Aggrieved, respondents filed a Certiorari petition under Rule 65 with the Court of Appeals,
which  reversed  the  NLRC’s  decision,  declaring  Interserve  a  labor-only  contractor  and
recognizing respondents as Coca-Cola employees. The court pointed to insufficient capital
by Interserve and Coca-Cola’s control over the work processes.
– Coca-Cola petitioned the Supreme Court for review on certiorari.

Issues:
1. Whether Interserve is a legitimate job contractor.
2. Whether the work performed by respondents is necessary and desirable to Coca-Cola’s
business.
3.  Whether  an  employer-employee  relationship  existed  between  Coca-Cola  and  the
respondents  even  in  the  alleged  absence  of  the  four-fold  test  elements.
4. Whether the Contract of Services merely constituted manpower supply.

Court’s Decision:
Interserve  as  a  Labor-Only  Contractor:  The  Supreme Court  agreed  with  the  Court  of
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Appeals that Interserve did not have substantial capital or equipment for the purported
contracted services. Lack of significant investment along with the specific contracts hinting
at mere manpower supply pointed toward Interserve being a labor-only contractor.
Necessity and Desirability: Respondents’ duties of delivering, distributing, and selling Coca-
Cola products were integral to Coca-Cola’s primary business.
Employer-Employee  Relationship:  The  final  ruling  stated  that  labor-only  contracting
established  an  employer-employee  relationship  between  respondents  and  Coca-Cola.
Respondents operated under Coca-Cola policies and supervision, including mandates by
Coca-Cola supervisors and usage of Coca-Cola equipment.
Manpower Supply: The contract’s ambiguous identification of necessary services, besides
the recurring employment tasks it detailed indicated that it merely facilitated manpower
provision.
The court thereby declared respondents as regular employees of Coca-Cola, emphasizing
that their dismissal without just cause and due process rendered it illegal. Coca-Cola was
ordered to reinstate respondents with full back wages and benefits.

Doctrine:
1. Labor-law doctrine distinguishes between legitimate job contracting and prohibited labor-
only contracting.
2.  Labor-only  contracting  establishes  an  employer-employee  relationship  between  the
principal and the contractor’s employees, upholding joint and several liabilities for labor
violations.

Class Notes:
1. Employment Relationship Tests: Look at selection/hiring, payment of wages, control, and
power of dismissal.
2.  Article  106  of  the  Labor  Code  and  D.O.  18-A  outline  labor-only  versus  legitimate
contracting:
– Lack of substantial capital/investment,
– Contractor only supplies workers performing the main business activities,
– The principal exerts control over the means, not just the result of the work.
3. Regular employment under Philippine law involves performing activities necessary and
desirable in the usual business of the employer.

Historical Background:
The case of Coca-Cola Bottlers Phils., Inc. v. Alan M. Agito reflects long-standing labor
issues in the Philippines, particularly related to contracting and subcontracting practices
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often used to circumvent employee regularization and welfare statutes. The 1987 Labor
Code and subsequent regulations set robust frameworks to protect worker rights against
such practices,  which remain subject  to robust  judicial  interpretation and enforcement
through cases like this.


