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### Title:
Quintanar et al. vs. Coca-Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc., G.R. No. 176024

### Facts:

**Series of Employments:**
1. Complainants, having different employment start dates from 1984 to 2000, were initially
hired as regular Route Helpers by respondent Coca-Cola, tasked with distributing bottled
products under direct supervision of Route Sales Supervisors.
2. Compensation included salaries and commissions averaging Php 3,000.00 per month.

**Transfers to Manpower Agencies:**
1. Despite initial direct hiring by Coca-Cola, complainants were successively transferred to
various manpower agencies – Lipercon Services, Inc., People’s Services, Inc., ROMAC, and
lastly, respondent Interserve Management and Manpower Resources, Inc.

**DOLE Inspection and Irregular Dismissals:**
1. The Department of Labor and Employment (DOLE) declared the complainants regular
employees of Coca-Cola who needed to be paid underpaid 13th-month pay and other claims.
2. Following the DOLE inspection and filing of claims, the petitioners were dismissed by
Coca-Cola in January 2004.

**Filing of Illegal Dismissal Case:**
1. Complainants filed an illegal dismissal case on November 10, 2006, asserting their status
as Coca-Cola’s regular employees.

**Procedural History:**
1. *Labor Arbiter (LA) Decision:*
–  Held  petitioners  were  regular  Coca-Cola  employees  and  ordered  reinstatement  and
backwages amounting to Php 15,319,005.00 as of August 29, 2008.
2. *National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) Decision:*
– Affirmed the LA’s findings and held ISI, Lipercon, PSI, ROMAC, and Interserve merely
“feigned” being employers to exempt Coca-Cola from responsibilities.
3. *Court of Appeals (CA) Decision:*
– Reversed LA and NLRC’s findings, ruling that complainants were employees of Interserve,
which the CA found to be a legitimate independent contractor.
4. *Supreme Court Petition:*
–  Petitioners  challenged  the  CA’s  ruling,  citing  grave  abuse  of  discretion  and
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misappreciation  of  facts,  among  others.

### Issues:

1. **Existence of Employer-Employee Relationship:**
– Did an employer-employee relationship exist between the complainants and Coca-Cola
despite the transfer to manpower agencies?
2. **Legitimacy of Interserve as a Job Contractor:**
– Was Interserve a legitimate independent contractor, or merely a labor-only contractor?

3. **Illegal Dismissal:**
– Were the petitioners’ dismissals by Coca-Cola wrongful and without just or authorized
cause?

### Court’s Decision:

**1. Finding of Employer-Employee Relationship:**
– The SC ruled that petitioners were indeed regular employees of Coca-Cola. This conclusion
was based on the principle of stare decisis and previous rulings on similar cases (e.g.,
Magsalin, N.O.W.), establishing the necessity and desirability of the Route Helpers’ work in
Coca-Cola’s business.

**2. Labor-Only Contracting and Interserve’s Legitimacy:**
–  The  Supreme Court  found substantial  evidence  showing Interserve  was  a  labor-only
contractor. It emphasized that although Interserve had substantial capital and was duly
registered as an independent contractor, this did not absolve Coca-Cola of liability since the
work  performed  by  petitioners  was  directly  related  to  Coca-Cola’s  primary  business.
Interserve lacked genuine independence in its operations, affirming its status as a labor-only
contractor.

**3. Illegal Dismissal:**
– The SC concurred with the NLRC and LA’s assessment that petitioners were effectively
“dismissed” without any valid cause by Coca-Cola, thus entitling them to reinstatement and
backwages.

The SC granted the petition, reversed the CA’s decision, and reinstated the August 29, 2008
decision of the LA ordering reinstatement with backwages.

### Doctrine:
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**Employee Classification and Labor-Only Contracting:**
– **Regular Employment:**
–  Under  Article  280  of  the  Labor  Code,  employment  is  deemed  regular  if  the  work
performed is necessary or desirable in the usual business of the employer, even if there are
agreements suggesting otherwise.
– **Labor-Only Contracting:**
– As per Article 106, labor-only contracting exists when an intermediary does not have
substantial capital or does not control the manner and method the worker performs. This
intermediary’s liability extends as if it were the employer.

### Class Notes:

1. **Key Legal Concepts:**
– **Regular Employment:** Necessity or desirability of the job in the usual business or
trade.
– **Labor-Only Contracting:** Lack of substantial capital and tools, and the work performed
is directly related to the principal business.
– **Judicial Precedent:** Application of stare decisis and its implications in labor cases.

2. **Statutory Provisions:**
–  **Labor  Code  (Article  280  &  106):**  Defines  regular  employment  and  labor-only
contracting.
– **Principle of Control Test:** Determines existence of an employer-employee relationship
by assessing the degree of control exercised over the employee’s work.

### Historical Background:

This case emerges from a backdrop where large companies, like Coca-Cola, often engage in
practices to evade direct employment relationships to minimize liability and obligations. The
judiciary’s repeated decisions have sought to reclassify workers, ensuring their rights and
protections under the law. The decision reaffirms the judiciary’s stance against artificial
subcontracting arrangements that undermine labor rights.


