G.R. No. 85668. August 10, 1989 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** Gelmart Industries Phils., Inc. vs. National Labor Relations Commission and Felix
Francis

**Facts:**

- **1971:*#* Felix Francis commenced employment as an auto-mechanic for Gelmart
Industries Phils., Inc. (GELMART). His job involved repairing engines, underchassis, and
overhauling company vehicles. He was also entrusted with tools and spare parts.

- *April 11, 1987:** Felix Francis was apprehended by security guards taking 16 ounces of
“used” motor oil out of GELMART premises without the requisite gate pass.

- *April 13, 1987:**F Felix Francis was placed under preventive suspension pending an
investigation for violating company rules concerning theft and pilferage.

- **May 20, 1987:** An investigation found Francis guilty of theft, leading to his
termination.

- **February 26, 1988:** Labor Arbiter Ceferina J. Diosana ruled that Felix Francis was
illegally dismissed because the used motor oil was waste and had no value. She ordered
GELMART to reinstate Francis with full back wages from April 13, 1987.

- **Qctober 21, 1988:** NLRC modified the Labor Arbiter’s decision, finding the dismissal
unwarranted but ruling that six months of back wages was appropriate.

- *December 12, 1988:** GELMART filed a special civil action for certiorari before the
Supreme Court with a motion for a temporary restraining order, challenging the NLRC’s
decision.

- **Tanuary 18, 1989:** The Supreme Court temporarily restrained the enforcement of the
NLRC decision and required respondents to comment on the petition.

**[ssues:**

1. **Failure to Exhaust Administrative Remedies:** Whether GELMART’s failure to file a
motion for reconsideration before the NLRC was fatal to their case.

2. **Grave Abuse of Discretion:** Whether the NLRC committed grave abuse of discretion in
ordering reinstatement with back wages despite the established theft.

3. **Validity of Dismissal:** Whether the dismissal of Felix Francis was justified under the
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existing company rules and laws.
**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Failure to Exhaust Administrative Remedies:**

- *Ruling:** The Court ruled that filing a motion for reconsideration may not suspend the
execution of the NLRC’s decision considering its immediate executory nature under Article
223 of the Labor Code. In instances where execution is ordered and urgent relief is
necessary, skipping of procedural remedies is excusable.

2. **Grave Abuse of Discretion:**

- ¥*Ruling:** The Court found no grave abuse of discretion by the NLRC. The decision to
order reinstatement with six months back wages balanced the State policy favoring labor
and the employer’s right to property protection. The NLRC appropriately adjusted the
penalty, recognizing the lesser gravity of the violation and Francis’ long, otherwise
unblemished service.

3. **Validity of Dismissal:**

- **Ruling:** The Court ruled that while Felix Francis violated company rules by taking used
motor oil, the NLRC was correct in determining that outright dismissal was unduly harsh.
The NLRC reasonably found that preventive suspension sufficed as punishment when
considering the specific factual context and Francis’ employment history.

**Doctrine:**

1. *Immediate Executory Nature of NLRC Decisions:** Article 223 of the Labor Code
emphasizes that NLRC decisions are immediately executory, highlighting limited practical
relief through motions for reconsideration when immediate action is necessary.

2. **Balanced Protection of Interests:** The case illustrates the judiciary’s role in balancing
employer discretion with protections for employees, especially within the context of
dismissals for minor infractions.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Article 223, Labor Code:** Decisions of the NLRC are immediately executory. Motions
for reconsideration do not automatically stay executions of decisions.
2. **Grave Abuse of Discretion:** To establish grave abuse, it must be shown that the

decision was made in a capricious or whimsical manner.
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3. **Dismissal and Proportionality:** When assessing illegal dismissal claims, the
proportionality of the punishment with respect to the infraction and the employee’s work
history are key considerations.

**Historical Background:**

During the late 1980s in the Philippines, labor disputes were common amidst a backdrop of
strengthening labor protections under the 1987 Constitution. This case fits within the
broader context of jurisprudential developments that sought to balance workers’ rights with
employers’ interests, reflecting legislative and judicial efforts to enhance labor justice
following years of martial law and economic upheaval.
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