G.R. No. 103525. March 29, 1996 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title**: MARCOPPER MINING CORPORATION vs. NLRC and NAMAWU-MIF

**Facts**:

- **Initial Agreement & CBA**: On August 23, 1984, Marcopper Mining Corporation
(Marcopper), engaged in mineral extraction, and the National Mines and Allied Workers’
Union (NAMAWU-MIF) entered into a Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) effective May
1, 1984, to April 30, 1987. Section 1, Article V of the CBA stipulated a 5% general wage
increase effective May 1, 1985, and another 5% increase effective May 1, 1986. This wage
increase was to be exclusive of any new minimum wages or living allowances.

- ¥*Memorandum of Agreement**: Before the CBA expired, the parties signed a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on July 25, 1986. This modified the CBA: providing an
additional wage increase of 10% (5% on May 1, 1986, and 5% on May 1, 1987) and
increased facilities allowance from P50.00 to P100.00 monthly, effective May 1, 1986.

- **Executive Order No. 178**: On June 1, 1987, Executive Order (E.O.) No. 178 integrated
the cost of living allowance (COLA) into the basic wage of workers, effective retroactively
from May 1, 1987. This resulted in an increased basic wage rate for non-agricultural
laborers by P9.00 per day.

- **Dispute**: While Marcopper applied the additional 5% wage increase on May 1, 1987,
adding the COLA later, NAMAWU-MIF contended that the COLA should first be integrated
into the basic wage before computing the 5% increase.

- **Complaint and Labor Arbiter Decision**: The union filed a complaint for underpayment
on December 15, 1988. The Labor Arbiter ruled in the union’s favor, ordering Marcopper to
pay wage differentials retroactive to May 1, 1987, emphasizing the non-chargeability of
agreements stated in Section 1, Article V of the CBA.

- **Appeal to NLRC**: Marcopper appealed the decision. The NLRC upheld the Arbiter’s
ruling on November 18, 1991. It stated that employees’ benefits derived from law are
exclusive of those through negotiation unless otherwise stipulated.

- **Motion for Reconsideration**: Marcopper’s motion for reconsideration was denied by
the NLRC on December 20, 1991.

**[ssues**:
1. **Basis for Computation**:

© 2024 - batas.org | 1



G.R. No. 103525. March 29, 1996 (Case Brief / Digest)

- Should the computation of the CBA increase be based on the basic wage without the
COLA, or the integrated basic wage which includes the COLA as mandated by E.O. No. 178?

2. **Intent and Contractual Obligation**:
- Whether the term “basic wage” in the CBA and MOA should be interpreted as excluding
the COLA since the agreements were executed before E.O. No. 178.

3. ¥*Compliance with EO 178**:
- Whether Marcopper complied with E.O. No. 178 by first applying the additional 5% wage
increase to the unintegrated basic wage and then adding the COLA.

4. **Doctrine of Liberal Interpretation in Favor of Labor**:
- Application of this doctrine in the context of a contract between private parties.

**Court’s Decision**:

- **Integration of COLA**: The Court ruled that as mandated by E.O. No. 178, effective May
1, 1987, the basic wage must include the COLA. This integration set the statutory minimum
wage and should guide the wage computation for CBA increases.

- *Non-Exclusivity Argument**: The Court found Marcopper’s argument unsupported. The
legislative intent behind integrating COLA was to improve statutory wages. The statutory
nature of wage determinations overrode previous contractual terms not accounting for
integrated COLA.

- ¥*Statutory Mandate Supersedes Agreement**: The mandatory compliance with legislation
like E.O. 178 nullified Marcopper’s claim that the unintegrated wage was intended for
computing wage hikes. The CBA provisions must conform with statutory changes that
integrate COLA.

- *Interpretation Favoring Labor**: Echoing previous jurisprudence, the Court underscored
the constitutional mandate to protect labor rights, favoring the doctrines of liberal
construction of labor laws and contracts to benefit laborers.

**Doctrine**:

- The principle that statutory mandates concerning wage or benefit increments supersede
conflicting prior contractual stipulations.

- Integration of legislatively mandated allowances, like COLA, into the basic wage forms the
basis for further wage increase computations per labor agreements unless explicitly
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exempted by applicable law.

**Class Notes**:

- **Integration of Allowances**: Any statutory allowances integrated into basic wages must
be honored in subsequent wage calculations agreed upon in CBAs.

- **Interpretation of Labor Contracts**: Labor contracts, being quasi-public in nature, must
align with statutory mandates even when pre-dating specific legislation affecting terms
therein.

- **Social Justice Principle**: Any ambiguity in labor contracts or statutes is construed in
favor of the labor force, thereby ensuring workers’ protection and welfare.

- **Art, 4, Labor Code**: “Construction in favor of labor. - All doubts in the implementation
and interpretation of the provisions of this Code, including its implementing rules and
regulations, shall be resolved in favor of labor.”

**Historical Background**:

- **CBA Negotiations and Statutory Integration**: The case underscores the dynamic
interplay between collectively bargained agreements and statutory mandates. As CBAs are
meant to cater to workers’ welfare, statutory enactments like E.O. 178 often aim to
standardize minimum labor standards, creating preemption over private agreements.

- **Executive Orders Impacting Labor Rights**: The Aquino administration’s promulgation
of E.O. 178 reflected broader efforts to institutionalize fair wage practices amid fluctuating
economic conditions, ensuring baseline protections for workers against inflationary
pressures.

This Marcopper case is illustrative of statutory adherence in labor relations, stressing the
critical balance between negotiated agreements and evolving legislative frameworks to
entrench labor rights, reflecting the Philippines’ evolving socio-economic jurisprudence.

© 2024 - batas.org | 3



