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### San Jose City Electric Service Cooperative, Inc. (SAJELCO) vs. Ministry of Labor and
Employment and MAGKAISA-ADLO

#### Facts
1. **July 29, 1986**: MAGKAISA-ADLO filed a petition for direct certification election with
the Department of Labor and Employment (DOLE) Regional Office No. 111. The union
claimed to have the support of 62% of SAJELCO’s rank-and-file employees, totaling around
54 employees.
2.  **SAJELCO’s  Opposition**:  SAJELCO opposed the petition,  raising unique objections
centering around the dual roles of their employees as both consumers and cooperative
members, thus challenging the validity of such employees to seek union representation.
3. **September 5, 1986**: Med-Arbiter Antonio R. Cortez granted the petition for a direct
certification election, stating that despite the dual roles, the employees were eligible to
enjoy employee rights under the Labor Code.
4.  **Appeal  to  Bureau  of  Labor  Relations  (BLR)**:  SAJELCO appealed,  reiterating  its
arguments on the dual roles rendering collective bargaining impractical and arguing that
their by-laws provided adequate grievance mechanisms.
5. **BLR’s Decision**: The Bureau of Labor Relations upheld the Med-Arbiter’s decision on
January 5, 1987.
6. **Petition for Certiorari**: On February 19, 1987, SAJELCO filed a petition for certiorari
with the Supreme Court to reverse the BLR’s decision. Subsequently, a certification election
was conducted on April 13, 1987, where a majority voted in favor of MAGKAISA-ADLO.
7. **Comment by Solicitor General**: The Solicitor General filed a comment opposing the
BLR’s decision, arguing on legal grounds against the mingling of employer and employee
statuses in cooperative contexts.
8.  **Supreme Court  Proceedings**:  Several  procedural  interactions  occurred,  including
comments and counter-comments from relevant parties, before the case was given due
course.

#### Issues
1. **Whether employees who are also members-consumers of an electric cooperative can
organize and engage in collective bargaining**.

#### Court’s Decision
The Supreme Court ruled that:
1. **Employees as Members-Consumers**: Employees who are members-consumers of the
cooperative cannot form, join, or assist in labor organizations for purposes of collective
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bargaining. This is because they have a dual status as co-owners and consumers, making it
impractical to bargain collectively with themselves.
2. **Non-Member Employees**: Employees who are not members-consumers can exercise
their rights to self-organization and collective bargaining. Despite being employed primarily
due to their relation to member-consumers, they do not share the same dual status and are
thus  entitled  to  the  full  rights  afforded  to  employees  under  the  Labor  Code  and  the
Constitution.

#### Doctrine
– **Dual Status Restrictions**: Employees of cooperatives who hold dual roles as members-
consumers cannot engage in activities leading to collective bargaining due to the inherent
conflict of interest. The rule does not extend to employees without such dual roles, who
retain their full labor rights.
– **Jurisdictional Analysis**: The Court provided a detailed jurisdictional analysis, stressing
the importance of distinguishing between members-consumers and ordinary employees in
cooperatives.

#### Class Notes
– **Key Legal Concepts**:
– **Labor Rights in the Context of  Cooperatives**:  Cooperative members who are also
employees face restrictions on their labor rights specifically in collective bargaining.
– **Article 244, Labor Code**: Addresses the qualifications for union formation, emphasizing
roles barring managerial employees and those with conflicting interests.
– **Article 243, Labor Code**: Establishes basic employee qualifications for forming, joining,
or assisting labor unions.
–  **National  Electrification  Decree  (P.D.  No.  269)**:  Highlights  managerial  roles  and
prerogatives within electric cooperatives impacting labor rights.

Verbatim Statutes:
– **Article 243 of the Labor Code**: “Any labor organization may be formed or assisted by at
least twenty percent (20%) of the employees in a bargaining unit.”
– **Article 244**: “Managerial employees and those who have the power to devise policies,
etc.”

#### Historical Background
During the 1980s, the Philippines was grappling with labor issues within both private firms
and cooperative structures. The unique socio-economic architecture of cooperatives posed
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challenges to traditional labor frameworks, leading to legal disputes such as SAJELCO’s,
which tested the boundaries of employee rights in cooperative settings. The case reflects a
period  where  the  judiciary  was  crucial  in  clarifying  labor  laws  to  adapt  to  evolving
organizational structures.


