G.R. No. 119160. January 30, 1997 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Editha Sehoron y Limora

### Facts:

1. **Initial Incidents:**

- In October 1991, Cesar Virtucio along with other applicants was introduced to Editha
Senoron by Aquilino Ilano at Ilano’s house in Pasay City for overseas job opportunities.

- Virtucio and his companions filled out job application forms provided by Ilano in the
presence of Senoron.

- Virtucio paid Ilano P20,000 as a placement fee, witnessed by Senoron, and was instructed
to follow up at Senioron’s Manila office.

2. *Complaints Filed:**

- After failing to be deployed abroad, Virtucio, Ronilo Bueno, and Greg Corsega filed
complaints of Illegal Recruitment and Estafa against Senoron, Ilano, and John Doe at the
National Bureau of Investigation (NBI).

- Bueno paid Ilano P19,000 in Senoron’s presence for processing fees, with the
understanding it would be given to Senoron for employment processing.

3. **Actions and Forgery:**

- Senoron issued Interbank Check No. 05263108 for P135,000 (in words) but P130,000 (in
figures) to cover payments from the complainants and several other applicants. This check
bounced due to insufficient funds.

4. **Investigation and Trial:**

- The prosecution later presented evidence that Senoron was not licensed by the Philippine
Overseas Employment Administration (POEA) to recruit workers.

- The trial in the Regional Trial Court of Pasay City ensued with Senoron pleading not guilty.
- The trial ended with the conviction of Senoron for illegal recruitment (large scale) and
three counts of Estafa.

5. ¥Appeal:**
- Senoron appealed her conviction for illegal recruitment but did not contest her conviction
for Estafa, making the latter final and executory.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Regional Trial Court erred in finding the evidence sufficient to prove
Senoron’s guilt for illegal recruitment beyond a reasonable doubt.
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2. Whether the sufficiency of the evidence warrants Senoron’s conviction and the imposition
of life imprisonment and a fine for illegal recruitment.

### Court’s Decision:

1. **Sufficiency of Evidence:**

- The Supreme Court held that the evidence sufficiently demonstrated Senoron’s
involvement in recruitment activities without the necessary POEA license. Her presence and
participation in accepting fees and making promises about employment abroad completed
the illegal recruitment activity.

2. **Recruitment Without License:**
- The testimonies from complainants and the POEA certification substantiated that Sefioron
engaged in recruitment without a license, confirming the illegal nature of her activities.

3. **Issuance of Check:**
- The argument that Sehoron only issued the check as an accommodation was immaterial to
the case of illegal recruitment. The case focused on the unlicensed recruitment activities.

The Court reaffirmed the trial court’s decision, convicting Senoron of large-scale illegal
recruitment, thus upholding the life imprisonment sentence and the P100,000.00 fine.

### Doctrine:

- The decision reiterates that illegal recruitment under Article 38 (a) of the Labor Code
focuses on unauthorized recruitment activities. It stresses that the mere undertaking of
recruitment activities without the proper license or authority, as defined under Article 13
(b), constitutes illegal recruitment.

### Class Notes:

- *¥llegal Recruitment (Labor Code):**

- Recruitment activities by non-licensees or unauthorized entities: canvassing, enlisting,
contracting, transporting, using, hiring, and procuring workers.

- Proof elements: (1) Engagement in recruitment activities, (2) Lack of recruitment license
or authority.

- **Egtafa (RPC):**
- Elements: (1) Deceit or fraud, (2) Damage or injury, (3) False pretenses or fraudulent acts.

- **[abor Code Provisions:**
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- Article 38 (a): Defines and criminalizes illegal recruitment.
- Article 13 (b): Defines recruitment and placement.

### Historical Background:

- The case occurred within the early 1990s when illegal recruitment for overseas
employment was prevalent. This social context is marked by high unemployment rates and a
strong desire among Filipinos to seek employment abroad, often making them vulnerable to
fraudsters. This historical backdrop underscores the need for strict enforcement of
recruitment regulations by the POEA and highlights the penalties for violators as a
deterrent against such exploitative practices.
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