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### Title: Department of Foreign Affairs v. National Labor Relations Commission, G.R. No.
113191, January 31, 1996

#### Facts:
–  **January 27,  1993:** Jose C.  Magnayi  initiated NLRC-NCR Case No.  00-01-0690-93,
alleging illegal  dismissal  by Asian Development Bank (ADB) and violation of  labor-only
contracting laws.
– Summonses were sent to ADB and through the Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA).
– **ADB and DFA Response:** Asserted that ADB and its officials were immune from legal
processes under Articles 50(1) and 55 of the ADB Charter and Sections 5 and 44 of the
Headquarters Agreement.
–  **Labor  Arbiter’s  Decision  (August  31,  1993):**  Declared  Magnayi  a  regular  ADB
employee, ordered reinstatement, payment of back wages (P42,750), other benefits, and
attorney’s fees.
– **November 3, 1993:** DFA referred the case to the NLRC for “formal vacation of the void
judgment” asserting ADB’s immunity.
– **NLRC Chairman’s Response:** Stated that the NLRC could not investigate or review the
arbiter’s  decision,  suggesting  an  appropriate  complaint  could  be  brought  to  the
Ombudsman.
– **DFA Petitions for Certiorari:** Filed with the Supreme Court, resulting in a temporary
restraining order against the labor arbiter’s writ of execution from March 16, 1994.

#### Issues:
1. **Whether the ADB enjoys immunity from local judicial processes concerning employment
disputes.**
2. **Whether the DFA has legal standing to contest the Labor Arbiter’s decision regarding
ADB.**
3. **Proper use of the extraordinary remedy of certiorari under the given circumstances.**

#### Court’s Decision:
1. **Immunity of ADB (First Issue):**
– The Supreme Court affirmed that ADB enjoys immunity from legal processes, except in
matters  concerning  its  borrowing,  guarantee  operations,  and  securities  transactions
(Charter, Art. 50(1) and Headquarters Agreement, Sec. 5).
– Officers of ADB are also immune in relation to acts performed in their official capacity
(Charter, Art. 55; Headquarters Agreement, Sec. 44).
– The hosting government, by treaty obligations, respects these immunities.
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2. **Legal Standing of DFA (Second Issue):**
– The DFA holds the mandate to determine and assert diplomatic immunities and was
correct in petitioning the Court to protect the country’s international relationships and
commitments.
– Citing precedents from cases involving WHO and other international organizations, the
executive branch’s recognition of immunity must be respected by the judiciary.
3. **Propriety of Certiorari (Third Issue):**
– The Court found that the Labor Arbiter’s decision was issued without jurisdiction, making
it a clear nullity and hence, justifying the remedy of certiorari.
– Extraordinary remedies are available when an adjudicator acts without or in excess of
jurisdiction.

**Disposition:**
–  The Supreme Court  granted the  petition  for  certiorari,  vacating the  Labor  Arbiter’s
decision for being null and void. The temporary restraining order was made permanent.

#### Doctrine:
–  **Diplomatic  Immunity:**  Immunity  from  legal  processes  granted  to  international
organizations and their officials as part of international agreements and treaties is binding
and must be respected by the host state’s courts.
– **Legal Standing of Executive Branch:** The executive branch holds the authority to
determine and assert diplomatic immunities, and such determination is binding upon the
judiciary.
– **Certiorari as Remedy:** Certiorari can be employed when adjudications are made in
excess of jurisdiction or are patently void, ensuring they can be reviewed and rectified by
higher courts.

#### Class Notes:
1. **Elements of Diplomatic Immunity:**
– Immunity from legal processes except in specifically enumerated instances.
– Immunity applicable to acts performed in an official capacity by officers.
– Binding nature of international treaty obligations.
– Executive branch’s recognition of immunity binding on judiciary.
2. **Principles:**
–  Separation  of  powers  requires  courts  to  respect  the  executive’s  determination  on
diplomatic immunity.
– Seniority of treaties over local laws in matters of diplomatic immunity.
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3. **Statutory Provisions:**
– Article 50(1), 55 of the ADB Charter.
– Sections 5 and 44 of the Headquarters Agreement.

#### Historical Background:
The  case  arose  within  the  context  of  increasing  global  transactions  and  interactions
involving  international  organizations.  It  underscores  the  Philippines’  engagement  with
international  organizations  such  as  the  ADB,  highlighting  the  complexities  involved  in
balancing local employment laws and international treaty obligations. The decision situates
itself within the broader discussions of diplomatic immunity and the roles of international
treaties in local jurisdictions, reiterating longstanding principles of respect for international
agreements and the roles assigned to various government branches in their execution and
recognition.


