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### Title:
Bulanon vs. Mendco Development Corporation / Pinnacle Casting and/or Mastercraft
Philippines, Inc., and/or Jacquer International and/or Eric Ng Mendoza – G.R. No. 214115

### Facts:
1. **Employee Background & Initial Complaint:**
– **Anselmo Bulanon** was alleged to be a Welder/Fabricator for various businesses owned
by **Eric Ng Mendoza**: Mendco Development Corporation (Mendco), Pinnacle Casting
Corporation (Pinnacle), Mastercraft Philippines Inc. (Mastercraft), and Jacquer International
(Jacquer).
– On **January 6, 2006**, Bulanon filed a Complaint with the **Department of Labor and
Employment  (DOLE)**  for  non-payment  of  overtime pay,  holiday  pay,  13th-month  pay,
premiums, and lack of social security.

2. **DOLE Inspection:**
– DOLE inspected **Pinnacle** on **January 13, 2006** and found non-compliance with
payment obligations.

3. **Termination Allegations:**
– On **January 14, 2006**, HR representative Raquel allegedly issued Bulanon’s salary and
instructed him not to report for work.
–  On **January 16,  2006**,  Bulanon was prevented by a security guard from entering
Pinnacle’s premises.

4. **Labor Complaint for Illegal Dismissal:**
–  Bulanon filed  complaints  against  Eric  and the aforementioned companies  before  the
**National Labor Relations Commission, Regional Arbitration Branch VII (NLRC-RAB)** for
illegal suspension and dismissal, seeking backwages, separation pay, attorney’s fees, and
damages.

5. **Respondents’ Denial:**
–  Respondents  denied  the  employer-employee  relationship,  asserting  Bulanon  was  a
neighborhood handyman involved in masonry work for their private residences.

6. **Ruling of the Labor Arbiter:**
– On **June 17, 2008**, **Labor Arbiter (LA)** ruled in favor of Bulanon, citing illegal
dismissal and invalidating respondents’ Position Paper for lacking a Certification of Non-
Forum Shopping and verification.
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7. **NLRC Appeal:**
– Respondents appealed to the **NLRC**. On **October 30, 2009**, the NLRC reversed the
LA decision,  dismissing Bulanon’s complaints on grounds of  lack of  employer-employee
relationship.

8. **Court of Appeals Decision:**
– Bulanon moved for reconsideration, and the matter was elevated to the **Court of Appeals
(CA)**, which sustained the NLRC’s findings on **April 30, 2014**, reaffirming there was no
employer-employee relationship.

9. **Supreme Court Petition:**
–  On **July  2,  2015**,  after  CA denied Bulanon’s  motion for  reconsideration,  Bulanon
petitioned the **Supreme Court** to review the case, contesting the conclusion of not being
an employee.

### Issues:
1. **Primary Legal Issue:**
–  Whether  an  employer-employee  relationship  existed  between  Bulanon  and  the
respondents.

2. **Procedural Issues:**
– Validity and sufficiency of respondents’ Position Paper before the LA.
– Whether respondents’ appeal before the NLRC was perfected despite procedural lapses.

### Court’s Decision:
1. **Employer-Employee Relationship:**
– The Supreme Court agreed with the CA and the NLRC that Bulanon failed to prove an
employer-employee  relationship  using  the  four-fold  test  (selection  and  engagement,
payment  of  wages,  the  power  to  discipline,  and  the  control  test).

2. **Procedural Validity:**
– Though the respondents’ Position Paper was initially deficient, the Supreme Court noted
that the technical rules of procedure could be relaxed to serve substantial justice.

3. **Substantial Evidence:**
– Bulanon’s evidence (Daily Time Records and Affidavit) was deemed insufficient. The DTRs
were  questionable,  lacked  proper  signatures,  and  were  regarded  as  self-serving.
Furthermore,  respondents  presented  payroll  records  excluding  Bulanon  as  an  employee.
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**Final Ruling:**
– The **Supreme Court denied Bulanon’s petition** and affirmed the CA decisions.

### Doctrine:
1. **Employer-Employee Relationship Test:**
– The Court reiterated the four-fold test to determine an employer-employee relationship.
– The burden of proof lies on the party asserting the relationship, necessitating substantial
evidence.

2. **Procedural Relaxation:**
– In labor disputes, the Court may relax procedural rules to focus on substantial justice,
provided compelling and justifiable reasons exist.

### Class Notes:
– **Employer-Employee Relationship:**
– **Four-Fold Test**: Selection and engagement, Payment of wages, Power to discipline and
dismiss, Control test.
– **Burden of Proof**: Lies with the party claiming the relationship.
– Substantial evidence from any competent source can suffice but must be relevant and
credible.

– **Procedural Flexibility in Labor Cases:**
– Labour courts can set aside strict rules to achieve substantial justice.

– **Evidence Requirements:**
–  Authentic,  verifiable  documentation  is  crucial;  self-serving  statements  and  dubious
documents carry little weight.

### Historical Background:
– **Industrial and Labor Relations Context:**
– The case reflects the tension between technical procedure and the quest for justice in
labor disputes. This case underscores the challenges laborers face in substantiating claims
against employers in the context of varying work arrangements.
– Highlighted the role of the judiciary in balancing procedural rigor with equity to protect
labor rights while ensuring fair treatment of employers.


