G.R. No. L-25984. October 30, 1970 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
**Alhambra Industries, Inc. vs. Court of Industrial Relations and Alhambra Employees
Association (FTUP), G.R. No. L-25406**

### Facts:

*Overview:**

This case revolves around the allegations of unfair labor practice against Alhambra
Industries, Inc. (petitioner) by refusing to recognize fifteen drivers and helpers as its
employees, consequently depriving them of the benefits under the collective bargaining
agreement (CBA) with the Alhambra Employees Association (respondent union).

**Series of Events:**

1. **Filing of Complaint**: The respondent union filed an unfair labor practice complaint,
alleging discrimination against fifteen union members employed as drivers and helpers.
They claimed the denial of benefits provided to other employees due to their union
membership.

2. **Petitioner’s Denial**: Alhambra Industries, Inc. denied that the drivers and helpers
were its employees, contending they were independent employees of the company’s
salesmen and propagandists.

3. **Grievance Machinery Steps**: Both parties exhausted the grievance machinery
stipulated in their CBA:

- Steps 1 to 3 involved discussions and conferences trying to resolve the issue.

- Step 4 culminated into the union escalating the matter to the Court of Industrial Relations
(CIR) after unsuccessful attempts at resolution.

4. **Court of Industrial Relations’ Findings**:

- The CIR ruled that the drivers and helpers were indeed employees of Alhambra Industries,
Inc.

- It ordered the extension of employee benefits to the drivers and helpers retroactively from
March 14, 1962.

**Procedural Posture**:

1. The CIR decision was appealed by Alhambra Industries to the Supreme Court through a
petition for certiorari.

2. The petitioner placed a singular contention before the Supreme Court: The CIR acted
beyond its jurisdiction due to no finding of unfair labor practice.

### Issues:
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1. **Primary Issue**: Whether the CIR exceeded its jurisdiction in rendering a judgment
when it purportedly found no act of unfair labor practice.

2. ¥*Sub-Issues**:

- Determination of the true employment status of the fifteen drivers and helpers.

- The implication of such determination on obligations and benefits under the CBA.

### Court’s Decision:

*Employment Status of Drivers and Helpers:**

- The Supreme Court upheld the CIR’s determination that the drivers and helpers were
indeed employees of Alhambra Industries, Inc.

- The decision pointed out that the company’s attempt to classify them as employees of the
salesmen and propagandists was an artifice to evade responsibilities under the CBA.

**Jurisdictional Issue:**

- The Supreme Court found no merit in the petitioner’s argument that the CIR exceeded its
jurisdiction.

- The assertion that the drivers and helpers were employees negated the petitioner’s claim
of no unfair labor practice. The CIR had the authority to enforce rights under the Industrial
Peace Act.

### Doctrine:

**Doctrine Established**:

- **True Employee Test**: Even if individuals do not apply directly to a corporation but
provide services on behalf of that corporation under its instructions and are paid through
indirect means by the corporation, they are considered employees of the said corporation.

- **Unfair Labor Practice Scope**: The court can decide on worker’s status and extend
benefits if an entity intentionally misrepresents employment relationships to deny CBA
benefits, constituting unfair labor practice.

### Class Notes:

**Key Concepts**:

1. *Unfair Labor Practice**: Discriminatory actions against union members or evasion of
collective bargaining obligations (Section 4(a), Industrial Peace Act).

2. *Employee Definition**: When an individual’s services, compensation, and control are
dictated by the corporation, they are deemed employees notwithstanding intermediary
recruitment or payment processes.

3. **Collective Bargaining Agreement Enforcement**: Courts may review and mandate
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compliance with the terms of CBAs against corporate evasiveness.
4. **Grievance Machinery**: Legal framework allowing union disputes to be addressed
systematically before resorting to judicial intervention.

**Relevant Statutory Provisions**:

- ¥Section 4(a) of the Industrial Peace Act**: Prohibits unfair labor practices, including
discrimination to discourage union membership.

- *¥*Section 5(c) of the Industrial Peace Act**: Mandates the court to cease and desist orders
and other affirmative actions to rectify unfair labor practices.

### Historical Background:

*Context**:

- During the 1960s, the Philippines saw growing labor movements demanding fair treatment
and benefits.

- The Industrial Peace Act was designed to curb unfair labor practices and promote
equitable labor relations.

- This case exemplifies the judiciary’s role in interpreting and enforcing labor laws against
corporate strategies undermining worker rights.

This case reflects the judiciary’s proactive stance in ensuring equality and fairness in
industrial relations, aligning with broader global labor movements of the mid-20th century
that led to enhanced labor rights and standards.
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