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Title: Engineer Leoncio V. Salazar vs. National Labor Relations Commission (2nd Division)
and H.L. Carlos Construction Co. Inc.

Facts:
1. On April 17, 1990, Engineer Leoncio V. Salazar (petitioner) was employed by H.L. Carlos
Construction Co. Inc. (private respondent) as a construction/project engineer for the Monte
de Piedad building project in Cubao, Quezon City, with a monthly salary of P4,500. He
claimed to have an oral agreement for overtime compensation and profit-sharing.

2. On April 16, 1991, Salazar received a memorandum from Nestor A. Delantar, the project
manager, informing him that due to the project’s completion and lack of future contracted
work, his services would be terminated on April 30, 1991. The memorandum also noted
potential re-employment if new projects arose.

3.  On September  13,  1991,  Salazar  filed  a  complaint  with  the  NLRC-NCR Arbitration
Branch, alleging illegal dismissal among other grievances, such as non-payment of wages,
overtime, service incentive leave pay, profit-sharing, and separation pay.

4. On January 29, 1992, the Labor Arbiter dismissed Salazar’s complaint, categorizing him
as a managerial employee ineligible for the claimed benefits and noting his status as a
project employee whose services ended with the project’s completion.

5.  Salazar appealed to the NLRC on April  14,  1992, but the Commission affirmed the
Arbiter’s dismissal on November 27, 1992. A subsequent motion for reconsideration was
denied on February 22, 1993.

6. Salazar then elevated the matter to the Supreme Court through a petition for certiorari,
arguing procedural errors by the NLRC and asserting his entitlement to the contested
benefits.

Issues:
1. Whether Salazar, as a managerial staff, was entitled to overtime pay, premium pay for
holidays, and service incentive leave pay.
2. Whether there was a valid claim to profit-sharing as per the alleged oral agreement.
3. Whether Salazar rendered services beyond April 30, 1991, warranting unpaid wages.
4. Whether the employer was liable for reimbursement of legal expenses in a work-related
criminal prosecution against Salazar.
5. Whether Salazar was entitled to separation pay upon project completion.
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Court’s Decision:
1. On the entitlement to overtime and related benefits, the Court upheld the Labor Arbiter’s
and NLRC’s findings that Salazar was a member of the managerial staff. His duties, being
predominantly supervisory and executive, exempted him from these benefits under relevant
labor laws.

2. The Court found no basis for Salazar’s profit-sharing claims as the alleged agreement
lacked documentary evidence and the practice was not established as standard company
policy.

3. The Court ordered H.L. Carlos Construction Co. Inc. to pay Salazar for work from May 1
to May 15, 1991, as the certificate of employment constituted evidence of his extended
service.

4. The Court ruled that private respondent should reimburse Salazar’s legal fees incurred
due  to  work-related  responsibilities,  aligning  with  the  principle  of  representation  and
employer’s obligation.

5.  On  the  issue  of  separation  pay,  the  Court  confirmed Salazar’s  status  as  a  project
employee,  whose  employment  and  subsequent  dismissal  were  tied  to  specific  project
completion. Therefore, he was not entitled to separation pay.

Doctrine:
–  Managerial  employees  or  members  of  a  managerial  staff  are  exempt  from  certain
economic benefits under the Labor Code due to their supervisory and executive nature of
duties.
– Project employees are not entitled to separation pay upon project completion as their
employment is inherently co-terminous with the project scope.

Class Notes:
– Definition of “project employees” under Article 280 of the Labor Code: employment tied to
specific projects, non-entitling upon completion.
– Differentiation between managerial staff and field personnel under Article 82: Managerial
staff  partake  in  supervisory  roles,  thus  exempt  from  standard  benefits,  unlike  non-
managerial field personnel whose hours are indeterminate.
– Application of estoppel: Employers cannot refute employment certification contents they
voluntarily issue.
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Historical Background:
– The case context arises from the economic realities of the construction industry, wherein
project-based contracts lead to disputes over employment terms, benefits, and employee
rights post-project termination.
– The workforce structure in construction often blurs the lines between managerial and
project  staff,  impacting  eligibility  for  labor  entitlements,  shaping  jurisprudence  on
employment  classification,  and  statutory  privileges  discrepancy.


