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**Title:** Arlo Aluminum, Inc. vs. Vicente M. Piñon, Jr., in Behalf of Vic Edward Piñon

**Facts:**

Arlo Aluminum, Incorporated, a subcontractor for Eton Properties’ aluminum and glazing
works at Eton Residences Greenbelt in Makati City, had engaged E.M. Piñon Glazing, whose
employee, Vic Edward Piñon, died in a deadly accident on January 27, 2011, involving a
gondola crash from the 32nd floor, killing ten employees, including Vic Edward.

Following the incident, Eton Properties and Arlo Aluminum extended P150,000 financial
assistance towards the victims’ families, covering funeral expenses and SSS contributions.
In exchange, Vic’s father, Vicente Piñon, signed a Deed of Release, Waiver, and Quitclaim,
absolving the companies of liabilities.

On May 3, 2011, Vicente filed a suit against Arlo Aluminum and others for underpayment of
wages and benefits for work his son had performed.

Procedurally,  the Labor Arbiter (LA) initially ruled that EMP Glazing had an employer-
employee relationship with Vic Edward, ordering them to pay salary differentials, service
incentive leave pay, and 13th month pay. Vicente’s grievances against Arlo Aluminum and
others were dismissed.

Upon appeal, the NLRC modified the ruling to hold Arlo Aluminum and Eton Properties
solidarily liable for unpaid wages, under Article 106 of the Labor Code. The CA affirmed the
NLRC’s ruling, emphasizing the invalidity of the quitclaim due to Vicente’s vulnerable state
upon signing it.

Arlo Aluminum contested the CA decision before the Supreme Court, asserting the validity
of the quitclaim and demanding either a refund or offset against the liabilities.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the signed Deed of Release, Waiver, and Quitclaim was valid.

2. Whether the P150,000 financial assistance should offset the monetary awards arising
from the claims.

3. Whether the CA should have addressed only issues raised in the petition for certiorari.

**Court’s Decision:**
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1. **Validity of Quitclaim**: The Court emphasized conditions for valid quitclaims: they must
be executed without fraud, coercion and offer sufficient consideration. It ruled the quitclaim
as initially valid. The P150,000 exceeded the determined P145,276.22 in salary and benefits,
thus offsetting Arlo Aluminum’s liabilities.

2. **Offset of Financial Assistance**: Even if the quitclaim was invalid, received amounts
should deduct from later awards. The effective settlement covered computed entitlements,
affirming no further payments necessary by Arlo Aluminum.

3. **Scope of Appellate Review**: The CA’s additional issues commentaries were outside its
petition scope but did not affect the core financial liability determination.

Ultimately, the Supreme Court reversed the CA decision, acknowledging Arlo Aluminum’s
obligations were already met by the P150,000 assistance.

**Doctrine:**

The case reaffirms criteria for valid quitclaims: absence of fraud or duress, reasonable
consideration, and unequivocal intent to settle what can otherwise be legally pursued. It
also highlights equitable adjustments – previously received benefits must adjust awarded
claims in contested settlements.

**Class Notes:**

–  **Elements  of  a  Valid  Quitclaim**:  Voluntary  execution  without  coercion,  adequate
consideration.

– **Joint and Solidary Liability**: When a subcontractor fails to fulfill obligations, principal
contractors may bear solidary liability under labor statutes.

– **Offset of Awards**: Received financial aid can mitigate or negate separate liabilities if
overlapping with adjudicated awards.

**Historical Background:**

This case emerged amidst the increasing awareness around workplace safety, highlighting
subcontractor liability within broader corporate liability frameworks. The ruling aligns with
judicial trends emphasizing equity in remedial labor jurisprudence, safeguarding worker’s
statutory  rights,  notwithstanding  contractual  waivers  under  duress  or  inadequate
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consideration.


