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Title: Brent School, Inc. vs. Ronaldo Zamora, Office of the President, and Doroteo R. Alegre

**Facts:**

– **Initial Employment and Contract Terms:**
– On July 18, 1971, Doroteo R. Alegre was hired by Brent School, Inc. as an athletic director
with a yearly compensation of P20,000. The employment contract had a fixed term of five
years, from July 18, 1971, to July 17, 1976.
– Supplementary agreements on March 15, 1973, August 28, 1973, and September 14,
1974, reiterated the same terms and conditions, including the expiry date.

– **Termination Notice and Acceptance of Payment:**
– On April 20, 1976, Brent School filed a report with the Department of Labor indicating
Alegre’s termination effective July 16, 1976, due to “completion of contract, expiration of
the definite period of employment.”
– On May 26, 1976, Alegre accepted a payment of P3,177.71 and signed a receipt indicating
it was “in full payment of services for the period May 16, to July 17, 1976 as full payment of
contract.”

– **Dispute and Procedural History:**
– Alegre contested the termination during an investigation by a Labor Conciliator, arguing
that despite the fixed term in his contract, his services were necessary and desirable for the
school, making him a regular employee who could only be removed for just cause.
– The Regional Director treated Brent School’s report as an application for clearance to
terminate employment and refused the clearance, ordering Alegre’s reinstatement with full
back wages as a “permanent employee.”
– Brent School’s motion for reconsideration was denied, and the case was forwarded to the
Secretary of Labor, who upheld the Regional Director’s decision.
– Brent School appealed to the Office of the President, which also dismissed the appeal,
affirming the decision of the Labor Secretary.
– Brent School then filed a petition for certiorari under Rule 65 with the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**

1. **Validity of Fixed-Term Employment Contracts:**
– Are contracts stipulating a fixed period of employment valid under the Labor Code as
amended, or do they violate the employee’s right to security of tenure?
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2. **Employment Status of Alegre:**
– Whether Alegre is a regular employee, despite the fixed-term provision in his contract,
given that his services were necessary and desirable to his employer’s business.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Validity of Fixed-Term Employment Contracts:**
– **Resolution:**
– The Supreme Court ruled that employment contracts stipulating a fixed period continue to
be  valid,  subject  to  certain  conditions.  The  Court  highlighted  that  the  Labor  Code
amendments aimed to prevent abuses and circumventions of the right to security of tenure,
not to eliminate all forms of fixed-term employment.
– **Analysis:**
– The Court discussed historical labor laws, including the Termination Pay Law and related
statutes, which implicitly recognized term employment. It emphasized that the Civil Code
permits contracts and obligations with a fixed period unless otherwise restricted by law.
– The Labor Code does not categorically prohibit fixed-term employment but aims to ensure
that its use does not undermine employees’ job security. Voluntary and consensual fixed-
term contracts, wherein neither party is forced or manipulated into the agreement, and
where the terms serve legitimate business needs, should be considered valid.

2. **Employment Status of Alegre:**
– **Resolution:**
– Alegre’s status as a fixed-term employee under his contract was upheld. His employment
terminated automatically upon the expiry of the agreed five-year term without needing
further notice or clearance.
– **Analysis:**
– The Court clarified that the employment duration was clearly outlined in Alegre’s contract,
mutually agreed upon by both parties, and executed without any force or duress.
– It reinforced that the termination upon contract expiration was lawful and that Alegre had
no claim to reinstatement or back wages since the employment contract’s agreed-upon
duration naturally ceased.

**Doctrine:**

– **Fixed-Term Employment Validity:**
– Fixed-term employment contracts are valid where the parties’ agreement is voluntary and
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serves legitimate purposes, and not to circumvent job security.
– The proper interpretation of the relevant labor laws should focus on preventing abuses
while allowing consensual, legitimate fixed-term agreements.

**Class Notes:**

– **Key Legal Principles:**
– **Freedom of Contract:** Parties can stipulate the duration of an employment contract
based on mutual consent.
– **Employee’s Right to Security of Tenure:** Laws aim to prevent use of fixed terms to
undermine employees’ security but do not ban legitimate term employment.
– **Provisions and Definitions:** Article 280 of the Labor Code and Presidential Decrees
outline the regular and fixed-term employment classifications.

– **Key Statutes:**
– **Article 280, Labor Code:** Defines regular employment and implicitly addresses fixed-
term contracts.
– **Article 1193, Civil Code:** Concept of term or period in obligations, reinforcing the
validity of fixed-period contracts barring certain lawful exceptions.
– **Termination Pay Law (RA 1052 and RA 1787):** Recognizes term employment and
stipulates conditions for termination and obligations therein.

**Historical Background:**

– **Development and Amendments:**
– The case unfolds amid evolving labor regulations striving to balance employee rights and
employer flexibility. Initial regulations like the Termination Pay Law recognized fixed-term
jobs, which the later Labor Code sought to regulate further to avoid abuse. Subsequent
amendments were designed to fine-tune these protections, reflecting a nuanced approach to
employment security amidst changing socio-economic conditions in the Philippines. This
case reflects ongoing judicial efforts to interpret these laws fairly and reasonably.


