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BAUTISTA ANGELO, J.:

In Case No. 746-V of the Court of Industrial Relations, entitted NARIC Workers Union vs. National Rice and
Corn Corporation, the industrial court promulgated a decision dated February 15, 1956 directing that the
corporation pay to its workers 25 per cent additional compensation for night work rendered by them.

On May 21, 1956, upon motion of the union, the industrial court issued an order directing its chief examiner, or
any of his assistants, to compute the additional compensation for night work granted in the decision covering the
period from October 3, 1952 to February 16, 1953. The chief examiner acted as directed and submitted his report
to the court on August 1, 1956. The report shows that there are 163 workers and employees of the corporation
who have rendered night work from October 3, 1952 to February 16, 1953 and the 25 per cent additiona
compensation of said workers and employees computed on the basis of their respective monthly salaries
amounted to P5,221.84.

On September 24, 1956, the union filed with the court a petition for execution of the decision praying that the
corporation be ordered to deposit with the court the said sum of P5,221.84. On September 27, 1956, the
corporation filed its opposition contending that said motion is premature because the report of the examiner has
not yet been passed upon and approved by the court and therefore is not yet final.

The motion, as well as the opposition, were set for hearing, during which the chief examiner was called upon to
explain his report. He stated that in making his report he considered any and all work performed between 6:00
o'clock in the afternoon and 6:00 o'clock in the morning as "flight work" and accordingly has awarded each
employee or worker an additional compensation of 25 per cent for "night work". He further stated that if a
particular employee worked from 8:00 o'clock in the morning to 5:00 o'clock in the afternoon and then rendered
overtime service from 5:00 o'clock in the afternoon of the same day to 7:00 o'clock in the evening of the same
day, he considered the work from 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. as overtime work and entitled to 25 per cent additional
compensation as overtime work, and the same work from 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. as both overtime work and night work
and therefore entitled to 25 per cent additional compensation as overtime work and another 25 per cent additional
compensation as night work.

Notwithstanding the opposition of the corporation to the report of the chief examiner as explained by him, the
industrial court issued an order on December 28, 1956 approving the same and ordering the corporation to deposit
with said court the amount of P5,221.84 within five days from receipt of the order. On January 3, 1957, the
corporation filed a motion for reconsideration praying that a recomputation of the additional compensation due
the employees be ordered, but the Court of Industrial Relations en banc issued a resolution on February 13, 1957
stating that it finds no sufficient justification for altering or modifying its previous order. Hence the present
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petition for review.

The main issue raised by the corporation is; " Should the employee performing his regular eight hours work during
the daytime from 8:00 o'clock in the morning to 12:00 o'clock at noon and from 1:00 o'clock to 5:00 o'clock in the
afternoon * * * be paid for his services from 5:00 o'clock to 9:00 o'clock in the afternoon as 'overtime work' and at
the same time be paid from 6:00 o'clock to 9:00 o'clock in the evening as night work?"

The respondent court, in issuing its order of December 28, 1956, as well as its resolution en banc dated February
13, 1957, has in effect held that "night work” is any and all work rendered between 6:00 o'clock in the afternoon
and 6:00 o'clock in the morning, and consequently, if a certain employee performs his regular eight hours up to
5:00 o'clock in the afternoon and renders overtime from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. of the same day, the said employee
isentitled to an additional compensation for overtime services from 5:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. and at the same time to
additional compensation for "night work" from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. for the very same work. In other words,
respondent court upheld the manner of computation made by its chief examiner in implementing its decision
rendered on February 15, 1956. This interpretation of the term "night work" is, according to the corporation,
erroneous for it runs counter to the definition given to said term by this Court in Shell Company of the Philippines
vs. National Labor Union, 81 Phil., 315; 46 Off. Gaz., 97.

Thus, in said case, the following comment was made: "The night work which the Shell company demands of its
laborersis not merely an overtime work in the sense in which thisword is used in Act No. 444, but it isin reality
a complete working day also of eight hours, only that, instead of its being' done at daytime, it is performed at
night. In other words, the night work referred to here is not an excess, extension or overtime of the regular work
during the day time, but it is rather another kind of work absolutely independent of the work being done during
the day. For this reason, there are two shifts: the shift of laborers who work during the day and the shift of those
who work at night." (Translated into English)

While it is true that this Court made the above comment in the aforementioned case, it does not intend to convey
the idea that work done at night cannot also be an overtime work. The comment only served to emphasize that the
demand which the Shell company made upon its laborers is hot merely an overtime work but night work and so
there was need to differentiate night work from daytime work. In fact, the company contended that there was no
law that required the payment of additional compensation for night work unlike an overtime work which is
covered by Commonwealth Act No. 444 (Eight Hour Labor Law). And this Court in that case said that while there
was no law actualy requiring payment of additional compensation for night work, the industrial court has the
power to determine the wages that night workers should receive under Commonwealth Act No. 103, and so it
justified the additional compensation given to night workers by the industrial court in the Shell case for "hygienic,
medical, moral, cultural and sociological reasons." That case therefore cannot be invoked as an authority for
concluding that one who does night work cannot be paid additional compensation for the same work as overtime.
One is paid for his work done during the night and the other is paid because it is in excess of the regular
eight-hour work he may be legally required to do. One is done for reasons of health and the other because of an
express mandate of the law (Commonwealth Act No. 444). We find therefore correct the computation made by
the chief examiner as affirmed by the industrial court.

The logic of this conclusion may be better seen by an example. Let us suppose that the workers of an industrial
company work in three shifts: one from 8:00 o'clock a.m. to 4:00 o'clock p.m.; another from 4:00 o'clock p.m. to
12:00 o'clock p.m.; and still another from 12:00 o'clock p.m. to 8:00 o'clock am. Supposing that night work
begins from 6:00 o'clock p.m. and ends at 6:00 o'clock am. (Article 13, New Civil Code.) Under the law and
jurisprudence, the first shift workers will have to be paid a compensation as day workers; the second shift workers
will have to be paid partly as day workers and partly as night workers; and the third shift workers will have to be
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partly paid as night workers and partly as day workers.

Supposing again that the second shift workers, for some justifiable reasons, are required to extend their work from
12:00 o'clock p.m. to 2:00 o'clock am. Under the law, they are entitled to additional compensation for overtime
work on the basis of their wages as night workers. If the first shift workers were required to extend their work up
to 8:00 o'clock p.m., isit not fair and logical that for the two hours they work at night (6:00 to 8:00) they also be
paid an overtime compensation on the basis of wages paid for night workers? Thisis the only logical conclusion
based on our ruling in the Shell case which requires payment of additional compensation for night work. In other
words, work done at night should be paid more than work done by the chief examiner. Respondent court is
there-workers regular hour of duty, he should also be paid additional compensation for overtime work. This is
what was done by the chief examiner. Respondent court, istherefore justified in affirming his report.

Wherefore, the order and resolution appealed from are affirmed, with costs against petitioner,

Paras, C. J., Bengzon, Padilla, Reyes, A., Labrador, and Endencia, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-12075. May 29, 1959

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



