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REYES, J.B. L., J:

Petition for review of the dismissal en banc by the Court of Industrial Relations, for lack of jurisdiction, of a
complaint, docketed as Case No. 3153-ULP, filed by the herein petitioner labor union, Tanglaw Ng Paggawa,
against the respondent company, Red V Coconut Products, Ltd., for unfair labor practice in having caused a
depletion in the membership of the union by refusing to comply with the provisions of a collective bargaining
agree-ment involving, inter alia vacation leave and night differential pay.

Sometime in October, 1961, the petitioner union and the respondent com-pany entered into a collective
bargaining agreement covering many facets of their relationship. One of the stipulations in the agreement
provides:

"PAYMENT - Mill EMPLOY EES who work 90% or more of the milling days at their designated jobs shall
receive 15 days vacation leave pay if the mill has, worked 170 or more days between January 1st and
December 314, otherwise the EMPLOY EE shall receive vacation Pay at the rate of 1 day's pay for every 15
days of mill operation.”

"Mill EMPLOY EES who work less than 90% of the milling days at their designated jobs, shall receive 1 day's
pay for every 20 days they have worked between January 1st and December 31st up to a maximum of 15
days." (Par. 15, Vacation Plan, Appendix “B" BENEFITS, of the Agreement, Annex “H” of the Petition)

The complainant union demanded payment of vocation leave for employees listed in Annex "A" of the complaint
but the company refused, on the ground that "complainant would like to apply the first paragraph of the particular
pro-vision starting from the otherwise proviso while respondent was applying to complainants the second
paragraph of the aforestated provision" Decision of trial court, Annex "D", page 10)

Unable to bring management around to its own interpretation of the disputed provisions bargaining contract, the
union brought charges of unfair labor practice against the employer company, accusing the latter of refusing in
bad faith to comply with the collective contract on vacation leave and night differential pay, leading to a wave of
resignations from the union that reduced its membership from 800 to around 700.

While the hearing judge found for the union, the Industrial Court en banc upon appeal of the employer thereto,
found no sufficient evidence "to show that the non-enforcement of the collective bargaining agreement was the
reason for the resignation of a few members of complainant Union." and "that it is very apparent in the face of the
agreement that the company acted in good faith when they entered into the said agreement" (Resolution, Annex
"G", pages 4-5). With regard to the night shift differential claims, the court en banc held that the same had already
been decided by it in Case No. 1642-V, which had been appealed to the Supreme Court. Thus, the Court of
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Industrial Relations concluded that, there being no unfair labor practice on the part of the company, the question
was reduced to one of interpretation and enforcement of the bargaining agreement which should be settled by the
regular, courts, and, as previously stated, dismissed the case for want of jurisdiction.

Its attempt to have the decision reconsidered being fruitless, the union appealed to this Court.

It will be seen that the main issue is one of fact: was the conduct of the employer discriminatory and intended to
prejudice the union by aiming to reduce its membership? The Industrial Court answered the question in the
negative, and this finding finds substantial support in the record. The only direct evidence on the point is the
testimony of the union vice-president, Pedro Barba, which is not only naturally biased but hearsay in its nature,
since the reasons for the resignation of the union members could only be known to him from what the former
revealed. Asthe letters of resignation submitted in support of the union's allegations did not make any reference to
the bargaining agreement, and were moreover, dated after the unfair practice charges had been filed in the Court
of Industrial Relations, i.e., post litem motam, the court a quo was justified in refusing to credit Barba's testimony
for lack of corroboration.

It stands to reason that unfair labor practice being in the nature of a crimina offense, the same must be clearly
proved, by direct or circumstantial evidence and can not be merely presume from the fact of the members
resignations. Not only this: the employer must be shown to have designed its conduct to produce such
resignations, and of this no evidence is produced, or referred to, in the appellant's own briefs. Not only did the
Court of industrial Relations declare that there was no evidence of discrimination since the company enforced its
interpretation of the vacation leave and shift differential "to al its employees irrespective of union affiliation"
(Resolution, pages 3-4), but it also found that the vacation leave provision was enforced by the company from
January 1, 1961, despite the stipulation that the contract providing the same was to be effective only as of August
15, 1961. The Industrial Court found this retroactive enforcement as negativing the company's bad faith, and we
find no reason to hold this view to be unjustified or improper.

On the question of night shift differential, the union stresses that the previous case (No. 1642-V) was for recovery
of its money value, while, in the case at bar, the charge is for unfair labor practice. Obvioudly, even if it is
adjudged that the company is bound to pay such differentials, it is still questionable whether its refusal to do so
was done to prejudice the union. No clear evidence exists on this point.

The findings of fact made by the Industrial Court being reasonably supported by the record, they are binding upon
this Court. In the absence of an unfair labor practice, the issue becomes reduced to a simple case of divergence of
opinion between labor and management as to how their agreement on vacation leave should be applied. Hence,
the proper issue on this matter is the interpretation and enforcement of the contractual stipulations, which
devolves upon the regular courts, not upon the Industrial Court (Phil. Sugar Institute vs. C.I.R., et al., L-13098,
October 29, 1959, 106 Phil. 401, Elizalde Paint & Oil Factory Inc., vs. Hon. Jose S. Bautista, et a., L-15904,
November 23, 1960; National Mines & Allied Workers Union vs. Phil, Iron Mines, Inc., et al, L-19372, October
31, 1964; Dee Cho Lumber Workers Union vs. Dee Cho Lumber Co., L-10080, April 30, 1957, 101Phil. 417;
Nasipit Labor Union (MFL) vs. C.I.R,, et a., L-17838, August 3, 1966), No error, and much less abuse of
discretion, exists, therefore, in the Court of Industrial Relations declining jurisdiction.

IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, the resolution under review is hereby affirmed with costs against the
petitioner.

Concepcion, C.J., Dizon, Makalintal, Zaldivar, Sanchez, Castro, Angeles, and Fernando, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 3
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-24498. September 21, 1968

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 3 of 3
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



