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MAKASIAR, J.:

On August 1, 1966, PALEA filed a petition with respondent Court of Industrial Relations praying that PAL be
directed to renew plane tickets previously issued to Mr. & Mrs. Paul Holganza, Sr. (p. 25, rec.).

It is admitted that on August 13, 1964, PAL issued trans-Pacific plane tickets in favor of Paul Holganza's wife and
children as part of Holganza's trip pass privilege, which he earned in 1964 under the existing PAL-PALEA
collective bargaining agreement. Said plane tickets, pursuant to the terms of the trip pass, should be used by the
wife and children of Paul Holganza not later than March 9, 1965. Only one daughter was able to utilize the ticket
as Holganza could not go abroad with his wife and family because he had to attend to the strike of PALEA which
was declared on January 25, 1965. However, petitioner alleged that "no plane ticket was issued to Holganza
himself because he did not apply for a trip pass for himself although it would be easy for him to do so." (p. 8,
rec.).

PALEA's petition was an incident of Case No. 43-IPA(6), a petition previously filed by herein petitioner PAL
seeking to declare the strike staged by PALEA on January 25, 1965 illegal. On this main case (43-IPA[6]),
respondent CIR, on February 16, 1965, rendered a Partial Decision, the dispositive portion of which reads:

"WHEREFORE, the Urgent Petition to Declare Strike Illegal, dated January 25, 1965, is hereby dismissed
insofar as the 1,279 employees are concerned.

"Reiterating the pertinent provisions of Section 19 of Commonwealth Act 103, as amended, PALEA is hereby
directed to lift its picket lines in the strike-bound PAL. The 1,279 employees, whose names appear in Exhibits
'00 43IPA(6) through '00-34 43IPA(6)' are hereby directed to return to work and PAL is hereby directed to
admit them back to work, under the same terms and conditions of employment as were obtaining immediately
before the strike was declared on January 25, 1965.

"With respect to the case of the union officials and shop stewards who are out on strike and should not return
to work in the meantime that the instant petition is being heard on the merits, the Clerk of Court is directed to
set the hearings of said petition daily and continuously until submitted for decision.

"To do away with an irritant that strained the relationship between PALEA and PAL the latter is hereby
directed to deposit with the Court the amount of Thirty Thousand (P30,000.00) Pesos in cash * * * *.

"The parties are hereby enjoined with their mutual agreement with respect to the unpaid salaries and wages for
January 16 to 25, 1965.

"The Court hereby reiterates and renews, with full force and effect, all the dispositive portion of the Order of
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September 6, 1963, with special emphasis on the direction that PALEA members shall not strike under pain of
replacement, and PAL officials shall not lockout its employees under pain of contempt, until the main case,
No. 43-IPA, including all the incidents thereto, including 43-IAP(6) and 43-IPA(6)-(a), shall have been fully
and finally terminated and decided" (pp. 33-34, rec.).

On August 18, 1966, PAL, in an opposition to PALEA's August 1, 1966 petition, alleged that:

"1. The plane tickets issued in favor of Mr. Paul Holganza, Sr. and his wife could have been used by them
before the expiry date thereof and there was no valid reason for them, the declaration of the strike on January
25, 1965 by PALEA notwithstanding, not to have used the same.

"2. Under company policy, unused trip passes are forfeited, and, therefore, respondent cannot issue another trip
pass in lieu thereof.

"3. No new trip pass can be issued in favor of Mr. Paul Holganza, Sr. and his wife because Mr. Holganza's
present status under the partial decision of this Honorable Court dated February 16, 1965 is that he shall not
return to work, and since he has not returned to work pursuant to said decision, he has no earned trip pass that
he can use." (P. 36, rec.).

At the hearing of the petition, both parties adopted as their common exhibit a copy of the existing collective
bargaining agreement between PAL and PALEA, in Article XVI of which are provided the following:

"1) That the trip pass privilege to which PAL employees are entitled thereunder is non-cumulative [Section 2]
(Exhibits 'A-1-PALEA,' '1-A' & '1-A-1-PAL');

"2) That the trip pass and plane tickets issued in exchange therefor will not be honored after the date limit
indicated thereon [Section 4(b)] (Exhibit '1-A-2-PAL'); and

"3) That employees laid off for cause shall cease to enjoy trip pass and reduced fare privileges, effective on the
date of termination [Section 4(e)] (Exhibit '1-A-3-PAL').

After trial, respondent CIR issued an order dated December 9, 1966 (pp. 37-42, rec.) with a directive to PAL to
comply with its obligations under Article XVI of its existing collective bargaining agreement with PALEA.
Specifically, PAL was directed to issue Trans-Pacific round-trip plane tickets in favor of Paul Holganza, Sr. and
his wife.

On December 14, 1966, PAL, thru a seasonable petition (p. 43, rec.), moved for the reconsideration of said order
on the ground that the same was repugnant to elicited evidence and that the CIR is without jurisdiction over
PALEA's petition.

On December 19, 1966, PALEA opposed PAL's motion for reconsideration (p. 52, rec.).

On January 17, 1967, respondent CIR, in a resolution en banc, denied PAL's motion for reconsideration (p. 57,
rec.).

On March 30, 1967, PAL filed with respondent Court of Industrial Relations its notice of appeal to the Supreme
Court (p. 61, rec.).

PAL argues

(A) That the CIR's finding that Paul Holganza, Sr. is entitled to enjoy his trip pass privilege while Case No.
43-IPA(6) is still pending decision by the CIR, is contrary to evidence; and

(B) That the CIR has no jurisdiction over PALEA's petition which is an action for enforcement of a provision of
the PAL-PALEA collective bargaining agreement.
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I

In its first argument, petitioner PAL submits that the CIR order dated February 16, 1965 specifically directing
some PAL workers – among them being respondent Paul Holganza, Sr. – not to return to work, had the effect of
automatically dissolving the force and effect of Holganza's trip pass privilege, by reason of Section 4(e), Article
XVI, of the existing collective bargaining agreement between PAL and PALEA.

Said Section 4(e) of Article XVI, reads:

"An employee separated from the COMPANY for reasons other than for cause may take advantage of his
earned trip pass or reduced rate privileges for himself and immediate family within ninety (90) days from date
of termination. Employees laid off for cause shall cease to enjoy trip pass and reduced rate privileges effective
on the date of termination, except to return to point nearest his home of point of employment provided this
privilege is used within ninety (90) days."

It is true that Holganza, with some others, were directed not to return to work. However, this directive is only "in
the meantime that the instant petition (main case) is being heard on the merits * * *" (p. 5, CIR Partial Decision;
p. 33, rec.). Definitely, this directive does not mean severance from employment, for precisely the case is still to
be heard on the merits to determine whether, among others, Holganza and company, are really guilty of the charge
against them, and therefore deserve ouster. Pending final resolution of the main case, therefore, it is error to
consider Holganza as already severed from office. While the main case is being studied by respondent Court of
Industrial Relations, it is but proper that the status quo between the parties be preserved.

It should be emphasized that Holganza earned a trip pass privilege in 1964. The other members of his family were
not able to enjoy the same before March 9, 1965 because of the strike of January 25, 1965 which PAL sought to
be declared illegal. It was found by respondent CIR that PAL previously allowed a PAL employee to enjoy his
trip pass privilege which he failed to enjoy because of sickness and because of leave of absence. The pendency of
the said petition to declare the strike illegal required Holganza's presence in the country since he is one of the
officials of the striking union. Hence, his inability to enjoy the trip pass privilege should be considered a forced
leave of absence.

As correctly ruled by the respondent Court of Industrial Relations, the fact that the trip pass privilege was
non-cumulative does not negate his right to the re-issuance of the trip ticket as the term does not signify forfeiture
of the privilege.

PAL likewise believes that pending resolution of the case, Holganza's right "to enjoy or make use of such trip pass
is subject to the final outcome of the decision in said case. For, if and when PAL's petition to dismiss Holganza
for cause is granted by the CIR, he would automatically lose or forfeit his earned trip pass privilege * * *" (p. 12,
rec.).

To lend sympathy to the above contention is not only counter to the idea of maintaining the parties' status quo
pending final resolution of the case, but will likewise wreck the fundamental principle involved in interpretation
of contracts.

There is nothing in the collective bargaining agreement between PAL and PALEA that sanctions the suspension
of the trip pass privilege of an employee who is entitled to and is granted the same once he is on leave. The
language of the collective bargaining agreement between the litigants is crystal clear. They are not susceptible of
different interpretations. In a good number of cases, particularly the cases of Philippine American General
Insurance Company, Inc. vs. Mutuc (61 SCRA 22), Piczon vs. Piczon (61 SCRA 67), and Cebu Portland Cement
Co. vs. Dumon (61 SCRA 218), WE held that:
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"* * * if the terms of a contract are clear and leave no doubt upon the intention of the contracting parties, the
literal meaning of its interpretation should control." (Italics supplied).

II

Respondent CIR's jurisdiction over Holganza's case cannot be disputed. Holganza's petition seeks the enforcement
of a provision of the collective bargaining agreement of 1959-1961, modified by respondent Court in its order in
Case No. 43-IPA. This case, which is the main case, is still pending adjudication. Because it has jurisdiction over
the main case, it necessarily must exercise jurisdiction over all incidents therein. Holganza's petition is merely an
incident of the main case.

Holganza's petition shows a situation where a party to a collective bargaining agreement, herein petitioner PAL,
refuses to comply with the terms of the collective bargaining agreement it inked with respondent PALEA. In
Majestic and Republic Theaters Employees Association (PAFLU) vs. CIR, et al. (L-1260, Feb. 26, 1962, 4 SCRA
457, 462), and in the more recent case of National Development Company vs. NDC Employees and Workers'
Union and Court of Industrial Relations (L-32387, Aug. 19, 1975), WE emphasized that

"* * * a refusal to comply with the terms of a collective bargaining agreement constitutes bargaining in bad
faith and an unfair labor practice."

Therefore, it squarely falls within the jurisdiction of the industrial court.

WHEREFORE, PETITION IS HEREBY DENIED, WITH COSTS AGAINST PETITIONER.

Teehankee, (Chairman), Esguerra, Muñoz Palma, and Martin, JJ., concur.
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