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VITUG, J.:

Before the Court is a petition for review on certiorari under Rule 45 of the Revised Rules of Procedure that seeks
to set aside the decision of the Court of Appeals of 12 January 2001 in CA-G.R. SP No. 59132, entitled
“Hawaiian Philippine Company vs. National Labor Relations Commission, et al.,” affirming the decision of the
National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC), dated 25 November 1999, in NLRC Case No. V-00578-98 (RAB
Case No. 06-09-10698-97), which has remanded the case to the Labor Arbiter for further proceedings.

On 02 September 1998, a complaint for “confirmation as regular employees” was filed by private respondents
against herein petitioner Hawaiian Philippine Company before the Regional Arbitration Branch No. VI, at
Bacolod City, of the NLRC. Hawaiian moved to dismiss the complaint, calling attention to the judgment in
“Humphrey Perez, et al., vs. Jose Castillon, Hawaiian Philippine Company, et al.,” docketed RAB Case No.
06-04-10169-95, a case which involved a money claim filed by herein respondents against petitioner, as principal
employer, and Jose Castillon, as contractor. There, the labor arbiter held Castillon liable but absolved petitioner
from liability upon the thesis that it was Jose Castillon, not petitioner, who engaged the services of respondents.
The decision became final since neither party took an appeal therefrom.

Private respondents, in opposing the motion to dismiss, maintained that Perez vs. Castillon was not a bar to the
instant case, the former being a mere case for money claim and the latter being for confirmation of regular
employment. Private respondents also relied on the ruling in “Hawaiian Philippine Company vs. NLRC, et
al.,”[1] where, they claimed, the Court, in a minute resolution, in effect, sustained the finding that Hawaiian
Philippine Company was the real employer of private respondents.

The labor arbiter, in its order of 09 July 1998, granted petitioner’s motion to dismiss. When the order was
appealed to it, the NLRC reversed the labor arbiter, holding the two cases, aforementioned, to be distinct actions.
The case was appealed to the Court of Appeals. The appellate court, in its decision of 12 January 2001, affirmed
the ruling of the NLRC and later denied a motion for its reconsideration.

The instant petition assails the affirmance by the appellate court of the decision of the NLRC.

The Court of Appeals committed no reversible error. The two cases in question indeed involved different causes
of action. The previous case of “Humphrey Perez vs. Hawaiian Philippine Company” concerned a money claim
and pertained to the years 1987 up until 1995. During that period, private respondents were engaged by contractor
Jose Castillon to work for petitioner at its warehouse. It would appear that the finding of the Labor Arbiter, to the
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effect that no employer-employee relationship existed between petitioner and private respondents, was largely
predicated on the absence of privity between them. The complaint for confirmation of employment, however, was
filed by private respondents on 12 September 1997, by which time, Jose Castillon was no longer the contractor.
The Court of Appeals came out with these findings; viz:

“At first glance, it would appear that the case at bench is indeed barred by Labor Arbiter Drilon’s findings
since both petitioner and private respondents are parties in Perez and the issue of employer-employee
relationship was finally resolved therein.

“However, the factual milieu of the Perez case covered the period November 1987 to April 6, 1995 (date of
filing of the complaint), during which time private respondents, by their own admission, were engaged by
Castillon to work at petitioner’s warehouse.

“In contrast, the instant case was filed on September 12, 1997, by which time, the contractor involved was Fela
Contractor; and private respondents’ prayer is for confirmation of their status as regular employees of
petitioner.

“Stated differently, Perez pertains to private respondents’ employment from 1987 to 1995, while the instant
case covers a different (subsequent) period. Moreover, in Perez, the finding that no employer-employee
relationship existed between petitioner and private respondents was premised on absence of privity between
Castillon and petitioner. Consequently, Perez and the instant case involve different subject matters and causes
of action.

“On the other hand, resolution of the case at bench would hinge on the nature of the relationship between
petitioner and Fela Contractor. In other words, private respondents’ action for declaration as regular
employees of petitioner will not succeed unless it is established that Fela Contractor is merely a 'labor-only'
contractor and that petitioner is their real employer.

“Indeed, it is pure conjecture to conclude that the circumstances obtaining in Perez subsisted until the filing of
the case at bench as there is no evidence supporting such conclusion. There is, as yet, no showing that Fela
Contractor merely stepped into the shoes of Castillon. Neither has Fela Contractor’s real principal been shown:
petitioner or the sugar traders/planters?

“Consequently, factual issues must first be ventilated in appropriate proceedings before the issue of
employer-employee relationship between petitioner and private respondents can be determined.

“xxx xxx xxx

“It is premature to conclude that the evidence in Perez would determine the outcome of the case at bench
because, as earlier pointed out, there is still no showing that the contractor (Fela Contractor) in this case can be
considered as on the same footing as the previous contractor (Castillon). Such factual issue is crucial in
determining whether petitioner is the real employer of private respondents.”[2]

The Court finds no cogent ground to vacate the above findings of the appellate court. It goes without saying that
only errors of law and not of facts are reviewable by this Court in petitions for review on certiorari under Rule
45.[3]

WHEREFORE, the petition is DENIED, and the assailed decision of the Court of Appeals is AFFIRMED. Costs
against petitioner.
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SO ORDERED.

Davide, Jr., C.J., (Chairman), Ynares-Santiago, Carpio, and Azcuna, JJ., concur.

[1] G.R. No. 100712, 02 September 1992.
[2] Rollo, pp. 311-313.
[3] Republic vs. Court of Appeals, 349 SCRA 45; PMI Colleges vs. NLRC, 277 SCRA 462.
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