OFFICIAL GAZETTE - THIRD DIVISION - JULY 18, 2011

SAN MIGUEL PROPERTIESPHILIPPINES, INC., PETITIONER, VS.
GWENDELLYN ROSE S. GUCABAN, RESPONDENT.

G.R. No. 153982, July 18, 2011

Read online (full-text search, related cases, audio case brief): https://batas.org/library/g-r-no-153982-2/

Thisis aPetition for Review under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court assailing the April 11, 2002 Decision [1] of the
Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 60135, as well as the June 14, 2002 Resolution [2] therein which denied
reconsideration. The assailed decision affirmed the November 29, 1999 decision [3] of the National Labor
Relations Commission (NLRC) in NLRC NCR-CA No. 019439-99, but modified the award of damages in the
case. In turn, the decision of the NLRC had reversed and set aside the finding of illegal dismissal in the March 26,
1999 ruling [4] of the Labor Arbiter in NLRC NCR Case No. 00-06-05215-98.

The facts follow.

Respondent Gwendellyn Rose Gucaban (Gucaban) was well into the tenth year of her career as a licensed civil
engineer when she joined the workforce of petitioner San Miguel Properties Philippines, Inc. (SMPI) in 1991.
Initially engaged as a construction management specialist, she, by her satisfactory performance on the job, was
promoted in 1994 and 1995, respectively, to the position of technical services manager, and then of project
development manager. As project development manager, she also sat as a member of the company's management
committee. She had been in continuous service in the latter capacity until her severance from the company in
February 1998. [5]

In her complaint [6] for illegal dismissal filed on June 26, 1998, Gucaban alleged that her separation from service
was practically forced upon her by management. She claimed that on January 27, 1998, she was informed by
SMPI's President and Chief Executive Officer, Federico Gonzalez (Gonzalez), that the company was planning to
reorganize its manpower in order to cut on costs, and that she must file for resignation or otherwise face
termination. Three days later, the Human Resource Department allegedly furnished her a blank resignation form
which she refused to sign. From then on, she had been hounded by Gonzalez to sign and submit her resignation
letter. [7]

Gucaban complained of the ugly treatment which she had since received from Gonzalez and the management
supposedly on account of her refusal to sign the resignation letter. She claimed she had been kept off from all the
meetings of the management committee, [8] and that on February 12, 1998, she received an evaluation report
signed by Gonzalez showing that for the covered period she had been negligent and unsatisfactory in the
performance of her duties. [9] She found said report to be unfounded and unfair, because no less than the
company's Vice-President for Property Management, Manuel Torres (Torres), in a subsequent memorandum, had
actually vouched for her competence and efficiency on the job. [10] She herself professed having been
consistently satisfactory in her job performance as shown by her successive promotions in the company. [11] It
was supposedly the extreme humiliation and alienation that impelled her to submit a signed resignation letter on
February 18, 1998. [12]

Gucaban surmised that she had merely been tricked by SMPI into filing her resignation letter because it never
actualized its reorganization and streamlining plan; on the contrary, SMPI allegedly expanded its employee
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population and also made new appointments and promotions to various other positions. She felt that she had been
dismissed without cause and, hence, prayed for reinstatement and payment of backwages and damages. [13]

SMPI argued that it truly encountered a steep market decline in 1997 that necessitated cost-cutting measures and
streamlining of its employee structure which, in turn, would require the abolition of certain job positions;
Gucaban's post as project development manager was one of such positions. As a measure of generosity, it
alegedly proposed to Gucaban that she voluntarily resign from office in consideration of afinancial package [14]
- an offer for which Gucaban was supposedly given the first week of February 1998 to evaluate. Gucaban,
however, did not communicate her acceptance of the offer and, instead, she alegedly conferred with the Human
Resource Department and negotiated to augment her benefits package. [15]

SMPI claimed that Gucaban was able to grasp the favorable end of the bargain and, expectant of an even more
generous benefits package, she voluntarily tendered her resignation effective February 27, 1998. On the day
before her effective date of resignation, she signed a document denominated as Receipt and Release whereby she
acknowledged receipt of P1,131,865.67 cash representing her monetary benefits and waived her right to demand
satisfaction of any employment-related claims which she might have against management. [16] SMPI admitted
having made severa other appointments in June 1998, but the same, however, were supposedly part of the full
implementation of its reorganization scheme. [17]

Inits March 26, 1999 Decision, [18] the Labor Arbiter dismissed the complaint for lack of merit, thus:
WHEREFORE, judgment is hereby rendered DISMISSING the complaint for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED. [19]

Addressing in the affirmative the issue of whether the subject resignation was voluntary, the Labor Arbiter found
no proven force, coercion, intimidation or any other circumstance which could otherwise invalidate Gucaban's
resignation. He found incredible Gucaban's claim of humiliation and alienation, because the mere fact that she
was excluded from the meetings of the management committee would not be so humiliating and alienating as to
compel her to decide to leave the company. [20] He likewise dismissed her claim that SMPI merely feigned the
necessity of reorganization in that while the company indeed made new other appointments following Gucaban's
resignation, still, this measure was an implementation of its reorganization plan. [21]

Gucaban appealed to the NLRC [22] which, in its November 29, 1999 Decision, [23] reversed the ruling of the
Labor Arbiter. Finding that Gucaban has been illegally dismissed, it ordered her reinstatement without loss of
seniority rights and with full backwages, as well as ordered the award of damages and attorney's fees. It disposed
of the appeal asfollows:

WHEREFORE, the appealed decision is SET ASIDE. On the basis of our finding that the complainant was
illegally dismissed, judgment is hereby rendered directing the respondent to reinstate complainant to her
position last held, and to pay her full backwages computed from the time of her dismissal until she is actually
reinstated. As alleged and prayed for in the complaint, the respondent is likewise directed to pay complainant
moral damages limited however to P200,000.00, exemplary damages of P100,000.00, and ten percent (10%) of
the total award as attorney's fees.

SO ORDERED. [24]

SMPI sought reconsideration, [25] but it was denied. [26] It elevated the matter to the Court of Appeals via a
petition for certiorari. [27]

On April 11, 2002, the Court of Appeals issued the assailed Decision [28] finding partial merit in the petition. It
affirmed the NLRC's finding of illegal/constructive dismissal, but modified the monetary award as follows:
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WHEREFORE, we grant the petition for certiorari insofar only in the granting of the exorbitant amount of
P200,000.00 moral damages and P100,000.00 exemplary damages.

The damages awarded are reduced to P50,000.00 moral damages and P25,000.00 exemplary damages as
discussed in the text of the decision. The ten percent (10%) awarded for attorneys fees shall be based on the
total amount awarded.

SO ORDERED. [29]
SMPI's motion for reconsideration was denied; [30] hence, this recourse to the Court.

SMPI posits that the Court of Appeals finding of illegal dismissal was at best conjectural, based as it is on a
misapprehension of facts and on Gucaban's self-serving alegations of alienation and humiliation which,
nevertheless, could not have given sufficient motivation for her to resign. It insists that Gucaban, in exchange for
a benefits package, has voluntarily tendered her resignation following the presentation to her of the possibility of
company reorganization and of the resulting abolition of her office as necessitated by the company's business
losses at the time. It adds that Gucaban has, in fact, been able to negotiate with the company for a better
separation package which she voluntarily accepted as shown by her unconditional resignation letter and the
accompanying Receipt and Release form. [31] It cites Samaniego v. NLRC, [32] Sicangco v. NLRC, [33]
Domondon v. NLRC [34] and Guerzon v. Pasig Industries, Inc. [35] to support its cause. [36]

Gucaban stands by the uniform findings of the NLRC and the Court of Appeals. In her Comment on the Petition,
she points out that indeed SMPI was unable to conclusively refute the allegations in her complaint, particularly
those which negate the voluntariness of her resignation. [37] She insists that SMPI had no intention to reorganize
at the time the option to resign was presented to her. She discloses that while actual reorganization took place
more than a year after she was fraudulently eased out of the company, the said measure was supposedly brought
about by the change in management and not by a need to cut on expenditures. In connection with this, she
surmises why would SMPI actually implement its reorganization plan belatedly if there were, at the time of her
resignation, an existing need to cut on costs, and why would those affected employees be given financial benefits
far better than hers. [38] She concludes that given the foregoing, the cases relied on by petitioner do not apply to
the case at bar. [39]

Replying, SMPI counters that the fact that the company had undertaken an albeit belated reorganization would
mean that there was such a plan in existence at the time of Gucaban's resignation. It professes that in June 1998,
the company designated several of its personnel to different positions which, therefore, indicates a reorganization
following respondent's resignation. Moreover, it points out that Gucaban's claim of trickery does not sit well with
the fact that she is a well-educated person who naturally cannot be inveigled into resigning from employment
against her will. [40]

Prefatorily, we note in this case the inconsistency in the factual findings and conclusions of the Labor Arbiter and
the NLRC, yet the incongruence has aready been addressed and settled by the Court of Appeals which affirmed
the NLRC. Not being atrier of facts, this Court then ought to accord respect if not finality to the findings of the
Court of Appeals, especially since, as will be shown, they are substantiated by the availing records. [41] Hence,
we deny the petition.

Resignation - the formal pronouncement or relinquishment of a position or office - is the voluntary act of an
employee who is in a situation where he believes that persona reasons cannot be sacrificed in favor of the
exigency of the service, and he has then no other choice but to disassociate himself from employment. [42] The
intent to relinquish must concur with the overt act of relinquishment; [43] hence, the acts of the employee before
and after the alleged resignation must be considered in determining whether he in fact intended to terminate his
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employment. [44] Inillegal dismissal cases, fundamental is the rule that when an employer interposes the defense
of resignation, on him necessarily rests the burden to prove that the employee indeed voluntarily resigned. [45]
Guided by these principles, we agree with the Court of Appeals that with the availing evidence, SMPI was unable
to discharge this burden.

While indeed the abolition of Gucaban's position as a consequence of petitioner's supposed reorganization plan is
not the ground invoked in this case of termination, still, the question of whether or not there was such
reorganization plan in place at the time of Gucaban's separation from the company, is material to the
determination of whether her resignation was of her own volition as claimed by SMPI, inasmuch as the facts of
this case tell that Gucaban could not have filed for resignation had Gonzalez not communicated to her the aleged
reorganization plan for the company.

In all stages of the proceedings, SMPI has been persistent that there was an existing reorganization plan in 1998
and that it was implemented shortly after the effective date of Gucaban's resignation. As proof, it submitted a
copy of its June 9, 1998 Memorandum which shows that new appointments had been made to various positionsin
the company. A fleeting glance at the said document, however, tells that there were four high-ranking personnel
who received their respective promotions, yet interestingly it tells nothing of a reorganization scheme being
implemented within the larger corporate structure. [46]

Equally interesting is that SMPI, in its Supplemental Argument to the Motion for Reconsideration filed with the
NLRC, attached copies of the notices it sent to the Department of Labor and Employment on July 13, 1999 and
December 29, 1998 to the effect that effective February 15, August 15 and September 15, 1999 it would have to
terminate the services of its 76 employees due to business losses and financia reverses. [47] True, while a
reorganization of SMPI's corporate structure might have indeed taken place as shown by these notices,
nevertheless, it happened only in the latter part of 1999 - or more than a year after Gucaban's separation from the
company and incidentally, after she filed the instant complaint. [48] SMPI's claim in this respect al the more
loses its bearing, considering that said corporate restructuring was brought about rather by the sudden change in
management than the need to cope with business losses. And this fact has been explained by Gucaban in her
Comment and in her Memorandum filed with the Court of Appeals. [49]

It is not difficult to see that, shortly prior to and at the time of Gucaban's alleged resignation, there was actually no
genuine corporate restructuring plan in place as yet. In other words, although the company might have been
suffering from losses due to market decline as alleged, there was still no concrete plan for a corporate
reorganization at the time Gonzalez presented to Gucaban the seemingly last available alternative options of
voluntary resignation and termination by abolition of her office. Certainly, inasmuch as the necessity of corporate
reorganization generally lies within the exclusive prerogative of management, Gucaban at that point had no
facility to ascertain the truth behind it, and neither was she in a position to question it right then and there. Indeed,
she could not have chosen to file for resignation had SMPI not broached to her the possibility of her being
terminated from service on account of the supposed reorganization.

It is then understandable for Gucaban, considering the attractive financial package which SMPI admittedly
offered to her, to opt for resignation instead of suffer termination - a consegquence the certainty of which she was
made to believe. As rightly noted by the Court of Appeals, that there was no actual reorganization plan in place
when Gucaban was induced to resign, and that she had been excluded from the meetings of the management
committee since she refused to sign her resignation letter followed by the soured treatment that caused her
humiliation and alienation, are matters which SMPI has not directly addressed and successfully refuted. [50]

Another argument advanced by SMPI to support its claim that the resignation of Gucaban was voluntary is that
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the latter has actually been given ample time to weigh her options and was, in fact, able to negotiate with
management for improved benefits. Again, this contention is specious as the same is not supported by the availing
records. [51] Indeed, as clarified by Gucaban, the increased benefits was the result of practice sanctioned and even
encouraged by the mother company in favor of those availing of early retirement and that the increased basic
monthly rate in the computation of the benefitsis applied to April and retroacts to January. [52]

Besides, whether there have been negotiations or not, the irreducible fact remains that Gucaban's separation from
the company was the confluence of the fraudulent representation to her that her office would be declared
redundant, coupled with the subsequent alienation which she suffered from the company by reason of her refusal
to tender resignation. The element of voluntariness in her resignation is, therefore, missing. She had been
constructively and, hence, illegally dismissed as indeed her continued employment is rendered impossible,
unreasonable or unlikely under the circumstances. [53] The observation made by the Court of Appeas is
instructive:

X X X As correctly noted by public respondent NLRC, respondent Gucaban did not voluntarily resign but was
forced to do so because of petitioner's representation regarding its planned reorganization. Mr. Gonzal€e[z]
informed respondent that if she does not resign from her employment, she shall be terminated which would
mean less financial benefits than that offered to her. When respondent initially refused, petitioner's subsequent
actions as aleged by respondent which were not rebutted by petitioner, show that she is being eased out from
the company. Said actions rendered respondent's continuous employment with petitioner impossible,
unreasonable and unlikely. x x X

X X X [R]esignation must be voluntary and made with the intention of relinquishing the office, accompanied
with an act of relinquishment. Indeed, it would have been illogical for private respondent herein to resign and
then file a complaint for illegal dismissal. Resignation is inconsistent with the filing of the said complaint. x x
X

X X X Since respondent could not have resigned absent petitioner's broaching to her the idea of voluntary
resignation instead of retrenchment, coupled with petitioner's acts of discrimination, petitioner in effect forced
respondent to resign. The same is constructive dismissal and is a dismissal without cause. X X X

As respondent was dismissed without cause, the NLRC ruling is correct that sheis entitled to reinstatement and
backwages, the latter to be computed from her dismissal up to the time of her actual reinstatement pursuant to
Art. 279 of the Labor Code. [54]

At this juncture, we find that the cases invoked by SMPI are hardly supportive of its case. In Samaniego, one of
the issues addressed by the Court is whether the resignation of petitioners therein was voluntary; but while the
matter of reorganization was indeed raised as a peripheral issue, nevertheless, the same has dealt merely with the
validity thereof. Asin the cases of Domondon and Guerzon, the Court, in Samaniego, did not tackle the matter of
the existence or non-existence of a genuine and bona fide reorganization at the time the option to resign was
presented to the employee as would affect his decision to voluntarily resign or not. And in Sicangco, the Court
dismissed the allegation of involuntary resignation by a well-educated employee because there was no proven
fraud, intimidation or undue influence that could support it. In the instant case, the pressing matter is whether
there was in place a genuine reorganization plan awaiting immediate implementation in good faith at or about the
time Gucaban resolved to hand in her resignation letter. This issue is primordial, because to reiterate, Gucaban
indeed would not have opted to resign without the company having laid out to her its prospect of a corporate
restructuring - which SMPI failed to establish as existing at the time - as well as the certainty of a consequent
termination should she not resign.

A final word. Mora damages are awarded in termination cases where the employee's dismissal was attended by
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bad faith, malice or fraud, or where it constitutes an act oppressive to labor, or where it was done in a manner
contrary to morals, good customs or public policy [55] In Gucaban's case, the said bases indeed obtain when she
was fraudulently induced to resign and accede to a quitclaim upon the false representation of an impending and
genuine reorganization as well as on the pretext that such option would be the most beneficial. This, coupled with
the subsequent oppression that immediately preceded her involuntary resignation, deserves an award of moral
damages consistent with the Court of Appeals ruling. Accordingly, Gucaban is likewise entitled to exemplary
damages as decreed by the Court of Appeals.

Lastly, reinstatement and payment of backwages, as the normal consequences of illegal dismissal, presuppose that
the previous position from which the employee has been removed is still in existence or there is an unfilled
position of a nature, more or less, similar to the one previously occupied by said employee. [56] Yet, it has been
more than a decade since the incident which led to Gucaban's involuntary resignation took place and, hence, with
the changes in SMPI's corporate structure through the years, the former position occupied by Gucaban, or an
equivalent thereof, may no longer be existing or is currently occupied. Furthermore, there is the possibility that
Gucaban's rejoining SMPI's workforce would only exacerbate the tension and strained relations which in the first
place had given rise to thisincident. This, considering that as project devel opment manager she was holding a key
position in the company founded on trust and confidence and, hence, there is also the possibility of compromising
her efficiency and productivity on the job. [57] For these two reasons, the ruling of the Court of Appeds is
modified in this respect. In lieu of reinstatement, an award of separation pay is in order, equivalent to one (1)
month salary for every year of service.

WHEREFORE, the Petition is DENIED. The April 11, 2002 Decision of the Court of Appealsin CA-G.R. SP No.
60135, as well asits June 14, 2002 Resolution, are hereby AFFIRMED with the MODIFICATION that petitioner
San Miguel Properties Philippines, Inc. is DIRECTED to pay respondent Gwendellyn Rose S. Gucaban separation
pay in lieu of reinstatement and backwages. The case is REMANDED to the Labor Arbiter for execution and for
the proper determination of respondent's separation pay, less any amount which she may have received as
financial assistance.

SO ORDERED.

Carpio,[*]Velasco, Jr., (Chairperson), Abad, and Mendoza, JJ., concur.

[*] Designated additional member per Special Order No. 1042 dated July 6, 2011.
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Court), with Associate Justices Hilarion L. Aquino and Mercedes Gozo-Dadole, concurring; rollo, pp. 60-68.

[2] Id. at 70.

[3] The decision was signed by Commissioner Vicente S.E. Veloso, with Presiding Commissioner Rogelio |I.
Rayala (on leave) and Commissioner Alberto R. Quimpo, concurring; CA rollo, pp. 40-51.

[4] The decision was signed by Labor Arbiter Pablo C. Espiritu, Jr.; id. at 136-150.
[5] CA rollo, pp. 47, 137, 255, 387.

[6] The complaint was docketed as NLRC case No. 00-06-05215-98, id. at 245-253.
[7] CA rollo, pp. 245-249.

[8] Id. at 249-253.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 9

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



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 153982, July 18, 2011

[9] Annex "F" of the Complaint, id. at 278-280.

[10] Annex "G" of the Complaint, id. at 281.

[11] CA rallo, p. 250. See dso Annexes"H," "I" and "J' of the Complaint, id. at 282-286.
[12] Annex "K" of the Complaint, id. at 292.

[13] CA rallo, p. 251.

[14] Id. at 387.

[15] Id. at 54-69, 412-417.

[16] Id. at 88.

[17] Annex "6" of Petitioner's Position Paper filed with the Labor Arbiter, id. at 89. See also CA rollo, pp. 60, 89.
[18] The decision was signed by Labor Arbiter Pablo C. Espiritu, Jr.; id. at 136-150.
[19] Id. at 150.

[20] CA rallo, pp. 142-143.

[21] Id. at 144.

[22] Id. at 151-171.

[23] The decision was signed by Commissioner Vicente S.E. Veloso; id. at 40-50.
[24] Id. at 49-50.

[25] Rallo, pp. 210-221.

[26] Id. at 251-252.

[27] CA rallo, pp. 2-30.

[28] Id. at 386-393.

[29] Id. at 393.

[30] Id. at 420.

[31] Rallo, pp. 379-385.

[32] G.R. No. 93059, June 3, 1991, 198 SCRA 111.

[33] G.R. No. 110261, August 4, 1994, 235 SCRA 96.

[34] 508 Phil. 541 (2005).

[35] G.R. No. 170266, September 12, 2008, 565 SCRA 120.

[36] Roallo, pp. 372-377, 898-900. See aso Manifestation dated March 6, 2009 and Manifestation dated November
14, 2005, rollo, pp. 860-862.

[37] Id. at 709-711.
[38] Id. at 712-715. See also Memorandum, id. at 877-881.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 9
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 153982, July 18, 2011

[39] Id., at 712.
[40Q] Petitioner's Memorandum, id. at 905-908.

[41] Procter and Gamble Philippines v. Bondesto, 468 Phil. 932, 941 (2004); Hantex Trading Co., Inc. v. Court of
Appeals, 438 Phil. 737, 743 (2002); Permex, Inc. v. NLRC, 380 Phil. 79, 85 (2000).

[42] Nationwide Security and Allied Services, Inc. v. Ronald P. Valderama, G.R. No. 186614, February 23, 2011,
Alfaro v. Court of Appesals, 416 Phil. 310, 320 (2001), citing Philippine Wireless, Inc. (Pocketbell) v. NLRC, 310
SCRA 363 (1999), Vadez v. NLRC, 286 SCRA 87 (1998) and Habana v. NLRC, 298 SCRA 537 (1998);
Intertrod Maritime, Inc. v. NLRC, G.R. No. 81087, June 19, 1991, 198 SCRA 318, 323. See also Batongbacal v.
Associated Bank, 250 Phil. 602, 608 (1988).

[43] Nationwide Security and Allied Services, Inc. v. Ronald P. Vaderama, supra; Cheniver Deco Print Technics,
Corp. v. NLRC, 382 Phil. 651, 659 (2000), citing Pascuav. NLRC, 287 SCRA 554 (1998).

[44] Nationwide Security and Allied Services, Inc. v. Ronald P. VValderama, supra note 42.
[45] Id.

[46] See CA rollo, p. 89.

[47] 1d. at 198-211.

[48] See Notices of Termination submitted by SMPI to the Department of Labor and Employment involving 42 of
its employees on the ground that its business was suffering reverses and losses. Id. at 206-211.

[49] CA rollo, pp. 238-239, 318-319.
[50] Id. at 391.

[51] Id.

[52] Id. at 320-321, 391.

[53] See Philippine Japan Active Carbon Corporation v. NLRC, G.R. No. 83239, March 8, 1989, 253 SCRA 149,
153.

[54] CA rollo, pp. 390-391.

[55] Mayon Hotel and Restaurant v. Adana, 497 Phil. 892, 922 (2005); Litonjua Group of Companies v. Vigan,
412 Phil. 627, 643 (2001); Equitable Banking Corp. v. NLRC, 339 Phil. 541, 565 (1997); and Airline Pilots
Association of the Philippines v. NLRC, 328 Phil. 814, 830 (1996). See Maglutac v. NLRC, G.R. Nos. 78345 and
78637, September 21, 1990, 189 SCRA 767, citing Guitav. Court of Appeals, 139 SCRA 576 (1985).

[56] See General Milling Corporation v. Casio, G.R. No. 149552, March 10, 2010, 615 SCRA 13; Escobin v.
NLRC, 351 Phil. 973, 1000 (1998).

[57] See Cabigting v. San Miguel Foods, Inc., G.R. No. 167706, November 5, 2009, 605 SCRA 14 and Globe
Mackay Cable and Radio Corporation v. NLRC, G.R. No. 82511, March 3, 1992, 206 SCRA 701, 711.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 9
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 153982, July 18, 2011

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 9 of 9
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



