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CALLEJO, SR., J.:

During the period from February 12, 2001 to February 23, 2001, respondents Jocelyn D. Maliwat, Branch
Manager of LTS Philippines Corporation, Myra Estanislao, its Service Center Manager, Rhodelia Bautista, its
Branch Manager for its Calamba, Laguna Branch, and Ma. Theresa Rolle, its Regional Manager, received
separate notices of termination of employment from their employer, petitioner LTS Philippines Corporation. The
notices alleged that the sales and profitability of the petitioner corporation had been completely affected by the
recent economic crisis and that it had decided to reduce its personnel. The respondents then filed a complaint for
illegal dismissal, damages and accrued monetary benefits against their employer and Julie Evangelista with the
National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC).

After due proceedings, the Labor Arbiter rendered judgment, on November 21, 2001, in favor of the respondents
and awarded to each of them vacation leave and sick leave conversion, 13th month pay and attorney’s fees.[1]

On appeal by the petitioners to the NLRC, the latter rendered judgment[2] on September 30, 2002 affirming with
modification the decision of the Labor Arbiter. Instead of awarding the complainants vacation leave and sick
leave conversion, and 13th month pay, the NLRC awarded separation pay to the respondents.[3]

The petitioners received a copy of the decision of the NLRC on October 28, 2002 and filed their motion for
reconsideration of the said decision on November 7, 2002.

On November 22, 2002, the NLRC resolved to deny the motion of the petitioners. The latter received a copy of
the resolution on January 16, 2003. However, the petitioners filed their petition for certiorari with the Court of
Appeals (CA) only on March 18, 2003, alleging that -

I

PUBLIC RESPONDENT NLRC GRAVELY ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN ORDERING THE PAYMENT
OF SEPARATION PAY TO PRIVATE RESPONDENTS, IN CLEAR DISREGARD OF THE RULING OF
THE SUPREME COURT IN THE CASE OF NORTH DAVAO MINING CORPORATION VS. NLRC (254
SCRA 721).

II

PUBLIC RESPONDENT NLRC COMMITTED GRAVE ABUSE OF DISCRETION IN DISREGARDING
THE FINDING MADE BY THE HONORABLE LABOR ARBITER THAT PETITIONER CORPORATION
HAS SUFFERED SERIOUS BUSINESS LOSSES.[4]
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The petitioners alleged that their petition was filed within sixty (60) days from notice of the November 22, 2002
Resolution of the NLRC.[5]

The CA issued a Resolution on March 21, 2003 dismissing the petition for having been filed beyond the
reglementary period therefor. The petitioners filed a motion for reconsideration[6] of the resolution of the CA,
pleading an honest mistake in their computation of the sixty-day period provided for in Section 1, Rule 65 of the
Rules of Court which was caused by their counsel’s heavy workload. The CA denied the motion.[7]

The petitioners filed the instant petition for review on certiorari, alleging that -

THE COURT OF APPEALS ERRED IN DISMISSING THE PETITION FOR CERTIORARI, IN A
MANNER WHICH IS NOT IN ACCORD WITH THE APPLICABLE LAWS AND JURISPRUDENCE
UPHOLDING THE TIME-HONORED PRINCIPLE THAT THE RULES OF PROCEDURE ARE
LIBERALLY CONSTRUED TO EFFECT SUBSTANTIAL JUSTICE.[8]

The petitioners maintain that the petition had been prepared for filing in the CA three days before March 18,
2003, but because of the heavy workload of their counsel brought about by equally important and pressing
matters, said counsel inadvertently computed March 18, 2003 as the last date for filing the petition, instead of
March 17, 2003. The petitioners assert that by dismissing their petition merely because it was filed one (1) day
beyond the reglementary period without taking into account the substantial issues raised therein, the CA thereby
perpetuated the reversible error in affirming the decision of the NLRC awarding separation pay to each of the
respondents in its decision and disregarding the findings of facts of the Labor Arbiter, as well as the losses
suffered by the petitioner corporation and the rulings of this Court. The petitioners plead for a liberal application
of the Rules of Court, in light of the substantial issues raised by them in the CA.

In their comment on the petition, the respondents assert that the fact that the petitioners’ counsel neglected to file
their petition within the sixty-day period, is inexcusable negligence; hence, the appellate court did not commit any
grave abuse of its discretion in dismissing their petition for certiorari.

The petition is denied.

We stress, at the outset, that the CA should not be faulted for dismissing the petition for certiorari of the
petitioners for having been filed one (1) day beyond the reglementary period therefor. As a rule, periods
prescribed to do certain acts must be followed with fealty as they are designed primarily to speed up the final
disposition of the case. Such reglementary periods are indispensable interdictions against needless delays and for
an orderly discharge of judicial business.[9] Deviations from the rules cannot be tolerated. More importantly, its
observance cannot be left to the whims and caprices of the parties. What is worrisome is that parties who fail to
file their pleading within the periods provided for by the Rules of Court, through their counsel’s inexcusable
neglect, resort to beseeching the Court to bend the rules in the guise of a plea for a liberal interpretation thereof,
thus, sacrificing efficiency and order. As we emphasized in Sublay v. NLRC,[10] we cannot respond with alacrity
to every claim of injustice and bend the rules to placate vociferous protestors crying and claiming to be victims of
a wrong.

The petitioners’ misplaced insistence that their counsel’s failure to file their petition on time due to an incorrect
computation of the last day for filing the said petition has been discredited. The inadvertent computation of the
period for one to file a pleading is inexcusable, and have become an all too familiar and ready excuse on the part
of lawyers remiss in their bounden duty to comply with the mandatory periods.[11]

In the present case, the petitioners’ counsel was inexcusably negligent in failing to file their petition within the
period therefor. It bears stressing that a lawyer has the responsibility of monitoring and keeping track of the
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period of time left to file pleadings,[12] and to see to it that said pleadings are filed before the lapse of the period.
If he fails to do so, his client is bound by his conduct, negligence and mistakes.[13] The petitioners knew and
should have known that they had only until March 17, 2003 to file the petition, as shown on page 25 thereof. It
was incumbent on the petitioners’ counsel to arrange his workload and attend to important and pressing matters
such that pleadings are filed within the prescribed period therefor. If the failure of the petitioners’ counsel to cope
with his heavy workload should be considered a valid justification to sidestep the reglementary period, there
would be no end to litigations so long as counsel had not been sufficiently diligent or experienced.[14]

We are not swayed by the petitioners’ plea for a deviation from the application of the reglementary period for
filing their petition for certiorari, on their argument that the NLRC erred in ordering them to pay separation pay to
the respondents contrary to and prescinding from the factual findings of the Labor Arbiter. We have reviewed the
records and find that the errors ascribed by the petitioners to the NLRC are mere errors of judgment and not errors
of jurisdiction.[15]

IN LIGHT OF ALL THE FOREGOING, the petition is DENIED for lack of merit.

SO ORDERED.

Puno, (Chairman), Austria-Martinez, Tinga, and Chico-Nazario, JJ., concur.
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