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CHICO-NAZARIOQO, J.:

This case stemmed from a complaint for regularization filed by petitioners[1] against respondents before the
Arbitration Branch of the National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC). The petition for review at bar assails
the decision[2] of the Court of Appeals, affirming the decision[3] of the NLRC, sustaining the earlier decision[4]
of the Labor Arbiter dismissing petitioners complaint against the Philippine Long Distance Telephone Company
(PLDT) and herein respondent Peopl€e's Security Incorporated (PSl).

The dispute arose from the following factual milieu:

Respondent PSI entered into an agreement with the PLDT to provide the latter with such number of qualified
uniformed and properly armed security guards for the purpose of guarding and protecting PLDT's installations
and properties from theft, pilferage, intentional damage, trespass or other unlawful acts. Under the agreement, it
was expressly provided that there shall be no employer-employee relationship between the PLDT and the security
guards, which may be supplied to it by PSI, and that the latter shall have the entire charge, control and supervision
over the work and services of the supplied security guards. It was likewise stipulated therein that PSI shall also
have the exclusive authority to select, engage, and discharge its security guards, with full control over their wages,
salaries or compensation.

Consequently, respondent PS| deployed security guards to the PLDT. PLDT's Security Division interviewed these
security guards and asked them to fill out personal data sheets. Those who did not meet the height requirements
were sent back by PLDT to PSI.

On 05 June 1995, sixty-five (65) security guards supplied by respondent PSI filed a Complaint[5] for
regularization against the PLDT with the Labor Arbiter. The Complaint alleged inter alia that petitioner security
guards have been employed by the company through the years commencing from 1982 and that all of them served
PLDT directly for more than 1 year. It was further alleged that PSI or other agencies supply security to PLDT,
which entity controls and supervises the complainants work through its Security Department. Petitioners likewise
aleged that PSI acted as the middieman in the payment of the minimum pay to the security guards, but no
premium for work rendered beyond eight hours was paid to them nor were they paid their 13[th] month pay. In
sum, the Complaint states that inasmuch as the complainants are under the direct control and supervision of
PLDT, they should be considered as regular employees by the latter with compensation and benefits equivaent to
ordinary rank-and-file employees of the same job grade.
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Forthwith, after filing the complaint, the security guards formed the PLDT Company Security Personnel Union
with petitioner Zaldy Abella as union president. A month later, PLDT allegedly ordered PSI to terminate about 25
members of said union who participated in a protest picket in front of the PLDT Office at the Ramon Cojuangco
Building in Makati City.

The Labor Arbiter dismissed the complaint for lack of merit. On appeal, the NLRC affirmed in toto the Labor
Arbiter's decision.

The Court of Appeals, in turn, affirmed the NLRC's disquisition.[6] According to the Court of Appeals, evidence
demonstrates that it is respondent PSI which is petitioners' employer, not the PLDT inasmuch as the power of
selection over the guards lies with the former. The Court of Appeas aso took cognizance of the fact that
petitioners have collected their wages from PSI.[7]

On 29 September 2003, this Court denied the petition for review filed by petitioners assailing the Court of
Appeas Decision for lack of verified statement of material date of receipt of the assailed judgment. On 16 March
2005, the Court resolved to deny the motion for reconsideration for lack of merit and sufficient showing that the
Court of Appeals had committed any reversible error in the questioned judgment to warrant the exercise by this
Court of its discretionary appellate jurisdiction.

Undaunted, petitioners moved for reconsideration of our Resolution dated 16 March 2005. Petitioners now urge
this Court to ignore technicalities and brush aside the procedural requirements so this case may be decided "on the
merits."

On the postulate that dismissal of appeals based on mere technicalities is frowned upon, we take another look at
this petition for review to quell al doubts that the Court is impervious to petitioners' cause. Cautious as we are
against rendering a decision that may well be a "blow on the breadbasket of our lowly employees,"[8] we are
hence rendering a complete adjudication of this case at bar.

Crucial to the resolution of this case is a determination whether or not an employer-employee relationship exists
between petitioners and respondent PLDT.

Philippine Airlines, Inc. v. National Labor Relations Commission[9] provides the legal yardstick in addressing
this issue. In that case, Unicorn Security Services, Inc. (USSI) and Philippine Airlines, Inc. (PAL) executed a
security service agreement where USS| was designated therein as the contractor. In determining which between
PAL and USSI is the employer of the security guards, we considered the following factors in considering the
existence of an employer-employee relationship: (1) the selection and engagement of the employee; (2) the
payment of wages; (3) the power to dismiss; and (4) the power to control the employee's conduct. Considering
these elements, we held in the said case that the security guards of PAL were the employees of the security
agency, not PAL. We explained why-

In the instant case, the security service agreement between PAL and USSI provides the key to such
consideration. A careful perusal thereof, especially the terms and conditions embodied in paragraphs 4, 6, 7, 8,
9, 10, 13 and 20 quoted earlier in this ponencia, demonstrates beyond doubt that USSI - and not PAL —was the
employer of the security guards. It was USSI which (a) selected, engaged or hired and discharged the security
guards; (b) assigned them to PAL according to the number agreed upon; (c) provided, at its own expense, the
security guards with firearms and ammunitions; (d) disciplined and supervised them or controlled their
conduct; (e) determined their wages, salaries, and compensation; and (f) paid them salaries or wages. Even if
we disregard the explicit covenant in said agreement that "there exists no employer-employee relationship
between CONTRACTOR and/or his guards on the one hand, and PAL on the other" all other considerations
confirm the fact that PAL was not the security guards employer. (Emphasis supplied)
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On the first factor, applying PAL v. NLRC as our guidepost in the case before us, the Labor Arbiter, the NLRC
and the Court of Appeals rendered a consistent finding based on the evidence adduced that it was the PSI, the
security provider of the PLDT, which selected, engaged or hired and discharged the security guards. The Labor
Arbiter was no less emphatic —

It is not disputed that complainants applied for work with PSI, submitted the necessary employment
documentary requirement with PSI and executed employment contracts with PSI. Complainants, however,
contend that their referral by the PSI to PLDT for further interview and evaluation falls under the context of
"selection and engagement” thereby making them employees of PLDT.

We are not convinced.

Testimonies during the trial reveal that interviews and evaluation were conducted by PLDT to ensure that the
standards it set are met by the security guards. In fact, PLDT rarely failed to accept security guards referred to
by PSI but on account of height deficiency. The referral is nothing but for possible assignment in a designated
client which has the inherent prerogative to accept and reject the assignee for justifiable grounds or even
arbitrarily. We are thus convinced that the employer-employee relationship is deemed perfected even before
the posting of the complainants with the PLDT, as assignment only comes after employment.[10]

We hasten to add on this score that the Labor Arbiter as well as the NLRC and the Court of Appeals found that
PSI is alegitimate job contractor pursuant to Section 8, Rule VI, Book Il of the Omnibus Rules Implementing the
Labor Code. It is a registered corporation duly licensed by the Philippine National Police to engage in security
business. It has substantial capital and investment in the form of guns, ammunitions, communication equipments,
vehicles, office equipments like computer, typewriters, photocopying machines, etc., and above al, it is servicing
clients other than PLDT like PCIBank, Crown Triumph, and Philippine Cable, among others.[11] Here, the
security guards which PSI had assigned to PLDT are already the former's employees prior to assignment and if
the assigned guards to PLDT are rejected by PLDT for reasons germane to the security agreement, then the
rejected or terminated guard may still be assigned to other clients of PS| as in the case of Jonathan Daguno who
was posted at PLDT on 21 February 1996 but was subsequently relieved therefrom and assigned at PCIBank
Makati Square effective 10 May 1996.[12] Therefore, the evidence as it stands is at odds with petitioners
assertion that PSI is an "in-house" agency of PLDT so asto call for a piercing of veil of corporate identity as what
the Court hasdone in De leon, et a. vs. NLRC and Fortune Tobacco Corporation, et al.[13]

On the second factor, the Labor Arbiter as well as the NLRC and the Court of Appeals are al in agreement that it
is PSI that determined and paid the petitioners wages, salaries, and compensation. As elucidated by the Labor
Arbiter, petitioners witness testified that his wages were collected and withdrawn at the office of PSI and PLDT
pays PSI for the security services on alump-sum basis and that the wages of complainants are only a portion of
the total sum. The signature of the PLDT supervisor in the Daily Time Records does not ipso facto make PLDT
the employer of complainants inasmuch as the Labor Arbiter had found that the record is replete with evidence
showing that some of the Daily Time Records do not bear the signature of a PLDT supervisor yet no complaint
was lodged for nonpayment of the guard's wages evidencing that the signature of the PLDT's supervisor is not a
condition precedent for the payment of wages of the guards. Notably, it was not disputed that complainants enjoy
the benefits and incentives of employees of PS| and that they are reported as employees of PSI with the SSS.[14]

Anent the third and fourth factors, petitioners capitalize on the delinquency reports prepared by PLDT personnel
against some of the security guards as well as certificates of participation in civil disturbance course, certificates
of attendance in first aid training, certificate of completion in fire brigade training seminar and certificate of
completion on restricted land mobile radio telephone operation to show that the petitioners are under the direct
control and supervision of PLDT and that the latter has, in fact, the power to dismiss them.
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The Labor Arbiter found from the evidence that the delinquency reports were nothing but reminders of the
infractions committed by the petitioners while on duty which serve as basis for PLDT to recommend the
termination of the concerned security guard from PLDT. As aready adverted to earlier, termination of services
from PLDT did not ipso facto mean dismissal from PS| inasmuch as some of those pulled out from PLDT were
merely detailed at the other clients of PSI as in the case of Jonathan Daguno, who was merely transferred to
PCIBank Makati.

We are likewise in agreement with the Labor Arbiter's reasoning that said delinquency reports merely served as
justifiable, not arbitrary, basis for PLDT to demand replacement of guards found to have committed infractions
while on their tours of duty at PLDT's premises. In Citytrust Banking Corporation v. NLRC,[15] we upheld the
validity of the contract between ADAMS and ESSI to provide security guards to Citytrust and held that the
security guards were the employees of the security agencies, not Citytrust. Specifically we held as vaid and
controlling the stipulation that the bank has the option to ask for replacement of the guards or personnel assigned
to the bank who, in its judgment, are unsatisfactory, wanting in the performance of their duties or for any reason
at the discretion of the bank. Thus-

In substantially identical language, the contracts between CITYTRUST, on the one hand, and ADAMS and
ESSI, on the other, unequivocally declare that any person that may be assigned by the "CARRIER" (agency) to
carry out its obligation under the Agreement should in no sense be considered an employee of the bank and
shall always remain an employee of the CARRIER. The contracts moreover require the CARRIER to give the
bank alist of personnel assigned to render security services to the bank, and make clear that:

1) the CARRIER shall maintain efficient and effective discipline, control and supervision over any and all
guards or personnel it may utilize in performing its obligations under the Agreement;

2) the BANK has the option to ask for the replacement of the CARRIER's guards or personnel assigned to the
BANK who, in its judgment, are unsatisfactory, wanting in the performance of their duties or for any reason at
the discretion of the Bank;. . . .[16] (Emphasis supplied)

As regards the seminars, we defer to the findings of the Labor Arbiter as affirmed by the NLRC and the Court of
Appeals that while said seminars were conducted at the premises of PLDT, it also remains uncontroverted that
complainants participation was done with the approval and at the expense of PSI.[17] To be sure, it is not
uncommon, specially for big aggressive corporations like PLDT, to align or integrate their corporate visions and
policies externally or with that of other entities they deal with such as their suppliers, consultants, or contractors,
for that matter. As a case in point, manufacturing companies usually hold suppliers conferences to integrate their
suppliers’ corporate goals and visions with their own so that the manufacturing companies are ensured of the
quality and timing of their supplies of materials or services, as the case may be. It is therefore not surprising that
PLDT would demand that security guards assigned to its premises undergo seminars and trainings on certain areas
of concern which are uniqueto PLDT.

In the same way, it is in the ordinary course of things for big companies such as PLDT to assign their own
security personnel and supervisors to monitor the performance of the security guards as part of the company's
internal check, monitoring and control system in order to rate whether the security agency it hired is performing at
par with PLDT's set standards.

Furthermore, petitioners' logic that the certificates of appreciation and/or commendations for good performance
issued by PLDT to select security guards are proof that the latter are under the control and supervision of PLDT is
indeed non sequitur. As the Labor Arbiter has found, similar certificates are also issued as a matter of practice to
non-PLDT personnel like members of the Philippine National Police (PNP) and military officers who have
rendered exemplary support and assistance to PLDT.[18]
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The Labor Arbiter likewise rendered the distinct finding as regards petitioner Zaldy Abella that documentary
evidence belies his claim that PLDT directs and supervises him. These documents include his application for
employment with PSI, employment contract with PSI, Special Orders of assignment at the different detachments
of PLDT issued by a certain Joreim Aguilar of PSI, his request to PSI for sick leaves and/or vacation leaves,
authority to deduct from his salary death contributions pursuant to the policy of PSI and Order of Relief from
PLDT Marikina for AWOL issued by said Joreim Aguilar of PS| per Special Order dated 12 June 1995.[19]
Similarly, as found by the Labor Arbiter in the case of petitioner Roberto Basilides, his 201 file reflects PSI
Orders on his assignment to PLDT installations and subsequent reassignment to another PCIB client.[20]

All told, there being no showing that neither the Labor Arbiter nor the NLRC nor the Court of Appeals gravely
abused its discretion or otherwise acted without jurisdiction or in excess of the same,[21] this Court is bound by
their findings of facts. Indeed, the records reveal that the questioned decision is duly supported by evidence.[22]

In fine, while the Constitution is committed to the policy of socia justice and the protection of the working class,
it should not be supposed that every labor dispute will be automatically decided in favor of labor. The partiality
for labor has not in any way diminished our belief that justice isin every case for the deserving, to be dispensed in
the light of the established facts and the applicable law and doctrine.[23]

WHEREFORE, petitioners' motion for reconsideration of our Resolution dated 16 March 2005 is hereby DENIED
with FINALITY no compelling reason having been adduced by petitioners to warrant the reversal thereof.
Accordingly, the Decision dated 31 January 2003 and the Resolution dated 06 August 2003 of the Court of
Appeas are hereby AFFIRMED. Costs against petitioners.

SO ORDERED.

AustriaMartinez, Callgjo, Sr., and Tinga, JJ., concur.
Puno, (Chairman), J., on official leave.

[1] Annex D consists of the following: Rogelio Abbariao, Zaldy G. Abella, Leodegario Aborde, Wilson A.
Abuyabor, Edralin Acacio, Federico Acelo, Restituto Acelo, Rolando S. Acosta, Enrico Adalla, Abdul Khair
Adapun, Candidato Adapun, Ricardo L. Adarayan, Franklin Adelante, Danilo Adrao, Macario B. Afable, Alipio
Aguila, Rogelio A. Agustin, Leonardo Ajero, Jose Alafriz, Dioscoro O. Alcanzado, Mario O. Alcanzado, Wheno
Alcanzado, Federico Alcrates, James Algjandro, Baltazar Allayban, Ronnie Almanza, William S. Alicante,
Wilfredo Alicio, Justo J. Albay, Ricardo Altarejos, Clodualdo Altea, Wilfredo Alzona, James Amar, Sarsenito
Amarillo, Glicerio Ambas, Nasser S. Amil, Reynaldo Ancheta, Alfredo Andrade, Diomedes Andrade, Noel
Andrade, Sabiniano Andrade, Carlos C. Angeles, Joven Antang, Severino Antonio, Alfredo Aquino, Andres
Aquino, Jr., Raneo B. Aquino, Rodolfo C. Aquino, Mario V. Arel, Alexander A. Armas, Jose Arly L. Artus,
Vicente V. Atining, Canuto Ausa, Rolando P. Avecilla, Pedro C. Aviles, Edgar Ayento, Diosdado B. Azeta,
Ronnie L. Baccay, Martin Bacea, Alden C. Bactat, Julio D. Badahos, Antonio Badal, Maxwell Bagsican, Manito
Baguno, Eduardo Bailon, Cesar Bairoy, Noel M. Bianes, Dante D. Bgjaro, Danilo L. Baladhay, Joseph L.
Balahadia, Cesar Balano, Ulmar Baldevieso, Dominador M. Balicha, Ferdinand C. Balingit, Pio Balladares,
Felino M. Baluan, Orlineo A. Balunes, Simeon Baraero, Marion R. Barbero, Ronnie Barbero, Felix U. Barsana,
Jr., Renato P. Basa, Magno P. Battung, Armin A. Bausa, Gumercindo S. Bayonla, Urbanito M. Bayonla, Herbert
N. Bazon, Rodrigo B. Belleza, Jr., Loreto M. Benavidez, Edmundo B. Berces, Henry A. Bernas, Julardo G.
Bernal, Noel M. Bianes, Arnel Billones, Vicente Blanquera, Darlo B. Bitara, Fernando Bobijes, Augusto N. Bolo,
Lemuel M. Bongcales, Wilfredo M. Boquiren, Rogelio A. Borbon, Antonio Borden, Herman Borras, Geronimo B.
Bosgue, Gregorio T. Buenaflor, Emmanuel A. Bueta, Lope S. Bugawan, Oscar Bulatao, Elmer C. Bunag, Mario

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 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. 159469. June 08, 2005

B. Bunag, Gorgonio D. Buslon, Bonifacio A. Cabbaccan, Danilo Cabajes, Efren O. Cabatan, Abelardo Cabias,
Napoleon Cabigon, Arnulfo V. Cabojoc, Renan Cadiz, Orlando P. Calauad, Rodolfo N. Cainap, Leodegario
Camacam, Reynaldo Camero, Generoso P. Canillo, Rey R. Cano, Edgardo Capasalan, Gilbert Capuchino, Silverio
A. Carahit, Renelito Caracas, Josefino G. Cardona, Ramon P. Cartagena, Arturo O. Casaclang, Francisco Casiao,
Roderick Casiano, William Casimiro, Crisanto Castillo, Jimmy Castillo, Juanito M. Castillo, Ramon Castillo,
Mateo P. Castro, Sabas F. Cataluna, Eudardo F. Catapia, Francisco F. Catapia, Renato B. Cawile, Ronad B.
Cayao, Alfredo S. Cerda, Roberto A. Clemente, Algandro M. Codelana, Enrique P. Collado, Antonino M.
Concepcion, Randy Concigna, Elizalde R. Concina, Jose Constante, Joselito Constante, Calixto Cornelia, Henry
A. Corpuz, Eduardo Corpuz, Rodolfo N. Cortillo, Pablo P. Crizaldo, Rolando V. Cruz, Nestor M. Dacanay,
Villamor M. Dacumos, Rolando B. Dadap, Pedro P. Daguno, Jr., Reynaldo D. Dalipe, Ruel R. Dalumpines,
Orlando A. Damnay, Jeorge Daguioag, Jerry Daquioag, Jhonny Dawang, Albert B. De Guzman, Florentino De
Guzman, Marlon B. De Guzman, Prudencio Degracia, Paolo R. De Jesus, Serafin P. De Jesus, Rey C. De Leon,
Jerry D. De LaCruz, Loreto L. De La Cruz, Aquilino De La Puz, Ruel V. Del Campo, Edgardo Del Perdon, Arnel
Del Prado, Jeremias Delima, Ramonito Delluba, Romeo R. Deplomo, Vicente Deza, Jose D. Diaz, Remy P.
Dichosa, Charles Diestro, Generoso Dilapdilap, Henry Discartin, Nelson D. Doble, Bernardo Donayre, Jr., Romeo
Dugam, Randy Dugayo, Rodrigo V. Dumael, Bernardo Dumlao, Cipriano C. Dumo, Jose Durana, Jr., Eduardo D.
Ebe, Florente Ellacer, Ruben C. Emillano, Joselito T. Empeo, Ruben E. Emperio, Orlando A. Encarguez, Fermin
G. Escanilla, Edwin P. Escobar, Cesario S. Escueta, Samuel G. Esmeria, Nelson S. Espa, EImer E. Espano, Lorde
G. Espanola, Danny D. Espilico, Ariel Esperancilla, Ricardo B. Espiritu, Romeo Estrella, Romeo Estoya,
Filnandino Evangelista, Joel T. Evardo, Bobby Factularin, Benjamin Fadullo, Rosito V. Faardo, Edgardo E.
Faler, Manuel G. Ferrer, Simeon P. Filarca, Danilo S. Flojemon, Esidro Florendo, Gilmore Flores, Julius S.
Flores, Rex Fernando, Ramon G. Fortuny, Rodel M. France, Arturo G. Francisco, Ramon Juan P. Frando, Roberto
L. Fulgencio, Edilberto B. Gabion, Feliciano T. Gabrieles, Jr., Millanio G. Gallano, Romeo Galpo, Louie Galvez,
Vaento Ganaban, Gerardo G. Gamboa, Stanley |. Gandeza, Marvin G. Gatacelo, Owen S. Gatan, Lamberto Geli,
Nelson M. Gellido, Levy Rustom Gedrano, Angelito C. Gepulla, Felipe W. Gesulga, Jeoffrey B. Gloriane,
Joselito A. Go, Nestor R. Gonzale, Aurelio L. Gregas, Emilio L. Gregas, Thelmo L. Gregas, Dante C. Guab,
Pacifico G. Guab, Oscar Guden, Erwin A. Gualter, Elizalde Gualter, Nelson S. Guevarra, Bonifacio Gumal, Noel
Hillana, Fresco M. Hombrebueno, Pablito O. Ibale, Emil O. Ibanez, Luisito C. Indicio, Ramuel C. Indicio,
Redentor Indicio, Jose P. Ilo, Rodolfo C. Jaravata, Margarito Jerusalem, Venerando Jocson, Alfonso Joseph,
Crisencio Joseph, Ramon M. Julagting, Joel B. Justo, Apolinario A. Labastida, Renato Latoza, Alexander C.
Laurista, Felix Laurenciana, Crisanto S. Lave, Richard D. Ledesma, Pepito L eonardo, Benjie C. Lobiano, Raul G.
Locsin, Jaime R. Loyola, Rey Lucrecio, Jesus Luna, Rosano C. Luy, Rolando Maban, Ronaldo U. Mabelin,
Edgardo S. Macalaad, Pascual A. Macawile, Rico A. Madrigal, Jessie Maglantay, Henry G. Maglantay, Edgar L.
Mahinay, Joel P. Maines, Reynaldo Malaque, Saturnino C. Mamba, Felimon Mamotos, Leo Magbanua, Leopoldo
Mangilog, Jr., Felix B. Mangubat, Rolando A. Mangurnong, Oscar Manio, Victor S. Manlangit, Cesario G.
Mansueto, Joselito Manzano, Danilo C. Maputol, Danilo M. Mara, Levy B. Marcaida, Abraham S. Mariano,
Bienvenido A. Margarito, Robert D. Matriano, Florencio M. Mateo, Rolando S. Matulac, Leopoldo S. Mego,
Crisostomo M. Mendoza, Jake A. Mendoza, Efren Mercado, Edwin P. Merluza, Dieter E. Miana, Isidro Miole,
Elvin E. Mina, Jacinto Monteon, Jr., Julian Montemayor, Jr., Juan L. Montero, Willie C. Morada, Ronaldo C.
Morales, Enrico Moratin, Ronilo Morcoso, Edwin R. Mosgueda, Wilfredo Motril, Bienvenido Mundoc, Alberto
Mutia, Lamberto R. Nalangan, Rodolfo O. Nantiza, Eriberto S. Narvato, James R. Natividad, Jonathan Navarrete,
Edgar M. Navarro, Jessie Nelmida, Ricardo S. Nepomuceno, Constancio Nicolas, Agerico U. Nilo, Jose N.
Nobleza, Abdon D. Nofies, Guelberto Obina, Jr., Anatalio R. Obra, Lyndon F. Orisma, Ernesto C. Odonel,
Marcelino Olifernes, Dario B. Oliva, Jovito R. Oliva, Renato Oliva, Raul R. Olmoguez, Voltaire Omas-as,
Jonathan Onanad, Benito L. Ong, Alfredo A. Onato, Rene A. Onato, Cesar D. Orcgjada, Tirso C. Otable, Dante O.
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Pacheco, Ernie Pacheco, Lito A. Padilla, Arnel C. Padillo, Shirylyne P. Pador, Gerrado Pagaduan, Benito S.
Pagauisan, Arturo |. Pales, Crisanto Parcasio, Adolfo Reymundo Pascua, Leo M. Pascua, Lito M. Pascua, Roland
Pasion, Cirpriano Pasquin, Victor E. Patac, Angelito Patagan, Crispin Patdu, Renato T. Patiluna, Ricardo M.
Peligrino, Quirico Pelobueno, Manuel Penalosa, Jr., Wilfredo Penalosa, Rodelio Penamante, Dominador Perez,
Pablo Piad, Condrado Pichay, Angelito Pigad, Macario E. Pigao, Joel M. Pila, Artemio Pilla, Cesar Pinero, Erwin
P. Ponciano, Benjamin Pontipiedra, Arnel Porras, Rey L. Porras, Ernesto D. Pradas, Rene Praile, Dominador P.
Primo, Placido Protacio, Aquilino C. Puedan, Carlito B. Pulma, Joseph M. Punongbayan, Ulysses Quebec, Martin
S. Quilino, Noel G. Quinlat, Arcadio Rabago, Michael D. Rabang, George B. RAganit, Johnson P. Ramallosa,
Roger Ramallosa, Rolando Ramos, EImo A. Rebancos, Augusto R. Red, Romulo G. Redito, Bienvenido Reyes,
Juanito T. Reyes, Eduarto Rio, Miguel Rios, Armando L. Rivera, Nestor N. Rivera, Orlando O. Rodriguez, Ginny
Rom, Crispin D. Romero, Winnie R. Romero, Jess T. Rosalia, Antonio S. Roxas, Noel M. Ricafort, Nestor M.
Rubang, Jessie P. Rufo, Crispin R. Sabaldan, Felix R. Sabaldan, Ramil N. Sacares, Domingo B. Sagot, Eduardo
D. Salango, Arnold San Juan, Nataniel Sanchez, Jesus Santilices, Francisco D. Santos, Jr., Manolito Santos, Val
C. Sto. Tomas, Toribio H. Sarmiento, Arnel H. Satumbaga, Dante S. Sauro, Pablo Sauro, Jr., Rolando S. Sauro,
Federico D. Seredio, Simplicio |. Siaga, Jr., Jonatahan J. Sira, Eliseo V. Siriban, Jesus Soliman, Eduardo A.
Solamillo, Dante C. Soriano, Pedro A. Soriano, Ariel Sta. Cruz, Robert C. Sullesta, Aldino F. Tabaquero, Leonido
R. Tabilog, Dante Tabud, Domingo Tacdol, Harry P. Tagana, Roseller V. Tanglao, Bertuldo Tanudra, Esteban S.
Tapiru, Emilio N. Tarcy, Jr., Ruel A. Tashim, Jenifer Telan, Rita C. Tio, Jose T. Togores, Albert N. Toledo,
Clemente M. Tolentino, Eddie Tomaquin, Irineo A. Torres, Robert M. Torres, Joe T. Tulod, Edwin Tuliao,
Elpedio A. Tuliao, Edgar M. Tumala, Gavino P. Uddon, Jr., Ignacio G. Umapas, Roland Uyan, Sanny C. Valde,
Carlito B. Vadez, Allan B. Vaencia, Jr., Diolito A. Vadencia, Manuel B. Valida, Juvy Venteroso, Sanny
Venteroso, Frego Verdera, Glicerio M. Vicedo, Vincent S. Vicedo, Mariano J. Vico, Ramon Villaflor, Segundino
L. Villaflor, Pepito Villanueva, Jmmy Villarosa, Andres Villaraza, Daniel T. Villarey, Danilo Villarma, Thor B.
Villasana, Juanito V. Viray, Larry Villedo, Epifanio F. Yakiy, Pablo Y epes, Norberto Ymalay, Julius C. Y uson,
Winnie Ybalane, Glen Zeque.

[2] Dated 31 January 2003; Penned by then Court of Appeals now Supreme Court Associate Justice Cancio C.
Garcia, with Associate Justices Eloy R. Bello, Jr. and Sergio L. Pestafio concurring. Rollo, pp. 121-133.

[3] Dated 31 July 2001; Penned by Presiding Commissioner Lourdes C. Javier, with Commissioner Tito F.
Genilo, concurring, and Commissioner Ireneo B. Bernardo, on leave. Rollo, pp. 73-85.

[4] Dated 27 July 1999; Penned by Labor Arbiter Geobel A. Bartolabac. Rollo, pp. 38-50.

[5] Rollo, pp. 34-35.

[6] Rallo, pp. 121-133.

[7] Rallo, pp. 132-133.

[8] J. Puno, Dissenting Opinion, Asia Brewery, Inc. v. NLRC, G.R. No. 110241, 24 July 1996, 259 SCRA 185.
[9] G.R. No. 120506, 28 October 1996, 263 SCRA 638.

[10] Rallo, pp. 39-40.

[11] Rollo, pp. 48-49.

[12] Rallo, p. 45, citing 201 file of Jonathan Daguno.

[13] G.R. No. 112661, 30 May 2001.

© 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. 159469. June 08, 2005

[14] Rollo, pp. 40-41.

[15] G.R. No. 123318, 20 August 1998, 294 SCRA 496.

[16] Id., p. 502.

[17] Rallo, p. 46.

[18] Rollo, p. 47.

[19] Rallo, p. 46.

[20] Rallo, p. 47.

[21] Wyeth-Suaco Laboratories, Inc. v. NLRC, G.R. No. 100658, 02 March 1993, 219 SCRA 356.
[22] AsiaBrewery, Inc. v. NLRC, supra, note 8.

[23] Lawin Security Services, Inc. v. NLRC, G.R. No. 118536, 09 June 1997, 273 SCRA 132.

© 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. 159469. June 08, 2005

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



