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CHICO-NAZARIO, J.:

Assailed in this Petition for Certiorari under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court is the Resolution[1] dated 3 May 2006
of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 94005 denying the prayer for the issuance of a Temporary Restraining
Order (TRO) of petitioner Benito J. Brizuela; and the Resolution[2] dated 20 September 2006 of the same court
denying petitioner's Motion for Reconsideration.

Petitioner is the president and registered owner of 49% of the authorized capital stock of Philippine Media Post,
Inc. (PMPI),[3] the publisher of the newspaper Philippine Post. Respondent Abraham Dingle was hired by PMPI
as Associate Editor under probation on 20 July 1999; and was eventually confirmed as a regular Associate Editor
on 23 September 1999, with a salary of P22,000.00 per month. On the other hand, respondent Nicandro Legaspi
started working at PMPI as City Editor on 9 November 1999, with a monthly salary of P22,000.00; and was
eventually promoted as News Editor on 7 January 2000, with a monthly salary of P25,000.00.

On 19 May 2003,[4] respondents filed a Complaint with the Labor Arbiter against PMPI and petitioner for
nonpayment and/or underpayment of salaries, editorial fees, legal and holiday pay, premium pay for holiday pay,
service incentive leave pay, 13[th] month pay, vacation and sick leave pay, separation pay, moral, exemplary, and
actual damages, and attorney's fees. According to the Complaint:

- As Associate Editor of the Post, [herein respondent] Dingle was tasked, among other things, to decide main
news stories, edit some of the reporter's copies and supervise the making up of the front and jump pages of the
newspaper until they are ready for the printing press. On his part, [herein respondent] Legaspi, as News Editor,
was tasked, among other things, to distribute reporters' copies to sub-editors, suggests to top editors possible
front page stories, check all news pages, help edit approved stories and puts them in the proper pages.
Eventually, both [respondents], as editors, were also tasked to write editorials when this writing chore was
transferred from non-staff writers to the editors;

- Due to the demands of their work, [respondents] Dingle and Legaspi had a six (6) day week schedule and at
times had to work even on Sundays and holidays (legal and special) but they were not paid for said overtime
work at all;

x x x x

- On 16 November 2000, Post employees (including [respondents] Dingle and Legaspi), did not put out an
issue of the Post anymore since they refused to work any further as [PMPI and herein petitioner Brizuela]
refused to pay them their salaries and other benefits contrary to what they have repeatedly promised earlier;

- Sometime in December 2000, [respondents] Dingle and Legaspi visited [petitioner] Brizuela to find out what
was happening to their unpaid salaries, editorial fees and other employment benefits but were informed by
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[petitioner] Brizuela that he owed them nothing as he had settled everything with Executive Editor Mariano.
[Respondents] insisted that [petitioner] Brizuela still owed them a lot in terms of salaries, editorial fees and
other benefits but the latter told them to prove their claims. When [respondents] asked to see the Post records,
[petitioner] Brizuela lamely said he did not know where they were.[5]

On the other hand, petitioner brought to the attention of the Labor Arbiter that PMPI had already stopped
publishing Philippine Post and altogether ceased operations in the year 2000 because of grave financial losses. He
averred that PMPI was in "deep financial trouble" and its publication turned out to be a losing venture.[6]

Settlement efforts among the parties failed, for which reason, they were directed by the Labor Arbiter to file their
respective position papers.

PMPI never appeared before nor filed any pleading with the Labor Arbiter.[7] Respondents thus moved that PMPI
be considered to have waived its right to present evidence in its defense.

The Labor Arbiter concluded that while closure of an establishment due to serious business losses is one of the
authorized causes for termination of employment, under the Labor Code,[8] nonetheless, she found that there is
no conclusive factual and legal basis for PMPI to close its operations on the ground of serious business losses.[9]

In a Decision dated 30 April 2004, Labor Arbiter Virginia T. Luyas-Azarraga held:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, [PMPI and herein petitioner] Benito Brizuela are hereby jointly and
severally ordered to pay [herein respondents], as follows:

- Abraham Dingle - P187,000.00

- Nicandro Legaspi - P212,000.00

representing separation pay, unpaid salaries and 13[th] month pay plus 10% of the total award as Attorney's
fees.

All other claims are dismissed.[10]

Respondents and petitioner appealed the foregoing Decision of the Labor Arbiter to the National Labor Relations
Commission (NLRC). Respondents appealed in view of the denial of the Labor Arbiter of their claim for editorial
fees, overtime pay, premium pay for holiday and rest day, damages, legal and holiday pay, service incentive leave
pay and vacation and sick leave pay. On the other hand, petitioner appealed the finding by the Labor Arbiter that
he is personally liable, that PMPI failed to prove serious business losses, and that the respondents are entitled to
separation pay.[11]

In their Comment[12] to petitioner's Notice of Appeal with Memorandum, respondents prayed for the dismissal of
petitioner's appeal emphasizing that petitioner did not post the required supersedeas bond in the amount
equivalent to the monetary award for the perfection of the appeal. Petitioner countered by filing a Motion for
Additional Time to Post Appeal Bond, which respondents again opposed.[13] Petitioner filed a Motion to Reduce
Bond and posted a cash bond in the amount of P5,000.00.[14] On 31 August 2004, the NLRC issued an Order
directing petitioner to post additional bond[15] in the amount of P394,000.00.[16] Petitioner asked for an
additional period of 15 days to comply with said NLRC Order in view of the short notice given to him.[17]
Petitioner then filed a Motion for Leave to Admit Additional Appeal Bond praying that "this Honorable
Commission admit the herein attached supersedeas bond issued by the Premier Insurance & Surety Corporation
dated 6 October 2004 in the amount of P394,000.00, along with supporting documents and, thereafter, give due
course to petitioner's appeal."

Respondents objected to the additional appeal bond being posted by petitioner stating that it was grossly defective
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because said bond in the amount of P394,000.00 was issued by Premier Insurance Surety Corporation on behalf of
the assured, PMPI, which had no legal standing in the appeal.

In its Decision dated 28 October 2005, the NLRC ruled as follows:

[Herein petitioner] Brizuela contends that [PMPI] is not liable to pay [herein respondents] their separation pay
because [PMPI] closed its business due to serious financial losses. We do not agree. [Petitioner] presented the
audited financial statements of [PMPI] for the years 2000 and 2001. A perusal of said audited financial
statements reveals that [PMPI] had a net loss for the year 1999 and 2000 of P40,062,972.96 and
P18,233,157.44 respectively while in the year 2001 [PMPI] suffered net loss in the amount of P2,925,003.45.
Contrary to [petitioner's] allegations, the losses of income of [PMPI] is actually diminishing or abating
indicating that the business is picking up and retrenchment being a drastic move should no longer be resorted
to. (PSBA v. NLRC, 223 SCRA 305.)

Moreover, records do not show that [petitioner] complied with the requirements for valid closure because it
failed to serve a written notice to the employees as well as to the Department of Labor and Employment at
least one (1) month before the intended date of closure as required under Article 283 of the Labor Code. The
notice to DOLE is necessary to enable the proper authorities to determine if such closure is being done in good
faith or resorted to as a means to evade compliance with the obligations of the employer to the employees
affected. If indeed, closure of [PMPI] was done in good faith, the [petitioner] should have complied with the
requirement of due notice to effect a valid closure.

However, we find [petitioner] Benito Brizuela not jointly and severally liable to [respondents] at this time. It is
settled that corporations have a separate personality from its stockholders and officers. Said [petitioner]
Brizuela is held liable in his official capacity.

[Respondents], on appeal, aver that the Labor Arbiter committed grave abuse of discretion and serious errors in
law and findings of facts when she denied [respondents'] claims for editorial fees, overtime pay, holiday pay,
premium pay for holidays and rest days as well as damages. We do not agree. The said claims, even if not
specifically refuted by [petitioner] must nevertheless be proven by [respondents] to be entitled to the same. As
correctly held by the Labor Arbiter, mere allegation is not enough. In this connection, the Supreme Court, in
Masagana Concrete Products v. NLRC, G.R. No. 106916, promulgated 3 September 1999 citing PNB v. CA
(266 SCRA 136) and Martinez v. NLRC (272 SCRA 793), has held that mere allegation is neither equivalent
to proof not evidence.

However, we find [respondents] entitled to their vacation and sick leave pay as shown by Annex "E" (pp. 36 to
39, Records) of their position paper which was duly prepared and signed by [PMPI's] Personnel Supervisor and
Administrative Manager.

Lastly, the award of 10% attorney's fees shall be based on unpaid salaries, 13[th] month pay and vacation/sick
leaves, follows Art. 111 of the Labor Code.

WHEREFORE, the decision dated 30 April 2004 is hereby MODIFIED. [PMPI] is held liable to pay
[respondents] Abraham Dingle and Nicandro Legaspi additional amount of P8,407.64 and P6,568.48,
respectively, representing their vacation and sick leave pay in addition to awards decreed in the Decision. The
award of 10% attorney's fees shall be based on awards representing unpaid salaries, 13[th] month pay,
vacation/sick leaves. [Petitioner] Benito Brizuela is liable in his official capacity.[18]

Respondents and petitioner filed their respective Motions for Partial Reconsideration of the 28 October 2005
Decision of the NLRC. The motions of the parties were, however, denied by the NLRC in a Resolution dated 31
January 2006.[19] Petitioner then filed a Petition for Certiorari under Rule 65 with the Court of Appeals, docketed
as CA-G.R. SP No. 94005, assailing the Decision dated 28 October 2005 of the NLRC.[20]
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On 11 April 2006, respondents filed with the Labor Arbiter a Motion for the issuance of a Writ of Execution to
implement the 28 October 2005 Decision of the NLRC.[21]

Alarmed, petitioner filed an application for TRO and Writ of Preliminary Injunction with the Court of
Appeals,[22] in which he averred that:

1. On 11 April 2006, private respondents filed, with the Labor Arbiter a quo, a Motion for Issuance of Writ of
Execution dated 3 April 2006 praying for the issuance of a writ of execution to implement public respondent
NLRC's Decision dated 28 October 2005 which decision is subject of the instant petition.

2. Private Respondents' endeavor to execute public respondent's Decision dated 28 October 2006 is an attempt
to pre-empt and to render moot whatever decision this Honorable Court may make in the instant case.

3. Execution of public respondent NLRC's Decision dated 28 October 2005 will work injustice, and cause
grave and irreparable injury, to petitioner. Considering that private respondents are attempting to do exactly
this, the matter of issuance of a temporary restraining order becomes one of utmost and absolute importance.
Thus, it is prayed that a writ of preliminary injunction enjoining public respondent National Labor Relations
Commission and the Labor Arbiter a quo from implementing the questioned resolution be issued by this
Honorable Court.

4. Petitioner is ready and able to post a bond in such amount as this Honorable Court may fix, conditioned to
answer for all damages that private respondents may directly suffer by the issuance by this Honorable Court of
a restraining order or a preliminary injunction, should it be finally adjudged that petitioner was not entitled
thereto.

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, petitioner respectfully prays that this Honorable Court:

1. Issue a temporary restraining order immediately upon the filing of this petition directing the public
respondent NLRC and the Labor Arbiter a quo to cease and desist from implementing the Decision dated 28
October 2005 in NLRC CA No. 040868-04 (NLRC-NCR Case No. 00-05-05876-03);

2. Thereafter, issue a writ of preliminary injunction directing the public respondent NLRC and the Labor
Arbiter a quo to cease and desist from implementing the Decision dated 28 October 2005 in NLRC CA No.
040868-04 (NLRC-NCR Case No. 00-05-05876-03).

The Court of Appeals denied petitioner's application for the issuance of a TRO in a Resolution[23] dated 3 May
2006, ruling thus:

Petitioner's prayer for the issuance of a Temporary Restraining Order is hereby DENIED.

Petitioner filed a Motion for Reconsideration[24] of the aforementioned Resolution, which the Court of Appeals
again denied in another Resolution dated 20 September 2006,[25] finding that:

The motion has no merit. The grounds relied upon by petitioner are mere reiteration of the issues and matters
already considered, weighed and passed upon during the deliberation of the assailed resolution.

Petitioner also seeks to clarify this Court's purported "perfunctory one-sentence denial of petitioner's
application for preliminary injunctive relief" as one tantamount to a denial of due process.

In Gaoiran v. Alcala (419 SCRA 354), the Supreme Court held that what is repugnant to due process is the
denial of the opportunity to be heard. But for so long as a party is given the opportunity to advocate his/her
cause or defend his/her interest in due course, it cannot be said that there was denial of due process.

WHEREFORE, the Motion for Reconsideration and/or Clarification is hereby DENIED.
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Since the respondents had already filed their Comment to petitioner's Petition for Certiorari in CA-G.R. SP No.
94005, and petitioner had submitted his Reply thereto, the Court of Appeals issued a Resolution[26] dated 14
November 2006, submitting the petition for decision.[27]

In the meantime, petitioner filed the instant Petition under Rule 65 of the Rules of Court assailing alone the denial
by the Court of Appeals of his application for the issuance of a TRO. Petitioner asserts:

WITH DUE RESPECT, THE HONORABLE COURT OF APPEALS ACTED WITH GRAVE ABUSE OF
DISCRETION AMOUNTING TO LACK OR EXCESS OF JURISDICTION WHEN IT PERFUNCTORILY
DENIED PETITIONER'S APPLICATION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER DESPITE THE
CLEAR SHOWING THAT PETITIONER IS ENTITLED THERETO.[28]

In consideration of the present Petition, the Court of Appeals held in abeyance the proceedings in CA-G.R. SP
No. 94005 in a Resolution dated 9 March 2007.[29] Records of the case were forwarded to this Court.

The Court finds no merit in the instant Petition, and accordingly dismisses the same.

At the outset, it bears stressing that the subject of the instant Petition is only the denial of petitioner's application
for TRO by the Court of Appeals. This Court may not touch on the merits of the 28 October 2005 Decision of the
NLRC considering that said decision is already the subject of petitioner's Petition for Certiorari in CA-G.R. SP
No. 94005, still pending resolution before the Court of Appeals.

There is no question that the Court of Appeals, before which CA-G.R. SP No. 94005 is still pending, may issue a
TRO to enjoin the proceedings before the NLRC and/or the Labor Arbiter. According to Rule 65, Section 7 of the
Rules of Court:

SECTION 7. Expediting proceedings; injunctive relief. - The court in which the petition [for Certiorari,
Prohibition and Mandamus] is filed may issue orders expediting the proceedings, and it may also grant a
temporary restraining order or a writ of preliminary injunction for the preservation of the rights of the parties
pending such proceedings. The petition shall not interrupt the course of the principal case unless a temporary
restraining order or a writ of preliminary injunction has been issued against the public respondent from further
proceeding in the case.

The question, however, is whether petitioner is entitled to the grant of a TRO and, subsequently, a writ of
preliminary injunction.

A writ of preliminary injunction and a TRO are injunctive reliefs and preservative remedies for the protection of
substantive rights and interests.[30] An application for the issuance of a writ of preliminary injunction and/or
TRO may be granted upon the filing of a verified application showing facts entitling the applicant to the relief
demanded.[31]

Essential for granting the injunctive relief is the existence of an urgent necessity for the writ in order to prevent
serious damage. A TRO issues only if the matter is of such extreme urgency that grave injustice and irreparable
injury will arise unless it is issued immediately.[32] Under Section 5, Rule 58 of the Rule of Court,[33] a TRO
may be issued only if it appears from the facts shown by affidavits or by the verified application that great or
irreparable injury would result to the applicant before the writ of preliminary injunction could be heard.

The burden is thus on petitioner to show in his application that there is meritorious ground for the issuance of a
TRO in his favor.

However, petitioner failed to discharge this burden. The only ground on which he bases his application for a TRO
is the danger that execution by the Labor Arbiter of the 28 October 2005 Decision of the NLRC may render moot
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and academic his Petition in CA-G.R. SP No. 94005 which is yet to be decided by the Court of Appeals. Then he
makes an encompassing claim that the issuance of a writ of execution by the Labor Arbiter would cause him
injustice and grave and irreparable injury.

This Court is unconvinced for the following reasons:

First, this Court must point out that no writ of execution has yet been issued by the Labor Arbiter. Respondents
have only filed a motion for the issuance thereof. The Labor Arbiter has not ruled on the motion. Just as there
exists the possibility that the Labor Arbiter shall grant respondents' motion, there also exists the possibility that
the Labor Arbiter shall deny the same. Evidently, petitioner's application for a TRO and writ of preliminary
injunction is, as of yet, based on purely speculative grounds, jumping the gun, so to speak, on the Labor Arbiter,
and already assuming that she would grant respondents' motion and issue a writ of execution. Of the same nature
as an injunction, a TRO is not designed to protect contingent or future rights; the possibility of irreparable damage
without proof of actual existing right is not a ground for the issuance thereof.[34]

Second, this Court already pronounced in Carlos v. Court of Appeals,[35] that prescinding from Section 10, Rule
XI of the NLRC Rules of Procedure, which reads -

SECTION 10. Effect of Petition for Certiorari on Execution. - A petition for certiorari with the Court of
Appeals or the Supreme Court shall not stay the execution of the assailed decision unless a restraining order is
issued by said courts. [Emphasis supplied.]

a party may already move for the execution of the monetary award of the NLRC even during the pendency of the
petition for certiorari of the NLRC decision awarding the same with the Court of Appeals or this Court. This rule
is in harmony with the social justice principle that poor employees who have been deprived of their only source of
livelihood should be provided the means to support their families.

Third, respondents may seek issuance of a writ of execution of the 28 October 2005 Decision of the NLRC on the
basis that PMPI did not move for the reconsideration thereof nor filed its own petition for certiorari to assail the
same. Consequently, the said Decision should already be considered final and executory as to PMPI.[36] Once a
judgment has become final, the prevailing party, the respondents, in this case, can have the judgment executed as
a matter of right.[37]

Fourth, the Court cannot see how petitioner shall suffer grave and irreparable injury if the monetary awards in
favor of respondents in the 28 October 2005 Decision of the NLRC are executed. The monetary awards may be
collected from PMPI and any of its remaining assets. It must be emphasized that the NLRC, in its decision,
explicitly states that petitioner is not solidarily liable with PMPI but is liable only in his official capacity. In the
event that the monetary awards are actually executed on petitioner's properties, and his Petition for Certiorari in
CA-G.R. SP No. 94005 is eventually granted, the damage against petitioner shall not be irreparable for
respondents can simply be ordered to return to petitioner the amounts they received, with interests, if appropriate.

Given the foregoing, the Court of Appeals correctly denied petitioner's application since there is a marked absence
of any urgent necessity for the issuance of a TRO or writ of preliminary injunction.[38] Hence, the Court of
Appeals could not have committed grave abuse of discretion, amounting to lack or excess of jurisdiction in
issuing its Resolution dated 3 May 2006. It is a rule well-settled that for the extraordinary writ of certiorari to lie,
there must be capricious, arbitrary and whimsical exercise of power.[39] There is none in this case.

Wherefore premises considered, the Petition for Certiorari is DISMISSED. The records of this case are
ORDERED returned to the Court of Appeals for the continuation of the proceedings in CA-G.R. SP No. 94005
until its termination.
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Cost against petitioner Benito J. Brizuela.

SO ORDERED.

Ynares-Santiago, (Chairperson), Austria-Martinez, Nachura, and Reyes, JJ., concur.

[1] CA rollo, p. 438.

[2] Penned by Associate Justice Regalado E. Maambong with Associate Justices Rodrigo V. Cosico and Lucenito
N. Tagle concurring ; CA rollo, p. 470.

[3] CA rollo, p. 40.

[4] Rollo, p. 24.

[5] Rollo, pp. 170-173.

[6] Reply Position Paper of Benito Brizuela; CA rollo, p. 95.

[7] Rollo, p. 314.

[8] Article 283. Closure of establishment and reduction of personnel.- The employer may also terminate the
employment of any employee due to the installation of labor saving devices, redundancy, retrenchment to prevent
losses or the closing or cessation of operation of the establishment or undertaking x x x.

[9] CA rollo, p. 190.

[10] Id. at 180-181.

[11] Rollo, p. 227.

[12] CA rollo, p. 401.

[13] Rollo, p. 336.

[14] CA rollo, p. 26.

[15] The records do not reflect the original amount of the bond required to be posted by Benito Brizuela

[16] Rollo, p. 342.

[17] Id. at 339.

[18] Id. at 234-236.

[19] CA rollo, p. 21.

[20] Id. at 2.

[21] The Labor Arbiter issued a writ of execution dated 9 October 2006 but the same has not been implemented;
rollo, p. 399.

[22] CA rollo, pp. 432-433.

[23] Id. at 438.

[24] Id. at 439.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 175371. April 30, 2008

© 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



[25] Id. at 470.

[26] CA rollo, p. 479.

[27] Upon Inquiry with the Court of Appeals as to the status of CA-G.R. SP No. 94005 as of the time of this
decision, the petition is still pending decision before the said court.

[28] Rollo, p. 421.

[29] CA rollo, p. 775.

[30] Philippine National Bank v. Court of Appeals, 353 Phil. 473, 479 (1998).

[31] Section 4(a), Rule 58 of the Rules of Court states:

SEC. 4. Verified application and bond for preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order. - A preliminary
injunction or temporary restraining order may be granted only when:

(a) The application in the action or proceeding is verified, and shows facts entitling the applicant to the relief
demanded; x x x.

[32] Abundo v. Manio, Jr., 370 Phil. 850, 869 (1999).

[33] Sec. 5. Preliminary injunction not granted without notice; exception. - No preliminary injunction shall be
granted without hearing and prior notice to the party or person sought to be enjoined. If it shall appear from facts
shown by affidavits or by the verified application that great or irreparable injury would result to the applicant
before the matter can be heard on notice, the court to which the application for preliminary injunction was made,
may issue ex parte a temporary restraining order to be effective only for a period of twenty (20) days from service
on the party or person sought to be enjoined, except as herein provided. x x x.

[34] See Heirs of Asuncion v. Gervacio, Jr., 363 Phil. 666, 674 (1999).

[35] G.R. No. 168096, 28 August 2007, 531 SCRA 461, 476.

[36] Under Rule VII, Section 2 of the NLRC Omnibus Rules of Procedure, the decision of the NLRC becomes
final and executory after ten (10) calendar days from receipt of the same.

[37] Honrado v. Court of Appeals, G.R. No. 166333, 25 November 2005, 476 SCRA 280, 291.

[38] Republic v. Sandiganbayan, G.R. No. 166859, 26 June 2006, 492 SCRA 747, 750-751.

[39] Urbanes, Jr. v. Court of Appeals, 407 Phil. 856, 870 (2001).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 175371. April 30, 2008

© 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



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for 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 from it.

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 all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full 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 exams that tell you where you 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 keeps you 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.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 175371. April 30, 2008

© 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


