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SERENO, C.J.:

Before this Court are consolidated Rule 45 petitions challenging the Decision[1] and the Resolution[2] issued by
the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP No. 100722.

THE FACTS

Samahan ng Manggagawa sa Ren Transport (SMART) is a registered union, which had a five-year collective
bargaining agreement (CBA) with Ren Transport Corp. (Ren Transport) set to expire on 31 December 2004.[3]
The 60-day freedom period of the CBA passed without a challenge to SMART'S majority status as bargaining
agent.[4] SMART thereafter conveyed its willingness to bargain with Ren Transport, to which it sent bargaining
proposals. Ren Transport, however, failed to reply to the demand.[5]

Subsequently, two members of SMART wrote to the Department of Labor and Employment - National Capital
Region (DOLE-NCR). The office was informed that a majority of the members of SMART had decided to
disaffiliate from their mother federation to form another union, Ren Transport Employees Association (RTEA).[6]
SMART contested the alleged disaffiliation through a letter dated 4 April 2005.[7]

During the pendency of the disaffiliation dispute at the DOLE-NCR, Ren Transport stopped the remittance to
SMART of the union dues that had been checked off from the salaries of union workers as provided under the
CBA.[8] Further, on 19 April 2005, Ren Transport voluntarily recognized RTEA as the sole and exclusive
bargaining agent of the rank-and-file employees of their company.[9]

On 6 July 2005, SMART filed with the labor arbiter a complaint for unfair labor practice against Ren
Transport.[10]

THE LABOR ARBITER'S RULING

The labor arbiter rendered a decision[11] finding Ren Transport guilty of acts of unfair labor practice. The former
explained that since the disaffiliation issue remained pending, SMART continued to be the certified collective
bargaining agent; hence, Ren Transport's refusal to send a counter-proposal to SMART was not justified. The
labor arbiter also held that the company's failure to remit the union dues to SMART and the voluntary recognition
of RTEA were clear indications of interference with the employees' exercise of the right to self-organize.

Both parties elevated the case to the National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC). SMART contested only the
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failure of the labor arbiter to award damages.

Ren Transport challenged the entire Decision, assigning four errors in its Memorandum of Appeal, namely: (1)
SMART was no longer the exclusive bargaining agent; (2) Ren Transport did not fail to bargain collectively with
SMART; (3) Ren Transport was not obliged to remit dues to SMART; and (4) SMART lacked the personality to
sue Ren Transport.[12] All the assigned errors were based on the assertion that SMART had lost its majority
status.

The appeals were consolidated.

THE NLRC RULING

The NLRC issued a decision[13] affirming the labor arbiter's finding of unfair labor practice on the part of Ren
Transport. Union dues were ordered remitted to SMART.

The NLRC also awarded moral damages to SMART, saying that Ren transport's refusal to bargain was inspired
by malice or bad faith. The precipitate recognition of RTEA evidenced such bad faith, considering that it was
done despite the pendency of the disaffiliation dispute at the DOLE-NCR.

Ren Transport filed a motion for reconsideration[14] alleging, among others, that the NLRC failed to resolve all
the arguments the former had raised in its memorandum of appeal.

The NLRC denied the motion for reconsideration,[15] prompting Ren Transport to file a Rule 65 petition with the
CA.[16]

THE CA RULING

On 30 January 2009, the CA rendered a decision[17] partially granting the petition. It deleted the award of moral
damages to SMART, but affirmed the NLRC decision on all other matters. The CA ruled that SMART, as a
corporation, was not entitled to moral damages.[18]

On the contention that the NLRC decided the case without considering all the arguments of Ren Transport, the
CA found that the latter had passed upon the principal issue of the existence of unfair labor practice.

Hence, both parties appealed to this Court.

THE ISSUES

Based on the foregoing facts and arguments raised in the petitions, the threshold issues to be resolved are the
following: (1) whether Ren Transport committed acts of unfair labor practice; (2) whether the decision rendered
by the NLRC is valid on account of its failure to pass upon all the errors assigned by Ren Transport; and (3)
whether SMART is entitled to moral damages.

OUR RULING

We deny the petitions for lack of merit.

I

Ren Transport committed acts of unfair labor practice.

Ren Transport violated its duty to bargain collectively with SMART.
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Ren Transport concedes that it refused to bargain collectively with SMART. It claims, though, that the latter
ceased to be the exclusive bargaining agent of the rank-and-file employees because of the disaffiliation of the
majority of its members.[19]

The argument deserves no consideration.

Violation of the duty to bargain collectively is an unfair labor practice under Article 258(g) of the Labor Code. An
instance of this practice is the refusal to bargain collectively as held in General Milling Corp. v. CA.[20] In that
case, the employer anchored its refusal to bargain with and recognize the union on several letters received by the
former regarding the withdrawal of the workers' membership from the union. We rejected the defense, saying that
the employer had devised a flimsy excuse by attacking the existence of the union and the status of the union's
membership to prevent any negotiation.[21]

It bears stressing that Ren Transport had a duty to bargain collectively with SMART. Under Article 263 in
relation to Article 267 of the Labor Code, it is during the freedom period — or the last 60 days before the
expiration of the CBA — when another union may challenge the majority status of the bargaining agent through
the filing of a petition for a certification election. If there is no such petition filed during the freedom period, then
the employer "shall continue to recognize the majority status of the incumbent bargaining agent where no petition
for certification election is filed."[22]

In the present case, the facts are not up for debate. No petition for certification election challenging the majority
status of SMART was filed during the freedom period, which was from November 1 to December 31, 2004 — the
60-day period prior to the expiration of the five-year CBA. SMART therefore remained the exclusive bargaining
agent of the rank-and-file employees.

Given that SMART continued to be the workers' exclusive bargaining agent, Ren Transport had the corresponding
duty to bargain collectively with the former. Ren Transport's refusal to do so constitutes an unfair labor practice.

Consequently, Ren Transport cannot avail itself of the defense that SMART no longer represents the majority of
the workers. The fact that no petition for certification election was filed within the freedom period prevented Ren
Transport from challenging SMART'S existence and membership.

Moreover, it must be stressed that, according to the labor arbiter, the purported disaffiliation from SMART was
nothing but a convenient, self-serving excuse.[23] This factual finding, having been affirmed by both the CA and
the NLRC, is now conclusive upon the Court.[24] We do not see any patent error that would take the instant case
out of the general rule.

Ren Transport interfered with the exercise of the employees' right to self-organize.

Interference with the employees' right to self-organization is considered an unfair labor practice under Article 258
(a) of the Labor Code. In this case, the labor arbiter found that the failure to remit the union dues to SMART and
the voluntary recognition of RTEA were clear indications of interference with the employees' right to
self-organization.[25] It must be stressed that this finding was affirmed by the NLRC and the CA; as such, it is
binding on the Court, especially when we consider that it is not tainted with any blatant error. As aptly pointed out
by the labor arbiter, these acts were ill-timed in view of the existence of a labor controversy over membership in
the union.[26]

Ren Transport also uses the supposed disaffiliation from SMART to justify the failure to remit union dues to the
latter and the voluntary recognition of RTEA. However, for reasons already discussed, this claim is considered a
lame excuse that cannot validate those acts.
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II.

The NLRC decision is valid.

Ren Transport next argues that the decision rendered by the NLRC is defective considering that it has failed to
resolve all the issues in its Memorandum of Appeal.[27]

We do not agree.

Section 14, Article VIII of the 1987 Constitution, states that "[n]o decision shall be rendered by any court without
expressing therein clearly and distinctly the facts and the law on which it is based." It has been held that the
constitutional provision does not require a "point-by-point consideration and resolution of the issues raised by the
parties."[28]

In the present case, the decision shows that the NLRC resolved the focal issue raised by Ren Transport: whether
or not SMART remained the exclusive bargaining agent, such that Ren Transport could be found guilty of acts of
unfair labor practice. We quote the NLRC discussion:

At the outset, let it be stated that insofar as the principal issue of whether unfair labor practice was committed
by respondents, there is no occasion to find, or even entertain, doubts that the findings and conclusion of the
Labor Arbiter that unfair labor practice (ULP) was committed against the complainants, are infused with
serious errors. We quote:
[I]t is our considered view that the respondents committed acts of unfair labor practice even if the CBA
between the complainant union and respondent company already expired and majority of the workers of the
existing bargaining agent disaffiliated therefrom, formed its own union and have it registered as an
independent one, still the respondent Company has the duty to bargain collectively with the existing bargaining
agent. It bears stressing that the disaffiliation issue of the members of the complainant union is still pending
before the DOLE and has not yet attained its finality; that there is no new bargaining agent certified yet by the
DOLE, there is no legal basis yet for the respondent company to disregard the personality of the complainant
union and refused or ignored the agent for renewal of its CBA. It is still the certified collective bargaining
agent of the workers, because there was no new [u]nion yet being certified by the DOLE as the new bargaining
agent of the workers.

The above discourse shows the factual and legal bases for the NLRC's resolution of the issue of whether Ren
Transport committed unfair labor practice and thereby satisfies the constitutional provision on the contents of a
decision. The NLRC succeeded in disposing of all the arguments raised by Ren Transport without going through
every argument, as all the assigned errors hinged on the majority status of SMART.[29] All of these errors were
addressed and settled by the NLRC by finding that SMART was still the exclusive bargaining agent of the
employees of Ren Transport.

As aptly stated by the CA, a court or any other tribunal is not required to pass upon all the errors assigned by Ren
Transport; the resolution of the main question renders the other issues academic or inconsequential.[30]

At this juncture, it is well to note that addressing every one of the errors assigned would not be in keeping with
the policy of judicial economy. Judicial economy refers to "efficiency in the operation of the courts and the
judicial system; especially the efficient management of litigation so as to minimize duplication of effort and to
avoid wasting the judiciary's time and resources."[31] In Salud v. Court of Appeals,[32] the Court remarked that
judicial economy is a "strong [norm] in a society in need of swift justice."[33] Now, more than ever, the value of
brevity in the writing of a decision assumes greater significance, as we belong to an age in which dockets of the
courts are congested and their resources limited.
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III.

SMART is not entitled to an award of moral damages.

We now address the petition of SMART, which faults the CA for deleting the grant of moral damages.[34]

We hold that the CA correctly dropped the NLRC's award of moral damages to SMART. Indeed, a corporation is
not, as a general rule, entitled to moral damages. Being a mere artificial being, it is incapable of experiencing
physical suffering or sentiments like wounded feelings, serious anxiety, mental anguish or moral shock.[35]

Although this Court has allowed the grant of moral damages to corporations in certain situations,[36] it must be
remembered that the grant is not automatic. The claimant must still prove the factual basis of the damage and the
causal relation to the defendant's acts.[37] In this case, while there is a showing of bad faith on the part of the
employer in the commission of acts of unfair labor practice, there is no evidence establishing the factual basis of
the damage on the part of SMART.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petitions are DENIED. The Decision dated 30 January 2009 and the
Resolution dated 20 May 2009 issued by the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 100722 are AFFIRMED.

SO ORDERED.

Leonardo-De Castro, Bersamin, Perlas-Bernabe, and Caguioa, JJ., concur.

[1] Dated 30 January 2009. Rollo, 188020, pp 60-70, penned by Associate Justice Ricardo R. Rosario and
concurred by Associate Justices Noel G. Tijam and Vicente S.E. Veloso.

[2] Dated 20 May 2009. Id. at pp. 57-59.

[3] Supra, note 1. at 62.

[4] Id.

[5] Rollo, (G.R. No. 188252), p. 183.

[6] Id.

[7] Id. at 63.

[8] Id.

[9] Id.

[10] Supra note 1 at 15.

[11] Decision dated 13 February 2006. Supra note 5 at 182-190.

[12] Supra, note 5 at 206-217.

[13] Decision 28 May 2007. Id. at 243-249.

[14] Id. at 250-273.

[15] Id. at 276-278.

[16] Id. at 279-314.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 188020. June 27, 2016

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 7

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



[17] Id. at 22-31.

[18] Id. at 30.

[19] Supra note 1, at 41.

[20] 467 Phil. 125 (2004).

[21] Id. at 134.

[22] Article 267, Labor Code (As amended by Section 23, Republic Act No. 6715, March 21, 1989).

[23] Supra note 5, at 189-190.

[24] Meralco Industrial Engineering Services Corp. v. National Labor Relations Commission, 572 PHIL 94-118
(2008).

[25] Id. at 189.

[26] Id.

[27] Supra, note 1 at 31.

[28] Re: Ongjoco, 680 PHIL 467-474 (2012).

[29] Ren Transport's remaining arguments in its Memorandum of Appeal filed with the NLRC are summed up as
follows: (1) Ren Transport did not fail to bargain collectively with SMART; (3) Ren Transport was not obliged to
remit dues to SMART; and (4) SMART lacked the personality to sue Ren Transport. Supra note 5 at 216-217.

[30] Supra note 5, at 28.

[31] Black's Law Dictionary, Eighth edition, p. 863.

[32] G.R. No. 100156, 27 June 1994, 233 SCRA 384.

[33] Id. at 389.

[34] Supra note 5 at 15.

[35] Crystal v. Bank of the Philippine Islands, 593 Phil. 344, 354 (2008). Cited in University of the Philippines v.
Dizon, 693 Phil. 226, 250 (2012).

[36] Corporations may recover moral damages under Articles 19, 20, and 21 of the Civil Code (ABS-CBN
Broadcasting Corp. v. Court of Appeals, 61 Phil. 499, 527 (1999), as well as under Article 2219 (7) of the Civil
Code (Filipinos Broadcasting Network v. Ago Medical and Educational Center) 489 Phil. 380, 400 (2005).

[37] First Lepanto-Taisho Insurance Corp, v. Chevron Phil., Inc., 679 Phil. 313, 329 (2012).

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 188020. June 27, 2016

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 6 of 7

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - 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. 188020. June 27, 2016

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 7

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org


