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KHO, JR., J.:

In labor cases, the Court reviews the legal correctness of the ruling of the Court of Appeals (CA) when it
determines whether the labor tribunals gravely abused their discretion in deciding cases.[1] Relatedly, no grave
abuse of discretion can be ascribed to these tribunals when their decisions are supported by substantial
evidence.[2]

Furthermore, in representing their clients before courts, tribunals, or other government agencies, lawyers are
duty-bound to correctly cite jurisprudence and avoid misquoting or misrepresenting the Court's decisions in their
arguments.[3] Thus, the Court is well within its powers to investigate when it finds, in the course of resolving a
case, that a lawyer may have misrepresented any law or legal authority in a submitted pleading.

The instant Petition for Review on Certiorari[4] assails the Decision[5] and the Resolution[6] of the CA in
CA-G.R. SP No. 179889, which dismissed the Petition for Certiorari[7] filed by petitioner Joel Pazo Suazo
(Suazo). Suazo ascribed grave abuse of discretion to the National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) when it
affirmed with modification the dismissal of his Complaint[8] for illegal dismissal against respondent Tri
Megaforce Security Services Corporation (respondent).[9]

The Facts
Respondent hired Suazo as a security guard in 2008. Suazo claimed that on February 10, 2022, he was on the last
day of his tour of duty at the Edades Tower Garden and Villas (Edades Tower) in Makati City. Since then,
respondent had not given him a new assignment despite his demands. Thus, on December 15, 2022, he filed a
Complaint for constructive dismissal with claims for separation pay in lieu of reinstatement, backwages, overtime
pay, holiday pay, holiday and rest day premiums, night shift differential pay, 13[th] month pay, service incentive
leave pay, and prayer for damages and attorney's fees with the NLRC.[10]

On the other hand, respondent claimed that it did not dismiss Suazo; rather, he allegedly last reported for work on
February 8, 2022. Then, he informed respondent that he would be renewing his security license. Since then, Suazo
had neither returned to work nor submitted a renewed license. Respondent also sent him three notices directing
him to report to his new assignment, but Suazo never replied. Instead, he filed the Complaint.[11]

The Labor Arbiter (LA) Ruling
In a Decision[12] dated February 20, 2023, the LA dismissed Suazo's Complaint for constructive dismissal but
directed him to report to respondent within 10 days.[13] Furthermore, the LA granted Suazo's claims for 13th
month pay and service incentive leave pay but denied the other money claims for lack of basis.[14]

According to the LA, Suazo was not constructively dismissed; rather, despite notice sent by respondent, Suazo
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failed to report for work. Granted, the LA held, that the first return to work order (RTWO) was sent to the wrong
address which belonged to another employee, nonetheless, the second and third RTWOs, which were sent to
Suazo's correct address, were also not delivered because Suazo had moved out and left no forwarding address
with respondent. Thus, it was Suazo's fault that he did not receive the RTWOs.[15] There being neither dismissal
nor abandonment, the LA held that Suazo may return to work.[16]

Suazo appealed the LA Decision to the NLRC,[17] while respondent lodged a partial appeal[18] from the award
of 13[th] month pay and service incentive leave pay.

The NLRC Ruling
In a Decision[19] dated April 28, 2023, the NLRC denied Suazo's appeal and partially granted respondent's appeal
by reducing the monetary award.[20]

The NLRC affirmed the LA in finding that there was no constructive dismissal. Notwithstanding the misspelling
of the street name of Suazo's address in the two later RTWOs, records show that the delivery personnel of the
Philippine Postal Corporation was able to locate the address; however, as earlier stated, the RTWOs were not
delivered because Suazo bad moved out of the address.[21]

On the other hand, the NLRC found that, as shown by the bank certifications presented by respondent, they had
already paid Suazo's 13[th] month pay and service incentive leave pay for the years 2019-2021. Accordingly, it
reduced Suazo's total monetary award accordingly.[22]

Suazo moved for reconsideration[23] which the NLRC denied in a Resolution[24] dated May 31, 2023. This
prompted him to file a Petition for Certiorari with the CA.

The CA Ruling
In a Decision[25] dated January 30, 2024, the CA dismissed Suazo's Petition.[26]

The CA found the NLRC Decision to be supported by substantial evidence and thus could not ascribe grave abuse
of discretion to the latter's ruling. The CA found that Suazo could not prove that respondent told him not to report
for work after the last day of his tour of duty at Edades Tower. At the same time, respondent sent notices ordering
him to return to work for his new assignment, which records show he failed to heed because he did not notify
respondent of his new address. Thus, the CA saw no reason to annul or reverse the NLRC ruling.[27]

Suazo moved to reconsider[28] which the CA denied in a Resolution[29] dated September 18, 2024. Hence this
Petition, where Suazo insists that there was constructive dismissal because respondent failed to serve the
RTWOs.[30]

The Issue before the Court
The issue for the Court's resolution is whether the CA correctly ruled that the NLRC did not gravely abuse its
discretion in holding that Suazo was not constructively dismissed.

The Court's Ruling
The Petition is without merit.

I
The Court's review in Rule 45 petitions is discretionary in nature. Thus, it may deny petition for review on
certiorari that raises no special and important reasons warranting review.[31] Moreover, a petition that raises
purely factual issues must also be dismissed because the Court is not authorized to review under the Rules of
Court.[32]

Constructive dismissal, requiring as it does the examination and evaluation of the evidence on record, is a
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question of fact. As a rule, it is not reviewable in a Rule 45 petition. While there are exceptions to this rule, none
can be found in this Petition. Moreover, in labor cases, the Court reviews the legal correctness of the appellate
court's decision, particularly on whether there was grave abuse of discretion in the rulings of the labor tribunals.
Case law has held that if the labor tribunals' ruling is based on substantial evidence, there is no grave abuse of
discretion.[33]

This is the case here.

In finding no constructive dismissal, the labor tribunals consistently held that respondent repeatedly sent the
RTWOs to the address provided by Suazo and that they were returned unserved because Suazo had moved out of
the address. The LA correctly held that the unsuccessful delivery of the two most recent RTWOs cannot be taken
against respondent, as it was Suazo who had moved out of the address without leaving a forwarding address.
Contrary to Suazo's argument, this fact is amply supported by tracking receipts from the Philippine Postal
Corporation that two of the RTWOs were undelivered because the addressee, Suazo, had moved out.[34]

Finally, the NLRC's finding that a reduction of the monetary awards is in order because respondent had already
paid Suazo his 13[th] month pay and service incentive leave pay for the years 2019-2021 is also grounded on
substantial evidence.[35] As the CA held, citing case law, factual findings of quasi-judicial agencies such as the
NLRC are accorded respect when they are supported by substantial evidence, as they are here.[36]

II
To support his arguments, Suazo, through his counsel Atty. Rodolfo R. Ranion (Atty. Ranion), cited what
appeared at first reading to be 18 decisions of the Court.[37] The Court analyzed these decisions and the citations
for each of them as Suazo provided, as well as the dates of their supposed promulgation. In doing so, the Court
found that these decisions either do not exist, contain General Register (G.R.) Numbers for other unrelated cases
and erroneous promulgation dates, pertain to cases that have no relation to the issues in this case or worse, or
contain doctrines that oppose rather than support Suazo's arguments. To the Court, the number and frequency of
these misquoted and misrepresented decisions merit a motu proprio institution of an administrative disciplinary
complaint against Atty. Ranion pursuant to Canon VI, Section 2 of the Code of Professional Responsibility and
Accountability (CPRA) for a possible violation of Canon II, Section 8 of the same Code, which prohibits lawyers
from misleading the Court as to the existence or contents of, among others, any law or other legal authority.

Suazo's Petition presents three arguments—each of which contains a set of supposed Court decisions to support the
argument. The Court discusses these decisions by order of each argument.

First Argument: The CA erred in ruling that the RTWOs were validly served.

Suazo's Petition cites five supposed Court decisions to support this argument.

1. Benguet Electric Cooperative v. Fianza

The Petition claims that this case was promulgated on November 17, 2010 and is registered as G.R. No.
170194.[38] Purportedly, this case involves an employee who was constructively dismissed after failing to receive
her work assignments. Allegedly, the Supreme Court in this case held that "in the absence of evidence proving
actual receipt of the notices, there is no valid return-to-work order, and the employee cannot be faulted for
non-compliance."[39]

The G.R. number in this case does not pertain to any promulgated decision of the Court. Furthermore, none of the
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decisions or signed resolutions promulgated by the Court on November 17, 2010 refer to either Benguet Electric
Cooperative or a certain "Fianza." Curiously, however, on March 9, 2004, the Court promulgated a decision in the
case of Benguet Electric Cooperative, et al. v. Josephine Fianza,[40] with G.R. No. 158606 and reported in the
Philippine Reports, Volume 468, pages 980-999. While this case pertains to a claim of constructive dismissal, the
issue was whether Josephine Fianza was demoted by the petitioner therein. Contrary to Suazo's Petition, the
receipt of any RTWO was not in issue as there was no such order issued in that case. Worse, the Court ruled in
favor of the employer and not the employee.[41]

2. Yrasuegui v. Philippine Airlines, Inc.[42]

According to Suazo, in Yrasuegui, the employer, Philippine Airlines, Inc., claimed that it sent notices of
reassignment and warnings to its employee to deny the claim of constructive dismissal. The Court allegedly ruled
in favor of the employee, stating that service of notices must be clearly established and that mere claims of
mailing do not suffice.[43]

However, no notices of reassignment or warnings were issued in Yrasuegui. Hence, the issue of mailing said
notices was not, as it could not be, in issue. Instead, the main issue for the Court's resolution was whether the
employee's continued failure to meet the employer's weight requirement for flight attendants is a valid ground for
termination of employment. There, the Court ruled in favor of the employer.[44]

3. Puyat v. CA

Suazo then cites the Court's supposed decision in a case that is allegedly registered as G.R. No. 130777 and
promulgated on April 12, 2000.[45] However, the G.R. number in this case does not pertain to any promulgated
decision or signed resolution of the Court. Furthermore, none of the decisions or signed resolutions promulgated
by the Court on April 12, 2000 refer to a certain "Puyat."

4. Shimizu Phils. Contractors, Inc. v. Callanta[46]

Suazo's Petition cites the correct docket number for this case, G.R. No. 165923, but erroneously indicated that the
decision was promulgated on October 30, 2009. In fact, the decision was promulgated on September 29, 2010.
The Petition alleged that in Shimizu Phils. Contractors, Inc., the employer claimed that it sent notices to its
employee after the latter had abandoned his post. The Court allegedly ruled that the employer failed to
substantiate its claim that it sent the notices by mail.[47]

The Petition again mischaracterizes the facts and ruling in Shimizu Phils. Contractors, Inc. The employee in that
case did not abandon their post but was retrenched. Moreover, the Court held that the dismissal was legal and
ruled in favor of the employer.[48]

5. Santos v. San Miguel Corporation[49]

Suazo next cites Santos, claiming that in this case, the employee was terminated for absence without leave. The
employer claimed that it sent the employee several warnings through registered mail, which the employee denied
receiving. The Court allegedly ruled that "in cases where the receipt of a notice is in question, the burden of proof
lies with the employer, and failure to prove receipt nullified the employer's defense."[50]

However, Santos did not deal at all with the issue of mailing notices to employees. Rather, the Court resolved the
issue of loss of confidence as a ground to dismiss an employee. In fact, the facts did not in any way indicate that
the employer mailed notices to the employee.[51]

Second Argument: The CA erred in affirming that Suazo was not constructively dismissed.
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Suazo's Petition cites eight decisions to assail the CA's finding that Suazo was not placed on "floating" status and
that the respondent presented sufficient evidence to prove that no constructive dismissal took place.

1. Pascua v. Bankwise, Inc.

The petition claims that this case was promulgated on February 28, 2011 and is registered as G.R. No.
177520.[52] The case allegedly involves an employee who was placed on "floating" status for more than six
months. The Court purportedly held that the employee was constructively dismissed.[53]

The G.R. number in this case does not pertain to any promulgated decision or signed resolution of the Court.
Moreover, none of the decisions or signed resolutions promulgated by the Court on February 28, 2011 involve
any party named "Pascua" or "Bankwise, Inc." However, the Court promulgated a decision on the consolidated
cases of Pascua v. Bankwise, Inc.[54] on January 31, 2018. The consolidated cases are registered as G.R. No.
191460 and 191464. There, the Court found no constructive dismissal because the employee submitted an
"unconditional and categorical letter of resignation."[55] Contrary to Suazo's argument, the Court absolved the
employer from paying the employee's money claims.[56]

2. Blue Dairy Corporation v. NLRC[57]

The Petition erroneously cites that the decision in Blue Dairy Corporation was promulgated on February 9, 1999;
when in fact, it was promulgated on September 14, 1999. Suazo alleged that the Court, faced with an employee
who was placed on floating status for more than six months, held that the employee was constructively
dismissed.[58]

In fact, nowhere in the Blue Dairy Corporation decision was the issue of being placed on floating status discussed
or even referred to. Instead, the case revolved whether the transfer of an employee amounted to constructive
dismissal.[59]

3. Philippine Industrial Security Agency Corporation v. Aguinaldo[60]

The decision in Philippine Industrial Security Agency Corporation was not, as Suazo claims, promulgated on
March 30, 2004;[61] rather, it was promulgated on June 15, 2005.[62] Like Blue Dairy Corporation, Philippine
Industrial Security Agency Corporation is invoked in Suazo's Petition to claim that the factual backgrounds are
similar. Allegedly, the case also involved an employee whose floating status lasted for more than six months, thus
resulting in constructive dismissal.[63] This misrepresents the facts of the case.

Philippine Industrial Security Agency Corporation dealt with a transfer of an employee that amounted to
constructive dismissal. In no way was there a discussion on the floating status of an employee because the
employee in that case was not placed on floating status.[64]

4. Lim v. CA

Suazo then cites the Court's decision in "Lim v. Court of Appeals," purportedly registered as G.R. No. 138993 and
promulgated on April 16, 2001. In the said case, the Court allegedly decided that the payroll records presented by
the employer had no probative value because they were not authenticated.[65]

G.R. No. 138993 refers to the case of Philippine Veterans Bank v. Hon. Estrella and Solid Homes, Inc.,[66] a civil
case promulgated on June 27, 2003 that had nothing at all to do with payroll records and their need for
authentication.

5. Burgundy Realty Corporation v. Reyes

According to Suazo's Petition, this case was registered as G.R. No. 153962 and the Court's decision was
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promulgated on September 23, 2003. The Court allegedly decided that the documentary evidence presented by the
employer to prove its employee's voluntary resignation could not be given any probative value since the employer
failed to present independent proof of authenticity.[67]

The G.R. number in this case does not pertain to any promulgated decision or signed resolution of the Court. As
well, there appears to be no decision or signed resolution promulgated by the Court on September 23, 2003 that
resolves a case between a "Burgundy Realty Corporation" and a certain "Reyes."

6. Dela Cruz v. NLRC[68]

Suazo claims that Dela Cruz involved employment records and payroll sheets that were not properly authenticated
and thus given no probative value by the Court and were deemed insufficient evidence.[69]

In truth, the Court made no such declaration in Dela Cruz because the case revolved around the issue of whether
the NLRC erred in denying the employee's claim for back wages even though he was illegally dismissed.[70] The
facts of that case did not indicate that payroll sheets were presented or were not authenticated.

7. Santos v. CA

Suazo cites the Court's decision in "Santos v. CA," a case allegedly registered as G.R. No. 160453 and
promulgated on March 10, 2006.[71] However, this G.R. number properly refers to the case of Republic v. Santos
III[72] a case that—far from dealing with the evidence presented to prove valid termination of an
employee[73]—resolved the issue of whether the drying up of a riverbed could be considered a form of accretion in
property law. The Court held that it could not.[74]

8. Heirs of Ureta, Sr. v. Heirs of Ureta

According to Suazo, the Court in Heirs of Ureta, Sr. held that mere presentation of documentary evidence does
not automatically confer probative value. The case was allegedly registered as G.R. No. 185829 and the decision
was promulgated on June 13, 2012.[75]

However, G.R. No. 185829 refers to the case of Aliling v. Feliciano,[76] promulgated on April 25, 2012, where
the Court resolved, among others, the issue of whether the employee is probationary or regular.[77]

Notably, the Court decided the case of Heirs of Ureta, Sr. v. Heirs of Ureta,[78] registered as G.R. Nos. 165748
and 165930, promulgated on September 14, 2011. None of the issues presented in that case and resolved by the
Court revolved around the probative value of documentary evidence. Rather, the Court determined the intrinsic
validity of the Deeds of Sale and Extra-Judicial Partition involved in the case.[79]

Third Argument: The CA erred in affirming the reduction of monetary awards due.

1. Austria v. NLRC[80]

According to Suazo, the Court held in Austria that the employer failed to prove payment of service incentive
leave pay and 13[th] month pay.[81] However, this was not at all the issue in that case and the facts, as stated in
the decision, did not in any way state that proof of payment of these claims was in issue. Rather, the Court
resolved whether the employer may question the jurisdiction of the NLRC over an illegal dismissal case involving
a religious organization after having participated in the labor proceedings, and whether the dismissal of a pastor
was illegal.[82]
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2. Arriola v. Pilipino Star Ngayon

Suazo claims that the Court decided in Arriola that the employer failed to prove that it had paid its employee's
13[th] month pay and service incentive leave pay. He stated that the Arriola is registered as G.R. No. 164856 and
promulgated on June 28, 2005.[83]

However, G.R. No. 164856 refers to the case of Garcia v. Philippine Airlines, Inc.,[84] which resolved the issue
of payment of salaries and employee claims vis-à-vis the employer's corporate rehabilitation, among others.
Notably, the Court decided Arriola v. Pilipino Star Ngayon, Inc.[85] on August 13, 2014. This case is registered
as G.R. No. 175689 and did not involve proof of payment of 13[th] month pay and service incentive leave pay.
Rather, it decided whether the complaint for illegal dismissal had prescribed and whether the employee was
illegally dismissed.[86]

3. San Miguel Corporation v. NLRC

Suazo then cites the Court's alleged decision in a case that is registered as G.R. No. 101277 and promulgated on
October 28, 1996.[87] However, the G.R. number in this case does not pertain to any promulgated decision or
signed resolution of the Court. Furthermore, none of the decisions or signed resolutions promulgated by the Court
on October 28, 1996 refer to San Miguel Corporation as a party to a case.

4. G&M Philippines v. Esguerra

As in the previous "decision," Suazo cites the Court's alleged decision in a case that is registered as G.R. No.
153789 and promulgated on July 17, 2006.[88] Like in the previous case, the G.R. number in this case does not
pertain to any promulgated decision or signed resolution of the Court. Further, none of the decisions or signed
resolutions promulgated by the Court on July 17, 2006 refer to "G&M Philippines" and "Esguerra" as parties to a
case.

5. Maranaw Hotels and Resort Corporation v. NLRC

Although correctly cited, the proper title to this case is Maranaw Hotels and Resort Corp. v. Court of Appeals.[89]
Furthermore, the decision was promulgated on January 20, 2009, and not March 17, 2006 as stated in the
Petition.[90] More importantly, the facts of the case did not give rise to the issue of proof of payment of 13[th]
month pay and service incentive leave pay. Rather, the Court resolved whether the lack of authority of the
signatory of the certification against forum shopping results in the dismissal of the petition, and whether the
employer in that case engaged in forum shopping.

As stated earlier, the Court is disturbed by the sheer number of misquotations, mischaracterizations, and
misrepresentations of its previous decisions committed by Suazo's counsel. It should be remembered that the
Court's decisions form part of the law of the land[91] and misrepresenting the law is not only a punishable act
under the CPRA but a violation of the Lawyer's Oath. To say the least, this kind of misrepresentation erodes the
public's faith in the legal profession and lawyers' ability to effectively represent their client. At best, it shows
shoddy legal research not befitting any lawyer worth their salt, and at worst, it evinces an intent to deceive the
Court into ruling in a client's favor by inventing and misrepresenting case law to support one's arguments. This
calls, then, for a thorough investigation by the Integrated Bar of the Philippines.

ACCORDINGLY, the Petition is DENIED. The Decision dated January 30, 2024 and the Resolution dated
September 18, 2024 of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 179889 are hereby AFFIRMED.

Furthermore, and pursuant to Canon VI, Section 2 of the Code of Professional Responsibility and Accountability,
the Court motu proprio institutes an administrative disciplinary complaint against Atty. Rodolfo R. Ranion, and
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thus, orders the same to be DOCKETED as a separate administrative case. Let this case be REFERRED and the
records TRANSMITTED to the Integrated Bar of the Philippines for appropriate proceedings pursuant to Canon
VI of the Code of Professional Responsibility and Accountability.

SO ORDERED.

Leonen, SAJ. (Chairperson), Lazaro-Javier, J. Lopez, and Villanueva, JJ., concur.
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[72] 698 Phil. 275 (2012) [Per J. Bersamin, First Division].
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[80] 371 Phil. 340 (1999) [Per J. Kapunan, First Division].

[81] Rollo, pp. 16-17.
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[83] Rollo, p. 17.
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[90] Rollo, p. 18.

[91] CIVIL CODE, art. 8.
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