G.R. No. 130087. September 24, 2003 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** Pacquing et al. vs. Coca-Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc.
**Facts:**

1. *Employment Details:** Eddie Pacquing, Roderick Centeno, Juanito M. Guerra, Claro
Dupilad Jr., Louie Centeno, David Reblora, and Raymundo Andrade, collectively referred to
as “petitioners,” were employed as sales route helpers (cargadores-pahinantes) by Coca-
Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc. (“respondent”).

2. **Dismissal and Filing of Complaint:** On various dates between January 1988 and March
1996, the petitioners were dismissed. They filed a complaint on October 22, 1996, alleging
unfair labor practice and illegal dismissal, seeking regularization, benefits, moral and
exemplary damages, and attorney’s fees.

3. **Labor Arbiter’s Decision:** The Labor Arbiter rendered a decision on July 5, 2000,
dismissing the complaint, stating that the petitioners were temporary workers hired through
an independent contractor and that their work was not necessary for the respondent’s
business, thus not qualifying them as regular employees.

4. *NLRC Appeal and Decision:** On August 22, 2000, petitioners, verified by only two
individuals (Roderick and Louie Centeno), filed a Memorandum of Appeal to the NLRC. On
June 8, 2001, the NLRC upheld the Arbiter’s decision based on the non-verification by all
complainants and the nature of duties not being essential to the business. A motion for
reconsideration was subsequently denied.

5. **Court of Appeals**: The petitioners filed a Petition for Certiorari with the Court of
Appeals on January 25, 2002, where the petition was dismissed due to non-compliance with
verification requirements, specifically, not all petitioners signed. Their motion for
reconsideration was denied.

6. **Petition to the Supreme Court:** Elevated the case to the Supreme Court challenging
the CA’s dismissal based on verification issues and the legality of their employment status.

**[ssues:**

1. **Verification Requirement:** Whether the CA erred in dismissing the petition for lack of
compliance with the verification requirement by all petitioners.

2. ¥*Legality of Employment Dismissal:** Whether the petitioners were illegally dismissed
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and should be considered as regular employees, hence entitled to reinstatement and back

wages.
**Court’s Decision:**

1. *Verification and Technicalities:** The Supreme Court held that the requirement for
verification is not jurisdictional but a matter of form. It ruled that substantial compliance in
collective cases should suffice where a common interest is shared and common cause of
action is pursued. The signatures of five out of the eight petitioners were deemed
substantial compliance, reversing the CA’s ultra-strict interpretation.

2. *Employment Status and Reinstatement:** Citing Magsalin v. National Organization of
Working Men, the Court found that the petitioners’ roles as sales route helpers were
necessary and desirable for Coca-Cola’s business. Their employment was repeated and
extended beyond a year, characterizing them as regular employees entitled to security of
tenure under Article 280 of the Labor Code. It held the petitioners to be illegally dismissed
due to lack of just cause, instructing reinstatement with back wages.

3. **Non-Award of Damages:** The Court did not grant moral and exemplary damages due
to a lack of evidence for bad faith, fraud, or oppressive conduct by the respondent during
the dismissal process.

**Doctrine:**

- **Verification Flexibility:** Substantial compliance can be considered sufficient when
jointly responsible plaintiffs are unable to achieve full compliance, especially in cases with
shared interests.

- **Regular Employment Criteria:** Consistent engagement in necessary and desirable
activities to the usual business of an employer results in regular employment, regardless of
the contractual designation provided by the employer.

**Class Notes:**

- *Employment Relationship:** Engaging in necessary/desirable activities to the employer’s
business suggests regular employment (Art. 280, Labor Code).
- **Verification in Collective Actions:** Flexibility allowed when interests and actions are
collective, distinguishing from individual accountability cases.
- *Employment Security:** Regular employees are protected against unjust dismissal,
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requiring just/authorized cause for termination (Art. 279, Labor Code).
**Historical Background:**

This case reflects persistent labor issues in the Philippines related to employment
classification and security of tenure. It embodies judicial efforts to curb employer practices
circumventing labor laws intending to protect workers from unstable and provisional
employment, showcasing the judiciary’s role in balancing procedural formality with
substantive justice.
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