DELINEATION OF THE TWILIGHT ZONES OF JURISDICTION
OF THE COURT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS AND THE
COURT OF FIRST INSTANCE IN LABOR CASES

DEOGRACIAS EUFEMIO *

“The Constitution does not insure uniformity of judicial
decisions; ncither does it assure immunity from judicial ervor.”
—Justice Pedro Tuason i

INTRODUCTION

The question of whether or not the Court of Industrial Relations
or the Court of First Instance has jurisdiction over a particular sub-
ject matter dealing with labor-management relations is deceptively
simple and litigiously prolific.

For as a rule, the specific types of cases which are within the
jurisdictional competence of either court are expressly prescribed by
the statutes passed by Congress, pursuant to its constitutional author-
ity “to define, prescribe, and apportion the jurisdiction of the var-
ious courts.” ?

However, the cxistence of ambiguous statutory provisions, and
the prevalence of gaps or lacunaee therein, have given rise to cer-
tain “twilight zones of jurisdiction” which the Supreme Court, in
the performance of its delicate duty of interpretation and construc-
tion of laws, or in reality, in the exercise of judicial legislation,
has “apportioned” to either the Court of Industrial Relations or the
Court of First Instance.

The seemingly Jack of unerring consistency in making the “ap-
portionment” of jurisdiction has not passed unnoticed. But un-
doubtedly, the Supreme Court has been influenced by both legal and
extra-legal stimuli, by considerations of logic, experience, and sub-
stantial justice and equity, in the apporiionment of these “twilight
zones of jurisdiction” to either court.

Hence, it is very timely to inquire into, and whenever appro-
priate, to make some observations on ‘he applicable statutory pro-
visions, and the shifting state of judicial decisions, with the em-
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phasis on leading and recent cases, in order to arrive at a proper
dclineation of the jurisdiction of the Court of Industrial Relations
and the Court of First Instance in labor relations cases.

Cause Célebre

Section 1 of Commonwealth Act No. 103 conferred upon the
Court of Industrial Relations “jurisdiction over the entire Philip-
pines to consider, investigate, decide and settle all questions, matters,
controversies, or disputes arising betwesn and/or affecting employ-
crs and employees . . . and to regulate the relations between them.”
Indeed, the CIR became the instrumentality of the Government to
effectuate the policy of active governmental intervention in labor-
management relations.

On June 17, 1953, Republic Act No. 875, entitied “AN ACT TO
PROMOTE INDUSTRIAL PEACE AND FOR OTHER PUR-
POSES,” became ecffective. 1t ushered in a new epoch of demo-
cratic regulation in the field of employer-emplovee relations.

Section 7 of the Industrial Peace Act provides:

“In order to prevent undue restriction of free enterprise for capital
and labor and to encourage the truly democratic method of regulating the
relations between the employer and employee by means of an agreement
freely entered into in collective bargaining, no court of the Philippines
shall have power to set wages, rates of pay, hours of employment or con-
ditions of employment except as in this Act is otherwise provided and
except as is provided in Republic Act Numbeved Six hundred two and
Commonwealth Act Numbered Four hundred forty-four as to hours of
work.”

What then is the effect of the Industrial Peace Act on the all-
embracing jurisdiction granted to the CIR under Commonwealth Act
No. 103?

In the celebrated case of PAFLU +. Tan, G.R. No. L-9115, pro-
mulgated on Augus* 21, 1956,* the Supreme Court held:

“But this broad jurisdiction was somewhat curtailed upon the ap-
proval of Republic Act 875, the purpose being to limitl it to certain specific
rases, leaving the rest to the regular courts. Thus, as the law now stands,
that power is confined to the following cases: (1) when the labor dispute
affects an industry which ig indispensable to the national interest and is
so certified by the President to the Industrial Court (Section 10, Republic
Act 875); (2) when the controversy refers to minimum wage under the
Minimum Wage Law (Rcpublic Act 602); (3) when it involves hours of
employment under the Eight-Hour Labor Law (Commonwealth Act 444);
and (4) when it involves an unfair lubor practice (Section 5(a), Republic

352 0. G. No. 13, 5830, 5841 (196).
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Act 873), In all other cascs, even if they grow out of a labor dispute,
the Court of Imdustrinl Rclations does not have jurisdiction.” (Emphasis
supplied.)

The “quartette-of-cases formula” enunciated in this leading case
has been the root cause of countless litigations and the target of
adverse criticisms. It is the prelude to our inquiry into the specific
“twilight zones of jurisdiction” between the Court of Industrial Re-
lations and the Court of First Instance.

I. ISSUANCE OF WRITS OF INJUNCTION.

As to what court has jurisdiction to issue a writ of injunction
in a particular case arising between employvers and employees de-
pends, in the first place, on whether or not the case “involves or
grows out of a labor dispute.” *

A. In Cascs Where There Is No Labor Dispute

Where the case does not involve or grow out of a labor dispute,
then the CFI, and not the CIR, has the original jurisdiction to issue
ordinary writs of injunction, pursuant to the express provisions of
Section 44 (h) of the Judiciary Act of 1948, Republic Act No. 296,
as amended.

“Sec. 44.—Original jurisdiction.— Courts of First Instance shall have
criginal juriediction:

* * ¥* * *

(h) Said courts and their judges, or any of them, shall have the
poccr to issue writs of tnjurciion, mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, qu¢
wairanto and habeas corpus in their respective provinces and districts.
in the wemer procided iv the Rules of Cinrt)” (Emphasis supplied.)

The procedure to be observed hy the Court of First Instance is
that presceribed in Rule 60 of the Rules of Court.®

A When Does a Case Ivrolve or Grow Owt of a Labor Dispute?

Section #(f) (1) and (2) and Section 2, Rep. Act No. 875.

“1) A case shall be held to invoive or to grow of a labor dispute when the caze involves
persons who are engaged in the same industry, trade, craft, or occupation, or have dircct ov
indirect intercsts therein: or who are employces of thc same employer; or who are members of
the same or an affiliated organization of employers or cemplovees: whether such dispute is (i}
between one or more ermployers or a-saciation of employers and one or more employees or asso-
ciation of employee=: (ii) telween one or more employers or association of employer- and one or
more emplorers or association of employers: or (iii) between one or more employees or associa-
tion of employecs and one or more emnloyees or assaciation of employees: or when the case
involics any con{iicling or competing interests in a ‘labor dispute’ (as hereinlefore defined) of
‘persons participating or interested’ therein (as hereinafter defined).

“{(2) A person or associaticn shall te held to Le a person participating or interested in a
takor dirpute if reief is rcught against him or it, and if he or it is engaged in the same industry,
trade, craft, or occupation in which such dispute occurs, or has a direct or indirect interest
fherein, or is a member, officer. or agent of any association composed in whole or in part of
cmployers or employees engaged in such industry, trade, craft, or occupation.

“The terms ‘labor dispute’ includes any controversy concerning terms, tenure or conditions
of employment, ur concerning the association or representation of persons in negotiating, fixing,
maintaining, changing, or seeking to arrange terms or conditions of employment. regardless of
whether the disputants stund in the proximatc relation of employer and employee.”

T Aociated Watchmen & Security Union (PTWO) v. United States Lines, G. R. No, L-10333,
July 25, T14a7.
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B. In Cases Invelving or Growing Out of a Labor Dispute

While the bedrock of labor relations policy in the Philippines
has shifted from one of active governmental control to the present
stage of unionization and collective bargaining, still not all activities
involving or growing out of a labor dispute are immune from govern-
mental intervention in the form of injunctive relief.c

The Industrial Peace Act uses the phrase “Court, Commission
or Board of the Philippines” [Sec. 9(a)], or “court of the Philip-
pines” or “the Court” [Sec. 9(b) & (d)] in designating the judicial
instrumentality which may issue writs of injunction in cases involv-
ing or growing out of a labor dispute.

The precise question is: To which “court of the Philippines”
did the Act intend to grant this particular authorily? According

*Rep. Act No. 875,

“SrO. 9. Inmjunctions in Labor Disputes.—

“(a) No Court, Commission or Board of the Philippines shall have jurisdiction except as
provided in section ten of this Act to issue any restrainirg order., temporary or permanent
injunction in any case involving or growing out of a labor dispute to prohibit any person or
persons participating or interested in such dispute from doing, whether singly or in concert,
any of the following acts:

(1) Ceasing or refusing to perform any work or to remain in any relation of employment;

(2) Becoming or remaining 2 memler of any labor organization regardless of any under-
taking or promise as is described in cection eight of this Act;

(3) Paying or giving to, or withholding from, any person participating or interested
in such labor dispute, any strike or unemployment benefits or insurance, or moneys or things
of value:

(4) By all lawful means aiding any person participating or interested in any labor dis-
pute whn is being proceeded against in or is prosecuting any action or suit in any court of
the Philippines;

(5) Giving publicity to the existence of, or the facts involved in any labor dispute,
V\:hlether by advertising, speuking, patrolling, or by any method not involving fraud or
violence;

(6) Assembling peacesbly to act or to organize to act in prometion of their interests
in a labor dispute;

(fget'] Advising or notifying any person af an intention to do any of the acts heretofore
specified;

d (8) Agreeing with other persons to do or not to do any of the acts heretofore specified;
an

(9) Advising, urging, or otherwire causing or inducing without fraud or violence, the
acts heretofore specified, regardless of any such undertuking or promise as is desecribed in
section eight of this Act.

“(b) No court of the Philippire: have jurisdiction to isrue a restraining order or temporary
or permanent injunction upon the ground that any of the persons participating or interested
in a labor dispute constitute or are engaged in an unlawful combination or conspirucy because
of the doing in concert of the acts enumerated in paragraph (a) alove,

“(d) No cowrt of the Philippines shall have jurisdiction to issue a restraining order or tem-
porary or permanent injunction in any case involving or growing out of a labor dispute, as
herein defined except after hearing the testimony of witnesses in open court (with opportunity
for cross-examination) in support of the allegations of a complaint made under oath, and testi-
mony in opposition thereto, if offereld, and except after finding of fact by the Court. to the effect:

(1) That unlawful acts have leen threatened and will be committed unless restrained,
or have been committed and will be continued unless restrained, but no injunction or tem-
porary restraining order shall be issued on account of any threat or unlawful act excepting
against the person or persons, association, or organization msaking the threat or commiting
the unlawful act or actually authorizing or ratifying the same after actual knowledge thereof;

(2) That substantial and irreparable injury to complainant’s property will follow;

(3) That as to each item of relief granted greater injury will be inflicted upon com-
plainant by the denial of relief than wili be inflicted upon defendants Ly the granting of
relief;

(4) That complainunt has no sdequale remedy at law; and

(5) That the public officers charged with the duty to protect complainant’s property
are unable or unwilling to furnish adequate protection,

“SEC. 10. Labor Disputes in Industries Indispensable to the National Intcrest.—When in the
aopinion of the President of the Philippines there exists a lator dispute iu an indusiry indis-
pensable to the national interest and when such labor dispute is certifiel by the President to
the Court of Industrial Relations, said Court may cause to e issued a restraining order forbid-
ding the employees to strike or the employer to lockout the employees, pending an investigation
Ly the Court, and if no other solution to the dispute is found, the Court may issue an order
fixing the terms and conditions oi employment.”
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to the case of PAFLU v. Tan, the answer depends upon the “nature
of the controversy.”

The rule is that the Court of Industrial Relations “can only issue
mjunction in cases that come under its cxclusive jurisdiction and
in those cases that do not, the power can be exercised by regular
couits.” Hence, the CIR can issue injunction only in the following
cases enumerated by the Supreme Court in its decision, to wit: (1)
when the labor dispute affects an industry which is indispensable
to the national interest and is so certified by the President to the
Industrial Court; (2) when the controversy refers to minimum
wages under the Minimum Wage Law; (8) when it involves hours
of employment under the Eight-Hour Labor Law; and (1) when it
involves an unfair labor practice. “In all other cases,” regardless
of the fact that they may involve or grow out of a labor dispute,
the Supreme Court believes that the Court of Industrial Relations
cannot issue injunction because such cases properly fall within the
jurisdiction of the Comt of First Instance.

It seems, however, that this “apportionment” of jurisdiction to
issue injunctions in cases involving or growing out of a labor dis-
pute, made by the Supreme Court, leaves much to be desired.

The phrases “court of the Philippines”™ and “by the Court,” used
in Section 9(d) of the Act, standing by themselves, are broad enough
to include both the CIR and the CFI. But said phrases must be con-
strued with rcference to Section 2(7) of said Act, which provides:

“SEC. 2. Definitions.—Ax uszed in this Act—

(a) “Court” means the Court of Industrial Relations established by
Commonwealth Act Numbered One hundred and three, as amended, nless
another Court shall Le specified” (FEmphasis supplied.)

The logical question is: In using the phrase “court of the Phil-
ippines” or “by the Court,” did the Industrial Peace Act therchy

specify another court? Did it thereby intend to include the CFI
within said phrases?

Note that when the Act intends to refer to “another Court,”
it does not hesitate to say so in express terms. Thus, it mentions
the “Supreme Court” (Secs. 6, 19, 23) and the “Court of Appeals”
(Sec. 23). The legislative intent, which may be gathered from the
language used in the provisions of the Act, is that the Court of
Industrial Relations is the “Court” referred to in Section 9(d).
Therefore, the Court of Industrial Relations has the exclusive juris-
diction to issue writs of injunction in all cases involving or growing
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out of a labor dispute, provided the procedure specified by the Indus-
trial Peace Act is strictly adhered to.

The Supreme Court, however, vbserved that the definition in
Section 2(a) of the Act is “no authority for us to conclude that only
the Court of Industrial Relations can issue injunctions in all cases
mentioned in Section 9(d) for, as already adverted to, there are
cases which may involve or grow out of a labor dispute which may
not necessarily come under its jurisdiction. T'o hold othérwise would
be to give 1o the Court of Industrial Relations jurisdiction over cases
which 1t does not have under the law.”’

In another way of putting it, the rcasoning of the Supreme
Court runs like this: Upon the approval of the Industrial Peace Act,
the jurisdiction of the CIR has been confined to the aforesaid four
specified cases. Necessarily, it can issue injunction only in those
cases. For to hold otherwise, would be tantamount to conferring
upon the CIR jurisdiction over cases which it does not have under
the law. The irritating fact is that the argument is based on a false
premise. A careful reading of the Act would reveal that it has not
limited the jurisdiction of the Court of Industrial Relations to the
“quartette of cases” specified by the Supreme Court in the PAFLU
case.” It was the Supreme Court itself, in construing the Act,
which “confined” the jurvisdiction of the CIR to those four types of
cases.

There has been a suggestion to follow a middle-of-the-road ap-
proach. It has been advanced that the jurisdiction of the CIR to
grant injunctive relief, present all statutory requisites, is ewclusive
when it pertains to cases crclusively cognizable by the CIR. In all
other cases involving or growing out of a labor dispute. the Court
of Industrial Relations has concurrent jurisdiction with the Court of
First Instance, provided the requisites in Section 9(d) ave satisfied.

The foregoing suggestion, while plausible enough, may still lead
to inconsistent results. In the first place. what shall be considered
as “cascs exclusively cognizable by the CIR”? Shall they be limited
to the “quartette of cases” cnumerated in the PAFLU case? In the
second place, if the CIR and the CFI1 have concurrent jurisidiction
to issue injunctions in “all other cases” involving ov growing out
of a labor dispute, then the parties would eventually be able to shop
for the court which they believe would be “more favorable” to their
cause. Instcad of fostering a unified policy and entrusting to a spe-
cialized judicial instrumentality the highly delicate task of deter-
mining and balancing the complicated social and economic issues

TPascuar, C.,, LABOR axD ‘TraaNcy Law, 263 (2nd ed. 1969),
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involved in a labor dispute, such “frecdom of choice of court” would
only aggravate the confusion. JNoreover, it cannot be denied that
the Court of Industrial Relations, by virtue of its nature as an ad-
ministrative body and a. court of justice and equity, is better adapted
to handle cases “involving or growing out of a labor dispute.” In
the candid words of Justice J. B. L. Reyes: “From and after the
establishment of the Court of Industrial Relations in 1936, the re-
gular courts have not intervened in labor cases, and are therefore
ill-prepared to apply labor laws and policies. And the frequency
with which this Court has had to upset their labor injunctions at-
tests to this fact.” *®

However, in view of the apparent ambiguity or inadequacy of
precision in the language used in the provision of law on this point,
it is hereby suggested that an amendment be made to the Industrial
Peace Act, in order to make “more manifest’” the legislative intent
to confer upon the Court of Industrial Relations exclusive jurisdic-
tion to issue injunctions in all cases involving or growing out of
labor disputes. For it is well to remember that vague statutory pro-
visions breed judicial legislation.

Suppose however, that the Court of First Instance had already
granted a preliminary injunction in a case involving or growing out
of a labor dispute, but during the pendency of the motion for recon-
sideration of said order, the President of the Philippines certified
the labor dispute to the CIR, should the CFI thereby vacate its order
and dismiss the case?

In the case of Rizal Cciment Co., Inc. v. Rizal Cement Workers’
Union et al. (G.R. No. L-12747, July 30, 1960) the Supreme Court
gave an affirmalive answer. It held that the CFI correctly dismissed
the case and dissolved the injunction because the CIR has exclusive
jurisdiction when the labor dispute affects an industry which is in-
dispensable to the national interest and when it is certified thereto
by the President of the Philippines (Sec. 10, Rep. Act No. 875).
The Court, speaking through Chief Justicc Paras, made this signi-
ficant statement: “It is the intention of the Magna Charta of Labor
to make the Industrial Court the repository of all actions involving
labor disputes and, with more reasons, unfair labor practices.”

In this connection, it was held in the recent case of Pampanga
Sugar Development Co. v. CIR, et al. (G.R. No. L-13178, March 25,
1961) that “when in the opinion of the President, a labor dispute
exists in an industry indispensable to national interest and he certi-
fies it to the Court of Industrial Relations, the latter acquires juris-

8 Allied Free Workers' Union, et ul v Apostol, et al, G. R. No. L-x376, Oct. 31, 1957 (con-
eurring and dissenting opinion).
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diction to act thercon in the manner provided for by law. Thus, the
court may take either of the following courses: it may issue an order
forbidding the emplovees to strike or the employer to lockout its
employees, or, failing in this, it may issue an order fixing the terms
and conditons of employment. It cannot throw the case out on the
assumption that the certification was erroneous.”

The Court also stated that certification is “a power that the
law gives to the President, the propriety of its exercise being a mat-
ter that only devolves upon him. The same is not the concern of
the Industrial Court. What matters is that hy virtue of the certi-
fication by the President, the case was placed under the jurisdiction
of said court.”

C. Action for the Recorery of Damages With o Petition for
Preliminary Injunction.

Under the Judiciary Act of 1948, as amended, the Court of First
Instance has original jurisdiction over “all civil actions in which the
subject matter of litigation is not capable of pecuniary estimation”
and “all cases in which the demand, exclusive of interest, or the
value of the property in controversy, amounts to more than five thou-
sand pesos.” [Sec. 44, (a) and (c)].

In Allied Free Workers’ Union, ¢t al. v. Apostol, et al., (G.R.
No. L-8876, Oct. 31, 1957), the Supreme Court held that the CFI
has jurisdiction where the case mercly refers to the recovery of
damages occasioned by the picketing undertaken by the members of
the Union and the rescission of the arrastre and stevedoring con-
tract previously entered into between the parties. According to the
Supreme Court, the lower court may issue injunction as an incident
therceto, provided all the requisites prescribed in Sce. 9(d) of Rep.
Act No. R75 arc strict!lv complied with, inasmuch as the case was
an outgrowth of a lahor dispute, although it is not one of the four
types of cascs enumerated by the Supreme Court in the PAFLU case.
The Supreme Court veiterated this rule in the case of Curto, et al.
©. Ortiz, ! al. (GR, No. L-11335, May 31, 1960).

“Interworen Cascs” Rule—

However, where the action for damages with a petition for pre-
liminary injunction filed with the CFI, is interwoven 1with the un-
fair labor practice case pending berore the CIR, as to which the
CIR has exclusive jurisdiction, it follows that the CFI has no juris-
diction to grant the injunction prayved for, even if the petition avers
the commission of acls of violence, intimidation and coercion. In-
Junctive relief must be sought before the CIR which may enjoin said
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unlawful acts under Sec. 9(d), Rep. Act No. 875. (Naric Workers’
Union v. Aleendia, ¢t al., G.R. No. L-14439, March 25, 1960; Asso-
ciated Labor Union v. Rodriguez, ¢t al., G.R. No. L-16672, Oct. 31,
1960; National Garments and Tertliles Workers’ Union-PAFLU v.
Caluag, et al., G.R. No. L-9104, Sept. 10, 1956.)

This rule is necessary to avoid multiplicity of suits. (Lakas ngy
Paglkakaisa sa Peter Paul v. Victoriano et al., G.R. No. 1.-9290, Jan,
14, 1958.) Moreover, as a labor dispute involving an unfair labor
practice is exclusively cognizable by the CIR, the latter has the ex-
clugive power, in the exercise of its exclusive jurisdiction, to issue
a temporary restraining order to enjoin any acts committed in con-
nection with said labor dispute. Since the picketing, strikes, or other
concerted activities may be werc incidents to o conscqueénces of the
unfair labor practice, it is but proper that the issuance of injunction
be made by the court having jurisdiction over the main case, in order
that the writ be issued upon cognizance of all relevant facts. (Er-
langer & Galinger, Inc. v. Evlanger & Galinger Employces Associa-
tion, G.R. No. L-11907, June 24 1958.) And it has even been held
that where it does not appear that the unfair labor practice case
was filed merely to divest the CFI of its jurisdiction, it is not re-
levant whether the filing of the complaint before the Industrial Court
was prior to or later than the filing of the complaint in the civil
~case for damages with preliminary injunction.”

IT. ENFORCEMEXT OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
CONTRACTS.

In the casn of Pambujon Sur United Mine Worl:crs ». Samar
Mining Company, Inc. (G.R. No. L-5694, May 12, 1954), the Supreme
Court held that the CIR has exrclusive jurisdiction over an action for
the enforcement of a collective bargaining contract anud for the reco-
very of damages for breach thereof. The Court invoked the rule
that the jurisdiction of a court is exclusive either by express de-
claration of the statute or by clear implication from the provisions
thereof (21 C.J.S. 730). Hence, while Commonwealth Act No. 103,
as amended, “does not explicitly confer exclusive jurisdiction on the
Industrial Court,” nevertheless, “the resultant inference, rational
and sound,” is that Congress intended to grant exclusive jurisdiction
to the CIR in this type of cases.

The decision in this case was anchorcd primarily on the provi-
sions of Com. Act No. 103, as amended, which conferred upon the

“Naric Worhers Union +. Alvendin, G.R. No. L-1443%, March 25, 1u0,
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CIR a very broad jurisdiction over labor-management matters.
Would this rule hold true under the provisions of the Industrial
Peace Act?

In the Pambujan case, the Court made the following observa-
tion:

“Qur construction of the legislative will to confer esclusioe jurisdic-
tion—particularly as to collective bavgaining contracts—is confirmed by
Rep. Aet No. 875, effective June 17,/1953. Enutled “An Act to Promote
Industrial Peace” and designed partly to advance the settlement of issues
between employvers and employees thru collective bargaining, it expressly
provides that the jurisdiction of the Court of Industrial Relations ‘shall
be exclusive’ to prevent ‘unfair labor practices’ which terms embrace 4
refusal to bargain collectively [Sec. 4(a) (6)], and termination or modi-
fication of the collective hargaining agreement (Scc. 13) including, inferen-
tially, any breach or disregard of such agrecment.”

But, in the light of the decision of the Court in the case of
PAFLU #». Tan, would the CIR still have exclusive jurisdiction over
cases for the enforcement of collective bargaining contracts?

In the casc of Dee Cho Lumber Workers' Union v. Dee Cho Lum-
ber Company (G.R. No. L-10080, April 30, 1957), the precise
issue before the Supreme Court was “whether or not the CIR
possesses jurisdiction over the case which involves enforcement
of a collective bargaining contract.” The petitioner contended that
in linc with the doctrine laid down in the Pambujan case, the CIR
has jurisdiction over this case, either under the provisions of Com.
Act No. 103 as amended, or under the provisions of Rep. Act No.
875. Respondent claimed that the Pambujan case does not apply
(1) because that case was decided under Com. Act No. 103 when
compulsory arbitration was still vested in the CIR, although at the
time it was decided, May 12, 1954, the Industrial Peace Act was al-
ready in effect; (2) because in the Pambujan case, there was a will-
ful breach on the part of the employer of the closed-shop agreement
in that it employed non-union laborers without consulting the Union
as agreed; while in the instant case, there has been no breach of
contract and the respondent has been paying vacation leave yearly
for 6 years under the honest belief that the contract in question
should be interpreted prospectively and not retrospectively. Res-
pondent, in effect, contended that the question does not involve an
unfair labor practice, but only the construction of the contract,
which should be brought before the CFI.

. The Supreme Court held that the CIR has no jurisdiction over
this particular case for the enforcement of the provisions of a col-
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lective bargaining contract. It quoted with approval the following
portions of Judge Lanting’s decision:

“Under the Republic Act No, 875, this Court (CIR) may consider
such an agreement only in two cases: (1) when it is involved in an unfair
labor practice case for violation of the duty to bargain collectively (Sec.
4, subsections a(6) and b(3) in connection with Section 13 (2nd para-
graph), and (2) when in a representation proceeding under Sectionr 12
of said Act for the purpose of determining the exclusive bargaining
agent of the employecs in the appropriate unit, the existence of a collec-
tive bargaining agreement is urged as a har to such determination.”

Then, the Supreme Court concluded:

“Upon carcful examination of the question raised in this appeal and
the arguments adduced by bhoth parties, we find that the court below
rightly dismissed the case, firstly, because the facts of the prescnt case
are completely different from those involved in the Pambujan case, and
sccondly, beequce the question raised in this case was squarely decided by
ws in the ease of PAFLU v. Tan, supra.”

Inasmuch as this casc does not fall within the four types of
cases specified in the PAFLU case, the CIR has no jurisdiction.

In the case of Benguct Consolidated Mining Company v. Cofo
Labor Union (G.R. No. 1.-12394, May 29, 1959), the Supreme Court,
speaking through Mr. Justice Bautista Angelo, made the pronounce-
ment that “wherc the parties have already fixed the conditions of
employment in a collective bargaining agreement entered into be-
tween them and the question that arises is whether said conditions
had becn compiled with,” the CIR has jurisdiction. It added: “And
this Court has already ruled that the Court of Industrial Relations
has the exclusive jurisdiction to cnforce collective bargaining con-
tracts. (Pamnbujan Sur United Workers v. Samar Mining Co., Inc.,
supra.)”

Note that the Court made no mention whatsoever of the Dee
Cho case. Perhaps, because it is not in peint. In the Benguet case,
the CIR has jurisdiction because it involves a “demand for minimum
wages where there is an actual strike,” and the case was certified
to the CIR by the Secretary of Labor, pursuant to the cxpress pro-
sions of Section 16(c) of the Minimum Wage Law (Rep. Act No.
602). T

In the casc of Philippine Sugar Institute v. CIR, et al. (G.R.
No. L-13098, October 29, 1959), the claimants filed an action in the
CIR “to recover gratuity and separation pay, 1o which they claim
their late father was entitled to under the collective bargaining
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agreement entered into by and between the employer (herein peti-
tioner) and its employees, and one month separation pay under the
provisions of Rep. Act No. 1052." After quoting the “quartette of
cases” enumerated in the PAFLU case, the Supreme Court held that
the CIR has no jurisdiction to entertain the instant case. It con-
cluded:

“The subject matter of the claimants’ petition (gratuity end separa-
tion pay) fited in the CIR is not any of those enumerated. In Dee Cho
Lumber Workers’ Union v. Dee Cho Lumber Co. (supra), this Court held
that the CIR cannot take cognizance of cases for the enforcement of a
collective bargaining agreement.”

In the case of Elizalde Paint & Oil Factory, Inc. v. Hon. Jose
Bautista, et al. (G.R. No, 1~-15904, promulgated on November 23,
1960), the Supreme Court endeavored “to clarify” its previous de-
cisions on the matter of enforcement of collective bargaining con-
tracts.

In this case, it appears that Pedro Basaysay, together with the
Union of which he was a member, filed an action in the CIR for
the recovery of retirement pay, pursuant to a collective bargaining
agreement entered into between the company and the Union, provid-
ing for gratuity to any deserving laborer who may retire. The Com-
pany filed a motion to dismiss, alleging that the CIR has no juris-
diction. Judge Bautista deferred consideration on said motion, and
ordered the presentation of evidence. Hence, this petition for cer-
tiorari and prohibition.

The only issue posed by the petitioner was “whether or not
the CIR has jurisdiction to take cognizance of this case, involving
as it does merely the recovery of certain retirement pay under the
collective bargaining contract entered into between the Company
and respondent Union.”

In holding that the CIR has no jurisdiction, the Supreme Court,
with Mr. Justice Bautista Angelo, as ponente, gave the following
reasons:

“Firstly, since this case involves merely the recovery of certain re-
tirement pay, after the employer-employee relationship between petition-
ing company and rcspondent Basaysay had ceased, on account of the
latter’s separation from the service on January 2, 1958, and he is not
seeking his reinstatement, said case is merely for a money claim cognizable
by the regular courts. (PRISCO v. CIR, G.R. No, L.-13806, May 23, 1960).

“Secondly, although we held in one case (Benguet Consolidated Min-
ing Company v. Coto Labor Union, supra), that the Industrial Court
has jurisdiction to enforce a collective bargaining contract, such ruling
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only applies if the subject matter of the contract sought to be enforced
refers to a labor dispute affecting wi industry certificd by the President,
or when it involves minimwm wage, hours of employment, or unfair labor
practice. (Philippine Sugar Institute v, CIR, et al., G.R. No. L-13098,
Oct. 29, 1959; Dee Cho Lumber Workers’ Union v. Dee Cho Lumber Co.,
55 0.G. No. 3, p. 434). Here, the issue refers to retirement pay, and not
to any of the matters mentioned above.” (Emphasis supplied.)

Thus, to recapitulate, the prevailing rvle is that the CIR has
exclusive jurisdiction to enforce a collective bargaining contract,
provided the following requisites are present:

(1) The employer-employee relationship is still existing, or is
sought to be reestablished (as where the employee seeks reinstate-
ment), and

(2) (a) when the breach or failure to comply with said con-
tract leads to a labor dispute which affects an industry which is in-
dispensable to the national interest and is so certified by the Presi-
dent to the CIR, pursuant to Section 10, Rep. Act No. 875, or

(b) if the subject matter of the contract sought to be en-
forced involves minimum wages, pursuant to the provisions of Sec-
tion 16 (b) and (c¢) of the Minimum Wage Law, or

(c) if the subject of the contract sought to be enforced re-
fers to hours of employment, pursuant to the provisions of Com.
Act No. 144, or

(d) where the breach or failure to comply with the contract
constitutes an unf{air labor practice for violation of the duty to bar-
gain collectively, pursuant to Section | (a) (6) and (b) (3), in
relation to Section 13, par. 2, of Rep. Act No. 8753, or

(e) when in a representation proceeding under Section 12 of
Rep. Act No. 875 for the purpose of determining the exclusive bar-
gaining agent of the cmployees in the appropriate unit, the exist-
ence of a collective hargaining agreement is urged as a bar to such
determination.

111. JURISDICTION UNDEIRR THE EIGHT-HOUR LABOR LAW.

In line with the constitutional mandate that the “State shall
afford protection to labor”, Commonwealth Act No. 444, otherwise
known as the Eight-Hour Labor Law, was enacted.

Section 1 of the Act provides: “The legal working day for any
person employed by another shall be not more than eight hours daily.
When the work is not continuous, the time. during which the laborer
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is not working and can leave his working place and can rest com-
pletely shall not be counted.”

The Act requires the payment of overtime compensation in the
following cases:

“Section 3. Work may be perfoimed beyond eight hours a day in
case of actual or impending typhoon, carthquake, epidemic, or other disas-
ter or calamity in order to prevent loss of life and property or imminent
danger to public safety; or in case of urgent work to be performed on
the machine, equipment, or installations in order to avoid serious loss
which the employer would otherwise suffer, or some other just cause
of a similar nature; but in all such coses, the laborers and employees
shall be entitled to receive compensation for the over-time work performed
at the same rate as their regular wages or salary, plus at least twenty-
five per centum additional,

In case of national emergency, the Government is empowered to estab-
lish rules and regulations for the operation of the plants and factories
and to determine the wages to be paid the laborers.

“Section 4. No person, firm, or corporation, business establishment
or place or center of labor shall compel an employee or labover to work
during Sundays and legal holidays, unless he is paid an additional sum
of at least twenty-five per centum of his regular remuneration: Provided,
however, That this prohibition shall not apply to public utilities per-.
forming some public seivice such as supplying gas, electricity, power,
water, or providing means of transportation or communications.”

The Act, however, failed to specify the proper court before
which claims for the vecovery of overtime compensation must be
filed.

A. Claims for Ovrertime CoOmpensation

There used to be two divergent lines of decisions on the ques-
tion of whether or not the CIR or the CFI has jurisdiction over
claims for overtime compensation.!®

X _“' In the case of PAFLU . Tan, 32 O. G. 5835, the Supreme Court held the CIR has juris-
diction when the case “involve: hours of employment under the Eight-Hour Labor Law (Common-
wealth Act No. 444)."

Then, in the case of Detective and Protective Bureau v. Guevara et al. (G. R. No. L-8738,
May 31, 1857}, involving claims for refund of deductions from respondents’ salaries, payment of
additional compensation for work performed on Sundays and holidays, and for night work, and
grant of vacation and sick leave puy, the Court held that the CIR has jurisdiction, inasmuch
as the claimanis were all employces of the Detective and Protective Bureau, Inc. at the time of
the filing of their cluimis in the CIR. To the sume effect is the case of Isaac Peral Bowling
Alley v. United FKmployces Welfare Arsociation et al. (G.R. No. L-9831, OGect, 30, 1957).

Tn Aguilar v. Salumbi‘es (G.R. No. L-i0124, Dee. 2, 1057), the Court declared that the
CIR has no louger any jurisdiction to hear and determine the claims of exr-em ployees, who seek
to recover overtime, wage diffcrential, and separation pay, apainst their former employer.

But, in the case of Mindanao Bus Employees I.abor Union v. Mindanao Bus Co. & CIR (G.R.
No. L-9795, Dee. 28, 1637), the claimants, members of the petitioner Union, were actually em-
ployed by the respondent Company. Nevertheless the Supreme Court held: “The petitioner
Union clsims that its memlers employed by the respondent Company arve entitled to overtime
wages which have not leen pail notwithstanding repeated demands, and prays, ‘that after due
hearing, respondent employer bhe ordered to pay for the claims and for such other relilef as
justice and equity may merit” It is clear that the case is for collection of overtime wages
claimed to- be due and unpaid and does not involve hours of employment under Commonwealth
Act; No. 444, Hence, the CIR does not have jurisdiction over the case and correctly dismissed
the petition.” . . L .
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Cognizant of this unsatisfactory state of judicial decisions, the
Supreme Court was constrained to reexamine its previous decisions,
and to “disown” some views made in some of them.

Thus, in PRISCO v. CIR, et al. (G.R. No. L-13806, promulgated
on May 23, 1960), the Supreme Court, in an opinion penned by Mr.
Justice Barrera, categorically laid down the following doctrine:

“Where the employer-employee relationship is still existing or is
sought to be reestablished because of its wrongful severance (as where
the employee seeks reinstatement), the Court of Industrial Relations has

However, in the case of Roman Catholic Archbishop of Manila v. Yanson, et al. (G.R. No.
L-12341), and Elizalde & Co. v. Yanson et al. (G.R. No. L-12845) jointly decided on April
30, 1958, the Court, in & unanimous decision, declared:

“In the present case, it is apparent that the petition below is simply for the collection
of unpaid salaries and wages allezed to ke due for services rendered years ago. No labor
dispute appears to le presently involved since the petition itself indicates that the em-
ployment has long terminated and petitioners are not asking that they be reinstated. Clearly,
the petition does not fall under any of the cases enumerated in the law as coming within
the jurisdiction of the Industrial Court, so that it was error for that court not to have
ordered its dismissal.

‘“Indeed even under C.A. No. 103, as amended by Com. Act No. 559, the court below
could not have taken cognizance of the present case, For in order for that court to acquire
jurisdiction under the law, the requisiles mentioned in Section 4 thereof must all be present,
one of them being that there must be an industrial, or agricultural dispute which is causing
or likely to cause a strike or lockout. With the employment already terminated years ago,
this last mentioned requisite cannot te supposed to still exist.”

Then came the case of Gomez v. North Camarines Lumber Co. (G.R. No. L-11945, Aug. 18,
1958). Gomez filed with the CFI of Manila an action for collection of overtime and separation
pay. He was no longer employed by respondent Company, and he did not ask for reinstatement.
Yet, the Supreme Court held that the CIR, and not the CFI, has jurisdiction over the case.
After quoting Sec. 16({a) of the MWL, the Court said:

“It is clear from the foregoing that the Court of First Instance has jurisdiction only
over controversies involving violations of the MWL, The instant action, however, was for
the collection of overtime compensation under the Eight-Hour Labor Law (C.A. No. 444)
and for separation pay, and that actions of this nature shall ke brought before a court of
competent jurisdiction. In this respect, it has teen held by this Court that with the enact-
ment of the Industrial Peace Act (R.A. 875), cases involving hours of employment under
the Eight-Hour Labor Law specifically fall within the jurisdiction of the Court of Indus-
trial Relations.”

Later, in NASSCO v. Almin et al (G.R. No, L-9056, Nov. 28, 1958), the Court upheld the
jurisdiction of the CIR to hear and determine the claims of respondents for overtime compen-
sation for work on Sundays and holidays. Respondents therein were actually and presently
in the employ of the petitioner.

In the case of Ckua Workers Union v. City Automotive Co. et al. (G.R. No. L-116566, April
29, 1959), the Supreme Court held:

‘““The petitioner-union claims that its members employed by the respondent-company are
entitled to overtime wage~ which have not been paid notwithstanding repeated demands,
and prays that after due hearing, respondent employer be ordered to pay for the herein
claims. . . It is clear that the case is for collection of overtime wages claimed to be
due and unpaid and does not involve hours of employment under Commonwealth Act No.
444, Hence the court (CIR) does not have jurisdiction and correctly dismissed the petition.”
Then, in Monares v. CNS Enterprises (G.R. No. L-11749, May 29, 1959), the Supreme Court

held that the CIR has jurisdiction where the claimants although no longer in the tervice of the
employer, seeks in his petition the payment of differential and overtime pay and his reinstate-
ment.

In the case of NASSCO v. CIR et al. (G.R. No. L-13888, April 29, 1960), the Suprcme
Court made these pronouncements:

“Denying the jurisdiction of the Industrial Court. NASSCO cited several decisions of
this Tribunal which at first glance, sustained its position. However, in view of other
decisions upholding such jurisdiction, the petition for review was on April 11, 1958, dis-
missed for lack of merit.

“That resolution having Lecome final, is the law of the case; so the new petition for
review by writ of certiorari is not granted.”

Then, the Court made these observations:

“At any rate, we think that the controversy between 39 employees of the NASSCO
over payment for work in evce.s of eight hours, including Sundays, legal holidays and
nizhttxme may properly le regarded to te within the scope of the powers of the Industrial
Court, since it is »pre (t colly a ’abor dispute that may lead to conflict between the employees
and the management.”

“If the claimants were not actual employees of the NASSCO—e.g. they have severed
their connection with it or were dismissed, but do not insist on reinstatement—their claim
for overtime compensation would kecome simply a monetary demand properly cognizable
by the regular courts.”

From here on, it was just one step to the enunciation of the *“underlying principle” in the
case of PRISCO v. CIR, et al. (G.R. No. L-13&0)6, promulgated on May 23, 1960). From then
on, up to the present, the PRISCO case ‘leads” the way.
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jurisdiction over all claims arising out of, or in conneeclion with the em-
ployment, such as those relatcd to the Minimum Wage l.aw and the
Eight-Hour Labor Law. After the tcrmination of the relationship and
no reinstatement is sought, such claims become mere money claims, and
come within the jurisdiction of the rcgular courts.”

The Court admitted:

“We are aware that in 2 cnses (Mindanso Bus Employees Labor
Union v. Mindanao Bus Co., G.R. No. L-¢795, Dec. 28, 1957; Gomez v.
North Camarines Lumber Co., Inc., G.R. No. L-11945, Aug, 18, 19538),
some statements implying a different view have been made, but we wou
hold and declure the principle sct forth in the next preceding paregraph as
the one gorerning «ll caxes of this noture”

Applying the afore-quoted doctrine to the instant case, the Court
concluded :

“It appearing that in the present case, the rospondents-claimants are,
or at least were, at the time of presenting their claims, actually in the
employ of herein petitioner, the CIR correctly took cognizance of the case.”

The rationale for the doctrine laid down in the PRISCO case
was elaborated in the case of N.D.C. v. Arclar, et al., (G.R. No. L-
14258, July 26, 1960), in the following tenor:

“We have in the past uniformly held that for those employees and
lahorers who ave still in the employ of the company or who have been
illecally dismissed but seek reinstatement, they may prosecute those claims
before the CIR, the reason being that their claim for payment or rein-
statement may be cunsidered a labor dispute, and moy lead to a strike
or disturbance in industrial peace.”

“Hence, claims for overtime, underpayment, wage differential, sepa-
ration poy. etc., which constitute wminwey claims filed by ex-cmployces of
the company fall under the jurisdiction of competent courts and not the
CIR for the reason that the relation of employer and employee has already
ceased; that only when an ex-employce making such a money claim seeks
reinstatement may the CIR exercise juvisdiction for the reason that the
claim for reinstatemicent waoy imvolve unfair labor practice.”

However, for the purpose of determining jurisdiction, a peti-
tion for the enforcement of a final and executory award or decision
of the CIR is ot a mere money claim, hence, the CIR retains juris-
diction over said petition. In justifying this decision, the Court
laid down the following rule in the Aralar case:

“For jurisdictional purposes, we consider a money clarn by a worker
or laborer, whether still in or alrcady outside the service of the company,
tg he a dencend for pagment of 4 sum of waney iv the form of overteme,
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underpayment, werk on Sundays wnd holidaus, ete. which still has to be
prosecutcd beforc a court awd e<tablished by competent evidence, which
wonld necessitate a decision or wward. But in the present case, how-
ever, the petition is merely for the c¢nforcement or implementation of a
decision or award already renderdd, final and executory. Consequently,
we hold that the CIR has jurisdiction over the said issue, one of the
reasons being that there is no better court or judicial entity to enforce
and implement a decision or award than the court that as a result of a
hearing and other procecdings, renderved it.”

Ay International Corporation v. Seguritun, <t dal., (G.R. No.
L-1603%, Oct. 25, 1960) is authotity for the rule that where the
claimant for overtime compensation “ceased working due merecly to
the strike staged by the Union of which he is a member and the
strike is pending settlement before the Industrial Court,” the CIR
has jurisdiction over the case because ‘“until and unless the strike
iz definitely decided, it cannot be said that the employer-employee
relationship had terminated, for the outcome may slili be that the
strike is iegal and the strikers entitled to reinstatement.” For, gen-
erally, a strike is not abandonment of employment, and workers do
not cease to bLe employed, in legal contemplation, simply because
they struck against their employer. (San Carlos Milling Co., Inc.
. CIR et al.,, G.R. Nos, L-15453 and 15723, promulgated on Mavch
17, 1961).

In Sampaguita Pictures, Inc. v. CIR ¢t al.,, (G.R. No. L-16404,
Oct. 23, 1960), the Court held that it should now be considered
“setilcd doctrine that when the complaint involves the recovery of
wageas for overtime services rendered by an employec or laborcr,
the Court of Industrial Relations has caclusive jurisliction to act
thereon if it appears that there exisls between the claimant and
the respondent an cmployer-employce relationship, or if such no
longer exists, if the complaint includes a preyer for reinstatement
to the zerrice.”

In Pan American World Atrvays System v. Pan American En-
plorces Association, (G.R. No. 1.-16275, February 23, 1961), the Su-
preme Court, with Mr. Justice J. B. L. Reyes, as poncnie. reiterated
that:

“On the issue of jurisdiction over claims for overtime pay, we have
since dcfinitely ruled in a number of recent decisions that the Industrial
Court may properly take cognizance of such cases if, at the time of the

. petition, the complainants were still in the service of the employer, or,
having been separated from such service, should ask for reinstatement;
otherwise, such claims ghould be brought before the regular courts.”
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Thus, as of now, it is safe to say that the principle laid down
in the PRISCO case is the governing rule on the question of juris-
diction over cases involving claims for overtime compensation.
(Manila Port Service v. CIR, et al., G.R. No. L-16994, June 30, 1961;
Republic Savings Bank v. CIR, et al., G.R. No, L-16637, June 30,
1961 ; De los Santos v. Quisumbing, G.R. No, L-15376, June 30, 1961;
Fhil. Wood Products, et al. v. CIR, et al, G.R. No. L-15279, June
30, 1961; Dableo v. Luzon Stevedoring Co., G.R. No. L-15370, May
31, 1961 ; Fookien Times Co. v. CIR, et al.,, G.R. No. L-16025, March
27, 1961 ; Cuison v. Goite, G.R. No. L-16611, March 25, 1961).

IV. JURISDICTION UNDER THE MINIMUM WAGE LAW

Republic Act No. 602, otherwise known as the Minimum Wage
Law, expressly delineates the jurisdiction of the CIR and the CFI
in the following manner:

“Sec. 16. Jurisdietion of the courtr.—

(a) The Court of First Instance shall have jurisdiction to restrain viola-
tions of this Act; action by the Secretary (of Labor) otr by the employees
affected to recover underpayment may be brought in any competent Court,
which shall render its decision on fuch caszes within fifteen days from
the time the case has been submitted for decision; in appropriate in-
stances. appeal from the decizions of thesc courts or any action under
this Act shall be in accordance with applicable law.

(h) In the event that a dispite rase before the Court of Imdustrial Re-
lations involves as the sole issue or a: one of the issues a dispute as to
mindnon wages above the applicable statutory minimum, and the Secre-
tary of Labor has issued no wage order for the industry or locality ap-
plicable to the enterprise, the Court of Industrial Relations may hear
and decide such wage issue: Provided, however, That the Secretary of
Labor shall not undertake to fix the minimum svage for an industry or
branch thereof which involves only a single enterprise or a single em-
ployer.

(¢) Wheve the demands of winimum wages involve an actual strike, the
matter shall be submitted to the Secretary of Labor, who shell attempt to
secure a scttlement between the parties through conciliation. Should the
Secrctary fail within fifteen days to effect said settlement, he shall in-
dorse the matter together with other izsues involved, to the Court of In-
dustrial Relations which will acquive jurisdiction on the case including
the minimum wege issuc, and after a hearing where the views of the
Secretary of Labor will be given, will decide the casc in the same man-
ner as provided in other cases. The decision shall be rendered by the
court in banc within fifteen days after the case has been submitted for
determination, and its finding of facts shall be conclusive if supported
by substantial evidence, and shall be subject only to an appeal by cer-
tiorari.” (Emphasis supplied.)
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In the case of Donato v. Philippine Marine and Eadio Opcrators
Associution, G.R, No. L-12506, May 18, 1959), the Supreme Court
held tbat the CIR has no jurisdiction to fix the backpay due to a
reinstated employee, at the minimum wage prescribed by the Mini-
muni Wage Law. It made these pronouncements:

“Underpaument of the minimwm wage or violation of the Minimum
Wags Law is not cne of the acts of unfair labor practice enumerated in
Republic Act Na. 875, particularly Sec, 4 thereof. .

* * * * *

“Moreover, only the Courts of First Instance have jurisdiction over
cases arising from the Minimum Wage Law. Section 16 of said Law,
Republic Act 602, provides that the Couri of First Instance shall have

_jurisdiction to restrain violations of said Act. In the case of Cebrero v.
Talanan, G.R. No. L-11924, May 16, 1958, involving among other things,
underpayment by an emplover to an employee, we said, through Mr, Jus-
tice Alex Reyes, that under R.A. 602, known as the Minimum Wage Law,
an employec is authorized to bring an action in the regular courts for the
recovery of unpaid wages. The Industrial Court with its limited juris-
dicticn docs n-t come under the category of regular courts.”

As previously adverted to, the Supreme Court, in the case of
PRISCO ¢. CIR, cnunciated the rule that “where the employer-em-
ployee relationship is still existing or is sought to be reestablished
hecause of its wrongful severance (as where the employee seeks re-
instatement), the Court of Industrial Relations has jurisdiction over
all clatins arising out of. o1 it conngetion with the employment, such
as those related to the Mininmum Wage Law and the Eight-Hour
Labor Law. After the termination of the relationship and no re-
instatement is sought, such claims become meré money claims, and
come within the jurisdiction of the regular courts.”

While the PRISCO case preperly involves overtime compensation,
the pronouncement by the Court relative to the Minimum Wage Law
is quite misleading. The Court seems to be of the opinion that all
claims under the Minimum Wage Law, such as for unpaid wages
aud underpayment, fall within the jurisdiction of the CIR, provided
the “requisite” laid down by the Court is satisfied, namely, that the
“cmployer-employee relationship is still existing or is sought to be
reestablished because of its wrongful severance (as where the em-
plovee seeks reinstatement).”

It is submitted that the existence of said “requisite,” by itself,
is not sufficient to confer jurisdiction upon the CIR. In order that
the CTR may have jurisdiction over demands for minimum wages,
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it is indispensable that the conditions specified in either Sec. 16
(b) or (c), as the case may be, must all concur or be present. In-
deed, in an earlicr case ! decided by the Supreme Court, it enumerated
the elements that must concur to confer jurisdiction upon the CIR
under Sec. 16 (c¢), to wit: (1) a demand for minimum wages: (2)
the demand must involve actual strike; (3) submission of the matter
to the Secretary of Labor for settlement; (4) failure of the Secre-
tary to effect scttlement within 15 days; and (5) endorsement of
the dispute “together with other issues involved” to the Court of
Industrial Relations.

The problem of jurisdiction over moncy claims of employces
and laborers became more complicated with the establishment of
Regional Offices under the Department of Labor, pursuant to the
provisicns of Reorganization Plan No. 20-A. This Reorganization
Pjan, daled December 10, 1956, was made by the Government Sur-
vey and Reorganization Commission, purportedly in the exercise of
the powers conferred upon it by Rep. Act No. 997, which included,
tiler alia, the authority to group, coordinate, abolish and reorganize
funciuions and positions, departments, bureaus and offices of the
Executive Branch of the Government.

Under the Reorganization Plan No. 20-A, the Regional Offices
were vested with the following original and exclusive jurisdiction:

“25. Each Regional Office shell have original and cxclusive juria-
diction over «ll cases affecting all money claims arising from wvidations
of labor standards ov working canditions, including but not restrictive to:
unpaid wagcs, underpayment, overtime, scparation pay, and maternity
leave of crpleyees cud laberors; and unpaid wages, overtime, separation
pay, vacation pay, and payment for medieal services of domestic help.”
(Emphasi= sapplicd.)

The grant of original and exclusive jurisdiction “over all cases
affecting all money claims of employees and laborers” upon the Re-
gional Offices is clearly inconsistent with the provisions of existing
laws, particularly the Minimum Wage Law, conferring jurisdiction
over such claims to the Court of First Instance or the Court of
Industrial Relations, as the case may be. The question, therefore,
is whether the Government Survey and Reorganization Commission
exceeded the limits of the authority conferred upon it by Rep. Act
No. 997, when the Commission vested the Regional Offices with such
original and exclusive jurisdiction over all cases affecting all money
claims of employees and laborers.

" Fenguet Consolidated Munny Co. v, Coto Labwy Union, G.R. Nu, [-12%94, May 24, 1959,
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In the leading case of Corominas, Jr., ¢t al. . Labor Standards
Commission, G.-R. No. L-14837, promulgated on June 30, 1961, the
Supreme Court definitely answered the question in the affirmaticc.
Consequently, it held that the “provision of Reorganization Plan No.
20-A, particularly Section 25, which grants to the regional offices
original and exclusive jurisdiction over money claims of laborers,
is null and void.” Speaking through Mr. Justice Labrador, the Court
stated, thus: “A cursory study of these provisions of Republic Act
No. 997 will show that nowhere therein is there a grant of authority
to the Government Survey and Reorganization Commission to grant
powers, duties and functions to offices or entities to be created by
it, which are not already granted to the otfices or officials of the
Department of Labor. Section 4 . . . authorizes the elimination
of overlapping servicss, activities and functions, and the consoliria-
tion of agencies or instrumentalities exercising said duties and func-
tions. There is no grant of power to allocate to the bodies and of-
fices to be created or set up functions, powers and duties not then
already vested in the various offices and officials of the Department
of Labor. Section 3 limits the powers of reorganizaticn by the Com-
mission to the offices, burecaus and instrumentalities of the Execn-
{ive Branch of the Government only. So that it was not the inten-
tion of Congress, in enacting Republic Act No. 997, to authorize
the transfer of powers and jurisdiction granted to the courts of
tustice, Trom these to the officials to be appointed or offices to be
created by the Reorganization Plan. Congress is weli aware of the
provisions of the Constitution that judicial powers are vested ‘only
in the Supreme Court and in such courts as the law may establish.’
The Commission was not authorized to create courts of justice, or
take awayv from these their jurisdiction and transfer said jurisdic-
tion to the officials appointed or offices created under the Reor-
ganization Plan. The Legislature could not have intended to grant
such powers to the Reorganization Commission, an executive body.
as the Legislature may not and cannot delegate its power to legislate
or create courts of justice to any other agency of the Government.”
By this decision, the Supreme Court dispelled the cloud of confusion
as to the jurisdiction of the Regional Offices over cases involving
money claims of employees and laborers, which properly fall within
the jurisdiction of the CIR or the CFI, as the case may be, under
the provisions of existing laws and in the light of the jurisprudential
decisfons of the Supreme Court in relation thereto.

L OT v, Calupitar, G R, No L-jodx3, June 30, 1961; Wong Chan v Carlim, G.R. N,
I-13240  June 30, J461: Sebastian . Gerardo, G R. No. L-13xt% June 30, 1961,
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CONCLUSION

We “recognize without hesitation that judges must and do legis-
late, but they do so interstitially; they are confined from molar to
molecular motions.” ** Indeed, it is a rule of positive law that “no
judge or court shall decline to render judgment by reason of the
silence, obscurity or insufficiency of the laws.” ™

But far more important than anything clse is that the court
should be right.** Hence, it is the bounden duty of every court to
reexamine its own decisions and to revise them without reluctance.**
For “jurisprudence must be carefully progressive and not impetuous-
ly aggressive.” 17

It is, therefore, gratifying to note that the Supreme Court has
not hesitated to take a closer analytic look at its past decisions.
For a constant and thorough re-examination of past doctrines in
the light of the applicable statutory provisions and the beneficien!
purposes intended to be served thereby, is necessary in order that
a proper delineation of the twilight zones of jurisdiction of the CIR
and the CFI in labor relations cases may be arrived at with legal
certainty and logical consistency.

. 13 Southern Pacific Co. v. Jensen, 244 U.8. 203, 221, 375 & Ct. 324, 31 (1917).
1t Article 9, Rep. Act No. 386 (Civil Code of the Philippines).
13 Phil, Trust Co. v. Mitchell, 59 Phil. 30, 36 (1933).

" Baker v. Lorillard. 4 N.Y. 267: Torres v. Tan Chim, 69 Phil. 518, 533 (1940).
17 Guevara v, Guevara, 74 Phil. 479, 511 (1943).
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