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DECISION
LAZARO-JAVIER, J:
The Case

This petition' seeks to reverse and set aside the following dispositions
of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 139685:

1. Decision® dated November 24, 2017 reversing the ruling of the
National Labor Relations Commission {NLRC) that petitioner was
illegally dismissed; and '

* Designated additional member in lieu of I, Reyes Ir., per September 9, 2020 raffle.

' RULES OF COURT, Rule 45, Petition for review on certiorari.
2 Penned by Associate Justice Victoria Isabel A, Paredes with Associate Justices Jose C. Reyes, Ir. (now a

member of this Court) and Jane Aurora C. Lantion concurring.
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3. Wage differentials computed from February 14, 2014;
4. Unpaid 13" month pay; and

5. Attorney’s fees equivalent to ten percent (10%) of the total monetary
award.

All other claims are dismissed for lack of merit. The computation
hereto attached is made an integral part thereof.

SO ORDERED.

In fine, the Labor Arbiter found that petitioner was an employee of
PVC. During the interregnum of change from Boatwin to PVC, petitioner was
not separated from his employment. In fact, he was not paid separation pay by
Boatwin. When PVC assumed Boatwin’s business, petitioner continued to
work with PVC as a machine operator under the same working conditions he
had in Boatwin. PVC, thus, merely assumed Boatwin’s business and thus,
absorbed its employees, including petitioner.?

Further, the Labor Arbiter decreed that petitioner was illegally
dismissed by PVC. Petitioner was not allowed to continue working for PVC
when the latter found out that he was involved in his brother’s illegal dismissal
case. PVC failed to prove that it dismissed petitioner for just or authorized
cause.’

NLRC’s Ruling

Under its Decision dated November 28, 2014, the NLRC affirmed.
Petitioner worked in the same position and under the same working conditions
from Boatwin to PVC. He was, thus, an employee of PVC. Because petitioner
was abruptly dismissed from service without just or authorized cause, PVC

was guilty of illegal dismissal.!”

PVC moved for reconsideration, which was denied by Resolution'
dated January 21, 2015.

Court of Appeals’ Proceedings

8 1d at 57.

9 Id. at 58-59.
1014 at §5-86.
Wid at32,
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previous allegations without submitting any substantial evidence to prove the
17
same.

By Resolution dated May 8, 2018, the Court of Appeals denied
petitioner’s motion for reconsideration dated January 23, 2018.!8

The Present Petition

Petitioner now seeks affirmative relief from the Court via the present
petition for review on certiorari.

Issue

Did the Court of Appeals commit reversible error when it ruled that
petitioner was not an employee of PVC?

Ruling

Petitioner asserts that the employer-employee relationship between
him and PVC was satistactorily established. He claims that PVC is merely a
continuation of Boatwin, hence, PVC is liable for the debts and liabilities of
the latter.’® More, he contends that he was illegally dismissed without just or
authorized cause by PVC.?

For its part, PVC counters that the petition raises factual issues which
are beyond the prism of Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.?!

We grant the petition.

In its assailed Decision dated November 24, 2017, the Court of Appeals
held that Boatwin and PVC entered into an assets sale and since PVC was a
buyer in good faith, thus, it is not obligated to absorb the employees of
Boatwin, including herein petitioner.??

We cannot agree.

To begin with, the alleged assets sale between Boatwin and PVC was
never sufficiently established on record. In fact, the case records are utterly

17 j4. at 192-193.
B 14 at 43-44.

1% 14 at 18-21.
Dy at21.

214 at 209-210,
22 1d at 37-40.
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nor the successor of the original corporation. It is the same corporation with a
different name. Its character is in no respect changed.

Further, in Philippine First Insurance Co., Inc. v. Hartigan?' the
Court enunciated that a change in the name of a corporation has no more effect
upon its identity as a corporation than a change of name of a natural person
has upon his identity. It does not affect the rights of the corporation or lessen
or add to its obligations. After a corporation has effected a change in its name
it should sue and be sued in its new name,

Significantly, aside from a change of corporate name from Boatwin to
PVC, there were no other changes in PVC’s circumstances indicating that the
supposed assets sale took place, much less, that it truly had a corporate
existence distinct from that of Boatwin. To repeat, the so-called assets sale
was never established.

The State is bound under the Constitution to afford full protection to
labor. When conflicting interests of labor and capital are to be weighed on the
scales of social justice, the heavier influence of the latter should be
counterbalanced with the sympathy and compassion the law accords the less
privileged workingman. This is only fair if the worker is to be given the
opportunity and the right to assert and defend his cause not as a subordinate
but as part of management with which he can negotiate on even plane. Hence,
labor is not a mere employee of capital but its active and equal partner.?

Evidently, courts should be ever vigilant in the preservation of the
constitutionally enshrined rights of the working class. Certainly, without the
protection accorded by our laws and the tempering of courts, the natural and
historical inclination of capital to ride roughshod over the rights of labor

would run unabated.?

To consider PVC as a separate and distinct entity from Boatwin would
be a clear disregard of petitioner’s constitutional right to security of tenure.
The Court will not allow PVC to circumvent the basic principles of Iabor laws
which were meticulously crafted to ensure full protection to laborers.

Undoubtedly, PVC is the employer of petitioner. Hence, as petitioner’s
employer, it had the burden to prove that petitioner’s termination of
employment was valid. This PVC failed to do.

Here, it is clearly proven that PVC constructively dismissed petitioner
when it abruptly prevented him from reporting for work without just or
authorized cause. It failed to accord petitioner an opportunity to be heard and
defend himself which is a basic requirement of due process in the termination
of employment. PVC is, thus, guilty of illegal dismissal.

¥ G.R. No. L-26370, July 31, 1970, 34 SCRA 252.
B Fuentes v. National Labor Relations Commission, 334 Phil, 22, 25 (1997).
¥ Mabezav. National Labor Relations Commission, 338 Phil. 386, 389 (1997).






