Republic of the Philippines
Supreme Court
fManila

THIRD DIVISION

NOTICE

Sirs/Mesdames

Please take notice that the Court, Third Division, issued a Resolution
dated August 2, 2023, which reads as follows:

G.R. No. 257292 - EDI STAFFBUILDERS INTERNATIONAL,
INC., petitioner, versus RYAN POTOT NOFUENTE AND CONRAD
SUGUITAN ESPIRITU, JR., respondents.

The Court resolves to DENY the Petition for Review on Certiorari' for
failure of petitioner EDI Staffbuilders International, Inc. (ESII) to sufficiently
show that the Court of Appeals (CA) committed any reversible error in issuing
the Decision,? dated February 28, 2020, and the Resolution,® dated May 25,
2021, in CA-G.R. SP No. 162496.

In the Petition, the ESII argues that the National Labor Relations
Commission’s (NLRC) ruling on the disallowance of overtime pay was ably
supported by the fact that the respondents Ryan Potot Nofuente (Nofuente)
and Conrad® Suguitan Espiritu, Jr. (Espiritu, Jr.) never produced any proof of
actual performance of overtime work and that Espiritu, Jr. voluntarily signed
his final clearance acknowledging the receipt of all his entitlements.’

The Court is not convinced.

As held by the Court in University of Santo Tomas v. Samahang
Manggagawa ng UST:S

Preliminarily, the Court stresses the distinct approach in reviewing a
CA’s ruling in a labor case. In a Rule 45 review, the Court examines the
correctness of the CA’s Decision in contrast with the review of jurisdictional
errors under Rule 65. Furthermore. Rule 45 limits the review to questions of

! Rollo, pp. 3-31.
Id. at 403-422. Penned by Associate Justice Pedro B. Corales and concurred in by Associate Justices
Apolinaric D. Bruselas, Ir. and Tita Marilyn B. Payoyo-Villordon.

3 Id. at 445-447,

4 Referred to as “Conrado” in some parts of the rollo,
3 Rollo, p. 11, Petition.

6 809 Phil. 212 (2017).
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law. In ruling for legal correctness, the Court views the CA Decision in the
same context that the petition for certiorari was presented to the CA. Hence,
the Court has to examine the CA’s Decision from the prism of whether the
CA correctly determined the presence or absence of grave abuse of
discretion.”

A court or tribunal is said to have acted with grave abuse of discretion
when it capriciously acts or whimsically exercises judgment to be “equivalent
to lack of jurisdiction.” Furthermore, the abuse of discretion must be so
flagrant to amount to a refusal to perform a duty or to act as provided by law.®

In labor disputes, grave abuse of discretion may be ascribed to the
NLRC when, inter alia, its findings and the conclusions reached thereby are
not supported by substantial evidence, or that amount of relevant evidence
which a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to justify a conclusion.’

In this case, Nofuente and Espiritu, Jr. submitted the Petromin SOE
Reports (SOE Reports) and Time Sheets. While the ESII also presented the
SOE Reports showing that Nofuente and Espiritu, Jr. were paid their overtime
pay, which establishes the fact that Nofuente and Espiritu, Jr. actually rendered
overtime work, the same do not sufficiently show that the payment was
commensurate to the overtime work that Nofuente and Espiritu, Jr. actually
rendered.

It is a settled labor doctrine that in cases involving non-payment of
monetary claims of employees, the employer has the burden of proving that the
employees did receive their wages and benefits and that the same were paid in
accordance with law.'®

The Court enunciated in Dela Fuente v. Gimenez:"!

Well-settled is the rule that once the employee has set out with
particularity in his complaint, position paper, affidavits and other documents
the labor standard benefits he is entitled to, and which he alleged that the
employer failed to pay him, it becomes the employer’s burden to prove that it
has paid these money claims. One who pleads payment has the burden of
proving it, and even where the employees must allege non-payment, the
general rule is that the burden rests on the employer to prove payment, rather
than on the employees to prove non-payment. The reason for the rule is that
the pertinent personnel files, payrolls, records, remittances, and other similar
documents — which will show that overtime, differentials, service incentive

? 1d. at 219-220, citing Quebral v. Angbus Construction, 798 Phil. 179, 187 (2016).

Manggagawa ng Komunikasyon sa Pilipinas v. Philippine Long Distance Telephone Co., Inc., 809
Phil. 106, 120 (2017), citing Hongkong Shanghai Banking Corporation Employees Union v. NLRC,
421 Phil. 864, 870 (2001).

g Ace Navigation Company v. Garcia, 760 Phil. 924, 932 (2015).

10 Asentista v. Jupp & Company, Inc., 824 Phil. 639 (2018).

n G.R. No. 214419, November 17, 2021.
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The monetary awards shall earn a legal interest of six percent (6%) per
annum from finality of this Resolution until fully paid.?

WHEREFORE, the Petition for Review on Certiorari filed by
petitioner EDI Staftbuilders International, Inc. is DENIED. The Decision,
dated February 28, 2020, and the Resolution, dated May 25, 2021, by the Court
of Appeals in CA-G.R. SP No. 162496 are AFFIRMED. The monetary
awards shall earn a legal interest of six percent (6%) per annum from finality
of this Resolution until fully paid.

SO ORDERED.

By authority of the Court:

WA aw&\-%
MISAEL DOMINGO C. BATTUNG III

Division Clerk of Court
i

Atty. Lorena C. Vicedo

Counsel for Petitioner
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(1) When exemplary damages are awarded;

(2) When the defendant’s act or omission has compelled the plaintiff to litigate with third persons
or to incur expenses to protect his interest;

(3) In criminal cases of malicious prosecution against the plaintiff;

(4) In case of a clearly unfounded civil action or proceeding against the plaintiff;

(5) Where the defendant acted in gross and evident bad faith in refusing to satisfy the plaintiff’s plainly
valid, just and demandable claim;

(6) In actions for legal support;

(7) In actions for recovery of wages of househoid helpers, laborers and skilled workers;

(8) In actions for indemnity under workmen’s compensation and employer’s liability laws;

(9} In a separate civil action to recover civil liability arising from a crime;

(10) When at least double judicial costs are awarded,;

(11) In any other case where the court deems it just and equitable that attorney’s fees and expenses
of litigation should be recovered. (Emphasis supplied)
See Lara’s Gifls & Decors, Inc. v. Midtown Industrial Sales, G.R. No. 225433, September 20, 2022;
Benhur Shipping Corporation. v. Riego, G.R. No. 229179, March 29, 2022,
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