G.R. No. 175773. June 17, 2013 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title
**Mitsubishi Motors Philippines Salaried Employees Union (MMPSEU) vs. Mitsubishi
Motors Philippines Corporation (MMPC)**

### Facts

The genesis of this dispute lies in the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) provision
regarding hospitalization insurance benefits for covered employees’ dependents enforced
between Mitsubishi Motors Philippines Salaried Employees Union (MMPSEU) and
Mitsubishi Motors Philippines Corporation (MMPC). Under this arrangement, MMPC agreed
to shoulder hospitalization expenses, subject to specified limitations and restrictions, with
employees contributing a portion of the premium through salary deductions. The issue arose
when certain covered employees’ dependents’ hospitalization expenses were partially
covered by other health insurance providers. MMPC refused to pay the portion of the
hospital expenses already covered by these other health insurers. This refusal led MMPSEU
to seek mediation and subsequently, arbitration to resolve the disagreement regarding
MMPC'’s obligation under the CBA. The arbitrator ruled in favor of MMPSEU, deciding that
MMPC should reimburse the full hospitalization expenses without deducting the amounts
covered by other health insurance providers. MMPC then challenged this decision in the
Court of Appeals (CA), which reversed the arbitrator’s decision, leading to this petition in
the Supreme Court.

### Issues

1. Whether MMPC is obligated under the CBA to reimburse full hospitalization expenses for
covered employees’ dependents without deducting amounts already covered by other health
insurance providers.

2. Whether denying such reimbursement constitutes unjust enrichment on the part of
MMPC.

### Court’s Decision

The Supreme Court denied the petition, affirming the CA’s decision. It ruled that MMPC is
only liable for hospitalization expenses actually incurred and not covered by other health
insurance plans. The Court clarified that the CBA intended to limit MMPC'’s liability to
actual hospitalization expenses incurred, excluding amounts covered by other health
insurance providers. It based this on the provision that reimbursement should be made
directly to hospitals and should be covered by actual billings. This setup, the Court found,
did not intend to allow double recovery for a single expense. It distinguished this case from
the U.S. case presented by MMPSEU, noting that the CBA provision is clear in its terms and
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intent, and does not permit an application of the collateral source rule as argued.

### Doctrine

The decision reiterated the principle of indemnity in insurance law, stating that an insured
cannot profit from their loss and can only recover up to the extent of the actual loss
incurred. This principle is designed to prevent unjust enrichment and fraudulent claims.
Furthermore, the case emphasized that Collective Bargaining Agreement provisions,
especially those pertaining to employee benefits, must be interpreted based on their explicit
terms and understood in their plain, ordinary sense unless ambiguity necessitates
otherwise.

### Class Notes

- **Principle of Indemnity**: Ensures that individuals cannot profit from insurance claims,
limiting recovery to the actual loss incurred.

- **Collective Bargaining Agreement Interpretation**: When interpreting CBA provisions on
employee benefits, courts rely on the clear and unambiguous language of the agreement,
focusing on the explicit terms and conditions set forth therein.

- **Unjust Enrichment and Insurance Law**: It is not considered unjust enrichment for an
insurer (or employer, in this case) to refuse additional payment for a loss already
compensated by another insurer.

Legal Statute/Provision: Insurance Code of the Philippines, specifically the principle of
indemnity under Section 18 - This states that no insurance contract on property is
enforceable except for the benefit of someone with an insurable interest in said property.

- **Collateral Source Rule**: The rule traditionally applies in tort cases to prevent a
defendant from reducing their liability by the amounts the plaintiff receives from
independent sources. However, it does not apply in cases involving no-fault insurance
contracts focused on indemnity.

### Historical Background

This case provides insight into the complex issues surrounding employer-provided health
benefits and the interplay between such benefits and other health insurance coverage. It
reinforces the principles guiding the interpretation of Collective Bargaining Agreements and
insurance contracts, maintaining the Integrity of the indemnity principle within the context
of Philippine law.
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