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### Title: Christopher Mañebo vs. National Labor Relations Commission and Tritran and/or
Michael Trinidad

### Facts:
Christopher Mañebo, who was employed by RJM Bus Co. since 1980 before its transition to
TRITRAN Bus Co., was dismissed in June 1990 for serious misconduct against the firm’s
operation manager. Mañebo, serving as the bus company’s comptroller in Biñan, Laguna,
and active in union activities, challenged his dismissal through the grievance machinery
committee.  The Grievance Committee resolved on June 18,  1990, to reinstate Mañebo,
which was executed on June 19 by the Personnel Assistant. However, dissatisfaction from
the company president with the committee’s resolution and the Personnel Department’s
reinstatement led to Mañebo being instructed on June 21, 1990, to meet the president — an
order Mañebo failed to follow, leading to his final dismissal on July 14, 1990, for willful
disobedience and serious misconduct.

Mañebo filed a complaint for unfair labor practice, illegal suspension, and illegal dismissal
against Tritran, which after a series of proceedings, led to a decision by the Labor Arbiter
dismissing the complaint. This decision was affirmed by the NLRC, prompting Mañebo to
file a special civil action for certiorari with the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1.  Whether the Labor Arbiter erred in admitting the Supplemental  Position Paper and
Memorandum submitted by Tritran after the case had been deemed submitted for resolution
thus denying Mañebo due process.
2. Whether the directive for Mañebo to meet with the company president was a lawful and
reasonable order connected to his duties.
3. Whether Mañebo’s dismissal was void for lack of due process.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petition, finding merit in Mañebo’s claims. The Court ruled
that the Labor Arbiter gravely abused his discretion by admitting Tritran’s Supplemental
Position Paper and Memorandum, which was not served to Mañebo, effectively depriving
him of due process. It also determined that the directive for Mañebo to meet the company
president was neither reasonable nor related to his duties, rendering the dismissal based on
his non-compliance unjust. Additionally, the Supreme Court held that Mañebo’s due process
rights were violated as he was not afforded a proper hearing post-dismissal.
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### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court emphasized the necessity for procedures that ensure due process in the
dismissal of employees, illustrating that any deviation from these procedures constitutes a
grave abuse of discretion. The Court clarified that lawful orders must be reasonable, lawful,
made known to the employee, and connected to the employee’s duties.

### Class Notes:
– **Due Process in Termination:** Two written notices are required: one to apprise the
employee of acts or omissions justifying dismissal and another to inform the employee of the
decision to dismiss.
–  **Lawful  Orders:**  Orders  from  an  employer  must  be  reasonable,  lawful,  clearly
communicated, and directly related to the employee’s duties. Non-compliance as a ground
for termination must meet these criteria.
–  **Role  of  Grievance  Machinery:**  The  decision  of  a  grievance  committee  can affect
employment status and must be respected unless clearly overruled following due process.

Relevant Statutes:
– **Article 282 of the Labor Code:** Grounds for termination by the employer, including
serious misconduct or willful disobedience.
– **Article 279 of the Labor Code:** Guarantees reinstatement without loss of seniority
rights and back wages for unjustly dismissed employees.

### Historical Background:
This case reflects the complexities of labor disputes in the Philippines and highlights the
legal protections workers have against unfair dismissal. It underscores the role of grievance
machinery in resolving employment disputes and the Supreme Court’s insistence on due
process and the reasonable nature of employer’s orders related to employee termination.


