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**Title:** Santos vs. St. Luke’s Medical Center, Inc.: A Case of Compliance and Dismissal

**Facts:**
Maribel S. Santos, an X-Ray Technician at St. Luke’s Medical Center, Inc. (SLMC) since
1984,  encountered career  turbulence when Republic  Act  No.  7431,  or  the “Radiologic
Technology Act of  1992,” mandated all  practicing radiologic and x-ray technologists to
obtain a certificate of registration by passing a board licensure examination. From 1995 to
1998, SLMC issued several notices to Santos, urging compliance with RA 7431 to maintain
her  employment.  Despite  multiple  opportunities  and  final  warnings,  Santos  failed  the
requisite board exams.

In 1998, SLMC decided to retire Santos, eventually evolving into a termination due to her
non-compliance  with  RA  7431.  Santos,  represented  by  the  St.  Luke’s  Medical  Center
Employee’s  Association-AFW (SLMCEA-AFW) and her  own legal  actions,  contested  her
dismissal, citing illegal termination and violations of her rights to security of tenure.

Labor Arbitration and subsequent appeals to the National  Labor Relations Commission
(NLRC) found Santos’ dismissal lawful, grounded in her failure to comply with statutory
requirements for her position. SLMCEA-AFW’s appeals to the Court of Appeals (CA) and
finally, the Supreme Court, likewise centered on the graveness of the CA’s alleged oversight
of material facts and purported abuse of discretion concerning Santos’ security of tenure.

**Issues:**
1.  Whether  Santos’  dismissal  due  to  non-compliance  with  RA  7431  constitutes  illegal
termination.
2. Whether Santos’ constitutional right to security of tenure was violated by her dismissal.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court denied the petition, upholding the decisions of the CA, NLRC, and Labor
Arbiter. It recognized the mandatory compliance with RA 7431 as a legitimate exercise of
police power by the State, aimed at ensuring the safety and welfare of the public. Santos’
inability  to  secure  the  necessary  certification  justified  her  termination,  which  did  not
constitute illegal dismissal nor a breach of her right to security of tenure. The Supreme
Court elaborated that the right to security of tenure cannot contravene public safety laws
requiring  specific  qualifications  for  certain  professions.  Additionally,  SLMC’s  efforts  to
reassign Santos and subsequent dismissal  were deemed a valid exercise of  managerial
prerogative.  The  Court  emphasized  that  labor  laws  do  not  sanction  interference  with
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business judgments of employers that are made in good faith and within statutory limits.

**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that while the Constitution guarantees the right
to security of tenure, this right is subject to regulation by the State’s police power to
safeguard public welfare. The decision underscored that an individual’s failure to meet
statutory requirements for a profession could rightfully lead to termination, provided the
employer adheres to due process and acts within the bounds of the law.

**Class Notes:**
–  Employees  must  meet  statutory  and  regulatory  requirements  for  their  profession  to
maintain employment.
– The right to security of tenure is not absolute and can be limited by state regulations
aimed at protecting public welfare.
–  An  employer’s  decision  to  terminate  an  employee  for  failing  to  meet  statutory
requirements  is  a  valid  exercise  of  managerial  prerogative,  not  subject  to  judicial
interference if done in good faith.
– Legal statutes: Republic Act No. 7431 (“Radiologic Technology Act of 1992”).
– Employers must give adequate notice and opportunity for compliance before termination
based on statutory non-compliance.
– Labor laws favor fairness and do not automatically side with the employee in disputes.

**Historical Background:**
This case highlights the tension between individual  employment rights and the State’s
interest in public welfare within the context of the professional regulation of health-related
fields.  The  enactment  of  RA  7431  and  its  enforcement  through  employer  mandates
demonstrate evolving standards for  health professionals  and underscore the regulatory
landscape affecting labor practices in the Philippines.


