G.R. No. 170139. August 05, 2014 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** *Sameer Overseas Placement Agency, Inc. vs. Joy C. Cabiles*

**Facts:**

Joy C. Cabiles, in pursuit of employment opportunities abroad, engaged with Sameer
Overseas Placement Agency, Inc., a recruitment and placement agency in the Philippines.
After responding to an advertisement posted by Sameer Overseas, Cabiles was offered and
subsequently signed a one-year employment contract for a monthly salary of NT$15,360 for
a quality control job in Taiwan. Despite this agreement, upon her arrival in Taiwan, she was
assigned to work as a cutter for Taiwan Wacoal, Co. Ltd. (Wacoal). Less than a month into
her employment, without prior notice or due process, Cabiles was informed of her
termination by Wacoal and was asked to prepare for immediate repatriation. Cabiles then
filed a complaint with the National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) against Sameer
Overseas and Wacoal, claiming illegal dismissal and seeking compensation including salary
for the unexpired term of her contract, return of her placement fee, and damages. The
Labor Arbiter initially dismissed her complaint but the NLRC, on appeal, found her dismissal
to be illegal and awarded her compensation, though limited to three months’ worth of
salary. Dissatisfied with the NLRC’s decision and its partial affirmation by the Court of
Appeals, Sameer Overseas filed a petition with the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the NLRC’s decision finding the
respondent illegally dismissed, thus entitling her to compensation.

2. The constitutionality and application of the clause “or for three (3) months for every year
of the unexpired term, whichever is less” in the context of the rights of overseas Filipino
workers (OFWs) under RA 8042, as amended by RA 10022.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court denied Sameer Overseas Placement Agency’s petition, affirming with
modification the decision of the Court of Appeals. It ruled that Cabiles was illegally
dismissed without just cause and due process, violating her contractual and constitutional
rights to security of tenure. Consequently, she is entitled to her full salary for the unexpired
portion of her employment contract. Additionally, the Supreme Court declared the
reinstated clause in RA 8042, limiting the financial claims of unlawfully dismissed workers
to either their salaries for the unexpired portion of their contract or three months for every
year of the unexpired term (whichever is less), unconstitutional for infringing the equal
protection and due process clauses of the Constitution.
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**Doctrine:**

1. The rights to substantive and procedural due process of workers, including overseas
Filipino workers (OFWs), are protected under the Constitution. Employers must establish
just cause for termination and observe due process in the dismissal of employees.

2. The guarantee of equal protection under the law prohibits unreasonable discrimination
among persons under similar conditions, ensuring that all individuals are treated fairly.

3. A provision in any law limiting the financial claims of unlawfully dismissed OFWs to less
than their full salaries for the unexpired term of their contracts is unconstitutional for
violating equal protection and due process rights.

**Class Notes:**

- Security of Tenure: Workers cannot be dismissed from employment without just or
authorized cause determined by law and without going through the proper procedure.

- Due Process in Employment Termination: Employers must provide at least two written
notices before termination: a notice specifying the grounds for which dismissal is sought
and another notice indicating the decision to terminate, ensuring the employee’s
opportunity to be heard.

- Equal Protection Clause: Ensures that individuals in similar circumstances are not treated
differently without a reasonable basis for such differentiation.

- Overseas Employment: The rights of OFWs are protected under Philippine law, including
rights to fair terms of employment and recourse in case of illegal dismissal.

**Historical Background:**

This case underscores the Philippine legal framework’s recognition of the unique
vulnerabilities faced by OFWs and the imperative to provide them with enhanced legal
protections. It reflects the socio-economic reality wherein millions of Filipinos work abroad
under varying conditions, contributing significantly to the Philippines’ economy through
remittances. The ruling reaffirms the courts’ commitment to uphold the rights and welfare
of OFWs against exploitation and unjust practices by employers abroad and recruitment
agencies.
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