G.R. NO. 164774. April 12, 2006 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Star Paper Corporation, Josephine Ongsitco & Sebastian Chua vs. Ronaldo D. Simbol,
Wilfreda N. Comia & Lorna E. Estrella

Facts:

This case began when Ronaldo D. Simbol, Wilfreda N. Comia, and Lorna E. Estrella, all
employees of Star Paper Corporation, were either compelled to resign or were dismissed
due to a company policy banning spouses from working in the same company. This policy
was communicated to employees who decided to marry co-employees, leading to Simbol’s
and Comia’s resignations in line with the policy. Estrella, on the other hand, was alleged to
have resigned after an immoral conduct dismissal process, which she contested. The
employees argued that the dismissals were due to the illegal company policy, while Star
Paper Corporation defended it as a management prerogative. The dispute escalated through
various legal fora: from a Labor Arbiter dismissing the complaint for lack of merit, to the
NLRC affirming this decision, and finally to the Court of Appeals, which reversed the NLRC
decision, deeming the dismissals illegal and ordering the employees’ reinstatement with full
back pay. The case was then elevated to the Supreme Court.

Issues:

1. Does the company policy banning spouses from working in the same company violate the
rights of the employee under the Constitution and the Labor Code, or is it a valid exercise of
management prerogative?

2. Were the resignations of the employees voluntary?

Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeals, holding that the company
policy was not a valid exercise of management prerogative. The policy, according to the
Court, lacked a reasonable business necessity justification and disproportionately affected
women, making it an invalid exercise of management prerogative. The Court ruled that
there was no sufficient evidence to prove that the resignations were voluntary, especially
given the circumstances surrounding Estrella’s supposed resignation. Therefore, Estrella’s
dismissal, like those of Simbol and Comia, was deemed illegal.

Doctrine:

The Supreme Court reiterated the doctrine that a company policy must be reasonable and
must not violate the rights of workers as protected by the Constitution and the Labor Code.
Specifically, it examined the validity of “no-spouse” policies under the test of reasonableness
and the requirement for a bona fide occupational qualification (BFOQ), finding the policy in
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question to fall short of these standards.

Class Notes:

1. Management Prerogative - The right of an employer to regulate aspects of employment
according to the employer’s discretion, subject to limitations by law.

2. Bona Fide Occupational Qualification (BFOQ) - A legitimate and justifiable reason for a
discriminatory employment practice if it is necessary for the normal operations of the
business.

3. Article 136 of the Labor Code - This provision prohibits employers from requiring as a
condition of employment or continued employment that a female worker not get married, or
from considering her marriage as a basis for dismissal or discrimination.

4. Disparate Impact Theory - A facially neutral policy may be deemed discriminatory if it has
a disproportionate adverse effect on a protected class, unless justified by a bona fide
occupational qualification.

Historical Background:

This case reflects the evolving legal interpretations in the Philippines regarding marital
status discrimination, employer prerogatives, and gender equality in employment practices.
The decision underscores the judicial system’s role in balancing the interests of employers
with the protections afforded to employees under the law, illustrating the judiciary’s
willingness to scrutinize and, where necessary, invalidate company policies that
disproportionately and unfoundedly affect workers’ rights.

© 2024 - batas.org | 2



