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Title: Coca-Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc. vs. CCBPI Sta. Rosa Plant Employees Union

**Facts:**
Coca-Cola Bottlers Philippines, Inc. (CCBPI) implemented a policy limiting employee loans
(including  those  from  the  Social  Security  System  (SSS),  PAG-IBIG,  and  employee
cooperatives) to 50% of employees’ monthly pay. The CCBPI Sta. Rosa Plant Employees
Union disputed this policy, arguing it violated the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA)
stipulation that CCBPI shall process all SSS loans regardless of outstanding company loans,
adhering  only  to  SSS  regulations.  After  failed  conciliation  efforts,  the  Union  pursued
arbitration, where the Voluntary Arbitrator ruled in favor of the Union, mandating CCBPI to
process loans without restrictions. Dissatisfied, CCBPI appealed to the Court of Appeals
(CA), which affirmed the Voluntary Arbitrator’s decision, leading to a final appeal to the
Supreme Court via Rule 45 of the Rules of Court.

**Issues:**
The core issue is whether CCBPI’s policy of capping employee loan availment at 50% of
their  monthly  take-home pay  contravenes  the  CBA provision  on  processing  SSS loans
without condition other than adherence to SSS regulations.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court upheld the decisions of the lower courts, emphasizing the sanctity of the
CBA as a contract between parties that should not be breached. The Court discerned that
the company policy imposing a loan cap based on an employee’s take-home pay was not a
requirement under SSS regulations and thus constituted an unauthorized amendment to the
CBA. The Court rejected CCBPI’s rationale for the policy (protecting employee welfare by
preventing over-indebtedness) on the grounds that it interfered with employees’ statutory
right  to  manage  their  wages,  underscoring  adherence  to  the  CBA’s  stipulations  as
paramount.

**Doctrine:**
The case reinforces the principle that the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) is the law
between the contracting parties, and its provisions must be complied with unless they are
contrary to law, morals, good customs, public order, or public policy. It also highlights the
prohibition against employer interference in the disposal of employees’ wages.

**Class Notes:**
– CBA’s Role: The CBA operates as a binding contract between employer and employees
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(union), dictating terms that cannot be unilaterally altered.
– Employer Limits: Employers cannot interfere with employees’ freedom to dispose of their
wages,  including  restrictions  on  loan  availments  that  are  not  supported  by  specific
regulations from bodies like the SSS.
– Interpretation of Agreements: When provisions in agreements such as a CBA are clear,
they must be honored as written without imposition of additional conditions not stipulated
or implied.

**Historical Background:**
This case is situated within the broader context of labor law in the Philippines, which strives
to balance employer rights with protecting employee welfare. It underscores the critical
function  of  collective  bargaining  agreements  in  setting  and  preserving  the  terms  of
employment, including benefits like loan availments. The decision reflects the judiciary’s
role  in  resolving conflicts  over  such agreements  and enforces  the principle  that  clear
contractual provisions must be faithfully executed, thus sustaining the legal framework that
supports labor relations in the country.


