G.R. No. 221356. March 14, 2018 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Maria Carmela P. Umali vs. Hobbywing Solutions, Inc.

### Facts:

Maria Carmela P. Umali filed a complaint against Hobbywing Solutions, Inc., alleging illegal
dismissal. Umali was hired on June 19, 2012, as a Pitboss Supervisor without signing an
employment contract but was later asked to sign two contracts in January 2013 for periods
retroactively covering her employment. On February 18, 2013, she was informed her
employment ended, leading to the complaint. Hobbywing contended Umali was on a
probationary basis extended to allow performance improvement and disputed her claim of
illegal dismissal. The Labor Arbiter dismissed Umali’s complaint, which the National Labor
Relations Commission (NLRC) reversed, ruling her illegal dismissal and conferring regular
employment status. Hobbywing’s certiorari petition led to the Court of Appeals (CA)
reversing the NLRC decision, reinstating the Labor Arbiter’s dismissal of the complaint.

### Issues:

1. Whether Umali attained regular employment status by working beyond the probationary
period.

2. If Umali’s dismissal was illegal.

3. The validity of the probationary employment extension.

4. Applicability of Article 281 of the Labor Code on probationary employment.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court found merit in Umali’s petition, holding that by working beyond the six-
month probationary period, she attained regular employment status under Article 281 of the
Labor Code. The Court discredited the validity of the extended probationary period, as it
was made after the initial period lapsed and without a valid evaluation of Umali’s
performance. The Supreme Court reinstated the NLRC’s decision, finding Umali’s dismissal
illegal and entitling her to reinstatement and back wages.

### Doctrine:

The Supreme Court reiterated the principle that an employee who works beyond the six-
month probationary period without a valid extension, based on reasonable standards known
to the employee, attains regular employment status by operation of law. It underscored that
any attempt to extend the probationary period after it has lapsed, without just cause, is a
violation of the employee’s rights, particularly their right to security of tenure.
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### Class Notes:

- **Probationary Employment**: Cannot exceed six months unless stipulated by an
apprenticeship agreement for a longer period. An employee working beyond this without
being informed of failure to meet performance standards becomes a regular employee.

- **Regular Employment Status**: Provides security of tenure, meaning the employee
cannot be dismissed without just or authorized cause and without following due process.

- *llegal Dismissal**: Occurs when an employee is terminated without a just or authorized
cause and without proper procedural due process. Victims of illegal dismissal are entitled to
reinstatement without loss of seniority rights, back wages, inclusive of allowances, and
other benefits.

- **Article 281 of the Labor Code**: Defines probationary employment and its limitations,
emphasizing the transition to regular employment when allowed to work beyond the
probationary period without a valid extension.

### Historical Background:

This case reflects the broader issue of probationary employment within the Philippine labor
context, scrutinizing employer practices regarding the extension of probationary periods
and emphasizing the protection of employee rights, particularly regarding security of tenure
and the process of achieving regular employment status.
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