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Title: **Airborne Maintenance and Allied Services, Inc. v. Arnulfo M. Egos**

Facts:
Arnulfo M. Egos was hired by Airborne Maintenance and Allied Services, Inc. on April 9,
1992, as a janitor and was assigned to the Balintawak Branch of  Meralco,  a client of
Airborne. Almost 20 years later,  on June 30, 2011, the contract between Airborne and
Meralco expired, and Landbees Corporation took over, absorbing all employees except for
Egos due to his alleged heart ailment. Egos obtained a medical certificate declaring him fit
for work, but Airborne disregarded this and failed to provide him with a new assignment.
Feeling constructively and illegally dismissed, Egos filed a complaint on August 5, 2011.
Airborne countered that it never dismissed Egos and had directed him to report for a new
assignment, which Egos failed to do. The Labor Arbiter dismissed Egos’s complaint for lack
of merit, but upon appeal, the NLRC reversed this decision, finding Egos to have been
constructively dismissed. Airborne’s subsequent petition for certiorari was denied by the
CA, affirming the NLRC’s decision, leading to Airborne’s appeal to the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1.  Whether the Court of Appeals committed grave abuse of discretion in affirming the
NLRC’s decision that Egos was constructively dismissed.
2. Whether the CA erred in its judgment by relying on the findings of the NLRC despite
alleged clear jurisprudence on the matter.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition and affirmed the CA’s decision, upholding Egos’s
claim of constructive dismissal. The Court found that Airborne failed to comply with legal
requirements for dealing with employee dismissals, including providing due notice. The
supposed notices sent to Egos were deemed ineffective due to incorrect addresses and
labeled as afterthoughts since they were sent after the complaint for dismissal was filed.
Additionally, Airborne could not prove the bona fide suspension of business operations that
would justify placing Egos on floating status.

Doctrine:
The doctrine established in this  case clarifies the standards for constructive dismissal,
emphasizing the  importance of  employers  adhering to  procedural  and substantive  due
process in termination or suspension and the employer’s burden to demonstrate a clear and
compelling reason for such actions.
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Class Notes:
– Constructive Dismissal: Defined as a situation where an employee’s continued employment
is rendered impossible, unreasonable, or unlikely due to actions taken by the employer,
making it a dismissal in disguise.
– Procedural Due Process in Dismissal: Requires lawful cause for dismissal and adherence to
procedural requirements, notably, providing notice and a hearing.
– Floating Status: Employment status wherein an employee is temporarily laid off; should
not exceed six (6) months and requires notification to the DOLE and the employee.
– Employer’s Burden of Proof: In cases of floating status or termination, the employer must
prove a legitimate reason for such actions and compliance with legal requirements.

Historical Background:
This  case  underscores  the  evolving  jurisprudence  regarding  employee  rights  in  the
Philippines,  particularly  regarding  constructive  dismissal  and  the  balance  between
employer’s operational autonomy and employee job security.  It  reaffirms the protective
mantle the law extends to labor, emphasizing the necessity for employers to strictly adhere
to procedural fairness and the evidentiary standards required when dismissing employees or
altering their employment status.


