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**Title:** Gerardo C. Roxas vs. Baliwag Transit, Inc. and/or Joselito S. Tengco

**Facts:**
Gerardo C. Roxas, employed since March 24, 1998, by Baliwag Transit Inc. (BTI) as a bus
driver and paid on a commission basis, faced a shift in work assignment in 2012. Roxas’s
regular bus was phased out following the Land Transportation Franchising and Regulatory
Board (LTFRB) Resolution No. 2013-01, leading him to become a reliever for other buses,
reducing his work duty from three weeks per month to two. Displeased, Roxas filed a
complaint on June 5, 2014, for constructive dismissal and other claims before the National
Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) National Capital Region (NLRC-NCR). Encountering
complications at work and discovering the initial complaint dismissed for improper venue,
Roxas re-filed his complaint in February 2015, before the Regional Arbitration Board (RAB)
III in San Fernando, Pampanga. Despite his attempts to address the situation, Roxas was
eventually  dismissed  on  July  21,  2015,  contending  that  this  amounted  to  constructive
dismissal,  while  BTI  argued  it  was  due  to  insubordination  and  abandonment.  After
unfavorable rulings from the Labor Arbiter and the NLRC, Roxas appealed to the Court of
Appeals  (CA),  which upheld  the  decision dismissing his  claim for  illegal  dismissal  but
awarded him nominal damages for procedural deficiencies.

**Issues:**
1. Whether Roxas was constructively dismissed due to his reduced work assignment;
2. The legality of Roxas’s termination on grounds of serious misconduct, insubordination,
and abandonment.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Supreme Court found merit in Roxas’s petition, overturning the CA’s decision. It held
that Roxas’s reduced work assignment, which led to decreased pay, did not amount to
constructive dismissal as it was a necessary adjustment following the phase out of buses, a
decision  influenced  by  government  regulation  and  applied  to  all  affected  employees.
However, the Supreme Court determined that BTI failed to substantiate the justifications for
Roxas’s termination. The complaints Roxas filed were grounded in the legitimate concern
over decreased work hours and benefits. The court found no evidence of ill motive or gross
misconduct in his actions. BTi’s directive for Roxas to submit additional explanations for his
complaints  and  his  subsequent  refusal  were  deemed  insufficient  grounds  for
insubordination. Additionally, BTI failed to establish abandonment by Roxas. Consequently,
Roxas was declared illegally dismissed, and BTI was ordered to reinstate him with back
wages or pay separation compensation, plus attorney’s fees.
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**Doctrine:**
The Supreme Court reiterated doctrines on constructive dismissal, stating it occurs when
actions by the employer make continued employment unbearable for the employee, leading
to a resignation. It highlighted the importance of substantial evidence in proving the just
causes for dismissal under the Labor Code, emphasizing the employer’s burden of proof.

**Class Notes:**
– Constructive Dismissal: A change in work conditions that makes continued employment
intolerable for the employee.
– Management Prerogative: Employers have the right to regulate work assignments but
must exercise this right in good faith.
–  Just  Causes  for  Termination:  Misconduct,  insubordination,  and  abandonment  require
substantiation with substantial evidence.
– Substantial Evidence: An amount of relevant evidence a reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to support a conclusion.

**Historical Background:**
This case exemplifies the tension between management prerogatives to adjust operations
following regulatory changes and the protection of workers’ rights under Philippine labor
laws.  It  highlights  the critical  role  of  substantial  evidence in  labor disputes regarding
termination and reaffirms the employer’s burden to justify the dismissal’s validity under
specific, legal grounds.


