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### Title:
Producers Bank of the Philippines vs. National Labor Relations Commission and Producers
Bank Employees Association

### Facts:
This case revolves around the alleged unfair labor practice and violation of a Collective
Bargaining Agreement (CBA) by Producers Bank of the Philippines (now First Philippine
International  Bank),  against  the  Producers  Bank  Employees  Association.  The  initial
controversy began when the bank, under a conservator appointed by the Central Bank of
the Philippines,  rejected the implementation of  retirement plan provisions and uniform
allowances stipulated in the CBA. This refusal  led to a deadlock and subsequent legal
challenge by the employees’ union.

Initially, Labor Arbiter Jovencio Mayon dismissed the union’s complaint, reasoning that the
conservator had no obligation to comply with CBA resolutions deemed detrimental to the
bank’s  interests  during  conservatorship.  However,  upon  appeal,  the  National  Labor
Relations Commission (NLRC) reversed this decision, leading to the petitioner’s appeal to
the Supreme Court of the Philippines, challenging the NLRC’s jurisdiction and authority to
mandate CBA provisions implementation.

### Issues:
1. Whether the conservator’s actions in repudiating the implementation of specific CBA
provisions were justified and legally valid.
2. Whether the Labor Arbiter and the NLRC possessed the jurisdiction to entertain the
complaint lodged by the union.
3. The status and legal standing of retired employees to demand benefits as stipulated in the
CBA.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Court  dismissed  the  petition,  upholding  the  NLRC’s  decision  to  mandate  the
implementation of  the  CBA provisions.  It  held  that  conservators  could  not  unilaterally
rescind  valid  and  existing  contracts  such  as  a  CBA,  outlining  that  the  powers  of  a
conservator were meant to preserve and restore a bank’s viability without compromising
legal and vested interests.

On jurisdiction, the Court decided that the petitioner was estopped from questioning the
jurisdiction of both the Labor Arbiter and the NLRC, given its active participation and
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failure  to  raise  such  an  issue  timely.  Thus,  the  petitioner  could  not  benefit  from its
procedural misstep at the expense of the respondents.

The  Court  further  clarified  that  retirement,  in  this  context,  does  not  invalidate  an
employee’s status for claiming benefits due, as retirement benefits constitute a continuing
aspect of the employment agreement.

### Doctrine:
The  Supreme  Court  emphasized  that  a  conservator  does  not  have  the  authority  to
unilaterally rescind valid and existing contracts, such as a CBA. It further established the
principle that active participation in jurisdictionally questioned proceedings without timely
objection results in estoppel. Additionally, it was reaffirmed that retired employees retain
the right to claim benefits as delineated in the CBA.

### Class Notes:
– Conservatorship and Contractual Obligations: A conservator cannot unilaterally repudiate
valid contracts; such powers are intended for the preservation, management reorganization,
and viability restoration of the entity without contravening established contracts.

– Jurisdiction and Estoppel: Active participation without timely objection to the jurisdiction
of labor arbiters or commissions results in estoppel, barring later challenges to jurisdiction
based on adverse decisions.

– Retirement and Employment Benefits: Retirement does not annul an employee’s right to
claim due benefits outlined in a CBA or other agreements, safeguarding their interests post-
employment.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the intricacies of labor relations within the context of the Philippine
banking  sector’s  regulatory  framework,  particularly  the  balances  struck  between
conservatorship  duties,  contractual  commitments  under  CBAs,  and  labor  rights.  The
decision  underscores  the  Supreme Court’s  role  in  delineating the  boundaries  of  these
relationships and ensuring that labor protections are not undermined by the administrative
and financial restructuring processes of entities in distress.


