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**Title: Armando G. Yrasuegui vs. Philippine Airlines, Inc.: A Case on Employment
Termination due to Failure to Meet Weight Standards**

**Facts:**
Armando G. Yrasuegui,  a former international flight steward of Philippine Airlines, Inc.
(PAL), was dismissed due to his failure to meet the company’s prescribed weight standards.
Despite repeated opportunities and advisories from PAL to manage his weight, Yrasuegui
was unable to comply, leading to his eventual termination.

Yrasuegui was advised as early as 1984 to address his weight concerns.  Despite brief
periods of compliance, his weight problem persisted. PAL’s consistent efforts to encourage
Yrasuegui to meet the weight requirements included placing him on leave without pay,
issuing  formal  requests  for  weight  loss,  scheduling  regular  weight  checks,  and  even
personal visits to assess his progress. Notwithstanding a series of directives and extended
periods intended to allow Yrasuegui to reach his ideal weight, he remained significantly
overweight. Yrasuegui’s subsequent failure to report for scheduled weight checks further
strained  his  standing  with  the  company.  After  almost  five  years  of  attempts  to  have
Yrasuegui meet the weight standard, and his invariable failure to do so, PAL terminated his
employment in 1993.

A legal  battle ensued, beginning with Yrasuegui filing a complaint for illegal  dismissal
against PAL. The Labor Arbiter initially ruled in his favor, a decision partially modified by
the NLRC upon appeal. However, the Court of Appeals (CA) reversed these findings, holding
that Yrasuegui was legally dismissed due to his inability to comply with PAL’s reasonable
and lawful weight requirements.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in concluding Yrasuegui’s obesity as a valid ground
for dismissal under Article 282(e) of the Labor Code.
2. Applicability of the bona fide occupational qualification (BFOQ) defense on Yrasuegui’s
dismissal.
3. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in its assessment of discrimination against Yrasuegui
in the termination process.
4. The contention over claims for reinstatement wages being moot and academic.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Obesity as Ground for Dismissal:** The Supreme Court affirmed the CA’s decision that
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Yrasuegui’s failure to meet PAL’s weight standards constitutes a valid ground for dismissal
under Article 282(e) of the Labor Code. The Court clarified that PAL’s weight standards
serve as continuing qualifications for employment, adherence to which is imperative for
operational safety and efficiency.

2.  **BFOQ  Defense:**  The  Court  recognized  the  BFOQ  defense  in  Yrasuegui’s  case,
highlighting the critical role of weight standards in ensuring flight safety. The necessity for
cabin crew to maintain specific weight standards stems from practical safety considerations
vital for emergency responses.

3. **Allegations of Discrimination:** The Court found no substantial evidence to support
Yrasuegui’s claim of discriminatory treatment by PAL in enforcing its weight standards
among the cabin crew. Without concrete evidence, Yrasuegui’s allegations were deemed
insufficient to establish discrimination.

4. **Reinstatement and Wages:** Yrasuegui’s claims for reinstatement and wages were
considered  moot  due  to  the  legal  validation  of  his  dismissal.  Moreover,  the  Court
highlighted that he failed to demonstrate compliance with PAL’s directive to return to work,
which affected his claims for back wages.

**Doctrine:**
– **Bona Fide Occupational Qualification (BFOQ):** This case reiterates the principle that
employment standards, when reasonably applied to perform the job safely and efficiently,
are lawful even if they result in termination. Employers may set and enforce legitimate,
safety-oriented employment qualifications as BFOQs.

**Class Notes:**
–  **Article  282  of  the  Labor  Code:**  Provides  grounds  for  lawful  termination  by  the
employer, including “other causes analogous” to those explicitly listed.
– **BFOQ Defense:** Justifies employment discrimination when it is reasonably necessary
for the business’s normal operation.
– **Evidence in Discrimination Claims:** The burden of proving discrimination lies with the
claimant, requiring substantial evidence to support allegations.

**Historical Background:**
This case highlights the evolving understanding of employment standards within the airline
industry,  particularly  the  balance  between  personal  rights  and  operational  safety
requirements.  It  underscores  the judiciary’s  role  in  adjudicating disputes  where safety
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concerns  intersect  with  individual  employment  rights,  reinforcing  the  principles  of
reasonable  employment  qualifications  and  the  necessity  for  evidence  in  discrimination
claims.


