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### Title:
Dee Jay’s Inn and Cafe and/or Melinda Ferraris vs. Ma. Lorina Rañeses

### Facts:
In January 2005, Rañeses, employed as a cashier at Dee Jay’s Inn and Cafe (DJIC), owned by
Ferraris, filed a complaint against Ferraris for non-remittance of SSS contributions, and
another complaint at the NLRC for various money claims including underpayment of wages.
After confrontations regarding the payment of SSS contributions and the 11 hours daily
work without  overtime pay,  Ferraris  terminated Rañeses’s  employment on February 5,
2005. Rañeses then included a claim for illegal dismissal in her position paper submitted to
the NLRC.

The Labor Arbiter dismissed Rañeses’s complaint for illegal dismissal, holding that there
was no substantial  evidence of  dismissal.  On appeal,  the NLRC affirmed this  decision.
Rañeses then petitioned the Court of Appeals (CA), which, reversing the lower rulings,
found that she was illegally dismissed, citing errors and misapplication of law by the Labor
Arbiter regarding the burden of proof in dismissal cases. The CA ordered remanding of the
case for computation of monetary claims due to Rañeses. Petitioners’ further motions were
denied, leading them to elevate the matter to the Supreme Court through a Petition for
Review on Certiorari.

### Issues:
1. Whether a cause of action based on illegal dismissal, when not originally pleaded in the
complaint but included in the position paper, can still be recognized and adjudicated upon.
2. Whether the NLRC acted with grave abuse of discretion in its ruling, based on the alleged
lack of substantial evidence and purported misapplication of dismissal jurisprudence.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the decision of the Court of Appeals. It reinforced the rule that
the burden of proof in illegal dismissal cases initially rests on the employee to establish the
fact of dismissal. Having found that Rañeses failed to provide substantial evidence of her
dismissal, the Court ruled that the burden of proof did not shift to petitioners to prove the
legality of the dismissal. The Supreme Court concluded that there was no dismissal to speak
of,  hence,  no illegal  dismissal  case to  answer.  However,  considering the passage of  a
significant length of time making reinstatement impractical, the Court awarded Rañeses
separation pay equivalent to one month’s salary for every year of service.
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### Doctrine:
The doctrine established in this case reiterates the principle that in illegal dismissal cases,
the employee must  first  provide substantial  evidence of  dismissal.  Only  then does the
burden  shift  to  the  employer  to  prove  the  legality  of  such  dismissal.  This  case  also
emphasizes the rule that claims not raised in the pro forma complaint but argued in the
position paper can be adjudicated upon, in line with the 2002 NLRC Rules of Procedure.

### Class Notes:
–  **Illegal  Dismissal  Cases**:  The  burden  of  proof  initially  lies  with  the  employee  to
establish the fact of dismissal.
– **Substantial Evidence**: The level of evidence required in labor cases for a fact to be
established.
– **2002 NLRC Rules of Procedure**: Claims for illegal dismissal can be adjudicated upon if
raised in the position paper, even if not included in the initial complaint.
– **Equipoise Doctrine in Labor Cases**: While generally, all doubts in evidence should
favor labor, this principle is inapplicable where an employee fails to establish the basis of
the alleged illegal dismissal.
– **Separation Pay as Relief**: Awarded when reinstatement is no longer feasible due to the
passage of time or other practical considerations.

### Historical Background:
This case reflects the evolving jurisprudence on labor disputes concerning illegal dismissal
and  procedural  aspects  regarding  the  raising  of  claims  not  initially  included  in  the
complaint. The ruling underscores the judiciary’s careful balance between protecting labor
rights and ensuring due process for both employers and employees.


