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Title: “Athenna International Manpower Services, Inc. vs. Nonito Villanos (496 Phil. 210)”

Facts:
1. February 1998 – Nonito Villanos applied for an overseas job as a caretaker through
Athenna International Manpower Services, Inc. (Athenna). Villanos paid a placement fee of
P30,000  and  agreed  to  pay  the  remaining  balance  of  P64,000  through  future  salary
deductions, totaling P94,000.

2.  October 1998 –  Villanos received an employment contract  to  work in Taiwan for  a
monthly salary of NT$15,840 over a period of one year, ten months, and twenty-eight days.
He traveled to Taiwan on October 15, 1998.

3.  October 1998 –  November 1998:  Upon arrival,  Villanos was assigned to  work as  a
hydraulic installer/repairer instead of a caretaker. He did not complain initially due to the
need to pay off debts.

4. November 14, 1998 – Less than a month into his job, Villanos was terminated by his
employer,  Wei  Yu  Hsien.  Villanos  was  asked  to  sign  a  statement  indicating  he  was
unqualified for the position but refused.

5. November 16, 1998 – Villanos was repatriated to the Philippines, where he confronted
Lorenza Ching of Athenna and demanded a refund of his P30,000 downpayment. Athenna
refused, claiming deployment expenses of P30,493.

6. February 17, 1999 – Villanos filed a complaint for illegal dismissal, breach of contract,
and recovery of unpaid salaries and other benefits before NLRC Sub-Regional Arbitration
Branch No. 9 in Dipolog City.

7. May 14, 1999 – Labor Arbiter’s Decision: Labor Arbiter ruled in favor of Villanos, holding
Athenna and Wei Yu Hsien solidarily liable for unpaid wages, illegal placement fees, moral
and exemplary damages, and attorney’s fees.

8.  NLRC Appeal  –  The NLRC reversed the Labor Arbiter’s  decision,  finding no illegal
dismissal  and  dismissing  the  complaint  for  lack  of  merit.  Villanos’  motion  for
reconsideration  was  denied.

9. Court of Appeals (CA) – Villanos appealed, arguing grave abuse of discretion by the
NLRC.
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10. May 23, 2001 – The CA reversed the NLRC and reinstated the Labor Arbiter’s Decision.

11. Supreme Court – Athenna petitioned for review of the CA’s decision.

Issues:
1. **Voluntary Resignation vs. Illegal Dismissal** – Was Villanos’ termination a voluntary
resignation or an illegal dismissal?
2. **Monetary Awards** – If the dismissal was illegal, were the monetary awards, including
the continuous salary for the unexpired portion and the reimbursement of the placement
fee, correctly determined?

Court’s Decision:
1.  **Illegal  Dismissal**  –  The Supreme Court  sustained the CA’s decision,  finding that
Villanos did not resign voluntarily but was dismissed without just cause. Petitioner failed to
meet the burden of proof that dismissal was valid. Respondent’s immediate action post-
repatriation indicated forced resignation, equating to dismissal.

2. **Monetary Awards**:
– **Unexpired Portion of the Employment Contract** – Based on Republic Act No. 8042,
Villanos was entitled to three months salary for every year remaining in the contract,
totaling NT$95,040.
– **Placement Fee** – Refund of P30,000 plus 12% interest per annum based on actual
payment was warranted, not the assessed amount of P94,000.
– **Damages and Attorney’s Fees** – Award of P50,000 moral damages, P50,000 exemplary
damages, and 10% attorney’s fees sustained.

Doctrine:
1.  **Probationary  Employment**  –  As  per  Article  281  of  the  Labor  Code,  reasonable
employment standards must be communicated during engagement, and employees can only
be dismissed for just cause during the probationary period.
2. **Illegal Dismissal of Overseas Workers** – Under Section 10 of Republic Act No. 8042,
dismissed workers are entitled to full reimbursement of placement fees and salaries for the
unexpired portion or three months’ salary for each year remaining, whichever is less.

Class Notes:
1. **Illegal Dismissal** – Employer must prove the legality of termination.
2. **Overseas Employment** – R.A. No. 8042 protects workers’ rights abroad, providing
monetary relief for illegal dismissals.
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3.  **Probationary  Terms**  –  Employers  must  clearly  communicate  job qualifications  at
hiring.
4. **Placement Fees** – Reimbursement limited to actual fees paid plus legal interest.

Historical Background:
The  case  illustrates  the  protections  offered  to  Filipino  overseas  workers  and  the
enforcement  of  fair  employment  practices  by  recruitment  agencies.  It  underscores  the
significance of  compliance with  employment  contracts  and the legal  responsibilities  of
recruitment agencies in ensuring workers’ welfare while abroad. The case also reflects the
judiciary’s role in upholding workers’ rights under Philippines labor law and international
agreements on human and labor rights.


