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Title: **Bonpack Corporation vs. Nagkakaisang Manggagawa sa Bonpack-Solidarity of
Unions in the Philippines for Empowerment and Reforms**

## Facts:
**Step-by-Step Series of Events:**

1. **Background and Parties Involved:**
– Bonpack Corporation (Petitioner) is engaged in manufacturing flexible packaging.
–  Nagkakaisang  Manggagawa  sa  Bonpack-Solidarity  of  Unions  in  the  Philippines  for
Empowerment and Reforms (Respondent) is the labor union representing Bonpack’s rank-
and-file employees.

2. **Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA):**
– Original CBA was effective from August 2, 2009 to August 1, 2014.
– A new CBA was executed on October 17, 2014, effective for five years.
– Relevant CBA provisions included an 8-hour workday with a 30-minute meal break and two
15-minute coffee breaks, and a clause requiring consultation with the union on matters
affecting employees’ welfare.

3. **Unilateral Changes by the Company:**
– Bonpack revised its Company Rules and Regulations (CRR) without consulting the union.
– Introduced a 120-minute grace period policy and classified over break as taking meal
breaks beyond 15 minutes.
– Implemented harsher penalties for infractions and purportedly underpaid overtime by
treating the meal break as non-compensable.

4. **Union’s Reactions and Formal Actions Taken:**
– Respondent resisted the revised CRR and lamented its discriminatory nature.
– Grievance processes failed, leading to the union filing a complaint with the National
Conciliation and Mediation Board (NCMB) in February 2015.

5. **Procedural Posture:**
– Voluntary Arbitrator (VA) Decision (July 13, 2015): Partially in favor of the union; ordered
Bonpack to comply with CBA but upheld the CRR’s validity.
– VA’s Modified Decision on Overtime (January 5, 2016): Modified to 4 hours of overtime for
working 12 hours if meal breaks were 30 minutes.
– Court of Appeals Decision (July 29, 2016): In favor of the union, ordering compensation
according to CBA and mandating consultation for CRR revisions.
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– CA Resolution (February 14, 2017): Denied Bonpack’s motion for reconsideration.

## Issues:
1. **Finality of VA’s Decision:**
– Whether the VA’s decision was final and executory due to the purported delayed filing by
the union.

2. **CBA Mandate on Consultation:**
– Whether Bonpack violated the CBA provisions requiring consultation with the union before
implementing new policies affecting employee welfare.

3. **Compensability of One-Hour Meal Break:**
– Whether Bonpack violated the CBA by requiring a non-compensable one-hour meal break
contrary to the agreed shorter compensable meal breaks.

## Court’s Decision:
**Resolution of Each Issue:**

1. **Finality of VA’s Decision:**
– The Supreme Court ruled that the petition for review was timely filed within the 15-day
period mandated by Rule 43 of the Rules of Court. The union’s non-filing of a motion for
reconsideration was accepted due to conflicting rules and judicial precedents at the time.

2. **CBA Mandate on Consultation:**
– The Supreme Court upheld the CA’s decision that Bonpack violated the CBA. Management
prerogatives were limited by the CBA, requiring discussion with the union of any changes
affecting employee welfare. Bonpack failed to consult with the union, thereby breaching the
CBA.

3. **Compensability of One-Hour Meal Break:**
– The Court concluded that Bonpack’s policy of having a one-hour non-compensable meal
break contradicted the CBA’s stipulations for a 30-minute compensable meal break and
additional 15-minute coffee breaks. Employees who adhered to these breaks (totalling 1
hour within the 8-hour workday) were entitled to full compensation, including overtime.

## Doctrine:
**Legal Principles Reiterated:**
1. **Rule on Finality and Filing of Appeals:**
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– Petitions for review against the VA’s decisions must be filed within 15 days under Rule 43.
2. **CBA as the Governing Law:**
– CBAs can modify statutory provisions on work hours and compensability if not against
public policy.
3. **Management Prerogative vs. CBA Obligations:**
–  Management  prerogatives  must  comply  with  agreed-upon  CBA  terms,  especially  on
matters affecting employees’ general welfare.

## Class Notes:
1. **Finality of Decisions:**
–  Decisions  of  quasi-judicial  bodies  can  be  appealed  within  the  specified  period  in
procedural rules, with finality principles contingent upon timely and correct procedural
adherence.

2. **Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA):**
– A CBA, once agreed upon and registered, holds the binding force of law between parties.
Key clauses covering employees’ hours and meal breaks are strictly enforceable.

3. **Management Prerogative:**
– Employers’ management rights are subordinated to clear and enforceable CBA provisions
requiring mutual discussion on significant policy changes.

4. **Philippine Labor Code:**
– Sections on work hours (Sec. 83, 85) and finality of VA decisions (Art. 262-A or 276) are
pivotal in constructing legal disputes around employee rights and procedural compliance.

## Historical Background:
This  case reflects  the broader trend in 21st-century Philippine labor relations towards
upholding the sanctity of collective agreements in the face of managerial prerogatives. The
legal  landscape  digitized  and  jurisprudence  evolved  to  align  labor  dispute  resolution
protocols with procedural rigor and fairness. This environment holds crucial lessons on the
importance  of  mutual  respect  and  detailed  adherence  to  negotiated  agreements  in
enhancing industrial peace.


