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# Euro-Linea Philippines, Inc. vs. National Labor Relations Commission and Jimmy O.
Pastoral

## Facts

On August 17, 1983, Euro-Linea Philippines, Inc. (“petitioner”) hired Jimmy O. Pastoral
(“respondent”) as a shipping expediter on a six-month probationary basis, concluding on
February 18, 1984. Prior to his employment with the petitioner, Pastoral worked over one
and a half years at Fitscher Manufacturing Corporation in a similar capacity.

On February 4, 1984, Pastoral received a memorandum dated January 31, 1984, terminating
his probationary employment effective immediately due to alleged failure to meet company
performance  standards.  Contesting  his  dismissal,  Pastoral  filed  a  complaint  for  illegal
dismissal on February 6, 1984.

The Labor Arbiter found in favor of Pastoral on July 19, 1985, ruling that he was illegally
dismissed  and  ordered  his  reinstatement  with  six  months’  back  wages.  Euro-Linea
Philippines appealed the decision to the National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) on
August 5, 1985. However, the NLRC dismissed the appeal on July 16, 1986. Subsequently,
Euro-Linea Philippines filed a petition for review on certiorari with the Supreme Court.

## Issues

The Supreme Court was tasked with resolving the following legal issues:
1.  Whether  the  NLRC  acted  with  grave  abuse  of  discretion  amounting  to  excess  of
jurisdiction by ruling against the dismissal of Pastoral, despite him being a probationary
employee.
2. Whether the dismissal of Pastoral was justifiable based on his alleged failure to meet
performance standards set by the petitioner.

## Court’s Decision

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition and affirmed the NLRC’s resolution. The Court
resolved each legal issue as follows:

### Issue 1: Grave Abuse of Discretion
The Court held that the NLRC did not act with grave abuse of discretion. The ruling was
supported by substantial evidence and was neither arbitrary nor unfair. The NLRC properly
applied Article 282 of the Labor Code and relevant legal principles, affirming that Pastoral’s
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dismissal lacked justifiable grounds.

### Issue 2: Justifiability of Dismissal
The Court found the petitioner’s justifications for dismissal unsubstantiated. The petitioner
failed to present concrete evidence or cite specific instances of Pastoral’s poor performance.
Furthermore, the fact that Pastoral’s services were retained until the final two weeks of his
probationary period implied he was not grossly inefficient. Additionally, Pastoral’s previous
experience as a shipping expediter suggested his competency in the role.

The  Court  emphasized  that  the  employer’s  prerogative  to  terminate  employees,  even
probationary ones, must be balanced against the constitutional protection of security of
tenure and must be executed without abuse of discretion or arbitrariness.

## Doctrine

The case reiterated the following doctrines:
1. **Security of Tenure for Probationary Employees**: Even probationary employees enjoy
protection against unjust dismissal, and any termination must be for a lawful cause as per
the employer’s reasonable performance standards.
2. **Employer’s Prerogative to Terminate**: While employers have the right to select and
dismiss employees, this power must be exercised judiciously and not whimsically, ensuring
it aligns with public policy and employee welfare.

## Class Notes

– **Elements of Just Cause for Termination**:
1. Non-compliance with reasonable standards set by the employer.
2. Presentation of concrete evidence to substantiate claims of inefficiency.
3. Consistent and fair application of performance standards during the tenure.

– **Labor Code, Article 282**: Provides grounds for termination of employment for cause. It
must be substantiated with specific acts of substandard performance.

The  Euro-Linea  case  highlights  how employee  protection  under  labor  laws  extends  to
probationary employees, requiring employers to substantiate their claims of inefficiency
adequately.

## Historical Background
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This case occurs within the context of Philippine labor law, which has been protective of
employee rights, particularly post-1987 Constitution. The Constitution established stronger
labor protections and advocated for social justice, influencing subsequent labor decisions by
the Supreme Court, as seen in this ruling.


