G.R. NOS. 158786 & 158789. October 19, 2007 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Toyota Motor Philippines Corporation Workers Association (TMPCWA), et. al. vs. National
Labor Relations Commission (NLRC), et. al., G.R. Nos. 158798-99

### Facts:

The comprehensive facts can be summarized step by step:

1. **Union’s Formation & Certification**: TMPCWA filed for certification election on
February 14, 1999. Despite denial by Med-Arbiter Ma. Zosima Lameyra, the DOLE
Secretary ordered a certification election on June 25, 1999.

2. **Union’s Certification**: Post-election results in May 2000 led to TMPCWA'’s certification
as the bargaining agent. Toyota appealed.

3. **Refusal to Bargain & Notice of Strike**: TMPCWA submitted its CBA proposals to
Toyota, but negotiations were stalled due to Toyota’s pending appeal, leading to a notice of
strike on January 16, 2001.

4. **Mass Actions & Strikes**: On February 21, 22, and 23, 2001, Union officials and
members staged actions in front of BLR and DOLE offices. Due to absence, Toyota lost over
PhP 53 million.

5. **Dismissals & Strikes**: On March 16, 2001, Toyota dismissed 227 employees for
participating in mass actions. The Union declared a strike on March 17, 2001, including
barricading Toyota’s plants.

6. *NLRC and CA Proceedings**: The dispute reached the NLRC and CA, with the CA
affirming NLRC decisions declaring the strikes as illegal and dismissing union officials and
members but initially awarding severance pay which they later reversed.

### Issues:

The legal issues raised before the Supreme Court include:

1. **Nature of Mass Actions**: Whether the protest actions on February 21 and 23, 2001
were illegal strikes.

2. **Violations of Legal Requirements**: Whether the strikes violated procedural
requirements of a valid strike, particularly under Art. 263 of the Labor Code.

3. *Severance Compensation**: Whether the dismissed union members were entitled to
severance compensation.

4. **Due Process**: Whether the exclusion of the Union’s position paper from the
proceedings was justified and whether it violated their right to due process.

5. **NLRC Jurisdiction**: The Union’s claim that the NLRC lacked jurisdiction over certain
motions, notably for an injunction by Toyota.

6. **Technicalities in Verification**: Adequacy of verification of Union’s petitions,
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particularly whether 159 out of 227 petitioners signing the verification suffices.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court’s detailed analysis and resolution of each issue are as follows:

1. **Illegal Strikes**: The Court held that the strikes on February 21 to 23, 2001 were
illegal, as they were directly linked to Toyota’s refusal to recognize the Union and negotiate
a CBA, violating procedural requirements under Art. 263.

2. ¥Violation of Procedural Requirements**: Strict procedural requirements for a valid
strike were not met, including the notice of strike and requisite voting.

3. ¥*Severance Compensation**: The Court reversed the CA’s reinstatement of severance
pay, noting that illegal strikes constitute serious misconduct and affirming the ruling that
denied severance compensation based on previous doctrines and the need to deter illegal
strikes.

4. **Due Process Compliance**: The Court found no due process violation by the NLRC, as
the Union had ample opportunity to submit its position paper but failed to comply timely.

5. **Technical Issues on Verification**: The Court validated the CA’s decision to examine the
case merits despite technical flaws in verification, reflecting the petition’s substantial
compliance for 159 petitioners but dismissing the case concerning the other 68.

6. **Jurisdiction and Motion for Injunction**: The Court upheld NLRC’s jurisdiction over
Toyota’s petition for an injunction, which sought to maintain plant operations amid ongoing
labor disputes.

### Doctrine:

The case reiterates and establishes several key legal principles:

1. **Procedural Compliance for Strikes**: Strict adherence to Art. 263 procedural
requirements for strikes is essential.

2. ¥*Serious Misconduct**: Participation in illegal strikes constitutes serious misconduct,
negating entitlement to severance pay.

3. **Due Process in Labor Proceedings**: Repeated failure to comply with procedural orders
amounts to self-inflicted denial of due process.

4. **Verification Requirements in Petitions**: Substantial compliance with verification
mandates can be sufficient, but complete adherence is preferable.

### Class Notes:

- **Key Elements in Strikes**:

1. *Legal Definition**: Strike involves stoppage of work due to labor disputes.
2. *Procedural Requirements**:
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- Notice of Strike: Art. 263(c)

- Strike Vote

- Notice of Strike Vote Outcome

3. **Illegality Criteria**: Non-compliance with Art. 263 and involvement in violent or
coercive activities.

4. **Union Leader Liability**: Union officers can be dismissed for leading illegal strikes.

- ¥*Legal Statutes**:

- **Art. 263 of Labor Code**: Procedures for valid strikes.

- *¥*Art. 264 of Labor Code**: Prohibited activities during strikes and consequences.

- **Art. 282 of Labor Code**: Grounds for terminating an employee.

### Historical Background:

The case is set against the backdrop of entrenched labor unrest in Philippine
manufacturing, notably among automotive industry workers. With Toyota Philippines being
a pivotal industrial player, the rebellion and mass strikes highlighted perennial issues of
workers’ rights to unionize versus employers’ prerogatives, placing the judiciary as the
balancer of these competing interests. The landmark decision reinforces regulatory
compliance and proper channeling of industrial actions in line with labor statutes.
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