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## **Dole Philippines, Inc. vs. Pawis ng Makabayang Obrero-NFL**
### **443 Phil. 143 (2003)**

### **Facts:**

**Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) Background:**

1. February 22, 1996 – A five-year CBA was executed between Dole Philippines, Inc. and
Pawis  Ng Makabayang Obrero-NFL (PAMAO-NFL)  for  the  period  of  February  1996 to
February 2001.
2. Disputed Provision on Meal Allowance: Section 3 of Article XVIII of the CBA reads:
– Grant a meal allowance of Php10 to employees who render at least 2 hours or more of
actual overtime work on a workday.
– Provide free meals, not exceeding Php25, after three hours of actual overtime work.

**Company Practices and Subsequent Dispute:**
– Departments within Dole Philippines had different interpretations:
– Some departments granted free meals after exactly three hours.
– Others granted meals only after more than three hours.
–  PAMAO-NFL  filed  a  complaint  with  the  National  Conciliation  and  Mediation  Board,
alleging non-compliance with the CBA by Dole Philippines.

**Arbitration Process:**
– The parties agreed to submit the dispute to voluntary arbitration.
– October 12, 1998 – The voluntary arbitrator ruled in favor of PAMAO-NFL, mandating free
meals for employees working exactly three hours of overtime.

**Court Proceedings:**
1. Dole Philippines filed a motion for reconsideration, which was denied.
2. The case was elevated to the Court of Appeals through a petition for review on certiorari.
3. September 22, 2000 – The Court of Appeals upheld the arbitrator’s decision.
4. January 9, 2001 – Motion for reconsideration of the appellate decision was denied.

**Supreme Court Involvement:**
1. Dole Philippines filed a petition for review under Rule 45 of the 1997 Rules of Civil
Procedure challenging the Court of Appeals’ resolution from January 9, 2001.

### **Issues:**
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1. **How should the term “after three hours of actual overtime work” in Section 3 of Article
XVIII of the CBA be interpreted?**
– Does it mean exactly three hours, or more than three hours of actual overtime work?

2.  **Does  the  voluntary  arbitrator’s  interpretation  impair  the  petitioner’s  management
prerogative?**

### **Court’s Decision:**

**Interpretation of “after three hours”:**

– The Court found logic in PAMAO-NFL’s interpretation.
– Past CBAs show that wording changes over different periods (1985-1988, 1990-1995,
1993-1995) play a crucial role:
– The 1993-1995 supplemental CBA included “more than three hours.”
– In the 1996-2001 CBA, the specific phrase “more than” was omitted, reverting it to the
earlier phrasing of “after three hours.”
– **Reasoning**: The omission indicated that the clear intent was to allow free meals after
exactly three hours of  actual  overtime work.  The Court ruled that the legal  semantics
supported no other interpretation than the literal one present in the CBA.

**Management Prerogative:**

–  **Petitioner’s  Claim**:  The  principle  of  management  prerogative  should  allow  Dole
Philippines autonomy over determining free meal benefits.
– **Court’s Response**: Management prerogative is not absolute. It is limited by law, the
CBA, and principles of fairness and justice. The provision in the CBA is a binding agreement
and should be adhered to accordingly.

### **Doctrine:**

1.  **CBA Interpretation  Principle**:  Terms and conditions  outlined  in  a  CBA must  be
interpreted  according  to  their  literal  and  unambiguous  wording  unless  contextualized
otherwise within the document or legal statute.
2. **Management Prerogative Limitation**: Management rights to decision-making within a
company are  bound by  CBA agreements  and fair  play  principles,  preventing  arbitrary
modifications that would breach established agreements with labor unions.

### **Class Notes:**
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1. **Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA)**:
– Acts as a binding contract between employer and union.
– Provides specific terms for employee benefits, working conditions, and dispute resolution
processes.

2. **Voluntary Arbitration**:
– A chosen method for resolving CBA disputes.
– Decisions by voluntary arbitrators hold considerable weight and can be upheld in higher
courts unless proven grossly erroneous.

3. **Management Prerogative**:
– Employers have rights over company policies but these are limited by legally binding CBAs
and labor laws.
– Changes in employee benefits and other working conditions must respect the agreed
terms within a CBA.

4. **Rules of Interpretation**:
– Literal meaning prevails for clear and unambiguous clauses.
– Past practices and changes in wording can affect interpretation of repeated contracts
(precedent CBAs).

### **Historical Background:**

–  The  case  aligns  within  the  historical  framework  of  employer-employee  relationships
governed by CBAs in the Philippines.
– CBAs have evolved over time, with specified benefits and clauses often renegotiated,
reflecting shifts in labor rights and industrial relations.
– This decision reiterates the judiciary’s role in upholding precise contractual terms in labor
agreements and ensures that management prerogative does not trample the agreed rights
and benefits of workers.


