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**Title:** Indophil Textile Mill Workers Union-PTGWO vs. Voluntary Arbitrator Teodorico P.
Calica and Indophil Textile Mills, Inc.

**Facts:**

–  *April  1987:*  Petitioner  Indophil  Textile  Mill  Workers  Union-PTGWO,  the  exclusive
bargaining  agent  for  rank-and-file  employees  of  Indophil  Textile  Mills,  Inc.,  secured a
collective bargaining agreement (CBA) with Indophil Textile Mills, effective until March 31,
1990.

– *November 3, 1987:* Indophil Acrylic Manufacturing Corporation (Acrylic) was formed
and duly registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission. Acrylic applied for and
received approvals for incentives under the 1987 Omnibus Investments Code on a preferred
non-pioneer status.

– *1988:* Acrylic began operations and hired its workers according to its own guidelines.
Acrylic’s  employees  later  unionized  and  entered  into  a  certified  collective  bargaining
agreement.

– *July 1989:* Indophil Textile Mill Workers Union-PTGWO claimed Acrylic’s facilities and
operations should be considered as an extension or expansion of Indophil Textile Mills under
Section 1(c), Article I of the existing CBA.

–  Procedural  Posture:  The existing impasse on the interpretation of  the CBA led to  a
submission agreement on September 6, 1990, where both parties agreed to seek voluntary
arbitration with public respondent Teodorico P. Calica. After the submission of position
papers and replies, on December 8, 1990, the voluntary arbitrator issued an award favoring
Indophil Textile Mills, Inc.

– *December 1990:* The Union then filed a petition for certiorari seeking nullification of the
arbitrator’s award, arguing jurisdictional and procedural errors including grave abuse of
discretion amounting to a lack or excess of jurisdiction, and violation of due process.

**Issues:**

1.  Whether Voluntary Arbitrator Teodorico P.  Calica erred in interpreting Section 1(c),
Article I of the CBA.

2. Whether Indophil Acrylic Manufacturing Corporation is a separate and distinct entity
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from Indophil Textile Mills, Inc.

3. Whether the arbitrator committed grave abuse of discretion amounting to lack or in
excess of his jurisdiction.

4. Whether the petitioner Union’s right to due process was violated.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Interpretation of Section 1(c), Article I of the CBA:**
– The Court held that Calica did not err in his interpretation, which concluded that the CBA
provision in question did not extend to Acrylic’s employees. The Voluntary Arbitrator’s role
and discretion in CBA interpretation were not misused.

2. **Corporate Separation:**
– The Court ruled Acrylic is a separate legal entity from Indophil Textile Mills, Inc., with its
own distinct operations and CBA, supported by its separate incorporation and business
purposes. Established legal principles, as exemplified in Diatagon Labor Federation v. Ople,
reinforced that two distinct corporations, even if related, should not be treated as a single
bargaining unit.

3. **Grave Abuse of Discretion:**
– The Court found no grave abuse of discretion by the arbitrator. The decision was based on
substantial evidence and existing jurisprudence supporting the separate corporate identities
and the arbitration award’s legal basis.

4. **Due Process:**
– The petitioner’s claim of due process violation was unsubstantiated. The entire arbitration
process, including submission agreements and paper submissions, adhered to procedural
norms, thereby negating any due process violation.

**Doctrine:**

– The doctrine of piercing the corporate veil applies strictly, mainly to prevent fraud and
wrongdoing.  However,  similarity  in  business  operations  and  common  premises  are
insufficient grounds to pierce the corporate veil.  Legal corporate separateness must be
recognized and respected unless compelling reasons and misuse of the corporate form are
evidenced.
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**Class Notes:**

– *Key Elements:*
– *Corporate Separateness:* A corporation has a distinct legal personality separate from its
shareholders or other related corporations. This principle is crucial in labor relations and
collective bargaining scenarios.

– *CBA Interpretation:* The interpretation of collective bargaining agreements is primarily
the function of arbitrators, whose decisions carry a high degree of finality unless shown to
be made with grave abuse of discretion.

– *Procedural Due Process:* Proper procedural adherence in arbitration and judicial reviews
is  essential.  Claims of  due process  violations  need substantial  proof  of  deviation from
established procedural norms.

– *Statutes/Provisions:*
– *Omnibus Investments Code (1987)*
– *Philippine Labor Code*
– *Relevant Jurisprudence:* Diatagon Labor Federation v. Ople, Umali et al. v. Court of
Appeals

**Historical Background:**

–  The  case  exemplifies  post-1987  constitutional  labor  reforms  focusing  on  protecting
workers’ rights to unionize and the complexities arising from corporate structures in labor
law. The decision came amid increasing awareness and advocacy for labor rights juxtaposed
against corporate strategies for operational and organizational efficiencies, reflective of the
evolving industrial landscape in the Philippines.


