G.R. No. 186209. September 21, 2011 (Case Brief / Digest)

### **Title: United Laboratories, Inc. vs. Jaime Domingo, Anonuevo Remigio, et al.**

#### *Facts:**

1. United Laboratories, Inc. (Unilab) is a major Philippine corporation in the pharmaceutical
industry.

2. Respondents Jaime Domingo, Anonuevo Remigio, Rodolfo Marcelo, Raul Norico, and
Eugenio Ozaraga were accounting staff in Unilab’s Distribution Accounting Department
(DAD).

3. Initial Consolidation:

- In 2001, Unilab initiated the Physical Distribution Master Plan (PDMP), centralizing its
warehouse and logistics from sixteen provincial depots to a single center in Metro Manila,
resulting in the closure of said depots and redundancy of certain employees.

- Affected employees were given a generous severance package equating to 2%2 months’ pay
per year of service.

4. Redundancy Claim Rejected:

- In January 2002, respondents requested to be separated from the company with the same
severance benefits provided to redundant depot employees, invoking a false “Bagong Sibol
Program.”

- Unilab denied the request on 15 April 2002, clarifying that PDMP was not a retirement
plan, no “Bagong Sibol Program” existed, and the respondents’ positions were not
redundant under current restructuring initiatives, namely the Shared Services Policy (SSP)
implemented in 2002.

5. Constructive Dismissal Complaints:

- Respondents, together with four other colleagues, filed for constructive dismissal, non-
payment of separation pay, and demands for damages and attorney’s fees.

- The complaints were consolidated and dismissed by the Executive Labor Arbiter on 14 July
2003.

6. Appeals and Consolidations:

- Respondents’ appeal to National Labor Relations Commission (NLRC) was dismissed on 30
March 2004 affirming the Labor Arbiter’s decision.

- A certiorari petition was filed in the Court of Appeals (CA), and respondents Remigio and
Cortez settled separately, with Remigio signing a Quitclaim.

7. CA Ruling:

- The CA overturned NLRC’s decision, declaring respondents were constructively dismissed
and ordered their reinstatement or appropriate separation pay.

#H### FX[ssues:**
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1. **Procedural Issue:**

- Whether the CA erred in including Remigio in its decision despite his motion to withdraw
as a petitioner and his executed Quitclaim.

2. ¥*Constructive Dismissal:**

- Whether Unilab’s actions constituted constructive dismissal of respondents.

3. **Forced Resignation:**

- Whether respondents were forced to resign, implying constructive dismissal.

4. **Separation Pay Equivalent:**

- Whether respondents were entitled to separation pay similar to redundant employees.

5. ¥*Separation and Retirement Benefits:**

- Whether respondents could demand both separation and retirement benefits contrary to
established plans.

#### **Court’s Decision:**

1. **Remigio’s Withdrawal:**

- The CA erred by not excluding Remigio from the case after his motion to withdraw and
Quitclaim were verified. The record confirmed the existence of the said motion, thus
Remigio should not have been included as a petitioner.

2. **Constructive Dismissal:**

- The Court ruled that respondents were not constructively dismissed. The SSP and PDMP
were legitimate business strategies implemented across Unilab, and respondents were
reassigned appropriately according to business requirements. Constructive dismissal, which
entails involuntary resignation due to unbearable conditions, was deemed inapplicable since
legal and fair business practices were observed.

3. **Alleged Forced Resignation:**

- The factual evidence supported voluntary resignations by respondents Marcelo, Norico,
and Ozaraga, rather than coercion by Unilab. The CA’s speculative reasoning and absence
of concrete unwillingness to resign undermine its findings.

4. **Separation Pay Equivalence:**

- The Court found no basis for granting respondents the same separation benefits accorded
to employees declared redundant due to PDMP. The roles filled by respondents were
transitioned rather than made redundant.

5. ¥*Separation and Retirement Benefits:**
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- Respondents’ demand for both redundancy-like separation benefits and retirement
benefits was deemed contrary to law and company policy provisions. The distinctions
between severance scenarios such as redundancy and voluntary retirement/resignation
were emphasized.

#### **Doctrine:**

1. *Management Prerogative:**

- Legitimate restructurings (PDMP and SSP) reflecting reasonable business needs fall
within management prerogative and are not indicative of constructive dismissal.

2. **Constructive Dismissal:**

- Constructive dismissal is only recognized when employment conditions become
intolerable, forcing the employee to resign. Mere transfers or reassignments executed in
good faith and consistent with business requirements do not constitute constructive
dismissal.

3. **Differentiation of Employment Termination:**

- Redundancy, resignation, and retirement have distinct legal parameters; employees
cannot mix benefits from various termination scenarios unless expressly provided by law or
agreement.

#### **Class Notes:**

1. **Constructive Dismissal:** Requires intolerable or hostile conditions leading to
involuntary resignation (Labor Code, Art. 279).

2. **Management Prerogative:** Encompasses business restructuring and employee
reassignment based on operational needs (Art. XIII, Sec. 3, Philippine Constitution).

3. ¥*Redundancy & Retirement:** Differentiated grounds for employment cessation with
distinct statutory benefits (Labor Code, Art. 283 & 287).

4. **Canon of Professional Responsibility:** Lawyers must act with candor, fairness, and
good faith towards courts (Canon 10, CPR).

#### **Historical Background:**

- The case arose in a context of widespread organizational restructuring within major
corporations to streamline operations and cost-efficiency post the Asian Financial Crisis of
the late 1990s. Balancing employee rights with business survival became a legal hotspot in
Philippines’ labor jurisprudence.
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