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**Title:**
San Miguel Corporation and Geribern Abella vs. National Labor Relations Commission,
Labor Arbiter Pedro Ramos, and Ernesto Ibias

**Facts:**

1.  Ernesto  M.  Ibias  was  employed  by  San  Miguel  Corporation  (SMC)  starting  from
December 24, 1978.
2. Over the years,  he received various warnings and suspensions for absences without
permission (AWOP).
3. As per SMC policy, repeated AWOPs and the falsification of records are grounds for
disciplinary action up to termination.
4. In 1997, Ibias accrued numerous AWOPs and was additionally accused of falsifying his
medical consultation card to falsely claim sick leave.
5. Ibias was dismissed by SMC citing his numerous AWOPs and alleged falsification.
6. Ibias filed a complaint for illegal dismissal with the National Labor Relations Commission
(NLRC).
7. Labor Arbiter Pedro Ramos ruled in Ibias’ favor, finding the termination too severe,
ordering his reinstatement and back wages.
8. SMC appealed to the NLRC, which modified the decision by granting separation pay due
to strained relations but upheld the illegality of the dismissal.
9. Both parties appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which reinstated the original decision
of the Labor Arbiter but adjusted the dates for back wages.
10.  SMC appealed to  the Supreme Court,  claiming the CA erred in  ruling that  Ibias’
dismissal was illegal despite the evidence of his absences and supposed falsification.

**Issues:**

1.  Whether Ernesto M. Ibias’  absences justified his  termination under SMC’s company
policy.
2. Whether SMC provided substantial evidence proving Ibias’ falsification of his medical
consultation records.
3. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in ruling that the termination was illegal due to
SMC’s inconsistent enforcement of its attendance policy.

**Court’s Decision:**

1.  **Absences  Justification:**  The  Supreme  Court  acknowledged  that  Ibias  did  incur
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numerous AWOPs as per company records and his own admissions during the investigation.
Despite  SMC’s  leniency  by  not  suspending  Ibias  following  some  of  his  absences,  the
Supreme Court ruled that his repeated unauthorized absences warranted termination per
the company policy and management rights. Thus, the Supreme Court overturned the CA’s
decision and declared the termination valid.

2. **Falsification Evidence:** The Court agreed with lower tribunals that SMC failed to
substantiate the falsification claim. The testimonies of two SMC employees claiming Ibias
admitted to falsification were self-serving and uncorroborated. No substantial evidence was
presented proving that Ibias made the false entries. The alleged falsified card, by itself, does
not prove it was Ibias who falsified it.

3. **Implementation of Policy:** Despite SMC sometimes being lenient, it does not negate
the AWOPs listed against Ibias. The Supreme Court found that the company’s occasional
leniency was to employees’ benefit but didn’t invalidate their right to impose discipline. This
leniency should not be treated as an obligation for continued leniency. Consequently, the
lower courts’ views of laxity leading to disproportionate termination were not upheld.

**Doctrine:**
1.  **Substantial  Evidence  Standards:**  To  sustain  administrative  actions,  substantial
evidence (evidence sufficient that reasonable minds might accept to justify a conclusion) is
enough; not proof beyond reasonable doubt or preponderance of evidence.
2. **Management Prerogative:** Employers have the right to impose their own reasonable
rules and enforce disciplinary measures, including termination for repeated infractions.
3. **Employee Leniency:** Employers’ occasional leniency in policy implementation does not
waive their rights to enforce their rules subsequently.

**Class Notes:**

1. **Elements of Dismissal:**
– Just Cause: Employee’s actions meet the criteria set in company rules.
– Due Process: Employee was given a chance to explain or rebut the charges.

2. **Substantial Evidence:** Standard required in administrative cases is minimal but must
sufficiently justify disciplinary actions.

3.  **Management  Prerogative:**  Companies  can  devise  and  enforce  policies  and  may
provide more lenient disciplinary actions without setting a precedent for continued leniency.
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4. **Labor Code Reference:** Presidential Decree No. 442, otherwise known as the Labor
Code of the Philippines, particularly relevant provisions:
–  Article  282 (Termination  by  Employer):  Grounds  such as  serious  misconduct,  willful
disobedience, gross negligence.
– Article 277(b) (Security of Tenure): Employer must furnish employee written notice of
cause of termination.

**Historical Background:**
This case reflects the seasoned jurisprudential principle of maintaining a balance between
protecting  employee  rights  and  recognizing  managerial  rights  to  enforce  workplace
discipline. It emphasizes the criticality of evidence in substantiating claims of misconduct
and introduces a nuanced discussion around employer leniency, reinforcing that managerial
discretion in discipline does not equate to forgiveness of repeat offenses.

By detailing this case, the Supreme Court underscores the importance of respecting both
parties’ rights, solidifying precedents regarding unauthorized absences and allegations of
falsification,  and  clarifying  the  limits  of  judicial  intervention  in  employer  disciplinary
prerogatives.


