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Title: Lorelei O. Iladan v. La Suerte International Manpower Agency, Inc. and Debbie Lao

Facts:
1. Lorelei O. Iladan was hired by La Suerte International Manpower Agency Inc., a POEA-
authorized recruitment agency, to work as a domestic helper in Hong Kong for two years
starting March 20, 2009, with a HK$3,580.00 monthly salary.
2. Iladan began employment in Hong Kong on July 20, 2009, for her employer Ms. Muk Sun
Fan, under Domestic Services International.
3. On July 28, 2009, Iladan submitted a handwritten resignation letter.
4.  On  August  6,  2009,  Iladan  signed  an  Affidavit  of  Release,  Waiver,  and  Quitclaim,
accepting ₱35,000 as financial assistance, and an Agreement affirming settlement of her
claims, both documents notarized before Labor Attache Leonida V. Romulo in the Philippine
Consulate General, Hong Kong.
5. Iladan returned to the Philippines on August 10, 2009.
6.  On November 23, 2009, Iladan filed a complaint against the respondents for illegal
dismissal, refund of placement fees, payment for unexpired contract salaries, and damages.
7. Iladan claimed she was coerced into resigning, forced to accept the settlement, and was
not  explained the documents in  her native language;  thus invalidating the waiver  and
quitclaim.
8. Respondents argued that Iladan voluntarily resigned and had executed the settlement
and waiver willingly, with officials’ assistance, and denied receiving placement fees.
9. The Labor Arbiter ruled on August 11, 2010, for Iladan’s illegal dismissal, awarding her
salaries for the unexpired period, refund of placement fee, and damages.
10. The NLRC, on February 23, 2011, affirmed the Labor Arbiter’s decision, stating the
dismissal was without just cause or due process.
11. The Court of Appeals, via decision dated May 16, 2012, reversed NLRC’s decision,
dismissed  Iladan’s  complaint,  and  ruled  her  resignation  was  voluntary  based  on  the
voluntary execution of the resignation letter and settlement documents.

Issues:
1. Can CA reverse NLRC’s factual findings?
2. Was Iladan’s resignation and execution of documents voluntary?
3. Does acceptance of financial assistance constitute a final settlement of claims?
4. Was Iladan illegally dismissed?
5. Was there payment of placement fees?

Court’s Decision:
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1. The CA may reverse the NLRC’s decisions if there is grave abuse of discretion, which the
CA found due to disregarded evidence.
2. Iladan’s resignation was deemed voluntary. The Supreme Court noted the absence of
competent evidence to establish intimidation or coercion, validating the resignation and
settlement.
3. Acceptance of financial assistance was seen as a final settlement, especially in light of the
notarization and presence of consular and mediation officials during its signing.
4. Iladan was not found to be illegally dismissed. Her resignation was determined to be
voluntary, supported by the resignation letter and acknowledged waiver documents.
5. There was no substantial proof to support Iladan’s claim of having paid a placement fee to
the respondents. The evidence was found self-serving and insufficient.

Doctrine:
1. A voluntary resignation and corresponding settlement agreement executed before a legal
authority, with due process and absence of intimidation, is binding.
2. The presumption of regularity in official acts is upheld unless proven otherwise with
affirmative evidence.

Class Notes:
– Illegal Dismissal: Employee must preliminarily prove dismissal; employer bears burden of
legal justification.
– Resignation must be shown to be involuntary to substantiate a claim of illegal dismissal.
–  Quitclaims  and  waivers  are  valid  when  voluntarily  made,  reasonably  settled,  and
understood.

Historical Background:
The case reflects ongoing protectionism within Philippine labor laws regarding overseas
Filipino workers (OFWs), emphasizing safe and voluntary employment arrangements. This
instance underlines the need to ensure that safeguards are genuinely implemented, such as
ensuring  employees  fully  understand  settlement  documents  and  are  not  coerced  into
signing.


