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Title: Veloso and Liguaton vs. Department of Labor & Employment and Noah’s Ark Sugar
Carriers

Facts:  The  dispute  began  when  Alfredo  Veloso  and  Edito  Liguaton,  along  with  other
employees, filed complaints against their employer, Noah’s Ark Sugar Carriers, for unfair
labor practices and non-payment of various benefits. On October 6, 1987, the case was
decided in favor of the employees. The employer’s motion for reconsideration, treated as an
appeal, was dismissed on February 17, 1988, confirming the order with some modifications.
The award to Veloso and Liguaton was retained, and execution was to proceed.

On February 23, 1988, the employer filed a motion for reconsideration and recomputation of
the monetary awards. While this was pending, Veloso, through his wife, signed a Quitclaim
and Release on April 15, 1988, after receiving P25,000. His counsel, Atty. Gaga Mauna, filed
a “Satisfaction of Judgment” on the same day. Liguaton later signed a quitclaim on July 19,
1988,  after  receiving  P20,000,  which  resulted  in  a  motion  to  dismiss  based  on  this
settlement.

On September 20, 1988, Veloso and Liguaton contested the releases, claiming they signed
under  “extreme  necessity.”  The  Department  of  Labor  and  Employment  (DOLE)
Undersecretary rejected their motion to declare the quitclaims void on December 16, 1988.
Reconsideration was denied on March 7, 1989. The petitioners then filed for certiorari with
the Supreme Court, seeking annulment of the quitclaims and execution of the full claimed
amounts.

Issues: The primary issue is whether the quitclaims signed by Veloso and Liguaton were
obtained under circumstances that would render them void, particularly whether they were
involuntarily signed due to “dire necessity” and whether this amounts to coercion or fraud
sufficient to invalidate a compromise agreement under the relevant labor laws.

Court’s Decision: The Supreme Court held that the quitclaims were valid and enforceable.
The  Court  found  that  Veloso  and  Liguaton  voluntarily  and  knowingly  executed  the
quitclaims. The Court pointed out that these agreements were endorsed and witnessed by
legal  counsel  and  officials  from the  Department  of  Labor,  and  nothing  in  the  record
demonstrated  that  the  petitioners  were  coerced  or  misled  into  signing  them.  The
consideration for the quitclaims was not shown to be unconscionably low, and the presented
necessity did not reach the level required to annul such agreements. Hence, the petition
was dismissed.



G.R. No. 87297. August 05, 1991 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

Doctrine: This case reiterates that not all  quitclaims are contrary to public policy. If  a
quitclaim  represents  a  reasonable  settlement  voluntarily  entered  into  with  complete
understanding, it is binding. Coercion, fraud, or unconscionable terms must be shown to
annul such agreements, as dictated by Article 227 of the Labor Code of the Philippines.

Class Notes:
– **Compromise Agreements:** Governed by Article 227 of the Labor Code, they are binding
if voluntarily agreed upon with the assistance of the Department of Labor, except if obtained
through fraud, misrepresentation, or coercion.
– **Waiver of Rights:** As per Art. 6 of the New Civil Code, rights may be waived if not
contrary to law, public order, public policy, morals, or prejudicial to third parties.
– **Necessity as Coercion:** Mere financial necessity does not equate to legal coercion or
duress sufficient to invalidate a quitclaim.
–  **Role  of  Counsel:**  Legal  representation  and  certification  by  labor  officials  can
strengthen the enforceability of a settlement.

Historical Background: The case sits within the context of employer-employee litigation in
the  Philippines.  Historically,  the  courts  have  been solicitous  of  employee  rights,  often
striking down agreements perceived as waivers of statutory benefits obtained under less
than fair circumstances. This decision underscores a movement toward recognizing and
enforcing compromise agreements that reflect genuine settlement efforts, even within this
protective framework.


