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Title: Tegimenta Chemical Phils. vs. Oco, G.R. No. 705 Phil. 57 (2006)

Facts:
Mary Anne Oco began her employment with Tegimenta Chemical Philippines, Inc., owned by
Vivian Rose D. Garcia, as a clerk on September 5, 2001. She later served as a material
controller.  During  March  and April  2002,  Oco  was  frequently  absent  and  late  due  to
pregnancy. Garcia advised her to take a vacation, which Oco did from May 1 to 15, 2002.

Upon returning, Oco worked for four consecutive days but was allegedly told by Garcia on
May 21, 2002, not to report to work anymore. Oco did not return but contacted the company
at the end of May 2002 and was informed of her job termination. Consequently, on June 3,
2002, Oco filed a complaint for illegal dismissal, initially seeking reinstatement and back
wages. She later amended her complaint, favoring separation pay instead.

The labor arbiter found in favor of Oco, ruling the dismissal was illegal. The National Labor
Relations Commission (NLRC) affirmed this decision upon appeal and reconsideration from
Tegimenta. Dissatisfied, Tegimenta elevated the issue to the Court of Appeals (CA) through
a Rule 65 petition, arguing grave abuse of discretion. Initially, the CA overturned the lower
courts’  decisions,  ruling  no  dismissal  occurred.  However,  upon  Oco’s  motion  for
reconsideration, the CA reversed itself and affirmed illegal dismissal. Tegimenta then filed a
Rule 45 Petition before the Supreme Court.

Issues:
1. Whether Mary Anne Oco was illegally dismissed by Tegimenta Chemical Philippines.
2. Whether Oco abandoned her job by being absent without official leave (AWOL).

Court’s Decision:
1. On the issue of illegal dismissal, the Supreme Court affirmed the CA’s ruling that Oco was
illegally dismissed. The Court underscored the established jurisprudence, which holds that
fact-finding tribunals’ consistent findings are binding and conclusive on the Supreme Court,
barring  exceptional  circumstances.  Tegimenta’s  claim  of  not  terminating  Oco  was
unsupported  by  sufficient  evidence.

2. Concerning the allegation of abandonment, the Court agreed with the CA’s ruling that
Oco did not abandon her job. The absence of clear, willful intention to sever employment
from Oco was evident. Tegimenta failed to demonstrate intent to abandon work, a requisite
for claiming abandonment. The fact that Oco resumed work after vacation and immediately
filed a complaint upon communication of termination refuted the claim of abandonment.
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Doctrine:
1. Factual determinations by labor tribunals are conclusive and binding and typically not
disturbed on appeal.
2. Abandonment requires proof of the employee’s willful intention to sever employment.
Mere absence, even for justifiable reasons, does not establish abandonment.

Class Notes:
– Key elements of illegal dismissal: Lack of valid cause and absence of due process in
termination.
– Abandonment requires two elements: Unjustified absence and clear intention to terminate
the employment relationship.
– Article 279 of the Labor Code entitles employees to reinstatement with back wages or
separation pay, underscoring employees’ rights against arbitrary termination.

Historical Background:
The case illustrates the tension between employer authority and employee rights under
Philippine  labor  law,  particularly  in  balancing  business  operations  with  workers’
protections.  The  decision  reinforces  jurisprudence  prioritizing  substantial  justice  for
employees, especially pregnant women, emphasizing labor protection as a state policy. The
outcome reflects the judiciary’s stance in safeguarding procedural and substantive rights for
the workforce amid diverse employment issues.


