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**Title: Kasapian ng Malayang Manggagawa sa Coca-Cola (KASAMMA-CCO)-CFW Local 245
vs. Coca-Cola Bottlers Phils., Inc.**

**Facts:**

1. **CBA Expiration and Negotiation Standoff**:
–  The Collective  Bargaining Agreement  (CBA)  between KASAMMA-CCO and Coca-Cola
expired on June 30, 1998.
– Negotiations for a new CBA reached a deadlock over unresolved economic and non-
economic issues.
– On November 11, 1998, KASAMMA-CCO filed a notice of strike due to the negotiation
deadlock.
– Conciliation efforts failed, and a strike commenced on December 19, 1998.

2. **MOA Execution and Regularization Dispute**:
– On December 26, 1998, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was signed, incorporating
the CBA and providing for the regularization of workers who had been with the company for
over a year.
–  Fifty-eight  employees  were  regularized;  however,  there  was  disagreement  about  the
effective date of their regularization. KASAMMA-CCO argued for retroactivity to December
1, 1998, while Coca-Cola countered with later dates.
– On November 5, 1999, KASAMMA-CCO filed a complaint to the NLRC for alleged MOA
violations.

3. **Plant Closure and Redundancy Claim**:
– On December 9, 1999, Coca-Cola announced the closure of its Manila and Antipolo plants,
citing operational inefficiencies, affecting 646 employees.
– Workers received termination notices, effective March 1, 2000, on grounds of redundancy.

4. **Subsequent Legal and Strike Actions**:
– On December 21, 1999, KASAMMA-CCO expanded its complaint to include charges of
union busting and illegal dismissal.
–  KASAMMA-CCO  Independent  attempted  strike  actions,  but  the  Secretary  of  Labor
intervened, certifying the dispute for compulsory arbitration.

5. **NLRC Dismissal and Legal Proceedings**:
– On July 9, 2001, the NLRC dismissed the complaints, supporting Coca-Cola’s redundancy
justification and finding no violation of the MOA.
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– KASAMMA-CCO’s appeal to the Court of Appeals was also dismissed for lack of merit,
prompting a petition to the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**

1. Whether Coca-Cola violated the MOA terms by not recognizing the regularization of 61
employees as effective on December 1, 1998.

2.  Whether  the  closure  of  Coca-Cola’s  Manila  and  Antipolo  plants,  terminating  646
employees, was legally justified.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Regularization Date**:
–  The  Supreme Court  found  for  KASAMMA-CCO,  interpreting  the  MOA to  mean  that
regularization should retroactively apply from December 1, 1998. The phrase “effective 01
December 1998” was linked to the conversion to regular employment, not just a point of
reference.

2. **Plant Closure**:
–  The  Court  upheld  the  legality  of  the  plant  closures.  It  acknowledged  Coca-Cola’s
managerial prerogative due to its business considerations about inefficiencies rendering
plant operations unsustainable.

**Doctrine:**

– The MOA, as a contract freely entered, constitutes a law between parties. Interpretation
should  adhere  to  stated  terms  unless  rendered  logically  untenable  by  practical
circumstances.

– **Labor Prerogative and Redundancy**: Business decisions, including closures based on
economic  rationale,  fall  within  management  prerogative  under  labor  law,  provided
processes  align  with  statutory  requirements  (Art.  283,  Labor  Code).

**Class Notes:**

– **Labor Code – Art. 280**: Any employment over one year constitutes regularization,
highlighting statutory protections for casual employees.

–  **Art.  283**:  Sets  forth  termination  grounds  and  requirements  like  redundancy,
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emphasizing due process adherence (e.g., notice provisions).

–  **MOA as  Contractual  Law:**  Exemplar  of  employer-employee agreement  serving as
binding “law” where voluntary engagements require judicial adherence barring ambiguities.

**Historical Background:**

At the time of this case, the Philippine labor landscape was marked by intense union activity
and resistance against corporate practices perceived as exploitative. The transition toward
more globalized operations put pressure on local industries to streamline operations, often
resulting in  labor  disputes.  Coca-Cola’s  case embodied the friction between advancing
business imperatives and protecting established employment rights. This decision illustrates
the competing interests of commercial enterprises’ logistical needs against worker stability
within a rapidly changing economic environment.


