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**Title:** Bacolor et al. vs. VL Makabali Memorial Hospital et al. [G.R. No. 199439]

**Facts:**
The dispute originated from the alleged constructive wrongful termination and monetary
claims raised by several doctors employed at VL Makabali Memorial Hospital. Drs. Lynman
Bacolor, Jeffrey Galura, Helen Torres, Fritzie Villegas, Raymond Canlas, and Zheila Torres
were initially contracted as resident physicians at the hospital from 2000-2003. Notably,
their  contracts,  though  expired,  saw  the  doctors  continuing  their  services  beyond
termination, suggesting implicit contract renewal.

On May 3, 2006, Drs. Bacolor, Galura, and others were allegedly instructed by Melchor
Catambing, an emergency room manager, to resign and reapply under a renewed one-year
fixed  term.  Upon  refusal,  the  doctors  faced  demotion  to  assistant  physician  roles.
Complaints of dishonesty and procedural violations were later levied against some, leading
Drs. Bacolor and Galura to receive termination notices.

Dr. Dax Tidula, similarly demoted for purported violations and later dismissed, joined the
complaint filed by the doctors for illegal dismissal. Following dismissal by the hospital, they
pursued legal recourse, resulting in a split decision at the lower labor arbiter level, which
initially ruled in their favor.

VL Makabali  Memorial  Hospital  contested this  ruling,  appealing to the National  Labor
Relations Commission (NLRC), which reversed the decision due to insufficient evidence of
demotion as a form of constructive dismissal.

On rejection of their motion for reconsideration by the NLRC, the doctors petitioned the
Court of Appeals (CA), alleging grave abuse of discretion by the NLRC. However, the CA
dismissed their case due to procedural deficiencies, primarily flaws in the verification and
certification requirements. The doctors then sought relief from the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. Was the procedural dismissal by the CA based on the defective verification and non-forum
shopping certificate justified?
2. Did the NLRC commit grave abuse of discretion by reversing the labor arbiter’s initial
ruling?

**Court’s Decision:**
1.  **Procedural  Dismissal:**  The Supreme Court  found that  the  Petition  for  Certiorari
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should  not  have  been  arbitrarily  dismissed  due  to  its  procedural  flaws.  The  court
emphasized  “substantial  compliance,”  highlighting  that  verification  is  a  mere  formal
requirement and presenting verifications from three out of six petitioners was adequate.
The substantive issues should take precedence over procedural lapses, fostering justice over
strict rule adherence.

2. **NLRC’s Decision:** The court refrained from directly addressing the merits of the
NLRC’s  findings  due to  procedural  grounds.  It  centered on whether  due process  was
observed in considering the appeals and procedural conduct between the parties. The high
court found the CA’s procedural dismissal unwarranted without delving into the substantive
merits of the labor dispute, hence remanding the case for CA review.

**Doctrine:**
The case reaffirms the principle of liberal interpretation of procedural rules for the purpose
of substantial justice. Courts should give merit-based decisions precedence, especially when
technical rule compliance would lead to undue injustice or dismissal pre-emptively.

**Class Notes:**
– **Verification:** Documents must be verified to assure their authenticity and truth, but
non-verification is not fatal if substantial compliance is evident through otherwise diligent
representation.
– **Certificate of Non-Forum Shopping:** Mandatory but allows for substantial compliance;
the omission must be remedied but does not prima facie justify dismissal if a shared interest
is represented by signatories.
– **Constructive Dismissal:** A subtle employer action leading to resignation can imply
wrongful  termination,  with  evidential  support  necessary  to  establish  demotion  as
unwarranted  and  oppressive.
– **Due Process Violation and Grave Abuse of Discretion:** Appeals must consider due
process and whether lower courts acted within their jurisdiction and rules of fair play.

**Historical Background:**
This case is situated in the context of employment disputes prevalent during the early 2000s
in the Philippines,  emphasizing the rights of  contractual  and medical  personnel  within
private  enterprises.  The  Philippines  traditionally  experiences  strict  labor  control
mechanisms,  which,  when arbitrated,  tend to  emphasize the employer-employee power
dynamic. The legislation of this period attempted to balance labor rights while maintaining
strict procedural adherence, influencing cases such as this adjudicated during President
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Benigno Aquino III’s administration.


