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### Title:
Jose Romeo C. Escandor vs. People of the Philippines: An Examination of Power Abuse and
Sexual Harassment in the Workplace under Republic Act No. 7877

### Facts:
Jose Romeo C. Escandor, the Regional Director of NEDA Region 7, was accused of sexually
harassing Cindy Sheila C. Gamallo, a contractual employee, from July 1999 to November
2003. The case, originating from an Information dated March 21, 2007, was tried by the
Sandiganbayan, which found Escandor guilty. Escandor filed for reconsideration, which was
denied, prompting him to elevate the case to the Supreme Court. The prosecution presented
detailed instances of unwelcome sexual advances by Escandor, corroborated by witnesses.
Escandor  denied  the  allegations,  claiming  fabrication  and  retaliation  by  disgruntled
employees and refuting Gamallo’s credibility due to alleged inconsistencies and delays in
her complaint.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  Escandor’s  guilt  for  sexual  harassment  under  Republic  Act  No.  7877 was
established beyond reasonable doubt.
2. Whether discrepancies in the date of an office Christmas party invalidate Escandor’s
liability.
3. Whether the complaint against Escandor was filed within the prescriptive period.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  denied  the  Petition  for  Review  on  Certiorari,  affirming  the
Sandiganbayan’s decision. The Court found that Escandor abused his position of power over
Gamallo, satisfying the elements of sexual harassment as defined under Republic Act No.
7877. The testimonies of Gamallo and her colleagues were found credible, establishing
Escandor’s guilt beyond reasonable doubt. The discrepancy regarding the Christmas party
date  was  deemed  irrelevant  as  the  Information  outlined  multiple  acts  of  harassment.
Furthermore, the timing of Gamallo’s complaint was justified given the circumstances and
did not invalidate her claim.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterates the doctrine that sexual harassment, as penalized by Republic Act No.
7877 (Anti-Sexual Harassment Act of 1995), is grounded in an abuse of power by a superior
over a subordinate. It emphasizes the three-fold liability (criminal, civil, and administrative)
for acts of sexual harassment and clarifies that the credibility of witnesses, especially the
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victim’s immediate filing or lack thereof, should be contextually considered.

### Class Notes:
– Key Elements of Sexual Harassment under RA 7877: Authority or influence over the
victim, committed in a work, education, or training environment, demands or requests for
sexual favors.
– Prescriptive Period: The law provides a 3-year window from the last act of harassment to
file a complaint.
–  Grieving  Process:  Victims  are  not  bound  by  a  strict  timeline  to  report  harassment;
sensitivities and personal thresholds vary widely.
– Proof Standard: “Beyond reasonable doubt” for criminal cases; corroborative testimonies
bolster the victim’s account.

### Historical Background:
The enactment of Republic Act No. 7877 in 1995 marks a significant legislative effort to
recognize and penalize sexual harassment in the Philippines, distinguishing it from other
offenses  by  its  emphasis  on  the  abuse  of  power  dynamics  within  professional  and
educational settings. This case highlights the evolving legal and societal understanding of
sexual harassment, reinforcing the importance of legal protections against such abuse.


