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**Title:**
Peñaflor v. Outdoor Clothing Manufacturing Corporation

**Facts:**
– **Employment and Resignation:**
– Manolo Peñaflor was hired on September 2, 1999, as the probationary HRD Manager of
Outdoor Clothing Manufacturing Corporation.
– On March 13, 2000, more than six months later, Peñaflor discovered Nathaniel Syfu had
appointed Edwin Buenaobra as the concurrent HRD and Accounting Manager.

– **Resignation and Constructive Dismissal Claim:**
– Peñaflor viewed Buenaobra’s appointment to his post as the final act of discrimination and
filed an irrevocable resignation effective March 15, 2000.
– He subsequently claimed constructive dismissal and filed a complaint before the labor
arbiter.

– **Procedural Posture:**
– The labor arbiter, in a decision on August 15, 2001, ruled in favor of Peñaflor.
–  Outdoor Clothing appealed the decision to the National  Labor Relations Commission
(NLRC), which reversed the labor arbiter’s decision on September 24, 2002.
– Peñaflor then appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which upheld the NLRC’s decision.
– Seeking redress, Peñaflor filed a petition for review on certiorari with the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**
1. **Voluntariness of Resignation:**
– Whether Peñaflor’s resignation was voluntary or if he was constructively dismissed due to
an intolerable workplace environment instigated by the employer.
2. **Joint and Several Liability of Corporate Officers:**
– Whether Outdoor Clothing’s officers – Syfu, Medylene Demogena, and Paul Lee – should
be held personally liable in solidarity with the corporation for the alleged wrongful acts.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Constructive Dismissal:**
– The Court found Peñaflor’s resignation to be a response to Buenaobra’s appointment.
– It questioned the authenticity of the memoranda presented by Outdoor Clothing due to
procedural and substantive inconsistencies.
–  The  Court  held  that  the  harsh  and  discriminatory  conditions  imposed  on  Peñaflor
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amounted to constructive dismissal despite his resignation’s “irrevocable” nature.
– The decision was based on the principle that any doubts in an illegal dismissal case should
favor the employee.

2. **Liability of Corporate Officers:**
– The Court modified its judgment regarding the liability of corporate officers.
– Syfu, Demogena, and Lee were not found to have acted with malice or bad faith, essential
for holding them liable. Thus, they were not held jointly and severally liable.

**Doctrine:**
Constructive dismissal occurs when an employee resigns due to unbearable, hostile, and
discriminatory work conditions orchestrated by the employer, as outlined by jurisprudence.

**Class Notes:**
– **Constructive Dismissal:**
– Essential elements: Employer instigates a hostile environment compelling the employee to
resign.
– The burden of proof lies on the employer to show resignation was voluntary if claimed as a
defense.
– **Corporate Liability:**
– Corporate officers can be held solidarily liable for corporate acts only if there’s evidence of
bad faith or malice.
– **Relevant Statutes:**
– Labor Code of the Philippines, Articles 282-285: Governing employee terminations.
– Burden of proof in cases of alleging voluntary resignation is on the employer (See: Mora v.
Avesco).

**Historical Background:**
– **Contextual Significance:**
– The decision reflects the judicial stance on protecting employees’ rights against unjust
workplace practices and emphasizes the court’s protective mantle over labor rights. The
case also reiterates judicial scrutiny towards procedural fairness and factual integrity in
employer-employee disputes.


