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**Title:**
Jose Romeo C. Escandor vs. Hon. Conchita Carpio Morales, Sec. Emmanuel F. Esguerra, and
Cindy Sheila C. Gamallo

**Facts:**
In September 2004,  Cindy Sheila  C.  Gamallo filed a complaint  against  Jose Romeo C.
Escandor,  a  Regional  Director  at  NEDA  7,  alleging  violations  under  the  Anti-Sexual
Harassment  Act  (Republic  Act  No.  7877)  and accusing  him of  grave  misconduct.  The
complaint stemmed from incidents dating back to July 1999 when Escandor allegedly made
unsolicited advances towards Gamallo, beginning with verbal harassment and escalating to
physical  contact,  including  unwanted  touching  and  repeated  requests  for  dates  and
interactions. Despite rebuffing these advances, Escandor persisted, even sending messages
via Winpop and text.

Gamallo confided these experiences in colleagues Sandra Manuel, Lina Villamor, and Rafael
Tagalog,  who  noted  changes  in  her  work  performance  due  to  distress.  Gamallo’s
predicament grew as Escandor filed administrative complaints against her husband and his
actions  continued  unchecked.  Attempts  to  file  complaints  within  NEDA  met  delays,
prompting a formal complaint to the Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman-Visayas found Escandor guilty, prompting his dismissal. Escandor disputed
this, citing procedural errors and lack of jurisdiction. The Court of Appeals upheld the
Ombudsman’s  decision,  which  Escandor  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court,  presenting
multiple procedural and substantive arguments.

**Issues:**
1.  Does  the  Office  of  the  Ombudsman  have  jurisdiction  over  complaints  of  sexual
harassment within government agencies?
2. Were Escandor’s procedural rights to due process violated during the administrative
proceedings?
3. Is there substantial evidence to support the findings of grave misconduct through sexual
harassment?
4. Was there any merit to Escandor’s defense of the complaint being retaliatory or baseless?

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Jurisdiction of the Ombudsman:**
– The Supreme Court affirmed that the Ombudsman holds jurisdiction over administrative
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complaints against public officials for misconduct, extending to Escandor’s case of sexual
harassment. It was emphasized that this jurisdiction stems from constitutional duties to
investigate any illegal  or  improper acts  by public  officials  and exists  parallel  to  other
administrative mechanisms.

2. **Due Process Concerns:**
– The Court rejected claims of due process violations, citing that Escandor actively engaged
throughout  the  proceedings  and  filed  multiple  pleadings.  His  belated  challenge  to
jurisdiction was deemed waived, eliminating grounds for procedural objection.

3. **Substantial Evidence:**
– The Court ruled that the weight of evidence — including testimonies from Gamallo and
corroborating  witnesses  —  established  misconduct  through  harassment,  fulfilling  the
substantial evidence requirement necessary for administrative rulings.

4. **Defense of Retaliation and Bias:**
– Arguments on retaliation and bias were dismissed as baseless, with the Court attributing
credibility  to  Gamallo’s  testimony  and  corroborative  accounts  over  Escandor’s
unsubstantiated  allegations.

**Doctrine:**
The  case  reaffirms  the  authority  of  the  Office  of  the  Ombudsman  to  adjudicate
administrative cases against public officers, including those involving sexual harassment
and  misconduct.  It  underscores  the  nature  and  evidence  required  in  administrative
proceedings and clarifies that administrative findings may influence findings in parallel
criminal cases, provided procedural safeguards are maintained.

**Class Notes:**
–  *Sexual  Harassment  Elements*:  Authority,  work-related  context,  act  of  unwelcome
conduct.
–  *Ombudsman’s  Jurisdiction*:  Extends  to  any  government  misconduct,  irrespective  of
specific agency rules.
–  *Due  Process  in  Administrative  Proceedings*:  Satisfied  through  opportunities  for
participation  and  response.
–  *Substantial  Evidence  Standard*:  Less  stringent  than  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt;
incorporates logical, reasonable inferences from testimonies and evidence presented.
– *Administrative vs. Criminal Liability*: Separate standards and consequences, but related
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factual bases can impact outcomes.

**Historical Background:**
This case highlights ongoing efforts in Philippine jurisprudence to uphold ethical standards
in public service and address sexual misconduct in workplaces. It builds upon legislative
frameworks  like  Republic  Act  No.  7877,  underscoring  the  intertwined  objectives  of
maintaining agency integrity and protecting employee rights from abuses of power.


