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DECISION 

LOPEZ, J., J.: 

This is a Petition for Review on Certiorari I under Rule 45 of the 
Rules of Court, assailing the Decision2 dated September 25, 2017 and the 
Resolution3 dated May 4, 2018 of the Court of Appeals (CA) in CA-G.R. SP 
No. 139367. The challenged Decision held petitioners solidarily liable to pay 
respondent Joseph B. Cayabyab (Cayabyab) Grade 6 disability benefits based 
on their Collective Bargaining Agreement ( CBA), while the assailed 
Resolution, denied petitioners' Motion for Partial Reconsideration on the CA 
Decision. 

On wellness leave. 
Per Special Order No. 2828 dated June 2 l, 202 1. 
Rollo, pp. 37-56. 

2 Penned by Associate Justice Maria Elisa Sempio Diy, with Associate Justices Celia C. Librea-
Leagogo and Florito S. Macalino, concmTing; id. at 13-28. 
3 Penned by Associate Justice Maria Elisa Sempio Diy, with Associate Justices Celia C. Librea-
Leagogo and Nina G. Antonio- Valenzuela, concurring; id. at 30-34. ~ 
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On July 9, 2012, Ventis Maritime Corporation (VMC), a local manning 
agency, hired Cayabyab on behalf of its foreign principal, St. Paul Maritime 
Corporation (SPMC), to work as a wiper on board its vessel "MIV Dover 
Highway" for a period of nine (9) months with a basic monthly salary of 
USD422.00.4 

Prior to his deployment, Cayabyab underwent a Pre-Employment 
Medical Examination (PEME) where he was declared fit for sea duty. 5 

In fulfilling the demands of his job, Cayabyab claimed he skipped meals to 
assist other crew members.6 After sometime, he experienced erratic sleeping 
patterns aggravated by poor nutrition. 7 He began talking to himself8 and 
recited bible verses out of nowhere.9 One time, he thought that someone was 
about to kill him that he became paranoid, hysterical and violent, and had to 
be restrained by ten ( 10) crew members. 10 

On February 25, 2013, the master of the vessel informed VMC of 
Cayabyab's strange behavior, which they observed to have manifested after 
the latter tried to contact his family. 11 When the vessel reached the Port of Italy, 
Cayabyab was brought to a psychiatric clinic where he was confined for 
three (3) days. 12 The attending doctor diagnosed him to be suffering from. 
"Occupational Stress Disorder" and recommended his immediate repatriation 
on the ground of "ACUTE PSYC[HJOSIS." 13 

Upon Cayabyab's arrival in the Philippines, VMC referred him to the 
company-designated physician, who endorsed him to a psychiatrist at 
the Philippine General Hospital (PGH). 14 The psychiatrist prescribed him 
medication for schizophrenia 15 and advised him to return on March 
18, 2013. 16 During his follow-up check-up on said date, the psychiatrist 
declared that Cayabyab had a "Brief Psychotic Episode. "17 

Fortunately, Cayabyab's psychiatric evaluation showed improvement as 
he was already "symptom-free despite withdrawal of his medicines" on 
April 17, 2013.18 Nonetheless, the company-designated physician regularly 
monitored his condition as seen from his succeeding check-ups on the 
following dates:April 17, 2013, May 15, 2013, May 31, 2013, June 14, 2013 
and June 28, 2013.19 

4 Id. at 14. 
Jd. 

6 Id. at 15. 
7 Id. 
8 ld.at21. 
9 Id. at 15. 
10 Id. 
11 Id. at 21. 
12 Id. at 15. 
13 Id. at 21. 
14 Id. at 15. 
15 Id. 
16 Id. at 2l. 
17 Id. at 22. 
18 Id. 
19 Id. 

' 
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On July 12, 2013, the company-designated physician examined 
Cayabyab and reported his medical findings, viz.: 

The patient complains of recurrent occipital headache with 
associated insomnia. He is conversant with limited verbal output. There is 
recurrence of auditory hallucination. Affect is slightly blunt. 

Diagnosis: 
Brief psychotic disorder.20 

On July 15, 2013, the company-designated physician issued a Grade 6 
Disability Assessment.21 Displeased with such partial disability assessment, 
Cayabyab filed a Complaint for total and permanent disability benefits on July 
29, 2013.22 

On September 9, 2013, or several months after the filing of the 
Complaint, Cayabyab sought a second opinion from his personal physician, 
Dr. Elias D. Adamos (Dr. Adamos),23 who advised him to continue with his 
medication. 24 After several check-ups and a series of tests, Dr. Adamos 
declared him to be suffering from total and permanent disability. 25 

Petitioners contended that Cayabyab was coping with a family problem, 
which caused his psychological breakdown.26 Furthermore, they asserted that 
the partial disability assessment of the company-designated physician must 
prevail.27 

After the parties submitted the necessary pleadings, the complaint was 
deemed submitted for decision. 

Ruling of the Labor Arbiter 

In his Decision dated February 21, 2014, Labor Arbiter Raymund M. 
Celino (LA Celina) awarded Cayabyab total and permanent disability benefits, 
the dispositive portion of which is quoted hereunder: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

WHEREFORE, premises considered, respondents are hereby 
directed to pay complainant, jointly and severally, total and permanent 
disability benefits in the sum ofUS$60,000.00 or its equivalent in Philippine 
Peso at the time of payment, plus l 0% attorney's fees. 

Id. at 22. 
Id. 
Id. at 23. 
Id. at 23-24. 
Id. at 15. 
Id. 
Id. at 16. 
Id. ? 
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All other claims are dismissed for lack of merit. 

SO ORDERED.28 

Dismayed, petitioners appealed to the NLRC.29 

Ruling of the NLRC 

In its Decision dated October 31, 2014, the NLRC partially granted the 
appeal as it held VMC liable to pay Cayabyab only partial disability benefits 
corresponding to Grade 6 rating under the Amended Philippine Overseas 
Employment Administration-Standard Employment Contract (POEA-SEC), 
the dispositive portion of which states: 

WHEREFORE, the appeal is PARTIALLY GRANTED. The 
February 21, 2014 Decision of Labor Arbiter Raymund M. Celino is hereby 
MODIFIED by declaring respondent Ventis Maritime Corporation liable to 
pay complainant Joseph B. Cayabyab disability benefits corresponding to 
Grade 6 disability rating under the Amended POEA-SEC. 

SO ORDERED.30 

Aggrieved, Cayabyab filed a Motion for Reconsideration, but it was 
similarly denied by the NLRC, in its Resolution31 dated December 22, 2014. 
As per the Entry of Judgment dated March 31, 2015, the said Decision became 
final and executory and entered in the Book of Entries of Judgments on 
January 18, 2015.32 

Nevertheless, Cayabyab elevated the case to the CA via a Petition for 
Certiorari. 33 

Ruling of the CA 

The CA upheld the findings of the company-designated physician 
which classified Cayabyab's mental disorder as a partial disability with a 
Grade 6 rating.34 The CA gave more credence on the findings of the company
designated physician, on account of the following observations: first, 
Cayabyab failed to seasonably obtain an opinion from his personal physician 
before filing his complaint;35 second, four ( 4) months had passed before he 
sought to dispute the compa.ny-designated physician's assessment and during 

28 Id. at 17. (Emphasis in the original). 
29 Id. 
30 Id. (Emphasis in the original). 
31 Id 
32 Id. at llO. 
33 Id. 
34 Jd.at23. 
35 ld. at 24. 

~ 
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this interval, other factors could have aggravated his mental condition;36 and 
third, while he sought a second opinion from his personal physician, 
the latter's assessment regarding the former's mental state relied on the 
medical reports of the psychiatrist and the company-designated physician. 37 

The personal physician neither conducted further medical tests nor prescribed 
additional treatment or medication on him.38 

In this regard, the CA, in its Decision dated September 25, 2017, held 
the local agency VMC and its foreign principal SPMC, solidarily liable for the 
payment of Grade 6 disability benefits owing to Cayabyab, based on the 
parties' CBA, the dispositive portion of which states: 

WHEREFORE, the instant "Petition for Certiorari (Under Rule 65 
of the Rules of Court)" is DENIED. The assailed Decision dated October 
31, 2014 and Resolution dated December 22, 2014 in NLRC NCR CN. (M) 
07-10820-13/NLRC LAC No. (OFW-M) 04-000304-14 are hereby 
AFFIRMED with MODIFICATION. Private respondents Ventis 
Maritime Corporation (VMC) and St. Paul Maritime Corporation (SPMC) 
are hereby ORDERED to pay, jointly and severally, petitioner Joseph B. 
Cayabyab Grade 6 disability benefits in accordance with the collective 
bargaining agreement (CBA). The disability benefits are to be paid in 
Philippine pesos, computed at the exchange rate prevailing at the time of 
payment. Interest at the rate of 6% per annum is imposed on the judgment 
award, to be computed from the finality of this Decision until such amount 
shall have been fully paid. 

The company officer, Captain Wilfred D. Garcia, is absolved from any 
personal liability to petitioner Joseph B. Cayabyab. 

SO ORDERED.39 

Dissatisfied, petitioners VMC and SPMC filed a Motion for Partial 
Reconsideration (MR) to question the applicability of the CBA on the 
following grounds: a) the Standard Terms and Conditions Governing the 
Employment of Filipino Seafarers On-Board Ocean-Going Vessels (POEA
SEC) should apply; and b) the CBAalready expired last December 31, 2009.40 

They also assailed the imposition of the six percent ( 6%) interest per annum 
on the judgment award.41 

On March 13, 2018, Cayabyab filed a Motion (To Issue Writ of 
Execution/Garnishment) to enforce the judgment award pursuant to the 
Decision of the NLRC, which attained finality on January 18, 2015.42 

36 Id. 
37 Id. 
38 Id. 
39 Id. at 27. (Emphasis in the original) 
40 Id. at 32. 
41 Id. 
42 Id. at 11 l. 

t 
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On May 4, 2018, the CA rendered its challenged Resolution which 
denied petitioners' MR. The CA held that based on a letter dated August 16, 
2017 of the union (AMOSlJP-PTGWO-ITF), the provisions in the CBA 
pertaining to dis1J.bility benefits are still in effect; thus, the CA applied the same, 
following the principle that any doubt should be resolved in favor of labor.43 

Moreover, the imposition of the six percent (6%) interest was made pursuant 
to the ruling of the CourtinNacarv. Gallery Frames, etal., (G.R. No. 189871, 
August 13, 2013). 44 Hence, the CA disposed of the motion in this manner: 

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the "Motion for Partial 
Reconsideration" filed by Ventis Maritime Corporation (VMC), St. Paul 
Maritime Corporation (SPMC), and Captain Wilfred D. Garcia is DENIED. 

SO ORDERED.45 

Undeterred, petitioners filed the present petition raising the following 
assignment of errors: 

43 

44 

45 

46 

I. 

THE [CA] ACTED ON A GROSS MISAPPREHENSION OF FACTS 
WHICH RESULTED IN THE MISAPPLICATION OF LAW AND 
EXISTING JURISPRUDENCE THEREBY REACHING LEGAL 
CONCLUSIONS THAT ARE NOT ONLY CONTRARY TO THE FACTS 
CONCLUSIVELY ESTABLISHED BY UNCONTROVERTED 
EVIDENCE ON RECORD, BUT ALSO MANIFESTLY MISTAKEN, 
ABSURD AND IMPOSSIBLE, BASED AS THEY WERE ON 
SPECULATIONS, SURMISES AND CONJECTURES WHEN IT 
MODIFIED THE DECISION AND RESOLUTION OF THE NLRC; 

II. 

THE [CA] DECIDED IN A WAY NOT IN ACCORD WITH LAW OR 
WITH APPLICABLE DECISIONS OF THE SUPREME COURT IN 
APPLYING THE PROVISIONS OF THE ALLEGED CBADESPITE THE 
FACT THAT NO EVIDENCE WAS PRESENTED TO PROVE THAT THE 
PARTIES ARE COVERED THEREIN; and 

III. 

THE [CA] DECIDED IN A WAY NOT IN ACCORD WITH LAW OR 
WITH APPLICABLE DECISIONS OF THE SUPREME COlJRT AND IS 
AN AFFRONT TO PETTIONERS' RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS IN 
AWARDING 6% LEGAL INTEREST PER ANNlJM DESPITE THE 
FACT THAT THE PRIVATE RESPONDENT FAl.LED TO ALLEGE THE 
SAME IN HIS PLEAD!NGS.46 

Id. 
Id. 
Id. at 34. (Emphasis in the original). 
Id. at 45. 

~ 
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Petitioners assert in the main that the CA erred in applying the CBA in 
awarding partial disability benefits to Cayabyab, based on the following 
grounds: a) the CBA already expired when petitioner was hired on July 9, 2012, 
since it was only applicable from January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2009;47 b) 
assuming otherwise, the provisions of the POEA-SEC Contract should govern, 
because what is involved in this case is an "illness" and not an "injury due to 
an accident";48 and c) Cayabyab failed to prove that he is a member of the 
union covered by the CBA, which would entitle him to the benefits 
thereunder. 49 

Moreover, the award of six percent (6%) interest per annum was not 
proper, because Cayabyab neither prayed nor claimed for the payment of 
interest in any of his pleadings.50 

During the pendency of the petition before this Court, LA Celino issued 
a Writ of Execution51 on August 20, 2018, to enforce ·the judgment award to 
Cayabyab, based on the NLRC Decision, which attained finality on January 
18, 2015. 52 By way of a Manifestation, 53 petitioners, thru counsel, informed 
the Court that on September 11, 2018,54 they have tendered checks to the 
NLRC · to satisfy the judgment award and necessary fees attendant in its 
execution. 55 Thus, they prayed for the return or restitution of the full amount 
should the Court find any overpayment made to Cayabyab.56 

Sometime in December 2018, Cayabyab filed his Comment57 where he 
argued that the pieces of evidence submitted by petitioners to controvert the 
applicability of the CBA are irrelevant, on account of the following reasons: 
a) theAMOSUP letter dated April 21, 2010 pertains to the inquiry regarding 
the case of another seafarer, 2nd Mate Restituto T. Senoro, Jr., who suffered a 
stroke; 58 b) the opinion of the AMOSUP in the said letter was made long 
before Cayabyab filed his claim for disability benefits; c) the AMOS UP letter 
dated August 16, 2017, was a general inquiry on the coverage of the CBA, 
which did not directly clarify its application on the disability claim of 
Cayabyab.59 

Likewise, the grant of the six percent ( 6%) interest per annum on the 
judgment award is proper, following the pronouncement of the Court in Nacar 
v. Gallery Frames, 60 and Bangko Sentral ng Pilipinas (ESP) Circular No. 799, 

47 Id. at 46. 
48 Id. 
49 Id. at 48. 
50 Id. at 49. 
51 Id. at 109-111. 
52 Id. at 12 i. 
53 Id. at 102-106. 
54 Id. at 102. 
55 Id. at 121-125. 
56 Id. at 103. 
Si id. at 134-1~9. 
58 Id. at 142. 
59 Id. 
60 716 Phil. 267 (2013). ~ 
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which took effect on July 1, 2013.61 

Petitioners met the contentions aforesaid, by way of a Reply, 62 where 
they reiterated the main points in their petition. 

In sum, the issue is, can Cayabyab claim partial disability benefits under 
the CBA, or will the POEA-SEC apply to determine his entitlement thereto? 
Stated otherwise, the issue is whether Cayabyab is entitled to the benefits 
under the POEA-SEC or to those under the purported CBA. 

Our Ruling 

The petition is partly meritorious. 

I. Cayabyab cannot claim partial 
disability benefits under the 
alleged CBA. 

Preliminarily, the Court underscores that Cayabyab's entitlement to 
partial disability benefits is not disputed by petitioners, but only the amount 
of its grant. The NLRC based it on the schedule of disabilities provided under 
the Amended POEA-SEC, while the CA considered the parties' supposed 
CBA. 

A seafarer's right to disability benefits is a matter governed by law, 
contract and medical findings. 63 The material legal provisions are Articles 191 
to 193 of the Labor Code, in relation to Section 2, Rule X of the Amended 
Rules on Employees' Compensation.64 The relevant contracts are the POEA
SEC and the CBA.65 

It is well to note that Cayabyab was hired in 2012, thus it is the 2010 
POEA-SEC (Amended Standard Terms and Conditions Governing the 
Overseas Employment of Filipino Seafarers On-Board Ocean-Going Ships) 
under POEAMemorandum Circular No. 010-10, which forms an integral part 
of his contract of employment. 66 Section 20 of the Amended POEA-SEC 
pertinently states: 

SECTION 20. Compensation and Benefits. --

A. Compensation and Benefits for Injury or Illness 

61 id. at 14'3-148. 
62 /d.at157-162. 
63 Gomez v. Crossworld Marine Services, Inc., et at, 815 Phil.401, 416 (2017), citing C.F Sharp Crew 
Management, Inc. v. Taok. 691 Phil. 521,533 (2012). 
64 Id. 
65 Id., cith1g V.::-rgara v. Hammonia 1Vfaritime S1:7vites, inc., 588 Phil. 895, 912 (2008). t;) 
66 J,.,faryvilie l'vianila, Inc. v. Lloyd C. Espinosa, G.R. Ne. 229372, August 27, 2020. T 
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XXX 

6. In case of permanent total or partial disability of the seafarer caused by 
either injury or illness the seafarer shall be compensated in accordance with the 
schedule of benefits enumerated in Section 32 of his Contract. Computation of 
his benefits arising from an illness or disease shall be governed by the rates and 
the rules of compensation applicable at the time the illness or disease was 
contracted. 

The disability shall be based solely on the disability gradings provided 
under Section32 of this Contract, and shall not be measured or determined by the 
number of days a seafarer is under treatment or the number of days in which 
sickness allowance is paid. 

Section 32 of the Amended POEA-SEC provides for the schedule of 
disability allowances granted to a seafarer, the base amount of which is USD 
50,000.00. It must be remembered that the POEA-SEC merely provides 
the minimum acceptable terms in a seafarer's employment contract,67 and a 
seafarer may also claim superior disability benefits if his or her employment 
is covered by an overriding CBA, as exemplified in the cases that will be 
discussed hereunder. 

In Carino v. Maine Marine Phils., Inc. 68 (Carino), the Court held that 
Carino, a seafarer who broke his right ankle due to an accident while working 
as a deck boy on board his vessel of assignment, as totally and completely 
disabled and granted him permanent and total disability benefit in the amount 
ofUS$93,154.00, following the CBA of the Associated Marine Officers' and 
Seamen's Union of the Philippines (AMOSUP), which he presented before the 
NLRC. 

Similarly, the Court in Singa Shipmanagement Phils., Inc. v. Casuco69 

(Singa), awarded Casuco full compensation despite being given only a partial 
disability rating of Grade 11, when he injured his shoulder while carrying a 
cabinet on board the ship, which made him unable to raise his arms more than 
halfway from horizontal to perpendicular. In Singa, the Court considered the 
CBA between Row Management LTS and Norwegian Seafarers' Union for 
Catering/Hotel Personnel, which stipulated that "[r]egardless of the degree of 
disability, an injury which results in loss of profession will entitle the Seafarer 
to the full amount of compensation."70 

Likewise, the Court in Gomez v. Cross·world lvfarine Services, Inc. 71 

(Gomez), considered the amount of US$90,882.00 stipulated in the parties' 
CBA under ITF UnVorm TCC Collective Bargaining_Agreement, instead of 
the US$50,000.00 base rate provided under the Ainended POEA-SEC, in 
computing the Grade 8 disability benefit owing to Gomez, by reason of his 
back injury which he sustained when he slipped while removing the ice from 

67 Ocean Prosperity Manning and Management Corp. v. Silva, G.R. No, 225269, September 14, 2016. 
(Minute Resolution) 
68 G.R.No.23llll,October17,2018 
69 G.R. Nos. 237250 & 237313, October 8, 2018. 
70 Id. 
71 Supra note 63, at 424. 9 
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the lower and upper decks of the ship. 

It bears stressing that the CBA is the law between the parties, hence, 
they are obliged to comply with its provisions.72 This is so because a contract 
of labor is so impressed with public interest that the more beneficial 
conditions must be endeavored in favor of the laborer.73 

The rise of the Filipino as the preferred seafarer worldwide places 
emphasis on the importance of their effort to uplift Philippine economy. 74 As 
such, much importance is accorded to the safety and the well-being of the 
country's workers who unselfishly contribute their time and devotion to the 
country and their families. 75 To this end, Philippine jurisprudence regarding 
the disability claims of Filipino seafarers has come a long way. 76 The Court 
has evolved with the times, as it were, to answer and face the challenges that 
befall the Filipino worker. 77 

It is in recognition of the vital role of Filipino seafarers in boosting the 
country's economic growth and the inherent dangers they may encounter in 
the pursuit of their employments, that the rule regarding the liberal 
construction of labor contracts in favor of Filipino seafarers emerged. While 
this may be the case, the rule that "whoever claims entitlement to the benefits 
provided by law should establish his [ or her] right to the benefits by 
substantial evidence,"78 equally holds true. For this reason, jurisprudence is 
replete with cases where the Court did not take into account the parties' 
purported CBA for failure of the seafarer to establish its existence and 
consequently awarded disability benefits provided under the POEA-SEC. 

In Eyana v. Transmarine Carriers, Inc. 79 (Eyana), the Court did not 
apply the CBA in computing the disability benefits since the seafarer 
presented no more than two (2) unauthenticated pages of the same, which the 
Court held to be insufficient to establish the existence of the CBA and the 
applicability of its provisions. In Eyana, the Court stressed that "a party 
alleging a critical fact must support his allegation with substantial evidence," 
and "any decision based on unsubstantiated allegation cannot stand as it will 
offend due process."80 

In the earlier case of Esguerra v. United Philippine Lines, Inc. 81 

(Esguerra). the Court found the evidence submitted by the seafarer to 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

,g 

2020. 

Ace Navigation Co., et al. .: Garcia, 760 Phil. 924, 935 (2015). 
Jolly D. Teodoro v. Teekay Shipping Fhilippi,,es, Inc., G.R. No. 244721, February 5, 2020. 
Gere v. Anglo-Eastern Crew Management Phil,., Inc., 830 Phil. 695, 704 (2018). 
Id. 
Id. 
id. 
OSG Shipmanagement M,miia. Inc., et ed. v. Victoria B. De Jesus, G.R. No. 207344, November 18, 

79 752 Phil. 232 (2015). 
80 Id. at 243, citing Oriental Shfpmanagement Co., Inc. v. iVazal, G.R. No. 177103, June 3, 2013, 697 
SCRA 51, 61, citing UST f acuity Umon v. University qf Ste. Tomas. et al., 602 Phil. 1016, l 025 (2009). 
,1 713 Phil. 487 (2013). ~ 
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establish the existence· of the CBA insufficient. In Esguerra, the seafarer 
submitted copies of pages 9 and 10 of the purported PSU/ITF TCC 
Agreement and a copy of the complete text ofa CBA between PSU-ALU
TUCP-ITF and Belships dated November 3, 2008. However, it is impossible 
to deduce therefrom whether it is indeed the correct CBA upon which the 
superior amount of permanent disability benefit in the amount of 
US$142,560.00 claimed bv the seafarer can be based. Furthennore, the 
inapplicability of the provision to the petitioner must be sustained in view of 
the fact that the duration of the submitted copy of PSU-ALU-TUCP-ITF and 
Belships CBA is from November 1, 2008 until October 31, 2009 or outside 
the petitioner's employment period which expired as early as July 2008.82 

In Splash Phils,, Inc, v. Ruuo 83 (Splash Phils), the Court similarly 
disregarded the CBA which the seafarer tried to establish by submitting a one
page unsigned purported copy thereof before the Labor Arbiter. Further, the 
said copy bore no indication who was the employer as the space reserved 
therefor was blank.84 Assuming that the copy submitted was genuine, it was 
dated 2004, hence, it already expired when the seafarer signed his POEA 
contract in February ?005.85 · · 

Nfeanwhile, there were als_o instances where the Court ignored the CBA 
presented because it was not shown to have covered the seafarer's employment 
contract. 

In the recent case ofJohn A. Oscares ·v. ,"li,fagsaysay lvfaritime Corp., et. 
al. 86 

( Os cares), the Court did not considerthe CBA submitted by the seafarer 
because it was unclear if such CBA covered his employment. In Os cares, the 
Court observed that based on the seafarer's contract of employment, the "IBF
FKSU/AMOSUP KSA" covered his employment contract, yet he submitted a 
copy of"P.N.O. TCC Collective Agreement," which are not one and the same. 
Moreover, the Court observed that .the CBA was not signed by the principal 
or the International Trarisport Worker's Federation.87 

In the same vein, the Court, in North Sea ,"li,1arine Services Corp., et al. 
v. Enriquez88 (lVorth Sea), found that t:,_'-ie seafarer failed to adequately prove 
that his employment was covered by the CBA. The document presented bore 
no specific details as regards the~ parties covered thereby, the effectivity or 
duration thereof, or <0Ven' tbe signamres of contracti..7.g parties. Records are 
bereft of evidence showing.that the seafarer's employment was covered by the 
supposed c·BA or that the principal had entered into My collective bargaining 
agreement with any lli'"lion in which the seafarer was a member. 89 

82 

83 

" 
85 

86 

87 

" 
" 

JJ. at 499-500. 
730 Phil. 162 (2014).' 
id, at 180. 
Id. 
o::r-<.. !"'10. 245858, Decernb(:r i. 20.:.~d. r . , . _,a. 
},'16_Phi.l.. 734(2017t 
Id. at 743. ~ 
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Despite having no issues as regards the existence and coverage of the 
CBA, the Court dismissed the same for failure of the seafarer to comply with 
the conditions stipulated therein. 

In the recent case of Orlando A. Ortega v. Grieg Philippines, Im:. 90 

(Ortega); the Court held that while the seafarer's employment contract was 
undoubtedly covered by the NIS-AMOSUP Ratings 2014 CBA, the seafarer 
is not entitled to disability benefits because he failed to prove that his injury 
was sustained due to an accident on board his vessel of assignment while in 
the perfommnce of his duty as a deck fitter. In Ortega, the Comt observed that 
other than his bare allegations, the seafarer had not offered any proof that he 
met an accident on board the vessel.91 There was no accident report or any 
medical'repoit issued iridi6ating that he figured in an accident. He did not 
disclose. the supposed accident to the doctor who initially examined him . . 

overseas. He also did not disclose any accident when he was examined in the 
Philippines by the company-designated physician.92 

In another case, th1e Court in Torillos v. Eastgate lvfaritime Corp. 93 

(Torillos), · declared that while IBF. JSU/AMOSUP-IM.MAJ CBA was 
effective at f.he time of the seafarer's employment with Eastgate, 'the grant of 
disability benefits under the said CBA is confined only to "x= accident whilst 
in the employment of the Company regardless of fault, including accidents 
occurring ivhile travelling to olfrdm the ship, and whose ability to work as a 
seafarer is reduced as a result thereof, but excluding permanent disability due 
to willful ads x x-x." In Torillos, the Court found the seafarer failed to pi:-0ve 
that his disability was caused by an accident, hence, there is no basis in 
awarding him disability benefits under the CBA, 

,· 

In Julleza v. Orient Linc Philippines, Inc.94 .(Julleza), the Court did not 
award disabilitv benefits to.the sea.rarer based on the CBA s1nce the totalitv of 
the evidence o~ record bore that he was not involved in an ac~ident. In Jull~za, 
the Court gave more weight on the l\:ledical Report.for Seafarer signed by the 
ship captain, indicating that the seafarer complained of back pain above the 
waistline but thal this . arose from sickness. The report also says that the 
possibie cause was weather or sea condition, while the tick boxes for fall, 
tripping, hitting, or slipping were unchecked.95 The Court also considered the 
reports submhted by company-designat.ed-physician, and petitioner's 0vVn 
doctor, all i'.f"vhich are &ilent on the fact.that he slipped and fell.96 In fact, the 
reports of both doctors reveall:hat petitioner had beenexperiencing back pain 
since August 2010 and his back pain got worse, a few days before the end of 
his contra.ct; 1vvhcn·.he·\v~is _c8n·yir~g ht~~lV'Y objects,·97 
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. The ruling of the Cou.rt in Ju!lezu, considered the earlier case of Island 
Overseas Transport Corp., eta!. E Beja98 (Island Overseas). where the Court 
underscored the lack of accident report or any medical report issued indicating 
that the seafarer 1net an accident while on board. For this reason, the Court did 
not apply t,l{e CBA because the conclusion that the seafarer's knee injury was 
caused ·by an accident had no tactual basis but was anchored merely on 
speculation. 

Along this line, the Court in NYK-Fil Ship Management, Inc. v. Nunez, 
Jr. 99 (NYK-Fil), held the CBA provisions on disability did not apply to the 
seafarer since records do not show that he acquired his disability as a result of 
an accident.· 

Similarly, the Court in Balbarino ,: Pacific Ocean .Manning, Inc. 100 

(Balbarino), declared that the seafarer was not entitled to disability 
compensation under the CBA since it was clear from its provision that 
the disability benefit may only be awarded if the seafarer suffers a pem1anent 
disability as a result of an accident. InBalbarino, the disability was.caused by 
an illness, not an accident, thus liema.y· not claim compensation under the 
CBA. 

Guided by the foregoing jurispn1dent1al parameters, the Court so holds 
that there ·are three (3) "requisites which a seafarer declared-to be suffering 
from a disability, whether permanent or partial, must prove to establish his or 
her entitlement to superior disability benefits under the CBA: first, the 
existence of the_ CBA;, second, the seafarer's employment contract is 
covered by the CBA. i.e.; the CBA is in effect or had not yet lapsed at the 
tinrn of the seafarer's employment; aiid third, that the seafarer complied with 
the conditions stipulated in the CBA, i.e., prove that the seafarer's injury 
arise from an accident while on board the vessel. 

After scouring -over the records. of the case, the Court is convinced 
that Cayahyab cannot clafi:n disability benefits under the CBA owing to 
the following reasons:. 1) he failed to prove its .existence; 2) he failed to 
establish that his employment contract is covered by the supposed CHA; and 
3) he failed to add1icC1;:vidence to show that his disability arose from an 
accident 

tlere, ~he only documents pertaining. to the existence of tl1e purported 
CBAare as fqllows: a) a ietterdatedApril 21, 2010 fromA,Jv10SUP-PTGVlO
ITF signed by one Capt. Qregorio S. Oca, the tenor of,vhich merely clarified 
the applicability of the,CBA to the case of :zc,-j I\.1ate Restituto T. Senoro, Jr. 101 

and b) a letter clcited /\ogust 16, 2(Jl7 from AJvIOSUP-PTG\VO-JTF, signed 
by one A.tty Emmanuel)'';. Partido; ,vl,ich explained the limitation of the 
--··--··-•· .•--·--•.--. _,, 
98 

" 100 

IOJ 
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C.R.. Nos. :193953 & 193954 (1\,fiput~ Re-so1ution), July 2_7, 2016. 
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application ai:Jd payment of benefits imder Article· 28.l of the CBA to 
disability arising from accidents. 102 

Lamentably, the letter dated April 21, 20 l O cannot be used to ascertain 
the existence of the CBA since it was executed prior to Cayabyab's 
employmentirt2012. Meanwhile, the:Jetter dated August 16, 2017, was issued 
way beyond Cayabyab's 9cmonth contract of employment have lapsed. Worse, 
no copy of the alleged. CBA, or even the pertinent pages thereof are attached 

. to the records of the case. \Vorthy of note also is the .fact that the CA even 
failed to indicate the name· of the applicable CBA or the disability benefit 
stipulated therein, in it&-assailedDecision, which bolsters the Court's opinion 
that no copy thereof was even presented before the appellate court. 

In Eypm{.the <:'au.rt l;eld that a CBA whose existence has not been 
established "deserves no evidentiary weight and cannot be made as basis for 
the award of disability compensation.';103 • 

Assuming that such CBA did exist, Cayabyab failed to prove that his 
employment contract was covered by it· He failed to attach a copy of his 
POEA contract which could have established the CBA that covered his 
employment, if any.In TSMShzppingPhils., Inc., et al v. Patino, 104 the Court 
held that "[b]ecause of lack of proof that respondent is covered by the 
AMOS UP CBA, settled is the finding that his entitlement to disability benefits 
is governed by the POEA-SEC and relevant labor laws, which are deemed 
written in the contr~ct of employment with petitioners." . 

Even if this Court \Vere to assume that Cayabyab's employment is 
covered by the purported CBA, -he failed to establish that his medical 
condition was brought abo'u1 by an accident while in the course of perfonning 
his duty on board hi.s yessel of assigmnent. It is well to note that there was no 
accident report or medical report .issued by the master of the vessel or by any 
of his attendiri.g_physicianwhieh indicated that he met an accident while on 
board. As a matter c0ffact he did not even claim that he met an accident on 
board the vessel. Wliat is ~vident 1s that he started acting bizarre after getting 
in touch vvith his familv which could have .trigiwred his mental breakdovin. 
Confronted ·,vith a simil;tr dllenm1a in Ortega v. Grieg Philzppines, Inc., ios the 
Court declared that "the CB/'t cannot be the basis of [the seafarer's] claim, 
[hence1 the POE.A-SEC shall apply i.o detennine his entitlement to disability 
h ·.J.,. ... ,.._ •• , . , . • 

1.-ene1h:.;,, 

..:<\bsent -$ubstantial ·_e\;1denCe a:; reasonable basis .. thi"s Court is left vvith 
no choice but tC:, den\! fj)iS r r:.birn frir <li:,abilitv benefit:;. lt:~t an iniustice he ' ' . . . .., .. _ ,,., ' ., . , ' ~ . 
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cannot rest on-spe'culations .. presum.ptions and coi:J.Jectures.106 While the CBA 
is a labor contract that rnust be logically and liberally cqnstrµed in favor of 
Filipin-o seafarers, still the rule is th.at 'Justice is in every case for the deserving, 
to be dispensed with in the. light of established facts, the applicable law, and 
existingjurisprudence:,,io7 · · 

In sum, the CA erred in awarding disability .benefits under the CBA 
since Cayabyab faile_d to prove_hs existence; that his einploymel).tc.ontract was 
covered by th~ j:BA and thatnis medical condition was caused by an accident 
while in the: performance ofhis duty on board the vessel. . 

II. The six percent (6%) interest 
imposed pn fh_,e judgment award is 
in accord with law and prevailing 
jurisprudence. 

Indeed, the award for payment of a sum of money will inevitably place 
the losing party in the shoes of a judgment debtor, 1Vhile the winning party 
those in the position of a judgment creditor. In this regard, Art. 2209 of the 
Civil Code states that [i)f the obligation consists in the payment of a sum of 
money, and the debtor incurs in delay, the indemnity for damages, there being 
no stipulation to the contrary, shall be the payment of the interest agreed upon, 
and in the absence of stipulation, the legal interest, which is six percent per 
annum. 

Citing the case of Lara's Gifts & Decors, Inc. v. Midtown, 108 the Court 
explained that the "finality [of judgment) until its satisfaction x x x [is a) 
period being deemed to be by then an.equivalent to a forbearance of credit or 
a forbearance of money." Forbearance of money, goods or credits refers to 
"arrangements other than loan agreements, where a person acquiesces to the 
temporary use of his money, goods or credits pending happening of certain 
events or fulfillment of certain conditions."109 

In CF Sharp Crew Afanagement Inc. v. Santos, 110 the Court imposed 
on the partial disability benefit awarded to the seafarer an interest at the legal 
rate of six percent ( 6%) per annum from the date of finality of the judgment 
until full satisfaction. Similarly, the Court in Gomez, i_mposed the legal rate of 
six percent ( 6%) interest p€-r annum on the monetary award for permanent 
partial disability benefit given to the seafl,rer pursuam to the case of Nacar v. 
Gallen' Frmnes. 111 Likewi.s0, the Court in Acomarit Phils. v. Dotimas, 112 

imposed on the monetary award for temporar; total disability benefit awarded 
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···--· ··~ ? 

to the seafarer an.interest at tfw kgal rate of six percent (6%) per.annum from 
the date of finality of the judgment until its fullpayment · · 

Notably, . _the NLRC . Decision whiQh granted partial disability 
benefits to Cayabyab based on the Amended fOEA-SEC attained finality on 
January i 8, 2015. 11

" Meanwhile, petitioners paid the jtidgment award only on 
Septemb_er 11, _2018, u 4 or after three (3) years,_ more or less, from the time the 
judgment became final and executory. The period from the finality of the 
award until its paymep.t cop.stitutes a loan or forbearance of money for which 
petitioners should be made to pay interestat the rate of six percent (6%) per 

. . -~ .- . -

annum. 

To allow petitioners to renege on this obligation would effectively 
result in unjust enrichment at the expense of Cayabyab, since he was deprived 
of the fruits of his victory for three (3) years, which cannot be . - . . 

countenanced. Needless to say, the contention of petitioners that the Court 
cannot impose legal interest on the total judgment award absent any 
stipulation from.the .contracting parties is untenable, because tJ::\.e 9bligation to 
pay legal inter.est llpprl q.efault i,5 riot just an obligation arising from law, but 
also founded on general principles ofpi.ib!IC policy. . . 

WHEREI<'ORE, . the Petition . is PARTIALLY GRANTED. The 
Decision dated September 25; 2017 and the Resolution dated May 4, 2018 of 
the Comt ofA.ppeals in CA::G.R. SP No. 139367 are hereby AFFIRMED 
with M,ODIFICATION in that Joseph Ei. Cayabyab is entitled to disability 
benefits correspondfog to Gi-ade 6 disability rathig ~der tl:ie Amended POEA
SEC, 

In addition, Ventis l\faritime Corporation and/or St. Paul Maritime 
Corporation shall pay int~r~'.St from January 18, 2015 to September 1 J, 2018, 
at the rate of six percent(6%) 17-er annum. Finally,interest at the rate of six 
percent· (6%) per. a1i11U1i1 shall be imposed . mi the interest aforesaid 
counted fro,m tb~ finality o_f tbis Decisionuntil full.payment. 

SO OfilHCREU. ·. • 

--- ---- • -~--- ~ ~- .r- . ·----.-
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