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CUEVAS, J.

This petition seeks the reversal of the decision dated February 20, 1976, rendered by respondent Workmen's
Compensation Commission (now Employees Com-pensation Commission) in R0O4-WC, Case No. 166653,
denying petitioner's claim for compensation filed pursuant to Section 2 of Act 3428, as amended by Republic Act
No. 4119, which provides -

"When an employee suffers personal injury from any accident arising out of and in the course of his
employment, or contracts tuberculosis or other illness, directly caused by such employment, or either
aggravated by or the result of the nature of such employment, his employer shall pay compensation in the sum
and to the person hereinafter specified. x x x"

Petitioner Florentino R. Matta was first em-ployed by the defunct Rehabilitation Finance Corporation (RFC), now
respondent Development Bank of the Philippines (DBP), on January 1, 1947 as a chief guard with an annua
salary of P2,160.00. He served as such up to May 2, 1960. From May 3, 1960 to July 3, 1960, he was appointed as
acollatera clerk. From August 1, 1960 up to his retirement on October 31, 1972, he was an assistant purchasing
officer with an annual salary of P5,856.00.[1] His duty as a chief guard was to supervise al the security guards
during the day and at nighttime and to see to it that properties of the respondent were taken cared of. As a clerk,
he com-posed and typed letters, invoices and correspondences. As an assistant purchasing officer, he took charge
of purchasing equipment, materials and supplies for the respondent and assisted in the canvassing of the same.[2]

After passing the pre-employment medical check-up, petitioner was appointed chief guard. He was found
physicdly fit for work and free from any ailment. While in the performance of his official duty as such chief
guard, he met an accident on January 18, 1960 when fire broke out at the second floor of the building of the
respondent. Petitioner's eyes, while trying to extinguish the fire, were sprayed by a fire extinguisher with its
poisonous caustic soda. His face was aimost burned including part of his body. He was hospitalized for thisinjury
at the instance of respondent Development Bank of the Philippines. From then on, petitioner expe-rienced
blurring of eyes vision. He was in regular consultation with Dr. Ovidio T. Rous, Jr. and Dr. Conrado Banzon, an
EENT specialists. On August 19, 1966, petitioner was admitted at the UST Hospital again at the instance of
respondent Development Bank of the Philip-pines. He was operated for "cataract-bilateral”. Peti-tioner's blurring
of eye-vision with cataract on both eyes was coupled with diabetes mellitus and heart ail-ment. These were all
contracted while petitioner was in the employ of the respondent Development Bank of the Philippines.

Petitioner retired from the service, upon advise of his attending physicians on October 3, 1972, at the age of 62
years and 26 days.
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On March 30, 1975, petitioner filed a Notice of Injury or Sickness and Claim for Compensation[3] alleging
among others that he was forced to retire a ground of disability by reason of the illness he contracted while in the
service of private respondent.

On October 2, 1975, respondent Development Bank of the Philippines filed an Answer to Notice and Claim for
Compensation[4] stating that it desired to controvert said claim; that the illness of "cataract-bilateral” was not
considered compensable and petitioner's work as assistant purchasing officer could not have caused and/or
aggravated hisillness.

In an Order dated October 23, 1975, petitioner's aforesaid claim for compensation was denied by Acting Referee
Gerardo D. Rabaneg[5] on the ground that "his duty as Assistant Purchasing Officer is not in anyway related to his
illness (loss of eye-vision)".

On appeal to the respondent Commission, the said Order of dismissal and/or denia of clam was affirmed,
respondent Commission ruling that -

"The claim is predicated on a service-connected illness diagnosed as "cataract-bilateral” which is not
compensable under the Act 3428, as amended, on the ground that said illness is the result of the aging process.
Besides, there is no showing in the records of any evidence to support the claim except the self-serving
statement found in Item Nos. 14 & 15 of the Notice & Claims, which, under the rules, is not considered as
evidence. Therefore, the Commission finds no reason to reverse the findings of the Unit a quo dismissing the
claim for lack of merit."

Hence, the instant petition.

Petitioner alleges that his ailment (cataract-bilateral, coupled with diabetes and heart ailment) is work-connected
and that the presumption of compensability under the Workmen's Compensation Act should favor him.

Respondent, upon the other hand, maintains that the claim is not compensable because petitioner's illness was not
directly caused by his employment, or was either aggravated by or the result of the nature of such employment.

We find the questioned order of dismissal unwarranted and unjustified.

Section 44 of the Workmen's Compensation Act clearly provided that in any proceeding for the enforcement of
the claim for compensation, it shall be presumed, in the absence of substantial evidence to the contrary, that the
clam comes within its provisions. Said section unequivocally established a presumption of compensability
athough disputable by substantial evidence. It then becomes the duty of respondent employer to show that the
claim does not come within the coverage.[ 6]

Thus, this Court in a lot of compensation cases has consistently and repeatedly upheld the presumption of
compensability. In Magalona vs. Workmen's Compensation Commission, 21 SCRA 1199, it was therein ruled that

"It is now unquestionable that once the illness supervened at the time of the employment there is a rebuttable
presumption that such illness arose out of the employment or was at least aggravated by such employment.
Thus, the precise medical cause of the illnessis not legally significant, as long as the illness supervened in the
course of the employment. The presumption of causation or aggravation then applies. The burden to overthrow
the presumption and to dis-connect by substantial evidence the injury or sickness from employment is laid by
the statute at the door of the employer. In the case at bar no substantial evi-dence exists to overcome said
presumption.”

And finaly, in the following recent cases, We reiterated that -
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"In any case, whether his claim was based on the first illness in 1959 or the last hospitalization in 1973, it is
not disputed that his illness supervened in the course of employment and the same was never controverted by
his employer. Hence, under the Workmen's Compensation Act, petitioner is freed from the burden of proving
that hisillness or injury was caused or aggravated by the nature of his work. In fact, the cause of hisailment is
immaterial; what is important is that it occurred or was aggravated in the course of employment and disabled
the workman from pursuing his ordinary occupation (G.B. Francisco, Inc. vs. Workmen's Compensation
Commission, 87 SCRA 23, 30). The presumption of compensability had aready set in x X x 'Because once an
illness, subject matter of a compensation claim is shown to have supervened in the course of employment, the
said illness either arose out of or at least was aggravated by the nature of claimant's employment; and
consequently, the burden to show by substantial evidence the contrary lies with the employer. And the ultimate
result of that principle is that the presumption rebuttable at its inception, becomes conclusive upon the failure
of the respondent employer to destroy the same' (Enriquez vs. Workmen's Compensation Commission, et al.,
G.R. No. L-42640, September 28, 1979). (Cafigja vs. ECC, et a., L-46992, March 31, 1980, 96 SCRA 896,
897)

It is undisputed that the deceased contracted his ailment during his employment as epidemiological aide of
respondent employer. Accordingly, petitioners have in their favor the disputable presumption that when the illness
supervenes, during employment, it is to be presumed that the sickness either arose out of or was at least
aggravated by the nature or conditions of his work and is compensable. With this presumption, the burden of
proof shifts to the employer and the em-ployee is relieved of the burden to show causation. To the employer then
is shifted the burden of proof to establish compensability. In the present case, respondent employer has failed to
overthrow by substantial evidence the statutory presumption.” (Villason vs. Republic of the Philippines, L-47075,
April 8, 1981, 104 SCRA 102)

In the case at bar, petitioner did not only rely on this legal presumption - - that his ailment was caused and/or
aggravated by hiswork - - and therefore legally compensable. The evidence on record shows that petitioner, when
first employed by respondent, was found physically and mentally healthy and free from any ail-ment, but that on
January 18, 1960, while then still a chief guard charged among others with the protection of respondent's
properties, he met an accident. His eyes were sprayed with "caustic soda' emitting from the fire extinguisher
while in the process of putting out the fire that gutted the second floor of respondent's building.[7]

Then too, there is the report[8] of his attending physician, Dr. Ovidio R. Rous, Jr., which shows the following -
"8. Cause of injury or illness: Cataract, bilateral, more serious on the right.
9. (a) Wastheinjury or illness caused by accident due to and in pursuance of the employment? Yes.
XXX XXX XXX
XX X X X X
(c) Or aggravated by the employment? Y es.
XXX XXX XXX
XX X X X X
12. When did you first administer treat-ment to the sick or injured? Date: July 18, 1960
13. When did you last administer treatment to the sick or injured? Date: July 28, 1966
XXX XXX XXX

XXXXXX
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20. Has the injury resulted in permanent total disability for labor? Y es, because he cannot see what he is doing
unless operated and then fitted with glasses.

GENERAL REMARKS
(Please give full explicit details on the case)

Subject consulted undersigned January 18, 1960 because of gradual blurring of vision (cataract) more on the rt.
but had advised the subject to undergo eye operation by an eye specialist."[9]

It must be noted that respondent did not pre-sent any evidence to substantiate its contention that petitioner's
illness was not work-connected. It was incumbent upon respondent to offset the presumption of compensability of
petitioner's claim with stronger and more conclusive evidence.[10]

Moreover, in compensation cases, strict rules of evidence are not applicable. A reasonable work-connection is all
that is required or that there was a showing that the risk of contracting the disease is increased by the working
conditions.[11] For the test of evidence in compensation cases or the relation of the disease with the employment
is probability and not certainty.[12] In fact, the cause of the ail-ment is even immaterial; what is important is that
it occurred or was aggravated in the course of employ-ment.[13]

The contention, therefore, of private respondent that petitioner's iliness is not compensable because it is the result
of the aging process, is not well-taken. It is a new conjecture. In the case of Bautista vs. Workmen's
Compensation Commission, 80 SCRA 319, reiterated in the case of Belatero vs. Workmen's Compen-sation
Commission, 95 SCRA 608, this Court held that "while we do not discount the possibility that such ailments may
be caused by the aging process x x x none-theless that fact alone will not be sufficient to remove the ailment from
the periphery of compensable disabling diseases under the Workmen's Compensation Act. The law applies to the
young as well as to the aged, and while advancing age may be a contributing factor to the occur-rence of an
injury, the constant physical and mental exertions, strain and tensions are equally contributing and aggravating
causes which render the resulting disabling injury or ailment compensable under the law." In consonance with the
spirit of social justice and the humane character of the law, the exact cause of the ailment suffered by the claimant
is not significant and the possibility that factors other than the employment, such as advancing age, may have
contributed to the development of the aillment, is not a drawback for what is material and decisive is that the
employment contributed even in asmall degree in causing or aggravating the ailment.[14]

And finaly, respondent's alleged controversion was filed only on October 2, 1975,[15] way beyond the period
alowed by law. Having received notice of petitioner's ailment, respondent should have filed its notice to
controvert the right to compensation on or before the fourteenth day of disability or within ten days after it had
knowledge of the illness as required by Section 45 of the Workmen's Compensation Act.[16] The records show
that aside from the off and on absence of petitioner starting January 18, 1960, due to the injury or accident that
arose in the course of his employment, petitioner was disabled for work for two weeks from July 28, 1966 and one
month after August 19, 1966 when he was operated on his right eye. Respondent knew that petitioner was
admitted at the UST Hospital on August 19, 1966 for it was even instrumental in petitioner's, admission for
operation. No reasonable controversion was however registered by respondent either within fourteen days from
disability or within ten days from knowledge of the illness or injury as required by Sec. 45 of the Workmen's
Compensation Act. The failure of respondent to comply with the required notice of controversion constituted a
renunciation of its right to controvert the claim.

“Considering therefore that the injury sustained by the claimant arose out of and in the course of his
employment and respondent company having failed to controvert the right of the claimant within the ten-day
period prescribed in Section 45 of the Act, the compensability of the present claim, its reasonableness and
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validity is now beyond challenge. The absence of controversion is fatal to any defense that peti-tioner could
interpose. (Regal Auto Works, Inc. vs. Workmen's Compensation Commission, 67 SCRA 207)"

In any event, all doubts in the implementation and interpretation of the labor laws, should always be resolved in
favor of the laborers or workers.[17]

WHEREFORE, the decision of the respondent Workmen's Compensation Commission is hereby REVERSED and
respondent Development Bank of the Philippinesis here-by ordered -

1. To pay petitioner the sum of Six Thousand Pesos (P6,000.00) as disability compensation benefits;
2. To reimburse petitioner's medical and hospital expenses in the amount of P500.00;
3. To pay petitioner Six Hundred Pesos (P600.00) as attorney's fees; and

4. To pay the costs.

SO ORDERED.
Makasiar (Chairman), Concepcion, Jr., Escolin, and Gutierrez, Jr., JJ., concur.

Aquino and Abad Santos, J., no part.
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