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**Title: Vicente v. Employees’ Compensation Commission**

**Facts:**

1. **Initial Employment and Retirement:**
– Domingo Vicente was employed as a nursing attendant at the Veterans Memorial Medical
Center  in  Quezon  City.  On  August  5,  1981,  at  age  45,  after  more  than  25  years  of
government service, he applied for optional retirement effective August 16, 1981, citing
physical disability.

2. **Filing for Benefits:**
– Concurrently, Vicente filed an “income benefits claim for payment” with the Government
Service  Insurance  System (GSIS)  under  Presidential  Decree  No.  626.  He  submitted  a
“Physician’s Certification” by Dr. Avelino A. Lopez diagnosing him with multiple medical
issues and classifying him as under “permanent total disability.”

3. **Initial GSIS Decision:**
– GSIS granted his application but classified it as “permanent partial disability,” awarding
compensation for 19 months from August 16, 1981, to March 1983.

4. **Requests for Reconsideration:**
–  On  March  14,  1983,  Vicente  requested  reconsideration  for  an  extension  beyond  19
months, citing his physician’s certification. GSIS extended benefits by four months after
reevaluation.
–  On November 6,  1986,  Vicente sent another letter to GSIS,  asserting entitlement to
“permanent total disability” compensation, but this was denied on June 30, 1987.

5. **Appeal to the ECC:**
– Undeterred,  Vicente appealed to the Employees Compensation Commission (ECC) on
September  10,  1987.  He later  informed ECC of  his  hospitalization  for  “CVA probably
thrombosis.”

6. **ECC Decision:**
– On August 24,  1988, ECC affirmed GSIS’s decision,  maintaining the classification as
“permanent partial disability.”

7. **Supreme Court Petition:**
– Vicente elevated the issue to the Supreme Court, challenging ECC’s classification and
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asserting his condition as “permanent total disability.”

**Issues:**

1.  Whether  Vicente’s  disability  should  be  classified  as  “permanent  total  disability”  or
“permanent partial disability.”
2. The binding effect of a physician’s disability classification on the GSIS and ECC.
3. Interpretation and application of labor laws concerning employee disabilities.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Legal Framework:**
– The Court examined statutory definitions distinguishing permanent total disability and
permanent partial disability under the Labor Code and its implementing rules.

2. **Permanent Total Disability Determination:**
–  The  Court  reiterated  its  understanding  that  “permanent  total  disability”  indicates  a
worker’s incapacity to earn wages in their trained profession or similar work due to injury
or illness that persists beyond 120 days.

3. **Evaluation of Evidence:**
– The Court found that Vicente’s inability to continue working even for occasional odd jobs
pointed towards total permanent disability.
– It emphasized the credibility of the physician’s assessment, noting that no doctor would
issue such certifications without basis, given the potential consequences.

4. **Conclusion:**
– The Court concluded that substantial evidence supported Vicente’s claim of “permanent
total disability,” thereby reversing ECC’s decision.

**Doctrine:**

– Definition of “permanent total disability” in the context of employee compensation claims
does not necessitate absolute helplessness but rather an inability to perform gainful work
continuously for over 120 days.
–  The  Court’s  determination  of  permanent  total  disability  recognizes  both  medical
assessments and practical employment impacts on the claimant’s ability to work.

**Class Notes:**
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– **Key Elements of Disability Evaluation:**
– Total disability indicates the incapacity to earn wages in one’s trained profession due to
prolonged sickness or injury.
– Medical certifications must be backed by concrete medical evidence and analyses.

– **Applicability:**
– Labor Code provisions, art. 191-193, espouse liberal interpretation favoring the worker.

– **Remedies:**
–  Administrative bodies’  assessments on disabilities  can be challenged through judicial
review.

**Historical Background:**

–  This  case  highlights  the  evolving  understanding  and  liberal  interpretation  of  social
security  laws  in  favor  of  workers,  reflecting  broader  social  justice  policies  aimed  at
enhancing worker protection within the Philippine legal system. The decision aligns with
constitutional mandates on upholding the dignity and welfare of labor.


