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A. COMPENSATION AND BENEFITS FOR
INJURY OR ILLNESS

The liabilities of the employer when the seafarer
suffers work-related injury or illness during the term of
this contract are as follows:

XXXX

Based on the foregoing, if the seafarer suffers from an illness or
injury during the term of the contract, the process in Section 20 (A)
applies. The employer is obliged to continue to pay the seafarer’s wages,
and to cover the cost of treatment and medical repatriation, if needed.
After medical repatriation, the seafarcr has the duty to report to the
company-designated physician within three days upon his return. The
employer shall then pay sickness allowance while the seafarer is being
treated. And thereafter, the dispute resolution mechanism with regard to
the medical assessments of the company-designated, sealarer-appointed,
and independent and third doctor, shall apply. (Emphases supplied.)

Here, it is undisputed that the petitioner suffered an illness while on
board the vessel and was medically repatriated. Yet, the petitioner failed to
observe the three-day mandatory reportorial requirement. The petitioner
submitted himself to the company-designated physician for a post-
employment medical examination only after 10 days from his repatriation.
The Court consistently held that failure to comply with the mandatory
reporting requirement under the POEA-SEC results in the forfeiture of the

right to claim compensation and disability benefits of a seafarer.* The reason
1s simple:

Within three days from repatriation. it would be fairly casier for a
physician to determine il the illness was work-related or not. After that
period, there would be difficulty in ascertaining the real cause of the
illness.

To ignore the rule would set a precedent with negative
repercussions because it would open the floodgates to a limitless number
of seafarers claiming disability benefits. It would certainly be unfair to the
employers who would have difficulty determining the cause of a
claimant’s illness considering the passage of time. x x x [Tjhe cmployers
would have no protection against unrclated disability claims.’

At any rate, the complaint was prematurely filed. The petitioner

instituted his complaint before the company-designated physician released
the final medical assessment.

FOR THESE REASONS, the petition is DENIED.
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