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FERNANDEZ, J.:

This is a petition to review the decision of the Workmen's Compensation Commission in RO4-WC Case No. 7690
(Jesus Handinero, Deceased), entitled "Concepcion L. Vda. de Handinero, in her behalf and in behalf of her minor
children Maria Corazon, Maria Edita, Pedro and Sylvia, all surnamed Handinero, Claimants, versus, Pama Special
Watchman Agency and Philippine Trust Company, Respondents," the dispositive part of which reads:

"WHEREFORE, premises duly consi­dered, the decision appealed from is hereby AFFIRMED, with some
modifica­tions as to attorney's fees and costs, and the respondent PHILIPPINE TRUST COMPANY is hereby
ordered:

1) To pay the claimants herein, CONCEPCION L. VDA. DE HANDINERO and her minor children
named-above, through this Commission and in lump sum, the total amount of SIX THOUSAND PESOS
(P6,000.00) as death compensation bene­fits under Sections 8, 9, and 12 of the Act, as amended;

2) To pay to claimant CONCEPCION L. VDA. DE HANDINERO, also in lump sum and through this
Commission the additional amount of TWO HUNDRED PESOS (P200.00) as reimbursement for burial
expenses incurred under Section 3 of the same Act;

3) To pay to claimants counsel of record Atty. Nicasio M. Helgado as his attorney's fees, the sum of SIX
HUNDRED PESOS (P600.00) or ten percent of the amount due the claim­ants under Section 31 of the said
Act; and

4) To pay the Workmen's Compen­sation Fund of this Commission the total amount of SIXTY SIX PESOS
(P66.00) as administrative cost, pursuant to Section 55 of the same Act.

SO ORDERED.

Quezon City, June 11, 1973."[1]

The private respondent, Concepcion L. Vda. de Handi­nero, is the widow, and the other respondents, Maria
Cora­zon, Maria Edita, Pedro and Sylvia, all surnamed Handinero, are the children of the deceased, Jesus
Handinero, who died on May 7, 1968 while he was employed as watchman of the petitioner, Philippine Trust
Company.

On June 25, 1968, the private respondents, as claim­ants, filed a complaint dated June 21, 1968 against the Pama
Special Watchman Agency and Cirilo Pama seeking to recover death compensation benefits by reason of the

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 1 of 5

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



death of Jesus Handinero during his employment with the respon­dent agency. The Acting Referee rendered a
decision dated January 14, 1969 finding that the respondent agency was the employer of Jesus Handinero.
However, on January 2, 1970, an amended claim was filed by the claimants including as respondent Philippine
Trust Company.

On February 19, 1970, the Philippine Trust Company, now petitioner, filed its answer with crossclaim against
respondent Pama Special Watchman Agency.[2]

The Acting Referee rendered a new decision dated Octo­ber 11, 1971 absolving the respondent Pama Special
Watchman Agency from any liability and holding the Philippine Trust Company, now petitioner, liable for the
sums sought to be recovered in the amended complaint.[3]

The Philippine Trust Company appealed to the Work­men's Compensation Commission which affirmed with
modifi­cations the decision of the Acting Referee.

The facts, as found by the Workmen's Compensation Commission, are:

"It appears that Jesus Handinero was one of the numerous watchmen of respondent PAMA or AGENCY for
short, since April of 1952. He was assigned as such watchman at the Philippine Trust Company at Plaza Goiti,
Manila with a tour of duty from 8:00 in the morning up to 6:00 in the afternoon and his last rate of salary was
P250.00 a month. It goes without saying that when Handinero entered the employ of PAMA he was then in
perfect health, free from any sickness or ailment. Then, gradually, or about 2 months before his death,
Handinero had been complaining of some bodily manifestations, which he never had before, prompting him to
engage the professional services of Dr. Mar­cial Canida of Paco, Manila.

Records further show that on May 6, 1968, Jesus Handinero at around 6:00 o'clock in the morning, reported for
work, as usual. While he was thus work­ing at about 11:00 o'clock in the morn­ing of the same day,
Handinero suffered a stroke and he was brought to the Philippine General Hospital. Cirilo Pama, the owner of
the Agency, and Atty. Ino­cencio R. Seranilla went to Handinero's house and informed claimant herein,
Concepcion L. Vda. de Handinero, about the matter. The two fetched the said widow and accompanied her to
the hospital where the late watchman was still un­conscious and could not move, so Con­cepcion was not able
to talk to her husband anymore, while her husband was confined at the emergency ward of said hospital till
evening, for later on, Handinero was transferred to the San Juan de Dios Hospital for further medication and he
was attended by Dr. Conrado del Rosario. Despite, however, continuous medical care and treatment,
Handinero never regained consciousness and died the next day, May 7, 1968 at about 7:00 o'clock in the
evening due to cerebral hemorrhage. (Exhibit B) The sum of P680.00 was incurred for burial expenses paid to
Funeraria Tres Amigos. (Exhibit C)

Jesus Handinero was survived by claim­ant-widow, Concepcion L. Vda. de Handinero, his legal wife (Exhibit
A) and their five (5) children, namely Maria Gloria, who was already of age at the time her father died; Maria
Edita (July 24, 1952-Exhibit D-3); Pedro (March 1, 1954-Exhibit D); Maria Corazon (November 23,
1956-Exhibit D-1); and Sylvia (November 3, 1960-Exhibit D-2), all surnamed Handinero and all living with
and fully dependent upon the late watchman for support, during his life­time and immediately before he
died."[4]

The petitioner, Philippine Trust Company, contends that it is not the employer of the deceased Jesus Handinero
be­cause of its contract with the Pama Special Watchman Agency, the pertinent portions of which are:

"3. That the guard or guards assigned or to be assigned shall be the exclusive employees of the AGENCY, and
in no case or way may the guard or guards be accommodated or considered by the COMPANY as its
employees.

4. That the term of this contract shall be from month to month, and may be terminated by either of the parties

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-38231. November 21, 1979

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 5

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



upon thirty (30) days notice in writing made to the other party prior to the end of the month.

5. That the AGENCY shall comply strictly at its own expense, risk and responsibility with the provisions of the
minimum wage law and the workmen's compensation law, and all other laws, orders or circulars relating to
employees and/or laborers; and the bond to be furnished by the AGENCY shall also guarantee the payment of
any sum that the COMPANY might pay by reason of non-compliance with, or violation of, said laws, orders,
or circulars by the AGENCY provided, that the working hours of the guard or guards furnished by the
AGENCY shall be fixed by the COMPANY; provided further, that the payment for overtime work and
compliance with the Eight Hour Labor Law shall be at the expense and responsibility of the AGENCY."[5]

It is argued that under Section 39 of the Workmen's Compensation Commission Act, as amended, Jesus
Handinero was the employee of the Pama Special Watchman Agency.

It is a fact that the late Jesus Handinero was one of the several security guards of Pama Special Watchman
Agency assigned to the petitioner's place of business. His tour of duty was from 8:00 o'clock in the morning up to
6:00 o'clock in the afternoon. It was Handinero's duty to guard the premises of the Philippine Trust Company and
protect its main business.

Actually, therefore, the job of Jesus Handinero as watchman was a part of the petitioner's banking business. It was
the duty of the watchman to keep peace and order within the premises of the bank and see to it that the lives of the
bank officials and the bank's properties were fully protected. Hence, the Philippine Trust Company may properly
be considered as the statutory employer of Jesus Handinero.

In Universal Corn Products, Inc. versus Workmen's Compensation Commission, et al.,[6] this Court ruled:

"We sustain the award in favor of the private respondent. Notwithstanding the terms and conditions of the
contract with the International Watchman Agency, the pe­titioner was the employer of the deceased Ricardo
Ramos within the purview of Section 39 (a) of the Workmen's Compensation Act x x x."

"There is no question that 'the main business of the petitioner is the milling and manufacture of various corn
products, while the security guards were furnished by the International Watchman Agency to guard and protect
the petitioner's warehouses, materials machineries, and buildings. Specifically, Hearing Referee made the
following findings regarding the nature of work performed by the deceased Ricardo Ramos: 'As such security
guard, the de­ceased's work consisted in guarding the premises of the respondent company, con­ducting
inspections on outgoing and in­coming trucks and persons. While in the performance of his work as such
security guard; he was closely under the supervision of the proper authorities of the respondent company. The
security guards were not provided with arms by respondent com­pany; they, however, were provided with
patches on their uniforms bearing the em­blem of the company as well as that of the security agency.
'Furthermore, the respondent Commission found that the peti­tioner 'indispensably needed the services of the
security guards, x x x, to protect its business interest.' Under the fore­going circumstances, it is evident that the
work of the deceased was part of the usual business of the petitioner. Consequently, even if the petitioner was
not the direct employer of the deceased Ricardo Ramos in view of the intervention of an independent
con­tractor, it was still the statutory employer and therefore liable for the compensation claimed."[7]

The demand of Philippine Trust Co. by way of cross-claim against the PAMA Special Watchmen Agency for
reimbursement of the various above amounts that it had been ordered to pay to the other private respondents as
sta­tutory employer of the deceased Jesus Handinero is, how­ever, well taken. Under petitioner's contract for
security guard service with said PAMA Special Watchmen Agency, the latter agency had contractually assumed
sole responsibility fox all liabilities under the labor laws, including the Workmen's Compensation Act, that may
be claimed by the security guards assigned to petitioner. As the Court held in Aboitiz & Co., Inc. vs. Workmen's
Compensation Commission, 70 SCRA 611-613 (1976), "(W)hile petitioner was statutorily liable for the death
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compensation for purposes of the Work­men's Compensation Act, still the security agency should be held
ultimately liable as the direct employer who employed and furnished the security guard in pursuance of its
business of providing business establishments with the services of security guards. Furthermore, as already
indicated, the se­curity agency was contractually liable to hold petitioner safe and harmless from any such claims
by virtue of the agency's express contractual undertaking to assume sole and ultimate liability therefor."

WHEREFORE, the decision of the Workmen's Compensation Commission is hereby affirmed with the
modification that judgment is also rendered, sentencing respondent PAMA Spe­cial Watchmen Agency to
reimburse and pay petitioner Philip­pine Trust Co. all the amounts adjudged against said petitioner in respondent
commission's appealed decision.

SO ORDERED.

Teehankee, (Chairman), Makasiar, Guerrero, De Castro, and Melencio-Herrera, JJ., concur.

[1] Rollo, p. 77.

[2] Exhibit "F", Rollo, pp. 45-49.

[3] Exhibit "G", Rollo, pp. 50-58.

[4] Rollo, pp. 73-75.

[5] Exhibit "A", Rollo, pp. 27-30.

[6] 57 SCRA 51.

[7] 57 SCRA 54-55.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-38231. November 21, 1979

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 5

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-38231. November 21, 1979

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 5

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org


