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### Title:
San Miguel Corporation vs. Troy Francis L. Monasterio: A Case of Venue Appropriateness in
Contractual Disputes

### Facts:
San Miguel Corporation (SMC) entered into an Exclusive Warehouse Agreement (EWA) with
SMB Warehousing Services, managed by Troy Francis L. Monasterio, on August 1, 1993.
The agreement specified that any legal action related to its terms should be filed exclusively
in the courts of Makati or Pasig, Metro Manila. Despite this, Monasterio filed a complaint in
Naga City for collection of unpaid cashiering fees totaling P900,600, separate from his
warehouse management duties, along with demands for warehousing fees, damages, and
attorney’s fees.

SMC filed a Motion to Dismiss based on improper venue, stating the dispute arose from the
EWA, which specifies Metro Manila courts as the venue. Monasterio opposed, arguing the
cashiering services were distinct from the warehousing services outlined in the EWA. The
Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC)  of  Naga  City  denied  SMC’s  motion,  and  its  Motion  for
Reconsideration, citing that the claims did not arise from the EWA but were for services not
enumerated therein.

Following denied motions by the RTC, SMC pursued a special civil action for certiorari in
the  Court  of  Appeals,  which  was  dismissed  as  moot  and  academic  since  Monasterio
amended his complaint and SMC had already responded to it.

### Issues:
1.  Whether the RTC of  Naga City erred in denying SMC’s motion to dismiss,  alleging
improper venue.
2. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in deeming SMC’s petition for certiorari moot and
academic.

### Court’s Decision:
1. The Supreme Court held that the RTC of Naga City correctly denied SMC’s motion to
dismiss for improper venue. It found that the cause of action was based on services not
listed in the EWA (cashiering services), for which Monasterio was separately compensated.
2. The Supreme Court decided not to delve into whether SMC’s petition for certiorari had
become moot since the issue of venue was resolvable based on the merits of the case,
focusing on the nature of the complaint rather than procedural technicalities.
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### Doctrine:
The case established that exclusive venue stipulations in contracts are binding but should be
construed strictly and only apply to disputes arising directly from the agreement. When
disputes involve services or matters not covered by the contract, such stipulations do not
apply, and venue is determined by general rules. The doctrine underscores the balance
between honoring parties’ agreements and ensuring access to justice.

### Class Notes:
– **Exclusive Venue Clause**: Agreements specifying venue for legal actions are binding but
apply strictly to disputes arising from the contract.
–  **Separation  of  Services**:  Claims  for  services  not  enumerated  in  the  contractual
agreement may be pursued outside the contract’s specified venue.
– **Judicial Discretion on Venue**: Courts have leeway to determine the appropriate venue
based on the nature of the claims, ensuring equitable access to justice.
– **Rules on Venue for Personal Actions (Rule 4, Section 2, Rules of Court)**: Personal
actions  may  be  commenced where  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  resides,  giving  flexibility
barring specific contractual stipulations.

### Historical Background:
This case illustrates the tension between contractual freedom, specifying terms including
venue for disputes, and the principles of access to justice, allowing courts discretion to
decide on venue based on the substance of disputes. It highlights the Philippine judiciary’s
role in balancing these interests, ensuring contracts are honored without unnecessarily
hindering the right to legal recourse.


