
G.R. No. 162894. February 26, 2008 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 1

### Title: Raytheon International, Inc. vs. Stockton W. Rouzie, Jr.

### Facts:
In  1990,  Brand  Marine  Services,  Inc.  (BMSI),  based  in  Connecticut,  USA,  contracted
Stockton W. Rouzie, Jr., an American citizen, to facilitate the sale of services for government
projects in the Philippines, agreeing on a 10% commission of gross receipts. On March 11,
1992, Rouzie secured a service contract with the Philippines for river dredging following the
Mt. Pinatubo eruption. Disputes over nonpayment led Rouzie to file a complaint against
BMSI and Rust International, Inc. (RUST) with the National Labor Relations Commission
(NLRC) in the Philippines on July 16, 1994. The NLRC, initially ruling in favor of Rouzie, was
later reversed upon BMSI’s appeal, dismissing the complaint for lack of jurisdiction. This
resolution was upheld by the Supreme Court of the Philippines on November 26, 1997.

On January 8, 1999, Rouzie filed a civil case (No. 1192-BG) for damages against Raytheon
International, Inc. (alongside BMSI and RUST) in the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Bauang,
La Union,  Philippines.  Raytheon contested the jurisdiction and petitioned for  dismissal
based on forum non conveniens and failure to state a cause of action, which was initially
denied by the RTC and subsequently appealed to the Court of Appeals. The appellate court
also denied the petition, leading to the current petition for review under Rule 45 with the
Supreme Court of the Philippines.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in refusing to dismiss the complaint for failure to
state a cause of action against Raytheon International, Inc.
2. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in refusing to dismiss the complaint on the ground of
forum non conveniens.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court denied the petition for review, affirming the decision and resolution of
the Court of Appeals. The Supreme Court differentiated between jurisdiction and choice of
law, highlighting that a stipulation within a contract regarding governing law does not
preclude  Philippine  courts  from hearing  the  case.  It  further  clarified  that  forum non
conveniens, a discretionary judicial refusal to exercise jurisdiction due to convenience, does
not apply compellingly in this  case given that the trial  court  is  capable of  making an
informed decision even in the presence of foreign elements.

Regarding the assertion of  failure to state a cause of  action,  the Court supported the
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appellate court’s view that assessing the combination of companies (Raytheon, BMSI, and
RUST)  as  functioning  as  one  required  more  comprehensive  evidence,  best  evaluated
through a full trial.

### Doctrine:
The decision  reiterated the  principles  surrounding jurisdiction,  choice  of  law,  and the
doctrine of forum non conveniens within the Philippine legal context. It emphasized that the
presence of a choice of law clause does not inhibit Philippine courts from adjudicating cases
within their jurisdiction and that forum non conveniens should not undermine the discretion
of local courts to proceed with cases involving foreign elements.

### Class Notes:
– **Jurisdiction vs. Choice of Law**: Jurisdiction concerns whether a court can hear a case,
while choice of law determines which legal system applies to the substantive issues.
– **Forum Non Conveniens**: A discretionary power allowing courts to refuse jurisdiction
over cases better heard in another forum. Key factors include the convenience of parties,
accessibility of evidence, and applicability of foreign law.
– **Failure to State a Cause of Action**: A failure in the plea when it does not contain
sufficient allegations to grant the relief demanded.

### Historical Background:
This case explores the intersection of international contracts, employment disputes, and the
jurisdictional  reach  of  Philippine  courts,  reflecting  on  the  globalization  of  business
engagements  and  the  intricacies  of  cross-border  legal  conflicts.  It  underscores  the
Philippine  judiciary’s  stance  on  respecting  contractual  agreements  involving  foreign
elements while affirming its competence to adjudicate cases within its jurisdiction.


