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**Title:** Remman Enterprises, Inc. v. Court of Appeals and Crispin E. Lat, G.R. No. 95561

**Facts:**
– **Parties:** Remman Enterprises, Inc. (REMMAN) is a business entity engaged in piggery
operations within a 15-hectare land in Barangay Bugtong Na Pulo, Lipa City; Crispin E. Lat
is an adjoining landowner with a 1.8-hectare agricultural plantation.
– **Initial Problem:** In July 1984, Lat observed that waste from REMMAN’s piggery was
overflowing and flooding his  plantation.  Despite repeated complaints  to  REMMAN, the
waste continued to spill over, adversely affecting Lat’s crops.
– **First Legal Action:** On March 14, 1985, Lat filed a complaint for damages and sought a
preliminary mandatory injunction against REMMAN, citing the adverse effects of the waste
on his plantation due to increased soil acidity.
– **REMMAN’s Defense:** REMMAN denied Lat’s allegations and claimed to have taken
preventative  measures,  like  constructing  additional  waste  lagoons,  to  avoid  damaging
neighboring estates.
– **Trial Court Proceedings:**
–  **Ocular  Inspection:**  The Regional  Trial  Court  conducted an ocular  inspection  and
confirmed the presence of waste water from REMMAN’s piggery on Lat’s property.
– **Judgment:** The trial court found that REMMAN’s negligence caused the contamination
and  ordered  REMMAN to  pay  Lat  P186,975.00  for  lost  profits  over  three  years  and
P30,000.00 in attorneys’ fees.
– **Appellate Court:** The Court of Appeals affirmed the decision of the trial court in toto,
finding negligence on the part of REMMAN.
– **Petition for Review:** REMMAN sought review on the grounds that the lower courts’
factual findings were supposedly speculative and flawed.

**Issues:**
1. **Was REMMAN’s liability for the damages clearly established?**
2.  **Was the  trial  court  correct  in  rejecting  REMMAN’s  request  for  Lat’s  income tax
returns?**
3. **Were the damages claimed by Lat satisfactorily established?**
4. **Was the flooding caused by fortuitous events beyond REMMAN’s control?**

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Liability Establishment:**
– The Court held that REMMAN’s liability was clearly established during a judicial ocular
inspection which showed waste water continuously flowing from REMMAN’s piggery to
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Lat’s plantation, resulting in significant damage to agricultural crops.
– Negligence on REMMAN’s part was highlighted by their failure to manage wastewater
levels efficiently, leading to overflow even after repeated assurances to Lat.

2. **Production of Income Tax Returns:**
– The Court dismissed REMMAN’s argument regarding the production of Lat’s income tax
returns. Earlier appellate decisions held that these returns would not determine or contest
the specific damages related to the contaminated portion of the plantation.

3. **Damages:**
–  The  Court  found  the  assessment  of  damages  to  be  justifiable,  based  on  an  ocular
inspection and uncontroverted evidence. Lat’s testimony and itemized valuation of damaged
crops provided a robust basis for compensatory damages.

4. **Fortuitous Events:**
– The argument that damages were caused by fortuitous events, such as heavy rains, was
also rejected. The Court cited prior jurisprudence, stipulating that negligence intertwined
with natural  events negates attributing liability solely to acts of  God, thus REMMAN’s
negligence humanizing the force majeure elements.

**Doctrine:**
– **Negligence and Proximate Cause:** A party’s negligence in managing its waste disposal
system, causing overflow and damage to an adjacent property, constitutes proximate cause
rendering them liable for damages.
– **Natural Easements:** While lower estates are naturally bound to receive water from
higher grounds, artificially collected waters causing damage merit compensation to the
affected lower estate owners.
– **Legal Exemptions to Force Majeure:** Negligence in the face of natural occurrences
nullifies the defense of events being entirely fortuitous.

**Class Notes:**
– **Elements of Negligence:**
– Duty of Care
– Breach of Duty
– Causation (fact and proximate)
– Damages (actual harm)
– **Relevant Legal Statutes:**
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– Civil Code of the Philippines, Art. 637: Obligation of lower estates.
– Water Code of the Philippines (P.D. No. 1067), Art. 50: Duties regarding natural water
flow management.
– **Provisions Interpretation:** Lower estates should accommodate natural water flows,
while negligence in managing artificial accumulations can lead to liability.

**Historical Background:**
–  **Context:**  The  case  reflects  principles  governing  neighbor  law  disputes  and
environmental negligence within Philippine jurisprudence, emphasizing property rights and
accountability for pollution and environmental damage.
– **Judicial  Trends:** The ruling underscores the Philippine courts’  rigorous stance on
environmental  negligence and the protection of  agricultural  landowners from industrial
encroachments.


