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### Title: Rodrigueza et al. v. Manila Railroad Company

### Facts:
– **January 29, 1918:** A Manila Railroad Company train emits a large number of sparks
from its locomotive’s smokestack while passing through the district of Daraga, Albay. These
sparks ignite a fire that consumes four houses.
– **The Plaintiffs:** Remigio Rodrigueza, Domingo Gonzaga, Cristina Luna, and Perfecta
Losantas. Rodrigueza’s house, made of strong materials but with a nipa and cogon roof, is
claimed to have caught fire first before the fire spread to the other houses.
– **Negligence Claims:** The plaintiffs allege gross negligence by the Railroad Company in:
1. Failing to exercise proper supervision over the locomotive employees.
2. Operating the locomotive without spark-arresting apparatus.
3. Using Bataan coal, known to produce excessive sparks.
– **Defendant’s Argument:** The Railroad Company asserts that Rodrigueza’s house was
partially on their property (right-of-way) and he had been asked to move it or install an iron
roof, which he failed to do. Thus, they allege contributory negligence on his part.

### Procedural Posture:
–  **Trial  Court:**  The Court  of  First  Instance of  Albay rules in favor of  the plaintiffs,
awarding damages of:
– P3,000 to Remigio Rodrigueza
– P400 to Domingo Gonzaga
– P300 to Cristina Luna
– P150 to Perfecta Losantas
– Plus lawful interest from March 21, 1919.
– **Appeal:** The Manila Railroad Company appeals the decision, asserting the contributory
negligence of Rodrigueza.

### Issues:
1. **Whether the plaintiffs can recover damages for the destruction of their houses by the
fire.
2. **Whether the Railroad Company’s negligence was the proximate cause of the fire.
3. **Whether Rodrigueza’s contributory negligence (having his house partly on Railroad
Company’s property without complying with their direction) negates his right to recover
damages.

### Court’s Decision:
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– **Issue 1 & 2 – Negligence and Right to Recover Damages:**
The Supreme Court  reaffirms the Trial  Court’s  finding that  the fire  resulted from the
Railroad Company’s negligence. The Railroad Company’s failure to properly supervise its
employees,  use  spark-arresting  devices,  and  relying  on  inferior  coal  constitutes  gross
negligence. The other plaintiffs (Gonzaga, Luna, Losantas) can receive damages as their
houses were burned due to the defendant’s negligence, regardless of the fire spreading
through Rodrigueza’s house.

– **Issue 3 – Rodrigueza’s Contributory Negligence:**
The Court rejects the contributory negligence claim against Rodrigueza. The key findings
are:
1. **Existence Before Railroad Construction:** Rodrigueza’s house was established before
the construction of the Railroad Company’s line.
2. **Toleration by the Railroad Company:** The Railroad did not exercise eminent domain to
remove Rodrigueza but tolerated his house on their land, thus not making him a trespasser.
3.  **Negligence:** Rodrigueza cannot be considered contributory negligent.  Even if  his
house had been improperly located, it would not justify the Railroad Company’s negligence
that resulted in the fire.

– The Supreme Court concludes that no person is expected to guard against another’s
negligence and thus supports Rodrigueza’s position.

### Doctrine:
The case establishes the principle that an individual cannot be held contributory negligent
when their property is damaged due to the negligent acts of another party, especially when
the occupancy of the property is with the tolerance or implied consent of the other party.

### Class Notes:
– **Negligence:** Failure to exercise reasonable care. Elements: duty, breach, causation,
and damages.
– **Contributory Negligence:** When a plaintiff’s own negligence contributes to the harm
they suffered.
– **Proximate Cause:** The primary cause of an injury; an act from which the injury is a
foreseeable consequence.
–  **Eminent  Domain:**  The right  of  a  government  or  its  agent  to  expropriate  private
property for public use, with payment of compensation.
– **Relevant Statutes/Case Laws Cited:**
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– Philadelphia & Reading Railroad Co. vs. Hendrickson, 80 Pa. St., 182.
– Grand Trunk Railway of Canada vs. Richardson, 91 U.S., 454.
– L. R. Martin Timber Co. vs. Great Northern Railway Co., 123 Minn., 423.

### Historical Background:
During the early 20th century, the Manila Railroad Company was expanding its railway
infrastructure.  Traditional  homes near  newly  laid  tracks  often faced risks  from sparks
emitted by steam locomotives, a common issue given the technology of the time. Land use
and property rights, especially in areas of rapid infrastructural development, were common
sources of  litigation.  This  case highlights  early  20th-century Philippine legal  principles
regarding  negligence,  contributory  negligence,  and  property  rights  amidst  industrial
expansion.


