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Title: Francisco v. Fernando (MMDA’s “Wet Flag Scheme” Case)

Facts:
Petitioner Ernesto B. Francisco, Jr., a member of the Integrated Bar of the Philippines and a
taxpayer, filed a case directly before the Philippine Supreme Court, seeking the issuance of
writs of Prohibition and Mandamus against respondents Bayani F. Fernando, the chairman
of the Metropolitan Manila Development Authority (MMDA), and the MMDA itself.  The
petitioner was challenging the MMDA’s implementation of the “wet flag scheme,” a traffic
control  measure  involving  wet  flags  warning  pedestrians  against  jaywalking.  The  Flag
Scheme involved  MMDA mobile  units  deploying  large,  wet  flags  bearing  the  message
“MAGLAKAD AT MAG-ABANG SA BANGKETA” along thoroughfares. The petitioner raised
concerns  that  the  scheme  was  unauthorized,  violated  due  process,  and  subjected
pedestrians  to  potential  hazards  and  indignities.

Issues:
1. Whether the petitioner has legal standing to bring forth the action.
2. Whether the “wet flag scheme” has a legal basis for its implementation.
3. Whether the scheme violates constitutional rights to due process and equal protection of
the laws.
4. Whether the Flag Scheme is a reasonable enforcement of anti-jaywalking ordinances.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court dismissed the petition due to the following reasons:

–  Standing:  The  Court  highlighted  that  the  petitioner  failed  to  demonstrate  that  he
personally suffered actual or threatened injury due to the Flag Scheme. The points raised
did not meet both criteria under a citizen suit or a taxpayer’s suit.
– The doctrine of transcendental importance was also dismissed because the petitioner
could not show a clear disregard for constitutional or statutory prohibition.
– Legal Basis: The Court noted that all Metro Manila cities, except for Valenzuela, had anti-
jaywalking ordinances that provided enough legal basis for traffic enforcement schemes,
including the Flag Scheme. The MMDA’s role in implementing and enforcing ordinances
was recognized.
– Fact-finding: The petition’s potential hazards were considered speculative and required
factual determination, which is outside the scope of the Court. Since the Supreme Court is
not a trier of facts, it could not assess the reasonableness of the Flag Scheme on such
grounds.
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– Doctrine of hierarchy of courts: The petitioner violated this doctrine by bypassing lower
courts, which was not justified as no exceptional or compelling circumstances were present
to allow for such a bypass.

Doctrine:
The case reaffirms the principles of legal standing, where a petitioner must show actual or
threatened injury personal to him, and the doctrine of hierarchy of courts, under which the
Supreme  Court  should  not  be  the  first  instance  court  unless  there  are  exceptional
circumstances.

Historical Background:
The setting of  the case is  within the context  of  Metro Manila’s  traffic  and pedestrian
management.  The  MMDA,  as  the  administrative  body  responsible  for  these  matters,
implemented various schemes to improve order and safety on the roads. The “wet flag
scheme” is one such measure, and it raised questions about administrative implementation
versus the need for specific legislative authorization and the extent to which enforcement
measures may impinge upon constitutional rights. The decision clarifies the proper channels
for  contesting  administrative  actions  and  also  delineates  the  scope  of  administrative
agencies in enforcing enacted regulations.


