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Title: Metropolitan Manila Development Authority v. Trackworks Rail Transit Advertising,
Vending & Promotions, Inc.

Facts:
The Government of the Philippines entered into a build-lease-transfer (BLT) agreement with
Metro Rail Transit Corporation, Limited (MRTC) in 1997 to construct the MRT3, granting
MRTC the right to develop commercial premises or obtain advertising income within the
MRT3 structures. Trackworks subsequently contracted with MRTC to install  advertising
billboards and signages on the MRT3. MMDA sought to dismantle these installations citing
MMDA Regulation  No.  96-009,  which  restricts  billboard  installations  on  public  areas.
Trackworks resisted, resulting in MMDA proceeding with the dismantling.

Trackworks filed an injunction suit against MMDA in the RTC. The RTC issued first a TRO
and later a preliminary injunction against MMDA’s actions. The MMDA did not file a motion
for  reconsideration  but  directly  approached  the  CA with  a  petition  for  certiorari  and
prohibition. Both the CA and later the Supreme Court denied MMDA’s petitions. Meanwhile,
the RTC issued a permanent injunction against MMDA. MMDA appealed the RTC’s decision
to the CA, but the CA protected Trackworks’ right to maintain its installations. The CA’s
resolution also denied the MMDA’s argument of implementing the Building Code. The SC
affirmed the CA’s decision and resolutions.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  MMDA had  the  authority  to  dismantle  the  advertising  installations  of
Trackworks.
2.  Whether MMDA Regulation No.  96-009 and MMC Memorandum Circular No.  88-09
applied to the privately owned property of MRT3.
3. Whether the Building Code empowered MMDA to dismantle the installations.

Court’s Decision:
The SC denied MMDA’s petition for review and affirmed the CA’s decisions. The SC held
that MMDA lacked the power to dismantle, noting that such authority was administrative
and did not include police power or legislative power, which would be required for such an
action. The advertising regulations mentioned did not apply to the MRT3, as it was private
property. The SC also found that enforcement of the Building Code was within the purview
of the DPWH, not the MMDA, and there was no evidence of a delegated enforcement
authority to the MMDA.
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Doctrine:
The case established that the powers of the MMDA are administrative in nature, and it does
not possess legislative or police powers. Furthermore, regulatory provisions don’t apply to
private property unless expressly stated, and administrative agencies must operate within
their legislatively granted powers, including when enforcing building regulations.

Class Notes:
1. Police Power: The inherent power of the state to regulate behavior and enforce order
within its territory for the betterment of the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of
its inhabitants.
2. Administrative Power: The authority to enact rules and regulations to enforce laws and
carry out the functions of administrative agencies.
3. Public Property vs. Private Property Rights: Public regulations generally apply to public
property unless private property is specifically included.
4. Delegation of Authority: Powers must be expressly granted and cannot be assumed or
extended beyond the scope of the granting statute.
5. Preliminary Injunction: An order issued by a court to temporarily preserve the status quo
pending a final determination of the case.

Historical Background:
This  case  illustrates  the  legal  boundaries  of  regulatory  powers  within  the  context  of
metropolitan development in the Philippines. It was a key determination in defining the
scope  of  the  MMDA’s  authority,  particularly  in  relation  to  private  establishments  and
infrastructure projects like the MRT3. The decision is symptomatic of the tensions between
infrastructure development, advertising revenue, and urban regulations.


