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### Title:
Aniano A. Albon vs. Bayani F. Fernando, et al. (Use of Public Funds for Sidewalk
Improvement in a Private Subdivision)

### Facts:
In May 1999,  the City of  Marikina,  led by City Mayor Bayani  F.  Fernando and under
Ordinance No. 59, S. 1993, commenced a public works project to widen, repair, and improve
sidewalks within Marikina Greenheights Subdivision. Aniano A. Albon filed a taxpayer’s suit
against city officials, arguing that using public funds for such purposes in a privately-owned
subdivision was unlawful.  The Regional Trial  Court (RTC) of Marikina, denying Albon’s
request for a temporary restraining order, dismissed the petition, deciding in favor of the
city’s right under its police powers. On appeal, the Court of Appeals upheld the RTC’s
decision, prompting Albon to escalate the matter to the Supreme Court through a petition
for review on certiorari.

### Issues:
1. Whether local government units (LGUs) can legally use public funds for the improvement
of sidewalks within privately-owned subdivisions.
2. The ownership status of sidewalks in privately-owned subdivisions with respect to public
use and investment of public funds for their maintenance and improvement.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court remanded the case to the RTC of Marikina for further proceedings to
determine the ownership of the sidewalks in question and to establish whether public funds
were used appropriately according to Republic Act No. 7160 (Local Government Code) and
the governing ordinances. The Court clarified that LGU funds may only be used for public
purposes and infrastructure owned by the LGU, highlighting that the sidewalks’ ownership
needed to be ascertained to validate the expenditure.

### Doctrine:
The Court reasserted the principle that local government funds must solely be used for
public  purposes,  emphasizing  the  distinction  between public  and private  ownership  of
infrastructure within subdivisions. It affirmed that sidewalks and roads within subdivisions
become public property only when formally donated to the government or acquired through
expropriation, thereby requiring that public funds can only be used for public infrastructure.

### Class Notes:
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– **Key Concepts**: Public Use of Funds, Ownership of Infrastructure, Police Powers of
LGUs.
– **Statutory Provisions**: RA 7160 (Local Government Code), particularly Sections 17 and
335, delineate the scope of LGU powers in spending public funds and insist on the public
nature of expenditures.
–  **Application**:  In  fiscal  management  and  public  administration  by  LGUs,  strict
compliance with statutory provisions on public use of funds and adherence to prescribed
processes for acquiring private property for public use are obligatory.
–  **Doctrine  Highlight**:  The  essential  character  of  the  direct  object  of  expenditure
determines its validity; public funds must serve public purposes exclusively.

### Historical Background:
The case unfolded against the context of increasing urban development and the exercise of
delegated police powers by LGUs under RA 7160. It underscores the evolving dialogue
between the rights of private property owners and the public interest served by LGUs in
developing local infrastructure. The legal friction between these interests has necessitated
judicial  interpretation  to  balance  private  rights  and  public  welfare,  reflecting  broader
themes of governance, public finance, and urban planning in the Philippines.


