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Title: **Yinlu Bicol Mining Corporation v. Trans-Asia Oil and Energy Development
Corporation**

### Facts:

The dispute arose over 13 mining claims in Barrio Larap, Jose Panganiban, Camarines
Norte, where a portion was previously owned by Philippine Iron Mines, Inc. (PIMI). PIMI
ceased operations in 1975 due to financial distress and its assets were eventually foreclosed
and sold to Manila Banking Corporation (MBC) and PCIB (later BDO). The government
reopened the area for exploration, and after several activities by various entities, Trans-Asia
began  its  exploration  efforts  in  1986,  culminating  in  a  Mineral  Production  Sharing
Agreement (MPSA) granted on July 28, 2007.

Yinlu  Bicol  Mining  Corporation  (Yinlu)  informed  the  Department  of  Environment  and
Natural Resources (DENR) through a letter dated August 31, 2007, that it had acquired
mining patents from MBC/BDO and that these were within the MPSA area granted to Trans-
Asia. Upon study and verification, including going through procedural steps that reached
the Office of the President (OP), it was determined by the DENR Secretary that the mining
patents were issued to PIMI in 1930 and validly transferred to Yinlu. The OP affirmed
DENR’s decision, leading Trans-Asia to appeal to the Court of Appeals (CA), which then
reversed the rulings of the DENR Secretary and the OP. Yinlu sought reconsideration, which
was denied, prompting its appeal to the Philippine Supreme Court.

### Issues:

1. Whether the petition filed by Trans-Asia before the Court of Appeals was timely.
2.  Validity  and  subsistence  of  Yinlu’s  mining  patents  against  the  MPSA  subsequently
granted to Trans-Asia.
3. The nature of Yinlu’s patents as mining patents and rights over minerals found therein.
4. Applicability of constitutional protection on private property against public use without
just compensation.
5. Application of the principle of laches to titled property.
6. Impact of mining patents on the share of the Republic in its natural resources.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court reversed the CA’s decision, reinstating the OP’s decision which affirmed
DENR Secretary’s order favoring Yinlu. It held that Trans-Asia’s appeal was filed beyond the
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reglementary  period,  thus  rendering  the  CA’s  acceptance  of  the  appeal  erroneous.
Substantively,  the  Court  recognized that  the  mining patents  represented vested rights
which cannot be impaired or disregarded, notwithstanding the failure to comply with certain
procedural requirements under PD No. 463. The Court rejected the applicability of laches
and  highlighted  the  failure  to  follow due  process  in  deeming  the  patents  abandoned.
Ultimately, the Court ordered the MPSA amended to exclude the areas covered by Yinlu’s
mining patents.

### Doctrine:

Vested  rights  arising  from  mining  patents  issued  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  1935
Constitution cannot be impaired, and such patents represent private property protected
under  the  law.  Procedural  lapses  in  compliance  with  regulatory  requirements  do  not
automatically negate these rights without due process.

### Class Notes:

– **Vested Rights:** Tangible rights acquired under existing law that remain protected
despite subsequent changes in law.
–  **Mining  Patents:**  Grants  issued  conferring  rights  to  explore,  develop,  and  utilize
mineral resources within a specific area.
– **PD No. 463:** Known as the Mineral Resources Development Decree, setting standards
and procedures for mining operations in the Philippines.

Key Statute:
–  **”Section  99.  Non-impairment  of  Vested  or  Acquired  Substantive  Rights… Changes
made… by this Decree which may prejudice or impair vested or acquired rights… shall have
no retroactive effect.” – PD No. 463**

Application:
– The principle of non-impairment of vested rights ensures that rights existing before the
effectivity of a new law or constitutional provision are respected and preserved, prohibiting
arbitrary state action that could unjustly deprive individuals or entities of such rights.

### Historical Background:

The dispute demonstrates the complexity of mining laws in the Philippines, reflecting the
transition from American occupation laws (Philippine Bill of 1902) to modern Philippine
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statutes  and  the  constitutional  framing  of  rights  pertaining  to  natural  resources.  It
underscores the enduring principle of non-impairment of vested rights amidst evolving legal
and regulatory landscapes.


