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Title: Surigao Mine Exploration Co., Inc. vs. C. Harris et al.

Facts:
On October 24, 1935, the Surigao Mine Exploration Co., Inc. filed a complaint in the Court
of First Instance of Surigao asserting ownership and possession over fourteen placer mining
claims in Tubod, Mainit, Surigao, and sought to annul the forty-three lode mining claims of
the defendants: C. Harris, Surigao-Mainit Mining Syndicate, Surigao Consolidated Mining
Co., Inc., and Otto Weber. The complaint alleged the placer claims were validly staked by
the plaintiff or its predecessors before the defendants overlaid these with their lode claims.
Defendants demurred to the complaint, arguing misjoinder of parties, insufficiency of facts,
and ambiguity. The court found the complaint ambiguous and asked for amendments, which
led to a series of amended complaints, ultimately including thirty-two additional individuals
as defendants and adjusting claims and sought damages.

The crux came when the plaintiff presented evidence showing the sale deeds of the claims
were all executed after the original complaint was filed, excluding one deed executed before
but transferred to the plaintiff only after the filing. The defendants moved for dismissal
based on premature filing, as the plaintiff’s right of action (ownership) had not yet accrued.
The Court dismissed the case, leading to the present appeal.

Issues:
1. Whether an action commenced before the accrual of the cause of action is prematurely
brought and should be dismissed.
2. Whether amendments or supplemental pleadings can introduce a cause of action that did
not exist at the time the original complaint was filed.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the lower court’s dismissal, holding that an action commenced
before the cause of action has accrued is prematurely brought and should be dismissed if
timely objection is made. It further held that amendments or supplemental pleadings cannot
cure the defect of not having a valid cause of action at the time of the commencement of the
action. The Court highlighted that the right to amend is not absolute and should not allow
for  introducing  a  cause  of  action  that  did  not  exist  at  the  time of  filing  the  original
complaint. The decision turned on the principle that a valid and subsisting cause of action
must exist at the time an action is commenced.

Doctrine:
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The case established or reiterated the principle that an action must be based on a valid and
subsisting cause of action at the time of its commencement. Any defect arising from the lack
of  cause  of  action  at  the  start  cannot  be  remedied  by  amendments  or  supplemental
pleadings that introduce a cause of action accruing after the fact.

Class Notes:
– To file a lawsuit, a valid and subsisting cause of action must exist at the time of the filing
of the complaint.
– An action commenced before the cause of action has accrued is considered prematurely
brought and should be dismissed if objected to in a timely manner.
– Amendments or supplemental pleadings cannot introduce or convert something into a
cause of action if it did not exist at the time the original action was commenced.

Historical Background:
The case reflects the legal intricacies surrounding mining claims in the early 20th century
Philippines, highlighting the potential conflicts between placer and lode mining claims and
the  importance  of  clear  legal  ownership  and  timely  litigation.  Given  the  procedural
emphasis on the timing of cause of action accrual, this case also provides insights into the
procedural rigor of Philippine courts during this era, emphasizing the foundational principle
that for a lawsuit to proceed, a concrete, existent basis must underlie its initiation.


