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### Title:
Dizon Copper-Silver Mines, Inc. v. Dr. Luis D. Dizon

### Facts:
**Background and Ownership of Mining Claims:**
1. On November 13, 1935, Celestino M. Dizon filed for 57 mining claims in San Marcelino,
Zambales, which were registered under various names (Celestino, Maria D. Dizon, Helen D.
Dizon, heirs of Eustaquio L. Dizon, and heirs of Tiburcia M. Dizon).
2. In 1966, Dizon Copper-Silver Mines, Inc. (DCMI) was established with incorporators
including Celestino and Dr. Luis D. Dizon.
3. On January 27, 1967, Celestino assigned the 57 mining claims to DCMI.
4.  On  September  6,  1975,  DCMI  entered  into  an  Operating  Agreement  with  Benguet
Corporation,  authorizing Benguet to explore,  equip,  develop,  and operate these mining
claims.
5. In 1977, Celestino died; in 1980, the government granted five Mining Lease Contracts
(MLCs) covering six out of the 57 claims to various Diczon family members/heirs, valid until
January 31, 2005.

**MPSA Applications:**
1. On July 4, 1991, Benguet Corporation filed an MPSA application (MPSA-P-III-16) with the
DENR covering multiple mining interests.
2. In December 1997, DCMI terminated the Operating Agreement with Benguet, and in
2004, Benguet assigned MPSA-P-III-16 to DCMI.
3. On January 4, 2005, the DENR approved the inclusion of the six claims under MLCs in
MPSA-P-III-16.
4. On January 31, 2005, DCMI filed MPSA-P-III-0305 to include all 57 claims, including
those under MLCs.
5. On February 28, 2005, Dr. Luis D. Dizon filed for a separate MPSA (MPSA-P-III-05-05),
overlapping with DCMI’s claims.

**Procedural History:**
1. On December 29, 2005, the DENR declared DCMI’s MPSA applications void ab initio
while validating Dr. Dizon’s application (MPSA-P-III-05-05).
2. DCMI’s motion for reconsideration was denied on February 14, 2006.
3. DCMI appealed to the Office of the President (OP), which reversed the DENR’s ruling and
ordered re-evaluation of DCMI’s application.
4. Dr. Dizon appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA), which reversed the OP’s decision and



G.R. No. 183573. July 18, 2012 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

reinstated the DENR orders.
5. DCMI filed a petition for review on certiorari to the Supreme Court (SC).

### Issues:
1. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in reinstating the DENR’s orders declaring DCMI’s
MPSA applications void ab initio.
2. Whether Benguet Corporation had the authority to file MPSA-P-III-16 in behalf of DCMI.
3.  Whether  DCMI complied with  statutory  requirements  under  Republic  Act  No.  7942
(Philippine Mining Act of 1995).

### Court’s Decision:
**Issue 1: Validity of MPSA-P-III-16 Filed by Benguet Corporation**

*Finding:*
The SC affirmed that Benguet lacked the legal personality to file MPSA-P-III-16. The consent
from DCMI was not properly documented, and sections of the Operating Agreement were
deemed insufficient to confer such authority to Benguet.

**Issue 2: Inclusion of MLCs in MPSA Applications**

*Finding:*
The SC upheld that the inclusion of the six claims under MLCs in MPSA-P-III-16 was invalid
as  these  MLCs  were  issued  to  individuals,  not  DCMI.  Hence,  individual  consent  was
necessary.

**Issue 3: Filing of MPSA-P-III-0305 During Subsistence of MLCs**

*Finding:*
The SC adjudged that the application for MPSA-P-III-0305 filed by DCMI on January 31,
2005, was improperly lodged as it included areas still under valid MLCs, which were not
open for new mining applications at that time.

**Final Ruling:
– Upheld the CA decision, affirming the DENR’s declaration that DCMI’s MPSA applications
were void ab initio.
– Validated Dr. Dizon’s MPSA (MPSA No. 227-2006-III).**

### Doctrine:
1.  **Non-impairment and Recognition of  Existing Mining Rights**:  Valid existing rights
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remain recognized until expiration.
2. **Preferential Rights**: Holders of valid claims have a preferential right to enter into
mineral agreements within a statutory period.
3. **Authority to File**: A proper documented authority is essential for entities other than
the rights holders to file MPSAs.

### Class Notes:
1. **Mineral Production Sharing Agreements (MPSA)**
– Key Requirements: Legal personality, area status/clearance, and complete documentation.

2. **Republic Act No. 7942**:
– Sections 112 and 113 detail non-impairment and recognition of existing mining claims and
preferential rights.
– Section 19 prohibits new applications in areas covered by existing mining rights.

3. **Authority in Corporate Transactions**:
– Corporate officers need appropriate authority, and board approval is vital for significant
agreements.
– Delegation must be explicit and properly documented.

### Historical Background:
– **Philippine Mining Act of 1995**: Established to regulate mineral resources development,
transitioning  control  to  the  State  and  introducing  new  agreement  forms  like  MPSA,
deviating from previous lease systems.
–  **Economic  Context**:  The  case  reflects  ongoing  complexities  in  mining  sector
regulations, aimed at balancing developmental goals and maintaining regulatory oversight.


