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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND MINERAL RESOURCES AZMILS DATA

PRIMARY NAME: GREEN ROCK CLAIMS

ALTERNATE NAMES:
YULE COPPER GEMS

PINAL COUNTY MILS NUMBER: 312A

LOCATION: TOWNSHIP 4 S RANGE 11 E SECTION 4 QUARTER SW
LATITUDE: N 33DEG 06MIN 35SEC LONGITUDE: W 111DEG 13MIN 38SEC
TOPO MAP NAME: NORTH BUTTE - 7.5 MIN

CURRENT STATUS: PAST PRODUCER

COMMODITY:
COPPER OXIDE
SILVER
GEMSTONE AZURITE
GEMSTONE MALACHITE

BIBLIOGRAPHY:
ADMMR GREEN ROCK CLAIMS FILE
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GREEN ROCK CLAIMS PINAL COUNTY

KAP WR 2/12/88: A separate report on the Green Rock Claims, Pinal County has
been written for inclusion in the file.




March 21, 1958

A}

GREEN ROCK CIAIMS PINAL COUNTY

Mr, Tom Gray visited office and says he

no longer has interest in GREEN ROCK

CLAIMS. \

1p



1]

GREEN ROCK CLATNMS

Two unpatented claims two miles north
of Price Station, onz mile west of the Silver
Bell Road.

Formation granite porphyry; parallel
veins east-west and dip south with & to 12 feet
qoﬁ%er carbonates. A great deal of shallow work
done on vein.

Flat rolling country, good roads, water
1/2 mile east.

Looks good.
N )
Owners: Tom Gray and Percy Baker,

Superior, Arizona o
S

E. H. Sweeney ~

January 28, 1947

S sl




Mine: Green Rock Date: February 11, 1988
County: Pinal Engineer: Ken A. Phillips
ADMMR File: Green Rock

Subject: Activity in the area by the BLM.

Discussed field work with Clyde Murry of the Phoenix District Office of the
BLM. He has been doing an examination of parts of Sections 4 and 9,
T.45.,R.11E. in Pinal County as a result of a Interior Board of Land Appeals
(IBLA) directive to consider the opening of part of a first form withdrawal to
mineral entry. Mr. Murry said he plans to recommend that the S1/2, Sec. 4
and N1/2, Sec. 9 be opened because the Tlands have mineral potential and
mineral development would not conflict with the Bureau of Reclamation’s

potential future need for borrow for the Buttes Dam construction. He
reported a number of gossons, oxide copper mineralization at the surface and
extensive propylitic alteration. Further, there are numerous prospects in

the area, many more than are shown on the North Butte 7 1/2’ topographic
quadrangle, a rumber of which have had production of copper ore from vein
deposits. The IBLA decision (IBLA 85-922) that precipitated the examination
resulted from an appeal by John Yule to allow the area to be open to entry
even under restrictions set out by the Bureau of Reclamation. They had
refused. Mr. Yule was (according to the IBLA record) wanting to mine gem
quality malachite and azurite he had found in the area. He also reported
having taken samples that ran 0.5 tr oz/ton in silver and 4% copper. Mr.
Murry also felt their may be some gem material available, but he is not very
familiar with gemstone material.. There are two AzMILS occurrences in the
NW,SW, Sec. 4,T.4S.,R.11E.; Green Rock (MILS 312A) and North Butte 8 (MILS
312B), an unknown; either or both of which might be the appropriate site.
[At this time this comment can go in the Greenrock file, for which a separate
copy has been made. Yule Copper Gems will be added as an aka for Greenrock
and the commodities copper (oxide), silver and gemstones (azurite and
malachite) will be added to both. The bibliography for North Butte 8 will
refer to this comment and a copy the IBLA decision in the Green Rock file.]



IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS o
INTERIOR BOARD OF LAND APPEALS -
4015 WILSON ZOULEVARD
ARLINGTCN, VIRCGINJA 22203

JOHN YULE
TBLA 85-922 Decided April 14, 1987

Appeal fram a decision of the &rizona State Office, Bureau of Land
Management, rejecting an application to open lands within a reclamation
withdrawal to mineral entry under the Act of April 23, 1932, 43 U.S.C. § 154
(1982). A-9627.

Set aside and remahded.

L= Act of Aprii 23, 1932—Mining Claims: Lands Subject to—
Mining Claims: Withdrawn Lands--Reclamation Lands:
Generally—Withdrawals ard Reservations: Reclamation
Withdrawals—withdrawals and Reservations: Revocation
and Restoration

Ordinarily an applicatior: to restore lands within a
reclamaticn withdrawal to mineral entry pursuant to the
Act of Apr. 23, 1932, 43 U.S.C. § 154 (1982), will be
rejected by the Bureau of Land Management where the
Bureau of Reclaration recammends against restoration.
fowever, on appeal, a case may be remanded for further
consideration by the appropriate agencies, where it
appears warranced by the appellant's allegations concern—
ing valuable minerals and an expressed willingness to
accept tems ard conditions to protect the Govermment's
interest. ' d .

T e

APPEARANCES: John Yule, pro se.

OPTNION BY AD"!II—&'I;{:"IRATIVE JUDGE HARRIS e

John Yule has appealed frcm a cocision of the Arizona StatVe Office,
Bureau of Land Management (BLi), dated Auqust 9, 1985, rejecting his
application (A-9627) to cpen to mineral entry the S 1/2 of sec. 4 ard the
N 1/2 of sec. 9, T. 4 S., R. 11 E., Glla and Salt River Meridian, Arizona.
The land was withdrawn fram mineral entry by a first-form reclamation with-
drawal, dated September 27, 1965, for the proposed Buttes Dam and Reservoir,
a feature of the Central Arizona Projuct. See Public Land Order No. 3835,
30 FR 12642-43 (Oct. 2, 1963). : :

On July 12, 7974, apgellant filad his application in accordance with
the Act of April 23, i%32, 43 U.S.C. & 154 (19€2), stating that he wished
to conduct "a small mining operation." By letter dated November 2, 1976,
BLM informed appellait that the Burea. of Reclzmation had advised BIM that

INDEX CODE: None

96 IBIA 379
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IBLA 85-922

the subject lands were within the area of the proposad Buttes Supply Canal,
and that opening the land to mineral location and entry at that time would
not be in the best interest of the United States. Thersfore, BLM stated
that appellant's application would be held in ezseyance until the Bureau

of Reclamation's requirements in the area were jetermined. Thereafter,

BIM requested periodic updates fram the Bureau >f Reclamation regarding its
recamendations concerning the application. Ezsh time, holding the appli-
cation in abeyance was recammended because of tie uncertainty of the project.
Finally, however, in an August 2, 1985, memorarium to BiM, the Bureau of
Reclamation recammended denying the applicatior. BIM then issued its
decision rejecting appellant's application expl:ining:

The Bureau of Reclamation opposes the ope 1ing of the above-
described land for administrative reascns. Constrcuction of

the Buttes Dam is still under consideration and tne area covered
by the application may be subject to dist:irbance if it is
constructed. The subject land would be c.wnstream of the pro-
posed dam and may be needed for borrow si .es.

It has been concluded that mining operatiins of the land would
interfere with the administration of the Buttas Dam and Reser-
voir project. Therefore, petition of ras:orztion A-9627 is
hereby denied.

In his notice of appeal, appellant states that BIM's decision "is erro-
necus because I'm only asking for surface mineral rights (down to 150 feet)."
Morzover, he states that he is "willing t5 vacace ard veclaim the subject
land to Federal standards and will post bond to guarantee it within eight
months of written notice. This would not be detrimental to a borrowed [sic]
site, but in fact would enhance it as such."

In his statement of reasons, appellant discusses the mineral nature
cf the subject land, and questions BIM's decision to reject his application
on the basis that the land is needed as a borrow site:

Ramdon [sic] grab samples of surfac:c rock shew silver
content up to 1/2 ounce per ton and 4 pevcant copper, A
detailed surface and sub-surfaces progran vimuld probability [sic]
locate higher grade ore bodies. Severzl :ons of ore of gem
quality turquois [sic], chrysocolla, malchite [sic] and azurite,
when projected into the third dimensicn ruae into the ten's of
tons. No primary copper minerals are fmuni on cthe surface, which
along numercus box work suggest that they jave been leached and
formed a blanket of high ¢rade ore just below the water table.
Unfortunately, I cannot afford to take the risk of a detailed
sampling and drilling pregram until restoration or nineral entry.

The Bureau of Reslamatiorn opposes th:: subject land because
it may be needed as a borrow site for a proposed dari. The site
is near the edge of possible borrow sites, and borrow material
can be taken fram other &zrzas as close or :loser. (wer burden
and waste fram any mining operation can be used as horrow
material. It does not muis econamic sense to use a potential

%6 IBLA 3280



IBLA 85-922

ore deposit as fill for a dam. But if you must, allow me surface
minerial [sic] rights (down to 150 feet). I am willing to vacate
and reclaim the subject land to Federal standards and will post
bond to guarantee it within eight months of written notice.

[1] The authority of the Secretary to open withdrawn lands is conferred
by the Act of April 23, 1932, 43 U.S.C. § 154 (1982), which reads, in pertinent
part:

Where public lands of the United States have been with-
drawn for possible use for construction purposes under the
Federal reclamation laws, and are known or believed to be valu-
able for minerals and would, if not so withdrawn, be subject to
location and patent under the general mining laws, the Secretary
of the Interior, when in his opinion the rights of the United
States will not be prejudiced thereby, may, in his discretion,
open the land to location, entry, and patent under the general
mining laws, reserving such ways, rights, and easements over
or to such lands as may be prescribed by him and as may be
deemed necessary or appropriate, including the right to take
and remove fram such lands construction materials for use in
the construction of irrigation works * * *,

In numerous cases; this Board has stated that the authority conferred
upon the Secretary by the Act of April 23, 1932, 43 U.S.C. § 154 (1982), is
discretionary and is to be exercised only when the rights of the United States
will not be prejudiced thereby. E.g., Robert Limbert, 85 IBLA 131 (1985);2Jce
Ashburn, €6 IBLA 328 (1982) P Thus, an application under the Act of April 23,
1932, for restoration of reclamation lands to mineral entry will ordinarily
be rejected when the Bureau of Reclamation has recammended against it, the
recammendation is premised upon the requirements of the public interest, and
the reasons offered in support of the rncc1nendatlon are ccgent. E.g.,
Florence Adkisson, 47 IBLA 121 (1980), Edward J. Connolly, Jr., 34 IBLA 233
(1978); Ceorge S. Miles, Sr., 7 IBLA 372 (1972).¢ .

In the cpinion of the Bureau of Reclamation, those lands embraced in
apye lant's application "may be subject to disturbance if [the Buttes Dam]
is constructed." The Bureau of Reclamation specifically states that the
lands "may be needed as a borrow site." (Memorandum dated August 2, 1985,
frem Bureau of Reclamation to Arizona State Office). In Florence Adkisson,
supra, the Bureau of Reclamation recommended against opening lands to mineral
entry for similar reasons. Therein the subject lards were being evaluated
for use in a reservoir project, construction of a proposed dam had not
begun, and the appellant agreed to relinquish the claims to BIM if and when
the land actually became needed for the reservoir project. The Board affirmed
BLM's decision to deny the appellant's application, stating: "We are not able
to find in the circumstances of this case that the public interest in protec-
tion and maintenance of the reservoir project is outweighed by other factors”
(47 IBIA at 124). v

Similarly, in George S. Miles, Sr., supra, the Bureau of Reciamétion
recamended that a restoration application be denied because the land "lies
within the area designated for the operation, protection and security of

a) GFS(MIN) 33(1985)
b) GFS(MIN) 266(1982)
¢) GFS(MIN) 76(1980) 96 IBLA 381
d) GFS(MIN) 32(1978)
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IBLA 85-922

Hoover Dam." The Bureau of Reclamation "stated that mineral devel_ment wes
not in the public interest as it is necessary to maintain a reasonable buffer
zone adjacent to Hoover Dam over which the United States retains canplete
jurisdiction" (7 IBLA at 372-73). Again, the Board affirmed BIM's denial of
the application.

The above decisions would seem to dictate that we affirm BIM's rejec-
tion of appellant's application. However, a separate line of cases beginning
with Surprise Venture Associates, 7 IBLA 44 (1972), indicates that in certain
circumstances the Board will direct that the decision to reject be reconsid-
ered. In Surprise Venture, the Bureau of Reclamation recamended against
opening certain lands to mineral entry on the basis that studies for the Qrme
Dam and Reservoir had not progressed to the point where ultimate land require—~
ments could be determined. The Board set aside BIM's rejection of the appel-
lant's application, noting that the Act of April 23, 1932, requires as a
condition to restoration, thar the lands are known or believed to be valuahls
for minerals. The appellant's evidence concerning the value of the land for
minerals was not conclusive. However, in view of the appellant's arguments
that it could remcve the minerals before the dam was canpleted without inter-
ferimg with any Government project, and that it would operate as directed for
the protection of the interest of the United States, the Board remanded the
case to BIM with instructions that "it cause a mineral examination to be made
of the lands to determine whether the alleged mineral deposits are of suffi-
cient value to make mining operations profitable” (7 IBLA at 46-47).

In subsecuent cases, the Board has set aside BIM's rejection of a
restoration application, and remanded for a mineral examination by BIM and
further consideration by the Bureau of Reclamation, where the applicant
(1) alleges the lands contain valuable minerals and (2) appears willing to
accept necessary restrictions on his operation and to conduct the mineral
operations in a way that will not ham the interests of the United States,
This approach vizs followed in Robert Limbert, supra; Joe Ashburn, sunra; ard
G. W. Dailv, 34 IBLA 176 (197¢).8

The information submitted by appellant is inconclusive whether the
subject land is valuable for minerals. Appellant states that he cannot
afford to "take the risi: of a detailed sampling and drilling program until
restoration of mineral entry" (Statement of Reasons). 1/ Appellant expresses
a willingness to conduct any cperation so as to protect the interests of ths
United States.

The sole reason for rejection of appellant's application is that ths-
project may go forward and, if it does, the lands in Question may be neces-
sary for borrow sites. Althcugh appellant has requested the opening of
approximately 320 acres, he has not indicated with specificity the area in

1/ We note that the Geological Survey, in a memorandum to BIM. Aated

Sept. 15, 1976, stated that its "information indicates that the land is with-
out value for any of the minerals covered by the mineral leasirg laws." How-
ever, that memorandum also states that "[I]ocatable minerals are not known or
reported in the area, but this information should not be relied on solely as
a detemination that the land is normineral in character."

f) GFS(MIN) 42(1972)
g) GFS(MIN) 29(1978)

96 IBLA 382



IBLA 85-922

which he might locate his mining claim or claims. He does allege, however,
that borrow material is more readily available in areas =loser to the
proposed dam.

W2 believe that the best apprcach in this case is to set aside BIM's
decision and to remand the matter to BLM for a mineral examination, if it is
needed, to determine whether the lands are known or believed to be valuable
for minerals, 2/ and for further consideration by the Bureau of Reclamation
of whether and how the rights of the United States may be protected by reser-
vation of rights in the document opening the land to entry. 3/ See Robert
Limbert, 85 IBLA at 133-34; Red Mountain Mining Co., 85 IBLA 23 (1985).0

Accordingly, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board of Land
Appeals by the Secretary of the Interior, 43 CFR 4.1, the decision appealed

from is set aside and remanded.

druce R. Harris
Administrative Judge

We concur:

5

. =
“;’%L//é//

/FZranklin D. Arness
,,/ Aidministrative Judge

7
Li?m‘@ Voy B
drita Vogt i
Aduinictrative Judge
Alvermate Member

2/ BLM4 may wish to consult with appellant concernirg the situs of proposed
miring operations. _

3/ 1If, in fact, the Bureau of Reclamation is concerned about the preserva-
tion of borrow sites, 43 U.S.C. § 154 (1982) clearly contemplates that such
sites could be reserved in an opening order.

h) GFS(MIN) 30(1985)

96 IBLA 383 GFS (MIN) 40(1987)
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