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P~ I cD: 03-11-2009 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND MINERAL RESOURCES AZMILS DATA 

PRIMARY NAME: HASSAYAMPA GOLD BASIN PLACER 

ALTERNATE NAMES: 
HOBBS PLACERS 
ORO FINO 
RAY PLACER 
MAYHART PLACER 
FRIEND AND INCORP 
PULLEN PROJECT 

YAVAPAI COUNTY MILS NUMBER: 233 

LOCATION: TOWNSHIP 12 N RANGE 3 W SECTION 11 QUARTER S2 
LATITUDE: N 34DEG 23MIN 26SEC LONGITUDE: W 112DEG 32MIN 20SEC 
TOPO MAP NAME: WILHOIT - 7.5 MIN 

CURRENT STATUS: PAST PRODUCER 

COMMODITY: 
GOLD PLACER 

BIBLIOGRAPHY: 
USGS WILHOIT QUAD 
ADMMR HASSAYAMPA GOLD BASIN PLACER FILE 
TAILINGS EXTEND INTO SEC. 14 AND 15 



HASSAYAMPA GOLD BASIN PLACERS 

MILS Yavapai Index #233 

YAVAPAI COUNTY 
T12N R3W Sec 11 

AKA: Dredge Tailing, Oro Fino, Ray Placer, Mayhart Placer, Friend and Incorp, 
Beginner, Good Luck, Rosita, Surprise, Bommer No.2, Hobbs Placers 

See also: Lucky Alice (file) Yavapai Co 

USGS Wilhoit Topo Map (Included in file) 
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C.~~lim: : /Jidtifi.' ,C//l,r-n-7" 
The Clai~:': ~s . loc~ted in S,ection tI,../y,, " T~ym~~i.p'. l2.!/.R~ng,e ' .. 3 0J'~ );';<,v. 
G; .- &S ;R:M. : ,,' " .' .. '- ' ~ " . J. 
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. Scale: ' 1;" ' : . , / 

The . Claim i's situated in i(ftt/J9f?!t 1 . , County, Arizona. 

: 6.' Tyy>e of c~rrier ·.:ind iocC'~io~IIIiOnu;.;r:;' L:C2G :_' ..J.1(;.-:, .I:..;<-· ~fL.-.---~"---
. ",: .. ' \' V/tJ tJ j .; 7~$ r . /j / z/1 /( 

1.#~;~~:~ion~for,t6,~pl~~ion: . 
l~')'; :'" ;lfthe lanq{s·'"su:ryeyed, . a corner of the claim ·must ' be . ti,ed' by a ';-'Course 
anq":',d;i.st,:~nce to ,amOriUmEmt of the Public Land Su.rvey; _if. the ·land is unsurveyed , 
a .cprner must be, t~ed,byco~tIre;"'am.idistanceto an established survey mpnument . 
oJ ~Ui1ited ·States :,qoverninent · agency or a Uni~c.d $tates MineraT Monument ; if no 
E;;pch monumen·ts. are :avtdlahle ';, olleor,"other permanent ' monument as shown on Plat. ' 
(ii) North arrow must be shovm on Plat. ' . 
iii) ·. Bearing" anddiS1=ances betwe.en corners must be shown on Plat. 

BOOK 1182 ·PAGE.702 
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HASSAYAMPA GOLD BASIN PLACERS 

• ~ • ,I 

YAVAPAI COUNTY 
T12N R3W Sec 11 

CJH WR 1/26/84: Visitors, Mr. and Mrs. Tommy Maiden, POBox 233, Yarnell, 
Arizona. Identified specimen for them as being amalgam. They are operating 
a 50' sluice on their placer claim on the Hassayampa River. Name: "Friend 
and I ncorp (?) II Sec 11, 14, T12N R3W. 

• 
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',United States 
-. Departmen t of 
Agriculture 

Dear Concerned Citizen: 

F( st 
Se .... /ice 

Bradshaw 
Ranger Distrl. ~ 

2230 East Highway 69 / 
Prescott, AZ 86301 ~~ 

Reply To: 2810 

Date: July 30, 1993 

The Bradshaw Ranger District has received two proposals for mineral 
development on the Prescott National Forest. They are described below 
with a location map attached. 

!.pullen ,.J?rooosa l . _:- This proposal involves a combination of lode 
exploration, placer dredging on the Hassayampa River and a millsite on a 
bench above the river. The legal description is Township 12 North, Range 
3 West, Sections 2, 10 and 11. The operator proposes to dig one 6 feet by 

- 6 feet by 10 feet deep shaft and a trench 80 feet by 10 feet by 10 feet 
deep. The two sites are 1700 and 3200 feet from the river respectively. 
Ore will be transported to the millsite where it will be run through a 
crusher and shaker table. Water for the operation would be supplied by a 
well which the operator proposes to drill at the millsite. The operator 
also proposes to use a dredge and sluice system to remove placer deposits 
from the Hassayampa River. He has also proposed the use of a trailer and 
watchman to provide 24 hour security for the operation. 

Initial concerns identified for this proposal include potential affects 
on any threatened or endangered species, protection of water quality in 
the Hassayampa River, and restoration of the site. 

Vilter Proposal - This proposal is an amendment to an existing approved 
plan of operations, which calls for placer exploration on the Hassayampa 
River. The legal description is Township 12 1/2 North, Range 2 West, ' 
Section 27. The operator proposes to remove overburden from a abandoned 
roadbed, 100' long by 30' wide, adjacent to the river channel. The 
overburden will be grizzled through a 3 11 screen and the bottom or bedrock 
will be suction dredged into a modified sluice device . Processed 
material will then be backfilled into open trenches. There is a 
watchman's trailer, storage shed, covered work area, settling pond, 
pumps, recirculating lines and other improvements currently in place . 

Initial concerns identified for this proposal include, potential affects 
on any threatened and endangered species, protection of water quality in 
the Hassayampa River, and restoration of the site. 

The operators in each proposal will be required to post a reclamation 
, bond sufficient to rehabilitate either site if the operator fails to meet 

reclamation requirements. 

, .' - , 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
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We are interested in hearing any concerns you have regarding either of 
these proposals. Comments should be provided in writing by August 20, 
1993. The detailed proposals are available for review at this office . 
If you have any questions, feel free to contact Steve Rinella (Pullen 
project) or Doug Franch (Vilter Project) at 445-7253. 

Sincerely, 

_~/Jlf/~'L/' 
(u/ JOHN W. HOLT 

District Ranger 

Enclosure 



FLh.N OF O}-'ErtA~IO~ 

~lJ..Y 15, 1978 

1. CLAIMANT OH OFEf{ATOR 

Brattain Contractors, Inc. 

3101 W. MacArthur Blvd. 
>, 

Santa filla, Ca. 92704 

Phone: (714) 751-4910 

2. CIJAIMS 

Edwin E. Brattain 
President 

Russell R. Smith Jr. 
Pro gram r~an age r 

A. The eighteen gold placer claims are na.med, Isa1ella No.2, 

Honeybunch No.6, Ethel No.4, Myrtle No. 5, ~ary No.3. 

Stella No.1, Beginner, Good Luck, ~ar gret, Surprise, 

Boomer No.3, Boomer No.2, Rosita, Esther, Louise, Number 

I 

TYJo, Sally, and Eu rek a, Co 11 e ct i ve ly, they are kno wn as "'The 

Ho bbs PI acers" • The cl aims are si tua te d in Se cti ons 1, 2, 

~l, 12, 14, 15, 22, 27, 28, ,33 and 34, T12N, R3W, G & S 

R B & ~1, Y a va p ai Co un t y, A r i Z 0 n a. 

B. There arE; no additional claimants, O'NTIers or p&rtners. 

C. 
(1) Legal descriptions of the claims ncuned in 2. f A., auove, 

are shown on the attached list, Exhibit I to this plan. 

(2) The loc.:ations of the claims are shown an the attc-'<-ched 

map, Exhibit II to this plan. 

D. The date of location of the claims (and amendm e nts) Cire 

E. 

shown in Exhibit III~ 

( 1) I'he date 8 0 f re cording are ah o wn i. n Exhi bi t I I I. 

(2) Docket & Page number are shown in Exhibit III. 

F. Not required. Application for Patent A-9242 h a s been made. 

(1) 



A. Proposed Route of Travel 

rrimary Route: Via Existing Arizona Route 89, to the 

Orofino Wash Road. 

-, 
Ingress' & Egress: Via existing Oruiino 'tIc..sh Eoad to 

its juncture wi th the Eassaya.'Upa Ri ver. 

On-Claims: Via existing read, (previously graded by 

Brattain) generally North ~nd South to the 

vari.ous claims. 

On-S1 te: Minirn2.l access roads to be graded only as 

necessary to specific sillnpling sites. 

B. Type 0 f Trans po rt2. t ion 

Personnel: 4WD (Toyota) 

3/4T Pickup 

Automobile 

Equipment: Processing Unit-Trailer Mounted, 

moved by tractor. 

Klam - Self propelled, truc~:-rnounted 

C ate rpi 11 er-':' rar-1S po rter 

backJloe -T rc.ns po rte r 

~'i s c. E tl u i P , t • - I'ru c k 

c. See Attached 02eratioTIs MaE, Exhibit IV 

D • NoN e w A. c c e s s Road s 011 t sid e The C 1 aim Bo u n d a. r i e 8 A re An t j. c i pat e d 

4 • PROroSED OPERATION 

'vie intend to perform an extensive saopling program on all of the 

c 1 ai IT! s '. W e wi 11 s m ploy v a r i Q U sty pe s 0 f d rill i n g all d d i f. [i n g 

ill ac 'h in e s, . s u c has a 11K 1 arn 1\, b a c k hoe al1 d bu 11 do Z e r • T his e qui pr n 2 n t 

will be used to extract nominal one cubic Y8.rd samples. 'The 

samples will be processed wi th our placer eva1uaticn uni t. This . 

I 0, 



~ unit is mounted on a 45' trailer and incol'~o:r·2.tes L: :;:l 'i~21j, 

primary trammel, secondary tromrnel, nugget trap, cOf!c(:ntratinf{ 

table, jig, liquid concentrator/clarifier, pO'wer pl2.YiL, pumps 

and drive motor. A reservoir 'w'ill contain about 5,000 gc.!llons 

of water, which is recirculated after clarification. The p () '.ver 

plant is a 2bKW uni t, po'Nered wi th a Detroi t Diesel 2-71 die s el 

engine. The diesel engine will be fitted with an approved spark 

arrester (Gill, Mod. No. 6C30). 

Lodging for Brattain employees \Vill be a 5th 'Wheel ca'Tlper. 

Sanitation will be provided with a portable toilet. 

After processing, the sample material will be braced back into 

the t e rr ai n • All 8 i gn i fie ant ho 1 e 8 wi 11 be fill e j, • I tis 0 u r 

intent to leave the surface resources as nearly as is feasi ble 

in their original condition. Known archeological si tes \I,'i11 t,~~ 

protected. Any new evidence of archeolo[ical sit e s will be 

reported to you, should we discover them. 

B. Li st 0 f Eo ui prnent 

(1) Placer Evaluation Unit (Brattain). 

( 2) . K 1 am ( Bratt ain) • 

(3) Bulldozer (D-B) (Contractor). 

(4) Backhoe/Loader VI 3/4 yd loader cap (Co~ltrac tor). 

(5) Toyota Land Crui.ser (Brattain). 

(6) Chev. 3/4 T I)ickup (Brattain). 

(7) Ford Ranchero (Brattain). 

( 8) E 1 d 0 r ad 0 5 t b \IIh eel C 2m pe r (13 rat t (~i n) • 

c. ~e anticipate using 4-6 employees at anyone time. 

D. See attached map, Exhibit IV. 

( 1) Sur f ac e d i 8 t U r ban c e 8 wi 11 be he 1 d t 0 a [21 i n i mil rc . S c1.ill P 1 c; s 

will be taken only in those areas 'Where Geological report3 

indicate. 
( 3 ) 

~. 

3 
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United States D~'p';;t~el1t of the Interior 

ARLlNGTON 7 VlRGl:-tIA 22203 FEB 2 0 1979 

IBLA 78-55 Decided October 18, 1978 

Appeal from decision of the Arizona State Office, Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM), conditionally rejecting Mineral Patent Application 

A-9242. 

Affirmed In part, reversed in part, and remanded. 

1. Mining Claims: DETERMINATION OF VALIDITY; PATENTS-­

Application--Determination of Validity; REGULATIONS-­

Applicability; STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION. 

Although in certain circumstances a rebut­

able presumption of a mining claim's validity 

may be indulged, the presumption does not 

arise to support an application for patent of 

the fee title. The patent applicant is the 

movant party, and as such it is his obliga­

tion to make a satisfactory showing of his 

entitlement under the law and regulations. 

2. Mining Claims: DETERMINATION OF VALIDITY; DISCOVERY-­

Independence of Claims; LOCATION PROCETIURES--Placer Loca­

tions; MINERAL LEASING ACT--Acreage Limitation; PLACER 

LOCATIONS. 

No location of a placer mlnlng claim may 

include more than 20 acres for each indi­

vidual claimant. Where claims in excess of 

20 acres are located by an association of 

locators and there is no evidence of a quali­

fying discovery of minerals prior to the 

claim's conveyance to a single individual, the 

claim is void, and any subsequent discovery 

will serve only to validate a claim of 20 acres. 

3. Mining Claims: PATENTS--Application; PRACTICE AND PRO­

CEDURE--Contests--Due Process Requirements--Evidence-­

Official Notice--Opportunity for Hearing. 

Where a mineral patent application is 

supported by information sufficient to 

F6r INDEX CODE See: 
37 IBLA 246 37 IBLA 233 GFS(MIN) 110(1978) 



lELA 78-55 

permit a mineral examination of the claims, 
but not sufficient for the adjudicator to 
approve the application for patent, he may 
properly calion the applicant for supple­
mental evidence to support the application. 
However, if the claimant fails to submit 
it, the adjudicator may not penalize such 
failure by summary rejection of the appli­
cation for reasons relating to disputed 
issues of fact without notice and an 
opportunity for hearing. 

4. Mining Claims: LOCATIONS PROCEDURES--Location 
Notice--amendment--Relocation. 

Where a mining claimant alters the legal 
description in the location notice for 
his "Claim A," so that it now describes 
land previously embraced by a portion of 
his "Claim 8," which was void ab initio 
as a matter of law, the alteration of 
"Claim A" must be considered a relocation 
rather than an amendment. 

5. Mining Claims: PATENTS--Application; PRACTICE AND 
PROCEDURES--State Court Proceedings; MISCELLANEOUS-­
Conveyances--Quiet Title Decree. 

Where a corporate patent applicant can trace 
its ownership of the claim back through a 
series of conveyances to a mesne owner who 
had title to the claim quieted in her by 
the decree of a court of competent jurisdic­
tion, there is no need to lo~ behind the 
quiet title decree to an earlier break in 
the chain of title unless there is reason 
to believe that the interest which is 
unaccounted for was not disposed of by the 
litigation. However, a court decree which 
merely distributes the assets of a dece­
dent's estate is not a "quiet title decree" 
in this context, and does not ordinarily 
foreclose the interests of third parties 
who hold the record title to mining claims. 

6. Mining Claims: PATENTS--Application--lands included-­
Surveys and Development Work. 

Where in a patent application for a group 
of claims, prorata credit for the value of 

37 IBLA 234 
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IBLA 78-55 

a common, off-site improvement is to be 
attributed to each claim, it must be shown 
that the improvement was subsequent to the 
location of each claim so credited, and that 
the improvement is essential to the practical 
development and actually facilitates the 
extraction of ore from each claim. 

7. Mining Claims: DISCOVERY--Nature of Requirement--Proof; LOCA­
TION PROCEDURES; MINERAL LEASING ACT; POSSESSORY RIGHTS; 
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE--Official Notice--Opportunity for 
Hearing; STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION. 

Before a claimant may successfully invoke 30 U.S.C. 
§ 38 (1976) to cure deficiencies in the method 
of location of, or title to mining claims, it 
must first be established that each of the 
claims is supported by a discovery of a 
valuable deposit of mineral, and that claim-
ant and/or predecessors have "held and worked" 
each of the claims for the requisite period. 
Where these showings are disputed, notice and 
opportunity for a hearing must be afforded. 

8. Mining Claims: PATENTS--Adverse Proceedings--Application-­
Determination of Validity; PRACTICE AND PROCEDUE--Contests-­
determination of validity; WORDS AND PHRASES--Laches. 

Where unpatented mining claims were loeated 
some 50 years before the claimant filed 
application for patent, during which time 
they went unchallenged by the Government, 
the United States is not barred from contest­
ing the validity of the claims by invocation 
of the equitable defense of lhches. 

APPEARANCES: (Tom Galbrai~q.~_L _~~.?~?.~~. ~~n~l-l~r aPJ~.~~.~~~) 
OPINION BY ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE STUEBING 

. On September 25, 1975, »rattain.~ Col}!..r~~~...tJ.~., filed its 
patent application for 20 Elacer miEi.!lg claims. By subsequent 
amendment, including redescription of certain claims, the number 
of claims was reduced to ~ Of these, 14 claims were originally 
located by associations of locators and comprise from 40 acres to 
160 acres each, and 4 of the claims are single locations of 20 acres 
each. The claims, located for gold, cover the bed and the land on 
both sides of the Hassayampa River in t;c. 11, 14, 15, 22, and 27d 

.:I .. .2;92 ~., R. 3 W ... Gila and Salt River meridian, (8vapai County, 
Ar~zona, and embrace some 1,640 acres. These cla~ms are correctively 
referred to as "the Hobbs placer~~ rc\ 

37 IBLA 235 GFS(MIN) 110(1978) 



l.BL 78-55 

Between 1929 and 1931 one Joe W. Hobbs and his associates 
located six of the l60-acre association placer claims. Additional 
claims were located by Hobbs and associates between 1934 and 1936, 
and still others between 1940 and 1942. Over the years, at vari­
ous times, Hobbs acquired the interests of his several co-locators, 
although it is said that there were certain imperfections in the 
chain of title. Upon Hobbs' death, his widow, Ida Ho~, inherited 
the claims, and on July 6, 1960, title to the claims was quieted 
in her by order of the Yavapai County Superior Court. In 1961 \ 
Ida Hobbs conveyed the c:laims to her daughters, Helen Hobbs Bishop! o.. " C) 

~".z;, .and ~ryjane McConnell-<; ' who conveyed them to EdwinE. and Be~a :L(~.,,(\ 
.~ ' Bratta~~ ;, ~n 1911. I~_ ~l .~<~~~ .. ~~~.e Brattain,s co~vele~ :~.~_".~~~:i._mt! .-"t9 

~ .""..J <~ Br a_~_; .~_;_l! ___ ~,~~_~ __ ~~£,~~;:.~ __ L~JP._~...!_-, the _.~,!-J;,ent _ap_p! lC a~! . 
. ",:Y-.J:):> *' ~---- ~--~.--- '--_._-" 

.;~ -<~(;>i·'X.."tf· By letter dated May 26, 1976, the Arizona State Office of the 
". j Ui~~ Bureau of Land Management (BLM) advised Brattain Contractors of 

~ numerous deficiencies and inconsistencies which required clarifi­
cation and/or correction, and also advised that additional support­
ing documents needed to be submitted. In response, on November 1, 
1976, the applicant submitted various documents, including an 
amended patent application dated October 14, 1976. The corrected 
application revised the legal descriptions of certain claims, and 
eliminated two claims from the application. 

By letter dated January 7, 1977, the Arizona State Office 
requested that additional corrections, information, and documents 
be submitted in support of the application. Of these, the follow­
ing requested data relate specifically to this appeal: 

1. The date of discovery and the discovery point 
for each individual claim must be specifically given. 

2. The applicant must furnish proof that the value 
of the improvements is not less thap $500 per mining claim. 
Such workings claimed as improvements must be described in 
detail and tied to a public survey corner. In addition we 
must know who made the improvements and when. 

3. It appears the so-called "amended" location of the 
Boomer No, ~mining claims takes in ground not embraced in 
the original location and can only be considered as a relo­
cation and not as an amended location. Proof of the value 
of assessment work and improvements of more than $500 sub­
sequent to August 18, 1976, will have to be submitted for 
the Boomer No.3, which was relocated on that da'te, to be 
considered in this application. Discovery information must 
also be submitted concerning this claim. 

37 IBLA 236 



IBLA 78-55 

4. A complete chain of title must be furnished which 
shows the transfer of interests of all other locators in the 
association placers to Mr. Hobbs. 

On July 12, 1977, in response to this request, Brattain submitted 
an abstract of title and a description of improvements. 

Having studied this submission, BLM issued its decision of 
September 29, 1977, rejecting the patent application, subject to 
the submission by Brattain of certain additional proof within 
30 days. A summary of the holdings of that decision follows: 

(1) As to the 14 association placers claims, Brattain must 
show the dates of discovery and discovery points on each claim, so 
as to establish that the discovery was made at a time when the orig­
inal association of locators, or an equivalent number, were still 
the owners of the claim. This is necessary because without the 
qualifying discovery, the claims were invalid, and a conveyance by 
any of the claimants of an invalid claim creates no rights in the 
grantee. Moreover, where the grantee of an invalid association 

\ 
'~.;r (~~l placer is a single individual or corporation, a subsequent discovery 

"\.r\~ ;:,\Ji ;1 wi~ 1 serve to. valida7e only a c laim o~ no more th~n 20 acr7s, that 
p,~~/ .,, '.}.iJ.J"'!~Q/~\ b. e~ng the maXl.mum wh~ch can be establ~shed by a sl.ngle ent~ty. 
~y \> vS!\' 'O-Ir'// _ /~' 

C~"'~\ 'd" (2) Aty/to the three "single" locations, the B~ginner, '-GOod 
I ... \~ ' ~~, and '-Rosita placer claims, there has been no evidence submitted 

to establish that a discovery of a valuable deposit of mineral has 
been made on any of them. 

t// ' (3) The attempt by Brattain to "amend" the location of the 
Boomer No.3 has resulted in the relocation of that claim to land 
which was formerly described as part of the Mary No. 3 claim, which 
part of the Mary No. 3 was never legally located because it was 
noncontiguous to other land in the same~claim. Because the Boomer 
No.3 has been changed to include ground not within the original 
location, it must be regarded as a new location rather than as an 
amendment of a previous locationn Brattain must therefore submit 
evidence of discovery, and character, extent and value of improvments 
subsequent to August 18, 1976, the effective date of the relocation 
of the Boomer No.3. 

(4) The "amendment" of the~rprjse claim by Brattain, also 
on August 18, 1976, eliminated the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 sec. 15, which was 
formerly located as ,the Boomer No.2. The abstract of the title 
indicates that the 'ioomerNo. ~ was located by I. A. Wilder and 
Orval Crowdy, but tfier-e'i=;' - ~~" "'record of its conveyance by them, 
despite Brattain's unsubstantiated assertion that they quitclaimed 
,the Boomer No.2 to J. W. Hobbs. Evidence is required to show how 
Brattain Contractors can assert ownership of this claim. 

37 IBLA 237 GFS(MIN) 110(1978) 



IBLA nS-55 

(5) There is an inadequate showing of $500 worth of labor andl 
or improvements for the benefit of each specific claim. Expenditures 
for road work must be shown to be associated with the actual mineral 
development. Improvements which have common benefit to all, or a 
number of claims should indicate the apportionment of value to each. 
Expenditures relating to a "house" are not allowable, unless it can 
be shown that the house is utilized in furtherance of the mineral 
development of the claims. An expenditure for the improvement or 
development of one of a group of claims may be partially apportioned 
to others in the group only when such expenditure actually or directly 
"promotes the practically contemporaneous development of all the 
claims concerned." 

From this decision Brattain Contractors, Inc., .has appealed. 

There is an unfortunate blend of accuracy and fallacy both in 
the positions taken by BLM and those assumed by appellant, which wilf 
require a rather laborious sorting out. 

[1, 2] With regard to the 14 association placers, appellant 
admits that it cannot show the sites and dates of discovery prior 
to the critical dates of transfer from the several associations of 
locators to Joe W. Hobbs. However, appellant asserts, there is no 
regulation that requires a patent applicant to prove this in sup­
port of a patent application. Appellant contends that there is 
a presumption of validity of all of these claims while they were 
held by its remote predecessor associations, citing United States 
v. Zweifel, 508 F.2d 1150, 1154 (9th Cir. 1975), and Vogel v. 
Warsing, 146 F. 949 (9th Cir. 1906)~ United States v. Zweifel, 
supra, does not hold that there is any presumption of validity, 
merely that if one locates, marks, and records his claim in 
accordance with Federal and State law, he gains the right of 
possession. Vogel v. Warsing, supra, ~~s refer to a presumption 
of discovery in favor of a locator holding against a competing 
claimant for the same ground, where one of the parties sought an 
injunction against the other. !I 

1/ . We would point out, however, that other courts have held that 
there is "no presumption of mineral discovery from the mere fact 
of locations." Ranchers Exploration and Development Co. v. Anaconda 
Co., 248 F. Supp. 708, 718 (D. Utah 1965). It has also been stated 
that "no presumptions are indulged in favor of a claimant, even 
in possession, against the United States." Houck v. Jose, 72 F. 
Supp. 6, 10 (S.D. Cal. 1947), aff'd, 171 F.2d 211 (9th Cir. 1948). 
Moreover, it has been specifically held that 30 U.S.C. I 38 (1970) 
creates no presumption of discovery. United States v. Haskins, 

'505 F.2d 246, 251 (9th eire 1974). 
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It may be accurate to state that, in certain circumstances, a 
presumption of discovery will be indulged. As most legal presump­
tions are, it would be subject to rebuttal. However, the presumption 
will not extend to a situation where, as here, a single applicant 
applies for fee title to association placers covering far more land 
than the individual could claim in his own right. Here the applicant 
for title is seeking a gratuity (or at least a very considerable sub­
sidy) based upon its assertion that it is entitled to it as a matter 
of fact and law. See Ickes v. Underwood, 141 F.2d 546, 549 (D.C. Cir. 
1944), cert. denie~23 U.S. 713 (1944). The applicant is the pro­
ponent of the rule, or order, and as such it is his obligation to 
establish such facts as will show compliance with the law, failing 
which his application may not be granted. See Foster v. Seaton, 
271 F.2d 836 (D.C. Cir. 1959). It would be-absurd to argue that all 
a mining claimant need do is file an application for patent, and that 
the BLM adjudicator must then presume the validity of the claim, not­
withstanding any failure of proof, and grant the title without further 
inquiry or demand for evidence. The presumption not only does not 
extend that far, it does not even arise in such circumstances. 

Although appellant does not want to recognize the basic 
deficiency in its application, it has not shown that it is entitled 
to hold claims in excess of 20 acres each. The law clearly provides 
that no placer location . shall include more than 20 acres for each 
individual claimant and may not exceed 160 acres for an association 
of up to eight individual claimants. 30 U.S.C. §§ 35, 36 (1976); 
43 CFR 3842.1-2. Within the meaning of 30 U.S.C. § 35, it has been 
determined that a corporation is an "individual claimant,fI and 
therefore may not locate placer claims of more than 20 acres each. 
United States v. Toole, 224 F.Supp. 440 (D. Mont. 1963); United 
Statesv. Schnieder Minerals, Inc., 36 IBLA 194 (1978).a It nec­
essarily follows that if appellant wishes to claim ownership of 
claims in excess of 20 acres each, it must demonstrate that the 
various groups of associated locators made a qualifying discovery 
of a valuable deposit of mineral on each claim prior to the con­
veyance of the claim to a single individ ~ual, as the conveyance of 
an association placer claim which is not supported by a discovery 
is, in essence, the conveyance of ~ nullity. Further, the indi­
vidual grantee of such an associat i on placer claim who thereafter 
makes a discovery on that claim is entitled to claim and patent 
only the 20 acres on which the discovery is sited. United States 
ex reI. United States Borax Co. v. Ickes, 98 F.2d 271 (D.C. Cir. 
193'8)," cert. denied, 305 U.S. 619 {1938T; United States v. King, 
34 IBLA15(1978);DUnited States v. Harenberg, 9 IBLA 77, 8~ 
(1973).c Appe llant's assertions tha(~ it is entitled to a presump­
tion that all, or any, of these ass,ociation placers were valid 
at the times they were conveyed to Joe W. Hobhs as a single indi­

,vidual, and that BLM may not require evidence of this, are wholly 
without merit. 

a) GFS(MIN) 82(1978) 
b) GFS(MIN) 21(1978) 
c) GFS(MIN) 19(1973) 
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[3] With reference to the Beginner, Good Luck, and Rosita 
(three of the "individual" 20-acre claims), the BLM decision 
declares that "evidence has not been submitted to establish a 
discovery." Appellant takes exception to this statement, pointing 
out that the auriferous river bed gravels are fully described in 
sections 2-5 of the "application book ll and that "Map No.4" there­
of depicts the occurrence of these minerals on each of the claims. 
Appellant argues that the question of whether the evidence eventu­
ally adduced by the Government's mineral examiner supports the 
description contained in the application, and shows discoveries 
on each individual claim, is one which can only be resolved by 
further proceedings. At this stage, appellant says, it is pre­
mature for the adjudicator to decide the "ultimate issue" of 
discovery on the sole basis of the information contained in the 
application. 

First, we must observe that if the BLM adjudicator is not 
satisfied with the evidence of discovery submitted with the patent 
application he has a right to so advise the applicant and request 
further evidence. He certainly is precluded from granting the 
application. Moreover, it would seem to be incumbent on the appli­
cant to cooperate in providing such evidence in support .of its own 
application so as to resolve any deficiencies and to facilitate the 
process. 

However, appellant is correct in arguing that it is premature 
to reject the patent application on the adjudicator's finding of 
insufficient evidence of discovery. Before there can be any final 
disposition of a mineral patent application which is otherwise accept­
able, there must be a mineral examination of the subject claims for 
the purpose, inter alia, of obtaining evidence tending either to con­
firm or refute the allegation that qualifying discoveries have been 
made. If the discoveries are confirmed~py the BLM's minerals person­
nel, and if all else be regular, the application may be processed 
and a patent issued without quasi-judicial proceedings. If, however, 
the evidence yielded by the mineral examination impels a finding of 
"no discovery," or other impediment to issuance of patent, and the 
applicant does not voluntarily withdraw his application, BLM is left 
with no choice but to initiate contest proceedings to determine the 
validity of the claims. United States v. O'Leary, 63 1.0. 341 (1956). 
Prior to a final holding that the claims are null and void, BLM may 
not summarily reject the application on any finding of disputed fact. 
This is because the validity or invalidity of the claims is the 
ultimate issue in the contest proceeding, as well as the basis for 
rejection of the application. But if a charge of "no discovery" is 
finally proven in a proper proceeding, then not only must the patent 
application be rejected, the claims must be held to be null and void. 

'United States v. Carlile, 67 1.0. 417 (1960). See United States v. 
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ij'4.~, 19 IBLA 326, 343-344 (dissenting opinion) (1975);dUnited States 
v. Tallor, 19 IBLA 9, 25-27 (1975), 82 1.0. 68, 74.el/ 

[4] With respect to the remaining "individual" 20-acre claim, 
the Boomer No.3, appellant alleges that the description in the 
original location notice was in error, and that this describes 
the "boundaries of the claim as staked out on the ground. There­
fore, says appellant, the change amounts to an amendment, and does 
not constitute a relocation. However, the ground which the change 
described was covered and described by a portion of another claim 
held by Brattain Contractors, !:.!:, the \Miry-~placer claim. 
That part of the Mary No. 3 was null ana void as a matter of law, as 
it was not contiguous to the othe.r lands in the claim. U[30 U.S.C. 
S 36] authorizes an association lo~ation of contiguous claims only 
and clearly implies that claims not contiguous may not be joined 
in a single location." Stenfjeld v. Espe, 171 F. 825 (9th Cir. 1909). 
A 'placer mining claim cannot be located over other prior claims so 
as to include within its boundaries unlocated and noncontiguous 
fractions lying between such prior claims. Stenfje1d v. Espe, supra. 
Admittedly, the circumstances of this case are somewhat di11erent 
than those which prevailed in Stenfjeld, but many of the same points 
of law apply. It is clear that when the description of the Boomer 
No. 3 was altered so as to "float" that claim over to land pre­
viously embraced by the void portion of the Mary No. 3 claim, that 
action constituted a relocation of the Boomer No.3. 

[5] The BLHdecision requires Brattain Contractors to show as 
to Boomer No.2 claim that the locators, Wilder and Crowdy, conveyed 
the claim to J. W. Hobbs. However, appellant argues that this ' 
ignores the fact that upon the death of J. W. Hobbs, his widow, Ida 
Hobbs, asserted her claim to the Boomer No.2 and the other claims 

.~ , 
2:/ There may be sltuations 1n which the failure of mineral patent 
applicant to comply with a clear requirement of the regulations 
relating to the form of the application would result in the simple 
rejection of the application by the adjudicator. Such a situation 
might occur in an application for a patent of a lode mining claim, 
whe~e the application was not accompanied by a mineral survey as 
required by 43 CFR 3861.1-1. The failure of an applicant to tender 
such a survey would necessitate the rejection of his patent appli­
cation, but it would not necessarily imply that the mining claim was 
null and void. It is basically a distinction between the form of 
the patent application and its substance. The issue involved herein, 
i.e., the existence of a discovery at · a specified date, is manifestly 
one of substance going to the validity of the claims or parts thereof, 
and is thus resolvable against the claimant 'only after affording the 
'applicant notice and an opportunity for hearing on disputed issues 
of fact. ' 

d) GFS(MIN) 23(1975) 
e) GFS(MIN) 13(1975) 
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~icblr. the subject of this application, and on july 6, 1960, titie 
w.. quieted in her by the decree of the Yavapai Superior Court in . . 
Cause No. 7403. While it is not impermissible to look behind a quiet 
title decree in the course of a title examination, it is usually 

unnecessary, absent some reason to beleve that the litigation was 

ineffective to reach all potential interests and claims of third 

parties. The object and purpose of a "quiet title" suit is to deter­

mine the existing title, so that any and all rights of any litigant 

to the real estate may be determined in one suit. white, .v. Ke~i.~l.tig, 

134 S.W.2d 39 (Sup. Ct. Mo. 1939). However, our study of the court's 

decree in this case indicates that it was not rendered in a suit to 
quiet title in Ida Hobbs against all potential claimants; but, rather, 
it was a decree distributing the assets of the estate of the dece­

dent, J. W. Hobbs, to his widow. As sucH, we cannot hold tlist tli1s 

decree operated to foreclose the interests of third parties who nold 

record title to the property described therein. Accordirigiy; BLM 
did not err in requiting proof of conveyance of the Boomer No.2 

from Wilder and Crowdy to Ji W. Hobbs. 

(61 With reference to the requirement stated in the SLM deci­
sion that Brattain Contractors, inc., support its application by 

further evidence that at least $500 WOrth of labor or improvements 

has been expended for the benefit of each claim, we are iIi substantial 

agreement with the Buteau i
• analysis of the law. The need for such 

e~~end£tute is statutory. 30 UiS.C. S 39 (1976). 43 dF~ j86l.~~~ 

indicates the nature of qualifying work or improvements in addition 

to the showing which must be made where an improvement is said to be 

of common benefit to a group of claims. Such common iDiprovmerits, 

the regulation says, "must be excluded from the estimate unless it 

1:8 clearlY' shown that: they are associated with actual excavations; 

such as cuts, tunnel shafts; etc 0' , are essential to the practical 

development of and actually facilita~e the extraction of mirier'al 

from the claim." Moreover, the patent applicant must prove that 

all improvements were made by the appir~ant or his grantors, ,and 

this proof should consist of the statements of two or more disiri~ 

t ,etest,ed witnesses. 4'3 CFR- 3863.1-3. A road or btiiidiiig is no·t 

neees'ja,tily a mining improvement. 43 CF'R. 3861. 2-3( s); ~i~e. 

GJq~,(4.."J:~fP~r . Mining· Co .~" , 2,2 L..I). 252 (iS96). . However; , even wh~re 

such- an l.mprovement, common to a group ~f claims; is shown to De 

dit,ec·tiy associated with actual excavations and essential to 
'act.'ually fS:cilitiate _ the extt'sc;tiori ~f mineral, ·t.hei'e s~iti iiusti 
&6: a, demonstration that a pot'tion of the value: of allen impfove~ 

merit can pt'operly be attt'ibuted to' each ciaim' iIi the gidiip for 
Wb1Ch benefit is~ alleged. Tb:1s' is not. aceomplisned siiiipl,y oy 

taking· tlle value of the impt'ovemellt and dl.:vidirig: By the numoer 
€If c'l-aims. I:t mus'c· firsf De es'tab11shed tHat eacn 0'£ the e:f.,aims 
det':lv'es; the' direct beneff-t of- the common imp'r'ovem~rit i·ri tH;at- i~ 

, is' Eiss'entiat to facilitate the elttr'action of~ ote' tr.ojL,tlij~ .. _~i~,.i#i; 

Any' claim iocated after the impr'ovemerit was constructed e:anri6t be· 

ji IBLA 242 



IBLA 18-55 

credited with any portion of the value of the improvement regard­
less of how beneficial it may be to that claim. Where the work or 
improvement is qualifying and the attendant benefits inure to a 
number of claims in a group, then each such claim may be credited 
with an equal, undivided, aliquot share of the value of the common 
improvement. Aldebaran Mining Co., 36 L.D. 551 (1908); James 
Carretto and Other Lode Cla1ms, 35 L.D. 361 (1907). 

Further, the BLM decision correctly held that an improvement 
common to a group of claims cannot be credited where there is a 
scheme of successive development of such claims unless there is an 
expenditure for the direct benefit of each, citing United States v. 
Wood Placer Mining Co., 32 L.D. 401, 402 (1904). 

We conclude, therefore, that it was proper and appropriate for 
the BLM to ask for additional details which would indicate whether 
these several legal requirements had been met by the patent appli­
cant. However, to the extent that issues of fact are raised by 
the applicant's showings, the patent application should not be 
rejected unless and until the findings of fact and conclusions of 
law adduced through a contest proceeding finally determine that 
rejection is required. 

[7] Appellant also argues that any deficiencies in the method 
of location and title to the claims have been overcome by operation 
of 30 U.S.C. § 38 (1976). That statute provides that where the 
claimant and his grantors "have held and worked their claims for a 
period equal to the time prescribed by the statute of limitations 
for mining claims of the State * * * where same may be situated," 
the claimant's right to a patent is established. Appellant asserts 
that in Arizona the requisite period is 5 years. 

However, appellant's right to avail itself of the relief 
afforded by this section is severely in 'question. First, as appel­
lant acknowledges, the statute does not dispense with the need to 
demonstrate a qualifying discovery on each claim. Cole v. Ralph, 
252 U.S. 286 (1919). As noted earlier, the question-o! discovery 
on the several claims has yet to be resolved. Moreover, while 
appellant may have "held" the claims for the requisite term, it 
is 'doubtful whether it has "worked" the claims within the meaning 
and intent of the statute. Appellant has not engaged in mining 
the claims. Remonumenting claim corners, repair of buildings, 
sampling, mapping, etc., would seem to be activities more related 
to possession and exploration of the ground than to "working" it . 
as a mine. We need not decide this aspect of the matter, however, 
since it, too, can be resolved only after a full exposition of the 
facts and law which a hearing can afford. 
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[8] Finally, appellant seeks to invoke the equitable defense 
of laches to bar the United States from initiating a contest pro­
ceeding to determine the validity of the claims for which appellant 
is seeking the fee title. 

This argument is wholly untenable. First, 43 CFR 1810.3 
expressly provides: 

(a) The authority of the United States to enforce 
a public right or protect a public interest is not viti­
ated or lost by acquiescence of the officers or agents, 
or by their laches, neglect of duty, failure to act, or 
or delays in the performance of their duties. 

Second, on the basis of studies conducted by this Department, it 
has been reliably estimated that there are more than 6,000,000 unpat­
ented mining claims located on the public lands of the United States, 
excluding those in national forests. See Legislative History of The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act-of 1976, Pub. No. 95-99, p. 
131. It would be an absurdity to say that as each of these claims 
was located over the past 106 years the Government was obliged 
promptly (1) to detect its existence, (2) conduct a mineral examin­
ation, and (3) initiate and conduct proceedings to determine its 
validity; or else thereafter forfeit all right to challenge the 
claimant's assertion that the claim is valid. To do so, as appel­
lant implies the Government should have done, would have required 
a vast expenditure of manpower, resources, and expense, the vast 
bulk of which would have been totally wasted. 

Third, appellant misconceives its own equitable pos~t~on. 
Appellant says: "Here, the government chose not to bring a contest 
for nearly a half century, during which time evidence of the discov­
eries disappeared. It cannot now seek to profit from its own delays 
by imposing an impossible burden on the'appellant." (Emphasis added.) 
Here appellant is the movant party. Appellant urges the validity of 
the claims on the basis of discoveries made. Appellant has applied 
to have conveyed to it the fee title to the land, alleging its compli­
ance with all the prerequisite legal requirements. It was appellant's 
duty to preserve the evidence of the qualifying discoveries. If that 
evidence existed once, and has been lost through the passage of time, 
whose fault is that? It was appellant and its assignors who delayed 
in presenting a patent application to the United States "for nearly 
50 years." In Best v. Humboldt Placer Mining Co., 371 U.S. 334, 336 
(9th Cir. 1963)~e Supreme Court noted the risk attendant in not 
proceeding promptly to patent. Prior to the filing of the patent 
application the Government had no special obligation to adjudicate 
the claims' validity. If the appellant, a single corporate entity, 

. purchased unpatented association placer claims without obtaining the 
necessary evidence that such claims were valid, appellant may not 
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shift the blame for this to the United States. Laches is an equitable 
defense, and even if it operated against the Government, which it does 
not, appellant is in no position to invoke it. 

In Roberts v. Morton, 549 F.2d 158, 163 (10th eire 1977), sus­
taining United States v. Zweifel, 11 IBLA 53 (1973), 80 I.D. 323,£ 
the court said: 

We start with the general rule that " ... the United 
States is not bound by state statues of limitation or 
subject to the defense of laches in enforcing its 
rights." United States v. Summerlin, 310 U.S. 414, 
416, 60 S.Ct. 1019, 1020, 84 L.Ed. 1283; Board of 
Commissioners v. United States, 308 U.S. 343, 351, 
60 S.Ct. 285, 84 L.Ed. 313. But even assuming some 
relaxation of these strict rules might be developing, 
there are no circumstances shown here to support the 
defense of laches. It is an affirmative defense 
requiring a showing of lack of diligence by plaintiff 
and prejudice to the defendant. Costello v. United 
States, 365 U.S. 265, 282, 81 S.Ct. 534, 5 L.Ed.2d 
551; Bradley v. Laird, 449 F.2d 898, 902 (10th Cir.). 
we cannot say the Government was precluded from assert­
ings its rights here. See United States v. California, 
332 U.S. 19, 39~40, 67 S.Ct. 1658, 91 L.Ed. 1889. 

Based upon all of the foregoing, we make the following holdings. 

The rejection of the application for reasons relating to dis­
puted questions of fact was premature and cannot be sustained. It 
is well settled that where there is a disputed question of fact on 
a controlling issue, the mining claimant is entitled to notice and 
an opportunity for a hearing. Moreover; the determination to ini­
tiate a contest proceeding should await the findings and recommen­
dations of the mineral examiner(s) following the examination of 
the claims. 

Except with ~espect to the original conveyance of the Boomer 
No .. 2 claim, the requirement that the patent applicant provide fur­
ther information was entirely justified, as the adjudicator could 
not act favorably on the application without the evidence called for 
in the decision. Additionally, the BLM should be supplied with all 
available information in order to facilitiate the mineral examina­
tion. But where, as here, a patent applicant has provided sufficient 
information to permit the mineral examination to go forward, the 
failure of the applicant to provide supplemental data cannot be 

,penalized by summary rejection of the application. 

£) GFS(MIN) 59(1973) 
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A mineral examination must be conducted, the findings of which 
will serve as the basis for whatever further action is then deemed 
appropriate. 

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board 
of Land Appeals by the Secretary of the Interior, 43 eFR 4.1, the 
decision appealed from is affirmed in part, reversed in part, and 
the case is remanded for further action consistent with this 
opinion. 

I concur: 

ames L. Bursk1 
Administrative Judge 

I concur in the result: 

Joseph W. Goss 
Administrative Judge 

INDEX CODE; 
43 CFF 1810.3 
43 CFR 38L.2. 1-2 
43 CFR 3861.1-1 
43 CFR 3861.2-3 
43 CFR 3863.1-3 

Edward W. Stueb1ng 
Administrative Judge 

~ . , 
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420 Heard Bulld ing ~ 
Phoenix, Ar12ona. 

April 2, 1932. 

I do not know on what scala you would want 
to opera. tt1 the p.a.ssayamlJ9. £l~ers t but if I were do ing 1 t and 
wantad to lImit the ini tial investment 1 would use a.n adaptation 
of the screening, wa.shing, tabling and ama.lgar.ating method naN 
in su.ccessful opfratlon 15 miles \\test·of these; placers. arie~'ly 
1 t is uescribed as f,nllov;s: 

The gravel is loaded into dump trucks by a gasol ine powered 
ca terpl11ar track shovel. From thf;:~ Ilruclcs it is durnpad into 
a bin a.t tho:) w[i.shlng pl&.nt. from the:: bin it is fed· by a belt 
conveyor into a revolving s~reen which tokes cu:t ever-ything . 
ov~r 2iJ1 mesh. The oVE)r~izeis discharged tnto a conveyor 
belt and ca:rrie.d to waste. The acreen -size 1s fed IntO, anot­
hGr revolving screen which elimill.:ites everything over· l/S(' 
mesh. fraps are plaoed between the two screens -'to catch .,all 
gold that does not pass l/SH mesh. 1'he oversize goes to the 
waste belt. l"'be fines bE-low l/So, mc-sh pass over ~1-1tleyj. tables 
where all "he f1ne d1rdt, saa1 and 90% of the bla.ck sands are 
was.hed. to waste. The table produot then pasees over amalgam 
plates. OVJr 96~r of all the gold ' 1s recevered by this process. 
'l~e total \.!ost of handling the materu,l and recovering the 

&JI()ld is lsss than 20 cents per ;i'ard •. Th~ cost of 8. plant to 
haaile 50 Jards per hour, net including the shovel, would be 
less than ~20,OOO. The shovel could be hired. or rented at very 
low cost tn.cae times. 

In working the F4ssayampa r~ld Basi~lucerI would 
confine the ini tial operations to the rich dr; bars, which contain 
3, 8S;:: ,Ocp ya.rd.s Of ~l.&O material. 14'i.M ling £0 ya.rds per hour <:ind 
working 15 hol1.l's per day wornp,g grSo'.'En that 'recovors 80 c ents per 
yard v/ould giv(~ the following r esul ts : 

50 x 16 x (95~; of .80) makes 
Less 800 x .20 cost 

Loaves a dCJ.ily net profit of 
Net pro1'i t per month 
Net profit. per ~'ear 

$608.00 gross per day 
100.00 

$448.00 
~13t440.00 

;~161 ,.260.00 , 

40:\5 soo a. nossiblc' I would increase the number of 
plants out 0« earnin . • three or more ill operation. Meantime I 
would be working out t· e most reasible method of handlIng the river . 
channel material. 

Very ~ruly yOurs. 
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Dear Sir:. 

, I 

Pho enix, Ar i ZOJl8. , 

March 9, 1932. 

The report her€y,/i th will give you an idea of the physical 
features of 'the Hs,~fayampa. C'DId.\ Basin Placer. '.':'ta.t follows is an analysis 
o f its investinent ' pG£sibiIitits. 

Ins e t j,d ~f ~r:pr,;j,ochin8 tl.l.ia irom thE: S ~::i.ndpoint of la.rge 
sca.le op(Tatians ::: i th ~ 3LJ,c ~~line cc...:Jlev;.;;;.y \J:C Ul·:j(..ge ;,j,~ Jugges ted in the 
report 'Nt?; ,.,;ill J.i!nit ourselvEs hEre to whu~ c~ ue dcne in the begi nn ing 
on a smaJ.16r seal .:-. "",7 itl.'. les s canit;'J.l t.;y t}:.. ~; arnlication 0:' the simple 

1 .. I- ' ~" 1 :. ,~ ~ . - ;' scre i....l n ng, w~srnng, ",concen 'vrc.:.t;lng;' ;;LnG. ama. g~J1a. '(;lOn TJ.ct!10 Q now In success -
ful operation !le~l' "<"i:r'lClaud • .:\.r10. lor tilE; pr85enL '1 .. e 'riill give c onsider­
a t ion to uri- ~~ t ::; S~ ' t l,:U O J_'nl~~', oi,;l.6C, rJeT y~::.' J. cs,nk grdvf:l. 

" n t.r.:.c ·t:i.::.ol u Or,S }"~'::ir;;'f; cClldi 'L;iollo ht:I'(; ",;oulll c ompare favor­
ably wit.::.. these ut ~':irldtilld wn(~ cc::,t :,::1..L()'vl.ld be: j,:'O g~~ ~: L~t er Lhan there, 
wll l c r ... is :::C cent:.:- ;' ,, ;-::~ J:.;,:rd. To ,be ;.j,-,-:~' (-:, Ll our figl,';,T'iLg y've vril.l a.SSllne that 
the tot~l cost 0:;' opl;r~tiollS vvouldbc ZO C~'1J.C5 pel' y ~l'U. 

r.2i-.. e COS to:;:' d. ~)1C£:c. t to J-.Lal'lJ.J.o ;.sOC ~O 6 CG y~l'cls in two working 
. . l' ' . ~ " , ' I , , . , '. ~,- rl ~ CO C '" rn.... 1 Sill ts lrlSv,L .. ... ..!..cr..:. •. no. :rl:.:;~L.y ~J C O~) :;·:.:. tl;\'C-";'.!..\.-. U~: c...uvut 'i! lb, U j ' . ,u. 'J....u€ es se 

of th(; grc-mg. v,'o1l1d bo : ;~btOCO.CO <.<.nr;' w(; v;oulli UL CU. ;~2 , EO C" .OO &S a r ~~ s e:rve 
fund. Tl-:..c p:,<....n :; ,;; c uJ.d ::lC ir: o2::(':-C::.. 'C i on :;:i -;,;l'li n ~ O Ui;..i,ys . T1.c cost 0 f the plant 
as giv en : .. b ::) vc i,ncludes WO :,:"k~11g f'X1ds until.r(lCt)ipt s comE' in. ':~ ' l- VJould · 
lElas <.i the: .i.~ }·o ~-/~· ?, ~;:; ~ ~'·Y-•. 7 ~~;,t;: J.2 : ·~6 £;l'(' S;": 1"oy.:.1 t:,-. 

H::..:.nct l i~l ;; f: C C' :;·;.r ::.~s G:' .~: L, GO L,rj, Ii e 1 pc:l' o.ay Ci t 1:1 cos t. 0 l' ;3,0 
cents. p cr ;/D.:i:d ~nd. I) ;':~:l ing l2r{, ;.'o;y' ~lty · .. .' oul ci. g l V'::: us tile i'ollo~ving results: 

5CO ' ~'ards a t :~~l .. 60 ;nb.lres 
~ J;': ~ - )c;/u l ty 0:' l~:;~: ~: o.t' )1 .60 

Oper~ting casts ~ co ~a!~~ 
fP,')t:.ll dc:du~tions 

~\iily olY:::r'atil'},3' p,~Of i t s 
Pro ):i ts .pm" ;; C~T' o1';';CO a.ays 

.~·'· lO() . CO 
lL'~. O_Q. 

;~8 00. 00 

x;lflnGH~ 

25C.OO 

,;i.550.00 
.j166,OCO.OO 

,. C 31..:tS'[ 8S t orgD.l1L~2. tioL 0 ::.' !..l. co r:lfui.1Y 0 i' 200, ('00 
ret ·~!.rn for :~25.C CO (: OC T!,'e offer "10- " of the i s ~uc (i ;::;to 'k. 

sha.res. In 

Prom t:his CrJ.f. P:. l.!. !lt be !3' i nnir.!g i~, is ou:,' plu.n to incr8f.1.se the 
produc tion 11ui ts to :four out of ('£.ruings. ;~~d m>:,'all~"'h ile work out and apply ' 
thf:: mos t feasibl e: method of hand ] llti.: t he T'i~:' l'i r bl::-d gr <;. V E'l Q '?e expec t ma.~y 

years of' highly pre fi t8.b:ie' 0p0.raticns . 

V E' r~; t r uly yours 
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liear the box O~on ~t the upper end 18 t,ht' oDly pla.oe whor~} any laI-ge boulders 
are visible. iitnc b~h ro~k 1s soft alUl rises 110ar' to th,~grtiV81 surface in II 
two pl~es, which 1tik~a two aubmerged, bowls, ~ _king an 14eal p:it,.~e 1"01· 
gala. to collect.. ~'he 570."61 in pluces 11 40 £EH} t thick a.nd will ave t'ag8 27 
fee t over the r1"~r channal. 'l'hf:ire ~:r~ ~ milllj8 Of thia river bottom gravel 
within the propt;rty, '1111ieh r~eans that there 18 1'.424,000 au ydlS of this gold 
'o€aring gravel. ;i~lt~ high oars w1ll a.v&!"~ 20 th~et thiok and prOdl;4ce~,e6Z,OOO 
Oll y4d, or a totul Of 21,28'l,000 cuy4s, 

~~S,- Tru:1 pa.st montt, I have spent sampling th.is pla¢fJr ground. The rl'ger 
bottom was awmple4 by d.ril11l'J{;holca to bedrock by ill'mstl"Cng chum a.r111s and 
the h~ bars by pick end ~, hoVt~l method, tl1gz1n<ir holts to near bedrock. tills 

. ..hi.,. ".::s witil; 32 rtffat bo-J. • .a ' t()~k _ •• ,;~ ;wi.6P -&lt$l'$'gtt ftlb •• f fl'le ""4t111 
hole8cover1~ 1/4 01' th~ lcr.ver . ~~!ld of th~ propcrt; gave m average T~lt1c of 
45 cent~ par yard. The upper and of the :riVt~:r bottoms ere naarer the high bars 
~ad. have by test st£attm give.n 'Values or from 50 c0nt& to ::1.00 par yard. Of all 
thed.:rill holes thoro was not Oll~) bl..tl.nk.tll.l gaTe work'a,bl ~1 v~lues. 01' the 32 
teat pits on high ba.:rs5 wore blank. but ~1 of them lHJre takan from grGlmd tr.wl.t 
would 'be cotWidcred outs 1de the gra.vel O.hannol. 

3, B63,000 ya:rds of gravel at $1.50 will g1ve 
17~ "$.24,000 .4£ 

$6,lSOtOno.oo 
..1....8.40." 000. 00 

or a. total of ~14,020,OOO.OO worth ot gold in the .H&ts1itayampa Basin (}old Plaoer 
making t:\U average ,,\Vt:.j l" all 01' 65 oants per yard 

PH()l!I~.t- !he writer sees t'f'ro methode o£ 'Nork1n~1 th!$ prolJor.'tl: one the 81oo1(11no 
oableWflrY, <.>4"lotMX' by the drGdge, or So comf.Hnt~tian of. the two. ".2hfJ 0"): ts of (llthef 
opO-ratton ... ar106 w1th looal conu,1.tlons .. In r..ali!\) ;ma. oJ: 132 dl~()(!ge8 'the cost 
aV0r~d. 6_ 9~; couts. '2ho t. laakl1n<1Q.ve~~d about 8 cents per :la.,rd.. 

~h18 P ropert;y n-"lS pI anty ,.,f wa tor and ". 017 f;~; largt: bo'Clde rs 01'" roakoJ %0 

haDdle t so opa~a.tlng oaon b~ fi{t'lJ'ed neu r.· the avarage coats. But I am going to 
figure on the aa.:t'a side and ptlt dredging costa at 10 oonts P$~ yar.d. and slackline 
a t l~~ c$Jlta, so W(~ ha.ve 

17 t ~124,{)OO ~taro.8 ~\t 10 cents eqtlals 
3, 360,000 13 

~l. 74:2. ceo. no 
<1-92 t 000.00 

::)r a total OO&t exclusive 01' plant of ,~2,2Z;4.,OOO.OO which '1'1111 give a net profit 
ot $11,786,000.00. 

P1.ANf:- all plants ca.n be equipped with 191 00 trio power, ria the min line 18 t:ml1ea 
&.'fIIq ud do 1 ina to it nan be oonstructed. for $800.00 per 1011(:1. li. dredge 'rill cost 
aooordltJC to ita .t •• 81'18 f ,rom ~lOO,O()O to J300,OCO iU'ld [.1. slackilne cabl~/ay will 
coat from ~~20,000 to ~50,OUO. 

October 1931. 
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LOOAT-lOJ/fs- ~e lTa'$a,~il. GoU Balin Placer 1s about 12 Ddleeaouth of the 
Cit,- ot Pr.a80t}.'tt ~l1d ' · miles aU5t Of tho Wh:tte 8;;rs,rr h1gh~fll,y .and. on till-) lTaSS8;J"'tI, 

amra !11ve:r-. Thal"'l:l are t~.vo auto road-as iml:t la~1ug fl-om. the ma1n higlllmy to ~f, 
the lUl'Oporty'. ilhtr &atSay~ R1v'er ot1,\lIhlQh t.b.aproperty 1. loca.ted is :famous 
tor 1 t8 gold" oarrying gr~'ft;}l for O"fflr 100 ml1~1s d.!at:s.na~ .. '11118 property was 
onoe kll'O'fl)t as the o.~() 1t11no j .Plaoer. ' 

PHOPER11!:- 'rb.s proP01~ty c0ll81ata of 7 ,plaoe!" (11aims aOllta:!ning 1120 acres and 
18 he l4 ba right ot locH. t1Gn. 

H!r~!~I:- 'r.h~ property h..~a baen o~m~d ' .. n th~ J'/L1St by a~~""(:' ?'i1.1 L,,,.s.i;v1duo..1 part1es 
holding B!nll alr..1ma a,'J'1; ' '?Iorking 1n a g!Il1,loll ~71i\:;~ b;J t\S!'lg hand ~"OGk~rs and Gall 
slu.ioG ).tO~!;.'l{8' i' t~n~ man, t.1o ~ ... ~ ~yhart conotrncted a dwn ~t Box Oar~on .:l.nd had a 
ditch tak6u outo! the :ri"er carr; lng w:!'1. tol' to n h1$sh b.~r ~rn wh1,ch he 'Produo~d 
SODl0 :%!35,OOO.OO bel'ore he waft ~llad .. 1'1'11& l~e}jo):-teil am(+nnt 0.': ~~ld in e&f~ 1ly 
believed, as one c&n see the works trom whioh hm tOl)k his gaId.. {..bcut one mile 
below the Mayhart\ P1Mer 1s the nay' Placer, tii.llOther good pl"Od'~oer 01' gald by tbo 
ea.rly worker.. Both ot theso !)laoo:r-s t.rEi now owned b}." the lfA~~ay'amrA; Gold Stlsln 
.Pla.o6ra and both haTE'i la.r~ y ai"dc.g(ol of f~1?l(! . g't'.t.",el untcuched .. 

In the ~rl.Y dqti it WAR alm.o!9t impQ.$~d.bl'!ll. t() eert mQ,h1nery into this 
cO"Jnt17 Q.$l tht}re t"!(;lir~ no rOft4,g #I t. the.. 1; ti.me e.nd e."t17thing't/:S,s t.Qken in by pack 
animals 4t Bu.t d'2rlng recant ye;an one gpod rOBd hac be',' rJ; oonstM1~ted and another 
fair road baa »(H~n ada to tho north t>n4. 

!h~ early workors us~ti m{~ thod1! kxlown tr) th..~ ~~ .. in use n.t that tim, 
Dal'ne~, alt.1ieo ~oxef1 endl"ookon, ~o it wae Im.POst~1bl~ for t.h.e~ to work the grave\~ 
in the ri.,er OOt;tom, aa tlut wat.er would drivt:"'f' them Oll-.t. -m.e lntH1,():'f: 1. dredge $lUi slack­
line 0a:ble11'~V which M.vo been p~rfeetec' dt1...ring th~ past few rears would have 1UAl. 
them Q.illlo~ .. How that the holtLinp of all th~ little pro.pr;~t1o, have become one 
modernll1S.ohlnfJr:! nan bo l~talled anc1 &.9 plt'tnty of gravel to kDC1p them busy fOr 
yea~a« . 

~ place'fis b,a,V& been pra.c tlcall t idle for yoa.rs t except 1ng a. few band. 
worlWl'St duo to th{? faotthat tha ' dams and til tC·hel wt~~ wa$hed out and 0011t.)104 with 
the killing oi" ~.A1..ayhalrt, thd .all bolders Wtl"l'"u entioed· away by the h1~ prlc~s 
6¢' ·oOp.por-,. ie-ad and nl1vt:lt- and ' thEt low puromsntr..g -pQWnr of ~ld" 

W,,!1'1R :- r.l'hare? 1$ in lrty opinion. lfl tinty Of -Nat@:.- at; all ti.m~s for the opepation Of a 
dredge or aJ.acklln ~) oablt} wS¥- 'rhero 18 a. 11'fE:t st~ea.rn 01' sev&ral h~}ndt'ed ~lloD8 
:low1»«. wlt.b. tba f;:'1xceptlon o! about :5 months. l""~ S8.nlh W3tt{-~r ·.i1.ow8 beneath tho sur-
1~<: of the graoval ~oout lU fe;Jt aM ~ill1 b~1 ~'n&t :right fOt" a drsdge or ~ washing Jl 
plant :torn dz-t\g11ne sl.!1l.e.kl1n"_ '.t'hj.Sw'.{\.t4~r eM \)0 _de ;1.\tallable as a. large pond 'by 
Doth operatlons. TheN are 2 points Wbftre the 'Uncierg'r1!)1ln-d flt tMllm comes wi tbin one 
toot o't the surface in thEt drie$ 1; months., 

i !fOJ.t)Gl..:- :ehe &s~qBmpllt. H1Vtlr f()l" 3.f!-;es bf..& bt)en 1JrQrk.1ng tbe geld veins that exist 
alO1lf~ ita app01F rt,;achca, 'bra.!lildug 'up th~ ~'Old bGiPi.ring f,tUl·tl and carJ7ing the go14 
dCtwtl a-trttam to tht) ;present placuJra. Thti .8Saj~pi.. Go1(1 B6s1n :Placer 18 the first 
larp openlng 1n th@ river below the t.he ~fi1118. tMHlrJ __ tag it t:r...e most faTOra}).le 
point i'or the accUlDi1l.atlotl of g«>lt. The rl-.el" bed '1$ trom 100 to 1&00 !e-Gi t '9114. and 
w111 a,'f era ge. 600 feet bdwWiha in w1dt~~ Gnd b&8 a. grade Of 100 t9~ t to the mile. 
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