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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 YAVAPAI COUNTY
T12N R3W Sec 11

MILS Yavapai Index #233

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)



MINE VELOPMENT PROPOSALS
BRADSHAW RANGER DISTRICT
PRESCOTT NATIONAL FOREST
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" Name of Claimi' . S8 0 o Zar @by
Type,of Claim: UL Chlosrgr G 0 L G
The Claim“is located in Sggtiannygg”Township (74 Range. % wtiiieu

G. & S.R:M.i -

Scale: 2"”‘;;;;w;’ ' g,

The Claim ié‘situéfed in _ opyn A County, Arizona.
Type of corner and loce-io monumerts veeod: 4 X £/

o awad - ger 47 7RI

ructions for, Completion:

(1) If the land is surveyed, a cérner of the claim .must be tied by ast¢durse
and distance to a monument of the Public Land Survey; if the land is unsurveyed,
a eorper must be tied by coursé“anu distance ‘to an established survey monument
of a. United States Government agency or a United States Mineral Monument: if no
spich monuments are .available, one or other permanent monument as shown on Plat.
(ii) North arrow must be shown on Plat. ;
1ii) Bearing and distances between corners must be shown on Plat.
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HASSAYAMPA GOLD BASIN PLACERS YAVAPAI COUNTY
T12N R3W Sec 11

CJH WR 1/26/84: Visitors, Mr. and Mrs. Tommy Maiden, P O Box 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 Incorp (?)" Sec 11, 14, T12N R3W.




-United States Fc st Bradshaw 2230 East Highway 69

Department of Se. sice Ranger Distri . Prescott, AZ 86301 J/Kf
Agriculture &

Reply To: 2810

Date: July 30, 1993
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Dear Concerned Citizen:

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 Proposal - 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 dIEESHE—E_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" 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



. 2810 3 Page 2

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,

, MMIM’;‘:"V
OJJOHN W. HOLT
District Ranger

Enclosure
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1. CLAIMANT OR OFERATOR

Brattain Contractors, Inc. Edwin E. Brattain
———— Fresident

3101 W. MacArthur Blvd.

St Aha, Ca. 92704 Russell R. Smith Jr.

Program Manager
Phone: (714) 751-4910

2. CLAIMS

A,

The eighteen gold placer claims are named, Isabella No. ey
Honeybunch No. 6, Ethel No. 4, Myrtle No. 5, Mary No. 3,
Stella No.1l, Beginner, Good Luck, Margret, Surprise,

Boomer No, 3, Boomer No. 2, Rosita, Esther, Louise, Number
Two, Sally, and Eureka, Collectively, they are known as "The
Hobbs Flacers". The claims are situated in Sections 1s 2,

11, 12, 14, 15, 22, 27, 28, 33 and 34, T12N, R3W, G & S

RB & M, Yavapai County, Arizona.

§4
There are no additional claimants, owners or partners.

(1) Legal descriptions of the claims named in 2., A., alove,

J

are shown on the attached list, Exhibit I to this plan,
(2) The locations of the claims are shown on the attached
map, Exhibit II to this plan.
The date of location of the claims (and amendments) are

shown in EZxhibit III.

(1) The dates of recording are shown in Exhibit III.
(2) Docket & Page number are shown in Exhibit III.

Not required. Application for Patent A-9242 has been made.

(1)
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A. Proposed Route of Travel

Primary Route: Via Existing Arizona Route &9, to the

Orofino wWash Road.

_Ingresé‘& Egress: Via existing Orofino Wash Road to
its juncture with the Eassayampa River.
On-Claims: Via existing rcad, (previously graded by
Brattain) generally North and South to the
various claims.
On-Site: Minimal access roads to be graded only as

necessary to specific sampling sites.

B. Type of Transportation

Personnel: AWD (Toyota)
3/4T Pickup
Automobile

Equipment: Processing Unit-Trailer Mounted,
moved by tractor.
Klam - Self propelled, truck-mounted
Caterpiller-Transporter
backhoe-Transporter
Misc. Equip't.-Truck

C. See Attached Operations Map, Exhibit IV

D. No New Access Roads Outside The Claim Boundaries Are Anticipated

PROPOSED OPERATION

We intend to perform an extensive sanpling program on all of the
claims. We will empley variuus types of driliing and diegging
machines, such as a "Klam", backhoe and bulldozer. This equipment

will be used to extract nominal one cubic yard samples. The

samples will be processed with our placer evaluaticn wilit. This.

{ N\



unit is mounted on a 45' trailer and incorporates & gzrigzzly,
primary trommel, secondary trommel, nugget trap, concentrating
table, jig, liquid concentrator/clarifier, power plant, pumps
and drive motor. A reservoir will contain about 5,000 gallons

of water, which is recirculated after clarification. The power

%

plant is a 20KW unit, powered with a Detroit Diesel 2-71 diesel

@

G

engine. The diesel engine will be fitted with an epproved spark
arrester (Gill, Mod. No. 6C30).

Lodging for Brattain employees will be a 5th wheel camper.
Sanitation will be provided with4a portable tcilet.

After processing, the sample material will be graced back into
the terrain. All significant holes will be filled. It is our
intent to leave the surface resources as nearly as is feasible
in their original condition. Known archeological siteg will b=
protected. Any new evidence of archeological sites will be
reported to you, should we discéver them,

List of Equipment

(1) Placer Evaluation Unit (Brattain).

(2) XKlam (Brattain).

(2) Bulldozer (D-8) (Contractor).

(4) Backhoe/Loader w 3/4 yd loader capv(Contraétor).

(5) Toyota Land Cruiser (Brattain). |

(6) Cnev. 3/4 T Pickup (Brattain).

(7) Pord Ranchero (Brattéin).

(8) Eldorado 5th Wheel Camper (Brattein).

We anticipate using 4-6 employees at any one time.

See attached map, Exhibit IV.

(1) Sﬁrfape disturbances will be held to a minimum. Samples
will be taken only in those areas where Geological repeorts

indicate.

(3)

>,
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United States Déééﬁtiﬁent of the Interior

Err i vt g

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS i

INTERIOR BOARD OF LAND APPEALS
4015 WILSON BOULEVARD
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22203

BRATTAIN CONTRACTORS, INC.

IBLA 78=35 Decided October 18, 1978

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

Management (BLM), conditiomally 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.

25 Mining Claims: DETERMINATION OF VALIDITY; DISCOVERY--
Independence of Claims; LOCATION PROCEDURES—--Placer Loca-
tions; MINERAL LEASING ACT--Acreage Limitation; PLACER
LOCATIONS.

No location of a placer mining 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——
0fficial Notice--Opportunity for Hearing.

Where a mineral patent application is
supported by information sufficient to
For INDEX CODE See:
37 IBLA 246 37 IBLA 233 GFS(MIN) 110(1978)




IBLA 78-55

permit a mineral examination of the claims,
but not sufficient for the adjudicator to
approve the application for patent, he may
properly call on 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 B," which was void ab initio
as a matter of law, the alteration of
""Claim A" must be considered a relocation
rather than an amendment.

3. 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 coanveyances 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 look behind the
quiet title decree to an earlier break in
the chain of title unless there is reason

to believe thact 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



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 Procéedings——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 Govermment,

the United States is not barred from contest-
ing the validity of the claims by invocation
of the equitable defense of laches.

APPEARANCES: (Tom Galbraith, Esq,, Phoenix, Arizoggimggguégggiaéggp

e

OPINION BY ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE STUEBING

On September 25, 1975, Brattain Contractors, Inc., filed its
patent application for 20 placer mining claims. By subsequent
amendment, including redescription of certain claims, the number
of claims was reduced to 18. 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 sec. 11, 14, 15, 22, and 27
X. 12 N., R. 3 W,, Gila and Salt River meridian, Yavapai Count
Arizona, and embrace some 1,640 acres. These claims are coffectively

" %)
referred to as '"the Hobbs placggg,dert;

37 IBLA 235 GFS(MIN) 110(1978)
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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 Hobbs, inherited
the claims, and on July 6, 1960, title to the claims was quieted
in her by order of the Yavapal County Superior Court. In 1961
Ida Hobbs conveyed the claims to her daughters, Helen Hobbs Blshopfé

,¢ggnd aryjane McConnello who conveyed them to Edwin E. and Belva J.~
Y EEQEEEL&AIH In 1973 _the Brattains conveyed ;he claims to

Brattaln Contractors “Inc. 2 theyyatenc appllcant

By letter dated May 26, 1976, the Arizona State Office of the
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. 3 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 date, to be
considered in this application. Discovery information must
also be submitted concerning this claim.

37 IBLA 236
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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
placer is a single individual or corporation, a subsequent discovery
will serve to validate only a claim of no more than 20 acres, that
being the maximum which can be established by a single entity.

(2) As-to the three "single" locations, the Eéginner,‘ﬁood
Luck, 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.

.~ (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 c¢laim, 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 location. 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\§§;p:iae claim by Brattain, also
on August 18, 1976, eliminated the SE 1/4 NE 1/4 sec. 15, which was
formerly located as the Bocmer No. 2. The abstract of the title
indicates that the”Bogggngg&wgwwas located by I. A. Wilder and
Orval Crowdy, but there is no 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)
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(5) There is an inadequate showing of $500 worth of labor and/
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 poslt1ons taken by BLM and those assumed by appellant, which will
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 valldlty,
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. War51n§, supra, does refer to a presumption
of discovery in favor of a locator holdlng against a competing
claimant for the same ground, where ome of the parties sought an
injunction against the other. 1/

1/ We would point out, however, that other courts have held that
there is "no presumptlon 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 presumptlons 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. § 38 (1970)
creates no presumption of discovery. United States v. Haskins,

"505 F.2d 246, 251 (9th Cir. 1974).

37 IBLA 238
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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 assertiom 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. denied 323 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," 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
States v. Schnieder Minerals, Inc., 36 IBLA 194 (1978).2 It nec-
essarily follows that 1f 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 individual, as the conveyance of
an association placer claim which is not supported by a discovery
is, in essence, the conveyance of a nullity. Further, the indi=-
vidual grantee of such an association 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 rel. United States Borax Co. v. Ickes, 98 F.2d 271 (D.C. Cir.
19387, cert. denied, 305 U.S. 619 (1938); United States v. King,

34 IBLA 15 (1978);PUnited States v. Harenberg, 9 IBLA 77, 86
(1973).¢ Appellant's assertions that it is eatitled to a presump-
tion that all, or any, of these assuciation 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'" 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 clailk, 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 wlth 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 proceedlngs to determine the
validity of the claims. United States v. O'Leary, 63 I.D. 341 (1956).
Prior to a final holding that the claims are null and void, BLM may
not summarlly reject the application on any finding of dlsputed 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 I.D. 417 (1960). See United States v.
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Hedey, 19 IBLA 326, 343-344 (dissenting opinion) (1975) ;9United States
v. Tazlor, 19 IBLA 9, 25-27 (1975), 82 1.D. 68, 74.e3/

[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, i.e., the (Maty No. 3\placer claim.
That part of the Mary No. 3 was null and void as a matter of law, as
it was not contiguous to the other lands in the claim. "[30 U.S.C.
§ 36] authorizes an association location of contiguous claims omnly
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. Stenfjeld v. Espe, supra.
Admittedly, the circumstances of this case are somewhat different
than those which prevailed in Stenfjeld, but many of the same points
of law apply. It is clear that wnen 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 BLM decision 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

27 There may be situations in 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,
where 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)

37 IBLA 241 GFS (MIN) 110(1978)



1BL. 8=55

which are the subject of this application, and on July 6, 1960, title
was 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. Kenting,
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 that this
decree operated to foreclose the interests of third parties who hold
record title to the property described therein. Accordingly, BLM

did not err in requiring proof of comveyance of the Boomer No. 2

from Wilder and Crowdy to J.: W. Hobbs.

(6] With reference to the requirement stated in the BLM 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 in substantial
agreement with the Bureau's analysis of the law. The need for such
expenditure is statutory. 30 U.S.C. § 39 (1976). 43 CFR 3861.2-3
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 improvments,
the regulation says, "must be excluded from the estimate unless it
is clearly shown that they are associated with actual excavationms,
such as cuts, tunnel shafts, etc., are essential to the practical
development of and actually facilitate the extraction of mineral
from the claim." Moreover, the patent applicant must prove that
all improvements were made by the applicant or his grantors, and
this proof should comsist of the statemernts of two or more disin=
terested witnesses. 43 CFR 3863.1-3. A road or building is not
necessarily a mining improvement. &3 CFR 3861.2-3(a); White
Cloud Copper Mining Co., 22 L.D. 252 (1896). However; even where
such an improvement, common to a group of claims; is shown to be
directly associated with actual excavations and essential to
actually facilitiate the extraction of mineral, there still must
be & demonstration that a portion of the value of such improve-=
ment can properly be attributed to each ¢ldim in the group for
which benefit is alleged. This is not accomplished simply by
taking the value of the improvement and dividing by the number
6f claims. It must first be established that each of the claims
derives the direct bemefit of the common improvement in that it

is essential to facilitate the extraction of ore from that claim.
Any claim located after the improvement was constructed cannot be
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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 Claims, 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 omn each claim. Cole v. Ralph,
252 U.S. 286 (1919). As noted earlier, the question of 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. Lt 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 cwn equitable position.
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'rappellant." (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), the 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 Cir. 1977), sus-
taining United States v. Zweifel, 11 IBLA 53 (1973), 80 I.D. 323,f
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 5.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
§51; 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 respect 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.

f) 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 CFR 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.
Edward W. Stueblng
Administrative Judge
I concur:

(e 1 sl

//Jémes L. Burski
Administrative Judge

I concur in the result:
g 4
s é
! )// / :;;
_EJ‘M (N l\/ 5 i le%d
Joseph W. Goss
Adminisgrative Judge

INDEX CODE:
43 CFF 1810.
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43 CFR 3861.2
43 CFR 3863.1
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Copy of
Oealed OPY%\ nal

420 Weard Building,
Phoenix, Arizonmz.

april 2, 1932.

Dear M¥Mr. Scétt:

I do not know on what scale you would want
to opcrate the Passaysmpa Ylacers, but if I were doing it and
wantad to limit the initial investment 1 would use an adaptation
of the screening, washing, tabling znd amalgamating method now
in successiul operation 1£ miles west 01 these placers. Briefly
1% is cescrived as follows: :

Trhe gravel 1s loaded into dump trucks by a gasoline powered
cuaterpillar track shovel., From the drucks it is dusped into
a bin at the washing plant. From the bin it is fed by a belt
conveyor into a revoiving sereen which tskes cut everything
over 23" mesh. The oversize is discharged dnto a conveyor
belt and carried to wsaste. The screen-size is fed into anot-
hor revolving screen which eliminates everything over 1/87
mesh. Traps are placed between the two screems to catch all
gold that does uot pass 1/8" mesh. The oversize goes to the
waste belt. The fimes below 1/8" mesh pass over Vilfley, tables
where all vhe fine dirdt, samd and 907 of the black sands are
washed to waste. The table product then passes over amalgam
plates. Over 957 of all the gold is recevered by this process.
The total cost of bandling the material and recovering the
gold is less than 20 cents per yard. The cest of a plant teo
handle BO yards per hour, not including the shovel, would be
less than j20,000. Yhe shovel could be hired or rented at very
low cost taese itimes.

In werking the Hagsayampa Gold Basi”lacer 1 would
, coniine the initial operations to the riech dry bars, which contaln
P 3,850,000 yards of §1.60 materizl. Handling £0 yards per hour snd
4 working 16 hours per day working gravel that recovers 80 cents per
yard would give the following results:

50 x 186 x {955 of .80) makes £608.00 gross per day
Less 800 x .20 cost . 13C.C0 :
Leaves a daily net profit of £448,00
Net profit per month : $13,440,00
Fet profit per year $161,280,00 .

: Ag soon,as possible I would increase the number of
plants out od earn§£§§§35E§d three or more in operation., Meantime I
would be working out the most feasible method of handling the river
channel material. ‘ ' )

Very truly yours. . s

e s ' ' TIZN, R3W Seell oy
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vug

- o ' ' Phoenix, Arizona, 77‘ P
March 9, 1932.

3
Dear Sir:

: “he report herewith will give you an idea of the physical
features o: the Hagsayampa (old' Basin Placer. That follows is an analysis
of its investment poecibilivices.

Insetad of appracciing Lkis irom the sisndpelnt of large
scale operaticns »ith & slacxline cavlewsy or Grecge as suggested in the
report we will limit cursslves lere to what can be dene in the beginaing

‘on & smeller scal:e with less capital by tho application of the simple 2
seresning, wushing, concentrating und swalgemuiion nethod now in success<
ful operation aear Ai sland. And zor the present we will give consider-
ation to th. 7,250,000 yurds 01 J1.60 per yard Lank gravel.

TR tde wnele condivions kere woulG compare favore
ably w1tz these at Kiriisnd ono ceet sieuld be o greuter than there,
which is 2C cents wur yurd. To be sule iu our figuring we will. 453Cm9 that
the totzl cost oL operations would be &0 cenls pel” yard.

The cost oF a plant to nandle 50T Lo BCU yards in two working
snifus 1rs“wllq¢ .nd reuly o op.rwbe would be sbout $16,56G0.C0. The leuse
of the ground would be (5,000.00 and we would mece H~,"0(.QC «8 a raserve
fund. ihe plent would he in operation within Y0 days. The cost of the plant
as givon «<bove  includes wo "klng fands until receipts come in. 7o would
lease the property, muying 12 4 sross royolty.

_ Bundl ing BCOD yu 2 21,60 gravel per aay at a cost oi 30
cents por yord wund poying 125, Ly wouldé give us the rollowing results: )

5CO yards at $1l.60 makes K $80C,. 00

I ’ =y o | " ~
aoi- ’uyw by o 127 of z o00 or s 100C
000§VV&LD costas LCC yards =t J0 cents _180,00 x2BRxA0
Tatul dedustions _26C.00
vaﬂ operating profit ' rBEG .00
Provits por yeazr ox.C' aays $165,000,00

"¢ suggest organizatiorn ol ¢ compuay of 200,000 shares., In
return for ?25,CQC&uL we offer YO of the issucd ctok.

Prom this cpe plent beplaning iv is owr plun to increase the
production unlts to four out ot earnings. and mesnwhile work out and apply
the most feasible method of handlingy the river bzé gravel, Ye expect many
years of highly prefitable operaticns.

Very truly yours




.

flear the Hox Canyon at the upper end is the only rlzce whore any large bouldera
sre visible. “he Y- ruek Ls soft snd rises near to the gravel surfsce inw
two places, which makes two submerged bowlg, msimg making ap ideal piwce for
gold to collect. The gravel in pluces 1a 40 feot thick and will average 27
fout over the river chkamnel. There are 5% miles of this river bottom gravel
within the property, which mesns that there 1ls 17,424,000 cu yds orf this gold
bearing gravel. The high bars will avarage 20 fwet thick and produced, 883,000
cu yds, or a totul of 21,287,000 cu yds,

Vallmg¥= The past month I have spent sampling this placer ground. The river
bottom was sempled by drillimg holes to bedrock by Armstroag churn drills and
the high bars by plek snd zhovel method, digging holc¢s to near bedrock. The
high Bérs with 32 teat holes to bedrock geve [1.60 aversge value. The drill
holes coverink 1/4 oi the lower cnd of the property gave an avaerage vilue of
456 cents por Jard. The upper end of the river bottoms ere noarer the high bars
und have by test shafts glven valunes of from B0 cents to 1,00 per yard. Of all
the drill holes thore was not one blonk. All guve workable values. O the 32
test pite on high bars & wore blank, but i of them were taken from ground that
would be considered outsids the pgravel chunnel.

3, 665,000 yards or gravel at $1.,60 will give $6,180,000,00
17, 424,000 o4 7,840,000, 00

or & total of 714,020,000,00 worth of gold in the Hassayampa Basin Celd Placer
making on average over all or 86 cents per yard

PROYIZG:~ The writer sees two methods of working thls property: one the slackline
cablewny, .nother by the dredge, or a comBiination of the two. The ¢9 tg of either
operation varios with local comultions. Ia Calivornia of 132 dredges the cost
averaged 5.9 conts. Tho olackilne averaged about 8§ cents por yard.

This property has plonty ¢of water and very fiow large bovlders or rocks o
handle, so operating can be figured nour ths avarage costs. But 1 am golng to
figure on the safe side and put dredglng costs at 10 oants per yard and slackline
at 13 centa, 40 wo have

17,424,000 yards at 10 cents equals o1,742,000.00
3, 850,000 13 492,000,00

Or a total cost exclusive of plant of 32,234 000,00 which »ill give a net profit
of $11,786,000,00.

PLANT:~ &ll plants can be equipped with alectrie powér, as the main line ig 4 miles
away anG a line to it can be constructed for $800.00 per mile. 4 dredge will coet

acoorcing to its stxze size from 100,000 to 800,000 nnd o slackilne cableway will
gost Irom {0,000 vo .50,000.

signed (., C. Nebeker, Mining “nginwer)

Coctober 1931.



IOCATION:~ The Hasssysmpa Gold Basin Flacer 1s abeut 22 milea sonth of the
City of Prescott snd 4 miles east of the White Svarr highway and on the Nassay«
anps  River. Thers are two antc rozds imit leading from the main dlghway to ?
the property. Thy Hasssysmpa River ou which the property is located 1s famous
for its gold carrying gravel for over 100 miles distancs. Pais property was
onoe Known as the Oro Tinei Placer. '

PHAPTRTY ;- The property comsiasts of 7 plecer c¢laims coniaining 1120 scres and
is held by right of location.

HISTORY:~ "he property has been ownsd in the naat by asveral individual partles
holding small clulms wyr working in & atasl) wmr hy nging hand rockers and small
sluice hoxrxs. (ne man, & M. Mayhart constructed a daw 5% Box Canyon and had a
diteh takon out of the river carrying witer te a high bar frem which he produced
some 35,000.00 before he wan ¥illed. Taile reported amonmt of gold is easily '
belisvad, me one can see the works from which he took his gold. chout une mile
below the Mayhart' Placer is the Ray' Flacer, snother good producor of pold by the
ssrly workers. Both of these nlagers sra now owned by the Huasayampa' Sold Sasin
Plasers and both have large yardegs of ;old gravel unteuched.

In the enrly days it was almost imposelble ta gat machinery into this
country as there were no roeds at that tims ard averrthing wss taken in by pack
animals. but during recnnt years one good road has ben constructed and another
fair roud has bech maéo to the morth end.

"he sarly workors nsed methods Mmewn tn them snd in use ot that time
pamely, sinice bezem &nd rockers, o0 it wae impesgible ror them o work the grave&;;
in the river bottom, as the water would drive thom ont. the moder: dredge and sladk-
line cablowey which have becn perfectec during the pact few yeare wouid have made
them mililons. How that the heldings of all the 11lttle propertics have become one
modern machinory can be installed sag hove plenty of gravel 10 keop them busy for
Joars. : '

“he plagers heve been proetiecallt idla Jor yoars, excepting a few hand
workers, duc to the fzct that the dams and dltches were washed out and coupled with
the kiiling of Mr. Msyhart, tho small holders were enticed away dy the high prices
ot eopper, lead snd cilver snd the low purchazuing nower of gold,

BaTE:~ There 1s ln my opinion plenty ol water at all times for the operation of &
dredge or slacklino eable way. There 1z & 1ive stream of severs! hundred gullons
flowing, with the exgeptlion oY about ¥ moaths. The samue vater rlows beneath the sur-
face of the gravel about 1b feut amd w11l be Jjust right for a dredge or & washing p
plant sor » dragline slnokline., Mils wuter can be made avallable as & large vond by
both operations. There are 2 polats where the vnderground stream comes within one
foot of the surface in the driest® monthe. :

FE0inaY:- The Bassayaups River for ages has besn working the gold veins that oxist
along its wpper roschos, proaking ap the gold bearing quartz aund carrying the gold
down siream Lo the presens placers: Ths Hasamyampe Gold Basin Flaoer 1s the firast
large opening in the river below the the velns, thereby making it the moat favorable
point ifor the accumulatlon of gol@. The river bed 3s from 200 to 1800 fect wide snd

will average 600 feet Andwhdsha 1in width and has a grede of 100 foot %o the Wil
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