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Agenda 
CALL TO ORDER 

 The Agenda for this meeting of the Commission on Mineral Resources has been properly posted for this date 
and time in accordance with NRS requirement. 

ROLL CALL 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC   

 Pursuant to N.R.S. 241, this time is devoted to comments by the public, if any, and discussion of those 
comments.  No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item on the agenda until the matter itself 
has been specifically included on a successive agenda and identified as an item for possible action.  All public 
comments will be limited to 5 minutes for each person.          ACTION WILL NOT BE TAKEN 

 
I. MINUTES  

A. Approval of the November 5, 2015 meeting minutes FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 
 

II. NEW BUSINESS 
 

A. Thorium Energy Presentation                        FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 
Commissioner Henderson requested investigation of the use and availability 
of thorium in Nevada at the August 27, 2015 CMR meeting.   
Garrett Wake has researched this topic and will present findings. 
 

B. Status on Regulation changes in NAC 513, including claim fee increase                FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
At the November 5, 2015 CMR meeting, the Commission directed staff to 
draft language and begin rule-making on changes to Chapter 513, including  
language clean-up and changes to the abandoned mine lands program and 
a possible fee increase of $1.50 per claim to the statutory limit of $10 per claim. 
Rich Perry 
 

C. Update on Sage Grouse RMP/SFA activity and impacts.         FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 
At the November 5, 2015 CMR meeting the Chairman formed a task force 
 to evaluate the impacts of the Sage Grouse LUPA/RMP and proposed mineral 
withdrawal.  With the assistance of the Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology, 
the Division developed maps of high mineral potential which were utilized in the 
Governor’s comments on the mineral withdrawal to the BLM.  The Commission 
may discuss and consider recommendations to the Governor. 

 Dennis Bryan; Small-Scale Mining and Prospecting 
Fred D. Gibson, Jr., General Public 
Arthur Henderson; Oil and Gas 

Commission on Mineral Resources John Mudge; Large-Scale Mining 
David Parker; Exploration and Development 

  John H. Snow; Geothermal Resources Richard DeLong, Chairman; Large-Scale Mining 



                
III. OLD BUSINESS 

 
A. NDOM Fiscal Year 2016 forecast, Reserve Balance and Claim Fees FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

for 2015 vs prior year.      Mike Visher      
  

             B.  Update of Activities by the Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology                          FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 
                  and proposal to update the Nevada Mineral and Energy Resource 
                  Exploration Survey with 2015 data, and cost to update Major Mines and 
                  Energy Producer maps - Jim Faulds 
 
            C.   2015 AML Program re-cap and 2016 planning  FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 

Activities, accomplishments trends and metrics for calendar 2105 will be 
presented and plans for 2016 outlined.  Rob Ghiglieri 
 

            D.   Education Activities and Outreach  FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
      Bill Durbin will present the accomplishments, challenges and metrics 
      of the Division’s educational outreach program for calendar 2015. 

 
             E.  MSM annual $2 per claim consideration    FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 
                   The Commission signed an inter-local contract with the University in 2008  
                   to collect $2 per claim annually to assist with funding the Mackay School of  
                   Earth Science and Engineering education activities.  The amount is based on 
                   mining claim filings for the previous year, or 2015.  The current five-year 
                   agreement, which was renewed in early 2013, expires in 2018.    

                  
                
IV. STAFF REPORTS 

1) Mining/Reclamation Bond Pool – Mike Visher   
2) Oil, Gas, and Geothermal – Rich Perry  (Oil and geothermal drilling update)    
3) Administrator’s report- Rich Perry 
4) Correspondence –  

    
COMMISSION BUSINESS   
 A. Determination of time and place of next CMR meeting  
 
COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC   
 Pursuant to N.R.S. 241, this time is devoted to comments by the public, if any, and discussion of those 

comments.  No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item on the agenda until the matter 
itself has been specifically included on a successive agenda and identified as an item for possible action. All 
public comments will be limited to 5 minutes for each person.         ACTION WILL NOT BE TAKEN 

  
ADJOURNMENT 
   
NOTICE TO PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 
Members of the public who are disabled and require special accommodations or assistance at the meeting are requested to 
notify the Division of Minerals, 400 W. King Street, suite 106, Carson City, NV  89701 or contact Valerie Kneefel at 
(775) 684-7043 or Email Vkneefel@minerals.nv.gov 
 
The Commission will be attending a field trip on Wednesday, February 3, 2016, to visit the Simplot Silica operation in 
Overton, Nevada, arriving at the Simplot site at 1 PM.  Members of the public may attend but must provide their own 
transportation and safety equipment.  Advanced notification is required.  Please call Valerie Kneefel at (775) 684-7043. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES 

Thursday, November 5, 2015 – 1:00 p.m. 
Bishop Manogue High School 

110 Bishop Manogue Dr. Reno, NV  89511 
 

MINUTES-DRAFT 
 

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDANCE: 
 Richard DeLong-Chairman 
 Fred Gibson 
 Dennis Bryan 
 Arthur Henderson 
 John Mudge 
 David Parker 
 John Snow 
 

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: 
Rich Perry - Administrator (NDOM)   
Valerie Kneefel (NDOM) 
Lowell Price (NDOM) 
Nick Potter (NDOM)  
Mike Visher (NDOM)  
Bill Durbin (NDOM) 
Bryan Stockton (AG) 
Lucia Patterson (NDOM) 
 
PUBLIC IN ATTENDANCE: 
Paul Enos 
Jaron Hildebrand 
Alan Coyner 
Russ Fields 
Jim Faulds 
Allen Biaggi 
Tori Sundheim 

  
CALL TO ORDER  
 
Richard DeLong called the meeting to order at 1:00 PM 
 
ROLL CALL 
All commissioners in attendance. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 



State of Nevada                                                                                                                                                                        Page 2 of 11 
Division of Minerals                                           
November 5, 2015  CMR Meeting 
 
 

Flag presentation by Bishop Manogue 
 
COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC – Pursuant to N.R.S. 241, this time is devoted to comments by 
the public, if any, and discussion of those comments. No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item 
on the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on a successive agenda and identified as an 
item for possible action. All public comments will be limited to 5 minutes for each person.              
ACTION WILL NOT BE TAKEN 

            
Richard DeLong: asked for any public comments.   
John Snow: Mentioned that this is the 30 year anniversary of geothermal production.  Brass ingots were made to 
commemorate the anniversary.  The dies were passed around.  Ingots are available to purchase from the NBMG 
website. 

 
I. MINUTES  

A. Approval of the August 27, 2015 meeting minutes  
 

ACTION TAKEN:  Dennis Bryan moved to approve the August 27, 2015 meeting minutes.  
Arthur Henderson seconded the Motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
II. NEW BUSINESS 

 
A. Update on Sage Grouse issues in Nevada as they pertain to mining.                       

Allan Biaggi 
 

 Allen Biaggi: from NvMA provided a PowerPoint presentation.   
He gave an overview of the sage grouse.  Largest of the six grouse species are in North America.  They eat 
primarily sagebrush, but also insects and other plants.  Department of Wildlife gives tours during mating season.  
The sage grouse is present in 11 western states, with Nevada and Wyoming having the most.  He mentioned that 
habitat mapping is a big issue associated with the sage grouse.  Northern 2/3 of Nevada has the most habitat.  The 
ideal habitat would be only sagebrush and little to no juniper or pinyon or other elevated perches.  Need very little 
disturbance during mating.  Sage grouse numbers were quite large in 1930’s, then declined significantly, but 
recently numbers are up in 2015.  Threats to the population in NV are wildfire, invasive species, and juniper and 
pinyon encroachment.  In Nevada, mining’s footprint is less than 170,000 acres… out of 71,000,000 acres. 
We’ve had afternoons where that many acres were destroyed by wildfire. Major threat in all states is regulatory 
control.  Amend land use plans and can develop through the NEPA process.  Governor Sandoval established the 
Sagebrush Ecosystem Council which worked to develop the Nevada Greater Sage Grouse Conservation Plan.  
They are working on a conservation plan to include no exclusion zones.  Use economic drivers to protect critical 
habitat, use the credit mitigation system.  Improper grazing, predators, and wild horse/burro are a problem. Final 
LUPA/EIS for Nevada and Eastern California.  The federal government did not include the Nevada Conservation 
Credit System in the LUPA.  Also, certain daily and seasonal time restrictions were put in place.  Withdrawal 
from mineral entry was included for 2.7 million acres along the northern border.  A 3% anthropogenic disturbance 
cap was put into place.  Wildfires are considered anthropogenic. 
 
Richard DeLong: will you touch on the travel restrictions? 
 
Allen Biaggi: not a lot, because they’re still up in the air. 
 
Richard DeLong:  it looks like for areas without a travel management plan, then those roads will actually be 
closed to OHV use, which affects exploration. 
 
Allen Biaggi:  Mining exploration is taking the biggest hit in the LUPA decision.  There is a 2 year segregation 
period with the option for a 2 year extension.  This does not impact valid existing rights. The purpose is to gather 
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information on the area for a final withdrawal decision (20 year period).  The largest segregation areas are along 
the Oregon and Idaho borders.   
What is a valid mining claim?  Defined in FSM2800, Chapter 2810- Mining Claims.   
SEE POWERPOINT FOR DESCRIPTION 
Litigation- In Nevada suits filed by AEMA, NACO, Nevada Mineral Resource Alliance and FIM Corp., and in a 
separate action Elko and Eureka Counties, Western Exploration and Quantum Minerals. 

 
Richard DeLong: AEMA has not entered the Nevada lawsuit.   
 
Dennis Bryan: Nye, Humboldt and Washoe counties have joined. 

 
Allen Biaggi: Litigation outcome: may result in a stay, remand the decision back to USFWS, reconsider the 
LUPA/EIS, or overturn the listing decision.  If it was overturned then it affects all 11 states. 

 
Dave Parker:  Asked how does it affect the control if it goes to USFWS?   
 
Allen Biaggi: Stated it would be huge.  You would have to have all approval through the USFWS.  With the 
listing, the travel restriction and caps will probably not go away.   
 
Art Henderson:  Asked what is Canada doing in the area of sage grouse 
 
Allen Biaggi:  Responded that Canada has extracted themselves from the process.  Laws are less stringent.  
 
Art Henderson: Stated, where the mining laws are more favorable. 
 
Allen Biaggi:  Stated that the bird is still being hunted, which from a perspective standpoint is odd. 
 
Art Henderson:  Asked if the American Indians are exempt. 
 
Allen Biaggi:  Responded that they are not.  PJ encroachment is an acknowledged concern for sage grouse habitat 
but they have tribal and historical interest in the pinyon pines. They have a conflict in land use. 
 
John Snow:  Stated that geothermal as well as mining is being affected.  They will allow leasing but you can’t get 
to it.  Valid existing rights?  How does the exchange work? 
 
Allen Biaggi:  Regarding the credit mitigation system that was put in place.  If you’re going to disturb one acre of 
habitat, then you have to evaluate that acre and mitigate it.  The system, tells you how much land you need to 
mitigate for that disturbance.  Ranging from 1:1 all the way up to 756:1.  For example:  if you remove pinyon 
juniper on the land, then you can receive a credit for improvement.  It’s a banking system. An effort is being made 
to bring federal lands into the banking system.  There is no long term improvement plan with restrictions because 
of multiple use concepts.  Mitigation takes a long time to come up with good sage grouse habitat, 15-20 years. 
 
John Mudge:  Asked if they list it will LUPA go away?  We heard about improved fire management.  Is 
firefighting in either plan? 
 
Allen Biaggi:  Answered yes.  But they can take components out to use if they want.  Firefighting is in the 
Nevada plan.  The Division of Forestry is putting helicopters in Elko area, which is a great improvement.  Federal 
agencies, in the past, when there is a sage brush fire and timber fires, the timber fires would get priority.  Now, 
they are starting to realize the sage brush is just as important. 
 
Dennis Bryan: Asked for some clarification on the credit system.  He gave a personal example from his 
company. 
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Allen Biaggi:  Stated, that your project is definitely a worst case scenario.  The credit mitigation system is a 
complex/complicated process.  Right now there is no mitigation system, so you are at the whim of the Federal 
agency. 
 
Richard DeLong:  Asked how he would feel if it was overturned. 
 
Allen Biaggi: Nevada will have to consider the other 11 states.  
 
Dennis Bryan:  Asked what is the position of NvMA? 
 
Allen Biaggi: Stated that they are still trying to understand the LUPA and still evaluating. 

 
B. Nevada Land Withdrawals from Mineral Entry                 

Presentation of historical land withdrawals by Dennis Bryan 
 

Dennis Bryan:  Provided a Power Point presentation.  
Nevada Statistics were given: Became Territory of the United States in 1848 as part of the Treaty with Mexico 
following the Mexican-American War.  Part of Utah Territory originally then became Nevada Territory in 1860. 
Established as the 36th state of the Union October 31, 1864 – Population @ 50,000. Total Area: 70,264,000 acres, 
7th largest state.  The federal government (includes Indian Reservations) manages the vast majority of land (85%) 
in the state of Nevada. County and city lands were included in “Private Land”.   
 
 Mineral withdrawals since 2012:  Basin & Range National Monument -700,000 acres 
Yerington Wilderness Area – 45,000 acres, Pine Forest Wilderness-23,000 acres 
Pending Mineral Withdrawals:  Carson District RMP proposed withdrawals - 470,000 acres 
Gold Butte proposed withdrawal- 350,000 acres (includes some previous withdrawals) 
Sagebrush Focal Area/Priority Habitat- 2,800,000 acres + additional acres of de-facto restrictions 
Southern Nevada Renewable Energy Withdrawal 
He presented a chart that depicts the decrease in available federal/state lands by decade.  Since 1930, 
approximately 1,650,000 acres of land are withdrawn every 10 years from mining use.   By 2060, at the current 
trend, almost half of the state will be withdrawn from mining use leaving less than 40 million acres available. 
 
If this continues, the ability to explore and mine on public land will dramatically diminish.  No longer going to be 
a mineral friendly state. 
 
Arthur Henderson:  Asked what can be done?  Can it be reversed? 
 
Dennis Bryan:  Answered that this is just for presentation of this information. 
 
Jim Faulds:  Said we are happy to update maps.  BLM has been in touch with state geologist in Utah and in the 
background there is a possibility they will be funded to study mineral potential of proposed land withdrawal.  We 
will receive funding maybe next year.  Study would occur next year and be in time to make recommendations.  
We are already mapping the mineral deposits, but we can do a much more detailed job in the near future. 

 
C. Discussion of the Nevada and NE California Greater Sage Grouse Land Use         
      Plan Amendment and the 2014 Nevada Greater Sage Grouse Conservation  
       Plan (State Plan). 
 

Richard DeLong:  Stated that this is on the agenda to possibly pass on our recommendation to the Governor.  
What should we do, if anything, and what form should they take? 
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Bryan Stockton:  Mentioned that this is not a voting item.  For discussion only. 
 
Dennis Bryan:  This has serious negative economic implications to the state, particularly in the rural counties. 
Asked how can we cohabitate with the sage grouse? 
 
John Snow:  Stated, the only budget item stated by BLM/FS is for fighting fire, they seem very understaffed.  I 
don’t think they have the people and resources to study and develop and put forward best science and practices. 
 
Richard DeLong:  Stated that Allen Biaggi made some good points.  I always thought the land use plans was 
very restrictive and wonder if listing isn’t more workable. 
 
John Mudge:  Mentioned that many of us have gone through the endangered species process.  It’s a long process 
but, you can work through it. 
 
Richard DeLong:  Stated that the desert tortoise is a good example. 
 
David Parker: Mentioned that the spotted owl as an example of how listing doesn’t work as well.   
 
Richard DeLong:  Stated that he didn’t think there is much to negotiate on a land use decision. 
 
David Parker:  Suggested that a law suit stops the negotiations.   
 
Richard Perry:  He said that currently we are working with NBMG with an updated set of maps.  They will have 
all the mining districts.  So there is potential for comments for the withdrawal.  Governor’s office had a number of 
us in on Tuesday, and we put together of a list where this is not working.  One of them being Ormat at Tungsten 
Mountain, which has an existing EA.  There is confusion within the BLM and what appears lacking is a logical 
path forward, like you would have if it were listed 
 
Dennis Bryan: Mentioned that our job is to advise the Governor.  We should formulate something to back the 
mining community. 
 
Richard Perry: Stated that you did that with your letter in July. 
 
Richard DeLong:  Asked, what is the regulatory environment after LUPA is stayed?  Is there a way to provide 
recommendations on what that might look like? 
 
John Mudge:  Asked, has anyone taken the approach that the maps need to be drawn differently to really focus 
on what true habitat there really is? 
 
Richard Perry:  Stated, yes, our Department of Wildlife.  They have developed detailed lek maps.  You could 
gather more birds in just 25% of all the land in the habitat management areas if you just focused on where the 
birds are. 
 
Richard DeLong: Stated, at one of the SEC meetings Amy Lueders alluded to the fact that the maps are 
essentially cast in stone and while there may be some potential minor administrative changes, only changing the 
LUPA could change the boundaries. 
 
Richard DeLong suggested a task group:  Dennis Bryan, John Snow, Richard DeLong and Richard Perry.  
Bring back findings to commission. 

 
III. OLD BUSINESS 
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A. Education, Public Awareness and Eagle Scout Service Project Presentation           
                    Bill Durbin and Lucia Patterson 

 
Bill Durbin and Lucia Patterson: provided a PowerPoint presentation.   
 
Lucia Patterson: Mentioned that she had asked teachers at the workshop why specifically those in Douglas County 
were not calling for presentations?  She was told that each activity that is presented needed to have a core standard 
education description along with the activity.  She stated that all the activities needed to be updated to include the 
core standards.   She went through an example for 3rd and 4th grade that goes along with the core standards.   
 
Bill Durbin: Did an update on McCaw classroom, Spring Mountain Ranch State Park presentations.  Eagle Scouts 
Service Projects- to date 160 projects have been completed – 725 hazards have been secured, 143 previously 
secured hazards have been re-secured.   
 
Dennis Bryan: Asked if Bill did Scout projects in the North? 
 
Bill Durbin:  Answered that Rob Ghiglieri does them in the North. 
 
Nick Potter:  Introduced himself to the commission.  He stated that he worked at Hycroft for a short time.  He is 
looking forward to working with everyone in the department. 
 
Richard Perry:  Mentioned that he is being trained for Lowell’s back up as well. 

 
B.   NDOM Forecast and Reserve balance - Mike Visher 

 
Mike Visher: He presented spreadsheets and graphs of the Forecast and Reserve. 
 
John Snow:  Stated that you based the budget on a 5% decline, now it’s 7%. 
 
Mike Visher:  Stated that’s correct.  This is a more realistic number.  And I don’t see the decrease in number of 
mining claims stabilizing, based on what we’ve seen today. 
 
Arthur Henderson:  Asked that the fee’s we approved today will be an extra $70,000 or so if we do? 
 
Mike Visher: Stated yes and Rich will be going through that. 

 
C.   Findings of task force to review NDOM budget and forecast.  

At the August 27th CMR meeting, Chairman DeLong assigned a task force 
                          to review the budget and forecast.  The task force will present findings. 
 
Richard Perry: Stated that the task force met just last week on the 28th here in Reno for fee increases and 
operating costs.  They did a forecast assumptions based on a 7% decrease.  He wanted to note that AML contracted 
work has declined significantly to $60,000/year for FY16-17. We went from 8 interns to 6 interns.  There was also 
one vehicle replacement in 2017.   
He went on to discuss Findings, stating that further cuts in activity/staffing/program activities will jeopardize the 
Division’s ability to fulfill its statutory requirements and remain in compliance with the last Legislative audit.  
Options for raising revenues are: OGG fee increase, increase mining claim fee to $10/claim (currently $8.50) and 
increase the surface disturbance fee for new or amended P.O.O. to $30 per acre statutory cap (currently at $20). 

 
Richard DeLong:  Stated that as I see it at the end of this FY we should be right at the $750,000 reserve guidance 
mark.  At the end of next FY it is significantly less.  We need some discussion and then agreement on a path 
forward. 
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Dennis Bryan:  Stated that we need to seriously consider raising the claim fee.   
 
Arthur Henderson:  Mentioned that the $1.50 increase is less than 1% increase. 
 
Richard DeLong:  Said he talked to Dana Bennett at the NvMA about this increase and she was not surprised.  
Half the claims are mining operators.  I’ve not spoken to the exploration community. 
 
Dennis Bryan:  Stated that he spoke with Dave Shaddrick at NMEC and he’s not for it as exploration is down. 
 
John Mudge: Stated that a 7% drop in claims might not happen, but we need to be prudent.  But, we have to do 
something.  I’m more supportive of $1.50 as opposed to the surface disturbance increase.  I think we need to 
demonstrate to the industry that we’ve taken a hard look at cuts.  How hard did we look at the spending side? 
 
Richard Perry:  Responded that we have looked at mostly at donations and special projects and the sagebrush 
ecosystem council funding.  We have scaled that back and that’s how we have managed these past 2 years.  We 
scaled back on AML contract work and vehicle replacement.  What we have here is salary and overhead.  In 
addition, furloughs were lifted just this past July which then increases our personnel costs. 
 
Arthur Henderson:  Stated that we took a hard look at head count and salary and NDOM is already at the bare 
minimum we can have to function.  Personnel is 50% of all costs, operating costs have already been reduced.  Not 
much left to cut. 
 
John Snow: Mentioned that the 2 commodities (oil and geothermal) have been out of whack for a while and is 
now down as with gold and silver prices. The mining claim fee could be reduced if necessary in the future. 
  
Fred Gibson:  Had mentioned, yes we have the ability to reduce the claim fee as needed. 
 
Richard Perry:  Stated that if need be we can show the reduction in fees.  Most of the extra cost was in special 
projects and donations, and AML contracting.   
 
John Snow:  Mentioned that when you look at senior status, and retirement, there should be a lowering of costs 
when bringing on new people at a lower cost.  There should be some savings there, a thin line. 
 
David Parker: Asked, last time we raised claim fees was in 2008? 
 
Richard Perry:  Stated, yes that was for the Mackay payment.  Prior to that the last fee increase was 1999. 
 
John Snow: Asked realistically when will the increase in claim fees be seen in revenue? 
 
Richard Perry:  Answered Fiscal 2017.  By January 2016 we should have a true picture of claim fee revenue for 
fiscal 2016.. 
 
Richard DeLong:  Stated that we need to start this very soon if we are going to increase this fee in time to affect 
fiscal 2017. 
 
David Parker:  Stated that 16 years to increase the fees is far too long.  We should increase the claim fees. 
 
Art Henderson:  Stated, we should increase the surface disturbance fee to $30, and then we can look at truck when 
the time comes and approve the findings of the task force. 
 
John Mudge:  Asked if will there be further discussion in section D? 



State of Nevada                                                                                                                                                                        Page 8 of 11 
Division of Minerals                                           
November 5, 2015  CMR Meeting 
 
 

 
Richard DeLong:  Answered yes, and this is only to approve the task force findings. 

 
ACTION TAKEN:  Arthur Henderson moved to approve all the findings of the task force.  
David Parker seconded the Motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
D. Mining Claim Fees and Surface Disturbance Fee.                                                     

The mining claim fee task force presented findings to the 
Commission at the December 11, 2014 meeting.  At that meeting, the 
Commission chose to delay any action on increasing claim fees until 
after oil/gas and geothermal regulation changes and fees were 
completed, or early 2016.  The current Dangerous Condition in Non-
Operating mine fee was last set by the Commission in May, 2008, at 
$2.50 per claim, with a statutory cap of $4.00 per claim (NRS 
513.094).  The claim filing fee, per NAC 517.200, is currently at $6 
per claim filing, last set by the Commission in May, 2008, with a 
statutory cap of $6 per claim (NRS 517.185).  The Commission can 
direct the Division to begin rule-making to increase the Dangerous 
Condition in Non-Operating Mines fee.  The fee for approved 
surface disturbance on public lands is currently $20 per acre (NAC 
519A.634) with a statutory cap of $30 per acre (NRS 519A.250).  
This fee was last adjusted by the Commission in 1999.  The 
Commission can direct the Division to begin rule-making to increase 
the Surface Disturbance fee.  By statute, this fee must be used for 
AML hazard securing and education of the general public concerning 
the dangers of AML hazards. 

 
Richard Perry: He read the action item into record.  The commission previously directed the Division to 
complete regulations for oil/gas and geothermal before discussing the mining claim fees. 
 
Arthur Henderson: Said if we were to raise the surface disturbance fee from $20 to $30, it would be a $45,000 
increase to the base in FY 2017.  And a $1.50 increase would give us an extra $242,000.   
 
John Snow: Asked, how do you model the surface disturbance fee? 
 
Mike Visher: State that the surface disturbance fee is hard to forecast.  We look at the permits that are going to 
be approved or ones that are in the queue.  Once the P.O.O. is approved they have to pay.  The staged expansions 
are also tough to project.  About $190,000 coming in FY16 and 17, based on what’s in the queue.   
 
John Mudge:  Asked how much did Mt. Hope/General Moly pay? 
 
Mike Visher: Answered $160,000.  They can get a refund if they do a plan amendment.  But they only get a 
small fraction of the $20 back. 
 
John Mudge:  Stated that he didn’t feel good about increase funding on the back of other programs. 
 
Mike Visher:  Mentioned that the initial AML program was just an inventory effort.  This fee provides dedicated 
revenue to do securing work.  And fund contractor work.  That’s what it’s tied to. 
 
Dennis Bryan:  Asked if this includes all P.O.O., what about notice level? 
 
Mike Visher: Explained no, this is just for a plan on public land, regardless of size.  It does not touch notice 
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level on BLM.  It’s approved disturbance on public land.  NDEP does a great job tracking it to the 1/10th of an 
acre.  We maintain a database to track this acreage. 
 
Dennis Bryan:  Stated that this will be a double whammy to the exploration people if you raise claim fees and 
surface disturbance fees. 
 
Arthur Henderson:  Stated that Richard DeLong made a good point.  The $1.50 fee increase alone gets us to 
where we need to be.  He said they should only consider the one. 
 
John Mudge:  Said he agreed.  Let’s just go after the one that gets us to where we want to be. 
 
Richard Perry: Said that we can make some talking points to provide industry.  This next year we will be in 
good shape, but for FY-17 we will have a decision to make, raise fees or let go of the Mackay payment. 
 
David Parker:  Asked if we raise it this year, then we have to raise it again the year after? 
 
Richard Perry:  Answered no.  You can direct staff to begin rulemaking on the fee increase, with the goal of 
getting it done by June next year.  The $1.50 fee increase impacts FY-17. 

 
ACTION TAKEN:  John Mudge moved to approve the claim fee increase by $1.50 and direct staff to begin 
rulemaking.  Fred Gibson seconded the Motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
 E.  Findings of task force to evaluate regulations changes to NAC 513.  

At the August 27th CMR meeting, a task force was formed by 
Commissioner DeLong to review possible changes to NAC 513 that 
relate to definitions of abandoned mine lands (AML) securing 
fences, AML rankings, AML warning signs and periods of 
notification of AML hazards. The task force will present findings to 
the CMR, which may choose to direct the Division to move forward 
with developing language to begin rule-making. 

 
Bill Durbin: Said he was filling in for Rob Ghiglieri.  The regulations have not been changed since 1988.  As 
the program has evolved the language needs to be updated.  The task force found definitions 513.260 of fences 
and enclosures.  5A excludes barbed wire fences, yet we use barbed wire fences for all our enclosures.  We 
suggest striking 513.260.  See the added blue italic on 5A. 
 
Dennis Bryan: Asked if the ranking can be lowered as well? 
 
Bill Durbin:  Answered that it has to be a ranking between 1-5, at the discretion of the person doing the 
ranking.  There should be a description of the location on the sheet when in the field. 
 
John Mudge:  Asked if you have a rating based on location and danger?  You are just adding that same 
language to location? 
 
Bill Durbin: Stated that there have been concerns by a number of people in remote areas.  We now have a lot of 
ATV trails and motorbikes, and have a potential due to location for a higher hazard. 
 
In 513.370, we would like to change language for posting warning signs.  “Mounted on an orange post” we 
struck that from the regulation.  Changed to, “in a prominent location near the hazard”. 
 
In 513.390, the period after notification to secure dangerous condition. Language has been struck though 1-4.  
Re-written in blue. 
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David Parker:  Mentioned that administrator has a small “a”.  in the previous lines it is a capital “A”.   
 
Richard Perry:  Said that LCB legal will take care of the correct usage. 
 
Dennis Bryan:  Stated that this is very simplified.  From a legal point of view, if someone gets hurt, couldn’t 
we be in trouble with signage?  Should there be minimums that we put on this? 
 
Bryan Stockton:  Stated that there will always be an argument.  Someone is always going to sue and these will 
not protect you from everything.  But these are adequate and cover all the necessary needs.  Requiring a 
minimum distance for sign location may be very difficult due to the terrain. 
 
John Mudge:  Stated minimal, low and high hazard.  In all of these we post a sign within 30 days.  In 513.380 
it states 180 days.  And then in 513.390 all it indicates is that you have to do is post a sign.  
 
Mike Visher:  Clarified that the practice we have been doing is now matching the standards for our securing 
with the new language.  Minimals were never specifically addressed before.  It does not currently say that 
posting of a minimal is a securing.  Posting of a sign has since 1989 been considered to be sufficient, but it 
wasn’t addressed in current regulations. 

 
John Mudge:  Asked where does the notification come from? 
 
Richard DeLong: Stated that the Division of Minerals sends the notifications out. 
 
Arthur Henderson:  Stated that the orange sign tells me “danger”.  I would hate to change the color when 
people are already used to seeing it. 

 
ACTION TAKEN:  Dennis Bryan moved to approve the task force recommendations on the language 

changes to NAC 513 and direct staff to begin rulemaking. David Parker seconded the Motion. Motion 
carried unanimously. 

 
IV. STAFF REPORTS 

 
Mining/Reclamation Bond Pool – Mike Visher   
 
Mike Visher:  Bond pool is healthy, with a little more activity in the bond pool but largely due to reductions in 
bond amounts. 
 
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal – Lowell Price (Oil and geothermal drilling update)    
 
Lowell Price:  Stated that this year we have permitted 10 geothermal industrial wells.  Last year we had 10 
observation permits.  Only 2 geothermal companies are active- USG Nevada and Ormat. Oil permits issued are 
running 75% lower than last year.  Once Noble slowed their activity, this affected our permit application volume. 
Bright Sky Energy currently drilling in White River valley. Well inspections are at about 67% of total wells to be 
inspected in fiscal 2016. 
 
Administrator’s report- Rich   
Richard Perry: Went over budget, reserve balance right now is $1.3M.  Discussed completion of MOU with 
NDEP for oil, gas, and geothermal. 
 
Correspondence –  
Richard Perry:  discussed a Bill which Congressman Hardy asked him to comment on.  December 14th meeting to 
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be held at Colorado School of Mines. 
 

COMMISSION BUSINESS   
A.         Determination of time and place of next CMR meeting 
 

Las Vegas - Possible tour at Blue Diamond gypsum mine or Simplot silica mine. 
CMR -Wednesday, February 3rd 1-5, tour on Thursday, February 4th. 

 
COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC   
 Pursuant to N.R.S. 241, this time is devoted to comments by the public, if any, and discussion of those 

comments.  No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item on the agenda until the matter 
itself has been specifically included on a successive agenda and identified as an item for possible action. All 
public comments will be limited to 5 minutes for each person.         ACTION WILL NOT BE TAKEN 

  
 Alan Coyner- Stated that the funds going to Mackay are not considered donations.  Mining claimants are 

transferring money from the mining community.  That $2 is not really Division money.  Russ is not here to say it 
but, that has moved $3.2 million to Mackay in 7 years and for that Mackay has received $4.5 million from the 
Marigold royalty.  We had to increase the claim fee 2 times within 2 years when I was administrator with NDOM.  
The $1.50 shouldn’t be a hard sell.  He suggested several meetings with the mining community by the commission.  
The exploration people should be receptive if the approach is good.  The fee increase is overdue.  

 
 John Snow:  Mentioned past geothermal commissioners that contributed to the success of the geothermal program.  

Under the leadership of Commissioner Gibson, public servants Ross de Lipkau, Frank Yeamans, and Patrick Fagan 
donated their time to the Commission.  Just wanted to acknowledge them.  

 
ADJOURNMENT 

MEETING ADJOURNED AT 4:33 PM. 
 



 

II. NEW BUSINESS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

II. A. Thorium Energy Presentation                

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Use of Thorium (Th‐232) as a Suitable 
Replacement for Uranium (U‐235) in the 

Production of Electrical Energy

G. Wake 
2015.09.17



• As of 2014, the U.S. generated nearly 800b kWh of electricity by means of nuclear 
fission (NEI, 2015).

• This is almost double the production of the world’s second largest producer (France; 
418b kWh), and more than one third of the world’s total nuclear‐electricity 
generation (NEI, 2015).

• The estimated amount of electricity generated in the U.S. (from all sources) in 2013 
was just above four‐trillion kWh, of which 19% was produced from nuclear sources 
(Conti et al, p.24).

• Nearly one fifth of the U.S. electrical‐energy production comes from nuclear 
sources.

Quick Statistics
relating to nuclear‐electricity production



• Fissile uranium fuel rods, filled with enriched uranium (increased U‐235 vs 238) 
pellets, are placed into a controlled environment.
• A catalyst (neutron source) is used to begin a sustained chain reaction in the 

fissile uranium rods.
• The chain reaction is maintained at a critical level (a net balance of neutron 

gain and loss).
• A by product of nuclear fission is heat, which is used to boil a fluid (water) into 

steam. The steam is routed through a system of turbines, which generate 
electrical energy.

• In the U.S. there are two common types of nuclear reactors:
1. Pressure Water Reactors (PWAs) and,
2. Boiling Water Reactors
• Basically the same concept (steam rotates turbines for electrical generation). 

Both have advantages and disadvantages when compared.

How Most Nuclear Reactors Work
And the Two Main Types



The Uranium‐Plutonium Fuel Cycle
Nuclear Fission, By Products

http://blogs‐images.forbes.com/jamesconca/files/2014/09/Nucler‐Reactions.jpg



What is Thorium?
and how is it different?

http://genius.com/1894437



What is Thorium
and how is it different? (cont.)

Uraninite (pitchblende) ‐ UO2
Thorite – (Th,U)SiO4

http://cen.acs.org/articles/87/i46/Reintroducing‐Thorium.html https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uranium_ore

Melting point 2023 K  (1750 °C,  3182 °F)

Boiling point 5061 K  (4788 °C,  8650 °F)

Density near r.t. 11.724 g/cm3

Heat of fusion 13.81 kJ/mol

232Th 100% 1.405×1010 y

Melting point 1405.3 K  (1132.2 °C,  2070 °F)

Boiling point 4404 K  (4131 °C,  7468 °F)

Density near r.t. 19.1 g/cm3

Heat of fusion 9.14 kJ/mol

235U 0.720% 7.04×108 y

236U trace 2.342×107 y

238U 99.274% 4.468×109 y

0.00018%0.0006% 3:1Crustal Abundance:
http://www.periodictable.com/Properties/A/CrustAbundance.al.log.html



[Estimates from Armbrustmacher (1988) for the Wet Mountains area, Colorado, and from Staatz and others (1979, 1980) for the other deposits

U.S. Thorium Deposits
Data From 1988 in a 2009 Publication



World Thorium Reserves
Data From 2015

Country Tonnes
India 846,000

Brazil 632,000

Australia 595,000

USA 595,000

Egypt 380,000

Turkey 374,000

Venezuela 300,000

Canada 172,000

Russia 155,000

South Africa 148,000

China 100,000

Norway 87,000

Greenland 86,000

Finland 60,000

Sweden 50,000

Kazakhstan 50,000

Other countries 1,725,000

World total 6,355,000

http://www.world‐nuclear.org/info/Current‐and‐Future‐Generation/Thorium/



The Thorium‐Uranium Fuel Cycle
Nuclear Fission, By Products



Cont.





Pros:
• Possibly 3‐4x more crustal abundance, though skeptics 

argue U‐238 is significantly abundant in seawater.
• No Enrichment
• Since Th‐232 is fertile, a chain reaction could be stopped 

quickly (unlike traditional fissile U‐235 reactions).
• Few Th‐fueled reactors exist today, but the technology 

has been tested and is viable.
• The time could be near for a shift – nearly all U.S. 

reactors will be >60 years old by 2050 at the end of their 
20 year license renewal.

• Countries like China and India are already building/have 
built Th‐based reactors.

• Possibility of using spent‐U/Pu waste in Th reactors, 
essentially reusing the waste over‐and‐over again, 
eliminating the need to store it.

Cons:
• Start‐up costs will be high.
• It may be difficult to retrofit current U.S. reactors to 

accept Th (to be viable) – methods have been proposed.
• Many models require separation of U‐233 from Th‐232, 

which could be costly and hazardous to human health 
(robotics technology could eliminate health hazard).

Thorium is becoming a “buzzword” in the media and on the internet, and it does have merit. Th‐232 has 
qualities that surpass U‐235/238, but it has some pitfalls as well. Remember, the design of the reactor 

can make as much of a difference in safety and production as the fuel used.

Unknowns:
• Better/worse for proliferation?

• U‐233 just as weaponizable than Pu‐239, possibly 
harder to separate.

• Radiotoxicity and storage?
• Th byproducts typically non‐transuranic, but 

produce more gamma radiation. Less safe to work 
with.

• Radioactive decay?
• Th waste <500yr half‐life (vs 10,000yr U‐Pu) and 

there is 1,000 to 10,000x less waste.



Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI): World Statistics. http://www.nei.org/Knowledge‐Center/Nuclear‐Statistics/World‐Statistics 
(accessed September 2015).

Conti, J. et al, 2015. Annual Energy Outlook 2015 with projections to 2040. http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/pdf/ 
0383(2015).pdf (accessed September 2015).

Sorensen, K., Uranium vs. Thorium: Mining, Processing, Waste Generation. http://energyfromthorium.com/2007/01/09/ 
uranium‐vs‐thorium‐mining‐processing‐waste‐generation/ (accessed September 2015).

Mathers, D., The Thorium Fuel Cycle. https://indico.cern.ch/event/222140/session/7/contribution/27/attachments/363090 
/505441/Daniel_Mathers_v2 _ThEC13.pdf (accessed October 2015)

U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA): Today In Energy. http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=19091 
(accessed October 2015)

Van Gosen, B. et al, 2009 (USGS). Thorium Deposits of the United States – Energy Resources for the Future? http://pubs. 
usgs.gov/ circ/1336/pdf/C1336.pdf (accessed October 2015)



Questions?



II. B. Status on Regulation changes in NAC 

513, including claim fee increase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



STATUS OF REGULATION CHANGES 
NAC 513

• CMR Instructed Division to begin rule‐making 
process for NAC 513 at 11/5/2015  

– Increase claim fee by $1.50 to statutory limit of 
$10 per claim (NRS 513.094 and NRS 517.185)

– Update regulations on AML hazard ratings, 
warning signs, methods of securing and 
eliminates obsolete language

• LCB legal review complete, language attached 
as R127‐15



REGULATION CHANGES NAC 513

• Public workshops scheduled for 
– Feb. 16 in Carson (Legislature Rm 2134 2‐4 PM  w/link 
to LCB room 4412 in Las Vegas)

– Feb. 18 in Elko (County Courthouse 10 AM‐12 PM)
• Small business impact evaluation 

– Overall increase of $1.50 per claim holding fee is a 
0.9% annual increase ($1.50 / ($155 BLM + $8.50 
NDOM + $2 County Recorder)

– 1,882 small business claim owners in Nevada would 
see average increase of $73.67 per year. 

– 86 operating companies would see average increase 
of $1,240.24 per year.
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BACKGROUND, NEED, PROPOSED ACTION, AND IMPACTS
 

PROPOSED REGULATION CHANGES RELATING TO THE DIVISION OF MINERALS’  
ABANDONED MINE LANDS PROGRAM (NAC 513.260 TO 513.390) 

 
Background 

The proposed regulation changes affect the program created by Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 513.094 to 
discover, rank, determine ownership, educate the public, and establish standards for the securing, of dangerous 
physical safety conditions resulting from historic mining practices.  In addition, the proposed regulation 
increases the fee which funds this program.  The regulations for the administration of the abandoned mine lands 
(AML) program were approved by the Commission on Mineral Resources (CMR) in 1988 and funded by a 
$0.50 fee (initially set by NRS 513.094) for each mining claim filed at the county recorder.  This fee was 
increased by the Nevada legislature to $1.00 in 1993.  In 1999, the Nevada legislature approved the fee to be 
established by the CMR not to exceed $4.00 per claim.  Through public rulemaking, the CMR approved an 
increase to $1.50 in 1999.  Under NAC 513, the AML program has not received a per-claim funding increase 
since 1999 and there have been no other changes to these regulations since 1988. 
 

Need 
Existing regulations do not adequately address some of the facets of the AML program and need to be updated 
to reflect current practices of the agency and clarify methods for securing of dangerous conditions.  General 
housekeeping of the regulatory language is also desired to clarify that a dangerous condition’s rank (rather than 
rating) is the sum of the ratings for location and degree of danger.  The ability to modify the rating for location 
based on certain accessibility factors (such as topography, proximity to hiking or OHV trails, signs of visitation, 
etc.) reflect a similar ability when rating the degree of danger already in existing regulations.  Clarification of 
the requirement for when a warning sign is to be posted is necessary to eliminate the confusion resulting from 
existing language.  Broader language for methods of securing is needed to reflect the many acceptable methods 
and materials available and commonly used currently, and which may be used in the future, which meet the 
intent of preventing “a person or animal from accidentally exposing himself or herself to the dangerous 
condition.”  Lastly, the cost to administer the AML program has increased significantly since 1999, due to 
inflation and increased travel costs.  The latter is a result of normal prioritization of work towards those features 
closest and most easily accessible to the public rendering the remainder of features to be inventoried further 
afield.  Claim filings have steadily decreased since 2012, negatively impacting this important public safety 
program.   
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Proposed Action 

At the November 5, 2015 quarterly meeting of the Commission on Mineral Resources (CMR), the agency 
presented the need for regulation updates and language recommendations.  At that meeting, the CMR 
recommended the agency move forward with rulemaking and submit to the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) 
proposed regulation changes including the per claim increase.  NDOM submitted the proposed regulation 
changes (R127-15I) to LCB on November 11, 2015.  After legal review resulting in some minor changes, LCB 
released their draft of the regulations (R127-15RP1), dated January 7, 2016. 
 
In summary, the proposed regulation changes include: 
 
$1.50 fee increase per mining claim (NAC 513.315) 
 
The $1.50 increase will bring the total amount of the “additional fee imposed on filings pursuant to subsection 1 
of NRS 513.094” to $4.00 per claim, which is the statutory cap approved by the Nevada legislature under 
subsection 4 of NRS 513.094.   
 
Clarification of inventory, notification and securing processes 
 

1. Clarification that the Administrator or his or her representative may assign a different rating to the 
location of a dangerous condition based on accessibility factors, but that the rating cannot exceed 5 
points. (NAC 513.330) 

2. Language clarification for the dangerous condition to be ranked, rather than rated. (NAC 513.360 
through 513.390) 

3. Clarification that the Commission on Mineral Resources is providing the official notification of the 
existence of a dangerous condition to an owner or responsible person. 

4. Clarification that upon notification, a warning sign is to be posted within 180 days for a dangerous 
condition ranked as a minimal hazard (2 or 3 points). (NAC 513.380) 

5. Clarification for methods of securing, and the maintenance thereof, for dangerous conditions ranked as 
a low, moderate, or high hazard. (NAC 513.390) 

6. Addition of language addressing approval by the Administrator or his or her representative for the 
modification of securing method specific to a dangerous condition. (NAC 513.390) 

 
Repealed sections (obsolete language) 
 

1. NAC 513.260 - “Fence” has the meaning ascribed to it under subsection 5 of NRS 207.200. 
2. NAC 513.370 – A dangerous condition regardless of its ranking must be posted with a warning sign 

mounted on an orange post.  The sign must be posted within 30 days after the responsible person is 
notified by the county sheriff of the existence of the condition. 
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Impacts 

In order to determine the impacts on claimants resulting from the per claim fee increase, a list of active (2016 
Assessment Year) claims and claimants in Nevada was downloaded on October 19, 2015 from the Bureau of 
Land Management’s Legacy Rehost (LR2000) website.  An analysis of the 163,542 active 2016 claims found 
that 63% of the 1,968 entities are claimants with 10 or fewer claims, which would have an average impact 
resulting from the proposed fee increase of $5.39 per claimant.  Approximately 86 of the listed claimants are 
current mine operators, or their subsidiaries, which would see an average impact of $1,240.24.  Current claim 
fees paid to the BLM annually are $155.00 per claim and those to NDOM, upon filing at the county, are $8.50 
per claim.  The proposed $1.50 per claim fee increase would then represent 0.9% of the current total fee per 
claim paid by claimants.  While this is a direct impact, it is not considered significant.  Based on county mining 
claim filing projections, increasing the per-claim fee by $1.50 is expected to generate approximately $240,000 
in State Fiscal Year 2017.   
 
The language changes as proposed are intended to clarify facets of a more mature AML program and reflect the 
need for periodic “housekeeping” of regulations to ensure they reflect the intent of the program as set forth by 
statute, are internally sound from a legal perspective, and adequately address and incorporate changes due to 
current best practices and technology.  Impacts, from the proposed changes, to owners and responsible persons 
notified by NDOM are expected to be minimal, and should provide for better understanding and communication 
of the public safety issues regarding AML hazards. 
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LCB Draft of Revised Proposed Regulation R127-15 

REVISED PROPOSED REGULATION OF 

THE COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES 

LCB File No. R127-15 

January 7, 2016 

EXPLANATION – Matter in italics is new; matter in brackets [omitted material] is material to be omitted. 

 

AUTHORITY: §§1-6, NRS 513.063 and 513.094. 
 

A REGULATION relating to mines; increasing the fee for certain filings; revising provisions 
related to rating and ranking dangerous conditions; revising requirements for posting 
warning signs of and securing dangerous conditions; and providing other matters 
properly relating thereto. 

 

Legislative Counsel’s Digest: 
 Existing law authorizes the Administrator of the Division of Minerals of the Commission 
on Mineral Resources to establish by regulation a fee, not to exceed $4 per claim, to establish a 
program to: (1) discover dangerous conditions related to mines no longer in operation; (2) rank 
the danger of the conditions; and (3) identify the owners or other persons responsible for the 
conditions. (NRS 513.094) Section 1 of this regulation increases the amount of that fee from 
$2.50 to $4 per claim. 

 Existing regulations establish a schedule for rating the location of a dangerous condition 
related to a mine which is no longer in operation. (NAC 513.330) Section 2 of this regulation 
provides that the Administrator or his or her representative may under certain circumstances 
assign a different rating. 

 Existing regulations establish a schedule of deadlines by which a person responsible for a 
dangerous condition is required to secure the condition upon notification of the condition. (NAC 
513.380) Section 4 of this regulation extends the duty to secure a dangerous condition to the 
owner of the real property on which the condition is located. Section 4 also adds minimal 
hazards to the schedule, requiring the posting of a warning sign near dangerous conditions 
ranked as such within 180 days after the owner or responsible person was notified of the 
condition by the Commission on Mineral Resources. 

 Existing regulations set forth certain methods by which a dangerous condition must be 
secured. (NAC 513.390) Section 5 of this regulation revises the list of methods which are 
acceptable and requires the owner or responsible person to maintain the structure used to secure 
the condition. Section 5 also provides that the Administrator or his or her representative may 
approve the modification of the method of securing a dangerous condition to accommodate site-
specific features or characteristics. 
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 Section 1.  NAC 513.315 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

 513.315  The amount of the additional fee that is imposed on filings pursuant to subsection 1 

of NRS 513.094 is [$2.50] $4 per claim. 

 Sec. 2.  NAC 513.330 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

 513.330  The location of a dangerous condition must be rated in the following manner: 

 1.  One point must be assigned to a dangerous condition located at least 5 miles from an 

occupied structure or a public road maintained by some governmental entity. 

 2.  Two points must be assigned to a dangerous condition located between 1 and 5 miles 

from an occupied structure or a public road maintained by some governmental entity. 

 3.  Three points must be assigned to a dangerous condition located 1/2 to 1 mile, inclusive, 

from a town. 

 4.  Four points must be assigned to a dangerous condition located not more than 1/2 mile 

from a town or not more than 1 mile from an occupied structure or a public road maintained by 

some governmental entity. 

 5.  Five points must be assigned to a dangerous condition located within a town or within 

100 feet of an occupied structure or a public road maintained by some governmental entity. 

 The Administrator or his or her representative may assign a different rating to a dangerous 

condition in a location if other factors affecting accessibility warrant the modification, but the 

rating for a dangerous condition in a single location may not be scored higher than five 

points. 

 Sec. 3.  NAC 513.360 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

 513.360  Dangerous conditions must be [rated] ranked as follows: 

 1.  A dangerous condition with a total number of 2 or 3 points is a minimal hazard; 
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 2.  A dangerous condition with a total number of 4 or 5 points is a low hazard; 

 3.  A dangerous condition with a total number of 6 or 7 points is a moderate hazard; and 

 4.  A dangerous condition with a total number of at least 8 points is a high hazard. 

 Sec. 4.  NAC 513.380 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

 513.380  [Upon notification] If notified by the Commission of the existence of a dangerous 

condition, the owner or responsible person shall: 

 1.  Post within 180 days a warning sign in a prominent location near a dangerous 

condition ranked as a minimal hazard; and 

 2.  In the manner prescribed in NAC 513.390: 

  (a) Secure within 180 days a dangerous condition [rated] ranked as a low hazard; 

 [2.] (b) Secure within 120 days a dangerous condition [rated] ranked as a moderate hazard; 

and 

 [3.] (c) Secure within 60 days a dangerous condition [rated] ranked as a high hazard . [, 

 in the manner prescribed in NAC 513.390.] 

 Sec. 5.  NAC 513.390 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

 513.390  [A]  

 1.  Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4, a dangerous condition ranked as a low, 

moderate or high hazard must be secured by one or more of the following: 

 [1.] (a) A barricade [made of wood, metal or plastic, set in place in a solid manner with an 

orange warning sign attached. 

 2.  A fence] or other structure, including, without limitation, a structure consisting of 

metal posts and four strands of barbed wire, or other durable materials, constructed to prevent 

a person or animal from accidentally exposing himself or herself to the dangerous condition. 
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 [3.] (b) Permanently anchored seals constructed of material not subject to rapid 

decomposition and, if used to secure a vertical opening, strong enough to support the weight of 

any person or animal. 

 [4.] (c) Backfilling so that no void spaces remain. 

 2.  In addition to securing a dangerous condition pursuant to subsection 1, if the 

dangerous condition ranked as a low, moderate or high hazard is secured only by the method 

set forth in paragraph (a) of subsection 1, the owner or responsible person must post a 

warning sign in a prominent location near the dangerous condition. The warning sign must be 

posted within the period set forth in subsection 2 of NAC 513.380 for securing the dangerous 

condition.  

 3.  Regardless of the method used pursuant to subsection 1 to secure a dangerous 

condition, the owner or responsible person shall maintain the integrity of that structure. 

 4.  The Administrator or his or her representative may approve the modification of a 

method of securing a dangerous condition to accommodate features or characteristics that are 

specific to the location of the dangerous condition. 

 Sec. 6.  NAC 513.260 and 513.370 are hereby repealed. 

 

 

TEXT OF REPEALED SECTIONS 

 

 

 513.260  “Fence” defined. (NRS 513.094)  “Fence” has the meaning ascribed to it in 

subsection 5 of NRS 207.200. 
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 513.370  Posting warning sign. (NRS 513.094)  A dangerous condition regardless of its 

ranking must be posted with a warning sign mounted on an orange post. The sign must be posted 

within 30 days after the responsible person is notified by the county sheriff of the existence of 

the condition. 



II. C. Update on Sage Grouse 

RMP/SFA activity and impacts. 
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Scoping Comments to the  
Federal Register Notice of September 24, 2015:   

Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service 
Proposed Withdrawal and Segregation of 2.7 Million Acres within 

Sagebrush Focal Areas in Nevada from Location and Entry 
Under the 1872 General Mining Law 

Submitted by 
Governor Brian Sandoval on Behalf of the State of Nevada 

 

Governor Brian Sandoval, on behalf of the State of Nevada is responding to the public scoping process 

by providing specific information on six key elements that must be analyzed in detail and disclosed in 

the Environmental Impact Statement to meet compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and assure that a thorough evaluation is conducted of the relevant issues and impacts associated 

with the proposed mineral withdrawal from the General Mining Act of 1872.  

1. No Action Alternative 

Nevada believes that areas with high mineral potential should absolutely not be withdrawn from mining 

and mineral exploration. In that regard, the No Action Alternative is the preferred alternative for the 

State of Nevada. The No Action Alternative is consistent with the Nevada Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan 

(the Nevada Plan) which incentivizes avoidance of habitat disturbance in priority sage-grouse 

management areas, minimizes direct impacts of habitat disturbance based on applied Required Design 

Features (RDFs), and requires mitigation for direct and indirect impacts through the Conservation Credit 

System (CCS) that assures and quantifies net benefits to greater sage-grouse (GRSG).  

 The No Action Alternative must include an accurate description of the existing sage-grouse 

populations, habitat conditions, and threats and must quantify these existing baseline 

conditions for comparison with the proposed action alternative(s) and their resulting net benefit 

for GRSG.  

The Bureau of Land Management/U.S. Forest Service (BLM/FS) Land Use Planning Amendment (LUPA) 

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) provided no science or analysis at any level to support the 

rationale that exclusion of mining and mineral exploration will maintain the key attributes of GRSG 

habitat that are needed to realize a net benefit for GRSG.  

 The Mineral Withdrawal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must include quantitative 

analysis and comparisons of key habitat attributes (sagebrush cover, sagebrush height, and 

perennial grass and forb cover and composition) between the No Action Alternative and the 

proposed action alternatives and disclose how mineral withdrawal will result in changes to these 

key attributes that are needed to realize a net benefit for the GRSG populations in the 

Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA).   
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 The No Action Alternative must be analyzed for the positive impacts that the mineral industry 

provides such as participation in landscape scale efforts that require a broad range of 

partnerships and opportunities for reclamation and to further reclamation technology through 

restoration research. 

2. Timeframe  

The State of Nevada adamantly rejects the premise that mineral withdrawal should be the initial 

conservation action implemented under the Approved Resource Management Plan Amendment 

(ARMPA) when other existing threats to habitat have a far greater urgency and detrimental impact on 

GRSG in terms of habitat loss. The need for wild horses to be managed at appropriate management 

levels and the occurrence of thousands of acres in need of wildfire rehabilitation have resulted in 

thousands of acres of habitat loss that could be restored through proper management and treatment if 

resources and time were directed to these objectives as opposed to preparing an EIS for the mining and 

exploration withdrawal action.  

The mining withdrawal on more than 2.7 million acres in Nevada is grossly disproportionate to the 

mining risks in Nevada identified in the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Objectives Final Report (2013) 

(COT Report):  

Northern Great Basin.  Threats to this population were identified as wildfire and invasive 

species. At least part of this large population was described as stable to increasing from 2007-

2010 and was predicted to have virtually no chance of declining below 50 birds in 30-100 years. 

Portions of this population are well connected with Idaho, Oregon, and Utah.   

Western Great Basin. The threats to these population management units are variable and site-

specific, however, continuous, year-round use by wild horses, wildfires, and invasive species are 

prevalent.  Resiliency needs to be improved with increased habitat suitability in terms of shrub 

densities and native grasses and forbs. 

 The EIS must analyze the anticipated results from mineral withdrawal in terms of ameliorating 

the specific and most pervasive threats to GRSG in the SFA -- wildfire, invasive species, and wild 

horses -- and demonstrate how mineral withdrawal improves landscape resiliency. 

 The ARMPA requires that conservation actions be implemented in accordance with the 

principles of adaptive management.  The EIS must analyze a shorter withdrawal interval to allow 

for adaptive management processes to occur.  If the BLM is compelled to follow through with 

mineral withdrawal at any level, Nevada recommends a five-year withdrawal period, during 

which time the GRSG populations are intensively monitored, at the expense of the Department 

of Interior, to evaluate the efficacy of the withdrawal treatment in terms of ameliorating 

population and habitat threats.  Management actions can subsequently be modified if needed 

to achieve desired results, and the adaptive management process continued. 
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3. Withdrawal Area Boundary 

Neither the BLM, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Forest Service, nor any of our State agencies 

can provide a description or definition of the process used to delineate the SFA. There is no information 

regarding the data or analyses that justifies promoting these particular designated acres of priority 

habitat to a higher level of management infringement than the remainder of the priority habitat 

throughout the State.   

The direct, indirect, economic, and cumulative impacts of SFA designation and the associated 

management actions were inadequately analyzed in the LUPA NEPA process and ROD. What we do 

know about the genesis of the SFA is that the State was not consulted for its expertise and input prior to 

the area delineation.  

At Governor Sandoval’s direction, the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), Nevada Department of 

Conservation and Natural Resources (DCNR), and the Nevada Division of Minerals (NDOM) worked 

cooperatively to analyze the SFA region with regard to existing, active exploration claims/mineral 

potential and priority GRSG habitat to evaluate an Alternative Mineral Withdrawal Area that achieves 

greater benefits for GRSG by exchanging high value habitat for areas with high mineral potential and 

existing claims.    

Areas with high mineral potential were assessed and mapped by the Nevada Bureau of Mines and 

Geology (NBMG). Assessments were based on the evaluation of existing data sources including known 

mining districts, Plans of Operation, Notices of Intent, information from the BLM LR2000, and permitting 

data from NBMG Annual Nevada Mineral Industry reports.  Areas with high mineral potential were 

further evaluated for proximity to active GRSG leks and habitat and fitted to avoid and minimize impacts 

to GRSG and avoid or minimize potential for habitat fragmentation. Areas within the SFA characterized 

as high mineral potential are shown in Attachment A. 

Existing GRSG populations and habitat quality within and adjacent to the SFA were reviewed by NDOW 

to identify areas of lower quality habitat and importance to GRSG where mineral withdrawal would not 

significantly benefit existing populations. NDOW also identified GRSG populations adjacent to the SFA 

that would greatly benefit multiple populations of GRSG   if they were exchanged for areas that had 

existing mining claims in the SFA. . Areas proposed to be exchanged from the SFA because of lack of 

habitat and areas proposed to be included in the mineral withdrawal area based on the benefit to GRSG 

are shown in Attachment B 

Collaborative analysis of these two assessments results in an Alternative Mineral Withdrawal Area that 

must be analyzed as an EIS alternative. The alternative area does not change the SFA boundaries, only 

the mineral withdrawal area for purposes of minimizing conflict, protecting mineral exploration of 

known mineral importance, and providing enhanced benefits to GRSG by protecting more leks. Some of 

the effects the Alternative Mineral Withdrawal Area are described in Table 1. 
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Table 1. A comparison of the effects of the BLM Mineral Withdrawal Area and the Alternative 

Withdrawal Area in Nevada. 

Area proposed for exclusion from the BLM Mineral 

Withdrawal Area based on limited quality habitat for GRSG 

245,389 acres 
(approximately 9% of 2,730,045 acre 
BLM Withdrawal Area) 

Area proposed for exclusion from the BLM Mineral Withdrawal 

Area based on conflicts with existing mining claims 

310,003 acres 
(approximately 10% of 2,730,045 acre 
BLM Withdrawal Area) 

Area proposed in exchange for mineral potential exclusion to 

the BLM Mineral Withdrawal Area based on high quality 

habitat, high population importance, and avoidance of conflict 

with mineral claims 

394,082 acres 
(393,812 acres of which is priority 
habitat) 

Net change in area between the BLM Mineral Withdrawal 

Area and the Alternative Mineral Withdrawal Area 

-161,310 acres  

Number of claims in the BLM Mineral Withdrawal Area 

excluded from conflict with GRSG 

3,726 claims  
(99 percent of the 3,778 total claims in 
the BLM Mineral Withdrawal Area) 

Number of leks excluded in the Alternative Mineral Withdrawal 

Area for habitat quality and mining claim criteria 

5 active leks 

Number of leks added in the Alternative Mineral Withdrawal 

Area 

49 active leks 

Net change in number of leks included in the Alternative 

Mineral Withdrawal Area 

44 active leks 

 

 The Mineral Withdrawal EIS must analyze the Alternative Mineral Withdrawal Area prepared 

jointly by NDOW and NDOM that minimizes conflicts with existing claims and results in 

measurable net benefit to GRSG by protecting more important habitat, leks, and populations.   

4. Valid Existing Rights 

The purpose of the proposed mineral withdrawal is protection of GRSG and its habitat from adverse 

effects of locatable mineral exploration and mining “subject to valid existing rights” (VER). 

The BLM’s Federal Register Notices do not define VER which has led to much confusion, particularly for 

exploration projects. The BLM and USFS ARMPA are the basis for the proposed withdrawal broadly 

defined VER as follows: 
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Documented legal rights or interests in the land that allow a person or entity to use said 
land for a specific purpose and that are still in effect.  Such rights include fee title 
ownership, mineral rights, rights-of-way, easements, permits, and licenses.1 

While unpatented mining claims, mill sites and tunnel sites that are properly maintained by annual 

maintenance fee payments or annual assessment work under the U.S. mining laws would fall within this 

definition, BLM and USFS state and district offices are in need of additional guidance on the scope of 

VER to ensure a uniform application of this definition that preserves the substantial capital investments 

that have been made in reliance on the rights granted by the U.S. mining laws, and protects local 

economies that are dependent on a sound mineral exploration and mining economy.  

 Since 1992, pursuant to the General Mining Law, a claimant may hold and maintain an 

unpatented mining claim, mill site or tunnel site by paying the appropriate annual maintenance fee to 

the United States, or by conducting the requisite annual assessment work and making an appropriate 

annual filing with BLM. The holder of a properly maintained mining claim has the exclusive right to use 

lands within the claim for mineral exploration and mining .  In enacting the requirement for annual claim 

maintenance fees, Congress sought to eliminate uncertainties associated with the historic annual 

assessment work requirements, and establish a clear line by which claimants can be assured that they 

have a valid right without the need for lengthy or complex administrative determinations.  

 Several thousand unpatented mining claims and mill sites have been located by numerous 

individuals and entities within the proposed Mineral Withdrawal Area.  In Nevada alone, more than 

3,700 claims exist in the proposed withdrawal area for which significantly more than a half million 

dollars are paid to the United States yearly in annual maintenance fees.  See Attachment A.  Many of 

these areas are highly prospective for economic mineralization and tens of millions of dollars have been 

expended by the claim owners in conducting exploration activities related to those claims in reliance on 

the rights granted by the U.S. mining laws.  While only a small fraction of those claims might ultimately 

be mined resulting in limited and localized disturbance, preserving the current rights of those claimants, 

including reasonable access rights, will promote several sound national policies, including: 

 Promoting Congress’ intent to establish a clear line by which mining claims can be maintained 

through payment of annual maintenance fees. 

 Recognizing the substantial investment of resources that have been made in reliance on the 

current claim maintenance requirements. 

                                                           
1 See, e.g., USFS, Greater Sage-grouse Record of Decision, Idaho and Southwestern Montana, Nevada, Utah, p. 137 

(Sept. 2015); BLM, Nevada and Northeastern California Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource Management 
Plan Amendment, p. 5-24 (Sept. 2015). 
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 Avoiding the high costs, administrative burdens and permitting delays that would be associated 

with a requirement to conduct claim-by-claim validity determinations. 

 Supporting local communities and regional economies that rely substantially on a sound mineral 

exploration and mining economy.  

An unpatented mining claim, mill site or tunnel site that has been maintained in accordance with the 

annual filing and fee requirements of the General Mining Law and Federal Land Policy and Management 

Act meets the definition of VER as set forth in the BLM and USFS sage-grouse plan amendment 

documents.  The following language is a suggestion for clarifying the definition of VER for mineral 

exploration projects to provide clear national guidance to agency field personnel that maintains 

consistency with existing laws and policies: 

 Documented legal rights or interests in the land that allow a person or entity to use said land 
for a specific purpose and that are still in effect.  Such rights include fee title ownership, mineral 
rights and associated access rights, rights-of-way, easements, permits, and licenses.  For mineral 
exploration projects, valid   existing rights include unpatented mining claims, mill sites and 
tunnel sites that were located prior to the effective date of the final withdrawal notice and that 
have been maintained by the timely payment of an annual maintenance fee or the satisfaction 
of applicable annual assessment work and annual filing requirements pursuant to the U.S. 
mining laws and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 
 

5. Pilot project to Demonstrate Alternative Management Approach to Constrain Mineral 

Exploration and Avoid Loss of Critical Sage-Grouse Habitat  

The SFA area in Humboldt County known as the Lone Willow Population Management Unit (PMU) and 

also known as the Opalite District-McDermitt and Kings Valley Lithium claim blocks has well 

documented, vital importance to both the mineral and wildlife resources in Nevada. The Geological 

Society of America has identified lithium as a critical mineral resource (GSA 2013). Lithium has also been 

acknowledged by the Department of Interior as a mineral of national importance.  The economic 

importance of the lithium deposits in Humboldt County was analyzed by Applied Analysis (2016) who 

wrote the following: 

The [Western Lithium] project is expected to have a material economic impact on the state of 

Nevada and the communities in which it operates. Economic impacts sourced directly to the 

Company’s investment are estimated to reach approximately $2.5 billion over the life of the 

project. When secondary impacts (indirect and induced) are considered, total economic output is 

estimated to reach nearly $3.4 billion. In addition to substantial economic output, the project is 

estimated to support nearly 9,000 person-years of employment and $0.5 billion in salaries in 

wages over the life of the project. Fiscal impacts (public revenues) to state and local governments 

during the same timeframe are estimated to exceed $100 million over the life of the project, or 

approximately $4.3 million annually over the course of the 24-year life cycle. 
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The Lone Willow GRSG PMU is among highest priority PMUs within the State of Nevada and harbors one 

of the most dense sage-grouse populations in Nevada.  Lone Willow PMU includes the Bilk Creek, 

Montana, and Double H Mountain ranges. The bulk of the sage-grouse population resides in the 

Montana Mountains. Mark-recapture efforts conducted from 2001 through 2005, mainly within the 

Montana Mountains, calculated population estimates for each of these years using a Lincoln Index 

model. The population estimates ranged from a low of 7,264 grouse in 2001 to a high of 13,625 grouse 

in 2004 (NDOW 2006, unpublished report). There are 65 active and pending active leks located within 

this PMU ranging in size from 2 to 46 males in attendance in 2015. Approximately 50 of these leks are 

within the Montana Mountains portion of the PMU. This PMU is not only important within the State of 

Nevada, but is also important to a larger population of sage-grouse that extends into Oregon and 

occupies the Trout Creek and Oregon Canyon Mountain ranges.  

The Holloway Fire, which occurred in 2012, burned 460,842 acres, much of which was in priority habitat 

in both Nevada and Oregon. The fire burned significant portions of the Bilk Creek Mountains in Nevada 

and the Trout Creek Mountains in Oregon. Much of the more highly suitable sage-grouse habitat in the 

Montana Mountains was spared from the fire. In turn, the Montana Mountains likely now serves as a 

source population that will help repatriate the Trout Creek and Bilk Creek Mountain ranges as they 

recover from the Holloway Fire.  

The dual importance of these resources to the State of Nevada and to the nation has led to consensus 

opinion that the area should be carefully managed in a collaborative manner between the Federal and 

State governments.  Nevada strongly recommends that approximately 82,250 acres be designated as the 

Lone Willow Pilot Project which will be excluded from the BLM Mineral Withdrawal Area and managed 

as a special experimental stewardship project as allowed under the Public Rangelands Improvement Act 

or similar existing authority. The purpose of the pilot project is to cooperatively manage the mineral and 

wildlife resources on a case-by-case, site-scale basis that will incorporate valuable mitigation strategies 

and requirements using the State Conservation Credit System and incorporating a strong local 

rehabilitation/reclamation component with research opportunities. The Lone Willow Pilot Project will be 

managed by a collaborative management group of professional geologists, wildlife biologists, range 

ecologists, and reclamation specialists based on local scientific findings. The Management Group will 

define and operate under a suite of guidelines which will be approved by the BLM, NDOW, and NDOM, 

such as: 

 Advanced planning, data collection and analyses, and mitigation  will occur prior to ground 
disturbance in the pilot project area to fully incorporate the principles of avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed exploration and mine projects. 

 Mitigation alternatives will prioritize on-the-ground habitat restoration in the Lone Willow PMU. 

 Mineral exploration activity within the pilot project area will be limited to existing active claims 
at the time of the final federal register notice of proposed withdrawal. 
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 All exploration projects will be permitted in accordance with existing BLM Plan of Operation 
procedures, including projects less than 5-acres in size. 

 

6. Socio-Economic Analysis 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to geology, mining, and exploration from mineral 

withdrawal in the SFA were not analyzed in the LUPA FEIS or ROD. These impacts are complex and far 

reaching to the local and state economies.  

 Socio-economic impact analyses are critical for compliance with NEPA and must be thoroughly 

analyzed and disclosed in the Mineral Withdrawal EIS following academically approved methods 

and scope recommended by Dr. Thomas R. Harris, UNR College of Business Center for Economic 

Development  (2015) (detailed in Attachment B) that at a minimum includes the following:  

1. A study area should be developed that is agreed upon by the BLM and the State. 

2. The IMPLAN model data should be validated and verified. 

3. The production function for different mining sectors should be developed to be sure 

they reflect the mining industry. 

4. A Social Accounting Matrix should be developed and verified and validated. 

5. A computable General Equilibrium model should be developed and scenarios as to land 

withdrawal for GRSG should be developed and applied. 
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Fiscal Year Cumulative Mining Claim Revenue By Month

Cumulative Mining Claim Revenue FY10-16 1/22/2016

Fiscal Year JULY AUG. SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC. JAN. FEB. MAR. APR. MAY JUNE YOY Total Claims
2016 $92,072 $219,020 $999,082 $1,158,219 $1,168,827 $1,415,369 -7.6%
2015 $120,352 $250,079 $1,108,417 $1,280,687 $1,290,241 $1,531,683 $1,532,431 $1,533,349 $1,550,247 $1,553,571 $1,555,211 $1,585,539 -4.4% 186,534
2014 $155,703 $306,646 $1,090,754 $1,290,496 $1,294,661 $1,602,233 $1,606,177 $1,607,656 $1,627,283 $1,631,235 $1,632,417 $1,657,789 -10.7% 195,034
2013 $90,253 $311,806 $1,199,622 $1,417,171 $1,437,104 $1,775,803 $1,781,575 $1,783,870 $1,812,217 $1,818,745 $1,825,571 $1,856,460 -2.8% 218,407
2012 $26,248 $239,904 $1,055,539 $1,309,017 $1,324,445 $1,793,687 $1,802,901 $1,810,432 $1,843,795 $1,852,541 $1,857,012 $1,910,562 14.1% 224,772
2011 $18,504 $241,374 $602,803 $895,475 $966,603 $1,554,871 $1,562,053 $1,565,649 $1,609,424 $1,612,118 $1,618,145 $1,674,304 3.8% 196,977
2010 $34,315 $252,520 $866,626 $1,120,355 $1,151,704 $1,527,997 $1,532,639 $1,537,911 $1,566,170 $1,569,088 $1,574,207 $1,613,142 189,781

12 Counties pay quarterly: CC, CH, DO, ES, HU, LA, LI, LY, NY, PE, ST and WP
FY16 data as of 1/22/16 (missing CC and CL payments)
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DIVISION OF MINERALS - FORECAST OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2017

Mikes FY15-17 forecast_updated012116_without claim increase Forecast

Division of Minerals - Forecast of Revenue and Expenditures Through Fiscal Year 2017 - as of 1/15/2016
Scenario:  Includes approved OGG fee increases, no mining claim increases, Mackay donation at $2/claim

Revenue

GL # Description FY14 Actuals FY 15 Actuals FY16 YTD FY16 Forecast FY17 Forecast Remarks
2511 Balance Forward Previous Year 1,037,786 889,917 856,757 856,757           782,127 FY16 Balance Fwd includes $28,697 returned as unused by DCNR
3578 BLM Cooperative Agreement 50,000 110,000 0 50,000 50,000 Assumes we receive $50k each year
3580 USFS Assistance Agreement 42,002 21,713 0 17,859 36,000 $71,000 available for reimbursement through May 2017
3654 Oil Production Fee 32,162 38,640 14,252 44,700 43,950 Assumes $0.15/bbl x 298k bbls in FY16 and 293k in FY17
3717 Oil Permit Fees 2,800 2,000 400 400 2,000 Assumes no addt'l permits in FY16, 2 conv. in FY17

3718 & 3727 Mining Claim Fees 1,657,789 1,585,539 1,305,294 1,474,551 1,371,333 4.4% decline in FY15, and 7% projected decline in FY16 and 17

3736 Geothermal Fees 120,750 107,525 20,600 143,170 146,729
2.5% increase for FY16 +8 additional production wells, 5% increase for FY17, plus 
new fees

3770 Surface Disturbance Fee (AML) 125,300 106,320 39,940 70,000 75,000 Yearly forecasts based on what's in the pipeline with uncertainties on timing
4011 Copy Machines - Sales to Public 0 104 0 40 40
4027 Publication Sales (AML signs) 2,757 2,390 598 2,000 2,000
4252 Excess Property Sales (truck) 0 0 21,604 21,604 0 Insurance payout and salvage of totaled truck
4311 Medallion Royalty Fee 1,550 616 98 200 200
4326 Treasurer's Interest 3,076 3,947 787 3,000 3,000
4620 Transfer from Recl. Bond Pool 90,859 86,498 0 80,500 76,000 Steady decline tied to exploration activity

TOTAL $3,166,831 $2,955,209 $2,260,328 $2,764,781 $2,588,378

Expenditures

CAT # Description FY14 Actuals FY15 Actuals FY16 YTD FY16 Forecast FY17 Forecast Remarks

01 Personnel (Sal.,WC, PERS,OT) 1,033,398 1,009,184 526,586 1,116,496 1,031,777
FY16 - 11 FTE's, 6 interns, 1 PT intern, winter intern (4) program, 1 retirement 
payout; FY17 - 10 FTE's, 6 interns, 1 PT intern, 1 retirement payout

02 Out-of-State Travel (Staff, CMR) 11,947 7,250 4,693 7,468 7,692 Assumes annual 3% increase
03 In-State Travel (Non-AML) 29,337 13,218 7,642 15,862 16,337 20% increase for FY16 (GW), then 3% annual increase
04 Carson Operating Expenses 105,893 100,628 70,660 103,647 106,756 Assumes 3% annual increase
08 CMR Travel (In-State) 2,911 2,381 164 2,452 2,526 Assumes 3% annual increase

09 Special Projects (Mackay, NBMG) 574,238 516,550 13,586 398,068 371,953  FY16 and FY17 - $373,068/$346,953 (Mackay), $15k (NvMA Ed), $10k publ/other
14 Las Vegas Operating Expenses 33,541 34,658 22,949 37,698 38,829 Assumes 3% annual increase, +$2k (GW)
17 Oil, Gas and Geothermal 0 8,943 3,959 9,211 9,488 Travel and equip. costs related to OGG;  assumes 3% annual increase

18
AML Support (per diem, trucks, fuel, AML 
supplies and travel, SOSA supplies) 140,773 134,759 52,675 144,516 179,183

Assumes 6 interns thru FY17; each @ $1,556/4 weeks; $10k swag; 10% increase in 
FY16 (GW); 4 interns for 3 wks in winter (FY16 only); replacement truck in FY17 
($35,000); 3% annual increase

26 Computer and IT 22,044 6,984 4,494 36,003 31,161 Legislature approved budget
39 AML Enhancements(contracts, equip.) 90,429 105,448 14,001 54,792 54,792 FY16 and FY17 -Assumes $50k contracted annually, plus $5.5k materials
69 Sagebrush Ecosystem Transfer 141,364 131,572 0 0 0  FY15 transfer was last one

87 & 88 & 89 Cost Allocations (State, Purchasing, AG) 91,040 55,575 42,044 56,442 112,160 Actuals per Leg. approved budget
Total $2,276,915 $2,127,150 $763,452 $1,982,654 $1,962,654

86 Reserve - Balance Forward to Next Year $889,916 $828,060 $1,496,876 $782,127 $625,724  



1/22/2016  4:16 PM

FY90 FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15
FY16
Forec

ast

FY17
Forec

ast
Revenue 651 697 657 703 629 566 755 815 667 606 929 653 976 1,010 1,124 1,249 1,434 1,678 2,009 2,211 2,021 2,082 2,197 2,435 2,129 2,065 1,908 1,806
Expenditures 674 715 660 674 661 643 689 685 729 711 764 777 897 922 983 1,015 1,100 1,201 2,007 2,296 2,155 2,059 2,370 2,524 2,277 2,127 1,983 1,963
Reserve 170 152 149 178 146 68 134 265 203 98 264 140 219 307 447 682 1,016 1,493 1,495 1,410 1,276 1,299 1,127 1,038 890 828 763 626
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FISCAL YEAR 

NEVADA COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES 
Division of Minerals - Revenue, Expenditures, Reserve as of 1/15/2016 

(FY90 to FY15 Actuals, FY16 and F17 Forecasts) 

  



III. B. Update of Activities by the Nevada 

Bureau of Mines and Geology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS SECTION IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 

HAND OUTS AND PRESENTATION WILL BE GIVEN AT THE 
MEETING. 



III. C. 2015 AML Program re‐cap and 2016 

planning 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



NDOM AML Program 2015 
Review and 2016 Projections

Rob Ghiglieri
CMR Meeting

February 4, 2015



AML Review

• The program completed its 29th year
• 19,500 Hazards inventoried

– 15,800 Secured at a 81% securing rate

• 56,000 non‐hazards inventoried
• One contractor, EPS



2015 Review

• There were NO reported injuries or fatality 
reported in 2015!
– This is the second year in a row without an incident. 

• The summer internship was 6 students for 13 
weeks.

• Performed field work with 4 UNR students and 4 
NDOM staff in Churchill, Clark, Lyon, Pershing, 
and Storey counties in December and January.

• Performed permanent closures in Churchill, 
Esmeralda, & Nye Counties.

• Converted to a SQL database from the Access.
• Performed the first digital field investigations 



2015 Program Accomplishments

• 663 Loggings
• 435 Revisits
• 879 Securings

– 635 Fenced or posted
– 244 gated / backfilled/ PUF

• Work was completed in all 17 counties
• Field investigation were captured for the first 
time completely digital.



Securings by Agency or Owner

BLM/BOR, 
110

Other, 14

NDOM, 341

NDOW, 25

Owner/Clai
mant, 329

USFS, 60





New AML Database Development

• The AML Access database was transferred to a 
SQL database May 2015. 

• The new database is a SQL based language with a 
web interface know as SOSA (Stay Out, Stay Alive)

• Currently all data is managed from the SOSA 
interface with no NDOM direct access into SQL 
Server Management Studio (SSMS)

• NDOM staff has been introduced into SSMS and 
will be trained on to properly manage the AML 
database on the new SQL interface.  



Database Demonstration

• https://amlsosa.nv.gov/sosa/



AML Program Trends
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AML Program Funding Trends

• FY 2016 is estimated to have a $298,691 or 58% 
decrease of  AML funds expended from 2012.

• The represented funding pays for:
– AML supplies
– Contracting work
– AML specific computer software
– Travel Per Diem
– Trucks including maintenance, supplies & fuel 
– Mail‐outs
– Printing for AML field work and AML education

• This does not include NDOM staff and intern salaries, 
or overhead



Program Alterations

• To adapt to the decreasing budget the AML 
program has:
– Minimized work by the contractor
– Reduced the amount of Summer Interns from 8 to 
6.

– Deferred purchasing new a truck until FY 2017
– Requested additional funding from Federal 
Agencies (Assistance Agreements and MOUs)

– Performed less field work



2016 Plan

• Continue working with USACE and 
TerraSpectra to develop the SQL database.
– SSMS training for Staff 
– Possible continuation of funding for the next 2‐3 years.

• Expand the digital field investigations and 
start beta testing with the summer interns.

• 6 summer interns (14 weeks)
• Continue our public awareness campaign.

– Possible remake of the NDOM “Stay Out, Stay Alive” video



2016 Projects

• 3 closure projects (FY16)
– Mint Shaft, Chukar 3, Mound House

• Start resolving the logistical issues associated 
with the Arden complex closure 

• New Assistance Agreement with the BLM
• Continue working with the USFS MOU
• Categorical Exclusion with the BLM closures
• Joint NDOM/NDEP UAV demonstration project 

– Funded by RAMS



FY 2017 Risks and Opportunities

• RAMS program funding
• BLM/USFS Assistance agreements

– $49,000+$18,000=$67,000 FY16

• Claim Fees
• Nevada BLM inventory program
• Federal Legislation 
• Southern Nevada Public Land Management 
Act (SNPLMA)



III. D.  Education Activities and Outreach 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS
and

EAGLE SCOUT SERVICE PROJECTS

Commission on Mineral Resources Meeting
February 4, 2016
Las Vegas, Nevada

Bill Durbin 



PUBLIC OUTREACH AND EDUCATION
STAFF PRESENTATIONS  ‐ CALENDAR YEAR 2015

• 192 PRESENTATIONS MADE
– 17.5 PRESENTATIONS PER STAFF MEMBER

• EXCEEDS NDOM PERFORMANCE INDICATOR OF 1 PRESENTATION 
PER MONTH PER STAFF PERSON (11X12 = 132 PRESENTATIONS)

• OUTREACH TO 18,482 PERSONS 
• 114 CLASSROOM PRESENTATIONS TO 5,710 STUDENTS
• 41 PRESENTATIONS TO CIVIC GROUPS, CLUBS, ORGANIZATIONS
• 5 MEDIA PRESENTATIONS
• 10 PRESENTATIONS TO SCOUT TROOPS AND YOUTH ORGANIZATIONS
• 11 AML SAFETY TRAINING PRESENTATIONS TO EAGLE SCOUT SERVICE 

PROJECT PARTICIPANTS
• 112 PRESENTATIONS IN NORTHERN NEVADA
• 76 PRESENTATIONS IN SOUTHERN NEVADA
• 4 PRESENTATIONS OUT OF STATE (AEMA CONFERENCE – SPOKANE)



EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

(Top) Boy Scout Troop 932 meeting ‐ 11/10/2015
(Bottom) Sandy Miller Elem. School – 10/11/2015

(Top) Gordon McCaw Elem. School – 10/12/2015

(Bottom) Lawrence Jr. High School – 11/17/2015



Upcoming Southern Nevada E & O
(scheduled as of January 15, 2016)

• Durango High School – January 20‐23 – 13 sessions – Minerals in Dental 
Hygiene, Paste with a Taste activity, AML – 560 to 600 students

• Southern Nevada Science Teachers Association (SNSTA) Conference  –
NDOM display/handout materials – Western High School – February 6

• Pat Diskin Elementary School Career Fair – March 18

• Southern Nevada Earth Science Education Workshop – March 22‐23 –
Faith Lutheran High School



Eagle Scout Service Projects – Calendar Year 2015

• 11 PROJECTS COMPLETED IN 2015
– CLARK (8), LINCOLN (1) AND LYON (2) 

• 44 HAZARDS SECURED

• 12 PREVIOUSLY SECURED HAZARDS RE‐VISITED AND RE‐
SECURED

• 7 PROJECTS PENDING FOR 2016 IN CLARK AND LYON 
COUNTIES, 1 PROPOSED FOR DOUGLAS COUNTY

• TOTAL TO‐DATE:  165 SCOUT PROJECTS COMPLETED SINCE 
1992
– 740 HAZARDS SECURED

– 148 PREVIOUSLY SECURED HAZARDS RE‐VISITED AND RE ‐SECURED



Eagle Scout Service Projects ‐ 2015
Clark and Lyon Counties

Project Work  – Fred Allen – 11/21/2015
Lyon County

Project Work – Riley Houston ‐ 11/21/2015 

Clark County



THANK YOU

QUESTIONS??



III. E.   MSM annual $2 per claim 

consideration 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MACKAY $2/CLAIM FEE HISTORY

Fiscal Year Date of Transaction Amount # of claims

2009 1/22/2009 $    180,500 

6/8/2009 $    243,922  for FY 08

2010 5/10/2010 $    391,302  for FY 09

2011 11/10/2010 $    379,554  for FY 10 189,781

2012 4/24/2012 $    394,178  for FY 11 196,977

2013 2/26/2013 $    449,544  for FY 12 224,772

2014 3/19/2014 $    436,814  for FY 13 218,407

2015 2/25/2015 $    390,068  for FY 14  195,034

2016 not paid $    373,068  for FY 15 186,534

Total Paid  $ 3,238,950 





 NRS 513.073  Encouragement of exploration; collection and dissemination of educational 
information; maintenance of register of operations; record of annual production; administration of 
chapter 522 of NRS and regulations of Commission.  The Division shall:

      1.  Encourage and assist in the exploration for and the production of oil, gas, geothermal 
energy and minerals within this State.

      2.  Collect and disseminate throughout the State information calculated to educate persons 
engaged in those enterprises and benefit those enterprises in this State, and any information 
pertaining to any program administered by the Division.









 

 

IV. STAFF REPORTS 



Bond Pool Status_123115 1/14/2016

Reclamation Bond Pool Status Report Current to: 12/31/2015

Plan-level Bonds -Company Project Entry Date Bond Amount % of Pool Comments Deposit Premiums Paid
% Bond 
Whole Premium Schedule Current thru

Custom Details Bovie-Lew 11/17/2006 $24,364.00 0.86% 12,217.11$          $18,791.48 127.3% $182.73 quarterly 3/31/2016
Nevada Rae Black Rock Canyon 4/15/2005 $369,255.00 13.03% 197,937.54$        $231,807.29 116.4% $2,769.41 quarterly 3/31/2016
So. NV Liteweight Money Pit 5/21/2004 $395,514.00 13.96% 213,055.61$        $228,552.74 111.7% $2,966.36 quarterly 3/31/2016
Western Pacific Clay Fallon Bentonite 12/11/1997 $209,900.00 7.41% 31,485.00$          $184,074.69 102.7% $1,574.25 quarterly 12/31/2015
Western Mine Dev. Victorine Mine 5/24/2000 $45,875.39 1.62% terminated -$                    
Western Mine Dev. Kingston Mill 5/24/2000 $100,450.00 3.54% terminated -$                    
Western Mine Dev. Manhattan Mill 5/24/2000 $114,288.77 4.03% terminated -$                    
TNT Venture Big Canyon 1/27/2010 $78,161.00 2.76% 39,615.03$          $33,390.66 93.4% $1,931.75 quarterly 12/31/2015
Dun Glen Mining Dun Glen 8/11/2014 $373,981.00 13.20% 200,648.22$        $47,215.69 66.3% $8,780.45 quarterly 12/31/2015
Statewide Notice-Level Various various $1,122,019.00 39.59% 92 Notice-level bonds

Premiums due

Total Bonded Amount $2,833,808.16 100.00

Cash in Pool's Account (From BSR - 12/31/15) $3,730,109.05

Unfunded Amount -$896,300.89

Percent funded 131.6%

Date
# of New 
Bonds # of Bond Increases

# of Bond 
Reductions

FY11 Q1 17 0 12
FY11 Q2 17 0 3
FY11 Q3 10 0 7
FY11 Q4 13 0 5
FY12 Q1 24 0 21
FY12 Q2 16 0 14
FY12 Q3 5 2 8
FY12 Q4 8 7 10
FY13 Q1 4 7 11
FY13 Q2 2 3 7
FY13 Q3 0 0 13
FY13 Q4 6 4 18
FY14 Q1 0 2 22
FY14 Q2 2 1 8
FY14 Q3 0 3 8
FY14 Q4 3 0 7
FY15 Q1 2 0 9
FY15 Q2 3 3 9
FY15 Q3 1 1 12
FY15 Q4 1 1 8
FY16 Q1 4 2 16
FY16 Q2 0 1 12
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                                                                            DIVISION OF MINERALS
FY16

Week: 29
Year %: 56%

REVENUES Work 
Program Actual % of Work 

Program
Balance 

Remaining

Balance Forward From Prev. Yr. (2511) $856,757 $856,757 100% $0

Federal BLM Cooperative Agreement (3578) 50,000 0.00 0% 50,000.00
USFS Assistance Agreement (3580) 0 0.00 0% 0.00
Oil Assessment Fees (3654) 90,000 14,251.51 16% 75,748.49
Oil Permit Fees (3717) 6,000 400.00 7% 5,600.00
Mining Claim Fees (3718) 1,053,185 982,830.00 93% 70,355.00
Dangerous Mine Fees (3727) 438,827 409,512.50 93% 29,314.50
Geothermal Fees (3736) 120,751 20,900.00 17% 99,851.00
Abandoned Mine Securing Fees (3770) 79,480 44,720.00 56% 34,760.00
Printing Sales (4011) 300 0.00 0% 300.00
Publication Sales (4027) 2,757 777.52 28% 1,979.48
Prior Yr Refunds (BOA Travel Card) 4203 0 26.32 0% (26.32)
Excess Property Sales (4252) 21,144 21,604.00 102% (460.00)
Medallion Royalty Income (4311) 1,550 97.50 6% 1,452.50
Treasurer's Interest Distribution (4326) 2,037 786.83 39% 1,250.17
Transfer frm Reclamation Bond Pool (4620) 80,500 0.00 0% 80,500.00
FY15 Revenues Received $1,946,531 $1,495,906.18 77% $450,624.82
TOTAL REVENUES $2,803,288 $2,352,663.18

EXPENDITURES Work 
Program Actual % of Work 

Program
Balance 

Remaining

Personnel (01) $1,054,529 $526,585.88 50% $527,943.12
Out of State Travel (02) 11,947 4,692.71 39% 7,254.29
In State Travel (03) 29,339 7,642.26 26% 21,696.74
Operating (04) 105,877 72,750.14 69% 33,126.86
Board Travel (08) 2,914 163.66 6% 2,750.34
Special Projects (09) 403,309 14,086.41 3% 389,222.59
Las Vegas Office (14) 35,602 23,151.46 65% 12,450.54
Oil, Gas Geothermal (17) 15,149 3,958.71 26% 11,190.29
AML Support (18) 155,750 54,609.12 35% 101,140.88
Bond Pool Expenses (19) 0 0.00 0% 0.00
County Royalty Grants (20) 0 0.00 0% 0.00
Computer H & S Ware, DOIT(26) 35,985 4,991.94 14% 30,993.06
AML Enhancement (39) 54,792 14,001.26 26% 40,790.74
SageBrush Ecosystem Trx to DCNR (69) 0 0.00 0% 0.00
Purchasing Assessment (87) 1,149 574.50 50% 574.50
State Cost Recovery (88) 0 0.00 0% 0.00
AG Cost Allocation (89) 55,293 41,469.75 75% 13,823.25
FY15 Expenditures $1,961,635 $768,677.80 39% $1,192,957.20
Reserve Balance (86) $841,653 $1,583,985.38 188% (742,332.38)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES PLUS RESERVE $2,803,288 $2,352,663.18  

NEVADA COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES

This report reflects receipts and expenditures processed by the division to date.

January 22, 2016





2015 Geothermal Activity
Total Permits Issued: 26
• Production: 10
• Injection: 1
• Observation: 1
• TG: 5
• Project Area: 1
• Domestic: 8

Total Wells Drilled: 20
• Production: 7
• Injection: 2
• Observation: 1
• TG: 5
• Domestic: 5

Sundry Notices Approved in 2015: 95

Active Areas of Industrial Related Drilling Activity
• Dixie Hope (Ormat Nevada)
• Tungsten Mountain (Ormat Nevada)
• San Emidio (US Geothermal)

Areas of Expected Future Activity (2016)
• Dixie Hope: additional 6 to 10 wells
• Tungsten Mountain: additional 6 to 10 wells
• San Emidio: 2 observation wells (deepening of two previous TG wells)
• Crescent Valley (US Geothermal): 1 production well



2015 Oil and Gas Activity

Permits Issued: 4 Permits Drilled: 2

Areas of 2015 Drilling Activity
• Tetuan Resources: Mariagnes 12‐29, south of Mount Hamilton, 

well was plugged and abandoned
• Bright Sky Energy and Minerals: White River Valley 1‐35, south 

of Lund, well was plugged and abandoned, but may re‐enter 
well to drill deeper in 2016

Number of permit applications waiting on BLM approval:  5
• Makoil: Soda Springs 1‐22, Railroad Valley
• Makoil: Murphy Gap 14‐23, Coal Valley
• Grant Canyon Oil and Gas: Blackburn 22, Pine Valley

Sundry Notices approved in 2015: 48



Fiscal Year 2016 Inspections

Total Wells Wells Needed for FY16 Wells Inspected % of Total 
Needed

Wells 
Remaining

Geothermal 456 152 127
Oil 127 43 34

Totals 583 195 161 83% 34



OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL ACTIVITY 

2015 Permitting and Drilling Activity (Through 4th Quarter) 

Permit Type Issued Drilled Issued Drilled Issued Drilled Issued Drilled 
  2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2015 

Geothermal - Ind 
Production 16 12 10 5 5 5 10 7 

Geothermal - Ind Inj 8 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 
Geothermal - Observation 18 8 7 6 10 3 1 1 
Geothermal - TG 7 2 1 1 --- --- 5 5 
Geothermal - Com --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
Geothermal - Dom --- --- 1* --- 8** 4 8*** 5 
Geothermal - Project Area 2 --- --- --- 1 --- 1 --- 
Geothermal - Total 51 23 21 15 27 15 26 20 
Oil & Gas 14 9 16 5 16 5 4 2 
 
*Existing well, drilled in 1939; ** Includes 4 wells previously drilled and completed; Includes 2 wells previously drilled. 
 
   

 Geothermal Ormat Nevada 

Permitted and drilled the Dixie Hope 24-
8 production well. Spud the Dixie Hope 
23A-8 production well in mid-January. 
Ormat is mobing in the GeoDrill 1 rig to 
spud the Tungsten Mtn. 45A-22 
production well in mid-January. The 
Tungsten Mtn. 84A-22 production well 
permit application reviewed in January 
2016, waiting on BLM approval. 

  US Geothermal 

Drilled 5 TG wells on the playa at San 
Emidio. Two of the TG wells converted 
to observation with current request to 
deepen. Waiting on BLM approval. 

Active During 
4th Qtr 2015   Makoil 

Currently in the permitting process with 
the BLM for the Murphy Gap 14-23 in 
Lincoln County, and the Soda Springs 1-
22 in Nye County. Waiting on BLM 
approval for both wells. The Munson 
Ranch 12=23X and 13-34 permits 
approved in 2015, but have not been 
drilled. 

  Oil  Noble Energy 
Drilling activities in the Marys River and 
Huntington areas have been suspended by 
the BLM for one year. 

    Tetuan Resources 

Tetuan Resources drilled the Mariagnes 
12-29 between Duckwater and the Mount 
Hamilton area. The well was plugged and 
abandoned in August 2015. 

    Bright Sky Energy & Minerals 
The 1-35 well is located in White River 
Valley. Completed drilling in September 
2015. Tested in November. P&A’d well. 

 
 
 



Summary of Geothermal and Oil Well Inspections (Fiscal Year 2016) through the 4th Quarter 
 
Well inspections for Fiscal Year 2016 began in July 2015. Please refer to the charts below for inspections 
required and those inspections completed: 
 

  

Total Wells Wells Needed 
for FY16 

Wells 
Inspecte

d 

% of 
Total 

Needed 

Wells 
Remainin

g 

Geothermal 456 152 127     
Oil 127 43 34     

Totals 583 195 161 83% 34 
 
Areas in which inspections took place: 

 

Operator  Location  Wells 
Inspected 

Ormat Nevada  Wild Rose (Don Campbell)  6 
Ormat Nevada  Tungsten Mountain  3 
Ormat Nevada  Tuscarora  12 
Ormat Nevada  Jersey Valley  11 
Ormat Nevada  McGinness Hills  5 
Ormat Nevada  Dixie Hope  1 
Ormat Nevada  Desert Peak  16 
Ormat Nevada  Brady  15 
Terra‐Gen  Dixie Valley  4 
Enel  Stillwater  31 
Elko School District  Flagview Middle School  1 
Gradient 
Resources  Patua  7 

Gradient 
Resources 

Carson Lake/Salt 
Wells/Fallon1  14 

Truckee 
Geothermal  Big Smoky Valley  1 

Noble  Humboldt  2 
Noble  Huntington  1 
Noble  Marys River  1 
Kirkwood/Wesco  Eagle Springs/Ghost Ranch  24 
Bright Sky Energy  White River Valley  1 
Geyser Petroleum  Pipeline Canyon  1 
Geyser Petroleum  Railroad Valley  1 
VF Neuhaus  Railroad Valley  1 
VF Neuhaus  Railroad Valley  1 
Makoil  East Inselberg  1 

161 
 



2010-2016 
 
Carson City 
8/17/2012-Tour in Yerington 
12/11/2014 
 
Virginia City 
 
Elko 
08/29/14-Newmont LeeVille Mine 
08/27/15-Noble Energy’s Huntington  
K1L Well & General Molly Mt. Hope 
 
Reno 
5/12/2010  
10/19/2010 
4/29/2011 
7/27/11 – Tour of Bat Cupola in VC 
11/2/2011 
5/03/2012- Virginia City 
11/09/2012 
5/03/2013- Hazen and Olinghouse 
10/10/2013 
05/09/2014- EP Minerals; Nevada 
Cement Plant and Mine. 
05/01/2015 
11/05/2015-Bishop Manogue H.S. 
 
Las Vegas 
2/11/2010 – Tour of the McCaw  
School of Mines - Henderson 
2/7/2011 – Tour of Molycorp Mine 
2/27/2012 – Searchlight Area 
2/21/13 
2/14/14- Tule Springs Park  
2/24/15 
2/03/16- Simplot Silica 
 
Battle Mountain 
July 30, 2010 – Tour of Newmont Phoenix Mine 
 
Tonopah 
8/15/13 - Solar Reserve Plant 
8/16/13 - Tonopah Mining Park 
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