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COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES 

Nevada Department of Wildlife 
1100 Valley Rd (Conference Room) Reno, NV  89512 

 
Friday, November 16, 2018   9:00 A.M. 

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.  Public 
comments may be limited to 5 minutes for each person.                 ACTION WILL NOT BE TAKEN 

 
I. MINUTES  

A. Approval of the August 23, 2018 meeting minutes  FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 
 

II. NEW BUSINESS 
 

A.   Planning for the 2019 Exploration Survey.   FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
       The Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology produces a biennial Report  
 Entitled “Nevada Mineral and Energy Resource Exploration Survey”, which 
       is released early in the State Legislative session to assist elected officials 

 in understanding the economic impacts of  the minerals industry. 
 This agenda item is intended to allow NBMG authors to discuss with 

         the Commission the content and methodology of the survey.   
 
B.   NDOM’s Open-Data Web Site and Claims Update                                              FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
      Recent additions to the web site include interactive maps for researching  

        active mining claims, maps showing wilderness and wilderness study areas,  
        and story maps for educators.  Lucia Patterson 
 
C.   Task Force for Bond Pool Regulation Update FOR POSSIBLE ACTION 

        The Task Force met on October 3rd and analyzed options for 
        reducing the Bond Pool reserve over time. Options include reducing 
        the 3 percent premium fee and rebating a portion of premiums paid 



        for plan-level participants when exiting the bond pool.  
        Mike Visher will present findings of the Task Force. 
 

D.    The Gold Butte Closure Project    FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
       40 hazards were secured using wildlife-compatible gates and PUF plugs 
       at Gold Butte National Monument in Clark County. This project was made 
       possible by partial funding from the Clark County Desert Conservation  
       District.  The work was performed from September 22 through October 16. 
       AML Program Chief Rob Ghiglieri will present a recap of the project. 
       

III. OLD BUSINESS 
 
A.   Release of Commission-funded report entitled “Opportunities for Precious       FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
  Metals Toll Processing and Copper Concentrate Processing in Nevada”.   
  This report  was funded through the 2-year contract with the Nevada Bureau 
  of Mines and Geology, and will be published as Special Report #57   
  Dave Davis and Rich Perry will discuss the findings of the report.  
 
B.   Planning for AEMA and PDAC.         FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
       The Division will have trade booths at AEMA, which will be held 
       December 5-7 in Spokane and at PDAC in Toronto on March 3-6, 2019. 
       The Division is seeking input on messages and topics to deliver.  Rich Perry 

    
C.   Update on Proposed Land Withdrawals in Nevada – Mike Visher           FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
                 
D.   Winter AML work program – Rob Ghiglieri                        FOR DISCUSSION ONLY  
 
E.   The Nevada Excellence in Mine Reclamation Awards Program  FOR DISCUSSION ONLY 
       5 Awards were presented at the Nevada Mining Association annual 
  conference on September 8th in Lake Tahoe.  This State award is  
  determined by a committee comprised of a representative from 
  NDEP-BMRR, BLM, USFS, NDOW and NDOM.  Rich Perry 

                                   
IV. STAFF REPORTS    

                                                                                                                        
1) Mining and Reclamation Bond Pool – Mike Visher 
2) Administrator Report and 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 
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COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES 
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Thursday, August 23, 2018    1:00 P.M. 

Minutes 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Rich DeLong called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm 
 
ROLL CALL 
Commission   Staff 
Rich DeLong                 Rich Perry 
Dennis Bryan                 Mike Visher 
Mary Korpi                    Valerie Kneefel 
Nigel Bain                      Bryan Stockton 
Art Henderson                Rob Ghiglieri 
John Snow                     Courtney Brailo 
                                        Garrett Wake 
    Lowell Price 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Pledge of Allegiance was led by Rich DeLong 
   
COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
Rich DeLong:  stated that Dave Parker has resigned from the Commission.   
Nigel Bain: has resigned from Barrick Gold as of the end of May and joined Hycroft Resource & Development 
Company. 
                                            
I.  MINUTES  
 A. Approval of the May 17, 2018 meeting minutes 

Motion: Approval of the minutes with no changes 
By: Dennis Bryan 
Seconded: Mary Korpi 
Unanimously passed 
 

 Dennis Bryan; Small-Scale Mining and Prospecting 
Mary Korpi, Public at Large 
Arthur Henderson; Oil and Gas 

Commission on Mineral Resources Nigel Bain; Large-Scale Mining 
Robert Felder; Exploration and Development 

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



II.  NEW BUSINESS  
 A. Northern Nevada Education Activities –   
The northern Nevada Earth Science Teachers Workshop was held at Wooster High School on  
July 17, 2018.  Four NDOM Staff presented classes at the workshop, which included a new activity entitled 
“Drilling For Energy in Nevada”. Courtney Brailo will summarize the activities at the workshop and other 
NDOM education and outreach activities in northern Nevada. 
 
Courtney Brailo: gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding oil and gas activity.   
Development of New Activities- 

• Oil, Gas & Geothermal Activity 
– Exploration to Production activity  
– Nevada based example 
– Geology-based  
– Includes resource feasibility understanding 
– Hydraulic Fracturing demonstration 

Teacher’s Workshops- 
• Northern Nevada Workshop (Reno) July 16-18 
• Day One: Mineral & Rock basics (R. Ghiglieri), with an advanced option (L. Patterson, C. Brailo)  

– Geology Tours 
• Day Two: Mixed Mining & Geology Topics  

– Mining Tours 
• Give away all classroom resources as prepackaged activities and each teacher gets a swag bag they can 

use in their classrooms 
Classes & Sessions- 

• Oil and Gas Session - added this year 
– Outcrop mapping, basin analysis – exploration to production methods at Railroad Valley, NV 
– Cupcake core drilling – An exploration and mining activity very popular at schools and teacher’s 

workshop (L. Patterson) 
– Mineral Uses 
– Drilling and drill rig types  
– Development of cross sections from drill hole samples 
– Mining in Nevada  
– Commodity Use 
– Number of people employed at Nevada’s mines 
– Locating the major mines on a Nevada Map 

• Other Notable Classes & Contributions- 
NDOM 
Tote Bags, Hand Lenses & Lanyards, Rock and Mineral Samples, Mineral Test Kits, Mineral ID Books, 
Lunch Bags, Posters, Pencils, Stickers, Buttons, Element Bookmarks, Prizes – Microscope, Build a 
Mine: Economics of Mining & Mine Development for younger grades (R. Ghiglieri) 
Geologic Time – Comprehensive instruction with multiple activities (L. Patterson) 
Plate Tectonics (G. Wake), Geothermal: Build a power plant (replaced by OGG) 

 
 
 



• Other Contributors (NMA, volunteers, sponsors) 
Gold Splatter, Sunscreen, Chap Stick, Water Bottles, Critical Elements of Energy, Nevada’s Natural 
Resources History of Mining, Extraction: Where do Au, Ag, Cu come from? 

Oil, Gas and Geothermal Activity- 
• Introductory Presentation 

– Why do we need oil, gas and geothermal? 
– What do we use these resources for? 

– Products, energy and JOBS!  
– Where our resources come from  

– Heat/permeability – Geothermal 
– Biologically rich ‘cooked’ deposits – Oil and Gas 

– Methods by which we explore and produce from these resources 
– Geologic mapping, drilling and feasibility studies 
– Creation of Well Logs, Stratigraphic Columns, Cross Sections, 3D modeling 
– Types of Drill Rigs, Reverse Circulation vs Core Rigs 

– Conventional vs non-conventional resources and traps for oil and gas 
– Natural pressurized flow with minimal pumping 
– Well stimulation and hydraulic fracturing of low permeability reservoirs 

– Non-conventional benefits and misconceptions 
Depths of resources  
Use of water as compared to other practices 
Minimal use of chemicals and NV regulator ability to not allow for use of any particular 
chemical 
Efficiency and cleanliness of oil and gas as compared to coal 
Induced seismicity – rare and deep, can limit the rate of re-injection 
Nevada’s existing laws and regulations – Cement bond logs & Plugging and 
Abandonment 

– Hydraulic Fracturing 
Where did the technology stem from? Need to minimize dependence of foreign oil – oil  
crisis of 1973. 
Perfected technique in the 1990s 
We have many resources here in the US! Texas, North Dakota, Colorado and 
Pennsylvania 
This year for the first time we are net exporters of petroleum and petroleum products! 

Exploration & Drilling Activity Railroad Valley, NV- 
• Rock Identification 

– Limestones, Dolomites, Shales, Rhyolites, Basalts, samples in class and included in their rock 
boxes 

• Creation of a Geologic Map and Locating Collection sites, Understanding and creating Well Logs  
from wells drilled at Bacon Flat, Understanding cross sections and making simple geologic 
interpretations. Feasibility studies, Costs of Drilling and Permitting, Price of oil/gas, Generated Revenue 
– Costs to Drill, How can you increase production? What if you don’t have a permeable reservoir rock, 
what are you options for producing hydrocarbons from that reservoir? 
 
 



Hydraulic Fracturing – Hands on Exercise- 
• Understanding the basics behind the method 
• Uses gelatin as medium (limestone, dolomites, shales) 
• Straw = Core Rig, Casing String 
• Syringe/Plunger = Hydraulic Fracturing Rig 
• Plaster of Paris = Proppant and HF fluids 

Railroad Valley Resources were discovered in this way- 
• This kind of exploration and mapping is how we know there were inland seas in NV 
• 1948 PhD Thesis by Walt Youngquist – studied cephalopods, some of which contained oil pockets 
• Shell became interested and in 1954 discovered oil 
• Now the basin has 9 recognized oil fields and has produced over 47 million barrels of oil 
• Early wells were the largest producers in the country at the time 
• Due to new technologies and discoveries we are now the 27th of 30 oil producing states 

Other NDOM outreach Northern Nevada- 
• Classroom presentations (L. Patterson, C. Brailo) 

– Cupcake Core Drilling (~4th Grade) 
– Geologic Time Scale (2-5th grade) 
– The Rock Cycle (~2nd Grade) 
– Weird Rocks (~K-1st grades) 
– High School Presentations  

• 4th Grade Mail Out – Project-based learning module (R. Ghiglieri, C. Brailo, L. Patterson) 
– Abandoned Mine Campaign 
– History of Mining in Nevada 
– Core Drilling 
– Best Campaign Project 4th grade class @ Alice Maxwell Elementary, Sparks 
– To be completed at new Sparks school 

• Career Fairs / Career Days – All Grades (All Staff) 
• Special Events – Farm Days, Nevada Day Celebrations, Association Meetings (All Staff) 
• Northern Nevada Totals: 

– 2017: 128 presentations (5302 attendees) 
– 2018: 66 presentations (3540 attendees) 

 
Dennis Bryan:  under the hydraulic fracturing it says the techniques were perfected in 1990, is that a decade too 
early?  
Art Henderson:  The first frack was in 1947. Hydraulic fracturing in horizontal wells is all that changed. 
Art Henderson:  More horsepower has been developed with more pumps. 
John Snow:  The only suggestion I have is that one message these teachers should hear is that we emphasize the 
protection of fresh water by casing. 
Courtney Brailo:  It was in the original presentation.  This is still a work in process. 
Art Henderson:  Did you have any negative feedback on Hydraulic Fracturing at all? 
Courtney Brailo:  no not at all. 
Rich DeLong:  Thank you, well done. 
.     



 B. Summary of oil, geothermal and dissolved mineral resource drilling activities from January 
2017 to July, 2018, updates to the oil and gas database, and results of the most recent oil/gas leasing on Federal 
lands in Nevada. 
Lowell Price: Did a PowerPoint presentation.   
Geothermal Drilling – 2017: 29 Wells- 
Temperature Gradient Wells: 15 
      City of Wells: 13 (GeoProbe) 
      Ormat Nevada, Dixie Valley: 2 (Core)  
Observation Wells: 4 
      US Geothermal, San Emidio: 3 (deepened reclassified TG wells) 
      City of Wells: 1 
Production Wells: 5 
      Ormat Nevada, Tungsten Mountain: 1 
      Ormat Nevada, McGinness Hills: 3 
      Homestretch Geothermal, Wabuska: 1 
Injection Wells: 3 
      Ormat Nevada, Dixie Meadows: 1 
      Ormat Nevada, McGinness Hills: 1 
      Ormat Nevada, Carson Lake: 1 
Domestic Wells: 2, Reno Moana Area, 1 Production, 1 Injection 
Geothermal Drilling – 2018: 20 Wells- 
Temperature Gradient Wells: 15 
      NBMG, Granite Springs Valley: 9 (GeoProbe)  
      NBMG, Gabbs Valley: 6 (Rotary Drilled) 
Observation Wells: 2 
      Ormat Nevada, Carson Lake (FORGE): 1 
      Ormat Nevada, Tungsten Mountain (P&A after conductor): 1 
Production Wells: 3 
      Ormat Nevada, McGinness Hills: 2 
      Ormat Nevada, Tungsten Mountain: 1 
Injection Wells: 0 
Domestic Wells: 0 
Oil Exploration Drilling – 2017 and 2018: 2 Wells- 
True Oil, Railroad Valley: 1 
      Spudded DY Federal 13-31 in December 2017, P&A January       2018 
Major Oil International, Hot Creek Valley: 1 
      Spudded Eblana 3 in April 2018, completed drilling May 2018 
      Currently in extended testing program 
Wells Permitted, Not Drilled: 3 
      Makoil, Railroad Valley, Munson Ranch 12-23X 
      Major Oil International, Hot Creek Valley, Eblana 6  
      Envy Energy, Northern Railroad Valley, Black Point 1 
Federal Leasing – Geothermal- 
 Last annual statewide lease sale was held on October 24, 2017. 
 20 parcels totaling 38,208 acres were offered. 



 No acreage was deferred from the preliminary list of parcels due to sage grouse. 
 10 parcels totaling 19,208 acres were sold. 
 Total receipts for the October 24th sale were $78,444 
 Next lease sale will be on October 26, 2018. 
 Sale notice and parcel listing for the October 2018 sale have not been published. 

Federal Leasing – Oil and Gas- 
 Last lease sale was held on June 12, 2018, for the Battle Mountain District. 
 166 parcels totaling 313,715 acres were offered. 
 No acreage was deferred due to sage grouse. 
 40 parcels in total were sold. 22 parcels were sold in the competitive auction, covering 38,575 acres, 

along with 18 parcels, consisting of 36,755 acres, selling on a non-competitive basis, totaling 75,330 
acres. 

 Acreage for the June sale is located in Nye, Eureka, and Lander (one 614 acre parcel) counties. 
 Total receipts for the June 12th sale were $201,290.50. 
 Next lease sale will be on September 11, 2018, and will cover 144 parcels, or 295,174 acres, within the 

Ely BLM District. The acreage is located in White Pine, Eureka, Lincoln, Elko, and northern Nye 
counties. Elko County has one 480 acre parcel. 

Dissolved Minerals Activity – 2018- 
Five dissolved minerals exploration well permits have been issued by the Division 

• Sierra Lithium, Columbus Salt Marsh: two permits, one well was drilled and plugged 
• Sierra Lithium, Clayton Valley: two permits, one well was drilled and plugged 
• 3PL Operating, Railroad Valley: one permit, one well drilled and remains open for testing 

Four borehole Notices of Intent (NOI) approved by the Division 
• Mathers Lithium, Clayton Valley: drilled and plugged 
• Bonaventure Nevada, Sarcobatus Flat: drilled and plugged 
• Belmont Resources (two NOI’s), Monte Cristo Valley, one of two boreholes was drilled during August 

2018 
• Upcoming activity: working with Lithium Ore on either their first borehole NOI or exploration well 

permit for their drilling project in Railroad Valley 
*For inspections, please see the E-packet on the NDOM website. www.minerals.nv.gov 
 
Dennis Bryan: How far back does this database go? 
Lowell Price:  Early 1950’s they are included…. Goes back to permit # 1. 
Rich DeLong: asked for clarification that he got all of the wells in the database? 
Lowell Price:  yes, all but 5 or 10 that I couldn’t find on GoogleEarth. 
Art Henderson:  These oil and gas leases that keep bringing money to the state.  Even though they are on 
Federal lands they still give money to the State, I think that’s important. 
Rich Perry:  The distribution is defined in statute, the first 7 milion dollars goes to the State Distributive School 
Account.  Beyond that it is split equally between the Distributive School Account and the County of origin.   It 
is an equation started by Bill Raggio where the lease monies come from.  That’s production royalties as well. 
Art Henderson:  as long as we continue to have fracturing we will have people interested in drilling for oil and 
gas. 
John Snow: any compliance issues? 
Lowell Price:  no only a couple of sign issues or wet cellars.  But, they were addressed right away. 
Nigel Bain:  have we seen a down turn in Lithium exploration? 

http://www.minerals.nv.gov/


Lowell Price:  I haven’t seen a down turn. 
Rich DeLong:  Thank you. 
  
 C. Nevada Land Withdrawals from Mineral Entry-A Historical Perspective 
This report and presentation was first developed in 2011 at the direction of the Commission on Mineral 
Resources by the Geography Department at UNR. Garrett Wake recently updated the maps and presentation to 
highlight changes in the past two years and pending actions which could reduce lands in Nevada available for 
mineral entry. 
Garrett Wake: Gave a PowerPoint presentation. 
Nevada Statistics- 

 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: 70,264,320 acres, 7th largest state 

Who Manages/Owns Nevada Lands?- 
BLM 66.86%, Water .51%, State Land .19%, Indian Reservation 1.53%, National Park 1.07%, Fish and 
Wildlife 2.14%, Military 5.99%, Forest Service 8.19%, Private land 13.52% 
Total Land Area Withdrawn through  2010- 
*To view the presentation maps and tables please go to the NDOM website meetings page for the E-Packet. 
 
Recent Withdrawals: Jan, 2011 through May, 2018- 

• Recent Locatable Mineral Withdrawals Summary 
• National Monuments: 

o Tule Springs Fossil Beds (2014): 22,650 acres 
o Basin and Range (2015): 704,000 acres 

 15,075 acres already within ACEC area (Mt. Irish ACEC) 
 30,623 acres already within Wilderness (Worthington Mountains Wilderness) 
 Net 658,302 additional acres withdrawn 

• Gold Butte National Monument (2016): 296,941 acres 
o 293,539 acres already within ACEC (multiple) 
o Net 3,402 additional acres withdrawn  

• BLM & USFS Wilderness Areas: 
o Pine Forest Range Wilderness (BLM; 2014): 24,015 acres 

 25,650 acres released from WSA 
 Net release of 1,635 acres 

o Wovoka Wilderness (USFS; 2014): 48,981 acres 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern- 
Ivanpah (Silver State South ROD; 2014): 31,857 acres Proposed Land Withdrawals as of May, 2018- 
Washoe County Wilderness Proposals- 600,421 acres currently designated WSA 
Washoe County Land Transfer- 8,735 acres converted from BLM/USFS to private 
Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization Expansion- 649,504 acres of new withdrawal 
Nellis Test and Training Range (NTTR)- 301,000 acres across all proposed alternatives 
Las Vegas and Pahrump Field Office Draft Resource Management Plan – Alternative 2 (most restrictive) 
608,942 acres to be withdrawn 



Proposed Locatable Mineral Withdrawals Summary 
Washoe County Economic Development and Conservation Act: 
Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) and National Conservation Areas (NCAs): 257,855 acres 
Washoe County Economic Development and Conservation Act: 8,735 acres converted from BLM/USFS to 
Private 
DOD Expansions: 
Nellis Test and Training Range (NTTR): 301,016 acres 
Fallon Naval Air Station:  649,504 acres 
Resource Management Plan Revision: 
Carson City RMP Revision, Alternative E (BLM Preferred): 470,603 acres withdrawn 
Las Vegas and Pahrump Field Office RMP Revision, Alternative 2: 608,942 acres withdrawn  
Net total proposed locatable-mineral-withdrawal acreage : 1,310,905 acres 
Net increase as a percentage of current withdrawal acreage: 8.38% 
Net proposed withdrawn acreage as a percentage of Nevada:  1.87% 
 
Dennis Bryan:  Is this available on the NDOM website? 
Garrett Wake: yes as well as the Open Data Website. 
Rich DeLong:  The discussion about looking at WSA and Wilderness and trading those off is a disturbing trend.  
Because WSA’s were put into place in the 1980’s to be evaluated in Congress to act on those and now they are 
being used as bargaining chips. That is bad public policy. 
Rich Perry: We’ve done this presentation to a few groups.  Now that it’s updated I think we should expand our 
presentation to more public groups.  He was asked to do a presentation to State Public Lands and this 
presentation will be great for that group.  If any of you know of a group that will benefit from this, give us a call 
and we’ll see about approaching them.    
Rich DeLong:  It would be good to get it to the congressional delegation. 
Mary Korpi:  I’d like to add with the public lands and potential new members of the Legislature, it would be 
very important to have them understand this. 
Nigel Bain:  State Senator Cancela has been fairly open to listening.  It may be worthwhile to present this to her 
prior to the start of the next session given the vast size of the withdrawals.  
  
 D. Consideration of funding a minerals and geology display at the Las Vegas Natural History 
Museum. 
The Las Vegas Natural History Museum is relocating to a larger space and is seeking support for interactive 
educational exhibits on Nevada minerals, geology and uses. The Museum has provided an example of an 
interactive exhibit and requested funding of up to $50,000 and in-kind assistance with design, and a supply of 
Nevada minerals and rocks. This would be a one-time item in the current fiscal year and would require the 
Division to work with the museum on the exhibit design and a scope of work that would be put out to bid, and 
delivered to the museum by the end of the current fiscal year.  The Division has funding available for this in FY 
2019.  If approved by the Commission, approval from IFC and /or the BOE would also be required. 
 
Rich Perry:  When we had our last meeting in Las Vegas, we had a tour of the Museum and its plans to relocate. 
After our return I had been asked by the museum if we would be interested in helping with the displays.  This is 
obviously an expenditure that the Commission would have to approve. They are also talking to the mining 
industry regarding more specific displays. This would be a one-time direct involvement.  
Rich DeLong: is the $50,000 for the materials and our time and effort on top of that? 



Rich Perry:  Yes that would be for the materials, for constructing the displays. 
Rich DeLong:  Constructing, implying that would be the labor? 
Rich Perry: I wasn’t actually thinking that we would build it.  We could help with the design.  I was thinking we 
could check out other museums. We would contract out building these displays. 
Nigel Bain:  Does NDOM have a budget for special projects? 
Rich Perry:  this would be consistent with our statutes. 
Dennis Bryan:  One of our challenges down the road would be our reserve. We should defer the vote until after 
we have heard the budget.   
Rich DeLong:  As an example, we did some work at the Fourth Ward School some years ago.  So there is a 
precedent for us doing this type of work. 
Rich DeLong:  One of our missions is to educate within the State on the importance of minerals and mineral 
resources, which is a pretty broad mandate. 
Mary Korpi:  I would assume the Nevada Mining Association would want these designed in concert with what 
they have done so they look and feel the same.  We should get together as a group when designing. 
Rich DeLong: Asked the Commission if they would like to vote on this or wait until they have heard the budget 
section first. 
Mary Korpi:  I prefer to wait until we go through the budget.  All agreed. 
Bryan Stockton:  to the Chairman, suggested that he make it very clear that the vote will take place separately 
from the budget item. 
 
Motion: approve funding a minerals and geology display at the Las Vegas Natural History Museum not to 
exceed $50,000 
By: Art Henderson 
Second: Dennis Bryan 
The vote was 5 to 1 approving the motion. 
Nigel Bain: can we approach the NVMA to help with this project, in addition to our commitment? 
Rich Perry: Yes we can.  
    
III.  OLD BUSINESS  
    
 A. Presentation and possible approval of the NDOM 2020-21 biennium budget. 
Division staff has prepared a budget for the next biennium that must be submitted to the Governor’s finance 
office on August 31st.  At the May CMR meeting, preliminary assumptions to build the budget were presented 
and discussed.  Division staff will present the budget that was built since that meeting when the CMR provided 
guidance, and after closing of fiscal year 2018.   
Rich Perry: Agency budget request we have put together to date for FY-20/21.  Showed a PowerPoint 
presentation. 
Budget Assumptions 2020-2021 biennium- 

• Personnel No change; 11 F/T employees and 8 summer interns  
• Special Projects Continue reports/archiving contract with NBMG at $90,000/yr  

• PDAC trade booth + travel for 3: $38,000/yr  
• Continue annual funding for Teacher Workshops at $15K/yr  
• New professional Stay Out, Stay Alive video (HD) and Public Service Announcements ($40,000)  

Mike Visher:  Talked about updating the AML video.  
Dennis Bryan: commented that the drone video at the Arden site would be a perfect fit for something like this. 



• Fleet Services for truck replacements (one new truck in 2021)  
• AML Enhancements (contracted hard-closure work)  

• Estimate 5 projects per year at an average of $100,000/project 
• Hardware/Software/GIS - $22K in FY 2020, $25K in FY 2021  

2020-2021 Budget Assumptions- Revenues 
Base budget built from FY 2018 actuals  

–Minimum claim fee revenues based on statistical analysis and includes a reduction in actual claims of 
one std. dev. (10,912 claims) annually, with no change to statutory maximum $10/claim filing for 
biennium.  
–Oil permit and production fees at 2018 levels ($46,516)  
–Geothermal permit and production fees at 2018 levels ($157,550)  
–Dissolved Mineral Resource Exploration fees based on doubling of first 6 months of program (1/1/18 
to 6/30/18) ($10,000)  
–New mine disturbance fee budgeted as average of past 3 years ($51,567)  
–Bond Pool Administrative fee at 2018 actuals ($93,327)  
–BLM and USFS assistance for AML - $138,891(‘20), $107,119 (‘21)  

Impact of Lithium Claims on Revenue- 
–Placer claims located for exploration of lithium brine 
–Many are speculative in nature 
–Number of active claims peaked in 2017 
–Based on current trends, forecasting a steady decrease of 13-16% per year 
–If forecast is correct, there would be a 3-year cumulative loss of ~$104,000 in mining claim filing 
revenue 

Forecasting Mining Claim Revenue- 
• Active Mining Claims (BLM) vs. County Mining Claim Filings  

-Utilized the number of Active Mining Claims at the end of each Federal Fiscal Year from 2000-2017 as 
published in BLM’s annual Public Land Statistics.  
-Assumed annual slight decrease in total active claims due to decrease in placer claims for lithium brine.  
-To provide a conservative minimum for forecast, adjusted downward by one std. deviation (12 years of 
data).  
-Annual Mining Claim Filings at county recorders averaged 10.5% higher than BLM count (9 yr. avg.).  

Contingency Plans- 
If claim revenues are significantly less than budgeted: 

• Reduce AML contracted work 
• Defer the new “Stay Out, Stay Alive” video and/or PSAs 

If claim fee revenues are significantly more than budgeted: 
• Increase contracted AML closure activity 
• Decrease claim fee below current $10 through rulemaking 

 
 
Art Henderson:  If we don’t increase the guidance and they decide to sweep away this extra like they’ve done in 
the past for their special projects, shouldn’t we increase the guidance for the reserve? 
Mike Visher:  if we do that we would have to justify it appropriately with sufficient documentation.   
Art Henderson:  We made the $950,000 reserve 2 or 3 years ago when we had the worst year for NDOM.  Now 
our expenditures have increases as well, to me, it would justify an increase in the guidance.  



Rich DeLong:  I agree with you in principal, I think it would be good to have on the record for the Division to 
come to us with an assessment of that.  
Rich Perry:  we can go through that process.  Today we need a blessing on the budget or if there is something 
fundamentally wrong for us to change.  We can go through and see if there is a reason to change the guidance.  
Governor’s office has already seen our budget and they see no red flags.  They have in the past swept the 
interest in the bond pool accounts.   
Rich DeLong: This reserve guidance limit, is that actually in the budget that gets presented to the Governor? 
Rich Perry:  We present this to the Governor’s Finance Office, yes. 
Dennis Bryan:  when they swept the reserves last time. 
Rich Perry:  they never swept the reserve of the Division of Minerals; they swept the interest from the Bond 
Pool accounts, around $400,000. 
Rich DeLong:  they went through the budgeting process, not through the Legislature. 
John Snow:  I have been through a lot of these discussions on reducing fees. We eliminated the Mackay fee and 
enhanced the AML enhancement but we should talk about it.  
Dennis Bryan:  if we keep increasing the reserve, someone is going to start noticing. The exploration and 
mining community is going to notice.   
Rich DeLong:  This is a similar issue we went through 10 or 12 years ago when we had large reserves. We were 
able to do additional special projects with one time projects that meet our statutory mission. 
Art Henderson:  If we wanted to reduce the money in our reserve, how much would we have to reduce it?  Just 
off the top of your head? 
Mike Visher: for example, if we reduce the claim fee by $1.  We would reduce the revenue to the Division by 
about $180,000 per year.  At the last commission meeting we talked about having this discussion again at the 
next meeting.  It’s easier to play with the reserve than to play with the mining claim fees. 
Rich DeLong:  We might want to touch on doing additional AML enhancement.  Rob mentioned they could 
handle more with the staff we have. 
Nigel Bain: We need to recognize the growing issue of the excess,  The lithium prices have dropped by 50%.  
We run the risk of losing money from lithium claims. 
Rich Perry:  I recommend that the Commission approve the budget.  Direct staff recommendation on a new 
reserve limit or the next meeting we can make a decision. 
Art Henderson: I suggest not decreasing special projects from $484,000 to $160,000, leave it at $484,000 for 
2019 and we come up with special projects.  We’re showing a $300,000 decrease every year, just leave it at 
$484,000 which has been historical for the past 5 to 10 years and we’ll come up with projects. 
Rich DeLong:  I hear what you are saying, though a question for Rich or Mike, is the 2019 forecast that is in 
here is that submitted to the Governor’s Office?  
Art Henderson:  the 2018 is the base and that shows $484,000 
Rich Perry:  Special Projects is not AML money. 
Mike Visher:  Mackay, for example, is a contract that ended.  That’s why there is excess money in expenditures 
for special projects and when that contract ended, we no longer have a base in the Category with that amount of 
money. It would automatically decrease. 
Rich Perry:  It would be easier to increase AML enhancements by a certain yearly dollar amount.  It would be 
easier to justify that. 
Rich DeLong: say $200,000? 
 
Motion: Approve modifying the budget to include the $50,000 to the LV Natural History museum and to     
              move $200,000 from balance forward reserve to AML enhancements for budget FY20 and 21. 



Approved by: Art Henderson 
Seconded by: Nigel Bain  
Unanimously passed 
Dennis Bryan:  Reminder to NDOM about the task force for Bond Pool is to report next meeting.  
    
 B. AML Program:  Broken Hills Mine Closure Project, Gold Butte Project and AML Summer 
intern work completed 
Rob Ghiglieri: showed a PowerPoint presentation. Showed a video of the Broken Hills AML Hard closure 
project. 
 Broken Hills- 

• 40 hazards inventoried from 1994-2016 
• Multiple stopes over 40’ long x 20’ wide x 150’ deep and vehicle access only feet away 
• Public (family with small children) seen using the ladder on the headframe and entering the mine 
• Identified as a potential closure project in 2010 by Mike Visher 
• Finished inventories in 2015 & 2016 and started wildlife and cultural surveys in 2016 
• 19 Bat Compatible Closures 
• 528 bars of 2”x2” 20’ long square tube steel used on the stopes alone 
• Total cost of $155,072.33 

Gold Butte- 
• 42 hazards within the entire Gold Butte National Monument 

– Managed by LV BLM 
– CX in approval process 

• Interlocal contract with Clark County Desert Conservation 
– Anticipated contract approval dates 

• BOE on 8/14/2018 
• IFC on 8/16/2018 

– $193,000 total funding available 
– Must be used for wildlife compatible closures only in Clark County 
– 18 hazards determined to have significant wildlife habitat 

• 3 hazards including tortoise habitat 
• Anticipated construction 9/10/2018 – 10/31/2018 

2018 Summer Intern Tentative Numbers- 
• 7 Interns 
• 13 Weeks 
• 50 Field days 
• >4,500 Field man hours 
• 10 Counties 
• Over 25,000 miles traveled 
• 557 Inventories 
• 413 Revisits 
• 209 Securings 
• 7,359 Non-Hazards 
• 0 Safety incidents 
• 2 Truck incidents with damage 

Future Closure Projects- 



• Gunmetal Mine (10) 
• Nevada Eagle (43) 
• Double O (round 2, 81) 
• Walker River State Park (107) 
• VC Grand Prix (21) 
• Mullen Pass (30) 
• Como (26) 

Art Henderson:  What is the cost of this program? 
Rob Ghiglieri:  I don’t have that number off the top of my head 
Art Henderson:  this is such an efficient 13 week program, that we should expand 13 more weeks during the 
school year. 
Rob Ghiglieri:  we did start a 3 week winter intern program. 
Rich DeLong:  what were the 2 truck incidents? 
Rob Ghiglieri: One of the trucks, the interns hit a rock which damaged the front differential and separated the 
plate: it then leaked all the fluid out.  They drove it down the hill to get closer for a tow truck and during that 
drive destroyed the front differential.  The other truck was during the first week in the field; they took the truck 
too far on a road and got it high centered.  It damaged the parking break line.  There were no accidents.  No 
broken widows this year.  There were the usual tire replacements.   
 
IV.  STAFF REPORTS  
    
    1.) Mining and Reclamation Bond Pool –  
Mike Visher: Bond Pool is in good health.  We currently are 130% funded.   I met with BLM and NDEP last 
week, went out to Fallon Bentonite they are going to be requesting monies to spend on reclamation.  It will 
probably be less than $100,000.   
 
 2.) Administrator Report and Correspondence 
Rich Perry:  Last 3 days I’ve been on the Reclamation awards team, this is the second year we have had a 
presence out in the field. We are getting more and more applications for this award program every year.  
 
  COMMISSION BUSINESS  
Determination of time and place of next CMR meeting 
Date: November 16, 2018 in the morning. 
Location: Reno area  
 
COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
Joel Lenz: Introduce himself as the new Mining Industry Specialist with the Governor’s Office of Economic 
Development and gave a brief background of his education and work history. 
 
Meeting Adjourned. 
Time: 5:05 pm                                          
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Open Data Site 
 

Open data sites are websites that 
are hosted by ESRI in which you 

can host maps and data. 
 

Open data sites have not only 
opened the door to a new public 

data resource, but have also 
created a nexus where many 

pieces of data can be placed in 
one location and formatted to 
meet the needs of, and assist 
people in, specific industries.  



 



 

Click Here 

https://data-ndom.opendata.arcgis.com/pages/education-and-outreach


 

Public Land Issues 



 
Our open data site is intended to 

provide data to the public as it 
relates to minerals exploration 

and production in Nevada. 
One major topic which has 

found a home on our open data 
site is land issues within the 

state.  
 

On this particular page 
interested parties can find 

statistical information on land 
withdraws as well as a 

presentation which gives the 
historical perspective on land 

withdrawals from mineral entry 
in Nevada. 



 



Districts VS Withdrawals 



 
This map is intended to show interested 
parties land withdrawals and how they 
affect mining districts throughout the 

state.  All interactive map viewers have 
navigation, selection, and querying 

capabilities.   
 

Notice, that on each page there is a ribbon 
across the top which provides links for 
viewing the interactive link on a mobile 

device, help with the interactive map 
viewer, NDOM's home page, and the 

Open Data Site's home page. 
 

It is highly recommended that users select 
the link for mobile devices to interact with 

the maps.  The maps are much more 
responsive as the user will be dealing with 
the app itself, not an app embedded into a 

website. 



 Legend 



 



 Layers 



 



 
Select 



 

Data within the map can be 
exported into CSV files, feature 
collections (JSON) or GeoJSON.  



 

Zoom to XY 



 



 

Measure Distance 

Home View 

Change Base Map 

Print 

Find Places or Features in Map 



 



 

Sage Grouse 

Feature layers can also be 
downloaded as shapefiles, or 
KML/KMZ files (Mining claim 
points is too large for Google 

Earth to handle). 



 



 



FRTC 



 



 



Washoe County 



 



 



Wilderness 



 



NDOM Open Data Home 





 

Mining Claims 



 
Performing land research prior to staking 
a claim has been challenging and indirect. 
This does not result from lack of data but 

rather from poor presentation of, 
challenging input parameters for, and 

unclear locations of the data.  
 

The Nevada Division of Minerals open 
data site has evolved not only to be a 

source of data but also a utility for 
research which does not require any 

specialized software, additional data files, 
or knowledge of reports and query 

designs. The open data site was 
constructed to assist prospectors, 

exploration entities, county recorders, 
government land managers, and the 

public, who need information on mining 
claims utilizing-public facing BLM 

databases. 



 
Claim data has been pulled from the BLM 

LR2000 database in October, January, 
and June. 

 
The number of claims per section has 

been calculated for each section, and the 
individual claim points are plotted in the 
center of the section.  The methodology 

for plotting the claims can be found in the 
metadata. 
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the links 



Click on any of 
the map links 
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NDOM has been gathering active claim data from LR2000 at the end of October for the last five years.  The purpose of 
this graph is to show claims data and statistics from the same snapshot in time. 
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If you have any suggestions or comments please 
contact me.  There are many more widgets that 
have not been used in these maps that may help 

you complete a task. 
 

Also, maybe there are other resources we can 
link to!! 
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BP premium analysis.xlsx Data

Bond Pool Financials 2000 - 2018

Fiscal 
Year

Total Bonded 
Amount

Net Premium 
Received

Total Deposits 
Received

Treasurer's 
Interest Refunds

Total in BP 
Account

Admin Fee 
Transferred

Account 
Funded 

%

Premiums as 
% of bond 

total
2000 $1,081,239.69 $28,538.64 $39,092.12 $43,137.74 $0.00 $817,350.06 $27,894.47 75.6% 2.64%
2001 $1,166,829.10 $39,975.23 $0.00 $52,078.53 $0.00 $921,590.37 $17,059.00 79.0% 3.43%
2002 $1,252,418.50 $22,692.93 $11,582.42 $35,075.23 $0.00 $976,323.42 $50,720.00 78.0% 1.81%
2003 $1,272,802.70 $82,939.69 $197,011.29 $28,092.48 $206,102.39 $1,036,406.61 $42,739.75 81.4% 6.52%
2004 $1,158,542.40 $34,180.83 $115,348.64 $19,743.66 $160,868.00 $1,027,448.18 $17,363.56 88.7% 2.95%
2005 $2,105,773.93 $72,276.95 $499,679.96 $26,884.44 $0.00 $1,614,424.81 $11,864.72 76.7% 3.43%
2006 $2,480,964.76 $159,140.79 $455,543.97 $71,394.04 $122,455.71 $2,178,047.90 $0.00 87.8% 6.41%
2007 $3,253,203.96 $117,412.07 $679,290.78 $111,877.70 $367,080.92 $2,683,818.53 $35,729.00 82.5% 3.61%
2008 $4,025,443.16 $132,573.86 $1,436,796.91 $145,264.29 $137,954.59 $4,214,972.70 $45,526.30 104.7% 3.29%
2009 $4,158,187.16 $233,831.40 $256,494.22 $98,291.01 $292,890.65 $4,362,988.93 $39,382.75 104.9% 5.62%
2010 $4,290,931.16 $208,258.22 $478,028.21 $41,925.35 $319,214.44 $4,302,690.20 $41,479.07 100.3% 4.85%
2011 $4,423,676.16 $102,884.93 $667,090.03 $14,706.06 $289,539.08 $4,758,851.14 $38,981.00 107.6% 2.33%
2012 $5,315,381.16 $189,576.09 $1,168,467.50 $10,947.31 $498,685.12 $5,588,094.04 $41,062.88 105.1% 3.57%
2013 $3,272,602.16 $95,080.42 $206,698.68 $11,245.03 $1,659,042.44 $4,139,649.73 $102,426.00 126.5% 2.91%
2014 $2,932,286.16 $81,999.07 $104,445.49 $9,048.14 $422,653.00 $3,821,630.43 $90,859.00 130.3% 2.80%
2015 $2,971,131.16 $107,627.49 $308,294.15 $13,844.23 $350,825.55 $3,814,072.75 $86,498.00 128.4% 3.62%
2016 $3,186,571.16 $111,459.14 $401,466.38 $18,793.90 $303,608.00 $3,953,915.18 $88,268.99 124.1% 3.50%
2017 $3,138,068.16 $133,602.14 $224,969.67 $32,389.01 $305,329.00 $3,944,706.02 $94,840.98 125.7% 4.26%
2018 $3,237,760.16 $104,341.07 $379,802.97 $40,064.65 $273,759.00 $4,101,828.47 $93,327.24 126.7% 3.22%

$108,336.37 $270,946.22 $43,410.67 $331,234.91 $92,703.37 3.72%
Historical avg



Bond Pool Account Activity 2000 - 2018

BP premium analysis.xlsx BP Account 2000-2018
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BP premium analysis.xlsx Premium Scenarios

Bond Pool Account Status under various Premium % Scenarios
Forecast Year Assumptions:
Static total bond amount
5-year average for Bond Refunds
6-year averages for Net Premiums, Bond Deposits and Admin Fee transfer
19-year average for Interest

Bond Pool Account Status with 3% Premium (Current)

Fiscal Year Total Bonded Amount
Net Premiums 
(3%)

Total Deposits 
Received Interest Bond Refunds

Admin Fee 
Transferred

Total in BP 
Account

Account 
Funded %

Bond Pool 
Excess

2018 $3,237,760 $104,341 $379,803 $40,065 ($273,759) ($93,327) $4,195,156 129.6% $957,396
2019 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,182,707 129.2% $944,947
2020 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,170,259 128.8% $932,498
2021 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,157,810 128.4% $920,050
2022 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,145,361 128.0% $907,601
2023 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,132,913 127.6% $895,153
2024 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,120,464 127.3% $882,704
2025 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,108,016 126.9% $870,256
2026 $3,237,760 $97,133 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,095,567 126.5% $857,807

Bond Pool Account Status with 2% Premium

Fiscal Year Total Bonded Amount
Net Premiums 
(2%)

Total Deposits 
Received Interest Bond Refunds

Admin Fee 
Transferred

Total in BP 
Account

Account 
Funded %

Bond Pool 
Excess

2018 $3,237,760 $104,341 $379,803 $40,065 ($273,759) ($93,327) $4,195,156 129.6% $957,396
2019 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,150,330 128.2% $912,569
2020 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,105,503 126.8% $867,743
2021 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,060,677 125.4% $822,917
2022 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,015,851 124.0% $778,091
2023 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,971,025 122.6% $733,265
2024 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,926,199 121.3% $688,438
2025 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,881,372 119.9% $643,612
2026 $3,237,760 $64,755 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,836,546 118.5% $598,786

Bond Pool Account Status with 1% Premium

Fiscal Year Total Bonded Amount
Net Premiums 
(1%)

Total Deposits 
Received Interest Bond Refunds

Admin Fee 
Transferred

Total in BP 
Account

Account 
Funded %

Bond Pool 
Excess

2018 $3,237,760 $104,341 $379,803 $40,065 ($273,759) ($93,327) $4,195,156 129.6% $957,396
2019 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,117,952 127.2% $880,192
2020 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,040,748 124.8% $802,988
2021 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,963,544 122.4% $725,784
2022 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,886,341 120.0% $648,580
2023 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,809,137 117.6% $571,377
2024 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,731,933 115.3% $494,173
2025 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,654,729 112.9% $416,969
2026 $3,237,760 $32,378 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,577,525 110.5% $339,765

Bond Pool Account Status with 0% Premium

Fiscal Year Total Bonded Amount
Net Premiums 
(0%)

Total Deposits 
Received Interest Bond Refunds

Admin Fee 
Transferred

Total in BP 
Account

Account 
Funded %

Bond Pool 
Excess

2018 $3,237,760 $104,341 $379,803 $40,065 ($273,759) ($93,327) $4,195,156 129.6% $957,396
2019 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $4,085,574 126.2% $847,814
2020 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,975,993 122.8% $738,233
2021 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,866,412 119.4% $628,651
2022 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,756,830 116.0% $519,070
2023 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,647,249 112.6% $409,489
2024 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,537,667 109.3% $299,907
2025 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,428,086 105.9% $190,326
2026 $3,237,760 $0 $270,946 $43,411 ($331,235) ($92,703) $3,318,505 102.5% $80,744



BP premium analysis.xlsx Premium Refund Scenarios

Bond Pool Premium Refund Analysis
Assumptions - BP account as of 10/31/18, no change to Premium rate of 3%

Scenario if 50% of premiums paid are refunded to plan-level participants upon exit

Participant Bond Amount Deposit Premiums Paid Total Refund

Resultant 
Cumulative BP 
Obligations

Cumulative 
Resultant BP 
Account Total

Resultant Unobligated 
Amount (Capacity)

Custom Details $24,364.00 $12,217.11 $20,801.51 $22,617.87 $3,093,913.16 $4,019,333.74 $925,420.58
New Gold Nevada $727,087.00 $415,856.34 $332,213.99 $581,963.34 $2,366,826.16 $3,437,370.40 $1,070,544.24
So. NV Liteweight $430,088.00 $233,171.91 $263,079.88 $364,711.85 $1,936,738.16 $3,072,658.55 $1,135,920.39
TNT Ventures $78,161.00 $39,615.03 $44,461.80 $61,845.93 $1,858,577.16 $3,010,812.62 $1,152,235.46
Dun Glen Mining $373,981.00 $200,648.22 $143,800.64 $272,548.54 $1,484,596.16 $2,738,264.08 $1,253,667.92

Scenario if 75% of premiums paid are refunded to plan-level participants upon exit

Participant Bond Amount Deposit Premiums Paid Total Refund

Resultant 
Cumulative BP 
Obligations

Cumulative 
Resultant BP 
Account Total

Resultant Unobligated 
Amount (Capacity)

Custom Details $24,364.00 $12,217.11 $20,801.51 $27,818.24 $3,093,913.16 $4,014,133.36 $920,220.20
New Gold Nevada $727,087.00 $415,856.34 $332,213.99 $665,016.83 $2,366,826.16 $3,349,116.53 $982,290.37
So. NV Liteweight $430,088.00 $233,171.91 $263,079.88 $430,481.82 $1,936,738.16 $2,918,634.71 $981,896.55
TNT Ventures $78,161.00 $39,615.03 $44,461.80 $72,961.38 $1,858,577.16 $2,845,673.33 $987,096.17
Dun Glen Mining $373,981.00 $200,648.22 $143,800.64 $308,498.70 $1,484,596.16 $2,537,174.63 $1,052,578.47

Conclusion
Because the total refund amount < bond amount, the BP capacity increases by that difference
If all plan-level particpants exited:
Under 50% refund scenario, BP capacity would increase by $330k
Under 75% refund scenario, BP capacity would increase by $130k



BP premium analysis.xlsx Premium Refund With XYZ Mining

Bond Pool Premium Refund Analysis
Assumptions - BP account as of 10/31/18, no change to Premium rate of 3%
New participant (XYZ Mining) with $750,000 bond exits  after 1 year

Scenario if 50% of premiums paid are refunded to plan-level participants upon exit

Participant Bond Amount Deposit Premiums Paid Total Refund

Resultant 
Cumulative BP 
Obligations

Cumulative 
Resultant BP 
Account Total

Resultant Unobligated 
Amount (Capacity)

Custom Details $24,364.00 $12,217.11 $20,801.51 $22,617.87 $3,843,913.16 $4,515,738.42 $671,825.25
New Gold Nevada $727,087.00 $415,856.34 $332,213.99 $581,963.34 $3,116,826.16 $3,933,775.08 $816,948.92
So. NV Liteweight $430,088.00 $233,171.91 $263,079.88 $364,711.85 $2,686,738.16 $3,569,063.23 $882,325.07
TNT Ventures $78,161.00 $39,615.03 $44,461.80 $61,845.93 $2,608,577.16 $3,507,217.30 $898,640.14
Dun Glen Mining $373,981.00 $200,648.22 $143,800.64 $272,548.54 $2,234,596.16 $3,234,668.76 $1,000,072.60
XYZ Mining $750,000.00 $430,685.62 $65,719.06 $463,545.15 $1,484,596.16 $2,771,123.61 $1,286,527.45

Scenario if 75% of premiums paid are refunded to plan-level participants upon exit

Participant Bond Amount Deposit Premiums Paid Total Refund

Resultant 
Cumulative BP 
Obligations

Cumulative 
Resultant BP 
Account Total

Resultant Unobligated 
Amount (Capacity)

Custom Details $24,364.00 $12,217.11 $20,801.51 $27,818.24 $3,843,913.16 $4,515,738.42 $671,825.25
New Gold Nevada $727,087.00 $415,856.34 $332,213.99 $665,016.83 $3,116,826.16 $3,850,721.58 $733,895.42
So. NV Liteweight $430,088.00 $233,171.91 $263,079.88 $430,481.82 $2,686,738.16 $3,420,239.76 $733,501.60
TNT Ventures $78,161.00 $39,615.03 $44,461.80 $72,961.38 $2,608,577.16 $3,347,278.38 $738,701.22
Dun Glen Mining $373,981.00 $200,648.22 $143,800.64 $308,498.70 $2,234,596.16 $3,038,779.68 $804,183.52
XYZ Mining $750,000.00 $430,685.62 $65,719.06 $479,974.92 $1,484,596.16 $2,558,804.77 $1,074,208.61

Conclusion - Because the refund amount < bond amount, the BP capacity increases by that difference
If all plan-level particpants exited:
Under 50% refund scenario, BP capacity would increase by $612k
Under 75% refund scenario, BP capacity would increase by $400k



From Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) Chapter 519A 

DUTIES OF DIVISION OF MINERALS 

General Provisions 

     NAC 519A.510  Definitions. (NRS 513.063, 519A.250, 519A.290)  As used in NAC 
519A.510 to 519A.635, inclusive, unless the context otherwise requires, the words and terms 
defined in NAC 519A.512 to 519A.555, inclusive, have the meanings ascribed to them in those 
sections. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A 3-4-92; A by Comm’n on Mineral 
Resources by R069-99, 8-19-99; R066-02, 8-23-2002) 

     NAC 519A.512  “Administrator” defined. (NRS 519A.250, 519A.290)  “Administrator” 
means the Administrator of the Division. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) — (Substituted in revision for NAC 
519A.530) 

     NAC 519A.515  “Bond pool” defined. (NRS 519A.290)  “Bond pool” means the program 
for the pooling of reclamation performance bonds that collects, holds and distributes money paid 
to the pool by its participants to assist those participants to comply with: 
     1.  The bonding and surety requirements of chapter 519A of NRS; 
     2.  The requirements for financial guarantees set forth in the regulations adopted pursuant to 
43 U.S.C. § 1740; or 
     3.  The bonding requirements imposed pursuant to an ordinance adopted by a county in this 
State. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-97) 

     NAC 519A.520  “Commission” defined. (NRS 519A.290)  “Commission” means the 
Commission on Mineral Resources. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.525  “Division” defined. (NRS 519A.250, 519A.290)  “Division” means the 
Division of Minerals of the Commission on Mineral Resources. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.535  “Exploration project” defined. (NRS 519A.250, 519A.290)  
“Exploration project” means all activities conducted in this State by a person on or beneath the 
surface of land for the purpose of, or in connection with, determining the presence, location, 
extent, depth or grade of any mineral, which affects the surface. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A 3-4-92) 

     NAC 519A.540  “Mining operation” defined. (NRS 519A.250, 519A.290)  “Mining 
operation” means all activities conducted in this State by a person on or beneath the surface of 
land for the purpose of, or in connection with, the development or extraction of any mineral. The 
term does not include an aggregate or sand pit. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A 3-4-92) 
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     NAC 519A.545  “Operator” defined. (NRS 519A.250, 519A.290)  “Operator” means 
any person who owns, controls or manages an exploration project or a mining operation. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.550  “Participant” defined. (NRS 519A.290)  “Participant” means an 
operator who has paid money to the bond pool to cover his or her bonded liability and who is in 
good standing in the bond pool. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.552  “Plan” defined. (NRS 513.063, 519A.250, 519A.290)  “Plan” means a 
plan of operation filed with and approved by the United States Bureau of Land Management or 
the United States Forest Service. 
     (Added to NAC by Comm’n on Mineral Resources by R066-02, eff. 8-23-2002) 

     NAC 519A.555  “Responsible regulatory authority” defined. (NRS 519A.290)  
“Responsible regulatory authority” means the governmental agency that has authority to require, 
modify, release or require forfeiture of a reclamation performance bond for a mining operation or 
an exploration project. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

Program for the Pooling of Reclamation Performance Bonds 

     NAC 519A.570  Administration by Division; application for participation. (NRS 
519A.290) 
     1.  The Division will administer the bond pool. 
     2.  A person who wishes to participate in the bond pool must complete an application on a 
form provided by the Division. 
     3.  The application to participate in the bond pool must include a statement by the applicant 
and documentation that: 
     (a) Indicates whether the applicant has ever forfeited a bond or surety held for the 
reclamation of mined land and, if so, the location of the operation for which the bond or surety 
was forfeited and the circumstances of the forfeiture. 
     (b) Lists the location, scale and any other pertinent details of the previous mining or 
exploration activities of the applicant that required reclamation performance bonding during the 
preceding 10 years. 
     (c) Shows the structure of the business organization and the financial status of the applicant 
at the time of application. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 4, the documentation must 
include: 
          (1) An organizational chart naming any parent company; 
          (2) Current and long-term assets; 
          (3) Current and long-term liabilities; 
          (4) The net worth of the business organization; and 
          (5) Evidence that the financial statements have been reviewed by a certified public 
accountant and are a fair representation of the financial status of the applicant. 
     4.  The Administrator may waive the requirements of subparagraph (5) of paragraph (c) of 
subsection 3 for an applicant who: 
     (a) Applies for bond coverage of $10,000 or less; and 
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     (b) Submits to the Administrator a signed and notarized affidavit stating under penalty of 
perjury that the information provided by the applicant pursuant to subparagraphs (2), (3) and (4) 
of paragraph (c) of subsection 3 is true. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A 9-16-92; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-
97) 

     NAC 519A.575  Submission of information by applicant; prequalification of applicant. 
(NRS 519A.290) 
     1.  An applicant may submit any part of the information required by NAC 519A.570 before 
submitting the remaining required information. 
     2.  The Administrator or his or her designee may prequalify an applicant for participation in 
the bond pool, subject to receipt and final review of any materials required to complete the 
application. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.580  Notification of applicant; right to appeal denial of application. (NRS 
519A.290)  The Division will notify the applicant within 20 business days after receipt of an 
application that: 
     1.  The applicant has been accepted to participate in the bond pool subject to payment of the 
entry deposit and the first installment of the premium due the first year; 
     2.  The application is incomplete and identify what additional information is required; or 
     3.  The application has been denied and the reasons for the denial. An applicant may appeal 
this decision pursuant to NAC 519A.630. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.585  Establishment of amount of bond; amount of coverage by bond pool. 
(NRS 513.063, 519A.290) 
     1.  The responsible regulatory authority shall establish the amount of the reclamation 
performance bond. 
     2.  A participant is subject to a maximum bond amount for which the bond pool may be 
liable. The maximum amount may be reached by bonding more than a single mining operation or 
exploration project or a combination thereof. 
     3.  A participant may participate in the bond pool with greater bond coverage than is 
required by the responsible regulatory authority with the approval of the Administrator or a 
person designated by him or her. Any coverage in excess of the coverage required by the 
responsible regulatory authority must be identified and may not be used to cover reclamation 
costs in the event of the forfeiture by the participant. The Administrator or a person designated 
by the Administrator will include any such coverage in determining the amount of the deposit 
and premiums the participant is required to pay pursuant to NAC 519A.595. 
     4.  The maximum bond coverage for a participant who is the operator of one or more mining 
operations or exploration projects, or any combination thereof, is $3,000,000. 
     5.  A participant may request a change in his or her bond pool coverage. The Administrator 
or a person designated by the Administrator may require additional information before increasing 
the bond coverage of a participant. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A 3-4-92; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-
97; A by Comm’n on Mineral Resources by R066-02, 8-23-2002) 
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     NAC 519A.590  Indemnification of bond pool. (NRS 519A.290)  Before acceptance into 
the bond pool, the applicant must execute a general agreement of indemnity on a form provided 
by the Division. After acceptance into the bond pool, the applicant must indemnify and keep 
indemnified and save and hold harmless the bond pool against all loss, costs, expenses and 
attorney’s fees incurred by the bond pool as a result of his or her participation in the bond pool or 
forfeiture of any part of his or her bond. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.595  Payment of entry deposit and premiums. (NRS 513.063, 519A.290) 
     1.  Each participant must pay the entry deposit and premiums required by this section to 
maintain participation in the bond pool. 
     2.  If an operator becomes a participant before August 23, 2002, the participant must pay a 
deposit equal to 15 percent of his or her bond coverage at the time of entry into the bond pool. 
The amount of the deposit will be adjusted if the bond coverage provided by the pool increases 
or decreases solely because of a recalculation of the amount of the bond so the deposit is equal to 
15 percent of the bond coverage. If the bond coverage provided by the pool increases because the 
plan is amended, the deposit for the bond will be calculated in the manner provided in subsection 
3. The deposit and any addition to the original deposit must remain in the bond pool until the 
participant has been released by the responsible regulatory authority from further reclamation 
liability. The deposit will not be released in the event of a forfeiture. 
     3.  If an operator becomes a participant after August 23, 2002, the amount of the deposit for: 
     (a) A bond that is less than $10,000, is 100 percent of the amount of the bond; and 
     (b) A bond that is $10,000 or more, is a percentage of the amount of the bond calculated 
using the following formula: 
  
                                                3 
                                          _______ 
                                          299,000     (amount of bond - 10,000) +50 
  
     4.  Annual premiums, established as an equal percentage of each participant’s bond 
coverage, must be paid by the participant: 
     (a) In quarterly installments on or before March 31, June 30, September 30 and December 
31; or 
     (b) Annually in accordance with a schedule approved by the Administrator or a person 
designated by him or her. 
     5.  Upon entry to the bond pool, the participant must, based on the date of entry, pay a 
prorated amount of the first: 
     (a) Quarterly premium; or 
     (b) Annual premium, if the participant pays the premium in accordance with a schedule 
approved by the Administrator or a person designated by him or her pursuant to subsection 4. 
 After entry to the bond pool, the participant must pay the regular quarterly or annual amount 
on or before the date the premium is due. 
     6.  The annual premium will be calculated as follows: 
     (a) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph (b), for bonds that were issued before August 
23, 2002, the annual premium is 5 percent of the bond coverage of a participant. 
     (b) For bonds that are issued on or after August 23, 2002, or for bonds that have increased 
because the plan is amended, the annual premium: 
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          (1) Except as otherwise provided in subparagraph (3), for bonds whose total amount is 
less than $10,000, is 3 percent of the amount of the bonds. 
          (2) Except as otherwise provided in subparagraph (3), for bonds whose total amount is at 
least $10,000, is a percentage of the amount of the bond calculated using the following formula: 
  
                                             - 0.5 
                                          _______ 
                                          299,000     (amount of bond - 10,000) +10 
  
          (3) If the amount of the deposit and the premiums paid by a participant equal or exceed 
the amount of the bond, is 3 percent of the amount of the bond. For the purposes of this 
subparagraph, any late penalty paid by a participant will not be considered in determining the 
amount of the annual premium. 
     7.  Except as otherwise provided in NAC 519A.610 and 519A.615, the annual premium is 
nonrefundable. 
     8.  If a change occurs in the required premium as a percentage of the bond coverage of a 
participant, the Administrator or a person designated by him or her will notify the participant not 
less than 30 days before the due date of the next: 
     (a) Quarterly premium; or 
     (b) Annual premium, if the participant pays his or her premium in accordance with a 
schedule approved by the Administrator or a person designated by the Administrator pursuant to 
subsection 4. 
 The Administrator or a person designated by him or her will base any change in the 
percentage of the premium on the recommendation of an actuary who is approved by the 
Commissioner of Insurance to review the status of the bond pool. The findings of the actuary 
must show that a change in percentage allows the bond pool to remain self-sustaining under 
statistically expected forfeiture rates and forecasted administrative costs. 
     9.  The Administrator or a person designated by him or her will: 
     (a) Consult with the Risk Management Division of the Department of Administration to 
determine the availability and cost of obtaining insurance to insure against exposure to a risk that 
would cause the liability of the bond pool to exceed the amount of money in the bond pool. 
     (b) Consult with the Commission to determine whether to obtain such insurance. If the 
insurance is obtained, the Administrator or a person designated by him or her will establish a 
schedule for payment of the premiums for each participant based on the participant’s portion of 
the total liability of the bond pool. 
     (c) Notify each participant of the amount of the premium the participant owes not less than 
30 days before the premium is due. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-97; A by 
Comm’n on Mineral Resources by R066-02, 8-23-2002) 

     NAC 519A.600  Use of money held in bond pool; interest earned on money; transfer of 
administrative expenses. (NRS 519A.290) 
     1.  All money held in the bond pool must be used only for the purposes of the bond pool, 
including administrative expenses. 
     2.  All interest earned on money held in the bond pool must be added to the bond pool and 
be used solely for the purposes of the bond pool. Participants are not entitled to receive any 
interest on deposits or premiums paid into the pool. 
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     3.  Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, administrative expenses, calculated at a 
rate of 3 percent of the average total active bond amount held in the bond pool at the end of each 
of the 4 immediately preceding fiscal quarters, may be transferred annually from the bond pool 
to the Account for the Division of Minerals created pursuant to NRS 513.103. The amount 
transferred must be based on the actual administrative expenses incurred by the Division and 
may not exceed the amount resulting from the calculations made pursuant to this subsection. 
     4.  As used in this section, “total active bond amount” means the total amount of money held 
in the bond pool that has not been requested to be returned to a participant. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals by R108-13, 10-
24-2014) 

     NAC 519A.605  Failure to pay premiums: Penalty; termination of participation; 
liability of bond pool. (NRS 519A.290) 
     1.  If a participant fails to pay the premiums in the amount and by the time required by NAC 
519A.595, the participant shall pay a penalty of 5 percent of the amount of: 
     (a) His or her quarterly premium; or 
     (b) His or her annual premium, if the participant pays the premium annually in accordance 
with a schedule approved by the Administrator or a person designated by the Administrator 
pursuant to that section. 
     2.  If a participant fails to pay the quarterly or annual premium and the 5 percent penalty 
specified in subsection 1 within 30 calendar days after the date on which the premium is due, the 
Division will notify the participant that his or her participation in the bond pool will be 
terminated if full payment of the quarterly or annual premium and penalty is not received within 
70 calendar days after the date on which the premium was due. The notice will be sent to the 
participant and the responsible regulatory authority by certified mail, return receipt requested, at 
least 30 calendar days before any action concerning termination is taken by the Administrator or 
a person designated by the Administrator. 
     3.  If full payment of the quarterly or annual premium, including any penalty, is not received 
within 70 calendar days after the date on which it is due, the Division will send a notice to the 
responsible regulatory authority and the participant by certified mail, return receipt requested, 
that his or her participation in the bond pool is terminated. If a participant’s participation in the 
bond pool is terminated pursuant to this section, the Division will not return the deposit paid by 
participant pursuant to NAC 519A.595. 
     4.  The bond pool: 
     (a) Is liable for the coverage of the participant for reclamation of land that is disturbed until 
the date of termination. 
     (b) Is not liable for the reclamation of any land that is disturbed after the date of termination. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-97) 

     NAC 519A.610  Release of deposit and unused premium. (NRS 519A.290)  The 
Administrator or a person designated by the Administrator will request the State Treasurer to 
release the deposit of a participant and any unused premium paid by him or her, less any 
outstanding penalties or premiums, within 5 business days after receipt of written notification 
from the responsible regulatory authority that the participant: 
     1.  Has satisfied the requirement to reclaim land disturbed by a mining operation or 
exploration project and the bond may be released; or 
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     2.  Has obtained a surety which replaces the bond coverage of the participant by the bond 
pool. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-97) 

     NAC 519A.615  Partial release of deposit and unused premium. (NRS 519A.290)  The 
deposit of a participant and any unused premium paid by him or her may be partially released in 
the same manner described in NAC 519A.610 if the responsible regulatory authority notifies the 
Division that: 
     1.  The required amount of the bond has been reduced; or 
     2.  The participant has partially substituted another form of surety for a portion of the 
coverage provided by the bond pool. 
 The reduction in the amount of the deposit required is the same percentage as the percentage 
decrease in the coverage provided by the bond pool. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-97) 

     NAC 519A.620  Forfeiture of bond: Action by Administrator; liability and exoneration 
of bond pool. (NRS 519A.290) 
     1.  Upon notification from the responsible regulatory authority that a participant has failed to 
complete the required reclamation and that the responsible regulatory authority, in accordance 
with all applicable laws and regulations, requires forfeiture of the bond, the Administrator will: 
     (a) Immediately notify the participant that his or her participation in the bond pool is 
terminated and his or her deposit will not be returned; and 
     (b) Request that the State Treasurer transfer to the responsible regulatory authority an amount 
of money from the bond pool determined by the Administrator or his or her designee to be equal 
to the estimated cost of reclamation less any other bonds or surety held in favor of the State of 
Nevada or the United States relating to the mining operation or exploration project of the 
participant to which the forfeiture applies. 
     2.  The maximum liability of the bond pool is the coverage provided to the participant 
relating to the mining operation or exploration project of the participant at the time of the 
forfeiture. 
     3.  If the responsible regulatory authority exonerates the participant from any portion of 
bonded liability, the bond pool is exonerated of an equal amount of bonded liability. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 

     NAC 519A.625  Forfeiture of bond: Action against participant or former participant. 
(NRS 519A.290)  In the event of a forfeiture by a participant or a former participant whose 
participation in the bond pool is terminated pursuant to NAC 519A.605, the Administrator or a 
person designated by the Administrator will immediately notify the Attorney General and request 
that action be taken against the participant or former participant in the name of the State of 
Nevada in any court of competent jurisdiction to recover the full costs incurred by the bond pool 
as a result of the forfeiture. Any money recovered must be deposited in the bond pool and used 
for the general purposes of the bond pool. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90; A by Div. of Minerals, 11-14-97) 

     NAC 519A.630  Appeal of denial or termination of participation in bond pool. (NRS 
519A.290) 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-519A.html#NRS519ASec290
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-519A.html#NAC519ASec610
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-519A.html#NRS519ASec290
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-519A.html#NRS519ASec290
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NAC/NAC-519A.html#NAC519ASec605
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-519A.html#NRS519ASec290
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-519A.html#NRS519ASec290


     1.  Any person who is denied participation in the bond pool pursuant to NAC 519A.580 or 
whose participation in the bond pool is terminated pursuant to NAC 519A.620 may appeal the 
denial or termination. 
     2.  Written notice of the appeal must be received by hand delivery or certified mail, return 
receipt requested, by the Division within 20 calendar days after receipt of the notice of denial or 
termination. 
     3.  The appeal must state the grounds for the appeal of the denial or termination. 
     4.  Within 30 calendar days after receipt of a notice of appeal, the Division will send a notice 
of the hearing to the person appealing the denial or termination. The notice will include the time, 
place and nature of the hearing, the legal authority and jurisdiction under which the hearing is to 
be held, and a statement of the matters asserted. 
     5.  The hearing will be held before a panel composed of: 
     (a) The Administrator who is the chair of the panel and hearing officer; 
     (b) A member of the Commission who is designated by the Chair of the Commission; and 
     (c) A representative of the current participants in the bond pool who is selected by the Chair 
of the Commission and the Administrator. 
     6.  The person appealing the denial or termination may present evidence and has the burden 
of proving that the denial or termination should be modified or reversed. 
     7.  The panel shall render a written decision which must be served personally or by certified 
mail upon the person appealing the denial or termination. The decision of the panel is a final 
decision for the purposes of judicial review. 
     (Added to NAC by Dep’t of Minerals, eff. 10-9-90) 
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III. A  Release of Commission‐funded 

report entitled “Opportunities for Precious  
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Home » Community Services Department » Planning » Lands Bill 

Washoe County Economic 
Development and Conservation 
Act

Bill Language
Overview: YouTube / WCTV

Draft Language

House Report No. 101-405

Economic Development
Public Meeting: YouTube / WCTV

PowerPoint from Meeting: Download

Economic Development Disposal Map

Gerlach Economic Development Boundary map

Transfer Use List

Letter on Incline Village General Improvement District Request

Federal Land Sale and Exchange Fact Sheet

Economic Disposal Boundary Constraints Map

Conservation
Public Meeting: YouTube / WCTV

PowerPoint from Meeting: Download

Countywide Conservation Map

Conservation Fact Sheet 

Explanation of the Designations

Sheldon Contiguous WSA Map

Massacre Rim WSA Map
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Wall Canyon WSA Map

Buffalo Hills WSA Map

Buffalo Hills Wilderness Map

Poodle Mountain WSA Map

Twin Peaks & Five Springs WSA Map

Dry Valley Rim & Skedaddle WSA Map

Fox Range WSA Map

Granite Banjo Wilderness Map

Burro Mountain Wilderness Map

Additional Supporting Information

Water and Population Projections

Washoe County and its citizens are feeling the growing pains associated with the economic 

growth that has occurred in Washoe County.  The steady growth that we have seen is 

impacting available housing, and infrastructure needs are projected to continue with a 

potential population increase of 100,000 residents by 2030.  The benefit of the bill is to help 

support and give options for sustained growth while also maintaining the lifestyle that draws 

and keeps so many people in our beautiful region.  The Washoe County Economic 

Development and Conservation Act (Lands Bill) offers solutions by authorizing:

• land conveyances for public purposes;

• land sales and land exchanges within the disposal boundary for potential development

• the designation of areas as Wilderness Areas

• the designation of areas as National Conservation Areas

• the designation release of Wilderness Study Areas

Benefits to Washoe County:

Eighty-three percent (83%) of Washoe County is owned by the Federal Government.  This slows 

our ability to grow and does not allow local government to determine where land is sold and 

limits our role in where developments occur.  This Lands Bill gives the local governments a say 

in where land is sold and developed to ensure it is sustainable and supportable growth.

Land conveyances and sales proposed in this Bill will bring increased economic 

development to the County, by:
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1.  Directing where growth will occur in our region.

• Increased private ownership will lead to:

• increased economic development in the County,

• encouraging growth to occur where it can be supported

•     sales will occur in a more reasonable amount of time

2.  Sale proceeds for the lands within the disposal boundary are:

• 10% of land sale proceeds will be paid directly to the County.

• 5% of land sale proceeds will be paid to the State of Nevada for education.

• 85% of land sale proceeds will stay in Nevada BLM as opposed to being sent to Washington 

DC which will be used for: 

• land exchange facilitation,

• drought mitigation,

• wildfire prevention,

• sage grouse restoration and

• other conservation efforts now and in the future

3.  Authorizing conveyance of other lands identified by the legislation to the following bodies;

• Washoe County

• City of Reno/ Reno City Land Trust

• City of Sparks

• Incline Village General Improvement District

• Nevada Department of Wildlife

• Regional Transportation Commission

• Sun Valley General Improvement District

• Truckee Meadows Water Authority

• Truckee Meadows Water Reclamation Facility

• Truckee River Flood Management Authority

• University of Nevada, Reno

• Washoe County School District

Conservation Designations:
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Washoe County had determined that there was a strong desire from many to address 

Wilderness Study Areas, these designation were made to be temporary.  They were created 

with the intent that they would be reviewed to determine which meet the requirements to 

become wilderness and which did not.  However it takes an act of Congress to change those 

designations, so Washoe County looked at each individual wilderness study area and those 

requested to be wilderness to ensure that each area was qualified, appropriate, responsible 

and manageable. 

Qualified:
There was a strong desire to ensure that any areas nominated to become wilderness met the 

requirements laid out in the 1964 Wilderness Act and as used by BLM.  If an area did not meet 

the requirements, it should not be managed as Wilderness. 

Appropriate:

The area needed to be appropriate; this means that the areas were looked at individually to 

see if the designation being proposed was best for the area and the management of the land 

today and in the future.  For this we looked at things like sage grouse habitat, resistant and 

resilience qualities as well as fire management or fire rehabilitation that is occurring or needs 

to occur due to recent fires.

Responsible:

Is the designation responsible, are we ensuring people who make a living on these lands can 

continue to do so?  Those who use these lands for recreation, will they still be able to do so?  

Use and access to our public lands is very important for the management of the environment 

to the quality of life that many in our region love and that brings visitors here.

Manageable:

Lastly manageable, there was much time taken on this point, it defeats the purpose of any 

designation if the boundaries or language make it so that the land cannot be managed as 

outlined.  For this we worked with those who are familiar with the area, those impacted in the 

area, the resource agencies and those who manage the area for the different purposes.  This 

was to ensure that the boundaries as well as the language can be managed and used for the 

purposes intended in the legislation.
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Washoe County is confident that the areas recommended in this legislation are all qualified, 

appropriate, responsible, and manageable. 

• The legislation will designate 175,063 acres of Wilderness under the 1964 Wilderness Act.

• The legislation will designate 83,570 acres to a National Conservation Area

• The legislation will also release 364,734 acres of BLM wilderness study areas.

• Wilderness Study Areas are permanent until Congress acts through legislation (in this case, 

through the Lands Bill).

• Wilderness study areas can be much more restrictive than designated Wilderness.

• Under the Bill, grazing within designated Wilderness Areas is protected under the law.

• Grazing is not protected under wilderness study status, but through the legislation is 

protected in wilderness and national conservation areas

• Hunting and other recreational activities are allowed to continue

• Motorized vehicle use is only permitted on marked roads in Wilderness Areas

Please share thoughts about the proposed bill at Open Washoe

Washoe County held the first public meetings on November 2, 2016.  After receiving much input 

additional meetings were held on April 24, 2018 and April 26, 2018.  The 2018 meetings were live 

streamed with access to those videos above. 

If you have questions or comments please reach out to the Washoe County Management 

Analyst for Government Affairs Ms. Jamie Rodriguez, you can reach her by email at 

JARodriguez@washoecounty.us or by phone at (775) 328-2010.
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Conservation Fact Sheet 
Washoe County Lands Bill 

 
The Washoe County Economic Development and Conservation Act would: 

 
• Designate 7 areas as wilderness totaling 175,063 acres. These wilderness areas would be 

managed under the provisions in the 1964 Wilderness Act, as outlined in the legislation. 
• Designate 3 areas as National Conservation Areas totaling 83,570 acres.  These areas would be 

managed by the Bureau of Land Management in accordance with the bill language. 

• Release 364,734 acres of BLM wilderness study areas for multi-use without designation. This 
would include all of the Wall Canyon, Fox Range and Pole Creek Wilderness Study Areas. The 
portions of Selenite, Skedaddle and Five Springs Wilderness Study Areas that are in Washoe 
County.  Some of the Sheldon Contiguous, Massacre Rim, Buffalo Hills, Poodle Mountain, 
Twin Peaks and Dry Valley Rim Wilderness Study Areas. 

• The wilderness language in the draft bill is the same as has been used in all other successful 
Nevada public land legislative efforts. 
 

Wilderness Areas 
Macy 744 Acres 
Bitner 21,859 Acres 
Buffalo Hills 57,310 Acres 
Twin Peaks 41,093 Acres 
Burro Mountain 5,021 Acres 
Dry Valley Rim 27,256 Acres 
Granite Banjo 21,780 Acres 

 
• Without legislation all 585,996 acres of the twelve Wilderness Study Areas, or portions within 

Washoe County will remain and be managed as wilderness study areas.  
• Wilderness Study Areas were created to be studied to determine if they meet the requirements of 

Wilderness designations.  The Bureau of Land Management did the study which was published 
in 1991, however no federal legislation has been brought forward to make those appropriate 
changes. 

• This legislative effort allows Washoe County to settle the issues of Wilderness Study Areas once 
and for all. 

• The BLM cannot change the designation of Wilderness Study Areas nor can they “release” 
any portion of a Wilderness Study Area. The only way such designations can change is 
through an act of Congress.  This bill allows those changes to occur. 

• Once the 364,734 acres of wilderness study areas have been released as a result of this 
legislation, they would be available for multi-use the same as the surrounding BLM 
lands. 

 

National Conservation Areas 
Buffalo Hills 22,908 Acres 
Poodle Mountain 37,572 Acres 
Dry Valley Rim 23,090 Acres 
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The guidelines and policies for grazing in wilderness are as follows: 
1. There shall be no curtailments of grazing in wilderness areas simply because an area is, or has 

been designated as wilderness, nor should wilderness designations be used an excuse by 
administrators to slowly "phase out" grazing. Any adjustments in the numbers of livestock 
permitted to graze in wilderness areas should be made as a result of revisions in the normal 
grazing and land management planning and policy setting process, giving consideration to legal 
mandates, range condition, and the protection of the range resource from deterioration.  
 

2. The maintenance of supporting facilities, existing in an area prior to its classification as 
wilderness (including fences, line cabins, water wells and lines, stock tanks, etc.), is permissible 
in wilderness. Where practical alternatives do not exist, maintenance or other activities may be 
accomplished through the occasional use of motorized equipment. This may include, for 
example, the use of backhoes to maintain stock ponds, pickup trucks for major fence repairs, or 
specialized equipment to repair stock watering facilities. Such occasional use of motorized 
equipment should be expressly authorized in the grazing permits for the area involved. The use of 
motorized equipment should be based on a rule of practical necessity and reasonableness. 

 
3. The construction or new improvements or replacement of deteriorated facilities in wilderness is 

permissible if in accordance with these guidelines and management plans governing the area 
involved. However, the construction of new improvements should be primarily for the purpose of 
resource protection and the more effective management of these resources rather than to 
accommodate increased numbers of livestock. 

 
4. The use of motorized equipment for emergency purposes such as rescuing injured persons, sick 

animals or the placement of feed in emergency situations is permissible. This privilege is to be 
exercised only in true emergencies, and should not be abused by permittees. 

 
In summary, grazing management in wilderness should be that activities or facilities established prior 
to the date of an area's designation as wilderness will remain in place and may be replaced when 
necessary for the permittee to properly administer the grazing program. Meaning, if livestock grazing 
activities and facilities were established in an area at the time Congress determined that the area was 
suitable for wilderness and placed the specific area in the wilderness system, they will be allowed to 
continue. With respect to areas designated as wilderness prior to the date of this Act, these guidelines 
shall not be considered as a direction to reestablish uses where such uses have been discontinued. 
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Questions and Answers 
 
How will these areas be managed for grazing? 

 
Under the Bill, grazing within designated Wilderness Areas where established prior to the passage of the 
Washoe County bill shall continue to be permitted. Further, the legislation gives direction to the BLM 
on how grazing will be managed. These are called the Congressional Grazing Guidelines and they are 
cited in the legislation as House Report No. 101-405.  

 
Can changes still be made to the Wilderness boundaries? 

 
Yes, there is still an opportunity for ranchers and other stakeholders to help adjust boundaries to ensure 
access, even after the bill has been introduced.  

 
What about wildfire and invasive weeds in Wilderness? 

 
The legislation says: “Wildfire, Insect, and Disease Management.—In accordance with section 4(d)(1) of 
the Wilderness Act, the Secretary may take such measures in the wilderness areas as are necessary for the 
control of fire, insects, and diseases (including, as the Secretary determines to be appropriate, the 
coordination of the activities with a State or local agency).” 

 
Will I still be able to hunt in Wilderness? 

 
The legislation says: “In accordance with section 4(d)(7) of the Wilderness Act, nothing in this Act affects 
or diminishes the jurisdiction of the State with respect to fish and wildlife management, including the 
regulation of hunting, fishing, and trapping, in the wilderness areas. In furtherance of the purposes and 
principles of the Wilderness Act, the Secretary may conduct any management activities in the wilderness 
areas that are necessary to maintain or restore fish and wildlife populations and the habitats to support the 
populations…” Many hunters believe that their highest quality hunting experiences take place in 
wilderness. 

 
What if I have a mining claim or lease in an area that is designated for Wilderness? 
 
Once areas are designated as wilderness, they are subject to valid existing rights but the remainder of the 
area will be withdrawn from mineral leasing laws. 
 

Why are there areas being considered that are not wilderness study areas? 
 
There are 2 areas in the Washoe County proposal that are not currently Wilderness Study Areas, those are 
Burro Mountain and Granite-Banjo.  These areas have both been designated as “Lands with Wilderness 
Characteristics”.  This means that the areas do meet the qualification for wilderness and we felt it was 
appropriate and responsible to recommend the designation of Wilderness. 
 
Can areas that aren’t wilderness study areas be designated as Wilderness? 

 
Yes, there are several examples of this in Nevada including in Clark County (Wee Thump Joshua Tree 
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Wilderness), Lincoln County (Big Rocks Wilderness), White Pine County (Becky Peak and Bristlecone 
Wilderness) and Lyon County (Wovoka Wilderness). Congress is the only entity that can make a 
qualitative and factual determination of what should and should not be designated as Wilderness.  

 
Some of the areas proposed for Wilderness were recommended “non-suitable” by the BLM. Why are 
they being considered for Wilderness? 

 
The BLM made their wilderness suitability recommendations in 1991 as part of the Wilderness 
Recommendations Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These recommendations are over 30 
years old and many things have changed since they were made. The current Washoe County legislative 
process gives everyone a chance to re-look at the issues and the original WSA boundaries. When BLM 
made their recommendations it was a onetime shot and those recommendations cannot be changed by 
the BLM. Only Congress can designate or release areas from wilderness study area status. 

  

There is often confusion on “non-suitable” recommendations. As a part of the EIS effort in the 1991 
Record of Decision by BLM, looked at all the wilderness study areas and weighed their wilderness 
values against other resource values and made recommendations on which wilderness study areas or 
portions of the wilderness study areas should be recommended to Congress as “suitable or non-suitable” 
for Wilderness designation. Some of these areas meet the requirements for Wilderness; however there 
were management concerns that lead them to ultimately designate the area as “non-suitable”.  However, 
much time has gone by, and due to land transfers and acquisitions many of those management concerns 
have been alleviated and therefore changes to the final maps from Washoe County have reflected those 
changes.  
 
During the process sponsored by Washoe County Commission over the period of time from 2015-2018, 
conservation was a topic that we wanted to include. After a many meetings and field trips, Washoe County 
has proposed that 7 areas ( Macy, Bitner, Buffalo Hills, Twin Peaks, Burro Mountain, Dry Valley Rim 
and Granite Banjo) equaling 173,783 acres to be considered for wilderness. The compromise was to 
release of 3 Wilderness Study Areas (Wall Canyon, Fox Range and Pole Creek) and well as large portions 
of 5 Wilderness Study Areas (Sheldon Contiguous, Massacre Rim, Buffalo Hills, Poodle Mountain, 
Twin Peaks and Dry Valley Rim) as well as the small portions of 3 Wilderness Study Areas in Washoe 
County that primarily exist in California and Pershing County (Selenite Mountain, Skedaddle and Five 
Springs). The creation of National Conservation Areas was determined for Buffalo Hills, Poodle 
Mountain and Dry Valley Rim because they do not meet the qualifications and requirements to be 
wilderness but do rise to the need of a higher standard of protection than a full release to multi-use 
would offer.  
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CLARK COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS  
RESOLUTION URGING THE NEVADA DELEGATION TO ADVANCE FEDERAL 

LEGISLATION THAT WOULD EXPAND CONSERVATION OF PUBLIC LANDS AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN CLARK COUNTY 

 

WHEREAS, Clark County is comprised of approximately 5.12 million acres of land; and 

WHEREAS, 2.9 million acres (57%) of the land in Clark County is administered by the 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM); and 

WHEREAS, Clark County works well with the BLM and local needs related to 

conservation and economic development can generally be met through administrative channels 

that do not necessitate federal legislative action; and   

WHEREAS, at times the opportunities envisioned by Clark County and local government 

agencies for expanded conservation of public lands and economic development can best be 

achieved through federal legislation; and 

WHEREAS, Clark County has a proud and robust history of complying with the 

Endangered Species Act and has completed more than 500 conservation projects benefitting 

private and public land totaling more than $123 million to minimize and mitigate the unintended 

negative impacts of development on native species, which has resulted in unprecedented 

conservation outcomes in the Mojave Desert; and 

WHERAS, Clark County wishes to continue this regional approach to habitat 

conservation planning; and   

WHEREAS, Clark County has a strong track record of supporting and championing 

federal lands legislation that balances economic development opportunities with additional 

preservation and conservation of public lands. 
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Commissioners of Clark 

County, Nevada, that we call upon the Nevada Congressional Delegation to advance federal 

legislation that achieves the following principles: 

1. Designate the portion of Mt. Stirling Wilderness Study Area in Clark County as a 
Wilderness Area; designate additional wilderness contiguous with the existing Muddy 
Mountains, South McCullough, Eldorado and Ireteba Peaks Wilderness Areas; and    

 
2. Designate additional Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and amend the 

Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for mitigation 
credit; prioritize management of the additional ACECs for protection and conservation of 
species listed in the MSHCP or its amendment; increase permitted development in the 
endangered species take permit on an acre for acre basis; and extend the term of the 
endangered species permit; and 

 
3. Revise the boundary of the Ivanpah Area of Critical Environmental Concern in order to 

extend a critical tortoise connectivity corridor between Ivanpah Valley, CA and Paiute 
Eldorado, NV and decrease potential conflicts with necessary infrastructure for a future 
supplemental airport; and  

 
4. Designate additional BLM disposal areas throughout Clark County to meet the needs of 

economic development and infrastructure; remove the West Valley Disposal Area from 
the BLM’s 1998 resource management plan; and  

 
5. Authorize the County to use a concession approach for the development and management 

of the Southwest Ridge Recreation Area acquired in 2002; and  
 

6. Make minor adjustments to the Red Rock National Conservation Area boundary and 
Rainbow Gardens ACEC to exclude critical flood control infrastructure; and  

 
7. Transfer BLM Recreation & Public Purpose leased lands, rights-of-ways, and land 

contracts on which permanent public infrastructure has been built to local units of 
government and authorize the transfer of current and future reservations; and   

 
8. Convey federal land to the Moapa Band of Paiutes to restore lands that were once part of 

its Reservation for economic development, housing, and conservation; and  
 

9. Convey federal land to the Moapa Valley Water District for critical water infrastructure 
projects for rural northeast areas of Clark County; and    

 
10. Convey U.S. Forest Service land known as “Camp Lee Canyon” to Clark County in 

exchange for the portion of Lee Meadows owned by Clark County; and 
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11. Convey federal land to Clark County for a Mt. Charleston public safety complex for joint 
state and local government emergency response facilities; and  
 

12. Authorize the collection of a public safety fee at Red Rock National Conservation Area 
and transmit the revenues generated from the fee to Clark County to offset police and fire 
emergency response costs; and    
 

13. Directs the Secretary of the Interior to grant right-of-way for the Eastern Nevada 
Transmission Project to the Southern Nevada Water Authority, in perpetuity and without 
rental, as critical power supply infrastructure for southern Nevada; and  
 

14. Directs the Secretary of the Interior to complete the remaining six erosion control 
structures (weirs) on the lower Las Vegas Wash within the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area within the next 8 years, to protect upstream infrastructure and residential 
community; and  
 

15. Transfer of the Recreation & Public Purpose lease lands associated with the Jean State 
Prison from the BLM to Clark County and direct the Secretary to allow the County to buy 
out the reversionary interest.   
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED a copy of this resolution be mailed to the Nevada 

Delegation. 

 PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Clark County Commission, Nevada, on 

this __________ DAY OF ______________, 2018. 

 

 
_____________________________________  
STEVE SISOLAK, CHAIRMAN                              
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS            
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA                                   
 
 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
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_____________________________________ 
LYNN GOYA, COUNTY CLERK 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 INTRODUCTION 
The United States (US) Department of the Interior (DOI), Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Carson City District (CCD) has prepared this draft 
resource management plan (RMP) and environmental impact statement (EIS) for 
managing public lands administered by the CCD. This document provides:  

• Consolidated direction for managing public lands under the 
jurisdiction of the CCD 

• An analysis of the environmental effects that could result from the 
implementation of the alternatives addressed in the RMP  

This RMP will replace the 2001 Carson City District Consolidated RMP (BLM 
2001c), including amendments. 

ES.2 PLANNING AND DECISION AREA 
The CCD RMP/EIS planning area is composed of approximately 9 million acres 
of public and private lands in Carson City, Churchill, Douglas, Lyon, Mineral, 
Nye, Storey, and Washoe Counties in western Nevada, and portions of Alpine, 
Lassen, and Plumas Counties in eastern California. The BLM administers nearly 
half (4.8 million acres) of the land in the planning area. The remaining area is 
composed of US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (Forest Service), 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
Department of Defense (DOD), State of Nevada, State of California, and private 
lands as well as tribal lands governed by sovereign Native American tribes in 
consultation with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). See Figure ES-1, Carson 
City District RMP Planning Area, and Table ES-1, Land Status within the 
Carson City District RMP Planning Area.  
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Table ES-1 
Land Status within the Carson City District RMP 

Planning Area 

Agency Acres 
Bureau of Land Management 4,803,300 
Forest Service (Nevada and California) 866,900 
Bureau of Reclamation  304,000 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 653,900 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 103,900 
Department of Defense 360,100 
State of Nevada (including Nevada 
Department of Wildlife) 

24,200 

State of California 2,300 
Private 1,507,900 
Other (local, regional, water bodies) 312,600 
Total 8,939,100 
Source: BLM GIS 2014a  

 
Management direction and actions provided in the RMP apply only to the 
decision area, which includes BLM-administered surface lands in the planning 
area and federal mineral estate lying beneath other surface ownership but 
administered by the BLM (split estate). A split estate can be either federal 
surface overlying private minerals or private surface overlying federal minerals. 
When it comes to BLM-administered surface and private minerals, the BLM has 
limited authority relating to public access for mineral exploration and 
development. On split estates where the surface is managed by another federal 
agency, the surface-managing agency establishes the mineral leasing 
requirements, which the BLM subsequently adopts.  

ES.3 AUTHORITIES 
The RMP is being prepared in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 US Code [USC] 1701 et seq.), BLM 
Planning Regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1601-1610), and 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, H-1601-1 (BLM 2005a). This RMP provides 
planning-level guidance for the management of resources and designation of uses 
on BLM-administered lands. The RMP was developed in coordination with 
federal, state, and local governments, Native American tribes, and interested 
members of the public. Rather than providing entirely new management 
direction, this RMP carries forward existing management strategies where 
appropriate, while incorporating updated information and regulatory guidance 
made available since the adoption of the previous RMP. New management 
direction in the RMP also addresses land use issues and conflicts that have 
emerged since the previous RMP and RMP amendments were adopted.  

The EIS incorporated as part of this document meets the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations for implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), the BLM’s 
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Land Use Planning Handbook, H-1601-1 (BLM 2005a), and the requirements of 
BLM NEPA Handbook, H-1790-1 (BLM 2008a). 

ES.4 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
According to the FLPMA, the BLM shall “develop, maintain, and, when 
appropriate, revise land use plans” (43 USC 1712 [a]). Accordingly, the purpose 
of this RMP is to ensure that BLM-administered lands in the planning area are 
managed in accordance with the multiple use and sustained yield principles 
mandated by the FLPMA. With the support of new data, this RMP provides 
planning-level management strategies that are expressed in the form of goals, 
objectives, allowable uses, and management actions necessary to achieve the 
preferred conditions for resources and resource uses. The need for the RMP is 
to address policies and resource issues that have arisen since the adoption of 
the previous RMP and amendments. Major issues prompting the need for this 
RMP include the following:  

• Management of energy resources, including renewable resources 
such as geothermal, wind, and solar 

• Management of resources for which there is a high demand but 
limited supply, such as water or fish and wildlife 

• Management for the protection of sensitive resources, such as 
cultural or paleontological artifacts 

• Management of increased conflicts between competing resource 
values and land uses, particularly as a result of increased off-highway 
vehicle (OHV) use 

• Management of the urban interface in light of expanding urban areas 
throughout the planning area 

The BLM prepared this document using a collaborative planning process that 
included an interdisciplinary approach for fulfilling the need for new planning 
data. The BLM prepared the following plans, studies, and reports to support this 
RMP: 

• CCD RMP/EIS Preparation Plan (March 2012) 

• CCD RMP/EIS Collaboration and Communication Plan (May 2012) 

• Scoping Summary Report (December 2012) 

• Travel Management Workshop Report (January 2013) 

• Socioeconomic Baseline Report (January 2013) 

• Socioeconomic Report and Addendum (February 2013) 

• Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Report (February 2013) 

• Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Report (March 2013) 
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• Analysis of the Management Situation (April 2013) 

• Mineral Potential Report (June 2013) 

• Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario for Solar, 
Wind, and Biomass Report (June 2013) 

• Air Analysis Framework Report (June 2013) 

• Ethnographic Report (December 2013) 

• Cultural Overview/Synthesis Report (draft; April 2014)  

• Lands with Wilderness Characteristics Report (July 2014) 

As new policy requirements, planning issues, and scientific information emerge 
over time, the BLM may review the RMP and consider the need for updated 
management prescriptions and resource allocations. Per 43 CFR 1610.4-9, the 
BLM is required to monitor and evaluate land use plans (LUPs) such as RMPs to 
determine if LUP decisions remain relevant, remain effective, need revision, 
should be dropped, or require new decisions. The LUP evaluation process is 
described in BLM Planning Handbook H-1601-1. The BLM may only change 
adopted LUP decisions through the amendment or revision process, which 
includes adherence to the environmental review requirements under the NEPA. 

The planning process consists of developing, approving, maintaining, and 
amending or revising an RMP. The BLM carries out this process under the 
authority of Section 202(f) of the FLPMA and Section 202(c) of the NEPA. The 
process, which includes a land use planning tier and implementation tier, follows 
BLM planning regulations codified in 43 CFR 1600 and the CEQ regulations 
codified in 40 CFR 1500.  

Making decisions on land use planning involves identifying and clearly defining 
goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for resources and resource uses, 
followed by developing the allowable uses and management actions necessary to 
achieve the goals and objectives. These critical determinations guide future land 
management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation actions to 
meet multiple use and sustained yield mandates while sustaining land health. 
Adaptive management may result in adjustments of goals, objectives, 
management area prescriptions, and standards and guidelines constraining land 
uses. This process is discussed in more detail in Section 1.8.4, Adaptive 
Management and Regional Mitigation Strategies. The BLM may also establish 
criteria in the LUP to guide the identification of site-specific use levels for 
activities during plan implementation. 

The BLM develops and maintains the RMP, which will guide BLM management 
decisions for BLM-administered lands in the CCD planning area. Subsequent 
site-specific management decisions will require implementation plan decisions at 
a smaller geographic scale. Accordingly, implementation consists of the more 
detailed activity- or implementation-level planning that takes place as part of the 
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BLM’s daily operations. Activity planning can include the development of 
recreation management plans, allotment management plans (AMPs), and the 
implementation of other similar plans that authorize, limit, or restrict the use of 
resources on BLM-administered lands. Implementation planning requires public 
outreach and NEPA compliance. Unlike LUP decisions, implementation decisions 
are not subject to protest under the planning regulations. Instead, 
implementation decisions are subject to various administrative remedies, 
particularly appeals to the Interior Board of Land Appeals. The Proposed 
RMP/Final EIS will outline LUP and implementation decisions, if necessary (and 
clearly distinguish between the two types of decisions). 

This Draft RMP/EIS includes sage-grouse habitat management allocations 
consistent with the Nevada and Northeastern California Greater Sage-Grouse 
Draft LUP Amendment/EIS and the Bi-State Sage Grouse Draft Forest Plan/LUP 
Amendment. These plan amendment documents have been released as public 
drafts and no decisions have been made. Decisions on these documents are 
expected prior to issuance of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and decisions for the 
Greater Sage-Grouse and bi-state sage grouse efforts will help inform the 
Proposed RMP/Final EIS. To facilitate district-level planning during the interim 
period, the CCD has developed a range of alternatives for analysis.  

ES.5 ALTERNATIVES 
RMP decisions consist of identifying and clearly defining goals and objectives 
(desired outcomes) for resources and resource uses, followed by developing 
allowable uses and management actions necessary for achieving the goals and 
objectives. In accordance with the FLPMA, these determinations guide future 
land management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation actions to 
meet multiple use and sustained yield mandates while sustaining land health.  

ES.5.1 Purpose of Alternative Development 
Alternative development is the cornerstone of the RMP/EIS process. Land use 
planning and NEPA regulations require the BLM to formulate a reasonable range 
of alternatives. Established planning criteria, as outlined in 43 CFR Section 1610, 
guide the alternative development process. 

The basic goal of alternative development is to produce distinct potential 
management scenarios that: 

• Address the identified major planning issues 

• Explore opportunities to enhance management of resources and 
resource uses 

• Resolve conflicts among resources and resource uses 

• Meet the purpose of and need for the RMP 
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The NEPA regulation at 40 CFR 1501.2(c) states in part that federal agencies 
shall, “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended 
courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources.” Alternative development provides the 
BLM and the public with an understanding of the diverse ways in which conflicts 
regarding resources and resource uses might be resolved, and offers the BLM 
State Director a reasonable range of alternatives from which to make informed 
decisions. The components and broad aim of each alternative considered for the 
Carson City District RMP are discussed below.  

ES.5.2 Alternative Development Process  
Between January 16, 2013, and May 9, 2013, the BLM interdisciplinary team met 
to develop management goals while small teams met to identify objectives and 
actions to address the goals within their fields of expertise. The various groups 
met numerous times throughout this period to refine their work. The 
interdisciplinary team developed one no action alternative (Alternative A) and 
four action alternatives. The action alternatives were designed to: 

• Address the 27 planning issues compiled from public input, 
cooperating agency feedback, and Resource Advisory Council input 

• Fulfill the purpose and need for the RMP (outlined in Section 1.1, 
Purpose of and Need for the Resource Management Plan) 

• Meet the multiple use and sustained yield mandates of the FLPMA 

ES.5.3 Alternatives Considered for Detailed Analysis 
 

Summary of Alternatives 
The four action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, and E) offer a range of 
possible management approaches. Alternative B generally emphasizes resource 
use and economic development. Alternative C emphasizes strategies to 
preserve and protect ecosystem health and resource values. Alternative D 
includes strategies that address increased demand on BLM-administered lands 
within urban interface areas. Alternative E is the agency preferred alternative 
and includes a mix of management actions to resolve issues and offers an 
intermediate level of protection, restoration, and enhancement of resources. 
While the goals are the same across alternatives, each alternative contains a 
discrete set of objectives and management actions constituting separate RMP 
management scenarios. Each alternative addresses resource program goals to 
varying degrees, with the potential for different long-range outcomes and 
conditions. Table 2-2, Description of Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E, describes 
the proposed decisions for each alternative, including goals, objectives, 
management actions, and allowable uses for individual resource programs (see 
Chapter 2, Alternatives). Figures in Appendix A, Alternatives A, B, C, D, and 
E Figures, provide a visual representation of each alternative. 
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The relative emphasis given to particular resources and resource uses differs as 
well, including allowable uses, restoration measures, and specific direction 
pertaining to individual resource programs. When resources or resource uses 
are mandated by law or are not tied to planning issues, there are typically few 
or no distinctions between alternatives. 

In some instances, varying levels of management from different resource 
programs overlap. For example, the BLM proposes management for Hidden 
Cave, which is within the proposed Grimes Point Archeological Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). The ACEC management prescribes a no 
surface occupancy stipulation for fluid mineral leasing under Alternative B; 
however, the Hidden Cave prescription calls for a controlled surface use 
stipulation. In such instances where varying management levels overlap, the 
stricter management prescriptions would apply. However, if the Authorized 
Officer makes an exception to the stricter prescription, then the less strict 
management prescription would prevail. 

ES.6 MANAGEMENT COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
Certain allowable uses and management actions from the existing RMPs remain 
valid and do not require revision. All of the proposed alternatives carry these 
forward, while other decisions are common only to the action alternatives 
(Alternatives B, C, D, and E). 

Although each alternative is distinct in the resources and resource uses it 
emphasizes, all five alternatives do the following: 

• Comply with state and federal laws, regulations, policies, and 
standards, including the FLPMA multiple use and sustained yield 
mandates. 

• Implement actions originating from laws, regulations, and policies 
and conform to day-to-day management, monitoring, and 
administrative functions not specifically addressed. 

• Preserve valid existing rights, which include any leases, claims, or 
other use authorizations established before a new or modified 
authorization, change in land designation, or new or modified 
regulation is approved. Existing fluid mineral leases are managed 
through Conditions of Approval outlined in the RMP. 

• Offer diverse recreational opportunities that foster outdoor-
oriented lifestyles and enhance quality of life. 

• Apply best management practices (BMPs), standard operating 
procedures (shown in Appendix B, Best Management Practices 
and Standard Operating Procedures), and other site-specific 
mitigation measures to all resource uses to promote rapid 
reclamation, maximize resource protection, and minimize soil 
erosion. 
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• Make every effort to avoid adverse impacts if cultural or 
paleontological sites are found at project locations. Consult with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with the State 
Protocol Agreement between the BLM and the SHPO, dated 
January 2012. 

• Seek to enhance collaborative opportunities, partnerships, and 
communications with other agencies and interested parties to 
implement the RMP, including education and outreach and project-
specific activities. 

• Follow the procedures outlined in the Air Quality Memorandum of 
Understanding Among the US Department of Agriculture, US 
Department of the Interior, and US Environmental Protection 
Agency, Regarding Air Quality Analyses and Mitigation for Federal 
Oil and Gas Decisions Through the National Environmental Policy 
Act Process. 

• Apply the exceptions, modifications, and waivers for fluid mineral 
leasing stipulations outlined in Appendix C, Fluid Mineral Leasing 
Stipulations, unless otherwise stated under a specific action.  

• Identify and apply mitigation measures and conservation actions in 
order to achieve land use plan goals and objectives. The sequence of 
mitigation action will be the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, minimize, 
rectify, reduce or eliminate over time, compensate), as identified by 
CEQ (40 CFR 1508.20) and the BLM’s Draft Manual Section 1794, 
Regional Mitigation.  

• The ROW avoidance and exclusion areas for renewable energy in 
this plan are in conformance with the Final Programmatic EIS for 
Solar Energy Development in Six Southwestern States, as reflected 
in the acres below in Table ES-2, Comparative Summary of 
Alternatives. 

ES.7 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 

ES.7.1 Alternative A: No Action 
Alternative A meets the NEPA requirement in 40 CFR 1502.14 that the BLM 
consider a no action alternative. This alternative provides the baseline against 
which to compare the other alternatives. This alternative would continue 
present management direction and practices based on existing LUPs and LUP 
amendments. Direction contained in existing laws, regulations, policies, and 
standards would also continue to be implemented, sometimes superseding 
provisions of the 2001 Consolidated RMP and subsequent LUP amendments. 
The current levels, methods, and mix of multiple use and sustained yield 
management of BLM-administered lands in the CCD decision area would 



Executive Summary 
 

 
ES-10 Carson City District Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement November 2014 

continue, and resource values would continue to receive attention at present 
levels.  

ES.7.2 Alternative B 
Alternative B emphasizes resource use and economic development (e.g., 
livestock grazing, energy, mineral development, and recreation) in the planning 
area. This alternative has the fewest restrictions to development and land use. 
Potential impacts on sensitive resources (e.g., soils and sensitive plant habitat) 
would be mitigated on a case-by-case basis. Sustainable development concepts 
are included to maintain economic productivity. 

ES.7.3 Alternative C 
Alternative C would develop management strategies to preserve and protect 
ecosystem health and resource values across the planning area, while providing 
multiple use and sustained yield. Resource development would be more 
constrained than under Alternatives B, D, or E, and in some cases and in some 
areas, uses would be excluded to protect sensitive resources. This alternative 
includes the most special designations, with specific measures to protect or 
enhance resource values within these areas. This alternative emphasizes active 
and specific measures to protect and enhance vegetation and habitat for special 
status species, fish, and wildlife. Likewise, this alternative would reflect a 
reduction in resource production goals for forage, renewable energy, and 
minerals. Resource production would generally be secondary to restoring and 
protecting important habitats, such as sagebrush and riparian areas. Sustainable 
development principles would focus on preserving ecological functions and 
environmental values. 

ES.7.4 Alternative D 
Alternative D emphasizes the increased demand on BLM-administered lands 
within the urban interface area. The interface is a set of conditions that affect 
resources and how they can be managed, rather than a geographic place. It is an 
area or zone where human infrastructure and urban development meet or 
intermingle with undeveloped BLM-administered land. Enhanced community 
development through a change in land tenure would be reflected. Alternative D 
provides for increased management of recreational opportunities in areas of 
high use while reducing conflict between use of the BLM-administered land and 
adjacent private landowners. Specific measures would also be applied to manage 
for increased pressures on the land and a higher demand from the public while 
minimizing adverse effects on the local communities. Where management is not 
specified for the urban interface areas, the current management (represented by 
Alternative A) would continue. 

ES.7.5 Alternative E: Agency Preferred 
Alternative E, Agency Preferred, represents a mix of management actions that 
best resolve the issues identified from the assessment of need for changing 
management, concerns raised during public scoping, and future management 
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considerations. This alternative would reflect a combination of goals and 
objectives for all values and programs. This alternative emphasizes an 
intermediate level of protection, restoration, enhancement, and use of 
resources and services to meet ongoing programs and land uses. The 
management strategy would be accomplished by using a variety of proactive and 
prescriptive measures that would protect vegetation and habitat and would 
promote the continuation of multiple-use management. Vegetation and special 
status species habitat would be restored and enhanced to provide for the 
continued presence of an ecologically healthy ecosystem using a suite of 
proactive and specific prescriptive management tools and implementation 
measures. Commodity and development-based resources such as livestock 
grazing and minerals production would be maintained on BLM-administered 
lands through specific actions to meet resource goals and protect ecosystem 
health. Management strategies would continue to provide for recreational 
opportunities on and access to BLM-administered lands and would take into 
consideration the result of management actions on the economies of 
communities within the region and user conflicts. 

ES.8 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
Table ES-2, Comparative Summary of Alternatives, provides a comparative 
summary of alternatives and compares meaningful differences in allocations 
among the five alternatives. Figures in Appendix A provide a visual 
representation of the differences between alternatives. 

Table ES-2 
Comparative Summary of Alternatives1 

Resource or  
Resource Use Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E 

Resources      
Wild Horses and Burros 
Herd Areas/Herd Management Areas 1,235,200 996,500 1,090,000 996,500 1,070,200 
Visual Resource Management (VRM) (acres) 
VRM Class I 564,100 564,100 981,900 564,100 564,100 
VRM Class II 38,300 56,800 733,900 66,400 513,600 
VRM Class III 320,600 1,379,400 213,400 185,900 1,383,900 
VRM Class IV 385,700 2,803,000 2,874,100 3,986,900 2,341,700 
Undesignated 3,494,900 0 0 0 0 
Total 4,803,300 4,803,300 4,803,300 4,803,300 4,803,300 
Resource Uses      
Livestock Grazing (acres) 
Available for livestock grazing 4,796,600 4,797,200 2,101,300 4,792,600 4,797,200 
Not available for livestock grazing 6,700 6,100 2,702,000 10,700 6,100 
Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) (acres) 
Alpine  7,600 5,800 10,700 7,400 7,700 
Dead Camel Mountain N/A 16,800 N/A 37,400 37,400 
Hungry Valley N/A 21,600 N/A 21,800 16,200 
Sand Mountain N/A 7,400 3,900 N/A 19,700 
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Table ES-2 
Comparative Summary of Alternatives1 

Resource or  
Resource Use Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E 

Walker Lake 60,100 24,000 60,100 N/A 24,600 
Wilson Canyon N/A 500 N/A 500 520 
Total 67,700 76,100 74,700 67,100 106,100 
Extensive Recreation Management Areas (ERMAs) (acres) 
Bagley Valley N/A N/A 2,600 N/A 2,600 
Dry Valley N/A N/A 84,100 N/A 83,000 
Faye-Luther N/A N/A 40 600 110 
Middlegate N/A 268,700 195,300 N/A 268,700 
Mina N/A 824,700 486,400 N/A 824,700 
Mustang N/A 400 400 400 400 
Pah Rah N/A 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
Peterson N/A N/A 42,200 N/A 42,200 
Pine Nut N/A 201,100 201,100 201,100 201,100 
Reno Urban Interface N/A 70,600 91,000 70,400 70,600 
Salt Wells N/A 292,700 113,700 N/A 280,400 
Singatse N/A N/A 174,900 N/A 174,900 
Virginia Mountains N/A N/A 68,100 N/A 68,100 
Virginia Range N/A N/A 48,800 N/A 48,800 
102 Ranch N/A 120 120 120 120 
Total 0 1,678,320 1,528,760 292,620 2,085,730 
Comprehensive Travel and Transportation (acres) 
Open to motorized and mechanized travel 3,840,300 95,300 1,300 22,700 55,700 
Closed to motorized and mechanized travel 6,900 4,300 598,000 1,600 6,200 
Closed to motorized travel (mechanized 
limited to existing routes) 31,800 26,700 1,190,500 30,600 24,100 

Limited to existing routes for motorized and 
mechanized travel 924,300 4,677,000 3,013,500 4,748,400 4,717,300 

Fluid Mineral Leasing (acres) 
Closed to fluid mineral leasing 839,100 768,500 2,081,700 737,000 1,007,200 
Open to fluid mineral leasing 3,964,200 4,034,700 2,721,500 4,066,200 3,796,000 
Open with no surface occupancy (NSO) 
stipulations 700 404,600 1,039,200 864,800 935,900 

Open with controlled surface use (CSU) 
stipulations  N/A 2,120,200 1,242,800 2,071,400 1,844,900 

Nonenergy Leasable Minerals (acres) 
Closed to nonenergy leasable mineral 
exploration and development 738,800 981,900 2,960,800 981,900 1,785,900 

Open for consideration of nonenergy leasable 
mineral exploration or development 4,064,500 3,821,300 1,842,400 3,821,300 3,017,400 

Locatable Minerals (acres) 
Withdrawn from locatable mineral entry 194,900 194,900 194,900 194,900 194,900 
Petitioned for withdrawal from locatable 
mineral entry 3,700 439,600 117,500 440,800 470,600 
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Table ES-2 
Comparative Summary of Alternatives1 

Resource or  
Resource Use Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E 

Mineral Materials (acres) 
Closed to mineral material entry 564,200 807,200 3,004,800 807,700 1,778,700 
Open to mineral material entry 4,239,100 3,996,100 1,798,400 3,995,600 3,024,600 
Lands and Realty (acres) 
Right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas 564,100 580,000 2,675,800 564,100 605,900 
ROW avoidance areas N/A  1,195,800   369,300   1,226,100  1,448,200 
Identified for disposal  179,700 273,500 0 332,500 267,200 
Renewable Energy (Solar and Wind) (acres) 
Variance areas for utility-scale solar (greater 
than 20 megawatts) 905,900 773,400 578,400 672,100 629,900 

Exclusion areas for wind energy development N/A N/A 2,073,200 N/A 629,900 
Avoidance areas for wind energy development N/A 1,220,200 0 1,228,100 956,900 
Special Designations      
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) (acres) 
Black Mountain/Pistone Archaeological District 
ACEC (Proposed) N/A 3,400 3,400 3,100 N/A 

Carson Wandering Skipper ACEC (Existing) 330 N/A 330 N/A N/A 
Churchill Narrows Buckwheat Botanical 
ACEC (Proposed) N/A 6,600 6,600 6,600 6,600 

Clan Alpine Greater Sage-Grouse ACEC 
(Proposed) N/A N/A 98,400 N/A N/A 

Desatoya Greater Sage-Grouse ACEC 
(Proposed) N/A N/A 105,100 N/A N/A 

Dixie Valley Toad ACEC (Proposed) N/A N/A 410 N/A N/A 
Fox Peak Cultural ACEC (Proposed) N/A 48,400 48,400 48,400 49,000 
Greater Sand Mountain ACEC (Proposed) N/A 17,000 17,000 N/A N/A 
Grimes Point Archaeological District ACEC 
(Proposed) N/A 15,900 15,900 15,900 2,100 

Incandescent Rocks Scenic ACEC (Existing) 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 
Lassen Red Rock Scenic ACEC (Proposed) N/A N/A 800 N/A N/A 
Namazii Wunu Cultural ACEC (Proposed) N/A 158,300 158,300 N/A N/A 
Pah Rah High Basin Petroglyph ACEC 
(Existing) 3,900 5,300 5,300 5,300 5,300 

Pine Nut Bi-State Sage-Grouse ACEC 
(Proposed) N/A N/A 100,400 N/A N/A 

Ruhenstroth Paleontological ACEC 
(Proposed) N/A 2,300 2,300 2,300 2,300 

Pine Nut Mountains Williams Combleaf 
Botanical ACEC (Proposed) N/A N/A 330 330 N/A 

Sand Springs Desert Study Area ACEC 
(Proposed) N/A N/A 50 N/A N/A 

Steamboat Buckwheat Botanical (Proposed) N/A N/A 80 N/A N/A 
Steamboat Hot Springs Geyser Basin (Existing) 40 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Stewart Valley Paleontological (Existing) 15,900 15,900 15,900 N/A 15,900 
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Table ES-2 
Comparative Summary of Alternatives1 

Resource or  
Resource Use Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E 

Tagɨm aša Cultural ACEC (Proposed) N/A 81,800 81,800 81,800 N/A 
Virginia City National Landmark Historic 
District (Proposed) N/A 14,700 14,700 14,700 N/A 

Virginia Mountains Greater Sage-Grouse 
ACEC (Proposed) N/A N/A 109,200 N/A N/A 

Virginia Range Williams Combleaf Botanical 
(Existing)  470 470 470 470 470 

Total 21,800 371,170 786,270 180,000 82,770 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) (acres) 
Augusta Mountains  46,400 46,400 46,400 46,400 46,400 
Burbank Canyons 12,700 12,700 12,700 12,700 12,700 
Carson Iceberg 500 500 500 500 500 
Clan Alpine 195,700 195,700 195,700 195,700 195,700 
Desatoya Mountains 42,200 42,200 42,200 42,200 42,200 
Gabbs Valley Range 80,500 80,500 80,500 80,500 80,500 
Job Peak 89,400 89,400 89,400 89,400 89,400 
Slinkard 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 2,400 
Stillwater Range 94,200 94,200 94,200 94,200 94,200 
Total 564,000 564,000 564,000 564,000 564,000 
National Trails on BLM -administered land (miles) 
Pony Express National Historic Trail 92 92 92 92 92 
California National Historic Trail 25 25 25 25 25 
Eligible or Suitable Wild and Scenic River (WSR) Study Segments (acres crossing BLM-
administered land)2  

East Fork Carson River Segment 1 N/A N/A 400 400 400 
East Fork Carson River Segment 2 N/A N/A  400 400 400 
East Fork Carson River Segment 3 N/A N/A  600 600 600 
Total N/A N/A 1,400 1,400 1,400 
Back Country Wildlife Conservation Areas (acres) 
Gillis West N/A N/A 42,500 N/A N/A 
Gillis East N/A N/A 63,900 N/A N/A 
Gabbs Valley Range North N/A N/A 50,800 N/A N/A 
Gabbs Valley Range South N/A N/A 154,400 N/A N/A 
Pilot Mountains N/A N/A 93,700 N/A N/A 
Excelsiors N/A N/A 125,800 N/A N/A 
Fairview N/A N/A 131,400 N/A N/A 
Sand Springs N/A N/A 53,700 N/A N/A 
Clan Alpine N/A N/A 101,600 N/A N/A  
Total N/A N/A 817,800 N/A N/A 
Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (acres) 
Agai Pah Hills N/A N/A 27,200 N/A 27,200 
Chukar Ridge N/A N/A 29,100 N/A 29,100 
Excelsior North N/A N/A 54,400 N/A 54,400 
Excelsior South N/A N/A 49,200 N/A 49,200 
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Table ES-2 
Comparative Summary of Alternatives1 

Resource or  
Resource Use Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E 

Finger Rock N/A N/A 41,500 N/A N/A 
Job South N/A N/A 77,400 N/A 77,400 
Lyon Peak N/A N/A 16,300 N/A N/A 
Monte Cristo North N/A N/A 9,800 N/A N/A 
Peterson Mountain N/A N/A 16,300 N/A N/A 
Rawe Peak N/A N/A 39,800 N/A 39,800 
Stillwater Additions N/A N/A 19,100 N/A 19,100 
Tule Peak N/A N/A 36,400 N/A 36,400 
Total N/A N/A 416,500 N/A 332,600 
1Acres were GIS generated and rounded to the nearest hundred acres. Includes BLM-administered and non-BLM- 
administered land in the CCD and outside of the CCD where the associations make up larger geographic areas for 
managing wild horses and burros. 
2Alternative A identifies three segments of the East Fork Carson River as eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and 
Scenic River System (NWSRS) whereas Alternatives C, D, and E would determine these three river segments as suitable 
for inclusion in the NWSRS. Alternative B would determine that the eligible segments are not suitable for inclusion in 
the NWSRS and release them from interim management afforded to eligible segments. 

 
ES.9 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS  

The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study 
because they do not meet the purpose of and need for the RMP (see Section 
1.1) or because they do not fall within technical, legal, or policy constraints for 
BLM resources and resource uses. 

Implement Recreation-Centered Alternative 
An alternative that proposes to meet increased demand for motorized 
recreation on BLM-administered lands within the planning area was considered 
but dismissed from detailed analysis. Because the FLPMA mandates that BLM-
administered lands be managed for multiple use and sustained yield, alternatives 
that promote exclusive use or maximum development, production, or 
protection of one resource at the expense of other resources or resource uses 
were eliminated from further consideration.  

Each proposed alternative allows for some level of support, protection, or use 
of all resources in the planning area. In some instances, the alternatives include 
various considerations for eliminating or maximizing individual resource values 
or uses in specific areas where conditions warrant. In addition, one of the main 
considerations for Alternative D is enhanced recreational opportunities within 
the urban interface area where the majority of the recreation use is occurring in 
the CCD. 

Close Entire Decision Area to Livestock Grazing 
The BLM considered but did not analyze in detail an alternative that would make 
all acres of BLM-administered land in the planning area unavailable for livestock 
grazing because such an alternative is not reasonable, viable, or necessary in light 
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Bond Pool Status_103118.xls 11/2/2018

Reclamation Bond Pool Status Report Current to: 10/31/2018

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 $24,364.00 0.78% 12,217.11$         $20,801.51 135.5% $182.73 quarterly 12/31/2018
New Gold Nevada (formerly NV Rae) Black Rock Canyon 4/15/2005 $727,087.00 23.32% 415,856.34$       $332,213.99 102.9% $5,453.15 quarterly 9/30/2018
So. NV Liteweight Money Pit 5/21/2004 $430,088.00 13.79% 233,171.91$       $263,079.88 115.4% $3,225.66 quarterly 12/31/2018
Western Pacific Clay Fallon Bentonite 12/11/1997 $209,900.00 6.73% terminated 31,485.00$         $185,648.94 103.4%

Western Mine Dev. Victorine Mine 5/24/2000 $45,875.39 1.47% terminated -$                    

Western Mine Dev. Kingston Mill 5/24/2000 $100,450.00 3.22% terminated -$                    

Western Mine Dev. Manhattan Mill 5/24/2000 $114,288.77 3.67% terminated -$                    

TNT Venture Big Canyon 1/27/2010 $78,161.00 2.51% 39,615.03$         $44,461.80 107.6% $586.21 quarterly 9/30/2018
Dun Glen Mining Dun Glen 8/11/2014 $373,981.00 11.99% 200,648.22$       $143,800.64 92.1% $8,780.45 quarterly 9/30/2018
Statewide Notice-Level Various various $1,014,082.00 32.52% 73 Notice-level bonds

Premiums due

Total Bonded Amount $3,118,277.16 100.00

Cash in Pool's Account $4,041,951.60

Unfunded Amount -$923,674.44

Percent funded 129.6%

Date
# of New 
Bonds # of Bond Increases

# of Bond 
Reductions

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
FY16 Q3 1 0 2
FY16 Q4 6 1 8
FY17 Q1 3 1 10
FY17 Q2 9 4 19
FY17 Q3 0 2 5
FY17 Q4 5 3 13
FY18 Q1 4 0 3
FY18 Q2 10 6 9
FY18 Q3 2 3 4
FY18 Q4 4 0 11

FY19 Q1 3 0 5
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OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL ACTIVITY 

2018 Permitting and Drilling Activity (through November 2, 2018) 

Permit Type Issued Drilled Issued Drilled Issued Drilled Issued Drilled 

  2015 2015 2016 2016 2017 2017 2018 2018 

Geothermal - Ind 
Production 

10 7 9 10 6 4 3 3 

Geothermal - Ind Inj 1 2 3 1 4 4 1 1 

Geothermal - Observation 1 1 2 4 3 1 3 2 

Geothermal - TG 5 5 --- --- 19 15 17 14 

Geothermal - Com --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Geothermal - Dom 8 5 --- 4 2 2 --- --- 
Geothermal - Project Area 1 --- --- --- 1 --- --- --- 
Geothermal - Total 26 20 14 19 35 26 24 20 

Oil & Gas 4 2 3 1 0 1 3 1 

 
   

  Ormat Nevada 

Ormat Nevada began commissioning the McGinness Hills 3 
in October. Five production wells support the 54 MW plant. 
Ormat Nevada completed the drilling of the fifth McGinness 
Hills 3 production well, the Carson Lake 21-31 observation 
well (for FORGE), the Tungsten Mountain 24(23)-23 
production well, and the Steamboat 42A-32 injection well 
during 2018. 

 Geothermal 
Ormat Nevada    

(US Geothermal) 

Ormat Nevada officially acquired US Geothermal and its 
subsidiaries in April. Ormat is currently drilling the San 
Emidio 25A-21 production well in the field’s southwest 
extension, permitted by USG in February. 

Activity 
 

 
Homestretch 

Geothermal – Open 
Mountain Energy 

Open Mountain Energy entered into a partnership with 
Homestretch Geothermal, where Open Mountain is built a 
new efficient power plant at Wabuska. Homestretch will 
supply the plant with geothermal fluid. The new plant is 
generating 30 to 40% more electricity with essentially the 
same volume of fluid. 

  
Star Peak 

Geothermal  

Star Peak Geothermal is currently permitting two wells at 
Rye Patch with NDOM and the BLM. The wells are 
expected to be drilled in the 1st quarter of 2019. 

  
Nevada Bureau of 

Mines and Geology 

The Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology (NBMG) 
permitted 11 TG wells in Granite Springs Valley in 2018, 1 
in 2017. Nine wells (geoprobe) were completed and 
plugged. NBMG will ‘drill’ the remaining 3 permits in 
November, along with three more to be permitted. NBMG 
drilled 6 TG wells in southern Gabbs Valley. 

  Major Oil 
International 

Major Oil drilled and tested the Eblana 3 exploration well in 
Hot Creek Valley. Major  will be plugging Eblana 1 & 3. 

 Oil Envy Energy 
Envy Energy is permitted the Black Point 1 well in White 
Pine County, south of Mt. Hamilton, in February. It is not 
known when this exploration well will be drilled. 

  Grant Canyon 

Grant Canyon LLC is planning on drilling an exploration  
well one in their new federal lease northwest of the 
Blackburn Field, near the abandoned Three Bar Field. A 
permit applications has  not been received. 

 
 



Summary of 2018 Dissolved Minerals Activity (through November 2, 2018) 
 

Type of Activity 
Permits 

Issued 2018 
Permits 

Drilled 2018 
NOI Approved 

2018 
NOI Drilled 

2018 

Exploration Well Permits 5 3 --- --- 

Notice of Intent Approvals --- --- 5 3 

 
     

Sierra Lithium LLC has been issued four dissolved mineral exploration well permits, two in 
Columbus Salt Marsh and two in Clayton Valley. Sierra Lithium LLC drilled one of the 
permitted locations like a borehole in Columbus Salt Marsh to 3,280 feet. The hole was sampled 
for fluids, and then plugged and abandoned on April 26th, rather than being completed as a well. 
Sierra Lithium LLC’s second permit in Columbus Salt Marsh has not been utilized to date. Sierra 
Lithium LLC also drilled one of two permitted locations in Clayton Valley. The well reached a 
total depth of 1,316 feet before being plugged on June 13th. 
 
3PL Operating Inc. drilled an exploration well approximately four miles southwest of the Sans 
Spring Oil Field in Railroad Valley. The well was permitted to 2,300 feet and was drilled to 
1,807 feet and tested. This well has remained open. 
 
Mathers Lithium submitted a Notice of Intent (NOI) to drill a borehole in Clayton Valley on 
February 1st. The Division approved the NOI on February 2nd. Drilling operations started on 
February 23rd, in which the borehole was drilled to 1,200 feet. The borehole was plugged and 
abandoned on March 21st. 
 
Bonaventure Nevada submitted an NOI to drill a borehole in Sarcobatus Flat, located between 
Goldfield and Beatty, on March 27th. The Division approved the NOI on March 27th, with an 
approved total depth of 2,000 feet. This borehole was drilled during May and June and plugged 
on September 10th. 
 
The Division approved two NOI’s submitted by Belmont Resources in June, for boreholes to be 
drilled in Kibby Basin (Monte Cristo Valley). The approved total depth of both boreholes is 
2,500 feet. One borehole was drilled to 1,800 feet, and plugged in August. 
 
Lithium Ore LLC has finalized there BLM notice for claims they hold in Railroad Valley. 
Lithium Ore is currently working with NDOM to obtain a DMRE exploration well permit. The 
proposed location is on an existing drill pad previously used for oil exploration. The drill pad is 
located approximately 3.8 miles south-southeast of the Foreland Refinery. 
 

Summary of Geothermal and Oil Well Inspections for Fiscal Year 2018 
 

FY 2019 Well Inspections Total Wells 
Wells Needed 

for FY18 
Wells 

Inspected 
% of Total 

Needed 
Wells 

Remaining 

  Geothermal (8 Locations) 458 153 94 61.6% 59 

  Oil (1 Locations) 119 40 2 5% 38 

  Totals 577 192 96 50% 96 
 



Well inspections performed include all geothermal wells in the Jersey Valley, Blue Mountain, 
Soda Lake, Patua, and Wabuska Fields. Wells not related to geothermal producing fields were 
inspected in Fish Lake Valley (Fish Lake Power and Esmeralda Energy) and near Denio (Ormat 
Nevada’s Baltazor Project). Upcoming geothermal well inspections will be at Enel’s Stillwater 
Field and Ormat Nevada’s Steamboat, Brady, and Desert Peak Fields. The two Major Oil 
International wells in Hot Creek Valley have been inspected. The remaining oil wells will be 
inspected during the first half of 2019. The wells inspected to date have been found to be in 
excellent condition. 
 
Sundry Notice Activity (through November 2, 2018) 
 
Forty-eight geothermal and ten oil sundry notices have been approved during the 2018 calendar 
year. 
 
BLM Lease Sales 
 
The BLM Elko and Ely Districts held an oil and gas lease sale on September 11th. A total of 144 
parcels, totaling 295,174.3 acres, were offered. The parcels were protested by The Wilderness 
Society and Center for Biological Diversity, et al. No parcels were removed from the sale as a 
result of the protests. The sale had eight bidders. No parcels received bids. One presale offer was 
issued noncompetitively on September 12th, where 1037.9 acres were put under lease. The next 
oil and gas lease sale is scheduled for December11th, where the Ely and Winnemucca Districts 
will offer 17 parcels totaling 32,923.96 acres in Nye, White Pine, and Pershing Counties. 
 
The annual BLM Statewide Geothermal lease sale was held on October 23rd. Ten parcels totaling 
27,136.48 acres were offered in the sale. An eleventh parcel was removed from the sale due to its 
proximity to the Stillwater Wilderness Study Area. This parcel, 194 acres, will have further 
review by the Stillwater Filed Office of the Carson City District. There were four bidders for the 
online auction, where two parcels, totaling 2321.05 acres, received bids. Total receipts for the 
two parcels was $26, 422.00. The highest bid per parcel was $18, 240.00 (Federal Abstract 
Company), for Parcel NV-18-10-001 (1520.0 acres, T15N, R25E) in Lyon County, where it sold 
for $12.00 per acre. Ormat Nevada was the high bidder for Parcel NV-18-10-004 (801.05 acres, 
T23N, R35E) in Churchill County.  
 
Geothermal Resource Council Annual Conference in Reno (October 14th through 17th) 
 
The Geothermal Resource Council held its annual conference in Reno this year. The Division of 
Minerals shared a booth in the Expo Hall with the Governor’s Office of Energy. I estimate the 
booth received a moderate amount of traffic, as compared to previous years of being at the 
conference. Courtney and Lucia worked at the booth as well, along with Laura Wickham and 
Mark Brady of the Governor’s Office of Energy. 







2010-2018 
 
Carson City 
8/17/2012-Tour in Yerington 
12/11/2014 
5/19/2016 
11/1/2016 
11/30/2017-ACG Materials 
02/20/2018 
 
Elko 
08/29/2014-Newmont LeeVille Mine 
08/27/2015-Noble Energy’s 
Huntington  
K1L Well & General Molly Mt. Hope 
 
Reno 
5/12/2010  
10/19/2010 
4/29/2011 
7/27/2011 – 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. 
05/04/2017-Tour of Tesla 
11/16/18- Reno 
 
Las Vegas 
2/11/2010 – Tour of the McCaw  
School of Mines - Henderson 
2/07/2011 – Tour of Molycorp Mine 
2/27/2012 – Searchlight Area 
2/21/2013 
2/14/2014- Tule Springs Park  
2/24/2015 
2/03/2016- Simplot Silica 
3/02/2017 
5/17/2018- Arden Mine 
 
Battle Mountain 
July 30, 2010 – Tour of Newmont Phoenix Mine 
 
Tonopah 
8/15/2013 - Solar Reserve Plant 
8/16/2013 - Tonopah Mining Park 
8/25/2017 – Mineral Ridge Mine and Uranium Resources Inc. 
 
Wendover 
8/25/2016- Graymont’s Pilot Peak, Newmont Long Canyon Mine 
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