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Yesterday TMRC released an interesting bit of news that we thoughts was topical:  

https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2020/09/01/2087264/0/en/USA-Rare-Earth-Commends-Bipartisan-Bill-Introduced-in-the-U-S-House-of-

Representatives-to-Encourage-Domestic-Rare-Earth-Production.html 

Essentially, the release addresses recent legislation in the U.S. House of Representatives  supporting domestic 

production of rare earth elements and other strategic metals.  This legislation is similar to that being advanced by 

Senator Ted Cruz (R-Texas) aimed at the same.  

Recall, in our initial coverage, we noted that the prospects for Federal support of domestic rare earth projects was 

a major tenant of our enthusiasm for Texas Minerals. We think that notion created interest in the stock prior to 

our coverage as well as thereafter.   Conversely, we have also believed that the failure of the Federal government 

to follow through on some of those anticipated endeavors was/is also one of the risks in the stock. We think it is 

fair to say that a handful of potential domestic REE players (viable or otherwise) have seen their market caps 

expand presumably on these prospects, so the inverse would likely have the opposite negative impact. That said,  

the announcement above provides additional support to the notion that the U.S. may be headed down the right 

path in terms of fostering domestic RRE production and that could involve multiple positive data points for 

domestic producers.      

First, the fact that legislation appears to be gathering bipartisan support is clearly positive. Given the political 

climate these days, there appear to be very few issues with bipartisan support.  Again, to circle back on something 

from our prior research, we have also been of the view that the results of the upcoming election could impact the 

federal government’s stance on REEs.  Clearly, RRE production includes mining and processing, neither of which 

is exactly a cornerstone of the “Green New Deal”. To cut to the chase, our view has been that the prospects of 

future domestic REE production are better given the election of some legislators/parties than others, and we do 

not think that is a particularly provocative political view, it just reflects the general optics of some versus others 

in terms of domestic mining and associated production. On the other hand, as we sit here today, “green energy” 

requires REEs, so at some point even those pushing that agenda will likely need to come the realization that 

domestic REE production will likely be necessary for the expansion of green energy in the U.S.  While we still 

think the election will matter in terms of the overall support of domestic REE production, in our view, news like 

the above that suggests bipartisan support, may reduce the risk of that outcome.  

Secondly, we are certainly not experts on the status of other potential domestic REE projects, but we do know a 

bit about the challenges the industry has faced in the past, and while a new playing field will certainly mitigate 

some of those, others will remain. Successful domestic producers will still need be able to find and develop 

scalable resources with adequate grade and metallurgic properties to support their businesses. Again, we are not 

versed in the prospects of others, but we continue to believe that the Round Top project checks all of those boxes.  

Further, as we have delineated prior, we believe the Round Top resource can support a mine life (or potential 

scale) well beyond that which is addressed in the Company’s associated economic assessment. Moreover, we also 

still believe that Round Top can be competitive internationally without federal assistance, which could 

presumably provide a premium to the project in the event of new federal intervention.  

Third, much of the narrative these days talks about REEs in generic terms. Keep in mind, there are 15 to 17 “rare 

earth elements” depending how one wants to count them, and they are all used for different (although sometimes 

inclusive) products/technologies. Therefore, supply and demand will almost certainly determine the value of each, 

and some will prove more valuable than others.  That is, the success of REE projects in part will likely be 

determined by which REEs they can predominantly produce.  Again, as we sit here today, the heavy rare earths 

appear to be more valuable than the lighter rare earth elements, and we believe Round Top includes significant 

heavy rare earth characteristics.  

Circling back, domestic legislation around REEs will be telling for the industry’s success.  As we understand the 

bills being crafted today, it appears that legislation could provide nuances that are similar to those we have seen 

https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2020/09/01/2087264/0/en/USA-Rare-Earth-Commends-Bipartisan-Bill-Introduced-in-the-U-S-House-of-Representatives-to-Encourage-Domestic-Rare-Earth-Production.html
https://www.globenewswire.com/news-release/2020/09/01/2087264/0/en/USA-Rare-Earth-Commends-Bipartisan-Bill-Introduced-in-the-U-S-House-of-Representatives-to-Encourage-Domestic-Rare-Earth-Production.html
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in the past in terms of other government supported industries.  Those industries would include things like 

alternative fuels, renewables and others, and in most of those cases, the industries were supported by tax 

incentives, favorable government loans, direct investments, or other approaches essentially aimed at bolstering 

the internal rate of return of these projects to encourage investment. To reiterate, we have always approached the 

Round Top resource as one that could achieve viability without these types of incentives, so at least conceptually, 

government incentives would likely provide an additional valuation element that we have not included in our 

analysis.                              

We believe the project continues to move towards definitive feasibility and information like the above enhances 

the prospects of that outcome.  We remain bullish on TMRC.   
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General Disclaimer:  

Trickle Research LLC produces and publishes independent research, due diligence and analysis for the benefit of it investor base. 

Our publications are for information purposes only. Readers should review all available information on any company mentioned in 

our reports or updates, including, but not limited to, the company’s annual report, quarterly report, press releases, as well as other 

regulatory filings. Trickle Research is not registered as a securities broker-dealer or an investment advisor either with the U.S. 

Securities and Exchange Commission or with any state securities regulatory authority. Readers should consult with their own 

independent tax, business and financial advisors with respect to any reported company. Trickle Research and/or its officers, investors 

and employees, and/or members of their families may have long/short positions in the securities mentioned in our research and 

analysis and may make purchases and/or sales for their own account of those securities.  David Lavigne does not hold a position in 

Boxlight Corporation.  

Trickle Research co-sponsors two microcap conferences each year. Trickle Research encourages its coverage companies to present 

at those conferences and Trickle charges them a fee to do so. Companies are under no obligation to present at these conferences. 

Texas Minerals has paid fees to present at Trickle’s co-sponsored conferences.  

Reproduction of any portion of Trickle Research’s reports, updates or other publications without written permission of 

Trickle Research is prohibited.   

All rights reserved.   

Portions of this publication excerpted from company filings or other sources are noted in italics and referenced throughout the report. 

Rating System Overview: 

 

There are no letters in the rating system (Buy, Sell Hold), only numbers. The numbers range from 1 to 10, with 1 representing 1 

“investment unit” (for my performance purposes, 1 "investment unit" equals $250) and 10 representing 10 investment units or $2,500.  

Obviously, a rating of 10 would suggest that I favor the stock (at respective/current levels) more than a stock with a rating of 1.  As 

a guideline, here is a suggestion on how to use the allocation system. 

Our belief at Trickle is that the best way to participate in the micro-cap/small cap space is by employing a diversified strategy.  In 

simple terms, that means you are generally best off owning a number of issues rather than just two or three.  To that point, our goal 

is to have at least 20 companies under coverage at any point in time, so let’s use that as a guideline.  Hypothetically, if you think you 

would like to commit $25,000 to buying micro-cap stocks, that would assume an investment of $1000 per stock (using the 

diversification approach we just mentioned, and the 20-stock coverage list we suggested and leaving some room to add to positions 

around allocation upgrades. We generally start initial coverage stocks with an allocation of 4.  Thus, at $1000 invested per stock and 

a typical starting allocation of 4, your “investment unit” would be the same $250 we used in the example above.   Thus, if we initiate 

a stock at a 4, you might consider putting $1000 into the position ($250 * 4).  If we later raise the allocation to 6, you might consider 

adding two additional units or $500 to the position.  If we then reduce the allocation from 6 to 4 you might consider selling whatever 

number of shares you purchased with 2 of the original 4 investment units.   Again, this is just a suggestion as to how you might be 

able to use the allocation system to manage your portfolio.  

For those attached to more traditional rating systems (Buy, Sell, Hold) we would submit the following guidelines. 

A Trickle rating of 1 thru 3 would best correspond to a "Speculative Buy" although we would caution that a rating in that 

range should not assume that the stock is necessarily riskier than a stock with a higher rating.  It may carry a lower rating 

because the stock is trading closer to a price target we are unwilling to raise at that point.  This by the way applies to all of 

our ratings.  

A Trickle rating of 4 thru 6 might best (although not perfectly) correspond to a standard "Buy" rating.  

A Trickle rating of 7 thru 10 would best correspond to a “Strong Buy" however, ratings at the higher end of that range would 

indicate something that we deem as quite extraordinary..... an "Extreme Buy" if you will.  You will not see a lot of these. 


