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NOTE: ALL FIGURES IN THIS PRESENTATION ARE IN METRIC UNITS AND IN US$ UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE.

Cautionary  Notes  

This document has been prepared by Revival Gold Inc. (ñRevival Goldò or, the ñCompanyò) for evaluation of the Company by 

the recipient. The information contained in this presentation is derived from estimates made by the Company, information that 

has been provided to the Company by other parties, and otherwise publicly available information concerning the Company 

and does not purport to be all-inclusive or to contain all the information that an investor may desire to have in evaluating 

whether or not to make an  investment in the Company. It is not intended to be relied upon as advice to investors or potential 

investors and does not take into account the investment objectives, financial situation or needs of any particular investor. No 

person has been authorized to give any information or make any representations other than those contained in this 

presentation and, if given and/or made, such information or representations must not be relied upon as having been so 

authorized. The information and opinions contained in this presentation are provided as at the date of this presentation. This 

presentation may not be reproduced, further distributed or published in whole or in part by any other person. The technical 

and scientific information in this document was reviewed and approved by John Meyer,  P.Eng., VP Engineering & 

Development, Revival Gold Inc. and Dan Pace, Chief Geologist, Regis. Mem. SME, Chief Geologist, Revival Gold Inc., 

Qualified Persons under National Instrument 43-101 ï Standards of Disclosure for Mineral Projects (ñNational Instrument 43-

101ò). For further information on the Mercur Gold Project and the Beartrack-Arnett Gold Project, see ñPreliminary Economic 

Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by 

Kappes, Cassidy & Associates and RESPEC LLC, dated May 2nd, 2025, and  ñPreliminary Feasibility Study NI 43-101 

Technical Report on the Beartrack-Arnett Heap Leach Project,  Lemhi county, Idaho, USAò and prepared by Kappes, Cassidy 

& Associates, Independent Mining Consultants Inc., KC Harvey Environmental, and WSP USA Environment & Infrastructure 

Inc. dated August 2nd, 2023. Neither the TSX Venture Exchange nor its Regulation Services Provider (as that term is defined 

in the policies of the TSX Venture Exchange) accepts responsibility for the adequacy or accuracy of this presentation.

Forward -Looking  Statements

This presentation contains "forward-looking information" or ñforward-looking statementsò within the meaning of applicable 

securities legislation (collectively, "forward-looking statements"). Forward-looking statements are not comprised of historical 

facts. Forward-looking statements include estimates and statements that describe the Companyôs future plans, objectives or 

goals, including words to the effect that the Company or management expects a stated condition or result to occur. Forward-

looking statements may be identified by such terms as ñbelievesò, ñanticipatesò, ñexpectsò, ñestimatesò, ñmayò, ñcouldò, ñwouldò, 

ñwillò, or ñplanò. Since forward-looking statements are based on assumptions and address future events and conditions, by 

their very nature they involve inherent risks and uncertainties. Although these statements are based on information currently 

available to the Company, the Company provides no assurance that actual results will meet managementôs expectations. 

Risks, uncertainties, and other factors involved with forward-looking statements could cause actual events, results, 

performance, prospects, and opportunities to differ materially from those expressed or implied by such forward-looking 

statements.

Forward-looking statements in this presentation include, but are not limited to, statements regarding the results of the 

preliminary economic assessment (the ñPEAò) on the Mercur Project and of the Preliminary Feasibility Study on the Beartrack-

Arnett Gold Project (together, the ñProjectsò), such as future estimates of internal rates of return, net present value, future 

production, estimates of cash cost, proposed mining plans and methods, mine life estimates, cash flow forecasts, metal 

recoveries, estimates of capital and operating costs, timing for permitting and environmental assessments, timing, completion 

and results of feasibility studies, and the size and timing of phased development of the Projects. Furthermore, forward-looking 

statements are necessarily based upon a number of estimates and assumptions that, while considered reasonable by the 

Company as of the date of such statements, are inherently subject to significant business, economic and competitive 

uncertainties and contingencies. With respect to this specific forward-looking information concerning the development of the 

Projects, the Company has based its assumptions and analysis on certain factors that are inherently uncertain. Uncertainties 

include: (i) the adequacy of infrastructure; (ii) geological characteristics; (iii) metallurgical characteristics of the mineralization; 

(iv) the ability to develop adequate processing capacity; (v) the price of gold, silver and other commodities; (vi) the availability 

of equipment and facilities necessary to complete development; (vii) the cost of consumables and mining and processing 

equipment; (viii) unforeseen technological and engineering problems; (ix) natural disasters and/or accidents; currency 

fluctuations; (xi) changes in regulations; (xii) the compliance by and/or key suppliers with terms of agreements; (xiii) the 

availability and productivity of skilled labour; (xiv) the regulation of the mining industry by various governmental agencies, 

including permitting and environmental assessments; (xv) the ability to raise sufficient capital to develop such projects; (xiv) 

changes in project scope or design; and (xvi) political factors.

Forward-looking statements involve significant known and unknown risks and uncertainties, should not be read as guarantees 

of future performance or results and will not necessarily be accurate indicators of whether or not such results will be achieved. 

A number of factors could cause actual results to differ materially from the results expressed or implied by such forward-

looking statements or information, including, but not limited to: the risk factors discussed in the Companyôs Mercur Project 

PEA news release dated March 31st, 2025 and the other risks and uncertainties disclosed in the Companyôs public filings with 

Canadian securities regulators, including its most recent annual information form and managementôs discussion and analysis, 

available at www.sedarplus.ca. Readers are encouraged to carefully review these risk factors as well as the Companyôs other 

filings with the Canadian Securities Administrators. The forward-looking statements contained in this presentation are made 

as of the date of this presentation. Except as required by law, the Company disclaims any intention and assumes no obligation 

to update or revise any forward-looking statements, whether as a result of new information, future events or otherwise. 

Additionally, the Company undertakes no obligation to comment on the expectations of, or statements made by, third parties 

in respect of the matters discussed above.

Caution  Regarding  Mineral  Resources  Estimates

This presentation also contains references to estimates of mineral resources. The estimation of mineral resources is inherently 

uncertain and involves subjective judgments about many relevant factors. Mineral resources that are not mineral reserves do 

not have demonstrated economic viability. The accuracy of any such estimates is a function of the quantity and quality of 

available data, and of the assumptions made and judgments used in engineering and geological interpretation (including 

estimated future production from the Projects, the anticipated tonnages and grades that will be mined and the estimated level 

of recovery that will be realized), which may prove to be unreliable and depend, to a certain extent, upon the analysis of 

drilling results and statistical inferences that may ultimately prove to be inaccurate. Mineral resource estimates may have to be 

re-estimated based on: (i) fluctuations in commodities prices; (ii) results of drilling, (iii) metallurgical testing and other studies; 

(iv) proposed mining operations, including dilution; (v) the evaluation of mine plans subsequent to the date of any estimates; 

and (vi) the possible failure to receive required permits, approvals and licenses or changes to existing mining licenses.

Non-IFRS Measures

This presentation includes certain terms or performance measures commonly used in the mining industry that are not defined 

under International Financial Reporting Standards ("IFRS"), including "cash cost per ounce of gold" and "all-in sustaining 

costs" (or "AISC"). Non-IFRS measures do not have any standardized meaning prescribed under IFRS, and therefore they 

may not be comparable to similar measures employed by other companies. The data presented is intended to provide 

additional information and should not be considered in isolation or as a substitute for measures of performance prepared in 

accordance with IFRS and should be read in conjunction with the Companyôs consolidated financial statements and the 

Companyôs press release related to the PEA on the Mercur Project dated March 31, 2025, including the disclosure under the 

heading ñCautionary Statement ï Non-IFRS/Non-GAAP Financial Performance Measuresò therein for a more detailed 

discussion of how the Company calculates certain of such measures.

Cautionary  Note  to  United  States  Investors

The disclosure in this presentation was prepared in accordance with NI 43-101, which differs from the requirements of the 

Securities Exchange Commission in the United States (the ñSECò), and resource and reserve information contained or 

referenced in this investor presentation may not be comparable to similar information disclosed by public companies subject to 

the technical disclosure requirements of the SEC. Historical results presented herein are not guarantees or expectations of 

future performance. The securities of the Company have not been registered under the United States Securities Act of 1933, 

as amended (the "U.S. Securities Act"), or any state securities laws and may not be offered or sold within the United States or 

to U.S. Persons unless registered under the U.S. Securities Act and applicable state securities laws or an exemption from 

such registration is available.
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REVIVAL GOLD INC.  

Pursuing a revival  in gold

ÅAdvancing multi -million -ounce brownfield gold 

assets  in the U.S.1:

ÅMercur  PEA-stage heap leach gold project in Utah

ÅBeartrack -Arnett  PFS-stage heap leach project in Idaho

ÅTarget production >160 koz gold p.a. 2

ÅThree rigs drilling, engineering and permitting 

prep underway

ÅBacked by EMR Capital & Dundee Corporation

3

Note: 1See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & Associates, 

and RESPEC Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025, and ñPreliminary Feasibility Study NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Beartrack-Arnett Heap Leach Project, Lemhi County, Idaho, USAò 

prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & Associates, IMC, KCH and WSP, dated August 2nd, 2023, for further details. 2Target production based on combined Mercur 2025 PEA average annual 

gold production and Beartrack-Arnett 2023 PFS average annual gold production.            

Mercur, Utah

Beartrack-Arnett, Idaho
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POSITIONED IN 

THE WESTERN U.S.

Note: 1Fraser Institute 2024 Study (Investment Attractiveness).

A premier jurisdiction

ÅIdaho and Utah rank among 

the Top -25 mining jurisdictions 

in the world1

ÅSupportive State governments 

and communities

ÅOperational synergies with 

locally based team and 

proximity of assets

4
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MERCUR ï REVIVAL OF A CARLIN GOLD CAMP
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REGIONAL/GEOLOGICAL SETTING

Major Gold Belts of the Great Basin
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Source: Sillitoe, 2008; annotated by Ensign Minerals, 2021.

Early Cretaceous

Eocene

Oligocene (26 Ma)

Miocene (20 ï 4 Ma)

Miocene (16 ï 14 Ma)

Metallogenic Belt Age

Porphyry Cu-Au

Skarn

Sediment-hosted Au

Orogenic Au

Low-sulfidation Au

Deposit Type

Intermediate-sulfidation Au-Ag

High-sulfidation Au Ñ Ag

ÅEocene to early Oligocene aged Carlin-type deposits 

dominant, associated with felsic to intermediate magmatism
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THE OQUIRRH RANGE 

Porphyry and Distal 
Disseminated Deposits

ÅBingham Canyon

ÅOver 100 yrs of operation

Å>$300 billion of metal content

ÅBarneyôs Canyon

ÅCarlin-type gold deposit

Å>2 million oz of gold produced

ÅOphir and Stockton

ÅHistorical Pb, Zn, Ag 

production

ÅPotential deep Cu porphyry

7

Cu-Au

Source: Rio Tinto, Utah Geological Society, EMX Royalty, Osisko Development and Ivanhoe Electric.
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PROJECT HISTORY

Å1813 ï 1912 ï High-grade underground mining 

Produced 920,000 oz Au at 0.33 opt Au

ÅFirst commercial use of cyanide

Å1970ôs and 1980ôs ï Getty Oil Company 

developed the Mercur open pit mine and CIL 

Complex

Å1985 ï 1998 ï Barrick Produced 1.4 Million 

ounces of gold from a combined CIL, POX, 

and Oversize ROM leach facility

Pre-dates Utah joining the Union in 1896

bÙóèª±şƇ^ó¨ÔÉªƇè±ªÙè­éť

Geyser Marion Cyanide Plant 1939

Mercur Gold Mines 1913
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DISTRICT CONSOLIDATION

Rebirth of a proven gold producer 1

ÅExploration opportunity at West Mercur  

initiated by Dave Mako in 2011 to begin 

district consolidation

ÅEnsign Minerals continued district 

consolidation 

Å2020 Priority Minerals agreement 

Å2021 original agreement with Barrick

ÅRevival Gold acquired Ensign in 2024

ÅMercur  PEA released in May 2025

9

Bingham 

Canyon Mine

Salt Lake

City

Note: 1See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical 

Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, 

USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & Associates, and RESPEC 

Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025. 2See appendix. 3Mako 1999.
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GEOLOGIC OVERVIEW
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P{É×ƇP±èªóè

bÉÔù±è{­Ù

ÅCurrent resource on east limb  of 

Ophir anticline

ÅFocus of past production and 

exploration

ÅLimited exploration on west limb of 

Ophir anticline

ÅSmall-scale historical shafts in upper 

stratigraphy

Source: Revival Gold

Carlin -style mineralization in favorable 

Mercur  Member stratigraphy

Note: See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical 

Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, 

USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & Associates, and RESPEC 

Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025. 2See appendix. 3Mako 1999.
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MERCUR EXPLORATION DOMAINS

Mineralization hosted in doubly plunging Ophir Anticline

11

Source: Revival Gold



TSX-V: RVG | OTCQX: RVLGF

MERCUR HOST 

STRATIGRAPHY
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RCM25-023 84ô Upper Beds

RMC25-019 65ô Magazine Sandstone

RMC25-027  70ô Silver Chert

Figure from Mako, 1999 and Kerr, 1997
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MERCUR BRECCIAS
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RMC25-015 505ô GBL Breccias

RMC25-013 408ô Cave Fill Sediments

RMC25-027 235ô GBL Breccias

ÅWidespread breccia 

development in Silver Chert 

and Lower Great Blue

ÅKarst

ÅSolution Collapse

ÅOtheré.

Marion Hill Pit Breccia
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NORTH MERCUR

14

ÅMineralization hosted at top 

of Lower Great Blue 

Limestone

ÅProximal to 36.7 +/- 0.5 Ma1 

Ma porphyritic intrusion

ÅFissures developed on 

NNE trending high angle 

fracture sets intersecting 

favorable stratigraphic 

horizons

Adits at North Mercur drifting along mineralized 

fissures and stratigraphy

Ag-rich CRD Mineralization

Note: 1Moore and McKee 1983
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MAIN MERCUR 

GEOLOGY
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Section Line

Note: GT calculations are a bulk indication of the mineralization in the system and include 

mined out portions of deposits

Note: See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur 

Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & 

Associates, and RESPEC Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025. 2See appendix. 3Mako 1999.
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MAIN MERCUR

Structural Controls

ÅHigher grade domains hosted 

in low displacement structural 

grabens

ÅHosted adjacent to Eagle Hill 

Rhyolite (32.4 +/- 0.1 Ma1)

ÅStructural controls appear to 

be at intersection of low 

displacement faults

Note: 1USGS and NIGL 2012

Note: See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur 

Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & 

Associates, and RESPEC Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025. 2See appendix. 3Mako 1999.
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SOUTH MERCUR GEOLOGY
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RMC25-028 292ô
Note: See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & 

Associates, and RESPEC Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025. 2See appendix. 3Mako 1999.



TSX-V: RVG | OTCQX: RVLGF

18

2025 DRILLING ï 13 KM PROGRAM

Focused on 

resource definition 

and expansion

Å0.70 g/T Au weighted 

average intercept 

grade to-date1

Å79% weighted average 

AuCN/AuFA ratio to-

date1

ÅOver 60 holes still to 

be released

4 km trend

Note: 1See Revival Gold news releases dated October 6th, 2025, October 29th, 2025, November 17th, 2025, and December 9th, 2025.
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WEST MERCUR

987 station gravity survey integrated with reprocessed regional DIGHEM survey

19

Gravity (Horizontal Gradient) Resistivity Aeromagnetics (Vertical Derivative)
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PROJECT SITE

Excellent access, existing services

20

Å Excellent topography, low elevation 

plant site

Å Site layout leverages extensive private 

land position

Å Paved road access & site office

Å 43.8 kV grid power; substation on site

Å Nearby water wells

Å 30 minutes drive from Tooele (pop. 

40,000). No camp needed.

Note: See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the 

Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by Kappes, 

Cassidy & Associates, and RESPEC Company LLC, dated May 2nd, 2025. 
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MERCUR MINERAL RESOURCE1

21

Project Area 

Indicated Mineral Resources Inferred Mineral Resources 

Tonnage 
(kT) 

Gold Grade 
(g/T) 

Gold 
(koz) 

Tonnage 
(kT) 

Gold Grade 
(g/T) 

Gold 
(koz) 

Main Mercur 28,629 0.63 581.0 33,179 0.53 567.0 

South Mercur 6,670 0.77 165.0 3,066 0.60 59.0 

Total Mercur 35,299 0.66 746.0 36,246 0.54 626.0 

Notes: 

1. The Mineral Resource estimates were developed by Michael S. Lindholm, CPG of RESPEC in Imperial units, and the results and 
optimization parameters were converted into metric units. 

2. In-situ Mineral Resources are classified in accordance with CIM Standards. 

3. Mineral Resources for all model blocks were calculated within optimized pits at a cut-off gold grade of 0.005 oz/ton 
(0.17 g/tonne). 

4. The average gold grades of the Mineral Resources are comprised of the weighted average of block-diluted grades within the 
optimized pits. Alluvium and historical waste rock and backfill materials are not included in the Mineral Resources. 

5. Mineral Resources that are not Mineral Reserves do not have demonstrated economic viability. 

6. Mineral Resources potentially amenable to open pit mining methods are reported using a gold price of US$2,000/oz, a 
throughput rate of 20,000 tons/day (18,144 tonnes/day), variable metallurgical gold recoveries that average 74% for Main 
Mercur and 79% for South Mercur, variable net smelter return royalties with a block-weighted average of 2.1%, mining costs of 
US$2.50/ton (US$2.76/tonne) mined, heap leach processing costs of US$4.05/ton (US$4.46/tonne) processed, and general and 
administrative costs of US$0.82/ton (US$0.90/tonne) processed. The gold commodity price was selected based on an analysis 
of the three-year trailing average at the end of February 2025. 

7. The effective date of the Mineral Resource estimate is March 13, 2025. 

8. Rounding may result in apparent discrepancies between tons, grade, and contained metal content. 

 
Note: 1See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & 

Associates, and RESPEC Company LLC, dated May 2nd, 2025. 
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$295 M 

NPV5%, A/T

$1,363/oz

ASIC

2025 PEA HIGHLIGHTS1

22

$208 M 

CAPEX

95,600

Oz Au/Yr

66 MT @ 

0.60 g/T Au

$1,205/oz

Cash Cost

10 Yr

Mine Life

2 Yrs to

Permit

ÅLow capex given existing 

infrastructure

ÅShallow open pit, heap leach 

operation

ÅCompelling metrics

ÅAdvantageous permitting 

timeline

One of few large undeveloped western 

U.S. gold projects

Note: 1$2,175 gold price assumed in economics. See ñPreliminary Economic Assessment NI 43-101 Technical Report on the Mercur Gold Project, Tooele & Utah Counties, Utah, USAò 

prepared by Kappes, Cassidy & Associates, and RESPEC Company LLC dated May 2nd, 2025. Cash Cost and ASIC are Non-IFRS measures. Refer to Non-IFRS measures on page 2. 
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MERCUR
QUESTIONS?


