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November 10, 1981

Mr. Charles I. Brett
Box 460

R.R. 4, Okaview Road
Kelowna, B.C.

ViY 7R3

Dear Charlie,

It is with considerable embarrassment that I put this report on your
Inez Group together. Upon return from our field examination in the
spring, 1 got caught up in the day to day crush of the summer's program
and have only recently returned from the north. My apologies for the
inexcusable delay.

1 enclose my assessment of the Inez on the geological sketch map.

The Inez is a typical tungsten skarn, in my opinion, with limited poten-
tial by virtue of its size. Initially, the possibility of stratiform
tungsten mineralization in the 0ld Tom/Shoemaker package seemed attrac-
tive as a possibility from previous written accounts of the geology
(returned herewith). Our examination of the Inez suggested little

in common with statiform deposits such as Mittersill (Felbertal, per
enclosed paper by Plimer). Basically, the quartzites and volcanic

rocks are not tungsten-bearing as we saw.

Tungsten is contained only in the pyroxene skarn (see map) from all
presently available data. The main exposure of the skarn appears to
have a maximum length of some 40 meters, certainly with some potential
: toward the west end of the property. Without more extensive mapping, .
little can be said as to the significance of this area. However, your
mogt easterly trench (samples 7304, 7305, 7306 and 1I-5) clearly shows
the skarn '"tonguing out' into the quartzites and volcanic rocks of

the Old Tom/Shoemaker defining the easterly limit of mineralization.
This is different than Nebocat's interpretation and certainly doesn't
enhance matters. While the skarn certainly extends to depth and could
"blossom' in this direction, the surface extent, type and patchy style
of mineralization does not look encouraging enough for Cyprus Anvil

to pursue the property further.

With my sketch map, I enclose a copy of my field notes, a description
of the samples submitted for assay and a copy of the assay results.
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Mr. C. 1. Brett November 10, 1981

Inspection of the assay results shows you what you already know —-
that there are interesting, but erratic, tungsten values in the skarn
with no supporting values in gold, silver, molybdenum, lead, zinc or
tin. One sample, 1-6, shows some copper (seen as chalcopyrite) con-
tent, but not in economic concentrations.

Looking at the moly values for the plutonic rocks, we did not duplicate
the reported 0.19% MoS, section by Getty; in fact, our sample I-2 comes
in at 0.002% Mo which equals 0.003% MoS, -- far from an exciting re-
sult., The most attractive moly value comes from sample I-3b, the thin
aplite dike cross-cutting the main phase of the intrusive. This was
the sample with the visible moly rosettes you found. Our investigation
showed little fracturing or alteration and quartz veining in the main
part of the intrusive, and only a few widely-spaced aplite dikes.

By now you're certainly fed up with the negative waves on Inez and
probably me, so I'll turn to a more positive note —-~ the Quesnel Lake
samples. From the assay results, you can see they're not much on tung-
sten. Certainly one of the samples you had in Kelowna fluoresced well,
but the values just aren't there. Possibly another mineral is being
misidentified for scheelite?? At any rate, the lead-zinc picture for
these samples looks fairly interesting, particularly I-3. 1I-3 was

the sample I mentioned as having significant light brown sphalerite
content -- it certainly does. While the style of mineralization in
the QL 1 ~ 3 samples does not appear stratiform, they look interesting.
If you still feel up to pursuing them, they might be worthwhile. Let
me know your reaction.

In closing, I again apologize for my tardy reply and thank you for
your property submissions.

Yours truly,

CYPRUS ANVIL MINING CORPORATION

D. S. Jennings
Chief Geologist

DSJ/ck
Encl.




