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group. I note from the work done by Papazik that he has marked ‘the outlinea of bropd [E'.G.J y
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I am not too impressed with the geochemical anomaliea obtained on tzhe Jake

rnoralies. Houever, 8 mrt.her analysea of theae anomalies themselvea s would indicate . ___v .
fhat ﬂaeyrare not too important. | | |
Geochemié‘alg anomélieg must 'be graded according to the following fa‘ctors s |
(1) background ‘rang‘e,-r (2) threskbld,, (3) contrast, (4) homogeneity.
BACKCROUND RANGE - - |
The geochamical data obtained in areas where the soil’ equilibrium has not been
' upset by metal dispersiona from an- underlying ore deposit, usually falls statxstioally
within a well dqfined range for the broad area inm question. For -the Jalce group it would
apveér to be a total ‘mei;al content in Ap.p.m. of 75. ‘l‘he 80il overlying the Vangorda
deposit was in ﬁhe same order, as was’ alsa the Cal surVey. |
SHOLD ,
It is us"ually pcs:sibie to select a limiting cut off or threshold value balow »
which the #ariations. represent; only normal background effects and above which they have |
significance in terms of possible ore. The value rof ‘this threshold may require a
careful Aa’pprai,sal of all vgeaehemical data in the area. No hard and fast rules can bav
established as to what threshold value 15 likely to be in any given area, because it will
depend on local geochemical faétors which are different for different areas. However, it
is usually possible to select the threshold contours suitable for the area in ques‘bion by
careful appraisql of the geochemical data from that area. It would appear that for an
anomaly to be significant it' should reach 5 times background count. We nz'igin;ally thought
that twice background cout was significant and this may be the case if holiogenelty is
present. However, if it w‘é‘% not, then the twice béekgrbund count may be 1solated erratics
which have no signifigance. I think 4t 1s gafer for interpretive purposes on this job to
take 5 times the background count, as is indidated by the thgdrda érea survey. This
being the case, there is really no significant geochemical anomaly on the Jake and Cal
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uhen compared with t.hose ebtained on the downstream side of the Vangorda ore becﬂy." £6.L. 7]
- p j S .' J
GOMRASE . : ' ‘ o ,i—éﬂ
 Contrast may be expressed as a ratio either of maximmn to threaheld, me;i:ﬁuhi,

c:”\;

background, or threshold to background depending on whioh figure appears to be the ﬁbﬂt
SRR
significant. Because of its charaeteristic -responSe te factors eausing enrichmeknt oT.. .

impoverishment, each element will normally show a different and characteristic degree of
veontrest. with its background. In the case of the Vangorda survey;. the contrast would be
expressed as 5 tines the thresholds Any oontraef; of this nature would be treated as an
ahomaly caused by underlying minersldization. If the threéheld on the éal group was taken ‘.
asyjehe hundred then there are no reall:} significant contrasts of the nature of those
obtained in the Vafngoiﬂa area. This also applies to the Jake elaim;a; although some " -
isoletea ones reached 400 or 4 times background. This doea not, appear to obtein over most
of the area hawever. | |
HOMOGENETTY - |
| This 15 a measure of the smoothness or absence of strong loeal variatiens. in __
| the distribution of the heavy n%etal nenbeht.. ¥hen smooth geochemical preﬂleser contours “
can be draun, f.he aziemly could be considered homogeneous. Anomalies within wlﬂ.ch values
“ vary erratically through a wide range within short distances, may be considered '
reletiveiy 1nﬁomegeneaus. The 1Vranger4:m~ Geochemieal s\xﬁey showed a homogeneous anomaly

over a 1ength" of ‘3,000 feet and a width of appmxima'tely 800 feet en the down’smpeifm;side_
of the Vangorda ore body. Samﬁling poihts there were taken at regular intervals 200 feet
apart, while those on the Juks group were taken 300 fcet apart. Thus, with a similar |
sampling :r.nterval, there should ‘be no ‘apparent differenca in t.he homogeneity of the
anomaly on the Jake oleims as cempared with that of the Vangorda claims. However, it
Uweuld appear that the Jake anomaliea are not homogeneeus as compared with the Vangorda
ones. This is another factor against the results showing a unifom anemely caused by .
underlying svlphides. | | ' - | / A _ '

When the above factors are taken into consideration, it would eppear that the

geochemical anomaly en the Gai and Jake ‘groups are not significant of a large underlying
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base metal body."

Tt 13 noted on the Jake geochemical survey, that the topographical detail
" not shown. This would be helpful in deciding which is downslope from the anqmanaT;
obtained. It could be marked on the finsl map in a general sort of vay. B
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