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AND IN THE MATTER OF
Mining Claims L-643276, 643277, 643278, 643279, 
643280 and 643281, situate in the Township of 
Maisonville, in the Larder Lake Mining Division, 
hereinafter referred to as "the mining claims;"

AND IN THE MATTER OF
Mining Claims L-767357, 767358, 767359, 
767360, 767361 and 767362, being restakings 
of the mining claims.

AND IN THE MATTER OF
An application for relief from forfeiture under 
Clause 86 (l)(c) of the Mining Act.

BETWEEN :

ESSO MINERALS CANADA

Applicant 
- and -

ROCCO SCHIRALLI

Respondents

J. P. Dillon, for the applicant.
M. Armstrong, Q. C., for the respondent.

The appliceint applied for relief from forfeiture and an 

extension of time for filing a proper report of work in respect of 

six mining claims in the Township of Maisonville in the Larder Lake 

Mining Division. On July 5, 1982 the mining claims were recorded 

and transferred to the applicant. The staking had been done by 

Walter N. Baker who was under contract with the applicant to stake 

claims on its behalf.

Following preliminary investigation by two geologists on 

the staff of the applicant it was decided that the mining claims 

were not of sufficient 'extent to warrant a program by the applicant. 

The evidence on behalf of the applicant was that the mining claims 

did not offer the potential that the applicant required for an "Esso 

sized company". Accordingly, the mining claims were optioned to 

Stanley T. Hawkins who caused a magnetometer and an electromagnetic 

geophysical survey to be performed. These two surveys were 

conducted by Geoige Jeffs on lines cut by another contractor. On 

completion of the surveys the report of work was filed with the
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Recorder on June 14, 1983. By reason of the report of work 

not being signed by or on behalf of the recorded holder the report 

of work was returned to Jeffs for completion. At this time Jeffs 

was working away from home and did not receive the letter in time to 

have it amended prior to the anniversary date of the recording of 

the mining claims. Consequently, the report of work was not placed 

on record although a copy was attached to the abstract in the office 

of the Mining Recorder.

The expenditures by the applicant were estimated at

52,500 and the expenses of Hawkins were 56,609.03. Some of Hawkins 1 

expenditures were made by a private company controlled by him and 

resident in Vancouver. Hawkins contemplated the conversion of the 

company to a public company and its listing on the Vancouver 

exchange but at the date of the hearing this had not been done.

The plan of the lines and the field notes of the surveys 

were filed. Although some question was raised as to the sufficiency 

of the surveys particularly as a body of water exists on the six 

mining claims it may be noted that in examining the field notes 

there is a fairly extensive coverage of the two mining claims 

through which the river passes and, although the ultimate 

responsibility for determining the adequacy of the geophysical 

surveys lies with the Minister of Natural Resources this tribunal is 

satisfied that sufficient assessment work had been done to meet at 

least the first year's requirements if not the second year's 

requirements on the two mining claims and all of the work 

requirements for a two-year period had been completed on the other 

four mining claims. In addition Jeffs has prepared the technical 

reports that are required for filing with the Minister of Natural 

Resources including a bibliography and professional references as it 

is one of the first occasions on which Jeffs has submitted such a 

report.

On July 7, 1983 Donald McKinnon who holds over one hundred 

claims in the area some of which abut the mining claims attended at 

the office of the Mining Recorder and allegedly through accident

* * * O
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opened the abstract boo"k at the pages showing the mining claims to 

which were stapled copies of the correspondence regarding the return 

of the report of work and a copy of the report of work. Following 

discussion with the Mining Recorder and the Regional Mining Recorder 

he concluded that the lands were open for staking by reason of 

failure to file a proper report of work and accordingly he concluded 

that the assessment work requirements of the Act had not been met. 

He instructed one of his employees to stake the six mining claims 

forthwith and the staking was done on July 8, 1983. On July 18, 1983 

the staking of the mining claims was recorded along with a transfer 

to a trustee, who is the respondent in the present matter.

Shortly thereafter McKinnon telephoned Douglas F.

Collingwood, an official of Pryme Energy Resources Ltd., with whom 

he had been dealing in the past in regard to mining claims in the 

Hemlo area and entered into an oral arrangement to proceed to do 

assessment work on behalf of that company which is a Vancouver based 

public company. He immediately proceeded with a magnetometer and a 

V.L.F. electromagnetic geophysical survey. Upon receipt of the two 

reports he ordered an induced polarization geophysical survey and 

upon receipt of the report of this survey he arranged for a diamond 

drill program. Following the performance of the diamond drill 

program two hundred days of diamond drilling were recorded on each 

mining claim on October 18, 1983. On October 28, 1983 the oral 

agreement with Pryme Energy Resources Ltd. was finalized and under 

this agreement some thirty-five mining claims were optioned to the 

company in consideration of $200,000, $20,000 of which was paid. 

In addition, the optionor was granted a two per cent net smelter 

return.

McKinnon's evidence regarding expenditures was that the 

first two geophysical surveys cost $3,300. No bill had been 

received in respect of the induced polarization survey. The diamond 

drilling was done at a rate of thirteen dollars a foot. Assuming 

that the induced polarization survey costs a similar amount to 

either of the other two surveys and allowing $1,800.00 therefor

...4
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it is found that the expenses incurred by McKinnon and Pryme 

according to McKinnon's evidence are as follows;

Staking 5 950.00 
Magnetometer and electromagnetic

surveys ? 3,300.00 
Induced polarization survey ? 1,800.00 
Diamond drilling $15,600.00

TOTAL $21,650.00

Collingwood, the Secretary-Treasurer of Pryme Energy 

Resources Ltd. gave evidence confirming the arrangement with 

McKinnon and indicated that the company was a public company with 

350 shareholders and holds gas and oil properties in the 

United States and other mining properties in Quebec and Ontario 

particularly in the Hemlo area. According to his evidence the 

company has spent $84,000 on the property including the $20,000 

downpayment, $24,000 on geophysical surveys and $40,000 for diamond 

drilling. Notwithstanding cross-examination on the issue of whether 

these expenditures extended to the group of thirty-five claims 

covered by the agreement, the witness 1 opinion was that only 90 per 

cent of these expenditures related to the six restaked mining 

claims. No evidence was provided by the witness to establish or 

prove the actual amount of the expenditures and as the evidence of 

McKinnon is more related to the normal charges for such surveys and 

as only 1,200 feet of diamond drilling had been applied to the six 

restaked mining claims, it is found that the expenditures in 

accordance with the evidence of McKinnon are the expenditures 

incurred by the respondent and the persons on whose behalf he holds 

the restaked mining claims.

The witness also filed evidence showing that the company 

had a cash position of $495,000 and stated that the company had 

every intention to proceed with further development of the restaked 

mining claims.

The witness was cross-examined on whether the transaction 

would fail if relief from forfeiture were granted. The witness 1 

position was that the agreement could be adjusted and six other 

mining claims held by McKinnon in the area could replace the six in

. ..5
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question although the six claims in question were the most 

interesting claims in the area. In this regard Exhibit 27 is a 

claim map of the Township of Maisonville and it shows the restaked 

mining claims as being in the centre of the large group of mining 

claims held by McKinnon.

There are two issues in this case. The first issue is 

whether the staking on behalf of McKinnon was premature and whether 

on an application for relief from forfeiture, the applicant was 

entitled to have this matter litigated. The second issue is whether 

on the facts of the case, assuming that such staking was valid, 

relief from forfeiture should be granted.

On the first issue, counsel for the applicant took the 

position that the case of Victory Gold Mines Limited and Cross 

3 .M.C.C. 12 and the case of Argyle Consolidated Mines Limited and 

Thompson 3 M.C.C. 79 are ancient cases which have lain dormant for 

many years and are distinguishable from the present case in that in 

those cases the staking by the respondent occurred after the lands 

came open for staking and the issue was the adequacy of such 

restaking. It was suggested in distinction that the issue raised in 

the present case is not that type of issue and that the point can be 

determined on the evidence of the applicant's case without having 

regard to the validity of the actual staking by the respondent per 

se. It is understood that the point of distinction is that the 

lands were not open for staking as contrasted with the validity of 

the staking from a point of view of technical compliance with the 

requirements of the Mining Act.

On behalf of the respondent reliance was placed on the two 

cases. It was pointed out that such matters are initially 

determinable by the mining recorder and the determination of the 

issue by the Commissioner on an application for relief from 

forfeiture deprives the second staker of the opportunity of the 

hearing before the mining recorder which, in effect, provides the 

party with what consititues a discovery and a subsequent hearing 

before the Commissioner. In passing it may be noted that 

discoveries have been ordered in cases before the Commissioner.

...6
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It is the opinion of this tribunal, having in mind that 

the purpose of the existence of the tribunal is the expeditious 

resolution of matters arising in respect of mining claims, that the 

hearing of such an issue on an application for relief from 

forfeiture is more prcicticably dealt with at such hearings in such 

limited circumstances. The mining recorder has no jurisdiction in 

connection with the granting of relief from forfeiture and if it 

were held that in cases such as the present it is necessary to have 

a separate hearing before the mining recorder the end result would 

be a multiplicity of proceedings and even a delay which might 

preclude the granting of relief from forfeiture within the six month 

period during which such relief can be granted. Accordingly the 

tribunal is of the opinion that there is nothing in the authorities 

that prevents the hearing of this issue where it is so fundamental 

to the issue of relief from forfeiture.

Having regard to the facts of the case the tribunal is 

satisfied that sufficient assessment work had been done to meet the 

requirements of the Act as of the 5th day of July, 1983. Subsection 

85 (1) of the Mining Act deals with forfeiture of the rights of 

recorded holders and reads,

85.-(1) Except as provided by section 86, 
all the interest of the holder of a mining 
claim before its patent has issued ceases 
without any declaration, entry or act on the 
part of the Crown or by any officer, and the 
claim is open for prospecting and staking out,

(ai) if the licence of the holder has 
expired and has not been renewed;

(b) if, without the consent in writing 
of the recorder or Commissioner, or 
for any purpose of fraud or deception 
or other improper purpose the holder 
removes or causes or procures to be 
removed any stake or post forming 
part of the staking out of such 
mining claim, or for any such purpose 
changes or effaces or causes to be 
changed or effaced any writing or 
marking upon any such stake or post;

(c) if the prescribed work is not duly 
performed;

if any report under subsection 76(3) 
is not made and deposited with the 
recorder as therein required;

. .7
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(e) if the application and payment
for the lease required by section 
94 are not made within the 
prescribed time.

Clause (c) deals with the performance of the prescribed 

assessment work. On the facts of this case it is found that the 

recorded holder had caused sufficient assessment work to be done to 

prevent the application of clause (c). Clause (d) deals with a 

report of work required under subsection 76(3) which subsection 

reads,

(3) The recorded holder of a mining claim 
shall, not later than ten days after each of 
the periods specified, make a report in the 
prescribed form as to the work done or caused 
to be done by him during such period, verified 
by certificate in the prescribed form, and the 
report shall show in detail,

(ci) the location, nature and extent of work;

(b) the names and addresses of the men who 
performed the work; and

(c?) the dates upon which each man worked 
in its performance,

and, in the case of diamond or other core 
drilling, the report shall be accompanied by 
a core log in duplicate indicating the footages 
of the rock types encountered, and the angle 
and direction of the drill hole, and by a 
sketch or plan in duplicate fixing the location 
of the drill hole in relation to the corner 
posts of the claim.

This issue was raised in the recent unreported decision of 

Paquette y. Morissette et al. However, in that case there was no 

evidence to establish that assessment work sufficient to meet the 

requirements of the Act had been performed. The point arose 

indirectly in the unreported decision of Pancontinental Mining 

(Canada) Ltd, v. Thorsteinson. In that case the tribunal in dealing 

with reports of work said,

It may be noted from subsection 3 that the 
ten day period is not in reality a period of 
grace but the tenth day is the date fixed by the 
statute for the performance of the required act, 
namely, the filing of the report of work. It may 
also be noted that the report is to relate to each 
of the periods specified in subsection 76(1) and 
the report is to verify the work "done or caused 
to be done during such period". The words "each" 
and "such" indicate that the Statute is referring 
respectively to the periods mentioned in subsection l 
and apart from subsection 86(5) it is clear that the 
ten day period is applicable in resnect of each 
period mentioned in subsection 76(1) and that the

* * * O
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basic principle is that no report is required 
by the Act until the tenth day. It is not 
a provision of an extended period but the 
establishment of the statutory period.

Accordingly this tribunal finds that the lands were not 

open for staking at the time that the staking was done on behalf of 

McKinnon. Counsel referred to a number of decisions indicating that 

the root of title to a mining claim is dependent upon the manner of 

staking and that no rights flow therefrom. See Garvey v. Fiset 

4 M.C.C. 279, Martin v. Arrowsmith 5 M.C.C. 115, Clark and Babcock

4 M.C.C. 85 and Rinaldi v. Hill et al. (unreported). Further it was 

held that no rights flow from a premature staking in the cases of 

Whelan v. McGregor 5 M.C.C. 97 and Yost v. Chorzepa et al*

5 M.C.C. 222. Counsel for the respondent pointed out that the 

recording was delayed until the ten day period had expired but the 

tribunal cannot conclude that this act gave any validity to the 

staking that was done during the time that the lands were not open 

for staking.

Assuming the above conclusion is found not to be correct 

by an appellant jurisdiction regard will be had to the issue of 

whether relief from forfeiture should be granted in the event the 

restaking was valid. There is little doubt in the mind of this 

tribunal that in such event the application should be dismissed. The 

case clearly falls within the well recognized category of cases in 

which all of the assessment work requirements have been complied 

with although in this case the compliance has been by the respondent 

as contrasted with the applicant in the usual situation. Counsel 

for the applicant argued strenuously that the performance of 

assessment work after an application had been brought constituted an 

abuse of process and a defiance of the Act, the tribunal and justice 

itself. He admitted that he was unable to find any provision by 

which he could prevent such assessment work being conducted. This 

issue was addressed in the unreported decision of Noranda 

Exploration Company, Limited v. Corporation Falconbridge Copper 

where it was held that no negative implications should be attributed 

to a respondent for carrying on the activities that the Mining Act 

both allows and requires a subsequent staker to do. The absence of 

any provision to prevent such activities is consistent with such an 

approach.
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It was further alleged that McKinnon had been guilty of 

watching. Although his evidence was that by accident he came upon 

the fact that the mining claims, in his opinion, were open, assuming 

that McKinnon was watching the mining claims, the doctrine of 

watching was fully reviewed in the cases of Garrelts v. Lacasse 

5 M.C.C. 413, and the unreported decision of McCabe v. Barry. In 

the opinion of this tribunal the principle is a relative one and 

there can be no criticism of a licensee who is prepared to comply 

with the Act and perform assessment work. The distinction that was 

made in the old cases compared a licensee who was complying with the 

Act with one who was merely watching and waiting for speculative 

advantage and in the view of this tribunal that principle should not 

be applied against a licensee who has the resources and proceeds to 

comply with the Act.

Counsel for the respondent raised the issue of public 

company and the fact that the company controlled by Hawkins had not 

become public and had not become listed. The opinion of this 

tribunal is that this factor may be relevant but not necessarily 

conclusive. In conclusion, this tribunal is of the opinion that in 

the circumstances of this assumption, relief from forfeiture should 

be refused as the greater equities are with the respondent whose 

principals have caused more than the full requirements of assessment 

work to be performed and have the resources and intent to do further 

assessment work and development and as the restaked mining claims 

are centrally situate in the block of mining claims held by the 

respondent.

In the event an appellate jurisdiction finds otherwise the 

compensation payable to the respondent in the event relief from 

forfeiture on terms were granted is determined at $21,650 plus costs 

on a solicitor and client basis. In such an event the rule in Re 

Spry et al. and Leek et al. l M.C.C. 259 would be applicable.

As the point on which this case turns was left undecided 

in the Paquette case and as this case accordingly is a case of 

first instance no costs shall be awarded.

...10
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IT IS ORDERED that upon filing the order herein and paying 

the fee therefor the interest of the holder in mining claims 

L-643276, 643277, 643278, 643279, 643280 and 643281, situate in the 

Township of Maisonville, in the Larder Lake Mining Division be 

relieved from forfeiture and the time for filing a proper report of 

work be and the same is hereby extended until and including the 31st 

day of January, 1984 and that mining claims L-767357, 767358, 

767359, 767360, 767361 and 767362 be and the same are hereby 

cancelled.

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no costs shall be payable 

by either party to the matter.

Dated this 30th day of December, 1983.

MMISSIONER.



REPORT ON A GEOPHYSICAL V.L.F.-E.M. S MAGNETOMETER 

SURVEY CARRIED OUT DURING THE PERIOD 7-14,JUNE 1983 

ON A SIX CLAIM BLOCK,MAISONVTT.T.'R TWP.. LARDER LAKE 

MINING DIVISION. ^,^^^^

42A'8SE" 89 ^ MA ' SONV ' LLE
INTRODUCTION

The property upon which the work program herein reported 

was carried out , is currently under option by Syncon Explora 
tions Ltd. from Esso Minerals Canada Ltd. The boundaries of the 

present claim group encompasses the larger part of what was 
formerly known as the Wickstead prospect. This prospect has a 
history of surface work (primarily trenching) dating back to 1918 

from which it is reported that comparatively high gold assays have 
been obtained. The principal objective of the present work was 
to possibly establish a geophysical signature upon^h^oh^ a future 

drill program and/or other work could be plann^. ^

  PROPERTY DESCRIPTIOIj^CCA^jECJi^ND, ACCESS MW1NG U    - - ' '

The property consists of six contiguous claims located 

immediately west of Wolf Lake in the north west part of Maisonville 

Twp., and approximately 12 miles north-west of the town of 
Kirkland Lake. The claims-which cover the south half of lots 8 and

j, T tr/QOTA 4-v.roncfh to L-643281 inclusive. 9 Range VI are numbered L-643276 througn to A*

No 11 Hiahway runs north/south within 3/4 mile and parallel 

to the west boundary of the claim group. The Ontario Northland 

Railway passes across the north-west corner of the property .Access 

to the group is most readily obtained by walking south l* miles 

along the railway tracks from Bourkes Station.

HISTORY
So far,as can be ascertained, the earliest prospecting and, 

the bulk of work carried out to-date on the property in question 

was during the period 1918-48. The current claim group represent 

part of a larger property held during that time by Mr. A. Wickstead a 

resident of Bourkes.



HISTO , con t.

A broad network of trenches and pits exist within the 

bounds of the present property,trending generally across the 

NW-SE diagonal of the claim group. The trenches are .for the 

most part,overgrown,partially collapsed and quite evidently 

date from the Wickstead Tenure.

No drilling within the present property limits has 

been reported to the time of this survey.

The most recent appraisal carried out on 12 of the 

existing trenches, was by Dr.A.O.Sergiades of Esso Minerals 

Canada Ltd. during 1982. 10 grab samples taken by Dr.Sergiade's 

party from the trenches assayed (Au) from 0.07 oz. to 2.13 oz. 

per ton. 

LINE CUTTING

From a base line extending from the N.W.& S.E. corners 

of the property, a grid of 200 foot interval cross lines was 

cut generally to the property boundaries. Both base line and 

cross lines were chained and pickets set up at 100' intervals. 

The extent of this grid totals I 0h line miles.

Line cutting was carried out by a crew of two men under 

the direction of John Duncan of Kirkland Lake.

GEOPHYSICAL SURVEY

V.L.F. E.M. fc magnetometer traverses were made across the 

entire grid, with readings taken at 50' intervals. The ^stxurnents 

used were:

a) Crone Geophysics Ltd.,RADEM VLF EM Receiver(transmitting 
Station, Cutler,Maine).

b) Scintrex MP2 Proton Precession Magnetometer.

V.L.F. E.M. in phase profiles are shown on the enclosed 

plan (V.L.F. E.M. Profiles) scale l" -20'. Magnetometer 

readings taken at individual stations are shown on the enclosed 

plan (Ground Magnetic Stations c, Readings) Scale 1"~200'. 

Interpreted magnetic contours are shown on enclosed plan. 

(Ground Magnetic Contours) Scale 1"-20'.
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Two operators who carried out this work were :

-George J.Jeffs, 417 St.Clair Ave.,East,Toronto, 
Ontario, M4T 1P6
-Larry Vandendool, c/o Suite 1105, 347 Bay Street, 
Toronto, Ontario, M5M 2R/

CONCLUSIONS S. RECOMMENDATIONS

The VLF profiles are flat and inactive, no E,M,con 

ductors are indicated.

A discrete well defined magnetic anomaly with peak 
readings some 5,000-gammas above background striking N.W.- 

S E. was exposed south of the base line. The west and longer 

axis of this anomaly coincides with the larger number and 
greater density of previous trenching activity. More narrow 

and less intense bands of magnetic highs run parallel to this 

anomaly on the north side of the base line, again coincident 

to some extent with past trenching.

Available evidence suggest, a N.W./S.E. trending 

mineralized structure dipping to the W.E. The greater density 
of past trenching activity is coincident with a strong N.W./S.E, 

magnetic high. A brief mapping and sampling program carried 
out by Esso Minerals Canada Ltd. during 1982 on the coincident 

trenches showed high gold values.

It is recommended that a minimum 2,000 foot drill program 
be carried out to test the grade and inclination of the mineralized 

zone at depth.

l January 6th.,1984
George J.'Jeffs,
SYNCON EXPLORATIONS LTD.
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An EM receiver measuring the FIELD STRENGTH,
DIP ANGLE and QUADRATURE components of the VLF
communications stations.

This is a rugged, simple to operate, ONE MAN EM unit. It can be used without line cutting and is thus ideally suited for 
GROUND LOCATION OF AIRBORNE CONDUCTORS and RECONNA1SANCE SURVEYS of MINERAL SHOWINGS. 
1 instrument utilizes higher than normal EM frequencies and is capable of detecting poorly conductive sulphide deposits 
and fault zones. It accurately isolates BANDED CONDUCTORS and operates through areas of HIGH POWERLINE NOISE. 
The method is capable of deep penetration but due to the high frequency used its penetration is limited in areas of clay and 
conductive overburden.

The DIP ANGLE measurement detects a conductor from a considerable distance and is used primarily for location conductors. 
The FIELD STRENGTH measurement is used to define the shape and attitude of the conductor.

Instrument Sales, Rental and Repair Services
Contract Survey Services
Consulting Services
Computer Plotting and Processing Services

HEAD OFFICE: 3607 Wolfedale Rd
MISSISSAUGA, Ontario 
CANADA L5C 1V8 
PHONE: (416) 270 0096 
TELEX: 06-961260



SPECIFICATIONS*

SOURCWOF PRIMARY FIELD: VLF Communications Stations l to 25 KHz

JUMBER OF STATIONS: 7 Switch Selectable

STATIONS AVAILABLE: The Seven Stations May Be Selected From:

CODE STATION ft LOCATION CALL SIGN FREQUENCY

Standard CM Cutler, Maine NAA.. ............ 17.8 KHz
SW Seattle, Washington NLK. . .. . . . ....... 24.8 KHz

AM Annapolis, Maryland NSS. . .... ........ 21.4 KHz

H Laulualei, Hawaii NPM..... . ........ 23.4 KHz

BOF Bordeaux, Frace . NWU.............. 15.1 KHz

E Rugby, England CBR.. .... ........ 16.0 KHz

Optional MS Moscow, Russia UMS..........,. .. 17.1 KHz
OD Odessa (Black Sea) EWB.............. 15.6 KHz

NC Exmouth,Australia NWC.............. 22.3KHz

HN Helgelend, Norway JXZ............... 17.6 KHz

YJ Yosamai, Japan NOT.............. 17.4 KHz

TJ Tokyo, Japan JG2AR. ........... 20.0 KHz

BA Buenos Aires, Argentina ...... ............ 23.6 KHz

CHECK THAT STATION IS TRANSMITTING: Audible signal from speaker.

PARAMETERS MEASURED:
(1) DIP ANGLE in degrees of the magnetic field component, from the horizontal, of the major axis of the polarization 

ellipse. Detected by a minimum on the field strength meter and read from an inclinometer with a range of  V2 0 .

(2) FIELD STRENGTH (total or horizontal) of the magnetic component of the VLF field, (amplitude of the major axis 

of the polarization ellipse). Measured as a percent of normal field strength established at a base station. Accuracy 

 2*3!:) dependent on signal. Meter has two ranges: O-300X and O- 600^.

(3) QUADRATURE component of the magnetic field, perpendicular in direction to the resultant field, as a percent 

of the normal field strength, (amplitude of the minor axis of the polarization ellipse). This is the minimum reading 

of the Field Strength meter obtained when measuring the dip angle. Accuracy ~-t 29a.

OPERATING TEMPERATURE RANGE: ~ 400C to 500C (~ 400F to 1200F) 

DIMENSIONS : 9 cm x 19 cm x 27cm (3'72 " x 7'72 " x 10 1X2 ") 

SHIPPING DIMENSIONS: 30cmxl4cmx36cm (H 778 "x5'72 "xl4") 

WEIGHT: 2 .7kg(61bs) 

SHIPPING WEIGHT: 6.0 kg (13 Ibs)

BATTERIES: 2 of 9 volt
Average Life Expectancy
20 Hours for Continuous Operation

* Specifications subject to change without notice*



Magnetics - Ground

MP-2 Portable Proton Precession 
Magnetometer

The MP-2 is a portable one gamma proton preces 
sion magnetometer (or field survey or base station 
use. The optimi/ed design of sensor and circuitry 
using the latest COS/MOS components has 
resulted in a very light weight, low power con 
sumption, rugged and reliable magnetometer.

1 gamma sensitivity and accuracy over range of 
20,000 to 100,000 gammas.

Operates in very high gradients, to 5,000 gammas 
per meter.

Weighs only 37 kg.

Up to 25,000 readings from only 8 D cells.

Battery pack isolated from electronics for corro 
sion protection.

Battery pack easily extended for winter use.

Light emitting diode digital display, with complete 
test feature.

Reads out in only 3.7 seconds!

Unique no-gia-'e po!arized reflector permits easy 
reading in bright sunlight.

Indicator light warning of excessive gradient, am 
bient noise or electronic failure.

Digital readout of battery voltage.

Rugged all metal housing for rough field use at all 
temperatures.

Automatic recycling or external trigger features 
permit ready conversion to base station use in the 
MBS-2 model.
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Address

120 Adelaide Street West,FOB 4029,Station A, TORONTO, Ontario,M5W 1K3
Survey Company fbate of Survey (from A to) [Total Miles of line Cut

SYNCON EXPLORATIONS LTD . [ D] y j fao ^ 8 3 j D14 6 Q
ijame and Address of Author (of Geo-Technical report)

GEORGE J.JEFFS, l105, 347 Bay Street,Toronto,Ontario, M5H 2R7
t right

10.5

Credits Requested per Each
Special Provisions

For first survey:

Enter 40 days. (This 
includes line cutting)

For each additional survey: 
using the same grid:

Enter 20 days (for each)

Man Days

Complete reverse side 
and enter total(s) here

Airborne Credits

Note: Special provisions 
credits do not apply 
to Airborne Surveys.

Geophysical

- Electromagnetic

- Magnetometer

- Radiometric

- Other 

Geological 

Geochemical 

Geophysical

- Electromagnetic

- Magnetometer

- Radiometric

- Other 

Geological 

Geochemical

Electromagnetic

Magnetometer

Radiometric

Days per 
Claim

40 .

20

Days per 
Claim

Days per 
Claim

Mining Claims Traversed (List in numerical sequence)

Expenditures (excludes power stripping)
Type of Work Performed

Performed on Claim(s)

Calculation of Expenditure Days Credits 

Total Expenditures
Total 

Days Credits

Initructions
Total Days Credits may be apportioned at the claim holder's 
choice. Enter number of days credits per claim selected 
in columns at right.

\
Prefix

L

.,?...

-

'-

; :
i

tinir

e
(
( 
e 
e
e

—

—

—-

ig Claim 
Number

543276

543277

5 4 32 78 

543279 

543280

543281

^j- .. . - . . - . .

i

— — — ——

-L A tt.C)
Ml

jlr
AM """-

Expend. 
Days Cr

60

60

60 

60 

60

60

- .....^

— - — —

iit-I
-ING D1V

TTjc
12UJ2|

T

84

3,

\
Prefix

'i i X

. v ., ;. . .

MlNfJ

rg—

PM
|5|6
.'.•: . -

dining Claim 
Number

-' —— — - —— — —

—— ...—................

JAN23J984

—.——- ——

— --— — .--.—

-

Expend. 
Days Cr.

-— —— —

- —————

. i .- i f

- - ——— -

Total number of mining 
claims covered by this 
report of work.

tion Verifying RepSrt of Work_Regional Exploration Mana^eT
l hereby certify that l have a personal and intimate knowledge of the facts set forth in the Report of Work annexed hereto, having performed the work 
or witnessed same during and/or after its completion and the annexed report is true.

a^J Postal Address of Person Certifying

George J.Jeffs, Suite 1105, 347 Bay Street , Toronto, On tar io, M5 H 2R7
Certified by (



r
Ontario

Ministry of
NaUii
RelBAes

Geotechnical
Report
Approval

*X-

Mining Lands Comments

B To: Geophysics

Comments

[ [ Wish to see again with corrections
Signature

To: Geology - Expenditures

Comments

j l Approved j [ Wish to see again with corrections
Date Signature

To: Geochemistry

Comments

[^Approved Q W ish to see again with corrections
Date Signature

l——l

JTo: Mining Lands Section, Room 6462, Whitney Block. (Tel: 5-1380)

J 593 181S1D)



Ministry of
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APR 4 1984
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March 29, 1984 Our File: 2.6266

Esso Resources Canada Ltd 
120 Adelaide Street West 
P.O. Box 4029 Station "A" 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5W 1K3

Dear Sirs:

RE: Geophysical {Electromagnetic and Magnetometer) 
Survey submitted on Mining Claims L 643276 et 
al in the Township of Maisonville

Enclosed are the plans, in duplicate, for the above-mentioned 
survey. Please have the author of the report date and sign 
each map and show the raw data recorded at each station on 
the VLF maps. Please return all maps to this office as soon 
as possible.

For further information, please contact Mr. F.W. Matthews at 
(416)965-6918.

Yours sincerely,

RECEIVED

Director
Land Management Branch

61984 

MINING LANDS SECTION

Whitney Block, Room 6643 
Queen's Park 
Toronto, Ontario 
M7A 1W3 
Phone:(416)965-6918

M.E. Anderson:mc

CC: Mining Recorder
Kirkland Lake, Ontario

l) P T ̂  | V E D

APR " i-1984

MINING LANDS SECTION

nor-

s. fe. t* :

(O "TO



Ministry of
Natural
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Ontario

Geotechnical
Report
Approval

File

Mining Lands Comments

7\ To: Geophysics ft,, ft

Comments

(~J Approved Vish to see again with corrections
Date Signature

To: Geology- Expenditures

Comments

[j A pproved | ] Wish to see again with corrections
Date Signature

To: Geochemistry

Comments

|~) Approved [ | Wish to see again with corrections
Date Signature

l [TO: Mining Lands Section, Room 6462, Whitney Block. (Tel: 5-1380)

1693 (81/10)



January 16, 1984 Our File: 2.6266

Mr. George J. Koleszar
Mining Recorder
Ministry of Natural Resources
4 Government Road East
P.O. Box 984
Kirkland Lake, Ontario
P2N 1A2

Dear Sir:

We have received reports and maps for a Geophysical (Electromagnetic and Magnetometer) Survey fubnrftted under Special Provisions (credit for Performance 
and Coverage) on Mining Claims L 643276 et al 1n the Township of Maisonville.

This material will be examined and assessed and a 
statement of assessment work credits will be Issued.
We do not have a copy of the report of work which 1s normally filed with you prior to the submission of this techenlcal data. Please forward a copy as soon as possible.

Yours very truly,

J. R. Morton
Acting Director
Land Management Branch

whitney Block, Room 6643 
Queen's Park 
Toronto, Ontario 
M7A 1H3 
Phone:(416)965-1380

M.E. Anderson:me

cc: George J. Jeff
c/o Syncon Explorations Ltd 
Suite 1105 
347 Bay Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5H 2R7



'SUITE 1105-347 BA Y STREET
TORONTO, ONTARIO

M5H2R7
Telephone: 
862-7885 January 13th.,1984

Ministry of Natural Resources
Mining Lands Section
Room 6610, Whitney Block
Queen's Park
TORONTO, Ontario, M7A 1W3

Attention: Mr.Fred Mathews 

Dear Mr.Mathews:

Please find enclosed two (2) copies of a 
Report of Work covering claims L 643276 through to 
L 643281 inclusive,located in the Larder Lake Mining 
Division.

It should be noted that the six claims 
covered by this report recently underwent successful 
relief from forfeiture proceedings before the Mining 
and Lands Commissioner. The enclosed reports are for 
warded to your office in accordance with the Mining 
and Lands Commissioner's ruling,dated 30 th. December, 
1983.

For your convenience a copy of the Mining 
Commissioner's ruling on the above mentioned matter is 
attached.

Sincerely yours,

TANDEM RESOURCES LTD.,

GJJ/kf
encl.-as stated.
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OF

MAISONVILLE
DISTRICT OF

TIMISKAMING

LARDER LAKE
MINING DIVISION 

SCALE: 1-INCH 40 CHAINS

LEGEND

PATENTED LAND
CROWN LAND SALE

LEASES

LOCATED LAND

LICENSE OF OCCUPATION

MINING RIGHTS ONLY
SURFACE RIGHTS ONLY

ROADS

IMPROVED ROADS
KING'S HIGHWAYS

RAILWAYS

POWER LINES

MARSH OR MUSKEG
WINES
CANCELLED
PATENTED S.R.O.

or
C.S.

Loc.
L.O. 

M.R.O. 
S.R.O.

r;s.—:.rf y'""."..'"

c. 
e

NOTES

400* surface r ights reservation along the shores 
of all l akes and rivers.

Areas withdrawn from staking under Section
43 of the M ining Act, R.S.0.1970. (Sec.42,RS.O '60)

Order NO. F ile Date Disposition
H82I S.R,O. 

22032 II /B/rO S. R O.

S/BI 22032 23/l/BI S RO

All islands m Sesekmika Lake are withdrawn from 
staking by Order-m- Council aated Dec.7,1921

DATE OF ISSUE 

MAR 2 O 1984

Ministry of Naiurai Resources 
____ TORONTO

PLAN NO. M.36
ONTARIO

MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
SURVEYS AND MAPPING BRANCH
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l.OOO feet

SCALE - l inch to 2OO feet

LEGEND

CUT LINE and CHAINED STATIONS 
at 100' INTERVAL. INTERMEDIATE 
STATIONS (50') ESTABLISHED BY 
PACING.

CLAIM POST and CLAIM LINES

MAG. BASE STATION

SYNCON- EXPLORATIONS LIMITED
'105-347 BAf STREET TORONTO, ONTARIO

WOLF LAKE PROJECT
MAISONVILLE TWR, ONTARIO

GROUND MAGNETIC STATIONS 
and READINGS

June 1983
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Scale ' l inch to 200feet

o
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LEGEND

MAGNETIC CONTOURS ' 
CONTOUR INTER'ML - 500 gammas

O AREA OF PREVIOUS TRENCHING a nd PITTING

CLAIM POST and C LAIM LINES

SYNCON EXPLORATIONS LIMITED
1105- 347 BAY S TREET TORONTO, O NTARIO

WOLF LAKE PROJECT
MAISONVILLE TWP., ONTARIO

GROUND MAGNETIC CONTOURS

June 1983



x L643278 ,

l.OOO feet

SCALE- l inch to 200 feet
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LEGEND

VLF-E.M.PROFILE (IN PHASE) 
(+J N.W of line {-) S.E.of line . 
Scale of Prof ile-l" to 200

Transmitter ' Cutler, Maine

CLAIM POST and CLAIM LINES

SYNCON EXPLORATIONS LIMITED
1105 -347 BAr STREET TORONTO, ONTARIO

WOLF LAKE PROJECT 
MAISONVILLE TWR, ONTARIO

V LF - EM PROFILES

June 1983


