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Summary

The Winston Property of Sequoia Gold and Silver Ltd is a gold and silver exploration
property covering total of 168.1 hectares (415.3 acres) in the Chloride Mining District of
Sierra County, New Mexico, U.S.A.. The project comprises two proximal but non-
contiguous blocks; the Little Granite -Little Granite Gold unpatented Claims and the
Ivanhoe-Emporia Patented Claims. The western most corner boundary of the Ivanhoe-
Emporia block is 891 metres east of the Little Granite Claims’ eastern boundary.

The property is in Sections 16, 21 and 22 of Township 10 South, Range 9 West
approximately 13.5 km northwest of the town of Winston in the Chloride Mining District,
and is accessible by four-wheel drive road from State Highway 59.

The project area in the is underlain by shallow dipping tertiary volcanics on the western
edge of the Winston Graben that is dissected by high-angle normal faulting along
predominantly North-south trends that cut older strike-slip faults and host the epithermal
vein deposits of the district.

The Chloride mining district defined by open-space, epithermal fissure-filling quartz-
calcite veins with sulphide and native-metal mineralisation occurring in distinct,
structurally controlled shoots. They are hosted predominantly in the Rubio Peak
Formation.

Past mining development and production on the is poorly documented. however the
various small mines in the district did produce a significant amount of gold and silver
between 1879 and 1931.

The Little Granite, Ivanhoe and Emporia properties saw sporadic technical work
performed sporadically through the 20 century, primarily focused on milling and
metallurgy, however the little amount of exploration work performed was poorly
documented, with the exception of a small surface exploration program by Redline
Minerals in 2012.

The exploration objective on the project is to define sufficient epithermal precious metal
vein mineralisation to support a profitable mining operation.

It is recommended that a first phase of soil geochemistry and survey work at a cost of
$100,000 be executed to better define the surface expression of the Little Granite vein
and other potential mineralisation along trend to the north and south. A second phase of
up to 850 metres of diamond drilling at a cost of $250,000 should attempt to better define
the extent and character of the Little Granite vein beyond the extents of existing mine
workings.



1.0 Introduction and Terms of Reference

1.1 Introduction

The purpose of this report is to provide an evaluation of the exploration potential for the
Little Granite, Ivanhoe and Emporia properties to host an economic ore-body.

1.2 Terms of Reference

This report was prepared at the request John Gammack, President and CEO of Far
Resources Ltd., including all subsidiaries and affiliates from time to time.

1.3 Sources of Information

Sources of information in the preparation of this report include public government,
academic, and company reports listed in the References section of this report. Large
portions of this report are taken from Stewart Jackson’s 2012 report: “National
Instrument 43-101 Report of Geology and Mineralization of the LG and Ivan Claim
Group with Summary of Historical Production and Drilling on Enclosed Pre-Existing
Claims, Chloride Mining Sub-District, Winston, Sierra County, New Mexico”. The
report contains an exhaustive summary of historic work on the properties. All reports
referenced by him were made available to the authors. Jackson (2012) accurately reflects
all of the source material.

The authors rely on the work and reporting of all previous workers and have been able to
cross-reference and verify the contents against other historical data where possible and
fully believe it to be true and accurate.

1.4 Site Visit

One of the authors, Lindsay Bottomer, P.Geo. visited the Property on November 13 and
14™ 2013, and the other author, James Moors, P.Geo. visited the Property December 11,
2017 and again on January 15, 2020.
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2.0 Disclaimer

Information relating to claim ownership was supplied by the company. The status and
location of the claims is available from government sources.

The authors did not confirm the locations of any mineral claims in the field. Information
regarding underlying legal agreements and permits was verified by correspondence with
the County clerk, BLM, and Sequoia Gold and Silver Ltd.

The authors have relied extensively on information provided in reports by numerous
geologists, engineers and others that have worked on various geological, metallurgical
and mining aspects relating to the properties as noted in the References section of this
report. The authors have no reason to believe that any of the past work was not done in a
professional manner to industry standards of that time.

The authors have relied on regional geological mapping executed by officers of the both
the United States Geological Survey and New Mexico Bureau of Geology and Mineral
Resources as cited in References. These sources are deemed reliable.
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3.0 Property Description and Location

3.1 Location

The property consists of: 1. a group of 16 unpatented claims; the LG Claims, 2. a group
of 4 unpatented claims; the Little Granite Gold claims and, 3. 2 patented claims; the
Ivanhoe Lode and the Emporia Lode claims, centred at Latitude 33.42678° N Longitude
107.76058° W along Turkey Creek drainage of the Chloride Mining District of Sierra
County, state of New Mexico, USA. The claims are found in Sections 16, 21 and 22 of
Township 10 South, Range 9 West of the 15 minute series Lookout Mountain
Quadrangle. See Figures 3.1.1 and 3.1.2
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3.2 Claim Status

The Winston Project consists of 16 unpatented mining claims, the “LG Claims”, owned
100% by Sequoia Gold and Silver Ltd. along with the right to acquire an additional 4
unpatented mining claims, the “Little Granite Gold” claims, and 2 patented mining
claims, the “Ivanhoe/Emporia claims” located in Sierra County, New Mexico. They are
shown on Figure 3.2 and cover a combined area of 168.1 hectares (415.3 acres).

In consideration for the Winston Project, Sequoia Gold and Silver Ltd. paid C$100,000
cash and issued 2,500,000 common shares (the “Payment Shares”) of the Company to the
original Vendors between April and September 2017.

Additional cash payments totalling US$478,000 and US$361,375 are payable, by way of
instalments to the owners of the Little Granite claims and Ivanhoe/Emporia claims,
respectively, in accordance with the terms and conditions of the underlying purchase
agreements to complete the acquisition of such claims.

Further details regarding the ownership of each property in the Winston Project are
described in the sections following.

3.2.1 Ivanhoe/Emporia Claims

The Ivanhoe Patented Claim known as the Ivanhoe Lode Mining Claim designated by the
Surveyor General as Lot No. 165 situated within Section 22, Township 10 South, Range
9 West, N.M.P.M. It contains 13.84 acres of land, and described and recorded in Book
“F” at pages 486-489 of the Mining Deed Records in the office of the Clerk of Sierra
County, New Mexico, under Mineral Certificate No. 67, within the Gila National Forest.
The survey Plat can be found under BLM reference number NM230100S0090WO0 and is
provided in Appendix 1

The Emporia Patented Claim known as the Emporia Lode Mining Claim designated by
the Surveyor General as Lot No. 719 situated within Section 22, Township 10 South,
Range 9 West, N.M.P.M. It contains 13.939 acres of land, and described and recorded in
Book “H” at page 202 of the Mining Deed Records in the office of the Clerk of Sierra
County, New Mexico, under Mineral Certificate No. 369.

The survey Plat can be found under BLM reference number NM230100S0090WO0 and is
provided in Appendix 1

It should be noted that the patent claim locations depicted on National Topographic maps
and BLM survey maps are quite inaccurate. Legally binding boundaries are dictated by
the Survey Plats and monuments on the ground, not locations as depicted on other maps
The Emporia Mine & Patented Claim is located 1350 metres due east of the southeast
corner of Little Granite Claim block.
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Claims were transferred to Sequoia Gold and Silver from Redline Minerals Ltd. on May
7,2017.

The general terms of the Ivanhoe/Emporia Agreement relate to an underlying agreement
with the original title holders in 1997 for fee-simple ownership of the Ivanhoe and
Emporia patented claims for a purchase price of $500,000 requiring advanced minimum
monthly royalty and production royalty payments according to the schedule shown in
Table 3.2.1.

Table 3.2.1: Royalty Schedule for Ivanhoe and Emporia
Patented Claims, Sierra County, New Mexico
MONTHLY AVERAGE MINIMUM PRODUCTION
SILVER PRICE/OZ MONTHLY ROYALTY ROYALTY %

Less than $5.00 $125 3%
$5.00 ~ $6.99 $250 4%
$7.00 ~ $8.99 $500 5%
$9.00 ~ $10.99 $1,000 6%
$11.00 ~ $14.99 $1,500 7%
$15 or greater $2,000 8%

All royalty payments shall be credited toward the purchase price of $500,000. Upon full
payment of the purchase price, the Seller shall be entitled to a permanent Production
Royalty equal to two percent (2%) of the Net Smelter Returns on all ores mined and
marketed from the Claims.

As of December 2016, the payment schedule required payments totalling $262,500, of
which $138,625 had been received, leaving it in arrears of $126,625. To reach the full
purchase price the payment schedule requires a further $234,500 plus the amount in
arrears for a total of $361,375

Sequoia Gold and Silver provided the author with copies of the Ivanhoe/Emporia paid
2017 Property Tax Bill dated August 22, 2017 showing the taxes are paid up to date, and
the 2016 Notice of Value dated April 4, 2016 from the Sierra County Assessor, and the
registered owner of the Ivanhoe/Emporia patented claims as Robert Howe Educational
Trust-Attn: ESB Trust Department.

3.2.2 Little Granite Gold Unpatented Claims

The Little Granite Gold property comprises four contiguous unpatented mineral claims
listed in table 3.2.2.1 and shown on Figures 3.2 and 3.2.2.

All maintenance fees on the four claims are up to date and good through September 2021.

Claims Little Granite Gold #1 and #6 fall almost entirely within Section 16 of Range 9
West, and Claims Little Granite Gold #2 and #5 fall almost entirely with Section 21.
(Figure 3.2.2).

Sequoia Gold and Silver Ltd. has agreed to purchase the claims as stated in the purchase
agreement and amendments. An underlying purchase agreement from the Vendor
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requires payments totalling $478,000 to Silver Rose Corp. according to the schedule
provided in Table 3.2.2.2.

Table 3.2.2.1 Little Granite Gold Claims Details

Claim Name Claim Record # Area (hectares) Area (acres)
Little Granite Gold #1 NMMC135823 33.3 82.2
Little Granite Gold #2 NMMC135824 26.5 65.5
Little Granite Gold #5 NMMC135827 294 72.7
Little Granite Gold #6 NMMC135828 32.7 80.7

Table 3.2.2.2 Payment Schedule to Silver Rose Corp. for Little Granite Unpatented
Claims, Sierra County New Mexico.

Date Amount Due | Cumulative Amount Purchase Price Balance
$478,000
July 15, 2016 $12,000 $12,000 $466,000
July 15, 2017 $12,000 $24,000 $454,000
July 15, 2018 $12,000 $36,000 $442,000
July 15, 2019 $12,000 $48,000 $430,000
July 15, 2020 $12,000 $60,000 $418,000
October 1, 2020 $19,000 $79,000 $399,000
October 1, 2021 $19,000 $98,000 $380,000
*October 1, 2022 *$19,000
October 1, 2022 $380,000 $478,000 S0

*-optional to defer final payment to 2023; final purchase price increases to $497,000
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Figure 3.2.2: Little Granite Gold Claims Survey Map.

, and 10 have lapsed)

(Claims 3,4,7,8,9
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3.2.3 LG Unpatented Claims

The LG Claim Group consists of 16 contiguous un-patented lode claims (~330.1
acres/133.6 hectares) (Figure 3.2) in Sections 16, 21, Township 10 South, Range 9 West
within the northwestern portion of Sierra County, New Mexico. Claim details are
provided in Table 3.2.3.

The LG Claim group was originally staked in December, 2011 and contained 110 claims.
It has since been reduced in size and restaked with the core 16 contiguous claims
remaining in good standing and with claim fees paid in full to until September 2021.
There was a contiguous block of 106 claims (the Ivan Claims) to the west that were also
staked and included in the property grouping at the time, however they have lapsed. (See
figure 5.2 for previous claim groupings.)

The purchase agreement with Redline Minerals gives Sequoia Gold and Silver Ltd. a
100% undivided interest in the LG Claim Group without royalty. Mineral rights are
granted annually once maintenance fees (currently USD$140 per claim) are paid to the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Santa Fe, New Mexico before September 1%

No environmental liabilities are known to have been formally identified on or legally
assessed against LG Claims.

Table 3.2.3 LG Claims Details

Claim Serial No. Area (ha) Area (acres)
LG19 NMMC201919 8.24 204
LG20 NMMC201920 8.36 20.7
LG28 NMMC201921 8.26 204
LG29 NMMC201922 8.42 20.8
LG30 NMMC201923 8.27 20.4
LG31 NMMC201924 8.33 20.6
LG39 NMMC201925 8.32 20.6
LG40 NMMC201926 8.45 20.9
LG41 NMMC201927 8.3 20.5
LG42 NMMC201928 8.39 20.7
LG50 NMMC201929 8.42 20.8
LG51 NMMC201930 8.42 20.8
LG52 NMMC201931 8.33 20.6
LG53 NMMC201932 8.42 20.8
LG63 NMMC201934 8.27 20.4
LG64 NMMC201935 8.36 20.7
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4.0 Accessibility, Climate, Local Resources,
Infrastructure and Physiography

4.1 Accessibility

The Property was originally accessible via a 10 mile dirt road up the Turkey Creek
stream bed that intersects highway 52 1.7 miles north of the small town of Winston. This
route is currently blocked by several locked gates. Twenty-eight miles east of Winston on
Highway 52 is US Highway 85 which leads to the large centres of Albuquerque, 140
miles north, and Las Cruces, 85 miles south.

An alternate access route to the properties was related by Jackson (2012):
“Traveling 4.0 miles (~6.5 km) north of Truth or Consequences, New Mexico along
Interstate 25 to State Highway 52 one proceeds 36 miles (~57.9 km) to the community of
Winston From the latter, access to the heart of the LG and Ivan Claimblock involves the
following:
1. Traversing 8.0 miles (~12.9 km) north along State Highway 52 from the town of
Winston.

2. The route then turns west for 4.0 miles (~6.4 km) on State Highway 59.

3. Upon reaching the poorly maintained 4WD USFS Road 4081, the access bears 4.0
miles (~6.4 km) south past the historic Occidental, Minnehaha, and Great Republic
Mines to the now razed former booming mining settlement of Grafton.

4. An old haulage road, USF'S Road 4073E and 4073K respectively proceed
generally southwest from the Grafton to the Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines. USF'S
Road 524 ambles ~1.5 miles (~2.4 km) west up Turkey Creek from Grafton to the
Little Granite Claims.

Several other alternative shorter formerly public roads of better quality also exist to the
east and west of the Property Group but were controversially allowed by the U.S. Forest
Service to be closed 30 years ago by local ranchers.

Obtaining un-restricted permanent ingress and egress to the claims in the Gila National
Forest for exploration and potential future production on the preceding or via new
construction is a vital necessity to the future viability of the project. Meetings with the
U.S. Forest Service District Ranger in the Silver City, NM office as well as legal
consultation on re-opening the closed roads have been conducted in an attempt to quickly
resolve this matter.” Jackson (2012).

All known roads in the area of the project are provided in Figure 4.1.

4.2 Climate

Climate was described accurately in Jackson (2012):

“The area of the Chloride Sub-District is classified as a semi-arid region with a mean
precipitation rate of 12 to 15 inches (30.5 to 38.1 cm). Most rainfall is observed in
thunderstorms in July and August. A late summer-early fall monsoon is commonly in
effect. The torrential rainfall results in flashfloods in the narrow creeks and canyons and
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can cause serious temporary travel hazards. Temperatures are generally moderate and
range from an average low of 20°to 35°F (-7 °to +2° C) in the winter to a high of 85°
t095°F (29°to 35° C) in the summer. However, exceptional extremes of -25° and 100° F
(-32°to 38°) have been recently recorded.” Jackson (2012)

4.3 Local Resources

Local Resources were described in detail by Jackson (2012):

“Surface water is scarce but historical tests have demonstrated that there is an adequate
supply of ground water for both the general public as well as potential mining
operations. Cattle ranching is the vocation that sustains the majority of the general local
population.

Although old-line family ranches of a few hundred acres are the norm, others such as
Television-mogul Ted Turner’s Ladder Ranch in the range of tens of thousands of acres
also exist. None-the-less, the general industry relies heavily on grazing allotments on
multiple-use USF'S, BLM, and State lands.

Big game hunting and leases, particularly for trophy elk through nationally recognized
sporting good franchises, on both private and public lands, is a thriving business
extending from mid-August through mid-January.

Large stands of Ponderosa Pines are present and formerly supported a thriving seasonal
industry. However, the latter is currently essentially non-existent due to the combination
of the diminished national economy as well political restrictions imposed on the leasing
and harvesting of timber.

Competition among the recreation, hunting, mining, and ranching interests for water and
land sometimes results in significant friction among the groups. However, the Property
Group is within a historically well-established premier mining area that has been
dormant for approximately 25 years and even pre-dates the designation of the Gila
National Forest which encloses it.

Human resources in northwestern Sierra County, New Mexico are extremely limited due
to very sparse population within an isolated rural area.” Jackson (2012)

4.4 Infrastructure

Infrastructure is described in detail by Jackson (2012):

“Local infrastructure in the area of the Chloride Sub-District is minimal. The closest
settlement is the community of Winston with a population of 50-100 which is located ~10
miles (~16.1 km) southeast of the heart of the Redline Minerals Property Group. It has
only a post office and small general store which carries a small line of groceries as well
as gasoline (petrol). Truth or Consequences, NM (pop. ~7,000) located 45 miles (~72.4
km) to the south has moderate support facilities. Las Cruces, NM (pop. ~200,000) is the
major service and supply center for all of southwest New Mexico and is located ~100
miles (~161.9 km) to the south of the project area while another 50 miles (~80.5 km)
further is El Paso, TX (pop. +1,000,000). The latter has a regional airport.” Jackson
(2012)
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4.5 Physiography and Vegetation

Physiography and vegetation is described in detail by Jackson (2012):

“The area of the Redline Minerals Property Group is moderately rugged with elevations
ranging from 6,800 to 7,900 feet (~2,073 to 2,409 m). Approximately 1.5 miles (~2.4 km)
to the west, Sawmill Peak is 8,400 feet (~2,561 m) high. The hamlet of Winston lying 10
miles (~16.1 m) to the south has an elevation of ~6,000 feet (~1,829 m). The mountains of
the claimblock are comprised of thoroughly dissected essentially flat-lying volcanic
rocks. They are usually covered by overall sparse vegetation typically comprised of
range grasses, scrub oak, pinion shrubs, and large gnarled alligator-back juniper trees.
However, thickets of scrub oak as well as balds and open parks of several tens of acres
(~12.0 hectares) also locally exist. Stands of Ponderosa Pines are found on the higher
mountain sides where they have an affinity for the north-facing slopes as well as within
protected topographic basins. Cottonwood as well as some stunted Black Walnut trees

populate the wider valley floors such as Turkey Creek where water is seasonally more
abundant.” Jackson (2012)
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5.0 History

A detailed exhaustive history of the various claims composing the property is provided
by Jackson (2012). For the sake of brevity, not all portions and figures (and associated
references) from that report have been restated in this report but nothing of significance
has been omitted.

While technical and regulatory reporting standards have evolved greatly over the last
century, the information from these historical investigations is considered relevant and
informative to determining the exploration potential of the property and must be included
in this report for the sake of full disclosure and absolute transparency.

As similarly stated by Jackson (2012),: There are no known mineral resources or
reserves on any of the properties that are the subject of this report. All historical
reports of resources and reserves, including statements of grades associated with
sampling, production, tonnages, widths, and lengths, do not satisfy National
Instrument 43-101 standards and should not be relied upon. This background data
is included for reference, transparency, and to qualify the recommendations of
further exploration programs.

5.1 Chloride District Summary History

Nomenclature and distribution of historic mining references is displayed in Figure 5.1.

“The total value of silver, gold, copper, lead, and zinc was largely obtained from a few
large mines in the Chloride, Hermosa, and Kingston Sub- Districts of the Black Range
District and was in excess of USD$20 million (Lovering and Heyl, 1989). Approximately
USDS$1.0 million of this total production prior to 1980 is attributable to the Grafton-
Phillipsburg area in northern portion of the Chloride Sub- District that now coincides
with the Winston Project (Lovering and Heyl, 1989).

There was a revival of exploration, re-development, and production in the 1970s and
1980s. The Occidental, Minnehaha, Great Republic, Emporia, and Ivanhoe Mines in the
northern Chloride Sub-District were re-activated in the early 1980s and continued to
produce gold-silver ores through 1987 (Lovering and Heyl, 1989).

Redline Minerals, Inc. in February and July 2011 acquired the current leaseholds on two
patented and four unpatented claims that were among the more recently reactivated
producers in the 1980s. These are comprised by the Emporia Patented Claim and Mine,
Ivanhoe Patented Claim and Mine, and Little Granite Unpatented Claim Group.
Subsequently, in the Fall of 2011, following an exhaustive review of the published
professional literature as well as a plethora of unpublished historic private reports of
past mine operators and prospective buyers in the Chloride Sub-district, Redline
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Figure 5.1. - Distribution of Claims and Mines 1934, Chloride Mining Sub-District,
Sierra County, New Mexico (Modified from Harley, 1934 and Jackson, 2012).

Minerals commissioned the staking of 216 un-patented claims (~4,400 acres/1,778
hectares) to cover the strike and dip extensions of the veins on its existing leased claims.

(Jackson, 2012).

The resultant tenure map for the property area is provided in Figure 5.2.

Redline Minerals carried out lithogeochemistry and soil geochemistry surveys in 2011.
Of the 216 unpatented claims that were staked, all but 16 were allowed to lapse in

subsequent years.
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Figure 5.2 Redline Minerals Ltd. 2012 Claim Map, Little Granite Mine area, Sierra
County, New Mexico, Jackson, (2012)

5.1.1 Modern Era Mining and Exploration (1968-2011)

5.1.1.1 Goldfield Corporation (1968-1989)

“Goldfield Corporation was active in the Chloride area from 1968 until 1989 (Freeman,
1986, Freeman, 1989). During this time they examined and sampled the Emporia and
Ivanhoe Mines as well as the Elephant Claim Group, Blue Top Fly Mine, and
Minnehaha Mine located to the north of the Redline Mineral property along the same
mineralized trend. Additionally, the former two mines were leased but never drilled or
placed into production”. (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.2 Getchell Mining (circa 1970)

“Getchell Mining’s entry sometime in or before 1972 marks the inception of aggressive
modern exploration and development in the Chloride Sub-District. Whereas prior to this
date claim staking and subsequent mine development was on small fragmented claim
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blocks consisting of a few to a few tens of claims, Getchell aggressively staked hundreds
of claims and consolidated much of the Central Chloride District annexing such well-
known large mines as the Silver Monument, U.S. Treasury, and Midnight (Figure 6.1.1
and Figure 4.3.2.1). The preceding mines respectively occur approximately 12 miles
(~19 km) to the southwest, south, and south-south- east of the Emporia and Ivanhoe
Mines. Little to nothing is available regarding Getchell’s work and internal reports
because subsequently Placer Dome and eventually Barrick Gold successively acquired
the companies holding Getchell’s original claims.” (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.3 Western Nuclear (1978-1981)

“Western Nuclear, a subsidiary of Phelps-Dodge Corporation, (Ristorcelli, 1980),
undertook systematic channel sampling and mapping at the Emporia, Ivanhoe, and
possibly other mines between 1978-1981 (Freeman, 1986).” (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.4 Chem-Tech Minerals (1978)

“Chem-Tech Minerals and Research & Development Corporation in 1978 undertook
channel and dump sampling at the Ivanhoe and Emporia Mines that led to subsequent
limited calculations of mineralized material, metallurgical, refining, and feasibility
studies (Daffron, 1978, Chender, 1978; Albuquerque Assay Labs, 1978, Skyline Labs,
1978).” (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.5 Turley and Foster (1980)

“Mssrs. Frank Turley and John Foster, in 1980 had the Little Granite Claims evaluated
by a professional mining engineer who undertook limited channel and dump sampling;

favorable assays resulted in subsequent bulk sampling (Eveleth, 1980a; Eveleth ,
1980b).” (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.6 Turley (1983-1986)

“Frank Turley, and a local independent miner, intermittently operated the Emporia and
Ivanhoe Mines from 1983-1986.” (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.7 Numex Geological & Engineering Services (1984)

“Numex in 1984 under the direction of a State Registered Geologist undertook seven drill
holes on the Little Granite Mine Vein; very positive results yielded calculation of an
exploration target (DeWitt, 1984). Some low grade silver-gold siliceous dump material
was sold to Phelps- Dodge as smelter flux. “(Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.8 St. Cloud Mining Company (circa 1990-2011)

“The St. Cloud Mining Company, a subsidiary of Goldfield Corporation prior to 2001,
begin surficial mining of zeolites from altered volcanic rocks in the early 1990s (Virta,
2001). It is presently the largest producer of zeolites in North America (St. Cloud
Website, 2011).” (Jackson, 2012)

5.1.1.9 Redline Minerals, Inc. (2011)

“Redline Minerals, Inc. became interested in the Chloride Sub-District in late 2010 when
Steve Rogers submitted some of his family’s mining properties for examination. The
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associated large data package included published regional information as well as
detailed private reports on the Emporia, Ivanhoe, and Little Granite Mines. A review of
the preceding augmented by research at the New Mexico Institute of Mining and
Technology’s by Redline’s founders, Ray Strafehl and Barney Lee, along with their
Corporate Geologist, Matt Melnyk suggested high potential for the re-development of
some existing historic mines as well as the discovery of new presently unknown deposits.
In February 2011, these individuals conducted a field examination of several of the
prospective workings. The dump and some in-situ vein samples collected returned
positive assays and subsequently resulted in the acquisition of the Emporia, Ivanhoe,
and Little Granite Claims. In late August through December 2011, a field program of
reconnaissance geologic traverses, expanded dump and vein sampling, soil sampling,
and orientation electro-magnetic and magnetic lines was implemented across some major
veins. Additionally, 216 new claims were staked. “(Jackson, 2012)

5.2 Emporia and lvanhoe Claim History (1881-2010)

The northeast-southwest trending Ivanhoe Mine Vein is projected to intersect the
northsouth oriented Emporia Mine Vein near the center of the Emporia Claim. The
preceding two mines and claims of the respective same names thus have a long inter-
related history of exploration and operation since shortly after their staking and issuance
of their respective patents in 1883 (Ivanhoe) and 1891 (Emporia). Their common

exploration and development history is jointly briefly chronologically summarized below.
(Jackson, 2012)

5.2.1 Ivanhoe Claim Located (circa 1880-1881)

The Ivanhoe Claim appears to be among the oldest claims located in Chloride Sub-
District - possibly having been staked between 1880 and 1881 based on its patent survey
date of 20-23 August 1881. The actual patent was issued in September 1883 to an un-
stated party. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.2 Ivanhoe Claim Patented (1883)
Patent #8220 was issued for the Ivanhoe Claim in September 1883. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.3 Emporia Claim Located (1886)

U.S. Government records show that the Emporia Claim was originally staked on 22 April
1886. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.4 AT&SF Production & Grade Record (1887)

Spreadsheet Records of the Atchinson, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad from 1887 show
that the Emporia Mine was then being operated by Robert Howe and Slater. It had 1 adit,
3 crosscuts, and 1 winze but apparently had no dump of significant size (Schmidt, 1953).

The same AT&SF spreadsheet indicates that the Ivanhoe Mine was being operated in
1887 by R. Ingersoll & Co. Mine-run on its dump was valued at $15.00/ton (Schmidt,
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1953). The width of the Ivanhoe Vein was stated as varying from 4.0 to 10.0 feet wide
(1.2 to 3.1 m) and carrying silver, gold, and copper (Schmidt, 1953). (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.5 Emporia Claim Patented (1891)

Patent #18510 for the Emporia Claim was issued to Robert T. Howe on 19 August 1891.
(Jackson, 2012)

5.2.6 Seales Report (1916)

A very comprehensive and positive evaluation of the Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines with
recommendations for acquisition and construction of a mill were made by a
knowledgeable geologist or mining engineer (Seales, 1916). (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.7 Grafton Mining Company (circa 1922-1926)

The Grafton Mining Company, under Japanese ownership, operated the Ivanhoe and
Emporia Mines in the 1930s (Clum, 1936, Ristorcelli, 1980). (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.8 Clum Report (1936)

A very optimistic report on the potential of the Emporia vein and its +2.0 mile (3.2 km)
extension was written by an independent consulting mining engineer for an unknown
client (Clum, 1936). Three parallel veins that increased to up to 12 feet wide (3.7 m) at
depth were noted over a span of 40 feet (12.2 m). Mixed oxide and sulphide
mineralization amenable to flotation was estimated to average $35.00/ton (Au
~$35.00/0z; Ag ~$0.70/0z) (Clum, 1936). Mining, milling, and transportation costs were
all estimated.

No dimensional or economic data is cited with regard to the Ivanhoe Vein - only mine

infrastructure and the very favorable potential of the deposit are discussed. (Jackson,
2012)

5.2.9 Van Dolah Report (1940)

A total of 92 channel samples with an average width of 4.25 feet (1.3 m) and 26 dump
samples with an individual average weight of 1.385 lbs (0.62 kg) from the Ivanhoe and
Emporia Mines were undertaken in 1940. Weighted averages for the 39 Samples from the
Emporia yielded $15.59/ton while 50 samples from the Ivanhoe ran $17.73/ton (Au
~835.00/0z; Ag ~80.70/0z) (Van Dolah, 1940). Flotation work on the dump samples
yielded average heads of 0.602 opt Au, 20.53 opt Ag, and 1.26 percent copper with
respective recoveries of 87.5, 94.4, and 77.8 percent (Van Dolah, 1940).

The Emporia Vein is described as being from 12 to 25 feet wide (3.7 to 7.6 m) and
containing a 140 foot long (42.7 m) ore shoot that locally occupies the entire 25 foot
width (7.6 m) of the vein. Values of 812.89/ton are observed in the latter with gold
averaging 34.18/ton and silver 38.72/ton (Au $35.00/0z; Ag 30.70/0z) (Van Dolah, 1940).
This equates to 0.119 opt Au and 12.46 opt Ag. (Jackson, 2012)
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5.2.10 Dooley Report (1940)

The Ivanhoe Vein is interpreted to be a true fissure vein 4.0 to 7.0 feet wide (1.2 to 2.1
m). It was stated to contain at least three separate ore shoots with a rake in the vein to
the south of 78°. Mining of the in-sight vein was projected to yield 817.67/ton (Dooley,
1940). Milling-grade dump material averaging $15.00/ton was observed (Dooley, 1940).

Aggressive development work at the Ivanhoe Vein included sinking of a 400 foot (122 m)
shaft since an earlier report. A 150 foot long (45.7 m) ore shoot from which select
samples averaged 1.5 opt Au on the 100 foot Level (30.5 m) were noted to average 2.5
opt Au on the 200 Level (Dooley, 1940). Another ore shoot appeared to be up to 300 feet
long (91.5 m) based on underground and surface observations. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.11 Entwhistle Underground Long Section (1944)

A geologist undertook an extensive and comprehensive evaluation of the Ivanhoe and
Emporia Mine resulting in the construction of a detailed longitudinal section of the two
sets of underground workings and their respective veins and primary ore shoots
(Entwhistle, 1944). His work and results at the Ivanhoe Mine included the following:

1. 52 Channel samples - 2.0 to 8.0 feet wide (0.61 to 2.4 m) yielding 0.01-1.65
opt Au and 0.26-60.5 opt Ag (Entwhistle, 1944).
2. 6 dump samples - Yielded 0.01-0.25 opt Au, 1.53-6.46 opt Ag (Entwhistle,
1944).
A partially mined ore shoot at the Ivanhoe Mine appearing on the southwestern portion
of the long section defined by the above data is summarized below:
v Southwest Ore Shoot - 100 feet long X 3.9 feet wide X ~120 feet deep (30.5m X 1.2 m X
~36.6 m) (open at depth): Channels averaged 0.025 opt Au and 16.30 opt Ag. Bulk
samples averaged 0.03 opt Au, 7.31 opt Ag, and 0.33 percent Cu (Entwhistle, 1944).
Similar efforts at the adjoining Emporia Mine resulted in that listed below:

1. 44 channel samples - 3.0 to 10.0 feet wide (0.92 to 3.1 m) yielding 0.01 to 0.96
opt Au and 0.14-169.28 opt Ag (Entwhistle, 1944).

2. An unknown number of dump samples.

A partially exploited ore shoot at the Emporia Mine appearing on the northeastern
portion of the long section defined by the above data is summarized below:

v Northeast Ore Shoot - 175 feet long X 21 feet wide X 200 feet deep (53.4 m X 6.4 m X
61.0 m) (open at depth). Channels averaged 0.17 opt Au and 12.10 opt Ag (Entwhistle,
1944) (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.12 Entwhistle Report (1948)

A geologist re-visited the Ivanhoe and Emporia shortly after WWII. Dooley’s (1940)
previous tonnage and grade estimates based on 36,041 pounds of bulk channel samples
from one of Ivanhoe’s shoots, were reviewed and followed by confirmation sampling
(Entwhistle, 1944). Subsequently, Dooley’s results were significantly downgraded due to
discrepancies with the result that a weighted average grade of 310.95/ton ($35.00/0z Au
and 0.70/0zAg) was obtained (Entwhistle, 1944). A good large scale X-section and plan
map were also generated. (Jackson, 2012)
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5.2.13 Anonymous Report (1950)

An un-signed very short general report on the Ivanhoe & Emporia Mines contains no
significant new economic or geologic information. It appears to be a very short L.P.
Entwhistle report. The Ivanhoe Vein’s width is stated to average 4.0 feet (1.2 m) and be a
maximum of 8.0 feet wide (2.4 m). (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.14 Grayson Report (1955)

A general description of the Ivanhoe and Emporia workings, mineralization, geology,
and property disputes was assembled by a geologist (Grayson, 1955). Many other mines
over the entire Chloride area are discussed and the nature of mineralization as well as
dimensions of shafts, adits, and levels mentioned.

However, there is no economic data of significance. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.15 Goldfield Corporation (1969)

Five vein and dump samples from the mines located in the northern portion of the
Chloride Sub-District were submitted to a Silver City Assay lab headquartered in
Denver, CO (Parker, 1969).” A single sample returned an assay result of 0.06 opt Au,
23.2 opt Ag and 0.765% Cu. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.16 Feasibility: ChemTech from Certified Public Geologist (1978)

W.J. Daffron, a Certified Public Geologist, sampled 7 dumps with 64 sample pits at the
Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines (Daffron, 1978). Plan maps of each dump, showing sample
pit locations and number designations were prepared. Tonnage estimates were computed
by plotting area-of-influence polygons around each sample pit location, planimetering
area, multiplying area by the appropriate sample pit depth to determine the cubic feet of
volume within each polygon, and dividing the product by a cubic-feet-per-ton factor of 16
to obtain tonnage. Most of the sample locations were marked on 20 foot centers, although
in some cases sample pits were dug at from 10 foot centers up to 25 foot centers. A total
of 64 sample pits were hand-dug and the depth of each recorded. Each 2 feet of depth in
each pit was separately sampled and sent to Albuquerque Assay Lab for analysis. The
Lab prepared each sample by crushing, pulverizing, and mixing the entire sample prior
to splitting out the portion for assay. After the assaying was completed it was discovered
that the sample preparation instructions had not been followed—the crushed sample had
been split down and only a small fraction selected for pulverizing. Consequently, ten of
the samples were retrieved from the Lab, and pulps and rejects were combined, and the
samples were sent to Skyline Labs of Tucson, Arizona. The results of these samples varied
widely with the Albuquerque Lab assay. Subsequently, almost all of the dump sampling
pits were resampled by cutting a narrow channel from top to bottom. These 57 samples
(about 12 Ibs each (~5.5 kg)) were delivered to Skyline for preparation and assay. A few
locations were not re-sampled and in these cases the Albuquerque assay were utilized.
Subsequently, Daffron calculated the following estimated dump material at the Ivanhoe
and Emporia Mines:

1. Emporia Mine - Six dumps averaged 0.248 opt Au and 4.46 opt Ag
(Daffron,1978).
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2. Ivanhoe Mine - One dump averaged 0.146 opt Au and 15.75 opt Ag
(Daffron,1978).

(Jackson, 2012)

5.2.17 Assay & Channel Widths: ChemTech from Skyline Laboratory
(1978)

A total of 60 dump, pit, and channel samples from the Ivanhoe and Emporia Mine were
analyzed by Skyline Labs, Inc facility in Tucson, Arizona (Lemback, 1978). These yielded
results of 0.005 to 2.470 opt Au and 1.93 to 39.00 opt Ag over sample intervals of 2.0 to
8.0 feet (0.6 to 2.4 m) (Lemback, 1978). The preceding values were successfully verified
by Albuquerque Assay Labs in Albuquerque, New Mexico (Schwab, 1978). (Jackson,
2012)

5.2.18 ChemTech from Skyline Laboratory (1978) - Assay & Channel
Widths.

A total of 60 dump, pit, and channel samples over sample intervals of 2.0 to 8.0 feet (0.6
to 2.4 m) from the Ivanhoe and Emporia Mine yielded results of 0.005 to 2.470 opt Au
and 1.93 to 39.00 opt Ag (Lemback, 1978, Schwab, 1978). (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.19 Metallurgy: Chem-Tech from Hazen Labs (1978)

A preliminary study of the Emporia-Ivanhoe mineralization by Hazen Labs indicated that
a conventional flotation process in which gold and silver recoveries were respectively
88.4 percent and 90.4 percent was the more effective practical method than Wilfley
tabling followed by flotation of the table tailings (Shaw, 1978). (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.20 Refining: Chem-Tech from Chender Resources (1978) -
(Chender, 1978).

There was an agreement from Chender Resources to purchase Ivanhoe-Emporia Mines’
precious metal concentrate. (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.21 Chem-Tech Constructs Mill (circa 1979)

Chem-Tech through various specialty consulting firms under took the following:
1. Channel and dump sampling (Daffron, 1978)
2. Metallurgical tests (Shaw, 1978)
3. Reserve calculations (Daffron, 1978)
4. Refining and Marketing Studies (Chender, 1978)
5. Feasibility Studies (Daffron, 1978)

Subsequent to the above, Chem-Tech constructed a 60-ton/day mill on the Emporia
Claim to service both the Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines. (Ristorcelli, 1980; Freeman,
1989). Details are discussed under the respective categories and authors.
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5.2.22 Western Nuclear (1980)

Western Nuclear undertook preliminary underground plan and vertical mapping on the
Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines. A total of 39 channel samples from 1.0 to 10.0 foot thick
(0.3 to 3.1 m) veins and an estimated four dump samples were also collected from the two
mines (Ristorcelli, 1980).

It appears that 18 channel samples were taken within the Emporia Mine that yielded an
average of 0.102 opt Au and 4.62 opt Ag (Ristorcelli, 1980). It did not include significant
known extensions. Dumps were stated to average 0.188 opt Au and 11.07 opt Ag
(Ristorcelli, 1980).

A total of 17 channel samples also were taken within the Ivanhoe Mine averaging 0.044
opt Au and 8.51 opt Ag for the Ivanhoe Mine (Ristorcelli, 1980). Other substantial known
extensions were not included in the total.

5.2.23 Turley Operations (1983-1986)

Frank Turley intermittently operated the Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines. Material grading
0.060 opt Au and 5.0 opt Ag was obtained from a decline driven down the Emporia
Vein’s strike (Freeman, 1986). A similar decline undertaken on the nearby Ivanhoe Vein
yielded no production.

5.2.24 St. Cloud (Goldfield) Initial Visit (1986)

Goldfield Corporation visited the Emporia and Ivanhoe Claims/Mines in 1986 but was
unable to arrive at mutually favorable lease terms with the owners. During their

evaluation of the properties, they undertook the following work at the Emporia Mine
(Freeman, 1986):

1. Surface and underground mapping at a scale of 1.0-inch = 10.0 feet (2.54 cm
=3.1m).

2. 80 systematic channel samples ranging from 1.0 to 7.2 feet thick (0.3 to 2.2
m).

3. An unknown number of dump samples.

4. Construction of Longitudinal- and Cross-sections. Integration of assays from
94 underground samples from the Emporia Mine yielded the following range
of metal grades 0.050-0.072 opt Au, 3.45-4.27 opt Ag, and 0.05-0.08 percent
Cu (Freeman, 1986).

5. Goldfield also undertook the work listed below at the Ivanhoe Mine (Freeman,
1986):

6. Surface and underground mapping at a scale of 1.0 inches = 10.0 feet (2.54
cm = 3.1m).

7. 40 systematic channel samples ranging from 1.0-7.2 feet thick (0.3 to 2.2 m).
8. An unknown number of dump samples.
9. Construction of Longitudinal- and Cross-sections.
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Integration of assays from 55 underground samples at the Ivanhoe Mine yielded the
following range of grades 0.008-0.060 opt Au, 6.44-11.47 opt Ag, and 0.18-0.27 percent
Cu (Freeman, 1986).

Weight averaging of the mineralization from the Emporia and Ivanhoe Mines yielded an
average of 0.055 opt Au, 6.23 opt Ag, and 0.11 percent Cu with favorable potential for
establishing additional mineralization (Freeman, 1986). Other mineralization was stated
to average 0.056 opt Au, 7.77 opt Ag., and 0.07 percent Cu (Freeman, 1986). However,
these are not sub-divided by the respective mines.” (Jackson, 2012)

5.2.25 St. Cloud (Goldfield) Acquisition (1989)

“Goldfield Corporation re-visited the Emporia and Ivanhoe Claims and mines in 1989
(Freeman, 1989). A long term lease was successfully negotiated on the combined
properties via their subsidiary, the St. Cloud Mining Company. Subsequently, the
following work was performed.:

1. Mine plan and section maps as well as channel and dump sampling from 1986
were reviewed and augmented.

2. Grinding and flotation tests by Hazen Research were conducted that recovered
90.4 percent of the gold and 88.4 percent of the silver from a -200 mesh feed of
containing 0.110 opt Au and 6.10 opt Ag (Shaw, 1978).

3. Using channel and dump data expanded from a 1986 assessment, the geologic
target was re-calculated and mining costs projected (Freeman, 1989). Integration
of assays from the channel and dump samples suggested the following grades for
the mineralization present (Freeman, 1986, Freeman, 1989):

1. Emporia Mine - exploration target averaging 0.057 opt Au, 6.86 opt Ag, and 0.03
percent Cu (Freeman, 1986).

2. Ivanhoe Mine - exploration target averaging 0.050 opt Au, 10.58 opt Ag, and 0.25
percent Cu (Freeman, 1986).

3. Dumps and channel samples from the preceding two mines averaging 0.056 opt
Au, 7.56 opt Ag, and 0.07 percent Cu (Freeman, 1989).

With regard to the excellent exploration potential stated to exist at the Emporia Mine, the
following was noted (Freeman, 1989):

1. The vein intersections in the Chloride area are commonly loci of higher grade,
larger tonnage mineralization.

2. The Emporia and Ivanhoe Vein intersection is analogous to that of the U.S.
Treasury and St. Cloud Mines 12 miles (~19 km) to the south. The latter junction
produced the largest ore shoot in the entire sub-district.

3. Only 1,500 feet (457 m) of the Emporia Vein has been explored.”

4. The Alaska Mine lies 3,000 feet (915 m) to the north and is hosted by the same
vein which extends over ~4.0 miles ( 6.4 km) further north.” (Jackson, 2012)

Page 27 of 79



5.3 LG Claims Group History

5.3.1 Little Granite Claims Originally Located (circa 1885)

The date on which the original Little Granite Claim Group was staked is nebulous.
However, production was established between the organization of the Chloride Sub-
District in 1881 and 1887 when Sierra County tonnage and grade records appear for it
(Anonymous, 1887).(Jackson, 2012)

5.3.2 Production & Grade Record (1887)

The Little Granite Mine appears on a list of productive mines compiled by the Atchinson,
Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad in 1887 (Schmidt, 1953). At that time it was owned by
Oscar Neisly. It is noted that the vein is 2.4 feet wide (0.7 m) and assays $40.00/ton
(Schmidt, 1953).(Jackson, 2012)

5.3.3 Eveleth Report #1 (1980)

Mr. Frank Turley and John Foster commissioned a professional mining engineer to
evaluate the property. Limited dump and vein sampling yielded favorable results.
Channel samples across the vein ran 0.05-0.12 opt Au and 7.3- 15.6 opt Ag over widths
of 1.3 to 3.3 feet (0.4 to 1.0 m) (Eveleth, 1980a). Additional evaluation of the mine was
recommended. (Jackson, 2012)

5.3.4 Eveleth Report #2 (1980)

Based on earlier positive results, a 2.5 ton bulk sample by Mr. Frank Turley, the mine
owner, produced two concentrates averaging respectively 8.44 opt Au with 465.13 opt Ag
and 95.75 opt Au with 3,039.44 opt Ag (Eveleth, 1980b). Tails averaged 0.39 opt Au with
7.35 opt Ag (Eveleth, 1980b). Head grades are not stated, thus the tenor of mine-run
cannot be ascertained. (Jackson, 2012)

5.3.5 Numex Report (1984)

The main workings of the Little Granite Mine are within an ore shoot 165 feet long (50.3
m) that occurs were the northerly-trending semiparallel +1,700 foot long X 1.0-14.0 foot
wide (518 m X 0.3 to 4.3 m) Little Granite Vein and so-called Jap Vein to the west merge
(DeWitt, 1984). Both veins dip 70°-86° east.

Numex Geological & Engineering Services in 1984 undertook a series of seven angle
drill holes on the Little Granite Mine Vein with very positive results (DeWitt, 1984).”
Jackson (2012).

This 1984 program is discussed in Section 5.6 Historical Diamond Drilling and Section
8.0 Mineralisation.
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5.4 2011 Redline Minerals Exploration Program

A small program involving Soil geochemistry and Lithogeochemistry sampling along
with minimal geophysics was carried out by Redline Minerals Ltd. in 2011.

5.4.1 Lithogeochemistry

Twenty six lithogeochemistry samples were submitted for assay. A detailed description
of the results is provided in Jackson (2012). Sample locations with gold results are shown
on figures 5.4.1.1 and 5.4.1.2.

Observations by Jackson (2012) include

“Assaying of the September-October 2011 samples by ALS Chemex essentially confirmed
the range of grades reported from historic sampling and production at the two mines. In
consideration that the vast majority of the lithologic samples constitute material formerly
categorized as waste, the historic grades reported from the workings on the Ivan Claim
block are supported by the most recent sampling.”

“It should be noted that the bulk of the most recently collected lithologic samples were
derived from material designated as waste during historic exploitation. The preceding
sample suite is deemed to essentially confirm the historic grades observed in the various
workings on the LG Claimblock.”

“Collectively, these samples suggest the persistence of vein-hosted precious metal
mineralization may exist for a minimum of over 2,000 feet (610 m).” Jackson (2012)

5.4.2 Soil geochemistry

A detailed description of the 2011 soil geochemistry program on the Ivan Claims is given
in Jackson (2012). Sample locations with gold results are provide in Figure 5.4.2. A
summary is also given and it is provided below.

Observations by Jackson include:

“All of geochemical anomalies bear varying moderate to strong degrees of spatial
relation to each other as well as to major and minor structures, stratigraphic units, and
historic mines and prospects.”

The skeletal geochemical soil grid over both the LG and Ivan Claimblocks delineated
multiple prominent north-south oriented anomalies as well as a single more subtle
northwest-southeast trend. These primarily correspond to the Veta Madre/ Great Master
Lode and Triple Cross Fault and Vein Systems as well as individual faults and mines,
prospects, and quartz vein float. Threshold and maximum values are comparatively low
but clearly outline geologically significant features that possess exploration significance.

“The author concludes that more closely-spaced follow-up sampling is warranted in
order to further enhance the existing geochemical targets as well as to potentially
discriminate between barren versus metalliferous vein-hosting faults delineated by
mapping and/or geophysics. ).” Jackson (2012)
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5.4.3 Geophysical Surveys Redline Minerals Inc

A detailed report on the small geophysics program performed in 2011 is given in Jackson
(2012). A brief summary is also given and that is provided below:

“Two reconnaissance geophysical lines were respectively conducted on the Emporia
Claim and a portion of the adjoining Ivan Claims in October 2011”

“VLF EM-16 instrumentation was successful in delineating three conductors within a
100 foot (30.1 m) structurally disrupted zone containing the main vein on the Emporia
Claim itself. The strongest of these conductors is situated on the edge of the zone and
may possibly represent the Veta Madre which is the master structural control for this
portion of the Chloride Sub-District. Approximately 1,800 feet (549 m) to the north of the
first line, a second line was run on the Ivan Claims which enclose the Emporia Claim. It
also yielded a strong conductor that occurs approximately 45m east of a significant
collapsed adit and dump. This response corresponds with the approximate mapped
location of the Veta Madre here. The positive results obtained from the two
reconnaissance lines demonstrates that the fault/fissure/joint structures controlling the
northerly-trending precious metalbearing quartz veins related to the Veta Madre are
capable of being detected and mapped under cover using a shallow penetrating Electro-
magnetic method.

Magnetometer readings were also undertaken along the previously discussed VLF EM-16
reconnaissance line. It was hypothesized that the instrumentation might either detect the
veins themselves or magnetite destruction adjacent to the veins might indicate pervasive
alteration away from the veins. However, the high-low variable nature of the magnetic
profile suggests that no magnetite destruction related to mineral fluid alteration exists in
the andesite host rocks at any significant distance from the vein.

A VLF resistivity sounding with the VLF-EM16R was conducted between the two
geophysical reconnaissance lines (UTM E244491 N3702100). An apparent resistivity of
230 ohm m for the underlying andesite was obtained which is what would be anticipated
for a propylitically-altered mafic volcanic in the American Southwest. It is concluded
from the low resistivity observed in cover and host rocks that time-domain
electromagnetic systems rather than frequency electro-magnetic systems should be
utilized for future ground and aeromagnetic geophysical surveys. The former have much
better greater depth penetration in low resistivity bedrock than do the latter.”
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5.5 Historical Mineralised Material Estimates

The numerous estimates of mineralised material were summarised in detail by Jackson
(2012). It is necessary to include these studies for full disclosure of all work relating to
the viability of the these claims to host potentially economic mineral deposits.

There are no known mineral resources or reserves on any of the properties that are
the subject of this report. All historical reports of resources and reserves, including
statements of grades associated with sampling, production, tonnages, widths, and
lengths, do not satisfy National Instrument 43-101 standards and should not be
relied upon. This background data is included for reference, transparency, and to
qualify the recommendations of further exploration programs.

“Many historical estimates of the grade and/or tonnages present at the Emporia,
Ivanhoe, and Little Granite Mines have been made between 1940 and 1989. All of these,
though not meeting current National Instrument 43-101 standards to qualify as resources
or reserves, have been derived from extensive systematic channel and/or dump sampling.

Core samples were used only at the Little Granite Mine. All of the preceding sampling
methods were subsequently used in the derivation of estimated blocks of mineralization,
weight averaging, and the classification into now historical archaically defined Proven,
Indicated, and Possible (Inferred) Reserve Categories. There is thus an underlying basis
for the tenor and mass of the mineralization suggested to exist. However, under National
Instrument 43-101 restrictions, the preceding are regarded as exploration targets.”

Jackson (2012).

5.5.1 Emporia Mine

From Jackson (2012): ”Written records of the estimated grades and/or tonnages of the
Emporia Claim and mine are only available for the period between 1940 and 1989 even
though production is documented as early as 1887 (Schmidt, 1953). Most evaluations of
the mineralization were made by consulting geologists and mining engineers assumedly
for the mine operator or un-named clients with an intere