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assemblages fingerprint upstream (non)mineralized bedrock
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Figure 3:Taurus hydrothermal porphyry-related (HTP) magnetite. (A) Photomicrograph
(PPL) of potassic alteration with magnetite accompanying K-feldspar overgrowths (see
BSE) inset. (B) Photomocrograph of propylitic alteration (PPL). BSE inset shows growth of

% grains w/inclusion or texture

new magnetite along with chlorite (chl) and chalcopyrite (cpy) inclusions. (C) Multi-element & 4 1 1 Bl ] B (BSE) image of magnetite with chalcopyrite inclusions _ _ _ _ the University of Alaska Fairbanks. SEM observations were collected in the Alaska Tephra Lab at the U.S. Geological Survey’s Alaska Volcano
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