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fawa :  Violation of provisions of Mineral Conservation & Development Rules, 2017 in respect of your Sindesar
Khurd Lead Zinc Mine (Lease area 199.8425Hect.) in Rajsamand District of Rajasthan State.

HEIS,

The following provisions of the Mineral Conservation and Development Rules, 2017 were found violated in
your above mine during the inspection made on 08.07.2021 & 09.07.2021 by the undersigned in presence of Sh.

Vinod Jangir, Unit Head & Mines Agent:

Rule No. Nature of violation observed in detail
11(1) The mi¥hing operations are carried out in violation of following provisions of approved Modified
Mining Plan (Approved on 09.07.2020) for the year 2020-21: - ”
(1)
Year Proposed Exploration Actual Drilling (U/G)
Drilling(U/G)
No. of Bore Meterage No. of Bore Holes Meterage
Holes
2020-21 800 85000 414 58048
It shows that shortfall in underground exploration drilling.
(i1)
Year Proposed UG Development(m) Actual UG Development(im)
2020-21 31889 22012

It shows that shortfall in UG development.
(iii) During the year 2020-21, total 200m parapet wall & 200m garland drain proposed around the
dump periphery but no such parapet wall as well as garland drain made.
(iv)During the Stoping inspection ventilation at -90mRL level & -210mRL level was poor.
Rule 26 (2) | A yearly PMCP report for the year 2020-21 submitted vide your letted 11.06.2021. The proposals as well as
actual backfilling area shown in the PMCP report are not matching with approved modified mining plan with
PMCP (Approved on 09.07.2020).
Rule 45(7) | In annual return 2020-21 following descripencies were observed:
1) In part Il & III overhead expenditures shown Rs. 11858453056 so per ton cost should be Rs

1448.95 under head overhead, whereas in Part VII you have reported Rs. 943 per ton under
head overhead.

2) In Part VII Cost of production, Royalty amount has been shown as ‘0’. The details of DMF &
NMET not furnished.

3) In part VII Cost of production, direct cost per tonne of ore is not matching with expenditure
detail furnished in Part II & Part ITL.

4) Content of Silver, cadmium and other associates mineral in the ore & concentrate have not
been furnished.
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