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Inspection Report cum_Scrutiny comments on the Review of Mining Plan for
Pathrakundi Limestone Mine over an extent of 7.044 Hectors in Pathrakundi Village,
Tilda, Tehsil, Raipur District of Shri Awadesh Jain inspected by Rajesh Kumar
Das.Senior Assistant Controller of Mines dated 14.03.2018.
1. TItis stated that lease period is extended for 50 years period but copy of supplementary lease
deed in this regards is not enclosed.
2. Para 3.10- it is to be clarified that DGPS co-ordinate of lease boundary pillars area yet to be
authenticated by state government authorities while giving the same
3. Review ofearlier approved document: In the given Para following discrepancies observed-

1. In Exploration the proposal is not complied but nothing is mentioned in remarks
column.
ii. In 5.1 it is said, 2 pit is proposed but actual work done is nil but still 114 tons

production reported and 150 cum top soil generated and also mentioned location of
development is as per proposal.

i, In height of benches in actual achievement column is mentioned”’2 benches of meter
height” is not having any meaning. The 2 benches is not observed anywhere in ML
area during inspection and regarding height of benches nothing said.

. Stripping ratio is achievement is same as per the proposal but OB column it is
mentioned nil generation.
V. If OB generation is nil then there is no question of Dump.

The correction to be done as per actual ground condition.

4. Future Exploration Programme : The following parameters may be considered for
the proposal of future exploration programme:

a) The entire lease/diverted forest area may be explored in G1 level of exploration up to end
of plan period..

b) Year wise proposal for the future exploration plan may be given.

¢) Only core boreholes may be proposed for drilling.

d) GPS (WGS84; degree minute second) co-ordinates of all proposed boreholes may be
given along with reason for site selection and ground RL.

e) In the mineralised part of the lease area, grid interval may be considered according to the
UNFC norms for G1 exploration.

f) Allthe proposed boreholes may be marked in the geological plan with distinct colour for
each year proposal.

5. Mining: In last approved document the proposal is given for 94500 tonnes/year but only
upto 114 tons of limestone produce in last five year and still the production proposal in
present document given 94500 tons/year. The justification for such production to should be
given.

6. The information furnished in the table for yearwise proposal of production bulk density has
been considered 2.2 for 2019-20 & 2022-23 & 2.5 for rest year ,the same should be clarified
and accordingly correction to be done. In the column subgrade/mineral reject it should be
clearly mentioned that it is subgrade or mineral reject and if it is not waste than grade of
mineral. In the table same bulk density is considered for calculation tonnage same for waste
as well as for limestone. The correction to be done.

7. Different Quantity is mentioned for ROM CUM in table 7.2.1 (a) and in table (b) and
different quantity for mineral waste also. Quantity of limestone needs to be mentioned in
column 7 of table and not tonnage factor 2.5 & 2. This needs to be corrected.

8. Employment Potential: The proposal for Mining Engineer to be incorporate as per Rule 55
of MCDR, 2017.

Plates:

9. Khasra Plan: The khasra plan enclosed is not clearly visible and the khasra no also not

visible therefore plate should be changed with visible plan.
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Surface Plan: During the mine visit it was observed that the plan was not upto date and pit
and dump positions are not shown as per actual ground position. During mine visit it was
observed that there is only single pit in ML area and no major dump only one bund of waste
near pit is observed but in plate so many pits shown. The area to be surveyed and accordingly
the plan to be revised.

Geological Plan & section: In geological plan G1, G2, G3 and G4 scale exploration area
should be marked properly as per UNFC and Minerals (Evidence and Mineral contents)
Rules, 2015 and same should be index. In the plate in some place it is shown 222 & 111
without having any base. In the plate borehole location shown to be marked with collar and
depth of the borehole. The plate should be revised accordingly and same correction to be
reflected in geological section.

Yearwise Development plan: As it is mentioned in above point (surface plan) that the pit
and dump location was not shown as per actual ground position therefore development plan
also to be revised accordingly and working to be proposed from the existing pit location.
The dump shown in the development plan not mentioned whether it is waste dump,
subgrade/reject dump or top soil dump. The dump is proposed in virgin area and the area is
not explored to confirm the mineralised or non-mineralised. Therefore the dump should be
proposed temporary and specifically discussed the rehandling of dump.

Plate no 7A, & &E — The proposed pit configuration with benches at end of proposal year ,
needs to be depicted and removing old status.

Financial Assurance: The Financial assurance should be calculated as per Rule 27 of
MCDR,2017 and accordingly minimum 10 lakhs to be submitted for A’category mine. The
proposed dump dimension is given 100mX60m but the area considered for dump is 0.3 ha.
The correction to be done in plate as well as in text.

All the plates should be index properly as the features shown in the plan with the same colour

code for clarity and signed with date.

Annexure:

The address proof of nominated owner to be enclosed.

In Annexure IV it is mentioned that photographs of mine enclosed but the same is not
enclosed.

During mine visit it was observed that lease boundary pillars was not fixed as per guidelines
therefore the same should be fixed and photographs should be enclosed.
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