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fawa :  Violation of provisions of Mineral Conservation & Development Rules, 2017 in respect of your Rampura
Agucha Lead Zinc Mine (Lease area 1200.00Hect.) situated in Bhilwara District of Rajasthan State.

eI,

The following provisions of the Mineral Conservation and Development Rules, 2017 were found violated in your above
mine during the inspection made on 26.06.2021 & 27.06.2021 by the undersigned along with Sh. D.R. Gurjar, Sr. Asstitant

Controller of Mines in presence of Shri Vinod Kumar, Director — Agucha Cluster:

Rule No. Nature of violation observed in detail
Rule 11(1) The mining operations are carried out in violation of following provisions of approved Modification in
Review of Mining Plan (Approved on 27.03.2018): -

1)

Year Proposed Development(m) Actual Development(m)

2019-20 43746 27598
It shows that shortfall in undergraound mine development.

2) During the year 2018-19 & 2019-20 total 5.2 km masonry boundary wall construction was
proposed around the perimeter of ultimate pit limit but till inspection this boundary wall is not
completed.

3) During the year 2020-21, plantation has not been carried out on proposed location.

4) During the stoping inspection , it was observed that ventilation condition was very poor at
-280mRL level.

Rule 45(7) | In annual return 2020-21 following descripencies were observed:

1) Under item 2 of Part IV, the production reported during the year ‘0’.

2) The figures of Reserve & Resources in item 3 of Part V are not matching with the R& R
given in approved mining plan.

3) In part VI under item 8, the quantity of Kayad Ore received at RA mine is not correct.

4) In part VII, the exploration has been carried out during the year by way of 217 nos of
bore holes (28917m) but no cost under head of exploration has been shown.

5) In part IIl overhead expenditures shown Rs. 4058553108 so per ton cost should be Rs
950.076 under head overhead, whereas in Part VII you have reported Rs. 899.0 per ton
under head overhead.

6) In part Il depreciation reported Rs. 5431163174 so per ton cost should be Rs

1271.393562 under head depreciation, Whereas in Part VII you have reported Rs.

1652.00 per ton under head overhead.
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