
Discrepancies observed in the Scheme of Mining along with Progressive Mine 

Closure Plan of Khandala Limestone Mine (Area-16.57 Hect.) of Shri J. H. 

Vyas, located in Tehsil Wani, Distt. Yavatmal (Maharashtra), submitted under 

Rule 12(3) of MCDR, 1988 inspected by the undersigned on 14.06.2016 

 
Field Observations: 

1. There were two roads, one seasonal nala and an HT line passing through the area. This 

should be shown in the plates and suitable modifications in reserve estimation should 

be done showing blocked resources for 50 m on either side of the roads and HT line. 

Further, proper care should be taken while working nearby those areas. 

2. During inspection it was observed that pit as shown in the plates nowhere exist in the 

lease area. Thus the area should be re-surveyed and references wherever considered for 

the pit should be deleted. Proposals should be suitably modified in the document. 

3. During the field inspection, several trial pits observed. These pits need to be shown on 
the plates and purpose/ outcome of these pits needs to be discussed at relevant place in 

the document. 

 

Text and Plates: 

1. At places in the document “RQP’ has been referred. Instead of RQP, person qualified 

as per Rule 15 of MCR’2016 should be mentioned. 

2. Lease period should be checked and corrected as per  the executed lease deed. 

3. On page no. 5, method of working mentioned should be corrected. 

4. On page no. 9 under item 3.0 (d), reason for suspension of mining operations as on 

date should be clearly mentioned. In case of any prohibitory order from any authority, 

such order needs to be referred and a copy of the order needs to be enclosed. 

5. Details regarding exploration as given under item 3.1 on page no. 9 should be given 
mentioning the year in which the exploration has been done. Further, compliance of 

Rule 47 and 48 of MCDR’88 should be furnished. 

6. It is mentioned under 3.1 on page no. 9 that all the boreholes have been drilled upto 20 

m depth whereas on page no. 10, length of the boreholes have been mentioned upto 

21.80 m. Further, in the details given on page no. 10, co-ordinates of the drilled bore 

holes need to be given. 

7. On page no. 11, statements mentioned under item 3.4 and 3.6 are contradictory. 

8. In the ‘Geology and Reserves’ chapter, ‘Local Geology’ for the area needs to be 

discussed. 

9. On page no. 12 under item (i) & (j) and also at subsequent places in the document, 

scale mentioned should be corrected as per the plan submitted. 

10. On page no. 19 under ‘Geological Axis’, no reference of bore holes drilled has been 

considered. Thus basis of considering reserves/resources under the reported UNFC 

categories need to be discussed. 

11. Estimation of Resources/Reserves: Reserves/Resources estimation is not done as per 

the Mineral (Evidence of Mineral Content) rules’2015. Since additional reserves have 

been established as per the information regarding exploration (5 boreholes were 
drilled), fresh feasibility/pre-feasibility report should be submitted complying the 

points related to it. Further, under item (A) on page no. 19:- 



(i) Type of deposit is mentioned as ‘Lenticular’ under (3) which needs to be 

reviewed.  

(ii) Under (4), average thickness of soil has been mentioned as 0.3 m whereas on 

page nos. 10 & 16, it has been mentioned as 0.6 m. 

(iii) Surface RL mentioned as 203 mRL under (5) is also incorrect as per the plates 
where surface RL shown is 230 mRL. 

(iv) Under (9), it has been mentioned that mineral rejects likely to be generated, but 

quantum of generation not given. Also, if out of ROM; 95% is Limestone and 

5% is sub-grade ore, if there is generation of mineral rejects, the total 

percentage will become more than 100% which is not possible. 

(v) In light of the above points and the ‘field observations’, resources and reserves 

need to be re-assessed. 

(vi) Mineralized area available for mining should be assessed and mentioned in the 

document. 
(vii) Reporting of the reserves and resources should be done in the format as per the 

Mineral (Evidence of Mineral Content) rules’2015. 

12. While proposed production is 150000 T per annum, why it has been considered as 

300000 T on page no. 21. 

13. Future exploration program should be discussed in a time bound manner and in 

compliance to the Mineral (Evidence of Mineral Content) rules’2015 so as to explore 
the area in detail. 

14. UPL as mentioned on page no. 21 under (ii) is 188.50 mRL which is much below than 

proved limit or explored depth (approximately 20 m from 230 mRL). Thus it should be 

suitably corrected and conceptual planning should be modified accordingly. The 

corrections should be done in the plates also. 

15. Conceptual planning needs to be discussed as per the guidelines defined in IBM 
Manual for Appraisal of Mining Plan. 

16. In the geology chapter, it has been mentioned that 5% sub-grade will be generated 

whereas on page no. 23, it has been mentioned under mineral rejects? 

17. Environmental monitoring of various environmental parameters need to be discussed 

alongwith the locations of monitoring stations. This should also be shown on relevant 

plates. 

18. Socio-economic impact of mining on the local people pertaining to their livelihood 
should be discussed and engagement of local people should be given approximately. 

19. Chemical Analysis from NABL accredited lab needs to be enclosed. 

20. Details of existing Financial Assurance in compliance to Rule 23F of the MCDR’88 

needs to be given. 

21. Key Plan: Revised and clear plan needs to be submitted as per the guidelines. Name 

of the consultant mentioned should be corrected. 

22. Lease Plan: As per CCOM circular 2/2010 a geo-reference cadastral map surveyed 

through DGPS, showing disposition of lease area certified by the competent authority 

of state government; has not been submitted. The lease plan should indicate all the 

details of Khasra on appropriate cadastral map indicating the extent of area of each 
Khasra that is covered under mining lease. 

 
 


