
Discrepancies observed in the Modified Mining Plan of Navegaon manganese 
Mine (Area-15.90 Hect.) of M/s Sunflag Iron & Steel Co. Ltd., located in Tehsil 
Mohadi, Distt. Bhandara (Maharashtra), submitted under Rule 17(3) of MCR, 
2016 inspected by the undersigned on 30.07.2016 
 
Field Observations: 

1. There were two canals and one village road passing through/nearby the area. This is 
also mentioned in Part-I of the executed lease deed. Suitable modifications in reserve 
estimation should be done showing blocked resources for 50 m on either side of the 
canal and 10 m on the either side of the village road. Further, proper care should be 
taken while working nearby those areas. Suitable modifications in the plates should 
also be done and proposals should be reviewed accordingly. 

2. Boundary pillars need to be erected as per the norms and photograph of boundary 
pillars need to be enclosed with the document. 

3. During the field inspection, one main pit was seen as water logged. Thus in the pre-
feasibility report, cost calculations should be done considering the de-watering cost 
also. Further, handling of the water logging and preparation of the area for 
development and production needs to be mentioned in the text. 
 

Text and Plates: 
1. At places in the document “RQP” or ‘recognised person’ has been referred. Instead of 

these terms, person qualified as per Rule 15 of MCR’2016 should be mentioned and 
suitable certificates as per the said rule need to be enclosed. 

2. On the cover page rule under which the document is being submitted, lease period, 
proposal period and IBM registration no. of the lessee need to be mentioned correctly. 

3. On page no.4, date of grant as mentioned under item 2.2 should be corrected and lease 
period as mentioned under item 2.3 is not as per the executed lease deed. Further, 
proposal period of the last approved document as mentioned in 3.1 (a) on page no. 9 is 
also incorrect and should be suitably corrected. 

4. The statement as mentioned in the last line on page no. 21 should be clarified. 
5. As per the ‘Review’ given on page no. 10, 6060 cuM of waste was re-handled to 

recover 1505 T of ore. In light of this fact, it should be clarified that how the recovery 
factor has been considered as 2-3% (item iii on page no. 22). 

6. Lithology of the area should be given in chronological order from the surface upto the 
UPL. 

7. Reserves/resources alongwith estimation for Dump should be given separately. 
Further, under item 4.13 on page no. 26, quantum of dump reserves given is incorrect 
and should be suitably corrected. For in-situ ore, bulk density considered is 3.3 and for 
dump it has been mentioned as 3.0 (refer page no. 36). Thus variation of the bulk 
density should reflect in the variation of grades of ore in-situ and in the dump which 
has not been mentioned in the reporting of the total mineral resources. 

8. A pre-feasibility report should be submitted as per the Mineral (Evidence of Mineral 
Content) Rules’2015 justifying the reserves and resources as per UNFC categories. 

9. Balance area should be explored in detail and especially the area proposed for 
dumping of waste needs to be proved for no underlying deposit prior to dumping 
proposals. Thus suitable future exploration program needs to be suggested and 
followed. 



10. Thickness of the ore body as considered in the reserve estimation is varying from the 
prospecting report of GSI. Basis of considering the thickness as 2.5 m needs to be 
discussed with reference to the exploration done in the area. 

11. In the proposed method of working, ‘manual’ is mentioned whereas proposed category 

is ‘A’. Thus suitable correction is required. 
12. On pages 32-33, dump re-handling also needs to be discussed and extent of 

mechanization should be justified considering the re-handling also. 
13. Item (iv) on page no. 36 carries no information about dump re-handling or production 

from dump. Further, details pertaining to the dump re-handling should be given year-
wise giving year-wise quantum of re-handling and generation of waste and ore 
recovered. 

14. As per the GSI prospecting report, the area has alluvium at the surface level, but no 
details of soil excavation have been given in the document in spite of widening of the 
existing pit. Also, soil has been shown in the development zone in the geological plan 
yet no details have been incorporated regarding soil excavation and its stacking or 
usage. Thus suitable corrections are required. 

15. Ultimate pit limit, pit bottom etc. needs to be discussed in the conceptual planning 
alongwith the basis of selection or criteria. 

16. Environmental monitoring of various environmental parameters need to be discussed 
alongwith the locations of monitoring stations. This should also be shown on relevant 
plates. 

17. 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. 

18. Surface plan and other plates include surface features beyond the lease boundary 
which is not required to be shown. Colour coding used in all the plates need to be 
reviewed as at many a places, it is very difficult to differentiate lease boundary, 
development and production and other mining activities under proposal. Further, all 
the plates have mentioned-“Area proposed to be granted under mining lease” in the 
details of the plates. Thus suitable changes in all the plates need to be done and in the 
details suitable modifications need to be done with reference to the document under 
submission. 

19. Key Plan: Revised Key plan needs to be submitted as per the guidelines. Further, as 
per the Key plan, some part of the ML area on western part (Khasra No. 80) is in the 
Forest Land which is contradicting the land schedule given in the lease deed. Thus 
suitable correction is required. 

20. Geological Plan and Sections: More number of sections needs to be drawn and UPL 
needs to be shown on the plan and sections. UNFC category of the reserves/resources 
needs to be marked on the plan and sections. Resources blocked due to canal and 
village road needs to be shown distinctly. 

21. Year-wise Development and Production Plan and Sections:  
i) Being a Category A proposals, separate plans and sections need to be 

submitted year-wise showing dynamic disposition of the benches, dumps, 
afforestation and other mining activities in the area. 

ii) Instead of 1st/2nd year, specific years for the proposal should be mentioned. 
iii) No dump re-handling for D-2 has been shown. Further, as per the plan, D-2 

is covered in 3rd and 4th years but re-handled (should be mentioned as 



recovered mineral) stock has been shown for 1st and 2nd years. Thus suitable 
corrections are required to be made in the text as well as plates. 

iv) More number of sections needs to be drawn. 
v) Garland drain in the S-E and N-W blocks along the dumps has been shown 

outside the lease area. 
22. Environment Plan:  

i) All the features should be shown within 60 m and 500 m radius from the lease area 
as per the provisions of Rule 28 of MCDR’1988. 

ii) Khasra numbers as shown in the Environment Plan are not matching with the 
Khasra Plan or Lease Plan enclosed with the document. 

iii) Ore body and boundary pillars alongwith the benchmark points need to be marked 
on the map. 

iv) Contours as shown in the Environment plan is not matching with the contours as 
shown in the Surface Plan. Thus suitable corrections are required. 
 
 
 
 
 

(Ashish Mishra) 
ACOM 


