
Government of India
Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change

(Forest Conservation Division)
****

Indira Paryavaran Bhawan,
Jor Bagh Road, Aliganj,

New Delhi: 1100 03,
Dated:      May, 2023

To,
 
The Principal Secretary (Forests),
Department of Forest and Environment,
Government of Goa,
Panaji.

                   
Sub:     Proposal for diversion of 72.08 ha. (70.20 ha. mining + 1.88 ha for
Approach Road) of forest land for non-forestry purpose under mining lease
bearing No.3/FeMn/79 located at village Caurem, Quepem Taluka in South
Goa District & Division, in favour of M/s. Naraina Sinai Quritonim. (Online
proposal No.FP/A/MIN/153183/2022).-regarding.
 Sir/Madam,
    I am directed to refer to the Government of Goa’s letter No.6-13 (2016)-2022-
23/FD/2635 dated 14.09.2022 w.r.t. the above cited subject proposal for prior
approval of the Central Government under Section – 2 of the Forest (Conservation)
Act, 1980 and to say that the Regional Office, Bangalore has carried out the Site
Inspection Report (copy enclosed) and the same was forwarded to this Ministry on
dated 28.04.2023. After examination the Site Inspection Report it was observed
that the user agency is violating the provisions of EPA, 1986 and FCA, 1980.
 
    In view of the above, the Government of Goa  is requested furnish its comments
on issues raised in the Site Inspection Report submitted by the IRO, Bangalore,
MoEF&CC and submit the details/ comments/ justification to this Ministry, for
further processing of the proposal.

 
Yours faithfully,

 
 Sd/-

(Dr. Dheeraj Mittal)
Assistant Inspector General of Forests

Copy to: -
1. The Principal Chief Conservator of Forests, Government of Goa, Panaji.
2. The Nodal Officer, FCA, Forest Department, Government of Goa, Panaji.
3. The Regional Officer, Integrated Regional Office, Bangalore of MoEF&CC.
4. User Agency.
5. Monitoring Cell, FC Division, MoEF & CC, New Delhi.

8-26/2022-FC
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                          भारत सरकार
GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

पया	वरण, वन एवं जलवायु प�रवत	न मं�ालय
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, FOREST &

CLIMATE CHANGE
सम��वत �े�ीय काया	लय

INTEGRATED REGIONAL OFFICE
Kendriya Sadan, IVth Floor,  E& F

Wings,
17th Main Road, IInd Block,

Koramangala, Bangalore – 560
034. Tel.No.080-25635905, E.Mail:

rosz.bng-mef@nic.in

        

       

By Email/ By Speed post
 

F.No.4-GOA1204/2022-BAN/
   Dated the 28th April, 2023   

To
The Additional Director General of Forests (FC),
Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change,
Indira Paryavaran Bhavan,
Aliganj, Jor Bagh Road,
New Delhi – 110 003.

 
Subject:  Diversion of 72.08 ha. (70.20 ha. for mining + 1.88 ha.
for approach road) of forest land for Mining Lease No. 3/FeMn/79
located at Caurem village, Quepem Taluk, South Goa District and
Division in favour of Naraina Sinai Quritonim, Goa -reg.

 
Sir,
            With reference to Ministry’s letter No.8-26/2022-FC dated 28/02/2023
on the above subject, it is kindly informed that the site inspection of the
proposed area and Compensatory Afforestation area was inspected on
28/03/2023 & 18/04/2023 respectively and the detailed site inspection report
is enclosed herewith as Annexure-I. The observations /recommendations on
the proposal is furnished as under:- 

i. The UA claims that its lease of 1979 succeeded the Concession
No.6/1952 over the area. The Mining Lease deed with the current UA
was executed on 13/12/1979 and registered on 3/6/1981 and it is not
clear whether any fresh forest area was broken after the enactment of
FCA. It is also not discernible from the high resolution Google imagery.
From the low resolution Google imagery of 1985, it is observed that pits
/worked area were seen in 1985 imagery. The imagery are enclosed at
Annexure-II. (File Zamblidaga 72.08 Mining Goa.pdf)

ii. From the available records, it is seen that the user agency has not taken
forest clearance for the approach road to the mine.

iii. The initial lease period of 20 years was completed in 1999 and as per
the Note of Ld.Advocate General of Goa vide Annexure-III - in file, it
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became entitled for automatic extension pending the decision of the
State Government on the application for renewal. The State Government
claims that the instant proposal does not attract the bar imposed on
second renewals under Hon.Supreme Court orders dated 7/2/2018 in
(2018) 4 SCC 226 in Goa Foundation vs Sesa Sterlite Ltd. The claim of
the State Government, in this regard can be got examined by Law.

iv. The IBM Mining Plan vide Page 3 at Annexure-IV – in file states that
“….the mining lease continued to work till August, 2005 under the
provisions of Rule 24(A)(6) of MCR, 1960. However, no work could be
continued thereafter for want of statutory clearances….”. During the
period 1999-2005, there is no record any FC Clearance as is mandated
under FC Guidelines 1.6(i) and hence constitutes a violation.

v. Further, the Hon.Supreme Court vide Goa Foundation Vs.Sesa Sterlite
Ltd, (2018) 4 SCC has reiterated the Principle of compliance with
statutory provisions at the stage of renewal of a lease, earlier mandated
in Common Cause (2017) 9 SCC 499 and hence the requirement of both
Environmental and Forest Clearances. As per available records there is
no EC granted to the UA for the period 1999-2005 and the same may
further be got verified from the IA wing of Ministry. If absent, then it
would constitute a violation of EIA Notification also.

vi. The proposed area is about 11.83 kms and 10.83 kms away from the
boundary of Netravali Wildlife Sanctuary and its ESZ respectively and
the DSS map is already enclosed at Annexure-V. (Goa 72.08 DSS.pdf)

vii.  As can be seen from item 20(2) of the SIR, there are serious Forest
Rights Act issues over the forest land proposed for diversion and two
complaints are also received in this regard. Large part of the forest land
proposed for diversion is observed to be under cashew plantation and
issues of claims of local people over collection of produce

viii. As per the site inspection of the CA land, the site is a hardened laterite plateau and soil
is absent due to heavy rainfall. Time series high resolution satellite data (Annexure-VI)
shows the CA area to have been generally devoid of vegetation. It may therefore be not
suitable unless under a special site specific siliviculture practices involving heavy inputs
to break the hard soil profile, import of suitable soil from outside, hardy species and
seedlings, watering and intense supervision, to secure success. Therefore, if possible an
alternate CA land can be explored by the State Government.

 
Yours faithfully

 
 

                                                                             (P. Subramanyam)
Deputy Director General of Forests (Central)

Encl: As above.
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Zamblidadga Dongor Iron and Manganese Ore Mine M.L. No. 3 FeMn 79 -  78.08 HA 
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Wehsito: goadmg.gov.in 

To. 

No.: 96/51/99-Mines 

Directorate of Mines & Geology 
Institute Menezes Braganza, Panaji-Goa 

T'ic D. ConscrValor of Forcst, 
M:ortiloring & Evaluation, 

Ainho. Panaji 

Government of Goa 

(G0a. 403001 

}469 

Oihcc of thc Principal Chicf Conscrvalor of Forcsts. 

Sr, 

ioa Vn Bhavan. Forcst Departmcnt, Governmcnt of Goa. 

Enci: As above 

E-mail: dir-mine.goa nic.in 

Subject: Proposal for diversion of 70.20 Ha of Forest land in Sy. 

No. 19/0 (p) for mining lease bearing No. 3/ FeMn /79 

named �Zamblidadga Dongor Iron and Manganese Ore 

Mine, situated at Village Caurem, Quepem Taluka 

reg. 

AnneuIe - l 

K:io: Smt. Pradnva Zoivont Poi Can0, 

Dated:]2/05/2022 

With rcferencc to thc captioncd subject, I am dirccled t0 

urnish hercwith the lcgal opinion cncloscd hcrcin. Further, il mav 

bo noted that the notariscd copy of the registered supplementarv 

mining lcase dccd of thc said mining lcasc was forwardcd to the 

Principal Chicf Conservalor of Forcsts vide this Deparmemt's leitr 

r sclT and on bchalf of ail other heirs of 

Latc Mr. Nairaina $. ()uirtonin ihrough 
ther dulv consiiluicd attorney. 
Mathura, I1. NO. 1153, Ncar Apna Bazar, 
Aquem, Alto, largao, Goa 403 601. 

Yours faithfull,. 

(Manuel Barreto) 

Dy Director - I 

datcd 06/04/2022. 



1 The subject lease was granted to the leaseholder for a period of 20 years from 
the date of execution of the lease deed i.e., 13.12.1979. One of the legal heir filed 
Form-] Application for renewal of the lease on 10.12.1998 for a period of 20 years. 
This Renewal Application is well within the time limit as prescribed in sub-rule (1) to 
Rule 24A of the Mineral Concession Rules 1960 (MCR 1960"). 

2 The Renewal Application remained undecided. A Notice for Lapsing dated 
22.09.2009 was issued to M/s Smt Kala N. Quirtonim, one of the legal heirs of the 
original leaseholder, which was replied to vide letter dated 29.09.2009 however, no 
decision was taken at that time. 

CHAMBERS OF ADVOCATE GENERAL 

3. A representation dated 08.06.2021 received by the Department of Mines and 
Geology from the leaseholder requesting their case to be considered in terms of 
Section 8A of the Mines and Minerals (Development and Regulation) Act 1957, 
(�MMDR Act") and the Judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of 
Common Cause v. Union of India (2016) 11 SCC 455 (Common Cause 
Judgment"), and to execute necessary deed recognizing the tenure of the said Mining 
Lease as subsisting till 2.06.2031. 

4. In the present case, the contentions of the leaseholder and the queries raised by 
the department can be enumerated as below: 

A. 

B 

Whether the leaseholder would be entitled to the benefit of 50 years of 
tenure of the lease under Amended Section 8-A of the MMDR Act? 

Whether the leaseholder be entitled for any period beyond 50 years based 
on Rule 24-A of the Mineral Concession Rules 1960 ("MCR 1960")? 

Query A: Whether the leaseholder would be entitled to the benefit of 50 years of 
tenure of the lease under the Amended Section 8-A of the MMDR Act? 

5. The Parliament vide the 2015 Amendment inserted Section 8-A in the MMDR 
Act with effect from 12.01.2015. Section 8-A introduced through the above 

"8-A. Period of grant of a mining lease for minerals other than coal, 
lignite and atonic minerals.-(1 ) The provisions of this section shall 
apply to minerals other than those specified in Part A and Part B of the 
First Sche dule. 

amendment is extracted hereunder: 



(2) On and fromn the date of the commencement of the Mines and 

Minerals (Development and Regulation) Amendment Act, 2015, all 

mining leases shall be granted for the period offifty years. 

(3) All mining leases granted before the commencement of the Mines 

and Minerals (Development and Regulation) Amendment Act, 2015 

shall be deemed to have been granted for aperiod of fifty years. 

(4) On the expiry of the lease period, the lease shall be put up for 

auction as per the procedure specified in this Act. 

(S) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-sections (2), (3) and sub 

section (4), the period of lease granted before the date of 

commencement of the Mines and Minerals (Development and 

Regulation) Amendment Act, 2015, where mineral is used for captive 
purpose, shall be extended and be deemed to have been extended up to 

a period ending on 31-3-2030 with effect from the date of expiry of the 
period of renewal last made or till the completion of renewal period, if 
any, or a period of fifty years fromn the date of grant of such lease, 

whichever is later, subject to the condition that all the terms and 

conditions of the lease have been complied with. 

(6) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-sections (2), (3) and sub 
section (4), the period of lease granted before the date of 
commencement of the Mines and Minerals (Development and 

Regulation) Amendment Act, 2015, where mineral is used for other than 
caplive purpose, shall be extended and be deemed to have been 
extended up to a period ending on 31-3-2020 with effect from the date 

of expiry of the period of renewal last made or till the completion of 
renewal period, if any, or a period of fifty years from the date of grant 
of such lease, whichever is later, subject to the condition that all the 
terms and conditions of the lease have been complied with. 

(7) Any holder of a lease granted, where mineral is used for captive 
purpose, shall have the right of first refusal at the time of auction held 
for such lease after the expiry of the lease period. 

(8) Notwithstanding anything contained in this section, the period of nining leases, including existing mining leases, of government ompanies or corporations shall be such as nay be prescribed by the CCntrol Go 



6. The question is as to whether the leaseholder in the present case is entitled to 

the benefit of Section 8-A (6). Section 8-A (6) is applicable to the mineral or the 

mines used for other than captive purpose. There is no dispute that the present lease 

is concerning a mineral/mine used for other than captive purpose. Sub-section 6 of 

Section 8-A creates a legal fiction whereby any leases granted prior to the 

commencement of 2015 Amendment to the MMDR Act shall stand extended upto 

31.3.2020 from the lease date of the renewal or till the completion of the renewal 

period or for a period of 50 years from the date of the grant of such lease whichever is 
later. 

(9) The provisions of this section, nofwithstanding anything contained 

therein, shall not apply to a mining lease granted before the date of 

commencement of the Mines and Minerals (Development and 

Regulation) Amendnent Ac, 2015, for which renewal has been 

rejected, or which has been determined, or lapsed. " 

7. The present lease was granted on 13.12.1979 for a period of 20 years. Before 

the expiry of 20 years, on 10.12.1998 an application for first renewal came to be filed. 

The said application was never disposed of by the State Government. In this situation, 

the provision of deemed extension under Rule 24-A (2) of the MCR 1960 as was 

existing then comes into picture. Thus, the lease continued on the basis of the 

deemed extension under Rule 24-A (2) which reads as under: 

8. 

"24-4. Renewal of mining lease 

(2) f an application for renewal ofa mining lease made within the time 
referred to in sub-section (a) is not disposed ofby the State Government 

before the date of expiry of the lease, the period of that lease shall be 
deemed to have been extended by a period of wo years or till the State 
Government passes order thereon, whichever is earlier 

From the aforesaid it can be inferred that on the date of the coming into force 
of the 2015 Amendment to the MMDR Act, there was a lease existing in favour of the 
lease holder. 

9. In the meanwhile, there was a notice issued by the Department of Mines and 
Geology to the leaseholder under Section 4-A of the MMDR Act. The leascholder 

filed a reply to such a notice. However, no order came to be passed by the 



department. It is trite that without a specific order of lapsing there cannot be a valid 

lapsing in the eyes of law under the provisions of Section 4-A of the MMDR Act. In 

this case, the question of lapsing of a lease is not applicable. 

Section 8-A (9) of the MMDR Act makes an exception to the applicability of 

sub-section 6 in case of leases where the renewal has been rejected or which have been 

determined or lapsed. In the instant case, admittedly, the application for renewal filed 

by the leaseholder is not rejected by the Department. Secondly, the lease is also not 

determined under Section 4-A of the MMDR Act. The only issue is as to whether the 

notice issued by the Department dated 22.09.2009 would anmount to a lapsing within 

the meaning of Section 4-A (4). 

10. 

Reference is required to be made to Rule 28 of the MCR 1960. The said rule 

mandates that the State Government shall pass an order declaring the mining lease as 

lapsed and communicate the order to the lessee. In the present case, admittedly, no 

order under Rule 28 of MCR 1960 has been passed as such the issue of lapsing does 

not arise in the instant case. At any rate, this issue has been decided by the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in the case of Common Cause at para 35: 

11. 

"35. I1 is not possible for us to accept that vital vested rights in a 

leaseholder can be curtailed withoul affording him an opportunity to 

repudiate the impression(s) of the competent authority, namely, that the 

leaseholder could nÍt have (or had actually not) carried ou mining 

operations for a continuous period of two years. Our instant 

contemplation stands affirmed through Rule 28 of the Mineral 

Concession Rules. The same is reproduced below: 

"28. Lapsing of leases.-(1) Subject to the other conditions of this 
Rule where mining operations are not commenced within a period 

of one year (sic two years) from the date of execution of the lease. 

or is discontinued for a continuous period of one year (sic (wo 

the State years) afier commencement of such operations, 

Government shall, by an order, declare the mining lease as lapsed 

and communicate the declaration to the lessee. 

(2) Where a lessee is unable to commence the mining operation 
within a period of one year (sic two years) from the date of 

execution of the mining lease, or discontinues mining operations 
vears) for reasons 



beyond his control, he may submit an application to the State 
Government, explaining the reasons for the same, at least three 
months before the expiry of such period. 

(3) Every application under sub-rule (2) shall be acconpanied by a fee ofRs 200. 

(4) The State Government may on receipt of an application made under sub-rule (2) and on being satisfied about the adeguacy and genuineness of the reasOns for the non-commencement of mining operations or discontinuance thereof, pass an order before the date on which the lease would have otherwise lapsed, extending or refusing to extend the period of the lease: 

Provided that where the State Governmnent on receipt of an application under sub-rule (2) does not pass an order before the expiry of the date on which ihe lease would have otherwise lapsed, the lease shall be deemed to have been extended until the order is passed by the State Government or until a period of years, whichever is earlier. 

Explanation I.-Where the non-commencement of the mining operations within a period of two years from the date of execution of mining lease is on account of 

(a) delay in acquisition of surface rights; or 

(b) delay in getting the possession of the leased area; or 

wo 

(c) delay in supply or installation of machinery; or 

(d) delay in getting financial assistance from the banks, or any financial institutions; or 

(e) ensuring supply of the mineral in an lessee is the owner or in which he holds not less than 509% of the 

industry of which the 

cOntrolling interest, 

and the lessee is able to furnish documentary evidence supported by a duly sworn affidavit, the State Government may consider if there are sufficient reasons for non-commencement of operations 



for a continuous period of more than one year (sic two years). 

12. 

Explanation 2.-Where the discontinuance of mining operations 

for a continuous period of two years after the commencement of 

Such operations is on account of 

(a) orders passed by any statutory or judicial authority; or 

(b) operations becoming highly uneconomical; or 

(c) strike or lock out, 

and the lessee is able to furnish documentary evidence supported 

by a duly sworn affidavit, the State Government may consider if 

there are suficient reasons for discontinuance of operations for a 

continuOUS period of more than one year (sic two years). 

Explanation 3.-1n case of mining lessee who has undertaken 

reconnaissance operations or in case of mining lessee whose 

capital investment in mine development is planned to be in excess 

of Rs 200 crores and where the mine development is likely to take 

more than two years, the State Government shall consider it to be 

sufficient reason for non-commencement of mining operations for 

a continuous period of nnore than two years. 

(emphasis supplied) 

II is apparent from a perusal of sub-rule (l) extracted above that the 

State Government is mandated to pass an order and thereby declare 

that a mining lease had lapsed. It is also the mandate of sub-rule (I) 

aforesaid that such an order passed by the State Government must be 

communicated to the leaseholder. On a conjoint reading of Section 4 

A(4) and Rule 28(1), we are satisfied to hold that a mining lease under 

Section 4-A(4) would not be deemed to have lapsed till the State 

Government passes an order declaring the mining lease to have lapsed 

and further communicates the samne to the leaseholder " 

Therefore, in so far as Query A is concerned, the present lease is covered 

under Section 8-A of MMDR Act and would be entitled to the benefit of the lease ð 

period of 50 years from 13.12.1979. 



Query B: Whether the leaseholder be cntitled for any period beyond 50 years 

based on Rule 24-A of the Mineral Concession Rules 196o (MCR 1960")? 

13. The leaseholder has claimed that the lease shall commence on the date it was 

registered i.c. 03.06.1981 and not when it was granted on 13.12.1979 and consequently 
the 50 years period shall commence from 03.06.1981. The leaseholder relied upon 
Section 31 (2) of the MCR 1960, which reads as under: 

"3l(2) The �ate of the commencement of the period for which a mining 
lease is granted shall be the date on which a duly executed deed under 
sub-rule (l) is registered 

14. In this regard we need to refer to the terminology referred to in Section 8-A 
(6). Section 8-A (6) specifically uses the phrase .or a period of fitty years from the 
date of grant of such lease... "If one sees the object of this Amendment it is clear that 

the idea to introduce this Section is to give a maximum period of 50 years to every lease holder. And not more than that. This is very clear even from sub-section 2 and 3 of Section 8-A which mentions that all mining leases henceforth shall be for a period of 50 years and all leases which are granted before the commencement of 2015 

15. If the contention of the leaseholder is accepted then the leaseholder would get 
a period of 52 years of lease. In this regard the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Common 
Cause judgment has held as under: 

29. From a perusal of the extract reproduced above, i! s apparent that 
the insertion of Section 8-A irto the MMDR Act was to address the 
hardship faced b the leaseholder s bestdes other reasons, due to the 
second and subsequert applications for renewal rematning unatte nded 
at the hands of ihe State Goverment 1he instant amendment to the 
VMDRAt introduced a Luniform original grant period of tity years (or atl mining leaseholders. It also excluded rene wal(S) after the expiry 

of the or igina! lease pertvd Accord1ngly no renewal appltcat1on can 
be filei (after 12-!-201 5 Under sub secthons ()) 4nd (6) of 

Sevtion 8A in our vien such letseholders who ht moved uppltcat tony 
or reiewal o cupteinonspetve mtPeS Would be enLtled tO conttHUe 
Lup fo 3!-3203031-3-2)24) 1he Ubjects und Reayons for the 
amendment to the MDR Act 4im ut remehing he posttion which 
emerged upon t interpretation ofthe prgvisions of the t/DR Act as 

Amendment shall be deemed to have been granted for a period of 50 years. 

they exsted hitherto betore Ihy instutt amteniment was ulso directed at 
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seCohl nd TCeding the revances of the miny vnhustry ue to 

Subscquent reewals" remajning pend1ng And also, because th 

provisons of law relating to renewals had been found lo be wanting 

Te above view is also endorsed by the fact that Scction 8 A9) deals 

WIth u situati0n wherein renewal has been rejected 

Ihercfore apparent that suh sections (5) d (6) of Section 8-4 of the 

amended MMDR Act are aimed at situations whercint an applicatlon for 

renewal (validly made) has remained nattended Thercfore, for no 

I needs to be clarified that sce an application for renewil cannot he 

filed after 12-1-2015, an application for renewal as would be treated s 

having been validly made, ough to have been made bcfore 12 I-2015. 

We are of the view that out of the three contingencies contemplated 

nder Sections S-A(5) and S-4(6) referred to above the first of the 

contingencies posilively pertains to a stIation wherein applicatios 

validly made for renewal were pending without any final decision at the 

hundy of the State Government Because in the absence of u renewil 

application, the leascholder can be tuken to have already expressed his 

disiterest to continue mining operaions. Therefore logically. the 

words " with effect from he dute of expiry of the period of renewal 

last nude shold relate 1o an expired lease prior to 12-1-2015 in 

made. 
(Emphasis supplicd) 

16. Be that as it may, in my opinion Section 8-A(6) is clear and categorical which 

states that the 50 years period from the date of grant" of such lease. Pertinently, the 

MCR 1960 are rules and were pre-2015 Amendment. The provision of the main Act 

shall prevail of the rules. Further, Section 8-A is a complete code by itsclf on the 

aspect of the tenure of the lease. We cannot look into a rule which was cnacted in 

17. Accordingly, Query B has to be answered against the leaseholder and the Jease 

tenure of the leaseholder should be reckoncd from 13.12.1979 and not 03.06.1981. 

Honblet 

Devidasf. Pangam 
Advocate General 

02.09.2021 

fault of ihe leaseholder he vould be subjected to an arbitrary prejudce 

relation lo which a valid upplication for rene wal had already becn 

1960 to nullify the categorical provision in Section 8-A (6) 

Opinion accordingly. 



INTRODUCTION 

Zawblidadga Dongor" Iron and Manganese Ore Mine Mipin Lease, 
No. 3/FeMn/79, over an area of 70.20 Ha., located at Village Caurej1gi'aluka 
South CGoa, State of Goa was originally granted to Shri. Naraina Sini Duistonim AN BURSriod 
of 20 years for both Iron and Manganese Ores. The Mining Lease Deed was èxerutrd on 13-12. 
1979 and duly registered in the Office of the Sub Registrar of Quepem on 03-06-1981 under 
Registered No. 172 at Book lI Vol.3 at pages 77 to 85. 

attorney . 

The Original Lessee died on 22.4.1998 and his leasehold rights in respect of the aforesaid mine 

devolved upon his successors-in-title, viz: (a) his widow and moiety-holder, viz. Mrs. Kala 

Naraina Kirtani alias Kala Naraina Quirtonim; (b) daughter, viz. Mrs. Priya Prasad Navelkar 
married to Mr. Prasad P. Navelkar and (c) daughter, viz. Mrs. Pradnya Zoivant Poi Cano alias 

Smt. Pradnya Zoivant Pai Cano married to Mr. Zoivant M. Poi Cano alias Zoivant M. Pai Cano. 

The aforesaid succession is duly certified by a Deed of Succession dated 13.7.1998 drawn up 

before the Sub-Registrar of Salcete Taluka at Margao, Goa on 21.7.1998 and recorded in his 

Deeds Book No. 1396 at Folio 26 (overleaf) onwards, read with Mrs. Priyas and Pradnya's 
marriage certificates. Copy of the Deed of Succession and the two Marriage certificates are 
attached as Annexure No. 18. The successors-in-title are represented herein by Smt. Pradnya 
Zoivant Poi Cano alias Smt. Pradnya Zoivant Pai Cano, for self and as their duly constituted 

Anneue- 1/ 

In terms of provision of MCR 1960 (Rule 24 A (1), the renewal application was filed on 10-12 

1998 within the stipulated period and remained under consideration with the State 

Government. 

KMP| MICH-¬S/0 HnN-2. 

The lessee filed an application for Mining Plan for a period from 1996-97 to 1998-99 which camne 

to be arproved by Indian Bureau of Mines vide letter no. MP/MAN-283/GOA/97-98 dated 16 

(3-1998. Thereafter, the lessee filed an application for Scheme of Mining Plan for the period 
2002-03 to 2006-07, which camne to be approved by Indian Bureau of Mines vide letter no. 

MSH/MAN-76/GOA/2003-04 dated 10-07-2003. 

Deputy ('untroller of Mines & Oficer In Charge 

Disyhct 

tndlan eau 0f Mines, Madn: 
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Pending the State Governnent t's consideration of the renewal application,the mining lease 

continued to work till August 2005 under the provisions of Ruly 24(A)(6) of MCR-1960. 

However, no work could be continued thereafter for want of, statutory clearanices. 

Consequently, on 02-08-2006 the lessee gave a notice of temporary discontinuance to Indian 

Bureau of Mines in terms of Rule 24 of MCDR 1988. A copy of the Nötice dated 02-08-2006 is 

attached as Annexure No. 4 

The lessee also filcd an application for modification in the approved Scheme of Mining for a 

period from 2002-03 to 2006-07, which came to be approved by Indian Bureau of Mines vide 

letter no. MSH/ MAN-76/GOA/2003-04 Vol.I dated 22-06-2007 

An application for grant of Environment Clearance was filed by the lessee with the MoEFCC 

which was pleased to grant a Term of Reference (TOR) on 19-08-2009. However, soon 

thereafter, i.e. on 24-02-2010, a moratorium was imposed by the Government of India against 

considering any mining proposals from the State of Goa, till the finalization of State Mineral 

Policy of Goa. Consequently, the Lessee's application for grant of Environment Clearance was 

The lessee filed successive applications for Scheme of Mining for two successive Mining Plan 

periods, viz. from 2007-08 to 2011-12 and from 2012-13 to 2016-17. These came to be approved 

by the Indian Bureau of Mines vide, respectively, vide letter no. MS/SG/GOA/ FeMn-46 

SZ/815 dated 04-05-2010 and MS/SG/GOA/ FeMn-65-5Z dated 05-12-2012. 

On 18-07-2014, Rule 24-A(6) came to be inserted in MCR-1960, which provided that 
renewal application was not disposed before expiry of lease period, period of lease would 
stand extended by two years or till State Government passes orders on renewal application, 

whichever is earlier. Thus, the lease period of the mining lease stood extended till 18-07-2016 
by virtue of the deeming provision of Rule 24-A(6). 

the first 

At this point of time, i.e. on 18-07-2014, the aforesaid Mining Scheme approved by the Indian 
Bureau of Mines vide letter No. MS/SG/GOA/ FeMn-65-SZ dated 05-12-2012 was still current, 
i.e, till 31-03-2017. 

Meanwhile, the MMDR Act 1957 was amended with effect from 12-01-2015, firstly by way of an 

Ordinance and, later, by the Amendment Act which was passed on 26-03-2015 (however with 
retrospective effect from 12-01-2015). By the 2015 Amendment, inter-alia, Section 8A was 
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not processed further and remained pending. 
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Zamblidadga Dongor Iron and Manganese Ore Mine M.L. No. 3 FeMn 79 -  78.08 HA 

Distance from nearest protected area 



CA LAND PROPOSED AGAINEST Zamblidadga MINING GOA - 72.08 HA 
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