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Mr. Chairman: The question is: 

''That Clause 19, as amended, 
stand part of the Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 

CllIlLSe 19, as amended, was added to 
the Bit!. 

Mr. Chairman: I shalI put amend
ment No. J1 to clause. 20 to the vote 
of the House. 

The amendment was put and ' 
negatived. 

Mr. Chairman: The question is: 

"That Clause 20 stand part ot 
the Bill." 

The motion was adopted. 

Clause 20 was added to the Bill. 

CllIuses 21, 22, 23, 1, Enacting For-
mula and the Title were added to the 

Bil!. 

Shri Datar: Madam, I beg to move: 

"That the Bill, as amended, be 
passed." 

Mr. Chairman: The question is: 

"That the Bill, as amended, be 
passed." 

The motion was adopted. 
./ 

15 hrS. 

MOTION RE MINERAL CONCES
SIONS RULES, 1960 

Mr. Chairman: The House will 
now take up consideration of the 
motions for modification of the Min-
eral Concession Rules, 1960, laid on 
the Table of the House on the 7th 
August, 1961. 

I would like to know the number 
of hon. Members who may like to 
participate in this discussion.-I see 

four hon. Members standing. . This is 
a two-hour discussion. I think the 
hon. Member who initiates the dis
cussion will take about 25 minutes. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla (Baloda 
Bazar): About 35 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman: He can try to man
age . within half an hour. Let 116 

make a compromise between 25 
minutes and 35 minutes. Let 
him have 30 minutes. Then. 
I think hon. Members who want 
to speak may have 15 minutes each. 
That will leave, finally about 30 
minutes for the reply of the Minister. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: I bel 
to move: 

(1) This House resolves that in pur
suance of sub-section (1) of section 28 
of the Mines and Minerals (~egula
tion and Development) Act, 1957. the 
following amendment be made in the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960. laid 
on the Table on the 7th Decembef: 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August. 
1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (1) of rule 11, for 
"refused" substitute "grant
ed". 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
In the said resolution. 

(2) This House resolves that in pur
suance"of sub-section (1) of section 28 
of the Mines and Minerals (Regula
tion -and Development) Act, 1957, the 
following amendment be made in .the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, laid. 
on the Table on the 7th December, 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August, 
1961, namely:-

in sub-rUle (2) of rule 11, for 
"refused" substitute "grao.,
ed". 

This :FIouse recommends to Rlijya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do. concur _ 
in the said resolution. 
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(3) This House resolves that in pur
suance of sub-section (1) of section 28 
of the Mines and Minerals (Regula
tion and Development) Act, 1957, the 
following amendment be made in the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, laid 
on the Table on the 7th December, 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August, 
1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (3) of rule 11, a1ter 
''writing'' insert !land com-
municated to the applicant". 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
in the said resolution. 

(4) This House resolves that in pur
suanCe of sub-section (1) of section 
28 of the Mines and Minerals (Regu
lation and Development) Act, 1957, 
the following amendment be made in 
'he Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, 
laid on the Table on the 7th Decem
ber, 1960, and relaid on the 7th 
August, 1961, namely:-

after sub-rule (3) of rule 11, 
insert-

"( 4) Preference shall be given 
to the mine owners who 
are operating beneficiation 
plants in the grant of pros
pecting licence." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
in the said resolution. 

(5) This House resolves that in pur
suance of sub-section m of section ll8 
of the Mines and Minerals (Regula
tion and Develophlent) Act, 1967, the 
following amendment be made in the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, laid 
on the Table on the 7th December, 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August, 
1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (1) of rule 13, omit 
"or deemed to' have been 
refused". 

This House recommends to . Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
in the said resolution. 

(6) This House resolves that in pur
suance of sub-section (1) of section 28-
of the Mines and Minerals (Reguia
tion and Development) Act, 1957, the 
following amendment be made in the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, laid 
on the Table on the 7th December, 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August, 
1961, namely:-

after sub-rule (4) of rule 14, 
insert-

" (5) The holder of a prospect
ing licence shall be entitled 
to the grant of a mining 
lease over the area so held 
under prospecting licence 
at his option." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
in the said resolution. 

(7) This House resolves that in pur
suance of sub-section (1) of section 28-
of the Mines and Minerals (Regula
tion and Development) Act, 1957, the 
following amendment be made in the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, laid 
on the Table on the 7th December, 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August, 
1961, namely:-

to sub-rule (1) of rule 15, add 
the following proviso-

"Provided that in respect of the 
execution of the deed re
ferred to above within the 
prescribed period, the de
fault' is on the part of the 
State Government or any 
of its authorities, then, such 
a deed shall be deemed to 
haVe been executed." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do CQllcur 
in the said resolution. 

(8) This Hoose resolves that in pur
suance of sub-section (1) of sectioD • 
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of the Mines and Minerals (Regula
tion and Development) Act, 1957, the 
following amendment be made in the 
Mineral Concession Rules, 1960, laid 
on the Table on the 7th December, 
1960, and relaid on the 7th August, 
1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (3) of rule 24, fOT 

"refused" substitute "grant-
ed, unles,", Government with
in this time-limit communi
cates to the applicant an 
extension of this time with 
reasons therefor" 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(9) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession Rules, 
1960, laid on the Table on the 7th 
December, 1960, and relaid on the 7th 
August, 1961, namely:-

after sub-rule (3) of rule, 24, 
insert-

" (4) Preference shall be given 
to the mine owners who are 
operating beneficiation plants in 
the grant of mining leases and 
to those who undertake to set up 
beneficiation plants within 3 years 
of the grant of the lease." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(l0) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minesrals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (l) of rule 25, omit 
"or deemed to have been refus
ed." 

Rules, 1960 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(11) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines aJJ<l Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be· 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

to clause (c) of sub-rul2 (1) of 
rule 27, in the proviso, adll at the
end-

"and that if the renewal of the 
mining lease is delayed by the 
Government and is consequently 
granted with retrospective effect, 
then no dead rent shall be re
quired to be paid by the lessee in 
respect of such retrospective 
period." 

This House recommends to Rajy •• 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur ilL 
the said resolution. 

(12) This House resolves that in· 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act,. 
1957, the following amendment b4t. 
made in the Mineral ConcessIOn 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on thlt 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the· 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

after clause (m) of sub-rule (1) of' 
rule 27, insert-

" (n) in the absence of ready 
market for low grade ores, the 
lesseellessees who is I are operating 
or haslhave undertaken to set up 
beneficiation plants, should pro
perly store such lOW ~ade ore 
for future beneficiation; 

(0) the lessee I lessees shall b@. 
required to put up a beneficiation 
plant of suitable size if so recom
mended by the National Ore
Dressing Laboratory." 
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This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(13) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral Concession 
Rules 1960 laid on the Table on t!!.e 
'7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
'7th August, 1961, namely:-

after clause (n) of sub-rule (2) of 
rule 27, add the following provlSo,-

"Provided that in respect of 
renewal of the mining lease, the 
lessee shall not be required by the 
State Government to pay and 
compensation for surface distur
bance or obtain any pennission 
to enter upon the area for surface 
occupation in respect of the whole 
or that much part of the area 
covered by the renewal of the 
lease in regard to which such 
conditions had been duly fulfilled 
by the lessee at the time of the 
original grant of the lease." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(14) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of .ep
tion 28 of the Mines and Minesrals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
"I'th August, 1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (5) of rule 28, after 
"writing" insert "and communicated 
to the applicant". 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(15) This House resolves' that In 
'pursuance of sub-section (1) of aec-

tion 28 of the Mines and Mineralll 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th De~:mber, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

to rule (1) of rule 31; add the fol-
lowing proviso,-

"Provided that in respect of the 
execution of the lease deed refer
red to above within the prescribed 
period, the default is on the part 
of the State Government or any 
of its authorities, then, such lease 
shall be deemed to have been 
executed." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(16) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral Concession 
Rules 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th DeCember 1960 and relaid of' the 
7th August, 1961, ~amelY:-

in rule 33, after "made" insert ''by 
the State Government." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(17) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) ot' sec-' 
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral Concession 
Rules 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December 1960 and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, ~amely:-

in rule 33, add at the end

"within a month of such ",ant." 

This House recommends to Bajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur In 
the said resohltion. 
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(18) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minesrals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960, and relaid 011 thr-
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in sub-rule (1) of rule 37, after 
"Central Government" insert 

"which shall be obtained by the 
State Government within three 
months of the receipt of applica
tion in this behalf from the 
lessee." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(19) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on th~ 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

after sub-rule (4) of rule 54, il1.lert-

"(5) An application for revision 
made under this rule shall be 
disposed of within six months 
from the date of its receipt and 
it it is not disposed of within that 
period, the relief sought in the 
revision shall be deemed to have 
been granted." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution, 

(20) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Ar.t, 
1957, the following amendment De 
made in the Mineral COillcession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
'lth December, 1960, and relaid on ~he 
'lttl August, 1961, namely:-

omit the Explanation to rule 54, 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution, 

(21) This House re.olves that ill 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the followmg amendment be 
made in the Mineral ConcesJion 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in rule 63, for ·'through the State 
Government" substitute "directly", 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resoluti.~n. 

(22) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th Deczmber, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Form B of Scheduled I, omit 
Part (d) of sub-clause (xi) of clause 
3. 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(23) This HOUSe resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (l) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment bf 
mad~ in the Mineral Concessior. 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
Vth December, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

to part (a) of sub-clause (xii) of 
clause 3 in Form B of Schedule I. 
add the 'following proviso,-

"Provided that it the applicant 
so requests, the topographical map 
shall be supplied to the Govern
ment by the Indian Bureau of 
Mines at the applicant's cost." 
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This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(24) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (l) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral ConcessIon 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on th~ 
7th Dec2mber, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in the foot-note to Form B of 
Schedule 1,-

(i) for "is obtainable" substitute 
"will be obtainable"; 

(ii) for "Survey of India, Hathi
barkhala, Dehra Dun"; 

substitute 

"Indian Bureau of Mines, Nag
pur." 

(iii) after "Dehra Dun" insert-

"The topographical map shall 
be supplied to the applicant by 
the Indian Bureau of Mines within 
a month from the date of receipt 
of the application in this beha.lt or 
a letter giving reasons for inability 
to supply it, shall be issued to 
the applicant by the Bureau 
within the said period." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(25) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 2& of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral ConcessIOn 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th Dt!cember, 1911/), and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Part II of Form F of Schedule I, 

after clause (8), add the followin~ 
Explanation-

"Explanation.-For the pu'pose 
of clauses (6), (7) and (8) the 
application of the Lic~see / 
Licens2es for grant of required 
written permission !consentlsanc

tion shall be disposed of within 
two months from the date of its 
receipt failing which it shall be 
deemed to have been granted." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(26) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th Dt!cember, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in clause (1) of Part V of Form F 
of Schedule I,-{}.dd at the end-

"and shall take steps to settle 
the matter of compensation with
in two -months from the date of 
receipt of the report in this be
half from the Licensee /Licensees". 

This HOUSe recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(27) This HOUse resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Conces3ion 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on th'! 
7th Dt!cember, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Form I of Schedule I, omit part 
(d) of sub-clause (xi) of clause 3. 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 
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(28) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral Concession Rul
es 1960 laid on the Table on the 
"Ith Dec~mber 1960 and relaid on the 
"Ith August, 1'961, namely:-

in Form I of Schedule I, to part (a) 
of sub-clause (xii) of clause 3, add 
the following proviso,-

"Provided that if the applicant 
so requests, the topographical 
map shall be supplied to the Gov
ernment by the Indian Bureau of 
Mines at the applicant's cost." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(29) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957 the following amendment be 
mad~ in the Mineral ConcessIOn 
Rules 1960, laid on the Table on the 
"Ith December, 1960 and reiaid on the 
"Ith August, 1961, namely:--

in the foot-note to Form I of Sche
duleI,-

(i) jor "is obtainable" substitute-
"will be obtainable"; 

(ii) jor "Survey of India, Hath
barkhala, Dehra Dun" substitute-

"Indian Bureau of Mines, Nag
pur"; and 

(iii) after "Dehra Dun" insert-
"The topographical mllp shall 

be supplied to the applicant by 
the Indian Bureau of Mines with
in a month from the date of re
ceipt of the application in this 
behalf or a letter giving reasons 
for inability to supply it shall be 
issued to the applicant by the 
Bureau within the said period." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(30) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(rl.guhtion and Development) Act, 
1957, 1hz following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on Lhe 
7th DecdIlber, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Form J of Schedule I, after part 
(c) of sub-claUSe (xi) of clause 2, 
add the following,-

"( d) particulars of existing or 
created dumps of ore, if any." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(31) This HOUse resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957. the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Conces.;ion 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960, and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Part III of Fonn K of Schedule 
I, at the end of clause 2, add--

"In the case of Government 
land, if no objection is received 
from the Deputy Commissioner I 
Collector of the di3trict within 
the period of two months, tile 
lesseellessees shall be deemed In 
have been authorised to enter 
upon the area and use it for min
ing operations." 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(32) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendments be 
made in the Mineral Concession 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table On the 
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7th December, 1960 and re-Iaid on 
the 7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Part VII of Form K of Schedule 
1,-

(i) fOt!' the marginal heading to 
clause 7, substitute-

"To allow inspection of working~, 
survey and prospecting"; and 

(ii) in clause 7 after "surveying" 
insert "prospecting". 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(33) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minera~ 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concession Rules, 
1960, laid on the Table on the 7th 
December, 1960 and re-laid on the 7th 
August, 1961, namely:-

in Part VIII of Form K of Schedule 
J, at the end of clause 2, add--

"and shall take steps to settle 
the matter of compensation 
within two months from the date 
of receipt of the report in this 
behalf from the lessee/lessees, 
failing which the lessee/lr-ssees 
shall be entitled to enter upon 
the area a"d wcrk it· pending 
the fixation of such compensa
tion", 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur in 
the said resolution. 

(34) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-section (1) of sec
tien 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulation and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concension 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960 and rehid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Part VIII of Form K of Schedule 
I, after clause 2, insert--

Lessee /Lessees not liabLe fOT 

compensation in respect of State 
Government land. "2A. Where 
the land componsmg the 
area granted or renewed 
under Mining Lease is wholly or 
partly State Government land or 
land vesting in the State Govern
ment, no compensation shall be 
payable by the lessee/lessees for 
any damage to disturbaoce of 
surface as a consequence of the 
mining operations over such State 
Government land". 

This House recommends to Rajya 
Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
in the said resolution. 

(35) This House resolves that in 
pursuance of sub-sect:on (1) of sec
tion 28 of the Mines and Minerals 
(Regulatio:1 and Development) Act, 
1957, the following amendment be 
made in the Mineral Concessiorul 
Rules, 1960, laid on the Table on the 
7th December, 1960 and relaid on the 
7th August, 1961, namely:-

in Part VIII of Form K of Schedule 
I, at the end of claUse 3, add the 
following proviso--

''Provided that in the case of 
application for renewal of the 
lease made in accordanCe with 
these rules by the lessee jlessees 
the renewal is delayd on the 
part of the Government and is not 
disposed of before the expiration 
of the lease, and ultimately the 
renewal comes to be granted 
thereafter, then, the lessee/lessees 
shall not be required to pay any 
dead rents, rates etc., in respect of 
such retrospective period during 
which the lessee flessees could. 
not work the lease pending its 
renewal", 
This House recommends to Rajya· 

Sabha that Rajya Sabha do concur 
in the said resolution. 

My main aim in moving these 
motions for modification of the rules 
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to regulate the mineral conssessions all 
over the country is to make them 
more effective and to remove any 
",agueness that may be there. On a 
par with the petroleum concession 
rules, these mineral concession rules 
form the basis for the development 
of all important mineral industries in 
our country whether they are in the 
private sector or in the public sector, 
because these mineral concessions 
are regulated by these rules which 
are under discussion here today. 

Till now, these rules have been 
more abused than used, particularly 
by some State Governments. In spite 
of these rules, there have been 
delays of years, not months, in grant
ing the prospecting licences and min
ing leases to the aplicants. After 
putting in the application, for . the 
purpose of getting a certificate of 
approval, particularly for prospect
ing licences and mining leases, the 
applicants have to chase the appli
cation right from the patwari level 
to the State Government level. Some
times they have to come to New 
Delhi also when ·their applications 
and petiticns are pending here. They 
have to chase the applications right 
from the tehsil headquarters to the 
district headquarters and every time 
they have to put in some petition 
before the official concerned before 
the application is moved to the next 
higher level. This kind of thing is 
most damaging as far as the small 
mine-owners are concerned. This 
is the saddest ·part of these rules: 
that is, the main sufferers because of 
these rul es are the small mine
owners over the country. The big 
rnine-owners--whether individuals or 
limited companies--have enough 
stall' at their disposal to keep 0'1 

chasing their applications. They keep 
on sending their people to all level. 
and at all levels, wherever the appli
cations may be, to see that the appli
cations reach the pre per level 
before the t'me-limit is over. In the 
case of the small mine-owners, they 
themselves are the gf'Ologist3, the 
accountants and salesmen, all in one. 
So, it is impossible for a small mine-

owner to make any ell'ort Or to make 
all these efforts, and it is he, because 
of his inability to do so, who suffers. 

The main purpose of my suggestea 
mod:fications is to reduce this time 
and to CUt the required time by the
applicant to the mInImum, and to· 
give an incentive to the State Gov
ernments and the machinery of the
State GoveTIDents to keep on dispos
ing of the various applications made
under the rules in an expeditious' 
man~cr. 

Now, 1 shall ceme to the rules 
proper. Firstly, I have proposed that 
in sub-rule (1) of rules 11, "refused'" 
may be substituted by "granted". 
The present rule suggests that an 
application made under these rules, 
if not granted within nine montJu:, 
will be deemed to have been refused. 
This has given a very novel method 
to the State Government authorities· 
to refuse any application. The only 
thing is that they have to do is not 
to take any action and to keep the
application in cold sterage. So ulti
mately, it gets rejected. The appli
cant can come over and appeal to the 
Central Government and get redress 
from here. But that is another mat-· 
ter. Most of the people get so dis
couraged by such delays and troubles 
that they do not come to the Central 
Government level for getting redress. 
What I have proposed is that if after 
nine months the State Government 
has not passed any order on the 
application, the first applicant wiJI 
have his application automatically 
granted. In case there are others 
who feel aggrieved by such a thing 
they can come- in appeal to the Cen
tral Government and have the orders 
reversed. It the tirst man gets hi~ 
lease granted for no merit in his 
application, then that particular deci
sion can be upset here, in case some
body is pre-pared to come he-re for 
review. This rule as it stands has 
been operating adversely. It has not 
fulfilled the purpose- for which it was 
framed. The hon. Minister knows
abeu! this matter. A lot of com-
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:plaints have been received in this 
regar:l. I do not know if the Cen
tral Government have received com
plaints, but such complaints have 
been received in various States. This 
particular rule is the crux of the 
amendments that I have suggested to 
-these rul-. 

My second amendment is only a 
consequential one. So, I need not 
,say anything about it. In my third 
amendment, I have suggested that in 
sub-rule (3) of rule 11, after the 
word "writing", the words "and 
<communicated to the applicant" be 
inserted. This is only reasonable, 
because, according to that clause, if 
-the area of lease is reduced for any 
reason, the reasons must be commu
nicated to the applicant or the party 
<concerned sO that in case he feels that 
there has been any unjustified move 
1>n the part of the Government, he 
·can make the matter clear. 

In the fourth amendment I have 
suggested that after sub-rule (3) of 
rule 11, the following may be insert
·ed: 

"(4) Preference shall be given 
to the mineowners who are ope
rating beneficiation plants in the 
grant of prospecting licence." 

.Although it is a very laudable 

.amendment, I would not press this 
amendment merely because at the 
etage of prospecting this kind of pre-
1erence may not be very useful. It 
will be extremely useful of course at 
the stage, of mining leas~ wr.en it is 
being granted. 

15.06 hrs. 

[SHRI HEDA in the Chair 1 

·My fifth amendment is as follows: 

"in sub-rule (1) of rule 13, 
omit, 'or deemed to have been 
refused'," 

"This again is also a consequential 
oamendment which does not need 

much elucidation. In the sixth 
amendment, I have suggested that 
after sub-rule (4) of rule 14, the 
following may be inserted: 

"( 5) The holder of a prospect
ing licence shall be entitled to the 
grant of a mining lease over thf' 
area so held under prospecting 
licence at his option". 

I do not want to prE'SS this amend
men t also, because after I moved these 
amendments, it came to my netice 
that this particular thing had already 
been provided in the pare'lt Act un· 
der which these rules have been fram
ed. So, since this provision is alr"lIdy 
in the Act, I do not think it is neces
sary to press it. 

My seventh amendment seeks to 
add the following prov;so to sub-rultt 
(1) of rule 15: 

"Provided that in respect of the 
execution of the deed referred to 
above within t'he prescribed 
period, the default is on the part 
of the State Government or any 
of its authoritie3, then, such a 
deed shall be deemed to have 
been executed." 

It is mainly based on the same prin
c:p1e; as in the case of a prospecting 
licence, the State Government have 
the unlimited option to keep the 
execution of a mining lease deed or 
a prospecting application deed pend
ing for any length cf time. There is 
nothing to prevent them from keep
ing it pending for years together. In 
some hard cases, it has happened 
like that. Without any justification, 
the execution of the lease deed is 
kept pending for a long time. If the 
State Government does not like a 
particular man to whom a mining 
lease has been granted, even after 
the man insists upon the execu
tion of the lease his efforts to enter 
upon the area and beginning the 
mining operations can be frustrated, 
just because the lease deed has not 
been executed. 
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This particular section provides 
that in case the lessee himself 
defaults, the Government can cancel 
the lease and proceed against the 
lessee. But the lessee himself does 
not have any remedy available to 
him if the State Government chooses 
not to execute the lease. For that, I 
have provided that in case the State 
Government defaults, the lessee 
should have this remedy available 
that the lease will be deemed to 
have been executed automatically 
and he will have the right to enter 
upon the area. 

I am not very sure whether this 
kind of automatic execution of the 
lease will have any legal force or 
not. In case it does not, he should at 
least be granted the consideration of 
being allowed to enter upon the area, 
pending the formal execution of the 
lease later on. If he has completeli 
all the legal formalities, just becausa 
the lease deed has not been executed, 
he should not be prevented, after a 
time-limit. That time-limit should 
be given to him, so that he has some 
remedy available to him, and no 
injustice is done in this respect. I 
am providing this because this is a 
tlrovision by which all the efforts of 
the applicant as well as the Govern
ment can be frustrated by some 
~fficers who may be prejudiced 
against the party. So, this amend
ment is intended to provide some 
kind of remedy. 

In the 8th amendment, 
suggested: 

have 

"In sub-rule (3) of rule 24, 
for "refused" substitute "granted, 
unless, Government within thi~ 
time-limit communicates to the 
'applicant an extension of thi. 
time with reasons therefor"." 

This again is in respeet of an appli
c:auon for a mining lease. I have 
.already explained the reasons. 

My 9th amendment is: 

"After sub-rule (3) of rule 24-
insert-

1160(Ai)LSD-9. 

"( 4) Preference shall be given 
to the mine-owners who are 
operating beneficiation plants in 
the grant of mining leases and to 
those who undertake to sl't-up 
beneficiation plants within three 
years of the grant of the lease." 

This kind of preference may not be 
made absolute, but it may De indi
cated and everybody in the mining 
industry should know that those peo
ple who operate their mines and do 
mining operations in a way so as to 
conserve the mineral resources of the 
country will receive some considera
tion from the Government. If that 
is done, conservation of the mineral 
resources will become much more 
important than it is today. Most of 
the small mine-owners do not bother 
about mineral conservation, because 
it does not he:Ip them. Their eco
n.omy is so unstable that if they 
keep on bothering about conservation 
of the minerals and all that, their 
raising cost becomes very high and 
it will be unremunerative. So, pre
ference may be given to .uch people 
who put up beneficiation plants, how
sover modest and small it m'ly be. 
lt may not be a big plant costing 
lakhs of rupees. However, small it 
may be, he should be given a little 
preference than those who do not have 
that much of beneficiation activity. 
I would like to press this amendment 
end I hope Government will consider 
it fit to accept this. 

In amendment No. 10. I have sug
gested: 

"in sub-rule (1) of rule 25, 
omit "or deemed to have been 
refused"." 

This again is a consequential amend
ment. 

In amendment No. 11. I have sug
gested: 

"to clause (c) of sub-rule (1) 
of rule 27, in the proviso, add at 
the end-

"and that if the renewal of 
the mining lease is delayed by the 
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Government and is consequently 
granted with retrospective effect, 
then no dead rent shall be re
quired to be paid by the lessee in 
respect of such retrospective 
period." 

This is to remove a hardship which 
some of the small mine-owners have 
to face quite often. The renewai 
application for a mining lease is given 
six months in advance before the 
mining lease actually expires. In 
several cases which have come to 
my notice, I have seen that the State 
Government take more than six 
months or even a year or two years. 
In one particular case I know of, 
they took 5 years to grant the rene
wal of the min.ing lease. According 
to the rules, the mine-owner could 
not operate the mines for fiVe years, 
but still when it was renewed with 
retrospective effect, he was required 
to pay the dead rent for five years. 
This amendment would mean that he 
shall be liable to pay dead rent only 
from the date of the order from 
which the renewal application has 
been granted. This is a reasonable 
amendment and I hope the Minister 
will accept this. 

Amendment No. 12 suggests: 

"after clause (m) of sub-rule 
(1) of rule 27 insert-

"(n) in the absence of ready 
market for low grade ores the 
lessee/lessees who is/are oper~ting 
or has/have undertaken to set up 
beneficiation planots, should pro
perly store such low grade ore 
for future beneficlaticn. 

(0) the lessee/lessees shall be 
required to put up a beneficia
tion plant of suitable size if Sf) 

recommended by the National 
Ore Dressing Laboratory." 

This is a very important amendment. 
The Committee appointed by the Gov
ernment have sugge3ted that a Na-
110nal Ore Dressing Laboratory should 

be set up to encourage the benefi
ciation movement in the mineral in
dustry in Our country. This particu
lar recommendation is under the' 
actiVe consideration of the Govern
mEmt. The Government have takeD 
no decision on this recommendation. 
So, I would not press the second part 
of the amendment. But I would say 
that it would be very much in the 
interest of the mineral industry and 
mineral conservation if there is 
some provision in these rules to force 
the defaulting' rn.ine-owners to set u~ 
beneficiation plants and to prevent 
them from destroying the low grade 
ores or dumping in such manner that 
they cannM be used again for re
covering whatever ore may be left in. 
that dump by beneficiation. 

In amendment No. 13, I have sug
gested: 

"after clause(n) of Sub-clause 
(2) of rule 27, add ~hE' foilowing 
proviso: 

"Provided that in respect oC 
renewal of the mining lease, the 
Jessee shall not be required by 
the State Government to pay any 
compensation for surface distur
bances or obtain any permissioll" 
to enter upon the area for surface' 
occupation in respect of the 
whole or that much part of the 
area covered by the renewal oC 
the lease in regard to which such 
conditions had been duly fulfilled 
by the lessee at the time of the 
original grant of the lease." 

This . s already the intention of the 
Government but because of the
vagueness left in the rule there have 
been a good deal of trouble arising 
for the small and medium mine 
owners. It has happened that afler
the original lease had expired in the· 
first renewal stage the District Com
missioner or the Collector of the 
district would ask the lessee to pay 
the compensation for surface distur
bance Or to ask again the permission 
to enter upon the area which relatecl 
to the payment of compensatloD 
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which, strictly speaking, is not 
required under the law. But, because 
of the vagueness of the rule some 
people take that action, some people 
do not. Here I would refer to a very 
hard case in which the compensation 
has b~en fixed at a very high rate 
and the area is about 225 acres. In 
that case the compensation comes to 
about Rs. 50,000 or so, which need 
not be paid because the compensation 
for surface disturbance was already 
paid, and even if the ownership of 
the land had changed the new owner 
had taken over the land with full 
realisation that compensation for sur
face disturbance has already been 
paid by the other p2rty. So he 
knows about the whole thing. The 
surface cannot be disturbed twice. 
Therefore, this matter has to be made 
very clear. At the time of original 
grant of the lease it is very reason
able and it must be done, but at ~e 
time of renewal of the lease no such 
demand should be again made. This 
amendment is sought to be made to 
clarify the provision in the rule 
properly. 

Amendment No. 14 suggests that 
in sub-rule (5) of rule 28, after 
"writing" insert "and commulJieated 
to the applicant". Here again, it is a 
laudable practice to let the applicant 
know the reasons for which a parti
cular decisiOn has been taken. I hope 
the Government would haVe no 
objection in accepting this amend
ment. 

Amendment No. 15 provides that to 
sub-rule (1) of rule 31, the following 
proviso be added: 

"Provided that in respect of the 
execution of the lease deed refer
red to above within the prescrib
ed period, the default is on the 
part of the State Government or 
any Of its authorities, then, such 
lease shall be deemed to have 
been executed." 

This again is the same as amend
ment No.7, and it need not be 
explained any further. 

Amendment No. 16 says that in rule 
33. after "made" insert "by the State 
Government". I am suggesting this 
to avoid delay in demarcation of the 
land and survey of the area which 
has been granted to the applicant. 
Sometimes it happen~f course, it 
has to be done at the cost of the 
applicant and the State Government 
is not to suffer any loss or incur any 
expenditure-that the matter IS 
delayed. The provision now made 19 
to see that the mineral concessions 
once they are granted are expedi
tiously put into production. 

Now I come to amendment No. 17. 
It say: 

"in rule 33, add at the end-

'within a month of such grant'" 

This is about the transfer of the lease. 
If a particular geologist or a person 
who has some local knowledge 
obtains a good mining property tn 
some place and he does not have 
enough credit or enough resources t{) 
exploit the ore properly, then that 
area which has been granted to him 
for 20 or 25 years should not suffer 
and should not lie idle just because 
the man who holds the lease cannot 
exploit the ore properly and there is 
nobody to give the necessary finance 
to him. This provision wi!] restrict 
the time which should be taken for 
consideration of the application for 
transferring or selling the area to 
some other party which will be able 
to exploit the area or win the ore out 
of it. The only precaution that IS 

necessary here to be taken is that 
there should not be any speculation 
on the mining lease Or prospectmg 
licence and no profiteering should be 
done on that. But I suppose the 
present rules provide enough safe
guards against such a contingency. If 
some time-limit is put-I do not 
insist that it should be one month, it 
can be two months or even three 
months if the Government so feels
I feel it would be in the interest of 
mineral development. When the 
transfer of a lease has been asked for, 
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if the Government are satisfied that 
it is a genuine transfer and there is 
no speculation or profiteering involv
ed in the latter they may consider 
and dispose of it in an expeditious 
manner. 

My amendment No. 18 is: 

"in sub-rule (1) of rule 37, 
after "Central Government" 
insert 'which shall be obtained by 
the State Government within 
three months of the receipt of 
application in this behalf from 
the lessee.''' 

This is again about transfer appli
cations which 1 have already explain
ed. 

The Minister of Mines and on 
(Shri K. D. Malaviya): You want to 
cut short the time in this also? 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: Yes. 
Then, my amendment No. 19 is: 

after sub-rule (4) Of rule M, 
insert 

"( 5) An application for revi
sion made under this rule shall 
be disposed of within six months 
from the date of its receipt and 
if it is not disposed of within that 
period, the relief sought in the 
revision shall be deemed to have 
been granted." 

On a second thought 1 found that 
this particular amendment will not be 
of much help to the applicants or to 
the authorities in dealing with the 
mining applications Or mmmg cases 
properly. So 1 would not press this 
amendment. 

Amendment No. 20 suggests: "omit 
the Explanation to rule 54". This is 
consequential to the earlier amend
ments. 

Amendment No. 21 is: 

in rule 63, for "through th" 
State Government" substitute 
"directly" 

This amendment also am not 
going to press because on re-consi
deration 1 find that the rule as it 
stands today is sufficiently clear and 
good as far as the mining application 
goes, and 1 would not press it. 

Amendment No. 22 is: 

"in Form B of Schedule I, omit 
part (d) of sub-clause (xi) of 
clause 3." 

This is regarding the map to be 
supplied by the applicant to the Stste 
Government authorities indicating he 
area which he has asked for in the 
application. 1 have suggested this to 
bring to the notice of the Governme'lt 
the great difficulty that the applicants 
face in getting the required map and 
all that. But since this thing has 
been covered in the subsequent 
anrendment 1 would not press this 
also. 

Shri Chintamoni Panigrahi (Puri): 
Slowly you are withdrawing almost 
all the amendments. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: You take 
them UP. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: All the 
amendments are justifiable !iIld 
reasonable, and that is why I am 
putting them forward. 

Amendment No. 23 suggests: 

"to part (a) of sub-c1aus~ 

(xii) of clause 3, in Form B of 
Schedule I, add the following 
proviso: 

'Provided that if the applicant 
so requests, the topographical 
map shall be supplied to the 
Government by the Indian 
Bureau of Mines at the appli
cant's cost.'" 

It is extremely important, because the 
applicants have always been put to 
difficulties. They have been demand
ing this survey of India map from the 
Survey of India, Dehra Dun and from 
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other authorities and it has been 
absolutely impossible for them to get 
this. I suggest here that the Indian 
Bureau of Mines should be held 
responsible for the supply of these 
maps to the applicants. But here I 
would like to say that instead of "the 
Indian Bureau of Mines", the "Survey 
of India" would be a better medium 
for getting these maps. So, I say that 
instead of the words "Indian Bureau 
of Mines" the words "Survey of 
India" should be added here, and 
Government should take up the 
responsibility of providing the maps 
whenever such a request has been 
forwarded to them. Because, most of 
the State Governments have made it 
a rule that no application can be prG
cessed or considered unless a copy is 
attached, and that copy is nowhere 
available with the result that appli
cation is kept pending without any 
disposal. If the Government feel that 
a particular area is being heavily 
applied for, they can anticipate it and 
place an order with the Survey of 
India and get the copies. If a central 
authority like the Government takes 
up the responsibility of seeing that 
the maps are provided to the appli
cants, then a lot of misery and 
difficulties felt by the mine-owners 
will disappear. It wilJ help the Gov
ernment as well as the applicant 
because the areas will be clearly 
demarcated and everybody would 
know exactly whiCh area is going to 
be taken up and which area is not 
going to be taken up. It will remove 
a lot of hardship to both. Then, this 
map is given at the cost of the appli
cant. Either they may take the 
money in advance, or they may re
co.ver it afterwards. In any case, it 
Will be at the cost of the applicant. 

Amendment No. 24 suggests: 

"in the foot-note to Form B of 
Schedule 1,-

(i) for "is obtainable" substitute 
-''will be obtainable" 

(ii) for "Survey of India; Hathi
barlthala; Dehra Dun"; sub
stit'Ute-"Indian Bureau of 
Mines, Nagpur"; 

(iii) after "Dehra Dun" insert--

"The topographical may shall 
be supplied to the applicant by 
the Indian Bureau of Mines with
in a month from the date of 
receipt of the application in this 
behalf or a letter giving reasons 
for inability to supply it, shall be 
issued to the applicant by the 
Bureau within the said period". 

In this. I would press for part (i), 
which suggests the substitution of 
"will be obtainable" for "is obtain
able". I would not press for part 
(ii), because I would like the 
"Survey of India" to continue to be 
held responsible for supply of these 
maps, as obtains today. On pan (iii) 
I would not insist upon this time limit 
?f one month-Government may keep 
It two months or three months, what
ever they think fit, for administrative 
convenience-but I would press on 
some time limit so that the applica
tions are not kept pending for a 
longer time on the ground that a map 
is not available. 

Amendment No. 25 suggests: 

"in Part II of Form F of Sche
dule I, after claUSe (8), add the 
following Explanation,-

'Explanation.-For the purpose 
of clauses (6), (7) and (8), the 
application of the Licenseel 
Licensees for grant of required 
written permission!consentlsanc
tion shall be disposed of within 
two months from the date of its 
receipt failing which It shall be 
deemed to haVe been granted.' " 

Mr. Chairman: May I suggest to the 
hon. Member that he need not read 
every amendment? They may be 
taken note of by the House. He may 
refer to amendments covering more 
than one argument, because his time 
is already up. He has come only to 
amendment No. 25 and there are 35 
amendments. 
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bow to your ruling. But unless the 
amendments are read and explained, 
what I say wilI not be understood by 
anybody here. I do not know how 
many hon. Members have gone 
through this long list of amendments 
to understand what I say. Anyway, 
I will try to be brief. 

Shri Chintamoni Panip-ahi: We 
have gone through all those amend
ments. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: With 
regard to amendments which I am 
not going to press, I wilI not ~xplain 
why I am not going to press; I will 
simply say that I do not pres,S .hem. 

I do not press amendment No. 26, 
27 or 28. Amendment No. 29 says: 

"in Part III Of Form K of Sche
dule I, at the end of clause 2, 
add-

'In the case of Government 
land, if no objection is received 
from th~ Deputy Commissioner/ 
Collector of the district within 
the periOd of two months, the 
lessee Ilessees shall be deem~d to 
lessee /lessees shall be deemed to 
upon the area and use it for min
ing operation.' " 

This is a self-explanatory provIsIon 
and I hope Government will have no 
objection in accepting it, because it 
only removes the vagueness in the 
rules and makes them clear. 

Amendment No. 30 says: 

"in Part VII of Form K of 
Schedule 1,-

(i) for the marginal heading to 
claUSe 7, substitute-

"To allow inspection of work
ings, survey and prospecting"; 
and 

(ii) in clause 7, after "survey
ing" insert "prospecting" 

This is generalIy to help the Govern
ment in having uninterrupted survey 
of areas where private leaseholds l,re 
there. In case they want to have a 
complete prospecting of the areas, 
this rule will authorise them even to 
insist for prospecting and mapping 
purposes areas held by private 
parties. Today the Survey of India 
and the Indian Bureau of Mints feel 
some difficulty because they are not 
able to do prospecting in the whole 
area. This is only to remove that 
difficulty faced by the Government. 

Amendment No. 31 says: 

"in Part VIn of Form K of 
Schedule I, at end of clause 2, 
add-

'and shall take steps to settle 
the matter of compensation with
in two months from the date of 
receipt of the report in this be
half from the lessee/lessees, fail
ing which the lessee/lessees shalI 
be entitled to enter upon the area 
and work it pending the fixation 
of such compensation.' " 

This is only a clarification of the 
existing rules and the intention of the 
Government. I hope Government 
would have no objection to accept 
this. 

Amendment No. 32 says: 

"in Part VIII of Form K of 
Schedule I, after clause 2, 
insert-

'2A. Where the land comprising 
the area granted or renewed under 
Mining LeaSe is wholly or partly 
State Government land or land 
vesting in the State Government, 
no compensation shall be payable 
by the lessee /lessees for any 
damage or disturbance of surface 
as a consequence of the mining 
operations over such Stolte Gov
ernment land.' .. 

would not like to press it and I 
would be satisfied if some amendment 
of the rule is made so that people 
who enter upon Government land. 
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where there is no Government pro
perty or forest or such thing, if only 
there is a surface disturbanc~, Gov
-ernment do not claim any compensa-
tion from the applicants, because 
"Government" as defin~d in the 
Revenue Codes of various States do 
not refer to it as II person and only 
a person is entitled for such com~n
sation. 

Amendment No. 35 reads: 

"in Pan VIII of Form K of 
Schedule I, at the end of clause 
3, add the following prJviso-

'Provided that in the case of 
application for renewal of the 
lease made in accordance with 
these rules by the lessee Ilessees, 
renewal is delayed on the part of 
1he Government and is not dis
.posed of before the explration of 
the lease, and ultimately the 
renewal comes to be granted 
thereafter, then, the lessee I 

lessees shalJ not be required to 
pay any dead rents, rates ets. in 
respect of such retrospective 
period during which the lessee/ 
lessees could not work the lease 
pending its renewal.' .. 

This has already been covered by an 
earlier amendment. I haVe already 
explained it. 

This is all I have to move. I hope 
the han. Minister will ~ympathetical
ly consider these and accept all those 
which I have pressed. 

Mr. Chairman: All these motions 
moved by the han. Member are 
before the House. 

Shrl Tyagi (Dehra Dun): Sir, at 
the very outset I must congratulate 
the han. Minister and his Ministry for 
the most successful manner in which 
they have encouraged mining in India 
during this brief period of a few 
years of independence. Nature has 
depOsited treasures in the womb of 
mother earth and now it is for man 
to find out where the treasure lies. 

Today we are heaped v!ith all types 
of debts which our hen. Finance 
Minister is incurring outside; of 
course for the improvement and 
development of the country. But, I 
am afraid, he too is at a loss to some 
extent to find ways and means for 
their repayment. The Planning Com
mission have dealt with it a little, but 
the repayment scheme is not satis
factory at all. The nation is going 
deep down in such heavy debts and 
it is but natural and l'lgical that we 
must develop Our mining operations. 

The treasures lying u'1derneath the 
surface cannot be assessed. Our debts 
can either be paid in gold or in some 
other commodity. Wealth has to be 
produced either by means of agricul
tural operations or by means of in
dustry. But bigger wealth and easier 
wealth which we can handle is by 
means of mining the minerals which 
are lying there ready and that wealth 
remains alive even for ceil turies to 
come. For the first time dlere is a 
hope that we have come to a stage 
where we can just mine it and pay 
off our dehts howsoever heavy might 
be the indebtedness. All hopes are 
based On our mining operations and 
on the development of mines because 
they are the easiest means of earning 
national income and making pay
ments to foreign countries. 

The Ministry has done vcry well. I 
am glad that the han. Minister was 
lucky to have collected round about 
him officers who are experts, who are 
honest, energetic, very intelligent and 
young officers and who are working 
with full-blooded patriotic sense. 
They are doing marvellously well. I 
have come in contact with them at 
the Central Department of Mining. 

After these remarks I must say that 
these rules have also been framed 
with the best intentions. Before these 
rules came into existence and were 
publicised there was all chaos in the 
mining operations. The State Gov
ernments were going their own way. 
There was no order. It is for the first 
time that the Mining Act and the 
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Rules have brought some order. This 
is the most important function of the 
Government. However. still there 
are some lacunae. There are 
some gaps and loopholes which have 
to be plugged. I am grateful to my 
hon. friend. Shri Shukla, who has 
made a special study of mining 
operations. He has direct knowledge 
of these operations. Th~refore what
ever he has said is really as a result 
of his personal experiencp. 

I have only come in contact with 
some people in Dehra Dun, my own 
constituency, who are b'lSy quarrying 
limestone. It is only through them 
that I could come in contact with this 
department. I feel how difiicult the 
situation is for them. I am in agree
ment with Shri Shukla in practically 
'ill the comments lhat hi! has made 
becaUSe he has felt the very pulse of 
the problem. I would appeal to the 
hon. Minister to look inlo the amend
ments that he has proposed. Most of 
them are most reasonable, I must say. 
If they may not be acceptable in the 
shape in which they are, the hon. 
Minister might take tim~ to amend 
these Rules in the light of the discus
sion which we might have in this 
House. These amendments may not 
be acceptable as they are because, 
naturally, he would like to have time 
to consider the repercus3icns of the 
various suggestions. Therefore he 
might just undertake to amend these 
rules in the light of the discussion 
that we have here today. 

I never knew that Shri Shukla's 
amendments were so exhaustive. I 
had given notice of three amendments 
myself. But, to my surprise, I find 
that they have all been covered by 
Shri Shukla. I therefore, need not 
move them. 

An Bon. Member: He can refer to 
them. 

8hri Tyagi: Surely, I will refer to 
them. But before I refer to them, I 
would like to have clariftcation on a 
few points and would like to emphise 
those points ·before the han. Minister. 

The difficultie~ which miners and 
quarry-owners mostly feel, in the first 
place in my own consituency I will 
say, is about lime. I was told that 
there was a dispute in my consti
tuency with regard to the interpreta
tion of the rule.. They said that the 
mmor minerals as have been pres-
cribed in the rules ..... . 

Shri Indrajit Gupta (Calcutta
South West): Is the hon. Member 
referring to limestone or to lime? I 
think, lime grows on trees. 

Shri Tyagi: I am talking of quar
rying of limestone. Limestone goes 
in to various industries, like tthe sugar 
industry, the paper-making industry 
and many other chemical industries. 
It is now in great demand. Crores 
of rupees worth of limestone is now 
being quarried in these areas. Till 
late we were dependent for limestone 
on Pakistan and other countries. Now, 
luckily we are self-sufficient. But. 
unfortunately, thOSe people who are 
busy in this trade are not being very 
fairly dealt with. They are ont being 
given a fair treatment. The State 
Governments are trying to get this 
limestone declared as a minor mine
ral so that they may have the liberty 
of raising their rates or charges on 
mining royalLes etc. For thn! purpose 
they are very keen to see that lime
stone is declared a minor mineral. At 
present there is some mention about 
this limestone. It is written some
where that limestone used for lime 
burning purpose is a minor mineral. 
The interpretation given in my State 
quarters is that all limestone which 
goes to sugar factories, paper facto
ries or to any chemical factory, be
tore it is actually utilised in that fac
tory for the manufacture of those 
commodities is burnt. Therefore they 
say that because limestone is used for 
lime burning purposes and because 
first it is burnt, it is a 
minor mineral. I want a clari
fication from the hon. Minister as to. 
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whether he agrees with that inter
pretatien. It must be made quite 
clear that limestone which is quarried 
and which is supplied to various in
dustries is not a minor mineral, that 
it is a major mineral and that it is 
directly under the final control of the 
Central Government. 

Dr. M. S. Aney (Nagpur): Which 
of the rules does he want to amend 
for the sake of getting that thing? 

Shri Tyagi: have said that the 
amendments have already been moved. 
I only want the hon. Minister to 
clarify this interpretation of these 
rules. There is a paragraph on minor 
minerals. I want it to be clarified 
that limestone when it goes to chemi
calor other big industries is not a 
minor mineral. That is what I want 
the hon. Minister to announce if he 
agrees with this interpretation. Let 
the people at least know what the 
situation is. 

Another difficulty that they are 
feeling is this. Leases have been 
granted. In the rules which are 
under consideration, 11- (1) and 11-
(2) and also 24 (3), there is mention 
that if an application for lease or 
application fOr prospecting licence is 
given for a particular area and the 
State Government just sits tight over 
It, and does not give an answer, the 
application shall be deemed to have 
been rejected. This is a novel method 
of rejecting applications. This is a 
lapse on the part of the State Govern
ment. For that lapse, the applicant 
suffers. This is illogical. I have never 
seen any law under which the .a~li
cant suffers because his application 
has not been answered. That does 
not look well. I, therefore, support 
the amendment which has been giTen 
by Shri VidYa Charan Shukla and by 
me also. There must be some method 
found out Otherwise the applicants 
will just 'gO on wai~g. They wait 
fo!' nine months in the hope that their 

applications will be considered or 
they will be asked to give some sup
plementary information. Nine months 
are over. Nothing happens; there is 
no correspondence. That man, after 
hoping against hope, finds that his ap
plication is rejected, not because the 
Government has objected to it, but 
because the calendar has come in the 
way. Nine months are over and it is 
rejected. This is illogical. I would, 
therefore, suggest that something may 
be done to clarify this rule, and if 
an amendment is needed, it may be 
effected. 

There are a number of cases where 
the State Government, of course, with 
the authority of the Central Govern
ment has actualIy given the lease 
years ago, as Shri Vidya Charan 
Shukla said. In my constituency also, 
I am experiencing the same difficulty. 
Actually, it is not executed. It is not 
registered. You cannot start work 
because the lease has not been execut
ed. They are prepared to execute the 
lease. The difficulty is, the Govern
ment does not come forward to exe
cute. They are delaying. I do not 
know what is the purpose. Whatever 
the motive may be, I assure the Min
ister, if they leave such a type of 
discretion in the hands of the State 
Government, this department will 
come to a worse pass. The depart
ment will get defamed. That is my 
fear. Therefore, he must clarify the 
Issue. Once a lease is granted, it must 
be executed. Or, as Shri Vidya 
Charan Shukla has suggested rightly, 
it may be taken as executed automati
cally. Just as you take an applica
tion as rejected after nine monts, 
after the grant of a lease, after three 
or four months, you must take it as 
executed, so that the party might 
.tart his operations. Mining opera
tions should not be delayed. It i. 
lDlpatriotlc to delay mining opera
tions. 

Shrl K. D. Malaviya: Which is the 
rule? 
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Shri Tyagi: It is difficult for me to 
give the number. That is one point 
which my hon. friend may take note 
of. 

Another question which arises is 
about transfer of leases. In the mat
ter of transfer of leases, there may be 
cases like the one I just want to put 
before the Minister. Suppose a lease
hOlder dies. He may have three sons 
who have been working with him aU 
right,but their names are not in the 
lease as owners of the leasehold. That 
has to be transferred. Will this rule 
come in the way? 

Shri Narayanankutty 
That ;s not a transfer; it 
ance. 

Menon: 
is inherit-

Shri Tyagi: This would come in 
·the way. Can be inherit? That is 
·also a clarification that I want to have. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: He 
·cannot. The Government wilI have 
to pass an order. The order takes a 
long time. Without the order, he do,,~ 
not. It is not automatica!. 

Shri Tyagi: Even this natural in
heritance should not be obstructed 
by your rule. Let it be made quite 
. clear. 

Again, in the matter of mines, ar 
~ng as the State starts operatIOns 
in the public sector, it is weicome. 
Do not restrict it for some ycars to 
come. Because, We want wealth. We 
want to repay our loans. Let us take 
out as much as We can. Therefore, 
anybody and everybody who olters 
for these operations, let him be en
couraged to do it. Your rules should 
not be restrictive. They should be 
enceuraging the partiCII to come for
ward and put their capital inti) it. 

There is anolher rule about transfer 
to persons from whom some finances 
are to be bad. Why should you ob
ject to that? I take a lease. I have 
not enough money to run it. I have 
a little money. It requires more 
capital. The more capital you invest 
into mining, the more you will earn. 

. That is the only way. Just as yOU sow 
seeds into the sOi! and yOU get the 
crop, likewise, you sink your capital 

and you get the treasure. Therefore, 
more and more capital shOUld b2 al
lowed to go into the mines. If any 
leaseholder wants to bring 'in a per-
SOn who can invest more capital and 
add to the operations, he must be 
encouraged. There should be no res
triction. Some facility should b" g;ven 
on that account too. 

Then, there is the question of re
determination. Rule 37(3) deals with 
this. On committing bre'ch of the 
provisions of sub-rUle such and such, 
the State Government m:ght re-deter
mine, meaning thereby, reduce the 
lease area. I suggest you might hke 
away these powers from the hands 
of the State Governments and the 
rules as a whole must be biassed by 
consideration of encouraging mining. 

There is one more question I want 
to put to the hon. Ministter. The Go
vernment have been doing-I read in 
the papers-quite a lot of activity in 
prospecting magnesite in Uttar Pra
desh, I belive. There were some pri
vate parties who were intending to 
start some industry ther... I wonder 
if the hon. Minister will just sptmd 
alI the money for prosepecting and then 
leaVe that ore to a private party to 
have it. Why not start your factory 
in the public sector? You have your
self taken up mining. Why does not 
the Government start a factory to 
process the material? Why leave it 
unncessarily to a private party, al
though, to a private party I do not 
object in principle. Here, aU the 
money for prospecting has been spent 
:by the Government itself. Why should 
the Government not run the factory 
itself? 

I would also request the hon. Min
ister to consider if he can make it a 
pOlicy to encourage it wherever la
bour and capital unite together and 
form a co-operative society. For 
instance, a co-operative tlpe of min
ing operation where labourers them
selves are also the share-holders in 
mining-sHch co-operative societies 
lIlust be encouraged. The co-opera
tive organisation is the easiest hl're. 
The co-operative sector is the easiest 

. 
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to build in mining operations. It is 
very easy because mostly, the miners 
are the hardest worked labourers. 
They do the hardest work. If they are 
-all encouraged to co-operate together, 
let the co-operative society run a mine. 
There are Engineers, there are work
ers. They will have their pay. They 
will earn a profit. Likewise, they can 
have a processing industry (js well. I 
would like to know from the hon. 
Minister if he would give encourage
ment to co-operative societies in min
ing operations where labour can par
ticipate. That is the best way to give 
employment to poor peopJe. In that 
case, they will naturally require 
capital. Government may make some 
esrrangement for capital too. 

16 brs. 

Another .small question is about 
limestone, again going back. A de
putation had come to the hon. Min
ister and waited on him. The matter 
is pending. They cannot invest. I 
know it for a fact and I want to in
form the House that they are not in 
a position to invest money because 
their leases are not granted to them 
and they are not secure. Unless that 
is done, there will be no operations. 
If tomorrow quarrying operations of 
limestone in Dehra Dun cease, you 
will have to import a few crores 
worth of limestone from Pakistan. 
That will be the end of the whole 
thing. Therefore, I would request the 
hon. Minister to keep a kindly eye 
on my constituency. 

Sbrt Chintamoni Panigrabi: Today, 
We are not going to discuss either the 
history of the mining industry in this 
country or the various principles 
which are involved in the formula
tion of these rules, because so far as 
the mining industry is concerned, it 
is nearly a century old. The Gov
ernment of India had this Mines and 
Minerals (Regulation and Develop
ment) Act enacted in 1957. And now 
these rules have been framed under 
that Act. Why did they frame this 
Act and why haVe they framed these 
rules? It is because, during the last 

hundred years, there has been really 
no co-ordinated planning so far as 
mining is concerned. There was only 
a haphzard growth. Any tntIividual 
entrepreneur, if he wanted, could see 
that some area is there, and he could 
go there, and if the mineral content 
is 60 per cent Or more, as in the case 
of iron ore, fOr instance, collect it and 
seli it and get the money. Thus, there 
has been a kind of haphzard growth 
of the mining industry in this coun
try. There is hardly any time to dis
cuss this policy or these high princi
ples, when we are considering the 
rules. But we must see whether the 
rules which are being framed under 
the Act Of 1957, and which are before 
Us now are realiy helping the co
ordinated and planned growth of min
ing industry in this country. The 
rules by themselves are not very 
helpful if they are not subservient to 
this end. 

There are four major factors which 
have to be taken into consideration 
before We consider whether the rules 
are realiy sufficient, or they are flaw
less. The first factor is that the mining 
industry completely falls under the 
jurisdiction of the States. The ques
tion is to what extent the Central 
Government can come forword to re
duce the right of the State Govern
ments. I know that the various State 
Governments, at every stage, want to 
exercise their righ Is. Therefore, we 
have to consider to what extent the 
Central Government can go. by fram
ing these rules and regu'Jations, to 
reduce the rights of the States, so 
far as their mineral resources are 
concerned. 

Secondly, the mineral resources are 
sOurces of revenue to the States. They 
augment the resources Of the various 
States. So, while framing these rules 
or modifying these rules, one must 
also understand to what extent these 
modifications or these rules as they 
are, are going, to affect the revenue 
resources of the States. 
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Thirdly, we have to remember that 
the mining interests which are at pre
sent functioning in the country are 
mostly foreign nationals. The question 
is whether these mining rules or regu-
lations will leave the room wide open 
for the foreign nationals again to 
come over here or to give lease to 
those who are already~ here, so that 
they can exploit these resources in our 
country. 

These are the broad factors which 
We have to take into conslderatlOll, 
but they cannot be discussed here m 
detail; therefore, I shall confine my
self only to those aspects of the rules 
where these factors come In. 

I am very grateful to my hon. friend 
Sbri Vidya Charan Shukla that he 
has taken interest in this matter and 
he has brought forward certain mOdi
fications to the rules. When I was g0-

ing through these rules, I thought that 
my hon. friend, after second thoughts, 
would perhaps decide to withdraw 
many of the suggested mOdifications. 
When my h"n. friend was really initi
ating this discussion, at every stage, 
he was also thinking over the modifi
cation again, and he was thinking that 
this mOdification or that modification 
cannot be pressed. Therefore, he has 
withdrawn many of the modifications 
which he was wanting to suggest. So, 
there remain now only a few modifi
cations whiCh can be taken into consi
deration very seriously and which can 
also be acted upon. 

First, let us take up sub-rule (1) of 
rule 11. This relates to disposal of 
applications for the grant and renewal 
of prospecting licence. What the 
modification seeks to do is to substi
tute the word 'granted' for the word 
'refused'. If we go through these 
rules, We shall find that, where Gov
ernment say that the application by 
itself is deemed to be refused, the 
modification suggested is that the ap
plication by itself is deemed to be 
granted. I do not see how this kind of 
argument has been advanced. I beli~e 
that what my hon. friend Shri Vidya 
Charan Shukla wants is that it must 
be expedited. 

Shri Tyagi: Ali an analogy, sup
POse my hon. friend files a civil suit 
in a court of law; if in nine months, 
it is not heard, can it be taken that it 
is rejected? 

Shri Chintamoni Panlgrahi: I am 
coming to what Shri Tyagi has sugges
ted. I am coming to the very spirit 
of his suggestions. Shri Vidya Charan 
Shukla, Shri Tyagi and many of my 
hon. friends here are alI interested in 
the safety of mining and in the speedy 
promotion of mining industry in this 
country, and, therefore, we want that 
the grant or refusal of an application 
should not be delayed unnecessarily. 
Therefore, I think that it is enough if 
we say that an application for pros
pecting licence should be disposed of 
within a certain period. Why should 
it be kept pending for such a long 
period? Why should it be kept pend
ing for more than six months? Even 
the experts themselves are of the 
opinion that it would take at best six 
months to decide on the application 
for a prospecting licence, taking into 
consideration all factors. My question 
is: Why should it be delayed up to 
nine months? If it is delayed for 
so long, then other questions will 
naturally arise. Therefore, here and 
now, the hon. Minister may accept 
this suggestion whiCh Shri Tyagi has 
made--if it cannot be accepted now, 
the rule may be modified later on
that within a period of six months, the 
application should either be rejected 
or granted, and this should be intima
ted to the party. I think that this will 
be a very good suggestion and it will 
be helpful also for the promotion of 
the mining interests, especially in the 
case of the small mine-owners. 

Then, it is alleged by my hon. 
friend Shri Vidya Charan Shukla that 
sometimes, the reason for rejection 
are not intimated or communicated to 
the parties. But I know that SO far as 
many cases are concerned, the reasons 
are intimated. If there are cases 
where the reasons are not being Inti
mated, I think they are peculiar cases, 
and those cases must be brought to the 
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notice of the hon. Minister. So far as 
my knowledge of this industry goes, 
when the applications are rejected, 
the reasons also are communicated. 

Shri Vidya Cbaran Shukla: My hon. 
friend has not understood my amend
ment. My amendment relates not to 
the rejection of the application. My 
amendment only seeks to lay down 
that when the area of the original 
leaSe is redUCed by the State Govern
ment at the time of renewal, they 
should communicate the reasons in 
writing to the applicant, for such re
jection. That is all that I haVe said. 
I have not said anything regarding the 
rejection of the application. 

Shri Chintamoni Panigrahi: Even 
in that regard, I shall explain the 
,position a little when I come to that 
,particular rule. 

Then, I come to sub-rule (3) of 
rule 11. This relates to the same 
thing again. This seeks to communi
cate the order to the applicant. I 
think that all such orders should be 
communicated. My feeling is that 
they are being communicated, but if 
they are not communicated, I think 
that they should 'be communicated . 

... The next modification that my hon. 
friend suggests is this, namely: 

"Preference shall be given to 
the mine-owners Who are operat
ing beneficiation ,plants in the 
grant of prospecting lice~e.". 

So far as the spirit of this modifica
tion is concerned, I appreciate it. In 
our country, beneficiation of low
grade ores is an urgent and immediate 
necessity, because a large amount of 
lowgrade ores is now being wasted and 
dumped. We cannot afford to lose 
OUr national resources in this manner. 
';0, beneficiation of low-grade ores is 
very necessary. But this prOVlSlon 
that preference will be given to mine
owners Who are operllting beneficia
tion plant, in the grant of prospecting 

licence, cannot be accepted, because it 
will be deterimental to the interests 
of the large number of small mine
owners. They are fighting already 
against theSe big combines, which are 
functioning in this country today. 
Therefore, it is all the more necessary 
that if a mine-owner wants to have a 
beneficiation plant, Government should 
advance him the money for the pur
pose. Many of the big mineowners 
today, as, for example, the Tatas have 
set up their beneficiation plant for 
ferro-man,anese ore at Joda. Then, 
8hri Bijoyananda Patnaik, the present 
industrialist Chief Minister of Orissa, 
before he became the Chief Minister, 
had already set up a pig iron plant for 
the beneficiation of low-grade ores at 
!larbil. There are many important 
industrialists and mine-owners and 
they are putting up the plant. There
fore, it should not be made a condition 
of the terms of granting prospecting 
licences or mining leases, because it 
will ,be detrimental to the interests of 
the small mine-owners. Even without 
this specification in the mining leases, 
large mining interests are setting up 
their beneficiation plants. There are 
various ways of encouraging those 
mine-owners who are now planning 
to set up ,beneficiation plants for up
grading of low-grade ores. 

I can cite one or two instances. Take 
the case of Sirajjuddin. This firm 
applied for a mining lease for chrome 
ore in the best chrome area so far as 
Orissa was concerned and so far 
as this ore was concerned. This area 
containing the best quality of chrome 
ore was leased to this firm on condi
tion that it would establish a ferro 
chrome plant. The licence was given 
in 1958 from the Commerce and Indus
try Ministry. But now it is 1961. 
Though the lease has been given to 
this firm and the licence has also been 
received by them, the firm has not set 
up a beneficiation plant. Therefore, 
let us not make it a condition. The 
firm whiCh got the ore on this condi
tion is now exporting it. It says that 
the plant has not yet been set up 
because the Government of India are 
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not giving foreign exchange. That is 
how they escape. 

Take the case of Tatas. They have 
got the best chrome ore in Orissa. But 
whenever it suits them, they work the 
mines. Otherwise, they keep them 
idle. They never raise ore. They 
raise it only when it is profitable to 
them because they have got mines in 
different places. So this condition 
sho~ld not be made while granting 
licences. 

I cannot go in detail into all the 
modifications suggested by my hon. 
friend, but I will touch on the major 
ones. Take the modification regard
ing sub-rule (1) to rule 13, "omit 'or 
deemed to have been refused' n. It is a 
very gOOd amendment which can be 
accepted. Then I come to sub-rule 
(4) of rule 14. The suggested modi
fication is that the holder of a pros
pecting licence shall be entitled to the 
grant of a mining lease over the area 
so held under prospecting licence 
at his option. This cannot 
be accepted. When the Gov
ernment of India or the State Gov
ernment are granting the application 
for a licence, I do not know if he can 
be given the option to decide whether 
to take the entire area in lease. 

Shri Vidya Charsu Shukla: It has 
already been granted under the origi
nal Act. So I withdraw that amend
ment. 

Shri Chintamoni Panigrahi: Since 
it is already there in the original Act, 
the question of acceptance or rejec
tion does not arise. 

Then sub-rule (1) of rule 15. It is 
said that if the default is on the part 
of the State Government, then such a 
deed shall be deemed to have been 
executed. It may sound very good to 
place and individual entrepreneur on 
equal terms with a State Government. 
But SUPPOSe the deed is delayed. We 
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must try to expedite it. But not the 
other way, that it will be taken for 
granted that the deed is executed. The· 
State Government is not a District 
Board. It is not a.s if the hon. Minis
ter, Shri K. D. Malaviya, will just pass 
orders and the State Governments wilJ 
approve of them. I think no State 
Government will tolerate such a situ
ation if the Central Government try 
to behave in this manner. The State 
Governments function under their 
own legislatures and they know how 
they should deal with their mineral 
resources and how licences are to be 
granted. The Central Government 
come in as an advisory body trying 
to help promote the growth of indus
tries in the Statss. Therefore, I do not 
think this modification should be accep
ted. 

Sub-rule (3) of rule 24 refers te> 
disposal of applications for mining 
lease. There must be a time-limit. 
If it is rejected or if the time-limit is 
being extended, the reasons should 
be given to the parties. 

Again, preferenee is being given 
to those who have beneficiation plants 
or who agree to set up SUCh plants. 
I haVe already spoken on this point. 
I think this condition will be really 
harmful to the interests of the small 
mine-owners. 

Then with regard to dead rent if 
the renewal at the mining lease ' is 
delayed by the Government and is 
consequently granted with retros
pective effect, then no dead rent shall 
be required to be paid by the 
lessee in respect of such 
retrospective period. Dead rent is 
different from royalty. One can say 
that royalty should not be charged 
for the period a mine or lease was 
not worked, because no ore has been 
raised. But simply because there 
has been delay in getting the appli
cation renewed, the claim cannot be 
made thai no dead rent shall be 
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required to be paid. No State Gov
ernment will agree to deplete its re
sources in this manner. I feel dead 
rent is a thing should be paid and it 
is completely different from payment 
of royalty. 

Then again, in the absence of ready 
market for low grade ores, the lessee 
who is operating or has undertaken 
to set up beneficiation plants should 
properly store such low grade ore 
for future beneficiation. This is a 
good suggestion, nO doubt. My hon. 
friend, Shri Vidya Charan Shukla, 
was Chairman of the Committee which 
the Government of India appointed 
to look into this question. There 
must be some such encouragement or 
provision, but you cannot make it a 
condition in the mining lease. There 
arc practical difficulties in storing 
these low grade ores. If small or big 
mine-owners want to store up for 
future use 40 per cent FE iron ore, 
there would not be room enough for 
\doing so. They will have to have 
special allocation of funds from the 
Government of India for storing the 
ores, sO that in the future, in -ten 
years or so, they may set up bene
ficiation plants and the ore can then 
be used. I think no mine-owner will 
ever agree to spend so much money 
for storage accommodation for these 
low grade ores. It is a good thing if 
they can do it. I will be very happy 
if they do it. But I think it cannot 
be made a condition in the mining 
lease. 

I will deal with one or two things 
more. One is regarding sub-letting. 
Shri Tyagi said something about it. 
Even the present rules approve of 
transfers, but there are two kinds of 
transfer. Application for transfer of 
mining leases may be classified into 
two categories: firstly, those which 
are made for speculative considera
tions, and secondly, those where a 
lessee mav desire to transfer his 
leasehold due to genuine business and 
finanCial considerations. In the for
mer category are the lessees who are 
not genuinely interested in doing 

mining work, but are engaged in 
trading upon leases for a heavy pre
mium. Obviously, if such persons are' 
given a free hand, the mininll industry 
will suffer very much. I know there' 
are many cases where because 1\' 
certain individual has got good connec
tions with the Ministry or the 
Government, he gets a mining lease' 
al;ld then he transfers to somebody
else; actually he trades in it and gets 
a commISSIon. Therefore one cannot. 
say that the Government should allow 
all kinds of transfer of leases. I think. 
that will have a very adverse effect. 

I think almost all the State Govern-· 
ments have abolished intermediary 
rights with regard to the tranS'ter of: 
leases. I think, therefore, that the 
Government should not create a second. 
intermediary interest in the field of 
mining by giving this power to the 
applicants or leaseholders to transfer
their leaSe according to their own 
sweet will. I think that cannot be" 
done. The Act and the rules already 
provide for genuine transfers, but all 

. cases at transfer cannot be encouraged' 
for the promotion of the mining: 
industry. 

In the actual working of the rules 
it is observed that there is conflict 
of technical opinion in respect of the 
assessment at mineral potential of the 
same area by the sUM'ey organisation. 
of the State Government and the 
Geological Survey of India or the 
Indian Bureau of Mines. The State 
Governments maintain their own 
separate organisations. They survey a· 
particular area before a lease is gran
ted, and they say that sO much is the 
estimate in that area and so much the 
content of iron or other ore. When 
the application is sent to the Central 
Government and is processed through 
the Indian Bureau at Mines. the' 
experts there say that the recommen
dations of the State Government 
cannot be accepted. How is It 
possible? Therefore, either take the· 
recommendations of the State Govern
ment at their face value regarding the· 
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estimate and the quality of the ore, 
or ask the State Government not to 
assess it and you yourself assess it. I 
think no State Government will agree 
to that proposal. Anyhow, efforts 
should be made to avoid such con
flicts. 

There are many lacunae in the 
modifications suggested. The rules 

. do need revision and some of the 
suggestions of Shri Shukla may be 

accepted, but the revision should not 
be in such a piece-meal way. I 
submit the hon. Minister should give 
thought to this problem raised by 
Shri Shukla. I hope the rules will 
be made efficient to meet the needs 
of the industry. 

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Minister 
desires about 40 minutes to reply. 
I will call Shri Sarhadi provided he 
makes his points in five minutes. 

Shri Ajit SinKh Sarhadi (Ludhiana): 
Just five or six minutes, not more. 
My submissions on the modifications 

. of the rules would be limited to the 
legal aspect only. I believe there 
are certain rules which need clari
fication, there are others where some 
preciseness and exactness are called 
for; there are still others which should 
be made to be more in consonance 
with fairness and the principles of 
natural justice. I believe the Com
mittee on Subordinate Legislation has 
gone into the rules and made certain 
recommendations which are under the 

< consideration of the hon. Minister. 

Sub-rules (1) and (2) of rule 11 
lay down that if a reply to the appli
cation is not received within the sti
pulated time, it would be taken as a 
refusal. Of course, there are two 
different views, that of Shri Shukla 
and that of Shri Panigrahi, but I 
would content myself with saying 
that the rule should be positive, and 
not negative as at present. This is 

.not fair at all. There may be justifi
-cation for the view of Shri Shukla 

that if the reply i"5 not received in 
time, it should be taken as acceptance. 
Such a provision exists in Acts that 
where. applications are made for 
sanction of houses, buildings etc., if 
the reply is not received within the 
specified time, it should be taken as 
sanctioned. I do not plead either way, 
but I simply want a clarification. If 
an application is rejected, the reasons 
must be given, as that in accordance 
with fairness and the principles of 
natural justice. 

This equally applies to rule 24(3), 
where also it is laid down that if an 
application is not replied to within a 
certain period it should be taken as a 
refusal. Mere non-replying should 
not be taken as refusal. The reasons 
must be given. 

In rule 11 (3) you will find that the 
State may, for reasons to be recorded 
in writing at the time of renewal, re
duce the area applied for. If the 
reasons are to be recorded, they should 
be communicated to the party con
cerned. What is the necessity of re
cording the reasons if they are not to 
be communicated to the aggrieved 
party? I think Shri Shukla's suggest
ed modification is just and proper and 
should be accepted by the Govern
ment. 

Rule 28(5) also lays down that the 
reasons should be recorded. The 
same argument applies here. There 
is no beauty in having this provision 
that the reasons should be recorded 
unless they are communicated to the 
aggrieved party, so that he may seek 
such remed;es as are open to him. 

Under sub-rules (1) and (2) of 
rule 27 it is expected that the payment 
of the dead rent and royalty, where 
the sanction is given, should be with 
retrospective effect. This is most un
fair. Where the sanction has been 
delayed for a long time, and the mine 
has not been worked, expecting pay
ment for the period would not be fair. 
Certainly I would agree with the 
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suggested modification of Shri Shukla 
that where' the application is subse
quently granted with retrospective 
effect, the lessee should not be requir
ed to pay the rent retrospectively 
because that would nOt be fair to him. 

Rule 33 needs a lot of clarification, 
because it is absolutely vague. It lays 
down that when a mining lease is 
granted by the State Government, 
arrangements shall be made at the 
expense of the lessee for the survey 
and demarcation of the area granted 
under the lease. 

This is not clear; nor precise and 
exact. Who is to make the survey and 
the demarcation? Is it the lessee who 
is to do it or is it the Government? 
Obviously and ostensibly it is Gov
ernment. Then it should be clarified 
and said that Government would make 
the survey and demarcation and re
cover the cost from the person. 

There is an additional point to which 
would draw attention. Section 5 

of the principle Act lays down that 
certain leases are to be given by the 
State Government with the sanction 
of the Central Government. Those 
mines are mentioned in Schedule 1. 

Here, again, I would submit that a 
specific period must be laid down in 
the rules within whiCh the State Gov
ernment must get the sanction of the 
Central Government So that the appli
cant should not remain in suspense. 
There, an additional rule is necessary 
fixing the period within which the 
State Government must get the per
mission of the Central Government. 

Shri K. D. Malavlya: Mr. Chairman, 
Sir, incidental to the number of 
motions for modifying the rules raised 
by me hon. friend, Shri Shukla, a 
large number of comprehensive and 
bas;c questions have also been raised 
by some hon. Members. It is hardly 
possibly fOr me to refer to thOse as
pects within the limited time; but 
they are rea Hy important. 

I am particularly grateful to Shri 
Shukla that he has enabled all of us 

1160 (Ai) LSD-10. 

to pay our attention to these rules 
and also for focussing public opinion 
on the importance of these rules. I 
would, not be able to refer to other 
points that have been raised except 
one which was raised by my hon. 
friend, Shri Tyagi when he referred 
to the important question , earning 
foreign money through mineral 
ores. He emphasised the aspect of 
export trade of mineral and brought 
before Us the importance of this. 

There is no doubt it is a very rele
vant question. I must emphasise again 
the great role that export trade of 
mineral ore is going to play in solv
ing our problem of repayment of 
debts and of finding revenues or 
moneys from abroad to help our deve
lopment schemes. 

As the House may be aware, so far 
as State trading is concerned, 80 per 
C8rlt of it is on account of mineral 
ores. It is only about 20 per cent that 
accounts for other small items. So, its 
importance cannot be minimised. 
And, I entirely agree with my hon. 
friend, Shri Tyagi that we should pay 
great attention to this aspect of our 
programme. Government should 
develop more mines as far as possible 
and earn more money in order to pay 
or earn some foreign money for our 
developmental schemes. 

I will, therefore, confine myself 
only to the motions that have been 
made by my friend, Shri Shukla and 
certain remarks made by other friends 
here in connection with those amend
ments. 

The most important of these motions 
is rule 11(1) and (2) where the time 
limit has been stated as 9 months
that is the time given to the State 
Governments to dispose of the appli
cations, after which time they are 
deemed to have been rejected. I am 
sorry I cannot accept this· motion. I 
would produce the following argu
ments for it. Firstly, the history 
should be gone into. But before that, 
I should remind the House of certain 
facts. The mineral ores belong to 
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the State Governments. They are 
the proprie~ors of this property. We 
act only as agents and help in con
servation, scientific prospecting and 
mining and in taking an overall view 
of the development of these mines. 
So, we only act as helpers to State 
Governments and as such are acting 
as agents. 

The second point to remember is 
that the minerals are a wasting asset. 
It is not as if we just dispose of a 
licence for industrie3 or give a con
tract to a certain party for doing some 
job as an industrialist or as a com
mercial man. Here, a particular party 
wants a prospecting licence and con
sequently a mining lease for about 20 
to 40 years, in order to exploit a 
wealth wh:ch is a wasting one in its 
fundamental character. We will 
never get that mineral again; we will 
never regenerate that wealth once we 
exploit it, and if We exploit it in the 
wrong way, v:" will lose plenty of 
national wealth. Therefore, in deal
mg with a particular party in order 
to dispose of his application, We must 
as5'llre that he is the proper party and 
he does not waste it sooner than what 
is necessary for him to do. A long 
period has to be granted to him for 
exploitation of the mines, and in this, 
both the State Governments and the 
Central Government have to be cau
tious. We therefore cannot be in a 
hurry anrl the State Governments 
should not be hustled into granting a 
prospecting licence or a mining lease. 
This question has been worrying us, 
particularly me, for about seven to 
eight years, because I have had some
thing to do with mining and pros
pecting and with all these rules for 
sometime. 

I was very impatient and sometimes 
I used to get irritated at the fact that 
the State Governments are taking 
pretty long time. It was the general 
practice for the State Governments 
to take years and years to dispose of 
applications fOr prospecting. It is 
not nine months. It is tWo years or 
three years and sometimes four years, 
and no decision would be taken by 

the State Governments. No doubt, 

therefore, a lot of time was being 

taken by the State Governments. But 

they were within their rights we 

only came in to help the Stale Gov

ernments and to tell them. You should 

not take more time than you consider 

legitimate to gather all the informa

tion, find out all about the parties and 

see whether the party is a sound one 

Or not; make enquiries at the district 

level, see to its financial conditions, 

etc. There ought to be a limit to 

the time which you spend." We 

thought it should be nine months. Pre

v:ously, it was 18 months and also 27 

months. They had al\ that time. 

Even then, there was no finality about 

it. What we haVe done is, if in nine 

months, an application has not been 

disposed of by the State Governments, 

automat~cally t~e application will 

come before the Central Government 

as an appeal. Therefore, the emphasis 

on nine months and no more time will 

be given to the State Governments for 
disposal. Therefore, it is in this con

text that we have to consider the im· 

plication of the word "rejection", and 

understand it. Once we appreciate 

this aspect, then we will see that there 

is not very much in the other amend-

ments. I can dispose of them in ten 

to 20 minutes. (Interruption) . 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: May 

interrupt the hon. Minister for a 

minute? 

Shri K. D, Malaviya: would like 

him to be patient. I do not agree 

with the amendment. I have had 

several discussions with him. I am 
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sorry 1 am not able to agree with him. 
I know that a mine owner;" very 
anxious to get his application dispos
ed of by the State Government. 
We should give 9 months to the State 
Government. If a decision is .10t 
taken by the State Government, it 
should be deemed to have been accept
ed or granted is a position which is 
not acceptable in the interest of min
ing, conservation, etc. I am sorry I 
will not be able to accept this. 
Nevertheless I do recognise that 
there has to' be a sense of time-limit 
imposed On the State Governmer,ts 
also. All that we can do is to write 
to them and remind them of the 
feelings ' of this HOuse and tell them 
tha t they should take little time as 
possible. 

There are other aspects also to 
which my friend has drawn my atten
tion both here and in the informal 
talks we had. He sa'd, sometimes 
State Governments are not fair to a 
particular party and so on. We can
not base the formulation of our rules 
merely on the presumption that all 
State Governments are bad and 
resort to nepotism Or favouritism or 
whatever you may call it. It is a 
process of patience and perseverenc" 
where the State Government has to 
get experienCe by its OWn working. 
All that We can do is to help them 
and to rem'nd them that they are 
do:ng something wrong when we 
think they are really doing something 
wrong. So, considered in that context, 
I am Sorry I will not be able to 
accept motions Nos. (1) and (2). 

I am prepared to accept motions 
Nos. (3) and sub-rule (3) of rule 
(11). I also accept motion No. (5) 
relating to sub-rule (1) of rule 13. 
My hon. friend has proposed that the 
fee paid by the applicant shall be 
refunded to the appl :cant where an 
application for the granting of a pros
pecting licence is refused. That too 
I will accept. 

I cannot accept motion No. (7). 
But may I point out that nothing pre
vents the Government from again con-

sidering alI these rules and from time 
to time amending these rules, con
form:ng to th" wi,l,cc v~ hon. M".n
bers. As We learn by experience and 
by exchange of experiences between 
th State and Central Governments, 
we always take the first opportunity 
to amend these rules. There seems 
to be no urgency about the acceptance 
of any rule just now. 

Shri Tyagi: When once a lease is 
granted, why should it nOt be execut
ed immediately? 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: I am proceed
ing systematically. I am coming to 
that. Mot:on No. (7) says: 

"Provided that on respect of the 
execution of the deed referred to 
above within the prescribed 
period, the default is on the part 
of the State Government or any 
of its authorities, then, such a deed 
shall be deemed to have been 
executed." 

This amendment to rule 15, sub
rule (1) is not acceptable to me. The 
delay in the execution of a prospect
ing licence or a mining lease deed on 
the part of the State Government 
could be on different grounds. The 
State Government cannot be put at par 
with the lessees, as my hon. friend 
suggested. Some of the reasons 
for the delay may be beyond the 
control of the State Governments. 
In any case, the fact that the pros
pecting licenCe or mining lease has not 
been executed cannot be ignored, only 
because a certain period has elapsed 
This is a legal document, and 
therefore we cannot take such a 
light view of it. Nevertheless, Sir, 
in deference to the wishes of my 
hon. friend, I am prepared to draw 
the attention of the State Govern
men t once more to this aspect and 
the wishes of the hon. Member. 

About sub-rule (3) of rule 24, the 
same arguments that I have just now 
'offered hold good for that. 



7555 Motion re: SEPTEMBER 6, 1961 Mineral Concessions 
Rules, 1960 

[Shri K. D. Malaviya) 
Now I come to the question of 

beneficiation of low grade ores-sub
rule (3) of rule 24--where the amend
ment p-roposed is: 

"Preference shall be given to 
the mine owner, who are operat
ing beneficiation plants in the 
grant of mining leases and to 
th'ose who undertake to set up 
beneficiation plants within three 
years of the grant of the lease." 

Well, I consider that what my hon. 
friend Shri Panigrahi said is rele
vant to the issue. Therefore, it will 
be difficult for me to accept the 
modification as has been suggested by 
my han. friend, because this would 
take away the discretion of the 
Government and thus infringe section 
4 of the Act. In its present form, 
therefore, it will be difficult for me 
to accept the amendment. However, 
looking to the importan'ce of empha
sising the programme of beneficiation 
by the miners We should do some
thing. We are in favour of beneficia
tion of low grade ores and we will 
do something to modify the present 
rules. The intention behind the 
motion is to giVe preference. As to 
what the actual wording will be, well, 
I will consult my hon. friend Shri 
Shukla before finally making som.! 
suitable changes in this. 

Sub-rule (1) of rule 25 is also 
consequential to the previous rules 
and therefore will not be acceptable 
to me. 

Then I come to claUSe (c) of sub
rule (1) of rule 27. Here the modi
fication suggested is: to add at the 
end of the provISo: 

"and th'at jf the renewal of the 
mining lease is delayed by the 
Government and is consequently 
granted with retrospective effect, 
then no dead rent shall be re
quired to be paid by the lessee 
in respect 'Of such retrospective 
period." 

Delays, do occur, and perhaps under 
the limited circumstances today, it 
will be difficult for me to restrict this 
delay or to impose any decision on the 
State Governments for the reasons I 
have stated earlier. 

Shri Tyagi: It may be kept for 
consideration. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: I cannot keep 
it for consideratYon because of 
various reasons. But we will do 
something. This motion relates to 
the problem of payment of dead rent 
over a retrospect:ve period. Normally 
such a situation should not occur at 
all because rule 28 requires the 
parties to apply far renewal for a 
mining lease at least six months 
before the date of expiry of the 
lease. Rule 24(2) requires that an 
application for the renewal of a 
mining lease shall be disposed of 
within 90 days from the date of its 
receipt. Therefore, if both the 
parties as well as the authoritiel 
follow the prescribed time limit the 
decision on a renewal application 
should be kn'own at least three months 
before the expiry of the mining lease. 
If the lease expires without an actual 
order for renewal having been inti
mated to the lessee a position of 
uncertainty certainly arises in the 
lessee not having been formally asked 
to vacate. Now, the subsequent 
passing of a renewal order cannot 
retrospectively eliminate this un
certainty which would have already 
occurred to the detriment of mmmg 
production and also possibly creating 
labour problem. Instead of providing 
for exemption of dead rent, as pro
posed by the mover, however, the 
best way to meet any such contin
gency as well as really to 
comp~nsate G'Overnment, is to provide 
that if the application for renewal is 
not disposed of before the date of 
expiry of the lease, the lease shall 
stand extended till the date of such 
disposal: This end can be achieved by 
a suitable provision in rule 24, as well 
as in part 8 of Form K. The form 
can also be modified accordingly. This 
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alternative suggest' on will, I hope, be 
acceptable to the mover. Even it it 
is not acceptable to the mover, we 
will find some other method to satisfy 
him, because I do admit that this 
delay should be accepted. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: That 
suggestion is acceptable. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: 
acceptable to him, well, 
incorporate this. 

If it is 
we will 

With regard to claUse (m) of sub
rule (1) of rule 27, that is acceptable. 
It says: 

"(n) in the absence of ready 
market for low grade ores, the 
lessee\lessees who is\are operating 
or has\have undertaken to set up 
beneficiation plants, shouid. pro
perly store such low grade are 
for future beneficiation; 

(0) the lessee\lessees shall be 
required to put up a beneficiation 
plant of suitable size if 50 recom
mended by the National Ore 
Dressing Laboratory." 

It is a harmless thing. Why should 
it not be accepted? 

Shrl ChintamoDi Panicrahi: If it is 
acceptable to the hon. Minister why 
was it not incorporated so far? 

Shrl K. D. Malaviya: But the 
suggestion given in sub-rule (0) is 
not acceptable to the Government. We 
accept only the suggestion in sub-rule 
(n), 

With regard to his motion No. 13, 
It refers to the addition of a proviso 
after claUse (n) of sub-rule (2) of 
rule 27, as follows:-

"Provided that in respect of 
renewal of the mining lease, the 
lessee shall not be required by 
the State Government, to pay any 
compensation to>r surface distur
bance Or obtain any permission to 
enter upon the area for surface 

occupation in respect of the whole 
Or that much part of the area 
covered by the renewal of the 
lease in regard to which such 
conditions had been duly fulfilled 
by the lessee ·at the time of the 
·orlginal grant of the lease." 

For the present, I cannot accept it. 
But, later on, We can give some 
further thought to this and see what 
can be· done. 

With regard to sub-rule (5) of rule 
28, motion No. 14, he wants the 
reason to be recorded and communi
cated to the applicant. Well, I 
accept that the reas(;m should be 
communicated to the party. 

Motion No. 15 relates to the addi
tion of a proviso to sub-rule (1) of 
rule 31, as follows: 

"Provided that in respect of the 
execution of the lease deed 
referred to above within the pres
cribed period, the default is "on the 
part of the State Government or 
any of its authorities, then, such 
lease shall be deemed to have 
been executed." 

regret, I cannot accept it for the 
same reasons which I have mentioned 
earlier. 

I am prepared to accept his motion 
No. 16 which says that when a mining 
lease is granted by the State Govern
ments arrangements shall be made by 
the State Governments at the expense 
of the lessee for the survey and 
demarcation of the area granted 
within a month of such grant. 

On motion No. 17, We can do some
thing later on, if it is acceptable to 
the House, because We trunk that 
after a litle more consideration we 
should come forward with certain 
amendments. 

Coming to his moti'on No. 18, at 
present I cannot accept it. I will 
suggest to my hon. friend to wait lor 
a little more time till we have given 
lome more consideration to it, because 
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it is quite possible that we might feel 
the necessity of amending sub-rule 
(1) also in some way. 

regret I canot accept motion No. 
20 which seeks to omit the Explana
tion to rule 54 because this 
Explanation has to stay. 

I will not take much time now. 
w ill try to finish in time. 

With regard to the topographical 
maps being supplied by the mM and 
not by the Survey of India, I admit 
that there are inconveniences 
experienced by the applicants some
times mostly because maps are not 
available. When maps are not 
available yOU just cannot help it. All 
that I suggest now to do is that we 
will agree to suitably changing the 
application form to provide that in 
case Survey of India is not in a 
POSl tion to supply topographical map 
to the applicant such non-availability 
certificate should be attached to the 
application and would meet the 
requirements of the application. So, 
for the time being we shall accept 
this certificate saying that the map is 
not available. Later on we will see 
what can be done and how soon the 
maps can be made available. 

Shri Tyagi: What is the number of 
that amendment? 

Shri K. D. Malavlya: It is motion 
No. 23. 

Motion No. 30 regarding particulars 
of existing Or created dumps of are 
also I will accept as it would give 
additional information to the Gov-
ernment of the quantities of ores 
lying as dumps. 

Then SOme of the motions he has 
agreed to withdraw. Therefore I need 
not refer to them. Now I come to 
motion No. 32. By this he wants to 
make a provision for allowing inspec
tion of workings, survey and pros
pecting. This also I will accept. 

The second part of motion No. 32 
seeking to insert the word 'prospect
ing' after 'surveying' in clause 7 in 
Part VII of Form K of Schedu!e J, 
that too I shall accept. There he 
has suggested some change in the 
form. 

An Bon. Member: What about 
motions Nos. 29, 30 and 31? 

Shrj K. D. Malaviya: I will not be 
able to accept that; 

With regard to motion No. 35 by 
which in Part VIII of Form K of 
Schedule I. .... 

Shri Chintamoni Panirrahi; Do 
you accept 2A? 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: Yes, 2 I have 
accepted. 

I hope he will not press motion 
No. 35 because of the reasons which 
I have already referred to earlier in 
my speech. It says here: 

" .... .lessees shall not be required 
to pay any dead rents, rates etc. 
in respect of such re1Tospective 
period. 

This will not work. I hope he wi!l 
not press for it. 

have disposed of all the motions 
that he has made. In the end I will 
again refer to certain aspects of Shri 
Tyagi's references because they are 
not mostly in the form of modifica
tions. He sa'd something about 
limestone and referred to the diffi
culty that he is facing in his consti
tuency. There he wants me to come 
to his rescue in his constituency. I 
h·ope he will come to my rescue in 
my constituency. But it is not a ques
tion of coming to the rescue of each 
others' constituency. It is a question 
of treating limestone as a major 
minerai. We have already decided 
that limestone for industrial purposes 
will be treated as a major minerai. 
As regards the way in which it Is 
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being reported to be misused, I know 
after all every chemical process is a 
result of burning. So, if any party 
wants limestone to be treated as a 
minor mineral and to be disposed of 
in that way by the State Government, 
it is not desirable. We shall see to 
it that this thing is not done. We 
shall also find out what steps can be 
taken in order to prevent such mis
USe of valuable minerals. With regard 
to succession and all that, it is not 
only the mining leases where this is 
the trouble. It is everywhere. Where 
a succession certificate is available, 
the question is disposed of in the 
proper way. 

17 hrs. 

With regard to magnesite and 
glvmg preference to co-operative 
ventures, the House is already aware 
that it is the policy of the Govern
ment to give preference to a co
operative society if it can be organised 
in the proper way. We have received 
certain applications from co-operative 
societies fOr mining leases or pros
pecting licence. My difficulty is, I am 
not satisfied that the Members Of tne 
S'ociety are really taking the work as 
seriously as they ought to. After aI!, 
mining is a difficult work. A few 
people collect some money and some 
partners and just want to carry ->Ut 
mining work. It is not like that. It 
cannot be done. If any co-operative 
society wants to deal with it in a light 
manner, the Government may not 
accept that. They will be disappoint
ed. Otherwise, normally, if a society 
is equipped technologically, financially 
and in other ways, surely, we shaH 
give preference to a co-operative 
society. 

With regard to magnesite exploita
tion, a magnesite mine has been 
prospected in the U.P. recently in 
the AImora area. Magnesite is pro
posed to b~ used for refractories for 
OUT steel plants. The Government 
have taken a decision to have their 
own project for a refractory making 
unit. Who will prodUCe the magne-

site ore, is the question. Generally, 
we would like to get it done ourselves. 
If there is any reas'Onable proposal 
where the Governrnen t retains the 
control of the mine and can assure 
the refractory unit of expeditious 
delivery and economic functioning of 
the magnesite mine, the propo3al can 
be considered. Otherwise, normally, 
the Government would do it. If 
there is a co-operative society corn
ing forward which is technologically 
sound, we shall give preference to it. 

In the end, I will again remind my 
hon. friend Shri Vidya Charan 
Shukla who has done such a service 
by drawing our attention to these 
rules, that we can amend these rules 
whenever We like. As we gain 
experience and we get advice from the 
State Governments, We make suitable 
changes in our Mining rules. One 
thing must I\"ot be forgotten and it is 
that We have to amend these rules in 
close consultation with the State Gov
ernments, because, the State 
Governments are the real proprietors 
of these mines. We hope that our 
mining activity will increase as a 
result of the collaboration between 
ourselves and the State Governments 
and al5'O the private sector which has 
get experience in mining. 

Shri Tyagi: May I make a sugges
tion? Instead of taking votes on 
these amendments, would it not be 
appropriate that the rest of the 
amendments, Shri Vidya Charan 
Shukla may withdraw and the 
Minister may agree to come out with 
an amendment himself voluntarily on 
the lines of the discussions we have 
had here. He may iSSUe another noti
ftcati'on amending these rules instead 
of these amendments being accepted 
here and again d;scussed in the Upper 
House. It would be better that the 
hon_ Minister may, in the light of 
our discussions, as he is authorised 
by law, to amend the rules, in the 
light of what he has accepted and 
put it in both the Houses for conside
ration, if he chooses to do so. 
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Mr. Chairman: I think that was 
the assurance that the hon. Minster 
gave. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: It will be 
easy for me to do that, if my hon. 
friend accepts that. I have already 
indicated where we shall accept. 
There are certain motions where I 
have promised c'lDsideration. After 
consulting friends, we shall again see 
what modificatIOns we can make. 
Otherwise, we cannot accept. In a 
c'onsol'dated way, We can provide for 
such changes. 

Shri Tyagi: Otherwise, it will lake 
time. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: 
have a submission to make. The 
rules which have already been 
accepted by the Minister will be the 
only amendments which I will press 
for acceptance of the House. There 
will be delay if they insist On consul
tation with the State Governments. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: I will not 
consult the State Governments in 
regard to thOSe amendments which J 
have accepted. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: Those 
will be the only amendments which 
I will press for vote here. The rest, 
I shall withdTaw. And I shall do SO 

in the hope that ... 

Mr. Chairman: The hon. Member 
has not followed what Shri Tyagi has 
suggested. Shri Tyagi wants to get 
the whole thing expedited, and, 
therefore, he suggests that without 
reference to the other House, Gov
ernment themselves should frame 
these rules with the modifications 
that are accepted. 

Shri Vldya Charan Shukla: Know
ing a little, as I do, about this matter, 
I would say that Shri Tyagi's plUUS 
hopes are not correct. The most 
expedit'ous thing is to get them 
accepted here in this House rather 
than to leave it to the discretion of 
Government, because these rules have 
already been delayed for three yeaTS. 

Rvles, 1960 

Shri Tyagi: Now, after the House 
has indicated its wishes, and the hon. 
Minister has openly accepted those 
ideas, would there be any delay? 
OtheTwise, according to the scheme of 
Shri Vidya Charan Shukla, all these 
modfications which are accepted here 
will req uire to be discussed and 
accepted in the Upper House also. 
When they will get the time for this, 
God alone knows. I, therefore, 
suggest that my hon. friend might be 
content with the assurances given by 
the hon. Minister. These assurance, 
given on the floor of the House are 
as good as rules, and everybody will 
know them. 

Dr. M. S. Aney: This session will 
come to an end on the 8th ;nstant. 
There are onh two days more left. 
If the hon. Minister is going to lay 
these rules on the Table of the House 
again within these two days, then 
that would be all right. Otherwise, it 
would automatically be deferred to 
the next session, and we do not know 
what might take place then. So, that 
is one Ganger there. 

Shri Tyagi: They need not neces
sarily be discussed in the next 
session. If they are there before the 
House and no objection is raised, 
then ~utomatically they are passed. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: There 
might be a discussion also. Anway, 
I would like the motions which are 
n'ow accepted by Government to be 
Dut to the vote of the House, ana 
I would withdraw the rest. 

Shri Tyagi: Then, these will have 
to go to the other House also. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: That will be 
in the next session. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: I would 
like to make only one point, namely 
that motion No. 13 is only a matter of 
clarification. It is most unfortunate 
that the hon. MinIster did not find 
enough time to study these amend
ments properly; otherwise, I am sure 
he would have accepted most of 
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them, because some of them which 
he has not accepted are only by way 
of clar:ficati'on, and they make no 
addition to or deduction from the 
present rules. Anyway, I would 
suggest that he pay special atention to 
motion No. 13~ The amendments or 
motions which he has accepted 
without hesitation sh'Ould be put to 
the vote of the House. I would not 
press the rest, in the hope that they 
will be considered favourably later 
'On by Government. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: That means 
that it will have to go to the other 
House. 

Shri Chlntam~lD! Panigrahi: Is it a 
personal affair between the han. 
Member and the han. Minister? We 
cannot understand what is going on 
between them. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: I am trying 
to persuade the House to take an 
expeditious view of the whole thing. 

Mr. Chairman: The point is very 
clear. In respect of some of the 
anlendments, the hon. Minister ha3 
stated that he agrees with them, dnd 
he has promised to make suitable 
amendments in the roles on his own. 
In view of that promise, it is open to 
the han. Member to withdraw the 
motions, Or to press the motions or 
not to press the motions. How does 
the position stand now? 

Shri Vidya ChuBn Shukla: I would 
like you to put the motions formally 
to the vote of the House. 

Mr. Chairman: I might also recall 
that we have got a Committee on 
Government Assurances, and we j1et 
p"rio:lical reports from them on the 
assurances given by the Ministers, 2S 

to whether they are fulfilled OT not. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: I would 
Eke to submit my position after I 
hear from the han. Minister on motion 
!Ira. 13. 

°Half-an-hour discussion. 

Nationals in India 

Shri K. D. Malavlya: I have nott-mg 
more to add to what I have already' 
stated. 

Mr. Chairman: The han. MjDlsl~r 
has stated that in regard to celta in 
amendments, he would consult the 
hon. Member before he takes a final 
decision. 

Shri K. D. Malaviya: I have prom:s
cd consideration. I am not accep:ing 
them nOw. 

Shri Vidya Charan Shukla: If it ;s 
the wish of the House, and if Govern
ment have accepted these motions, 
then I would not press them for the 
vote of the House. 

Shri Tyagi: All success to Shri 
Vidya Charan Shukla! 

Mr. Chairman: Has the han. Man
ber leave of the House to withdraw 
his 35 motions? 

Hon. Members: Yes. 

The motions, were, by leave, with-· 
drawn. 

17'04 hrs. 

PAKISTANI NATIONALS IN INDIA· 

Mr. Chairman: The House will now 
take up the half-an-hour discussion re
garding Pakistani nationals in India. 

Before I call Shri Prakash Vir 
Shastri, I would like to mention that 
only half an hour is allowed for this 
d·iscussion. The hon. Member who 
initiates the discussion may take ten 
to twelve minutes, and the han. Min-· 
ister may take ten to twelVe minutes 
for reply. So, other Members can 
only take a limited time. 

~ SMIT~ iii"< 'mO'lfT ( 1J:~ ) 
~ftf ~, ~ 'll<r lI1'Tiftl< <m oft 
~1ifT 'f eft ~ ~lT<'f qq1l if~
~ifQ1!;~~tnfi!;~ ~it· 
tfT~ ~ mil' ~ ~ ;;,~ 




