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Mining is the third largest industry in the world. India is the world’s biggest producer of mica, the third of coal, lignite and barytes, fourth of iron ore, sixth of bauxite and manganese and eleventh of crude oil in the World. With globalisation, the mining sector faces new challenges. With the Indo-US nuclear deal and the hope of attaining independence in nuclear production, uranium-mining has become important. That has special significance for Northeast India. Mining policies are changed to attract foreign investment and to facilitate higher mineral production. Coal production, for example, is expected to be raised from 320 million MT today to 1,400 in the near future. Blocks are being sold for petroleum and natural gas exploration. Private companies are eyeing mining areas in the tribal areas of East India. 

In this effort to raise production, almost ignored is the fact that, mineral exploitation has also had negative impacts on the sustainable livelihoods and basic rights of the people whose sustenance was the land being used for mines. The newly promulgated mining policy, for example, speaks of the need to change the laws and build the infrastructure required to speed up mineral production through private investment. It does not mention that villages, settlements and forests have disappeared and the mining areas experience environmental degradation and ecological imbalance. Dispossession, displacement and disorganisation of the local communities, especially tribal, have led to people’s marginalisation. The natural rights of the people to land, forest resources and other means of livelihood are violated. Mining activities have made people homeless, landless, jobless and insecure. The present paper will look at mining in general and uranium in particular, with special focus on the Northeast.  
1. Mining in India

India has significant mineral resources. Till 1951, India mined 24 minerals with a total value of Rs 173 million. In 2000, India produced 89 minerals, 4 of them for fuel, 11 metallic, 52 non-metallic and 22 minor valued at Rs 568,070 million. The value of minerals other than petroleum and natural gas was Rs. 306,751 million. The main metals produced are iron-ore, copper-ore, chromite or zinc concentrates, gold, manganese, bauxite and lead concentrates. More than 90 percent of the value of non-metallic minerals comes from limestone, magnesite, dolomite, barytes, kaolin, gypsum, apatite & phosphorite, steatite and fluorite. 80 percent of the minerals extracted in India is coal. 80 percent of the mines are privately owned but the public sector accounts for 91 percent of the mineral value (www.mines.nic.in). 

In the 1980s the mining sector employed 800,000 persons, accounted for 3 percent of the GDP and 11.5 percent of industrial sector production. Today mines employ only 560,000 and this number is declining because of mechanisation (Moody 2007: 19). The central government has enacted many laws and byelaws to make mining easy. First enacted in 1957 and subsequently amended almost every four years till 1999 The Mines and Minerals (Development and Regulation) Act (MMDR) is meant to govern the mining sector. MMDR classifies minerals as minor and major, lays down procedures for granting reconnaissance permits, prospecting licences and mining leases and classifies violations. States control minor minerals such as clay and sand while the major minerals like iron ore and coal are under the Centre. Apart from MMDR, mining is also subject to the Mines Act of 1952, the National Mineral Policy and the land acquisition and environment protection acts (Sethi 2007: 68). Mining may be underground or opencast. The former employs more workers but has a higher toll in fatalities and occupational disease. The latter takes over much larger acreages of fertile land. That brings one to the issue of livelihood loss and health hazards of mining. Mining Operations in India have displaced thousands of people from their land. 

This section will look at these issues. As the National Mining Policy acknowledges, indigenous (tribal) people’s territories host most minerals that are being targeted by private companies and governments. Many of them are also protected areas and biosphere reserves.  
Mining and the People Affected by It 

In India development projects have displaced (DPs) or deprived of their livelihood (PAPs) an estimated 60 million people from 1947 to 2000 (Fernandes forthcoming). One does not have aggregate data on mining induced displacement all over the country but one has accurate information or estimates some States. Mining is concentrated in Andhra Pradesh, Orissa, Jharkhand, Meghalaya, Assam, Chhattisgarh, West Bengal and Tamilnadu. In AP mining projects displaced or deprived 100,541 persons from 37,368.82 acres 1951-1995 (Fernandes et all 2001: 59) and in Orissa 300,000 from 166,047 acres in the same period (Fernandes and Asif 1997: 84). The limited information in Assam shows that 11,394.75 acres acquired for mining projects have deprived 41,200 of their livelihood 1980-2000 (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 77). In West Bengal, mining has displaced 418,061 persons (Fernandes et al 2006: 91). In Goa, 4,740 persons have been displaced (Fernandes and Naik 2001: 39) 1965-1995 and in Jharkhand mining has displaced 402,882 persons from 208,552 acres 1951-95 (Ekka and Asif 2000: 93). However, most of these figures are underestimates. In West Bengal, for example, accurate data could not be got for common land which is the main type used for mining. In Orissa, very limited information is available till 1980.  

Since much of the land used for mining is CPRs, very few of its DP/PAPs get adequate compensation since the colonial land laws that continue to be in force in the country recognise only patta land. The CPRs are considered state property though they are the main source of people’s sustenance (Sethi 2007: 71). For example, the Manjhi-Manjhaar tribal and dalit DP/PAPs of Bharat Aluminium Company Limited (BALCO) in Mainpat, Chhattisgarh were promised compensation but only 50 families were paid compensation at the rate of Rs 12,000 per acre in 1992 though the government set rate was Rs 50,000. The remaining 62 CPR dependent families were ignored (Agrawal 2007: 105). Since the compensation paid is low, they are unable to buy any other land. For example, the Mahanadi Coal Field of Orissa took away 30 acres of Manglu Pradhan’s land. With the compensation amount he could buy only 5 acres, in a distant area 25 km from his village (Panda 2007: 115). 

Resettlement too is poor. It is weak for all the projects but is lower in mining. Orissa resettled 35.27 percent of all its DPs 1951-1995 (Fernandes and Asif 1997: 135), AP 28.82 percent (Fernandes et al 2001: 87), Kerala 13.8 percent (Muricken et al 2003: 185-189), Goa 40.78 percent 1965-1995 (Fernandes and Naik 2001: 123-124), West Bengal 9 percent 1947-2000 (Fernandes et al 2006: 123-124) and Assam the DPs of only about 10 projects 1947-2000 (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 109). An alternative to resettlement is jobs in the project whick very few projects give. Even many of those who get jobs lose them later. For example, Mahanadi Coalfields gave some unskilled jobs to its DPs and dismissed them after some time since it did not consider them physically fit (Panda 2007: 116). The North Karanpura Coalfields in Jharkhand used to give one job for 3 acres of land acquired. But about 50 percent of the families owned less than 3 acres and so they got no job (Roy 2007: 151-160). The DP/PAPs of BALCO were promised jobs but the promise was not kept (Agrawal 2007: 105). The Vedanta major bauxite sites spread across Chhatissgarh and Orissa appointed some as labourers and paid them Rs 60 per tonne of ore delivered (Moody 2007: 90). 

Loss of People’s Livelihood

Thus, mining which is a source of wealth also destroys the sustenance of the persons it displaces (DP) or deprives of livelihood without physical relocation (PAP). The result of displacement and poor resettlement and compensation is a cycle of exploitation, poverty and violence (Helmut et al 2006: 4896-4906). It deprives most of them of their land and work and renders many of the remaining areas uncultivable. So even those who continue to work on their land are unable to live on it (Padel and Das 2007: 24-25). High landlessness is thus its first impact. It is higher in mining than in other projects. For example, in AP landlessness grew by 41.61 percent among all the DP/PAPs but by 83.72 percent in mining (Fernandes et al. 2001: 112-113). It also has a caste/tribe bias. For example in Orissa rise in landlessness was 16.7 percent more among tribal and 13 percent more among Dalit DPs (Pandey 1995: 180) than among others. In the North Karanpura Coalfields in Jharkhand where most of the 1,520 displaced families are tribal or Dalit, the area cultivated per family declined from an average of 4.41 acres before displacement to 0.57 acres after it (Roy 2007: 151-160). Also support mechanisms like ponds, wells, livestock that supplement the family income decline. For example, the DP/PAPs of Mahanadi Coal Fields had Mahua trees from each of which they earned around Rs 1,000 a year. They lost all of them to the mines (Panda 2007: 115). 

Access to work declines among the DP/PAPs, for example in Assam form 77.27 percent to 56.41 percent (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 188) and in West Bengal from 91.02 percent to 53.18 percent (Fernandes et all 2006: 203). Downward occupational mobility is its immediate result. For example, in Assam 50 percent of the cultivators became daily wage earners or domestic or other unskilled workers (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 165 and 188). Due to lack of other work many become daily wage earners in the mines that were once their land (Panda 2007: 115). In most states studied, over 50 percent of the displaced families have gone below the poverty line. In Assam 56 percent of the displaced families and in West Bengal 49 percent have pulled children out of school and turned them into child labourers. 

The situation is expected to deteriorate with liberalisation, firstly because of loss of jobs as the data given above shows. The main reason is opencast mining and mechanisation. Because of the importance given to opencast mining, land acquisition is higher than in the past (Rao 1990: 62), so is environmental degradation. Because of mechanisation mines are bigger than in the past. The average size of a mine went up from 150 acres in the 1970s to around 800 in the 1980s (Fernandes and Asif 1997: 74-75) and is some 1,500 acres today. That results in more displacement than in the past. Because of fewer jobs created, the DP/PAPs may not even get exploitative low wage work. They are displaced and ignored.

Environment and Health

Studies show that loss of culture and destruction of the social structure because of land loss is worse in mining than in other projects because a very big number of the DP/PAPs
are in the forest and other remote areas where dependence on the CPRs is high. Displacement from this livelihood results in the total marginalisation of the communities depending on them, most of them tribal (Padel and Das 2007: 24). Environmental degradation too is greater in mining projects. Opencast mining involves removal of vegetation and topsoil, displacement of fauna, release of pollutants and production of mine overburden. Land excavation; discharge of mine pit or wastewater; dumping of waste rock, tailings or slag and the discharge of metallic smoke and dust into the atmosphere cause pollution. The disposal of water from the refining units and metallurgical industries causes environmental problems too. Air pollution includes dust from mining and acidic gases, carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases from smelting, refining and other kiln operations. A tonne of aluminium is estimated to produce 4-8 tonnes of toxic red mud and 13.1 tonnes of carbon dioxide. Bauxite mining reduces a mountain’s water retaining capacity (Padel and Das 2007: 33). The Jharia mines in Jharkhand produce the best quality coking coal in India but the area, mostly tribal, has been smouldering with underground mine fires for several decades. The fires emit huge quantities of carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, sulphur dioxide and methane, leading to air pollution, breathing problems and skin diseases (www.indiatogetehr.org). In Mainpat, once known as the only hill station in Chhttisgarh, black dust fills the air because of bauxite mining (Agrawal 2007: 103). As a result, health hazards too are great but we shall not discuss them.
Despite these hazards, the National Mining Policy promulgated in 2008 gives very little importance to the people and the environment. It is obvious that much thought has gone into its formulation. It discusses every aspect of mining such as the preliminary survey, prospecting, exploration, mining and improvement of methods. Its focus is on private capital and the State and the optimal use of the resources (No. 3) To ensure it “In future the core functions of the State in mining will be facilitation and regulation of exploration and mining activities of investors and entrepreneurs, provision of infrastructure and tax collection (No. 4). It will encourage technology required for cost-reduction, human power development and economic aspects (No. 7). The people to be affected by mining are mentioned only in the context of exploiting small deposits. Its social and environmental impact does not receive the same attention as its production does. Thus the policy is good from the point of the investor but the people who will be affected by it do not have many reasons to be happy about it. 
2. Mining in the Northeast

Compared to some other States the Northeast has very few mines. However, the region is attaining importance because of its petroleum reserves and uranium. Coal adds to its importance. This section will look at some implications of mining in Northeast India
Coal, Petroleum and Minor Metals

The Gazette data show that only 105.47 acres have been acquired in Assam for mining. Apart from it, mining leases in Assam occupied 5,378.07 more acres in 1991. Thus the total used for mining was 5,483.54 acres in 1991, most of it for coal followed by limestone.  3,126.98 acres of it were on lease for 24 coalmines. The North Eastern Council website (www.nerdatabank.nic.in) shows that 6,397.3 acres (26 sq. km) were on lease in Dibrugarh district for coal and more in Sibsagar in 2002 but it does not give the exact area in the latter. It says that 4,940 acres (20 sq. km) are being explored in the Dibrugarh-Sibsagar belt and that coal is available in Tinsukia, Karbi Anglong and N. C. Hills districts. But exploration does not seem to have started. So the land under lease for coal can be put at 8,000 acres. Assam follows the pattern of the remaining States of having fewer mines than in the 1980s but the area covered is bigger than in the past (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 58-59). 

Apart from coal and limestone that are the main minerals today Assam has 8 leases for crude oil, each of them of over 1,000 acres. In addition these leases is the Nazira township that has been built for this purpose. Thus the total under petroleum prospecting is not less than 10,000 acres. Together all the minerals including oil exploration have used not less than 20,251 acres in Assam alone (Indian Bureau of Mines 1991: 17 & Director of Economics and Statistics 2003: 128). This figure was arrived at from sources that were available to us. Much information about other leases could not be got, so the reality is certainly higher than that. 

Coal is available also in Meghalaya and Arunachal Pradesh and petroleum prospecting has started in Nagaland. Much land is being taken over for natural gas exploration in Tripura. There are reasons to believe that, some inter-state border disputes are around mineral rich land. For example, the border dispute between Nagaland and Assam is mainly for the coal and oil rich land in the Merapani region of Assam and the neighbouring Naga areas (Kikon forthcoming). Some persons in Nagaland told the present writers that prospecting for oil began in Nagaland within three months after the signing of the ceasefire agreement between the Government of India and the Nationalist Socialist Council of Nagalim in 1997. Information on coal mining in Meghalaya is difficult to obtain partly because it is done by private individuals since the land comes under the Sixth Schedule and because much of the coal mined is smuggled to Bangladesh. However, data from the traffic control police indicate that more than 1,000 trucks transport coal from Meghalaya everyday of the mining season. 

Uranium Mining 

The major conflict in the Northeast is around uranium mining in the Khasi Hills of Meghalaya. Till 2003, uranium mining in India was confined to Jadugoda in the East Singhbhum district of Jharkhand where the three underground uranium mines under the Uranium Corporation of India (UCIL) became the foundation of India’s nuclear fuel. UCIL has discovered uranium reserves at Domiasiat in the Khasi Hills of Meghalaya, the Bhima Basin in the Gulbarga district of Karnataka, the Yellapur-Peddagattu area of Nalgonda district and Lambapur near Hyderabad in AP and Bandohoranga near Jamshedpur in Jharkhand. The ores in these mines seem to be of better quality than those being mined at Jadugoda. The company is in process of acquiring land at Bandohoranga while the Meghalaya and AP governments are yet to approve the project. UCIL plans to invest Rs. 31 billion in developing the mines at Domiasiat in Meghalaya (Dubey 2007, Subbarao 2007). In addition, UCIL is exploring uranium deposits in Chhattisgarh and Rajasthan (PTI June 6, 2006). Uranium is also to be found in parts of the Garo Hills and the East Khasi Hills in Meghalaya, Karbi Anglong in Assam and Kameng district in Arunachal Pradesh. This paper will limit itself to Domiasiat.

Uranium mining affects people in two ways: first it deprives them of their livelihood by displacing them from their land. Secondly it destroys their environment. As explained above, mining has displaced thousands of people from their land and livelihood. That will increase since the justification given for the Indo-US Nuclear treaty is that nuclear power is a source of sustainable “green” energy (Dubey 2007). The second is the hazardous nature of uranium mining because it can release radioactive material into the environment. Studies mention the possibility of plutonium, one of its by-products causing cancer (Venkataraman 2007). Also studies of miners in Canada, Sweden and Czechoslovakia  point in the same direction (www.diversitas.org). Thus, uranium mining has negative impacts on the people. 

Uranium Mining in Meghalaya

This paper will limit itself to the mines in the Kylleng-Pyndeng-Sohing area of Domiasiat in West Khasi Hills. This mineral rich district is the largest of Meghalaya and has large reserves of coal, limestone, uranium and granite. In 1972 the Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research (AMDER) declared Domiasiat a potential area for mining. This was confirmed in 1986, and followed by drilling from 1992 to 1996. AMDER abandoned this work temporarily because of protests from local people and social-developmental organisations (Das 2003). The growing nuclear arms race in South Asia has renewed pressure to exploit the Domiasiat yellowcake reserves. In December 2007, the Union Environment and Forest Ministry gave conditional clearance to UCIL for going ahead with uranium mining, based on the report of the Meghalaya Pollution Control Board.

Some persons say that the views expressed in the report are contrary to what was said at the public hearing held when the Khasi Students’ Union (KSU) was holding a week long anti-uranium campaign. Their activists picketed state government offices on June 4-5, 2007 and called a 36-hour bandh beginning June 11. Earlier, KSU had reportedly given an ultimatum to the State government to stop the hearing or face agitation but the pollution control board went ahead with it on June11, 2007 (Dwaipayan 2008). KSU also organised a night road blockade from June 19, 2007 (The Shillong Times June 20, 2007). This agitation is one of many signs that the project meets with opposition and has polarised Meghalaya with the former Khasi Hills Autonomous District Council Chief Executive Member H. S, Shylla in favour of the project and the student body and many civil society groups against it. (The Shillong Times Oct. 31, 2007). The local Congress government in a recent announcement said that it would not take any hasty decision without proper study and expert opinion.

The main reason for the opposition is displacement and environmental hazards. 30,000 persons are likely to be displaced (Das 2003). There has been debate on the issue in the Meghalaya Assembly and Cenral Parliament. Students’ associations, human rights and environmental groups, and health experts opposing the mine feel that Domiasiat is treading in the footsteps of Jadugoda in Jharkhand, where cancer is on the rise along with other inexplicable health problems. There were denials of cancer-related deaths of UCIL employees in Jadugoda. UCIL told the people in Domiasiat that no such risk exists. But the picture does not seem to be as positive as UCIL wants to paint (The Shillong Times June 13, 2007).

Amid this opposition some villagers are reportedly welcoming the project because the area is underdeveloped. So they are ready to be displaced and face environmental degradation in order to get jobs, better educational and a transport infrastructure which UCIL is promising them (PTI June 27, 2006).  Anti-mining campaigners speak of the problems that arose in the brief period of mining in the area and claim that since mining began, the Hills have witnessed a rise in instances of cancer, that many villagers suffer from mysterious diseases and the number of miscarriages has increased (Das 2003). Some studies pointed to 32 deaths (Ahmed 2005) but UCIL claimed that there was no truth in these reports and in others that claimed that children born to people living near the site would suffer from congenital defects (Das 2003). 

The KSU, the Meghalaya People’s Human Rights Council and the Hynniewtrep Environment Status Preservation Organisation organised an open session in July 2007 in Shillong with the UCIL. For the first time, senior officials of the mining agency came with a team of geologists and medical experts to convince the gathering that uranium mining was not as dangerous as it was made out to be. The Atomic Minerals Division claimed that the uranium found in Domiasiat was of "very low grade" and would be used essentially for generating power not to make nuclear bombs. They thus hoped to convince the people of the benefits of uranium mining. But none can provide well-documented information on the social, environmental and health risks that people faced. 

Some social organisations ask whether Domiasiat should remain undeveloped because uranium mining has not begun. In other words, they focus on lack of development in the Northeast in general and in this area in particular. They feel that the promise of a better infrastructure and educational facilities is only meant to convince the people to leave their land. They feel that these promises will not be kept. They thus focus on the right of people to development which should not be subordinated to the nuclear race. They believe that the dialogue should shift to development and all projects should be situated in that context.  
Conclusion

This paper has given the situation of mining in India in general and in the Northeast in particular. The discussion ultimately raises the issue of the development paradigm. Mining is to become more important than in the past and mineral exploitation is presented as development. Some feel that it is development of the mining resources at the cost of the people. Even the new mining policy seems to go in the same direction. So globalisation seems to add to the woes of those who are paying the price of development. To it is added today the Indo-US nuclear deal and the arms race that has engulfed South Asia. But this euphoria must not hide the misery of thousands who are suffering the effects of uranium mining and of other forms of mining. The livelihood lost because of mining is important. 
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