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(iv)

Government directed to implement the
recommendations - Direction to Expert Committee
to undertake similar exercise, as in the present
case, in respect of other protected monuments in
the State, having mining operations in their vicinity
and submit its report to State Government - Central
Government also directed to appoint an Expert
Committee to examine impact of mining on
protected monuments under 1958 Act - Ancient
Monuments and Archaeological Sites and Remains
Rules, 1959 - r. 10 - Karnataka Ancient and
Historical Monuments and Archaeological Sites
and Remains Rules, 1966 - rr. 11 to 15 - Mines
and Minerals (Development and Regulation) Act,
1957 - Mineral Concession Rules, 1961 - Mineral
Conservation and Development Rules, 1988 -
Constitution of India, 1950 - Directive Principles -
Art. 49.

(ii) Protection of Ancient Monuments - Mining
activities around protected ancient monuments -
Ban on - Effect of - On right to development - Held:
Right to developmental includes whole spectrum
of civil, cultural, economic, political and social
process for the improvement of people's well being
and realization of their full potential - In view of the
principle of sustainable development, the protection
of ancient monuments has necessarily to be kept
in mind, while carrying out development activities
- Principle of sustainable development.
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