MINUTES

The Governor’s Commission on

Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety Meeting

September 12, 2002

Room 105, Rachel Carson State Office Building


The Governor’s Commission on Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety (Commission) was called to order at 10:00 a.m. by David E. Hess, Secretary, Department of Environmental Protection.  A list of the attendees and a copy of the agenda are attached.

I. 
Welcome/Opening Remarks

Mr. Hess opened the meeting by welcoming the Commission on behalf of the Governor.  The Governor formed the Commission shortly after the Quecreek accident and successful rescue of nine miners.  The purpose of the Commission is to look ahead to see if the state is, in fact, looking at the safety of miners in the mines as they are working, in particular, when they are working next to or in proximity to mine voids that may be filled with water.  The main focus should be on the location and identification of mine voids.  The Governor would like a report by November 15.  Mr. Hess asked the Commission members to introduce themselves.  

II.
Swearing in of Members

At 10:20 a.m. Mr. Hess swore in the Commission members.  The meeting was then turned over to Dr. Raja Ramani.  

III.
Introductions


Introductions were done earlier in the meeting.

IV.
Review of Governor Schweiker’s Executive Order

Dr. Ramani thanked each of the members of the Commission for agreeing to serve.  The in-rush of water in the Quecreek mine is an incident that allows the members to look at how an incident like this happened and how to avoid a future incident.  The Governor formed the Commission to take an overview of the problem, from the planning and designing of mines to how to mount an effective effort for rescue.  The first and foremost charge of the Governor’s Executive Order is the design of mines, especially mines adjacent to abandoned mines.  Second, the policies and review process of state agencies in permitting mines adjacent to abandoned underground mines.  Third, the Commission needs to look at training.  What do we do now that is effective and what can we do in the future to improve training?  The Commission also needs to look at inspections and compliance of the mine operations.  Are the mines following through with what was approved for that permit?  Finally, the Commission needs to look at the rescue and response procedures.  It was noted that small mine operations have unique problems and should be addressed also.  Small operations are a very essential part of the mining industry.  It is important to address these issues not only from industry point-of-view but also from small operators point-of-view.  Dr. Ramani then welcomed comments from the other members.  


Frank Kirby said he would like to look at old mine maps and try to get controls of maps before 1970.  These maps should then be put into a central repository.  The members need to find these old mine maps, especially near the mines today, to try to get a handle on them and to get the most up-to-date maps.  Dr. Ramani agreed.  The reliability of the maps has to be established.  First, to get the most up-to-date map and second, to validate the information on the map.


James Lamant would like to look at the regulations in place in regard to state mining laws.  Mr. Lamant would like an explanation to exactly what the law says.  Especially in regards to the permitting process as well as public hearings.  What weight is given to the public’s comments during the permit review process?  Dr. Ramani mentioned that this is part of the Commissions work, to review the laws and regulations.  Dr. Ramani would like the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to have a presentation to go over details of how they approve a permit.  Mr. Lamant would like a clarification of Sections 224 and 236 of the Bituminous Coal Mine Act.  What does it actually say and what does it really mean?  Dr. Ramani agreed and it will be addressed at one of the meetings and DEP will have the appropriate answers.  


Jeffrey Kohler wants to underscore the importance of taking a systems approach.  The purpose of the Commission is to define the level of safety, design practices of mines, training and response and rescue.  


William Harbert thinks it would be appropriate to define test beds where approaches defined by this group could be implemented. Dr. Ramani mentioned that the timeframe is very limited.  There are long-term solutions to problems but can take a long time to develop.  The Commission should not overlook those but they are not the kind of solutions the Commission is looking for in the short-term.  The Commission should take an assessment of where the technology is today, what is the feasibility of this technology to be introduced into the mines immediately and what are the things that agencies can do.  



David Smith believes it is important in the mining community that we have in place a uniform response and rescue procedure.  We should move towards a position where MSHA and everyone else understand how the Commonwealth and the mining community are going to address these issues.  The Commission must work on these things other then in times of crisis.  MSHA has very good safety training for their miners.  Mr. Smith would like to see the community involved in the process.  The community includes firefighters, EMTs, the drilling operators and others.  Mr. Ramani agreed.  An event like Quecreek involves much more than just the mine.  It involves the families of the affected miners, the news media and everything went on so well.  Secretary Hess and Governor Schwieker being there on the site, from when from the emergency happened to when the miners were rescued and providing accurate information to the press and reassuring the families they are doing everything within their powers was most helpful.  It is more than a mine rescue - it is a total community effort.  How do we balance the legal responsibilities of such agencies with the overall responsibility of individuals such as the Governor, the local and private rescue teams?  How do we mount a total rescue effort?  Mr. Ramani is looking forward to Mr. Smith’s input on these issues.  

Steve Kravits believes the agenda at hand will be difficult to accomplish in 2 months.  Target Drilling’s position is to get involved when a mine calls them to see if they can employ accurately placed in-line directionally drilled boreholes. Target Drilling has demonstrated accuracy within a few feet.  As far as assessment of systems technology Target Drilling was pleased with the outcome of Quecreek.  Mr. Kravits wishes that the Quecreek operators had known about our technology.  He would like to work with other agencies, including MSHA, to see if there are ways to improve their technology.  Maybe different techniques can be employed or merged with what we have done.  Target Drilling employs technology that adds additional insurance, basically saving lives.  Mr. Ramani pointed out that horizontal drilling in mines has made tremendous advances within the last 15 years.  It has aided in trying to locate faults and voids in mines, particularly in longwall mines to vent gas.  The question really comes down to the perception of a hazard in order to control a hazard.  If we don’t perceive that there is a hazard then we don’t take the precautions needed.  The real question is: How can we increase the perception of a hazard?  How can we verify and increase the reliability of data?  Are there ways to make sure data is more reliable?  

James Szalankiewicz noted he was involved in a situation in the late 1980s.  In Western Pennsylvania a lot of coal seams outcrop at the surface.  If a farmer needed a place to mine coal he went to the crop line and started to dig.  Nobody ever mapped these little mines close to the coal crop line.  He was involved in hitting one of these mines in the late 1980s, luckily, without a lot of water like Quecreek.  One problem is small country coal mines that have not been mapped.  The other problem is that there are maps everywhere.  There are two primary locations that have maps, one being the Office of Surface Mining (OSM) and the other in McMurray.  They are the first place to look but not the last place.  The fieldwork in the initial permitting process when you go out to take water samples is a good time to look for signs of a mine opening.  Western Pennsylvania is heavy with coal mines and we should be looking at this. The Commission needs to look at the mining laws and update the mapping procedures.  Any new mine that is being set up should be required to be on the GPS system.  Possibly old mines that are operating can be added on the system also.   Regarding Steve’s point about the technology, he didn’t know about it.  The Pennsylvania Coal Association (PCA) helps out if you are a member, but a lot of coal mine operators don’t belong to the PCA. The Commission definitely needs to look at technology.   Dr. Ramani agrees about the technology.  The larger operators pick up the technology first.  He would like to make the knowledge of technology widely available.  Mr. Roberts believes the Commission should make the Governor aware of any suggested changes to mining laws since the Governor can have an active role in introducing legislation.  

J. Scott Roberts believes there are a couple of charges the Commission needs to really look at.  One is the validity of mine mapping and the availability of the maps.  There are over 100,000 mines maps out there.  There are also abandoned mine mapping issues and in Pennsylvania we have a lot of subsidence issues.  Once we have that information - how do we judge its validity in making decisions in whether or not the requirements of law have been met to allow issuance of a permit?  Mr. Roberts promised to get Mr. Szalankiewicz an interpretation of the laws.  Operationally we need to consider that once a permit is issued, if we are not sure where it is at, how do we deal with it.  What design features do we want in that mine?  Where, when and how do we want to test for that mine workings?  How do we want our mine inspectors and certified mine officials that do examinations of mines to identify potential hazards?  Training of the miners on what to do if something happens within the mine is definitely valuable.  We need the folks who are directly involved in an emergency to be able to save themselves first to give everyone else a chance to get to them.


Dr. Ramani will meet with Tom Callaghan and Scott Roberts to provide a outline of the issues raised and see where they fit in relation to the tasks spelled out in the Executive Order.

V. Establish Dates/Times/Milestones for Future Hearing Details

Dr. Ramani began the discussion by stating he believes the Commission can have things wrapped up with two or three meetings.  Mr. Roberts stated that the Governor is insistent that the Commission hold at least two public hearings.  After the two hearings, Mr. Roberts offered the assistance of his staff to help put the draft report together due to the limited timeframe.  Dr. Ramani agreed that there should be a central repository for the report but believes the members should write up their own areas so their input can be represented.  Each of the members should look at what is the state-of-the-art in terms of the issues under discussion to their area of expertise.  It can be a small write up.  The members should look at where we are in 2002 compared to 1950.  Second thing is the current state of the technology that can be applied.  A review of the applicability of each technology or procedure to the task at hand, identification of the limitations of this technology, and finally, recommendations for the Commission.   Reports should be forwarded to Mr. Callaghan before it is forwarded to the other members.  

Dr. Ramani suggested the regulatory policies and permit review procedures for permitting mines adjacent to abandoned mines be handled by Mr. Roberts, Mr. Lamant and Mr. Szalankiewicz.  Mr. Kohler should look into short-term and long-term issues in terms of miners training issues, potential water impoundment and things of that kind.  Mr. Kohler offered to look into rescue and response.  Dr. Ramani agreed and suggested Mr. Smith can help with another question that needs answered:  Who is in charge during a rescue and response situation?  Mr. Roberts mentioned that larger operations have a response team set up but smaller operators do not.  The small operators do not have the resources.  Mr. Harbert will look into the area of  remote and inseam geophysics.  Mr. Roberts provided the Commission with copies of available products that have been sent to him since the Quecreek accident and a publication from the National Research Council, which is the most up-to-date copulation on geophysical methods that are out.  Dr. Ramani also asked Mr. Harbert to look at the limitations of current geophysical methods.  

Mr. Roberts suggested that one of the hearings be held in Somerset.  A suggestion was made to tour the Quecreek mine.  Mr. Roberts mentioned that the mine is still under MSHA control through an order issued on it but he will look into it.  Mr. Roberts suggested having the first hearing on October 3 with the tour on October 2.  If it is not feasible to tour the mine the Commission can tour the surface facility.  Since the Commission has a wrap up date of mid-November, Mr. Roberts suggested having the second hearing October 23 or 24 in a central location to include the concerns from anthracite industry.  Dr. Ramani believes the Commission should have an open hearing where they can hear from interested persons and invited persons.  A lot of people have indicated interest.  The Commission can also recommend people they would like to hear from.  The second hearing can be held to discuss what they have heard and receive feedback.   Mr. Roberts suggested having the second hearing held in Harrisburg or possibly the Pottsville area.  Dr. Ramani would like the members to provide their write-ups to Mr. Callaghan on October 24.  Mr. Roberts suggested a half-day meeting on November 7 or 8 to go over the draft report and finalize it.  Everyone agreed on November 7.  Dr. Ramani invited the members to State College for the final meeting.  He will make the arrangements.

Discussion turned to how to present the report.  Dr. Ramani believes the report should be handed to the Governor first.  If anyone has media calls they should refer them to Karl Lasher, who is one of the press specialists assigned to the Mineral Resources Deputate. 

The Commission adjourned for lunch at 12:12 p.m.

VI. Public Hearing Details

Mr. Roberts would like the invited guests to provide members with a biography that way it will be on the record and the members can spend their time having the benefit of listening to  testimony being able to enter into a dialogue with various experts.  For the general public Mr. Roberts would like to know what their credentials are so we can assign weight to their testimony.  Because of the short time frame the members should remain focused on the details at hand.  

Dr. Ramani, at the Somerset meeting, would like to hear from representatives of miners. Would like them to express what the miners think the Commission should know such as what they experienced.  The Commission should advertise and invite them to sign up.  He has received calls from a mine engineering consultant in Indiana who has some comments on the permitting procedures.   If someone really has substantial comments they should submit it in writing so the members can provide comments.  Dr. Ramani would like to hear from DEP and MSHA on how they do things.  Would like to identify miners and miner’s representatives to provide their comments.  Then the members can review the written documentation.  If anyone has a person they would like to hear from submit their name to the members and they can set aside time for them to be heard.  Mr. Heilman brought up to the members that Barb Sexton would like to have the hearing published in the PA Bulletin as well as the local newspaper.  The special requirements should be noted in the notice. 

Mr. Kohler suggested that if the members invite someone they should express specifically what they are interested in hearing.  

Mr. Szalankiewicz would like to hear more about the reserve of coal and the best effort to find coal.  

Mr. Kravits would like someone from DEP to explain what they look for when approving a permit.  Mr. Roberts mentioned that we should hear from Deep Mine Safety and MSHA also because they provide separate authorizations.  Dr. Ramani is interested in hearing from the Pennsylvania Geological Survey to discuss the latest advancements in mapping procedures.   Mr. Roberts suggested someone should do a presentation on scanning and digitizing older maps.  Mr. Szalankiewicz believes we need a central repository for older maps. Mr. Harbert is also interested in the maps because there are issues of offsets between maps, sometimes as much as 100 feet.  Dr. Ramani agreed.  We need maps to be consistent and maps need to be validated.    Virginia has all maps digitized already.

Mr. Roberts also mentioned that Rick Lohr would like to address the Commission.  Rick Lohr was the first person on site when the Quecreek accident occurred.  Dr. Ramani would like to hear from people who were involved with the Somerset County rescue.  They have been involved and can contribute a different perspective.  

Mr. Roberts would like to have someone who does pre-shift inspections to find out what they look at when they do the inspection. Do they make note of water, if so, what do they look for.   Dr. Ramani agreed.  What is their hazard perception, such as wet bottom or wet roof.  

Mr. Kirby would like to see someone from training.  He heard someone say that the miners at Quecreek where well trained.  How do they train them?  Do they train them specifically in mine voids?  Dr. Ramani recommended someone from NIOSH do a presentation. How will the events of Quecreek affect training in future training programs?  Training should be up-to-date.  Dr. Ramani recommended the members should look at training as to anticipated hazards. How do you anticipate a hazard and how do you respond.  Mr. Roberts would like to know what miners are told to do if they are trapped. Mr. Lamont said that specific training is done in the 40 hours training course.  Dr. Ramani pointed out that in the United States miners are taught to escape first.  If the miner can’t escape they are taught to go to the highest point in the mine and if they can’t to make noise such as hitting the roof.  

Next question is about best engineering practices to be used in the design and layout of modern mines adjacent to abandoned mine workings.  The members would like to find out how small mines get that data and how they are laying out those mines.  With regard to regulatory policies and permitting procedures the members need to know what they are looking at.  Should have a speaker from Bureau of Surface Mining and Reclamation and perhaps MSHA.  How do they perceive precautions such as water flow or wet roof.  Dr. Ramani would like to have some people from the mining industry who have experienced such conditions.  Dr. Harbert suggested someone from Department of Energy.  Dr. Ramani agreed. Next subject is the inspection of the mine. What do inspectors look for and how do they tie it back to a permit application and operating procedures.  Mr. Roberts mentioned the Mr. Lamant has copies of the MSHA report from the Quecreek Mine.  The report includes mine inspector’s notes.  Mr. Lamant would like to hear from MSHA on how the react to the inspectors notes and how do they act on it. Suggested Kevin Strickland.  Mr. Szalankiewicz stated that MSHA really doesn’t get involved.  The burden has been placed on DEP and the mine operators.  Dr. Ramani believes this is a good set of speakers.  The members are to e-mail Dr. Ramani and Mr. Roberts if any other speakers come to mind.

VII. Update on Status of Quecreek

Mr. Callaghan provided a copy of maps from the Quecreek and Saxton Mines.  Mr. Roberts explained the maps to the members.  On sheet 1 or 4 in the gray area shows where the breakthrough occurred.  A copy of a map that was found in the Windber Mine Museum.  There is an investigation being done my MSHA and DEP to look at the circumstances of what happened at the breakthrough.   MSHA is probably not going to look into the response and rescue.  The area that is shown on the Saxton map went from 4 entries down to 2 entries.  The continuation of two entries is not shown at all on the map we have.  On the little map if you go to the second complete crosscut by Station 211, there is a blind crosscut that is not on this map is where the accident happened.  There was a lot of additional mining by the Saxton mine into the reserve that Quecreek thought they had purchased from other people in the past.  Since the rescue took place pumping has continued.  On Monday after the accident DEP staff started looking into what the effects of the pumping were and by Tuesday they had a pretty good indication that we needed to do something.  Then it was a matter of trying to sort out the MSHA order.  DEP ordered Quecreek to stop pumping until they provided treatment. Quecreek complied.  The discharge from the Saxton mine never dried up so there is still a discharge from that mine.  MSHA has completed its interviews with the miners who were trapped in the mine, the officials of the mining company; the engineers who put together the mining company’s permit application and others.  Next step that MSHA is proposing is having an independent survey done of the Black Wolf operations up to the breakthrough and perhaps the Saxton mine.  Mr. Roberts expects MSHA to have preliminary results by mid-November.  He is hopeful he can provide those reports to the Commission members.  Cost of the rescue is being worked out at this time.  DEP is going to sit down and try to mediate these fees.  At this time, DEP is going over the Annual Reports comparing what data is on the last map from the mine with our production records.  The Governor has directed DEP to order other mines that are adjacent to mine workings. 19 mines are adjacent to abandoned mines out of 29 total permits that were adjacent to other mine workings. 8 of those mines are adjacent to active mines. 1 of the mines has declared bankruptcy so no order was issued. DEP is expecting the companies at 500 feet to give us some reason to believe why they mapped those old mine mappings where they are.  On the Quecreek map there is no indication where the information came from.  Mr. Szalankiewicz pointed out that the map is only a projection map, which is not unusual.  The mine was designed not to have permanent discharge.  The key question is how much reliability are we placing on the data we are using to plan our mine.  Mr. Kirby will provide the members with a copy of a report done by Skelly & Lloyd titled “Guideline to Mining Near Water”.

VIII. Format of the Report

A suggestion from Dr. Ramani is to have separate bullet items in the Executive Order and develop a question related to it.  Then provide a discussion of the issue and a response to that question.  The Commission can develop two or three questions and using Quecreek as a guideline to develop those questions. There can be other reasons why we brought up this question.  Then there should be a finding.  The Commission can make suggestions and recommendations for those findings.  The members can decide if there is a unanimous agreement or not.  The recommendation can be more to look at things rather than what needs to be done.  Mr. Callaghan will look at it and put it into a draft compilation of findings. Dr. Ramani and Mr. Roberts will develop a list of questions and send them out to the rest of the members.  If the members think the questions has to be modified or reworked let them know before the next meeting.  Dr. Ramani asked the members to submit recommendations for people to speak.  

IX. Discussion/Questions & Comments from the Public

George Ellis, from the Pennsylvania Coal Association (PCA), which is an organization who represents the coal operators in Pennsylvania. Their operators represent about 90% of the annual production from underground mines.  Mr. Ellis request that at one of the hearings to provide an hour for PCA to have a panel of 3 or 4 people to address the 6 or 7 issues.  Dr. Ramani stated that the Governor has already provided for a representative of PCA on the commission.  Dr. Ramani will accommodate the one-hour request.  Mr. Ellis wants the Commission to understand  that oerational and regulatory issue are separate. One is the safety component done by PCA safety division and by Deep Mine Safety.  The other is the permitting process that is more environmentally oriented and the Department addresses it differently.  He believes one issue that needs to be addressed is to improve communications between the Bureau of Deep Mine Safety and the McMurray office.  Mr. Kohler would like to have a labor organization to address the issues and get their perspective.  

Mr. Kohler asked the members to reconsider the November 7 date.  He would like to meet on November 6 instead.  All the members agreed to meet on November 6.

Mr. Roberts will let the Commission members know more about the meeting in Somerset.  He will provide more information on the tour of the Quecreek mine. 

Mr. Ellis is agreeable with each of the hearing dates.  

X. Adjourn

The Commission adjourned at 3:10 p.m.

MINUTES

The Governor’s Commission on

Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety Meeting

October 3, 2002

Holiday Inn, Johnstown, PA


The Governor’s Commission on Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety (Commission) was called to order at 4:30 p.m. by Dr. Raja Ramani.  A list of the attendees are attached.

I. 
Accomplishments
The Commission noted that the Quecreek miners were invited to speak to the Commission and that the Commissioners provided to their Attorney Howard Messer as requested by Mr. Messer, over the phone, a list of questions for the miners to provide information to the Commission at the public meeting.  The miners did not speak at the public meeting.  
 

The Commission considered a request for a public meeting to be held at Somerset, PA during evening hours and agreed unanimously. The public hearing was set for the evening of October 22, 2002, and that another public meeting would also be held on October 23, 2002 in Somerset, PA if agreeable to UMWA and PCA.

 

It was unanimously decided that a formal request would be sent to the Assistant Secretary of Labor (Mr. Dave Lauriski) requesting any draft report that may have been prepared on its investigation of Quecreek Mine incident or any information, even preliminary, on MSHA's findings on the Quecreek Investigations.  The Commission also noted that responses from MSHA have not been received to its request for speakers at the October 3 and October 9 meetings yet.  It may be worthwhile to follow-up on this matter for the October 9 meeting in Pottsville, PA.

The members reviewed the document, which elaborated on the Governor's charge to the Commission and the list of questions under each of the tasks.  Dr. Ramani indicated that the document on the tasks and the questions thereunder are privileged documents for the Commission's use only, and should be used as a guide to write the findings and conclusions of the report.  The Commissioners were requested to review the list of questions for comprehensiveness, and add or delete questions, as required, for each task, and send the suggestions to Tom Callaghan as soon as possible.

 

Another privileged document, titled “Report of the Governor's Commission” was discussed.  This document outlines the report format.  The manner in which the report would be compiled from the inputs of the Commissioners was discussed.  It was also indicated that the draft report would be reviewed in the Commission's meeting on November 6, 2002 in State College, PA.

 

It was decided that written statements would be requested from Bill Bookshar, Deep Mine Safety.  It was noted that Bill Plassio, McMurray District Mining Office would provide the text of his statement.

The Agenda for the public meeting on October 9 was discussed.  Tom Callaghan gave an idea of the speakers who had signed up so far.  The Commissioners suggested a number of topics and speakers [e.g. GAI, D'Appolonia, OSM's mine map repository office, someone from PA EMA, etc.]


The Commission will meet again on October 10, 2002 in Pottsville, PA.

II.
Adjourn
The Commission adjourned at 5:30 p.m.

MINUTES

The Governor’s Commission on

Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety Meeting

October 10, 2002

Pottsville, PA

The Governor’s Commission on Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety (Commission) was called to order at 9:40 a.m. by Dr. Raja Ramani.  A list of the attendees are attached.

I. 
Discussion
Dr. Ramani began the meeting with a discussion about the November 6 meeting in State College.  The meeting will be held to go over the draft report.  He hopes to have the final draft done by November 8.  Dr. Ramani would like the Commission members to arrive the evening before so that the meeting can start at 8 am in the morning.  Lynn Brickett will make reservations at the Penn Stater and forward the information to the Commission.  

Copies of the respective sections are to be sent to Tom and he will incorporate them into a draft copy.

The report should consist of the following sections:


Executive summary – should be no more than 2 or 3 pages summarizing the Commissions recommendations.  This section can form the majority of the press release identifying the problems and our recommendations.  

Section III – Background of Commissions appointment - brief description of other inundations.  Description of other inundations have been supplied by James Lamont.  It should not be to elaborate, just the idea that this is not unique to PA.  Dr. Ramani will send information where hundreds of people have been killed.  There was one incident in China the same time as Quecreek, another in the Ukraine, Australia, and New South Wales. 

Section IV – Commissions task  - where the Commission looked at the Executive Order to try to outline the scope of work, develop the questions.  The questions are not cast in stone, can be reformatted or eliminated.  Questions form the outline for the Commissions sake.  The questions consist of the current state-of-the-art potential applications, limitations, etc.  Chapter 6 should be written in this manner.  Dr. Ramani, Mr. Roberts and Mr. Callaghan determined the questions and the Commission members were asked for feedback.  

Section V – Commission activities and meetings – in the back of the report Dr. Ramani suggests that there should be an appendix.  Appendix one can be the minutes of the meetings.  The second appendix will consist of a list of information submitted to the Committee.  Copies of the original documents will be maintained in the permanent record.  The next appendix should contain a list of speakers and the meeting that they spoke at.

The Governor’s Executive Order should also be included in the appendix. 

The Commission should list the three or four major things that should be done to prevent this from happening in the future.  Dr. Ramani referred to Mr. Kendorsky’s comments about training.  Good idea but the Commission needs to be looking into preventing this from happening in the first place.

The genesis of the problem starts with someone wanting a permit and submitting a map showing the area where they want to mine including the area of the abandoned mine.  Dr. Ramani wants to keep the concept that when you apply for a permit you will identify your boundary and the abandoned mine.  Permitting authority will look at the map and approve it or disapprove it.  One area to look at is to have someone submit a map of the boundary of the abandoned mine, and then have it certified by someone as part of the permit application.  The permit application then goes to the permitting authority.  The question can also be: When the permit is given, how did the permitting authority look at the boundary and approve it?

Dr. Ramani handed out a document to the Commission members for discussion on the Commission’s task.  The document is marked as privileged and confidential.  The members discussed the document at length.

The members discussed the questions that they would like to ask the nine-trapped miners.  Copies of the questions were sent to their attorney, Mr. Messer, George Ellis from Pennsylvania Coal Association and Dave Rebuck.  Question #3 addresses old mine workings and training, Dr. Ramani knows that Penn State provides training but does not provide inundation training.  With regard to question #4, Dr. Ramani would like to know what action did miners take, what is the procedure for reporting changes in the condition of the mine and to whom do they report changes to?

Mr. Roberts suggested talking about past inundations at the Somerset public hearing to be held October 22-23 to find ways to prevent future problems.  

Looking at the draft letter addressed to MSHA, Dr. Ramani suggested attaching the Executive Order so that he understands that we are looking at preventing future accidents and not Quecreek.  Secondly, he doesn’t want it to look like we are demanding the information.  He wants them to look at the Order and see if they can provide any useful information.  The letter will specifically request a copy of the full Saxman map.  

Mr. Szalankiewicz mentioned that they are meeting on Oct. 21 with Senator Specter and others.  Senator Specter wants to have a hearing on what went on at Quecreek.  They are also meeting with MSHA to try to get some information.  

The Commission next discussed the Commission’s list of tasks and crucial questions in each of the following areas:  

1)
Best Engineering Practices (BEP) to be used in the design and layout of modern mines adjacent to abandoned mine workings.

Reference was made to the NAS report which deals with the subject of maps.  Dr. Ramani believes that this is issue was well addressed in this report. 

2) 
Regulatory policies and permit-review procedures for permitting mines adjacent to abandoned underground mine workings.

3) 
Practices and procedures of mine operations in advance of mining to detect mine voids.

4) 
Training of mine workers who operated mines adjacent to underground mine workings. 

Dr. Ramani will help with this.  The basic complaint was that 8 hours of training is not sufficient.  Now, compared to three years ago, there is training on dust sampling, noise, diesel fuels, etc.  

5)
Inspection and compliance of the mine operations with the approved mine plans and operating requirements.

6) 
Rescue and response procedures, including policies for sharing information with families of the miners affected by the accident.

The Commission ended the meeting with the concurrence that all writings are to be given to Mr. Callaghan by October 21.  The members will have a chance to look at them before October 23.  All materials should be sent to Mr. Callaghan by October 28 and between then and November 4 Dr. Ramani and Mr. Callaghan will be working to finalize.  The November 6 meeting will start at 8:00 a.m. in State College.  Ms. Brickett will notify the members once the date and times are set.  Mr. Callaghan will work on draft Nov. 7 and 8.  He will send the draft copy to everyone on the 8.  The members will look over on the draft copy on Nov. 9 and 10 and by the Nov. 11 a final report should be done.  Mr. Roberts will make arrangements with the in-house print shop so the report can include color pictures.  The members should spend a great amount of time on the Executive Summary.  Making suggestions on some things that DEP can do, some things that the mining company can do, identify technologies.  

II.
Adjourn
The Commission adjourned at 3:40 p.m.

MINUTES

The Governor’s Commission on

Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety Meeting

November 6, 2002

State College, PA

The Governor’s Commission on Abandoned Mine Voids and Mine Safety (Commission) was called to order at 9:00 a.m. by Dr. Raja Ramani.  A list of the attendees are attached.

I.
Discussion

The meeting began with a discussion about the Commission’s Task and Critical Questions.  The members discussed what was sent to Thomas Callaghan.  It was decided to discuss each task and review the final layout for the report.  Below is the final approved layout for the report.

II.
Task #1 Regulatory Policies Recommendations

Bullet Item Number 1

-
Replace 200’ standard with the site-specific evaluation

-
Adopt guidelines for defining hazard zone

-
Modernize statutes to accommodate current technology, eliminate prescriptive tone, share burden with operators

-
Bureau of Deep Mine Safety (BDMS) more active role

-
Search for 1911-1969 era final maps

-
Give BDMS “approve/deny” authority on permits
-
Modernize laws

-
Consolidate anthracite and bituminous laws

-
Allow for programmatic upgrades to keep up with technology

-
Don’t just mimic MSHA laws – pursue implementation of regulatory process w/ public involvement

-
Increase mapping standards

Bullet Item Number 2

-
Specific evaluation of application for “credible evidence”

-
Create specific communication requirements between Bureau of District Mining Offices (BDMO) and BDMS on adjacent mines, mining plan and barrier pillar

-
More active BDMS role in map verification

-
Application should provide pillar design with certification by (non-operator) independent engineer with copies to State, Federal and County – written finding
-
Establish BDMS procedures to reduce barrier pillars with public comments

-
Specifically charge BDMS with safety review of application

-
Evaluate application data based on veracity of known information.  Establish procedures to reduce pillars in permit conditions

Bullet Item Number 3

-
Create map repository and secondary location (county)

-
Map on state plane system

-
Create criteria for “final’ maps

-
Implement preservation program w/ archival conditions, photographic record, and electronic storage.  Recommend finding fund source and add advisory board 

-
Develop database of production information

-
Systematically search for additional maps.  Deal with property rights.

-
Catalog all known maps

Bullet Item Number 4

-
Application list information source on maps

-
Look at all data sources, provide to all interstate agencies

Bullet Item Number 5 

-
Technical Guidance Document on presenting map information

-
Specific communication between BDMS, BDMO and applicant

Bullet Item Number 6

-
Include MSHA as a “notified” agency

III.
Task #2 - Best Engineering Practices Recommendations

-
Surveys by closed loop

-
< Ties of 0°01’00”

-
Coordinate tie 1:10,000

-
Minimum distance established from final face (100’)

-
Note elevation datum 

-
closure ± 0.01ft/1000

-
All mines tied to State Plan (’83)

-
Possible exceptions

-
Mine foreman should not retreat before take-up

-
Note exceptions on map

-
Note source of 2nd mining information on map

-
Project to digitally store and geo-reference maps

-
Pilot project (AML funding)

-
Develop database for mapping/production records

-
Work with Office of Surface Mining

-
Preservation and protection of maps

-
Public advertising campaign asking for maps 

-
Disney

-
Develop “scale of certainty” during permitting

-
Barrier designs are adequate if extents are known

-
Addition of design mine guidelines

-
Reference to National Academy of Science Book, Chapter 4

IV.
Task #3 Practices and Procedures

-
Location post 1911 map - task force

-
Encourage use of physical methods to verify existence or non-existence of mine void

-
Encourage further development of long-hole drilling technology in conjunction with geophysical technologies

-
Technical guidance developed for long-hole drilling to expedite implementation (702)

-
Recommend geophysical test be conducted under controlled protocol to approve technology (be specific)

-
Encourage and develop alternatives 20’ drill holes to satisfy §224 B (Bituminous)

-
Mine personnel made aware of and consequences of changes in H2O chemistry, etc.

-
Encourage development and implementation of “state of the art” two-way communication

V.
Task #4 Inspection Frequency and Type

-
Inspectors understand veracity of maps

-
Pay attention to changes in mine conditions indicative to old mine workings

-
Examine use of chemistry as a diagnostic tool

-
Verify and document approved plans for locating old works are being followed

-
Encourage regular and effective communication between state and Federal inspectors along with company management and labor representatives

-
Make sure historic information is shared between agencies

-
Assess mines as the move toward abandoned mine with additional inspections/ evaluations to ensure advance holes are drilled
VI.
Task #5 Training

-
Develop an “inundation” module for use at medium and high risk mines 

-
Safety talk or tailgate training format

-
Develop a “continuing education” module for mining professionals/managers/inspectors

-
Link to Emergency Response

-
Continue command center training

-
Continue “emergency communications “triangle” module

VII.
Task #6 Emergency Response

-
Adopt IMS as statewide standard

-
Train rescuers, operators, and responders in IMS

-
Coordinate-communicate-exercise-evaluation of IMS

-
Support Mutual Aid legislation

-
Support site security initiatives

-
DEP establish responder fund

-
Adopt UA 800 standards for families

-
Ensure local agencies receive mine rescue awareness training.

-
Alarming drop in rescue and response personnel in Pennsylvania 

The following items were approved by unanimous vote by:

Dr. Ramani

William Harbert

Frank Kirby

Jeff Kohler

Steve Kravits

James Lamont

J. Scott Roberts

David Smith

James Szalankiewicz

