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The Tool Box

The Remining Program Staff in Pennsylvania’s five district offices
dealing with surface mines, successfully worked with the Coal
Industry to cooperatively permit remining sites increasing
reclamation of abandoned mine land.

Six reclamation programs have developed to facilitate remining and
reclamation

Having a toolbox with various programs (tools) to choose from, the
appropriate ones can be combined to match various idiosyncrasies in
designing successful projects.



The Remining Programs
developed are:

. Government Financed Construction Contracts

coal removal

. Miscellaneous Reclamation Projects coal removal

. INo Cost Contracts refuse and coal removal

. Reclamation-in-Lieu of Civil Penalty Agreements

. Remining Permits coal and/or refuse removal

Surety Reclamation.



Period from 1/1/1998 to 2/10/2005

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
District Mining Operations
State Wide Summary Report

Highwall Hlimination | Acreage Reclaimed |  Project Value Commonwealth Cost
GFCC's 6.82 780.59|  $4,508,790.00 $0.00
Misc. Reclamation Projects 1.06 53.00 $445,800.00 $0.00
No Cost Contracts 0.21 132.80 $712,600.00 $0.00
Rec-in-Lieu of Civil Penalty 0.83 92.60 $1,123,187.38 $875,857.00
Remining Program * 107.75 14368.39|  $95,893,987.03 $0.00
Surety Rec 1.44 1095.80{  $13,883,256.37 $6,036,650.10
total 118.11 16523.18| $116,567,620.78 $7,512,507.10

Grand Total (summary of 564 projects)

%

Main programs discussed in this presentation
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Pennsylvania Remining
by District Office

Miles of Highwall

Aacreage Reclaimed

Project Value

Ebensburg 32.73 2700.35 $7,999,477
Greensburg 10.21 1239.6 $6,696,849
Knox 28.92 1393.7 $10,341,763
Moshannon 32.96 2339.4| $10,129,598
Pottsville 2.03 6676.34| $60,711,900
Total 106.85 14349.39| $95,879,587




Federal and State Mining Programs ‘Fit’

SMCRA Title IV&V ||+ SMCRA Title IV
GFC(C’s » PA Title 25 Chapter 87

* ‘Regular Permit*

Highwall 6.82 mi (ROAP) (SOAP)(SUB-F)
780 Acres reclaimed e Financial Guarantees
Value $4,508,790  Highwall 107.75 mi
State Cost  $0.0 * 14,368 acres reclaimed

e Value $95,893,987
e State Cost $0.0




Differences in programs

GFCC * Sub-F or regular SMP
Contract e Only DMO review
Coordination between e Large Data Volume
BAMR OSM and DMO Requirements

Barriers are treated « Water lhability
differently « Large acreage available
No water hability e Penal bond

Limited in Arial Extent

Performance bond
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Large scale projects require support of the ocal clected
officials as well DEP top management. And don’t forget the ™
most important participant, a willing private sector
Businessperson to take on the risk.
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Math

GFCC/ BAMR grant funding £






















The Wynn Wash plant was a deep mine slope opening processing plant
supplied with Pittsburgh Coal in the H.C. Frick Coal (later U.S. Steel)

Basin in PA. Itis a smaller project than Mather but good results were
achieved using a combination approach to reclamation.

A permit was issued for mining a railroad grade bisecting the site
_underlain by solid coal.
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Refuse reclamation on 181 side of the RR.










Remining with SMPs
SUB-F

Remining using regular mining permits 1s the most robust
program.

Remining unreclaimed areas can be added to an existing
project at lower cost with economies of scale making
reclamation feasible.

Sub-Chapter F permits are risky for climatologic and
statistical reasons but work well 1f water 1s managed
properly on site and the site conditions prevent hydrologic
1solation or deep mine elimination.
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Station Parameter Existing THMDL WL A TA Load *Percent

Load Aldlowable {Ibs/daw) {IbsS day) Reduction Reduction =

{lbs day}h Load (Ibs/day) e

{Ib/day)
T ¥
167 Mouth of Potate Garden Run

Al 0.5 Q.5 A ™A 0.0 0
Fe 9.1 S.1 A A 0L ] 1
Nn 27.1 £.9 0.0 8.9 18.2 67 [

Acidity 266.2 266.2 A A 0. o

Aldkalinity 19637
I Alkelineey RN T T | T T

MA meets water gquality standards. Mo TMDLs necessary.

WWLA = point source loads

L& = total nonpeint loads entering segment, including any upstream loads
~Reduction required after upstream reductions are Mmade

PADEP allocated wasteloads to five permitted discharges. Table 4 below presenits a
summary of the WLAs for the Raccoon Creek Watershed. WWhere there are active mining
operations or post-mining discharge treatment in the watershed, Federal regulations require that
subsequent to THRMDL development and approval, point sources permitted effluent limitations be

13




SR-54 Water Quality Analysis Maxcimum Minimum Average
pH 3.1 2.6 2.8
Flow (gpm) 8,988 343 1,596
Acidity (mg/1) 1,940 52 1,047
Total Iron (mg/1l) 426 .4 6 191 .4
Ferrous Iron (mg/1) 93 (4] 11.9
Sulfate (mg/1) 3,250 1,400 2,210
Net Acid Load (1bs/day) 123,060 1,150 19,870
PG-26 Water Quality Analvsis Maximm Minimm Average
pH 4.4 2.5 2.8
Flow (gpm) 1,530 150 503
Acidity (mg/1) 2,760 98 1,490
Total Iron (mg/l) 708 .5 4.7 403
Ferrous Iron (mg/1) 616 0 161
Sulfate (mg/1) 4,200 1,525 2,430
Net Acid Load (1bs/day) 28,110 212 10,280
PG-30 Water Quality Analysis Max immam Minimm Average
PH 3.0 2.7 2.8
Flow (gpm) 59 19 37
Acidity (mg/1) 5,500 1,500 2,715
Total Iron (mg/1l) 495 80 220
Ferrous Iron (mg/l) 125.4 0 62.7
Sulfate (mg/1l) 8,750 3,000 4,350
Net Acid Load (1bs/day) 1,640 700 1,080




NOTE: Same Pond before and
after remining.

All of the farmland shown has been
remined up to the trees. Ridges unmined
usually chain pillars and haulage ways
still intact over 150°cover.
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