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DECEMBER 2005

Review was granted in the following cases during the month of December:

Secretary of Labor, MSHA v. Sherwin Alumina Company, Docket No. CENT 2005-180-M.
(Chief Judge Lesnick, unpublished Default Order issued November 2, 2005).

Secretary of Labor, MSHA v. Jim Walter Resources, Inc., Docket No. SE 2003-160.
(Judge Barbour, November 1, 2005).

No cases were filed in which Review was denied during the month of December
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW
SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

December 8, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH :
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) : Docket No. KENT 2006-18
: A.C. No. 15-18808-60638
V.

PREMIER ELKHORN COAL COMPANY
BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On October 14, 2005, the Commission received from Premier
Elkhorn Coal Company (“Premier Elkhorn’) a motion made by counsel to reopen a penalty
assessment that had become a final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the
Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On June 29, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA”) issued a proposed penalty assessment to Premier Elkhorn for a citation issued to the
company by MSHA on May 19, 2005. Mot. at 1. Premier Elkhorn states in its motion that it had
already timely contested the citation. Id. That contest is the subject of Docket No. KENT 2005-
307-R, which is currently on stay before Commission Administrative Law Judge Avram
Weisberger. Premier Elkhorn states that it failed to timely contest the proposed penalty
assessment at issue because the assessment erroneously included another citation and Premier
Elkhorn believed that a corrected assessment would follow. Id. The Secretary states that she
does not oppose Premier Elkhorn’s request for relief.
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We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure™); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed that default is a
harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause for a failure to
timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the merits permitted.
See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17T FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

Having reviewed Premier Elkhorn’s motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this
matter to the Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists
for Premier Elkhorn’s failure to timely contest the penalty proposal and whether relief from the
final order should be granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, this case shall
proceed pursuant to the Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

Ma’ry Lﬂordan, (&émissioner .

Stanley C.W, Commissioner

7 .
Michf G. Youn:k,/?ﬁtﬁrioncr
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW

SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001
December 8, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,

MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH :

ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) 3 Docket No. LAKE 2006-4

3 A.C. No. 12-02215-54343
V.

GIBSON COUNTY COAL, LLC

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On October 12, 2005, the Commission received from Gibson
County Coal, LLC (“Gibson”) a motion made by counsel to reopen a penalty assessment that had
become a final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C.
§ 815(a).

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On April 12, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA”) issued a proposed penalty assessment to Gibson for an order issued to the company
by MSHA on January 26, 2005. Mot. at 1. Gibson states in its motion that it had already timely
contested the order, which is the subject of Docket No. LAKE 2005-68-R. Id. at 1-2. This
proceeding is currently on stay before Commission Administrative Law Judge T. Todd Hodgdon.
Gibson states that it failed to timely contest the proposed penalty assessment at issue due to an
oversight by its interim safety director and a member of its accounting staff. Id. at 2-3; Aff. of G.
Timmons. The Secretary states that she does not oppose Gibson’s request for relief.
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We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure™); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed that default is a
harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause for a failure to
timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the merits permitted.
See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17T FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

Having reviewed Gibson’s motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this matter to the
Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists for Gibson’s
failure to timely contest the penalty proposal and whether relief from the final order should be
granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, this case shall proceed pursuant to the
Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

N\

Michael FNBuffy, Chairman

Ve, L

MaJS/ Lu }Grdan, C issioner

e

Stanley C. S%Commissioner

{Ssioner

Mich3
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW
SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

December 8, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH :
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) : Docket No. PENN 2006-1
: A.C. No. 36-07059-63884
V.
CHESTNUT COAL

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On October 4, 2005, the Commission received from Chestnut
Coal (“Chestnut”) a motion made by counsel to reopen a penalty assessment that had become a
final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On August 10, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA”) issued a proposed penalty assessment to Chestnut for citations and orders issued to
the company by MSHA on February 1 and 14, 2005. Mot. at 1. Chestnut states in its motion that
it had already timely contested the citations and orders, which are the subject of Docket Nos.
PENN 2005-120-R through PENN 2005-123-R and PENN 2005-125-R through PENN 2005-
129-R.! Mot. at 1. Those proceedings are currently on stay before Commission Administrative
Law Judge Gary Melick. Chestnut states that it failed to timely contest the proposed penalty

! On August 4, 2005, Chestnut’s contest in Docket No. PENN 2005-124-R was
dismissed because the Secretary had vacated the citation at issue.
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assessment at issue because Joe Shingara, Chestnut’s management representative, believed that
the company’s contests of the citations and orders obviated the need to respond to the proposed
penalty assessment. Id. at 1-2; Aff. of J. Shingara. The Secretary states that she does not oppose
Chestnut’s request for relief.

We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure™); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed that default is a
harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause for a failure to
timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the merits permitted.
See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17 FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

Having reviewed Chestnut’s motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this matter to
the Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists for
Chestnut’s failure to timely contest the penalty proposal and whether relief from the final order
should be granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, this case shall proceed
pursuant to the Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

N SN —

Michael F™Ruffy, Chairman

bt

Miry Ll#[ ordan, C&){m.issioner

21 FMSHRC 886



Distribution

Adele L. Abrams, Esq.

Law Office of Adele L. Abrams, P.C.
4740 Corridor Place, Suite D
Beltsville, MD 20705

W. Christian Schumann, Esq.
Office of the Solicitor

U.S. Department of Labor

1100 Wilson Blvd., 22™ Floor West
Arlington, VA 22209-2247

Chief Administrative Law Judge Robert J. Lesnick
Federal Mine Safety & Health Review Commission
Office of Administrative Law Judges

601 New Jersey Avenue, N.W., Suite 9500
Washington, D.C. 20001-2021

27 FMSHRC 887



FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW
SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

December 8, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH :
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) - Docket No. WEST 2006-10-M
- A.C. No. 04-00011-39628
V.

RIVERSIDE CEMENT COMPANY
BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On October 4, 2005, the Commission received from
Riverside Cement Company (“Riverside”) a motion made by counsel to reopen a penalty
assessment that had become a final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the
Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On October 6, 2004, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA?”) issued a proposed penalty assessment to Riverside for a citation issued to the
company by MSHA on July 12, 2004. Mot. at 1. Riverside states in its motion that it had
already timely contested the citation. Id. That contest is the subject of Docket No. WEST 2004-
420-RM, which is currently on stay before Commission Administrative Law Judge Richard W.
Manning. Riverside states that it failed to timely contest the proposed penalty assessment at
issue because it had called MSHA about discrepancies in the assessment and MSHA had told it
to wait to file its hearing request until it received a revised assessment. Id. at 2-3; Aff. of D.
Fionda. According to Riverside, however, it received no revised assessment or other
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communications from MSHA regarding the matter. /d. The Secretary states that she does not
oppose Riverside’s request for relief.

We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure”); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed that default is a
harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause for a failure to
timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the merits permitted.
See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17T FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

Having reviewed Riverside’s motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this matter to
the Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists for
Riverside’s failure to timely contest the penalty proposal and whether relief from the final order
should be granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, this case shall proceed
pursuant to the Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

i, Commissioner

Mict;éel G. Ylilg:f/f%ﬁ@m
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION
601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW

SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001
December 8, 2005
SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA)
V. ) Docket No. PENN 2005-232

A.C. No. 36-00958-58520 A

JOHN J. STECH,
employed by EIGHTY-FOUR MINING CO.

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On August 8, 2005, the Commission received a motion made
by counsel on behalf of John J. Stech, employed by Eighty-Four Mining Co., to reopen a penalty
assessment against Stech under section 110(c) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 820(c), that had
become a final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C.
§ 815(a). Counsel filed an amended motion on August 12, 2005.

Under the Commission’s Procedural Rules, an individual charged under section 110(c)
has 30 days following receipt of the proposed penalty assessment within which to notify the
Secretary of Labor that he or she wishes to contest the penalty. 29 C.F.R. § 2700.26. If the
individual fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment is deemed a final order
of the Commission. 29 C.F.R. § 2700.27.

On June 6, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA”) mailed a proposed penalty assessment to Stech alleging that he was personally liable
under section 110(c) of the Mine Act for a citation (No. 7018563) issued to his employer,
Eighty-Four Mining Co. Am. Mot. at 1-2. MSHA mailed the proposed penalty assessment to
Stech at the office of his counsel, though addressed simply to Stech, not to or in care of counsel.
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Id. atEx. 1.!

Stech’s counsel states that the return receipt for the proposed assessment indicates that it
was delivered to and signed for by Penny Reddy, who according to counsel is employed by a
company in the same building as his firm, but which is on a different floor altogether and is not
related to his firm in any way. Id. at 2. Counsel for Stech only learned of the proposed
assessment on August 1, 2005 when counsel for the Secretary in a related matter provided him a
copy. Id. In his motion, Stech states that he “intended to contest the penalty and underlying
citation.” Id. The Secretary does not oppose Stech’s request for relief.

Here, the proposed penalty assessment was delivered to the wrong address. Under these
circumstances, we conclude that Stech was not notified of the penalty assessment, within the
meaning of the Commission’s Procedural Rules, until at least August 1, 2005. In his motion to
reopen this matter, filed with the Commission on August 8, 2005, Stech clearly states his intent
to contest the proposed penalty assessment against him. We conclude from this that Stech timely
notified the Secretary that he wished to contest the proposed penalty, once he had actual notice of
the proposed assessment. Id.

! In another case we are deciding today, Neil et al. employed by Elk Run Coal Co.,
Docket Nos. WEVA 2005-173 through WEVA 2005-176, we note that Commission Procedural
Rule 25 states that the “Secretary, by certified mail, shall notify . . . any other person against
whom a penalty is proposed of the violation alleged.” Slip op. at 2 (citing 29 C.F.R. § 2700.25).
In Neil, and now in this case, confusion has arisen from the manner in which proposed penalty
assessments were sent to section 110(c) respondents. If the Secretary had sent the penalty
proposal at issue here to Stech at his home address or “in care of”” counsel at counsel’s address,
the confusion would presumably have been avoided.
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Accordingly, the proposed penalty assessment is not a final order of the Commission.
We remand this matter to the Chief Administrative Law Judge for assignment to a judge. This
case shall proceed pursuant to the Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R.
Part 2700.

Mary Lu J ?fdan, Corr#igsioner

e il

Stanley C. ski, Commissioner

27 FMSHRC 893



Distribution

R. Henry Moore, Esq.

Jackson Kelly, PLLC

Three Gateway Center, Suite 1340
401 Liberty Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

W. Christian Schumann, Esq.
Office of the Solicitor

U.S. Department of Labor

1100 Wilson Blvd., 22™ Floor West
Arlington, VA 22209-2247

Chief Administrative Law Judge Robert J. Lesnick
Federal Mine Safety & Health Review Commission
Office of Administrative Law Judges

601 New Jersey Avenue, N.W., Suite 9500
Washington, D.C. 20001-2021

27 FMSHRC 894



FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION
601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW

SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001
December 8, 2005
SECRETARY OF LABOR, : Docket No. WEVA 2005-173
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH : Case No. 00057242 A
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) :
> Docket No. WEVA 2005-174
V. - Case No. 00052743 A
GARY D. NEIL, and - Docket No. WEVA 2005-175
DEMPSEY W. PETRY, and : Case No. 00052744 A
STEPHEN L. FRUSH, and :
RICHARD C. KIM, : Docket No. WEVA 2005-176
employed by ELK RUN COAL CO. - Case No. 00052745 A

Mine ID 46-07009

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”).! On July 18, 2005, the Commission received separate (though
largely identical) motions made by counsel on behalf of Gary D. Neil, Dempsey W. Petry,
Stephen L. Frush, and Richard C. Kim, all employees of Elk Run Coal Co. (“the respondents”),
to reopen penalty assessments against each employee under section 110(c) of the Mine Act, 30
U.S.C. § 820(c), that had become final orders of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of
the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

Under the Commission’s Procedural Rules, an individual charged under section 110(c)
has 30 days following receipt of the proposed penalty assessment within which to notify the
Secretary of Labor that he or she wishes to contest the penalty. 29 C.F.R. § 2700.26. If the
individual fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment is deemed a final order

! Pursuant to Commission Procedural Rule 12, on our own motion, we hereby
consolidate docket numbers WEVA 2005-173, WEVA 2005-174, WEVA 2005-175, and WEVA
2005-176, in which all the respondents are employees of Elk Run Coal Co., and which all
involve similar procedural issues. 29 C.F.R. § 2700.12.
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of the Commission. 29 C.F.R. § 2700.27.

In the respondents’ motions to reopen, their counsel states that she did not discover that
the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration (“MSHA”) had proposed
penalties against the respondents until May 26, 2005, when Commission Administrative Law
Judge Gary Melick lifted a stay in related proceedings, Elk Run Coal Co., WEVA 2005-30. Mot.
at 2. Upon investigation, counsel determined that MSHA mailed proposed penalty assessments
to each of the respondents at her office (addressed simply to the respondents, not to or in care of
counsel), and that the assessments were signed for by her receptionist on March 21, 2005. Id. at
3. Counsel further states that she and her firm have “conducted a thorough internal investigation
and have been unable to locate the documents or determine what happened to them.” Id. The
Secretary does not oppose any of the respondents’ requests for relief.

Commission Procedural Rule 25 states that the “Secretary, by certified mail, shall notify
the operator or any other person against whom a penalty is proposed of the violation alleged, the
amount of the proposed penalty assessment, and that such person shall have 30 days to notify the
Secretary that he wishes to contest the proposed penalty assessment.” 29 C.F.R. § 2700.25.
(emphasis added). Counsel states that as a result of the penalty proposals being lost, none of the
respondents ever “received the assessment documents.” Mot. at 4. Though the respondents at
some point in time received actual notice of the proposed assessments, it cannot be determined
from the pleadings when such notice was received.’

The Commission possesses jurisdiction to reopen uncontested assessments that have
become final Commission orders. Jim Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993)
(“JWR”). In evaluating requests to reopen final orders, the Commission has found guidance in
Rule 60(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be
entitled to relief from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake.
See 29 C.F.R. § 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable
by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure”); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed
that default is a harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause
for a failure to timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the
merits permitted. See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17 FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

? The confusion generated in this matter arises, in large part, from the manner in which
the proposed penalty assessments were sent to the respondents. That confusion could have been
avoided had the Secretary sent the penalty proposals to the respondents at their home addresses
or “in care of” counsel at counsel’s address.
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Having reviewed the respondents’ motions, in the interests of justice, we remand these
matters to the Chief Administrative Law Judge to determine whether good cause exists to reopen
these proceedings. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, these cases shall proceed
pursuant to the Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

Michael

Wos, fo Nt

Mary Lu éarzlan, C{ymjssioner

Mlcl'?él G Ym?{ / ssioner
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW
SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

December 12, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA)

V. : Docket No. WEVA 2003-149

ELK RUN COAL COMPANY, INC.

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners
DECISION

BY THE COMMISSION:

This case involves a civil penalty proceeding under the Federal Mine Safety and Health
Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C. § 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act” or “Act”). The Department of Labor’s
Mine Safety and Health Administration (“MSHA”) issued a citation to Elk Run Coal Company,
Inc. (“Elk Run”), charging it with a violation of 30 C.F.R. § 75.220(a)(1), as a result of failing to
comply with its roof control plan.! Administrative Law Judge Avram Weisberger affirmed the
citation but determined that the violation was not the result of the operator’s unwarrantable
failure and that it was not significant and substantial (“S&S”). 26 FMSHRC 761, 762-69 (Sept.
2004) (ALJ). The Secretary of Labor filed a petition for review limited to the judge’s S&S
determination, and the Commission granted review. For the reasons that follow, we vacate the
judge’s decision on the S&S issue and remand the proceeding for further consideration.

! Section 75.220 provides in pertinent part:

(a)(1) Each mine operator shall develop and follow a roof control
plan, approved by the District Manager, that is suitable to the
prevailing geological conditions, and the mining system to be used
at the mine. Additional measures shall be taken to protect persons
if unusual hazards are encountered.
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L
Factual and Procedural Backeround

EIlk Run operates the Black King I North Portal Mine, an underground coal mine located
in Boone County, West Virginia. 26 FMSHRC 761. During July 2002, Elk Run was pillar
mining in an area of the mine designated 013-014 MMU. Id. The area contained seven entries,’
numbered one to seven, reading from left to right.’ Id. The rows of pillars were designated by
letters A to F (with A being the most inby row), and ran perpendicular to the entries. Id. Each
row was comprised of six blocks of unmined coal, or pillars, numbered one to six, again reading
from left to right Id. Each block was identified by referencing its location by row and seriatim
order within that row; for example, in the first row the first block between the first and second
entry is row A block 1p. Id. atn.1.

Elk Run utilized pillar mining in this section of the mine. On advance, the continuous
miner mined seven entries on 55-foot centers and connecting crosscuts on 90-foot centers, 20-
feet wide, leaving six unmined pillars standing in each row, each 70-feet long by 35-feet wide.
Tr. 321, 350-52. Then, when the miner had advanced as far as it could go, it retreated by mining
the pillars as it proceeded outby by “splitting the block,” or mining through the center of the
pillars with a 35-foot long and a 20-foot wide cut. Tr. 145, 165, 349-50. Elk Run used two
continuous miners in the area, each operating from right to left.* 26 FMSHRC at 761. The left
side miner usually mined in entries one to three,’ while the right side miner mined in entries four
through seven. Id. at 761-62. In a normal mining sequence, after the continuous miner
completed the cutting of its assigned pillars in a row, it retreated and mined the next row outby.
Id. at 762; Tr. 209.

Elk Run’s approved roof control plan addressed several conditions in the mine pertinent
to the instant proceeding. In specifying the sequence of pillar mining, the plan provided, “No
more than 2 rows of blocks shall be started until inby blocks are completed.” Gov’t Ex. 4 at 11.
In addition, the plan required that, once mining had been completed on a pillar inby, eight

% An entry in coal mining generally serves as “a haulage road, gangway, or airway to the
surface.” Am. Geological Institute, Dictionary of Mining, Mineral, and Related Terms 188 (2d
ed. 1997).

3 A drawing of the relevant area of the mine was produced at trial and admitted into
evidence. Tr. 42-44, 78; Gov’t Ex. 2. A copy of the exhibit is attached.

4 Gov’t Ex. 2 shows only the left side miner, which is designated “CM.” Tr. 66, 71-72,
101.

5 In this area of the mine, the blocks between the first and second entries in all of the
rows (designated 1p on Gov’t Ex. 2) were not cut. Tr. 329.
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breaker posts must be set in the entry in the next outby row. Id. at 19. According to MSHA
inspector Danny Meadows, the posts served two purposes — impeding traffic to the area that had
been mined and providing support for the roof once the roof had been weakened by the splitting
of the pillars. Tr. 92-95. Nothing in the roof control plan required the operator to take a
complete cut out of a pillar. Tr. 137,

During July 2002, Elk Run operated two production shifts: one in the day, which ran
from 6:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., and one in the evening, which ran from 4:00 p.m. to 1:00 a.m. 26
FMSHRC at 762. In addition, a midnight maintenance shift, during which no coal was mined,
generally started between 11:00 p.m. and midnight and lasted until 8:00 a.m. Id. On each
production shift, the section foreman filled out the “Foreman’s Production Report,” which
indicated where coal was being cut and the times at which mining began and ended in each cut.
Id. at 764; Gov’t Ex. 5. Entries on the report were made generally in the order in which the coal
was mined. Tr. 229-30.

On July 23, MSHA inspector Meadows was at the mine to conduct a quarterly inspection.
26 FMSHRC at 762; Tr. 31-32. He first went to the mine office where he met with mine
superintendent Gary Neil and examined the mine map and pre-shift books. Tr. 33-34. Meadows
then went underground to inspect the pillar line, where he met day shift section foreman Phil
Saunders. 26 FMSHRC at 762; Tr. 40-42. When Meadows arrived at the pillar line around 9:45
a.m., the left side miner was parked in the number 2 entry between rows C and D. 26 FMSHRC
at 762. The left side miner was not mining any coal at that time, although a room off to the side
of the number 1 entry had been mined earlier that morning. Id.; Tr. 258-259; Gov’t Ex. 5 at 2.
The right side miner was not mining any coal that day. Tr. 273.

Meadows and Saunders observed that, in row B, block 3p (identified as “f’ on Gov’t Ex.
2) and block 4p (identified as “e” on Gov’t Ex. 2) had been mined through, as had blocks 5p and
6p. 26 FMSHRC at 762; Gov’t Ex. 2. Also, in row B, block 2p (identified as “a” on Gov’t Ex.
2) had been cut but not mined all the way through. 26 FMSHRC at 762. There were no timbers

set in entry 2 outby row B. Id.

In row C, the only blocks that had been mined were block 5p, which was between the
number 5 and 6 entries, and block 6p, which was between the number 6 and 7 entries. Id. In row
D, block 6p, which was between the number 6 and 7 entries, was the only block that had been
mined, and it had been cut all the way through. Id. The production report for the evening shift
on July 22 indicated that the left side miner was out of service during some of the shift. Tr. 222;
Gov’'t Ex. 5 at 1.

Around 10:00 a.m. that moming, Meadows issued a citation alleging a violation of 30
C.F.R. § 75.220(a)(1). The citation charged Elk Run as follows: “The operators (sic) roof
control plan is not being complied with on the 013-014 MMU in that pillars are not being
extracted as the plan requires. Three rows of blocks were started at the same time.” Gov’t Ex. 3.

27 FMSHRC 901



The inspector designated the violation as S&S and charged that the violation occurred as a result
of the operator’s unwarrantable failure. Id.

Elk Run filed a notice of contest, and the case was assigned to a judge. The case
proceeded to trial, and the judge subsequently issued a decision in which he affirmed the citation.
The judge initially noted that the parties agreed that rows C and D had been started but not
completed, and the central issue was whether the Secretary had established that Elk Run’s cutting
of block 2p in row B was incomplete. 26 FMSHRC at 762-63. On this point, the judge noted
conflicts between the testimony of MSHA inspector Meadows and Elk Run foreman Saunders.
The judge concluded that there was no evidence of any mining in rows B, C, or D during the
morning of July 23, when Meadows issued the citation, and that by then Elk Run had determined
that mining in row B was completed and there was no intent to go back and finish the cut in block
2p. Id. at 763-64. Contrary to Elk Run’s position, however, the judge concluded that his inquiry
was not limited to that morning, but rather he could find a violation if, at any time prior to the
issuance of the citation, the record established that row B and the two outby rows, C and D, had
been started but not completed. Id. at 763-64.

Because there was no testimony concerning the sequence of cutting or what Elk Run
intended to do at the conclusion of the evening shift on July 22, the judge examined the
Production Reports (Gov’t Ex. 5) that were in evidence. 26 FMSHRC at 764. On July 22, the
Foreman'’s Production Report indicated that the right side miner had completed cuts on blocks 6p
and 5p (in row C) and block 6p (in row D).° Id.; Gov’t Ex. 5 at 1. On the basis of the production
reports and the fact that breaker posts “had not been set in Entry No. 2 row C outby row B block
2P,” the judge concluded that it “might reasonably be inferred that, at the conclusion of the July
22 evening shift, row B had not been completed, . . . , and rows C and D had been started, but not
completed.” 26 FMSHRC at 764-65 & nn.5-6 (emphasis in original). The judge further noted
that Elk Run failed to produce any probative evidence to rebut the inferences.” Id. at 765.
Therefore, the judge concluded that at the end of the evening shift on July 22, row B had not been
completed, and outby rows C and D had been started and not completed. Id. Accordingly, the
judge found that Elk Run was in violation of its roof control plan and section 75.220(a). Id.

In examining the designation of the citation as due to Elk Run’s unwarrantable failure, the
judge noted foreman Saunders’ prompt efforts to abate the violative condition. Id. at 767. On this
point, the judge credited Saunders’ testimony that he had ordered timbers to block the entry off
shortly after he arrived in the section on the moming of July 23. Id. at 766-67 & n.7. He further
noted the short duration during which the condition had existed. He also considered that Elk Run
had not been placed on notice that greater efforts were necessary for compliance, that the degree

® As the judge noted, the production report does not indicate the row in which the
particular block listed in the report was located. 26 FMSHRC at 764 n.5. See Gov’t Ex. 5.

7 Ralph Williams, the section foreman on the evening shift, left his employment with Elk
Run at the end of his shift on July 22 and moved to Alabama. Tr. 167, 203-04.
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of danger caused by the violation was mitigated by its existence primarily during a non-production
shift, and that there was no production in the area on the morning of July 23. The judge then
concluded that the violation was not due to Elk Run’s unwarrantable failure.® Id. at 767.

With regard to the S&S designation, the judge relied on the criteria in Mathies Coal Co., 6
FMSHRC 1, 3-4 (Jan. 1984). The judge found that there was a violation of the roof control plan
and section 75.220(a). 26 FMSHRC at 768. He further found that pillar mining weakens roof
support and that by leaving three rows of blocks that had not been completed, Elk Run had
exacerbated the problem. Id. He further noted that Elk Run’s failure to install breaker posts to
prevent any roof fall from continuing outby further contributed to the hazard. Id. Therefore, he
concluded that the first and second elements of Mathies (the presence of an underlying violation
of a mandatory safety standard and a discrete safety hazard contributed to by the violation,
Mathies, 6 FMSHRC at 3-4) had been met. 26 FMSHRC at 768. In addressing the third element
of Mathies, whether there was a reasonable likelihood that the hazard contributed to will result in
an injury, the judge found that there was no evidence presented that the roof was undergoing any
specific type of stress and that there was no evidence that the roof had ever fallen in this section of
the mine. Id. at 768-69. The judge concluded that the Secretary had failed to establish that there
was a reasonable likelihood of a roof fall and that the violation was not S&S. Id. at 769.

In assessing a penalty for the violation, the judge examined the penalty criteria and
concluded that a penalty of $1,000 was appropriate. Id.

II.

Disposition

As noted above, the judge found that Elk Run violated its roof control plan, and the
operator has not appealed that finding. The Secretary has, however, appealed the judge’s adverse
S&S determination, arguing that the judge erred, as a matter of law, in concluding that, because
there was no evidence that the roof was undergoing any specific types of stress that could lead to a
roof fall, there was not a reasonable likelihood that the hazard contributed to by the violation
would result in an injury. PDR at 7-8.° The Secretary adds that she did present testimony credited
by the judge that the violation made a roof fall reasonably likely because of the additional stress
placed on the mine roof by pillar mining. Id. at 8-10. The Secretary further states that she
presented evidence that specific stress on the roof was created because each time a pillar was
mined in one of the three uncompleted rows, additional stress was placed on the roof of the mine.
Id. at 10-13. The Secretary also argues that the judge erred in concluding that the violation was

¥ Neither the judge’s finding of violation nor his unwarrantable failure determination is
before the Commission on appeal.

? The Secretary designated her petition for discretionary review as her brief and
submitted an additional citation of supplemental authorities (“Sup’l Br.”).
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not S&S by relying on the fact that there had not been a roof fall in this section of the mine. Id. at
14-15. Finally, the Secretary asserts that the judge erred by failing to address testimony
demonstrating that Elk Run’s failure to adhere to its roof control plan made it more likely that a
roof fall would occur, creating a risk of a serious injury. Id. at 15-17. The Secretary concludes by
requesting that the Commission vacate the judge’s decision and remand the case back to the judge
for application of the correct legal standard. Id. at 17-18.

In response, Elk Run argues that the judge’s decision followed Commission precedent and
is supported by substantial evidence. E.R. Br. at 6-7. It asserts that the judge properly rejected the
testimony of the MSHA inspector because his opinions were not tied to any specific conditions of
the mine but were general assertions of hazards. Id. at 7-8. Further, the operator argues that the
Commission, in determining S&S, has considered the conditions surrounding a violation and the
history of injuries associated with the type of violation at issue. Id. at 8. Elk Run also contends
that the brief duration of the violation, primarily during the non-production shift, mitigated the
degree of danger presented by the violation. Id. at 8-9. The operator states that the Secretary’s
position in the case is that she should be able to prove that an accident is reasonably likely to
cause an injury through an inspector’s opinion without presenting evidence to support it. Id. at 9.
Elk Run concludes by asking the Commission to affirm the judge’s decision. Id. at 10.

The requirement for each underground coal mine to develop a roof control plan is a
fundamental directive of the Mine Act and its predecessor, the Federal Coal Mine Health and
Safety Act of 1969, 30 U.S.C. § 801 et seq. (1976). See 30 U.S.C. § 862(a) (setting forth general
requirements for plans “to protect persons from falls of the roof or ribs.”). The intent of this
provision was “to afford comprehensive protection against roof collapse — the ‘leading cause of
injuries and death in underground coal mines.”” UMWA v. Dole, 870 F.2d 662, 669 (D.C. Cir.
1989) (citations to legislative history omitted)."

The S&S terminology is taken from section 104(d) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 814(d),
and refers to more serious violations. A violation is S&S if, based on the particular facts
surrounding the violation, there exists a reasonable likelihood that the hazard contributed to will
result in an injury or illness of a reasonably serious nature. See Cement Div., Nat’l Gypsum Co., 3
FMSHRC 822, 825 (Apr. 1981). In Mathies Coal Co., 6 FMSHRC 1 (Jan. 1984), the
Commission further explained:

In order to establish that a violation of a mandatory safety
standard is significant and substantial under National Gypsum, the
Secretary of Labor must prove: (1) the underlying violation of a

' “[TThese plans were intended to be more comprehensive than uniform mandatory
standards because in addition to a ‘nucleus’ [] of practices that are necessary to prevent roof
collapse in any mine, they were to include whatever unique measures were necessary to address
the unique attributes of a particular mine.” 870 F.2d at 669 (emphasis omitted).
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mandatory safety standard; (2) a discrete safety hazard — that is, a
measure of danger to safety — contributed to by the violation; (3) a
reasonable likelihood that the hazard contributed to will result in an
injury; and (4) a reasonable likelihood that the injury in question
will be of a reasonably serious nature.

Id. at 3-4 (footnote omitted); accord Buck Creek Coal, Inc. v. MSHA, 52 F.3d 133, 135 (7th Cir.
1995); Austin Power, Inc. v. Secretary of Labor, 861 F.2d 99, 103 (5th Cir. 1988) (approving
Mathies criteria). An evaluation of the reasonable likelihood of injury should be made assuming
continued normal mining operations. See U.S. Steel Mining Co., 7 FMSHRC 1125, 1130 (Aug.

1985).

With regard to the first and second elements of the Mathies test — the judge’s findings of a
violation of the roof control plan and section 75.220(a)(1), and a discrete safety hazard, i.e., the
hazard of a roof fall — are not in dispute. On the issue of a discrete safety hazard, the judge
credited MSHA inspector Meadows’ testimony that pillar mining weakens roof support and places
stress on the section. The judge further noted that leaving three rows of blocks uncompleted
exacerbates the hazard and the fact that breaker posts had not been installed to prevent any roof
fall continuing outby further contributes to the hazard. 26 FMSHRC at 768.

With regard to the third element of Mathies, the judge initially noted the MSHA
inspector’s testimony conceming the dangers associated with retreat mining: “numerous people
have been killed as a result of retreat mining.” Id.!' The judge also found that the presence of
three incomplete rows without supporting timbers increases the risk of exposing miners to a roof
fall. Id. However, the judge further found that there was “not any evidence adduced that the roof
was undergoing any specific type of stress that could lead to a roof fall. Nor does the record
contain evidence that the roof had ever fallen in this particular section of the mine.” Id. at 768-69.
The judge concluded that the Secretary had failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence
that there was a reasonable likelihood of a roof fall. Id. at 769 (emphasis added).

In U.S. Steel, the Commission addressed several defenses to the designation of a violation
as S&S, including the operator’s argument that its violation of a ventilation plan was not S&S
because at the time of the violation the level of methane was low and not at explosive levels. In
rejecting those defenses, the Commission explained that “the question [of whether the violation is
S&S] must be resolved on the basis of the circumstances as they existed at the time the violation
was cited and as they might have existed had normal mining operations continued.” 7 FMSHRC
at 1130. In a later case, the Commission further explained, “The operative time frame for
determining if a reasonable likelihood of injury exists includes both the time that a violative
condition existed prior to the citation and the time that it would have existed if normal mining
operations had continued.” Rushton Mining Co., 11 FMSHRC 1432, 1435 (Aug. 1989).

"' The judge also stated in his unwarrantability determination, “As explained by
Meadows, the hazard of a roof fall is inherent in pillar mining.” 26 FMSHRC at 766.
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Here, the judge clearly failed to examine the record evidence relating to the reasonable
likelihood of injury during the operative time frame, examining instead the reasonable likelihood
of a roof fall based solely on mine conditions prior to the violation. Thus, as part of the third
element of Mathies, the judge imposed an affirmative obligation on the Secretary to prove that,
prior to the violation, a roof fall had occurred or that adverse roof conditions existed that could
have led to a roof fall. However, as the Commission has noted, “The third Mathies element
requires the Secretary to establish a reasonable likelihood that the hazard contributed to will result
in an event in which there is an injury.” Bellefonte Lime Co., Inc., 20 FMSHRC 1250, 1254-55
(Nov. 1998). In concluding that the Secretary failed to carry her evidentiary burden by not
presenting evidence of roof falls or stress on the roof, the judge erred. See id.

This is not to say that a history of roof falls in a mine is not pertinent to the consideration
of the reasonable likelihood of an injury.'> The Commission has long held that whether a
particular violation is S&S must be based on the particular facts surrounding the violation.
Texasgulf, Inc., 10 FMSHRC 498, 501 (Apr. 1988)."* However, conditions in the mine prior to
the citation are not dispositive of the S&S designation.'* See also Buffalo Crushed Stone, Inc., 10
FMSHRC 2043, 2046 (Oct. 1994) (in considering whether the failure to provide a berm at a
stockpile was S&S, the fact that the stockpiles were flat and that there were no equipment
problems does not establish that an accident was not reasonably likely to occur).

We thus agree with the Secretary, Sup’l Br. at 1-2, that the absence of an injury-producing
event when a cited practice has occurred does not preclude an S&S determination. See Arch of
Kentucky, 20 FMSHRC 1321, 1330 (Dec. 1998) (the Secretary does not have to show that a
violation caused an accident in order to prove that a violation was S&S); Buffalo Crushed Stone,
10 FMSHRC at 2046 (the absence of previous instances of overtravel does not establish that an
accident would not be reasonably likely to occur, given the nature of hazards presented). It

12 See, e.g., Lion Mining Co., 18 FMSHRC 695, 699 (May 1996) (judge erred in failing
to consider the history of roof falls in the area); Youghiogheny & Ohio Coal Co., 9 FMSHRC
2007, 2012 (Dec. 1987) (history of unstable roof at mine considered in relation to S&S
determination).

13" As the Commission noted in Enlow Fork Mining Co., 19 FMSHRC 5, 9 (Jan. 1997),
“When evaluating the reasonable likelihood of a fire, ignition, or explosion, the Commission has
examined whether a ‘confluence of factors’ was present based on the particular facts surrounding
the violation,” quoting Texasgulf, 10 FMSHRC at 501 (emphasis added). In contrast, no
Commission case has required the Secretary to show adverse roof conditions in a mine as a
prerequisite to finding that a violation of a roof control plan is S&S.

' Clearly, conditions in a mine created by a violation need not be so grave as to
constitute an “imminent danger,” which could reasonably be expected to cause death or serious
injury before the condition can be abated. National Gypsum, 3 FMSHRC at 828. Accord Enlow
Fork, 19 FMSHRC at 10 n.9.
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follows then, as the Secretary argues, that the absence of evidence of stress or prior roof falls
cannot be determinative of whether the cited condition is reasonably likely to cause an injury. See
also Blue Bayou Sand and Gravel, Inc., 18 FMSHRC 853, 857 (June 1996) (operator’s assertions
that it had no history of accidents and that equipment had been driven for many months in cited
condition is not dispositive of S&S determination).

In the instant proceeding, the presence of adverse roof conditions may increase the
likelihood of a roof fall but the absence of such adverse conditions does not necessarily eliminate
the possibility that a roof fall might occur when an operator fails to follow its roof control plan.
Moreover, requiring the Secretary to prove an S&S violation by establishing that the mine roof is
under “any specific type of stress that could lead to a roof fall,” 26 FMSHRC at 768-69, places an
onerous burden of proof on the Secretary. Similarly, any implication that the Secretary needs to
show that there had been a roof fall in this section of the mine before a violation can be designated
S&S would unreasonably restrict the ability of the Secretary to prove that a roof control violation
is S&S. None of these evidentiary points detracts from the existing core requirement that a roof
control plan take into account the specific conditions of the mine in seeking to prevent roof fall
accidents" and the Congressional intent to provide comprehensive protection against roof falls
through adherence to MSHA-approved safety measures tailored to the individual mine.

We find that the judge erred by grounding his S&S determination solely on the Secretary’s
failure to prove adverse roof conditions prior to the violation, while failing to address the
remainder of the evidentiary record. On remand, therefore, the judge must weigh the record
evidence and, assuming that normal mining were to continue, determine whether any miner on
any shift would have been exposed to the hazard arising out of the violation, so as to create a
reasonable likelihood of injury.

The judge also made findings elsewhere in the decision that are inconsistent with his
conclusion with regard to S&S. In his penalty determination, the judge found that the violation
contributed to the hazard of a roof fall which could have caused serious injury to miners. There,
the judge concluded that “the gravity of the violation was relatively high.” 26 FMSHRC at 769.
In a similar case, in which the judge found that the gravity of the violation was high, the
Commission, in vacating and remanding the judge’s determination that a violation was not S&S,
explained, “Although the gravity penalty criterion and a finding of S&S are not identical, they are
frequently based upon the same factual circumstances.” Enlow Fork, 19 FMSHRC at 10-11,
citing Quinland Coals, Inc., 9 FMSHRC 1614, 1622 n.11 (Sept. 1987). Here, the judge failed to
reconcile his finding of high gravity with his determination that the violation was not S&S.
Enlow Fork, 19 FMSHRC at 11. See also Youghiogheny & Ohio, 9 FMSHRC at 2013.
Therefore, a remand is also necessary to resolve this internal inconsistency.

1> MSHA regulations require that the criteria in a mine’s roof control plan which set forth
roof control practices address the unique conditions of the mine. See 53 Fed. Reg. 2354, 2369-70
(Jan. 27, 1988) (streamlining MSHA’s Roof Control Standards, 30 C.F.R. Part 75).
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Finally, Elk Run contends that the violation was of brief duration and occurred primarily
during a non-production shift, thereby mitigating the danger posed by three uncompleted rows.
E.R. Br. at 8-9. It is apparent that the violation existed for some period on the evening shift on
July 22 and during the morning shift on July 23 in addition to its duration through the entire
maintenance shift. Moreover, the third, uncompleted, inby row in which the partial cut had been
taken on block 2p (designated as “a” on Gov’t Ex. 2) remained accessible to all miners because
breaker posts had not been set. Compare Youghiogheny & Ohio, 9 FMSHRC at 2013 (no S&S
where danger signs were posted at the entrance to rooms where roof control violations occurred)
with Halfway, Inc., 8 FMSHRC 8, 12-13 (Jan. 1986) (S&S found because the cited area remained
accessible and travelways to the area would be used by miners). We reject Elk Run’s argument to
the extent that it suggests that miners on the maintenance shift were less exposed to the potential
hazards than those on the production shifts.'® See also Bellefonte Lime, 20 FMSHRC at 1255
(contrary to the judge’s finding, S&S allegation not ameliorated by short term exposure of miners
to the cited hazard).

Because the judge failed to address comprehensively the record testimony (Tr. 93-103),
consistent with Commission precedent to determine whether the Secretary established a
reasonable likelihood that an injury would occur, a remand is necessary."” See Eagle Nest, Inc.,
14 FMSHRC 1119, 1123 (July 1992).

'* The question surrounding the duration of the violation goes to the matter of whether
Elk Run “promptly” set the breaker posts, as the roof control plan required.

17 Commissioner Jordan notes that the judge’s examination of inspector Meadows’
testimony, (Tr. 93-103), should include a review of the inspector’s statements regarding the
danger of having three open rows and pulling support out from a miner who is inby (Tr. 98) and
the particular danger to the left side continuous miner operator (Tr. 99-101).

Commissioner Suboleski, with Chairman Duffy’s concurrence, notes that the judge, on
remand, must analyze the record facts relating to the violation at this mine, as well as the MSHA
inspector’s general testimony concerning the dangers of retreat mining. With regard to roof
control, the issue is not the hazards of pillar mining — Elk Run was permitted to recover pillars
under its roof control plan; rather, it is about whether an additional hazard, sufficient to meet the
Mathies criterion, was introduced by the manner in which the pillars were mined. In this regard,
if mining is completed on pillar 6p in row D to the right of the sixth entry, the roof control plan
does not require that breaker posts be set in any other entry (entries five, four, three, two, or one).
Thus, upon mining the pillar 6p, in row D, the plan clearly does not require that any breaker posts
be set to assist support in entry 2, row B. Further, only a partial cut of 10 feet was taken out of
pillar 2p, and the MSHA inspector testified that breaker posts would not have been needed in
entry 2, outby row B, if the third row had not been started. Tr. 151. The judge must also
consider that, upon completion of the cut in row B on pillar 2p, the roof control plan requires Elk
Run to set the breaker posts “promptly.”

27 FMSHRC 908



1.
Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, we vacate the judge’s decision regarding S&S and remand the
issue to the judge for further consideration and, if necessary, for reassessment of the penalty.

Michael F.

Malgr Lu .T/rdan, Copfpnissioner

The attached Government Ex. 2 is not available the electronic version of the decision.
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION
601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW

SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001
December 14, 2005
SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH ¢
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) - Docket No. CENT 2005-254-M
: A.C. No. 39-01424-45596
V.

LIEN TRANSPORTATION COMPANY

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On September 19, 2005, the Commission received a letter
from the safety director of Lien Transportation Company (“Lien’) requesting that the
Commission reopen a penalty assessment that became a final order of the Commission pursuant
to section 105(a) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On November 4, 2004, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health
Administration (“MSHA?”) issued several citations to Lien, which the company timely contested.
These six contests are currently on stay before Commission Administrative Law Judge Richard
Manning. Docket Nos. CENT 2005-31-RM through CENT 2005-36-RM. Lien states that it
“thought that until [it] could defend the citations . . . the entire process was ‘on hold.”” Lien thus
failed to timely contest the penalty subsequently proposed by the Secretary of Labor, who states
that she does not oppose Lien’s request for relief.

We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
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uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure™); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed that default is a
harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause for a failure to
timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the merits permitted.
See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17 FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

Having reviewed Lien’s motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this matter to the
Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists for Lien’s
failure to timely contest the penalty proposal and whether relief from the final order should be
granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, this case shall proceed pursuant to the
Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

Michael FNBuffy, Chairman

A

Mary Lu J?'rdan, Cor{ﬁﬁssioner
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Washington, D.C. 20001-2021
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION
601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW

SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001
December 14, 2005
SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH -
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) - Docket No. CENT 2005-262-M
: A.C. No. 41-02810-60764
V.

CAPITOL AGGREGATES, LTD.
BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On September 21, 2005, the Commission received from
Capitol Aggregates, LTD (“Capitol Aggregates’) a motion made by counsel to reopen a penalty
assessment that had become a final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the
Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On March 8, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA”) issued Citation No. 6256167 to Capitol Aggregates’ Fairland Quarry. Mot. at 2. The
company timely contested the citation. The contest proceeding is currently on stay before
Commission Administrative Law Judge David Barbour. Id. at 3 (citing Docket No. CENT
2005-171-RM). When MSHA subsequently proposed a penalty for Citation No. 6256167,
Capitol Aggregates paid it. Mot. at 4. The company now contends that it made the payment
inadvertently, and asserts that it had always intended to contest the validity of the citation. Id.;
Aff. of Don Patrick. The Secretary states that she does not oppose Capitol Aggregates’ request
for relief.

We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
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Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure™); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787.

Having reviewed Capitol Aggregates’ motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this
matter to the Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists
for Capitol Aggregates’ inadvertent payment, and whether relief from the final order should be
granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, this case shall proceed pursuant to the
Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.

Mary Lu #)rdan, Cotissioner

Stanley C. W’ Commissioner

mrﬁsioner
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW
SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

December 14, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA)
: Docket No. WEVA 2006-27-M
V. : A.C. No. 46-00007-67183
RIVERTON INVESTMENT CORP.

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On November 9, 2005, the Commission received from Essroc
Cement Corp. (“Essroc”)' a motion made by counsel to reopen a penalty assessment that had
become a final order of the Commission pursuant to section 105(a) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C.
§ 815(a). Counsel filed an amended motion on November 14, 2005.

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On or about September 14, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health
Administration (“MSHA?”) issued the proposed penalty assessment to Essroc. Am. Mot. at 1-2.
In its motion, Essroc states that during the period when the penalty contest was due from Essroc,
the employee responsible for handling such matters, David Wiley, was absent and that the
employee who assumed responsibility for the proposed assessment was unfamiliar with contest
procedures. Id. at 2. By the time Wiley discovered the error, the contest deadline had passed.
Id., Aff. of Randy Emery at 3. Essroc further states that it had intended to contest eight of the
proposed penalties. Am. Mot. at 3, 5-6. The Secretary states that she does not oppose Essroc’s

! Essroc filed its motion under the name Riverton Investment Corp.
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request for relief.

We have held that in appropriate circumstances, we possess jurisdiction to reopen
uncontested assessments that have become final Commission orders under section 105(a). Jim
Walter Res., Inc., 15 FMSHRC 782, 786-89 (May 1993) (“JWR”). In evaluating requests to
reopen final section 105(a) orders, the Commission has found guidance in Rule 60(b) of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure under which, for example, a party could be entitled to relief
from a final order of the Commission on the basis of inadvertence or mistake. See 29 C.F.R.

§ 2700.1(b) (“the Commission and its Judges shall be guided so far as practicable by the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure”); JWR, 15 FMSHRC at 787. We have also observed that default is a
harsh remedy and that, if the defaulting party can make a showing of good cause for a failure to
timely respond, the case may be reopened and appropriate proceedings on the merits permitted.
See Coal Prep. Servs., Inc., 17 FMSHRC 1529, 1530 (Sept. 1995).

Having reviewed Essroc’s motion, in the interests of justice, we remand this matter to the
Chief Administrative Law Judge for a determination of whether good cause exists for Essroc’s
failure to timely contest the penalty proposal and whether relief from the final order should be
granted. If it is determined that such relief is appropriate, these cases shall proceed pursuant to
the Mine Act and the Commission’s Procedural Rules, 29 C.F.R. Part 2700.
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FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH REVIEW COMMISSION

601 NEW JERSEY AVENUE, NW
SUITE 9500
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

December 14, 2005

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH 3
ADMINISTRATION (MSHA) : Docket No. WEST 2006-2-M
$ A.C. No. 04-05164-57178
V.
GRANITE ROCK COMPANY

BEFORE: Duffy, Chairman; Jordan, Suboleski, and Young, Commissioners

ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

This matter arises under the Federal Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977, 30 U.S.C.
§ 801 et seq. (2000) (“Mine Act”). On October 3, 2005, the Commission received a letter from
the safety and health services manager of Granite Rock Company (“Granite Rock”) requesting
that the Commission reopen a penalty assessment that became a final order of the Commission
pursuant to section 105(a) of the Mine Act, 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

Under section 105(a) of the Mine Act, an operator who wishes to contest a proposed
penalty must notify the Secretary of Labor no later than 30 days after receiving the proposed
penalty assessment. If the operator fails to notify the Secretary, the proposed penalty assessment
is deemed a final order of the Commission. 30 U.S.C. § 815(a).

On January 20, 2005, the Department of Labor’s Mine Safety and Health Administration
(“MSHA”) issued three citations to Granite Rock. The company asserts that when MSHA
subsequently proposed penalties for the citations, it paid two of the penalties' but indicated that it
wished to contest the remaining proposed penalty. Granite Rock further states that on September
22, 2005, it received a collection notice for the proposed penalty the company wished to contest.

! Attached to Granite Rock’s letter is a copy of a cancelled Granite Rock check payable
to MSHA dated June 10, 2005 which the company states was tendered in payment for the two
penalties. Also attached is a copy of the penalty proposal form from MSHA with three assessed
penalties, indicating that Granite Rock wished to contest the penalty at issue here.
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Granite Rock contacted MSHA and was told that the agency did not have a copy of 