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Introduction/Summary

| ntroduction

The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA) created the Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM) in the Department of the Interior.
SMCRA provides authority to OSM to oversee the implementation of and provide federal
funding for State Regulatory programs that OSM has approved as meeting the minimum
standards specified by SMCRA. This report contains summary information regarding the
Maryland Program and the effectiveness of the Maryland Program in meeting the applicable
purposes of SMCRA as specified in section 102. Thisreport coversthe period of October 1,
2001, through September 30, 2002. Detailed background information and comprehensive
reports for the program elements evaluated during the period are available for review and
copying at the Pittsburgh Oversight and Inspection Office (OIO).

Summary

For the evaluation year, oversight data and studies indicate that the Maryland Program has
been effective in meeting the
goas of SMCRA. Maryland
has conducted a program where
active mining sites are, with
few exceptions, in compliance
T - with planning, mining, and
reclamation standards.
Reclamation has been thorough
and has proceeded in a
contemporaneous fashion. A
study of the three most recently
5 et %  issued permitsindicatesthat, on
P e PR average, seventy-eight percent
S L CURTTETee Of the affected area has been
i R T L AN SR, backfilled and planted at any
time'. Orldlarger scale, for the
period 1997 through 2000, the ratio of affected acresto backfilled acresis 92:100. Ninety-
two percent of sites reviewed exhibit no off-site impacts.

164 9%in 1998 study, 68 % in 1999 study, 87 % in 2000 study, 75% in 2001 study.



In addition to mining and reclamation efforts, the Maryland Department of the Environment

ey

(MDE) has continued to
involve the public through
programs such as the
Appaachian Clean Streams
Initiative and  Watershed
Cooperative Agreements.

This year=s evaluation has also
identified concerns relating to
bonding system adequacy,
documentation of violations,
and road certification. These
concerns are addressed in more
detail under the “Regulatory
Program Issues’ subsection.
OSM will work with MDE to

resolve these issues and others addressed in the evauation year 2003 Performance
Agreement between MDE and OSM. Thiswill help ensure the continuation of astrong and
viable program in the State of Maryland.

The following sections of this report provide additional detail on program successes and
issuesidentifiedinthe 2002 evaluation year. Thefollowingisalist of acronymsusedinthis

report:

ACS
AMD
AML
AMLIS
AOC
APS
COMAR
EPA
LRC
MDE
NEPA
OIo
OSM
SMCRA
SOAP

Appaachian Clean Streams Initiative

Acid Mine Drainage

Abandoned Mine Lands

Abandoned Mine Land Information System
Approximate Original Contour

Allegheny Power System

Code of Maryland Regulations

Environmental Protection Agency

Maryland Land Reclamation Committee

Maryland Department of the Environment

National Environmental Policy Act

Pittsburgh Oversight and Inspection Office

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977
Small Operator Assistance Program



1.  Overview of the Maryland Coal Mining Industry

Coa mining inwestern Maryland began in the early 1700's, accounting for some of the earliest coal
ever to bemined in the eastern United States. By 1820, several mineswere operating inthe Eckhart,
Frostburg, and Vae Summit areas. Between 1900 and 1918, deep mine production peaked between
four and five million tons annually with a historical high of 5.5 million tonsin 1907. Most of these
mines were developed up-dip to drain water away from the mines. Asaresult of this, water highin
acid and iron drained into streams. Today, acid mine drainage from abandoned coal mines is
Western Maryland-s most seriouswater pollution problem. After World War [1, underground mining
declined in Maryland. By 1977, surface mining accounted for 91 percent of the total production.
Since then, production at underground mines has recovered gRd surpassed surface production,
accounting for nearly 70 percent of the total production in 2000°. During the 1980's, the amount of
coad mined in Maryland

Maryland Coal Production - Millions of tons fluctuated between three

and four million tons, with
the greatest production
occurring in 1981 (4.5
million tons). Since that
time, as shown graphically
on the chart at the left, the
tonnage mined has been
gradualy increasing over
the last five evaluation

Tons

97 98 9 ‘00 01 years to production of 4.8
Calendar Year million gross tons for

evaluation year 2001, a

O Surface @ Underground three percent increase over

evaluation year 2000. The
increase is attributable primarily to surface coa mine production. Since 1999, there has been an
eighty-six percent increase in surface coal production while underground production has remained
constant. The continued increased production in surface mined coal in Maryland is primarily
attributed to the continued operation of the AES Electric Cogeneration plant located near
Cumberland in Allegany County.

Total coal production by al mining methods in 2001 was 4,771,802 tons that represented a 3.1 %
increase in production from 2000. Coal production in Maryland accounted for .47 percent of total
U.S. coal production in 200F] ranking eighteenth nationally in coal production of the 26 coal
producing states, and is expected to remain stable because of along-term underground contract and a
new power plant.

*The majority of underground coal production in Maryland is generated from one mine employing
approximately 250 people.

3source - Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, Table 67. Coa Consumption by
Census Division and State, year 2000.



The AES Warrior Run Cogeneration facility came on line near Cumberland in Allegany County in
1999. It hasanet power output capacity of 180 megawattsthat issold to Allegheny Power Systems
(APS) under a 30-year power purchase
agreement. The plant was constructed to burn
only Western Maryland coal with a clean coal
technology using a circulating fluidized bed
boiler. Approximately 600,000 tons of coal are
burned each year. Limestone used in the
Cogeneration process is also mined localy. In
addition to el ectric generation, the plant produces
liguid carbon dioxide (CO,) that is sold
commercialy. Statewide, Maryland consumes
approximately 8.6 million tons of coal per yeaE

Warrior Run Cogeneration Plant

and rankstwenty-seventh nationally in total coal energy consumptiorE! Consumption hasdecreased
by an average 6.6 percent per year for the period 1996-2000. Maryland employs approximately 455
coa miners (year ZOO&Statisti c), anumber which has been decreasing by an average of 1 percent per
year from 1996-2000".

Today coa mining in Maryland is
confined to Garrett and the western
portion of Allegany County. The
topography in thisareacomprisesgently
: rolling terrain with occasiona steep

""""" ' slopes. Maryland State law prohibits
surface mining on steep slopes. The
Conemaugh and Allegany geologic
formations contain five magor minable
fields or basins in the State. These
include the Upper Y oughiogheny,
Lower Youghiogheny, Casselman,
Upper Potomac, and Georges Creek.
The Georges Creek Basin contains the
most recoverable coa reserves in the
State, followed by the Upper Potomac
and the Casselman. Thereisno mininginthe Upper Y oughiogheny field. Thedemonstrated reserve
base of coa in Maryland is approximately 695 million tons5'which ranks Maryland twenty-third

Maryland
Counties

* Source — Energy Information Administration, Table 67, Coal consumption by census division and State,
2000.

® Source — Energy Information administration, Table 10, Consumption by Source and Total consumption
per Capita, Ranked by State, 1999.

® Source — Energy Information Administration, Table 41, Average Number of Employees/Miners at
Underground Mines by State, 1991, 1996-2000.

"Source - Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, Table 33, U.S. Demonstrated
Reserve base of coal by Potential Mining Method and Ranked by State, January 1, 2000.



nationally.

[I1. Overview of the Public Participation Opportunities in the
Oversight Process and the Sate Program

There are numerous opportunitiesfor citizens, theindustry, and environmental groupsto participate
inthe Maryland Regulatory and Abandoned Mine Lands (AML) programs. Opportunitiesfor public
involvement include outreach efforts, public meetings, organizational involvement, and formal
regulatory participation.

Outreach

Outreach is the interaction on a routine,
periodic basis of OSM with state and local coal
associations, businesses, citizens and
environmental organizations to actively seek
out and determine their areas of concern and
suggestions.

During the evaluation period, OSM/OIO
continued to reach out to the public and
industry through various efforts done mostly in
conjunction with state activities.

M Hartman, OSM The Maryland Department of the Environment
#h Day Exhibit along with the Office of Surface Miningjointly
held an Earth day program on April 28, 2002, in
Frostburg, Maryland. An outdoor display aong
with selected handouts and a computer presentation on Acid Mine Drainage (AMD) provided
information to the public regarding both regulatory and abandoned mine land programs.




On August 9, 2002, U.S. Senator Paul
Sarbanes gave a presentation to the
public announcing the award of
$250,000 to the Maryland Bureau of
Mines to design and construct a
passive wetland treatment system
aong a one-haf mile stretch of the
North Branch of the Casselman River
near Grantsville, Maryland.

The Casselman River isahigh quality
Senator Sarbanes mountain stream noted for its
Cassalman River populations of trout, stonecats, and
BEE antation hellbenders in its less impaired

N reaches. The North Branch of the

Casselmanisclassified for water contact recreation and agquatic
life and is moderately impaired by the discharge of pre-law
coal mines along its length. The Maryland department of
Natural Resources hasidentified thisAMD impaired stretch of
the North Branch of the Casselman as suitable for
recolonization by the State Endangered Hellbender, a large
aquatic salamander, if prime water quality is restored.

In addition to the funding announced by Senator Sarbanes,
George Rieger of OSM/OIO gave a presentation on OSM
activities in the Casselman, including an additional $100,000
that has been awarded by OSM to the Western Maryland
Resource Conservation and Development Agency as part of a
Watershed Cooperative project to work on an AMD
remediation project on the Casselman.

A representative from EPA, Region 3 aso announced the award of $999,450 for use in correcting
AMD problems associated with past underground mining associated with the Kempton deep mine
which dischargesinto the North Branch of the Potomac River and isMaryland’ slargest pollutional
discharge.

Ol0 and Maryland representatives participated in anew OSM empl oyee orientation training course
conducted the week of May 12 in Washington D.C. and Maryland. The course is designed to
provide new employees with an overview of OSM’s mission, offices, and personnel policies.



The Pittsburgh Office, representing the
Appaachian Region Coordinating
Center, and the Maryland Bureau of
Mines, provided information on TitleV
oversight and policy to approximately
twenty five OSM employees, most who
have worked for OSM from three to
eighteen months.

Following these presentations, new
employeestraveled to Maryland, where
representatives of the Maryland State
Bureau of Mines, the coal industry, and
a watershed group hosted them on a
mine tour.

Public outreach was a so provided through MDE and OSM web sites. The sitesoffer informationon
the mission of both agencies and important links to various program elements, federal and state
regul ations regarding mining and sources for general information.

In addition, OIO al so publishes abi-monthly newsl etter that is distributed to industry, environmental
and citizen groups. The newsletter provides opportunities for public participation and comment on
annua performance agreements, Federal Register notices, and items of interest to the public.
Department of Interior pressrel easesrel ated to surface and deep mining activitiesare also included.

Public M eetings and Hearings

MDE routinely provides opportunities for public participation in both the Title IV and Title V
programs. These meetings also involve OSM representation. All hearings and public meetings
provide a forum for the public, industry, the university community, and local politicians to voice
thelr opinions on various i Ssues.

Routine quarterly meetings held by the Land Reclamation Committee (LRC) are aso open to the
public. There were eight LRC meetings held during the period. These meetings were open to the
public and are held to discuss and vote on such issues proposed mining permits, Phase 1l bond
releases, reclamation plans and various other mining related matters. Six of the meetings were to
review reclamation plansfor new permits and two werefor evaluating revegetation eligiblefor phase
Il bond release.

Organizational Involvement

Organizational involvement in restoring Maryland’s mined lands continues to grow in both the
regul atory and abandoned minelands program. Maryland continuesto broaden itsinvolvement with
such groups as watershed associations, National Park Service, Natural Resource Conservation
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Service, Trout Unlimited, and others. Through increased partnering opportunities with various
groups and agencies, Maryland is able to leverage additional funds and take on additiona land
reclamation projects.

Regulatory Program

The LRC was formed in 1967 through legislation enacted by the State of Maryland. The
Committee is composed of 13 members representing the mining industry, soil conservation
districts, counties, citizens, and State agencies. The Committee studies, recommends, and
approves procedures to reclaim, conserve, and replant land affected by coal mining in
Maryland. Thisincludesthe review of mining and reclamation plans, progress reports, and
final reports. It establishes plansand procedures, aswell as practical guidelines, for prompt
and satisfactory reclamation, conservation, and revegetation of all lands disturbed by coal
mining within the State. The Committee meets periodically and OSM representatives attend
the meetings along with members of the public, industry consultants, and coal operators.
Eight LRC office meetings were held during the evaluation year.

Abandoned Mine Land Program

Continuing effortsby local citizens, Maryland officials, local organizations, OSM and others
has helped with the creation of two watershed groups in the coal region of Western
Maryland.

The Georges Creek Watershed Association and the Y oughiogheny Watershed Association
have been very successful in partnering with others to resolve environmental problems,
primarily related to AMD projects.

During 2002, the Georges Creek Watershed Association was ableto partner with the Western
Maryland Resource Conservation and Devel opment agency and othersin obtaining funding
to do five projectsin the severely impacted Georges Creek valley.

One project that was completed during the period, the Mill Run AMD Project, will help
eliminate 19% of the AMD going into Georges Creek and allow for theincreased survival of
aguatic speciesin Mill Run.

All five of the projectswere either completed or construction started during the period. Over
$500,000 in Watershed Cooperative funds alone have been invested in the five projects.
Another 5-6 projects are currently being reviewed by the watershed association for possible
funding in 2003-2004.

The Y oughiogheny Watershed Association is active with projects of a mining and non-
mining related nature on the Y oughiogheny River, The North Branch of the Potomac, Deep
Creek Lake, and the Casselman River. Three Watershed Cooperative grants have been
awarded to the association in conjunction with the Western Maryland Resource Conservation
and Development agency. The projectsinvolve the design and implementation of a project
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to treat aboreholedischarge, passive treatment of an AMD seep that preventsthe survival of
the endangered Hellbender salamander, and the sealing of a man-shaft to prevent the
contamination of good quality water by AMD. The three projects include funding in the
amount of $280,000 from OSM aone.

The Hellbender project on the Casselman River recently was awarded an additional $250,000
from EPA to construct apassive AMD treatment system. The Association haspartnered with
Garrett Community College faculty and students, the State of Maryland MDE, Trout
Unlimited and others to do these projects.

The American Heritage Rivers Program was enacted by Executive Order on September 11,
1997. Thisprogram was designed to partner community based effortswith federal support to
improve and protect designated rivers acrossthe United States. The designationincluded the
Potomac River. The designation has meant that OSM and other local, state, federal and
private partners are placing additional emphasis on improving the water quality of the
Potomac. AMD has severely impacted the Potomac in the coal region of Maryland. MDE
continuesto be part of this effort through the use of lime dosersto treat AMD going into the
Potomac from various tributaries, implementing a comprehensive investigation of the
Kempton discharge, the largest single pollutional discharge on the North Branch of the
Potomac and exploring the possible solutions to controlling the Kempton discharge.

Regulatory Participation

Under the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR), the public can formally participatein
the regulatory program by requesting hearings on the issuance of permitsand bond rel eases,
petitioning to have areas declared unsuitable for mining; requesting inspections of active coal
mine operationswhere thereisreason to believe aviolation isoccurring (citizen complaints);
requesting pre-blast surveysif living within one half mile of the permit area; and appealing
Departmental decisions through the appeal process.

During thereview period, one appeal was heard by aMaryland Administrative Law Judge as
aresult of an appeal filed by alandowner concerning topsoil replacement.

During the review period two citizen complaint Ten Day Notices (TDN’s) were issued by
OSM to the State of Maryland, MDE. Both responses were deemed appropriate.

Impacts/Results of Public Participation

Impacts of public participation are evident in both the Title IV and Title V programs.
Through partnerships with others, Maryland has been able to combine resources and
accomplish more in the way of environmental restoration.

The Neff Run work group isaprogram involving multiple groups from varied disciplinesis

Thisgroup of private citizens, educators, industry representatives, and others has devel oped
the Neff Run Watershed Restoration Plan. The plan is a multi-objective community based
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strategy for protecting and enhancing water quality, stream stability, habitat, and recreational
opportunities in the Neff Run and Georges Creek watersheds. Both AMD and stream
stabilization projects have occurred as aresult of the cooperation and partnering of the Neff
Run group. The Phase| portion of the project has resulted in over $244,000 being leveraged
to construct rock vane weirs, removal of fish blockages, vegetative plantings, and fencing.
Phasel of the project will include limestone dumping for AMD treatment, construction of a
limestone bed leach bed, installation of additional weirs and the planting of native plant
species along stream banks.

Theeffectsof public participation are also noted intheregulatory program. Thiswasevident
during the evaluative year when several publicinformational meetingswereheld by MDEto
obtain public input regarding a proposal to surface mine on State land for the purpose of
removing theremaining coal from an abandoned 60 acre deep mine. Maryland law prohibits
surface mining on state owned land except where abandoned surface or underground mines
will be reclaimed as part of the mining operation. In this case, the mining would have
eliminated subsidence problems and allowed the land to be used for devel opment purposes.
Testimony from the public regarding the proposed project was taken by MDE and an
environmental assessment of the proposed project was completed for review by State
authorities. The decision to allow mining at the site was ultimately reversed.

V. Accomplishments/lssuesin the Maryland Program.

MDE continues to be successful in achieving the purposes of SMCRA. The Maryland
program isfirmly established, the publicsrights and interests are being protected, mining is
being conducted effectively, efficiently, and in an environmentally sound manner, and
abandoned minelandsare being reclaimed. In addition to these general measures of success,
MDE has been actively involved in several program improvement initiatives and activities.
These are discussed below, along with outstanding issues and concerns that are being
addressed in amutual effort to maintain ahigh level of quality in the Maryland program.

Regulatory Program Accomplishments

MDE:sTitle V program has remained effective in the planning, mining, and reclamation of
active sites. A study of the three most recently issued permitsindicates that, at any time, on
average, seventy-eight percent of the affected areahas been backfilled and planted*-Eighty-
nine percent of sites reviewed exhibit no off-site impacts during this evaluation year.

MDE continuesto work toward refining and improving existing processes and procedures, as
well as taking innovative measures in establishing new programs. During this evaluation
period, MDE streamlined program reporting requirements by modifying the Bureau’ s semi-
annual report to allow it to substitute for the semi-annual program narrative required of all
AML and A& E program grants. Maryland also closed all outstanding expired grantsandis

864 %in 1998 study, 68 % in 1999 study, 87 % in 2000 study, 75% in 2001 study.

13



currently up-to-date on all grant closings.

Maryland established aformulafor the distribution of Small Operator Assistance Program
(SOAP) funds, and modified the standard SOAP contract to include aclause requiring SOAP
labs to meet State Health and Safety requirements.

Maryland developed checklists to aid in assuring that all written findings are included in
permit application approvals, and that al facets of bond release requirements are being
addressed.

Maryland inspectors were trained and Maryland has adopted a statistically valid method for
measuring the success of revegetation on lands subject to bond release.

In regard to Program Amendments, the Liability Insurance program amendment wasresolved
during this evaluation year without the need for a formal amendment. OSM accepted
Maryland’ s revised interpretation of the period under which liability insuranceis required.

Regulatory Program | ssues

During this review period, MDE and OSM identified a number of issues and problems
preventing full implementation of the approved MDE program.

A review of Maryland inspection data during the evaluation yeﬁ revealed that, during
complete inspections, Maryland documented more violations when accompanied by OSM
than when not accompanied by OSM. Thisraisesaconcern regarding thefull documentation
of mine site conditions at time of inspection.

Another study conducted during the evaluation yeam dentified a concern regarding the
adequacy of Maryland' s Alternative Bonding System (ABS). The ABS had an estimated
$524,759 deficit for the four existing forfeitures in the State. If no more forfeitures occur
within the next four years, Maryland should be able to replenish the fund in approximately
thirty months. If forfeitures continue to occur at the historical rate of thirty-six acres per
year, the time to replenish the fund would be estimated at more than six years.

Also, a concern was identified regarding whether rpags are meeting all permit application
requirements and are being certified in atimely manner—. Theroad certification concernwas
raised because of the fact that the average time between the start of mining to certification of
roads is139 days.

Theseissues are being addressed through ongoi ng communi cation and coordination between
OSM and Maryland.

® Performance Monitoring Study, page 29
10 Alternative Bondi ng System Analysis, page 29
1 Roads Study, page 32
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AML Program Accomplishments
Maryland has undertaken several large standard AML projects during this evaluation year
and has also made good use of the Clean Streams Initiative program that is designed to
reclam land damaged by past mining practices and to alleviate the associated AMD
problems. The following represents some of the accomplishments under the Title IV
program:

Standard AML Projects — Maryland' s standard Title IV AML program continued to make
progress in correcting abandoned AMD problems and reclaiming mine lands.

During the review period, construction activity increased from the last several performance
periods with the start of a major reclamation project. The Shallmar Refuse Removal and
AMD project began during the period and involves the excavation of alarge coal refuse site
at a cost of amost $1.2 million. Also involved in the project is the removal of several
hazardous mine buildings and related equipment. A lime doser will also beinstalled to treat
AMD flowing from several abandoned mine entrieslocated abovetherefusepile. TheAMD
will be treated before entering the Potomac River near the small community of Shallmar.

15



Other Title IV projects completed or under
construction during this evaluative year were the
Warnick Road Water Line Installation Project,
which provided potable water to six residencesthat
were impacted by AMD. Allegany County
Maryland was a partner with MDE in the project
and shared in the design and overall construction
cost of the project.

The Spruce Hollow Waste Dam Removal Project
began construction in August 2002 and is being
donein partnership with NRCS and involves the
removal of a dam partially constructed of coa
wastes at a cost of $211,000. The project is
expected to be completed by November 2002.

Another project that got underway during the
period was the Oak Hill Refuse reclamation
Project. Theproject involvestheremoval of coa
refuse material from the banks of a stream to
prevent downstream sedimentation and flooding.
The project aso involves the installation of a
passive AMD treatment system to treat AMD from an abandoned deep mine located at the
site. The project is being done in partnership with NRCS and has a cost of $150,000.

Maryland, because of its minimum program status
receives $1.6 million in Title IV funds annually
from OSM. In addition, Maryland receives
$163,769.00 in Clean Streams Initiative funds
annually. Maryland also receives ten percent set-
aside funds annually and utilizes $65,000 of these
funds to help operate seven lime dosers which treat
AMD impacted streams in the Western Maryland
Region.

Because of the limited funds received to do Title IV projects, Maryland actively solicits
partnerships with other State and Federal agencies as well as private groups such as
watershed associations, industry and environmental groups.

Clean Streams Projects - Funding for the Appalachian Clean Streams Initiative (ACSI)
program in Maryland began in 1997 with the receipt of $ 100,000. MDE has been an
aggressive participant in this program to partner with local groups to identify and design
abatement projects to improve stream quality. As of 2002, atotal of $235,165 has been
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received by Maryland. Thisisin addition to Watershed Cooperative Funds that OSM has

awarded to non-profit groups in the amount of $928,000, also under the ACSI Program.

Thefollowing table summarizes proj ect accomplishments under the ACSI in Maryland since

itsinception in 1997:

Maryland ACSI Project Status Table

17

Environmental
October-02 Protection Agency a0
Cherry Creek,
MD (FY97) 4 4 $175,000 $36,618 $36,618 $81,618
Completed National Land
Completed Reclamation Center In-kind
— Tech Support
. October-02 $25,000 EPA 104(B)(3) $76,000
Mill Run, MD Grant
(FY98) 3 3 $119,166 $43,166 $119,166
completed $18,166 Mill Run Watershed In-kind
$32,810
Maryland Small
Creek and Estuaries AL
Elk Lick 111 10/2/2002
FY00 Completed  Completed 2 2 $82,655 $7.440 $40,250 U.S. DOE $5,000 $82,655
Land owner $2,000
Garrett County $5,000
$21,500 Maryland Small 49,500
Coney AMD 10/2/2002 Creeks/Estuaries ’
(FY00) Completed 1 1 $76,000 $15,773 $37,273 $76,000
Allegany County $5,000
Elk Lick Il 10/2/2002 Maryland Small
(FY00) Completed 2 2 $40,858 $20,858 $20,858 Creeksg/Estuaries & $20,000 $40,858
Completed P MDE
MD State Highways|  $16,000
: $131,000
Neff Run (FY00)  October-02 2 0 $188,000 $57,000 $57,000  rojectimpact Ly
Trout Unlimited $10,000
Appaachian Lab $100,000




Water shed Cooper ative Agreement Projects

The Watershed Cooperative Program was started in 1999 as part of the A ppalachian Clean Streams
Initiative. The creation of the Cooperative Program was done as amechanism for providing needed
funding for non-profit groups to use in solving local AMD problems. Non-profit groups ranging
from small community based watershed associations to large national environmental groups have
provided and secured funding from OSM to do Watershed Cooperative Projectsin Maryland. These
groups include the following:

Canaan Valley Institute

Georges Creek Watershed Association

The Nature Conservancy

Y oughiogheny Watershed Association

The Conservation Fund

The Freshwater Institute

The Western Maryland Resource Conservation and Development Agency

Other project partnershaveincluded EPA, NRCS, Maryland DNR, Buffalo Coal Company, Tri-Star
Mining, and Garrett Community College and Allegany County.

Since inception, there have been ten Watershed Cooperative Projects in the two county area of
Western Maryland. Seven of these projects are either completed or are currently being constructed.
Three projects are till in the design phase.  Over 1 million dollars has been obligated from
Watershed Cooperative Funds since 1999 to help the various non-profit groups do AMD projects.
These projects involve the installation of passive treatment systems as well as active treatment
systems such as lime dosers.

Receipt of Watershed Cooperative Funds has allowed Maryland to partner with various groups and
stretch limited ACSI fundsto assist in completing variousAMD projects. Inaddition, because of the
start-up construction funding provided by the Watershed Cooperative Program, agencies such as
EPA and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources Power Plant Research Program have been
ableto provide additional funding. Anexample of which istherecent funding by EPA inthe amount
of $250,000 for a project similar to the North Branch Casselman River Watershed Project.

During the evaluative year, thefirst watershed Cooperative
Project was formally dedicated. The Mill Run Pulsed
Limestone Bed technology project utilized $135,000 in
Watershed Cooperative funds as part of a combined |
$300,000 project to treat AMD in the Mill Run Watershed.
The project involves the treatment of AMD with fine
limestone in the hope of restoring Mill Run and the aquatic
habitat below the treatment site where wild Brook Trout
onceflourished. Membersof the Georges Creek Watershed
Association maintain theMill Run project. TheLonaconing
and Fazenbaker AMD Watershed Coop projects were a'so
completed during the evaluation period and involve passive
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treatment of deep mine discharges into Georges Creek. Watershed groups in both coal-producing
counties of Maryland continue to support efforts to remediate AMD in their watersheds.

Maryland Water shed Cooper ative Agreement Status Table

$57,500

Everhart Seep
(FY99) October-02
Completed

Mill Run
Remediation
(FY99) Octaober-02

Completed

Potomac Hill

Run (Fygg)  October-02

Teets (FY00)

Completed Octaober-02

2.5

0.5

MDE

$182,000 $80,000 $80,000

The Nature
Conservancy

GCC

Conservation Fund

Canaan Valley
Institute

Fresh Water
$290,000 = $135,000 | $135000 Institute
Mill Run
Water shed

M DE/ Shepherd
College

Small

Streams/Estuaries
$200,000 $100,000

TitlelV ACSI funds

6 partnersincluding
WMRC&D,
Youghiogheny River
Water shed
Association, MDE,
Garrett Soil

$190,000 $80,000
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$26,700

$18,600
in-kind
$225,000

in-kind
$290,000
in-kind

in-kind
$75,000
$200,000

$25,000

$110,000 $190,000
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8 partnersincluding
MD DNR Power
Plant Research
Program, Buffalo
Coal, Mettike, MDE,
Western Maryland
Resource
Conservation
Development Council

8 partnersincluding
Georges Creek
Water shed
Association, MDE,
OSM, Westmar High
School, Western
Maryland Resource
Conservation
Development Council,
and WMRC&D

WMRC&D

MDE

Y oughiogheny River
Watershed
Association

Garrett County
Health Department

Garrett Community
College

MDE (Lab Services)

WMRC&D

MDE (Lab Services)

MDE (CSl)

Allegany County

Small Streams

MDE

WMRC&D

MDE-Labs




Boy Scouts of s
America $4,000 in-kind
Trout Unlimited $4,000 in-kind
Lutheran Church $4,000 in-kind
NWTF $4,000 in-kind
Georges Creek
Water shed $1,000
Association
WMRC&D In-kind
$100,000 MDE (CSl) $27,000
Trout Unlimited $1,000 in-kind
MDE (Lab Services) = $6,000 in-kind
Allegany County $20,000

McDonald
AMD
Remediation
Project (FYO1)

October-02 2 0 $155,000 $100,000
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National Abandoned MineLand & Appalachian Region Awards

o
laryland s = J

B AL Ay

On September 17, 2002, the State of Maryland
was recognized by the Secretary of the Interior as
awinner of the Appalachian Region Abandoned
Mine Land award. The award was given for
reclamation of the Kempton Coa Waste
Stabilization and Doser Installation Project in
Kempton, Maryland.

Reclamation at the site involved the removal of

The Abandoned Mine Land
Reclamation Awards Program was
started in 1992, to publicly recognize
outstanding abandoned mine land
reclamation and publicize exemplary
reclamation techniques. The winners
are selected by judges from each field
office and State and Tribal offices.

Hempor
Proj=ct Doser

160,000 cubic yards of refuse from awetland areathat was classified asaWetland of Speciad
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State Concern. In addition, a water powered lime doser was installed to help treat AMD
from an 18-inch diameter borehole with adischarge of 3.5 million gallonsof AMD per day.
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V. Successin Achieving the Purposes of SMCRA as Measured by the
Number of Observed Off-Site Impacts and the Number of Acres
M eeting the Performance Standards at the Time of Bond Release

To further the concept of reporting end results, OSM collectsthe findingsfrom inspections and other
evaluationsfor aperspective of the number and extent of observed off-siteimpacts, and the number
of acresthat have been mined and reclaimed that meet the bond rel ease requirementsfor the various
phases of reclamation. Individual topic reportsthat provide additional detailson how thefollowing
evaluations and measurements were conducted are available in the Pittsburgh Oversight and
Inspection Office.

Off-Site Impacts

Joint I nspections- During the evaluation period, OSM conducted ajoint study to assessthe
number and severity of off-site impacts occurring as a result of surface and underground
mining operations. OSM selected twenty-six sites for the study. Of the twenty-six sites,
seventeen were randomly selected and reviewed for all aspects of planning, mining, and
reclamation. Two sites were inspected as aresult of forma complaintsto OSM. Six sites
reviewed for final reclamation prior to bond release. The remaining five sites were on the
Acid Mine Drainage (AMD) Inventory dueto unanticipated acid dischargesand are reviewed
semi-annually.

Of the twenty-six sitesjointly inspected, twenty-two (84.6%) exhibited no off-site impacts.
Of thefour siteswith off-siteimpacts, two had enforcement actions deferred to Maryland for
issuance of Notices of violation and/or Cessation Order. One, a forfeiture site, had been
previously cited by Maryland, and one had no action taken by OSM or Maryland since the
violation was abated during the inspection.

State-only I nspections- In addition to thejoint OSM/Maryland study, sixty-four siteswere
inspected by Maryland without OSM accompaniment. Sixty-two (96.9%) exhibited no off-
siteimpacts. Of the two sites with impacts, one impact was associated with permit SM-00-
435 where aresident near the permit lost hiswell water supply. The operator was ordered to
provide a temporary water supply until a permanent supply could be installed. This was
categorized by Maryland as a moderate hydrology impact to people. The other off-site
impact was associated with permit SM-99-434 where fly rock | eft the permit along with spoil
material from blasting operations. The operator was ordered to remove the rock and debris.
This was categorized as a moderate blasting effect to land. In both cases, NOVO's were
written and the operator undertook corrective measures.

Historical Comparison In addition to the current year evaluation, historic trends over the
last five yearswere eval uated asto the number and types of impacts, resourcesimpacted, and
severity of impacts. Resultsindicatethat off-siteimpactsin Maryland aregenerally minor in
nature and occur infrequently.
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Ninety-two percent of permit sites SITES FREE OF IMPACTS
were found free of off-siteimpacts Table 1

for the rent evauation year
(Table 1)< Historically, this has
held fairly constant over the last
five years with an average of

ninety-three  percent. When ,,
impacts do occur, water and land 0 = . :
are the mOSt frequently ImpaCted EYO98 EY99 EYOO EYO1l EYO02
resources(TabIeZ)heseverity Bl % FREE OF IMPACTS
IMPACTED RESOURCES of impacts has been minor in naturewith

Table 2 five exceptions over the last five years,
al of which were categorized as
moderate.

EYO98 EY99 EYO0O EYO1l EYO02

- W ater |:| Land
L

People - Structures

12 holudes both joint OSM/MDE and MDE-only inspections and does not include forfeiture sites. Fifty-
nine of sixty -four sites were free of off-site impacts.
13 ncludes both joint and MDE-only inspections.
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Reclamation Success

OSM conducted astudy to evaluate
the effectiveness of ensuring
successful reclamation on lands

Affected/Backfilled Acres

affected rface coa mining Table 3

operations— Four reclamation

parameters were evaluated: land 800 —

form/approximate original contour fbel

(AOC), land capahility, hydrologic 500

reclamation, and contemporaneous | #"**7%9

reclamation. The study reveaed 200

that reclamation is generaly 108 7
I I I I I

effective and successful under the
Maryland State Program. All ten
evaluations met al criteria for Bl Affeced  [[] Backiilled
AOC and contemporaneous
reclamation. Asshown intable 3,
the ratio of affected to backfilled acres for the period 1997 through 2000 is 92:100, with
backfilled acreage exceeding the affected acreage in three of the four year

All but one of the evauation sites met the criteria for land capability and hydrologic
reclamation. Overall, during the evaluation year, Maryland’ s Land Reclamation Committee
and BOM jointly approved 176 acres and disapproved 150 acres of phase Il reclamation, and
BOM approved 137 acres and disapproved 39 acres of phase 1l recl amatibr®. The higher
incidence of failure of phase two approvals may be attributablein part to the drought that has
been in effect the last year.

1997 1998 1999 2000 TOTAL

Customer Service

OSM Directive REG-8 stipulatesthat OSM conduct ayearly oversight evaluation of an area
of the State program that involves customer service. To meet this requirement, OSM
reviewedMDE:=s applicant violator system (AVS). The objective of this study was to
evaluate customer service by reviewing Maryland=s AV S determinations for TitleV permit
applicationsand Title IV AML contractors. Requirementsfor use of the AV Sare stipul ated

14\ aryland Bond Release Study, Evaluation Y ear 2002; Available upon request from the Pittsburgh O1O
Office.

© source—M aryland Bureau of Mines annual reports, 1997-2000.
8 This approval congtitutes the go-ahead for the permittee to apply for bond release.

ey aryland Applicant Violator System Determinations study, Evaluation Y ear 2002; Available upon
reguest from the Pittsburgh OIO Office.
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in OSM/State Memoranda of Understandings (MOU), OSM Directive INE-32, Federd
Regulations, and approved State programs. The study revealed that Maryland is not
obligated to follow the requirements of an MOU as their original MOU with OSM has
expired and Maryland never executed a subsequent MOU such as the model contained in
Directive INE-32. Maryland also isnot obligated to follow Directive INE-32 asit is subject
to holding avalid MOU. Maryland isnot obligated to submit a program amendment at this
time to comply with OSM regulations pending the outcome of litigation. Finally, Maryland's
approved program does not include any direct reference regarding compliance with AVS
requirements. Therefore, Maryland' s use of the AVSisvoluntary.

Despite compliance being voluntary, with limited exceptions, the study found that Maryland
follows current requirementsincluded inthe OSM Directive, Regulations, and their approved
program by using the AVS system for evauating permit application eligibility
determinations, and entering information and updates into the system.
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VI,

OSM Assistance

Upon request, OSM provides varioustypes of assistanceto MDE in theform of financial, technical,
managerial, and training assistance. OSM provided the following assistance to MDE during the
evaluation period:

Financial Assistance

As shown in table 9 (Appendix A),
OSM awarded $572,272 in Tite V.~ Table 4 - Historical Funding Levels
regulatory assistance funding during Net Awards

fiscal year 2002, which was

approximately $86,000 more than

awarded the previous year. Thisis $2,000,000
in addition to the $2,012,011 & $1,500,000
awarded for the Title IV abandoned ~ & $1,000.000

) . $500,000
minelands reclamation program and $0 - - : :
$35,000 for the Small Operator 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Assistance Program (SOAP). From fiscal year
program inception to the end of
fiscal year 2002, OSM has granted || Abandoned Mine Lands
MDE approximately $37 million net %] Regulatory
awards. Of thisamount, $.5 million [ ] small Operator Assistance

was for the Small Operator

Assistance Program, $8 million dollars for regulatory operations, and $28.4 million for
abandoned mineland reclamation projects. Figure 2 showscomparative grant awardsfor the
three program areas over the last five fiscal years.

Technical Assistance

OSM provided technical assistance to MDE during the review period through blasting
training. An OSM engineer conducted training concerning the new “Blast Log Evaluation
Program” (BLEP) at MDE offices. The training was provided to both permitting and
compliance personnel for the purpose of more fully evaluating operator’s blast logs. The
program is of particular value when blasting resultsin citizen complaints.

Another form of assistance was given through the AML Federal Emergency program. An
emergency was declared by OSM asaresult of amine gasinvestigation at achurch partially
built over abandoned mine workings near Frostburg, Maryland. The OSM Division of
Federal Reclamation Programs will implement abatement measures.

Another potential emergency was investigated by MDE and OSM personnel from a
complaint of structural damage as aresult of subsidence. Investigators determined that the
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damage was not related to mine subsidence.

Technical assistance was also provided through the use of the OSM borehole camera at the
Kempton abandoned mine complex in Garrett County, Maryland. The assistance was
provided in support of a proposal to place Coal Combustion Byproduct (CCB) on the mine
floor for the purpose of reducing the production of acid mine drainage.

OSM has also assisted MDE by providing periodic financial status tables, loan of alaptop
computer, examples of formsand checklists used by other Statesfor making written findings,
and the streamlining of regulatory and AML grant program narrativesthrough substitution of
existing State reports.
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VIl. General Oversight Topic Reviews

In addition to the studies to assess off-site impacts, evaluate the effectiveness in achieving
successful reclamation, and review of the AVS system, OSM conducted four additional
studies during the evaluation period, per the OSM/MDE evaluation year 2002 work plan.
OSM will work with MDE in the next eval uation period to resolveissuesraised asaresult of
these studies.

Performance Monitoring Study

OSM conducted a study during the evaluation perio assess the impact of planning,
mining, and reclamation activities on the effectiveness of the Maryland Program in achieving
the goals of the SMCRA to control adverse environmental impacts during and after mining.
Eighteen complete inspections were conducted jointly with MDE Inspectors to evaluate
compliance with twenty-one standards involving the Permitting, Mining, and Reclamation
phases for achieving the goals of SMCRA. Based on the inspections, Maryland:s approved
program was found overall to be successful in controlling adverse environmental impacts
during and after mining. Drainage control design, construction, and maintenance continueto
be the most frequently observed violations. There is a concern that violations are
documented more frequently during joint inspections than during State-only inspections. In
addition, it was suggested that Maryland explore ways to increase qualified permittee
participation in the remining incentive program.

Alternative Bonding System Analysis

OSM conducted astudy@qri ng the evaluation period to evaluate the ability of Maryland’'s
Alternative Bonding System (ABS) to reclaim existing bond forfeiture sites
in atimely manner, remain solvent over the long term, and handle catastrophic events.

Based on theresults of the study, OSM determined that as of December 1, 2001, Maryland's
ABS carried an estimated -$524,759 deficit for four existing forfeituresin the State. If no
moreforfeitures occur within the next four years, it isestimated that Maryland should be able
to replenish thefund in approximately thirty-three months. If forfeiturescontinueto occur at
the historic rate of 44.4 acres per year, the time to replenish the fund would be estimated at
more than seven years.

The following observations were also made:

B\ aryland Performance Monitoring study, Evaluation Y ear 2002. Copies available from the Pittsburgh
OIO Office upon request.

19 Maryland Alternative Bonding System Analysis study, Evaluation Y ear 2002. Copies available from the
Pittsburgh OI O Office upon request.
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There is some evidence of atrend toward increasing time delays involved in reclamation of
forfeiture sites in Maryland. Although there is no federal timeliness requirement for
reclamation of forfeiture sites, it was suggested that Maryland consider measures to reduce
timedelays of forfeiture reclamation.

The rate of income to the Maryland ABS presently exceeds both the average historical
liability rate and the projected future liability rate.

There is a continuing concern regarding ABS solvency under conditions of a catastrophic
forfeiture event, defined as one extremely costly forfeiture or several above average
forfeitures. One such catastrophic forfeiture has already occurred resulting in $668,873
under-bonding. Although Maryland does not anticipatearecurrence, if such an event wereto
happen in the near future it could take more than fifteen years to replenish the fund in an
amount sufficient to reclaim theforfeiture site. Maryland should consider adjustmentsto the
funding mechanism of the ABS to address catastrophic events.

Acid Mine Discharge Inventory

During the evaluation year OSM conducted astudy@ evaluate Maryland s approved Title
V program to assure all necessary authorities are present for adjusting bond on acid mine
discharge (AMD) sites, that Maryland is implementing the program properly, and that
appropriate adjustments are being made to bond rates asaresult of unanticipated AMD. The
OIO reviewed Maryland regulations, conducted sitereviews of siteseligiblefor inclusionin
the inventory and obtained bond information for these sites, and compared costs to assure
sufficient funds were available for treatment.

The study found that all necessary authorities are present for adjusting bond on AMD sites.
In addition, Maryland isimplementing the program in accordance with approved regul ations,
policy, and procedures. Finaly, with the exception of one site, adjustments have been made
to bond rates as needed to account for unanticipated AMD.

Roads

During the evaluation year, OSM conducted astud review implementation of Maryland
regulations that became effective on February 5, 2001, and related to the design,
construction, maintenance, and reclamation of roads used to facilitate surface and deep coal
mining operations. File reviews, site visits, and checklists were used to document and
evaluate the roads.

20 Maryland Acid Mine Discharge Inventory Study; EY 2002. Copies available from the Pittsburgh OIO
Office upon request.

2 Maryland Roads; EY 2002. Copies available from the Pittsburgh OO Office upon request.
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The study concluded that roads in Maryland are generally in compliance with regulations
relating to design, construction, and maintenance, including the regulations that were
implemented in February of 2001. Maryland has educated the mining industry on the new
requirements through memorandum advisories. The permit application form, however, has
not reflected all of the update requirements, and some requirements are not being fully
addressed in the application, particularly those relating to certification, classification, and
reclamation. In addition, some roads are being used for mining activities for significant
periods of time before being certified, “as built”.
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APPENDIX A

These tables present data pertinent to mining operations and State and Federa regulatory activities
within Maryland. They aso summarize funding provided by OSM and MDE staffing. Unless
otherwise specified, the reporting period for the data contained in all tables is October 1, 2001, to
September 30, 2002. Additional data used by OSM in its evaluation of MDE:s performance is
available for review in the evaluation files maintained by the Pittsburgh OIO Office.
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Tablel

COAL PRODUCTION
(Millions of short tons)

Period Surface Underground
mines mines Total
Coal production” for entire State:
Annual Period
1999 0.801 3.320 4,121
2000 1.404 3.248 4.652
2001 1.402 3.288 4.690
Total 3.607 9.856 13.463

A Coal production as reported in this table is the gross tonnage which includes coa that is
sold, used or transferred as reported to OSM by each mining company on form OSM-1
line 8(a). Gross tonnage does not provide for a moisture reduction. OSM verifies tonnage
reported through routine auditing of mining companies. This production may vary from
that reported by States or other sources due to varying methods of determining and
reporting coal production. Provide production information for thelatest threefull
calendar yearstoincludethelast full calendar year for which dataisavailable.
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Table2

INSPECTABLE UNITS

As of September 30, 2002

Number and status of permits
Active or Per mitted acr eage®
Coal mines temporarily | Inactive (hundreds of acres)
and related inactive Phasell | Abandoned | Totals Insp.
facilities bond release Units®
IP PP IP PP IP | PP | IP | PP IP | PP ‘ Total
STATE AND PRIVATE LANDS REGULATORY AUTHORITY: STATE
Surface mines 0 46 0 8 0 0 0 54 54 0 51.51 51.51
Underground mines 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 7.93 7.93
Other facilities 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 1.09 1.09
Subtotals 0 56 0 8 0 0 0 64 64 0 60.53 60.53
FEDERAL LANDS REGULATORY AUTHORITY: STATE
Surface mines 0 0 0
Underground mines 0 0 0
Other facilities 0 0 0
Subtotals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ALL LANDS®
Surface mines 0 46 0 8 0 0 0 54 54 0 51.51 51.5]]
Underground mines 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 7.93 7.93
Other facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 1.09 1.09
Totals 0 56 0 8 0 0 0 64 64 0 60.53 60.53
Average number of permits per inspectable unit (excluding exploration sites) 1
Average number of acres per inspectable unit (excluding exploration sites) 94.58
Number of exploration permits on State and private lands: 0 On Federal lands®: 0
Number of exploration notices on State and private lands: 8 On Federal lands”: 0

IP: Initia regulatory program sites

PP: Permanent regulatory program sites

“ When aunit is located on more than one type of land, include only the acreage located on the indicated type of land.

® Numbers of units may not equal the sum of the three preceding categories because a single inspectable unit may include lands
in more than one of the preceding categories.

© Includes only exploration activities regulated by the State pursuant to a cooperative agreement with OSM or by OSM pursuant
to a Federal lands program. Excludes exploration regulated by the Bureau of Land Management.

P Inspectable Units includes multiple permits that have been grouped together as one unit for inspection frequency purposes by

some State programs.
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Table3

STATE PERMITTING ACTIVITY
As of September 30, 2002

Type of
Application

Surface
mines

Underground

mines

Other

facilities

Totals

App.

Rec.

| ssued

Acres

App.

Rec.

| ssued

Acres’

App.

Rec.

| ssued

Acres

App.
Rec.

| ssued

Acres

New Permits
Renewals
Transfers, sales and
assignments of

permit rights

Small operator
assistance

Exploration permits
Exploration notices®
Revisions (exclusive
of incidental

boundary revisions)

Incidental boundary
revisions

153

828

0

0

0

0

Totals

0

13

153

841

49

1,043

for mining.

A Includes only the number of acres of proposed surface disturbance.

OPTIONAL - Number of midterm permit reviews completed that are not reported asrevisions.

B State approval not required. Involves removal of less than 250 tons of coal and does not affect lands designated unsitable
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Table4

OFF-SITE IMPACTS

RESOURCESAFFECTED People Land Water Structures
DEGREE OF IMPACT minor | moderate | magor | minor | moderate | major | minor | moderate | major | minor moderate major
TYPE OF Blasting 1
IMPACT Land Stability
AND Hydrology 1 2 1 1
TOTAL Encroachment
NUMBER OF |Other
EACH TYPE [Total 1 0 1 0 1 0O 1 0
Total number of inspectable units: 64
Inspectable units free of off-site impacts: 59
OFF-SITEIMPACTSON BOND FORFEITURE SITES
RESOURCES AFFECTED People Land Water Structures
DEGREE OF IMPACT minor | moderate | maor | minor | moderate | major | minor | moderate | major | minor moderate major
TYPE OF Blasting
IMPACT Land Stability
AND Hydrology
TOTAL Encroachment
NUMBER OF |Other
EACHTYPE [Total 0 0) 0 0 0 0 0

Total number of inspectable units:

I nspectable units free of off-site impacts:

Refer to the report narrative for complete explanation and evaluation of the information provided by this table.
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TABLE 5

ANNUAL STATE MINING AND RECLAMATION RESULTS

Acreage released
Bond release Applicable performance standard during this
phase evaluation period
Phase | - Approximate original contour restored
- Topsoil or approved alternative replaced 20.00
Phase I - Surface stability
- Establishment of vegetation 74.00
- Post-mining land use/productivity restored
- Successful permanent vegetation
Phase Il - Groundwater recharge, quality and quantity
Restored
- Surface water quality and quantity restored
16.00
Bonded Acreage Status’ Acres
Total number of acres bonded at end of last review period
(September 30, 2001)® 5,943.00
Total number of acres bonded during this evaluation year 6,002.00
Number of acres bonded during this evaluation year that are
considered remining, if available
Number of acres where bond was forfeited during this evaluation
year (also report this acreage on Table 7) 0.00

Bonded acreage is considered to approximate and represent the number of acres
disturbed by surface coal mining and reclamation operations.

Bonded acres in this category are those that have not received a Phase |11 or other fina
bond release (State maintains jurisdiction).
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OPTIONAL TABLE(S) 6

(See Instructions)
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Table7

STATE BOND FORFEITURE ACTIVITY
(Permanent Program Per mits)

Bond Forfeiture Reclamation Activity by SRA Numper

of Sites |Acres
Sites with bonds forfeited and collected that were unreclaimed as of
September 30, 2001 (end of previous evaluation year)” 2 ]161.00
Sites with bonds forfeited and collected during Evaluation Y ear 2002
(current year) 0 0.00
Sites with bonds forfeited and collected that were re-permitted during
Evaluation Y ear 2002 (current year) 0 0.00
Sites with bonds forfeited and collected that were reclaimed during
Evaluation Y ear 2002 (current year) 0 0.00
Sites with bonds forfeited and collected that were unreclaimed as of
September 30, 2002 (end of current year)” 2 |161.00
Sites with bonds forfeited but uncollected as of September 30, 2002 (end of
current year) 1 25.00
Surety/Other Reclamation (In Lieu of Forfeiture)
Sites being reclaimed by surety/other party as of September 30, 2001 (end of
previous evaluation year)® 0 0.00
Sites where surety/other party agreed to do reclamation during Evaluation
Y ear 2002 (current year) 0 0.00
Sites being reclaimed by surety/other party that were re-permitted during
Evaluation Y ear 2002 (current year) 0 0.00
Sites with reclamation completed by surety/other party during Evaluation
Y ear 2002 (current year)© 0 0.00
Sites being reclaimed by surety/other party as of September 30, 2002 (current
evaluation year) ® 0 0.00

A Includes data only for those forfeiture sites not fully reclaimed as of this date

B Includes all sites where surety or other party has agreed to complete reclamation and site is not fully

reclaimed as of this date

€ This number also isreported in Table 5 as Phase |11 bond release has been granted on these sites
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TABLE 8

MARYLAND STAFFING
(Full-time equivalents at the end of evaluation year)

Function EY 2002
Regulatory Program
Permit review 344
Inspection 454
Other (administrative, fiscal, personnel, etc.) 3.40
Regulatory Program Total 11.38
AML Program Total 4.80
TOTAL 16.18
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TABLE9

FUNDS GRANTED TO MARYLAND
BY OSM

(Millions of dollars)

EY 2002
Type Federal Federal Funding asa
of Funds Per centage of
Grant Awar ded Total Program Costs
Administration and Enforcement $572,272.00 50
Small Operator Assistance $35,000.00 100
Totals seo7.272 00
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Maryland Comments
MDE provided the following comments to the EY 2002 Evaluation Report.

December 12, 2002

Mr. George Reiger, Program Manager
Office of Surface Mining

Oversight and Inspection Office
Three Parkway Center

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15220

Dear Mr. Reiger:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Maryland 2002 Annual
Evaluation Summary Report. | appreciate your comments in highlighting the effectiveness of our
program particularly in the areas of public participation where we have been able to leverage
dollarsfar beyond our Title IV grant and at the same time involve the community in a sense of
accomplishment. | trust you will convey that successto others at OSM as positions develop in
regards to SMCRA reauthorization. | do have several concerns and suggestions regarding the draft
Annual Report.

| don’t believe the paragraph on page 14 under Regulatory Program Issues which infers that
more violations are written by our inspectors when accompanied by an OSM official is
appropriate. You go on to question the level of documentation at violation sites. Y our staff had
previously categorized this as a concern during a quarterly meeting. | don’t think this situation
risesto the level of inclusion in the annual report and would suggest the omission of paragraph 2
under Regulatory Program Issues on page 14.

On page 15 in the first full paragraph and again on page 25 your concern regarding acres
being permitted versus acres being backfilled is noted. | don’t agree that the numbers are a direst
correlation nor do they indicate a specific problem. | believe a closer ook at contemporaneous
reclamation would be more indicative of actual conditions rather than the ratio of new acres to
backfilled acres. Was this issue addressed in another topical study? | don’t recall, but if so |
would suggest another sentence at the beginning of the following paragraph on page 15 that
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highlights success with contemporaneous reclamation.

Thefiguresin Table 10 are not accurate through no fault of OSM. A recently discussed
error in calculations in the Compliance Programs database revealed that not all months were
counted. A revised search indicated for the period of October 1, 2001 through September 30, 2002
total inspections were 975. That number consisted of 634 partial and 341 complete inspections.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report. We look forward to a continued
working partnership with OSM in the regulation of coal production and the reclamation of lands
and water previously impacted by coal mining activities. Please call me at (410) 537-3557 should
you have any questions.

Sincerely;

C. Edmon Larrimore, Program Manager
Mining Program



Disposition of Comments
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING
Beclamatn and Enfeecemeni
Dversight and Inspection (Hfice
&R Refugee, Bm. 21K Three Fardoway Cenler
Clumbus, Ohin 43252 Finshurgh, Penrsylvara 1520

GEC 18 2002

Mr. C. Edman Larrimore

Administratar, Mining Program
Maryland Departmend of the Envireamer
| &0 Washington Blvd.

Baltimore, Maryland 21230

Diear Mr, Lorrimoce:

Thank vou far your Decemnber 12, 2002, letter on our draft evaluation year 22 Annunl
Report. ‘Wi have made the following changes to the repart hased on commenis contnined
in your letter and have enclosed a copy of the final report for your records,

Regulasory Program lssues ~ Your comment suggested thal (ar concem regarding the
disparity in decumentation of violatians is not of sufficient importance ta be mcluibed in
e arnunl repart. OSM appreciates the sensitivity of this 1s5ue, has attempled 10 peovide
meaningful information based on facts. and to treat these £5¢13 in a balanced manner. e
feel we have accurately portrayed the Maryland inspection data 1o assist you i yous
¢ffarts for cantinuous program implementation. We did, im the interest of balance,
modify the associated iopical report 1o delets any references 1o atatistical validiy and
magniiude of the diffenence

You also expressed a concern on the issie of contemporanenus reclamation. Specifically.
you felt that the comparisen data we used, permitted ve, hockfilled acres, was not a giad
indicator of contempomnesus reclamation. You sugpested thit we use exalislics minTe
indicative of actusl conditions. We apree. To this eisd, we have modified the mhle and
numative on page 23 to compare affected v backfilked acres. This miine meeaning ful
comparisan shows that hackfilled acreapes has actually excesded affected screape three of
the Inst foar years. This has resulted in the elimanation of the OSM concemn expressed on
pape 13, In sddition, we have revised the Summary seciion on page 4 to reflect the
resulis af 1hat analysis

Appemidia A Dais Tabbes - W have revised the inspection figures in Table 1010 reflect
ihe updated information vou have supplied.
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Mr. C. Edman Lamimare

In sddifion t your comments of December 12, we have revised the repon’ 1o paralbel
miodifications made bo the topical sady, OFf-Site Impacts.

Your comments and coordination have improved the reperts and we appreciate the effor.

Sincerely,

{ F
L ..—Flb-.q.'m el
* “Seorge J/Rieger 7

Program Manager

Enclosure

cc: Scott Bovlan (wEnclosure)
John Carey [w/Enclosure)
Steve Layton (wEnclosure)

' See Ui Site Impncis section, page 13, and Sammary ssctao, page 3
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