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COAL MINE SAFETY IN CHINA: CAN THE
ACCIDENT RATE BE REDUCED?

FRIDAY, DECEMBER 10, 2004

CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE
COMMISSION ON CHINA
Washington, DC.

The roundtable was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in
room 2255, Rayburn House Office Building, John Foarde [staff di-
rector] presiding.

Also present: David Dorman, deputy staff director; Susan Weld,
general counsel; Patricia Dyson, senior counsel; Carl Minzner, sen-
ior counsel; and Keith Hand, senior counsel.

Mr. FOARDE. All right. The magic hour has arrived and I think
we should get started. We have always tried to start on time and
end on time at our Issues Roundtables, and we want to continue
that very healthy practice.

First of all, on behalf of Chairman Jim Leach and Co-chairman
Senator Chuck Hagel of the Congressional-Executive Commission
on China, welcome to this Issues Roundtable about coal mine safe-
ty in China.

When we first started looking at these issues and got interested
in them, we decided to try to arrange a roundtable on this topic.
We have been trying to get our distinguished panelists and experts
here for some time, and this week was possible for them. We had
no idea that the topic would be so timely. The accidents in China
of November 26, and we just heard that there has been another one
in Jiangxi Province today where there was heavy loss of life, makes
this a particularly opportune moment to get into these issues.

The increase in fatal coal mine accidents in China has been of
concern to our Commission members, and the burgeoning rate of
fatalities appears to be the result of an exploding demand for en-
ergy in China and the growing desperation of farmers, driven by
poverty, to seek jobs underground in small, dangerous, mostly pri-
vate coal mines.

Official government statistics tell a grim story of workers injured
and killed in coal mines. Figures released in June 2004 show that
over 6,000 miners died in 2003. An expert at the Chinese Mining
University estimates a national rate of 12 fatalities per million tons
of coal mined. As of October 30, some 4,153 Chinese mine workers
had lost their lives, and then we had the very heavy additional fa-
talities since then.

The Chinese Government has some control over safety standards
in large, state-owned coal mines, but virtually no control over
small, private mines where most of the fatal accidents occur.
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The Chinese people are increasingly aware of the appalling death
and injury toll, but one Chinese expert expressed the view that it
would take decades before China reaches the safety levels of the
developed world.

Given this background, we wanted to look into the question of
how foreign countries with advanced safety standards, and inter-
national institutions such as the ILO, could help Chinese authori-
ties improve coal mine safety. We are particularly pleased to have
two experts from the United Kingdom who have come a long way
to share their expertise with us.

We have had foreign experts—that is, non-U.S. experts—at pre-
vious Issues Roundtables and hearings in the CECC over the last
three years, but I think you two may have the record for coming
the longest way.

Our panelists are: Dave Feickert, who is a consultant in industry
relations, ergonomics, and energy; Peter McNestry, who has served
on numerous British, European, and international coal mine safety
boards; and Leo Carey, who is the Executive Director of Govern-
ment Services for the U.S. National Safety Council here in Wash-
ington. I will introduce them at somewhat greater length before
they speak.

As in the past, each panelist will have 10 minutes to make an
initial presentation. When all three panelists have spoken, we will
go to a question and answer session from the staff panel here, giv-
ing each staff member about five minutes to ask a question and
hear the answer. We will keep going until we have exhausted the
topic or until 11:30 arrives, whichever is first.

First, then, Dave Feickert. Dave is a native of Sheffield in the
United Kingdom and has served as a representative of the Trades
Union Council to the Economic and Social Committee in Brussels,
where he worked closely with the European Commission, the Euro-
pean Parliament, the Council, and other European organizations.
He has been a representative on the European Coal and Steel In-
dustry Consultative Committee and has conducted seminars on
health and safety for mine workers in the Czech and Slovak Repub-
lics. His most recent publications include articles on the inter-
national coal market, mine privatization, and a paper on “Miners,
Safety and the Technological Revolution” at a safety conference in
Lancashire, U.K.

Welcome, Dave Feickert. Thank you very much for being here.

STATEMENT OF DAVE FEICKERT, CONSULTANT IN INDUS-
TRIAL RELATIONS, ERGONOMICS AND ENERGY, SHEFFIELD,
UK.

Mr. FEICKERT. Thank you very much, Chair. We are very pleased
to be here. It might seem a long way to come, but this issue is ex-
tremely important and something we are discussing on a quite
wide basis, not only in Europe, but also internationally. Inter-
national trade unions are particularly concerned about the situa-
tion with the coal industry in China.

I would like to make three points. Let me just briefly mention
them by way of summary. The first point is that China produces
one-third of the world’s coal, yet has over 80 percent of the fatal
accidents of the world’s coal mining industry. That is a figure that
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came from the Chinese Mine Safety Administration. They know
what the situation is. They know how serious it is. They know it
is creating considerable difficulties of all kinds.

I think our interest is really one of common humanity: how can
we help to solve this problem? Our industries have gone through,
in Europe, and yours has as well in the United States, long periods
which have similarities, way back in time, so we have a lot of expe-
rience as a result.

The second point is that, because we have been through that,
should China have to go through it? Should the Chinese industrial
revolution that is taking place at the moment have to take the
same shape in terms of the cost in coal mining of human life when
it is no longer technically necessary? In other words, there are solu-
tions that are available if we could only coordinate our efforts to
help the Chinese.

And the third point I want to make is that this issue is a vital
one for strategic energy reasons. This is not just a question of
health and safety at work, not just a question of one industry, it
is a question of global energy demand and the balance of demand
in the future.

The speed of growth of the Chinese economy is so fast and the
demand for energy is so great that China will be producing much
more than its current 1.7 billion tons of coal a year. It is increasing
its rate at about 15 percent a year. Nobody quite knows where it
is going to end, because coal is China’s main energy source. If they
do not mine coal, they will buy oil and they will buy gas off the
international markets, and the prices of oil and gas will rise cor-
respondingly. One of the factors in the recent oil price shock—I
think we can call it that because the price of oil has stayed high
for some period of time—was Chinese energy demand. It does not
take very much imagination to see that if China reached the same
standard of living as Western countries, then their energy de-
mands—well, it is a bit difficult to calculate that figure, and I have
not even tried.

To come back to the main point, Chinese coal production has ex-
panded enormously in the last few years. If it is going to continue
at the rate it is, it will continue to be based on the three groupings
of mines, the three types of mines that they have.

There are a large number of small village mines that are really
unsafe. There is no question about that. In your remarks, Mr.
Chairman, you mentioned that. Then there are the county mines,
which are somewhat larger, and the safety record is better.

Finally, there are the large, highly mechanized mines. Rather
ironically, some of the mining technology from closing British
mines has been exported to China, so we know that they have ac-
cess to some pretty good gear. That is the balance of the industry.

Given the demand for energy and for coal, it is unlikely to
change very much. They are not about to close all their small
mines. They certainly are not going to close their medium and
large mines. There will be more of them.

They have recently decided to concentrate coal production into 13
different production groups. So the effort is to try to rationalize it,
which they can do with the large- and medium-sized mines, but
once again, rather difficult for the small mines.
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Now, what are these small mines like? Well, the best compari-
son, I think, is with the kind of mines that first developedin Britain
in the 18th century. They were known as bell pits, mined locally
where the seams were outcropping, coming up to the surface. As
they took the coal nearest to the surface, then they dug deeper and
deeper, and they dug straight down and created bell-shaped pits.
They were not very big, but they took the coal. Of course, if they
took the bell shape out too far, the roof collapsed and they were
killed. Well, that is happening in China. They also get flooding in
China. Flooding is a particular problem in some of the small mines,
especially the drift mines which go into the hillsides. So, there are
particular issues there. As has been our experience in the U.K., the
smallest mines have traditionally been the least safe. They are the
most difficult to organize from a safety point of view.

In terms of statistics, Mr. Chairman, you quoted the fatal acci-
dent rate. I expect that the Chinese recognize that that represents
80 percent of the world’s fatalities in the coal industry. But what
is very important to add to this figure is that the normal ratio for
most coal industries, that is, the major industry accident rate, is
about four to five times the fatality rate. This is in some ways even
more serious because you are talking about maybe 35,000 people
each year who are not going to work again, and they could be quite
young. What level of support do they have? We know that the old
social model is changing. It is gone, basically, in many parts of
China, and they are trying to establish a new one. They are work-
ing with the European Union to set up a new Social Security sys-
tem. That is very much the topic of the day. They have not solved
it yet. There is this huge problem of compensation and they do not
have a proper compensation system of the kind that we would rec-
ognize, but it also took us a very long time to develop. So, that
issue is a very important one from the point of view of safety.

The other point I think, in relation to accidents, is it is difficult
to place China’s development in a historical sense, by comparison,
say, with the development of mining in the U.K., because the U.K.
was one of the first, and it went through this whole process. Miners
died in the thousands. Over 100 thousand have been killed in Brit-
ish mines since records were first kept in 1850. I try to get that
across to people by saying, well, just think of what size of indus-
trial towns that group would have represented as a population, and
their families. You are talking about over a half a million people,
probably more, as families were larger in those days. But that is
what we went through. The accident rate that we had in the early
part of the last century, when over 200 million tons were produced,
is very similar, or was very similar, to the current Chinese accident
rate.

Now, we would rather prepare a measure of accidents measured
by 100,000 man shifts, or job shifts, rather than tonnage, because
the tonnage measure is not a very accurate measure. It gives you
an indication. But that is what we have to play with.

The last point on safety, then, is that on the basis of our experi-
ence, we would say that we have developed, over a long period of
time, a well-structured safety system based on the role of worker
safety representatives, pit safety supervisors, mines inspectors, and
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well-qualified mine managers, and a safety culture that was built
up.
The last point in the last minute: what can we do about it? Well,
the most promising development took place early this month when
the International Chemical Energy and Mining Federation worked
together with their corresponding members of the mining corpora-
tions and the ILO, and they reached an agreement in Beijing with
the Chinese authorities, the industry, the unions, and so on to set
up a safety system. What they are going to do is make a complete
appraisal of the variety of problems that exist in the medium- and
large-sized mines before going to the next stage. I think that is the
most promising development. There are a number of others. It is
really important that our governments get behind that kind of ini-
tiative because it is a problem of such a scale that it requires a con-
siderable level of political support behind it. Thanks very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Feickert appearsinthe appendix.]

Mr. FOARDE. Dave, thank you very much. You have given us a
lot to think about. We can come back to some of these questions
in the Q&A.

I would like now to recognize Peter McNestry, who has served
on numerous British, European, and international coal mine safety
boards and committees. In the year 2000, Peter was a member of
the United Kingdom UNESCO National Commission, and before
that he served with the British Coal Health Claims Monitoring
Group. He has also served on the Safety and Mine Research Advi-
sory Board, and the European Safety and Health Commission for
coal and other extractive industries.

Peter currently lives in Goole, North Yorkshire, and has come a
very long way to Washington to help us this morning. Thank you
very much.

STATEMENT OF PETER McNESTRY, BRITISH COAL HEALTH
CLAIMS MONITORING GROUP, EUROPEAN SAFETY AND
HEALTH COMMISSION FOR COAL AND OTHER EXTRACTIVE
INDUSTRIES, GOOLE, NORTH YORKSHIRE, U.K.

Mr. McNESTRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In earlier discussions, we considered how best to approach this
and recognize the eye-catching possibility that explosions in mines
were a major problem. It would have been wrong to say we were
not used to it, because historically in the UK. we went through
this. So we thought, well, can we look back and see how we pro-
gressed? How did we get out of this situation? What did we put in
place to resolve the situation?

I do not intend to read my statement, Mr. Chairman, but I would
like to go through these tables. I believe you have got them. If you
could look at the table which starts—and I do not know in what
order you got them, because I think we e-mailed them across. The
first records of explosions in the U.K. were in the 1860s. There
were explosions before that, but proper records were not kept. In
the 1860s, we were not sure how many men worked in U.K. mines.
Records were not that good. But you can see, it crept very high,
until 1910. We put this in periods of decades.

Over that period of time, there was a lot of motivation by people,
mainly churchmen, mainly Methodists, to get involved. A lot of lob-
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bying took place with politicians. Then every explosion that
occurred was investigated by an official inquiry, sometimes by a
commission, usually by an army major or an army captain. Deci-
sions were taken, a report was made, and that report found its way
through the system, and changes were brought about. My concern
was determining, when we looked at this, how long it took for the
explosion to occur, an investigation to be undertaken, and a solu-
tion to take place, and it was usually one to three decades.

We do not see the need for that now, because we have the an-
swers. Along with this table, we itemized the different types of
causes of explosions. We do not have that information from China.
We just have official reports that “an explosion occurred,” usually
a gas explosion, but it usually means that it was a coal dust explo-
sion, because the gas explosion was the initiator. But in this folder
we describe all the reasons, if you want, for an explosion. There is
unlikely to be any more, because we in the U.K. have experienced
this. There are different sources, but we sought to remove them.

In this table as well, recognizing the toll, it was a “belt and
brace” approach. When we learned there was a problem, it was in-
vestigated, and then brought about a solution. The “braces” were
that we designed systems so when it did occur, then the majority
in the mine had a chance to escape the effects. This brought about
a practice of having two means of egress, a single means of egress
was no longer allowed, other than the initial driveages, so every
working place had two ways out. So if one area was blocked, an-
other area was open. That was a simple one. Another safeguard
was the use of stone dust barriers. When an explosion occurred on
a working face or development, a stone dust barrier was created.
The heat did not pass through the area of the stone dust barrier.
The heat creates the blast when it hits the next junction—the coal
dust is lifted and a chain reaction takes place.

So these stone dust barriers were simple. It was really cost-effec-
tive, and did mean—and you can see it in this graph later on—
there were a significant number of explosions, but a much-reduced
number of deaths because large sections of the workforce could
then escape.

Probably the final scenario on that was the use of self-rescuers,
which came into practice in the 1970s. This was a small box which
the mineworker had on his belt. In it were crystals which, when
you removed the seal, a man could breathe for up to one hour in
comfort, one half-hour with some discomfort, which would give him
enough time to get out or get to a safe area in the mine.

We are not sure exactly how far the Chinese are on this type of
technology. We do know from managers from England who have
gone out and installed systems that the state mines are well run.
People there are keen to see the systems work, and work safely.
We have little information about the village or the municipal
mines, as the Chinese call them, and the mines without license. We
fear that proper safety practices may not be the case in those
mines.

On the itemized part, can we just go through the causes? On the
first one, there is only two explosions, where the cause was not
proven. This was at the early stages when the experts, if a mine
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could not be reentered, could not define what had happened, so
they had to be honest and say “these causes were not proven.”

We then come to the naked flame explosions. I guess some of
these are also what happened in China. There is a difference in a
naked light mine and a safety lamp mine. Safety lamp mines were
initially deep mines.

In the United States, you do not have the same problems we do
in the U.K. because you have extensive reserves, and when there
is a lot of gas about you move to another area, another part of the
country, and another part of the valley. You move the mine. But
we worked with this problem. In the 1880s, 1890s, and we had sig-
nificant numbers of deaths caused from candles, from matches,
from naked lights.

In the U.K. we moved on from the naked lights to what we used
to call safety lamps. That is the graph entitled “Flame Lamps.”
Flame lamps were intended to be a safety lamp, but in the begin-
ning they were not really all that safe. There was a single gauze
around the lamp. The mine workers did not like them because they
did not give the amount of illumination that a candle would, so
things were altered, lamps were improved.

This type of lamp developed into being what we know as the
flame safety lamp, and later the locked flame safety lamp, which
is the actual device which we still use in the U.K., and is preferred
much more than the electrical type which some countries use. It
gives you a clear indication of the level of gas that is there. There
were a number of explosions in the beginning with the flame safety
lamps, but these were usually because of misuse or because they
were opened, they were broken, or they were not properly repaired.
A commission, called the Sunderland Commission, examined a
number of explosions involving the flame safety lamp and found
that there had not been proper maintenance on these lamps. Since
that time, all flame safety lamps are checked, repaired, and main-
tained on a shift-by-shift basis.

As you can see from the graphs, since that time there were only
two explosions in the 1930s, one in the 1940s, and one in the
1950s. This was not necessarily the flame lamps’ fault. This was
people wrongly using them, opening them up to light and smoke
cigarettes, which were illegal at that time in many mines. Although
this graph does not show it, not all British mines in the 1950s were
safety lamp mines. There were still several naked light mines
where people worked with open lights, usually acetylene lamps.

One of the biggest problems was shot firing. I would guess that
shot firing is involved to some degree in China. It was very high
in the 1860s through the 1900s. Then we used a lighted fuse. We
used black powder. After the First World War years, different types
of explosives were used, electronic detonators were used. This
clearly had a reducing effect. By the 1950s, we had what we call
the 1954 Mines and Quarries Act. The Royal Commission started,
from 1935 to 1938, to make recommendations. Before they could be
implemented, the Second World War occurred, so the report was
put on the back burner.

There were recommendations by the Royal Commission, but they
did not bring about any change in the law until 1954. That Act im-
mediately changed most things around U.K. mines.
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The regulations regarding shot firing and the practices regarding
shot firing were reviewed. It meant that shots could not be fired
anywhere in the vicinity if there was more than 1.25 percent of
methane in the general body of air, and if it was more than 2 per-
cent men had to be withdrawn. It was incumbent on what we call
the deputy to ensure that occurred. If there was more than 1.25
percent of methane in the general body, you immediately stopped
shot firing operations.

The U.K. also had a problem with spontaneous combustion.
There was one explosion in the 1880s, but it became more preva-
lent, as you can see, from 1910, because mines went deeper, prob-
ably deeper than what you do in America, and I suspect probably
in China they have some deeper mines as well.

You have the heat; you have the right conditions for coal to spon-
taneously ignite. Mixed with gas, it causes the explosion.

That was like electricity. Electricity, as you can see, came later.
It was not an early cause. Many causes had been reduced, and then
as electricity was introduced along came a new ignition source.

But you can see immediately here that there were nine explo-
sions in one year, in the 1930s, nine in the 1950s. The cost in lives
was reduced by the “belt and braces” approach. But almost imme-
diately, enactments came in place following each of these incidents.
By the 1970s, the U.K. had reduced electrical explosions.

Friction was a new one as well, the result of bringing in the
heavy machines, which ignited certain rocks—pyrites—which flew
into areas where there was gas. Another thing proven, was that
sandstone rock falling on a steel arch could create a spark. Nobody
thought it could cause ignition, but what happened was, in labora-
tory experiments it was found that a rock coming down caused a
vacuum, brought gas down from the roof behind the rock, and the
spark ignited that gas, then ignited the coal dust, so friction be-
came a problem. The last ignition we had caused by friction was
in 1974, and we have not had one since.

We had losses of life through fire. These graphs only are of fires
that caused explosions. From 1940 to 1970, the loss of life from
fires was only seven lives. So I think, significantly, safeguards in-
troduced did bring necessary reductions. There are lessons to be
learned.

The point I would like to make is that—although we are not com-
pletely clear because of the technical details—there has been a full
and proper transference of information to the Chinese on this issue.
We think a better effort needs to be made to make sure that those
people who are working hard to make mines safe have the benefit
of our experience. I think if we can do that, then a positive and a
good step will have been taken. Thank you, Mr. Foarde.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McNestry appears in the appendix.]

Mr. FOARDE. Thank you very much, Peter. Again, more ideas for
us to take up in the question and answer session.

I would like to recognize our old friend, Leo Carey, Executive Di-
rector of Government Services for the National Safety Council. Leo
currently directs a project to improve mine safety in China that is
funded by the U.S. Department of Labor. The project is designed
to work with the relevant Chinese Government bodies to develop
rescue techniques and train miners and mine personnel in safe
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operational methods. Leo has directed a number of programs of
health and safety for the U.S. Congress and various Executive
Branch agencies. He is the director of the World Safety Congress
Project and serves as the project director for the National Safety
Council’s Executive Assessment of Safety and Health Management
Systems for the U.S. Department of Defense.

Leo, welcome. You did not come as far as our British colleagues,
but you have been traveling and we are glad that you are here.
Thanks.

STATEMENT OF LEO CAREY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF GOV-
ERNMENT SERVICES, THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. CAREY. Well, thank you. Thank you for the opportunity. No,
I just came from across town, so I may be the shortest -traveled
representative, certainly, of this group.

Let me just summarize, because I have not yet submitted a for-
mal statement. I will do so afterward.

I am Leo Carey. I am with the National Safety Council. I am the
project director for the National Safety Council’s project to improve
mhne safety in China, and as such I am here to discuss that project
today.

I only speak representing the National Safety Council and as the
implementer of the project. I do not speak for the Department of
Labor, of course, or for the Bureau of International Labor Affairs
[ILAB], at the Department of Labor.

Let me quickly give you a little background on the National Safe-
ty Council. We have been around since 1913. Our mission is basi-
cally to educate, protect, and influence society to adopt safety,
health, and environmental practices.

While we are a private organization and not a government agen-
cy, we have been chartered by the U.S. Congress to be the safety
and health advocates for the nation. We have over 45,000 member
organizations and several thousand volunteers who help the Na-
tional Safety Council in its business.

We responded to a Department of Labor solicitation in August
2002. The solicitation asked applicants to develop and implement
a program to improve mine safety in the People’s Republic of
China. There were a couple of things in that solicitation that are
important. One, we were informed that the project would be man-
aged actively by the Department of Labor’s Bureau of International
Labor Affairs as a cooperative agreement. For a number of reasons,
ILAB would be an active manager in the project, and ILAB officials
have been so, and ILAB has been a very good partner and have
given us excellent cooperation. They also said that the applicants
must form partnerships with organizations in China to help imple-
ment the project, with the idea that there would be sustainability
as a result.

That solicitation required that the applicant’s program institu-
tionalize mine rescue technique training for government and mine
personnel and that the program strengthen the capacity of govern-
ment personnel to promote workplace safety and health in Chinese
mines. The program would train miners and mine operators in
mine safety methods and practices. The program would improve
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enforcement of work safety laws and regulations, and have pilot
projects with selected coal mines in China to implement these
things. The successful applicant would travel to China with De-
partment of Labor officials to develop a program design after the
discussions with Chinese officials. We were selected as the success-
ful applicant for the program in September 2002.

In February 2003, we accompanied Department of Labor officials
to China for the project design visit, and subsequently submitted
the project design to the Department of Labor, which ultimately re-
sulted in a document that was signed by representatives of both
the Chinese Government and the U.S. Government in Beijing in
November 2003.

During that time, by the way, was the whole incident of SARS
in China, and I think that slowed down a lot of the development
of the project design during that period. The project design then
has been really in effect for just a bit more than a year. The project
will be a 48-month project, going until the end of September 2007.
The funding for the project was set at approximately $2.2 million.

The National Safety Council identified as its Chinese partner the
National Center for International Exchange and Cooperation in
China, and they have been our partner, technically as a subcon-
tractor, under the terms of the cooperative agreement.

The focus of the project is to improve the mine rescue system in
China, to improve the overall government enforcement and inspec-
tion system, and improve mine conditions through elimination of
hazards. Specifically, we have undertaken a number of activities.
There was a technical visit to the United States of mine rescue ex-
perts from China in 2003. Ten Chinese mine rescue experts came
to the United States and visited the U.S. Department of Labor’s
Mine Safety and Health Administration [MSHA], which, like ILAB,
has been tremendously cooperative and just an unbelievable re-
source in this whole project. The Chinese delegation visited with
experts there and they visited at the Mine Safety Academy in
Beckley, WV.

The mine rescue delegation went to working mines in West Vir-
ginia, and the mine rescue teams at these mines interacted with
the Chinese experts. There were mine rescue demonstrations put
on by the personnel at the mines. The U.S. coal industry has also
been very cooperative in this project. They devoted a lot of time
working with these experts on mine rescue techniques.

There was also scheduled a symposium in China on mine rescue,
and that is ongoing. That is, actually, this week. Recommendations
resulting from the deliberations of this mine rescue symposium will
be developed and sent to the Chinese Government.

The last item under mine rescue will be training mine managers,
management personnel, and mine rescue team members, and that
will happen in 2005. Specifically, as part of the project, we identi-
fied that we would focus on Shanxi Province and on Yangquan
Mine Group to make improvements. Yangquan mine is located in
Shanxi Province and training will be provided to government in-
spectors in Shanxi. Training will also be provided to mine rescue
team members from Yangquan mine group.

The second component of the project will be improving the capa-
bility of government enforcement personnel. We scheduled a visit
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to the United States of Chinese Government inspectors to interact
with U.S. government inspectors. That visit took place this year,
2004. Twelve Chinese inspectors came to the United States and
were able to meet with MSHA officials. They had training at the
Mine Safety Academy in Beckley, WV, on how MSHA enforces its
rules and the processes MSHA uses.

They went to the district office in the Pittsburgh area of MSHA
and had mine inspectors from the United States interact with them
and discuss enforcement activities both formally and informally.

They went to MSHA laboratories in the Pittsburgh area and to
a mine in the Pittsburgh area, focusing on their role as government
iSnspectors and how the government inspectors work in the United

tates.

We have developed training course materials and in 2006 we will
do the training of the Chinese Government inspectors.

The third area for the project is improving coal mine safety laws
and regulations. It is basically a comparison of the laws and regu-
lations in China to those in the United States and then making
recommendations. This is ongoing.

The fourth area under the project is the training of miners and
mine operators. We have done a pre-training site assessment at the
mine group in Yangquan and have developed training materials.
The actual training itself will occur in 2005.

In fact, most of the training under this project will occur in 2005,
even though the project goes to 2007, because we want to be able
to have time to implement not only the training, but the results of
the training, and then evaluate it.

The fifth component of the project is the Pilot Mine and that is
the Yangquan mine in Shanxi, and we are working closely with
representatives of that mine group. The concept is the Yangquan
mine will be a model mine for the Chinese. The Chinese are inter-
ested in developing a model mine so that they can bring others in
the country to see that model mine and how things are working at
the top level. So these mines in Yangquan are pretty good mines,
as far as I understand it.

That basically describes the project. We have received excellent
cooperation from ILAB, MSHA, from the U.S. Embassy in Beijing,
from our partners in China at the National Center, from the Chi-
nese Government at SAWS, both nationally and locally, from the
Chinese Mine Rescue Command Center, which was established in
2003, and from officials at the Yangquan Mine Group and from the
North China Institute where much of the training will occur.

We have had excellent cooperation. While we have made a lot of
progress, there is still a lot to be done, and in particular in evalu-
ating how well the project has been achieving its objectives. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Carey appears in the appendix.]

Mr. FOARDE. Thank you, Leo. Really useful.

Let us go right, straight away, to the question and answer
session, because we have got a lot of very interesting ideas and in-
formation out on the table to work with. I will exercise the preroga-
tive of the Chair and begin by asking Dave Feickert. To pick up
on your second point in your summary, which is a question I am
very interested in, and I am paraphrasing something much more
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eloquent that you said, but I take it the point was “should China
have to make the same mistakes that were made in the United
Kingdom, in the United States, and elsewhere, particularly when
they are not technologically necessary?” I mean, the technology
now exists to correct these problems.

How do you address that question when you get the argument
back from not only the Chinese, but I have heard it from other de-
veloping country officials: “You guys just want to hold us down.
You want to make our product more expensive and make us un-
competitive in the international market, even in our own domestic
market, by insisting on all these things that you now have. Give
us a chance to work this up ourselves.”

Mr. FEICKERT. Well, the answer, from our own experience, is that
the safest mines have been the most productive. So, those mines
that have the most developed technology—it does not always have
to be the most sophisticated. There are sometimes quite simple and
elegant solutions to these problems, which is rather typical of in-
dustry as a whole. That has been our experience. So, I think that
is the general counter to that argument.

I have some sympathy with that argument made by developing
countries because it gets mixed up in all kinds of other factors, the
cost of labor, wages, and so on and so forth. But here we are talk-
ing about something that is extremely basic. We are talking about
the right not to be killed at work, the right not to be maimed at
work. We have an obligation, I believe, and I think that is shared
by the international trade union movement, to pass on what knowl-
edge and experience we have. When you travel the world for a min-
ers’ union, which I did—I worked for the British Mine Workers for
10 years—the thing that strikes you is that miners are the same
the world over. They work in very similar conditions. There are
variations. Some mines are more gassy than others, some are deep-
er than others, but essentially the work process is very similar and
the culture of mining is very similar. It does not matter what lan-
guage they speak, whetheritisPolish, whetheritis Czech, whether
it is Chinese, whether it is English. It does not matter. Whatever
accent of English, they are the same the world over.

The fact is, we did not have much choice about going through
this learning experience. Peter described, I think very well, the dif-
ferent stages of it in relation to explosions. That is one point. If you
looked at it from all kinds of other points of view, you would find
the same thing.

In the United States, you also went through it. Fortunately, you
did not have that total fatality rate. I think your record is some-
thing like 20,000 since records were first kept. Ours was much
worse. We have more difficult mining conditions. But there is no
need, technically, for anybody else to go through it.

Now, then the question becomes, “how do you transfer this
technology, and is there any other blockage? Is there a problem of
intellectual property rights?” Well, no more so than any other tech-
nology. It is not a military technology. It is not going to be devel-
oped into something else, so you do not have that problem. But you
do have the question of license, and all that. Peter and I both know
quite well that the British mining equipment industry would love
to export its equipment, and they already do. So would the Ameri-
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car(lls, and so would other Europeans. There is no shortage of desire
to do it.

How do we facilitate it? I mean, it is not that we are saying that
our government should pay for it all to go to China. The Chinese
are quite capable of paying for a lot of it themselves, perhaps prob-
ably most of it. They are already doing it.

If you take another example which is related to this whole ques-
tion of energy, their coal tends to be rather dirty. They have a
problem with washing it. They are taking it out and it is creating
lots of environmental problems of the old kind, the old, smog-type
problems we used to have in Sheffield until the Clean Air Act came
along. Everybody is happy to have gotten rid of these problems.
But the Chinese actually have, I think the figure I saw, was about
85 percent of the world’s super-critical boilers. These are the most
efficient conventional coal-fired boilers for power generation. They
have 85 percent of them already and they are building power sta-
tions at a rate that is absolutely incredible. Every two years, they
build power capacity equivalent to the total British electricity ca-
pacity. Every two years! So we have got to help them solve the
problem. I think that is the point we are making. So, it applies
across the face. The intellectual property rights can be resolved, as
it already has been in other industries.

Mr. FOARDE. Thank you. Very useful.

Before I pass the microphone on, I know the answer, I think,
with respect to Leo Carey. But both of you have been miners,
right? I know you have, Peter.

Mr. MCNESTRY. Yes.

Mr. FEICKERT. No, I just worked for the union.

Mr. FOARDE. You just worked for the miners. All right. Thank
you.

Let me pass the questioning on to my friend and colleague, Dave
Dorman, who is the deputy staff director of the Commission and
represents Senator Chuck Hagel, our Co-chairman.

Dave.

Mr. DorMAN. Thank you, John.

First of all, I would like to say thank you to each of you, on be-
half of Senator Hagel, for coming today. This is a critically impor-
tant and very timely subject, so our thanks to you for informing our
Commissioners and other Members of Congress on this issue.

I think it is particularly appropriate that we are discussing
something this important and something this timely on Inter-
national Human Rights Day, the anniversary of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights.

I have a short question for each of you based on the testimony
you just gave.

Mr. Carey, just as a point of information, how easy, or con-
versely, how difficult, was it to find a partner in China for the
project? Of course, the subtext is, just how interested is China in
this sort of assistance?

Mr. CAREY. Well, it was an interesting experience, finding a part-
ner. We had a very short time to respond to the request for applica-
tion. We have an international unit, so we had some contacts
around the world, including in China. We were working on other
international projects. So we originally contacted the director of the
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National Center because we had contacts with him, and he was al-
ready part of a group that was going to submit an application and
eventually compete for it as well, so he declined to join us, and we
found another group. When we put in our application, we had that
group. So, it was relatively easy.

As it turned out, in the discussions, negotiations, and the devel-
opment of the final project design with the Chinese Government,
we ended up going back to the Center and partnering with the
Center. So, I think the ease, for us, was because of our inter-
national connections and our international activity.

The interest of all the people that we have worked with in the
mining community—and by Chinese mining community, I mean
the mining companies, both local and central government officials,
and the Center has been exemplary.

The Center, again, is identified as the National Center for Inter-
national Exchange and Cooperation. Their expertise and interest is
in coal mine safety. Everyone in the mining community that we
interact with, I think, is not only very interested, but very com-
mitted to improving coal mine safety in China.

Mr. DORMAN. Good. Well, thank you.

Pat Dyson has told me that a major reason for the success of
your program has been your personal energy and enthusiasm mak-
ing it work, so thanks. Thanks for that.

Mr. CAREY. Well, thank you. Thank you, Pat.

Mr. DORMAN. Mr. McNestry, as you were making your presen-
tation, I wondered whether mining universitiesin China have safety
issues and the history of safety as a part of their standard cur-
riculum. Do you know? Is safety part of the curriculum in mining
universities in the United States and U.K.?

Mr. McNESTRY. Mr. Dorman, for the last eight years, I have
heavily been involved in the regeneration of U.K. coalfields commu-
nities which were decimated by the previous government, and that
is where I have been involved, directly supported by the Deputy
Prime Minister.

Equally, I have been spending my time advising the Department
and Industry Ministers on the outcome of the health claims for
mine workers, for which £7 billion have been put to one side. So,
it is a rather big task.

With the Chinese, yes, I have met them at ILO congresses, the
government officials and representatives. In 1993, I moved the
Mine Workers Charter, on which the Chinese and all world miners
elected me to speak on their behalf. Without going into too many
details, we had a delegation in Paris in 1997 and we discussed the
problems. Then we considered this issue in the middle of this year
when I sat down and talked to David and also sought assistance
from the Deputy Prime Minister and his department. We knew
that something had to start, and it had to start fast and move fast.
I am not enamored with the slowness of action in many depart-
ments in the U.K. In fact, I was never enamored with some of the
actions in the U.K. with respect to our own progress. We just did
not move fast enough. I think certain areas have to be bypassed
to move fast.

No, we have not been contacted to speak on this in China. We
have looked to see who would do the job if we were invited, because
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the Deputy Prime Minister did raise this in Beijing last Tuesday
or Wednesday. But we have people that can do it. The ex Chief In-
spector of Mines is available and he has experts who could assist.
It certainly would come from a person who is very frank, very open,
and not necessarily a bureaucratic sort of person. I think he would
welcome the offer to go out there and speak to universities on what
we went through, and I would leave it at that.

Mr. DORMAN. Good. Well, thank you.

Just a very quick question, Mr. Feickert, for those of us who
know very little about the science of mining. Does a small mine
have to be dangerous?

Mr. FEICKERT. It does not have to be, but statistics show that in
countries where there are small mines, they tend to be more dan-
gerous than larger mines. I mean, there are a number of reasons
for it. The conditions are different. The technology is at a much
lower level, normally, and the workers are quite often not as well
trained. In large mines and in medium-sized mines, it is much
easier to train people because it is an economy of scale thing. If you
are able to employ a safety engineer, for example, then you can do
a lot. The safety engineer can do a lot. Whereas, a small mine
would not have a safety engineer. It will only be the mine manager
who has the mine engineering qualifications. So, there are a num-
ber of different reasons for it. I mean, that is certainly true of Brit-
ain. Peter knows quite a bit about that as well.

Just a point, a quick answer, to the Chair on my background. Be-
fore I retrained as an ergonomist, I worked in industry for 10 years
and I came within 30 seconds of being crushed to death in a con-
tainer yard, so I know what it means to be in that situation. I
know it was a safe industry, but it can still happen and it really
takes some effort to make sure that it does not happen.

Mr. DORMAN. Thank you.

Mr. FOARDE. Susan Roosevelt Weld is the general counsel of the
Commission, and I will turn it over to her for questions.

Susan.

Ms. WELD. Thanks, John. My first question is about the money
that it takes to make the necessary improvements. Maybe, Mr.
Carey, you could answer us on this. A similar question in China
is HIV/AIDS, which is, again, a world problem, not just a Chinese
problem.

Mine safety is a world problem, as some of you have noted. But
in China, progress on HIV/AIDS has been difficult because the
money was not being sent down from the central government to the
local places where it needed to be spent. Is that an issue now with
mine safety? What can happen in China, as in the United States,
is that the government makes laws and then tells the local govern-
ments to fund whatever has to be done, to find the money to fund
it themselves out of existing budgets.

Mr. CAREY. Well, it is not something that we have really evalu-
ated in the project, so I really cannot say definitely if that is the
problem or not. In the pilot mines we have worked with, there
seems to be funding available to make changes. Whether that is
true throughout the system, I do not know. I mean, I have read
things and I have an idea, but it would be speculation. But I do
believe that the technology, the knowledge, is there.
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I do not think that it is a matter of the Chinese not knowing
what to do. I think they know. They have great experts. The people
that we have talked with are very knowledgeable. I have observed
debates and discussions about how to do things. The Chinese have
people that are very knowledgeable and know what to do.

Why this knowledge is or is not being implemented is, I think,
a significant issue. Whether there are funds available I think is a
matter that should be looked into, but we have not done that under
this project.

Ms. WELD. One question, which may or may not be a short one.
I think, Mr. McNestry, you mentioned the role of churchmen in
forming investigatory commissions and in improving the conditions
in mines in England.

Mr. MCNESTRY. In the early stages.

Ms. WELD. Yes. And I wonder, what was the role of the religious
community? Was it helping to educate the miners? Or raising the
consciousness of people in government? What was the particular
role?

Mr. McNEsTRY. It was different with different churches. With
the Methodists, it was about the loss of life. With the Church of
England, it is on record: it was about bare-breasted, naked ladies
pushing tubs up the roadway with naked mine workers near them.
So, it came from all ends. They all had different reasons to see
changes to the regulations. But once it started, the politicians took
over and ran with it. It was only initiated by the churches, if you
want. After that, the politicians then got on board every time there
was an explosion or a disaster. It then rolled forward in a program
of its own.

Ms. WELD. Thank you very much.

Mr. FOARDE. We always give the opportunity to question the
panel to the person on the staff who is responsible for organizing
the roundtable, and in this case it is our friend and colleague, Pat
Dyson, who is our senior counsel for labor affairs.

So, Pat, over to you.

Ms. DysoN. I want to thank everybody for coming. It has been
very useful, obviously. You can tell by the questions asked so far.

What I would like to know from Mr. Feickert is you said that the
solutions to some of the major problems in mine safety in China
could be low cost. Do you have any estimate of how much it would
cost just to cut the fatalities in half, for instance, for equipment
and for training? Is this a large cost issue or are there small-cost
ways of using this technology?

Mr. FEICKERT. Well, I will answer to begin with, and perhaps
Mr. McNestry will want to add something. Our experience has been
that it is the combination of safety organization and technology.
Mine workers’ unions in Britain, and in most parts of the world,
have never opposed technological developments because, by and
laI%ge, they lead to an improvement of working conditions and of
safety.

One of the very earliest moves in terms of organization was the
election by the mine workforce of a workman’s inspector. This
started as early as 1872 in Britain. That was the first legal basis
for it. What happened was that this role was recognized formally
in law in 1911 by the Coal Mine Safety Act, which also officially
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recognized the role of pit safety supervisor. It did a number of dif-
ferent things. The workman’s inspector was selected from among
experienced miners, and was elected by the workforce. It was some-
body who had had a minimum, as it came to be, of five years’ prac-
tical experience, and was properly trained in specialist courses and
was part of the whole safety culture. The workman’s inspector
could take a whole shift to go around a mine and inspect every part
of the mine underground. There were also worker representatives,
safety representatives, for the surface. And the inspector was also
able to make a report that was sent to the government mines in-
spector, and the government mines inspector was obliged to act on
the basis of that report.

There are a lot of other elements or powers that were associated
with that act—that Mr. McNestry referred to—of 1954, which was
the safety bible of the modern British coal industry.

So adding those organizational aspects and the training and the
specialists, it is not that expensive to train worker safety rep-
resentatives, especially if they are experienced people. They al-
ready know most of it. You putit together with a technology package
which is appropriate to the conditions or the problems that a mine
faces, and not all of that is expensive.

Now, I was reading that China recently installed gas detection
systems in quite a number of its large mines, at the cost of $418
million. I mean, that is a considerable sum of money for a devel-
oping country to commit. I am sure that it was necessary, but in
order to make the whole thing work properly you have got to have
the parallel safety organization working together with the tech-
nology. I think that is part of the transition that they are going
through. They have not got all these things synchronized or work-
ing most effectively together. That is the impression that I have.

So for the costs, I cannot answer your hypothetical question. It
would be nice to know, because it is the kind of thing that our poli-
ticians want, though, is it not? They want something in one sen-
tence that summarizes everything.

Well, I think the sentence that they have got to consider is that
China produces 35 percent of coal output globally and 80 percent
of fatalities. If that does not persuade some of your people and our
people to get their backs in behind this effort, then I do not know
what is going to.

Mr. FOARDE. Really useful. Thank you.

Let me now recognize our friend and colleague, Carl Minzner,
who is a senior counsel on the Commission staff, for some ques-
tions.

Carl.

Mr. MiNZNER. Hello. Thank you. Thank you all. It has been an
interesting opportunity for me to learn about the details of the coal
mining industry. I certainly have to confess some lack of knowledge
with regard to the technical aspects of coal mining.

However, let me just follow up on something, Mr. Feickert, that
you just mentioned which I was quite interested about. You men-
tioned the drastic improvements of mine safety in the U.K. were
in part the result of organizational changes, such as the develop-
ment of safety organizations, that appear to have been primarily
worker driven.
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That was to say that you mentioned that the workers themselves
had the ability to appoint the safety representative, and this per-
son had the responsibility of having liaison efforts with the govern-
ment mine inspectors.

Similarly, Mr. McNestry, when you talked earlier about the par-
liamentary commissions, I got the strong sense that part of the rea-
son for the improvement in mine safety was the result of popular
pressure, organized groups that were bringing pressure to bear on
government to address these issues. Now, as you all know, that
type of organized political pressure in China is much more limited.

Could you, first, from a historical perspective, talk a little bit
more about the importance of these elements in the improvements
in the West, and then also for Mr. Carey, could you also talk about
to what extent there is any recognition in China that perhaps some
of these independent miners’ organizations that are focused on
safety might be an effective way of pressing the issue or improving
miners’ conditions? Thank you.

Mr. McNESTRY. We did start by saying the churches led the
charge initially, and the politicians did take over. Statutory author-
ity was placed on the people in charge of a district in a mine,
known as a deputy. The same occurs in France. In Germany, he
is called a miner, but he exists in Australia, exists in Canada. You
have an in-charge person, which is something similar, but not quite
the same statutory authority. It is total authority for mine oper-
ations, statutory authority. The deputy has statutory responsibility.

He does an inspection every four hours and he signs for it. If
something is wrong on that report, it is his responsibility. That re-
port goes to managers, and they counter-sign, and it is left for the
government inspector to see. That continues throughout the year.
That is the sort of working practices we had, along with the work-
man’s inspector, who does a signed report, and that sits on the
table. If the government inspector comes along, he will review the
workman’s inspector’s reports that went out. We are not aware of
any pressure that exists at this point in time, but it may come.

I did address the Chinese Minister for Coal, Mr. Zhang Baoming,
two years ago in London, and he had a 25-man entourage. He was
talking about running down certain sections, which have been re-
versed, of course. But when I spoke, I mentioned, rather than just
do it, he has to consult with the people. He has to take people on
board, take notice of their position. His whole entourage was in
agreement. He kept a very straight face, but he was the only one
that did. So, I got the impression there was a change, where people
are beginning to feel like you can take the people with them.

On costs, they have bought used high-standard face supports sys-
tems from the U.K., at significant cost. Yet along with those instal-
lations, other equipment for safety protection went hand in hand
with face installations being equipment which would switch off
power if methane levels got high, it would beggar belief for me to
think that they bought the system without buying the protections
for the system.

On things like the stone dust barriers, which really restrict the
ignitions at their source, these are simple hangers on the side of
an arch support with lattice boards across full of the stone dust.
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They can be made locally. So, I do not see how these systems would
incur great cost, apart from the time of putting up the barriers.

The tube bundle system, which was simply tubes, which ran from
the surface—it would not say on the licenses, but such tubes no
doubt are made in China. Everything we buy in the U.K. and in
America, there are lots made in China. The tube simply draws
down, from a pump on the surface, air from a district of the mine.
It sets off an alarm if that air contains methane levels and carbon
monoxide levels higher than the maximum allowable levels. So,
they are simple devices. There are computerized systems, com-
puter-driven, which will tell you where machines are, what the at-
mosphere is in certain areas. But things like the barometer on the
surface of the mine, with all men taught to read the barometer and
see if it is going down or rising. These are probably being done, and
they are not expensive. What we are saying is we do not think that
technology is a problem to the Chinese.

If there is some technology that they have not got which they
should want, they should be made aware of it. The difficulty is that
we do not know what they are aware of in the municipal mines and
in the unlicensed mines. In fact, the unlicensed mines, I under-
stand, should not exist.

Mr. FOARDE. Just to clarify, when you say that they bought the
equipment, the Chinese Government has bought it for state-owned
mines or is it the private operators that are also buying it?

Mr. McNESTRY. No. If you can picture the closures in the U.K.
over the years, most of the mines that closed had the most modern
equipment. Each shield support is about four feet wide. It consists
of four or six hydraulic legs. It is run by a hydraulic power pack.
You will have almost two hundred of these on a face, which support
it and which advance forward.

Mr. FOARDE. Right.

Mr. McNESTRY. But the cost of each one, which they would pay
for, is much cheaper than the original purchase price which the
U.K. government paid, or rather British Coal paid. Well, that tech-
nology—not just from the U.K., but technologies come from all
countries—goes to China, which, collectively, is a significant cost.
My understanding is that safety protections for equipment is rel-
atively cheap.

Mr. FOARDE. Useful. Thanks.

I think there is a question on the table to Leo, though. If you
would go ahead, that is fine.

Mr. CAREY. Well, I could not agree with Dave more when he said
that the issue here is technology and organization. I heard “organi-
zation” maybe a little differently than the question might imply, in
that it is not “organizations,” it is “safety organization.” There are
a lot of things that go into that, organizations being one of them.

But I really think that this is a significant interest to the people
from China that we have worked with under the project. That is,
how to organize, how to get things done. The issue is not knowl-
edge of the technology, but how do we organize to ensure that it
happens. I think that a lot of discussion we have had, is about how
the government organizes to ensure that the mining laws or the
mining regulations are adhered to. There is a lot of discussion
about that question, and a lot of interest on the part of the Chinese
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on how we in the United States do that kind of thing. How does
the central government ensure that the local government is even
following the procedures that the central government has put in
place for the government inspectors to follow? How do you know
they are doing that? They have a lot of interest in this issue.

At MSHA, they audit their local offices to ensure that the local
offices are following the central office procedures. There was a lot
of discussion with the Chinese on how to organize and how to de-
velop a safety culture.

In the United States, the mining community is really that, a
community, and it includes every single miner. In contrast, in
China, a lot of these miners are what they refer to as migrants,
meaning people coming from the rural areas to take jobs. They do
not have a mining background. They have not participated in a
mining culture in their lives. That is a real concern. So I think this
whole issue of organization is extremely important and is a key
issue in our discussions in implementing the project in China.

When you talk about organizations, and particularly independent
organizations, I am not sure that such a thing exists in China. I
think there are real system issues beyond mining that have to be
dealt with. At the same time the Department of Labor put out the
request for applications for this project, they put out a similar one
for applications for a project to work on the rule of law in China.
As you pointed out, and as was testified to here, the implementa-
tion of laws in the U.K. apparently corresponded to increases in
safety improvements.

Whether or not that will happen in China remains to be seen.
There have been changes in the law. But in China, just because
there is a law, whether it is implemented and thereby safety im-
proved, is an open issue. So I am not sure that there exists the
same kind of independent organizations to put the pressure on.
There may be other ways that pressures are brought to bear to
make changes, but I am not sure it is through independent organi-
zations.

Mr. FOARDE. Dave, would you like to address that, too, please?

Mr. FEICKERT. Yes, if I could just supplement that answer, be-
cause I think I understand the point you are getting at, and Leo
has raised it as well. From a trade union point of view, the situa-
tion in China is changing. Everything is changing. There is not a
single part of that society that is not changing. It is in a state of
flux, it is fluid.

The British Trade Union Congress [TUC] General Secretary was
recently in China with a team from the British trade unions, and
for the first time had high-level discussions with their opposite
numbers and the All China Federation of Trade Unions.

After the discussion, which was very practical—British trade
unions tend to be rather pragmatic and practical; they are a bit fa-
mous for it around Europe—the Chinese trade unions asked the
TUC to help them train their local representatives in health and
safety and in collective bargaining.

Now, that is quite a development. It is not the kind of request
that we have had before. I worked as a TUC official for 10 years
in Brussels and never saw such a request. So, that is one impor-
tant change that is taking place.
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The other thing, I think, and this is very much the case in our
own experience, is that the safety organization in the British coal
industry, particularly the role of the workman’s inspector and also
the pit safety supervisor, was backed up by strong trade unions
representing those two groups. The National Union of Mine Work-
ers, and the pit deputies, had a separate union. Peter was the Gen-
eral Secretary of it. We were extremely well organized. In the
National Union of Mine Workers, we employed our own profes-
sional mining engineers. They were in a safety department, but
they also worked on mine development plans together with the
employer.

We had 20 mining engineers at one point. These were men who
had been mine managers. Some of them had been area directors of
whole regions. So when they picked up the telephone to the chief
mines inspector, or the government inspector, then the government
inspector, or chief inspector, listened to every word they said. There
was an important set of relationships there, and that is what
helped to create the progress that we were able to achieve. So, it
is important. That is a crucial thing.

The workers’ representatives need to be supported, and not only
trained, but they also have got to be experienced people, and they
have got to be supported by their own organization. These situa-
tions have all been differint in China. It is difficult to say where
it is going to go. I am more optimistic about where it is going to
go, personally.

Mr. FOARDE. Thank you all.

I would like to recognize our friend and colleague, Keith Hand,
who is also a senior counsel on the Commission staff.

Keith.

Mr. HAND. Thank you all very much for an interesting discus-
sion.

We touched on this issue, but I want to address one question a
bit more directly. In the small and private mines, to what extent
is the problem based in sort of willful violation of the law and to
what extent are we just talking about a lack of education? Also, is
there any resistance from the miners to any of the safety improve-
ments that we were talking about?

I was struck by Mr. McNestry’s comment that there were some
accidents in England because people had smuggled cigarettes into
the mines. Is there any objection to some of these safety standards
as inconvenient or bothersome by the miners themselves? Thank
you.

Mr. McNESTRY. The only contact we had was with two persons
who expressed disappointment with the municipal mines and the
small, legal mines. They thought big achievements were being
made in the state mines. We were not even sure at the time they
told us that that they were allowed to tell us anything. So, there
is little trade union contact, as far as I am aware, with the actual
mine workers in the villages.

Mr. FEICKERT. From our own experience in small mines, there
tends to be both those factors. It is a question of ignorance on the
one side, but occasionally you could say negligence. Let us put a
legal concept on it for a lawyer. From what I hear and what I have
read on the small mines in China, I have heard, as I am sure you
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have, of horrific incidents that happened to miners in small mines,
and how they have been killed. I think a mine manager was jailed
for a very long time because he sealed the mine after the miners
had been killed, and effectively entombed them. That reminds me
of the 18th century in Scotland, where miners were not even recog-
nized as being properly human and were not allowed to be buried
in the official churchyard. So, we have come a long way from there,
and that is something that can change, and it has got to change
there as well.

Mr. FOARDE. Let me pick up the questioning now by doing just
a few things to clarify.

Dave, in one of your points you anticipated the question I had
about non-fatal injuries and the rates thereof. And if I understood
correctly, you said that they are four to five times the rate of fatal
injuries. Can you, just for the record, clarify what types of non-fatal
injuries are most common, as far as you understand it? One can
imagine what the range might be, but it would be good to hear
from someone who is expert.

Mr. FEICKERT. Well, Peter also spent every waking hour looking
at this question, and was probably dreaming about it at night as
well half the time in the old days. We are talking about really seri-
ous injuries. We are talking about broken bones, we are talking
about concussions, we are talking about crushing, we are talking
about fingers ripped off in machinery, we are talking about the
foreground, where people are crushed but not killed. So, it is going
to involve a lot.

I think different countries classify major injuries in different
ways and different levels of severity, and I do not think there is
an internationally accepted classification. In Britain, we have tend-
ed to have a classification system where we have fatal accident, we
have major injury accidents, and we have minor accidents.

The lost work accidents feature in the statistics, and it is all
measured by 100,000 man shifts. So, it is a measure of exposure.
It is not a measure of how much is produced.

Mr. FOARDE. Right. But as far as you know, do the Chinese col-
lect those sorts of statistics and publish them as well, and will they
be the same categories or are they different?

Mr. FEICKERT. As far as we know, their statistics from the large
mines that they give to the ILO seem to be reasonably accurate.
I am not in a position to challenge the accuracy of those. I was
talking to the director of safety at the ILO who actually is an Aus-
tralian mining engineer, who was recently in China signing that
agreement I was telling you about. He tends to think that those
figures are reasonably accurate. But they do not calculate them in
terms of exposure because I do not think they have the informa-
tion, the man-time statistics. Once again, it is a question of organi-
zation. It is easy for us to do it these days, but it took us rather
a long time to learn how to do it meticulously.

Mr. FOARDE. Thank you.

I would address a similar question to Peter about your under-
standing of the formal study of causes of mine explosions. For ex-
ample, you have given us a very rich set of statistics and studies
from the U.K. But as far as you know, is anybody in China doing
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this sort of data collection and analysis in the mining universities
or in the government, or anywhere?

Mr. McNESTRY. Not to my knowledge. All we have is the docu-
mentation that you have, and it does not even describe what the
initiator of the explosion was, whether it was coal dust or methane.
We do get fewer explosions of methane alone, which is rare. It
nearly always includes coal dust. That knowledge, we do not have.

Can I just answer one question?

Mr. FOARDE. Sure, please.

Mr. McNESTRY. Reader describes specifically what is a major in-
jury in the U.K,, and it is an amputation, a fracture above the
wrist, above the ankle, unconsciousness, a burn to a certain degree,
poisoning, et cetera. There is a very specific list of what is a major
injury. We do tend to look at fatals as a fact. We got a bit nervous
when the Washington Post explained over here that major injuries
were not what they were reported to be. There were some compa-
nies not exactly reporting correctly the number of major injuries
they had.

We felt that we were comfortable in the U.K. until we examined
our statistics, and we learned there was evidence, and it was prov-
en, that the same sort of things happen in the U.K. With a fatal
injury per 100,000 man shifts calculation, you know you are on
solid ground.

Mr. FOARDE. Right.

Mr. McNESTRY. A horrible thing to say, but you know that as a
fact. Statistics do move up and down, when considering major acci-
dent figures but fatal injuries based on 100,000 man shifts are con-
sidered as a sad but reliable tool for measurement.

Mr. FOARDE. I have one more question and I am not sure to
whom to address it. Leo, I think you talked about a comparison
that has been done of U.S. laws with Chinese mining laws. Is that
right?

Mr. CAREY. Yes. We are in the process of doing that.

Mr. FOARDE. That is part of the project? Good. Do you, Dave, or
Peter, know if any such thing has been done with respect to Chi-
nese and U.K. mining laws?

Mr. FEICKERT. As far as we know, that has not been done. I
think the thing about regulations is that it is quite often possible
to have good regulations on paper. It is making them work that
counts, and all the rest of what we have been talking about is cru-
cial to that. So, you have got to have good regulation. The U.K. de-
veloped a very good regulatory framework for its coal industry, but
it has the other things as well.

Mr. FOARDE. Without being prompted, you have identified one of
the basic themes, I think, that we have teased out of the facts over
the last two or three years in our own annual report process, that
China has begun to develop, in the whole realm of rule of law,
some pretty good rules and some pretty good regulations, some-
times world-class ones, but the implementation of them, getting
them done, particularly at the provincial and local levels, is very
difficult.

Let me ask Dave Dorman if he would like to ask another ques-
tion or two. Our time is getting short.
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Mr. DORMAN. Yes. Just two short questions for clarification. Mr.
Feickert, you mentioned in your written statement that China has
signed, but not ratified, the ILO Convention on Mine Safety. Could
you help us understand the obstacles in China that prevent ratifi-
cation. Once ratified, what does it mean for China? Does it open
doors to additional assistance from the ILO?

Mr. FEICKERT. Well, I was talking to the ILO about this and they
have been conducting their own campaign to persuade the Chinese
Government to sign up to the 1995 Convention. We are trying to
persuade our government to sign it as well, because they have not
done it. The United States has signed.

Our government tends to take a kind of holier-than-thou attitude
to these kind of things because they say that we are better than
they are. That is irrelevant from our point of view. This is an inter-
national measure. It was worked out by an international body. It
had all the experts from the coal industries there, they had the
governments there, the employers there, the trade unions there.
This is a common agreement. It was thrashed out. There were ago-
nizing arguments over particular aspects of it, but it is there, and
a number of countries have signed it.

I personally would agree with the safety director of the ILO, that
if the Chinese Government did sign on to it, then it would open
doors. It would make things easier. The Convention has a lot of the
aspects that we have been talking about built into it. It has a
worker safety representative. It has the role of pit safety super-
visors. It is, if you like, the distilled experience of the international
mining industry.

It is not just coal mines, by the way. It is the distilled experience
of the international mining industry, but it is based on minimum
standards. So, it is not setting impossible targets. It is not saying
to any country, you have got to have the best standards that have
been achieved anywhere. These are minimum standards. That is
how the ILO operates. That is a sensible approach to take. Perhaps
we should aim for the Chinese and British governments signing up
on the same day.

Mr. DORMAN. One question for you, Mr. Carey. You mentioned in
your presentation that part of your project involves helping to con-
struct a model mine. We all know that models, like this one, could
be an important impetus for change in China, and have been part
of developmental experiments in China for some time.

You mentioned in your statement that the purpose of the model
mine was, in some sense, to be a demonstration project for the
international community. Is there also a sense in China that this
model mine will assist in training other groups that are either up-
grading or managing mines throughout the country?

Mr. CAREY. In our proposal, the National Safety Council was
thinking of it in terms of a pilot mine that we would take a typ-
ical—if there is such a thing—mine, apply our knowledge, our
training, and see if safety improved. But when we engaged the Chi-
nese representatives in the discussion about finalizing the project
design, they wished to make it a model mine. But the model was
not, and I did not mean to imply, it was for international purposes.

The idea behind the model mine, in their mind, which we ulti-
mately agreed to, was to make this a mine that the other mining
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groups in China could come to visit, see how it is being done cor-
rectly, and go back and take that information about how it is being
done correctly and disperse that throughout the country. That is ul-
timately how we ended up with the concept.

Mr. DORMAN. Good. Thank you.

Mr. FOARDE. Let me award the privilege of asking the last ques-
tions of this morning to our colleague, Pat Dyson.

Pat, please.

Ms. DysoN. I would like to ask Leo a question, but it really
comes from listening to Mr. Feickert and Mr. McNestry. They
seemed to indicate that the election of safety inspectors within the
mines, in other words, people that they themselves know and trust,
was the beginning of the safety regimen in Britain.

Have you had any discussions with the Chinese about any such
selection system by miners? There has been some experiment, as
you know, on electing safety committees in shoe factories in the
south. But have you planned, or do you plan, to discuss the idea
of some self-selection?

Mr. CAREY. I think our focus has been, and will continue to be,
on involving the workers in mine safety at the mining level. How
those people are involved, whether they are selected by superiors
or whether they are elected by their peers, I do not think is some-
thing that we have addressed one way or the other.

Our focus is involving people at all levels, including miners
themselves, in safety, so we have not addressed the election issue,
no.
Mr. FOARDE. If you have another one, go ahead.

Ms. DYSON. No.

Mr. FOARDE. Well, our timing is perfect because our 90 minutes
has gone very quickly and I do not want to try the patience of our
three distinguished panelists. Our audience has also been very pa-
tient.

I would just say this is the final formal public activity of the
Congressional-Executive Commission on China for the 108th Con-
gress, and we hope to see all of the people in the room, and many
others, for similar activities in the 109th Congress beginning in
January.

So it is my privilege, on behalf of Congressman Jim Leach and
Senator Chuck Hagel, our co-chairmen, to thank Dave Feickert,
Peter McNestry, and Leo Carey for coming this morning and illu-
minating this fascinating topic.

There is much more to be said and we could go on for quite a
bit longer, but, God willing, we will have another opportunity as
we will all keep monitoring this situation in China and trying to
make improvements where we can, and give the type of help that
you have so eloquently given.

On behalf of the whole Congressional-Executive Commission on
China then, I would like to wish everyone happy holidays and a
prosperous and peaceful 2005, and we will bring this one to a close
today. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m. the roundtable was concluded.]
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PREPARED STATEMENTS

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVE FEICKERT
DECEMBER 10, 2004

The global economic and energy context—last year China contributed a third of
world economic growth. As a result of the size and speed of growth, China’s energy
demand has been increasing rapidly, with electricity generating capacity equivalent
to total UK capacity being added every 2 years. This has led to a rapid increase
in both indigenous and imported energy use, leading to upward pressure on inter-
national prices, especially of oil and coal. Chinese energy demand is not only stra-
tegic for its own economy, but it has become a strategic factor in global demand,
price structure and, potentially, supply.

COAL PRODUCTION IN CHINA

e Chinese coal production increased from 929 million tonnes in 2001 to 1,431 mil-
lion tonnes in 2003 (BP 2004 Statistical Review of World Energy—converted
from Mtoe to metric Mtce). Actual physical tonnage was 1.7 Bn tonnes in 2003
which, by August 2004, was 15 percent higher than for the same period in 2003.

e With such pressure on production, pressure flows through onto working condi-
tions, especially as the industry is so various in its nature. In villages, some
small mines are virtually equivalent to the “Bell pits” existing in 18th century
Britain, while large new mines elsewhere are highly mechanised. Small mine
output increased by 29 percent in 2003 (36 percent of total); “county” mines
make up 17 percent of output and large state mines produce 48 percent of output.

COAL MINE SAFETY STATISTICS

e Figures provided to the ILO reveal 6,434 fatalities in 2003, 561 fewer deaths
than in 2002. The first 6 months of 2004 show 346 fewer deaths than in 2003.
In 2003 the fatal accident rate in large mines was reported as 1.1/Mt; in county
mines, 3/Mt; in small mines 7.6/Mt. The US Mines Rescue Association has tab-
ulated the main location by mine site for fatal accidents in 2002 (attachment
one).

e Given the nature of the industry the safety and health problems common to coal
industries elsewhere often exist in more dramatic form: dust/heat/noise—sili-
cosis, pneumoconiosis, hearing loss and vibration; gas detection, fire and explo-
sion prevention are major issues; bureaucratic problems in emergency response;
inspection, especially in smaller mines, is inadequate; training is limited to
larger mines; mines with a single entry/exit (not in compliance with ILO C176
Safety and Health in Mines Convention, 1995).

HISTORICAL COMPARISONS—THE EXPERIENCE OF THE UK

e Over 100,000 miners have been killed at work in the UK since national records
were first kept in 1850. Many thousands died before that date and hundreds
of thousands have been seriously injured at work or were hit by serious occupa-
tional illness.

e During the second part of the 20th century the UK came to have one of the
lowest accident rates in the world, but this took more than a century of sus-
tained effort to achieve. In 1910, when the UK workforce was above 1 million
men, 1,818 miners were killed in mine accidents. In the peak production year
of 1913 (287 Mt) 1,785 were Kkilled, giving a fatal accident rate per Mt slightly
higher than the current Chinese rate (6.2/Mt vs. 5/Mt).

UK SAFETY STRUCTURE

e By 1911 the UK had a well-structured system of statutory safety inspection, a
statutory role for pit safety supervisors (deputies) and a statutory role for worker
inspectors (elected by the workforce and providing a statutory inspection re-
port), a role that was created originally in 1872. (More detail is provided in Mr.
McNestry’s evidence.)

e Moreover, the industry had a trade union structure that re-enforced and de-
fended these statutory functions.

e Following nationalisation, much more progress was made in 1946 with the in-
troduction of a system of safety consultation operating at all levels and later,
with the 1954 Mines and Quarries Act, the “safety bible.” As modern monitoring
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and detection technologies became availableit became possibleto improve safety
still further.

By the late 1980s the UK deep mine industry had become one of the world’s
most technologically advanced. The rapid closure of the industry in the 1990s
had little to do with either its safety or cost structure but was a consequence
of the way electricity supply industry was privatised.

PROPOSALS FOR JOINT FUTURE WORK

A number of initiatives are already being taken, offering support to China’s coal

mining industry:

e The ILO is working directly with China on a number of issues, including a suc-
cessful project to train small-scale miners in Hunan province. It is lobbying the
Chinese Government to ratify C176, the ILO Safety and Health in Mines Con-
vention, 1995. The US, South Africa, Zimbabwe, Zambia are among the mining
countries that have already done so. Within the EU those that have ratified are:
Austria, the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Poland, Portugal,
Slovakia, Spain and Sweden. Luxembourg has decided to ratify all ILO OSH
Conventions and, during its forthcoming Presidency of the EU, will seek to per-
suade the others, including the UK.

A joint ILO/ICEM/ICMM delegation (international federations of energy and
mining trade unions and employers) will have returned from China by 10 De-
cember, after investigating how a tripartite approach from outside as well as
inside China could be used to improve mine safety.

A similar and linked Australian tripartite initiative is also taking shape.

The US National Safety Council has a contract to improve mine inspection and
mine rescue.

Other initiatives (including in the EU) are being developed that could provide
practical support, based on experience gained in other mining countries.

APPENDIX—LIST OF COAL MINE ACCIDENTS IN CHINA, 2002

[In terms of fatalities, accidents are categorised into three types: serious—3 deaths or above; very serious—10 deaths or

above; extremely serious—30 deaths or above. The following table excludes “serious accidents.”]

Date (mm-dd) Prg:’c‘?;:ﬁ'twy” Name and Location Type Fatalities Mine ownership/Legal status
12-23 ... Guizhou ........ Sanchahe Coal Blast ........... 17 dead, 2 injured ....... Privately run with permit.
Mine,
Qiannanbuzhou
District.
12-22 ........... Gansu ... Xiaonangou Coal Blast ........... 11 dead .....oovvvvrverirnees Check passed but permit
Mine, Lanzhou not issued yet.
City Jincheng
Tourism Co.,
Baiyin City.
........... Guizhou ........ | Zhongxin No.3 Gas buildup | 12 dead ...........ccc.......... | Township and village
Coal Mine, Bijie mine with permit.
District.
12-06 ........... Jilin e Wanbao Mining Fire 30 dead State-owned; victims’
Bureau Coal families put in dif-
Shaft No.2, ferent lodgings to pre-
Taonan city. vent collective action.
11-14 ... Yunnan ........ Guoshuigou Coal Blast ............ 11 dead oo Privately run; official
Mine, Kunming check passed; permit
City. not issued yet.
11-10 ... Shanxi .......... Taixi Coal Mine, Blast ............ 37 dead, 17 survivors Village mine with no per-
Jinzhong city. mit.
11-08 ... Shanxi .......... Xipan Village Coal | Blast ............ 26 dead, 9 survivors ... | Township and village
Mine, Yangquan mine with permit.
city.
........... Inner Mon- Changsheng Coal Blast and 14 dead ............c.cc....... | Township and village
golia. Mine, Baotou blaze. mine with permit.
City.
10-29 ... Guangxi ...... Ertang Coal Mine, | Fire .............. 30 dead, 5 survivors ... | State-owned.

Nanning city.
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APPENDIX—LIST OF COAL MINE ACCIDENTS IN CHINA, 2002—CONTINUED

[In terms of fatalities, accidents are categorised into three types: serious—3 deaths or above; very serious—10 deaths or
above; extremely serious—30 deaths or above. The following table excludes “serious accidents.”]

Province/Mu-

Date (mm-dd) nicipality Name and Location Type Fatalities Mine ownership/Legal status

10-23 ... Shanxi .......... Zhujiadian Coal Blast ............ 44 dead, 22 survivors State-owned.

Mine, Luliang
District.

09-10 .......... Henan ... Daluzai Coal Mine, | Blast .......... 13 dead, 22 survivors Township and village
Hebi City. mine with permit.

09-03 .......... Hunan .......... Qiuhu Mining Co. Gas buildup | 39 dead, 16 survivors Shareholding mining co.,
Ltd, Loudi city. check passed.

08-29 ... Guizhou ........ Sixiang Coal Mine, | Water leak- 16 dead .....cccoovrvrvrrenees Privately run with no per-
Bijie District. age and mit; 16 missing, pre-

flood. sumably dead.

08-14 ... Jiangxi ......... Yongshan Coal Blast ... 13 dead . State-owned but illegally
Mine, subcontracted; ordered
Jingdezhen city. to close down.

08-12 .......... Heilongjiang | Lixin Coal Mine, Blast ... 11 dead . Township and village
Jixi City. mine with no permit.

08-10 ........... Henan ......... Guowan Coal Mine, | Water leak- 10 dead ..oovveeeee State-owned.

Zengzhou Min- age and
ing Bureau. flood.

08-04 ... Shanxi .......... A mine shaft ] (I 18 dead, 1 survivor ..... Check not passed yet.
owned by Chiyu
Labour Services
Co., Houzhou
city.

07-24 ... Guizhou ........ Taojiawan Coal Blast .......... 18 dead, 7 injured ....... Privately run with no per-
Mine, mit.

Liupanshui city.

07-15 ........ Shanxi .......... Dayangquan Coal | Blast ........... 12 dead ....ooooververiinees State-owned.
Mine, Yangquan
city.

07-08 ... Heilongjiang | Dingsheng Coal Blast 44 dead . Township and village
Mine, Hegang mine; check passed;
city. business permit not

issued yet.

07-07 ........... Guangdong .. | Lianda Coal Mine, | Blast ............ 10 dead .....coooevrvrrinees Township and village
Shaoguang City. mine with permit.

07-04 ... Fugiang Coal Blast Privately run with no per-
Mine, Baishan mit.
city.

07-03 .......... Shaanxi ........ Xigou Coal Mine, Water leak- 15 dead ...oocovvrvnrrines Township and village
Weinan city. age and mine with permit; 15

flood. trapped, presumably
dead.

06-28 ... Chongging Shuijiang Coal Blast ............ 10 dead, 3 injured ....... Shareholding company.
Mine, Nanchuan
County.

06-24 ... Hebei ......... Yongfa Coal Mine, | Rain storm 16 dead .....cccoovrvrvrrenees Township and village
Zhangjiakou city. and flood. mine; check not

passed; to be closed.

06-20 ........... Heilongjiang | Chengzihe Coal Blast ... 124 dead ... State-owned.

Mine, Jixi city.

05-30 .o Liaoning ....... Guanshan Coal Blast ........... 14 dead .....cocovvrvvrinnees State-owned.
Mine, Beipiao
Mining Com-
pany.

05-26 ........... Hunan .......... Qingshu Coal Gas buildup 15 dead ....ocoovvrvnriinnes Township and village
Mine, Loudi city. mine with permit.

05-23 ... Heilongjiang | Jiacheng Coal Fire e, 17 dead, 4 survivors ... | Privately run, check not

Mine, Shuangya
city.

passed yet.
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APPENDIX—LIST OF COAL MINE ACCIDENTS IN CHINA, 2002—CONTINUED

[In terms of fatalities, accidents are categorised into three types: serious—3 deaths or above; very serious—10 deaths or
above; extremely serious—30 deaths or above. The following table excludes “serious accidents.”]

Province/Mu-

Date (mm-dd) nicipality Name and Location Type Fatalities Mine ownership/Legal status
05-15 ... Hunan ......... Xinyuan Coal Mine, | Gas buildup | 18 dead .........cccoevvvunee. Township and village
Loudi City. mine; city and county
check passed; provin-
cial check not passed
yet.
05-15 ... Hunan ......... Honggi Coal Mine, | Water leak- 12 dead .....oovverenes Township and village
Shaoyang City. age and mine with permit.
flood.
05-04 ... Shanxi .......... Fuyuan Coal Mine, | Water leak- 21 dead, 2 survivors ... | Township and village
Hejin city. age and mine without permit;
flood, fol- cover-up attempts by
lowed by mine boss.
fire.
05-04 ... Guizhou ........ Shaft in Liying Vil- | Blast ............ 23 dead ....ooooovvereiine Privately run without per-
lage, Bijie Dis- mit.
trict.
05-04 ... Hunan ......... Saihai No.2 Mine, | Gas buildup | 13 dead .....ccccoooerremrnnnee Township and village
Loudi City. mine with permit.
04-25 ... Hebei .......... Linxi Coal Mine, Roof collapse | 11 dead .......cccccovuveneee. State-owned.
Kailuan Mining
Bureau, Kailuan
City.
04-24 ... Sichuan ...... Huashan Coal Blast ........... 23 dead ..o State-owned.
Mine, Panzhihua
Mining (Group)
Co. Ltd.,
Panzhihua City.
04-22 ... Chongging ... | South Mine, Gas buildup 15 dead ...ocovvvrerriinees State-owned.
Zhongliangshan
Coal Field and
Gas Company.
04-19 ... Shanxi .......... Hanjiagou Village | Blast ............ 12 dead, 12 survivors Township and village
7.1 Coal Mine, mine with permit.
Changzhi City.
04-08 ... Heijongjiang | Donghai Coal Blast .......... 24 dead, 14 seriously State-owned.
Mine, Jixi Min- injured, 23 injured.
ing Bureau.
03-29 ... Henan ... Xinfeng Mining Blast .......... 23 dead, 3 injured ....... State-owned.
Bureau No.2
Mine, Xuchang
City.
02-28 ... Liaoning ....... Sanduhao Coal Fire 22 dead Township and village
Mine, Fuxin City. mine with permit; 3
dead, 19 missing, pre-
sumably dead.
02-11 .......... Inner Mon- Honggi Coal Mine, | Fire and car- | 14 dead .........ccocoeo..c.... Township and village
golia. Hulunbeierkeshi bon mon- mine; check passed.
City. oxide poi-
soning.
01-31 ........... Chongging ... | Nantong Mine, Gas buildup | 20 dead, 2 injured ....... State-owned; 4 dead, 16
Nantong Mining missing, presumably
Bureau. dead.
01-28 ... Hunan ......... Shantangchong Blast ........... 14 dead, 6 injured, 2 Township and village
Coal Mine, survivors. mine; 3 dead, 11

Hengyang City.

missing, presumably
dead.
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APPENDIX—LIST OF COAL MINE ACCIDENTS IN CHINA, 2002—CONTINUED

[In terms of fatalities, accidents are categorised into three types: serious—3 deaths or above; very serious—10 deaths or
above; extremely serious—30 deaths or above. The following table excludes “serious accidents.”]

Date (mm-dd) Prg}’c‘?pc;(m”' Name and Location Type Fatalities Mine ownership/Legal status
01-26 ........... Hebei .......... Nuanerhe Coal Bblast .......... 28 dead, 12 injured ..... State-owned; 19 killed in
Mine, Chengde the first blast; 8 killed
City. in the second blast
the next day, and 1
missing, presumably
dead.
01-21 ... Hubei ........... Tanjiadong Coal Fire 12 dead Township and village
Mine, Jingzhou mine; check passed.
City.
01-14 ... Yunnan ........ Shuijie Village, Gas buildup | 25 dead (7 women) ..... Privately run with no per-
Wenshan Zhou. mit.

Sources: China Labour Bulletin, State Administration of Coal Mine Safety Supervision (SACMSS at http://www.chinacoal-safety.gov.cn) and
State Administration of Work Safety (SAWS at http://www.chinasafety.gov.cn).

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PETER MCNESTRY
DECEMBER 10, 2004

The question of safety in coal mines is very important to me both as a person and
as someone who has been at the forefront of mines safety for the greatest part of
my life. From working as a miner, to supervising miners, to representing miners at
the UK, European, and world level.

I was employed as a safety official to ensure the good practices introduced years
before were maintained and improved upon.

It seems important that lessons learned in mining from years of mistakes need
not be repeated, that such lessons could be passed on, and used by others to every-
one’s advantage. Producing such a process of assimilation has not always proved
successful.

In the UK, each mine disaster was the subject considered by an inquiry, Par-
liamentary select committee, or Royal Commission. The findings of these hearings
produced reports with recommendations culminating in changes to regulations and
avoiding repetition of past errors.

Historically, there was no magic formula to avoid mining accidents or disasters.
Once they occurred, it was not immediately apparent to those involved at the time
what actions could have prevented them.

The UK had more than its share of mine disasters, involving explosions, flooding,
gas outbursts, fires, and roof falls.

Explosions do identify as the most violent form of coal mine disaster and usually
they are the cause of the greatest loss of life. In the UK some 144 methane/coal dust
explosions caused major losses in life. These had reduced to six in the 1960s and
one in the 1970s in which five lives were lost.

In hindsight, we can recognize how each of those explosions were caused (in some,
doubts remain) and how the authorities acted to remove or reduce the cause. One
disturbing point has to be the time taken from identifying a cause to introducing
the solution. From a UK position many of these solutions now exist; so how do we
encourage a transfer of that knowledge?

From 1935 to 1938, a Royal Commission took evidence from witnesses, considered
many reports and eventually arrived at a conclusion. Unfortunately the war years
intervened, and it was not until some time later that the UK Parliament passed the
1954 Mines and Quarries Act.

This Act and accompanying Regulations led to a dramatic reduction in the fatal
accident rate from 0.24 in 1955 to the lowest rate of 0.03 in 1987/88 (per 100,000
man shifts). The two main elements that were maintained and improved upon were
a statutory responsibility for inspection and reporting upon the condition of each
working district—this being completed every 4 hours.

Also maintained and improved was a provision for the workforce to appoint a
workman’s inspector who shall have the authority to inspect workplaces and make
written formal reports which must be made available to the Government inspector.
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This Act contained provisions relating to Management and Control, Surveying,
Plans, Ingress and Egress, Roads, Supports, Ventilation, Fire and Rescue, Training,
DllI{St and numerous other provisions all relative to historic findings from past mis-
takes.

Whilst recognizing there may exist a different system of administration in China
an offer to help reduce the accident rate in their mines by an exchange of existing
safety knowledge seems the right and proper thing to do.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LEO CAREY
DECEMBER 10, 2004

My name is Leo Carey. I am the Executive Director of Government Services for
the National Safety Council (NSC). I am also the NSC’s project director for the
project to improve mine safety in China. I am here today to discuss that project.
I speak only representing the NSC as the implementer of the project and do not
speak for or represent the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) or the DOL’s Bureau
of International Labor Affairs (ILAB).

First let me provide some background on the NSC. Founded in 1913 the National
Safety Council has been working for generations to protect lives and promote health
with innovative programs. In short, we are safety and health advocates. Our fully
stated mission is “to educate, protect and influence society to adopt safety, health
and environmental policies, practices and procedures that prevent and mitigate
human suffering and economic losses.” We are not a government agency but we
have been chartered by the U.S. Congress to be safety and health advocates for the
Nation, a charge that is both a prestigious honor and tremendous responsibility. We
have over 45,000 member organizations and several thousand individual volunteers
who contribute to and support the efforts of the Council.

The NSC responded to a DOL solicitation for cooperative agreement applications
in August of 2002. The solicitation requested that applicants develop and implement
a program to improve mine safety in the People’s Republic of China. The announce-
ment said that the agreement would be actively managed by ILAB and that appli-
cants were strongly encouraged to form partnerships with Chinese organizations to
submit a joint proposal. The program scope was identified as (1) Institutionalize the
training of government and mine personnel in mine rescue techniques; (2) Strength-
en the capacity of government personnel to promote workplace safety and health in
Chinese mines; (3) Train miners and mine operators in mine safety methods and
practices; (4) Improve the enforcement of work safety laws and regulations; and (5)
Develop pilot projects with selected coal mines.

The successful applicant would be required to travel to China with USDOL offi-
cials on a project design mission trip, draft the project design and submit a project
design document to DOL for approval.

The NSC submitted an application and was informed that the application was se-
lected by the DOL on September 26, 2002. Subsequently, in February, 2003 the
NSC traveled to China with DOL officials on a design trip. The project document
was prepared, submitted to DOL, and signed by representatives of the governments
of the United States and China on November 3, 2003 in Beijing.

The project document called for the project to be for 48 months, (9/30/03 to 9/29/07)
with the USDOL funding set at $2,289,898. The NSC had identified its Chinese
partners as the National Center for International Exchange and Cooperation
(NCIEC).

The project objective is to improve safety and health conditions of underground
coal mines by:

e Improving the mine rescue system
e Improving overall government enforcement and inspection system
e Improve mine conditions through elimination of safety hazards

The project includes the following components:

(1) Mine Rescue—Under this task, activities will focus on developing an improved
mine rescue capability for Chinese coal mines. The project will focus on improving
the Mine Rescue Command Center as well as specific training for trainers (who will
directly train rescuers from the pilot mine group) and management personnel in-
volved directly in mine rescue activities. The objectives for this task will be achieved
through the following activities: (a) technical visit to the United States on mine res-
cue technology and equipment, systems and procedures, (b) Site assessment and
data gathering, (c) a symposium in China on improving the central mine rescue sys-
tem, and (d) training trainers, management personnel, and selected mine rescue
team members assigned to the Yangquan Mine Group in mine rescue techniques
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and procedures. Training of Yangquan mine rescue members will be evaluated as
a part of the pilot activity.

(2) Improving the Capability of Government Enforcement Personnel—The objec-
tives of this task will be achieved through the following activities: (a) a technical
interactive exchange visit to the United States focusing on the inspection system
and training for government inspectors, (b) developing recommendations and course
materials, with particular emphasis on accident investigation, and better dissemina-
tion of safety and health information to mine operators and miners, (c) baseline data
gathering and site assessment, and (d) training of inspectors using the train-the-
trainers as well as direct training method.

(3) Improve the Enforcement of Coal Mine Safety Laws and Regulations—This
task will focus on identifying weaknesses, and making recommendation for improve-
ments, to the overall statutory and regulatory system relating to coal mines in
China. The objectives for this task will be achieved through the following activities:
(a) development of a comparative analysis of China’s mine safety laws and selected
regulations as well as procedures to promulgate laws and regulations, (b) a technical
exchange to the United States to focus on the legal and regulatory policy framework
of the United States, and (c) the development of recommendations for establishing
an accountability and audit system to determine the effectiveness of enforcement at
local levels.

(4) Training of Miners and Mine Operators—This task will focus on making im-
provements to the system in China for insuring safety in mines. The training will
emphasize how managers/section leaders understand and implement management
systems to ensure proper management of safety in mines. In addition, training will
also focus on hazards that are the major causes of mine fatalities in China. The ob-
jectives for this task will be achieved through the following activities: (a) pre-train-
ing site assessment at Yangquan Mine Group to establish baseline data for safety
conditions in a representative Yangquan mine, (b) development of training materials
which will incorporate safety management systems training as well as training in
specific mine hazards, (c) training of mine managers/section leaders and trainers,
and training of miners at one or two Yangquan mines; and (d) interactive discus-
sions in the United States.

(5) Pilot Project—This task will focus on evaluating activities related to improving
mine rescue, improving the capability of government inspectors, and training miners
and mine operators. The objectives for this task will be achieved through the fol-
lowing activities: (a) organizing a site assessment group which will be the responsi-
bility of the overall assessment of safety conditions in the pilot mine before and
after training, and (b) performing safety assessments of trainees before and after
training (this will involve mine rescue trainees, government inspector trainees, and
mine operator/section leader and miner trainees).

That describes the project. We have received excellent cooperation from ILAB,
MSHA, from the U.S. Embassy in Beijing, from our partners in China the NCIEC,
from SAWS at the national and local level, from the Mine Rescue Command Center
and from officials at the Yangquan Mine Group and the North China Institute of
Science and Technology.
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