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INTEGRATED MINED-AREA RECLAMATION AND LAND-USE PLANNING: 
THE FULTON COUNTY CASE - A WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The reclamation of surface mined areas in the United States began in 

the 1920's as a voluntary effort to help improve the appearance of abandoned 

mine sites (Carter, 1974). In Fulton County, Illinois, this early effort 

was typified by one mine operator who scattered grass seed over the mined 

terrain from horseback. Since such simple beginnings, Fulton County has 

achieved noticeable success in blending extensive surface mining into the 

everyday life of the predominantly rural area. Most recently, for example, 

a large recreational area was developed near the city of Canton. The area 

encompasses·nearly 600 acres, and includes a golf course and a park. The 

mining industry not only donated the land, but also provided considerable 

aid in developing the area. 

The Resource and Land Investigations (RALI) Program of the U.S. 

Department of Interior and the Argonne National Laboratory of the U.S. 

Department of Energy felt that it would be instructive for local and 

·regional planners faced with the problem of extensive surface mining and 

reclamation to study some of the problems and decisions w·hich faced the 

planners in Fulton County as this cooperative effort in land-use planning 

and mined-area reclamation developed. On October 6 and 7, 1977, these two 

groups sponsored a workshop at the Laboratory for local planners. The topic 

was Integrated Mined-Area Reclamation and Land-Use Planning, and the Canton 

area of Fulton County was used as a case history to be examined during 

the workshop. Participants were invited from counties and development 

districts in the Illinois Coal Basin ·(see Fig. 1), from state and federal 

agencies which had programs in surface mining, and from a small number of 

environmental and special interest groups .. The total attendance was about 

50 (Attachment 1). 

·. Organizers of the \vorkshop were Dr. James R. LaFevers,. Program Director, 

and Dr. J. Lee Guernsey, both of Argonne National Laboratory; \.Jilliam Toner, 

private consultant; and Dr. Joseph T. O'Connor and Edgar A~ Imhoff of 

USGS/RALI. 
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RALI/ERDA INTEGRATED RECLAHATIO~ A.ND LA.'m USE ~WRKSHOP 

Argonne National Laboratory 
9700 South Cass Avenue 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 
Bldg. 12, Conf. Room Al57 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

Mrs. Jo Conner Arthur 
Comprehensive Planner 
Southern Indiana Development Commission 
PO Box 442 
Loogootee, IN 47553 
Phone: 812/295/3907 

Hr. Russell Boulding 
National Coal Policy Project 
4725 E. Bethel Lane 
Bloomington, IN 47401 
Phone: 812/336-8396 

Hr. Joe Dearing, Director 
l.Jest Central Illinois Regional 
Commission · 
209A North East Street 
Carlinville, IL 62626 
Phone: 217-854-9642 

Hr. Leroy P. Krider 
Executive Director 

Planning 

Kaysinger Basin Regional Planning Co~~ssion 
9th and East Ohio Streets 
Clinton, HO 64735 
816/885-339 3 

Nr. Robert A. Norris 
Economic Development Planner 
Patoka Lake Regional Planning Comm·. 
PO Box 690 
Jasper, IN 47546 
Phone: 812/482-4645 

Nr. Charles L. Roche 
Executive Director 
Southern Indiana Development Commission 
PO Box 442 
Loogootee, IN 47553 
Phone: 812/295-3907 

Argonne Representatives 

Dr. James R. LaFevers, Chairman 
Dr. J. Lee Guernsey 
Mr. Ralph P. Carter 
l-!r. Steven O'Connor 
Mr. William Toner 
Dr. Edward J. Croke 

USGS/RALI Representatives 

Hr. Edgar A. Imhoff, Co'-Chairman 
Dr. Joseph· O'Connor 
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RALI/ERDA \WRKSHOP - LIS'.L" OF PARTICIPANTS (Contd.) 

Hr. Charles Sandberg 
Planning Administrator - Fulton County 
PO Box 492 
Canton, IL 61520 
Phone: 309/647-0351 

Hr. Robert C. Simonds 
Executive Director 
Hid-Hissouri Council of Governments 
830 E. High Street 
Jefferson City, HO 65101 
Phone: 314-634-2303 

Hr. }lichael Steele 
Land/Use/Environment Planner 
Tri-County Regional Pla-ning Comm. 
PO Box 2200 
East Peoria, IL 61611 
Phone: 309-694-4391 

Hr •. Dick L. Strode 
Land Agent 
Consolidation Coal Company 
PO Box 158 
Norris, IL 61553 
Phone: 309/647-6155~ 

}!r. Thor.:~as C. Thomas 
}~nagement Planner 
West Central Indiana Economic Development 
700 \-labash Avenue 
Terre Haute, IN 47809. 
Phone: 812/238-1561 

Dr. Roger Dahlnan 
Environmental Programs 
Div. of Biomedical and Environmental Research 
US Energy Research and Development Admin. · 
\-lashington, DC 20545 

Nr. l-lilliam J. Kockelman 
Environmental Planner 
US Geological Survey 
345 Niddlefield Road, HS 22 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
Phone: . 415/323-8111, X2236 
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RALI/ERDA WORKSHOP - LIST OF Pfi_RTICIPANTS (Contd.) 

Ms. Janie Harkley 
Task Force }~nager, 
Office of Surface Mining Task-Force 
Office of the Secretary 
US Department of the Interior· 
Washington, DC 20240 
Phone: 202/343-4106 

Dr. Herbert B. Quinn, Jr. 
Project Manager, Upland Ecosystems 
Office of Biological Services 
Fish and '-lildlife Service 
US Depart~ent of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 
Phone: 202/634-4908 

. Hr. Edgar A. Imhoff 
Environmental Planner 
RALI Program Office 
US Geological Survey 
National Center (HS 750) 
Reston, VA 22092 
Phone: 703-860-6717 

Dr. Joseph O'Connor 
Physical Scientist 
R~LI Program Office 
US Geological Survey 
National Center, NS 750 
Reston, VA 22092 
Phone: 703-860-6717 

Nr. Ted Ninkanic 
Planner 1 
'.:est Central Illinois Regional 
Planning Commission 
209A North East Street 
Carlinville, IL 62626 
Phone: 217-854-9642 

Mr. Dean Spindler 
Reclamation Technician 
RR 01, Box 269-B 
Illiopolis, Illinois 62539 
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RALI/ERDA WORKSHOP - LIST OF PARTICIPANTS (Contd.) 

Ms. Christine L. Svec 
Coordinator of Regional Programs 
PO Box 3160 
Carbondale, IL 62901 
618-549-3306 

Hr. E. tvilliam Reichert 
Planner III 
PO Box 3160 
Carbondale, IL· 62901 
Phone: 618-549-3306 

Hr. A. S. Kirkikis 
Director of Hater Resources 
PO Box 3160 
Carbondale, IL 62901 
Phone: 618-549-3306 

Hr. George \.Jeaver 
Assistant Director 
Western Illinois Regional Council 
121 North HcArthur Street 
Macomb, IL 61455 
Phone: 309-837-3941 

Nr. Karl J. Englund . 
Director 
Environ~ental Policy Institute's 
Citizen's Coal Project 
317 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20016 
Phone: 202-544-8200 

Hr. James Nonday 
Gen. Planning Program Ngr. 
St-1 Illinois Planning Commission 
203 t-1. Hain Street 
Collinsville, IL 62234 
Phone: 618-344~4250 

Hr. Don Hallace 
Soil Scientist 
St.J Illinois Planning Commission 
203 t-7. }bin St. 
Collinsville, IL 62234 
Phone: 618-344-4250 
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RALI/ERDA \~ORKSHOP - LIST OF PARTICIPANTS (Contd.) 

Mr. l.Jilliam B. Grimes 
Landscape Architect 
k~~X Coal Company 
105 South Meridian Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46225 
Phone: 317-266-2597 

Ns. Carul S. Thompson 
Project }ianager - Environmental Studies 
N-1A.X Coal Company 
105 S. Heridian Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46225 
Phone: 317-266-2672 

Hr. Vincent Brandow 
William H. Smith & Assoc., Inc. 
1319 Alms Avenue 
Champaign, IL 61820 
Phone: 217/351-3154 

}k.Andrew L. Furedy 
Senior Planner 
Evansville Co~1cil of Governments 
314 Civic Center 
Evansville, IN 47708 
Phone: 812/426-5117 

Hr. Robert D. Ems 
Director, Canton Park District 
250 S .. Avenue D. 
Canton, IL 
Phone: 1-309-647-1345 

Mr. Frank Popper 
Director, State Land Use Planning Project 
Twentieth Century Fund 
1719 E. 54th Street 
Chicago, · IL 60615 

Hr. Ed Brmming 
Project SE!u'1 
US Dept. of Agriculture 
145 Grand Avenue 
Billings, }IT 49102 
Phone: 
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RALI/ERDA HORKSHOP - LIST OF PAI?riCIPilNTS (Contd.) 

Mr. Rene Fuentes 
Hydrologist 
US Geological Survey 
PO Box 1026 
605 N. Neil 
Champaign, IL 
Phone: 217-359-3918 

Hr. Gary Patterson 
Hydrologist 
US Geological Survey 
PO Box 1026 
605 N. Neil 
Champaign, IL 
Phone: 217-359-3918 

Hr. Glenn J. Phillips 
Consolidation Coal Company 
Exec~tive Park East 
101 Plaza E. Blvd. 
Evansville, IL 47715 

Nr. Charles Bond 
Vice-President and General Hanager 
Consolidation Coal Company 
344 Park St. 
DuQuoin, Illinois 62832 

Dr. Paul D&Iontelle 
Coordinator 
Environ~ental Geology 
Illinois State Geological Survey 
Urbana, IL 61801 
Phone: . 217-344-1481 

Hr. Jeff Burt 
Buckeye Hills-Hocking Valley Regional Develop. District 
216 Putnam St. 
Narietta, Ohio 45750 
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· RALI/ERDA \WRKSHOP - LIST OF PARTICIPANTS (Contd.) 

Hr. Harion J. Bergin 
U.S •. Geological Survey 
Washington, DC 
Phone: 703/860-7734 

Dr. Thomas· F. Bates 
US Geological Survey 
Land Infot-mation Analysis Office 
Denver Federal Center 
Hail Stop 701 · 
Lakewood, Colorado 

Nr. John Price 
Knox County Zoning Department 
Knox County Courthouse 
Galesburg, IL 61401 
Phone: 309/343-3121 



10 

The workshop was designed to examine the C~nton area within a general 

framework of information on technical reclamation problems, economic mining 

concerns, environmental considerations, and natural resource data. The study 

was set up so that participants were confronted with situations representing 

different time periods in the history of mining around Canton. They were 

asked to function as planners for the area using only that information available 

during the time period under discussion; thus as the exercise progressed, 

participants would become familiar with the evolution of surface mine reclamation 

and its relationship with local planning. It was felt that this would afford 

the participants a good look at the context of current surface mining legisla­

tion as viewed by different groups. As a final task in this study, the partici­

pants were given copies of the new Surface }lining Control and Reclamation Act 

(SMCRA) of 1977 (30 u.s.c~ 1201 ef. seq., P.L. 95-87; 91 Stat. 445) and 

asked to analyze some of the provisions that affect planning under the Act. 

The sponsors felt that the planning powers of local government and the data 

requirements of the Act, both of whic~ are)still relatively undefined, could be 

most clearly defined by this approach and by the panel-type discussions of 

pertinent problems and opportunities confronting local planners. Attachment 

2 -- the workshop agenda -- identifies the various speakers and the topics 

discussed. 

2 WORKSHOP DESIGN AND RESULTS 

2.1 DESIGN 

The case study was selected and designed to demonstrate the advantages 

of a good \-larking relationship between a community and a mining company. 

During the period under study, the groups involved were Canton Township, 

the Canton Park District, the Fulton County Road Conunissioner, the Fulton 

County Planning Department and the Consolidation Coal Company. The objective 

of the exercise was to illustrate that an, integrated reclamation and land­

use planning program could benefit both the community and the mining 

company. Conversely, without planning, both the conununity and the mining 

company would suffer. Throughout the case study, the participants were 

encouraged to apply the principles and practices of planning for mineral 

resource development. 
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RALI/ERDA INTEGRATED RECLAHATION k'iD LAND USE WORKSHOP 

October 6 

9:00 - 10:00 AM 

10:00 - 10:30 AM 

10:30 - 10:45 AM 

10:45- 12:00 AM 

12:00 1:00 PM 

. 1:00 - 2:00 PM 

2:00 - 2:15 PM 

2:15 - 3:15 PM 

3:15 - 3:30 PM 

3:30 - 5:00 PM 

5:30 - 7:00PM 

7:00 - 8:30 PM 

Argonne National Laboratory 
9700 South Cass Avenue 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 
Bldg. 2li, Conf. Room Al57 

· · October 6-7, 1977 

A(JENDA 

Argonne Welcome Ed Croke, Jam.::.:; LaFevers;, Chairman, 
Ralph Carter, ANL 
Roger Dahlman, ·DOE 

Case Study Background -- Bill Toner 

Fulton County Planning Dept. (d1arles Sandberg) 
Mining Company (Dick Strode, Consol) 

Coffee Break 

Fulton County Case Study (Task 1) 

Referees: Ralph Carter, Edgar Imhoff, Lee 
Guernsey, Jim LaFevers, Bill HcCamey; 
Jane }~rkley, Joe O'Connor, Glenn 
Phillips, Charles Sandberg, Dick 
Strode·, Bill Toner; and Roger 
Dahlman 

Lunch -- ANL Cafeteria 

Imperatives of PL 95~87 

Coffee Break 

Ns. Janie Narkley, 
OSM Task Force and 
CEQ Staff 

Fultcn County Case Study (Task 2) 

Coffee Break 

Fulton County Case Study (Task 3) 

Cash Bar Reception (t~illmJbrook Holiday Inn) 

Dinner -- Speaker, Dr. Thomas F. Bates, Info rn1.:1tion 
and Analysis Office~ U.S. Gt:!ological Survey, 
Denver Office 
Top:i.c: Probl0.m..<; nnd Experiences in Tr.:ms ft!rring 

Earth Science Information to ~and Usc 
Planners 



RALI/ERDA tvORKSHOP (Contd.) 

October 7 

9:00 - 11:00 AM 

11:00 - 12:00 &~ 

12:00 - 1:00 PM 

1:00 2:00 PM 

2:00 3:00 PM 

3:00 3:30 PM 

3:30. PM 

3:45 PM 

12 

Panel Discussion -- Methods and criteria for 
•. improving local planning input to reclamation 

decisions. Hoderator: Jim LaFevers, ANL 

Reclamation Laws -- Edgar Imhoff, Environ­
mental and Resource Planner, U.S. Geological 
Survey 

The Role of Land Use Elements in the Planning 
Process -- Lee Guernsey, ANL 

Land Use Plans and Plan Implementation -­
William Kockelman, U.S. Geological Survey 

Fulton County Land Use Plans for Surface 
Mined Lands -- Charles Sandberg, Director, 
Fulton County Plan Commission 

Environmental Policies -- Karl Englund, 
Environmental Policy Institute, and Russ 
Boulding, National Coal Policy Project 

Fulton County Case Study (Task 4) 

Lunch -- ANL Cafeteria 

Group reports 

Fulton County Case Study (Task 5) -- Joe 
O'Connor, U.S. Geological Survey 

Summary of Case Study -- Bill Toner 
Bill McCamey 
Dick Strode 
Bill }icCarney 
Jim LaFevers 

Wrap-Up and Evaluation of ~vorkshop 

Meeting Adjourned 

Edgar Imhoff 
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The workshop agenda was arranged around five tasks, each of which provided 

participants with limited information on one aspect of mining and reclamation 

planning in Fulton County. Background for the case study was given by the head 

of the Fulton County Planning Department, Charles Sandberg, and by representative 

of Consolidation Coal Company, Richard Strode, before the beginning of the 

exercise. A Water Resources Division team from the U.S. Geological Survey 

presented a short course in the application of hydrologic data to the problem 

at hand. Following the early sections of the study, but before the application 

of environmental information to the planning tasks, Tom Bates of the U.S. 

Geological Survey spoke on the problems of transferring earth-sciences informa­

tion to reclamation and land-use planning.. And, before the final stages of 

the study, there was a panel discussion of various current aspects of surface 

mine reclamation. 

The panel of six speakers presented ideas on the methods and criteria 

for improving local planning input to reclamation decisions. The panel was 

arranged and moderated by Jim LaFevers of ANL. The topics and speakers were: 

{1) Reclamation Laws by Edgar Imhoff; (2) The Role of Land Use Elements in 

the Planning Process by Lee Guernsey; (3) Land Use Plans and Plan Implementation 

by William Kockelruan; (4) Fulton County Land Use Plans for Surface Mined Lands 

by Charles Sandberg; (5) Environmental Policies by Karl Englund; and (6) The 

National Coal Policy Project by Russ Boulding. 

An introduction of information was on the discussion of SMCRA was made 

by Jane Markley of the Council on Environmental Policy and OSM. This dis­

cussion was introduced early in the workshop program because of expected 

interest in the statute, and the desire of the staff to promote discussion and . 

feedback on problems connected with the proposed implementation of the Act. 

Such discussion did ensue, although the placement of the discussion did cause 

some participants to forget the non-existence of the bill during the time 

interval represented by the task of the exercise on which they were working. 

About six hours of the two-day workshop were used for the case study. 

Nine tables were set up, one of which was for panel members and special referees. 

Each of the eight tables had at least one referee to facilitate and appraise 

the five tasks that were assigned the participants. The eight table referees 

were as follows: Table 1- Edgar Imhoff, USGS; Table 2 - Charles Sandberg, 

Fulton County Planning Commission; Table 3 - Richard Strode, Consolidation 

Coal Company; Table 4 - Glenn Phillips •. Consolidation Coal Company; 

Table 5 -William Toner, ANL; Table 6 - Roger Dahlman,. DOE and Janie Markley, 
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CEQ; Table 7.'- Joseph O'Connor, USGS; and Tabl~ 8- Lee Guernsey, Argonne 

National Laboratory. 

Special referees, who occupied the ninth table, included James 

LaFevers and Ralph Carter - ANL, and Tom Bates, USGS. Each of the eight 

working groups were given the·same tasks and asked to work out group solutions. 

The tasks were designed to follow the key steps in the planning process that 

would lead to the development and reclamation of a mine site. 

The study period examined a 10-year span during which the strip mine 

was planned, developed, and reclaimed. The working groups were given various 

problems relating to specific portions of the 10-year period. Their "correct" 

solution to the problems (there were many possible "correct and incorrect" 

solutions) would point up the benefits of good planning for mineral resource 

development. Similarly, incorrect solutions would illustrate the costs of poor 

planning. A comparison of the planned solutions with the actually-realized 

solutions:would emphasize this and point out the variations that can exist 

under the integrated planning concept. 

Before detailing the lessons of the case study, it should be noted 

that the study was designed to lead the working groups into mistakes -- to 

make them poor planners. This was done by giving the working groups information 

that was incomplete. Some groups produced quite nearly ideal solutions in 

spite of the difficulty, but most fell victim to the lack of data. By forcing 

mistakes, the sponsors felt that the participants would learn more. Thus, 

in the discussion which ~allows, emphasis is placed on the groups' errors rather 

than on their perceptive solutions. 

In Task 1, the working groups were asked to establish long-range land 

use for Fulton County covering the period 1966-1990. Each group was given 

the basic information and then told to assign land use to one of four 

categories: residential, commercial, industrial, or recreational. The 

groups were told that the County was underlain by vast strippable coal 

reserves. Further, it was explained that the County had a history of surface 

mining and that, in general, residents approved of the mining. However, no 

information was available as to which areas were more likely to be disturbed 

by mining activities. 
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For Task 2, the groups were given a set of environmental information 

on Fulton County. Using these data on soils, topography, hydrology, and 

vegetation, the groups were asked to review the land uses. they had assigned· 

in the first task and asked to make the necessary adjustments. This 

task was important in demons;~ating the value of environmental data when 

assigning land uses and deciding what areas are to be mined. With this 

information, the groups could make more rational assignments of land uses 

and assessments of areas that were suitable or unsuitable for mining. This 

task represented the period near 1968 ,.,hen environmental concerns emerged 

as public concerns in land use planning. 

In Task 3, the working groups were given a mining plan for one area 

of the community. In addition to the mining plan, the groups were also 

given a post-mining land-use plan for the Norris Mine site, one which had 

been prepared by the mining company. The company's plan featured residential 

and commercial developments coupled with large open spaces and a few public 

uses (such as schools). Each group was asked to review their assigned 

land uses for the area given the mandates of the mining plan. They were also 

asked to review the company's long-range land-use plan for the site. 

Task 4 presented the groups with the actual post-mining condition of the 

site. They were then asked to prepare a detailed site-specific land use plan. 

The purpose of this exercise was to let the attendees discover the problems of 

planning for a mined area that had been reclaimed with little attention given to 

post-mining land uses. This task thus became one of reclamation design and 

salvage of the remaining parts of earlier land-use plans. 

Task 5 of the exercise took place after all the retrospective planning 

had beeri accomplished and the final configuration of the Canton site had been 

determined. It assumed the passage and implementation of S}1CRA, and all 

currently.available information on resources and processes was provided. 

This was a prospective part of the Fulton County case and was intro-

duced to raise issues which will be part of the reclamation planning process 

under SMCRA. For example, reclamation plans submitted by mining companies 

under SMCRA must be reviewed by local planning agencies. Thus federal law 

mandates a ne\v interaction of land-use planning agencies and the coal industry, 

which will require the incorporation of large quantities of heretofore unavailable 

data in the decisionmaking process. Task 5 sought to discover the potential 

demand for such data by the parties which will be most involved in reclamation 
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and land-use planning-- the planning agencies, the mining companies, and· 

the data-producing agencies themselves. New potentials for protecting 

prime agricultural lands were also examined under this task and questions 

were asked about their contribution to, or detraction from, the planning 

process. 

The relationship of Consolidation Coal Company to the planning and 

r~l:lamation in Fulton Co1mty, and to the final land use for the study 

area, was explained by R. Strode and Glenn Phillips of Consolidation Coal 

Company, and by Robert Ems, who represented the Canton Park District. 

A summary of the meeting was given by Edgar Imhoff of the U.S. 

Geological Survey. Imhoff invited the planners to continue providing their 

views on the regulation development for SMCRA to the Office of Surface 

Mining. 

2. 2 RESULTS 

Workshop participants were given a ratio of areas within the county 

to be devoted to residential, commercial, industrial, and recreational 

uses in the Canton area. The ratio was taken from the Fulton County 

Comprehensive Plan, and the task of the working groups was to apply this 

distribution to the area immediately north of Canton. 

The maps produced at the end of Task 1 represented small variations 

on the distribution of the four elements (Figs. 2, 3 and 4). MOst of the 

area that would eventually become the Norris mine was allocated to residential 

and recreational purposes, with a small scattering of commercial uses. MOst 

proposed industrial uses were for lands either at some distance from the 

future mine site or adjacent to it on the east. Although there were some 

complaints about the lack of data on coal reserves underlying various parts 

of the Canton area, no attention was given to this problem in the exercise. 

It was stated that in 1967, the period represented by this task, information 

on coal reserves was limited to the general understanding that minable coal 

underlay most of the area. 

The reaction of the working groups was to assign land use without con­

sidering the implications of the coal reserves. Long-range land uses were 

plotted for Fulton County as if the coal reserves did not exist. Although 

the dimensions of this error did not become apparent until later in the 

exercise, the task pointed up the importance of accounting for mineral resource 
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showing the distribution of uses proposed after the 
completion of Task III of the workshop. 
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development in the formulation of long-range land use plans. For example, 

if land-use patterns accounted for strip mining as an interim use, both the 

community and the mining company would benefit. But by assigning land use· 

without considering strip mining as an interim use, both the community and 

the mining company might suffer. 

Although the environruental data were not introduced until the second 

task, it was clear that all groups considered the environment when working 

··on the first task. In the first task, the groups were given a bare minimutn 

of environmental information, but the participants were quick to act on even 

that scarce information. With additional data, some slight adjustments were 

made in land uses. 

As in the first task, the groups, as a whole, did not consider the environ­

mental data in terms of the land's limitations or capabilities to support 

strip mining. The environmental adjustments that were made in their land-use 

plans did not overcome the more important.shortcoming, and many groups 

assigned land uses that were incompatible with surface mining. This became 

evident in Task 3, where participants made a series of important discoveries. 

First, many groups had to adjust their assigned land uses since they were 

inconsistent with the mining plan and the post-mining reclamation plan. 

Second, every group rejected the company's land-use plan since it was also 

inconsistent with the post-mining reclamation plan. Finally, although the 

groups were forced to reject residential, commercial, and industrial land uses 

for the site, there was no doubt that the community still needed land for 

residential, commercial and industrial development. Thus, the residential, 

commercial and indu~trial land uses were rejected because they were incompatible 

with the reclamation plan, rather than because they were not needed. 

This brought out another major point. The reclamation plan made the 

site unsuitable for most of the group's assigned land uses because the groups 

did not consider strip mining as an interim 'use in Tasks 1 and 2. Had strip 

mining been considered and incorporated in the early assignment of land uses, 

the mining company might have been influenced to make its reclamation plan more 

compatible with community needs. But since mining was not considered by 

the planners or by the community in real life, and the company-acting in its 

own interest did not set up a reclamation program based on community needs, 

the community lost the opportunity for land uses that would have met its 

needs, and the company lost the opportunity to reclaim land that would have 
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been a valuable corporate asset. Some frustration was expressed by 

the groups, which felt that· land-use planning aspects of the exercise were 

being compromised by the arbitrary introduction of mining·programs that were 

at odds with proposed uses but were inviolable for the planners. 

In Task 4 the actu~l post-mining condition of the land at the Norris 

Mine was depicted on an aerial photograph. The new land configuration 

caused each proposed 1 and-use plan to undergo some design changes. The 

lack of engineering-properties data caused a disparity of views about what 

could be done with the land. But because of topographical and hydrological 

constraints resulting from reclamation practices, there were few remaining 

choices in the selection o'f land use. Immediate private land changes would 

be limited to open-space uses although suggestions were made for deferred 

residential development. Public use of the land would require acquisition 

or donation. Clearly, the public interest in the land had suffered because 

of the lack of pre-mine planning. This was .demonstrated io the development 

of site plans which focused mainly on open-space uses rather than on needed 

commercial, industrial or residential uses. 

This task emphasized most strongly that the local land-use planner had 

primarily a reactive function under the more comprehensive Illinois surface 

mining law. While there was obviously some room for bargaining with the 

mining company, and while such companies were quite helpful in modifying 

their reclamation processes for some final land uses, the land-use planner 

was restricted in function to reclamation design. 

Task 5 caused the greatest debate and returned the least amount of 

agreement. The concurrence that did occur was the large amount of data 

necessary to accomplis.h the mandates of SMCRA. The participants expressed a 

desire for extensive soils surveying, hydrologic studies, agricultural 

productivity information, geologic and other resource data, land-cover and 

land-use data, and engineering properties information. The participants 

were asked if they would have excluded any of the land now. occupied by the 

Norris mine from coal mining if SNCRA had been in effect before the mining 

took place. The responses were mixed. Some planners felt that the productivity 

of the area prior to mining was so high that it could not be returned 

to its original condition after mining, and that mining would be precluded 

by that reasoning alone. Others felt that they had proposed a preclusion of 

mining under a false proposed land use. This disagreement sparked a debate 
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about whether or not SMCRA aided or worked against land-use planning by restricting 

the options of the planner in circumstances such as those of the exercise. 

There was, similarly, no consensus as to whether the area should be 

declared unsuitable for coal mining under provisions of SMCRA that concern 

conflict with existing land-use plans, creation of hazardous conditions, or 
.. 

unfeasibility of aquifer-reclamation in the Norris mine area. Most of these 

questions were deferred because data were lacking. It appeared that mining 

collipanies would have to collect much of the necessary data, althuugh 

the expense would be quite high. 

The general view of the participants was that SMCRA would give them 

more power over locating surface mining and reclamation land uses. They 

agreed that a major problem in implementation remains the gathering and 

analysis of the great quantity of data necessary to make informed decisions 

under SMCRA. 

3 IMPLICATIONS OF THE WORKSHOP 

3.1 CASE STUDIES 

Several major points can be inferred from a general review of the case 

study. First, good planning must include detailed consideration of mineral 

resources iong before actual mining occurs. In the development of any 

long-range comprehensive plan or policy plan, this means that the community 

should consider the land-use implications of mining as an interim land 

use. Areas should be designated as suitable or unsuitable for mineral resource 

development. These designations should be based on information concerning 

the quantity and quality of the reserve, the environmental and economic 

limitations of the site, and social factors such as the proximity of the site 

to residential areas. SMCRA does much to help communities. make the initial 

designation, but the criteria identified in the legislation are not clearly 

defined, nor are they necessarily complete. 

Second, assuming that a community is able to make an initial designation 

of areas suitable or unsuitable for mining, proposed long-range land uses 

should be compatible with this .designation. It would be poor planning, for 

example, to allow permanent urban structures on lands designated as suitable 

for stripping~ Noreover, the planner would invite judicial action by supporting 

a designation of unsuitability for mining on the basis of criteria that could 

be satisfied by other socially-acceptable means. 
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Third, in areas designated for mining, tre post-mining land uses should 

be consistent with the technology of reclamation. The community must know the 

engineering and environmental limits on their post-mining land use if they 

are to incorporate mineral development. Further, the land-use designation 

makes little sense if the mining companies are unaware of community plans. 

Thus it is as essential for the community to review mining and reclamation 

plans as it is fur the industry to review the community planning effort. At 

present, the latter review predominates. 

Fourth, strip mining involves the moving of an enormous amount of 

material, and a large. number of post-mining land uses are possible. The 

choices available to the community are limited only by imagination. The 

land might be left flat, hilly, with lakes, without lakes, with deep impressions, 

without deep depressions, or any number of other ways. The burden is placed 

on the community to consider the reclamation possibilities together with 

community land use needs. But none of this will be of help if the needs 

and desires of the community are not transmitted to the mining company long 

before the first bulldozer cuts the ground. Once mining begins, the reclamat·ion 

possibilities are severely limited by economics. 

Fifth, the exchange of data made possible by cooperative arrangements 

between industry and the planning community is of more benefit to planners 

than they may realize. Much of the information routinely gathered by mining 

companies is pertinent to the environmental characteristics of the land. 

A sharing of information between planners and mining companies should result 

in mining plans that have only minimal interference with community development. 

Sixth, without the involvement of mining companies in the community 

plans and vice versa, the mining comp~nies will continue to plan as they 

have in the past: in their own fiscal interest, which is not always consistent 

with reasonable community development, environmental quality, or efficient 

use of natural resources. 

3.2 LECTURES AND DISCUSSIONS 

Past experiences have shown that the cost-effectiveness of reclamation 

programs to both the mining company and the local community is closely 

related to an integrated approach to extraction planning, reclamation planning, 

and land-use planning. Mined areas that are reclaimed to satisfy a specific 

local or regional land use, as compared to areas routinely returned to 



24 

pre-mining conditions, are more marketable fo~ the company and more useful 

to the community. Historically, mining companies that developed progressive 

reclamation programs, and innovative land-use schemes were generally obliged 

to generate land-use needs inventories by relying on in-house planning 

expertise. A few count¥ and regional planning agencies, as in Fulton County, 

routinely work with the mining companies to develop reclamation/land-use 

plans, but this has been on a totally voluntary basis and has been very 

limited. SMCRA now supports this cooperation and in fact provides for it 

to take place on an equal footing. However, a cooperative attitude by both 

the mining industry and the planners will be necessary if the results are to 

be effective. 

The mining industry is concerned that the land-use planning implications 

of SMCRA may cause delays in the permitting process. Sections 508, 515, and 522 

will make it necessary for land-use planners to review reclamation plans and 

in at least some cases, certify that they are consistent with local land-use plans 

and policies. Many planners are unfamiliar with not only mining processes 

but also reclamation plans and permitting procedures. In the beginning, this 

means that familiarization with reclamation plans could cause planners to 

take an undue length of time to review each plan. This workshop provided an 

opportunity for planners to become familiar with the history, format, contents, 

inadequacies, and inconsistencies of reclamation plans. The workshop also 

allowed the industry, the planning community, and some of the data-gathering 

agencies to view, in context, the emerging requirements of SMCRA. Some 

parts of the Act, such as prime agricultural land preservation, detailing 

of the hydrologic consequences of mining and reclamation, consistency with 

local ·land-use plans, and declaration of lands unsuitable for surface coal 

mining seem to imply efforts by all parties for which they are not prepared, 

staffed; or funded. 

The workshop also enabled the planners to learn, ·from mining industry 

representatives, the types and causes of future inconsistencies that could 

be expected. The fact was emphasized that not all questions can be answered 

in a reclamation plan because of data, time, personnel, and economic limita­

tions. Simultaneously, the industry representatives learned of questions they 

can ancitipate from the planners in the future, and how to answer them in 

the context of the new law. The exercises at this workshop reemphasized that 

integration of the mine reclamation and land-use planning process does not 
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have a clearly defined methodology. As an emerging procedure integrated 

planning will require cooperation between all groups involved. 

4 WORKSHOP EVALUATION 

4. 1 CRITERIA 

The criteria on which this workshop was evaluated include factors 

· considered important to the organizers, to the participants, and to the 

flow of the workshop itself. The first criterion was the effectiveness 

of the workshop in setting forth information about the theme in a manner 

related to general planning problems, as well as to the specific situation 

at hand. The general planning problems relating to surface mine reclamation 

were defined as: 

1. The definition of land uses be~eficial to the area. 

2. The availability, accuracy, abundance, and services 
of resource data for planning and reclamation purposes. 

3. The effect of proposed activities on human resources in 
the area. 

4. The effect of proposed activities on renewable and non­
renewable resources in the area. 

5. The feasibility of reclamation for the proposed land uses. 

This information was to be placed in as current a setting as possible by 

means of the "simulation, 11 a device for viewing changes in the setting· and 

the effectiveness of planning with time. The most recent change, passage of 

SMCRA, was introduced to provide a look at planning requirements in the 

near future, as well as to give the local planner a direct look at the 

new Act. 

The second criterion for workshop evaluation was the utility of the 

information to the planner/participants themselves, particularly in their 

daily work. While the first criterion may be evaluated by the workshop 

organizers, the second must rely on the response of the attendees. The 

evaluation forms filled out by the participants (Attachment 3) were used 

to measure the success of the workshops on the second criterion. 

The third criterion is that of provision of a forum for effective 

two-way transfer of information and opinion between government officials and · 

planners. The evaluation of workshop success by this criterion, as by the 
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others, must remain more of a restatement of a short-term experience than 

a firm measurement. Only by continued effort ·and analysis over a long 

period would the effectiveness of such projects be even remotely ascertainable. 

4. 2 GENERAL EVALUATION 

The feasibility of reclamation for proposed land uses was discussed 

at some length by each working group. Frequently, however, the discussion 

was· rhetorical since data were lacking for predicting the success of 

reclamation for construction or farming purposes. In detailing this informa­

tional aspect of integrated reclamation and land-use planning, the lvorkshop 

was quite successful. SMCRA requires more technical data to accompany 

mining and reclamation plans than is currently called for by most state 

reclamation laws. Little tj.me was given to discussion of the specific data 

requirements of SMCRA or its accompanying proposed regulations, since many 

of these requirements were explicit in the handouts. The problem of collecting 

and interpreting increased data was presented; however, implementation remains 

an unresolved problem in many regions where staff and money restrictions 

severely constrain the public planner's ability to analyze reclamation problems 

in depth. 

.The unanimous response to the query on provision of useful informa­

tion by the workshop was "Yes 11 (Table 1). The field selected by planners 

as to that of the most useful information was general mined-area reclamation 

planning _(10 positive responses out of 16 responding planners) but SMCRA 

(9), information exchange with other planners (9), and federal position in mined 

area reclamation (8) were close. Only 5 planners thought the workshop provided 

useful information on data sources and they were the only five positive respondents 

(out of 31) in this field. The federal, state, and industry representatives 

didn't feel that SMCRA was well covered (3 positive out of 15 responses). 

These groups expressed the thought that general mined-area reclamation planning 

(9) and information exchange lvith other planners (9) were the most useful areas 

covered by the workshops with an explanation of the federal position in mined­

area reclamation (6) next. 

The suggestions for improvement of the workshop (Table 2) reflected 

participant interest in knowing more about the SMCRA. The top three substantive 

suggestionSi for improvement were: more emphasis on SHCRA (11). more emphasis 
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Table 1 
Tabulation of Responses to Workshop Evaluation Questionnaire 

Evaluation Element Response Number 

1. Useful information Yes 30 

2. What information? SMCRA 19 
General Mined Area 

Re:c.J.<~ma.t ion Planning 18 
Data Sources 5 
Information Exchange 17 
Federal Position 16 

3. Workshop as an aid in 
understanding SMCRA? Yes 24 

4. Advance notice of workshop? OK 26 
Not OK 1 

5. Opportunity for opinion? Yes 24 

.6 . . . Should format be repeated Yes 30 
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Table 2 
Tabulation of Suggestions for Improvement of Workshop 

Suggestions For Improvement 

More emphasis on SHCRA needed 

Informal approach good 

More attendance by planncrc neederl 

Case study approach good - helpful 

Case study approach confusing -- not helpful 

More time for discussion and reading needed 

More emphasis on reclamation laws 

Advance information needed 

Need to discuss new ideas to improve the law 

Parts were too elem~ntary for planners 

Need more emphasis on latter tasks and less on early tasks 

Need to spell out (define) tasks better. 

Task V should be dropped - does not answer any questions 

Should include abandoned mine problems 

Too ambitious -- should reduce number of questions 
(problems) in each task 

Panel format should be expanded 

Need more basic information about requirements (law) 

Very well organized -- great amount of preplanning was 
obvious 

Spend less time on tasks and more discussing legal impacts 

Needed more information· on housing (room) costs 

Needed more emphasis on Task V 

Needed more information on mining process, costs, etc. 

Needed better quality reproduction of maps 

Needed bigger tables 

Needed more confortable chairs 

Need to review the general principles of planning 
(for the non-planners) 

Identify general goals better 

Good at staying on schedule 

Good at maintaining group control 

No. of 
Responses 

11 

1 

2 

9 

3 

7 

6 

2 

1 

1 

5 

3 

1 

i 

1 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 
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Table 2 (Contd.). 

Suggestions for Improvement 

Specify the objective~ in.terms of participant behavior 

Make each task easier to accomplish 

R~duce volume of reference material 

Reduce size of maps 

No. of 
Responses 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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on reclamation laws (6), and more emphasis on the latter tasks (5). Most 

of the other suggestions reflected procedural. or logistical suggestions for 

the workshops. 

The question of how well the workshop provided a forum for the transfer 

of ideas between local and regional planners and federal and state officials 

is best evaluated by in~irect means. The organizers of the workshop were 

heartened to observe discussions of the proposed land-use plans for the study 

area going on well past the first day adjournment. This was evidence that 

the working-group format had, at least, captured the interest of some of the 

participants. The personal comments and evaluation responses confirmed 

this conclusion, although some of the attendees admitted to being confused 

by the structure and by the incomplete information which was fed to the groups 

as each task was begun. Most participants, however, became aware of the 

frustration that working with incomplete data, changing values, insufficient 

authority, and immmutable deadlines can bring. This frustration, the 

sponsors felt, would underscore the need for more complete data, early rational 

planning decisions based on the data, and competent authority to carry out 

such decisions. The discussion during and after the working group sessions 

demonstrated that the need for data was felt by all participants. Whether 

the recognition of a need for a rational decision-making basis will last, 

or how competent such authority should be, are questions that were not readily 

addressable at this workshop. 

The sponsors hoped to gain a clear call for the kind of data necessary 

to help carry out the land-use planning aspects of the integrated concept. 

This hope was somewhat frustrated, since the call is clear for more data, 

but not altogether clear for what type. The workshop indicated that the data· 

producers must develop close working.arrangements with data users in order 

to understand their needs and schedules and to develop their own capabilities 

to answer these needs. 

4. 3 WORKING GROUPS 

The workshop's effectiveness in directing the participants to consider 

land uses that are beneficial to the study area may be reflected by the con­

troversy and interest involving the various land-use proposals that were 

offered during the early tasks. The general lack of agreement between these 

plans and the final real-life land-use pattern emphasized a major problem 
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facing the public planner in mine reclamation: land-use planning is often 

the name of the game, but reclamation design may be the only task finally 

achievable. The introduction of SMCRA has not unequivocably cleared up 

this qilemma, since the Act's power delegation to local planners is still 

inconclusive and untested. SMCRA, however, does seem to offer more power 

for planning and less for reclamation design as a reaction to faits accomplis. 

Data sources for land-use planning and reclamation are many and could 

not be covered completely during the workshop_. Much of the data that were 

presented ~n soils, groundwater, surface cover) were of such scale, resolution, 

or quality that they were generally weak for specific planning purposes. 

Since this problem is a real one in land-use planning, the presentation of 

the problem is not a failure of the workshop. For the effort to have been 

more successful in the data-base field, some resolution of the poor-and-missing 

data problem should have been presented. The public planner, continuing to 

work with reclamation and land-use planning, will be the person best able to 

assess the availability of useable data. 

The impact of mining activity upon the renewable resources of the study 

area was a much discussed topic at the workshop. Also discussed was the 

impact of land-use planning on mining, and some accomodation was made by the 

working groups to avoid preclusion of mining through poor planning. The new 

federal Act, some felt, mo.dified the options of the planning community in 

trading renewable resources and community development. Several planners in 

fact expressed the opinion that the best interest of the community might 

be precluded by rigid application of SMCRA provisions concerning agricultural 

land preservation. The workshop sponsors felt that this area of discussion 

was covered, both by the simulation and by the speakers, although many 

participants· indicated that they would have· liked to have spent more time 

discussing the planning implications of SMCRA. 

Discussion of mining's impact upon the known resources of the area 

was concerned mainly with the provision of land for the mine. The lack of 

serious discussion of the removal of farms and farm life from the area may 

be considered a weakness in the workshop design. 

The general comments of the participants indicated that: too much time 

was given to certain lecture topics, and too much of the information that was 

presented was of secondary importance or inappropriate to the immediate program. 
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Some of these comments were doubtless derived from the frustration with 

incomplete data mentioned above. It is felt, however, that some presentations 

could have been shortened, or prepared as written material with only the 

direct application presented orally, and that more time should have been 

given for panel ~embers to respond to participant questions. 

5 SUMMARY 

The RALI/DOE workshop at Argonne National Laboratory on the subject 

of Integrated Mined-Area Reclamation and Land-Use Planning demonstrated benefits 

derived from a close 't>~orking arrangement bet't>~een the planning community and 

the coal mining industry. Both of these parties, along with environmental 

groups, state and federal agencies, and other special interest groups, were 

exposed to the types of information available to each other, some of the 

problems involved in the solution of mutual difficulties, and some of the 

inherent limitations of their individual fields. 

SMCRA was introduced to the working sessions, and some of its provisions 

were tested in an exercise designed to represent a real-life situation. 

The most representative corqment made about the new statute was in regard to 

the vast quantity of data that must be collected and analyzed in order to 

cope with the decisionmaking mandated by the new Act. While SMCRA was generally 

held to increase the power of local decisionmakers in evaluating some mining 

and reclamation elements, and in determining standards of the surface mining 

activities, .there was some concern that rigid standards in some areas would 

compromise the planners' ability to develop the best mixture of activities for 

their jurisdictions. 

The workshop used a modeling approach which simulated a real situation 

in land-use planning and mined-area reclamation. The participants were 

asked to make land-use plans while constantly faced, as had been the case in 

the real-life. planning situation in this area, with changes in statutes, 

interests, and mining plans. This approach received many plaudits from the 

participants, who felt that it placed the usually dry aspects of statutory 

consideration in an understandable, interesting forum; one in which they 

could best express their views and problems as related to the reclamation 

and planning processes. 
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