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Introduction  
 
     The Bark Camp Report (The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation, February 
2004) states in part: 
 
     “The Bark Camp Demonstration Project initiated in 1995 is a public–private partnership 
among the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, the New York/New Jersey 
Clean Ocean and Shore Trust and the Clean Earth Dredging Technologies, Inc.  The Project 
sought to join port economies, the need to dredge navigation channels, and the would-be waste 
products of coal combustion and dredging with the vast fill requirements of dangerous abandoned 
mine land features.” The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation. (February 2004) 
 
     “This project sought to demonstrate the potential for the combined beneficial use of these 
wastes, or by-products of US shipping and power generation while leveraging the economies of 
scale of each of the problems addressed.  Along with their ability to form cements, the 
contaminant binding properties of alkaline activated ashes are well established, making them an 
appropriate binder for dredged sediments, so as to form a manufactured fill for the replacement 
of underlying rock of stripped mine lands.” The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation. (February 2004) 
 
     As a result of this demonstration project, the authors arrived at the following conclusions (ppg. 48-
51), which in my scientific opinion are clearly erroneous:  
 

 
 
 
 
 
    The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (February 2004) 
 
     These conclusions are flawed for the following reason.  The people who performed the Bark Camp 
Demonstration Project failed to follow accepted site characterization and monitoring protocols generally 
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accepted by the technical/regulatory community.  Many of these same protocols were developed by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) to assist the regulated community in 
conducting technically sound field investigations, Groundwater Monitoring Guidance Manual 
(December 1, 2001). It is incomprehensible that a regulatory agency could or would ignore 
policies/recommendations on a project as visible and important as the Bark Camp Demonstration 
Project, since the justification for using these wastes, statewide, were based on the questionable 
conclusions/results derived at this site. 
 
      Additionally, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) has recently released a report, Managing 
Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (March 1, 2006) on the management of Combustion Waste Ash 
which recommends the proper characterization and monitoring of this waste. These recommendations 
further bring to question the appropriateness and validity of the Bark Camp Demonstration project’s 
characterization approach, results and conclusions.  
 
Bark Camp Site 
 
       The Bark Camp site is located in the Moshannon State Forest just west of central Pennsylvania in 
Clearfield County.  It is two miles south of the nearest community, Penfield, in Huston Township. The 
area’s watershed and underlying coal beds dip downward to the north and the northwest.  Bark Camp 
Run follows this drainage pattern and empties into the Bennett Branch to the west.  The site contains 
two layers of coal beds (Lower and Middle Kittanning) which, are now above the stream and 
outcropping the hillsides, one 40 feet above the other.  It is noteworthy that in the, Use of Dredged 
Materials (2004) pg. 30, it is stated that:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     It is apparent from this narrative and the geologic maps of the area that the coal seams dip beneath 
the invert elevation of the stream bed at site affording a preferential pathway to the northwest in the 
direction of bedrock/coal seam dip. 
 The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation. ppg. 29-30 (February 2004); Geologic 
Map of the Sabula and Penfield Quadrangles, Clearfield, Elk and Jefferson Counties (Berg and Glover). 
Geology and Mineral Resources of the Sabula and Penfield Quadrangles, Clearfield, Elk and Jefferson 
Counties, Pennsylvania (1976) 
 
 
Groundwater Gradient 
 
     The PADEP website lists two downgradient wells at the Bark Camp site but doesn’t distinguish or 
provide data to demonstrate that the wells are hydrogeologically downgradient of the area of disposal. 
An upgradient well capable of monitoring or establishing background water quality was never identified 
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or is not existent.  As a matter of fact, it is my opinion, to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty that 
the groundwater monitoring system appears to be totally defective and incapable of effectively 
monitoring groundwater at the site.  The website identifies both monitoring wells 4 and 5 (MW-4 and 
MW-5) as downgradient wells (Sample Point Descriptions (10/3/2005) but the question is has this 
determination been made based on topography or hydrogeology?  It is convention that a groundwater 
monitoring system is comprised of at least 1 upgradient and at least 3 downgradient wells located in the 
dominant direction of groundwater flow.  This determination is based on head differentials of the wells 
in the monitoring system.   At this site not one conceptual model or potentiometric surface map, which 
includes the relationship with surface water (a map depicting groundwater flow) was available or 
produced in discovery to establish conditions that establish wells as being upgradient or downgradient, 
as recommended in the Groundwater Monitoring Guidance Manual (December 2001). 
 
     The Middle and Lower Kittanning Coals have been extensively deep and surface mined at the site.   
Prior to mining it is more than likely that groundwater gradient was controlled by surface topography.  
However, the normal gradient has been adulterated by the mining activities.  It is common knowledge 
that the bottom rock of a mined coal can act as a preferential pathway for mine water movement 
depending on bedrock/coal dip.  In the case of the Bark Camp site it is the abandoned deep mine 
workings of the Middle Kittanning and the Lower Kittanning Coals in conjunction with the regional 
strike and dip of bedrock (N 47º E. 5% NW) that would control mine water/groundwater movement.  It 
has been reported that the regional dip of bedrock is to the northwest and, consequently, this would be 
the direction of mine water/groundwater gradient.   
 
     Therefore, it is impossible to construct and fine tune a conceptual model (see figure below) from the 
National Academy of Sciences’(NAS) report, Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006), of 
the site without basic site information, such as, as a potentiometric surface map, as described above. 
This document further lists the basic recommended requirements in characterizing a site for the disposal 
of Coal Combustion Ash.  It should be noted that the Bark Camp report, The Use of Dredged Bark 
Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (2004) falls far short of the requirements listed in the 
recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences’ report.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
       
 
 
 
     It is noteworthy that contrary to the suggested groundwater direction not one monitoring well was 
installed downgradient (northwest) of the waste (dredge, flyash etc.) in the direction of bedrock and coal 
seam dip.  Consequently, it is impossible to determine if contamination is being transported to the 
northwest in the direction of bedrock/dip.  Therefore, it is my opinion, to a reasonable degree of 
scientific certainty, that conclusions 1-4, as contained in the Bark Camp Report” The Use of Dredged 
Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation”, are totally invalid and flawed since downgradient wells 
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were never installed at site to investigate the most probable direction of mine water/groundwater flow. 
Final Groundwater Monitoring Plan, Consolidated Technologies Inc., (5-12-98);  The Use of Dredged 
Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (February 2004):  Surface Water Sampling Locations, 
Sample Point Locations, Location Map showing locations of waste disposal, site process areas and 
proposed grouting locations. From DEP website: 
www.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/bamr/bark_camp/surfacewater/swmap.htm 
10/3/2005.www.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/bamr/bark_camp/WaterQdata/locations.htm 10/3/2005; 
www.state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/bamr/bark_camp/Alternative/gen sitemap.html10/3/2005; www. 
state.pa.us/dep/deputate/minres/bamr/bark_camp/WaterQ 
Data/descriptions.htm 10/3/2005.     
    
Groundwater/Surface Water Relationship 
 
     In the Anthracite and Bituminous Coal Regions of Pennsylvania it is not uncommon for mining 
operations to extend beneath or adjacent to rivers, streams and other water bodies.  In many cases 
surface water can lose to the subsurface into the mining operations as a stream can lose to the subsurface 
in a limestone area.  Additionally, there are situations were water bearing zones above deep mining 
operations have been drained into mining operations destroying the groundwater resource. At the Bark 
Camp site, the relationship between surface and groundwater has not been investigated or ascertained. 
 
     Streams can be either Losing or Gaining streams.  In the case of a Gaining Stream groundwater 
elevations are higher than the receiving stream allowing groundwater to discharge into the stream 
channel.  This groundwater discharge is referred to as baseflow.  The base flow contribution increases 
stream flow downgradient of the groundwater discharge, hence a stream becomes a Gaining Stream.  In 
contrast, a Losing Stream is one in which a stream loses flow to groundwater because the stream channel 
is higher than groundwater and stream flow diminishes in a downgradient direction of stream flow 
because of this loss. 
 
     No attempt was ever made to establish the type of system Bark Camp Run represents either Losing or 
Gaining.  Based on conjecture, although it is not explicitly stated in the Bark Camp report, The Use of 
Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (2004), Bark Camp Run was determined to be a 
Gaining System; otherwise, monitoring wells would have been located to the west of the waste disposal 
areas.  I do not know how this determination could have been made without establishing vertical control 
on Bark Camp Run at surface water monitoring points or measuring flow rates at the surface water 
monitoring points to ascertain the elevation differential between surface water and adjacent groundwater 
wells and changes in discharge along the stream channel, respectively.   
 
     Please note that MW-4 is plotted, based on the PADEP Map.  Sampling Point Locations, above the 
undermined portion of the Bark Camp Run Watershed which would make it prone to stream loss into the 
abandoned deep mine workings and result in Losing Stream conditions.  
   
     An observation gleaned from the Bark Camp report, The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned 
Mine Reclamation (2004) pg. 45, further questions if Bark Camp Run is a Gaining Stream.  It was stated 
that during a pump test that, “Drilling logs showed that Well 4 was the only one to be drilled deeply 
enough to hit the next layer of coal, from immediately above which layer it was recharging.  Recall 
that all coal seems in the region dip northwestward away from the stream. Well 4 was collecting 
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water from above an impermeable barrier and which was not heading to the stream.”  If Bark 
Camp Run was truly a Gaining Stream, the hillsides on either side of this waterway would be recharge 
zones, or zones where water is infiltrating downward and laterally through the ridges and would  
subsequently discharge into the stream channel which would be the point of discharge.  Wells located in 
the recharge zone would have water elevations higher than the receiving stream which would provide 
the potential energy for the water to discharge into the receiving stream.  The fact that water proximal to 
Well-4 was moving away from the stream suggests that Bark Camp Run was losing flow into the 
formation and groundwater movement was away from the stream and to the northwest in the direction of 
regional dip of bedrock.   
 
     Based on all available data this is the only statement regarding the relationship between groundwater 
and surface water and suggests that stream loss is occurring in the vicinity of this well and that there is 
potential flow to the northwest which is consistent with the regional dip of bedrock and direction of the 
deep mined coal units.  Theoretically if all the monitoring wells were drilled to the same coal seam 
encountered at depth, as MW-4, similar hydraulic characteristics would be evidenced in those wells, 
further supporting stream loss in this area.  It is for this reason the NAS recommends in 
Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006) pg.142 that: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
     
 
 
 
      Nested wells are needed to detect stratification of groundwater contamination and determine the 
potential field laterally and vertically because groundwater contamination will be driven by the 
hydraulic gradient in both of these directions, laterally and vertically.  Additionally, a review of static 
water differentials in nested wells at different depths will determine if recharging or discharging 
conditions exist at the site. 
      
     This same well (MW-4) was also described in, The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation (2004) pg.44 as “exceptional, in that even though pumped dry, it recovered extremely 
quickly, regaining 13 feet of water in 10 minutes.” Monitoring well recovery in fractured bedrock is 
dependent upon the size or the spatial distribution of the fractures intercepted or proximity to recharge 
boundaries.   
     Normally, the source of the recharging groundwater can be identified while reviewing drill logs and 
pumping test data because “Delayed Yield” bumps would be visible on drawdown curves of observation 
wells employed during the pumping test.  A “Delayed Yield” is an aberration identified during a 
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pumping test on drawdown curves from observation wells that indicates an inflow of water into the 
borehole.  This aberration is indicative of the interception of either water bearing zone (i.e. fracture(s)) 
or recharge boundary proximal to the observation well. 
 
     Since observation wells were not used in this project to evaluate aquifer characteristics during the 
performed pumping test, it is impossible to determine if “Delayed Yield” bounces were present.  
Likewise the presence of the “fracture” in MW-7 would also be highly speculative without either 
drawdown curves, indicating the presence of a “Delayed Yield” or drill logs that have identified the 
presence of this fracture; neither, have been provided for evaluation. 
 
       However, in this case the well was advanced to the mine pool and is next to Bark Camp Run in a 
northwest direction; therefore, based on a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, it is more than likely, 
that Bark Camp Run is losing to the formation and/or deep mine workings at least in the vicinity of 
MW-4.  The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (2004) pg. 44; Drill Log MW-
7, L.G. Hetager Drilling, Inc. (11-25-97) 
 
     It was imperative at the Bark Camp site for nested wells to be developed to the west of the emplaced 
waste material because of bedrock dip and deep mining of the coal seams.  Each well location should 
have consisted of at least 3 nested wells.  The first well should have been advanced to the first mined 
coal and into the bottom rock to at least a depth of 10’ and screened above the bottom rock elevation to 
capture sheet flow on the bottom rock of the coal; the second well should have been advanced to the 
bottom rock of the second coal and constructed with the same screen configuration; the last well should 
have been advanced to the deepest coal or to an elevation 10’ below the invert elevation of Bark Camp 
Run adjacent to the well nest.  By this construction all possible groundwater movement to the northwest, 
either along the bottom rock of the mined coal seam or along bedding planes could have been 
intercepted and adequately monitored.  Furthermore, it would be possible to ascertain the surface 
water/groundwater relationship at this site. 
 
     Another basic observation which suggests a flawed site characterization is the fact that all monitoring 
wells at site were located to the west of Bark Camp Run but to the east of the disposed waste making it 
impossible to evaluate the hydrogeology to either the east of the waterway or to the west of the waste.  
Based on an inspection of the Geologic Map as per Berg and Glover (1976), the east side of Bark Camp 
Run may provide recharge to the waterway based on bedrock dip and mining operations.  This side of 
the stream as the area to the west of the emplaced waste was totally ignored in any investigative work or 
the Bark Camp report, Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (2004).  
 
     It is quite possible that groundwater is recharging Bark Camp Run from the east but Bark Camp Run 
may be losing flow to the deep mines to the west of its flow path.   In any investigation of impacts to a 
watershed all contributing groundwater sources to a waterway should be investigated and evaluated in 
order to construct hydrographs, potentiometric surface maps and establish background water quality all 
of which are necessary in developing an accurate Conceptual Model and conducting an adequate site 
characterization of the site.  This has not been done at this site and further suggests that all results and 
conclusions are scientifically questionable and highly disputable.   
 
     Further, supporting evidence for a conceptual model of a northwestward migration of contamination 
is found in the results for MW-10.  The results from this well which is to the north and somewhat 
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sidegradient to the regional dip of bedrock exhibits contaminant levels and analytes that would be 
indicative of the waste disposed at site.  PADEP CD Bark Camp Sample Data (3-2-2006) 
 
     From the above discussion it is apparent that the basic relationship between groundwater and surface 
water has not been established.  This is a basic requirement of any site characterization.  The NAS 
report, Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006) pg. 114 recommends: 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
  The ramifications of improperly characterizing groundwater flow near a boundary condition are 
paramount.  In this case, if Bark Camp Run is losing flow in a Losing Stream condition and if 
groundwater/mine water movement is to the northwest in the direction of regional bedrock dip, all wells 
drilled at site, to the west of Bark Camp Run but to the east of the waste, are up gradient wells, 
hydraulically, relative to the disposal areas and no wells are situated in a down gradient direction 
relative to the waste /fill disposal. (Reportedly, the PADEP and or its agents drilled additional wells 
to the northwest of the waste, in the suggested northwest direction of dip and groundwater mine 
water movement.  However, neither the location of these wells, drill logs or any results of these 
wells have been provided for inspection or review.) 
 
      Consequently, it is my opinion, to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty that groundwater 
contamination is being transported to the northwest and is not being effectively monitored.  The 
shortcomings of the monitoring of groundwater and surface water and the failure to determine the 
connectivity between these water systems at the Bark Camp site becomes apparent in Chapters 6 and 7 
of  Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006).  Because of these failures, I am of the 
opinion, with a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that the full magnitude and extent of 
groundwater/surface water contamination relative to this site are unknown.   
 
Groundwater Monitoring  
 
      Impacts to groundwater as noted by the NAS may not occur over a short temporal period; rather it 
may take decades for groundwater contamination to manifest itself.  Therefore, it was recommended that 
the monitoring period for coal combustion residue (CCR) sites be increased, to at least a decade.   The 
NAS noted that to address temporal concerns, “An increased monitoring period will likely be needed 
in some situations in recognition of the fact that subsurface migration of potential contaminants 
can occur over time periods in excess of a decade.” (2006)  pg.142 
 
     At the Bark Camp site sampling was sporadic and coupled with the faulty monitoring system in place 
would not have identified groundwater/surface water contamination for temporal and technical reasons, 
as discussed above in Site Characterization and Groundwater Surface Water Relationship. 
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       The NAS report states in Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006) on page 7, that: 
 

 
       The Bark Camp report, Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (2004) 
emphasizes the contaminant bonding “ability of pozzolons to form cementitious bonds” and 
attributes this quality to the apparent lack of detections,  of semi-volatile or volatile organic 
compounds, pesticides, PCB’s, Dioxins or metals other than those attributable to mine drainage.”  
This contaminant bonding ability is brought into question considering the naming of a new Superfund 
Site, Little Traverse Bay CKD Superfund Site, Emmett County, Michigan.  At this site a combination of 
Cement Kiln Dust (CKD) and Combustion Coal Residue (CCR) was disposed of in quarries along Lake 
Michigan until 1980.  At this site the dumping of CKD dust occurred from 1921 to 1980.  This area was, 
subsequently, developed; however, seeps of high pH groundwater (pH 13.5) were discovered along the 
beach entering Lake Michigan with associated metals (Arsenic, Copper, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, 
Vanadium and Zinc) contamination. 
 
      It is ironic that the state of Michigan provided a Covenant Not to Sue (Release from Liability) to the 
responsible party.   It is, noteworthy, that the cement operation closed in 1980 but it took 25 years for 
the plume to reach Lake Michigan.  Apparently, “the pozzolons ability to form cementitious bonds” 
did not work in this situation or possibly provided only a temporary buffer; however, the buffer may 
have been depleted and this may have led to the development of the contaminant plume that is now 
impacting the site.  Therefore, it is my opinion, to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that 
without an adequate monitoring system with an extended monitoring period, at the Bark Camp site, 



                                                                         10 

similar impacts may not be identified until it is too late to minimize or mitigate impacts to the public 
health and the environment.    
 
Professional Certifications 
 
     Act 367.  Engineer, Land Surveyor and Geologist Registration Law , prohibits the practice of any 
of these disciplines without a license issued by the State of Pennsylvania.  The law requires that any 
document containing geologic interpretation be stamped and certified by a geologist licensed in the 
Commonwealth. 
   
     Furthermore, it is stated in, Title 25.  Environmental Protection. Department of Environmental 
Protection. Chapter 250.  Administration of Land Recycling Program, § 250.204. Final report.  
“Interpretations of geologic and hydrogeologic data shall be prepared by a professional geologist 
licensed in this commonwealth.” It is this statute and accompanying regulation that establish clean up 
standards and site characterization requirements for investigating and remediating environmental 
contamination in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Since the clean up standards and requirements 
for environmental remediations have been established by regulation and policy the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and its agents should be held to the same standard as any other potential responsible party.  
Considering the above this has not been done at this site. 
 
     The Bark Camp report, The Use of Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation Dredged (February 
2004) does not include the name of a licensed Professional Geologist (P.G.)/responsible person who 
certified the accuracy of the geologic/hydrogeologic interpretations, documents, drill logs, etc. contained 
in the report.  Furthermore, the report is not stamped and certified by a geologist licensed in the 
Commonwealth.  Without this certification it is unknown if any of the data or interpretations were 
prepared or approved by a licensed geologist from the state of Pennsylvania or is certifiable as 
technically valid. 
 
     As a sidebar, the Bark Camp report,  The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation (February 2004) claims that the results of this report supports the utilization of these 
wastes statewide for mine reclamation purposes.  It is ironic that a document of this stature has 
not been Peer Reviewed, as the expression is properly used in the scientific community, for 
technical credibility. Comments provided by the academic community should be made available to 
demonstrate the scientific soundness of this report based on anonymous scrutiny which is 
normally the accepted mode in the evaluation of any academic production. It would be interesting 
to note that this report would not meet the basic requirements as proposed by the NAS in the 
publication listed below in the next section. 
 
  
 
 
Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006) 
 
     Based on the NAS report, Managing of Coal Combustion Residues in Mines, Committee of Mine 
Placement of Coal Combustion Wastes, Board on Earth Sciences and Resources, Division on Earth and 
Life Studies, National Research Council of the National Academies, The National Academies Press, 



                                                                         11 

Washington, D.C. (March 1, 2006), it becomes apparent that the Bark Camp demonstration into the use 
of wastes for mine reclamation can have very questionable consequences.  This NAS document prepared 
by an illustrious panel of scientists from various academic disciplines makes recommendations 
involving the use of Coal Combustion Ash in mine reclamation and brings into question the approach 
and conclusions used at the Bark Camp site as found in the, The Use of Dredged Materials in 
Abandoned Mine Reclamation. Final Report on the Bark Camp Demonstration Project.  New York/New 
Jersey Clean Ocean and Shore Trust-PADEP-Bureau of Abandoned Mine Reclamation. (February 
2004). 
 
     Because of problems identified at sites where Coal Combustion Residues (CCR)  have been exposed 
to surface water, the NAS Committee recommends that precautions be taken to minimize the exposure 
of the CCR waste to infiltrating water (Managing of Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006), pg. 7). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
      No precautions to minimize exposure to infiltrating surface water have been taken at either the Bark 
Camp Demonstration site or any mine reclamation site despite overwhelming evidence that problems are 
associated with this exposure.  It is my opinion, to a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that it is 
reprehensible that wastes of these types are being arbitrarily utilized without site controls capable of 
minimizing potential damage to the public health and the environment.   
 
     Although various wastes have been employed at the Bark Camp site (dredge, amended dredge with 
flyash, flyash, coal combustion ash, incinerator ash etc.) in attempts at reclaiming this site, the 
conclusions regarding the innocuous qualities of the waste and impacts to the environment are very 
questionable considering the shortcomings employed in characterizing and monitoring the site.  Because 
of these shortcomings, it can be said with a reasonable degree of scientific certainty that the provided 
justification that these wastes can be used safely across the state for mine reclamation purposes is totally 
fallacious and requires much further scrutiny, including reconsideration. 
 
Conclusions 
 
     The Bark Camp Demonstration Project has been touted in the Executive Summary of the Bark Camp 
report, The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation pg. 6: 
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     Based upon all of the above, it is my opinion, with a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that 
since the site has not been properly characterized and monitored it is impossible to deem this site and 
demonstration project as a “successful demonstration of safe beneficial use of nearly half a million 
cubic yards of dredged materials to reclaim an abandoned coal mine in central Pennsylvania.”  It 
is unverifiable claims of this type that exude confidence in an unproven project which can have 
numerous adverse health and environmental implications if not properly managed, as indicated by the 
NAS in Managing Coal Combustion Residues in Mines (2006) pg. 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     
 
 
 
 
 
Furthermore, the NAS Report cautions regulatory agencies “that although potential advantage 

should not be ignored, the full characterization of possible risks should not be cut short in the name 
of beneficial use.” 
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       It is the arbitrary use of the expression “beneficial use” that exudes an undue sense of confidence in 
a waste that is potentially detrimental to the human health and the environment and is not as innocuous 
as suggested. 
 
        Therefore, based on the data and the lack of meaningful data provided in conjunction with the  Bark 
Camp report, The Use of Dredged Materials in Abandoned Mine Reclamation (2004),  I can say, with a 
reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that the Bark Camp Demonstration Project study is highly 
flawed from a technical perspective and the results of the project cannot be used to predict human and 
environmental safety of using a mixture of  fly ash and river dredge material in mine reclamation, as 
outlined above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                             ______________________________ 
                                                                              Robert A. Gadinski, PG-000007-G  
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by the EPA’s Environmental Response   Team, Cincinnati, OH.  This course provides an overview of the federal Oil 
Pollution Act and oil spill response techniques. 
  

Provided technical expertise in stabilizing sites after releases of large volumes of petroleum products/hazardous 
materials from pipelines, tanker trucks etc. 
 

Assisted in providing training for the OSHA mandated 8 hour refresher course for emergency responders. 
 

Provided technical expertise in the interpretation of mining maps.  Acted as the  
in-house expert on the reading of mine maps. 
 

Acted as a site lead for the Commonwealth in cases involving joint action by the federal EPA and the Department of 
Environmental Protection. 
 

Responsible for providing expertise to other geologists/hydrogeologists on a statewide basis. 
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Presented a professional paper on invitation from the federal Department of En-  ergy on “The Modified Straddle Packer 
for Site Characterization,” at the Fifth International Conference on Environmental Contamination in Eastern Europe in 
Prague, Czech Republic. (September 2000) 

 

Served as Damage Assessment Coordinator for the 1996 flood that affected the 
Northeast Regional jurisdiction of the DEP. Worked closely with FEMA and 
PEMA in evaluating Public Sector Damage complaints.  

 

Evaluated mine maps to determine subsidence potential and water  
movement through various mine pools.  Worked with the federal OSM on  
evaluating mine subsidences and abatement of subsidence hazards. 
 
 
Hydrogeologist II .               Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 

 (1988-1995)                               Protection 

Bureau of Water                  2 Public Square 

     Quality                            Wilkes Barre, PA 18701-0790 
 

Provided technical expertise in the investigation of groundwater contamination  cases in northeast Pennsylvania.  
Sources of contamination included underground storage tanks (UST), industrial releases, pipeline releases, bulk storage 
terminals  etc. 

Responsible for the review of permit submittals that involved geologic/ hydrogeologic interpretation of field data. 
 

The collection and preservation of surface water, groundwater and soil samples   from contaminated sites. 
 

Acted as the first, General Technical Assistance Contract, Project Manager, for      the state UST program in PA 
(Hartranft Site-Rush Twp-Schuylkill Co.) 
 

Served as an Expert Witness on behalf of the Commonwealth before the Environmental Hearing Board (EHB), 
Commonwealth Court, County Court and local venues. 
 

Assisted in the development of the DER’s Soil Gas Protocol for the collection of  soil gas samples in PA in conjunction 
with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources, Bureau of Laboratories (BOL).  This protocol  was 
adopted by the federal EPA and the Department of the Environment in Canada. 
 

Reviewed applications for National Pollution Detection Elimination System (NPDES) for discharges to surface water 
and groundwater (>10000 gal./day). 
 

Provided training to new hires in the field of geology and hydrogeology on the regional office basis. 
 

Evaluated and conducted pumping tests at various sites in northeastern Pa. 
 

Member of the Emergency Response team responsible for responding to environmental emergencies in the Northeast 
Region. 
 
 

 

 

Hydrogeologist I.                 Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 

 (1988)                               Resources 
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Bureau of Water                 2 Public Square 

     Quality                            Wilkes Barre, PA 18701-0790 
same as above for Hydrogeologist II. 

 

Hydrogeologist I.                 Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 

 (1987-1988)                               Resources 

Bureau of Waste                2 Public Square 

     Management                 Wilkes Barre, PA 18701-0790 
 

Sampled monitoring wells at landfills and other disposal sites in the regional      office service area. 

 

Performed mine subsidence investigations at sites proposed for landfill 
development.  Assisted in the planned sealing and mitigation of subsidence 
potential zones in conjunction with the federal OSM.  
 

Responsible for investigating complaints involving illegal disposal activities in     the service area. 
 

Reviewed permit applications for landfills and other disposal facilities in northeastern Pa. 

 

Geologist  Trainee              Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 

 (1986-1987)                               Resources 

Bureau of Waste                2 Public Square 

     Management                 Wilkes Barre, PA 18701-0790 
 
Trainee position in the Facilities Section of the Bureau of Waste management.  Supervision provided by a senior hydro
geologist.   

 

Secondary Instructor          Shenandoah Valley High School 

(1970-1986)  Stadium Road 

                                              Shenandoah, PA 17976  
            

High School Instructor in science, geography and social studies. 

Coached interscholastic sports: football and basketball. 
  

Education  
1962 – 1966                       Shenandoah High School         Shenandoah, PA. 
                                        
1966-1970                          Bloomsburg University            Bloomsburg, PA. 

                                           B.S. Comprehensive Social Studies 

1970-1977                          Certification Earth Science  

1977-1983                          MEd. Earth Science 

 

 

1976                                   Pennsylvania State University 

                                           Various science courses for certification in the    
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                                           Earth Sciences. 

 

                                           

 EPA Sponsored Courses/Continuing Ed. 
1986                                   40 Hour Haz Mat Training 

1991                                   Hazardous Incident Response 

 

 

1994                                   Treatment Technology for Contaminated Soils and 
                                            Groundwater 

1997                                   Inland Oil Spills 

1998                                   Risk Assessment for Superfund 

                                           Advanced Groundwater Investigations 

 

Patents and 
publications 

Gadinski, Robert.  An Evaluation of Acid Mine Drainage Discharging from the Centralia Drainage Tunnel, 
Centralia PA. Bloomsburg University Field Paper (1983). 

Gadinski.Robert. Groundwater Monitoring Strategies in the Anthracite Coal Field of Northeastern, Pa. International 
Association of Hydrogeologist. Hydrogeology of Cold Climates. Halifax, Nova Scotia (1988) 

Gadinski, Robert and Baughman, Samuel. A New Use For and Old Tool. 62and Annual Field Conference of 
Pennsylvania Geologists, Geology of the Wyoming-Lackawanna Valley and its Mountain Rim, Northeastern, 
PA.(1997). 

Gadinski, Robert and Baughman, Samuel. Packer Pump for Air and Water Sampling.  At-Process…The Journal of 
Process Analytical Chemistry.  Winter 1998-1999, Vol. IV., Numbers 3,4 

Gadinski, Robert (et. al.) Modified Packer Pump for Site Characterization. Fifth International Conference of 
Contamination in Eastern Europe.  Prague, Czech Republic (September 2000).  

Gadinski, Robert, PADEP, Jarvela, Stephen and Boyd, Kevin, USEPA-Region III.  Tranguch Gasoline Site Case 
History. International Oil Spill Conference. Vancouver, British Columbia (April 2003) 

Professional 
memberships 

Professional Geologist  PA-000007-G 

Teaching Certifications in Earth Science, Geography and Comprehensive Social Studies on the Secondary Level. 
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References Senator James Rhoades 
32 E. Center Street 
Mahanoy City, PA 
(570) 773-0891 
 
Representative Tim Holden 
Meridian Bank Building 
Pottsville, PA 17901 
(570) 622-4212 
 
Richard Fetzer, FOSC 
USEPA Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
215-341-6307 
 
Steve Jarvela, FOSC 
USEPA Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
215-814-3259 
 
Kevin Boyd, FOSC 
USEPA Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
215-514-9800                                                                                                                                                                                                      

Greg Powell, FOSC 
USEPA-ERT 
(513)607-1572 

Objective      Over the last 30 years, I have been involved professionally as both a teacher and a consulting hydrogeologist.  
My objective is to stay the course and attempt to complement both professional interests.   

Awards 
Received 

1997                           Dunmore Gas Site 
                                   USEPA Region III  
                                   Site of  the Year 
                                   citation for technical assistance 
 
1998                           United States Environmental Protection Agency 
                                   Region III 
                                   Certificate of Appreciation for Technical Assistance 
                                 
2001                           Regional Director’s Achievement Award 
 
2002                           United States Army Corps of Engineers 
                                   Special Recognition Award 
                                   Tranguch Remediation System 
                                   Hazleton, PA 
 
2003                           United States Environmental Protection Agency 
                                   National Notable Achievement Award 
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                                   State Corrective Action Reforms Team         

 
 


