CHAPTER 7.—SMOKE AS AN ESCAPE AND BEHAVIORAL
ENVIRONMENT

Thischapter focuseson smokeasit rel atesto escapefrom underground mine
fires. Among the topics discussed are the measurement of visibility in smoke;
smoke-related hazards such as the production of CO, hydrochloric acid (HCI),
or other byproducts of combustion; and miners personal experiences while
escaping through smoke.

Smoke Measurement and Visibility

In general, smoke consists of hundreds of thousands of very small particles.
These particles have some"size," usually expressed in terms of their diameters,
and they have some concentrations, usually expressed either in the number of
these particles per unit volume or the total mass of the particles per unit volume.

Humans cannot see individual smoke particles because they are too small.
Similarly, "umber concentrations" and "massconcentrations' of smoke particles
do not have much meaning to people unless they are trained technically. Still,
individuals know that they can see smoke, independent of all the technical jar-
gon used to describe it. Also, they know that when the smoke level gets too
high, itisnolonger visible. Infact, nothingisvisible becausethe smoke absorbs
al of thelight in its surroundings.

The eye is only sensitive to light in the wavelength region from about
400 nm to about 700 nm. The maximum sensitivity of the human eyeisto light
that has a wavelength of about 555 nm. It is important to know how the eye
responds to light because if its response is known, it is possible to use a light
detector that has almost the same response asthe eye. Such a detector can then
be used to quantify thevisible characteristics of smokebecauseit respondsinthe
same manner as the human eye.

Smokeisvisible becauseit either scattersor attenuates (diminishes) light. In
some instances, smoke is visible because the smoke particles reflect light which
is then detected by the eye. The eye actually "sees’ an intensity of light that has
been reflected from a cloud of smoke particles. Imagine shining aflashlight into
acloud of smoke. Someone off to the side can actually "see" the beam of light as
it traverses the smoke cloud. Thisis called scattering. Smokeisalso visible be-
causeit attenuateslight. Imaginehaving someoneshineaflashlightintoyour eyes.
As smoke begins to build up aong the beam of the flashlight, the light begins to
dim. The smoke is visible because it is now reducing the intensity of light that
falsupontheeye. Asthesmokeleve increases, itissaidto obscureour visibility.
When the beamisno longer visible, the smoke obscuration is said to be 100%. In
other words, noneof thelight energy from theflashlight makesitsway through the
cloud of smoke. Another way of saying that the obscuration is 100% isto say that
the transmission of light through the cloud is zero.
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Although it is possible to measure the light that is scattered by smoke, most
studies usually measure the amount of light that is transmitted through a cloud
of smoke. Therearethree basic reasonsfor measuring light transmissionsrather
than the amount of light that is scattered. First, the intensity of scattered light
depends on many factors, such as the size of the smoke particles, the angle at
which one measuresthe scattered light rel ativeto the direction of thelight beam,
and al so the attenuation of the scattered light in the space between the beam and
the light detector. Second, the amount that smoke obscures light is a direct
measure of a visibility hazard. Obscuration by smoke is one hazard that is
clearly evident in mines. Imagine a 100-watt lightbulb 3 m away. If the smoke
is dense enough so that the effective power of the bulb is only 1 watt, then the
obscuration would be 99%. If the cloud of smoke is so dense that obscuration
istotal, then it becomes impossible to see. Smoke from an unwanted fire that
reaches thislevel of obscuration represents a critical, life-threatening situation
because it becomes impossible to use one's eyes to escape. Finaly, the
measurement of light transmission allows for characterization of smoke by a
single parameter. This parameter is called the "optical density" and is derived
from the amount of light that is transmitted (T), at a given intensity, through a
smoke cloud over some path length (L):
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Optical density is used to assess hazards of smoke and levels of detectability.
It is important to remember that this transmission is measured using a light
detector that matches the response of the human eye.

Smoke Hazards, Visibility in Smoke,
and Human Response in Smoke

The chemical composition of smoke particles depends, in part, on the
material that isburning. Some materials may produce gas, or gases that attach
to smoke particles, which can cause the eye to tear, even at moderate levels of
obscuration. Smoke from afireis also breathed into the lungs, where some of
the smoke is deposited before it can be exhaled. The smoke and its chemical
composition can irritate the respiratory system and also contain elevated levels
of toxic gases or compounds that attach to the smoke particles. All of these
effects are difficult, if not impossible, to quantify because of the many
combustibles that can burn and produce adverse effects.

Several studies have been conducted to assess the effect of smoke on
humans, especially with regard to ability to escape from smoke-filled en-
vironments. Jin [1981] reported the results of a series of studies that investi-
gated emotional instability of individuals in smoke from fires. Using human
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subj ects, Jin measured both physiological and psychological response to smoke
produced from smoldering wood that was uniformly introduced and dispersed
throughout atest room. For the experiments, individuals were seated one at a
timeat atablein atest roomwith afloor areaof 5by 4 m (16.4 by 13.1 ft), with
no windows and one door. At the table, each person was asked to manipulate a
steadiness tester which consisted of a metal plate with four holes of graduated
sizes, and ametal stylus. Both of these deviceswere connected to recording in-
struments. Each person wastold to thrust the stylusinto the holes in a specific
order, but trying not to touch the sides of the holes with the stylus. The smaller
the diameter of the hole, the harder the subject had to concentrate to avoid
contacting the sides of the hole. After completing one cycle of operating the
steadiness tester, which required about 30 seconds, each person stood up from
the chair, walked to the other side of the room, pushed a button switch located
on another table, and then wal ked back to the table on which the steadinesstester
was located. The button switch ensured that test subjects walked to the other
end of the room after each cycle. Each person walked a total distance of ap-
proximately 10 m (33 ft).

In the experiment, Jin divided subjects into two groups. The first group,
composed largely of fellow researchers, received a pretest briefing in which
individuals were made familiar with the layout of the test room and were also
informed that the smoke being used was harmless. The second group, which
constituted subjectsfromthe general public, wasplaced inthetest room without
being familiarized with the area or informed of the smoke's nontoxicity. For
both groups, few individuals had previous experience with exposure to smoke
fromfire.

Jinnoted that asthe smokedensity increased, fear of the smoke coupled with
irritations of the eyes and throat impeded individuals ability to concentrate on
the task of operating the steadinesstester. Thisresulted in increased frequency
of contacts between the stylus and edges of the holes. Human response levels
were correlated with the optical density of the smoke produced by ng the
number of stylus contacts on the steadiness tester.

Resultsindicated that, for the general public, most individuals began to ex-
perience emotional effects when the smoke optical density reached 0.044 m™.
In contrast, most subjects in the group of researchers began to show emotional
fluctuation at smoke densities of 0.15 to 0.24 m™. It isinteresting to note that,
whileall individualsweretold they would be advised when they could leave the
test room, 15 people out of the general population group fled the roomto escape
the smoke before their test run was completed and prior to the smoke density
reaching 0.22 m™.

Following these experiments, some of the participants were interviewed
regarding their experience. Jin generalized the commentsfor the general public
test subjects as follows:
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Smoke itself didn't scare me much when it was thin...irritation to the
eyes and throat made me nervous, and when | thought of the smoke
getting still thicker...l was suddenly scared of what's going to happen
next.

Jinconcluded that thedatafromtheseindividual scould betreated asbeing equal
to datathat would be obtained from a group of people who are unfamiliar with
the internal layout of a building.

Among subjects from the group of researchers, most individuals became
more anxious about physiological factors such asthroat and eyeirritation rather
than the psychological element. As mentioned by one participant, "When | got
the signal to end the test, irritation and suffocation were near the limit | could
physiologically stand." Jin concluded that—

1. For aperson unfamiliar with the escapeways and exits of a building,
that individual's ability to escape safely from a fire within that building is
severely reduced when the smoke optical density exceeds 0.066 m™.

2. Ifanindividual isfamiliar with the escapewaysand exitsof abuilding,
that person's ability to escape safely is severely reduced when the smoke optical
density exceeds 0.22 m™.

During these tests, the levels of CO were continuously measured, reaching
apeak value of 50 ppm at the end of eachtest (D . 0.305 m™), which equatesto
an optical density/CO ratio (D/CO) of 6.10 x 107 (ppmim)™. At theselevelsof
optical density, smoke obscuration is severe enough to reduce visibility to near
zero levels. For instance, at D = 0.066 m*, the range of visibility isabout 13 m
(42,5 ft) whileat D = 0.22 m', it is approximately 4 m (13 ft). Because of this,
Jin referred to these optical densities as critical values at which the smoke
becomes untenable dueto the total impact of the smoke on the human response,
whichincludesreductioninvisibility and other physiological and psychol ogical
effects.

Other studies have chiefly focused on visibility in an effort to determine
critical limitsfor optical density in smoke. Rasbash [1975] conducted experi-
ments in which subjects, wearing breathing apparatus, focused headlamps that
were held waist-high on atarget. The target was a black letter "C" on awhite
background. As smoke was introduced, visibility values were recorded based
on individuals ability to see the target. Rasbash concluded that the visibility
limit in smoke occurs at an optical density value of 0.08 m™, which corresponds
to a distance of about 10 m (33 ft). Babrauskas [1979] studied escape from
rooms containing burning furniture. Because of the short travel distance used
in these experiments, Babrauskas used an optica density of 0.5 m* as an ob-
scurity criterion for escape. Heyn [1977] obtained similar results when

119



measuring the relation between smoke density and visibility at the Tremonia
Experimental Mine in Germany. For these experiments, Heyn conducted tests
using small conveyor belt fires which resulted in visibilities of only a few
decimeters.

Miners' Emotional and Physiological Experiences in Smoke

Miners who escaped the three mine fires experienced psychological and
physiologica effects similar to those noted by Jin [1981], as well as visibility
problems like those noted by Heyn [1977] and others. One analysis of the data
revealed that a number of workers experienced trouble wearing their SCSRs
[Brnich et a. 1992]. Twenty-nine of the minerswho escaped thesefires (63%)
reported having difficulty breathingwiththeir SCSRs, largely becausethey were
unfamiliar with how an SCSR worked. Asaresult, 27 of the 29 said they either
took the mouthpiece out to catch a breath or "breathed around” the mouthpiece
in smoke.

Many of the minersinterviewed at each of the three mines had some prior
experience in dealing with fires underground. Often, though, these fires were
small ones, such as equipment cable fires, hot belt rollers, or hot trolley wire
hangers along the haulage. These types of fires generate heavy smoke in some
cases, but rarely result in the need for miners to escape through smoke-filled
entries. Consequently, many of the minerswho were caught inby thethreefires
had never escaped through smoke.

Most of the miners who escaped the fires at Adelaide and Cokedale Mines
were unfamiliar with the escapeways leading from their working sections.
About 3weeksbeforethefire at Adelaide, the company realigned section crews
in an attempt to boost morale and improve productivity. Many miners were
assigned to sections they had never worked on before. Asaresult, anumber of
these reassigned workers had not been given an opportunity to walk the es-
capeways from 1 Right, 2 Northwest, and 3 Left sections in order to become
familiar with them.

Personnel caught inby the fire at Cokedale Mine worked on a maintenance
shift and were not assigned to any particular section. On the night of thisfire,
these minerswerein the process of setting up anew production sectionin 8 Face
Parallels or doing maintenancework in 7 Butt. All individualswereworkingin
an area of the mine with which most were unfamiliar, and, like miners at Ade-
laide, many of them were not familiar with the escapeways leading from this
area of the mine. Unlike workers at the other two mines, miners who escaped
the Brownfield Minefirewereworking on their regular sections and knew their
escapeways, but chose alternative routes in an attempt to elude heavy smoke.

Asmentioned earlier, Jin [1981] concluded that a person's ability to escape
by an unfamiliar route is severely reduced when the smoke optical density
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equates to a sight distance of about 42 ft. Persons familiar with escapeways
have their ability hampered when the smoke optical density equates to about
13ft of visibility. Based on Jin'sfindings, it isreasonable to expect that miners
who were not familiar with their escapewayswould have been at adisadvantage
compared to those who knew the travel routes. However, individuals who es-
caped the minefiresreported visibility distancesthat were often far below those
calculated from Jin'sresults. Consequently, familiarity with escapewaysdid not
necessarily help miners navigate, due to the overal poor visibility. Visibility
distances estimated by workers ranged from less than 2 ft in primary es
capeways, track and belt entries (mean 7.3 ft) to as much as 60 ft in return
airways (mean 47.5ft). Inaddition, some minersdid not expect the smoke they
encountered to be as thick as it was. A wireman, who was moving a power
center in 7 Butt at Cokedale Mine when the fire occurred, described his
experience:

| didn't expect it to be that thick...they show you movies, you can get
down on your hands and knees and crawl out. | don't think you could do
that...you could see it coming right off the runaround.

Miners characterized smokein variousways by both its col or and thickness.
In areas where the smoke was lighter, aworker described it as having a bl uish-
gray color and being "like...more just like afiltering smoke." Another miner,
traveling with his crew through a return airway, said he could see about 30 to
40 ft and that walking through the smoke was like walking through alight fog.
Other workers, however, encountered thick, heavy smoke asthey escaped. Two
miners described the thickness of the smoke they encountered. A utilityman
from Adelaide Mine said:

Y ou couldn't see...it wasjust like, I'll tell you what it reminded you of ...
likeriding in behind...a bulk duster for rock dusting.

Another utilityman, also from Adelaide Mine, was traveling with his buddies
through the secondary escapeway located in the right-side return aircourse of
3 Left. When they reached an overcast where the return crossed the intake, the
group encountered heavy smoke:

| walked up thereto the overcast and | stepped right into it. Anditwas
likeablack wall. 1t waslike burning 50 tiresand trying to walk through
it...and | said, "We can't go that way." So we walked out and there was
some—I know there was doorsin those overcasts. | said, "Theintake's
here someplace. All wevegot todoisfindit." And you'd open up the
door and it'd just billow out; and you'd open another door and it would
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billow out...we opened up [one] door, it looked like it was ablack river
running by. That's how thick it was.

A miner from Brownfield Mine could not find the mandoor in a stopping
because of the thick smoke:

The [stopping] was probably on the other side of these props, but
| couldn't seeit. | couldn't even see the door, that's how thick it was.
| put my hands out...and | couldn't see the end of my fingers.

For miners escaping in heavy smoke, navigating through the mine was dif-
ficult because of the poor visibility. At Brownfield Mine, the smoke was so
heavy that aforeman actually walked into the belt structure while attempting to
make hisway to the other side of 6 West mainsto check for fresh air intheNo. 7
intake:

So | went out through this door, and I'll tell you the smoke's so thick
right here | walked into the belt. | couldn't seeit.

Regardless of whether they followed designated escapeways or not, miners
used various (and in some cases highly creative) means to keep themselves
together to prevent becoming separated and to navigate through the smoke.
Workers escaping from the 7 Butt section at Cokedale Mine held on to one
another asthey attempted to stay together while crossing through the track entry
to get into the return:

Smoke was coming on thetracks, wereentered onthetracksthere by the
spray pump, smokewasreal bad we had to hang on to each, one another
like a bunch of elephants.

To guidethemsel ves, miners escaping through smoke followed objectsthey
encountered in the mine entries, such as stopping lines, rows of props, old track,
and water lines. At Adelaide, the 1 Right crew wasled out by autilityman who
was aformer fire boss. He led his buddies down the left return airway of old
8 Left to the 2 Northwest |eft return and then continued outby. For the entire
distance, the utilityman followed the stopping line located between the intake
and return entries knowing that, by keeping the stoppings on the left, his crew
would belesslikely to makeawrong turn. A maintenance foreman and mechan-
ic, working in the 6 West section of Brownfield Mine, were following the pri-
mary escapeway from the section. Hoping that there would be lighter smokein
the secondary escapeway, thetwo miners, alongwith aState el ectrical inspector,
went through a door into the left-side return aircourse. Although the group
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encountered moderate to heavy smokein the return, the foreman knew that the
return airway would lead them directly past the fire area. The foreman, there-
fore, decided to continue traveling in the return, since he could follow arow of
posts in this entry to guide himself. "1 mean, the return is double-timbered.
| just stayed between the props and went." The crew from the 5 South section
at Brownfield Mine also traveled through the 6 West left return and used the
props to guide themselves:

We just stayed—we knew that the return went straight down because
wedwalked it before. Sowejust stayedinthe 6-foot walkway between
the posts, and more or less we were walking from overcast to overcast.

A group of minerswho were escaping fromthe 8 Face Parallelsat Cokedale
used aunique method to help them find their way. Thecrew, beingled by agen-
eral insidelaborer (GIL), made their way to the secondary escapeway located in
the right return aircourse of 8 Face. Because the escapeway followed entries
that were mined more than 35 years earlier, the passageways had deteriorated.
Miners had to cross over roof fallsand contend with low clearances dueto floor
heave and low crossbars. Although the escapeway was marked with reflective
signs, miners reported that it was difficult to see them due to the heavy smoke
and the fact they had to bend over to walk. To more easily navigate through the
escapeway in the smoke, the GIL who led his buddies from the 8 Face Parallels
areadid not try to follow the reflective markings in the escapeway. He instead
followed the footprints left by fire bosses who had conducted prior hazard
examinations of the area, knowing that the footprints would lead him out of the
mine:

As you're walkin', you're not walkin' on a—you're goin' up and down
crawlin' [over fallg] this and that—people were, you hear people goin’
"ow, ow" hit their head...And | just kept lookin' a the ground and
lookin' at footprints and | did catch | did see footprints. Reason | say
I was lookin' at footprints and not the signs was why keep bangin' your
head needlesdly. If you can't see 2 feet, how are you gonnapossibly see
that sign—I don't care whether it isred or green, you can't seeit. The
footprint is the closest thing to you that also meant to me—these
[returns] have to be walked periodically. When | see footprints, | felt
better. Somebody was through there already thereis only one set goin'
out. So chancesarethat if there was areturn set of footprints, | would
think somebody had to turn around because it's blocked. Being there
was only one set, there's got to be an opening up ahead somewhere.
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Whilesomeminershad the"luxury" of being ableto follow markersor other
objects to guide themselves out of the mine, the smoke was so thick in some
cases that miners could not follow objects visually. Instead, they had to feel
their way along in places in order to find their way out. Minersfelt their way
along water lines, posts, the mine'sribs, and other featuresin order to maketheir
way tosafety. At Brownfield Mine, aFederal mineinspector was escaping with
the crew from 4 South and was part of a group of four miners making their way
off the section by traveling the belt entry. During their escape, the group began
to break up after aminer from the crew started having trouble walking. At this
point, fearing he would run out of oxygen in his SCSR, the inspector left the
group and continued on hisown. When he reached the mouth of the section, the
inspector decided to go through a door in an overcast and check the intake
escapeway for smoke. Upon seeing that it was till filled with heavy smoke, he
came back into the belt entry, which also contained heavy smoke, and attempted
to continue hisescape. Unableto see, theinspector felt hisway along amachine
guard on the belt drive:

The belt driveis entirely guarded with chain link fence...as| come out
of the overcast areg, it seemed like thefirst thing, | reached up as| came
out and the chain link fence was there. | really couldn't see but | just
hand over hand followed the chain link fence so | wouldn't trip on
anything.

In his experiments, Jin [1981] noted that as smoke density increased,
individuals began to fear the smoke and experienced physical irritation as well
asan elevated apprehension that severely hampered their concentration. Miners
who escaped the three mine fires reported psychological and physiological
effects similar to, and in some cases more dramatic than, those experienced by
participantsin Jin'sexperiments. Of the 48 minersinterviewed, nearly one-half
of them (48%) reported experiencing somelevel of emotional instability asthey
made their way through the smoke-filled escapeways.

Severa minerssaidthat they becamefrightened when they first encountered
smoke. In some cases, fear of smoke severely hampered miners' ability to con-
centrate and perform motors tasks such as those associated with donning an
SCSR. Thewireman, who had been inthe 7 Butt section of Cokedale Mine, was
ridingin ajeep with the section bosswhen they encountered smokein the 8 Face
track entry:

We werein thejeep, and we hit smoke. | got all scared you know, al,
what the hell we going to do, you know, all this smoke...And | was on
the jeep, and [the boss] said, "Get your SCSRs on." And I...opened
mine up and | was like shakin' like a leaf, couldn't get the damn thing
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open. And[theboss]...said, "Here, pop this, stick thisin your mouth..."
I mean, | couldn't get the damned thing, | was so damned scared | didn't
know what else, | didn't know what the hell to do, you know.

Other miners said they began to fear the smoke when it became thick and
heavy. Apprehension about the smoke caused one of the shuttle car operators
at AdelaideMineto experiencedifficulty breathing, eventhough hewaswearing
an SCSR and was protected from the smoke. When his crew encountered heavy
smoke hillowing from an overcast that they had to cross at the intersection of
3 Left and 2 Northwest Mains, this miner experienced tremendous anxiety:

Wewent into that smoke and | couldn't breathe and was gagging on that
self-rescuer. | couldn't breatheany at al...I couldn't goin [that smoke].
I guessit may be psychological or something about being in that smoke
or something. | couldn't breatheat all. In[the smoke] | was gagging but
as soon as | would come out of there, it seemed like | was breathing
better, alittle bit better.

Because of his experience, the shuttle car operator chose not to follow his
buddies into the heavy smoke at the overcast. Instead, recognizing where he
was, he decided to follow another route that led him across 2 Northwest Mains
and down theright-sidereturn escapeway to apoint outby thefire. Thisdecision
is significant because several of the miner's buddies, believing him to be lost,
risked their lives by going back to the overcast to look for him after everyone
had reached safety.

Whilesomeminersbecameafraidinthesmoke, othersbecame confused and
disoriented. This inhibited some miners' ability to think clearly and respond
functionally to the situation. The Federal mine inspector, who escaped from
4 South at Brownfield Mine, had conducted numerousinspectionsinthe sections
off 6 West Mains and was moderately familiar with the layout of that portion of
the mine. Nevertheless, he reported becoming disoriented and confused in the
heavy smoke, especially toward the end of his ordeal as he made hisway from
the belt entry to the track:

Assoon as| found the crosscut, | went in because | didn't want to miss
it and | went to the end of the crosscut and run into a permanent
stopping. Well, | started looking for the door and it seemed like | was
lost. | wasn't lost but it seemed like | was lost because | got sort of that
feeling, well, | know that door is here but | just couldn't find it.

After getting into the track entry and traveling another crosscut, the inspector
reported seeing lights ahead of him, but he was not sure of their significance
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"I could see lights ahead of me. | could see these lights...[but] the lightsreally
didn't mean anything to me."

The 4 South section mechanic wasin the same escape group as the Federal
inspector. After the escape group broke up, the mechanic continued traveling
outby along the beltline. Even though the belt entry led directly out of the
section to 6 West mains, the mechanic became confused and disoriented in the
smoke:

I didn't know my way out of there. | lost all orientation how to get out
of there. | knew my way out, but | forgot. It wasjust a panic thing.

Jin[1981] noted in interviews with test subjects that, as the smoke became
thicker, some individuals became apprehensive as they wondered what would
happen next. Based on these findings from a controlled experiment, it is not
surprising that minerswho escaped thefiresexperienced similar mental anguish
when thoughts of what lay ahead entered their minds. Minerswho experienced
emotional instability reported thinking about many different thingsasthey made
their way through the mine. The foreman of the crew escaping from 8 Face
Parallels said, "Your heart's thumping and al kinds of goofy crap's going
through your head.” Some minersthoughtsturned to their families. A brattice-
man who escaped with the crew from 3 Left at Adelaide Mine said he thought
about never seeing hisfamily again: "I kept thinking, | want to get out. | don't
want to diein here, | want to see my wife and kids."

Other miners experienced thoughts of not escaping thefireand dyinginthe
mine. The shuttle car operator, who left his crew at the overcast to explore
another escape route, said, "l thought | was going to die right there in that
smoke." Several miners said they thought about the Wilberg Mine disaster and
wondered to themselvesif they were going to meet the samefate astheir fellow
miners did in December 1984:

But what was in everybody's mind was the thing that happened at
Wilberg. Mysdlf, | thought we wasn't going to go, to get out.

And my personal thoughtswerethat it wasaWilberg disaster, and that's
al that wasin my mind.

While some miners only thought about the possibility that they were going
to die in the smoke-filled entries, others had virtually given up hope. After
checking the left-side intake of 6 West Mains at Brownfield Mine and seeing
that it wasfull of smoke, aroof bolter operator from 5 South made hisway back
to where several other miners were waiting:
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And there was a couple of rock dust guys right there. | sat down with
thoserock dust guysand | figured thisiswhere | bunk—thisisit. | was
just going to say goodbye to the world. | couldn't see anything.

In another instance, the miner operator from 4 South at Brownfield Mine
reported being also ready to die. He had been evacuating with the section me-
chanic, the Federal inspector, and another miner. While traveling along the
4 South belt entry, the miner operator experienced great difficulty. He was
having problemsbreathingwith his SCSR, became di soriented and unableto see
in the smoke, and kept falling down in the mud. After falling down for one last
time, and after his buddies had left him, the miner operator gave up:

So | was there by myself and | was down in the mud. | remember just
stopping acoupleof timesand just, you know, wishing it would get over
with, amost wishing I'd die or something, just to get it over with. It was
ahorrible feeling.

Itisevident fromthese accountsthat minersexperienced great emotional trauma
while escaping through the smoke-filled passageways. In some cases, miners
ability to concentrate, make informed choices, and take appropriate actions
during their escape was severely hampered by the need to deal with emotional
effects of the smoke.

Besides having to cope with the psychological effects of smoke in their
escape environment, many miners had to contend with physiological elements
aswell. Smoke clouds carry CO aswell as sensory irritants, both of which are
byproductsof combustion. Asmentioned earlier, Jin[1981] measured COlevels
and calculated theratio of CO to optical density asD/CO. Itisworth noting that
the ratio observed by Jin (D/CO =6.10 x 10 (ppmim) ™) isidentical to thevalue
quoted by Litton [1989] for smoldering wood. Therefore, depending on a
person's familiarity with hisor her surroundings during afire, the levels of CO
that are present when smoke visibility reachesits critical level lies somewhere
between 10 and 35 ppm.

Relationship Between Critical Levels of Smoke and CO

InJin'sexperiment, thesecritical levelsof optical density weremeasuredfor
wood smoke. Depending on the actual material burning and the resultant char-
acteristics (both physical and chemical) of the smoke produced, these critical
values could increase or decrease. Clearly, acritical level of optical density at
which the range of visibility isreduced to =1 m represents an upper limit. The
range of visibility is defined as the distance at which the light obscuration
exceeds 86% (or, the transmissionislessthan 0.14). At al-m visibility range,
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the critical level of optical density is0.92 m™. Thisvalue should be considered
as an absolute maximum value based solely on reduced visibility.

Using the data of Litton for the ratio of CO to smoke optical density, it is
interesting to compare the expected levels of CO that would be present at the
values of optical density equal to 0.22 m™ (the maximum critical level reported
by Jin) and 0.92 m™ (the absol ute maximum), discussed above. Theselevelsare
shown in table 7.1 for smoldering fires and in table 7.2 for flaming fires.

Data have been acquired in full-scale tests at Lake Lynn Laboratory which
demonstrate the levels of visibility that occur asafunction of the CO level. In
these tests (see figure 7.1), placards were placed at fixed distances from a
cameraand irradiated by awhite light. Astime progressed during these tests,
the smokelevel increased, eventually obscuring the placards. Asthese placards
disappeared in the smoke, the levels of CO at the times of their disappearance
were measured.

Figure 7.2 indicates the visibility (in meters) measured as afunction of the
CO level (in parts per million). The solid line indicates the level of visibility
predicted from smoldering coal fires, while the dashed line indicates the level
of visibility predicted from flaming coal and styrene-butadiene (SBR) belt fires.
It isimportant to note that during the large-scale experiments, theinitial levels
of CO and smoke come from asmoldering coal fire whilethe later levels come
from a flaming coa and conveyor belt fire. In figure 7.2, the level of CO at
which the coal fire ceases to smolder and begins to flame is indicated by the
arrow. Theimportance of these datais apparent: significant reductionsin visi-
bility occur at relatively low levels of CO (10-20 ppm).

Table 7.1.—Visibility as a function of CO level in smoldering fires

Combustible E{’p”(‘)ggrf]‘ﬁl E{’p”(‘)g?rf]‘ﬁl
Wood ..................... 36.0 150.0
Coal ........ ... ... 9.0 38.0
SBR conveyorbelt ........... 2.5 10.5
PVC conveyorbelt ........... 3.0 12.5
Neoprene conveyor belt ....... 7.0 29.0
PVC line brattice . ............ 11.0 46.0

Table 7.2.—Visibility as a function of CO level in flaming fires

. ppm CO at ppm CO at

Combustible D" 0.22 mt D" 0.92 mt
Wood .......... ... 56 234
Coal ............ ...t 17 71
SBR conveyorbelt ........... 19 79
PVC conveyorbelt ........... 42 176
Neoprene conveyor belt . ...... 32 143
Transformerfluid . ............ 7.5 31
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Figure 7.1.—Depiction of experimental setup in A-drift at Lake Lynn Laboratory.
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Figure 7.2.—Visibility measured as a function of CO level.
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Depending on the material burning, other toxic and irritating elements can
be produced. For conveyor belts, in particular, the generation of HCI vapor due
to chlorine in the belt, as either a component of the base polymer or as an ad-
ditiveto makethe belt moreflame-resistant, isan example of such anirritant and
also represents a potential toxic hazard in addition to the CO produced. Smith
and Kuchta [1973] have measured the levels of HCl and CO produced from
flaming SBR and polyvinyl chloride (PV C) conveyor belts. They found that the
ppm of HCI is equal to 0.105 times the ppm of CO for SBR belts and 0.205
times the ppm of CO for PVC belts. Similarly, for smoldering conveyor belts,
Egan [1992] finds that the ppm of HCI is 0.30 times the ppm of CO for SBR
belts; 0.40 for PV C belts; and 1.0 for neoprene belts.

For CO, the level quoted as being immediately dangerousto life and health
(IDLH) is 1,500 ppm; for HCI, 100 ppm [Mackinson et al. 1980]. If one uses
these numbers as critical values and assumes them to be additive, then atoxic
environment is produced downstream of afire when the following condition is
satisfied:

« ppm CO 5, PPM HCl
1,500 100

TOX P 1.0

Using the levels of HCI produced relative to the CO, tables 7.1 and 7.2 can be
used to generate valuesof TOX at theindicated levels of smoke optical density.
These are shown in tables 7.3 and 7.4.

Table 7.3.—Values of toxicity at indicated levels of optical density in smoldering fires

. TOX at TOX at
Combustible D" 0.22 m& D" 0.92 m&
Wood ... 0.024 0.100
Coal ........ ... ... ... . 0.006 0.025
SBRconveyorbelt ................... 0.009 0.038
PVC conveyorbelt ................... 0.014 0.059
Neoprene conveyorbelt . ... ........... 0.075 0.313

Table 7.4.—Values of toxicity at indicated levels of optical density in flaming fires

) TOX at TOX at
Combustible D" 0.22 m& D" 0.92 m&
Wood ... 0.037 0.155
Coal ....... ... ... .. ... 0.011 0.046
SBRconveyorbelt ................... 0.033 0.138
PVC conveyorbelt ................... 0.114 0.476
Transformerflud . . ................... 0.005 0.021
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Only aflaming PV C conveyor belt produces toxic products of CO and HCI
to such an extent that the combustion products begin to pose a severe toxic
hazard. This occurs at the maximum allowable level of optical density. Itis
clear from tables 7.3 and 7.4 that the presence of smoke poses a more severe
impediment to survivability and eventual escapefromfirethanthetoxicity of the
gases produced.

It is interesting to note several subjective observations regarding smoke
irritation made by Kissell and Litton [1992] during a conveyor belt firetest. In
levels up to 40 ppm CO, test subjects experienced some labored breathing and
mild eyeirritation. When CO levels reached 80 ppm, individuals experienced
hard breathing and stinging of the eyes. At 160 ppm CO, subjectsfound it very
difficult to breathe and reported severe eye irritation. Participants also stated
that they could barely see. These resultsindicate that severe sensory irritation
canoccur at CO level shel ow thosethat woul d cause carboxyhemogl obin danger.

Experiencing Smoke Density and Physical Discomforts

The studies reported here indicate that smoke density and the physical ir-
ritants produced pose a greater threat to escaping miners than the levels of CO
and other gases, which do not reach toxic levelswhen thecritical optical density
isreached. In the three mine fires, however, some miners could have been in
danger had CO levels been high enough. The reasonisthat most of the miners
who escaped did not really understand the dangersthat combustion productscan
pose. Minerswere asked if they thought about the presence of CO during their
escape. One miner provided his thoughts:

WEéll, the way | was thinking, we was on the intake side...and was just
starting to get some smoke. When we went in the return, it wasn't even
heavy as that, so why worry—you know what | mean—as long as you
can't see the smoke.

Although research has shown that the levels of CO and HCI do not appear
to always reach toxic levels in thick smoke, a number of miners reported
experiencing moderate to severe physiological effects, particularly sensory
irritation. Slightly morethan one-third (34.8%) of the minerswho escaped said
they experienced various problemssuch aschoking, coughing, and eyeirritation.
Some miners said that they traveled barefaced through smoke before donning
their SCSR and subsequently inhaled smoke. A mechanic at Cokedal e, escaping
with his buddies from 8 Face Parallels, described his experience with smoke
inhalation:

The section wasreally starting to fill with smoke, | had never had such
adry mouth or throat; it'salmost like you could spit dust. | meanit's so
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dry, that's the one thing | remember vividly. And at that point, the
smoke had started to uh, to overcomeme. | was choking, coughing, and
gagging and at that point, | took it upon myself to use my small [filter
self-] rescuer.

Some miners experienced eye irritation from particulates in the smoke.
A trackman who escaped from 7 Face at Cokedale said, "My eyeswere affected
somewhat. They were extremely red when | got outside.”

It is understandable why miners experienced emotional instability during
their escape through smoke from these fires. However, one might question why
more than one-third experienced physiological problems since miners would
have been offered respiratory protection from either their SCSR or FSR and eye
protection from the goggles contained intheir SCSR. These problemsareeasily
explained: besides removing the mouthpiece to breathe, as mentioned earlier,
nearly 48% of the miners who escaped also took the mouthpiece out in smoke
to talk. Subsequently, miners inhaled smoke and various contaminants which
caused them to experience breathing discomfort. The interviews also revealed
that few minerswore the goggles supplied with their SCSR to protect their eyes.
Many of the miners said that the goggles fogged quickly and hampered their
vision. Asaresult, morethan 63% of the escaping minerssaid they did not wear
the goggles for that reason.

One of the most interesting problems that affected miners emotional
stability during escape was the unanticipated presence of smokein certain areas
of themine. Ventilation systems can be extremely complex and made up of four
or more air shafts, tens of miles of aircourses, and hundreds of stoppings and
overcasts. Thisisespecialy trueinlarge, older minessuch asAdelaide, Brown-
field, and Cokedale, where air must travel several miles from an intake shaft
through intake entries to the working sections and back to the shaft via return
aircourses. Where air must traverse such considerable distances through older
aircourses, excessive air lossis common. Depending on the mine, it is not un-
usual to lose between 30% and 50% of theair beforeit ever reachesthe working
sections [Mosgrove 1981; Stefanko 1983].

Air lossisdueto avariety of reasons, including frictional resistancein the
aircourses and leakage across stoppings and overcasts. In aminefire, air leak-
ageacrossventilation devices can result in significant amounts of smoke making
its way into escapeways and other entries. To demonstrate, a U.S. Bureau of
Mines investigation by Litton et al. [1991] studied the detection of conveyor
fires. For thisexperiment, researchers placed a pile of coal beneath a section of
SBR belt. Air velocity in the test tunnel, designed to simulate a single mine
entry, was 10 m/sec (200 fpm), while the air quantity was 7.6 m%sec (16,000
cfm). Researchers then monitored combustion productsin the air 20 m (65 ft)
downstream asthe pile of coal smoldered, burst into flame, and then set the SBR
belt on fire. Data obtained from this study were then used to calculate
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contaminant and visibility levels, resulting from air |eakage across stoppings, in
ahypothetical escapeway that might be located adjacent to an entry containing
a fire [Kissdl and Litton 1992]. These calculations reflect conditions
60 minutes into the fire. The concentration of contaminants in the escapeway
(C,) was determined using the dilution equation:

C.- Cf[ % ]
Q.% Q

where C; isthe contaminant concentration in thefire entry, Q, isthe quantity of
air leakage, and Q, is the quantity of air in the adjacent escapeway. Assuming
a Q. of 9.4 m¥sec (20,000 cfm) in the escapeway, a CO concentration (C;) of
2,700 ppm in the fire entry, and a Q, of 0.94 m*/sec (2,000 cfm) across the
stopping line, aCO concentration of 245 ppm was cal cul ated for the escapeway.
A similar calculation was performed to determine the optical density in the
adjacent escapeway. Using the optical density value, avisibility of 0.3 m (1 ft)
was calculated. These resultsindicate that visibility reaches minimum accept-
ablelimits at relatively low leakage levels.

The reason an unanticipated presence of smoke helped elevate workers
apprehensivenessisthat minerstended to have certain predisposed beliefsabout
how the ventilation system should function and, consequently, where the smoke
should be encountered under "normal” conditions. Inanormal situation, fresh
air comesinto the mine viathe intake air shaft, traverses the mine entriesto the
section, sweepsthe faces, and then makesitsway back to the upcast air shaft via
the return aircourses. ldedly, air flow should occur with no air leakage across
stoppingsand overcasts, provided all ventilation devicesareintact and mandoors
are closed. However, minimal leakage is inevitable in any ventilation circuit
regardless of how well stoppings and overcasts are sealed. Typically, acertain
amount of air leakage will occur acrossmandoors, especially if they areleft gjar.
As calculations reported by Kissell and Litton [1992] show, smoke will make
its way across ventilation devices into escapeways and other entries as a result
of leakage.

About 37% of the minerswho escaped thefiresat thethree minesapparently
never considered the fact that air would leak across ventilation devices and
introduce smoke into entries that they assumed should be clear. Surprisingly,
some miners had misconceptions of how the smoke from the fireswould travel.
Asaresult, some groups of workers decided not to continue their escapein the
smoke-filled intake escapeways or track entries and chose instead to moveinto
the return aircourses, believing that the smoke there would be lighter or non-
existent, since it would have to make its way to the faces before reaching the
return entries. A continuous miner operator at Adelaide Mine, who was
escaping with his crew from 1 Right section, elaborated on his crews' decision:
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Then if you have smoke in your intake, we were always taught to get
into your return, and then keep checking until you see clear intake. So
wegot inour left return. Therewas no smoke becauseit hadn't reached
up to the face and come back down the return.

At least one miner thought that by getting into the return, he and his crew would
be safe, again because of abelief that any smoke in the intake must travel to the
faces:

We started in the intake escapeway, yeah. And whoever's decision it
was, | don't know, because when we hit smoke, we decided it wastime
to get in the return because we figured all the smoke would have to go
up to the unit or the face and come down behind us. So we're clear and
out of all danger.

When miners encountered smokein areaswherethey did not expect it, they
began wondering how the smoke got there. A bolter operator described his
thoughts:

| think that was the thing that threw alot of us off was when we came
to thereturn, we hit the smoke on the haulage, we went over and we hit
smokeinthe belt entry, we got over into thereturn and it was still pretty
clear. Because we went down 10 or more blocks, 15 blocks, whatever.
That's when we starting hitting smoke [again]. Now, we got smokein
all, all the escapeways, you know. What iswrong?

In some cases, minerswho becameemotionally distressed assumed theworst
when they encountered unexplained smoke. A utilityman quickly surmised that
thefire had burned compl etely acrossthe section when hiscrew hit smokein the
return:

We were in the return by then and it was filled up with smoke and
| knew wewerein serioustroublethen, we had along way to go and we
werealready full of smoke...At that time, | couldn't get through my mind
how we had smoke in the return escapeway that quick. | said, what did
it do, burn all the way across and we don't have any way out how?

In fact, there were plausible explanations why smoke was being found
unexpectedly invariouslocations at thethree mines. Asmentionedinan earlier
chapter, alarge quantity of air was being used to ventilate the 2 Northwest belt
entry at Adelaide. Because thiswas ahigh-pressure entry, vast quantitiesof air
quickly leaked across ventilation devicesinto adjacent intake and track entries,
especially between the fire location and the mouth of 3 Left. As a result,
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significant amounts of smoke bled into these adjacent entriesand eventual ly into
thereturns. Thisexplainswhy the crews escaping encountered heavy smokein
al entriesincluding the returns.

Several crewswho escaped thefireat Brownfield Mine experienced similar
situations, encountering smoke unexpectedly. Knowing that the beltlinewason
aseparate split of intake air, miners escaping from the 5 South section decided
to follow the belt, believing they would have clear air all the way out. When
they encountered smoke in the belt entry, however, miners became concerned:

We started down the belt because we figured the belt should have been
neutral, really, but by the time we got there, the smoke was already on
the belt line...we still can't figure out how the smoke got on the belt.
Nobody—our boss can't figure out how the smoke got on the belt line.
We should have been able to go down and get out the belt.

Misunderstandings about where smoke shoul d be was not confined to rank-and-
fileminers. The mine inspector who escaped with the 4 South crew at Brown-
field had a similar misconception. Knowing that smoke was aready in the
intake escapeway, the inspector checked the belt entry and found it to be clear.
The section foreman, after conferring with the inspector, decided to take his
crew downthebeltline. All thewhile, theinspector thought the belt entry would
be clear for the entire distance: "I really believed that the belt entry would be
clear the entire way."

Some individuals, though, did think about why they were encountering
smoke in certain locations and reasoned what was causing the problem. The
mineinspector who escaped from4 South at Brownfield Minehypothesi zed | ater
that amandoor had to have been left open for there to be thick smoke in the belt
entry:

To thisday wereally didn't conclusively come up with an answer why
that belt got contaminated. We checked the [stoppings]. | understand
[stoppings] do leak somewhat but not to go from no smoke to thick
heavy smoke in a matter of minutes. [Stoppings|] don't leak that much.
Someone |eft the doors open into that belt, also. | believeit.

Atleast oneminer at Brownfield Minewasthinking clearly about why therewas
so much smoke in the belt entry. He was traveling with his buddies from
5 South:

Thick smokewasinthebelt [inesbeforeit wasin thereturn...somebody

goofed and opened something and left that air in. My opinion is that
somebody opened the doors right across [4 South] ramp.
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Finally, some miners at Cokedale Mine were perplexed by the way smoke
"behaved" in the mine air courses, especialy the return escapeways. Miners
escaping from 8 Face Parallels were traveling in the return escapeway that led
to Crystal air shaft. Theworkers noticed that there were pointswhere the heavy
smoke they were traveling in would suddenly lift and the air would become
moderately clear. The miners might then travel several crosscutsinthisclearer
air until they encountered heavy smoke onceagain. A mechanic whowasinthe
group escaping from 8 Face Parallels describes this occurrence:

We headed out thereturn and we had gotten so far and it cleared alittle
bit, and we were kinda relieved, but then for some reason we hit the
thick smoke again. It didn't clear completely but it looked like it was
gonna clear, but then we went afew more blocks and it got real thick
again. Why it was clear in that area I'm not really sure.

Because the smoke behaved in this manner, miners experienced afal se sense of
security when they reached the clearer air, only to find that the heavy smoke
wouldreturn asthey continued their egress. Thisundoubtedly helpedtoincrease
workers' anxiety as they escaped from the mine.

Discussion

Research on human behavior in smoke has shown that (1) people not fa-
miliar with escapewaystend to experience higher level sof emotional instability,
and their ability to escapefromafireisseverely reduced whenthevisibility falls
below 13 m and (2) subjects familiar with escapeways experience relatively
more problemswith physiological effects of smoke, and their escape ability be-
comes hampered when thevisibility fallsbelow 4 m. Fireresearch dataindicate
that smoke reaches levels of untenability significantly earlier than it takes the
fireto generate atoxic environment dueto its product gases. It isonly whenthe
levels of smoke begin to totally obscure visibility that the toxicity of the com-
bustion productsbeginsto play aroleinthe question of escape and survivahility.

Most of the minerswho were caught inby the fires discussed here had never
escaped through smoke. Asaresult, anumber of workersexperienced emotional
instability that resulted from the need to cope with smoke in their escapeways.
Thepsychological effectsof smoke, in someinstances, inhibited workers ability
to think clearly, make correct choices, and take proper action during their
escape. In addition to suffering emotional upset during their escape, a number
of miners also experienced some physiological effects of smoke, including
smoke inhalation and eye irritation. In short, miners ordeals in smoke when
escaping mine fires confirm the findings of the research.
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While underground miners must receive retraining annually on topics
including mine ventilation, escapeways, emergency evacuation, and the use of
SCSRs, it is evident that workers who escaped these three mine fires still were
not adequately prepared to escape through smoke. Inthefuture, mine operators
may wish to consider offering smoke training to their workers as part of their
annual retraining regime. Miners could don an SCSR training apparatus and
then traverse amanmade network of corridorsfilled with nontoxic smoke. This
type of training would allow minersto practice escaping through a smoke-filled
environment, plus experience breathing through an SCSR.
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