Section 115(c) requires that miners who have received the mandatory
safety and health training not only be given certificates of instruction
after completion thereof, but that these certificates be made available
for inspection at the mine site.  If the training certificate is to be
meaningful, the training given must be open to evaluation.  Monitoring
of the training process, designed to enable miners to work safely and
survive in this most dangerous of industries, is crucial, indeed,
indispensable, to the "business of training miners."  Sen. Rep. at 50,
Legis. Hist, at 638.
It would also be impossible for the miners' representative to
exercise its undisputed right to propose revisions to safety and health
training plans, undeniably granted by 30 C.F.R. § 48.23, if it is unable
to monitor and intelligently evaluate that training.  Certainly miners'
representatives can hardly be expected to receive, much less benefit
from, this required instruction on their rights, if they are to be barred
from these classes.  Under the reasoning of the majority, newly hired
miners, who have never seen the inside of a mine, would be required to
determine on their own whether the training received satisfied the
statutory criteria of section 115 and the training regulations contained
in 30 C.F.R. Part 48, and then relay their observations to their represen-
tative.  The miner is, after all, being trained, and if he or she were
knowledgeable about the safety and health instruction being presented,
there would obviously be no need for the training.  Indeed, the asserted
possibility of confusion, misinformation or disruption—admittedly totally
without record support (oral arg. 57)—would be maximized, not minimized,
by barring access to this safety and health training.  This is surely con-
trary to both the language of section 115 and the goal of the safety and
health instruction being presented.
The instructors of these mandatory safety and health classes may
also have their approval as instructors revoked by MSHA for "good cause."
30 C«F,R. § 48.3(i).  It would appear beyond argument that the miners'
representative, if permitted access to these classes, would be in the
best position to demonstrate "good cause," if any revocation were to be
sought of an instructor's teaching approval certificate.
It is thus essential, as the Secretary agrees, that representatives
be able to monitor the training being given, in order to effectuate these
several statutory rights.  (Oral arg. 39-42.)  Absent miner monitoring,
it strains credibility to believe, for example, that an operator will
enthusiastically instruct its employees on the right to refuse work. As
Phillips v. Board of Mine Operations Appeals, 500 F.2d 772, 778 (D.C, Cir.
1974), cert, denied, 420 U.S. 938 (1975), instructs us:  "The miners are
both the most interested in health and safety protection, and in the best
position to observe the compliance or noncompliance with safety laws."
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