In the instant proceedings, insofar as Citation Nos.
2199897, 2199899, and 2200349 are concerned, Inspector
Melvin's citations do not recite any conditions that would,
on their face, support the conclusion that the respondent
failed to maintain clear travelways on both sides of the
cited belt conveyor in question.  Further, in support of
these citations, his testimony only generally alludes to
certain concerns that the travelways were somehow obstructed
by roof falls or coal accumulations.
Given the extent of the areas cited by Inspector Melvin,
it is simply impossible to decipher the particular conditions
or practices which may apply to each of the citations in
question.  For example, in Citation No. 2200849, while he
asserts that the respondent failed to maintain a clear travelway
on both sides of the belt conveyor for a distance of "approximately
205 crosscuts," there is absolutely no evidence or testimony
to support such a conclusion.  His testimony that there was
something present "that concerned him," and that "portions
of his concerns" dealt with coal accumulations, and "portions"
dealt with obstructed travelways, is simply insufficient or
totally lacking as credible evidence to support a citation.
After careful consideration of the record in this case,
including close scrutiny of Inspector Melvin's testimony,
I conclude and find that he has failed to support his
conclusions that the respondent failed to maintain clear
travelways of at least 24 inches wide at the cited areas.
I also conclude and find that Inspector Melvin failed to
follow the requirements of Section 104 (a) of the Act that
any alleged violative conditions or practices be described
with particularity.
While it is true that the citations were abated, and
that the abatement process itself suggests that the respondent
may have had knowledge of the conditions or practices which
concerned the inspector, on the facts here presented, there
is absolutely no testimony as to what was done to achieve
abatement.  The termination notices simply state that "clear
travelways were provided."  Coupled with the fact that
Inspector Melvin failed to clearly articulate any conditions
or practices which led him to believe that the cited travelways
were not maintained as required by the safeguard notice in
question, as well as his failure to describe with any semblence
of particularity the conditions or practices supporting any
of these citations, I simply have no basis for finding that_
the petitioner has carried its burden of proof in establishing
the alleged violations.
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