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N RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

, - T SEI NG G I
Date: jg/’jgf 20 In@ectofL ‘ }K/JQ’\"

, Yes No ; Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or

localized settlement observed on the i !/
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing I

CCR2?

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll >

operations that represent a potential disroption i/

to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. Were conditions observed within the cells or
withm the general landfill operations that
Tepresent a potential disruption of the safety of /
the CCR management operations. .

CCR Fugitive Dust Tnspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4))

4, ‘Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional >

information required.

5. ‘Was all CCR conditioned (by wening or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (werted) PIIOX T0 tTransport o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable o fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
Tandfll access roads?

8. 'Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfli? I the answeris yes, descdbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust conirol
measures effective? If the answer is mo,
descibe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11. | Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:

.|
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECTLTLON ]RJEPORT

f %[N ‘ m]L
Date: f“Z /" Zoze Inspecto ﬂ/ /

Time: g Weather Conditions: ‘<5 S . 5? 5 i}
] | Xes No H Notes
CCR Landfll Integrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.84)
i Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Iocalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing (//(
CCR? . .

2. ‘Were condiions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfill
operarions that represent a potential disraption - -
to ongoing CCR managernent operations? 1

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or .
within the general landfill operations that i ’
represent a potential disruption of the safety of —
the CCR management operations. .

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(5h)(4))

4 ‘Was CCR received during the reporting v
period? If answer is no, no additional
information required.

5. "Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weuning or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse 1o question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (werted) prior 1o transport to
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landfill access roads?

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
lan@fli? If the answer is yes, descrdbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fuagitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11 Were the citizen complainss 1o gged?

Additional Notes:

- |
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e - WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR’
/ _ ISTING AND)\ FILL :
Date: | Z- -doZo Inspe j ﬁ—'ié ~ a~
YRR 2 %L by =
Time: / / : % e Weather Conditions: (¢, ] oA i g&g - j

, Yes , No g Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Fnspection (per 40 CFR §257.36)

i Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
- localized setlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing i
CCR? -

2. ‘Were condifions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill
operations that represent a potential distuption
0 ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that
Iepresent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Tnspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4))

4. ‘Was CCR received during the reporting
) period? If answer is no, no addifional
- mformation required

5. ‘Was all CCR conditoned (by weming or dust
suppresants) poor to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) PIIOX 10 (Lransport 1o
landfl working face, or was the CCR not
susceptabie to fugitive dust generation?

7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landfll access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfili? If the answeris yes, descrdbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints 1o gged?

Addidonal Notes:

|
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Da’ce:jj‘Z -i§-z02¢ Inspec’cor.L

Time: / U g [ Weather Conditions: - ¢ o6 | _
, Yes ' No , Notes

CCR Landfl Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ox ]
Iocalized seftlement observed on the i |
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCR7 -

\

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

\

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or ‘
within. the general landfill operations that ' P
represent a potential disruption of the safety of 7
the CCR management operations. .

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR. §257.80(b)(4))

4. ‘Was CCR received duding the reporting B
period? If answer is mo, no additional V
mformation required.

5. ‘Was all CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. response 1o guestion 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) DIIOT 10 transport o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable 1o fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
Tandf1l access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfM? ¥f the answeris yes, descrdbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  |[Were CCR fugifive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the rep orting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:

|
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