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W]EEK[LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) E\TSPECHON RE!"POJRT

SEBDANSING Algﬂ;
/ Date:, JQ ’—/7 G- ( Inspector;, m

Time:

Z. Y/Z’ Weather Conditions: - ZX/U“U\ CM KL)&Z/'F? L

’ Yes ’ No § Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational moverment or ]
Iocelized setiiement observed on the ' \//
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCR7?

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
conmining CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential distuption ‘ L
o ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were condidons observed within the cells or
withmn the general landfill operations that )
represent a potential disruption of the safety of [ -
the CCR management operations. .

CCR Fuagitive Dest Inspection (per 40 CHFR §257.80 ®@)
4, "Was CCR received during the reporting P
. period? If apswer is no, no additional .~
- information required. :

5. Was all CCR conditioned (by weding or dust B
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse 1o question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) P:LOI 10 Tansport o
landfl worldng face, or was the CCR. not
susceprable 1o fugitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
JlandT1l acecess roads?

8. Was CCR fugiive dust observed at the ‘ .
landfTl? If the answeris ves, describe
corective action measures below.

9. Ate curent CCR fugitive dust conmrol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received dudng the Iepordng
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

L 11 ﬁWe,.e & citizen complaints logged?

Additional Notes:-
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W]E]EELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL cery H\TSPECTION ?EPORT

(_.-’" smasﬁi e
/ Date: ’>" /Du g Tnspector: k Yg K/ \

Time: Qﬁ ]l"() Weather Conditions: AL \\& $ w&j

’ ’ Ye; ’ No ; - Nofes

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Inspeciion (per 40 CER. §257. 39

1. Was bulging, shiding, rotational movement or

- Iocalized setﬂement observed on the ‘ -
sidesiopes or upper deck of cells contaming a/ !

CCR?

2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
conmaining CCR or within the general Jandfill L/
operations that represent a potential disruption '

10 ongoing CCR management operations?

L

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that : .
Tepresent a potental distuption of the safety of 7
the CCR managerment operations.

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

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

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

6. Iresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) pnor TO ransporcto
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
suscepmable to fugitive dust generation?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
[landTTl access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitve dust observed ar the .
landfifl? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures belowr.

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

10. Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen.
complaints recefved during the rep orting
peziod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L i1 fWere e citizen complaints Iogged?

Addivonal Notes:

i
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- WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) INSPECHON JR'EIE’O]RT

EILL
s
/ Date: I) - \\ — 28l X In@ectoz: ji;ig g‘ilgg

A
[0 \16 Weather Conditions: - C g [®) M/é/\‘ ) WA/QL

Time:

’ ’ Yes ’\No g DNofes

CCR Landifll Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or
localized setilement observed on. the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaiming [/J
CCR7 . -

-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells”
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that zepresent a potential disruption.
to ongoing CCR mapagement operations?

A

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or ‘
within the general landfill operations that | L
Tepresent a potental distuption of the safety of 7
the CCR management operations. .

CCR Engitive Dast Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(5)(4)

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

- Information required.
| 5. ‘Was a1l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse 1o queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) DTIOT T0 Tansportto
landfil worldng face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable 1o fugitive dust generarion?

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

8. 'Was CCR fugiive dust observed ar the _
landfli? fthe answeris ves, describe
corxective action measures below.

S Are cumrent CCR fugitive dust conmrol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recomrnended changes below.

10. Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received durng the Ieporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

L 11 EWere the citizen complaints logged?

Addidonal Notes:-
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; - WEEELY COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR
/ . &%NSMGL%I\\JDML ’
' Date;_" 5 ”"(f” 2 (* Inspector:, > \\m/gﬂ b\,t\

2. [Were condiions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR managemment operations?

\

oy C - R

Time: };‘2 T ‘Weather Conditions: __- € Uy ' :
’ Yes 1 No i Nozes ?
CCR Landfl Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.34) 7

1 Was bulgng, sliding, rotatfonal movement or
- Iocalized setdement observed on the
i sidesiopes or upper deck of cells containing L i

CCr7 . 7
]

3. 'Were conditions observed withm the cells or
within the general landfill operations that .
Tepresent a potential disruption of the safety of I g
the CCR management operations. S yd

CCR Fuagitive Drst Iospection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4)

4 ‘Was CCR received dusing the reporting L
. period? If apsweris no, no addifional v
- Information required. :

5. "Was 2l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust A
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

s. Iresponse to guestion 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wemed) pror to {ransportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfil? if the answer is yes, describe
corrective acion rmeasures below.

9. Are cuzrent CCR fugitive dust conrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
descibe recommended changes below. -

10. ‘Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the Teporting
L peziod? If the answeris yes, answer guestion

L 11 ﬂWere the citizen complaints Io gged?

Additonal Notes:

i
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR!
AN, L ATNDETLL i
TP ¢ 3 I - .-
Date. [ -2 522 ¢ Inspector:, v i W"\

7

Time: [ °© Lflg ‘Weather Conditions: o, ”'\jé"\ 4 0/ Q/

; Yes ] No g Notes
CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CFR. §257.84)
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotatiopal movement or -
localized setflement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing LT
CCR7 . .

2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
contzining CCR or within the general landfll i
operatons that represent a potential distuption ' e
o ongoing CCR managerment operations?

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

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

4. ‘Was CCR received durfng the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional L//
1nformation required.

5. ‘Was all CCR condiioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfili?

6. [Eresponse o question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior 1o transportto
1andfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable 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
landfll? ¥ the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

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

11 Were the citizen complaints logged? ‘ : i

Additional Notes:

!
- . 1
i
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Date: é

Y~
Time: /L? ’ ’\15, Weather Conditions: N g\\ n m ’ 9/(

W]EE]K]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECI‘ION RETPORI’

SJTLANSH\T LANDmL
202 Inspector; <

| x|

No

Notes

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.34)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming
CCR7 -

2. Were condmons observed within the ce]ls‘
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential distuption.
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general Iandfill operations that
Tepresent a potential disraption of the safety of
the CCR mmanagement operations.

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

4. ‘Was CCR received dusing the reporting
peniod? If answer Is no, no additional
Information required.

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

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

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landT11 access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfll? If the answeris yes, describe
cozrective action measures below.

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

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

11.  Were the citizen complaints o gged?

Addidvonal Notes:-

I
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i
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) BVSPECT_TLON REPORI’
S LANSI_N & LA.ND

Date: Z- - =zl | Tnspector; v )\rw W (}\,a_
[, g Z - a i
Time: [ Z__ Weather Condluons- - X S Ve & C e fal
7 -
; Yes No F Nozes g
CCR Landfll Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84) 7
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
Iocalized settlement observed on the i (_/ :
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing I
CCR? - - -
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells”
containing CCR or within the general landfill w1

operations that represent a potential distuption
w0 ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that i / =
Tepresent a potential distoption of the safety of ]
the CCR management operations. .

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

4. ‘Was CCR received. during the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional S
Information required. :

5. Was all CCR conditoned (by weming or dnst
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse 10 guestion 5 is 1o, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior 1o transport to
1andfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptablie to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfll? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measuzes below.

9. Are cumrent CCR fugitive dust comtrol
measures effective? If the answer is no,
desczibe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received dudng the Ieporting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11 Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addivonal Notes:

R 3
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W]EEE]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL ccry ]_NSPEC'IIO_N RIEZPOR’I‘

A ANSING, LA.NDIE‘II,L
Date: e &2 Inspecto xjn /‘/A \Q\
Timme: -7/ i @u Weather Conditions: (o { /‘%
J Yes , No l Notes E
CCR Lanafll Integrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.84) 7
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational moverment or ]

localized settlement observed on the i s =

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing i

CCR7 - -
-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfll T

operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
withn the general landfill operations that i e
Tepresent a potential disimption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (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 conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. TeSponse 10 question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior to transport 1o
1andfll working face, or was the CCR not
suscepmable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfifl? Ifthe answeris ves, describe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fagitive dust control
measures efective? If the answeris no,
describe recommmended changes below.

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

' Were the citizen cornplaints logged?

| 1L

Addivonal Notes:

1
- B
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— - WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR
/ q ~ —_ i i S?—-%QL ! AN -
[ /*7 2oz Inspector: %)W’\ b

| © o ‘Weather Condiﬁons: ia:\vvﬁ\L B %Z

i Yes ’ No 5 Notes

e B

|CCR Landfill Totegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.39)
1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
- localized setilement observed on the ' V B

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
0 ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or ) 1
within the general Iandfill operations that ] )
Tepresent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspecfion (pexr 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4))
4, Was CCR received during the Ieporting B

. pecod? If answer is no, no additional (/

- informanon required.

| 5. ‘Was ali CCR conditioned (by wening or dust

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse w0 question 5 is no, was CCR

conditioned (wetted) pdor to ransportto

landfll working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on

landfl access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the

landfill? If the answeris yes, describe

corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR. fagitive dust control

measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o,

describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
cormplaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question .

11, (Were the citizen complaints logged? . !

Additvonal Notes:-

!
- . r
I
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