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e - WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT
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!, 5
/ N . 2 , I
Date:, / iz Tnspector: W
Time: 2.0 5 ‘Weather Conditions: __- 'g W W"\\‘ (°° ( )
’ Yes ' No l , Notes
CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.34)
1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or i
- Iocalized settlement observed on the i %
* |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing {17
CCR? . _ -
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill L
operations that represent a potential disruption —
to ongoing CCR managerment operations?
3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or 3 ’ )
within the general Iandfill operations that ' L//
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.
CCR Fugitive Dﬁsf:][nspecﬁon (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4))
4. |Was CCR received during the reporting |
period? If answer is no, no additional 1 7

- information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) Prior tO Tansport o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

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

9. Are current CCR fagitive dust conrtrol
measures effective? If the answer is no,
descmbe recommended changes below.

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

L 11.  [Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Addidonal Notes:

!
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- WEERKLY COAL COTMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) 1IV; SPECI‘ION REJPORT

ANSING LAND. X
Date; / 7? % Z < Inspector: (K‘M ]ﬁl d/‘\
Time:_ / O §- Weather Conditions: - _AA * %;’ Y47 4{ _

1 ’ Yes , No , Notes

CCR Landfill Tutegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5§257.84)

1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or l—
localized settlement observed on the i

 |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCR? -

2. Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfill /
operations that represent a potential distuption V
to ongoing CCR managerment operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or .
within the general landfill operations that : e
represent a potential disruption of the safety of i

the CCR management operations.

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

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting / -

perdod? If answer is o, no additional
information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to guestion 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior 1o transport o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust geperation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? Tf the answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures belovw.

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

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

11.  |[Were the citizen complaints Jogged? J

Additonal Notes:

_ |
- |
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR’

P N (i |
Date. |1~ (77— Z7C Inspector: “ =~ Z/)@\—-V

Time: g LA Weather Conditions: - /& / ('i Ovo—cr %

’ Yes [ No l Notes
CCR Landfll Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CEFR §257.84)
1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the i |
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing T
CCR? _ -
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells —

containing CCR or within the general landfill
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 i ) -
represent a potential disruption of the safety of L~
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dt—vsf: Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4)

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting

- R are L
pedod? If answer is no, no additional /
information required.

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

6. If response to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior to transport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on.
landf1l access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? If the answer is yes, describe
coxective action measures below.

9. Are cument 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? Tf the answer is yes, answer guestion

11.  |[Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Additonal Notes:

PSR IR N R
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR!

S ANSING LANDFDLL
Date: 4 / ~Z ?' (= Inspectoﬁ

Time: /. <
s ~

ZA

Il

gu«h

‘Weather Conditions: %47 Qo/ﬁ

Yes

No ,

Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.849)

1.

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

[ AT

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

|
X

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

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

4

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

Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) pror to delivery to landfll?

Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior o transport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

"Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landfill access roads?

'Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
Jandfll? If the answer is yes, describe
corective action measures below.

Are cument CCR fagitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.

‘Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received duding the reporting
pedod? If the answer is yes, answer question

11

‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addidonal Notes:
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