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W]E]EKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPEC’IION JRJEJPORT

Date: / - Z_g 2 % Inspec;m%\’\/

Tlme’]l /‘%

‘Weather Conditions: __- if

SU\V\V(\

' Yes l No

-

Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Inspection. (per 40 CER §257.84)

-

1.

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

‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandfill
operarions that represent a potential disruption

to ongoing CCR management operations?

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 a1l CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to lendfill?

Ifresponse 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 geperation?

"Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or oo
Tandfill access roads?

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures belovw.

Are current CCR fugitive dust conrrol
measures effective? If the answer Is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.

Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

11.

‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addidonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCrR) INS.PECI‘ION REPOR
S I‘,\ SINGILANDEILL )

Date: P _} &‘ 2.3 Tnspector;_~— : D :
DurctA 2z

Time: Z : L{U ‘Weather Conditions:

’ Yes ’ No ’ Notes

CCR Landill Tufegrity Inspection (per 40 CER. §257. .84—'.)

]

1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or

- Iocalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming 1

CCR? ) : 7

2. “Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfll
operarions that represent a porential disruption &
to ongoing CCR management operations?

o
3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or 3
within the general landfll operations that /
represent a potential disruption of the safety of A"
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive ]Dﬁst][n@ecﬁon {(per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4))

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting o
period? If answer is o, no additional C//

- nformation required.

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

6. I 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
landfill access roads?

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

o. 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 Ieporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11.  [Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUS O RESH)UAJL (CCR) INSPECTION ]RJEZ[PORT

Date:_\ ,,C] -5 Inspector: Y\)Lf
Time: ‘7 O ‘Weather Conditions: __- [ ¢ (l [ */ Z,

l Yes I No

Notes

CCR Landffll Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR. §257.84)

L

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement ox
- Iocalized settlement observed on the ,

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing (/1 "
CCRZ . .

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

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

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

4.  |Was CCRreceived during the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional o
- information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior 10 ransportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
{landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, describe
corective action measures below.

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

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

11. JWere the citizen complaints logged?

Addidonal Notes:

l
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W]E]E]KJLY COAL COMBUSTION RES]DUA]L (CCR) INSPEC'I‘ION JREPORT

SKB LAN
Date: -2-2 5 Inspector: 7_ P
Time: ﬁ L NO ‘Weather Conditions: __-{ 7& - o \) N < W
’ Yes , No ’ , Nofes 1
CCR Landfill Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CFR §257.84) 7
1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or i )
localized settlement observed on the i -
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing Z/ I
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 )
represent a potential disruption of the safety of (1
the CCR management operations.

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

4.  |Was CCR received during the reporting _
perod? If answer is no, no additional o
information required.

5. ‘Weas all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) pror to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PIiOI 10 ransport 1o
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 ar the
landfill? If the answeris yes, descdbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fogitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is 1o,
describe recormmended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answer Is yes, answer questdon

L 11. |Were the citizen complaints logged?

L

Addidonal Notes:

!
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION ]RJEJPORT

SEB LAN SING LANDEILL.
Date: Inspector:
Time: ‘Weather Conditions:
’ Yes ’ No , . Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing [
CCRr7 -

1

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 landfIl operations that
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive DﬁstInspecﬁon (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4)

4. |Was CCR received duing the reporting
period? If answeris no, no additional

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 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
landfill access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed. ar the
landfill? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures belovw.

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

10. [Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the reporting
pedod? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11.  [Werethe citizen complaints Iogged?

Additvonal Notes:

i
N j
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