g

- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REP OJRT

S A INSTIN
Date' ‘ 3 ¢ 13 Inspectoml('

Time: ? jﬁ ‘Weather Conditions: __~ U '\-’L‘ i 5

[ Yes , No ’ - Nofes

CCR Landil Infegrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257. .84‘.)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or ]

- localized settlement observed on the [ /
- |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCR7? ;

— 11|

7
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 \/ f
the CCR management operations.

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

N

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

- information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wertted) Prior o ransport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitve dust generadon?

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

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

9. 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 received durdng the reporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints Iogged?

A.ddidonal Notes:

R R

-~
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INS:PECTION REPOR

SEB LAN: e I,AJS%)F]I,L
Date: 7 -7-23 Tnspector: ﬂb\—)‘b—\
Time: / 2l Wearher Conditions: __ 2 &y t \‘ z
J Yes I No , . Notes

CCR Landfill Totegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.89)

CCR7

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Iocalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

!

S

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

the CCR management operations.

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of

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

information required

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

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

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

landfill access roads?

—

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfTll? If the answeris yes, describe

corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is 0o,
descbe recommended changes below.

10. (Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received dudng the reporting
perfiod? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addidonal Notes:

-~
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPEC’JL‘ION RE'PORT

N KE%N LANDFILL
Date:, Z / :141 22 Tnspector:

R [
Time: Z - ‘7/(/4 Weather Conditions: (2 VA Cﬂ"é’l‘ 3 (

, Yes ' No , , Notes 1
CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84) {
1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or i
- localized settlement observed on the [ g
©  |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing / I

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 1andfill operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

period? If answer is no, no additional
- information required.

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting

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

6. Ifresponse 1o question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior 1o 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
L jlandfill access roads?

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

9. Are cuent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is 1o,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
perdod? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Addidonal Notes:

l

- !

1

_ - ]
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- WEEEKLY COAL COMIBUSTIO}RESD)UAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

SKB LAN %

Date: = -~ 2j- 273 Tnspector:

Time- TZO‘ [C‘(; Weather Conditions: 5 cLh by —3 [/—/
’ Yes ’ No ’ Nofes

CCR Landffil Tategrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or i
localized settlernent observed on the - =
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing T

CCR?

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfAll L —
operations that represent a potential distuption /

to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditons observed within the cells or )

represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR managermnent operations.

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

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

- mformation required.

within the general landfll operations that i /

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

6. Iresponse to question 5 Is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) prior to Tansport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR nat
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe
landfil? If the answeris yes, descrbe
corrective action measures below.

S. Ate current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is 1o,
describe recormmended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
perod? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11.  [Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Addidonal Notes:

l
- ¥
J
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