)

- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPEC’IION RJEJPORT

Date: g Z g Z Sn@ectoz E // ﬁ]} =

Time: ? Z %Weather Conditions: __- . ’5:.4 e L?/

’ Yes ‘ No [ , Notes 1
CCR Landill Infegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.84) /
1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or _
localized settlement observed on the [ Vﬁ
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing | !
CCR? 5 ;

2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potental disruption {1
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or

represent 2 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

within the general landfill operations that 4 V P

perdod? If amswer is o, o additional
information required.

5. "Was all CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) pdor to delivery to landfll?

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

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

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

S Axe current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no,
descobe recommended changes below.

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

L 11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addivonal Notes:

|
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J
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- WEEELY COAL COIVIBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REJE’OR’I

L?NS]N’QLANDFJI,L
Date: g Zf- Z Inspector M’// et
Time: %/ el 0 Weather Conditions: 5\(4. % ""7 = gb_'/

’ Yes ’ INo , Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

L]

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ox ]
localized 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 landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption V
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or 3 )
withm the general Jandfll operations that i c//
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 20 CER §257.80(h)(4)

4.  |Was CCR received during the reporting A
period? If answer Is o, no additional ¢
information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to guestion 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) DTIOI TO Tansport 1o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable 1o fugitive dust generation?

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

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

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

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

11. |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addivonal Notes:

!
- . !
i
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W]E]E]K]LY COAL CON[BUS'I‘ION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPEC'J[ION ]REPORT

Date;, 8 / 6(/ z 3 Inspector j/ﬂ;%

Time:, j 3 & ‘Weather Conditions: &, U cu ?% 3 ‘(

’ Yes l No , Notes

CCR Landfll Integrity Tuspection. (per 40 CER §257.84)

S

1.

'Was buiging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contammg
CCR7 . -

[/1/‘\

“Were conditions observed within the ce]ls‘
containing CCR or within the general landfil
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 managemenrt operations.

CCR Fugitive Dt—tstInspecﬁon (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4)

4.

Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer is 110, no additional
nformation required.

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

I response to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PIOr 0 trausportto
landflll wordng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitve dust generation?

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

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

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

Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the reporting

period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

| 1L

‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addivonal Notes:

'! |
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)

- WEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CCcr INSPECI‘ION ]REPOR’I

%N I,ANDFILL
Date: 3 —"]-7 5 Inspector:

P
Time:, ql < "f VA Weather Conditions: g o Al 2 T

’ Yes ’ No ’ - Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CHR §257.84)

I

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

\

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

\

3. ‘Were condidons observed within the cells or
within the general Iandfll operations that

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 .
period? If answer is no, no additional - e
- ipformation required. N

5. Was all CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust
suppresents) poor to delivery to lJandfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior 10 transportto
lendfill 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. at the
lendfill? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

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

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:

]
- j
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCRr) INS-PECTION REPOR

EIOCTL )
Date: 2’245/2% Ins_pector.f ﬁ‘ég @O.RV#

- 4 5
Time: | - Z { Weather Conditions: __- QJ o

’ Yes No ’ . Nofes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Tuspection. (per 40 CEFR §257.84)

1 "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
- Tocalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCR7 -

N .

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the ;eﬂs'

operarions that represent a potential distuption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
withmn the general landfIl operations that
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR managemenrt operztions.

=
containing CCR or within the general landfll C/ ‘

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

4. [Was CCRreceived during the reporting L
period? Ifansweris no, no additional [/

- Information required.

5. "Was 2]l CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to Jandfill?

6. I response to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) DTOL O 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
Jlandfll? Ifthe answeris yes, descrabe
corrective action measures below.

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

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

11. |Were the citizen complaints logged? ’ ’

Addidonal Notes:

i
. i
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