]

- WEEEKLY COAL COD/IBUSIION RESIDUAL CCCR) INSPECI‘ION REP O.RI

Date; 4/ 2 6"& ) Tnspectof; ,Q.Mj{/(

Time: 5 / @ Weather Conditions:__- ju A Vblu

' Yr;s I No , Notes

L1 |

CCR Landfill Tnfegrity Tospection (per 40 CER 5257. 845

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movernent or'

localized settlement observed on. the .
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming [/ I

CCR?

2. Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll )
operatons that represent a potential disruption '-/
to ongoing CCR menagement operations?

3. Were conditions observed within the cells or 3
withm the general 1andfill operations that i

represent a potential disruption of the safety of / B
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection. (per 40 CER. §257.80(b)(4)
4. |Was CCR received during the reporting V .
period? If answer is no, no additional /

information required.

5. Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) pdor to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (werted) prior w transport to
landflll working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable to fugitive dust generartion?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron
|landfill access roads?

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
[landfill? If the answeris yes, describe
correctlve action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effectuve? Ifthe answer is no,
descbe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fagitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
Deriod? Tfthe answer is yes, answer question

L 11.  |Werethe citizen complaints logged? , ’

A.ddidonal Notes:

i
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCry INSPEC’I‘ION ]RJE]POR’I’

Date;, ; /9 25 Inspector:, Tw

‘Weather Conditions: __- @M(’ ﬁ/<//(

Time: _
l Yes I No I . Notes 7
CCR Landfill Infegrity Fuspection (per 40 CHR. 5257.84) I
1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or| - )
Iocalized settlement observed on the H
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing L

CCR? : i {_—

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfll |
operatons that represent 2 potental disrapdon 1
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "Were conditions observed withn the cells or
withm the general 1andfill operations that

represent a potential disruption of the safety of o
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dﬁsﬁ]ﬁns_pecﬁon (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4)
4. [Was CCR received during the reporting /r
period? If answer Is no, no additional
information required.

5. Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wening or dust
suppresants) pdor to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wetted) prior to transport o
landf] working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptzble 1o fugitve dust generation?

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

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed. ar the
landfTll? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
cormplaruts recefved during the reporting
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

L 1L ‘ Were the citizen complaints Iogged? ’ ’ ’

Addidonal Notes:

|

- !
|
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- WEEELY COAT. COMDB@ON RESIDUAL (CCR) 1IN SPECTION JRJEJPOR’I

ﬁ LANDFILY.

Dates g iz Z% Inspect

Time: / ? : L?[ S Weather Conditions:___ - (7 / J /‘/f; }/

} ’ Yes ’ No L Nofes 1
CCR Landfill Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CER 5257.84) (
1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the |~

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCRY . .

LT

2. Were conditions obsexrved within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potental disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

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

)

CCR Fugitive Duast Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(@)

4.  |Weas CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Is no, no additional

informarion required

X

S, Was 211 CCR conditioned (by wening or dust
suppresants) pror to delivery to Jandfill?

6. Iresponse 1o question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior w transport to
lendfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

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

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

S Are current CCR. fogitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
descibe recommended changes below.

complaints recefved daring the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

! 0. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen

11. I ‘Were the citizen complaints logged? I ,

L1

Addivdonal Notes:

i
]
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR’

e 5= 52 22 el Laad |

Time: 7 f [ S ‘Weather Conditions: __~ 4 e _
’ Yes , No ’ . Notes

CCR Landfll Integrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §.257.84=:)

1]

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ox ]
localized settlement observed on the i /
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing !
CCR? -

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

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or 3 )

withm the general landfill operations that g /
represent a potential disruption of the safety of L/
the CCR management operations.

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

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

information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior 10 transport 1o
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 atrthe
{landfill? T the answer Is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

9. Ate current CCR fagitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
descbe recommended changes below.

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

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged? ’ ’

Addidonal Notes:

l
E i’
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