'W]E]E]EI,Y COoALL COBCUBUS’I‘ION RESIDUAL (CCR) H\TSJE'ECIION RIEP OZRI

2 SING A_N]DJEILL
Dater___—/ 5 - f3..’11@&:1:0:‘ )
Times |- =2\ ‘Weather Conditions:__- \D v il — H ot )
’ l Yes ’ No ’ . Notes 7
CCR Landfill Integrity Tnspection. (per 40 CER §257.84) /
1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or' ] -
localized settlement observed on the o ‘
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing _ L/ )
CCRZ . _ .
2. Were conditions observed swithin the cells
contzining CCR. or within the general landfll "
operations thartrepresent a potential disruption \//
to ongoing CCR management operations?
3. ‘Were condidons observed withm the cells or

within the general landfill operations that
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

‘Was CCR received during the reporting

4
period? Ifamswer is o, no addirional &/ e
information required.

5 Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to guestion 5 is no, was CCR.

conditioned (wetted) prior to Tansportto
{landfill working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

landfll? IFthe answeris yes, describe

Was CCR fughtive dust observed arthe
correcive action measures belovw.

Are coxrent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complainrs received durding the reporting
period? Ithe answeris yes, answer question

| 1L

I ‘Were the citizen complaints logged? ’

Addidonal

Wotes:
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WEJEKLY COAT COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) 1IN SPECI'ION JRJEJPOJRI

SEB L ATTDFILY.
Dates, 7- 1%-25 Inspector: m —

" Time: 5/ 5¢2  Weather Conditions:_-__(_Jov L‘ 8 N
7
' , Yes ' No ’ . Wotes —[
CCR Landffll Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER 5257. 84-5 }
1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ori -
localized settlement observed on the i
) - |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing ) )
CCR? j _ . ]
-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general ITandfll " (/L

operations thatrepresent a potental disraption,
to ongoing CCR. meanagement operations?

3. “Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that

represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of |- [
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive D&s&]ﬁn@eeﬁon {(per 40 CER §257.80(b)(©)
4. Was CCR received during the reporting !
period? If answer Iis no, no additional : (/
Informatdon required.

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is mo, was CCR.
condioned (weted) prior t transportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
Jandf1] access roads? B

8. Was CCR fughitve dust observed arthe .
landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, descdbe .
corrective action measures below.

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

10-  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Ifthe amsweris yes, answer queston

L 11 I ‘Were the citizen complaints Jogged? ’ I

Addittonal Notes:
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'W]E]EEI,Y COAL COMBUSTILON RESIDUAL (CCr) IN'SJPECIION ]KEZ!E’ORI
SEBIL ) SING IL. JEXOCL

Date: (-l -2 % Inspector; N "\T
Time: 7 HU Weather Conditions:__~_{J) LY J /1:’ _'
‘ ’ Yes I No l ) DNotes 7
CCR Landfill Integrity Faspection (per 40 CHR §257.34) }
1 "Was bulging, sliding, rotationzl movement or‘ I -
— localized setflement observed or the .
A sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing ; i/ I,
CCR2 . ] i
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general Jandfll ‘//

operations tharrepresent a portental disrapdon
o ongoing CCR menagement operations?

3. ‘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 CFR §257.80(b)(@)

4. |Was CCRreceived during the reporting ’/
period? If amsweris 1o, no additional /

- Information required.

5. Was all CCR condidoned (by weming or dust )
suppresants) poor to delivery to Jandfili?

6. Iresponseto queston 5 is mo, was CCR.
condidoned (werted) Prior 0 TEnsSportto
{landf1 working face, or was the CCR not
susceptzble to fugitive dust generarion?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on,
landf1] access roads? N

landfill? Tfthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

8. /Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe .

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

10. [Were CCR fagitive dustrelated citizen
complatnts recefved daring the Teporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

l 11.  |[Werethe citizen complaints Io gged? ’ 1

Additdonal Notes:

) j
: |
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CCCR) H\TSPECHON REPORI

Date; ’7 -4 ”é 5 Inspector; @W

Tirne: / {- 70 ‘Weather Conditions: - 5 Ny iD ,? ? —
’ Yes ’ No , WNofes

L 1]

CCR Landil Integrity Inspection (per 40 CHR §257.84)
1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ori
localized settlement observed on the i
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing C/_r. .
CCR2 - _ -
2- ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the geperal Jandfll
operations that represent a potental disrupton L1
To ongoing CCR management operatons? ‘
3. ‘Were condidons observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of

the CCR management operations.
CCR Fuogitive D‘&sf:]l’nsp econ (per 40 CFR. §257.80(b)(©)
4.  [Was CCR received dwing the reporting ) P .
period? Ifanswer is no, no additional I
Information required.

5. Was all CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust
suppresants) poor to delivery to landfill?
6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetred) prior to transportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptzble to fugitive dust generarion?
7 Was CCR spillage observed atthe scale or on
Tandfill access roads?
8. Was CCR fughiive dust observed ar the
landfil? Ffthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below. ‘ ]

S. Are current CCR fugitive dust control

measures effective? If the answeris no,

descobe recommended changes below.

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

11.  |Werethe citizen complaints Jogged? ’ j

Additonal Notes:
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