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'WE]EEJLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSJEECIION REPORT
smﬁ\fsme Al\%f‘gl‘l,
Dates ll/ -5 Inspector:, )\n ya .

28

~

447/,) V / /_//

Time:, 7 7.5 Weather Conditions: - / / L G
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T Tw T

Notes

CCR Landfil Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257. 845

:

1. Was bulging, siding, rotational movement ori
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing )

CCR7 . -

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
contzining CCR. or within the general IJandfl
operations that represent a portential disruption
To ongoing CCR management operations?

|
L

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 Fuogitive Dust Taspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)@)

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

informadon required.

L/V

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

8. Ifresponse o question 5 is no, was CCR.
condifoned (weted) prior to transportto
(landfill worlking face, or was the CCR not
susceptzble to fugitive dust geperation?

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

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

e N

S Are corrent CCR fugitve dust control
measures effective? If the answeris o,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11 ]Were the citizen complaints logged? [ ’

Additonal Notes:

|'
_ . |
J
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WEEEI,Y COAT. COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) IN'SJE'ECIION ]REPORI
SK®B SING LANDEXLY.

Date: //" 22- 273 Inspector: A\/l/o' [i)w\
Time:_ 3 .95 Weather Conditions:__- - L ! ~ 3 5 _71“
‘ ’ Yes ’ No ’ . Notes }

CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.88

1 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ors ]
localized settlement observed on the )
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing i

o ongoing 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
the CCR management operations.

: I
CCRZ ) i M;
2. Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll
operations thar represent a potendal disrapdon

CCR Fogitive Dt—st]hs_pecﬁon (per 40 CEFR §257.80(b)(4)
4. [Was CCRreceived dwring the reporting .
period? If answer Is mo, no additional L//
information required.

5. Was a1l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse 1o question S is no, was CCR.
condidoned (wetted) pPrior 10 ansport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
suscepmable to fugitive dist generatdion?

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

8. Was CCR fugittve dust observed ar the
landfM? T the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

S. Ate current CCR fugitve dust conrrol
measures effective? If the answer Is 1o,
describerecommended changes below.

10. |[Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the rep orting
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

S Y N B

11.  [Werethe citizen complaints logged? [ ‘
Addigonal Notes:

J
|
N J
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WEE]KJLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL cery MSPECHON JRJEZPOJRI

(BTSN

- O~ Ci/”qﬁ 9#7/

Date:

/ 023 Wearther Conditions:

Time:

L v | wm | Notes

L

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Fuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotarional movement orr ]
localized settlement observed on the .
sideslopes orupper deck of cells comtamimg |

operations that represent a potential disrapion
w0 ongoing CCR meanagement operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general Iandfill operations that
representa potential disruption of the safety of (/

CCR7 - -
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells P

containing CCR. or within the general Jandfl "

the CCR management operations. / /

4 'Was CCR recelved dwing the reporting
period? Ifanswerismo, no additional

Information required.

CCR Fugifive ]D'cxsf:I:D@ ection (per 40 CER §257.80(h)(4)

5. ‘Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to Jandfll2

conditioned (wetted) pnor TO ansportto
l=ndfll working face, or was the CCR.not

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR l
susceptable to fugitive dust generation? /

7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or o
Iandfll access roads?

landffll? Tfthe answeris ves, describe
corrective action meastres below.

MQ\Q“\J

S, Are cozrent CCR fugidve dust commrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,

L 8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed arthe ' I -
] N
i

describerecommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complatnts recefved darng the Teportng
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 j ‘Were the citizen. complaints Io gged? ’ l

Addidonal Notes:

i ]
~ .
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WEEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) MSPECHON JECEJPO.RI

Date:, f 7 - - Z7) Inspector; LﬁﬁN\jﬁ\r e

oA

Z. "f ( Weather Conditions: 5 Mn:nj o e _'

Time:

I Yes ’ No ’ Nofes

LcmLmMIm:gmyIn@eaion (per 40 CER §257.84)

1- "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movernent ort ]
localized setflement observed on the .
sideslopes orupper dedk of cells containing

CCR7

2. Were conditions observed within the cells
conmaining CCR or within the general landfll |
operations thalt Tepresent a portental distupdon
o ongoing CCR mmanagement operations? [

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

— [ ] ]

CCR Fugitive Dusf]ﬁ:.sp ecfion (per 40 CER §257.80(h)(@)
4. |Was CCR received dwing the reporting f/
L period? Ifanswerismo, no additonal ﬁ/
information required.
}Wz's all CCR. condiftioned (by weting or dust I I

suppreseants) por to delivery to landfill?

landfill working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to Thgitive dust generarion?

12ndfill access roads?

7. I'Was CCR. spillage observed =zt the scale or on

lendfll? If the answeris yes, describe

corrective action measures below.

6. Iresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR.
condifoned (wetted) pnor TO TTansSportTo

/W’as CCR fugitive dust observed arthe ' /

Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measuores effective? Ifthe answeris o,

describerecommended changes below.

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

L Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen

11 , Were the citizen complainrs lo gged? { '

Addional Notes:

i
- {
-~ J .
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'W]E]E]K]LY COAT COMBUSTION RESIDUATL cery mSJE’ECUD[ON JRJEBPO_RI
SKEB SING LANDXEILL.

Date; i —i-Z3 " Tnspector:, [ e
Time:, /7 ‘0D Wearher Conditions-_-__C./0 "’21;! - 5z _
g I Yes ’ No ’ ) Wofes

E:CRLandﬁu Totegrity Inspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movernent o::r ]
localized settlernent observed on the . .
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing |

CCR7

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the ;e]ls'
containing CCR. or within the general landfFIl "
operarions thar represent a potentizl disroption

within the general Jandfll operations that
represent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fuogitive ]Dust][nsp ection (per 40 CEFR §257.80(h)(@)

4. ‘Was CCR received during the Ieportng

period? Ifansweris no, no addiionzl
|Information required.

0 ongoimng CCR management operations? //
3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or " ///

‘Was all CCR conditioned (by weling or dust
suppresants) priorto delivery to landfll?

lendfll working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitve dust generarfon?

1andfll access roads?

7. ’Was CCR spillage observed =t the scale or oo

Was CCR fughive dust observed arthe
1andfill? Ifthe answeris yes, descdbe
corrective action measures below.

6. Iresponse to queston 5is mo, was CCR.
conditioned (werted) Prior TO TTanspoLto

Are corent CCR fagitive dust control

desciberecommended changes below.

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the Teporting
peiod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,

11 [ ‘Were the cItizen complaints Io gged? I j

Additonal Wotes:

]
- !
1
~ oL
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