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- WEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) II\TS:'E’ECIION REPORT

el 2925 TUECRT™

% _

Timed - 30 Weather Conditions 4w :

| s | wm | Notes

CCR Lanafill Fategrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.85)

—l

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or I L -
Iocalized settlement observed on the i
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing [/
CCR? - -

- 2 Were conditions observed within the c—>ells‘
containing CCR. or within the general landfll /

operations that represent a potental disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "Were conditions observed withim the cells or

within the general Jandfll operations that i
represent a potential disruption of the safety of /

the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Faspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(5)(4)

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting
period? Ifanswerisno, no additional E/
informaton required.

5. ‘Was all CCR conditioned (by weting or dust A
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfillz ¢ /

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditioned (wetred) prior to Tansportto

landfll worldng face, or was the CCR ot r/

susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

Ilandfll access roads?

L 7. |Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on .

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the .
{landfll? Tfthe answeris ves, describe . /
corrective action mmeasures below.

measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust conmrol, /

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citzen
complaints recefved during the Ieporing /
period? Ifthe answeris Jes, answer question

11. [Werethe citizen complaints Jogged? [ } / ]

Addidonal Notes:
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" WEEELY COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL €ccr) INS-PEC'IION REPORT

LANSING LANDEILL,
Date: E’&Z ~ 2-5—— Inspectm w’"\

Time: /O L e ‘Weather Conditions:__- VIQ\“"J col )A b@/é.&) -

’ Yes / No ’ . Notes ‘,
CCR Landfll Totegrity Tnspection. (per 40 CER 5257.84) [
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or - l -
localized settlement observed on the i |
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing
CCR7 . -

2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells

operations thatrepresent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

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

7
containing CCR or within the general Jandfill
l/
/

CCR Fugifive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(5)(4)

4. |Was CCR received dwing the reporting
period? If answer Is no, no additional /
information required.

5. 'Was all CCR conditioned (by welting or dust /
suppresants) pior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 Is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) prior to wensport o -
landfill working face, or was the CCR not \/
susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe R
landffl1? If the answeris yes, descdbe . /

corrective action measures below.

9. -Are current CCR fugitive dust conmol ’\
measures effective? If the answer is no, ’ V
describerecommended changes below: - )

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen - 4’/

period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer queston

complaints recefved during the repordng

11.  |Werethe citizen cornplaints Io gged? ’ '

>

Additdonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL €ccry HVS-PECIION REPORT

SING- L. -
Date; - {5 iy Inspem Lﬂ;ﬁiﬁ:ﬁt’

Time: [ ; Lf?’ 6 Weather Conditions: - V2 v "\‘ oS \ )
I Yes I No I Notes

CCR Lanafill Fategrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.80)

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or - I
localized settlemnent observed on the i
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing / I

CCR7?

2. Were conditions observed within the ée]ls‘

operations that represent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

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

containng CCR. or within the genersl Jandfll l//

e N

CCR Fugifive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(5)(4)
4. [Was CCR received dming the reporting /
period? If answer Is no, no additional
informarion required.

5. ‘Was all CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to gueston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior to transportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable to fugitive dust generatdon?

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

1andfill access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the ] _
1andfill? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
correchive action measures below.

9. Ate current CCR fagitive dust conrrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11 ’ ‘Were the citizen complatnrs Io gged?

Additfonal Notes:

- ] .
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL cer INSPECIION JRJEZPORT

ﬁv G-I,A_'NJDI‘RI,
Date- ? % 25 Tnspector;, \" k\’\ﬁ‘;\?

Time: .. O+ Weather Conditions: - =2 v ~ .

I Yes ’ No l Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Faspection (per 40 CER 5257.80)

1 Was bulging, siding, rotational movement or -
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCR? - _ -

—

-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR managernent operations?

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

AN

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(5)(4)
4. [Was CCR received dming the reporting ] '/ .
period? If answer Is no, no additional /
information required.

5. Was all CCR conditioned (by weming or dust B
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfil?

6. Ifresponse to guestion 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (Gwened) DTiOT TO TarSport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generaion?

7. 'Was CCR.spillage observed at the scale or on -
|landfll zccess roads? .

8 Was CCR fugitive dust observed atrthe .
landfill? Tfthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below. i

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

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

L 11, |Were the citizen complaints Jogged? l ,

Addivonal Notes:
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- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ].NS-JE'ECTION REPORT
SEB SING- LANDEXLL -

Dater |~ - 25 Tnspector; ' D'vv& M‘\'

Time; /0.0 5 Wearther Conditions- €\ I~ C ISt _'
I Yes l No ’ Notes

CCR Lanafill Tntegrity Faspection (per 40 CHR 5257.86)

1. Was bulging, siding, rotatfonal movement or - ]

localized settlement observed on the [

- |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing s !
CCR? i : L

-2 ‘Were conditions observed wwithin the cells”
containing CCR or within the general landfill
operations that represent a potental disruption
To ongoing CCR management operations?

A

3. 'Were condftions observed within the calls or .
within the general Iandfll operations that LA
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Faspection. (per 40 CER. §257.80(b) @)
4. |Was CCR received dwing the reportng /
period? Ifanswer Is no, no additional
Information required.

5. "Was all CCR conditioned. (by weting or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to Jandfill?

6. Kresponse to question S is no, wwas CCR.
conditoned (werted) Drior 10 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 -
landfiIl access roads? .

8 Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the B}
Jlandfill? Tthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures belovw i

A Ate current CCR fagitive dust conrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received daring the Ieporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer guestion

11 |Were the citizen complaints logged? [ ,

Addidonal Notes:

z I g
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