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- WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) INSPECI‘ION ]REJPOJRI

. ANSING LANDEILL
Dafe: i -2 Lg L‘g Inspecta ‘
Tirme: % - -% o ‘Weather Conditfons: %) 7 ’ A)/ G—A %‘ )
[ Yes I No I ) Notes ‘[
CCR Landfill Tategrity Fuspection (per 40 CER 5257.80) }
1. ‘Was bulging, siding, rotatfonal movement or - I -
localized settlement observed on the i |-
A sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V !
CCR7Y . _ -
-2 Were conditions observed within the cells /
operarions thatrepresent a potential disruption

conmaining CCR or within the general landfll V

to ongoing CCR management operaiions?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or X
within the general landfll operations that i V7
Tepresent a potential disruption. of the safety of %
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Fnspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5)(4)
4.  |Was CCR received dwing the reporting {/
period? If answerIs no, no additional
informarion required.

5. Was 21l CCR conditioned. (by weting or dust N
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to gquestion 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) Drior 10 ranspoOrt to
landfl working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable To fagitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the .
|1andfll? IEthe answeris yes, describe .
coxective action measures below. i

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

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

11.  |Were the citizen cormplaints Jo gged? ’ ]

Additonal Notes:
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- WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]I\TSPECIION REP OJRI

ANSINGLAI\U):E:UDL
Date: Q "4 - Z# Ins_pectfm 19\——)/‘\”‘"\

Time: % 3 = ‘Weather Conditions: - 6 Ghn \l

’ Yes ’ No I - DNotes

CCR Landfill Tnfegrity Taspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. "Was bulging, sidng, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing Vs
CCR? . : L

L

2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfl
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

v
\

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general Jandfill operations that |~
represent a potential disruption of the safety of e
the CCR managemenrt operations.

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

4.  |Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Iis no, no additional /
mmfonmation required.

5. Was 21l CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to land{il?

6. Ifresponse 1o question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (werted) PIioT TO Transport o
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed. at the
{}andfil? If the answeris yes, descdbe
corrective action measures belovw.

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

10-  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved daring the Ieporting
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints Io geed?

Addidonal Notes:
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- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL ccr INS-PECI'ION REPOR

Date: q -/O -~ ZL( In@ector.itj )\Sljj:& ﬁ ﬁ '&Eﬁ\'\/ |

;

Time: ? 42 ‘Weather Conditions: -

[7 [ w | o

CCR Landfill Eategrity Fuspection (per 40 CER. 5257.80)

1. Was buiging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
Iocalized settlement observed on the i P
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing LT
CCR? . -

]

2. Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR. or within the general landfil L
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

\

3. 'Were condidons observed within the cells or -
within the general Jandfill operations that i L~
represent a potential disruption of the safety of 1
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Fnspection (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4))

4.  |Was CCR recejved during the reporting / ’
period? If answeris no, no additional

Information required.

3. Was dll CCR conditioned (by wening or dust
suppresants) pHor to delivery to landfill?

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

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landffl1? Tf the answeris yes, descdbe
corrective action measures below.

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

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

11.  |Were the citizen complaints Io gged?

Additdonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL Ccr) II\TS-PECIION REPORT

Date: % - 5 - Z;\f Inspector; » A U\j"\'\\
Time: 2. ‘7[0 Weather Conditions: - V4. ¢ K >, ! // 5 Ui
, Yes ’ No ’ ; Notes "
CCR Landfill Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CHER. §257.8ZI—") /
1 "Was bulging, siding, rotational movement or - ]
localized settlement observed on the i L~
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing L~
CCRZ - _ -
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general Tandll L
operarions that represent a potential disruption el

o ongoing CCR managerment operations?

3. ‘Were condiions observed within the cells or N
within the general landfll operations that i

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

CCR Fugitive Dust Tospection (per 40 CFR.§257.80(b)(4) S
4.  [Was CCRreceived duwing the reporting IR
period? If answeris no, no additional
information required.

‘5. 'Was 21l CCR conditioned. (by weming or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Hresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
condidoned (wetted) Prior TO Twansport to
landfill workdng face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe
landfill? Ifthe answeris ves, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the rep orting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston

L 11. ’Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

-Addidonal Notes:
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