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WE]E]KI,Y COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ll\TSPECIION REP ORT

STINGI. B0
Date: /D - Y- LL{ In@ec’cm A'\‘\\’

Time: 3 oo Weather Conditions: -9 tewm, LN )

| zes | wo | Notes

CCR Landfll Fategrity Tuspection. (per 40 CHR 5257.89)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
localized settlement observed on the i L~
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing l/ !
CCRZ . - -

—

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

3. ‘Were condftions observed within the cells or 5
within the general Iandfill operations that i
represent a potential distuption of the safety of L/
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CEFR §257. 80(6)(4)

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

informaton requited.

5. "Was a1l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresanis) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR. ¢
conditioned (wetted) DPrior TO Transport to
landf11 working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generaion?

\'\\

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
1andfTl access roads? E

8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed atthe .
landTl? Ifthe answeris yes, descrbe .

correcve action measures below.

9. Are cuorent CCR fugitive dust conrrol
measures effective? If the answeris no, )

describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen - l/
complaints received during the Teporting
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 |Were the cifizen complaints Io gged? ’

Addidonal Notes:
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- WEEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL ccr) I[\TS-PECIION REPQ
SKB c EILT

Date:_. io’ iq/ Z.V Inspector: w"‘\

T . ! Z/ Weather Conditions:_~___//. 3< l‘-) I N

Time:
I Yes ’ No ’ . Notes 7
CCR Landfll Fafegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.349) /
1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
Iocalized settlement observed on the I |
B sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing / !
CCR7 - -

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells

contaiming CCR or within the general landfll
operarfons that represent a potential disruption P
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or 5
within the general Jandfll operations that i |
represent a potential distuption of the safety of e
the CCR management operations.

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

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If amswer Is no, no additional
Information required.

5. Was 2l CCR conditioned (by wettdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to question S Is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior to wansporto
landfill worldng face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe .
1=ndff1? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below.

S .Ate current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o,
describe recommended changes below.

10. (Were CCR fagitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved durng the Ieporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11.  |Werethe citizen cormplaints Io gged?

Addidonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL €ccr INS':PECTION REPO,

SKB, G LANDEILL
Date:_| ﬁ_q’ 2&.!1 In@ector:m .

RM\
Time: Z: 2 4 ‘Weather Conditions: 150\/”“\# p 7 } _'

I Yes I No ’ Notes

CCR Landffll Tntegrity Fuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or - ]
localized settlement observed on the i >
©  [|sideslopes orupper deck of cells contatning / i
CCRZ -

—

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll | —
operarions that represent a potential disruption d

to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that |~
represent a potential distuption of the safety of /
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Fnspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(b)(4)
4.  |Was CCR received during the reporting L.
period? Ifanswer Is no, no additional 174
information requited

5. "Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust )
suppresznts) pror to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to gueston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) Drior 1 wansport
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
L [Iandfill access roads? )

8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed arthe .
1andffll? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
corective action measures below. i

S LAre current CCR. fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes beloss.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recelved durmg the Teporting
perfiod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11.  [Werethe citizen complaints Iogged?

Addivonal Notes:

i
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) IIVSPECIION REP OIRI

10 - - 2’% Tonspector; W

© Time: 7 0.0 V?’ ‘Weather Conditions:__- §u oA _'
. J Yes l No ’ . Notes W
CCR LandfNl Tntegrity Fuspection (per 40 CER 5257.35 /
1. "Was bulging, siding, rotatfonal movement or - ] L -
localized settlement observed on the i
i sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing / !
CCRZ - _ - '
-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containng CCR or within the general JandfHll
%

operations thar represent a potential disraption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

[
3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or i
within the general Jandfill operations that i \/
represent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive Dust Fnspection (pex 40 CER §257.80(5)(4))

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If amswer Is no, no additional

infonmaton required.

5. 'Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to lJandfill?

6. Ifresponse o question 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditoned (wetred) Drior 0 ransport
landfl working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage: observed at the scale or on.
1andfl] access roads?

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe ] .
|landfl? Tfthe answeris ves, describe .
corrective action measures below. )

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

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

11.  [Were the citizen complaints Io geed?

Addivtonal Notes:
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