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WEE]KJLY COAL COMBUSTIION RESIDUAL ccr ]I\TSPECIION REE’OM

Daie‘_§ 0~ /' 30-4 kg h@wﬁmwmj;

‘Weather Conditions:__- () e/ Vf, %79 .'

[ Yes ' o I Notes

CCR. Landffll Fateprity Tospection (per 40 CER 5257.30)

1]

1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or - ]
localized settlement observed on the I
) ©  |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing ; !
CCRZ ) - / /

- 2 Were conditions observed within the c;eIIs'
containing CCR or within the general landfll (/

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

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or - -
withn the general Jandfll operations that i \/
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answeris no, no additional (/
information required.

5. Was g1l CCR conditioned. (by weting or dust N
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6 Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) Drior 10 trensport o
landfll workdng face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on .
Iandf1l access roads? i

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the .
Iandfill? Ifthe answeris ves, descrbe .
corrective action measures below.

9. LAre cuxrent CCR fugitive dust conmrol
measures effective? If the answeris o,
describe recommended. changes below.

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

11.  [Were the citizen complatnts Jogged? [ ]

ASdditional Notes:
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- WEEEKLLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CcCcr INSPECHON RJEJPORI
SING LANDXEILEL.

Date:_| ]~ 27— 24 Tnspector;

Time: —% ',5 o Weather Conditions: 3 Z_ O\/MQV f?}f
[ Yes I No ’ Notes

CCR Landfll Tategrity Tnspection. (per 40 CER §257.84)

S

i Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or -
Iocalized settlement observed on the

i *  |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing (/ i
CCRZ ) _ i
-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells

operations thatrepresent a potential distuption

conmining CCR or within the general Jandfill /
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. Were condiions observed within the cells or
within the general Iandfill operations that

represent a potentizl distuption of the safety of Ve
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive Désth@ecﬁon (pex 40 CER §257.80(b)(©)
4. |Was CCR received dming the reporting =
period? Ifansweris no, no additional l./
informarion required.

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

6. Ifresponse to gquestion 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) Drior 10 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 .
landfill access roads? -

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust cbserved atthe .
[landffll? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below.

9. .Ate corent CCR. fughtive dust comrrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris o,
describe recommended changes below.

I0. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved durng the Ieporting
perod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11.  [Were the citizen complaints Io gged?

Addivonal Notes:

~ J . -
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- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) JI\TSPECTION REP ORT

AINSING LATNDEILEL.
Date: ! L{’ < k-{ In@ecto;@\
Time: ~ ? 3 e Weather Conditions- é/L) 1/(- é;f % )

I Yes ’ No l Notes

CCR Landffll Tntegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.34

L1

i Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or - ]
localized settlement observed on the )

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containfug V

CCRZ - -

- 2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandall
operations tharrepresent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

\

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or |
within the general Jandfill operations that i \/
Tepresent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive ]Dt;stIn@ecﬁon (per 40 CEFR §257.80(0)(4)
4. |Was CCR received during the reporting
period? Tf answer is no, no additional /
Information required.

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

6 Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned. (wetted) pnor TO ansportto
landfll worlkdng face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on -
[lan a1l access roads? i

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe -
landffll? If the answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures belovw.

S. .Are cuxrent CCR fugitive dust commrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

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

11. [Werethe cifizen complaints Jogged?

Addivonal INotes:
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- WEEKILY COAIL COMBUS ON RESIDUAL (CCr) JI\TSPECIION PJEJPORT
SI?GLAI\U)]EII,L
Dates / /

Time:, % 50 Weather Conditions: % U VL\\ )
[ Yes I No ’ ) Notes

b -2y

Inspecto

S

CCR Landfill Tnfegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER. §257_84%)
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or -

Iocalized settlement observed on the

) *  |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing L//

CCR7 - _ -

-2 “Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR. or within the general landfll ) -

operations tharrepresent a potential disruption {1

o ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were condiions observed within the cells or

within the general landfill operations that i L

represent a potential disruption of the safety of L7

the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.30(B)(4) L
4.  [Was CCRrecefved dming the reporting .
period? Ifansweris o, no additional \_/
information required.
5. ‘Was all CCR conditioned. (by wetting or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?
6. Ifresponseto question S is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetred) Prior T0 Tansportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?
7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or o -
landfill access roads? -
8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed atthe .
|landffll? Tfthe answeris ves, describe .
correcive action measures below. ’
9. Are crxrent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.
10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved durng the reporting ]
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question -
11 JWere: the citizen complainrs logged? ‘I

Additfonal Notes:

-~ ] . - - .
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