]

W]E]E]KJLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) II\TSI’ECHON REP ORT

7-17-¢5 hspectm C

Date:
Time: C€.05 ‘Weather Conditions: L © ? d - g Z _'
. , Yes ’ No ’ ) Notes ]
CCR Landffll Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84) {
1. Was bulgng, sHdmng, rotational movement or - ] -
localized settlement observed on the i
) sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing [
CCRZ . -

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

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

NIANEAN

CCR Fugifive Dt—rsf:Insp ecfion (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4)

4. [Was CCRreceived dwing the reporting
period? Ifansser Is no, no additional

information required.

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6 Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR.
condirioned (wetted) prior 0 Tansport o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

L
5. Was all CCR conditioned (by weting or dust / )

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, descabe
corrective action measures below.

descibe recommended changes below.

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

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust comrol
measures effective? If the answeris no, ’

11.  |Were the citizen complaints Io gged?

Addidonal Notes:

=~vealin Ly,

~ ] .-
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- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CCr) ]I\TS:PECIION REPORT

' LGS,
Date: ¢ =~ %2 % Tnspectors \Dk"\/

1 4
Time: Cf'- 15 ‘Weather Conditions: - V\LVHF co lA ’ZC?
, Yes ’ No I Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

L1

1 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ox ]
Iocalized settlement observed on the i |
©  |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing [/

CCRZ

-—

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Tandfill P
operations thatrepresent a potential disraption L
to ongoing CCR managernent operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or -

within the general Jandfll operations that l/
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporing
period? Ifamsweris no, no additonal
Information required.

NS

S. Was 21l CCR conditioned. (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

é. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) DTiOT TO Tansport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not /
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron / .
L landfil] access roads? :
8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe / R

landfil? Fthe answeris yes, describe
’ corrective action measures below.

9. Are cuzrent CCR fogitive dust conmrol
measures effective? If the answer is mo, y /
describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustzelated citizen

complaints received during the reporting /
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question
11.  [Werethe citizen complaints logged? ] , /l/ —’
v
Addidonal Notes:

bl oL IEC ] (PPN

-~
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL ccr II\TS:’E’ECIION REPO

I G LANDEILL
Date :‘7 ’5 - z5 I:[:Ls_pen:tjmI W

r ~
‘UD/J -

Time: {[ 0} Weather Conditions:__ < UN h‘ _

l Y/es l No I Notes

CCR Landifll Tufegrity Taspection (per 40 CER. 5257, -8@

1 Was bulging, siding, rotatfonal movement or ]
localized settlement observed on the [

*  |sideslopes orupper deck of cells contzining T
CCRZ . -

\

— ]

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll L~
operarions that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

|\

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

CCR Fugitive D‘&stlnspecﬁon (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(©)

4.  |Was CCR received during the reporing
period? If answeris ne, no additional
information required.

5. ‘Wes dll CCR conditioned (by weting or dust / i
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 Is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wented) prior to tansportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not ‘/
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe .
landfill? If the answer Is yes, descibe . (//
corrective action rneasures below. i

S Are current CCR faghtive dust conmol
measures effective? If the answeris no, i /
describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen,
complaints recefved dudng the Ieporung
pediod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

/
11. [Werethe citizen complaints Io gged? ’ \/’

Addidonal Notes:

. P
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