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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT
ASINSING L ANDEILL -

Date Q? ~ {0 25 Inspecto (/(-/&\

Time: 9 : /(> Weather Conditions: = 7 V/’*Cﬂ ’%@ 75

1 } Yes ) No ’ Notes

CCR Lznaffll Totegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.30)

1 "Was bulging, siding, rotatfonal moverment or -
localized settlernent observed on. the i
- |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing

CCRrR7

operations that Iepresent a porential disTaption

-2 Were conditions observed within the ;ells‘
containing CCR or within the general landfll
-
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or -
within the general Iand Il operations that :
Tepresent 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 reportng
period? If answeris o, no additional
Information required.

\

s. Was a1l CCR condttioned. (by wetting or dust ;
suppresants) prior 1o delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponseto quesdon 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) Drior T Tensportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fughtive dusT generation?

7 Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron

1andfill access roads? .

8. /Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the _

corrective action measures below.
9 -A7e current CCR fugitive dust comrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris o,
describe recommended changes below.

L IandfT? T the answeris yes, describe .
1

0. |Were CCR fagitive dustreiated cltizen
complaints recefved during the Ieporting
pedod? Tfthe answeris Jes, answer question,

L 11 IWere: the cifizen complaints Jo gged?

Additfonal MWotess
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAT (CCry) INS:'PECI‘ION REPORT

Dates gz —2-25 Inspecﬂ\mf&é g*’\—/\

Time: { 2 111 ‘Wearther Conditions: '5 e ‘”"\L 3/717

) Yes ) No Nofes

CCR Landfll Totegrity Taspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1 "Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movernent or - ]
locelized setilement cbserved on the ' /
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing 1

CCR7 - -

- 2 Were conditions observed within the cells /
containng CCR or within the general Tandfll .

operarions that represent a potential disruption [/

o ongoing CCR management operations?

QN\j\JJ

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or .
within the general landfill operations that i

Tepresent a potential distuption of the safety of l
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive Dust Faspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(b)(4)) ,
4. [Was CCR received dudng the reportng V
period? answer Is no, no additional C/
information required

s. ‘Was 2l CCR condidoned. (by weting or dust .
suppresants) prorto delivery to landfin?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wetted) DriOr 10 Tansportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable to fugitive dust generarfon?

‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on -
Tandfall access roads? N

Iandfl? Ifthe answeris ves, descibe .
correctve action measures belovw )

T T
N

8. /Was CCR fugitive Gust observed arthe .

9. -ATe current CCR. fugitive dust comrol
meastres effective? Ifthe answeris o,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated ciuzen
complaints recefved durug the Teporing
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

Lll- ’Were the citizen complaints o gged? [ ;

Addional Notess
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAT (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

Dates \_?/ gé? /D?g h@%ﬁ?&ﬁNﬁﬁ Eﬁ ;I;q -

C Times 2. 277 Wearher Conditfons:__~ &9\ Qr\iﬁ%’g 7%
I Yes ’ No I . Notes

CCR Landfll Totegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

i Was bulging, shiding, rotational mmovement or - L -
localized settTlernent observed on the i
sideslopes or upper deck of cells conraming

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.

r
CCR7 . - -
-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containmg CCR. or within the general land il .
operarions that represent a potental disruption ¢
o ongoing CCR management operations?

—— 1 ] ]

CCR Fugifive ]Dt?s‘t‘:]&:@ ection (per 40 CFR §257.80(%) @)

4. [Was CCRreceived during the reporting L ’
period? Tfansweris no, no additional o1
Information requited.

5. ‘Was a1 CCR conditioned. (by wening or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to land&n?

6. Iresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior w transportto
landfll working face, orwas the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarfon?

Iandfll aceess roads? ;

1andff1? ¥ the answeris yes, describe

L 7 ’Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on -
/ corective action measures below.

‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the / B

S. A7 current CCR fughtive dust comrol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11 ’Were: the citizen complaints Io gged?

Additfonal Notes:
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- WEERKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) MSfECHON REPORT
SING LANDE\II,I, i

Dates [/~ G—25 Inspector; \ e D, 2"’}1?

Tires ‘Weather Conditions-

I TYes ’ No , ) Nofes 7

CCR Lanafill Fotesxity Tospection (per 40 CER §257.30) N
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal tnovement or: -

_

localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaning

CCR7 . _
- 2. Were condifions observed within the cells

conraming CCR or within the general TandfSll
operations that represent a poremtial dsTuption.

o ongoing CCR management operations? ~/’L

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

4. [Was CCR received during the Teporting

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

period? If answer s mo, no additional

mformarion required.

5. Was 2l CCR conditioned (®y wening or duast )
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfili?

6. Ifresponseto quesdon 5 is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) prior t TENSpOrt o
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive Gust generation?

7. IWas CCR spillage observed at the scale or on - ‘l

Iandfll access roads?
‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the / I .

IandfiTl? Ffthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

9. -A1e curent CCR faghtive dust cootrol
measures effective? Jf the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.
10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustreiated cliizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Tfthe answeris Jes, answer guestion ’ R
’ Were the citizen complainrs logged?

N

-Addifonal Notess
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION KESIDUAL (CCR) IL\TS-JEECIION REPORT
LNSING LATDEILLL. B

Date (- Z T ZS In@ecti Y/\/\»/@ LD V‘\‘“\)_

Time: / O &70 %‘ Wearher Conditions- - A< IL Dl _

. ’ Yes , No I Nozes

CCR Landfll Fotegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.89)

1 "Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movermnent or -
localized settlement observed on the i
©  |sideslopes orupper deck of cells contaning

CCR7

o ongoing CCR. management operations?

\\JM ||

3. ‘Were conditions observed withm the cells or X
within the general IandfIl operations that i
Tepresenta potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR managerment operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Faspection (per 40 CFR. §257.80(5) @)

4, ‘Was CCR recefved duding the reporting

VL
-2 Were conditions observed within the ;e]ls'
containing CCR. or within the general Tandfill )
operartions thar represent a potential disTapton ' '

petiod? Ifanswerisno, no additional
mformanon required.

5. ‘Was 211 CCR conditoned (by werdng or dust )
suppresants) priorto delivery to landfill?

6. Iresponseto question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PTiOT TO WENSPOItTo
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to Tugitive dust generation?

‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron
1andfill access roads?

T

landfll? Tfthe answeris yes, descdbe

Was CCR fugfitve dust observed arthe R
corective action measures below.

9. £re current CCR fugitive dust comrol
measures effective? Jfthe answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received. during the rep orting
period? Ifthe answeris Y€s, answer question.

T

11 ’ Were the citizen complaints Iogged?

S.dditonal Notes-
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