Date: Q g\?"’ Q(ﬂ Inspector; ngjbj@

4

- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]I\TSPECHON REP ORT

Time: 7 /7/

Weather Conditions:

7

’ Yes I No

/ . Notes

CCR Landfil Infegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

S

1.

'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCRZ -

|

Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

V]

Were conditions observed within the cells or
within. the general landfill operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations. '

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection. (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(@)

4

‘Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Is no, no additional

Information required.

v

Was a1l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) poor to delivery to landfill?

v

Ifresponse 1o queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior to transportto
landfill wortking face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust geperarion?

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

NIAN

8. Was CCR fugitve dust observed at the
landfill? Tf the answeris yes, describe
corrective acion measures below.
S Are corrent CCR fagitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
descberecommended changes below. V
10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting /
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question ‘
11.  [Were the citizen complaints logged? i / [
Additional Notes:

~ ]
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Inspector:,
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(] ﬁg ‘Weather Conditions:__- 5 \NVU'H‘

L1

Time:
, Yes } No ! . Nofes
CCR Landfll Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)
1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V'I
CCR7 B .
2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill
operadons that represent a potential disruption s:.//
to ongoing CCR management operations?
3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or ]
within the general landfill operations that (/

represent a potenfial distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

4

"Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional

Information required.

]

Was 2]l CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

'

Ifresponse to quesdon 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior o ransport to
landfill workdng face, or was the CCR ot
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

/

"Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oz on
/landfll access roads?

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfl1? Ifthe answeris yes, describe
corective action measures below.

NI

Are current CCR. fugitive dust comrrol
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.

Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

| 1L

I ‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

.!

Addidonal Notes:

f
- .'
~ ]
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CCr) DTSPECTION REP ORI

Dates £ —/D — Z(; In@ecth?/DWMML

Time: -7 %E ‘Weather Conditions: __- [/\/} d ;“'j {

, Yes ’ No , . Nofes 1
CCR Landfill Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84) I
1 Was bulging, siiding, rotational movernent or
localized seftlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming |1

CCR7

2 ‘Were condifions observed within the cells
containimg CCR. or within the general landfll
operations tharrepresent a potential disruption
T ongoing CCR management operations?

\

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or -
within the general landfll operations that I ) L
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of (e
the CCR management operations.

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

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting ]
period? If answer Is no, no additional L
informarion required.

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

6. Hresponse to quesdon 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wered) PIioT TO TWausport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not "
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

A Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
L |landfill access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landfl? If the answeris yes, describe
Icor:ective action measures below.

A

9. .Are corrent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris o,
describe recommended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen :
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Tfthe answer is yes, answer question

N

I

L 11 ’Were the cifizen complaints logged? [

S N N

Addivonal Notes:

N !
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Dates £-3~ 2& Inspector; L Wi‘H’\fr
Tirme: 2. '@“rl—?' Wearther Conditions:__- C O lg, - b?

[ Yes / No } . Nofes

I

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
localized settlernent observed on the '
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing L

CCRZ?

2. Were condifions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll

operations that represent a potential disruption T
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. “Were conditions observed within the cells or -
within the general 1andfill operations that -

represent a potential distuption of the safety of I/
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive D?;st]fnsp ection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4)
4. [Was CCR received during the reporting ]
period? If answer Is no, no additional i

mmformation required.

5. Was 21l CCR conditioned (by wettdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

A

6. Ifresponse to quesdon 5 Is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetred) prior to transport to
landfill 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? v N
8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed. ar the
landfill? I the answeris yes, describe ) . [

corrective action rneasures belovw.

9. Are current CCR fagitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is o, | e

N | f
— |
|

descibe recornmended changes below.
10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting é/
peciod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question .
11.  |Were the citizen complaints Jogged? l ’ V ’ —l
Addidgonal Notes:

- I
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