]

- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ].NS-PECIION REPORT

LAINSING LATDELL.
Dates 4~ 3 il In@ectm&

Time: 7 L{@ ‘Weather Conditions: __ - g/z(-} %

| 7es | mo | Notes

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Taspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

.

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming V 1
CCRZ . -

2. Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandfll

- e r
operations that represent a potential distuption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
withm the general 1andfil] operations that i .
represent a potenfial disruption of the safety of o
the CCR management operations.

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

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting r/ _
period? Ifansweris no, no additional ﬂ/

informaton required.

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

6. Ifresponse to quesdon 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior T0 transport o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landf1? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fogitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recormmended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
peciod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11. ‘Were the cifizen complaints logged? ’ ,

Addivonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECH@N REP O]R’I

s e
Date: '7’“ { O’—“{L’% Inspector: A

Time: j '/ A Weather Conditions: ﬂ G 1/\

J Yes ’ No ’ . DNofes

CCR Landffll Tnfegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

L

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
Jocalized settlement observed on the [
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing \/'}/
CCRZ N -

2. Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general Jandfill e
operatons that represent a potential disrupton ="
o ongoing CCR management operarions?

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

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

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting 6//
perod? If answer Is 0o, mo additional

Information required

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) DIior o transportto
landfill workdng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable To figitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on.
L {landfill access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landffl? Ifthe answeris yes, describe
correciive action measures below.

9. .Are current CCR fugitive dust conmol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged? J ’

Addidonal Notes:
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) ¥ SPECIION ]REPORT
&?N G—LA.ND L
Dafer_ ‘? -f ] — Z(a Inspector:

Time: [ 7 . Lf/ ‘Weather Conditdons:__- 5@"\ A Wd \{
’ [ Yes I No ’ Notes

CCR Landfill Tategrity Tuspection (per 40 CEFR 5257.84)

S

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Iocalized settlermnent observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCRZ -

2. “Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandfll -
operarions that represent a potential disruption o
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or .
within the general landfill operations that g -
represent a potential distuption of the safety’of ]
the CCR management operations. J

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5)(4)

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answeris no, no additional
informanon required. 1

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wetted) prior T0 transport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fagitive dust generarion?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
|lendfill access roads?

8. Was CCR fugittve dust observed at the
landffl? If the answeris yes, describe
correctve action measures below.

S .ate current CCR fugitive dust conmrol
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recomrmmended changes below.

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

L 11 JWere the citizen complaints Jogzed? , ]

Addivonal Notes:
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Date: 7 4 ‘{ - 2 L};Ls_pector \o

=)

- WEEKLY COAL CONDBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) 1V SPECIION REP OR’I

.FILL

Time:, ? .’L‘j

Weather Conditions:

1}»(10 r~

5()\9@,1&\’
} Yes ’ No

’. - Nofes

CCR Landfll Integxity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

S

~ l_

Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Iocalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes orupper deck of cells contaming

CCR?

Were conditions observed within the cells
contaiming CCR or within the general Jandfill
operarions thart represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

‘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 Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4)

4.

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

information required

Was all CCR conditoned (by weming or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wetted) prior t0 Tansportto
landfll workdng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitve dust generation?

Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
|landfill access Toads?

landf1? If the answeris yes, descrbe

Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
corrective action measures below.

Are curent CCR fogitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.

Were CCR fugitive dust-zelated citizen.
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston

| 1L

‘Were the citizen complaints Iogged?

Addivonal Notes:
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