WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT
SHAMROCK ENVIRONMENTAL LANDFILL
Date: 9/ >§/ 3”3 Thspeétor: < ( < .
: - : . »
Time; Y ‘ (S 2 e~ Weather Conditions: . C«{O‘“&V -?‘AH/‘ CO(

‘._,Ifes._,.,. No. 4. . . Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Insp’ection‘ (pet 40 CFR §25784)

1. |Was bulging, sliding, rotational movenient or
localized settlement observed on.the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
JCCR?

2. [Were conditions observed w1th1n the cells
containing CCR or within the general larndfill
{operations that represent a potential disruption
{to ongoing CCR management operations?

3 |Were conditions observed within the cells or
~{withip. the general landfill operations that ‘
represent a potential disruption of the safety’ of :
the CCR management operations,

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR §257. 80(b)(4))

‘4, Was CCR received during the reporting '
iperiod? If answer is 1o, 0o additional
information required. e !

» 5. Was all CCR Conditloned (by wettmg or dust
stippresants) prior to delivery:to landfill?

6.  Hfresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR -
conditioned (wetted) prior to transport to
landﬁll working face, or 'was.the GCR:tiot
) susceptable to fugmve dust generatlon?

Iandﬁ]l access roads”

8. |Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe
landfill? I the answer is yes, describe.
Jcorrective action me
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9.  |Are current CCR fugitive:dust control
ineasures effective? If the answet is no; | )(
|describe recommended changes below.

0. [Were CCR fugmve dust»related cm;'en T T N

] penod’? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question | L

Additional Nptes: .




