Date:

2 - 26—40 ZC’Inspf:ctor'

WE]EELY COAL COI\@USTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECHON REPORT
SING LANDFBLL

\rA—/ b\ﬂ“‘(\

Time:

FVen et Y

B 2D Weather Condit_ions: - (o V\/Z )

Yes

No

Notes

CCR Landfll Fntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1

Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming
CCR7? .

!

‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill
operations that represent a potential distuption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

\

‘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 CFR §257.80(b)(4))

4.

Was CCR received during the reporting
pedod? If answer is no, no additional
mmformation required.

‘Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (werted) prior to transport to
lendfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? If the answer is yves, describe
coective action measures below.

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

10.

‘Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11.

Were the citizen cornplaints logged?

Additional Notes:

- |

Q\Waste Connections\Lansing\CCR Plan, Final\Weseldy Inspection. Forrn 10_2015xdsx

\
i
|

i




;

/

/ -
| - p :

— W]E]EKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECTION REP ORT

/ S ANSINGLANDFELL
Date. € -(9- 2620  Tnspector Mv\h
Time: [ 2 ﬁf Weather Conditions: - ([ Ow/}? ‘ O /d _'
Yes No Notes

CCR Landfll Ftegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
- localized settlement observed on the i |
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing / I
CCRY -

2. Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption /
to ongoing CCR management operations?

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

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

4. ‘Was CCR received during the reporting Ve
. perod? If answer is no, no additional 1
- information required.

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) 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
landf1 access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfili? ¥ the answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

10.  |[Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11.  [Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addittonal Notes:

!
- . !
i
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ].'NS.PECHON REPOR
SKB @ZMEANDFEL ’
Date: £ - 12 7zc¢© Inspector; L “\:\’\'\?«-‘L‘VM

Time: - 1% Weather Conditions: 5WM

Yes No Notes

CCR Landfll Fntegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or i
localized settlement observed on the [ T
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V
CCR? :

2. Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill L
operations that represent a potential distuption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

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

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

4. ‘Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional 7
information required.

5.  +|Was all CCR conditoned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PIior o 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
landfll access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? If the answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are corrent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received durting the reporting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11.  [Were the citizen cormplaints logged?

Additional Notes:

|
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W]DEJK]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECHON REPORT
SKB L. 5 G LANDFIOLL

Date: |~ 29— 2 OZDInsPector. M L—e—0
Time. 10 - Y7 _ Weather Conditions:__~ C (& Vi—«%
Yes No Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or i
localized settlement observed on the ' P
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing ,{/ i
CCRY? :

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

\

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

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CHR §257.80(b)(4))

4. Was CCR received during the reporting )
period? If answer is no, no additional . /

[

nformation required.

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) 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
landfill access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? If the answeris yes, descrbe
corective action measures below.

9. Are curent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen,
complaints received duting the Ieporting
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addittonal Notes:

_ |
- . . f
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W]E]EE]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECIION REPOR’I
SKB LANSING LANDFILL

.
Date: < -5 - zozl Inspector.C\ \/Tf@wtvi/—/

Time: B.C5 Weather Conditions: .~ = umu\

Yes No Notes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.80)

1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or npper deck of cells containing . -
CCR? -

\

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

\

3. ‘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. N S

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4))

4. ‘Was CCR received during the reporting .
perdod? If answer is no, no additional i//
Information required.

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

6. If response to question 5 is mo, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) Prior to Ira.nsport L]
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?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfMl? If the answer is yes, descrbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is 1o,
describe recormmended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints recejved during the Ieporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:

]
- . i
I
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