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— W]E]E]K]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) JINSP]EC’I‘ION R]EJPORT

Date, [—Z¥-¢Q In@ec’cow V\‘%gl\m

Time: f o0 Weather Conditions: 6\« w s/ug

’ Yei' No , Notes

CCR Landfll Integrity Tospection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
- localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing Z
CCRY -

2. “Were conditions observed within the cells”
containing CCR or within the general landfill P
operations that represent a porential distuption , ]
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or ! ) -
within the general landfill operations that i i ]
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
period? If answer is no, no additional

= Information required.
| 3. Was all CCR conditioned (by wening or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

NI

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wertted) DrioT T tTansport 1o
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable 1o fugitive dust generation?

N\

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on : /
landfill access roads? '

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the 2
landfli? I the answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

AN

9. Ate current CCR fagitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no, ’ /
describe recommmended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen ]
complaints received during the reporting /
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question -

11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged? — A evo

Additonal Notes:

|
- . f
I

_ - .
Q\Waste Connections\Lansing\CCR Plan Final\Weeldy Tnspection Form, 10_2015x1s<

‘



]

- WEEKLY COAL COl\/mUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]INSPECTIGN REPORT

Date: 7] — 2/~ 2Q In@cctorg i&&b*

P

Time: ~ ol Weather Conditions: _ - T« yp \7’

i |

Yes No

Nofes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.84)

1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming 1
CCR7 -

I

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

\

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or ; _
within the general landfill operations that i _ e
Tepresent 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? Ifanswer is no, no additional .
information required. -

S. ‘Was all CCR conditioned (by weming or dust e
suppresants) por to delivery to landfll?

6. HKresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) DIIOI 10 transport to .
landfll working face, or was the CCR ngt e
susceptable to fugitive dust generartion?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
[ landfil] access roads?

A\

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the P
landfil? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

\

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control e
measures effective? If the answeris no, ) . /
describe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen ;
complaints received during the reporting /
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11 [Were the citizen complaints logged? 9/ N

Additional Notes:

!
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WEJEKDLY COAL COIVDBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPJEC’I‘ION REIPORT

[$- =0 Tospector: ‘

G LANDFILL

NN

Time: 11~

Z,
>

>
o

‘Weather Conditions:

oSGV P

2

}

Yes No l Notes

CCR Land#ll Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1.

"Was bulging, sliding, rotational movermnent or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCR2? -

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

AN

‘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.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.30(b)(4)

4.

‘Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Is 110, no additional
information required.

Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) pdor to delivery to landfill?

I response to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior to transport to
landfll woddng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

-
o
/ .

‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landfil] access roads?

‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfil? If the answer is ves, describe
corectve action measures below.

AN

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

10.

Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the Ieporting
period? Ifthe apnsweris yes, answer question

11

‘Were the citizen cormplaints lo gged?

Additonal Notes:
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- WE]EKILY COAL COMBUS'I‘ION RESIDUAL (CCR) INS]E"ECTION RJE‘JPORT

/ et
Date: 7-"7 - 2O Inspector; A b

Time: ¥ .3 & Weather Conditions: __* >t/ 2n. & 9’33{?{‘ )

2

Yes ’ No l . Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CFR §257. 84-)

1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
- localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaning AT
CCR? -

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
comaining 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 | B »
within the general landfill operations that i . M
Tepresent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER §257.80(b) (G3)]

4. ‘Was CCR received during the reporting
. period? If answer is no, no additional
- Imformation required. &

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

6. Iresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PO T0 ransport to
landfll working face, or was the CCR not ,
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion? /

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfill? If the answeris yes, describe
comectve action measures below.

| 1andfll access roads? "
i

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no, 1 / 3
describe recommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen

complaints received during the Ieporting ,
s a0 T - - e
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question B
1. W i 7
ere the citizen complaints logged? N e
Additional Notes:

!
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- WEEKLY COAL COMDBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]D.\ISPECHON RJEIPOR’I’

B S ; SIN G.I/ANDML
Date;_ - &S Inspectors A M\,@

O

LA w

Time: 35 ./

‘Weather Conditions: - s, éﬂ«/é'cj 2 "ﬁ'/fﬂf\ g/ /

7

Yes ' No l Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity 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 L
CCRY -

2. Were condltLons observed within the ce]ls'
contzining CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential distuption.
to ongoing CCR management operations?

e\
\

B

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
withmn the general landfill operations that )
Tepresent a potential disruption: of the safety of “
the CCR managemenrt operations.

-

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

4 ‘Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Is no, no additional
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) PIiOT T0 transport to
landfill workdng face, or was the CCR ngt
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

ANINAN

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on : s
landfdl access roads? A
8. ‘Was CCR fughtive dust observed ar the -
landfili? If the answer is yes, describe a/
corrective action measures below.
9. Are current CCR. fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no, | i
describe recommended changes below. d
10.  |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen ; -
complaints received during the reporting /
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston "
11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged? ; / Eﬂ/)i —
Additonal Notes:

|
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