Date; Q ZO Z/

WEE]E]LY COAIL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

W'ty
Inspector:

‘Weather Conditions: __~ 4 i “*'\)

Time: ‘[52 . ‘[7/ i

Yes

Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1.

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

CCR?

‘Were conditions observed within the cells

to ongoing CCR management operations?

containing CCR or within the general Iandfill
operations that represent a potential disruption

‘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.

NI AN

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CEFR §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 wetting or dust

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

landfill working face, or was the CCR not

If response to guestion 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior o ransportto

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? Tf the answer is yes, describe

corxective action measures below.

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

‘Were CCR fugitive dust-rejated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

11

‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:
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Date: /D’ /’ZJ

Rl

- WEEKLY COAL COMZBUS’I‘ION RES]DUAL CcCcr) ]NSPEC’I‘ION REPORT

Inspector

NP R
‘Weather CondltLons- - L )O

Time:__% .0V

Y es

Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

1.

"Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCR?

‘Were conditions observed within the ce]ls

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

‘Were conditions observed within the cells or

represent a potential distuption of the safety of

within the general landfill operations that

the CCR management operations.

LSS

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.

N

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

Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior 1o transport to
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
lendfi1? If the answer is yes, descrdbe

corrective action measures below.

Are current CCR fagitive 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?

Additional Notes:

Q:\Waste Connections\Lansing\CCR. Plan Final\Weekly Inspection Forzn 10_2015xlIsx
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Date:, /ﬁ ~ % -2 & Inspector:

SEB LANSING LANDFILL

Time:

Weather Conditions:

- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

7

A Yes

Notes

CCR Landfill Integxity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1

‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ox
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCR? .

\

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

\

'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 CER §257.80(b)(4))

4.

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

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

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?

NINA

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

'Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

10.

‘Were CCR fugitive dust-rejated citizen
complaints received during the reporting _
period? If the answer is yes, answer question

11.

‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:

QA\Waste Connections\Lansing\CCR. Plan Flonal\Weekly Inspection. Fortn 10_2015.xlIsx
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

. S SING, LANDFILL
Date: )15 - & Fspectori_: e
Time: 390 Weather Conditions: -é‘w«\/\} 52—
‘ Yes No Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

1 "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or |
localized settlement observed on the [ [/
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCR7 . -

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

\

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or |
within the general landfill operations that i /
represent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR managerment operations.

CCR Fugitive DﬁstInspecﬁon (per 40 CEFR §257.80(h)(4D)

4. Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Is no, no additional i/
information required

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

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PILOI TO transport to »
landfill working face, or was the CCR nat V
susceptable to fiugitive dust generation?

landfill access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, descrbe
corrective action mmeasures below.

7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on /
|
N

S. Are curent CCR fogitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no, i -
describe recommended changes below. /

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

| 11.  [Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additional Notes:

|
- . r

i
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i WE]EEJLY COAL COl\dBUS'I'ION RESIDUAL (CCR) H\TSPEC’I‘ION REPORT
/ > 2 ngs\mf LANDFILL
Date: / p-22- Inspecto

Time: /! 30 Weather Conditions: _ - OV A Qf)t 5 <5/

. Yes No Notes

CCR Landffll Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
- localized settlement observed on the :
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing ] I
CCR7 -

R I

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the ce]ls
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 Jandfill operations that

represent a potential disruption of the safety of 1
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dﬁst Jospection (per 40 CEFR §257.80(b)(D)

4 'Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer Is no, no additional /
- information required.
’ 5. ‘Was all CCR conditoned (by wetting or dust -

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PTLOr O Tamlsport to L
lendfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable 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? Ifthe answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

A

S. Are current CCR fagitive 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?

Addidonal Notes:

:
~ {
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- WE]EJKI,Y COAL CONEBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPEC’I‘ION ]REIPORT

AR i
Date:__[I~5- ! Inspector:

Time: f7 : Lfé ‘Weather Conditions: _ = /0o / 3 y {
 Yes No Notes

CCR Landiil Integrity Tnspection (pexr 40 CER 8257 .84:)

1 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational moverment or
- localized settlement observed on the

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing 1
CCR? . -

2. Were conditions observed within the ce]ls
containing CCR or within the general landfll ;//“
operations that represent 2 potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or |
within the general landfill operations that i P
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 /

- information required.
) 5. Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust

suppresants) prior to delivery to Jandfill? -

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
- |conditioned (wetted) prior to transport to B
landfill working face, or was the CCR not L/
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. 'Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe . l/
landfil1? If the answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen : T
complaints received during the reporting 1/
period? If the answer is yes, answer cplesﬁoﬁ

11. |Were the citizen complaints logged?

Additonal Notes:

l
- r

i
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— - WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR’

/’.-' : S G LANDFILL )
/ Date: /(/’72"’ 2 In@ectoﬁﬁ '/LJN

, R ) N
Time: g N 6 Weather Conditions:__~_ - Con ! ZE
. Yes No Notes j

CCR Landfil Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)
1. ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
- localized settlement observed on the

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing / 1
CCR7? . . _ .

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.

CCR Fugitive Dust Tnspecfion (per 40 CEFR §257.80(b)(4))
4. 'Was CCR received during the reporting

N

pedod? If answer Is no, no additional /
- information required.
) 5. Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust -

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?
6. Ifresponse to question 5 is mo, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior to transportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not e
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?
7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on. : -
landfill access roads? ./
8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed zt the
landfili? Ifthe answer is yes, describe /
corrective action measures below.
9. .Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answer is no, i /
describe recommended changes below.
10.  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen . o
complaints received during the reporting /
period? Tfthe answer is yes, answer question
| 11.  [Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Addidonal Notes:

l
- . 1

4'
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WEE]K]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPEC’I‘ION REP ORT

L
Inspector: 2

(& LA.NDE[I,L

Date:, ’{/ “Jj -~
Time: 1;0 ‘32

‘Weather Conditions:

S ‘wv\\

H

‘ Yes No Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (pexr 40 CER §257.84)

1.

‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement o
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing
CCR? - -

Were conditions observed within the ce]ls
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential distuption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

-
[/

"Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general 1andfill operations that
represent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

\

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

4.

Was CCR received during the reporting
pedod? If amswer is no, no additional
information required.

Was all CCR conditoned (by wetdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to Iandfill?

—
o

6.

Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior o transport to
landf11 workdng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

'Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
landfil1? TEthe answer is ves, describe
corrective action zneasures below.

NN

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

10.

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

11.

‘Were the citizen complaints logged?

Addidonal Notes:

l
{

~ !
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5 - WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPOR!’
/ ’ ’ SEB LANSING LANDEFILL i
Date: //' 29-21 Inspector:__
Time: @';OC/’ Weather Conditions:_ -S4 i A W V"d _ 3 /
. Yes No Notes

CCR Landffll Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.34)

1. "‘Was buiging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
- localized settlement observed on the [ ~
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing L/ !
CCR7 -

2. ‘Were conditions obsexrved within the cells”
containing CCR or within the general Jandfll /
operations that represent a potential distuption 1
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "Wege conditions observed within the cells or ‘
within the general Jandfill operations that i P
represent a potential disruption of the safety of v
the CCR management operations.

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

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

- information requited.
) 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) PILOI TO ransport 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 ar the
landfl1? Tf the answer is yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

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

L 11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged?

4

Additonal Notes: /l / yid) /.0,./14 J’L /;/ o M. o .,Lf ¢

.'

~ |
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