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- WEEKLY COAT COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) MSPECIION REP ORI

Date:; [ 2 375, 25 Inspector; ; ;MGI’WML

5 ‘Weather Conditions: f/ {m uJ (\ \L .7’(6

Time:

’ Ye:' ’ No l Nofes

L1

1- ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational moverment orv ]
Jocalized settlement observed on the i
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing &

CCR? -

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.88
L

-2 "Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general lendfll -
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR. meanagement operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or -
within the general lendfll operations that ;
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive ]D'a—stIns_p ecfion. (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(©) P
4.  [Was CCR received duing the reporting P
period? If answer Is 1o, no additional L

- informadon required.

5- Was 21l CCR conditioned (by wening or dust
suppresants) pxior to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior to transportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable To fugitive dust generation?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron |
|landfill access roads? .

8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed ar the .
landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below.

S Are current CCR fagitive dust control
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
descoibe recommended changes below.

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

L 11 I Were the citizen complaimes Iogged? ] ‘

Additonal Notes:
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WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL ccry H\TSJE'ECIION REP ORI

N (o N
Date: j; Z¢ ¢ = Inspector:; Vo

YN

g )]
Time: | 7, Lf = ‘Weather Conditions: __- 60\»&»\‘ Hv (’ g Yo\‘

’ Yes l No , i

’

WNotes

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ors I
Iocalized settlement observed on the ol
sideslopes or upper deck of cells conteining 1.

CCRrR?

CCR Landfill Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CHR. 5257.88)

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

operations that represent a potential disruption |- —1
To ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or 3
withm the general Jandfll operations that i

represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of ]
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fuogitive JD'!;SEI‘D@ ecfion (per 40 CFR §257.80(b) (@)
4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer s 10, no additional /
nformation required.

— | | |

5. Was 2l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) priorto delivery to Jendfill?

6. Hresponse to question 5 Is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior T0 AUSPOITTO
landfill working face, or was the CCR 1ot
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
1andfll access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landfll? Tf the answeris yes, describe
corrective acion measures below.

S. Are corrent CCR fogitive dust control
measures effective? Ifthe answerisno,
describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
penod? Tfthe answer is yes, answer question

L 11 IW&I& the citizen complaints logged? [ . J

Addidonal Notes:

1
- J

QNWaste Connections\Lansin \CCR, Plan. Fnal\Weeldy Fospecrion Form, 10_2015=lex



o

W]EEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) INSJPECTION ]RJEIIPORI

SING LATNDFEILL

I
Date (/ 4 (0 ?‘5 Inspector; U Qb

Time: g 49 Weather Conditions:_- OV 2% cus+ 73 -

’ Yes ’ No ’ DNotes

CCR Landffll Integrity Fnspection (per 40 CFR 5257. 84')

.

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

_t

2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
To opgoing CCR management operations?

A\

3. ‘Were conditions observed withm the cells or
withm the general landfTll operations that
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of

the CCR management operations.

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

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answer is 1o, no additional

mformation required.

AN

5. Wes 21l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) pror to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wered) prior to transportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fogitve dust generation?

A Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on

jlandfill access roads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landA? Ifthe answeris ves, descrbe
correctve action measures below.

S. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
descibe recommmended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved durng the rep orting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

L 11 ‘Were the citizen complaints logged? l J

Addittonal Notes:

I
oo |
~ ]
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- WEEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (ccr H\TSJE’ECIION JEUEIIPOJR.I

AIN: & LATIDEILLT.
Date; 5 G-27% In@ectm

Time: E : 27/ ‘Weather Conditions: - 6&\&1'/\

7 , Yes ’ No l Notes

— :
CCR Landfill Infegrifty Inspection (per 40 CHR §257.84

1 Was bulgng, sliding, rotational movement or: ]

Iocalized settlement observed on. the .
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing [/ I
CCRZ -

-2 ‘Were conditions observed veithin the ;e]ls'

operatfons that represent a potental disraption
to ongoing CCR management operadons?

L ]|

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
withtn the general 1andfill operations that
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

- containing CCR. or within the general lendfll L—
>d

CCR Fugitive ]DustIn.sp ecfion (per 40 CFR §257.80(b) (4))

4. 'Was CCR received during the reporting ’/
period? Ifanswer Is no, no additional //

- Information required.

5. Was 2]l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) priorto delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponseto question 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) Prior TO ransportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugittve dust observed arthe _
landfl? T the answeris yes, describe .
correctve action measures below.

S. Are current CCR fogitive dust conrol
measures effective? If the answer is mo,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11 ’Wers: the citizen complaints logged? ( ‘ J

Addidonal Notes:

B !
~ .
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W]E]E]K]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) II\TSPECIION JREIPOR’I

Date: /)’}“Z 23 Inspe»:to?’Jﬁg SINGL JML

Time: ﬁ : Dé-{ ‘Weather Conditions: QL@ o

‘ lYes I No , Notes

CCR Landfll Tategrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

o N

1 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Iocalized settlement observed on the .
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing ' C//
CCRY . -

2. “Were condifions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfl o
operatons that represent a potential disrupton
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or -
within the general lJandfill operations that ] /
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

4.  |Was CCR received during the reporting
pedod? If answer is no, no additfonal
Informaton required

\

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

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wemed) Prior O transport to
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe
landfIl? Tfthe answeris yes, describe
corrective acton measures below.

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

10. [Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen,
complaints received dndng the rep orting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston

L 11. I'Were the cifizen complaints logged? ’ ’ I

A.ddidonal Notes:

|
o i
N ]
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