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Time: g - ‘5 ) Weather Conditions:
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I Yes I No | Notes

CCR Landfill Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1 Was bulgng, sliding, rotatfonal movement ori |
localized settlement observed on the .
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCRZ - -
-2 Were condifions observed within the cells

containing CCR. or within the general landdll”

operations tharrepresent a potential disruption

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

o ongoing CCR management operations? /{/

CCR Fugitive Dust Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5)(4) |
4.  |Was CCRreceived during the reporting
period? If answer Is mo, no additional 1 /
information required. ’ ’

5. Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wendng or dust 3
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
condirfoned (wemed) prior w wansportto
Landfill working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptzble to fagidve dust generadon?

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

landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, descdbe

Was CCR fugittve dust observed arthe ) i
correcive action measures belovw.

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

10. |Were CCR fugittve dnstrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 [Werc the citizen complaints logged? [ I

Additonal Notes:

_ .l
. i
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SEE LANSING LANDEILL

WE]E]KLY COAT COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (Ccry II\TSPECHON REPORI

Date: l Z - / 7z - D IDS_QG:C’EOI: ﬂ /n’ U\_J;// ¥
Time: 4 © /| S Weather Conditons: - ic L2} _
' l Yes l No , }

(CCRLanaﬂl Integrity Inspection (per40 CER §257.84)

1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement orr ]
localized settlement observed on the .
sideslopes orupper deck: of cells containing

CCR? . _
-2 Were conditions observed within the cells

containimg CCR or within the general JendfmIl”
operarions that represent & potentizl distuption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

“Were conditions observed within the cells or
withm the general landfill operations that
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Faspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(5) (@)

4.  |[Was CCRreceived during the reporting
pertod? If answer Is no, no additional

Was a1l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust

nformaton required.
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill? ’

il

6. I response to question 5 Is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) pﬁor_to TLansportTo
landfill working face, or was the CCR.not

susceptable to fagitve dust generation?
7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron
Jandfll access zoads? )

landfili? If the answeris yes, describe

8. |[Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe T
corrective action measures below.

S. Are current CCR fugitive dust contol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recornmended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
cormplaints recefved during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 l Were the citizen complainrs logged? ’ ;

Addidonal Notes:

==t oL,
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Date:, / Z 7 ~-Z /%Inspector W I’Zg

:Z } 4 ‘Weather Conditfons:__ - @{/ pad 7l <4

Time:

l Tes | o | - Notes

1]

EC:CRLandﬂH Totegrity Tuspection (per40 CER §257.84)

1 "Was bulging, siding, rotatfonzl movement ori |
Iocalized settlement observed on the "
*  |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing -

CCR7 -

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandfll’
operations that represent 2. potental disruption
To ongoing CCR management operations?

3. “Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general Tandfll operations that
represent a2 potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

] CCR Fugitive Dast Faspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5) (<)

4.  [Was CCRreceived during the reporting :
period? Ifamswerisno, no addiional "

Information required.

] 5. Was &1l CCR conditdoned (by wetdng or dust )
suppresants) prorto delfvery to Jandfll?

S
et ]

6- Ifresponseto question 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) prior To ansportto
landflll worddng face, or was the CCR.not

susceptable to fugitive dust generaion?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed. at the scale or on
landfll] access roads?

Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe ) B
landfll? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
correcive action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describerecommended changes below.

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

L 11, IWere the citizen complatnts Iogged? ’ J

Addidonal Notes:
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