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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCr) ¥ SPECIION IRJEZIPORI

Dater, /2 /3 - Y h@@:@ﬂmf]r/w

Time: % 3/ ‘Weather Conditions: - |/ { V‘-\ _

. I Yes I No ’ ) Notes 1
CCR Landfll Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.849) {
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement o - ] -
Iocalized settlement observed on the " |
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V !

CCR7 -

-2 Were condiions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general Jandfll
operations that represent a potential disruption. ; /”
To ongoing CCR managernent operations? /

3. “Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general JandfTl operations that

represent a potential disruption of the safety of =
the CCR management operations. yyd

CCR Fugitive D'&SﬁIDSP&CﬁOJl @ér 40 CER §257.830(b)(4)

4.  [Was CCR received dwing the reporting /
period? If answer Iis no, no additonal o X

Information required.

s. Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weling or dust A
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Fresponse to guestion 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior to wansporto
landfll working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fagitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or om
Tandfill access xoads?

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe R
{landfl? Ifthe answeris yes, descrbe .
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 recefved during the reporting
perfod? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

L 1I.  |Werethe cifizen complaints lo gged? ’ ’

Addidonal Notes:

i

!

I
- ; . - ! oo
QXWaste Comccuons\lmng\CCK?E]zn Einall eeldy Inspection Ford 10_2015. s



- WEEKLY COAL CO]}IBs%ON RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECIION REP ORT

Dater 7 é Y Tnspector; ‘f;:—fi } &E?ML

Time: / [ - 3 / Weather Conditions:__~ 25 i« i~ )
’ Yes ’ No I . WNofes T
CCR Landffll Fategrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.34) ]
1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movernent or - ] -
localized settlement observed on the :
) *  |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V(
CCR? . ) .
-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells L

operations that represent a porential distuption

containing CCR or within the general landfll
"
to ongoing CCR management operations?

3. “Were conditions observed within the cells or .
within the general JandfIl operations that i
represent a potential disruption of the safety of 1
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive DéstIu@ecﬁon {per 40 CHER §257.80(b)(4)
4. ‘Was CCR received dming the reporting I ’/
period? If answer is mo, no additional //
Informarion required

5. Was 2l CCR conditfoned (by wetting or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Hresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior to wansportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

7. Was CCR spillage observed. at the scale or on
L Tandfill access xoads? i

Was CCR fughive dust observed atthe .
landfflI? Tf the answeris yes, descrbe .
corective action measures below. i

g Ate corrent CCR fugitive dust conrrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris o,
describe recommmended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustzelated citizen
complaints recefved during the rep ortng
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 JWere the cifizen. complaints Iogged? ‘

A.ddidonal Notes:

]
: i
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- WEEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL Cccry II\TS:PECIION REPORT
LANSING LANDEILL -

Date: _1[7/ -2 7—' Z«YZ‘ Tnspect \/

Time: 67— Weather Conditions:__~ (& / (_/, :

[ Yes ’ No I Notes

CCR Landfll Tetegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.89)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or- ]
localized settlernent observed on the i
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCR7 -

—

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operarions that represent a potential disruption
w0 ongoing CCR management operations?

ANEAN

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

\

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

4.  [Was CCR received dwing the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additdonal

information required.

AN

5. "Wes a1l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned. (wetted) DTOX TO Transport 1o
landfill working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed zt the scale or on
Iandfl acecess roads? -

8. ‘Was CCR fughtive dust observed ar the .
{lendfl? I the answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below. )

S Ate current CCR fugitive dust conmol
measures effective? Ifthe answerisno,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11 ’Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Addivonal Notes:

bt b TR (RN
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- WEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INS-PECCIE[ON REPORT

ZCJNZR—{ Inspectors ! M‘\

Date: | i -
Time: I} é'i[ Weather Conditions:_ - = W 4 _
. [ Yes ’ No I . Notes 1
CCR Landfl Fategrity Tuspection (per 40 CHR §257.34) |
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or- ] -
localized settlernent observed on the i
) - |sideslopes orupper deck of cells contaning V‘r’
CCR7 . _ -
- 2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill _
operations that represent a potential disruption L//
o ongoing CCR management operations?

3. 'Were conditions observed within the cells or -
within the general Iandffl] operations that i

represent a potential disruption of the safety of & L
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Tnspection {(per 40 CEFR §257.80(b) (@)
4.  |Was CCR received dwing the reporting ’ ]/
period? If answer Is no, no additional d
Information required.

5. Was 2l CCR conditoned (by wening or dust N
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse To gueston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) Prior 0 TARSPOLTTO
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
Iandfill access xoads? -

8 Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe .
{landfill? Tf the answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below. i

9. Ate current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
descrbe recommended changes below.

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

L 11.  [Werethe citizen complaints Iogged?

Addittonal Notes:

i .
- - I}
J
QXWaste Comnections\Lansin S\CCR Plan, FinalN\Weekly Inspection Foxh, 10 2015=ds=
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) JI\TS-I:’ECIION REPORT

‘ AINSING. L4 L B
Date:, ”’ iz - .1(% Inspector:, ) Mﬁ‘y “

Time: 9 (5 Weather Conditions: () \/ £V C e )
: [ Yes ] No I . Nofes 1
CCR Landfll Infegrity Tuspection (per 40 CHR §257.89) |
1 ‘Was bulging, siding, rotationz]l movement or- -
localized settlement observed on the [
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing T
) CCRZ . ) -
-2 ‘Were condifions obsexrved within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill "
operarions that represent 2 potendal disruption /
to ongoing CCR management operations?
3.  [Were conditions observed within the cells or i

within the general Jandfill operations that 3 L
represent a potential disruption of the safety of /
the CCR managerment operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Faspection (per 40 CER §257.80(b) (@)
4.  |[Was CCR received dwing the reporting
period? Ifanswerisno, no additional /
Information required

5. Was 2ll CCR. conditioned (by wetdng or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to queston 5 Is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior T wansporto
landfA11 working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable To fugitive dust generarion?

7. Was CCR spillage observed. at the scale oron
Jandfill access roads? -

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe .
[landfill? If the answeris ves, describe .
corrective action measuzes below. i

S .Are caent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effectve? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the Teportng
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston

11. |Were the citizen complaints logged? ]

Addidonal Notes:

et TE) [TT A
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Qi\Waste Connecions\Lansing\CCR. Plan, FinallWeekly Inspection Foxhn 10_2015=ds=



)

- WEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) I_NSPECIION REP ORT

- E =29 h@w@w o

‘Weather Conditions: 4 L0 g ’ _

Time: <

k4

, Yes ’ No I Notes

CCR Lanafll Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.89)

— |

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

CCR7 -

- 2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfil
operations that represent a potental disruption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

- |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing (/

3. "Were condtiions observed within the cells or s
within the general landfT] operations that i .
represent 2 potential disruption of the safety of f

the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive D‘&st][n@ecﬁon (per 40 CHR §257.80(B)@)

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

5. Was 2l CCR conditoned (by weting or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to gqueston S is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) DTIOL 10 Lansport o
landfill worldng face, or was the CCR not
susceptzble o fugitve dust generation?

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

8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed atthe .
[landfill? If the answeris yes, describe .
corzective action measures below.

9. .ate current CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 1l. [Were the cifizen cormplaints logged? ’ ’

Addivonal Notes:

!
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