;

WE]E]E]LY COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL Cccr ]NSPEC’IION REP OJRI

SEB LANSING LANDFILL
b-Z35 -&5
Date: Inspector;
Time: &+ © 1 ‘Weather Conditions:__- PQD‘% ﬁe <Y\ ;UC(—V\\ W VJJQ
. I Yes ’ No l ) Nozes 7
CCR Landffll Integxity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5§257.84) 7
1 Was buiging, sliding, rotatfonal mmovement or - I -
Iocalized settlement observed on the i
) " |sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V’ r
CCRZ . ) :
- 2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general IJand il —
operarions thatrepresent a potential disruption i:/

o ongoing CCR rmanagement operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or N
within the general Jandfill operations that i
represent a potential distuption of the safety of

the CCR managerment operations. i / [

CCR Fugifive Dust Faspection (per 40 CEFR §257.80(b)(4)

4. |Was CCRreceived during the reporting ’/
period? Ifanswerisno, no additional \/

mmformation required.

s. "Was all CCR conditioned. (by wening or dust N
suppresants) por to delivery to Jandfll?

6. Ifzesponseto guestdon 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (Gwetted) PIIOT TO TanSport o
landfll working face, or was the CCR ot
susceptable to fugitve dust generarion?

landfill access xoads? .

Iandfill? Tfthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below. i

L 7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or om

/Was CCR fugitive: dust observed. arthe .

Are curent CCR. fughttve dust commrol
Ineasures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
describerecommended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated cifizen
complaints recefved dudng the TIeporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 IWere the citizen complaints logged?

A.dditfonal Notess

il (YR N
'

- N J y j
QNXWaste Connccuom\lznﬁng\CCR Flan FalWeskly Tospection Forh, 10_2015<1sx
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Dafe: b

o

Time:

’

WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL cery H\TSI’ECIION JRJEZPORI

(1-25

ij Wearher Conditions: ﬁ

SING LANDEILL.
S S A VY
[

O&-/i\‘- m"?ﬁj\

X

WO

, Yes , No I

Notes

CCR Landfll Tofegrzty Fuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

Iocalized settlemnent observed on the
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing

CCRZ -

Was bulging, sliding, rotational mmoverment or -

L

Were condifions observed within the cells

within the generzl Iandfll operations that

the CCR managernent operations.

-2
contammg CCR. or within the geners] landfll
operations thatrepresent a potential disruption
0 ongoing CCR management operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or X

Tepresent a potentizl disruption of the safety of

ﬁ\\J\ J

CCR Fugitive Dast Faspection (per 40 CFR. §257.80(5)(4)

4

Was CCR received during the reporting
period? Ifamsweris o, no additional
Information required.

\

Was all CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to land[Il?

Iresponseto question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wented) prior to wansportto
1endf1l working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

i
|

7.

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

landfill? Ifthe answeris ves, describe

Was CCR fugitive Fust observed arthe
corrective action measures below.

-Are current CCR fugitive dust commol
Teasures effective? Ifthe answeris o,
describe recommended changes below.

Were CCR fagitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved doring the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

|
|
|

-
-
-

11,

‘ Were the citizen complaints Jogged?

Addidonal Notes:

Qi\Waste Connectons\Tansin,

-~

i
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. o =

- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL Cccr INSPECHON ]RJEZPORT

Date: % 1O 5 Inspectorse 2 N\y }\ N o~

Time:

|2 Vg - ‘Weather Conditfons:_ - %qa&’ 2
I Yes ’ No I . DNofes

localized setilement observed on the
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing

CCR Landiill Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER. §257.84)
1 Wzs bulging, sliding, rotational movement or [ -
CCR7 .

- 2 ‘Were condifions observed within the cells
conmaining CCR or within the general Jandfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management opezations?

within the general Iandfll operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or 5 A/f/

CCR Fugifive JD?_;stID@ ection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b) (@)

4. [Was CCR received dwing the reporing ] ’/
period? If answer is 1o, no additional (/
Imformaton required.

s. ‘Was a1l CCR conditioned. (by weting or dust R

suppresants) priorto delivery to landfl?

6. Ifresponseto question 5 Is no, was CCR.
conditioned (weted) prior to wansportto
landTll woddng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

7. ‘Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
Iandfll access toads? .

Was CCR fagittve dust observed at the
landfll? Ifthe answeris ves, describe
corrective acfon measures below.

Tmeasures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
desciberecommended changes below.

10. Were CCR fugitive dustreiated cItizen
complaints recefved duting the Ieporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

t
L |
] |

l 11 lWere the citizen complaints Iogged?

-Additfonal Notes:

= N J y )
QNWaste Cennccucns\lanjng\CCK Flan, FinallWeeldy Tospectdion Forh, 10 2015=ds<
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- WEEEKILY COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL ccr) DTS-PECIION REPO,

S’KB/Eﬁ.N L ANDETLL
Date: é /3 ~Z 5 Tnspector;

Time: &?/ f §/ ‘Weather Conditfions: - S Emw\; )
} Yes ’ No 1 . Nofes

CCR Landfill Integxity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.89)

L

1 Was bulging, shiding, rotational movement or - ]

localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing éﬂ/

CCR? -

- 2 Were condifions observed svithin the cells

operarions thatrepresent a potential dsruption
To ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "'Were conditions observed within the cells or -

within the general Jandfill operations that i
Tepresent a potenfial distuption of the safety of L/

the CCR management operations.

contzining CCR. or within the general land il [./ /’
3 /

CCR Fogifive D?:—LFtIDSP ection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b) (@) '
4 IWas CCR received during the reporting ] b’/
period? If amsweris no, no additional
mformation required.

5. "Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wening or dust ;
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponseto questdon 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditioned (werted) DTIOT 1O Tamsportto
land@All working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

landfill access roads? .

7. JWas CCR spillage observed at the scale or on -

landfll? Tfthe answeris ves, describe .
corectve actfon measures below. i

L 8. /Was CCR fugittve dust observed atthe .

9. -Are current CCR fagitive dust commol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
describerecommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fughtive dustrelated cifizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
perfiod? Tfihe answeris yes, answer question

Lll_ )Were the citizen complainrs o gged? [ ’

Additvonal Notes:

_i -
- i
Q\Waste Ccnnccﬁom\taxm'ng\CCR Flan EFmallWesldy Tospection Fort, lO_?:DIS:.d:,.:



’

WEEKILY COAL COMBUSTION RESH)UAL Cccr INSPEC’IION JRE]E’ORT

EIOCL
Date.g - ZS In@ectoz

Time: (] 45 Weather Conditions: 7 N)M/if = \L .
’ Yes ’ No I Notes

CCR Landffll Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.89

S

1 Was bulging, sliiding, rotational movement or -
localized settlement observed on the - | —
sideslopes or upper deck of cells contaming \/ !

CCR?

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll | —
operarions that represent a potentizal disruption
to ongoing CCR meanagement operations?

1
3.  |[Were conditons observed within the cells or )
within the general landfill operations that .
represent a potential disruption. of the safety of
the CCR managerment operations.

CCR Fugifive Dust Faspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5)(4))
4 ‘Was CCR received during the reporting I |
period? If apsweris o, no additional [
informarion required.

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

6. Ifresponse to guesdon 5 is no, was CCR.
condidoned (wetted) Prior TO Wwansport o
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

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

8. "Was CCR fugittve dust observed zrthe .
landfll? Ifthe answeris yes, descibe .
corective action measures below.

S Are cument CCR fogitive dust comrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris mo,
describerecommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fagitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the Teporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11.  [Were the citizen complaints Io gged? { ’

Addidonal Notes:-

it ) (FER A

~ J .

QXWaste Cemccﬁons\I.ansing\CCK Flan FinalWeskly TInspection Forda, 10 2015



- WEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL

’

: - S?B\QANSING L ANDEILL
Date: ﬁ‘/gb 1§ Inspectors M wy

Time: j@ . LS

(CCR) INSPECTION REPORT

£l

‘Weather Conditions: 'f)(;\ h é/\% _
’ Yes I No I

DNofes

CCR Landfill Totegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

S

1

localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCRZ

"Was bulging, sEding, rotational movement or - ]

(A

Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the genera] landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations?

[//

‘Were condftions observed within the cells or
within the general Jandfill operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR managerment operations.

\

(A

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5)(4)

4

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

\

L1

Was 21l CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

Ifresponse to guestdon 5 is mo, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) PrioT TO ransportto
landf11 working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landfTl access Toads?

Was CCR fughtive dust observed arthe
[1andfill? Ifthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

Are current CCR fugittve dust control
measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o,
descrbe recormmended changes below.

10.

Were CCR fugitive dustreiated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

11

‘Were the citizen complaints Io gged?

Additdonal Notes:

QNWaste Comecdons\Lansin\CCR. Plan, FmnallWeekly Tnspection E
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- WEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL cer) INS:PEC’I‘ION REPORT

S-—_ LINSIING LANDITCL
Date S‘/-( g/ - Inspectm

Time: \O \ L&?ﬁ Weather Conditions: 6 Yh "&\ _

. I Yes ’ o I . DNofes 7
CCR Landfill Tntegrity Fuspection (per 40 CER 5§257.849) [
1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ox ] -
localized settlement observed on the [ B
N sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing L/ I
CCR7 -

-2 Were conditfions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfl
operations thal represent a porential distuption

to ongoing CCR management operations? L

\

3. "'Were conditions observed within the cells or 5
within the general landfill operations that 1 /

represent a potential disruption of the safety of N
the CCR management operations.
CCRFugiﬁveJDﬁstIu@ecﬁon (per 40 CHR §257.80(b)(©)
4. [Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answeris no, no additional i//

Information required.

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

6- Ifresponse to question S is no, was CCR
conditoned. (wetted) prior 10 Transportto
landfill wodkdng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage obsexrved at the scale or on
1landfill access roads? ;

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe .
|1andfiIl? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures below. i

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

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

11.  [Werethe cifizen complaints Io gged? ,

Addittonal Notes:

] (TR S

-~

QX Waste Connccdom\tansing\CC:R Flan Final\Weeldy Tospection Forin 102015 sclex
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- WEEEKLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCRr) INSPECIION REP OR'I

SRR (e T S G . W s i

Time:__}] 3*{ S Weather Conditions- 2 “a i _

I Yes I No ’ Notes

CCR Landfill Tetegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.88

—l |

1 ‘Was bulging, siding, rotationzl movement or - |

localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing V [

CCRz? . ] .

-2 ‘Were conditions observed ~within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill §
operations thar represent = potentiz] disruption E_//
To ongoing CCR management operations?

3. 'Were condidons observed within the cells or N
withn the general 1andfill operations that )
represent 2 potenfial disruption of the safety of i/ -
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive D‘&st]bspecﬁon {per 40 CFR §257.80(h)(©)
4. ‘Was CCR received dwing the reporting L
period? Ifanswerismo, no additional U
informaton reguired.

5. ‘Wes 2all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust )
suppresauts) prior to delivery to Jandfll?

6. Hresponse to gquestion 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior o transport o
landfll 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 fugitive dust observed atthe R
landfil? I the answeris yes, describe .
corrective action measures belowr. i

S. Are current CCR. fugittve dust conmrol
measures effective? If the answeris ng,
describe recommended changes below.

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

L 11. [Werethe citizen complatuts Jo gged? ]

Additvonal Notes:

!
.- i
i

~ J .

Q:\Waste Connecions\Lansin, S\CCR Plan Fmal\Weeldy Inspecrion Foxh, 10_201S5=cls<



