)

W]E]E]K]LY COATL CONDBUS"‘ION RESIDUAL (CCR) IN'SPECIION REP ORT

SING
Dater § 238-< Q& Tnspector: &m”—w‘ﬁ/

Time:

q "5 - Weather Conditions: __- —'5 LA Y -fl\-\

[z [

Nofes

CCR Landffll Integrity Tuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

e

1.

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

[

Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption
T ongoing CCR manageruent operations?

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

CCR Fugifive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(b)(4)

4.

Was CCR received during the reporting
pedod? If answer Is 0o, 1o additional

informarion required.

Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust

suppresants) pdor to delivery to landfll?

Ifresponse to question S is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) DTioT TO Tansport to
landffll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable o fugitive dust generation?

NENAN

Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on

|1landfT11 access roads?

NEAN

8. "Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
lapdfll? If the answeris yes, descabe
corrective action measures below.
9. Ate current CCR fogitive dust conol
measures effective? If the answer Is no,
descobe recommended changes below. Z/
10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrejated citizen, .
complaints received during the reporting /
pedod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question .
11.  |Were the citizen complaints logged? ! ’ ’ 7
Addivonal Notes:

i
'
|

R J
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- WEEELY COAL COIVmUSIION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECIION REP ORI

SINGI, FOLL
Date: } -Z2(-zZ G Inspector: ( Cﬁm’i\

AV cust (84&

[ Yes / No ’ WNotes

Time: / / - / L{F ‘Weather Conditions:

L]

CCR Landfill Infegrity Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.84)
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the i |
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing 1
CCR7 - _ -
2. Were condifions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jandfill
operatons that represent 2 potential disruption C//
to ongoing CCR mmanagement operations?
3. [Were conditions observed within the cells or ) ]
within the general landfll operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of [/ L~

the CCR management operations.

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

4. [Was CCR received during the reporting V
period? If answer is mo, no additional (P

Informaton required.

5. Was 2l CCR conditioned (by wering or dust

suppresants) pdor to delivery to landfll?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 Is no, was CCR

conditioned. (wetted) prior 1o TanSpOrto

landfill worldng face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale oron

Iandfll access roads?

8- Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landff1? If the answeris yes, descrbe
corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust control

measures effective? If the answeris no,

describe recommmended changes below.

10.  [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen

complaints received dudng the rep orting

period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11.  |[Werethe citizen complaints logged? ’ ]

Addidonal Notes:

I
. j
Q\Waste Connections\Lansin E\CCR Plan Final\Weelkdy Tospection. Forth, 10_2015=<ds<

1



)

WEIE]K]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL Cccr INSPECIION REP ORT
AN & LANDFILL

Date: |~/ Lf/ z <" Tnspector: (J-%/—\

Time: 7. . Oqf Weather Conditfons: __°~  ~J e W w) v C?

’ Yes l INo ’ . DNofes

CCR Landfill Tntegrity Tnspection. (per 40 CFR. §257.88)

1 "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Ioczalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing 7
CCR? . - L]

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

operations thar represent a potential disruption 4+
to ongoing CCR management operations?

e I

3. “Were conditons observed within the cells or
within the general lendfill operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4)
4. |Was CCRreceived during the reporting ] V
period? If answer is mo, no additional L
- Information required.

5. Waes a1l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6. Hresponse to question 5 Iis no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior t0 ransport to
landfll workdng face, or was the CCR not
susceptzble to fugitve dust generation?

11andff1l access roads?

[ 7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or om

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
lzndfN? I the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

S, Ate current CCR fugitive dust conrrol
measures effective? If the answerisno,
describe recornmended changes below.

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

11l.  [Werethe citizen complaints logged? ! ’

Addidonal Notes:

i
" j
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INS_PEC'IION REPORT

. SEB LANSING L
-7z STt
Dates } “ Inspector, )
“ N

, ah Lya
Time:_/ 0 {5 eather Conditions: (.8 ] [ /Z >

’ Yes ’ No ' - NoZes

CCR Landfill Totegrity Tospection (per 40 CER 5257.54)

N

1. Was bulgmg, siding, rotational movement or ]
Iocalized settlement observed on the '

sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing V
CCR2 A

2. Were condifions observed within the cells )
containing CCR. or within the general Jandfll -
operations thatrepresent a porential distuption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

\

3. [Were conditions observed within the cellsor | V
within the general landfill operations that * |

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

N

CCR Fugitive Dust Faspection (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4)
4. |[Was CCRreceived during the reporting ]
period? If answer s no, no additional (/
Information required

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

6. Ifresponse To question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wemed) prior w tramsport
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitve dust generatdon?

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

landfll? If the answeris yes, describe

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
coxrectve action rneasures below.

9. Are curent CCR fugitive dust conrrol
measures effective? If the answerisno,
describe recommended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen,
commplaints recefved during the reporting
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

L 11 ]Were the citizen complaints logged? l ’

Addidonal Notes:

i
1
1
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