.

WEEELY COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECIION ]RE]E’ORT

ﬁI\TSDTGI, EXCL
Date:, JE ~ 95 ~ 26 Inspector: Al&/—\-\

Time:_ % % %' Weather Conditions: "/ﬁ G A

7 [ Yes I No ’ - Notes

CCR Landffll Tofegrity Faspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

S

1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or

localized settlement observed on the i / P
sideslopes orupper deck of cells contaming [/

CCR7

2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR or within the general landfll L
operations that represent a potential distuption V
o ongoing CCR managerent operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or .
within the general Iandfll operations that g {on
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of V
the CCR management operations.

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

N

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

Information required.

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

6. I response to quesdon 5 is o, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior o ransportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR ot
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

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

8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed atthe
landfill? If the answeris yes, describe
correctlve action measures below.

measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes belovw.

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

/ 9. |are current CCR fugitive dust control

11.  |Werethe citizen complaints Jogged? ’ ’

Additfonal Notes:

|

I

I
- - | .
Q\Waste Connections\Lansing\CCR. Plan, Fmal\Weelkly Tnspection For, 10_2015=ds<



4

WE]E]K]LY COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) II\TSCPECIION REP ORT

S G LANDEILL
Date: dg ’«9\ o Inspector; i A & 3% V

Time: 7 - | g"@‘ Weather Conditions:__ - 4/ . v‘k_/i
’ Yes ‘ No / . Notes 1
CCR Landfl Tategrity Taspection (per 40 CER 5257.84) ]
1. Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or ]
localized settlement observed on the I %
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing [/ i
CCR7 : _ i
2. Were conditions observed within the cells /
containing CCR or within the general landfill I/

operarions that represent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR menagement operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general IJandfill operations that
represent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dﬁst]’nspecﬁon (per 40 CER §257.80(b)(4)

4.  [Was CCR received during the reporting \/

period? If answer is no, no additional
1nformation required.

5. Was all. CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) pror to delivery to lend{ll?

6. Iresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR
conditoned (wetted) prior 10 tansportto
landfill workdng face, or was the CCR not
susceprable To fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
(landf]l access roads?

8. Was CCR fugittve dust observed at the
landfll? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

S .Are current CCR fugitive dust conmol
measures effective? If the answer is no,
describe recommended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
pedod? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question

L 11. lWere the cifizen complaints logged? ’ ’

Addigdonal Notes:

I
r
j
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WE]E]EI,Y COAL COWUSIION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPEC’IION REP OJRT

. SING I,ANDEXEI,L
Date: @ h ﬁ\\ - 241 Insgector @\ /
Time:, : k% %‘ Weather Conditions: __° % (AN h&i _
, Yes { No , . Nozes —,
CCR Landfll Tntegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.84) [
1. "Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Jocalized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing /
CCR? ] : pd
2. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll /
operatons that represent a potental distuption [/
to ongoing CCR management operations?
3. Were conditions observed within the cells or

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

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

4

"Was CCR received during the reporting
perdod? If answeris no, no additonal

mformation required.

Was a1l CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

Ifresponse to quesdon 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior to transport to
1andfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
|lendfl] access roads?

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfili? IEthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

Are current CCR fugitive dust control
meastres effective? If the answeris no,
descmbe recommended changes below.

10.

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting

period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

| 1L

Were the citizen complaints Iogged?

Additonal Notes:

1
{

N !

Q\Waste Connections\Lansin S\CCR Flan Final\Weekly Inspection Foxth 10_2015x1s=
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W]EJEKHLY COAL COM[BUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ]NSPECIION REIPORT
I,
Date; % LE 2% Inspecta WA;R

t;j)(a Weather Conditions: - (A )M(’ M j/

Time: _
’ Yes ’ No ’ . Notes W
CCR Landfll Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84) |
1. “Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
- localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing !
CCR? . _ -l i
2. Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfill
|

operations that represent 2 potential disruption Z/
o ongoing CCR management operations?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general IandfTl operations that

represent 2 potenfial distuption of the safety of .
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive ]D?isf:InsP ecfion (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)@)

4. |Was CCR received during the reporting T l/
period? If answer is no, no additional V

- mformation required.
) S Was all CCR conditioned (by wetting or dust
suppresants) phor to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse 1o queston 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wetted) DriOL T ransport o
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitve dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
L landfl] access roads?

8. ‘Was CCR fugittve dust observed arthe
landfll? Tfthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

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

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
pedod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

1I. [Were the citizen complaints Jogged? I ’

Additdonal Notes:

.f
.'

- I
Q\Waste Connections\Lansin \CCR Plan Final\Weeldy Inspection Forh 10_201Sxlsx

1



