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W]E]E]EZJLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (Cccry INSJ?EC’.]E[ON JREJPORI

Datee_ K- 16 —2& Tnspector ﬁw&yp(

Time: 7 P QE[ Weather Conditions: '/’) oV £, G s %

| ¥ | o | Notes

E: CR Landfll Tategrity Fuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ori |

Iocalized settlement observed on the .
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing i / !

CCRZ _
-2 Were conditions observed svithin the cells

containing CCR. or within the generzl landfll
operations thatrepresent a potential disrapdon

S

within. the general Jandfll operations that
represent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

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

4 "Was CCR received duting the reporting

To ongoing CCR management operatons? k/k
3. Were condiions observed within the cells or X VI)/

period? Ifansweris no, no additfonal

infommation required.
5. Was all CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresents) prior to delivery to Jandfill?

. Ifresponse o questdon S is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wemed) prior to transportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptzble 1o fugitive dust generation?

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

landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, describe .

8. Was CCR fugittve dust observed atthe
correcive action measures below.

Are corrent CCR fugidve dnst conmol

describerecommended changes below.

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,

1L I Were the citizen complainrs Jogged? I 1

Addittonal Notes:
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'WEEKI,Y COATL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CCry DTSJEECHON RER OM
¢ A IS ; LA.{\UDML
oG- G Tnspecto \ ]’\y/

i Dater

" Time: Weather Conditions- _

1 . ’ Xes ’ No ’ Vofes

LCCRIandﬂlInceg:{tyIu@ecnon (pexr 40 CER. 5257.84)

'Was bulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement ori |
Iocelized setdement observed on the .
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing

CCR7 - -

Were conditions observed <withi the ;ells‘
containing CCR or within the geners] landfll
operarions that represent a potential disruption

— ] ] ]

within the general landfill operations that
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of

“Were condftions observed withim the cells or
the CCR management operations.

CangrtLveDustIn@ ecfion (per 40 CER §257.80(h) (@)

to ongoing CCR management operations? l//

4. Was CCR recefved durmg the reporting
perfod? Ifanswerismo, no addifonal

1oformation required.

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

6.  |[Irespomseto queston 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditoned (wetwed) prior O TLanSpOoIt o
landfll working face, or was the CCR. not
susceptable 1o fugitive dust generarion?

lc
[Lt = IW& <L CCR condidoned (by wemiag of Gust I ’ ] ,
i

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or o .
landfill access roads? i}

8- .
/landﬂll? Ifthe answeris ves, describe / . / /
measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o,
complaints received dudng the TIeportng

Was CCR fughiive dust observed arthe
corrective action measures belovw.
-9 Are corrent CCR faghtve dust control
describe recommended changes below.
IO_ ‘Were CCR fugitive dustrelated oigzen
period? Ifthe answeris yes, auswer question
L 11, [ ‘Were the citizen complaints Io gged? J 1

Addifonal Wotes:

|
- - 1
1
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WEJEEI,Y COAT COMBUSTION RESIDUAL CCCR) H\TSJEEC'JJION JRE?OJRI

Date- §( — KZ Z Qh@&t@m 7

Time: B 1 U Weamher Conditons: - 5D e e _

(= T w T o

L]

'CCRI,andfrﬂInfegcﬁ:yIn@ecﬁon (pexr 40 CER.5257.84)

1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement orr ]
Iocalized settflement observed om the o
*  [sideslopes orupper deck of cells contatning

CCRr7 ) )
-2 Were conditions observed within the cells

containing CCR. or within the general landfll" '

operarfons thatrepresent a potential disroption

o ongoing CCR meanagement operarions?

3. "Were conditions observed within the cells or
withn the general Jandfll operations that
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

4 Was CCR xeceived dwdng the reporting

period? Ifansweris o, no additional
1nformatdon required.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CEFR §257.80(b) (&)

’ 5 Was a1l CCR conditioned. (by wening or dust
suppresants) priorto delivery to landfill?

6.  |Ifresponseto queston 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wened) prior to TENSpOITTO
lendfll working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable o fagitve dwst generarion?

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

landfill? IFthe answeris ves, describe

8- Was CCR fugittve dust observed arthe ' .
corrective action measures below.

Are current CCR fugittve dust conmwol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describerecommended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated ciizen.
complamts received daring the reportng
peod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 f ‘Were the citizen complaints Jogged? , J

Addidonal Notes:

~ J I
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL Cccr) INSPECTION REP ORI

LANSING LANDFILL
Date: % /-2 &g h@eeﬁ% LJ\DQx

e e Wearher Conditions: - (OU ANC VTYL\ M‘*Cj{%‘

Time:
l Yes ’ No l _ Nofes 7
CCR Landsil Tntegrity Taspection (per 40 CHR 5257.84 |
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
Iocalized settlement observed on the

sideslopes or upper deck of cells conraining \/ —
CCR7 . .

2. “Were conditions observed within the cells

containng CCR or within the general landfll
operarions that represent a potential disraption ey
to ongoing CCR mmanagement operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general 1andfill operations that

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

CCR Frgifive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR §257.80(h)(4)

4. [Was CCRreceived during the reporting I '/ i
period? IF answer is no, no additional I/

Infonmation required

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

6. Ifresponse to gquestion 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wered) prior to transport o
1andfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceprable to fugitive dust generation?

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

landf? If the answeris ves, describe
corrective action measures below.

8. /Was CCR fuogitive dust observed ar the

\‘ e

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

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

L 11 JWere the citizen complaints logged? ’ ’

Addional Notes:

|
- i

J
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUATL (CCr) INS-PEC'I'ION REPORT
SEB SING LANDEILL. :

Date: 7“55 — Tnspector; b* W(&}x/\\/\.
Time:_7° 4 & Weather Conditions: L) ‘ﬂ\\
I Yes I No ’ ) DNofes }
CCR Landfill Integrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84) 7
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or
localized settlement observed on the
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing e
CCR2? - _ -
2 Were conditions observed within the cells”
containing CCR or within the general landfll /'
operations thar represent 2 potential disraption
o 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.

y

CCR Fuogitive Dust Taspection (per 40 CFR. §257.80(5)(4)

4.

Was CCR received during the reporting
period? If answerIs no, no additional

Infommaton required.

v

Was all CCR conditioned (by weting or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6.

Ifresponse to queston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) prior t transportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7.

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

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
landfTll? If the answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures belovw.

.Are current CCR fagitive dust comtrol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
descdbe recormmended changes below.

L 10.

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
pefod? Ifthe answeris yves, answer question

L 11.

‘Were the citizen complaints Io gged?

Addivonal Notes:-

Q\Waste Connections\T ansin.
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