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WE]E]K]LY COATL CONMBUSTIION RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPJECIION IZJEZIE’ORI

EC) Zb /Z(&In@ecto::\ f{%‘sgh;@%

S5 Weather Conditions:__ <2 a0 O V(QST[‘

Date-

Time;

a , Yes ) No l - DNofes

CCR Lanafll Totegrtty Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.88

1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, xotatfonal movement or
localized settflement observed on the i
©  |szdeslopes orupper deck of cells containing f

) CCR7 . -
-2 "Were condifions observed withi the cells

containtag CCR. or within the general Tandfll
operations thatrepresent a potential disruption
to ongoing CCR management operations? :

3. Were condidons observed within the cells or X
within the general Tandfll operations that N
Tepresent a potential disruption of the safety of L

- L
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive Dusth@ ection (per 40 CER §257-80(®)(@)

4. Was CCR recelved dwring the reporting
period? If answeris mo, no additional

HA

information required.
5. Was a1l CCR. conditioned. (by wening or dust .
suppresants) prior to delivery to Jandil?

6. Ifresponseto gueston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) DPTiOr 10 TanspOortTo
lan@fll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to Fughtive dust generation?

7 JWas CCR spillage observed at the scale or on

Tan & access Toads?

‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the

corrective action measures below.

S -ATe current CCR fogitive dust conmol
measures effective? If the answeris no,
describe recommended changes below.

8 -
L /landﬁ]l? IEthe answeris yves, describe / . /

10. ‘Were CCR fagitive dustreiated cItzen
cornplaints recefved during the Teportng

period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

11. lWere the citizen complaiars Iogged?

-ASddidonal WNortess

]
~ J .
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Date: ﬂjﬁgcé' <&

’

- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION

SEB LANSING I.

o

A,

RESIDUAL (CCR) INSPECTION REPO
E0CE

Inspector; ﬂ ' A é

T Time:

3.5 Weather Conditfons:_ -£C

ﬁ/{/:\(\\.\ -

]

’ |

Yes , No , ; Nofes

L1 ]

CCR Landfil Tutegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84

i

Was bulging, sHdmg, Totatfonal noverent or - i
loczlized settlement observed on the i
sideslopes orupper deck of cells conTaining

CCRrR7 -

Were condifions observed within the cells
contzining CCR. or within the genera] Jandfll
operarions that Tepresent = potential, dsrapton
o ongoing CCR mmanagement operations?

]

‘Were conditions observed within the calls or
within the general JandaSIl operations that
representa potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

B!

LCCREUgEE.ve Dt‘n:&]':sg eclion (pex 40 CER §257.80(b)(9)

O

Was CCR. received during the reporting
perod? Ifamswerismno, no addifonal
Information required.

v

T

5.

Was all CCR condiioned (by “ening or dust
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfii?

, i

g
B
|

6-

Ifresponseto guestion 5 is no, was CCR
conditioned (wetted) prior o TTENSpOITTo
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to faghtive dust generariony

I Was CCR.spillage observed at the scale oron

.

Was CCR fugitive dust observed at the
Iandfl? TFthe answeris yes, describe

Tan & access roads?
comective action measures b elow. /

\o
t

|
L
B
~
I

-ATe coorent CCR. fugfive dust comrol
meastres effective? Tfthe znsweris no,
describe recommended changes below.

10

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated ciizen
complaints recefved during the reporting
pediod? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston,

| 1z

l Werethe citizen cornplaints Jogged? {

A ddittonal Notess

i
i
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WE]EEDY COAT COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCJR) H\TSZPEC’IION REP ORI

Date: f@’ [Z- 2¢ Inspector\ﬁfs;i\ii gﬁ Vl/'

Time: id? & &- Weather Condifons:_ _

f Yes | o | Nozes

1]

CCR Landfll Infegrity Tuspection. (per 40 CFR 5257.84)

1 ‘Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement ori |
localized settlement observed on the .
©  |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing /

| CCRZ . ) -

-2 Were condifions observed within the cells
containmmg CCR. or within the general landfll”
operarions that represent a potential disropdon
o ongoing CCR management operations?

3. Were conditions observed within the cells or
withm the general Jandffll operations that
represent a potenfial distuption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

4. Was CCR received during the reporting

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

period? If answer Is no, no additional
Ipformation required

T 5. Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weting or dust i
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll?

R Ifresponse o question 5 is no, was CCR
condidoned (wemed) Drior T0 Transport o
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitve dust generation?

[ 7. !Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on,

Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe

Iandfill access roads? :
= :
/ /landﬁll’z Ifthe answeris yes, descibe ,

comrectuve action measures below.

S LAre corrent CCR. fagitdve dust conrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no,
describe recomnmended changes below.

10. |(Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen,
complaiors received durdng the reportng
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

L 11 ] Were the citizen complainrs Iogged? I ’

Addidonal Wortes:

|
. i
J
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) H\TSJE’ECHON REP O_RI

_ S%MSIN LANDECCL
Date; | & ’5 ,D Tnspector: Vﬁﬂ'\

Timne: Q} . Q/%/ Weather Conditions:
’ Yes U Vo l DNofes

-

CCR Landfll Integrity Tnspection (per 40 CER 5257.88

1- Was bulging, sliding, rotation=l movement ori |
localized settlement observed on the - ol
) ©  [sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing 1// I
CCR7 . _ -

-2 Were condifions observed within the cells
contalning CCR. or within the general landfll”
operations that represent a potental distuption V
to ongoing CCR managernent operarions?

3. Were condfiions observed within the cells or .
within the general landfill operations that i
represent 2 potential distuption of the safety of J
the CCR managerment operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER §257.80(5)(4) |
4. |Was CCR received dwing the reporting
period? If answer is 1o, no additional V /
informarion required
5. Was 21l CCR conditioned (by wetdng or dust ) ‘

suppresants) priorteo delivery to landfil?

- Ifresponseto gueston 5 isno, was CCR
condifoned (wetred) prior to wansportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR oot
susceptable o fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed zt the scale or on,
|landfill access roads?

Was CCR fugitive dust observed arthe
landfill? Ifthe answeris yes, describe . )
correctuve action measures below.

S .ATe coorent CCR fugitive dust control
measures effective? If the answerisno,
describe recommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reportng

period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer gquestdon
L 11 fW’ ere the citizen cornplaints Iogged? J J
Additdonal INotes: °

N i
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