
State Regulation of CCPs & CCBs in Texas 
 
 
Michael J. Nasi and Rebecca L. Fink 
 
Lloyd Gosselink Blevins Rochelle & Townsend, P.C. 
 
 
Over the past decade, coal combustion residues have been used at Texas mine sites for a variety 
of beneficial uses under a regulatory framework administered by the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and the Railroad Commission of Texas (RCT).  TCEQ is the 
Texas agency with delegated authority from EPA to administer federal hazardous waste laws, 
including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (hereinafter referred to as RCRA).  The 
RCT is the Texas agency with delegated authority from OSM to administer federal mining 
regulations, including the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (hereinafter referred to 
as SMCRA).   
 
In 2001, TCEQ promulgated explicit regulations (the “Non-waste Criteria”) governing whether a 
given mine site use of a coal combustion residue qualifies as a “beneficial use,” thereby 
rendering the residue a Coal Combustion Product (CCP), or “disposal,” thereby rendering the 
residue a Coal Combustion By-product (CCB).1  The practice of the RCT, up until the 2001 
TCEQ rulemaking, was to authorize CCP mine site use based upon site-specific letters from 
TCEQ confirming the beneficial use status of a given residue and use.  When the TCEQ practice 
of issuing site-specific letters ended with the promulgation of the self-implementing Non-waste 
Criteria, RCT staff began to express reluctance about approving mine site uses of CCPs. To 
ameliorate that situation and further encourage the beneficial use of CCPs, the Texas Coal 
Combustion Product Coalition (Texas CCP Coalition) initiated discussions with the RCT staff 
and management which culminated with the filing of a petition for rulemaking in 2002 to clarify 
and streamline the RCT regulation of CCPs in Texas.  After an initial notice and comment period 
and OSM review, that rulemaking remains pending at the RCT while changes are made to 
address issues raised during the review process. 
 
After reviewing the CCP mine site uses currently employed in Texas, this paper will review in 
detail the Texas regulatory framework governing those uses.  As part of this review, the paper 
will identify and discuss the remaining issues to be resolved in the pending RCT rulemaking 
governing CCP use and CCB disposal at Texas mine sites.  The paper will conclude with the 
Texas CCP Coalition’s perspective on the appropriate resolution of those issues and a 
reemphasis on the critical importance of a clear regulatory framework governing CCP mine site 
use and CCB disposal at mine sites. 
  
I. Production of Coal Combustion Residue in Texas 
 

                                                 
1 30 Tex. Admin. Code 335.1(131)(H). 
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Texas is the fifth largest coal-producing state in the nation and depends on coal for roughly 50 
percent of the electricity consumed in Texas.  According to the Energy Information 
Administration’s 2004 report, Texas consumed 105,376 short tons in 2003, making it the largest 
consumer of coal in the United States.  Not surprisingly then, Texas is the largest producer of 
coal combustion residue in the United States.  Texas alone produces about 15 million tons of 
coal ash per year, which equates to about 12% of the national total.  Approximately 60%–70% of 
coal ash produced in Texas is currently being beneficially used.  This number has increased from 
15% in 1992.  In some cases, Texas electricity generating facilities are able to use 100% of the 
ash they produce and are even reclaiming material previously disposed of in order to beneficially 
reuse it.  Notwithstanding these numbers, there is significant room to improve: it has been 
reported that 83% of the Texas industrial solid waste stream is made up of coal ash that was, for 
whatever reason, not beneficially reused.  
 
II. Use of CCPs at Mine Sites in Texas 
 
Most of the coal mines in Texas have electricity generating facilities situated adjacent to the 
mine; the mine and the adjacent electric generating facilities are often referred to as “mine-mouth 
operations.”  This set-up facilitates the use of CCPs at mine sites by creating a natural 
partnership between each mine and its adjacent electricity generating facility.  Also, the 
proximity of the operations means that the distance CCPs have to be transported to be 
beneficially used is minimal.  In fact, vehicles transporting coal to the electricity generating 
facility can, instead of returning empty for another load of coal, return with CCPs for beneficial 
use at the mine site.   
 
Texas mine operators and the RCT have recognized that CCPs can be used for numerous 
purposes at a mine site in both the active mining operation and during the reclamation process.  
CCPs have been used at Texas mine sites to construct and maintain haul roads, ancillary roads, 
pit ramps, and construction projects such as equipment pads, drainage control structures, and 
erosion control structures. CCPs have also been used as fill material to achieve AOC in 
reclamation activities.  In fact, all of the following beneficial uses have been approved and 
implemented at Texas mine sites: 

 
• Roads:  CCPs have been used as a structural fill layer to bring both primary haul roads and 

ancillary roads to necessary grade in place.  CCPs have also been used in the road base in 
place of clay and aggregate.  CCPs have also been used as a traction agent on primary haul 
roads and ancillary roads, instead of the limestone rock and other aggregate materials that are 
generally used.  

 
• Ramps:  CCPs have been used for structural fill in the construction of ramps in active pit 

areas in place of the use of virgin dirt or spoil material.  In addition, CCPs have been used to 
surface the ramps to provide the necessary traction to efficiently access the pits during 
inclement weather conditions (i.e. when the ramps are slippery, wet, and/or frozen).   

 
• Construction:  CCPs have been used as a substitute for aggregate or soil and as an ingredient 

in cement or grout in on-site construction projects.  Such projects include equipment 
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construction and repair pads, well pads, drainage control structures and erosion control 
structures. 

 
• Reclamation:  CCPs have been used in areas where there are low volumes of available spoil 

material and in order to minimize additional disturbance during the project for pit 
reclamation or, ultimately, at the end of the project for final pit reclamation.  For Abandoned 
Mine Land (AML) projects, CCPs could also be used to complete reclamation for pit areas 
which previously had little to no reclamation performed. 

 
III. Existing Texas Regulations Governing CCP Use 

As noted above, the two regulatory bodies governing the use of CCPs at mine sites in Texas are 
the TCEQ and the RCT.  As the RCRA-delegate agency in Texas, the TCEQ is responsible for 
making the initial determination of whether the coal-combustion residue is “waste”.  Material 
produced from coal-combustion in utility boilers may be exempted from the definition of 
“waste” by the TCEQ if it qualifies as a “product.”  To qualify as a product—and thereafter be 
properly referred to as a CCP—the material must meet certain “Non-waste Criteria” (discussed 
further below).   
 
Once a material is deemed to be a CCP, then the TCEQ regulation of the material is reduced to 
an enforcement/oversight role and the specific approvals necessary for the material to be used at 
Texas mine site are governed by the RCT.2  If the material does not qualify as a product, then it 
is considered to be a waste and is considered to be a coal combustion by-product (CCB), as 
opposed to a CCP.  The TCEQ continues to regulate the handling and disposal of CCBs and, to 
the extent the disposal activity occurs within a RCT-permitted mine, the TCEQ and RCT retain 
concurrent jurisdiction over the activity, much as they do, for example, over sedimentation ponds 
(which the TCEQ regulates as the general Clean Water Act delegate agency in Texas in 
coordination with RCT, which retains primary day-to-day oversight of the ponds).3
 
Historically, generators of coal combustion residue would submit information to the TCEQ to 
demonstrate that the material was a product and not a waste.  The operator of the mine at which 
the material was proposed to be used would additionally specify the intended uses of the 
material.  The TCEQ (formerly called the TNRCC) would then apply the “non-waste criteria” 
(then contained in guidance document – RG-240), and determine if the material was appropriate 
for exemption from being considered “waste” and, if so, issue individual letters confirming that 
the material was not "waste" when used for the specified purposes.  The RCT staff then relied 
upon these confirmation letters to issue site-specific approvals for the use of CCPs at Texas mine 
sites.   
 

                                                 
2 See 26 Tex. Reg. 3807 (2001) (“The rule adds a self-implementing exemption from the definition of 

"solid waste" for certain recycling activities involving application of nonhazardous materials to the land or involving 
their use in materials which are applied to the land. The rule also eliminates the need to perform case-by-case 
determinations in every instance that such an exemption applies.”).   

 
3 See Chapter 361 of the Texas Health & Safety Code; Chapter 26 of the Texas Water Code. 
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In 2001, the TCEQ formally adopted a rule that codified, with some changes, the non-waste 
criteria guidance into the definition of "solid waste".  Specifically, the TCEQ adopted an 
amendment to Title 30, Chapter 335 of the Texas Administrative Code to exempt from the 
definition of “solid waste” material that meets all of the following criteria: 
 
1. A legitimate market exists for the recycling material as well as its products. 
 
2. The recycling material is managed and protected from loss, as would be raw materials 

or ingredients or products. 
 
3. The quality of the product is not degraded by substitution of raw material or product 

with the recycling material. 
 
4. The use of the recycling material is an ordinary use, and it meets or exceeds the 

specifications of the product it is replacing without treatment or reclamation. Or if the 
recycling material is not replacing a product, the recycling material is a legitimate 
ingredient in a production process and meets or exceeds raw material specifications 
without treatment or reclamation (note: treatment may impact future flue gas 
desulfurization (FGD) utilization; this is in another section of the report). 

 
5. The recycling material is not burned for energy recovery, used to produce a fuel, or 

contained in a fuel. 
 
6. The recycling material is a legitimate ingredient in a production process and meets or 

exceeds raw material specifications without treatment or reclamation. 
 
7. The recycling material must not present an increased risk to human health, the 

environment, or waters of the state when applied to the land or used in products which 
are applied to the land and the material, as generated: 
 
• Is a Class 3 Waste under the TCEQ waste classification rules4; or 

                                                 
4 30 Tex. Admin. Code 335.1(131)(H)(vii)(I), referencing Subchapter R of Chapter 330 of Title 30 of the 

Texas Administrative Code for purposes of determining whether the material is a Class 3 waste. In contrast to EPA 
regulations and several other states which end the waste classification analysis after a material is deemed non-
hazardous, TCEQ regulations further define non-hazardous industrial solid wastes as belonging to one of three 
categories: 
 
Class I:  Any industrial waste that is toxic; corrosive; flammable; a strong sensitizer or irritant; a generator of sudden 
pressure by decomposition, heat, or other means; or may pose a substantial present or potential danger to human 
health or the environment.  To be a CCP, material cannot be a Class I waste. 
 
Class II:  Any industrial waste which cannot be described as hazardous under Class I or does not meet the criteria for 
Class III. The majority of CCPs produced in Texas are categorized as Class II wastes. 
 
Class III:  Inert and essentially insoluble industrial waste.   The TCEQ rules allow that Class III wastes of any kind 
can be used without any specific approval as fill to bring land to natural grade for development.  
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• Is a Class 2 Waste solely due to elevated concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, chromium, 
lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, and total dissolved solids and does not exceed a 
specified concentration limit, which is tied to the application rate of the material.5 

 
8.  The recycling material is, in fact, recycled at a rate of at least 75% per year (by weight o 

volume) of the annual production rate or is transferred to a different site and recycled on an 
annual basis.  If the recycling material is placed in protective storage, the operator is allowed 
a two-year period to realize the above-referenced recycling rate. 

 
When the TCEQ adopted the Non-waste Criteria Rule, the TCEQ made it clear that the 
previously issued CCP authorizations would remain in effect.  See 26 Tex. Reg. 3807, 3811-3812 
(2001).  The TCEQ also indicated in the preamble to the rule that the criteria were self-
implementing as to uses not previously approved and that additional site-specific or use-specific 
letters were not necessary.  See id. at 3807.   
 
The TCEQ was also clear in explaining that it was not going to issue site-specific letters, but 
would rather depend on the individual generators and users to apply the criteria and make the 
waste-determination themselves.  This meant that the RCT no longer had site-specific letters 
from the TCEQ upon which to depend in issuing approvals.  It became apparent from 
correspondence and discussions with the RCT Surface Mining and Reclamation Division 
(SMRD) staff, that the SMRD staff was reluctant to encourage CCP use at mines sites due to the 
self-implementing nature of the TCEQ rule.  This apparent reluctance on the part of SMRD staff 
has temporarily deterred many operators from proposing new or continued CCP uses at mine 
sites in Texas.   
 
IV. Texas CCP Coalition Rulemaking Petition 
 
In response to the above-referenced reluctance of the RCT SMRD staff, a group of electric 
generating facilities that produce CCPs banded together with mine operators that used CCPs or 
hoped to use CCPs at their mine sites to form the Texas CCP Coalition.  The Texas CCP 
Coalition met with RCT staff and management to determine the most appropriate regulatory 
approach to facilitate the beneficial reuse of CCPs in Texas.  It was ultimately decided that the 
best approach was for the Texas CCP Coalition to petition the RCT to adopt a revised set of rules 
that would standardize the process by which the SMRD staff would review applications to 
beneficially use CCPs.  It was also decided that additional clarity should be brought to issues 
surrounding the disposal of CCBs within or adjacent to RCT-permitted mine sites.   
 
The Texas CCP Coalition’s petition proposed specific regulatory provisions to accomplish the 
goals set out above.  The petition additionally noted that it was appropriate—if not critical—for 
Texas to clarify its regulations as soon as possible because a host of federal agencies6 was then in 
                                                 

5 30 Tex. Admin. Code 335.1(131)(H)(vii)(II)(-b-), referencing 30 Tex. Admin. Code 312.43(b)(3), Table 3 
for the metals limits.   

 
6 The federal evaluation of the need (or lack thereof) for federal regulation of CCP mine site uses is a 

cooperative effort between the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Office of Surface Mining (OSM) of the 
Department of the Interior, with critical input by the Department of Energy (DOE) and the Interstate Mining 
Compact Commission (IMCC). 
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the process of finalizing their evaluation of whether any additional federal oversight was needed 
with regard to the regulation of CCP uses or CCB disposal at mine sites across the U.S. The 
Coalition reasoned and publicly asserted that, in order to reassure the federal government and 
eliminate any perceived need for EPA regulation of CCPs or CCBs, it was necessary for states 
such as Texas to have clear and explicit rules in place governing the waste and mine issues that 
are capable of being efficiently reviewed by the federal government.     

 
The original rule petition drafted by the Texas CCP Coalition aimed to rectify the uncertainty 
associated with the existing regulations by defining CCBs and CCPs, affirming the several 
beneficial uses of CCPs at Texas mine sites, and confirming that the disposal of CCBs and the 
use of CCPs are mining-related activities that may be retained by a permittee in a RCT-issued 
mine permit. The proposed rule also attempted to reduce uncertainty by requiring an operator to 
submit extensive documentation so that the RCT staff would have adequate information to 
review and the RCT would have an adequate administrative record to support all approved 
mining and reclamation plans that contemplate the use of CCPs or disposal of CCBs.  The Texas 
CCP Coalition proposed that once the proposed rule changes were in effect, RCT staff would be 
able to conduct more timely and efficient reviews of applications that involve the use of CCPs or 
disposal of CCBs at mine sites in Texas.  
 
The language of the rule, as  petitioned by the Texas CCP Coalition and proposed by the RCT in 
the Texas Register on November 28. 2003 is included as Attachment A to this paper. 
 
V. Net Environmental Benefits of CCP Use at Texas Mine Sites 
 
The proposed rule language was not intended to relax any environmental standards applicable to 
the practice of using CCPs and CCBs at mine sites.  Rather, the Texas CCP Coalition showed 
that the rule would provide more certainty, due to the additional documentation requirements, 
and positive environmental benefits by facilitating the use of CCPs in lieu of other raw materials.  
The Texas CCP Coalition explained that this reduction in the need for other raw materials which 
would lead to a reduction in the amount of disturbed land and reduce a number of other 
environmental impacts associated with the use of non-CCP materials.  
 
For example, with regard to the use of CCPs in the construction of haul roads at Texas mines, the 
Texas CCP Coalition explained that, absent the use of CCPs, the structural fill layer used to bring 
the primary roads to the necessary grade would be comprised of clay. The road base and the 
surface layers would be comprised of clay, aggregate, and quick lime.  The use of bottom ash in 
place of clay and the use of fly ash and stabilized scrubber sludge in place of lime could provide 
several environmental benefits.  First, less total land would have to be disturbed since less clay 
and aggregate will need to be extracted. There are numerous ancillary benefits to disrupting less 
land.  For example, there is less potential for disturbing ecologically-valuable habitat.  Second, 
the use of CCPs, which are readily available on-site or immediately adjacent to the mine site (at 
the power plant), will reduce potential diesel & particulate matter emissions and noise and safety 
issues associated with blasting, extracting, crushing, sizing, and hauling non-CCP materials.  
Third, CCPs are typically transported by truck over existing mine roads.  In some operations, the 
transportation network not only enables the haulage of coal or lignite to the power plant, it also 
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allows a reverse trip to haul CCPs from the power plant to the mine area.  Therefore, vehicular 
diesel emissions are reduced by the utilization of an otherwise empty haul truck.   
 
The Texas CCP Coalition also advanced the environmental benefits of facilitating the use of 
CCPs for other beneficial uses, to include to assist in achieving AOC by providing an additional 
volume of material that could be used to enhance AOC activities at certain mine sites.  The 
Texas CCP Coalition explained: 
 
1. CCPs can be essential to ensuring and enhancing AOC in ongoing reclamation when there 

are periodic shortages of overburden (spoil) available for reclamation purposes in the 
immediate vicinity. 

 
2. CCPs can greatly enhance the flexibility of achieving AOC by allowing the operator to lessen 

steeper slopes in areas where low volumes of available spoil material typically result in 
steeper postmine slopes. 

 
3. Use of CCPs in other conditions of pit reclamation enable placement of the CCPs to create 

slope diversity and enhance postmine contours while maintaining compliance with the 
regulatory permitting requirements.  Typically in active mine areas, CCPs are placed in pits 
at depth below the approved topsoil and subsoil depth increments.   

 
4. Use of CCPs in the manners described above may reduce landowner concerns at the time of 

Reclamation Performance Bond release by improving the attractiveness of land features 
created during the reclamation process. 

 
5. Use of CCPs for final pit reclamation provides benign material in situations where the 

material from a boxcut has low pH.  In those situations, the CCP material would be better 
quality and more protective of the environment than the low pH material.  Minimizing low 
pH conditions in the final pit would minimize that potential condition in surface water 
drainage and groundwater thereby minimizing or eliminating environmental degradation.   

 
6. Use of CCPs for final pit reclamation would decrease the amount of disturbed acreage, 

therefore potentially decreasing disturbance acreage of vegetation and habitat by not having 
to re-disturb the initial boxcut area, which has been covered, revegetated and stabilized 
(pursuant to RCT regulations) for several years.   

 
7. Although final pit impoundments may be appropriate in some cases, they may not always be 

an option, thereby making it necessary for permittees to fill in the final pit to achieve AOC.  
In addition, in some cases, creation of final pit impoundments may require disturbance of 
additional acreage to achieve the necessary side slopes depending on the intended use of the 
impoundment following release of the reclamation performance bond, i.e., flatter side slopes 
than if sloped for final pit reclamation. 

  
8. Use of CCPs improves the material balance for reclamation of the project and provides 

operational flexibility, which increases the efficiency of the operation.   
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9. Use of CCPs in final reclamation results in reduced emissions from diesel equipment by 
having less acreage that needs to be disturbed. 

 
10. Use of CCPs in some operations enables direct haul-back of CCP material from a nearby 

facility, i.e., electric generating facility, to the mine, which results in reduced diesel 
emissions and also increases the efficiency of the operation.  

 
11. Use of CCPs for final pit reclamation may eliminate significant impacts to the reclamation 

timetable when not re-disturbing the boxcut area.  This would ultimately result in minimizing 
delays in release of the Reclamation Performance Bond by not having to “start the clock” 
over for reclamation of a re-disturbed boxcut area.  

 
12. By using CCP material to fill the majority of the final pit, the volume (and distance) of 

material required from the highwall side may be greatly reduced. 
 
In sum, there are a number of benefits to be achieved from the use of CCPs in achieving 
approximate original contours—even at a side where there is technically enough soil to achieve 
AOC without the use of CCPs. CCPs would not be used when excess spoil would have to be 
landfilled, but can be used when the soil balance is marginal and utilizing the soil available 
requires redisturbing an original boxcut spoil pile that has likely been reclaimed years before it is 
needed.  Redisturbing the original cut-area, moving the soil, and then reclaiming both the 
redisturbed area and the newly filled area can all be avoided by the use of CCPs.   
 
Note that the net environmental benefits described above formed the foundation for a table that 
was included in EPA's background documents in preparation for their facilitated stakeholders 
meeting on minefill practices for coal combustion residue on May 19 and 20, 2003.  That table is 
included as Attachment B to this paper.  
 
In addition to environmental benefits associated with the mine site use of CCPs in Texas, the 
Texas CCP Coalition urged in its petition the practical and economic benefits to be derived from 
a more efficient process for reviewing plans that contemplate CCP use and CCB disposal.  In 
particular, the flexibility afforded by the ability to use CCPs and CCBs instead of procuring 
alternative products or managing the material in other locations would result in a significant cost-
savings to the operator of a mine, the generator of the CCPs and CCBs, and, ultimately, the 
consumers of electricity in Texas.  The Texas CCP Coalition argued that the cost-savings could 
be a critical component to the continued economic use of coal, which is the cornerstone of sound 
energy policy in Texas and throughout the U.S. 
 
VI. OSM Response to Rulemaking 
 
As required, the RCT submitted the proposed rulemaking to the Office of Surface Mining (OSM) 
for their comments.  OSM’s response, which is included as Attachment C, requested clarification 
on a number of points relating to mine site use of CCPs and generally sought from the RCT a 
more clear “road map” on how the TCEQ and RCT concurrent jurisdiction over CCB disposal 
operates in Texas. 
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VII. Pending RCT Response to OSM – Current Status of Regulations 
 
The RCT is currently in the process of deciding how it must revise the pending rule to be 
responsive to OSM’s comments.  The SMRD staff drafted a set of revised rule language and 
narrative explanations designed to be responsive to the OSM comments.  The Texas CCP 
Coalition has stated its concern to the RCT Commissioners, in a public meeting on January 13, 
2005, that the SMRD staff made more wholesale changes than were required by OSM’s 
comments.  For example, the OSM wrote: “By policy OSM views the disposal of coal 
combustion by-products as disposal of noncoal mine waste.  Texas needs to clarify in its 
regulations or a policy document that it will require disposal operations to adhere to Texas’ 
noncoal mine wastes disposal regulations as well as any special and/or additional requirements 
that site-specific conditions may require.”  In response to this request that Texas clarify that 
CCBs are noncoal mine waste,  SMRD staff’s response defined both CCBs and CCPs as noncoal 
mine waste and stated that it considered the use of CCPs as fill to be a use “constituting 
disposal.”   
 
It is the Texas CCP Coalition’s position that this revision to the rules goes beyond what is 
necessary to be responsive to OSM and the language used by the SMRD staff contradicts TCEQ 
regulations.  The Texas CCP Coalition noted that OSM is aware of the significance of the terms 
“disposal” and “coal combustion by-products” as contrasted with “use” and “coal combustion 
products” and used its language precisely, therein not indicating any need for any change 
relevant to the use of CCPs.   
 
The Texas CCP Coalition further believe that the TCEQ regulations determine whether a 
material is legally characterized as a “waste” or a “product” – that is, to be considered coal 
combustion "products" (CCPs) and not coal combustion "by-products" (CCBs) – and that 
inherent in the TCEQ criteria is that a material may not be considered a "product" if it is used in 
a manner that constitutes disposal.  The Texas CCP Coalition, therefore, is pressing the issue 
with the RCT that it is legally inconsistent to characterize CCPs (which, by definition, meet the 
TCEQ non-waste criteria) as "waste" or the beneficial use of CCPs as "constituting disposal."  
The Texas CCP Coalition recommends, therefore, that the definition of "non-coal mine waste" 
should be revised to explicitly reference CCBs, but not CCPs. 
 
There are a number of other concerns that the Texas CCP Coalition has with the RCT SMRD’s 
initial proposed response to OSM that will be the subject of extensive public deliberations among 
the RCT Commissioners in the very near term.  At the time this paper is going to press, no RCT 
Commissioner Public Meeting has been set to deliberate the issues, but a resolution is expected 
very soon and, in fact, may be finalized by this paper is presented at the 2005 conference.  
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VIII. Conclusion 
 
As the producer of more coal combustion residue than any other state in the union, it is critical 
for Texas to have a regulatory program in place that facilitates the beneficial mine site use of 
CCPs and clarifies the concurrent jurisdiction of the TCEQ and RCT over CCB disposal at Texas 
mine sites.  When the RCT completes its pending rulemaking, Texas will finally have both 
TCEQ and RCT regulations that are clear and express so that operators, the public, and EPA can 
be assured of the process and the measures in place to protect human health and the environment.  
Especially as it relates to the beneficial mine site use of CCPs, easily discernable regulations are 
critical if we hope to accomplish EPA and Department of Energy goals regarding the increased 
beneficial reuse of CCPs.   
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