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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
This market study evaluates the present and future supply and demand for construction aggregates in 
Southeast Michigan, including the greater Metropolitan Detroit area.  
 
The Southeast Michigan market draws on several sources of aggregate located in different areas of 
Michigan. These sources include sand and gravel from west and northwest of Detroit, slag produced in 
Dearborn and Ecorse, dock limestone from the upper and lower peninsulas and locally quarried limestone 
in Monroe County.    
 
Currently, the Southeast Michigan construction aggregate reserve base contains approximately 231 
million tons of permitted sand and gravel reserves and 140 million tons of limestone reserves. 
The Southeast Michigan construction aggregate market covered by this study consumed approximately 
22.6 million tons of aggregate from a variety of sources including sand, gravel, limestone, and slag in 
2014.  
 
Similarly, in the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand, 
gravel, limestone and slag) will be produced or imported into the market in 2015.  This quantity includes 
an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel. 
 
In addition to the need for construction aggregates to serve the region, the resources also serve significant 
internal need and demand from affiliates of AAOM and Levy.  As set forth in the Community Impact 
Statement, AAOM estimates that internal need may range from 1,500,000 tons to 2,000,000 tons per year 
(subject to market conditions). 
 
Based upon current aggregate consumption rates, by the end of the year 2024, the depletion of permitted 
and existing mines will result in a reduction in industry wide annual aggregate production capacity for the 
9 county study area of approximately 5.6 million tons, or 39% of current capacity.  
 
In addition, the demand for construction aggregates is projected to increase in future years for multiple 
reasons, including population growth, and increased federal and state road funding.  
 
Several bi-partisan studies reveal that Michigan roads continue to fall into disrepair and that an additional 
$1.2 billion in annual spending is necessary to bring 90% of the roads to a “good” condition. This amount 
is for State trunk-lines and does little for local roads which will require additional funding as well.  The 
recent passage of a comprehensive road funding package by the State of Michigan will generate $600 
million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion per year in 
2021.  This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of demand for 
quality aggregates to support those projects.   
 
Similarly, the Federal Government continues to work towards a long term source of funding for the 
highway trust fund. Recently, the president sent a $302 billion, 4-year surface transportation 
reauthorization proposal to Congress to address the issue. While the details of a comprehensive funding 
package are uncertain, it is safe to assume the funding levels will not drop below current levels in the next 
3-5 years and are likely to increase.  
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Population projections indicate a modest growth rate of 0.8% for southeastern Michigan through the next 
25 years (2040). The projected growth will be in all areas other than Wayne County. Increased population 
translates into increased demand for new housing, roads and related infrastructure. There is also a great 
need for infrastructure repair and renewal as Wayne County re-emerges as a viable entity. 
 
Oakland County is the second most populated county in Southeast Michigan and is projected to grow 
approximately 3.7 percent over the next 30 years. Livingston County, although not heavily populated, is 
projected to grow approximately 18.4 percent over the next 30 years. As suburban growth continues, both 
counties will experience a greater demand for construction aggregate. 
 
The additional demand for aggregate, coupled with the depletion of existing reserves, will necessitate 
opening new aggregate operations in Southeast Michigan.  Slag production is unlikely to increase 
substantially because it is tied to local steel production.  Domestic steel producers compete globally, and 
it is highly improbable that the metro area will see an expansion or addition of new steel production, given 
high relative labor costs and energy costs. Limestone imports should remain relatively constant, although 
they will be less cost competitive because of increased transportation costs and dock utilization charges. 
Therefore, the burden of replenishing reserves will fall primarily on local limestone quarries in the south 
and sand and gravel resources north and west of Detroit. Permitting new limestone and sand and gravel 
production facilities and extending permits of existing operations will allow the local capacity to cost 
effectively meet the increased aggregate demand in the Southeast Michigan market area. 
 
Urban and suburban growth combined with zoning and regulatory controls are displacing aggregate 
production in the greater Detroit area. It is difficult to open new aggregate operations in areas close to the 
population centers, which have the highest demand for aggregate. Construction aggregate is a low unit 
value commodity; transportation costs can easily double or triple the cost of aggregate if transported a 
long distance.  The net result is higher costs to the consumers and taxpayers to offset the increased cost of 
transportation. The future demands of aggregate will be greatest near the growing communities in the rural 
and suburban regions surrounding Detroit. By extracting sand and gravel resources that are closest to a 
market, the general public will experience lower aggregate price inflation versus importing substitute 
deposits that are further away. These cost savings include lower overall aggregate prices (including 
transportation) and less road wear caused by decreased truck traffic.  
 
The proposed mining site contains an estimated 30 million tons of construction aggregate reserves that 
will provide a greatly needed infusion of additional reserves into southeast Michigan. 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 
This report presents the results of an aggregate market study for Southeast Michigan including the counties 
of Wayne, Oakland, Livingston, Washtenaw, Monroe, Genesee, St Clair, Lapeer and Macomb.  
 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the supply and demand for construction aggregate in the 9 
county market area and evaluate related public impacts. Emphasis was placed on the inter-relationships 
between various types and origins of aggregates, transportation of aggregates to the market and most 
common usage of each type of aggregate.  
 
The study included a review of information on the aggregate industry, competitive data supplied by 
personnel from Edw. C. Levy Co., mining data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Mineral 
Survey, population data from Southeastern Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG), sales data 
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from “Engineering News - Record” (ENR), forecasted aggregate demand from FW Dodge/McGraw Hill 
and data gathered from both MDOT and industry trade journals.  
 
2.0 SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE RESOURCES 
 
2.1 Construction Aggregate Types and Uses 
 
Construction aggregate is a broad category of coarse particulate material used in construction, including 
sand, gravel, crushed stone, slag and recycled concrete aggregates. Construction aggregates are the most 
mined materials in the world.  Construction aggregates are a component of composite materials such as 
concrete and asphalt.  They are also used as base material under foundations, roads, and railroads. 
 
Listed below are common types of construction aggregates and their typical construction applications. 
 
Sand & Gravel 
 

• Natural sand (2NS) from sand and gravel deposits is the primary fine aggregate combined with 
portland cement to produce concrete.  This washed sand is sourced from sand and gravel operations 
in Oakland, Lapeer, Washtenaw and Livingston Counties.  It is the single highest volume natural 
aggregate utilized in Southeast Michigan.  

• 6A size (1 ¼” X ½”) gravel is used as the coarse aggregate component of concrete in applications 
not exposed to the weather, such as footings and basement walls.  6A gravel is also used 
extensively in septic fields. 

• Pea Pebble size (3/8”) gravel, also known as “34R,” is used as the aggregate in the production of 
concrete paver bricks and as pipe bedding and drainage course material. 

• Dense graded “20 series” includes a variety of materials used in commercial asphalt and for gravel 
roads, shoulders and base.   

• Crushed stone, also known as ‘asphalt splits,” has excellent frictional properties and is utilized to 
meet demanding MDOT specifications on high volume roads. 

 
Limestone 
 

• Locally mined 6A size limestone is used as the coarse aggregate component of concrete in 
applications that are exposed to the weather and are not limited by MDOT specifications.   

• Base materials, including 4G, 21AA, 22A and 23A are used to maintain gravel roads and beneath 
concrete and asphalt pavements. 

• Limestone is also used as an asphalt aggregate when specifications allow its use.  
 
Dock Limestone 
 

• Limestone from northern Michigan and throughout the Great Lakes (See Figure 1) is transported 
to docks in the area. Limestone’s low absorption and good freeze thaw characteristics make it well-
suited to meet MDOT concrete specifications for high volume highways. The largest portion of 
this material, 6A, is used as the coarse aggregate in concrete that is exposed to weather. Other 
limestone materials brought to the docks include base materials, asphalt materials, and materials 
for concrete block production.   
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Blast Furnace Slag 
 

• Blast furnace slag produced to the 6A size is a premium coarse aggregate in concrete, but it is 
limited in supply by the amount of iron produced in Detroit. 

• Other blast furnace slag applications include base material, asphalt material, chip seal, landscape, 
and block production, all in limited supply. 
 

Steel Furnace Slag 
 

• Steel furnace slag is used extensively in the production of asphalt. Its superior frictional properties 
and ability to resist rutting make it a valuable aggregate, but it is limited in supply by the amount 
of steel produced in Detroit. 

• Other steel furnace slag applications include road shoulders, un-constrained fill material and as a 
component in the production of cement. Steel furnace slag has a high lime content and it has 
recently been marketed as a fertilizer as well.  

Crushed Concrete 
 

• Base materials such as 3”X 1,” 4G, 21AA, 22A and 23A are the products produced out of broken 
concrete. These recycled aggregates are used as base beneath concrete and asphalt in both MDOT 
and commercial applications. 

 
2.2 Construction Aggregate Specifications 
 
Specifications for aggregates used in Michigan for construction purposes have been established by the 
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) using the American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
guidelines.  
 
Aggregates in Michigan are normally described as either natural aggregates or slag aggregates. Natural 
aggregates are obtained from stone quarries, gravel deposits, or waste mine rock. Slag aggregates are co-
products formed during the manufacture of iron and steel.  
 
According to MDOT, fine aggregates for Portland cement concrete and mortar shall be free from organic 
impurities, clay lumps, soft or flaky materials, and shall be uniformly graded. Stone sand shall be 
manufactured from stone meeting all the grading requirements of coarse aggregate 6A as shown in MDOT 
specification, Table 1a. Coarse aggregates consist of gravel, stone or slag and must pass the physical 
specifications presented in Table 1b. Coarse aggregates are used for Portland cement and bituminous 
concretes, bituminous surface treatment and dense graded aggregate.  
Granular materials for fill and sub-base consist of sand, gravel, crushed stone, foundry sand, blast furnace 
slag, or any combination of the five materials. Table 1c lists the grading requirements for granular 
materials. 
 
Grading requirements for fine aggregates are listed in Table 1d. 
 
Grading requirements for the Composition of Bituminous Mixtures are listed in Table 2. MDOT provides 
specifications for final mix properties of Bituminous Mixes and not for component materials.  
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2.3 Construction Aggregate Sources 
 
In the nine county study area, the primary sources of construction aggregates are as follows. 
 
Limestone  
 
Limestone is mined in both Wayne and Monroe County (see Figure 1).  The deposits consist of Silurian 
and Devonian sedimentary rock that dips gently to the northwest. The intervals mined in Monroe and 
Wayne Counties are mainly dolomites and limestones. The aggregate quality varies between the different 
formations, but generally is of acceptable quality for use in concrete, asphalt and base materials. Monroe 
County is a prime location for aggregate rock quarries because of the thin overburden and good rock 
quality.  
 
Limestone is also quarried from the northern Lower Peninsula of Michigan in Rogers City and Presque 
Isle and the Upper Peninsula in Cedarville and Port Inland (approximately 130 to 200 shipping miles from 
southern Saginaw Bay and approximately 215 to 300 shipping miles from Detroit). The crushed limestone 
aggregate is transported by ship to Bay City, Saginaw, Port Huron, Marine City and Detroit. The aggregate 
is of excellent quality with little deleterious material and is used in both portland cement concrete and 
asphalt. Crushed limestone mixed with natural sand is used in the ready mix concrete industry for most 
public road construction.    
 
Sand and Gravel  
 
Glacial deposits cover most of the state of Michigan (see Figure 3). Materials laid down by the glaciers 
range from poorly sorted to well sorted. Direct deposition by the ice resulted in poorly sorted deposits 
composed of clay, silt, sand, gravel, cobbles and boulders. Till is the dominant form of direct deposition 
by ice, commonly found as lodgment and ablation tills. These deposits are not mined for aggregate because 
the clay adheres to the sand and gravel and cannot be economically removed.  
 
Clean, sorted sand and gravel deposits in Michigan are the result of water laid deposition by glacial melt 
water. The material is usually low in silt and clay sized fractions, thus making it ideal for aggregate mining. 
The sand and gravel can be found in glacial landforms such as river channels, outwash plains, eskers and 
kames. The sand and gravel found in these deposits are typically of good quality for use in both unexposed 
portland cement and bituminous concretes.  
 
Durable exterior concrete requires the removal, from the gravel, of deleterious material such as weathered 
sandstone and chert. These deleterious stones are removed by mechanical means in a Vertical Shaft Impact 
(VSI) crusher. The lightweight / softer material is pulverized and removed by a screening process, while 
the good quality stones are separated and stockpiled separately. While this process produces acceptable 
material there is a limited amount available as many deposits have significantly more sand than gravel. 
This limited availability has forced many ready-mix producers to use limestone exclusively in exterior 
applications.  
 
Slag  
 
The aggregate industry in southeastern Michigan has renewable sources of aggregates to supplement the 
natural aggregate resources. The most common and widely used is slag, a co-product from the production 
of iron and steel. There are two primary types of slag produced in the study area: blast furnace slag and 
steel furnace slag. Blast furnace slag is used extensively as an aggregate in concrete, asphalt, and base. 
The slag is a co-product of the smelting of iron ore with coked coal and limestone.   
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Three types of blast furnace slag may be created: air-cooled slag, expanded slag, and granulated slag. Air-
cooled slag is angular to sub-angular in texture and has a vesicular pitted surface. It provides an excellent 
bond with portland cement and high strength bituminous mixtures. Expanded slag is also angular to sub-
angular in texture, but has a more pronounced vesicular structure. The bulk density is very low, in the 
range of 55 to 65 pounds per cubic foot, thus making expanded aggregate an excellent lightweight 
aggregate. Granulated slag is a glossy granular product with excellent hydraulic properties, allowing its 
use as a cement substitute.  
 
Steel furnace slag is quite different from blast furnace slag.  Molten Iron or scrap steel are charged with 
lime in either an open hearth, a basic oxygen furnace (BOF) or an electric arc furnace (EAF). The lime 
mixes with the impurities in the iron or scrap steel to form molten steel furnace slag. Steel furnace slag is 
similar in texture to air-cooled blast furnace slag, although it is much heavier due to higher iron content. 
The steel furnace slag also contains free lime resulting in a higher alkalinity of the product. These are 
characteristics that may result in expansion and cementation when steel furnace slag is placed in contact 
with moisture. Therefore, steel furnace slag is mainly used as an asphalt aggregate, fill material or base 
material in unconfined base applications.  
 
In 2014, 1.1 million tons of blast furnace slag and approximately 0.9 million tons of steel furnace slag 
were produced in the market area. While slag is a renewable resource, its availability is directly related to 
the amount of iron and steel produced in the market study area. The economics of the worldwide steel 
industry dictates how much steel is produced in Michigan. Increased slag production is unlikely to occur 
because the global economics of steel production favor low labor and low energy cost nations. 
 
Recycled Aggregates  
 
Recycling of pavements, both concrete and asphalt, is common in Southeast Michigan. It is estimated that 
3,000,000 tons of crushed concrete and 1,000,000 tons of RAP (recycled asphalt pavement) are processed 
each year.   
 
Crushed concrete is used almost exclusively as an aggregate base under both concrete and asphalt. While 
acceptable in most base applications, it is known to deteriorate in excessively wet conditions, and can only 
be used in limited proportions to meet MDOT specifications. 
 
RAP is used in the production of asphalt. RAP is crushed and introduced back into the asphalt plant with 
other aggregates and bituminous cement. RAP contains both aggregates and bituminous cement that 
combine with virgin aggregates and bituminous cement to produce new asphalt. The use of RAP reduces 
the need for new aggregates and bituminous cement. 
 
2.4 Geologic Limitations of Construction Aggregate Resources 
 
Sand and gravel are crucial resources to economic development activities, such as road building and 
concrete production.  Construction of one mile of four-lane interstate highway requires approximately 
85,000 tons of aggregate; the average six room house requires 90 tons.   
 
Michigan is fortunate to have an abundance of sand and gravel well distributed throughout the state.  As 
previously stated, much of the sand and gravel reserves exist as glacial deposits, left behind by glacial 
meltwater that carried away the clay and silt, leaving behind the heavier gravel and sand in deposits called 
"glacial outwash" or "ice-contact stratified drift." Most of the sand and gravel in the state is located in 
areas where the ice was melting rapidly and outwash was accumulating in constrained areas. 
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Some of the largest gravel operations in the world have been located in the interlobate area of Oakland 
and Livingston counties.  However, many of these prime sources of sand and gravel have either been 
exhausted, covered by housing developments, or underlie prime farmland. Therefore, our once-abundant 
supply of sand and gravel is becoming more difficult to access. 
 
2.5 Construction Aggregate Resource Availability  
 
Currently, the Southeast Michigan area reserve base contains approximately 231 million tons of permitted 
sand and gravel reserves and 140 million tons of permitted limestone reserves   (see Table 3). 
 
In the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand, gravel, 
limestone and slag) will be produced or delivered to the market in 2015 (see Table 3).  This quantity 
includes an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel.  Locations of primary construction aggregate 
production facilities within the 9 county study area are illustrated in Figure 2. 
 
For the reasons provided in subsequent sections, the demand for construction aggregates is projected to 
increase.  To meet this increased demand, addition construction aggregates may be delivered to the market 
by increasing current production levels of existing operations, by increasing current levels of imports 
and/or by the start-up of new operations and many existing operations cannot increase production because 
limits on space, hours of operation or equipment capacity and many existing operations cannot increase 
production because of limits in space, hours of operation, and equipment capacity.  
 
In the short term, it may be possible to increase existing aggregate industry capacity to meet growing 
market demands. However, an increase in existing plant capacities made possible through capital 
expenditure or bolstering of plant production rates becomes only a temporary solution to growing market 
demands since this measure inevitably reduces the life of any given mining operation.  
 
Unless new operations are opened, annual production of sand and gravel will be reduced by approximately 
5.6 million tons, or approximately 39% of production capacity, in 10 years because of depletion of 
developed sand and gravel reserves. (See Table 3). By increasing existing plant capacity alone, a shortage 
of competitively priced sand and gravel aggregate is likely to occur by 2024 unless new operations are 
opened or existing operations are expanded to replenish depleting supplies (See Figure 6).  
 
As shown in Table 3, fourteen operations may be depleted of reserves within the next 10 years, amounting 
to the loss of approximately 5.6 million tons of annual construction aggregate production. All fourteen of 
these operations are producers of natural sand and gravel.   
 
Local zoning laws and suburban growth are key factors in limiting access to sand and gravel reserves.  
Land use regulations continue to intensify in Southeast Michigan. The result of this increase is to force 
aggregate production farther away from the market.  This is evident in Oakland County. Although a 
significant percentage of Oakland County's sand and gravel consumption is in the central portion of the 
county, suburban development and regulations have caused the loss of many valuable sand and gravel 
resources adjacent to this demand. In all probability, these resources are lost forever. Most of the 
remaining sand and gravel resources in the area occur near the outer perimeter of Oakland County and in 
the adjacent counties of Lapeer, Livingston, and Washtenaw. These locations are very important since 
they are near the projected growth areas in Oakland, Macomb, Livingston and Washtenaw counties. In 
addition, the high population districts in Wayne and Oakland counties can still be supplied by these 
reserves.  
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Currently, approximately 4.1 million tons of limestone aggregates are imported into the Southeast 
Michigan ports of Saginaw, Port Huron, Marine City and Detroit. Although imports could be increased to 
meet greater coarse and fine aggregate demands, population studies indicate that the migration of people 
is away from the urban areas of Detroit. The future demands for aggregate will be greatest near the growing 
communities in the rural and suburban regions. The cost of limestone and sand imported into Southeast 
Michigan would significantly increase because of longer haul distances from the ports to the growth areas 
in the suburbs.  These costs are in addition to the extra costs associated with water shipping and dock 
handling.   
 
Limestone that enters the market through docks in Saginaw carry a higher transportation cost because of 
relatively long distance of truck hauling routes.  These imports are necessary to offset an increasing gravel 
shortage in the southeastern Michigan market area. The inability of sand and gravel deposits in Genesee 
County and other counties to the north to fill the demand for gravel is shown by the fact that limestone 
from the Saginaw area is trucked past Genesee County sand and gravel operations into Livingston and 
Oakland counties.  
 
2.6 Zoning Impacts on Construction Aggregate Resource Availability  
 
Zoning is a critical variable in the development of new sand and gravel operations.  Adverse zoning has 
prevented access to well-located natural aggregate deposits.  The recent passage of Public Act 113 by the 
Michigan Legislature was implemented to increase access to this vital natural resource that is a universal 
need in the region.  Beyond challenging zoning regulations, much of the potential natural resources in the 
region have been permanently eliminated because of urban and suburban growth.  New homes are often 
constructed on undeveloped sand and gravel deposits, forcing the importation of those resources from 
distant locations, effectively increasing costs because of transportation premiums.   
 
3.0 SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE MARKETS 
 
3.1 Geographic Market  
 
The aggregate resource market supplies aggregates to a variety of end users in Southeast Michigan. 
Oakland, Livingston and Macomb Counties are areas of increasing population, partially driven by a 
population shift from the urban areas in and around Detroit to the surrounding suburban and rural areas. 
This generates demand for new housing, roads, and commercial buildings, and the aggregates to build 
them.  
 
The regional aggregate resources are located in three areas within Southeast Michigan and two areas of 
Northern Michigan. Sand and gravel is produced from deposits located in an arc to the west, northwest 
and north of Detroit. Slag aggregate is produced as a steel industry co-product at steel mills in Detroit. 
Crushed limestone is produced in Monroe County, the northern lower peninsula at Rogers City and 
Presque Isle, and in the upper peninsula at Cedarville and Port Inland (See Figures 1 and 2).  
 
In Michigan, almost all processed sand and gravel is used for construction purposes, and approximately 
65 percent of crushed stone is used for construction applications. The remaining 35 percent is used in 
chemical and steel making. Slag is used mainly as a construction aggregate with some additional minor 
specialty uses.  (See Figure 3, and Tables 4, 5, and 6) 
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3.2 Construction Aggregate Delivery to Market (Transportation Impacts) 
 
Because construction aggregate is a low unit value commodity, the cost associated with the transportation 
method used to move the aggregate from the producer to the market is of major significance. The three 
major modes of aggregate transportation are truck, rail and water. Trucking is the predominant method of 
transport in Michigan.  The national average is approximately $0.10 per ton-mile with the range in cost 
between $0.06 and $0.25 per ton-mile. A representative transportation price list for trucking aggregate in 
Southeast Michigan is presented in Table 7. Economics normally preclude trucking of aggregates beyond 
50 to 75 miles from the producer to the purchaser.  
 
Rail is a more cost efficient form of bulk aggregate transportation, nationally averaging $0.05 per ton-
mile. However, rail is often inconvenient because of a limited track network, inflexible delivery schedules 
and high storage and loading infrastructure costs. In addition, rail transportation of construction aggregates 
still require trucking from the rail yards to the end use customer.  Currently, rail is used very little to haul 
aggregate in Southeast Michigan. Rail is limited to a few low volume, high value specialty products. The 
only aggregate rail yards servicing the market area are in Flint and Lansing.  
 
Water transportation is the least expensive form of aggregate transportation, nationally averaging 
approximately $0.05 per ton-mile and ranging from less than $0.02 to $0.08 per ton-mile. Water transport 
is limited to Lake Huron, the Detroit River and Lake Erie in Southeast Michigan. However, water 
transportation still requires truck transportation from the dock to the end user.  Currently, limestone is 
being shipped into the Detroit market area from northern quarries located at Rogers City, Presque Isle, 
Cedarville and Port Inland. The cost of delivery alone is approximately $4.50 to $5.00 per ton ($0.012 to 
$0.013 per ton mile). Once the aggregate reaches the dock, the material needs to be offloaded onto the 
dock and trucked to its final destination, which adds trucking transportation and handling fees on top of 
the water transport fees. Handling fees range from $1.50 to $2.00 per ton depending on demurrage, storage 
and labor costs.  
 
The varying price of fuel has significantly impacted the cost of aggregate transportation. Fuel surcharges 
are common on all modes of transportation. Since truck, rail and boat all rely on diesel fuel, they remain 
in the same relative competitive position. However, as fuel prices increase the cost of transportation 
exceeds the cost of the aggregate at much shorter distances and becomes a larger part of the total cost of 
the material on the job site. 
 
As was noted previously, various aggregates have different physical characteristics, which often results in 
the use of multiple aggregate products on a single job.  It is common for multiple materials from different 
locations to be used in a single mix design of concrete or asphalt. Economics and specifications often 
result in the “closest” material not being used for a particular project.   
 
There are over 100 ready-mix concrete plants and over 25 asphalt plants located throughout the 9 county 
study area. All of these plants require materials of specific physical characteristics delivered cost 
effectively to remain viable. 
 
Transportation is a key issue in the market.  Trucks often pick up 2NS natural sand from the north or west 
areas (where the deposits exist) and deliver it to a ready-mix concrete plants in or near Detroit. The truck 
will then pick up slag, dock limestone or limestone in Monroe and deliver it to a ready-mix plant in the 
north or west. This allows the north or west plant to make concrete that can be exposed to the weather 
without failure and the Detroit plant to use a cost effective natural sand instead of expensive crushed stone 
sand. This “round-trip” transportation allows materials to move effectively throughout the area. It also ties 
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the entire 9 county area together.  Because of this transportation network, the flow of aggregates to each 
physical “sub-market” is coordinated in conjunction with other “sub-markets” in the region.  
 
3.3 Construction Aggregate Current Market Demand 
 
According to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey 
approximately 33 million metric tons of sand and gravel and 21 million metric tons of crushed stone are 
produced annually in Michigan, based upon the years of 2009 – 2011 (see Table 4).  The Office of 
Geological Survey breaks down the construction uses of sand and gravel produced in 2010, as presented 
in Table 5.  Similarly, the quantity of crushed stone produced in 2011 is broken down for each construction 
use and is presented in Table 6.   
 
In the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand, gravel, 
limestone and slag) will be produced or delivered to the market in 2015 (see Table 3).  This quantity 
includes an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel.  Locations of primary construction aggregate 
production facilities within the 9 county study area are illustrated in Figure 2. 
 
For comparison purposes, approximately 23.7 million tons of construction aggregate will be consumed 
within Southeast Michigan in 2015, based upon the total estimated sales of sand and gravel, limestone and 
slag as depicted in Figures 4 and 5. These charts are based on construction activity as reported by FW 
Dodge / McGraw Hill.  This consumption number is somewhat lower than the production number listed 
in Table 3 because not all production serves the study market area; some of the products are exported into 
areas such as Lansing and Jackson, which are not included in the study. 
 
Attempts were made to determine construction aggregate production and sales figures from producers in 
the study area. However, most companies consider this data proprietary, although valuable information 
can be collected from publically available data including permit information. Table 3 lists the estimated 
annual production and estimated remaining life of the major construction aggregate operations in 
Southeast Michigan. Many of the operations have a remaining life of 10 years or less.  There are additional 
aggregate facilities in the market (beyond those listed) but their equipment and/or reserves are not 
adequate to produce material that will meet the specifications required for MDOT or engineered projects. 
Their materials are limited to low volume, low value fill and base applications.  
 
In addition to the need for construction aggregates to serve the region, the resources also serve significant 
internal need and demand from affiliates of AAOM and Levy involved in the production of asphalt and 
ready-mix concrete.  As set forth in the Community Impact Statement, AAOM estimates that internal need 
may range from 1,500,000 tons to 2,000,000 tons per year (subject to market conditions). 
 
3.4 Construction Aggregate Pricing 
 
Sales prices of construction aggregate vary regionally. The pricing structure is dependent on several 
factors, including availability of resources, specifications required for the aggregate (which drives 
production costs), distance to market, competition, and demand. Table 8 shows published prices of 
materials from various suppliers in the market area. Usually similar products are priced competitively 
among the suppliers with higher prices closer to Metro Detroit because of transportation costs. The prices 
can be considered indicative of the overall market price. 
 
Table 9 lists average aggregate prices within the Michigan market area as reported to the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey. The 
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prices are indicative of anticipated revenues by product and market segment in the Southeastern Michigan 
Market.  
 
3.5 Road Construction Funding 
 
The Highway trust fund has been running out of money for a number of years and has been supplemented 
by cash infusions from the Federal Government’s General Fund.  It is unlikely that Congress will allow 
all federally funded transportation projects to stop for an extended period of time.  Continuing short term 
funding will no doubt occur until a longer term funding plan is passed by Congress. The president has sent 
a $302 billion, 4-year surface transportation reauthorization proposal to Congress to address the issue. 
While the details of a comprehensive funding package are uncertain, it would be safe to assume the 
funding levels will not drop below current levels in the next 3-5 years and are likely to increase. Secretary 
Foxx has been extremely vocal about the need to invest in our infrastructure, which has been neglected 
for far too long. This national investment must be made and will at some future date substantially increase 
the aggregate consumption throughout the country.  Exhibit 1 outlines the Secretary of Transportation’s 
view on the challenge of reinvigorating the Highway Trust Fund to rebuild America’s transportation 
network. 
 
In early 2015, the State Transportation Commission approved MDOT’s 2015-2019 Five Year 
Transportation Program.  As seen in Exhibit 2, there are massive financial requirements to meet the 
increasing demand to repair and rebuild the State’s road and bridge network.  The package outlines efforts 
by MDOT to increase efficiencies, cut costs, and deliver the best value to the taxpayer.  However, the 
compelling conclusion is that our primary transportation infrastructure is failing and requires substantial 
increases in long-term reliable funding to go beyond the “band-aid” approach that MDOT has utilized in 
the past decade.  The recent passage of a comprehensive road fund package by the State of Michigan will 
generate $600 million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion 
per year in 2021.  This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of 
demand for quality aggregates to support those projects.   
 
In June of 2013, SEMCOG, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, published a report titled 
“Creating Success with Our Transportation Assets; 2040 Regional Transportation Plan for Southeast 
Michigan.”  The report is attached as Exhibit 3.  The study enumerates the many ways in which Southeast 
Michigan’s transportation network is directly tied to our economic prosperity, fiscal sustainability, and 
overall quality of life.  The report lists many vital transportation projects envisioned by 2040 and 
reinforces the need for continued expansion of the supply of aggregate resources necessary to build and 
maintain our regional transportation system. 
 
3.6 SE Michigan Population Projections 
 
SEMCOG also published a comprehensive study in 2013 entitled “Southeast Michigan 2040 Forecast 
Summary.”  This long range forecast, attached as Exhibit 4, includes projections for population, 
households and jobs in the region.  The outlook for demographics and socioeconomics changes in 
Southeast Michigan provides a foundation for planning the region’s transportation infrastructure, and 
helps support the justification for increased natural aggregate resources to support this growth. 
  
4.0 CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE PROJECTED FUTURE DEMAND AND SUPPLY  
 
Market size is defined by the consumption and demand for aggregates in an area. Quantifying the market 
size is accomplished by considering the total sales of aggregate to total market area. Approximately 23.7 
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million tons of aggregate will be consumed within Southeast Michigan in 2015 based on the total estimated 
sales of sand and gravel, limestone and slag as depicted in Figures 4 and 5. This chart is based on 
construction activity as reported by FW Dodge / McGraw Hill. This consumption number is somewhat 
lower than the production number listed in Table 3 because not all production serves the study market 
area; some of the products are exported into areas such as Lansing and Jackson, which are not included in 
the study. 
 
The economic growth of a metropolitan area usually increases aggregate demand. Growth of the market 
area can be closely related to growth in the population.  Growing areas consume more aggregates because 
of greater construction. In the study area, which includes Wayne, Oakland, Livingston, Washtenaw, 
Monroe, Genesee, St Clair, Lapeer and Macomb counties, the average consumption of construction 
aggregates per person is approximately 5.0 tons per year (23.7 million tons of aggregate, 4.7 million 
people). The actual average tonnage consumed, per capita, tends to be much higher in high growth areas 
than in low-growth areas. The 5.0 ton/person-year figure should be considered very conservative;  2011 
per capita consumption of aggregate for the entire state of Michigan was approximately 5.76 tons per year 
(57 million tons of aggregate including slag, 9.9 million people). The state average was determined from 
information obtained through the USGS Mineral Survey and the U.S. Bureau of Census. Per capita 
consumption in the growing counties in Southeast Michigan is certainly higher than the 5.0 ton figure and 
is lower in Wayne County because of a high population density and negative growth. Actual per capita 
consumption for growing counties, such as Oakland, Livingston and Macomb is greater than 5.0 tons per 
capita per year. 
 
As presented in the SEMCOG data, Oakland County is the second most populated county in Southeast 
Michigan and is projected to grow approximately 3.7 percent over the next 30 years. Livingston County, 
although not heavily populated, is projected to grow approximately 18.4 percent over the next 30 years. 
As suburban growth continues, both counties will experience a greater demand for construction aggregate.  
 
Construction aggregate consumption is also expected to increase in the future due to increased road 
funding and an improving economy, by a minimum of 6% per year through 2025.  With the recent passage 
of a comprehensive road fund package by the State of Michigan the rate of increased demand will likely 
be accelerated above the projected 6% annual increase.  The new Michigan road funding package will 
generate $600 million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion 
per year in 2021.  This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of 
demand for quality aggregates to support those projects.   
 
In 10 years, the annual production of sand and gravel is expected to be curtailed by approximately 
5,600,000 tons, approximately 39% of current production capacity, because of anticipated depletion of 
permitted and developed sand and gravel reserves serving the metro area (see Table 3).  Based upon 
current projections, by 2024, the annual production rate of the construction aggregate industry will be 
unable to meet market demands without permitting new operations or increased production capacity of 
the existing remaining operations (see Figure 6). Although plant capacities at existing operations may 
sometimes be increased to temporarily meet growing market demands, this measure will result in the 
premature depletion of additional mining operations.    
 
These figures may be conservative since the growth projections do not fully account for the increase in 
per capita aggregate consumption that is expected to occur with the funds available from the new state 
road funding package. The additional demand for construction aggregate will be filled by increasing 
current production levels of existing operations, by increasing current levels of imports and/or by the start-
up of new operations.  
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5.0 CONSTRUCTION AGGREGATE COST IMPACTS ON THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
 
A major consequences of importing aggregate in lieu of developing aggregate deposits that are closest to 
the market are significantly higher costs to the general public.  The majority of these higher costs are 
related to an increase in truck hauling distances. For example, aggregates from a site in Lapeer County 
can be transported to the geographic center of Oakland County for a trucking cost of approximately $3.75-
$4.00 per ton. When comparing this transportation cost with crushed stone aggregate imported to Detroit 
from northern Michigan, the imported limestone incurs a $6.00-$6.25 per ton trucking fee to be delivered 
to central Oakland County. This represents an increase of approximately $2.25 per ton in trucking costs 
alone.  This does not take into consideration the additional costs for water shipment to Detroit and 
additional material handling requirements and dock fees. If limestone imports were to make up the market 
deficit, the additional costs to the end user would be significant.  When locally available resources are not 
permitted and developed the genera1 public ultimately loses.  
 
Another study was performed to examine the various costs of transporting aggregate to each of the 
counties in the study area. One case includes the average total cost of trucking local sand and gravel 
aggregate from several of the closest surrounding operations to the geographic centers of Livingston, 
Oakland, Macomb, Wayne, and Washtenaw counties. An average price of $8.25 per ton (average of all 
S&G sales at pit) was used to calculate local aggregate costs. These figures were then compared with 
aggregate, water transportation and associated handling costs of imported limestone from Rogers City via 
docks located in Port Huron, Saginaw and Detroit. Upon reaching the port, the material is transported by 
truck to each county.   In this study an average price of $17.45 has been calculated for the limestone 
imports from Detroit and Port Huron. A price of $17.00 was determined for limestone imports from 
Saginaw. Tables 11, 12 and 13 summarize the results of the study.  
 
When the import with the lowest cost is considered for each county within the study area, the direct added 
costs to consumers are considerable, often exceeding $20 million per year. This figure represents a very 
conservative estimate of the annual cost that would be imposed on the general public if local aggregate 
sources are not permitted for mining, and as a result, imports are increased to meet projected market 
demands. This increased cost will be passed onto the residents and businesses within all the counties of 
the market area.  
 
In addition, there are associated road costs that correspond with an increase in haulage distance. An 
increased distance of 20 miles to market would translate to 40 more road miles traveled per load.  This 
will increase overall truck traffic and wear on the existing transportation network.   
 
Failure to develop sand and gravel resources in the market area will result in additional transportation 
related costs. By extracting economically mineable sand and gravel resources prior to using the land for 
development of residential and commercial properties, the general public experiences significant cost 
saving benefits. There is little doubt that if local sand and gravel aggregate continues to be consumed at 
current levels and new mines are not permitted, limestone and sand imports will increase dramatically. If 
this were to occur, the Southeast Michigan general public will realize a significant increase in aggregate 
transportation costs. As a portion of the sand and gravel reserves become exhausted, increased demands 
will be placed on remaining active sites which will ultimately reduce the estimated life of these operations. 
Local aggregate prices will steadily rise until they meet the price of limestone imports.  
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6.0 CONCLUSION 
 
Currently, the Southeast Michigan construction aggregate reserve base contains approximately 231 
million tons of permitted sand and gravel reserves and 140 million tons of limestone reserves. 
 
The Southeast Michigan construction aggregate market covered by this study consumed approximately 
22.6 million tons of aggregate from a variety of sources including sand and gravel, limestone, and slag in 
2014.  
 
Similarly, in the 9 county study area, approximately 30 million tons of construction aggregates (sand, 
gravel, limestone and slag) will be produced or imported into the market in 2015 (see Table 3).  This 
quantity includes an estimated 14.3 million tons of sand and gravel. 
 
In addition to the need for construction aggregates to serve the region, the resources also serve significant 
internal need and demand from affiliates of AAOM and Levy.  As set forth in the Community Impact 
Statement, AAOM estimates that internal need may range from 1,500,000 tons to 2,000,000 tons per year 
(subject to market conditions). 
 
Based upon current aggregate consumption rates, by the end of the year 2024, the depletion of permitted 
and existing mines will result in a reduction in industry wide annual aggregate production capacity for the 
9 county study area of approximately 5.6 million tons, or 39% of current capacity (See Table 3).  
 
In addition, the demand for construction aggregates is projected to increase in future years for multiple 
reasons, including population growth, and increased federal and state road funding.  
 
Oakland County is the second most populated county in Southeast Michigan and is projected to grow 
approximately 3.7 percent over the next 30 years. Livingston County, although not heavily populated, is 
projected to grow approximately 18.4 percent over the next 30 years. As suburban growth continues, both 
counties will experience a greater demand for construction aggregate.  
 
In early 2015, the State Transportation Commission approved MDOT’s 2015-2019 Five Year 
Transportation Program.  As seen in Exhibit 2, there are massive financial requirements to meet the 
increasing demand to repair and rebuild the State’s road and bridge network.  The package outlines efforts 
by MDOT to increase efficiencies, cut costs, and deliver the best value to the taxpayer.  However, the 
compelling conclusion is that our primary transportation infrastructure is failing and requires substantial 
increases in long-term reliable funding to go beyond the “band-aid” approach that MDOT has utilized in 
the past decade.   
 
The recent passage of a comprehensive road fund package by the State of Michigan will generate $600 
million a year in incremental funding for roads and bridges in 2017, growing to $1.2 billion per year in 
2021.  This represents a doubling in MDOT road projects and a corresponding doubling of demand for 
quality aggregates to support those projects.   
 
Similarly, the Federal Government continues to work towards a long term source of funding for the 
highway trust fund. Recently, the president sent a $302 billion, 4-year surface transportation 
reauthorization proposal to Congress to address the issue. While the details of a comprehensive funding 
package are uncertain, it is safe to assume the funding levels will not drop below current levels in the next 
3-5 years and are likely to increase.  
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To meet this increased demand, addition construction aggregates may be delivered to the market by 
increasing current production levels of existing operations, by increasing current levels of imports and/ or 
through the start-up of new operations.  
 
In the short term, it may be possible to increase existing aggregate industry capacity to meet growing 
market demands. However, increasing plant capacities is limited by equipment constraints, mining 
ordinances (limits of hours of operation) and other factors.  Any increase in existing plant capacities made 
possible through capital expenditure or bolstering of plant production rates only results in a temporary 
solution, since this measure inevitably reduces the life of any given mining operation.  
 
Therefore, new aggregate resources need to be permitted and opened in rural and suburban areas 
of southeast Michigan in the near future to meet current and future demands. 
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7.1 Figures 
 
Figure 1 
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Figure 2  
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Figure 3  
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Figure 4 - Does not include impact of increase State and Federal Road Funding. 
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Figure 5
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Figure 6 
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MDOT 2012 Standard Specification for Construction 
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Table  3

Operation                               County
Aggregate         

Type

Estimated 
Annual 

Production            
(Tons / Year)

Estimated 
Reserve 

Life (Years)
Estimated Reserve 

Life (Tons)

Edw C. Levy Co.  
  Plant #1 & Plant #2 Wayne BF Slag 1,100,000           NA  
  Plant #3 Wayne SF Slag 450,000              NA  
  Plant # 6 Wayne SF Slag 350,000              NA  

Total 1,900,000           

Blue Water Agg
  Marysville St. Clair Dock Limestone 350,000              NA  
  Port Huron St. Clair Dock Limestone 1,000,000           NA

Edw C. Levy Co.
  SCA - Concrete Mix Wayne Dock Limestone 300,000              NA
  SCA - Brennen Wayne Dock Limestone 350,000              NA  
  SCA - Miller Road Wayne Dock Limestone -                     NA  
  SCA - Marine City St. Clair Dock Limestone 1,000,000           NA  
  Saginaw Saginaw Dock Limestone 500,000              NA
  6th Street Saginaw Dock Limestone 100,000              NA
  Crow Island Saginaw Dock Limestone -                     NA
  GM St. Clair Dock Limestone -                     NA  

DBS (Detroit Bulk Storage)
  Marysville St. Clair Dock Limestone 200,000              NA
  DBS Dock Wayne Dock Limestone 300,000              NA

Total 4,100,000           

GLA (Great Lakes Aggregates)
  Sylvania Quarry Monroe Limestone 2,000,000           21 42,000,000                  

Old Castle / Stoneco  
  Newport Monroe Limestone 3,000,000           10 31,000,000                  
  Dennison Farms Monroe Limestone 1,500,000           18 27,000,000                  
  Stoneco Maybee Monroe Limestone 1,500,000           4 5,500,000                   
  Stoneco Ottawa Lake Monroe Limestone 1,700,000           14 24,300,000                  

Total 9,700,000           13.38 129,800,000                

Aggregate Industries
  Chelsea Washtenaw Sand & Gravel 650,000              11 7,350,000                   

Barrett  
  Manchester (Temp Shut Down) Washtenaw Sand & Gravel -                     0 13,000,000                  

Paul Bechtell
  Burnside Lapeer Sand & Gravel 500,000              15 7,500,000                   

J&D Aggregates  
  Howell Twp. Livingston Sand & Gravel 350,000              10 3,650,000                   

Fyke S & G (*Fill Sand Pit- Commercial)  
  Pickney Livingston Sand & Gravel 500,000              36 18,000,000                   
Edw C. Levy Co.
American Aggregates of Michigan
  Buno Oakland Sand & Gravel 700,000              7 4,800,000                   
  Highland Oakland Sand & Gravel 700,000              8 5,100,000                   
  Ray Road Oakland Sand & Gravel 1,000,000           4 4,300,000                   
  Freedom Twp (Temp Shut Down) Washtenaw Sand & Gravel -                     0 13,600,000                  
  Grange Hall Rd Oakland Sand & Gravel 300,000              8 2,350,000                   

2015 - Southeast Michigan - Major Aggregate Sources
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Operation                               County
Aggregate         

Type

Estimated 
Annual 

Production            
(Tons / Year)

Estimated 
Reserve 

Life (Years)
Estimated Reserve 

Life (Tons)
 

Burroughs Materials  
  Holly Oakland Sand & Gravel 700,000              7 4,500,000                   
  Groveland Oakland Sand & Gravel 300,000              4 1,200,000                   
  Deanville Road Lapeer Sand & Gravel 300,000              1 400,000                      
  Hartland Livingston Sand & Gravel 200,000              4 820,000                       
Ashley Development  
  Brighton (Fill Sand Only) Livingston Sand & Gravel 100,000              10 1,000,000                    
Measel  
  Burnside Lapeer Sand & Gravel 300,000              17 5,200,000                   

Mid-Michigan Sand & Gravel  
  Jeddo Twp. St. Clair Sand & Gravel 700,000              13 9,300,000                   

Natural Aggregates Corp  
  Brighton (Fill Sand Only) Livingston Sand & Gravel 1,000,000           6 6,000,000                   

Gerken Materials/Stansley
  Clinton Washtenaw Sand & Gravel 200,000              15 3,000,000                   
  Round Lake S&G Lenawee Sand & Gravel 750,000              12 9,250,000                   
  Glacial S&G Hillsdale Sand & Gravel 400,000              30 12,000,000                  
  Tecumseh Ives Rd Lenawee Sand & Gravel 150,000              46 7,000,000                   

Stoneco (Mi Paviing & Mtrls - Oldcastle)  
  Jerome Hillsdale Sand & Gravel 1,000,000           42 42,000,000                  
  Burmeister Washtenaw Sand & Gravel 700,000              16 11,000,000                  
  Drake Washtenaw Sand & Gravel 500,000              12 6,000,000                   

Weber
 Burnside, Lapeer Co. Lapeer Sand & Gravel 100,000              29 2,900,000                   
  Goodland Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel 150,000              4 550,000                      

South Flint S&G
  Holly Oakland Sand & Gravel 300,000              7 2,100,000                   

Newark S&G  
  Lapeer Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel 200,000              7 1,400,000                   

John R S&G  
  Metamora Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel 350,000              9 3,000,000                   

I-75 Aggregates
  Groveland Twp. Oakland Sand & Gravel 150,000              63 9,500,000                    
Getner Woodstock Aggregates
  Round Lake Hwy Lenawee Sand & Gravel 750,000              25 19,250,000                  

Aggregate Resources
  Waterloo Jackson Sand & Gravel 300,000              2 600,000                      

Total 14,300,000         16.62 237,620,000                

Total Sand & Gravel 14,300,000         16.62 237,620,000                
Total Dock Limestone 4,100,000           NA -                             
Total Limestone 9,700,000           13.38 129,800,000                
Total Slag 1,900,000           NA -                             

2015 - Southeast Michigan - Major Aggregate Sources
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Table 4  

 
Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey 

(2010-2011) 
 

 

 
 

  

Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value

Cement:

Masonry 80 9,800 e 83 10,200 e 61 8,300 e

Portland 3,550 350,000 e 3,480 350,000 e 3,480 353,000 e

Clays, common 318 1,310 312 1,280 312 1,280

Gemstones, natural NA 2 NA 2 NA 2

Gypsum, crude 345 r 2,440 r 302 2,080 345 2,670

Iron ore, usable shipped 8,870 W 11,900 W 13,200 W

Peat W W 4 W 3 27

Sand and gravel:

Construction 34,100 r 174,000 r 33,300 190,000 31,900 178,000

Industrial 1,410 r 32,000 r 1,350 31,700 1,830 67,500

Stone, crushed 20,400 116,000 r 21,500 100,000 20,700 99,000

Combined values of lime, magnesium compounds,

potash, salt, stone (dimension dolomite sandstone),

and values indicated by symbol W XX 1,080,000 XX 1,490,000 XX 1,700,000

Total XX 1,760,000 XX 2,170,000 XX 2,410,000

Mineral

eEstimated. rRevised. NA Not available. W Withheld to avoid disclosing company proprietary data. Withheld values included in “Combined values” data.

XX Not applicable.
1Production as measured by mine shipments, sales, or marketable production (including consumption by producers).
2Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits; may not add to totals shown.

NONFUEL MINERAL PRODUCTION IN MICHIGAN1, 2

(Thousand metric tons and thousand dollars)

2009 2010 2011
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Table 5 

 
Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey 

(2010-2011) 
 

 
  

Quantity

(thousand Value Unit

Use metric tons) (thousands) value

Concrete aggregate (including concrete sand) 4,940 $28,800 $5.83

Plaster and gunite sands 25 240 9.60

Concrete products (blocks, bricks, pipe, decorative, etc.) 71 899 12.66

Asphaltic concrete aggregates and other bituminous mixtures 3,580 24,700 6.90

Road base and coverings 4,830 26,600 5.51

Road and other stabilization (cement) 164 1,190 7.26

Road and other stabilization (lime) 139 1,250 8.99

Fill 3,480 9,880 2.84

Snow and ice control 151 607 4.02

Railroad ballast 61 545 8.93

Filtration 109 1,090 10.00

Other miscellaneous uses2 71 755 10.63

Unspecified:3

Reported 4,110 28,000 6.81

Estimated 11,900 67,000 5.63

Total or average 33,300 190,000 5.71

MICHIGAN: CONSTRUCTION SAND AND GRAVEL SOLD OR USED IN 2010,

BY MAJOR USE CATEGORY1

1Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits, except unit value; may not add to totals shown.
2Includes roofing granules and golf course.
3Reported and estimated production without a breakdown by end use.
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Table 6 

 
Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey 

(2010-2011) 
 

Use Quantity Value

Construction:

Coarse aggregate (+1½ inch):

Macadam W W

Riprap and jetty stone 145 2,050

Filter stone 49 322

Coarse aggregate, graded:

Concrete aggregate, coarse 2,110 11,000

Bituminous aggregate, coarse 164 695

Bituminous surface-treatment aggregate W W

Railroad ballast W W

Fine aggregate (-⅜ inch):

Stone sand, concrete W W

Stone sand, bituminous mix or seal W W

Screening, undesignated 256 1,310

Coarse and fine aggregates:

Graded road base or subbase 2,020 8,560

Unpaved road surface 957 4,610

Terrazzo and exposed aggregate W W

Crusher run or fill or waste W W

Unspecified coarse and fine aggregates 274 2,120

Unspecified and other construction materials 2 17

Agricultural:

Agricultural, limestone 159 736

Unspecified and other agricultural uses W W

Chemical and metallurgical:

Cement manufacture 4,080 9,560

Flux stone 167 1,100

Glass manufacture W W

Special, other fillers or extenders W W

Unspecified:2

Reported 54 414

Estimated 9,790 54,100

Total 20,700 99,000

1Data are rounded to no more than three significant digits; may not add to totals shown.
2Reported and estimated production without a breakdown by end use.

MICHIGAN: CRUSHED STONE SOLD OR USED BY PRODUCERS

IN 2011, BY USE1

(Thousand metric tons and thousand dollars)

W Withheld to avoid disclosing company proprietary data; included in “Total.” 
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Table 7 

State Trucking Company 
9300 Dix Ave 

Dearborn, MI  48120 
(313) 843-7200 

 

 
 

 
Minimum Load Requirement – 50 Tons. Loads less than minimum will be priced at a 50 ton load. 

Possession of this price list does not guarantee the ability to purchase transportation. 
All prices are subject to change without notice.

One Way 
(Miles)

Straight Haul 
Charge Rate

One Way 
(Miles)

Straight Haul 
Charge Rate

One Way 
(Miles)

Straight Haul 
Charge Rate

1 $2.32 51 $7.74 101 $11.82
2 $2.44 52 $7.83 102 $11.89
3 $2.56 53 $7.92 103 $11.96
4 $2.68 54 $8.01 104 $12.03
5 $2.80 55 $8.10 105 $12.10
6 $2.92 56 $8.19 106 $12.17
7 $3.04 57 $8.28 107 $12.24
8 $3.16 58 $8.37 108 $12.31
9 $3.28 59 $8.46 109 $12.38

10 $3.40 60 $8.55 110 $12.45
11 $3.52 61 $8.63 111 $12.52
12 $3.64 62 $8.71 112 $12.59
13 $3.76 63 $8.79 113 $12.66
14 $3.88 64 $8.87 114 $12.73
15 $4.00 65 $8.95 115 $12.80
16 $4.11 66 $9.03 116 $12.87
17 $4.22 67 $9.11 117 $12.94
18 $4.33 68 $9.19 118 $13.01
19 $4.44 69 $9.27 119 $13.08
20 $4.55 70 $9.35 120 $13.15
21 $4.66 71 $9.43
22 $4.77 72 $9.51
23 $4.88 73 $9.59
24 $4.99 74 $9.67
25 $5.10 75 $9.75
26 $5.21 76 $9.83
27 $5.32 77 $9.91
28 $5.43 78 $9.99
29 $5.54 79 $10.07
30 $5.65 80 $10.15
31 $5.75 81 $10.23
32 $5.85 82 $10.31
33 $5.95 83 $10.39
34 $6.05 84 $10.47
35 $6.15 85 $10.55
36 $6.25 86 $10.63
37 $6.35 87 $10.71
38 $6.45 88 $10.79
39 $6.55 89 $10.87
40 $6.65 90 $10.95
41 $6.75 91 $11.03
42 $6.85 92 $11.11
43 $6.95 93 $11.19
44 $7.05 94 $11.27
45 $7.15 95 $11.35
46 $7.25 96 $11.43
47 $7.35 97 $11.51
48 $7.45 98 $11.59
49 $7.55 99 $11.67
50 $7.65 100 $11.75
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Table 8

Operation                               County
Aggregate         

Type

6A 
Concrete 

Stone $/ton

2NS 
Concrete 

Sand $/ton

21AA Dense 
Graded Base 

$/ton

Class II 
Fill     

$/ton
  Plant #1 & Plant #2 Wayne BF Slag 10.65$        10.65$          6.95$     

  Marysville St. Clair Dock Limestone
  Port Huron St. Clair Dock Limestone
  SCA - Concrete Mix Wayne Dock Limestone
  SCA - Brennen Wayne Dock Limestone 17.45$        
  SCA - Miller Road Wayne Dock Limestone
  SCA - Marine City St. Clair Dock Limestone
  Saginaw Saginaw Dock Limestone 17.00$        13.95$          
  6th Street Saginaw Dock Limestone
  Crow Island Saginaw Dock Limestone
  GM St. Clair Dock Limestone
  Marysville St. Clair Dock Limestone
  DBS Dock Wayne Dock Limestone

  Sylvania Quarry Monroe Limestone 12.50$        10.10$          6.50$     
  Newport Monroe Limestone 13.50$        8.55$            3.25$     
  Dennison Farms Monroe Limestone 13.50$        9.55$            3.25$     
  Stoneco Maybee Monroe Limestone 8.55$            
  Stoneco Ottawa Lake Monroe Limestone 16.00$        8.55$            3.25$     

  Chelsea Washtenaw Sand & Gravel 9.95$          4.95$        12.75$          3.00$     
  Manchester Washtenaw Sand & Gravel
  Burnside Lapeer Sand & Gravel
  Howell Twp. Livingston Sand & Gravel
  Pickney Livingston Sand & Gravel
  Buno Oakland Sand & Gravel 11.35$        7.45$        11.35$          2.65$     
  Highland Oakland Sand & Gravel 11.35$        7.45$        11.35$          
  Ray Road Oakland Sand & Gravel 11.35$        7.45$        11.35$          
  Freedom Twp Washtenaw Sand & Gravel
  Grange Hall Rd Oakland Sand & Gravel 7.45$        11.35$          
  Holly Oakland Sand & Gravel 11.35$        7.45$        11.35$          
  Groveland Oakland Sand & Gravel
  Deanville Road Lapeer Sand & Gravel 7.45$        11.35$          2.65$     
  Hartland Livingston Sand & Gravel
  Brighton Livingston Sand & Gravel
  Burnside Lapeer Sand & Gravel
  Jeddo Twp. St. Clair Sand & Gravel
  Brighton Livingston Sand & Gravel
  Clinton Washtenaw Sand & Gravel
  Round Lake S&G Lenawee Sand & Gravel
  Glacial S&G Hillsdale Sand & Gravel
  Tecumseh Ives Rd Lenawee Sand & Gravel
  Jerome Hillsdale Sand & Gravel
  Burmeister Washtenaw Sand & Gravel 7.50$          6.75$        
  Drake Washtenaw Sand & Gravel
  Burnside, Lapeer Co. Lapeer Sand & Gravel 2.60$     
  Goodland Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel 2.75$     
  Holly Oakland Sand & Gravel
  Lapeer Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel
  Metamora Twp. Lapeer Sand & Gravel
  Groveland Twp. Oakland Sand & Gravel
  Round Lake Hwy Lenawee Sand & Gravel
  Waterloo Jackson Sand & Gravel

2015 List Prices
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 Table 9 

 
Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Office of the Geological Survey/U.S. Geological Survey 

(2010-2011) 
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7.3 Exhibits 
 
Exhibit 1  
 

United States  

Department of Transportation 
National Press Club – Infrastructure Funding Panel 

Secretary Anthony Foxx 

Remarks as Prepared for Delivery  

National Press Club – Infrastructure Funding Panel 

Washington, D.C. 

September 9, 2015 

Thank you, David. It is great to be here today with President Hoffa and Governor Barbour. And I want 
to thank all the members of the National Press Club for convening this discussion. 

Friends, we have been lulled into sleep by the boldness and sacrifices of past generations. America is not 
exceptional just because of what previous generations did. We are exceptional because every generation 
picks up from where the last generation left off and carries it forward. 

That generational ethic is under assault right now. Transportation is the one thing we all must do 
together. We can’t imagine it by ourselves. We can’t pay for it by ourselves. We can’t build it by 
ourselves. But look at what is done for us generation after generation. 

Are we the same country that built the Erie Canal and Transcontinental Railroad? Are we the same 
country that built the Golden Gate Bridge, iconic train stations, and completed the Eisenhower Interstate 
Highway System? Are we same the country that led the way in moving freight and building mass 
transit? 

The answer is “yes” – we are the same country. But if you were to ask me if we were holding up that 
legacy for your kids and my kids, the answer is “no.” As evidence of that, let’s just focus for a second on 
what counts for success in transportation right now. What yardstick are we using to measure success? 

There are a ton of bills over in Congress that are in one way or another designed to bring the Highway 
Trust Fund back into solvency. Is that our goal – solvency of the Highway Trust Fund? 

You could argue that back in 1956 making the Highway Trust Fund solvent was tantamount to 
addressing the nation’s transportation needs. Back then we were building a new system. But today has 
anybody in Congress or any commentators helped you to understand what plugging the hole in the 
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Highway Trust Fund actually does in terms of filling potholes or fixing broken bridges or building the 
new projects that are needed for a growing country or even reducing traffic? 

We are not thinking clearly about what the Highway Trust Fund is supposed to do. And that, my friends, 
is the greatest threat because it has so much to do with what we do now. This is about what do we want 
transportation to do for us in the 21st century? 

The Highway Trust Fund is not an outcome. It is not a result. It is a tool. If your dishwasher is broken, 
you are not fixing the problem by finding the wrench. The wrench may help you but only if you focus 
on what’s wrong with the dishwasher. 

The Highway Trust Fund is one of our wrenches, one of our tools, to address our transportation needs. 

What do we want for the future?  Do we want commutes tomorrow to be longer? Do we want roads to 
be in such disrepair that we can’t even keep up with maintenance? Do we want our bridges to fall into 
such a state of disrepair that they are impassable? 

That is not how we got here. That is not how we are going to move this country forward. 

So where are we right now? We’re on our 34th short-term funding extension. It’s gotten to a point where 
I feel like an auctioneer. Except instead of saying going once, going twice, I am now saying, going 33, 
going 34. 

We saw the Senate pass a bipartisan bill before August recess. The House is anticipated to move a bill 
out of Committee this month. 

Meanwhile, Americans want their transportation problems solved. I have been to quite a few community 
roundtables over the last couple of years – more than 100, in fact, all over the country. And the 
American people are talking about this. They’re tired of the traffic. They’re tired of the projects that 
keep getting promised and either get shelved or take forever to happen. 

They’re talking about the cost of transportation, which for many families is the second biggest expense 
they have. 

And as much as the American people want a better transportation system, they know the political system 
is failing them. It is not delivering them the benefits they need and want today. 

That’s their reality. Then you come to Washington – and what’s the reality in Washington? 

In Washington, it’s not a question of how much we need; it’s a question of how much money do we 
have. And then the talk goes into “offsets,” “pay-fors” and “pension smoothing.” 

Well, guess what? The American people know we need a better transportation system. They know we 
need to pay for it. They want it. Let’s give it to them. 

Now I want to be clear about this. When I say let’s give it to them I don’t just mean a solvent Highway 
Trust Fund. I mean, give them a better transportation system. Use the Highway Trust Fund as the tool it 
was intended to be to drive outcomes in America. 

Let me give you an example. In many parts of the country people get stuck in traffic for an hour or more 
on a single trip. 

A lot of commuters wake up every morning and know that if they get on the road even 10 or 15 minutes 
late, that means they’ll be spending an additional 60 minutes or 90 minutes inching along through rush-
hour traffic. And when you add in the extra cost of fuel to the cost of lost time, it’s a lot. Americans are 
now paying a price of close to a thousand dollars annually to endure all these delays. Americans are now 
spending a total of close to 7 billion extra hours stuck in traffic. 
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Maybe one goal of a new transportation bill should be to reduce traffic. 

Now I have asked our experts at DOT to do an analysis so we could understand how much we need to 
invest to reduce traffic and improve commuting times. 

The GROW AMERICA Act, which we put forward, twice now, makes substantial investments beyond 
just making the Highway Trust Fund solvent. And in fact when we apply our traffic test to the GROW 
AMERICA Act, travel times actually go down. 

What if we applied that test to investing just enough to make the Highway Trust Fund solvent? What 
would happen? 

Travel times go up. So here we are spending months and months wrangling over extension after 
extension to get a status quo bill done. And it gets us longer commutes. 

The DRIVE Act, a bill that passed the Senate just this summer, increases investment in the surface 
transportation system by 5 percent. 

I’ve applauded this step by the Senate as a move towards progress. But if we can only achieve a modest 
increase in funding, we will still get more traffic. 

I don’t know about you, but if I am going to pay more, I want to get more. If we are going to invest 
more in infrastructure and get the same crummy results, what’s the point? Let’s move the country 
forward. 

I am really worried that we are spending more time trying to find the wrench and not actually fixing the 
dishwasher. 

Our experts at DOT found that the absolute minimum level of investment to prevent traffic from getting 
worse was $400 billion over six years. 

The bill we put forward, the GROW AMERICA Act, puts us $78 billion above that mark.  The 
discussion is not even in that ballpark yet. 

So Congress has a lot of work to do to get closer to the levels of funding we need to reduce traffic. 

That is one of the reasons why we continue to urge Congress towards more funding growth. 

But, you say, Mr. Secretary, you are being unrealistic – we can’t possibly afford what you’re talking 
about. 

I have to smile at this. Unrealistic? It’s unrealistic to think our country can keep our transportation edge 
by running on fumes. 

And if you’re looking at offsets, try factoring in the economic impact of a strong, long-term 
transportation bill. 

We really don’t have time for this. The studies we have done as a department, including Beyond Traffic, 
outline a massive set of trends and choices we face over the next 30 years, including that we’re going to 
have 70 million more people competing for use of our roads, transit, & rail networks, putting even more 
pressure on an already constrained system. 

Our economy depends on the efficient movement of freight. That is hanging in the balance. 

Much of this growth will occur in megaregions in the South and West. This includes cities like Los 
Angeles and Atlanta that are already choking on congestion. But it also includes other fast-growing 
metros where it is indisputable that the infrastructure we have today won’t cut it. 
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Unless we change course, we are going to have longer travel times and more headaches. Instead of being 
an asset, our surface transportation system will be a drag on our economy and quality of life. 

So as Congress returns this week after a long summer recess, I urge them to look at the needs of their 
constituents – to focus on results, and not just the tool to drive those results. Businesses want their 
freight moving faster. Families don’t want to be stuck on the way to school and work. 

We should remember that the future is a choice, and transportation will always be about one generation 
working on behalf of the next. And I do believe we can pass a bill that allows us to carry this work 
forward. I still believe that. 

Thank you all very much. 

### 

Updated: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 
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United States  

Department of Transportation 

Highway Trust Fund Ticker 
The Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41) 
authorized General Fund transfers to the Highway Account and Mass Transit of the Highway Trust 
Fund. 

The current chart shows:  

that the Highway Account will drop below safe levels on November 20, 2015 (see the monthly FHWA 
view below).  
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Highway Account - By Month 

 

However, it is important to note that most programs funded through the Highway Trust Fund are only 
authorized to spend money through October 29, 2015.  An October 29 lapse in authorization prevents 
new obligations in the Highway and Transit accounts and impacts reimbursements to the States and 
other entities.  

Mass Transit Account - By Month 

 

Understanding the Projections of the Highway Trust Fund: A tutorial  
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https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/pictures/End-of-Month-MTA-Ticker-August-28-thru-FY2016.png
https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/pictures/HTF-Ticker-Monthly-Aug-28-2015-thru-FY2016.png


 

The Surface Transportation and Veterans Health Care Choice Improvement Act of 2015 (P.L. 114-41) 
authorized General Fund transfers to the Highway Account and Mass Transit Account of the Highway 
Trust Fund. Based on the most recent monthly estimate of future Highway Trust Fund balances, this 
general fund transfer will maintain the balance for the highway account above the prudent cash balance 
level of $4 billion until November 2015. At that time the Department of Transportation may be required 
to take additional steps to better manage the flow of federal dollars, including slowing the rate of 
reimbursements to states, in order to maintain a cash balance in the Trust Fund. 
 

Trust fund balances are currently estimated to remain just at or below the prudent balance levels through 
May 2016, the beginning of the 2016 construction season, whereupon the balances will rapidly decline 
to the point where the fund will become fully insolvent and DOT will be unable to meet its financial 
obligations during the heart of the construction season. 
 
It is important to note that new future Trust Fund balance estimates are generated monthly and routinely 
fluctuate based on updated data on receipts and expenditures. Also, importantly programs funded 
through the Highway Trust Fund are only authorized through October 29, 2015. Although Trust Fund 
balances are currently expected to be sufficient to avoid the potential of cash management until that 
time, should the authorization for these programs lapse on October 30, the Department will be unable to 
obligate new expenditures from the Highway and Transit programs, impacting reimbursements to States 
other entities.    

Updated: Wednesday, September 16, 2015  
- See more at: https://www.transportation.gov/highway-trust-fund-ticker#sthash.mQpGsjN1.dpuf15  
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