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THE ANALYSIS OF STONE AND SAND AND GRAVEL

STATISTICS FOR SELECTED COUNTIES IN OREGON

ABSTRACT. The Minerals Yearbook and the Census

of Minerals Industries' statistics lack detail,

completeness, and accuracy concerning stone ‘and

sand and gravel in Oregon and are therefore
deficient invthéir utility. The lack of detail and
completeness causes extreme difficulty in comparing
varied field-checked statistics. The inaccuracy

of the data concerning the number of stone and sand
and gravel operators and producing sites results in
an error in the reported volume and value of
proauction. This error effectuates stone and sand
and gravel planning inefficient and determination of
actual reserves impossible. Key Words: Time lag of

publication, Data intent, Data unit, Data comparison.

INTRODUCTION
Oregon's mineral resources have provided the basis for
thé development and growth of its present economy. They
are vital in virtually every activity; mineral products
supply fuel for energy and supply the necessities for

machinery whichlproduce manufactured products.
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With'society's c0ntinﬁed pace of development and growth,
there has beén created a growing need for products and
energy, and thus a greatef strain has been placéd on our
mineral reserves. Presently, there are many minefals which
are scarce; the phrase "mineral shortage" is becoming a
contemporary term. In the case of sand and gravel, useable
surface deposits are becoming exhausted. Land use planners
must realize that when determining land use policies, sub-
surface value must be recognized. Construction of highways,
zoning, and environmental concerns are inducing shortages
in sand and gravel by preventing subsurface mining in these
areas. Since subsfitutes for sand and gravel have not been
developed tb replace sand and gravel in large-scale opera-
tions, these necessary minerals for cement and construction
would be greatly diminished.

As substitutes are being sought to overcome other
shortages, these substitute miﬁerals are being intensely
developed and o&erused. This situation calls for effective
and efficient planning of mineral resources by municipal,
industrial, and environmental planners. Their decisions

must be based on accurate mineral data. Data gathered by

the U. S. Bureau of Mines, published in the Minerals Year-
book, and by the U. S. Bureau of the Ceﬁsus, published in
the Census of Mineral Industries, are obtained by canvassing

(through voluntary compliance of questionnaires), generally,



the large and the long-term mines. These surveys often omit
the long-term, short-~term, and wéekend mines, resulting in
inaccurate and inefficient mineral statistics.

This project will investigate data completeness and

reliability of the Minerals Yearbook and the Census of

Mineral Industries for stone and sand and gravel in Oregon.

It will include the number of mineral-producing sites and
operators and the amount and vaiue of production. Also
within this project, the time lag of publication, data

intent and unit will be discussed.

., TIME LAG OF PUBLICATION
This discussion is concerned with two major data
sources: the U. S. Bureau of Mines and the U. S. Bureau
of the Census. Specifically, the focus is on the Minerals

Yearbook and the Census of Mineral Industries.

Minerals Yearbook

The Minerals Yearbook is ‘an annual publication of the

U. S. Bureau of Mines, the agency charged with providing
economic and statistical studies of domestic and foreign
mineral préduction, distribution, and consumption.l TheA
Yearbook is comprised of three volumes. Volume I, Metals

and Minerals, and Volume II, Mineral Fuels, include chapters

dealing with metals and non-metals, along with chapters on

technological trends, employment, and personal injury



occurring in the mineral industries. Data categoriés gen-~
erally include domestic production by volume and/or value,
imports, exports, stocks, consumption, and world production.2

Volume III is titled Reports: Domestic, which contains

chapters on every state and United States' possessions in
the Pacific Ocean and the Caribbean Sea, Puerto Rico, and
the Canal Zone. Each chapter cpntains quantity and value
data for the minerals produced in a given state. Also cited
are the values of mineral production with the listing of
minerals pfoduced and in order of value, and the listing of
principal producers, both of these by county.3

In the course of investigating Oregon's mineral data

during the summer of 1974, the Minerals Yearbook was uti-
lized. However, the most curren£ chapter summary yet
published was 1971. Preprints and surveys are published
in advance of the final Yearbook (1972 in this case), but
Oregon's was not available. The most recent statistics of
Oregon's mineral data were supplied by the 1971 Yearbook.
The 1972 chapter preprints of "The Mineral Industry of

Oregon, " eventually to be published in the Minerals Year-~

book, became available in mid July of 1974. Since data col-
lection and analysis began in late May of this year, data
which were available prior to the chapter preprint distribu-
tion was used.

The time lag between the date of canvassing'and the



date of final publication created problems. In attempting

to set up direct yearly comparisons of Minerals Yearbook

data and field-checked data supplied by the Mine Land
Reclamation Department, neoteric statistics were not

available.

Census of Mineral Industries

The Census of Mineral Industries is a publication of

the U. S. Bureau of the Census. Present plans indicate a
mineral industries' census to be conducted covering years
-ending in "2" and "7."4
The Census' data are published in three series: sub-
ject, industry, and area. All three of the series' reports

were used, but in varying degrees.

Subject Series

The number of reports vary from census to census but
usually include data reporting water used in mining, size
of establishment, and type of operation. The statistics
listed include divisions by geographic areas and by states.

Industry Series

These reports provide data for industry characteris-
tics such as: the number of establishments; employment pay-
rolls; value added in mining; and the quantity and value of

products shipped. State coverage is seldom provided.



Area Series

This series provides statistical information for forty
-eight individual states, the District of Columbia, and
one report combining Maryland and Delaware. Statistics
are provided for the mining industries located in a parti-
cular state. These statistics include topics such as: type
of operation; number of establishments; value in shipments;
and value added in mining.5

Difficulties ariée in working with statistics from all
three of the series' reports because county data are seldom
supplied; when they are supplied, complete and detailed
information is lacking. Also, after the census is conducted,
the processing of data results in a delay of publication by,
three or more years. In this study, the most current cen-
sus material, containing a listing of counties, was the 1967

census. This time lag limits the Census of Mineral Indus-

tries' utility as a source of current information and makes
rries Yy ¢

direct comparison to contemporary data impossible.

DATA INTENT
When employing published mineral data, it is essential
to understand what commodities have been measured and in
what manner. This insight will provide an appreciation of

what the statistics are actually revealing.



Stone
In the examination of stone statistics, one‘shouid

realize that included in'quantity and value data of stone
are both dimension stone and crushed and broken étOne, sold
or used by producers. The figures shown as totals, though
including various kinds and forms of stone, are intended
to report total volume and total value only; at no time is
an "average" value of stone established. Detailed tables

showing type of stone (granite, marble, basalt, limestone,

‘etc.) and form (dimension or crushed and broken) are

presented in the reported Census and Yearbook data with
appropriate value. The value of stone is adjusted to avoid
duplication when limestone is used in making cement or

6

lime.

Dimension Stone

Dimension stone is classified in the Standard Indus-
trial Classification (SIC) inAthe Census as industry 1411.
This industry represents the reported Census and Yearbook
establishments primarily engaged in mining or gquarrying
dimension stone. Also included are establishments
primarily engaged ih producing rough blocks ahd slabs.
Establishments pfimarily involved in mining orvquarrying
grindstone, pulpstones, millstones, burrstones, and sharpen-
ing stones are classified in the SIC code és industry 1497,

Natural Abrasives, except for Sand; and those mining or




quarrying dimension soapstone are categorized in industry
1496, Talc, Soapstone, and Pyrophyllite. Nepheline syenite
operations are classified in industry 1459} Clay, Ceramic,
and Refractory Minerals, Not Elsewhere Classifed.7

Producing sites categorized in industry 1411, Dimension

Stone, as interpreted in the 1967 Census of Mineral Indus-

tries and the 1967 and 1971 Minerals Yearbook, represent
quarries with or without dressing plants operated as part
of the same establishment if the establishment primarily
ships rough dimension stone. The following report also

includes related 1967 Census of Manufactures figures for

dimension stone quarries operated in copjunction with
dressing plants whichrrepresents part of manufacturing
industry 3281, Cut Stone and Stone Products. Thus, the
total figures of dimension stone represent all dimension
stone quarries and all dressing plants in conjunction with
these quarries.

Crushed Stone

Establishments classified in industry 1422, Crushed
and BrokenvLimestone, industry 1423, Crushed and Broken
Granite, and industry 1429, Crushed and Broken Stone, Not
Elsewhere Classified, represent all separately operated
quarries and crushing plants which primarily produce crushed
and broken stone. They do not include limestone, cement
rock, and other stone quarries which are parts of establish-

ments primarily manufacturing hydraulic cement, quicklime,




hydrated lime, ready-mix concrete, or bituminous concrete.8

Census of Mineral Industries' figures, for the crushed

and broken stone industry, exclude data on production by
federal, state, and local governments, whereas the Miherals
Yearbook includes such data. According to the U. S..Bureau
of Mines, "noncommercial operations" of the crushed and
broken stone variety produced approximately 8 percent of
the total for 1967; therefore, large incongruities will
appear when comparing these two mineral data sources.

The détermination of value for stone and sand and
gravel in the Census and Yearbook is accomplished by
subtracting the cost of supplies and purchased machinery
from the value of shipments and receipts and the capital
expenditures.9

This value measurement avoids the duplication in the
value-of-shipments figure which results from the use of
products of some establishments as supplies, energy sources,
or materials, by others. Moreover, it provides a measure,
not only of value added in mineral production, but also

in the development of mineral properties.

Sand and Gravel

As reported in the summary tables of the Minerals
Yearbook, sand and gravel includes processed and unprocessed

construction sand, and ground and unground industrial sand.
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The data are compiled from producers' reports showing quan-
tity and value of sand and gravei sold or used forﬁvérious
purposes. (See Appendix I.) An average value for the
combined products is given; in other tables, detailed
information is given pertinent to the various types and
uses of sand and gravel. |

Construction Sand and Gravel

Construction sand and gravel is classified in the
Census in the SIC as industry 1332. This industry repre-

sents the Census and Yearbook establishments primarily

engaged in operating sand and gravel pits and dredges, and
in washing, screening, or otherwise preparing sand and
gravel for construction uses.

Industrial Sand

Industrial sand is categorized in the Census in the
SIC as industry 1446. This industry represents the reported

Census and Yearbook establishments primarilv involved in

identical operations as the Construction Sand and Gravel
industry. The only difference is that in the Industrial
Sand industry, the preparation of sand is for uses other
than construction, such as: glassmaking; molding; and
abrasives.

Establishments producing sand and gravel included in

the Census of Mineral Industries and the Minerals Yearbook

represent only establishments primarily engaged in producing
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sand énd gravel. Establishments involved in producing sand
and gravel as a secondary activity, in conjunction with the
production of concrete brick and block, ready-mix concrete,
asphalt and tar paving mixtures or other manufactured
products, are not classified as sand and gravel in mineral

Census or Yearbook data.10

Although the Census and the Yearbook measure sand and
gravel value and volume of production in similar ways, the
two sources present wide inconsistencies in their data.

This discrepancy occurs because the Census of Mineral

Industries' statistics, as in the case of stone, excludes

production by federal, state, and local governments, where-

as the Minerals Yearbook includes these producers.

Sand and gravel‘and stone, and nearly all nonmetallic
commodities, are apparently valued at the first marketable
product stage. However, valuation of each commodity should
be thoroughly reviewed by the responsible commodity spe-
cialist to determine whether or not the commodity applies

to the first marketable product.

DATA UNIT
A related problem in appreciating what the statistics
are actually revealing is reflected in the unit of measure-
ment of mineral commodities. For example, in Oregon and
in the United States, the volume of production of sand and

gravel and stone is generally reported in short tons (2,000
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pounds or 907.03 kilograms). This measurement should not
be mistaken or confused with long tons (2,240 pounds or
1015.87 kilograms) which commonly measure iron ore, or

with metric tons (2204.62 pounds or 999.83 kilograms) which
often measure foreign production.

Along with using the unit "short tons" to measure the
volume of sand and gravel production, the unit "cubic yards"
is often employed. 1In reporting production in cubic yards,
weight per cubic yard of sand and gravel must be indicated
in order to establish an equivalence to short tons.

In’the case of stone, the unit "cubic feet" is also
utilized to indicate volume of production. The cubic foot
measurement along with the type of rock indicated provides
an equivalence for comparison to short tons.

If caution is not exercised in reviewing statistics
measured in different units, inaccurate inferences are

drawn.

DATA COMPARISON
The data which will be the basis for comparisons, pro-
gressions, and estimations will be supplied by the U. S.
Bureau of Mines (henceforth referred to as the Bureau)

obtained through canvassing for the Minerals Yearbook publi-

cations and through surveys by the Mine Land Reclamation
Department (henceforth referred to as MLRD). Data used in

the tables and in the text will compare only Bureau and
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MLRD data; it will neglect data obtained through canvassing

for the Census of Mineral Industries' publications, because

both the Yearbook and the Census use the same questionnaire
canvassing list. (A sample Bureau questionnaire for stone
and sand and gravel which is mailed to operators is provided
in Appendices I and II.)

During this research, it was hypothesized that Bureau
statistics do not accurately reflect the total number of
stone and/or sand and gravel operators and producing sites
per county.in Oregon and thus are also inaccurate in their
reported volume and value of production. The inaccuracy
occurs through the Bureau's failure to canvass the total
number of operators per county. In so doing, they arrive
at an incorrect number of produéing sites.

To evaluate this theory, the nine Oregon counties with
the most detailed and readily available statistics obtained
from the Bureau and from the MLRD were chosen. These
selected counties, along with the number of operators and
sites producing stone and/or sand and gravel supplied by
data based on MLRD statistics, are presented in Table 1.
The data in Table 1 include U. S. Forest Service pits,
access road pits, stream bank mining pits, and the regular
commercial and’non—commercial mining pits.

To compare data in Table 1 to Bureau data (number of
roperators per county), a linear progression was used to up-

date 1971 Bureau data to July 1, 1974. The data resulting
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Table 1.--The Number of Operators and Sites Producing
Stone and/or Sand and Gravel in Selected
Counties of Oregon  July 1, 19743

COUNTY SITES OPERATORS
Clackamas 133 " 70
Lane 155 94
Lincoln 40 24
Multnomah ‘ ‘ 95 59
Tillamook 55 34
Union ) 33 19
Wasco | 43 24
Washington | 73 48
Yamhill | 73 42
TOTAL 700 414

a The number of mineral operators and mineral producing sites
are estimates based upon field checked locations only of
operators and sites which produce 10,000 cubic yards/year
(9,144 cubic meters/year) or more. Those operators fall
under the Mine Land Reclamation Act.

Source: Jerry J. Gray of the Mine Land Reclamation, Albany,
Oregon.
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from the linear progression (operators per county as of

1972, 1973, and July 1, 1974) are estimates based upon 1971
Bureau statistics. These estimates are not necessarily the
statistiés that the Bureau will obtain when canvassing for
the years involved, but do provide insight into the Bureau's
probable operator-per-county totals. Throughout this report,
‘the operator-per-county estimates as of July 1, 1974 will
continue to be termed "Bureau statistics" to prevent confu-
sion with MLRD data.

The pfocedure used to arrive at the progressed July 1,
1974 Bureau statistics involved determining the difference
between the 1971 number of operators per county, reported
by the Bureau, and the number of operators per county,
estimated by MLRD data supplied.for July 1, 1974. That
difference (the expansion factor) was then added to the 1971
Bureau data to provide a total number of operators per
county for 1972. The same procedure was used to obtain the
estimated 1973 Bureau operators per county.

The July 1, 1974 estimates were obtained by a similar
procedure. The difference between the number of operators
per county in 1973 and 1974 was calculated. That difference
was then multiplied by .50 because the estimate was sought
for July 1, 1974 and not for the entire year.

The comparison of the estimated July 1, 1974 Bureau
figures with the estimated July 1, 1974 MLRD figures

(Operators per county) reveals a 49 percent Bureau deficit
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in the total number of operators. The county differences
range from Washington County, a 60 percent difference

MLRD = 48.0 operators and Bufeau = 19.1 opérators) to Union
County, a 33 percent difference (MLRD = 19.0 operators and
Bureau = 12.7 operators) (Table 2). Because the number of
operators per county shown by the Bureau is 49 percent
lower than the number shown by the MLRD, the number of
producing sites per county may'also be in error. Since the
Bureau does not provide sites-per-county figures for sand
and gravelAfor either 1967 or 1971, a ratio of the number
of sites per county to the number of operators per county
was determined. The assumption was made, in calculating
this ratio per county, that the stone ratio of sites per
operators between the years 1967 and 1971 is equivalent

to the sand and gravel ratio between the years 1971 and
July 1, 1974.

The procedure used to determine the stone ratio of the
number of sites per operator was confronted with the problem
of data concealment by the Bureau for reasons of confiden-
tiality of company data. The data supplied by the Bureau
contained a figure denoting the total number of sites con-
cealed within the data of the selected counties. The
Bureau data also supplied the number of sites per county
which were not concealed by data confidentiality restrictions.

Not knowing in which counties the number of sites was



Table 2.--The Linear Progression from 1971 to July 1, 1974 of the Number of Operators Producing
Stone and/or Sand and Gravel/County and the Comparison to MLRD

BUREAU . MLRD |
BUREAU BUREAU BUREAU OPERATORS ~ OPERATORS ~ PERCENTAGE OF OPERATORS/

COUNTY OPERATORS  OPERATORS  OPERATORS JULY 1, JULY 1, COUNTY UNKNOWN BY BUREAU,
IN 1971 IN 1972 IN 1973 1974 1974 JULY 1, 1974

Clackamas 28 30.5 32.8 33.9 70 52%

Lane 33 35.9 38.5 39.7 94 58%

Lincoln 8 11,0 13.2 14.1 24 41%

Multnomah 21 23.8 26.3 27 .4 59 . 54%

Tillamook 15 17.3 19.3 20.2 34 41%

Union 8 10.4 11.9 12.7 19 33%

Wasco 8 11.0 13.2 ' 14.1 24 41%

Washington 9 14.3 17.7 19.1 48 60%

Yamhill 6 13.0 16.2 17.5 _42 58%

TOTAL , » 198.7 414 average 49%

LT

Source: Based upon the 1971 data supplied by Richard N. Appling, Chief of the Western Field
Operations, U. S. Bureau of Mines, Spokane, Washington.

MLRD estimates supplied by Jerry J. Gray of the Mine Land Reclamation Department,
Albany, Oregon. ' : :



- 18

concealed, the total of cohcealed sites was distributed
evenly over all of the counties by dividing the fotal
number of sites into the.selected counties. Eaéh county
was increased 1.0 site in the 1967 data and by 2;64 sites
in the 1971 data. The site-to-operator stone ratio per
county was then calculated by dividing the total humber
of siteé per county into the total number of oéerators
per county (Table 3).

With the stone ratio for each county determined; multi-
plying the number of sand and gravel operatofs by the ratio
of stone sites per operator supplies the estimated number
of Bureaulsand and gravel sites per county as of July 1,
1974. Comparison can now be made between the number of
Bureau sand and gravel sites per county and the number of
MLRD sand and gravel sites per county as of July 1, 1974
(Table 4).

As in the comparison of the estimated number of operators
per county, the comparison of the estimated number of sites
per county also reveals a deficiency of Bureau sites by a
factor of approximately two. This deficiency occurs when
small and temporary-operators and sites are oﬁerlooked
during canvassing. If one small producer is missed, his
absence will be of little significance in determining
county and state production. But when fifty-four producers

and ninety-five sites are overlooked in Lane County, for



Table 3.--The Ratio Per County of Stone and/or Sand and Gravel Producing Sites to the
Number of Operators as Canvassed by the Bureau

TOTAL NUMBER OF

STONE PRODUCING TOTAL NUMBER OF RATIO OF THE NUMBER OF SITES

 COUNTY SITES IN 1967 STONE OPERATORS TO THE NUMBER OF OPERATORS,
AND 1971 IN 1967 and 1971 1967-1971

Clackamas 26.64 19 1.40

Lane 56.64 41 ‘ 1.38

Lincoln 13.64 7 v 1.95

Multnomah 6.64 9 0.74

Tillamook 25.64 15 1.71

Union 14.64 8 1.83

Wasco 7.64 4 1.91

Washington 18.64 13 ' 1.43

Yamhill 8.64 5 | 1.73

Source: Distribution of concealed sites per county based upon the 1971 data supplied
by Richard N. Appling, Chief of the Western Field Operations, U. S. Bureau
of Mines, Spokane, Washington.

6T



Table 4.--The Number of Sites/County Based Upon the 1971 Bureau Data Compared with the
Number of Sites/County Based Upon the 1974 MLRD Data

. BUREAU, NUMBER MLRD, NUMBER PERCENTAGE OF SITES/COUNTY UNKNOWN

COUNTY OF SITES/COUNTY OF SITES/COUNTY BY BUREAU, JULY 1, 1974
JULY 1, 1974 JULY 1, 1974 (SAND AND GRAVEL)
(SAND AND GRAVEL) (SAND AND GRAVEL)

Clackamas 47.36 133 64%

Lane 54.79 155 65%

Lincoln 27.50 40 31%

Multnomah 20.28 95 79%

Tillamook 34.54 55 37%

Union 23.24 | 33 : 30%

Wasco 26.93 43 37%

Washiﬁgton 27.31 73 63%

Yamhill 30.28 73 59%

TOTAL 292.23 700 ‘ average 52%

Source: Bureau estimates based upon the 1971 data supplied by Richard N. Appling, Chief
of the Western Field Operations, U. S. Bureau of Mines, Spokane, Washington.

MLRD estimates supplied by Jerry J. Gray of the Mine Land Reclamation Department,
Albany, Oregon.

114
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example, their aggregafe production is extremely significant
in determining accuréte county and state statistics. Because
of the deficiency in the number of Bureau operators and

sites reported per county, the volume and value éf stone
and/or sand and gravel production is also in error.

When the difference between the estimated July 1, 1974
Bureau sites per county and the estimated July 1, 1974 MLRD
sites per county is determined, that difference will repre-
sent the small and temporary sites which are overlqoked by
the Bureau. Assuming that the overlooked siﬁes average
7,500 cubic yards per year mined (6,858 short tons after
conversion)*, the overlooked sites multiplied by 6,858 short
tons equal the volﬁme of production which is lost during
Bureau canvassing. The percehtage of production which is
lost is provided per county in Table 5 along with the total
Bureau and MLRD production figures of all nine counties.

Table 5 is designed to show how much estimated pro-
duction is unreported by the Bureau because of its failure
to canvass all producing sites. The volume of production

per county with the added MLRD producing sites are only

*The factor used to convert cubic yards of stone and/or
sand and gravel to short tons was: 2.2 cubic yards (2.0l
cubic meters) equals.2.0 short tons (1.8l metric tons).



Table 5.--The Comparison Between the Bureau's Production of Stone and/or Sand and Gravel/

COUNTY

Clackamas
Lane
Lincoln
Multnomah
Tillamook
Union

Wasco

Washington

Yamhill

TOTAL

Source:

BUREAU PRODUCTION

OF STONE AND SAND

AND GRAVEL IN 1971

(SHORT TONS)

3,516,000
3,779,000
502,000
3,866,000
259,000
752,000
212,000
1,280,000
302,000

14,468,000

MLRD SITES
MINUS
BUREAU SITES

VOLUME OF

PRODUCTION WITH

County and the Added Production of the MLRD's Producing Sites

PERCENT OF

VOLUME INCREASE

ADDED MLRD

PRODUCING SITES

WITH ADDED MLRD

PRODUCING SITES

85.64
100.21
12.50
74.72
20.46
9.76
16.07
45.69
42.72

4,103,319
4,466,240
587,725
4,378,430
399,315
818,934
322,208
1,593,342
594,974

17,264,487

143
15%
15%
12%
35%
8%
34%
20%
4o

average 22%

Based upon the 1971 data supplied by Richard N. Appling, Chief of the
Western Field Operations, U. S. Bureau of Mines, Spokane, Washington, and
Jerry J. Gray of the Mine Land Reclamation Department, Albany, Oregon.
MLRD data based upon data supplied by Jerry J. Gray of the Mine Land

Reclamation Department, Albany, Oregon.

2z
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estimates of productioh as of July 1, 1974. bThe statistics
are estimates because the volume of production per county

of the overlooked sites bf the Bureau was added to the 1971
Bureau statistics to provide an estimate of the tbtal volume
of production per county as of July 1, 1974. The totals

of production per county as of July 1, 1974 will change when
the Bureau, through canvassing, determines the 1974 volume
of production to which the volume of production of over-
looked sites will be added. |

Table 6 determines the dollar value per county and the
dollar value in cumulative county totals not reported-by
the Bureaﬁ due to the number of sites overiooked during
canvassing. The percentage of dollar value-per-county
increase, due to the added MLRD producing sites, are also
presented in Table 6.

Table 6 is designed to show how much estimated dollar
value is unreported by the Buréau because of its failure to
canvass all producing sites. The dollar value per county
with the added MLRD producing sites are only estimates of
dollar value as of July 1, 1974. The statistics are
estimates because the dollar value of production per county
of the overlooked sites by the Bureau was added_to the 1971
Bureau statistics to provide an estimate of the total dollar
value of production per county as of July 1, 1974. The

totals of dollar value per county as of July 1, 1974 will




Table 6.--The Comparison Between the Bureau's Dollar Value of Stone and/or Sand and Gravel
Production/County and the Dollar Value Added Through MLRD's Producing Sites

BUREAU, DOLLAR
VALUE OF STONE

DOLLAR VALUE/SHORT
TON OF BUREAU'S

DOLLAR VALUE
OF PRODUCTION

PERCENT OF DOLLAR
VALUE INCREASE

AND SAND AND STONE AND SAND AND WITH ADDED MLRD WITH ADDED MLRD
COUNTY GRAVEL PRODUCTION GRAVEL PRODUCTION PRODUCING SITES PRODUCING SITES
- IN 1974 IN 1971
Clackamas $ 5,369,000 $1.53 $ 6,278,078 14%
Lane 5,286,000 1.40 6,252,736 15%
Lincoln 1,033,000 2.06 1,210,714 15% V
Multnomah 6,372,000 1.65 7,224,410 12% o
Tillamook 308,000 1.19 475,185 35%
Union 1,676,000 2.23 1,826,223 8%
Wasco 484,000 2.28 734,634 34%
Washington 1,937,000 | 1.51 2,405,946 20%
Yamhill 450,000 1.49 886,511 49%
TOTAL $22,915,000 $27,294,437 average 22%

Source: Based upon the 1971 data supplied by Richard N. Appling, Chief of the Western
Field oOperations, U. S. Bureau of Mines, Spokane, Washington, and Jerry J. Gray
of the Mine Land Reclamation Department, Albany, Oregon.

MLRD estimates based upon data supplied by Jerry J. Gray of the Mine Land
Reclamation Department, Albany, Oregon.
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also change when the Bureau, through canvassing, determines
the 1974 dollar value of production to which the dollar

value of overlooked sites will be added.

CONCLUSION
In the discussion of the time lag of publication and
data comparison, some of the weaknesses of the Minerals

Yearbook and the Census of Mineral Industries' statistics

were presented. Another weakness of the two data sources
which is not directly related to the statistics themselves
is the withholding of reported data by the two publishing
agencies (the U. S. Bureau of Mines and the U. S. Bureau

of the Census) in order to maintain companies' confidential
data. The problem of data confidentiality presented itself
in every attempt to acquire stone and sand and gravel sta-
tistics. Fortunately, Mr. Appling manipulated the data to
provide greater detail than was available in either the
Census or the Yearbook while maintaining company confiden-
tiality of data.

Bureau personnel, in most cases, realize that the
withholding of data which could be manipulated to prevent
the disclosure of companies' confidential data further
reduces the utility of that data. Since the U. S. Bureau
of Mines and the U. S. Bureau of the Census are the
gathering and controlling agencies of much of the nation's

mineral data, their practice of data manipulation and
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distribution would be most valuable for scholarly analysis.
Greater efficiency of data gathering and documentation could
result, and thus greater data accuracy by both Bureaus

could be obtained.

At present, the method of data gathering and documenta-
tion for stone and sand and gravel is inadequate. The low
percentage of stone and sand and cgravel guestionnaire
compliance (approximately 60 percent) indicates that far
too many operators and producing sites are being overlooked
during questionnaire distribution.
| The oompleteness of some of the stone and sand and

gravel statistics in the Minerals Yearbook and the Census

of Mineral Industries also has been analyzed, and the defi-

ciencies have been sited. The nine counties selected for
analysis represent only a few of the counties for which
inaccurate statistics have been published. These nine
counties were selected on the basis of their available and
detailed statistics. It can only be surmised which other
counties share the same data inadequacies. A reasonable
question to be raised is, "If stone and sand and gravel
statistics are in error, which other mineral otatistics are
also inaccurate?"

The problem of unreportad stone and sand and gravel
production is that, as production is unreportedly being

increased (as compared to the reported production) by the
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uncanvassed producers, the planned future reserves of stone

and sand and gravel may be knowingly decreased. The

decrease in reserves may.occur through zoning, environ-
mental concerns, and highway construction. With.inaccurate
production data as a possible basis for county and state
planning decisions, inaccurate estimates of future reserve

needs could be made.
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CINILAL ENSTIUCTIONS

Plecse complete and return one copy of this form as promptly as possibic in the endosed envelope. A separate report should be completed
for eac warry active during ony part of the calerndar year and for each kind of stone produced. Additioral forms are available upon reguest.
if you have nothing to report, please complete lteras 1 and 2, sign and return. '

The results of this survey are used in statisticcl pubhcc:.ons of the Bureau of Mines. They have o variety of users, including industry, State
and Fedesc! Governments. Your cooperation is needed to mcke the results of this survey comprehensive, meeningtul, cecurate and timely.

I

In completing this form, estimates may be used wherever excct figures cre not availcble. Round fo the necrest whole number.

Plecse provide us with any specific information that will help us ia the interpretation of the dota. Use the space for “"Remerks' or if more

space is required, use the back of this page or a separate sheet of pcper. Also, describe briefly any significant changes in your operation and
any important events or ouiside economic conditions that affected your operction.

1,2, 3, end 4. Seli-explanctory. .
5. Stone of your own preduciion shippcd or used during the year by use end sreduct )
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fo.b. your estchiishiment .‘ r the quantities in Columns 2 or 3. Repori the totcl value received afier discounts onc cllowances end excluding
iceble. If you consume matericl in your esicblishment or ship it to another establishment of your cempeny, please
estimate the value for this matericl. Use your net selling price cs ¢ basis for this estimcte; if you did not sell the sema type of material,
base your estimate cn the direct costs of production plus a reasoncble progortion of company overheed and profits,

n
conrciner cost where app!

Please specify cmner uses clearly and report data for each use separately.
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o1

company. |, ;p”'r quantity in short tons OR percent of total tonnage. Totcl {Code 499) should equal ictal quantity (getual or equivalent short
tons) recor.ed in ltem 5B, Code 399 '

o C O

se furnish names and cddresses of new stone producers in your vidinity.
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