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Technical	Memorandum	
401 South Washington Square, Suite 103  Lansing, MI 48933  517.803.4600 

Via Email: bsutherland@norvelltwp-mi.gov 

spurbanplanning@gmail.com 

To: Bill Sutherland, Supervisor, Norvell Township 

Sco0 Pacheco, SP Urban Planning 

From: Allan Blaske, P.G., CPG 

  

Date: January 12, 2026 

Re: American Aggregates of Michigan Applica7on for Site Plan Approval, Condi7onal Use 

Permit and Mining Permit, Norvell Township, Michigan 

GEI Consultants Review Notes 

Project No. 2507059 
 

This memo provides a summary of the GEI Consultants (GEI) review of the American Aggregates of 

Michigan Applica7on for Site Plan Approval, Condi7onal Use Permit and Mining Permit, submi0ed to 

Norvell Township. 

List	of	Documents	Reviewed	

“Applica�on” = American Aggregates of Michigan’s (“Applicant” or “AAOM”) Applica7on for Site Plan 

Approval, condi7onal Use Permit and Mining Permit under Ar7cle 7 (“Applica7on”) for a proposed sand 

and gravel mining opera7on (“Project”), prepared by Zausmer, P.C., dated November 17, 2025 

“Project Report” = Project Report, Norvell Sand and Gravel Site, American Aggregates of Michigan, 

prepared by Smithgroup, dated November 14, 2025, 

Exhibits to the “Applica7on” and “Project Report” include: 

 Exhibit 1 – Sealed Boundary Surveys 

 Exhibit 2 – Site Plans 

 Exhibit 3 – Traffic Impact Study 

 Exhibit 4 – Purchase Order 

 Exhibit 5 – Infrastructure Reports 

 Exhibit 6 – Wetland Delinea7on Report 

 Exhibit 7 – Threatened and Endangered Species Survey and Habitat Assessment 

 Exhibit 8 – Hydrogeological Report 

 Exhibit 9 – Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
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 Exhibit 10 – 2025 Market Study 

 Exhibit 11 – Property Valua7on Studies 

 Exhibit 12 – Industrial Hygiene Exposure Assessment Report 

 Exhibit 13 – Focused Noise Es7ma7on Report 

“Township Ordinance” = Norvell Township Zoning Ordinance, Ordinance No. 2025-058, Adopted August 

18, 2025, Norvell Township, Jackson County, Michigan, Including: 

 Ar7cle 7 – Mining Ac7vi7es and Opera7ons 

 Ar7cle 12 – Site Plan Review and Approval 

 Ar7cle 13 – Condi7onal Use Review 

Based on the review of the documents listed above, it is our opinion that the contents of the applica7on 

package have included a response to all parts required by the Township Ordinance, and that the 

applica7on has addressed per7nent sec7ons of the Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed mining opera7on, 

as described in the applica7on, will be executed by the applicant within the requirements of the 

township Zoning Ordinance. 

The project meets the requirements of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act (MZEA) demonstra7ng a 

“need” and the extrac7on opera7on will not cause “very serious consequences”.”  The project, as 

outlined in the applica7on as submi0ed, will fill a need for construc7on-grade sand and gravel.  Further, 

the project will increase local tax base, diversify the local economy, and provide job opportuni7es.  The 

project, as outlined in the applica7on, will not cause “very serious consequences”. 

Review	Comments	

During review of the applica7on documents and zoning ordinances, GEI has prepared the following 

ques7ons and comments related to the mine permit applica7on package.  In the comments below, GEI 

references the “Applica7on” “Project Report” and “Township Ordinances” as necessary.  These ques7ons 

and comments do not dispute the completeness of the applica7on package or the adherence of the 

informa7on within the applica7on to the Township Ordinances.  Rather, these ques7ons should be 

provided to the applicant to obtain addi7onal informa7on and clarifica7on related to the permit 

applica7on. 

1. Within the Applica7on, Page 3, paragraph below site map.  The narra7ve states that “The 

es�mated extrac�on ac�vity will take place in five dis�nct phases, which will be completed in 

approximately 20 years, subject to market condi�ons.  Phases 1 through 4 will be conducted 

within the North Property and Phases 5 through 10 within the South Property.”  Is the project 

5 phases or 10?  This should be clarified. 

2. Within the Project Report, Sec7on 1.2 – Project Phases.  The narra7ve states “The es�mated 

extrac�on ac�vity will take place in six phases, which will be completed in approximately 15 

to 20 years, subject to market condi�ons.  Phases 1 through 4 will be conducted within the 
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North Property and Phases 5 thorough 10 within the South Property.”  Are there 6 phases or 

10?  Also, this does not match what was outlined in the applica7on (see item 1 above), 

which states there are five dis7nct phases.  This should be clarified and made consistent 

throughout the applica7on document. 

3. Page 3 of the Applica7on indicates that approximately 12,500,000 cubic yards (17,000,000 

tons) of marketable sand and gravel reserves exist within the project.  However, Sec7on 1.2 

of the project report indicates (page 2) that the project contains approximately 7,700,000 

cubic yards (10,400,000 tons) of marketable sand and gravel reserves.  This is a significant 

difference between the Applica7on and the Project Report that should be clarified. 

4. Within the “Book 1” file, Exhibit 2 is labeled as “Site Plans”.  Within the Applica7on, Exhibit 2 

is referenced several 7mes, including for the descrip7on of vehicles, machinery, etc., site 

plan, proposed mining plan, and site reclama7on plan.  The “Exhibit 2” in the applica7on is 

not the same as that in the table of contents for the “Book 1” file.  This order and 

referencing of exhibits should be clarified.  The informa7on appears to be contained within 

the Exhibit 2 of the “Book 1”.  However, combining several items into the “Site Plans” is 

confusing and makes it difficult to find. 

5. The “Reclama7on Plan” contained within Exhibit 2 includes grading and final contour plans 

for the site aNer mining.  Sec7on 2.2 of the Project Report provides a “Reclama7on Plan.”  

However, more detail should be developed which includes details for seeding plans 

(including seed mix), plan7ng plans, and plans to prevent the establishment of invasive 

species on the reclaimed land. 

6. On page 3 of the Applica7on, it is stated (last paragraph) that “Mining ac�vity is not 

proposed, at this �me, to go below the water table.”  If mining plans are modified to extend 

below the water table in the future, addi7onal permiOng will be required per the Township 

Ordinance. 

7. Within the Applica7on, Page 10, sec7on discussing IV. Ar7cle 7, Mining Ac7vi7es and 

Opera7ons, Sec7on 7.1 statement of Intent and Purpose of Ar7cle 7 of the ordinance does 

not match the Township Ordinance.  In the statement in the applica7on, there is an A”, “B”, 

and “C” listed, whereas in the Ordinance there is only an “A” and “B” sec7on.  No “C” 

sec7on is listed in the ordinance.  In the applica7on, there appears to be a paragraph break 

which separates the “A” sec7on of the ordinance into “A” and “B”, and then makes sec7on 

“B” of the ordinance into sec7on “C” of the applica7on. 

8. Within the Applica7on, Page 26, first bullet item states “the excava�on process will u�lize 

exis�ng agricultural wells already on the site”.  The meaning and intent to this statement 

should be clarified.  It appears to be related to use of groundwater for the site opera7on.  I 

don’t think that they applicant intends that the “excava7on process” will “u7lize exis7ng 

agricultural wells” (i.e. this implies that excava7on process will be performed with water 

wells).   

9. Where is the “exis7ng agricultural well” located”?  (referenced on page 7 of Project Report, 

3rd paragraph).  What is the size and depth of this well?  Is it adequate to provide the 
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amount of water necessary for site opera7ons?  Could a water well log for this well be 

provided?  

10. Within the Project Report, Sec7on 2.1 – Proposed Mining Plan.  Page 7, third paragraph.  

This discussion relates to the use of an exis7ng agricultural well to supply water for washing 

of sand and gravel.  The applicant describes this as a “closed loop” system, and the fine sand 

and silt to se0le out and clean water to be re-circulated.”  More details should be provided 

regarding this process. 

a. How much water is an7cipated to be used? 

b. What happens to the fine sand and silt (removed from the aggregate)?  Is this disposed 

on-site? Is it used/sold?  How much volume of this fine material is an7cipated to be 

generated? 

c. What is the process for water use and re-circula7on?  A water holding tank is discussed 

on page 9, first paragraph.  Will all process re-circulated water be maintained within this 

closed system? Are surface se0ling ponds necessary? 

11. “Levy” is used several 7mes within the Project Report.  This should be AAOM?  Is AAOM a 

subsidiary of Levy?  This should be clarified and defined. 

12. Will any exis7ng structures on the property need to be removed for site development?  If so, 

how will this demoli7on be performed and how will the debris be handled and disposed? 

13. The township should be provided with a copy of the Spill Preven7on Control 

Countermeasure (SPCC) plan and the Pollu7on Incident Preven7on Plan (PIPP) prior to start 

of site ac7vi7es for review.  A plan for the storage and handling of waste and hazardous 

materials should also include details regarding the an7cipated chemicals and quan77es 

(fuel, oils, grease, solvents, etc.) that will be used on the site.   

14. Addi7onal details regarding the proposed potable water well and sanitary system should be 

provided.  How will this be sized, how many employees, etc.?  This will need permiOng from 

the Health Department, as noted. 

15. A plan for trash/garbage/debris generated during opera7ons should be developed and 

provided. 

16. In Sec7on 4.11.1 of the Project Report, last paragraph on page 50, a General Permit to Install 

for Nonmetallic Mineral Crushing Facili7es is referenced, and it is indicated that a copy is 

included for reference in Submi0al Document II.H. MDEQ Permit Requirements.  A copy of 

this general permit is not available for review. 

17. As required in Sec7on 7.2(B)(5) of Ar7cle 7 of the Township Ordinance, there needs to be 

on-site dust control (i.e. water or chloride on unpaved surfaces) and cleaning of paved 

surfaces (street sweeping to prevent dirt onto the roadway from truck traffic)?  Is a plan in 

place for this control? 

18. Site cross sec7ons (in the Exhibit 2 Site Plans) should include the measured groundwater 

eleva7on.  Also, the Hydrogeological Evalua7on Report (Exhibit 8) should include cross 
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sec7ons using the monitoring well data, and showing the ground surface, depth of 

monitoring wells, screened intervals, groundwater surface, proposed mining/excava7on 

depth, and other per7nent informa7on.  Showing the subsurface and groundwater 

eleva7on, along with the proposed mine pit bo0om eleva7on, is a useful visual method to 

illustrate that mining will not extend into the groundwater, and that no groundwater impacts 

will occur. 

19. Sec7on 7.3 (B)(1)(a) of Ar7cle 7 of the Township Ordinance requires “Land Use and Study 

Drawings” showing property within a 1-mile radius around the site.  Figure 2 of the Project 

Report shows the “Site Map and Surroundings” but does not include the property 

boundaries. 

20. Sec7on 7.3(B)(4)(xiv) of Ar7cle 7 of the Township Ordinance requires “a cross sec�on 

perspec�ve of each cell showing starts and �ming of excava�on and reclama�on shall be 

provided.” Seven sec7ons are provided in the site Plans in Exhibit 2: four for the area north 

of Horning Road and three for the area south of Horning Road.  The defini7on of a “cell” can 

be debated, but it might be useful to have sec7ons which represent each “phase” of the 

mining process, rather than the overall mining area to the north and south of Horning Road. 

Addi7onal sec7ons would provide more detail regarding the exis7ng ground surface, 

proposed mining depth, and groundwater eleva7on throughout all por7ons of the proposed 

mine pits. 

21. Sec7on 12.6(A)(14) of Ar7cle 12 of the Township Ordinance requires details of proposed 

grading, storm drainage and stormwater management plan, soil erosion and sedimenta7on 

control measures, and also includes drainage easements, exterior drains, dry wells, catch 

basins, reten7on and/or deten7on areas, sumps, etc., points of discharge for drains and 

pipes.  While the mining will not be below the water table surface and no ponds will be 

constructed and the drainage (surficial) pa0erns were discussed in the submi0al, a detailed 

plan with the requirements of this sec7on was not provided.  This would be addressed by 

providing a storm water pollu7on preven7on plan, and a short-term storm water 

characteriza7on study, as required for the EGLE Industrial Stormwater Discharge permit, and 

the soil erosion and sedimenta7on control (SESC) permit.  The township should be provided 

with a copy of the SESC permit for review. 

22. Exhibit 7, Threatened and Endangered Species Survey and Habitat Assessment, of the project 

report indicates two areas of poten7al habitat at the site for eastern box turtle. The 

northern habitat area includes por7ons of the area described as “upland forest.” Why were 

some areas of upland forest included as poten7al habitat while others were not?  

a. Similarly, no por7ons of the area mapped as grassland were included as poten7al 

eastern box turtle habitat, despite this species preference for unshaded nes7ng sites in 

sandy, open areas. This should be reviewed and updated as necessary.  

23. Exhibit 13 (Focused Noise Es�ma�on Report) of the project report uses a background study 

completed for a “similar” mining opera7on in Washtenaw County, Michigan (Pleasant Lake 

Aggregates [PLA]) and an es7ma7on of sound levels associated with a crusher to be 

operated at the project site, which was not present at the PLA site during the background 
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study, to conclude that “the sound levels at the poten7al receptors would be below the 

agricultural and residen7al zoning noise limita7ons.”  There are several ques7ons about both 

the background study and the sound es7ma7on for crusher opera7ons that would be helpful 

for understanding the poten7al noise impact: 

a. The study was completed during one day in late December 2023 and over a monitoring 

period ranging between approximately 3.5 to 6 hours, depending on the specific monitoring 

loca7on selected at the PLA.  

1. Why would sound level readings recorded on that day, under those specific mining 

opera7ng and weather condi7ons, be representa7ve of readings on another day 

during a different 7me of the year?   

2. Was sand and gravel being processed during the study?   

3. Were sand/gravel processing machines running at speeds typical for PLA operations (and 

typical for anticipated project site operations) during the study?   

4. Was heavy equipment use and haul truck traffic typical of PLA operations (and typical for 

anticipated project site operations) during the study?   

5. What were weather conditions at the time of the study, specifically wind speed and 

direction in relationship to the monitoring locations? 

6. How does the study account for potential effects of heavy truck traffic on haul roads 

between the active mining operations (“plant site” area identified in the study) and the 

site ingress/egress points at Horning Road? 

7. How does the study account for potential effects of increased heavy truck traffic on local 

roads, particularly near residences that may be located near the ingress/egress points to 

the site where repe77ve truck accelera7on/engine revving and decelera7on/braking 

will occur?   

b. The study includes average sound level measurements over one monitoring period at each 

loca7on with produc7on equipment on and off (for instance 07:13 to 13:16 at the 

“proximal” loca7on) but does not specify how those averages were obtained.  

1. Were the instruments continuously recording throughout the monitoring period or 

were they turned on/off to capture specific intervals of time when processing 

equipment was/was not operating?  

2. Were the averages obtained directly from the instrument or were the averages 

derived through calcula7ons by GZA using specific data sets obtained from the 

instruments?    

c. For the sound levels identified as “no production equipment operating:”  

1. What onsite ac7vi7es were being monitored during those 7mes (i.e., what were the 

sources of noise)? 
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2. Were those non-production activities being monitored representative of conditions that 

would exist on any other day at SLA when production equipment was not operating and 

would those conditions be similar to those anticipated at the project site? 

d. The study indicates that five monitoring locations were used; however, except for the distance 

from the operating equipment for each monitoring location and a description of “at east 

property line” for the farthest monitoring location, it does not provide details for each specific 

location and relationship to each other and the activities/equipment being monitored during 

the study.   

1. Were the instruments aligned in a straight line on one side of the mine site or were 

they dispersed in mul7ple cardinal direc7ons from the opera7ng equipment (one 

near the center, one to the east, one to the north, etc.)?   

2. Were the ground surface eleva7ons consistent at each monitoring loca7on and how 

might that have impacted the study?   

3. Were there any barriers/buffers between the loca7ons and the ac7vi7es/equipment 

being monitored that would reduce/a0enuate sound levels and how it may have 

impacted the study?   

4. Why would the use of only five monitoring loca7ons be sufficient for assessing 

poten7al noise effects at a large mine site like PLA?     

e. The study identifies one sample location as “proximal to operating equipment” but does not 

provide context as to its specific distance or positioning relative to specific site features or 

pieces of equipment.   

1. Was “proximal” 1 ft, 5 ft, 10 ft or some other distance away?  

2. Was “proximal” next to and on a particular side of a piece of equipment or site feature?    

f. The study did not provide information on background sound level conditions near the PLA site 

versus background conditions at the project site. 

1. Are background conditions near the PLA site anticipated to be similar to those at the 

project site? 

2. Could differences in background conditions influence the results of the study? 

g. The study assumes that the crusher to be used at the project site will generate a noise 

reading of 90 dB if measured 1 foot from the system opera7ng at normal speed.  A review 

of other online resources suggests that during crushing operations, it is not uncommon for 

noise levels at a distance of 50 feet from crushers to range between 80 and 100 dBA, which is 

significantly higher than what the study would suggest at a distance of 50 feet using the 

inverse square law (56 dBA).  The use of the inverse square law to represent attenuation of 

sound at close distances to the noise source (i.e., suggesting that a 90 dBA level at a distance 

of 1 foot would decrease to 84 dBA at 2 feet) is likely imprecise and an oversimplification. 

1. Does the 90 dB value used for the study represent equipment ac7vely loaded with 

and being used for rock crushing or an unloaded condition (i.e., 90 dB represents 
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only the mechanical components in operation such as the engine, pulleys/belts, 

etc.)? 

2. Would the type of material being crushed influence sound levels generated? 

3. Is there an opportunity to monitor sound levels generated by the proposed crusher 

while in operation at another facility?     

24. The proximity of the proposed opera7on to the Watkins Lake State Park and County 

Preserve, and the poten7al impacts to the park should be discussed.  The proximity of the 

two different land uses may be considered to be incompa7ble by some residents.  The 

applica7on has provided data and informa7on consistent with special use permit standards 

of the Township regarding setbacks, wetlands, threatened and endangered species, poten7al 

impacts security, and other topics.  However, these por7ons of the permit applica7on are 

largely stand-alone documents.  To alleviate poten7al concern regarding the opera7on of the 

mining opera7on in proximity to the park land, it is suggested that the various parts of the 

permit applica7on be integrated into a short narra7ve discussion which addresses the 

appropriateness of the mining opera7on in proximity to the park land and how the two land 

uses can coexist.  The narra7ve should discuss how the project conforms with the applicable 

ar7cles of the Township ordinances and how the proposed project will not cause “significant 

impact” as required by the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act (MZEA). 

25. Addi7onal en77es will likely have jurisdic7onal authority over por7ons of the opera7on.  

This authority may include permits, health and safety issues, and transporta7on issues.  If 

the applicant has not already contacted these agencies and discussed the proposed project, 

it is suggested that this be done to allow them to review the permit applica7on and provide 

any comments regarding the proposed opera7on.  The en77es include, at a minimum: 

a. Jackson County Department of Transporta7on, 

b. Jackson County Drain Commissioner  

c. Jackson County Health Department 

d. Jackson County Sherriff Department 

e. Local Fire and Emergency Response, including the Napoleon Fire Department and the 

Cambridge Fire Dept  

f. Michigan Department of Transporta7on 

g. Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) 

Reviewed,	but	with	no	questions	

26. Traffic Impact Study (Exhibit 3) – Very detailed traffic study.  Concluded that 9 inbound and 9 

outbound trucks per hour (50 tons each) during normal opera7ng 7me.  Mining opera7on 

will not produce any significant impacts to the road network.  The preferred route is the 

Horning Road and Hardcastle route. This was based on the roadway’s current designa7on as 

primary roads by JCDOT, the Township’s designa7on of these roadways as truck routes per 
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Norvell Township Ordinance 38, the ver7cal profiles of the roads (i.e. fewer steep grades), 

and the length of the route to provide access to a state highway. 

27. Purchase Order (Exhibit 4) – Purchase order from Edw. C. Levy to purchase various 

commodi7es from Norvell Sand and Gravel.  Supports determina7on of need of resource. 

28. Infrastructure Reports (Exhibit 5) – Very detailed.  Supports the determina7on of need of 

resource extrac7on. 

29. Wetland Delinea7on and Jurisdic7onal Assessment with GPS Survey (Exhibit 6) – Describes 

the findings of ASTI biologists during field surveys conducted from March-August 2023. ASTI 

iden7fies 11 dis7nct wetland areas across the site, 9 of which were determined to be 

regulated pursuant to part 303, Wetlands Protec7on, of the Natural Resources and 

Environmental Protec7on Act (NREPA) of 1994. None of the wetlands or waterbodies 

iden7fied in ASTI’s report are within the proposed mining footprint. All excava7ons appear 

to be more than 150 feet from wetlands as required in the Township Mining Ordinance. 

30. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Exhibit 9) – Standard Phase I ESA for due diligence 

for the property transfer.  Five Recognized Environmental Condi7ons (RECs) were iden7fied, 

all related to historic farming opera7ons.  These REC areas are located in areas that will not 

be impacted by mining opera7ons.  As described in the Project Report (Sec7on 4.5.1) each of 

the RECs were further inves7gated in a Phase II ESA, including soil and groundwater 

sampling.  All RECs were thoroughly inves7gated and closed (as described in Sec7on 4.5 of 

Project Report).  No environmental contamina7on was discovered elimina7ng any concern 

associated with the Phase I ESA RECs. The Phase II ESA report referenced in the Project 

Report (Phase II ESA completed by Hydrologic and Associates, Inc. and documented in their 

report dated June 24, 2025) was not available for review. 

31. Market Study (Exhibit 10) – Very detailed study of real estate and property values.  The 

market-based evidence shows NO IMPACT from exposure to truck haul routes nor mining 

opera7ons. 

32. Property Valua7on Studies (Exhibit 11) – Study to determine impacts to property values 

from gravel mining opera7ons. The study concluded that although the residen7al assessed 

values for proper7es with truck haul route loca7ons and close proximity to mines has seen a 

fluctua7on in value over recent years, the fluctua7on is typical of what the general 

residen7al market has experienced and devia7ons from the median annual changes over a 

six-year period are minimal. 

33. Industrial Hygiene Exposure Assessment Report (Exhibit 12) – Provides data regarding air 

quality for Levy opera7ons with similar condi7ons.  Opera7on of the proposed project is 

expected to produce similar air quality condi7ons. Sec7on 4.11.3 of the Project Report 

indicates that “there will be no significant impacts to air quality associated with the propose 

mining opera7on” and that use of water-based dust control measures are effec7ve in 

controlling fugi7ve dust.”  Review of this exhibit indicates that assump7ons are reasonable 

and there were no missing items iden7fied.  Our review indicated they iden7fied poten7al 

emission sources and accounted for federal and state regula7ons (e.g., NSPS and PTI). 
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Closing	

If you have any ques7ons, please feel free to contact me at ablaske@geiconsultants.com. 

Sincerely, 

GEI CONSULTANTS OF MICHIGAN, P.C.   

 

 

 

Allan R. Blaske, P.G., CPG 

Senior Geologist 

 

 

Jamie S. Matus, P.G. CPG 

Senior Vice President 
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