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Executive Summary 

 
It is not news that the cement industry is down in 2009 and 2010, as is the case with 
most industries across the globe.  In the U.S., cement is largely dependent upon the 
residential and commercial building industries, which were some of the hardest hit by 
the collapse of the financial industry in late 2008.  Construction in these markets has 
become almost non-existent for 2009 and 2010.     

The third market for cement is public infrastructure projects.  This market was also hit 
since most public projects are funded by public funds generated through taxes, 
business licenses, permits, etc., which dropped drastically as well.  Many planned 
projects were placed on hold or cancelled.  However, 2009 U.S. legislation provided for 
billions of dollars in public infrastructure funding from the federal government, which has 
allowed infrastructure demand to remain more constant than other sectors.  Most of the 
funds from this program are actually being released in 2010, which has resulted in a 
barrage of demand for construction materials, including cement   

Infrastructure Materials Corp. (IMC) has discovered cement grade limestone deposits in 
the Nevada deserts, one just north of Las Vegas and another in Northeastern Nevada.  
IMC is interested in determining if there is a strong enough market for cement in these 
areas to warrant developing these deposits into high capacity production facilities.  The 
purpose of this study was to develop a demand forecast for these materials for the 
specific market areas that can be served by these newly discovered deposits.   
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Introduction 

IMC has discovered cement grade deposits of limestone ï or calcium silicates ï in the 
eastern portions of northern and southern Nevada.  Cement is largely dependent on 
local markets in order to keep the cost of the raw materials down and remain 
competitive with closer suppliers.  Therefore, transportation costs are a large factor in 
pricing and competitiveness of the cement and aggregate materials.  For these reasons, 
a cement facility typically serves a market that can be reached by truck within a 200 
mile radius.   
 
Blue Nose 
 

The first location with cement grade deposits is in Lincoln County, NV, about 90 miles 
north of Las Vegas.  This location is known as the Blue Nose facility.  A 200 mile radius 
from this proposed facility would include the major market areas Las Vegas, NV; 
Kingman, AZ; Barstow, CA and multiple cities in Nevada and Southern Utah along the 
Interstate-15 corridor.  The facility would be located at Lymanôs Crossing with direct rail 
access by Union Pacific Railroad.   This extends the markets for this facility to include 
markets along the connecting rail corridors of I-15 and into Arizona, including the 
Phoenix area and most of Northern Arizona, farther into Southern Utah, and California 
markets such as Los Angeles, Bakersfield, Riverside, and export ports, while still 
allowing transportation costs to remain economical. 
 



5 
 

All cement is currently brought into the Las Vegas area.  CalPortland Cement is the only 
other cement producer with a rail unloading terminal currently in Las Vegas. 
 
Morgan Hill 

The second deposit is located in northern Nevada, just north of Deeth, NV, which is a 
small town just east of Elko, NV off of Interstate-80.  This proposed facility is known as 
the Morgan Hill project.   

 

The Morgan Hill project is in a particularly centralized location where it can reach 
several major (and usually growing) markets. The market areas that could likely be 
served by a cement facility in this location would be Salt Lake City, UT; Provo, UT; Elko, 
NV; Reno, NV; and Boise, ID, in addition to multiple smaller markets within that radius in 
Nevada, Utah, Idaho and Southeastern Oregon.  Some areas within the radius in 
central Nevada are not included due to the difficult highway access and lack of building 
markets for cement.  However, this facility would also be located directly on the Union 
Pacific/BNSF Railway mainline.  This rail access extends the potential market area for 
Morgan Hill along the rail corridor as far east as Southern Wyoming and the major 
market areas of the Sacramento Valley.  The direct rail access is also ideal for export 
out of Stockton or Sacramento if IMC develops export markets, still keeping the 
transportation costs as low as the local markets by truck.   
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Methodology 
 
In order to develop the demand for these materials in the respective market areas, a 
survey was conducted of a sampling of producers and users of cement.  In addition, 
industry resources were consulted and research performed to develop an 
understanding of uses, demand and outlook on the near and long term future for each 
area.  The interviews were used to develop profiles on major competitors, to develop 
traffic flows of these materials into these market areas and to identify other factors that 
might affect future demand.  A thorough survey totaling 40 interviews was conducted in 
June 2009.  This report is an updated version of that report, where a selection of those 
interviewees was re-contacted to determine any changes since the previous year.   
 
Transportation costing was performed for both truck and rail transport to be compared 
with competitor pricing to help determine competitiveness.  This costing also contributed 
to the development of the traffic flows. 
 
A forecast for these commodities in the respective market areas was then developed 
using industry and public information on these areas on population, economics, housing 
permits, construction spending budgets, technology requirements, and related industry 
forecasts.   The interviews also provided data on demand, capacity, growth projections, 
and especially contingency factors such as Stimulus Funding, EPA changes, material 
substitutions, plant closures or expansions and any emerging markets.  The forecast in 
this report covers 1-5-10 year iterations, extending to 2011, 2016 and 2021. 
 
This report details the process and results of the data gathered, connections made 
between the independent pieces of data and methods, and the conclusions and 
strategies IMC might be able to employ in order to take advantage of the current 
situation. 
 
Summary of Findings 
 
The demand forecast for cement still looks positive for the future.  Now that we are 
closer to the recovery target, the forecast is likely even more accurate.  The year 2010 
is expected to end the decline of the last 2 years.  As predicted last year, the recovery is 
still expected to begin at the end of this year.  However, demand did dip lower than 
expected this year based on last yearôs projections for this ñbottoming-outò year.  The 
growth rates for the target market areas are expected to be as positive as predicted last 
year (in fact some areas will grow even faster than predicted last year) but they will be 
starting from a slightly lower figure, taking several extra years to reach the levels 
predicted last year.  Other major forecasts in 2009 also predicted an earlier recovery to 
peak levels, and are now having to re-evaluate those predictions slightly due to a larger 
drop in 2009 than expected.  There will be little growth for the next 9 months, but then 
the markets will begin a gradual recovery.  A conservative forecast expects full recovery 
by 2022 ï 2025 before demand reaches the peak levels again enjoyed in 2005 and 
2006, and it will continue to climb thereafter.  For investments such as cement facilities 
that can take 8-10 years to develop, this can be a positive time line.  Timing will be the 
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key for a new facility entering the market ï to be positioned to take advantage of the 
growing markets as they need additional cement before competitors build additional 
capacity and absorb the additional share.   
 
Although the markets now appear to be smaller in the short term than originally 
predicted, there has also been some reduced capacity in cement production.  A few 
production facilities had plans for expansions, but most of those plans were put on hold 
or completely dropped when the current economic collapse occurred.  In addition, many 
facilities have closed due to the economic situation and environmental controls, both at 
the federal and state levels.  New EPA regulations will require older facilities to employ 
costly retrofitting to reduce pollutants.  Interviews and research showed that many of 
these facilities will simply not reopen, and those who do will have a high cost reflected in 
their pricing to account for the rehabilitation costs.  Particularly in California, 
environmental regulations are strict and permitting for new facilities and expansions is 
extremely difficult.  Due to this change in the landscape of cement production, capacity 
building as the markets recover will not be a systematic process.  Most competitors 
have had to throw out plans and will need to wait and see what happens, re-writing 
plans for growth as it occurs.  This leaves a more solid opportunity for new producers 
entering the market if they can time the development of their facility to be producing in 
the market at the right time. 
 
The fastest growing markets have remained consistent in this rank*: 
 

1) Southern Utah along the I-15 corridor, with a growth rate of 80% by 2021 
2) Inland Southern California, with an average growth rate of 31% 
3) Western Arizona, with an average growth rate of 28% 
4) Inland Northern California, with an average growth rate of 28% 
5) Northern Utah and Boise metro areas, with an average growth rate of 24% 

 
* Note, growth rates above are the growth in cement demand by the year 2021. 
 
The top 3 markets noted above are all markets for the Blue Nose facility.  The 
phenomenal growth expected along the I-15 corridor will be escalated through 
development efforts by the states of California and Nevada for this corridor.  There is no 
other facility, planned or existing that will have better access to this market than the 
Blue Nose facility.   
 
Inland Southern California has enjoyed escalated growth for the last several years as 
the coastal region near the ports has become more and more congested.  There has 
been an exodus of industry from the LA basin inward as space becomes scarcer, 
congestion impedes traffic and transit times and emissions-conscious residents seek 
alternatives.  Logistics hubs and manufacturing have spurred the growth in Kern, 
Tulare, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties.  As environmental regulations in 
California make it harder for local facilities to obtain permits for additional limestone 
resources or to expand facility capacity, this burgeoning market will require cement from 
elsewhere, and the Blue Nose facility is perfectly positioned to fill this need. 
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The market in Western Arizona will face stronger competition now.  Three new or 
expanded facilities will begin producing between 2010 and 2013, largely filling the 
historical gap between consumption and production capacity for this area.  It will likely 
be 2025 before the area requires more cement from outside Arizona again.   
 
The Seligman and Drake Cement facilities in Arizona also serve the Las Vegas market, 
which will have grown only 20% by 2021 (as opposed to the 25-40% growth in other 
markets).  The Blue Nose facility will be better positioned to capture a larger portion of 
this market, although it will need to carefully watch for cost cutting advantages and 
pricing strategies in order to fend off these close competitors until they can be absorbed 
by the Arizona markets.    
 
 
The Morgan Hill facility also has some key growing markets available.  As with Southern 
California, the inland regions of Northern California are also fast growing areas as 
industry moves inward to get away from the congested coastal port areas.  Northern 
California also recently lost one of its main producing facilities at Davenport due to the 
slow economy and new environmental regulations resulting in loss of their permits for 
new limestone reserves.   
 
The Northern Utah and Boise areas are also fast growing markets.  These areas have 
little competition as well.  Existing production capacity in Northern Utah is handling the 
current low volumes, but when demand increases again to previous peak levels by 
2021-2025, the gap will need to be filled from outside.  The key competitor for this gap 
would be Nevada Cement, also called Eagle Materials in Fernley, NV.  The Morgan Hill 
facility would be much closer to these markets, however, and better positioned to 
capture that market share. 
 
 
The key for IMC to take advantage of this growing market will be timing.  Since 
permitting, construction and production for a cement facility generally takes 5 - 10 years, 
it is conceivable that one or both of these facilities could be staged to be functional right 
at the time demand begins to once again strain capacity, while others are still reacting.  
The longer recovery period could be the time needed in order to get a fully functioning 
cement facility on line.  Capacity and expansion are usually behind the demand 
(sometimes intentionally in order to press prices up), but IMC could be positioned to 
take advantage of this situation if it times its operation right.   
 
In addition, IMC will need to carefully calculate its pricing to remain competitive.  Based 
on the capital costs of the facilities and operational costs, IMC may be able to gain 
market share when demand increases again by providing the cement at a better price.  
IMCôs planned facilities are closer to some of the target markets than from where some 
of the material is currently being sourced, which could make it more competitive.  
Transportation costing by truck, and by rail for farther distances, is provided in this 
report to assist with feasibility and price planning.  Within 200 miles, truck transportation 
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can be maintained at about $11-$16 per ton.  For distances farther than that, rail is an 
option, but only if 80-100 car unit trains can be shipped at once.  In addition, a brief 
traffic flow analysis is illustrated to show where materials are currently coming from for 
these markets.  This also shows where backhaul traffic is reducing the pricing for this 
transportation, as well as opportunities for IMC to do the same. 
 
Based on the findings of this update study, it appears that although the markets will 
recover more gradually than previously expected, the expected growth is still 
substantial, which will continue to increase the demand for cement in spite of the 
economic downturn.  The market demand will recover and may likely exceed the 
conservative forecast in this study due to increased interest in concrete roadways and 
other infrastructure, and no slowing down in population growth and related needs for 
housing and infrastructure.  IMC still has many opportunities to gain a portion of the 
growing market share due to reduced capacity from plant closures, environmental 
regulation effecting competitorsô costs, and a marketing strategy that attracts customers.  
The locations IMC has discovered are nicely conducive to quality product and low cost 
transportation to markets.  Investment in cement is a long term investment, and the long 
term outlook for cement in these areas is impressive.   
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Production and Competition 

 
In order to determine if a market area is truly open to IMC for these proposed locations, 
it is important to identify what producers are already serving the respective markets.  
From 2004-2007, almost all of the target market areas were growing rapidly and there 
was clearly more demand in these areas than there was cement production capacity.  
Cement producers were purchasing clinker from competitors just to free up capacity 
from cement production and cement/clinker was being transported longer distances just 
to try to meet the demand.  This situation changed drastically during the last 2 years as 
growth actually declined for most areas for the first time in decades.  Demand has 
dropped so sharply that many cement plants have closed and there is now more 
production capacity than demand in all of the target market areas.   
 
A new producer entering these markets would need to have a careful strategy for taking 
advantage of this quickly changing situation.  It is certainly not a market where simply 
adding new production capacity will be successful; however, there could be 
opportunities if pricing, logistics and timing are worked out carefully. 
 
Methodology 
 
In order to examine the competition for the market areas accessible to the two proposed 
facilities in this study, both secondary and primary data sources were consulted.  
Secondary data sources included statistics from the US Geological Survey (USGS), 
Portland Cement Association (PCA) and other reliable industry resources.  Primary data 
was collected by interviewing competitor companies and facilities to determine their 
capacity, plans for growth or closures, pricing and any strategies.  A previous study was 
conducted in June 2009, where 18 producers were interviewed to develop these trends 
and profiles.  This report is an update of that study, where a sample of those producers 
have been re-contacted to develop any changes since last year.  
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Survey Analysis 
 
The original 18 producers throughout the target market areas contacted in June of 2009 
are listed here.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To update the report specifically for cement in 2010, the following producer companies 
were contacted again: 

Blue Nose Facility 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Morgan Hill Facility 
  

Company Region

Ash Grove Cement Salt Lake City

Cemex No. California

Vulcan Materials No. California

TXI California

Lehigh No. California

Nevada Cement Nevada

CalPortland So. California

National Cement Vicat So. California

Lehigh So. California

Cemex Las Vegas

Martin Marietta Reno Area

Aggregate Services Reno Area

Vulcan Materials No. California

Pacific Coast Building Products Las Vegas

Eureka Aggregates No. California

American Sand and Gravel Las Vegas

Chemical Lime Las Vegas

Graymont Western Elko

Company City ST

CalPortland Colton CA

Drake Cement Paulden AZ

Mitsubishi Cement Corporation Lucene Valley CA

Lehigh Cement Company Tehachapi CA

Phoenix Cement Company Clarkdale AZ

Cemex Las Vegas NV

Cemex Victorville CA

Company City ST

Nevada Cement Company Fernley NV

Holcim, Inc. Morgan UT

Ash Grove Cement Co. Inkom ID

Ash Grove Cement Co. Nephi UT

Graymont Western Wendover NV

Holcim (US) Inc Devil's Slide UT

Ash Grove Cement Co. Salt Lake UT
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This map shows the competing cement plant facilities still in operation for both market 
areas of Southern and Northern Nevada.  Although some of these facilities have shut 
down partial operations, they remain ready to begin producing again as demand picks 
up. 
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The following analysis can be drawn from the original and update interviews: 
 

 All producers confirm that sales are down, reporting 15-50% drops in sales from 
2007 to 2009, with the average being a 25% decrease in sales and demand.  
About 50% of those producers say this has decreased even more since 2009, up 
to 11% more, while 50% state demand has remained flat. 
 

 Unlike last year, most producers are now more willing to speculate on when 
market will recover.  64% state that the market should begin to recover at the end 
of 2010 or early 2011.   

 

 Producers are more optimistic about demand recovering back to peak levels.  Of 
those who speculated on when the market should be fully recovered, the range is 
now 2-5 years.  (This is even more optimistic than RIIôs updated forecast, which 
has predicted a more conservative full recovery date of 10-14 years). 

 

 Producers still have mixed feelings about the affects of the Economic Stimulus 
Funding now that projects are known.  45% of responders feel this funding has 
had little impact if any.  However, the awardees of these funds have just been 
announced and funding has not gone toward project construction yet.  At least 
27% of respondents said the affects of this program are just beginning to kick in 
and it should have a significant impact from this point on.  It could also be that 
the marketing strategies employed by those companies allow them to take 
advantage of the particular projects slated for the funding.  RII still believes there 
will be a small impact for the first year (2010), with an increasing positive impact 
each year thereafter as most of the projects are multi-year construction projects. 
 

 Although infrastructure is the largest market at this time, residential demand is 
the traditional indicator for cement demand.  A few respondents indicated that 
residential demand is up slightly, although surplus cement will cover this demand 
without any new production.  Commercial demand is still flat.   
 

 Predictions for the largest markets after recovery have changed.  Last year, 35% 
of respondents said that Arizona will be the biggest market after recovery for 
cement, followed by Texas and S. California with 29% each.  This year, the 
strongest markets are predicted to be N. California according to 36% of producer 
respondents and Las Vegas with 33%.  (Based on population growth statistics, 
RII forecasts that S. California and Arizona will still be very strong markets as 
well).   
 

 Emerging markets include increased cement in roadways due to durability and 
safety factors according to State DOT interviews; decreasing capacity in the state 
of California as state environmental politics grow apathetic toward cement 
production in the state ï declining permits for more limestone reserves or facility 
expansions and requiring more and more stringent and costly emissions controls; 
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and cement demand for high speed rail corridors planned between the states of 
California and Nevada. 
 

 Over 50% of cement producers still ship at least some of their product by rail.  
Nevada Cement is shipping all the way from Fernley, NV to Salt Lake City, and 
So. California plants are shipping to Phoenix.  One changed condition is the cost 
of rail transportation, which has not decreased with other pricing.  This makes it 
important to have competitive rail access where possible to reduce those rates 
and costs. 
 

 The average price per ton for cement based on interviews was $78 - $85/ton, 
down from $100 in 2007.  All producers indicated that there has been no change 
in pricing and prices are holding in a tough market, although prices are being 
reported as much as $7 lower than last year.  As demand picks up at the end of 
this year, prices are expected to hold for 1-2 years and then begin increasing 
again back up to prime prices. 
 

 Qualities noted by producers that make them stand out in the market ranked 
were their size, strategic locations and relationships with customers.  An 
important quality noted for the down market was strategically located terminals. 
 

 Only 33% of producers claimed to be fully integrated, including owning their own 
quarries, transportation fleets, distribution centers for rail, concrete production, 
partnerships with construction companies, etc.  This makes it very hard for a 
newcomer to enter a market.  However, it should be noted that during an 
economic downturn such as the current situation, many companies divest 
themselves of fringe service and production units to focus on core business, and 
profit from the asset sale.  While those interviewed did not have information of 
divestitures like this, the key producers to watch for this are those already 
shutting down facilities.  The competitors claiming competitive benefits from this 
integration include Holcim, Lehigh and Cemex.   
 

 Previous interviews revealed at least 2 importers of cement into Northern 
California ï Pan Pacific and Sunlight.  These companies gained a foothold during 
the peak time when demand was so much higher than supply and prices were so 
high.  These companies have has little to no market during the downturn.  Only 
time will tell if these companies will regain any footing once demand increases 
again.  These may be a concern for the coastal California markets ï both North 
and South, but will not likely be a concern for markets further inland.   
 

 81% of producers feel that the worst is over and things will only get better from 
here. 
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Producer Profiles 
 
CalPortland Cement Company  

695 S Rancho Ave 

Colton, CA, 92324 

2025 East Financial Way 

Phone: 909-825-4260  

Company employees: 140 

Production: 500,000 metric tons  

Plant Capacity: 750,000 metric tons 

California Portland Cement Company (CPC) was founded in 1891 and is a major 

producer of cement, concrete and aggregates in the western United States. It is owned 

by Taiheiyo Cement Corporation, whose head office is in Tokyo. CPC has 3 cement 

plants and 5 terminals in the target area, with the combined capacity to produce almost 

4 million metric tons and a rail terminal in Las Vegas, CPC has an excellent resource for 

transporting cement throughout the target area. 
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Holcim 

6055 E. Croydon Rd. 

Devil's Slide, UT 84050 

Phone 801-829-6821 

Fax 801-829-2100 

U.S. Company employees: 3000 

U.S. Production: 15 million metric tons 

Plant Capacity: 1 million metric tons 

Holcim (US) Inc. is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Holcim Ltd., of Switzerland. With 

headquarters in Waltham, Massachusetts, Holcim (US), Inc. is one of the largest 

manufacturers and suppliers of cement and mineral components in the United States 

with 15 manufacturing facilities and more than 76 distribution terminals.  

 

Holcim is a major player on the edge of our target area who has yet to expand to 

California, Nevada or Arizona.  They do not expect to have to close any plants as long 

as demand picks up by 2011. 
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Lehigh Southwest Cement 
 
13573 Tehachapi Blvd. 
Tehachapi, CA 93561 
Phone: (661) 822-4445 
 
Company employees: 120 
 
Production: 15 million metric tons 
 
Plant Capacity: 1 million metric tons 
 
 
Lehigh Cement Company (LCC) operates two cement plants in the target area with 9 
distribution terminals. The Redding plant has lain off maintenance and operations 
workers with the intention of resuming operations once the market returns. Tehachapi 
production is down significantly, with no layoffs planned as of yet.  They expect full 
recovery within 5 years. 
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Lehigh Southwest Cement  

5808 State Highway 18 

Lucerne Valley, CA 92356 

Phone:  (760) 248-7373 

Employees: 174 

Plant Capacity: 1.7 million metric tons 

Mitsubishi Cement Corporation's Cushenbury facility in Lucerne Valley, California has 

been in operation since 1988. They distribute to California, Arizona, Nevada and Utah. 

As seen in the aerial below, MCC has direct highway and rail access, which allows them 

to take advantage of marketing to a larger area.  
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Nevada Cement Company 

 

P.O. Box 840 

Fernley, NV 89408 

Phone: (775) 575-2281  

Fax: (775) 575- 4387 

Company employees:  

Production:  500,000 metric tons 

Plant Capacity: 1metric tons 

Nevada Cement Company (NCC) is a wholly owned subsidiary of Eagle Materials of 

Dallas, TX. NCC has been manufacturing and distributing bulk and sack cement since 

1965.  

NCC's primary market area is Northern California and Northern Nevada. NCC has a 

limestone quarry in Fernley, NV and a distribution terminal in Sacramento, California.  

  

 


