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SAGE GROUSE

NOT WARRANTED
- FOR ESA LISTING

While the decision not to list the Greater Sage-grouse as an en-
dangered or threatened species represents significant progress,
considerable risks remain due to controversial new BLM and
Forest Service Management plans. Litigation by special inter-
est groups also threatens state management of Sage-grouse.

n September 22, 2015, US. Fish and Wildlife

Service announced that it had made a new de-
termination that the Greater Sage-grouse were “not
warranted” for listing as an endangered or threatened
species. This followed months of efforts by the Great-
er Sage-grouse Coordinated Consulting Team and the
State of Utah to educate federal decision makers on
the conservation needs of Sage-grouse populations in
Litah and the way in which state programs are address-
ing those needs.

In making this announcement, Secretary Sally Jewell
indicated:

This is truly a historic effort - one that represents extraor-
dinary collaboration across the American West... The epic
conservation effort will benefit westerners and hundreds of
species that call this iconic landscape home, while giving
states, businesses and communities the certainty they
need to plan for sustainable econamic development.

U.S. Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack explained the
importance of voluntary conservation efforts to the
future of Grealer Sage-grouse:

Together, we have shown that voluntary efforts join-
ing the resotrces of private landowners, federal and
state agencies, and partner erganizations can help
drive landscape-level conservation that is good for

sage-grouse, ranching operations, and rural commu-
nities, Through the comprehensive initiatives on both
public and private lands, the partnership has made
and will continue to make monumental strides in sup-
porting the people and wildlife that depend on the
sagebrush landscape.

A full capy of the "Not Warranted” press release can be
found at https:/www.doi.gov/pressreleases/historic-
conservation-campaign-protects-greater-sage-grouse.

Concluding that Greater Sage-grouse remain relatively
abundant and well-distributed across the species'
173-million acre range, U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
explained that using the best available scientific
information and taking into account ongoing key
conservation efforts and their projected benefits, the
bird does not face the risk of extinction now or in
the foreseeable future and therefere does not need
protection under the ESA.

The decision not to list Greater Sage-grouse is a signif-
icant development. As recently as 2010, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service had made the determination that
the species was warranted for listing, but that listing
was precluded by higher conservation priorities under
clause (i) of section 4{b)(3)(B) of the Endangercd Spe-
cies Act of 1973 (16 U.5.C 1533{b)}{3XB). In recent
months, federai officials had repeatedly suggested that

Greater Sage-grouse Coordinated Consulting Team - Quarterly Report i




“Concerns regarding mismanagement of federal
lands and impacts to Sage-grouse conservation
remain a major concern.”

_ a finding of “threatened” with a
i ‘“4D" determination would provide
‘ states the management flexibility

- Greater Sage-Grouse Current Range
f | Greater Sage-Grouse Historic Range

they required.

. North Dako o ;
\ States pushed back indicating that

the Greater Sage-grouse numbers and
distribution indicated that Sage-grouse
were nat at risk of extinction. Fur-
thermore, they pointed out that state
management plans were the best way
to censerve the species, both now
and in the future. The best available
science and commercial data set forth
in Utah's detailed conservation strat-
egies demanstrate thal conservation
planning and implementation contin-
ues to move forward in a proactive and

constructive manner.
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; . * portant conservation concerns for
Sage-grouse in the state of Utah
including wildfire, conifer encroach-
ment and post-wildfire effects, are
disproportionately  occurring on
federally managed BLM and Forest
Service lands. Utah's Watershed
i Restoration Initiative has treated

hundreds of thousands of acres in
1 the state, including on federal land.
‘ However, continued progress in ad-

dressing these concerns will require

substantial progress in coordination
Top: USFWS Greater Sage-grouse range, including Bi-state and Co- and implementation of conservation
lumbian Basin DPSs.I Above: On September"22, 2015, DOI Secretary measures by federal land manage-
Jewell made the online announcement that "Because of an unprece- .
dented effort by dozens of partners across 11 western states . . . the ment agencies.

Greater Sage-grouse does not require protection under the Endan-
gered Species Act.”




Utah's Watershed Restoration Initiative is Collaring projects allow scientists to document
restoring use of high quality nesting areas for use of areas restored through on-the-ground
Sage-grouse. conservation efforts.

The state of Utah has demonstrated a long-term commitment to Sage-grouse conservation. Under state
management authority, over $50 million in on-the-ground conservation has been invested in the last
10-years in Utah. These programs have restored over 560,000 acres of Sage-grouse habitat since 2006.
The state has invested in a proactive research program in collaboration with universities to better deter-
mine and address the conservation needs of the species in the state. Not only have the results been pos-
itive and well-documented, but they specifically contradict the gloom and doom predictions regarding

Greater Sage-grouse populations. (Above photo: Sage-grouse are benefiting from fence marking projects
aimed at reducing collisions).
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NEW BLM & FOREST SERVICE
LAND USE PLANS

Controversial land use plans mean more restrictions on millions of acres in the state of Utah
and across the West. Newly established “Sage-grouse focal areas” emphasize regulation and
mineral withdrawal, not conservation of Sage-grouse. Leaders from western states condemn
new restrictions as more bad news for public land states.

s a part of this process, sub-
A stantial pressure was brought

by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice on the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service
(USFS) to implement new land use
plans through the amendment pro-
cess. These new BLM and USFS plans
implement substantial new regulations
on federal lands within Utah. In fact,
many of Utah's elected officials have
issued very direct warnings about the
impact of these new plans on econom-
ic activity and the ahility of Utahns to
use public lands in the state.

What is notable is that these new plan
restrictions miss the mark substantially
from a conservation perspective. In
their almost unilateral focus on human
activity, they fail to address the most
important conservation concerns on

our public land. Just as importantly,
they threaten to undermine the
important collaboration that is needed
for Sage-grouse conservation. Leading
many to conclude that these plan
amendments were not really about
Sage-grouse conservation, but instead
were intended to stop productive use
of our public lands.

Independent research by the Univer-
sity of Utah's Bureau of Economic and
Business Research dated July 2015
and entitled, "Valuation of Current
Economic Activities in Greater Sage-
grouse Range in Utah” indicates that
over $5 billion in current economic
activity occur on current and historic
Sage-grouse range in the state of Utah.
The report found an additional $10.9
billion in agricultural and non-prima-
ry residential property values which

may be contained in Utah's historic
only and current Sage-grouse range.
In addition, over 57 billion barrels of
potentially available economic oil from
oil shale is also located in historic and
current range within the state of Utah,

In contrast with heavy-handed feder-
al regulation, Utah's common-sense
SGMA strategy protects habitats for
94% of Sage-grouse (highest percent-
age of any western state) while also
providing minimal impacts on eco-
nomic activities in these areas. For
example, while there are estimated to
be aver 57 billion barrels of potentially
available economic oil from oil shale
located in historic and current range
within the state of Ulah, only an es-
timated 0.2 billion barrels of econom-
ic oil from oil shale are located within
the state’'s SGMAs. Under new federal



“These federal land use plan amendments
are unnecessarily restrictive.”

restrictions, all activities both in Utah's SGMAs and in areas
outside of Utah's SGMAs could be severely restricted. This
is one of the reasons why Congressional action on Sage-
grouse is so important to protect the interests of the state
of Utah from these unnecessary and sweeping federal land
use controls.

Providing solutions to address these dangerous new plan
amendments is fully contemplated in congressional language
introduced by Congressman Rob Bishop. The relevant lan-
guage states:

(1) Prohibition of Meadification of Federal Resource Man-
agement Plans—In order to foster coordination between a
State management plan and Federal resource management
plans that affect the Grealer Sage Grouse, upon notification
by the Governor of a State with a State management plan,
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture
may not amend or otherwise modify any Federal resource
management plan applicable to Federal lands in the State in
a manner inconsistent with the State management plan for a
period, to be specified by the Governor in the notification, of
at least five years beginning on the date of the notification.

- (2) Retroactive Effect—In the case of any State that provides
notification under paragraph (1), if any amendment or mod-
ification of a Federal resource management plan applicable
to Federal lands in the State was issued during the one-year
period preceding the date of the notification and the amend-
ment or modification altered management of the Greater
Sage Grouse or its habitat, implementation and operation of
the amendment or modification shall be stayed to the extent
that the amendment or modification is inconsistent with the
State management plan. The Federal resource management
plan, as in effect immediately before the amendment or
modification, shall apply instead with respect to manage-
ment of the Great Sage grouse and its habitat, to the extent
consistent with the State management plan.

(3) Determination of Inconsistency—Any disagreement re-
garding whether an amendment or other modification of a
Federal resource management plan is inconsistent with a
State management plan shall be resolved by the Governor
of the affected State.”

The state of Utah has clearly demonstrated that collabora-
tive, next generation solutions nat only protect important
economic activity in these areas, but are fully consistent with
protecting and growing Sage-grouse populations in the state.
Using Utah's methodology, more habitat can be restored in

areas where Sage-grouse thrive, allowing an increase of total
habital and providing an opportunity for real growth of Sage-
grouse populations in the state of Utah.

“While the Interior Department’s
decision not to list the sage
grouse is a small step in the right
direction, | remain fearful that
the Federal land use plans will be
just as onerous as an ESA listing.”

--Congressman Chris Stewart

In response to BLM/Forest Service plans, Governor Herbert stated,
“Their one-size-fits-all approach does not reflect the tremendous diver-
sity in greater sage-grouse habitats across the West. These federal land
use plan amendments are unnecessarily restrictive in nature and devalue
Utah’s management plan and the conservation commitments from pri-
vate landowners.”
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“I have always believed that . . . Utah is better
positioned to manage our sage-grouse popula-
tions than the federal government.” Congressman Chris Stewart (R-UT)

Many of Utah’s elected officials have issued very direct warn-
ings about the impact of these new plans on economic activity
and the public land use in Utah.

Governor Gary Herbert (R-UT)

‘I am deeply concerned with the decisions of the Departments of
Interior and Agriculture which constitute a significant overreach by
the federal government on this issue. The state of Utah has imple-
mented a successful sage-grouse conservation plan that has been
rejected by the federal government, jeopardizing conservation of
the species and reasonable economic growth in Utah.

“Today’s actions constitute the equivalent of a listing decision
outside the normal process and fail to support an appropriate
balance between conservation and other public uses of the land.
The state is not satisfied with the Records of Decision on land use

Governor Gary Herbert (R-UT)

plan amendments as issued by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). Their one-size-fits-all
approach does not reflect the tremendous diversity in greater
sage-grouse habitats across the West. These federal land
use plan amendments are unnecessarily restrictive in nature
and devalue Utah's management plan and the conservation
commitments from private landowners.

"I have always believed that, as a state, Utah is better positioned
to manage our sage-grouse population than the federal gov-
ernment. Utah has in fact adopted a strong conservation plan
designed to protect, enhance and restore sage-grouse habitats
throughout the state. This effort by Utah has resulted in the
restoration of more than 500,000 acres of sage-grouse habi-
tat and a significant growth in sage-grouse populations. We will
continue to work with the Departments of Interior and Agricul-
ture to accept the State of Utah's conservation plan. We will
also pursue legislative and potential judicial relief to protect the
state’s interests and ensure conservation of the species.”

Congressman Chris Stewart (R-UT)

"While the Interior Department’s decision not to list the sage
grouse is a small step in the right direction, | remain fearful that
the Federal land use plans will be just as onerous as an ESA list-
ing. l am fully confident that states are more motivated and bet-
ter suited than the federal government to maintain healthy sage
grouse populations. The fact that Fish and Wildlife has deemecl
a listing not necessary shows that the western states efforts at
conservation have worked. The states have been successful at
protecting the sage grouse while maintaining jobs and the econ-
omy, and the fecleral government should follow suit in their land
management plans.”



House Natural Resources Committee Chairman -
Congressman Rob Bishop (R-UT)

“This announcement changes nothing. It was an act of funda-
mental dishanesty. The Sage Grouse problem is no better solved
today than it was yestercday before this announcement. De-
spite the Administration’s decision, as long as the BLM is able to
impose its will on the state of Utah by changing its land man-
agement plans as if the bird were listed, defense readiness will
suffer. Large tracts of military test and training ranges will be
off limits if the Administration has its way. Language | included
in NDAA is now more vital than ever. It allows state plans that
protect the Sage Grouse to go into effect, and prohibits the BLM
from gaining greater control over land than they already have.
Using effective state plans rather than a federal lands plan is
better for the state. Without this language the federal govern-
ment will continue Lo abuse the states, shortchange the taxpay-
er and weaken the military."

Congressman Rob Bishop (R-UT)

“As long as the BLM is able to im-
pose its will on the state of Utah
by changing its land management
plans as if the bird were listed, de-
fense readiness will suffer.”

--Congressman Rob Bishop
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Congressman Scott Tipton (R-CO)

“For months now, the

federal government’s initially
transparent and collaborative
process has been replaced
by closed-door meeting and
internal memoranda.”

--Governor C.L. Butch Otter

“We have heard abundant
testimony ... that these
locally-tailored plans are far
more effective.”

Congressman Scott Tipton (R-CO)

Colorado has been at the forefront of implementing
locally-tailored sage grouse preservation efforts, and
a federal ESA listing would have jeopardized those
efforts. The work being done at the state, local and
federal level, which includes voluntary conservation
and species protection on the part of landowners and
government, is having a positive impact. We have heard
abundant testimony from scientific and conservation
experts that these locally-tailored plans are far more
effective for species preservation than a one-size-fits-
all federal approach. Unfortunately, the ‘not warranted’
decision is expected to be accompanied by the signing of
the final federal land use plan amendments, which will
still jeopardize this local preservation approach. These
amendments will severely restrict ranching, recreation
and energy and minerals development, including a likely
mineral withdrawal of between 9-10 million acres, all of
which will be devastating to local economies. While the
‘not warranted’ decision is welcome, the implementation
of equally oppressive land use plans, which do nothing
to improve on the work already being done locally to
preserve the grouse, still leaves Colorado and other
Western communities in a worrisaome situation.

Senator Steve Daines (R-MT)

While it is good news that the sage grouse is not listed
as an endangered species, | remain concerned that the
Obama administration's land-use plans will have a harm-
ful impact on Montana's economy, our land users and
Montanans’ way of life. The fact remains, sage grouse
numbers have increased in the west by nearly two-thirds
since 2013. Montana needs to continue take the lead on
sage grouse conservation and | hope BLM can revise their
plans to allow Montana to do so. Because a sage grouse
can't tell the difference between federal, state and pri-
vate lands, Montana should take the lead not a bunch of
out of Washington, D.C. bureaucrats.

Governor C.L. Butch Otter (R-1D)

While | appreciate Secretary Jewell’s public recognition
of local and state efforts to preserve the species and its
habitat, the question behind a ‘not warranted’ determi-
nation is: ‘At what cost’? For months now, the federal
government’s initially transparent and collaborative pro-
cess has been replaced by closed-door meetings and in-
ternal memoranda. That's resulted in a land management
scheme for sage-grouse habitat that remains a mystery
to property owners and state and local wildlife advocates
alike. The feds are asking us to trust them. It's not that



simple and unfortunately this is far from over. | remain
committed to do what’s best for the species and people
of Idaho.

Senator Mike Crapo (R-1D)

While a 'not warranted' decision is better than a list-
ing determination under the Endangered Species Act,
the Department of Interior's reliance on heavy-handed
land-use management plans to arrive at this decision is
unacceptable. The Department ignored much of what
the ldaho Sage Grouse Task Force recommended and,
instead, opted to move forward with top-down federal
lands-use management plans. While the agency cited
collaboration as the basis [or its decision, the move to
abandon the state’s planning process that adequately
addressed true threats to the bird--namely the impact of
wildfires and invasive species on sagebrush habitat—will
ultimately lead to greater uncertainty for sage grouse
populations in the future.

Senator Jim Risch (R-ID)

While | am pleased Secrctary Jewell has acknowl-
edged the greater sage-grouse population is on the re-
bound, | am concerned the regulations generated by the
Department of the Interior to reach this decision will do
little to continue the recent population rebound in ldaho.
We had pressed DOl early on to rely on a locally-driven,
collahorative process to conserve the sage-grouse, but
this process changed when it came to Washington, D.C.
The two main threats to the greater sage-grouse in ldaho
are fire and invasive species. The Secretary adopts a plan
that relies heavily on regulation of the mining, oil, and
gas industries when it should focus more heavily on fire
control. Today's announcement serves as political cover
for another top-down mandate that will not be the best
prescription for sage-grouse in Idaho.

/

Congressman Mike Simpson (R-ID)

For years, state and federal partners have worked toward
the not warranted listing that was issued today, and, giv-
en the impact that a listing decision would have on Idaho
and the West, | am pleased with the Fish and Wildlife
Service's determination. That being said, | recognize that
this decision does not come without a price. There has
been widespread concern aboul the impact of the fed-
eral land management plans, especially from the states,
which felt their recommendations in this process were
disregarded. Whether the price we pay for a not-war-
ranted decision will be too high remains to be seen. In
the meantime, | will continue working with both federal
and state agencies to see that the real threats to sage-
grouse habitat, including wildfire, can be addressed.

[

Idaho Congressional Delegation: Congressmen Raul Labrador (R-ID) and Mike Simpson (R-ID), Senators Jim Risch (R-ID) and Mike Crapo (R-1D)
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Senator Dean Heller (R-NV)

This is not a win for Nevada. Even though the Fish and Wildlife
Service has decided the greater sage-grouse doesn't merit pro-
tections under the Endangered Species Act, the Department of
the Interior's final ‘federal plans’ pose major threats to many
Nevadans' long-term way of life and success.

This has been an issue of the Department of the Interior using
the threat of a listing to get what it really wanted all along:
limiting Nevadans' access to millions of acres of land equal to
the size of the state of West Virginia. At the end of the day, Big
Government continues to tighten its grip at the expense of rural
America’s future, especially in Nevada.

Rather than addressing the real threats to sage-grouse habitat
in our state - wildfire, the spread of invasive species, and wild
horse and burro mismanagement - these new regulations simply
restrict Nevadans' access to millions of acres of public lands.
Nevadans hate to see the federal government further limit the
use of their public lands. | will continue to fight these unneces-
sary restrictions and work with our Congressional delegation on
policies that protect our environment, grow our economy, and
support our western ways of life.

Senator Dean Heller (R-NV)
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LAWSUITS

The legal and administrative history of Greater Sage-grouse is long and
full of controversy. More lawsuits and listing petitions for the species
in coming years is virtually guaranteed.

fter a decade of lawsuits and ESA listing de-
Aclsions for the Greater Sage-grouse, it is be-

coming clear there is no end in sight. This was
the third ESA decision for the Greater Sage-grouse in
just 10 years. USFWS is already indicating that they
will make yet another ESA listing decision on Greater
Sage-grouse in another five years. Additionally, several
environmental groups have already indicated that they
plan to file lawsuits to challenge the listing decision
and/or the BLM and USFWS land use plan amend-
ments.

Many have begun to point out thal new restrictions
proposed by federal agencies and radical environmen-
tal special interests using the repeated threat of an ESA
listing are more about micromanaging state wildlife
policies and landscape control than advancing species
conservation. Already hundreds of millions have been
committed to conservation of Greater Sage-grouse, al-
most to the exclusion of other species of much greater

12

conservation concern. The constant legal and political
wrangling creates further frustration and uncertainty
for those who are needed the most for canservation
of the species.

One provision of the language introduced by Con-
gressman Rob Bishop provides litigation safe-harbor
to allow state conservation efforls to go forward with-
out interference of litigation by these powerful special
interest groups:

“Judicial Review—Notwithstanding any other provision
of statue or regulation, this section, including deter-
minations made under subsection (d)(3), shall not be
subject to judicial review."

After years of abuse of the Endangered Species Act, it
is time to allow states to thoughtfully implement their
state conservation plans without further interference
and manipulation.



ESA Expenditures - Attorney Fees by Region

Region 1

Source: Department of Justice
“*Represents cases active batwean FYO9-FY12.
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Millions of Taxpayer Dollars Spent on
Endangered Species Act Litigation and
Attorney Fees

WASHINGTON, D.C., June 19, 2012 - Ac-
cording to data recently obtained from the
Department of Justice (DOJ) in response to
document requests, the federal government has
defended more than 570 Endangered Species
Act (ESA)-related lawsuits costing U.S. taxpayers
more than $15 million in attorney fees - in just
the past four years. This data provides further
evidence that the ESA has become litigation
driven, where money and resources are spent
addressing endless, frivolous lawsuits instead of
species recovery.

Environmental groups are filing the vast majority
of litigation, with the Center for Biological
Diversity and the WildEarth Guardians leading
the charge.

(http:/naturalresources.house.gov/newsroom/
documentsingle.aspx?DocumentiD=299899)
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BEBR REPORT

New federal restrictions on millions of acres of habitat and billions
of dollars in economic productivity affect not only Utah’s econ-
omy, but also hard-working families, education funding and im-
portant conservation programs that are working for Sage-grouse.

Office commissioned an independent study from

The Governor's Public Ltands Policy Coordinated

the University of Utah’s Bureau of Business and

Economic Research on economic activity in Sage-
grouse habitat in the state of Utah. The report found
that literally billions of dollars annually in direct and
indirect economic activity within current and historic
Sage-grouse range across the state of Utah. What
is notable, is the sharp contrast between economic
activity outside of Utah's Sage-grousc Managemenl
Areas and the much more limited activity within Utah's
Sage-grouse Management Areas.

In 2014 oil and natural gas production from wells
located in histerical-only range generated the greatest

market value among the three areas, at just under $2
billion. .. In contrast, the estimated value of production
from welis within SGMAs was about $42 million .. . Sec
Valuation of Current Economic Activities in Greater
Sage-grouse Range in Utah, Bureau of Economic and
Business Research, University of Utah July 2015,
Summary of Oil and Gas Revenue on page X.

This further supports our research that indicated that
responsible Sage-grouse management is possible with
responsible economic activity in the state of Utah. In
fact, economic activity within Utah's SGMAs poses
little impact to Sage-grouse populations within the
state of Utah.

Summary of Economic Contributions of Activities in Greater Sage-grouse Range in Utah, 2014
(Dollar amounts in millions)

FWS CURRENT RANGE HISTORICAL-ONLY RANGE SCMAs

Value Valve Value
Activity Jobs Earnings Added | Jobs Earnings Added | Jobs Earnings Added
Cil and Gas Production 4,415  $366.5 $1,5840 | 7173  $595.5 $2.250.7 | 205 $17.0 $46.2
Coal Mining 2,394 $1320 $433.3 - - - - - -
Metals and Minerals Mining 232 $35.3 $85.3 845 $320 $77.4 826 $31.3 $75.6
Renewable Energy Generafion 138 $138.1 $138.1 103 $5.1 $12.5 - - -
Cattle and Sheep Grazing 1,012 $34.6 $52.9 564 $18.8 $28.3 831 $27.9 $42.3
Hunfingand Fishing 4,180  $1244  $243.1 | 2412 §71.8 - $1404 (2998 $89.2  $1743
Tobal o i 3 0717 $830.8.7 0 $2,536.6 | 11,097 $723.2 ©.$2,509.4 14,861 51454 $338.5°

Sonrce: BEBR aﬂa_lyﬁs.
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‘An estimated 26.5% of hunters
afield in Utah during 2012 en-
tered the FWS current range of
Greater Sage-grouse.”

The following are brief excerpts of economic activi-
ty in areas of: (1) historic-only Sage-grouse range; (2)
Utah's Sage-grouse management areas; and (3) Cur-
rent historic range but outside of Utah's Sage-grouse
management areas.

Overview of Oil/Gas

The estimated total economic contribution of oil
and gas activity in Greater Sage-grouse range in
2014 consisted of 5,608 jobs with $440.9 million in
earnings from FWS current Sage-grouse range, 8,215
jobs with $660.5 million in earnings from historical-
only range, and 205 jobs with $17.0 million in earnings
from SGMAs. The estimated total value-added or
gross state product contributions from activity in
these three Sage-grouse areas were $1,688.5 million,
$2,342.0 million and $46.2 million, respectively.

Overview of Mining

The estimated total economic contribution of coal
mining in FWS current Greater Sage-grouse range
consists of 2,394 jobs, $132.0 million in earnings,
and $433.3 million in GSP . . . The total economic
contributions of industrial mineral mining in FWS
current Sage-grouse range in 2014 were 932 jobs,
$35.3 million in earnings, and $85.3 million in GSP.
The total economic contributions of metal and
industrial mineral mining in historic-only Sage-grouse
range in 2014 amounted to 845 jobs, $32.0 million in
earnings, and $77.4 million in GSP. The total economic
contributions of industrial mineral mining in SGMAs in
2014 amounted to 826 jobs, $31.3 million in earnings,
and $75.6 million in GSP.
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Grazing

Just over one-quarter, 25.6 percent, of cattle animal
unit months (AUMs) are estimated to be in FWS cur-
rent Sage-grouse range; 22.4 percent of sheep AUMs
are. Fifteen percent of cattle AUMs and 20.8 percent
of sheep AUMs are in historical-only range. The state’s
SGMAs contain an estimated 22.6 percent of cattle
AUMs and 17.2 percent of sheep AUMSs.

Overview of Hunting/Fishing and Outdoor

An estimated 26.5 percent of hunters afield in Utah
during 2012 entered the FWS current range of Great-
er Sage-grouse. Nearly one-third of fishing trips in
2011 were to destinations in FWS5 current range.
Lesser shares of hunters afield and fishing trips were
to SGMAs {21.0 percent combined) or historical-only
range (16.9 percent) . . . Hunting and fishing expen-
ditures in SGMAs were $139 million, and spending
in historical-only range was $112 million, both with
similar shares from nonresidents. Total expenditures in
FWS current range generated $124 million in earnings
from 4,180 jobs and $243 millien in value-added or
gross state product.

A preliminary review of aggregate
county-level date suggests some
$5.7 billion in agricultural and
non-primary residential property
values may be located in FWS cur-
rent range.

--2015 BEBR report
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Overview of Non-Hunting, Fishing, and Outdoor Recreation
An estimated 15 percent of recreation visits to
national forests, BLM lands, and state parks in Utah
from 2009 to 2014 were in the FWS current range of
Greater Sage-grouse, 25 percent when historical range
is added.

Private Property Values

FWS current range of the Greater Sage-grouse
occupies 31 percent of Utah's 11.4 million acres of
private property outside of cities and other census

CONCLUSION

B = e

A S

The “not warranted” decision represents significant
progress in the efforts of the Greater Sage Grouse
Coordinated Consulting Team. It also confirms that
Sage-grouse belong under state wildlife management
authority. Significant concerns remain over new
restrictions on Utah's public lands and the near
certainty of additional lawsuits by special interest
groups opposed te state management of wildlife.
Independent research conducted by the BEBR group at
the University of Utah demonstrates just how impactful
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places. Historical-only range and SGMAs are somewhat
smaller but still over 20 percent. A preliminary review
of aggregate county-level data suggests some $5.7
billion in agricultural and non-primary residential
property values may be located in FWS current range,
2.5 percent of the total assessed value of privately
owned real property in Utah. Historical-only range
and SGMAs may contain $5.2 billion and $3.9 billion,
respectively, of private property.

these land-use restrictions can be in the state of Utah.,
While the “not-warranted” decision greatly reduces the
likelihood of restrictions on “historic only" Sage-grouse
range in the state, the roughly $2.5 billion in economic
activity which largely occurs inside of current range
but outside of the state's SGMAs remains a serious
concern. Congressional language introduced by Rob
Bishop would address both of the concerns related to
additional lawsuits and new land use plans from the
BLM and USFS.,
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SUMMARY

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is considering whether greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus
nrophasianis) warrants a range-wide (including Utah) listing under the Endangered Species Act. The
Service is under court order to make a decision by September 30, 2015. FWS may return a listing-
not-warranted decision, an endangered listing, or a threatened listing, Listed species are then man-
aged by FWS. A threatened listing is more flexible than an endangered listing.

Listing of the greater sage-grouse would have unknown but potentially significant effects on current
and possible future activities in areas designated as ctitical habitat. Because we do not know what
restrictions would come into force with either a threatened or endangered listing, the purpose of this
study is to identify and, where possible, put a value on the curtent economic activities in sage-grouse
range. In most cases, we were able to estimate the employment, eatnings and gross state product
contributions of those activities, as well as some state and local revenue impacts. We do not consider
how these activities would be affected by an ESA listing, nor how they affect greater sage grouse
and their habitat.

In order to evaluate a range of possible areas that could be affected by a listing, we used three defini-
tions. FWS current greater sage-grouse range (“FWS current range™) is that used by FWS in its 2015
Status Review. FWS cutrent range amounts to 10.4 million acres in Utah, “Histotical-only range”
also comes from FWS and is based on the research of Michael A. Schroeder, research biologist for
the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife. It excludes those portions of historical range
that are also FWS current range. Excluding cities, towns and unincorporated Census-designated
places, there are 9.4 million acres of historical-only range in Utah. Finally, we used the Utah Division
of Wildlife Resources’ 2013 Sage Grouse Management Areas (“SGMAs”). These are essentially a
subset of FWS current range, covering almost 7.5 million acres and including more than 90 percent
of known sage-grouse in Utah (UDWR 2013).

The Utah population of greater sage-grouse is measured by anmual counts of males at leks. During
2010 to 2014, DWR counted an average of 3,682 males (Bernales, Robinson, and Blair 2015). Popu-
lation levels display substantial normal fluctuations in recent years and historically.

Utah sage-grouse populations occupy habitats that are naturally fragmented based on topography.
Some of these habitats have experienced additional loss and fragmentation from both natural and
human causes. Wildfire, invasive plants, climate and predation are natural threats that humans may
mitigate ot compound. Oil, gas and renewable energy development; mining; crop and livestock agri-
culture; recreation; utbanization; and infrastructure installation and maintenance are human activities
that may further fragment or destroy sage-grouse habitat, but like many natural threats, they are mit-
igable. The most significant threats in Utah are wildfire, invasive and encroaching plants, and energy
development in FWS current and historical range, and wildfire and invasive and encroaching plants
in SGMAs. Secondary concerns are agriculture, urbanization and infrastructure.
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OlIL AND GAS

In 2014 3,200 wells produced 13.4 million barrels of oil and 91.0 billion cubic feet (bcf) of gas in
FWS current greater sage-grouse range. In historical-only range there were 5,042 wells producing
17.1 million barrels of oil and 175.8 bef of gas. And in state Sage Grouse Management Areas
(SGMAS) 143 wells produced 87,800 batrels of oil and 9.7 bef of gas. There were also 378 new wells
drilled (spuds) in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range and 330 spuds in historical-only range. No new
wells were drilled in SGMAs.

'The estimated total economic contribution of oil and gas actvity in greater sage-grouse range in
2014 consisted of 5,608 jobs with $440.9 million in earnings from FWS current sage-grouse range,
8,215 jobs with $660.5 million in earnings from historical-only range, and 205 jobs with $17.0 mil-
lion in earnings from SGMAs. The estimated total value-added or gross state product contributions
from activity in these three sage-grouse areas were $1,688.5 million, $2,342.0 million and $46.2 mil-
lion, respectively,

In 2014 oil and natusal gas production from wells located in historical-only range generated the
greatest market value among the three areas, at just under §2 billion. Production within this area
generated an estimated $283 million in royalty revenue to all lessors combined, with $74 million of
that total received by the state, plus almost $27 million in severance tax revenues, $1.8 million in
conservation fees, $20 million in property taxes, and $3.6 million in sales taxes. In contrast, the esti-
mated value of production from wells within SGMAs was about §42 million, generating approxi-
matcly $6.3 million in royalty revenues to all lessors combined, with $1.3 million of that total
received by the state, $580,000 in state severance taxes, $40,000 in conservation fees, $430,000 in
property taxes, and $80,000 in sales taxes.

In the Uinta Basin, under FWS cutrent range there are an estimated 37.8 billion barrels of potentially
economic oil in oil shale. Historical-only tange could overlic another 19.4 billion barrels. Under SGMAs
there are an estimated 0.2 billion barrels of potential economic oil from oil shale.

COAL

There are three active coal mines located in FWS$ current sage-grouse range: Skyline in Carbon
County, SUFCO in Sevier, and Coal Hollow in Kane. Together they produced almost 11.3 million
tons of coal in 2014, with a value of nearly $372.9 million.

The estimated total economic contribution of coal mining in FWS current greater sage-grouse range
consists of 2,394 jobs, $132.0 million in earnings, and $433.3 million in GSP. Estimated state and
county fiscal impacts associated with these mines totaled $27.6 million in 2014, comprising $10.2
million in income and sales taxes, $13.9 million from the state shate of federal royalties, and $3.5
million in property taxes.
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METALS AND INDUSTRIAL MINERALS

There are three industrial mineral mines in FWS current sage-grouse tange producing phosphate
(Simplot, in Uintah County), cement (Holcim Devil’s Slide, in Morgan) and expanded shale (Utelite,
in Summit}. According to the Utah Geological Survey (2014}, in 2013 the Simplot mine produced
3.8 million tons of phosphate, which were processed into about 1.4 million tons of phosphate con-
centrate and transported via pipeline to Simplot’s fertilizer plant in Wyoming, The Devil’s Slide
quatty and plant produced a portion of 1.0 million tons of cement, and Utelite produced 129,000
tons of expanded shale. Simplot and Devil’s Slide are also located in the state’s SGMAs. In histori-
cal-only sage-grouse range there is the Ash Grove Leamington cement quatry and plant in Juab
County; the Hidden Treasure copper, magnetite and silver mine in Beaver County; and the United
States Gypsum mine in Sevier County. There was no production data available for the United States
Gypsum mine, but Ash Grove Leamington produced a portion of 1.0 million tons of cement in
2013 and Hidden Treasure produced approximately 3,000 tons of copper, 14,000 tons of magnetite
and 247,000 ounces of silver.

The total economic contributions of industrial mineral mining in FWS current sage-grouse range in
2014 were 932 jobs, $35.3 million in earnings, and $85.3 million in GSP. The total economic contti-
butions of metal and industrial mineral mining in historic-only sage-grouse range in 2014 amounted
to 845 jobs, $32.0 million in earnings, and $77.4 million in GSP. The total economic contributions
of industrial mineral mining in SGMAs in 2014 amounted to 826 jobs, $31.3 million in earnings, and
$75.6 million in GSP.

Mineral mines in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range produced estimated fiscal impacts of $3.3 million
in 2014, consisting of almost $2.5 million in state income and sales taxes and over $800,000 in local
sales and property taxes. Metal and mineral mines in historical-only sage-grouse range generated al-
most $2.5 million in revenues for the state and over $1.0 million in revenues to counties. Activity at
the two mines in SGMAs spurred estimated fiscal impacts of neatly $3.0 million: $2.2 million in state
income and sales taxes and more than $777,000 in local sales and propetrty taxes.

RENEWABLE ENERGY

There are cutrently two existing geothermal electrical generation plants located in greater sage-
grouse range: Blundell in Beaver County is in FWS current sage-grouse range and Cove Fort in Mil-
lard County is in historical-only range. In 2014 Blundell generated 274,996 MWh of electricity and
Cove Fort generated 165,107 MWh according to data from the Energy Information Administration.
Thete are also 44 wind turbines in FWS current range and 51 turbines in historical range. Most of
the turbines in FWS current range ate part of Phase I of the Milford Wind Corridor in Beaver Coun-
ty, with one at the Tooele Army Depot. The tusbines in historical-only range are part of Phases I
and 1T of the Milford Wind Corridor in Beaver and Millard counties, nine are at the Spanish Fork
Wind Park, and two are ate at Camp Williams. In 2014 a combined estimated 203,385 MWh of elec-
tricity wete generated from turbines located in FWS current sage grouse range and 189,878 MWh
from turbines in histotical-only range.

The total economic contributions of renewable cnergy production in IF'WS cusrent sage-grouse range
comprised 138 jobs, $6.8 million in earnings, and $16.8 million in gross state product. The total eco-
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nomic contributions of renewable energy production in historical-only sage-grouse range comprised
103 jobs, $5.1 million in earnings, and $12.5 million in gross state product.

For the geothermal plant and windmills in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range, the estimated fiscal im-
pacts in 2014 consisted of more than $455,000 of state income and sales taxes and over $2.1 million
in local property and sales taxes, for a total fiscal impact of approximately $2.6 million. Geothesmal
and wind electricity generation in histotical-only sage-grouse range in 2014 induced an estimated
$361,000 in state income and sales tax revenues and almost $1.1 million in local property and sales
tax revenues, for a total fiscal impact of nearly $1.5 million.

GRAZING

Just over one-quattert, 25.6 percent, of cattle animal unit months (AUMs) are estimated to be in FWS
current sage-grouse range; 22.4 percent of sheep AUMs are. Tificen percent of cattle AUMs and
20.8 percent of sheep AUMs are in historical-only range. The state’s SGMAs contain an estimated
22.6 percent of cattle AUMs and 17.2 percent of sheep AUMs.

Livestock grazing in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range supported an estimated 1,012 jobs, $34.6 mil-
lion in earnings, and $52.9 million in gross state product. Grazing in historical-only sage-grouse
range provided a total economic contribution of 564 jobs, $18.8 million in earnings, and §$28.3 mil-
lion in gross state product. Range livestock operations on federal allotments in the state’s SGMAs
provided a total economic contribution of 831 jobs, $27.9 million in earnings, and $42.3 million in
gross state product,

Grazing in FWS curtent range generated an estimated §2.6 million in state income and sales tax rev-
enues and over $300,000 in local sales tax revenues, for a total fiscal impact of nearly $3.0 million.
Estimated fiscal impacts from cattle and sheep grazing in historical-only range amounted to $1.6
million, consisting of approximately $1.4 million in state revenues and over $178,000 in [ocal reve-
nues. Grazing in the state’s SGMAs generated over $2.1 million in state tax revenues and $246,000
in local revenues, for a total estimated fiscal impact of nearly $2.4 million.

FARMING

The most prevalent aggicultural land use in FWS current sage-grouse range is pasture,’ claiming over
314,000 acres and accounting for half of the agricultural land use in FWS current range. The other
main “uses” are fallow or idle land® (106,437 actes), alfalfa (81,471 acres), grass hay (75,018 acres)
and grain and seeds (28,105 acres). With respect to the total acreage of agricultural land uses in the
state, those uses with the greatest share in FWS cusrent sage-grouse range are grass hay (32.3 per-
cent), pastuge (32.1 percent), fallow or idle land (22.1 percent), safflower (20.8 percent) and oats
(17.9 percent).

1 This is based on a water-related land use shapefile and is not related to the prazing allotments shapefile that was uscd
for the grazing analysis.

2 Although this is not an active use of farmland, it is generally a temporary state and the land is likely to be cropped in
subsequent years.
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In historical-only sage-grouse range the most prevalent agricultural land use is pasture, accounting
for an estimated 414,232 acres, or 35 percent of the total agricultural actes in this habitat type. The
other main uses ate alfalfa (251,442 acres), fallow or idle land (226,419 acres), grain and seeds
(102,677 acres) and dry land (66,553 acres). The land uses with the greatest shares of their total acre-
age in hisrorical range include berries (78.8 percent), beans (75.4 percent), safflower (64.1 percent),
other horticulture (57.8 percent) and oats (56.6 percent). Because it covers the most acres of agricul-
tural land use, close to 1.2 million, historical-only sage-gtouse range also encompasses the largest
shares of agricultural uses’ total areas: 10 of the 20 distinct land uses have more than half of their
total acreage within histotical range.

The largest agricultural land uses in SGMAs are pasture, with 178,754 acres; grass hay, with 52,898
acres; fallow or idle land, with 51,496 acres; alfalfa, with 45,715 actes; and grain and seeds, with
18,720 acres. The land uses with the greatest shares of their total acreage in SGMAs include grass
hay (22.8 percent), safflower (19.9 percent), pasture (18.3 percent), turf farms (11.8 percent) and fal-
low/idle land and oats (both with 10.7 percent).

RECREATION

An estimated 15 percent of recreation visits to national forests, BLM lands, and state parks in Utah
from 2009 to 2014 were in the FWS current range of greater sage-grouse, 25 percent when historical
range is added. Analysis of specific recreation sites on these public lands provides more conservative
estimates of recreation activity in habitat: 8 percent in FWS cutrent range and another 6 percent in
historical range outside of FWS cutrent range. SGMAs received 11 percent of visits and contained 6
percent of recreation sites in the state.

Spending in Utah for an estimated 1,4 million hunting and fishing trips to FWS current sage-grouse
range on public and private lands was approximately $193 million in 2011 (adjusted for inflacion to
2014 dollars). For any type of recreation within FWS current range in national forests, visitor spend-
ing in Utah amounted to §62 million (in 2014 dollars) based on spending data collected between
FY2005 and FY2012,

Based on the share of multiuse trails and unpaved roads in Utah that are within FWS current range,
4 petcent to 26 percent of trail-based recreation happens in greater sage-grouse habitat. This in-
cludes hiking, biking, OHV use, ctoss-country skiing, and other trail-based activities.

PRIVATE PROPERTY VALUES

FWS current range of the greater sage-grouse occupies 31 percent of Utah’s 11.4 million acres of
private property outside of cities and other Census places. Historical-only range and SGMAs are
somewhat smaller but still over 20 percent. A preliminary review of aggtegate county-level data sug-
gests some $5.7 billion in agricultural and non-primary residential property values may be located in
FWS cutrent range, 2.5 percent of the total assessed value of privately owned real property in Utah.
Historical-only range and SGMAs may contain $5.2 billion and $3.9 billion, respectively, of private

propetty.

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH Xiii



ANALYSIS OF CURRENT ACTIVITIES IN GREATER SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT IN UTAH

Summary Table 1 presents the economic contributions of the above activities by habitat type. Only
those activities for which we have sufficient data are included. For example, we did not have the
value of crops sold from habitat areas so we could not estimate the economic contributions of farm-
ing. Therefore, a conservative estimate of activities in FWS current sage-grouse range suggests they
contribute 13,000 jobs with $831 million in earnings and $2.5 billion in gross state product (value
added). Activities in historical-only range support 11,000 jobs with §723 million in earnings and §2.5
billion in GSP. Finally, activities in SGMAs suppott almost 5,000 jobs with $165 million in earnings
and $339 million in GSP.

Summary Table 1

Summary of Fconomic Contributions of Activities in Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah, 20714
{Dollar amounts in millions)

FWS CURRENT RANGE HISTORICAL-ONLY RANGE SGMAS

Value Vaiue Value
Activily Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Earnings Added | Jobs Eamings Added
Qil and Gas Production 4,415 $366.5 $1.584.0 | 7.173 $595.5 $2,250.7 | 205 $17.0 $46.2
Coat Mining 2,394 $132.0 $433.3 - - - - - -
Metatls and Minerals Mining 932 $35.3 $85.3 845 $32.0 $77.4 826 $31.3 $75.6
Renewable Energy Generation 138 $1381 $138.1 103 $5.1 $12.5 - - -
Cattle and Shaeep Grazing 1,012 $346 $52.9 564 $18.8 $28.3 831 $27.9 $42.3
Hunting andFishing | 4380 $124.4  $2431 | 2412 §718  $1404 2998 $892  $174.3
Total: @ i i T 13,071 0$830.80 0 $2,536.6 111,007 $723.2 - $2,509.4 | 4,861 -$165.4 ~'$338.5 -

Sonrce: BEBR a.;mf)r.m.
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OVERVIEW AND THREATS

This chapter provides context for the analysis of activities in greater sage-grouse ranges in Utah. We
discuss the status of greater sage-grouse range-wide and in Utah following a primer of policies that
affect its management. Range definitions used in the remainder of the study are described and
mapped. Finally, we review natural and human threats to greater sage-grouse.

T.T ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT AND LISTING
PROCESS

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) protects listed plant and animal species on federal, state
and private lands.” A species listed for protection under the ESA may be designated endangered ot
threatened. An endangered species is one “in danget of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range”; a threatened species is one “likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future.” A threatened listing is mote flexible than an endangered listing,

The ESA prohibits the take, transport and sale of any endangered species; subject to U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) discretion, similar prohibitions apply to threatened species, To take means
“to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage
in any such conduct.” Harm encompasses an act that results in “significant habitat modification ot
degradation where it actually kills ot injures wildlife by significantly impaiting essential behavioral
patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering” (National Marine Fisheries Setvice 1999).

Regatding FWS discretion for threatened species, the agency, under the authotity of the Secretary of
the Interior, “shall issue such regulations as he deems necessary and advisable to provide for the
conservation of such species.” This language authorizes the so-called “4(d) rule,” which allows flex-
ibility regarding responsible land uses that conflict in some respect with the needs of a threatened
species. A common type of 4(d) rule is to permit incidental take from agricultural activities covered
by an approved conservation plan. The intent of incidental take provisions is to give private land-
owners incentives to protect threatened species by making and following conservation plans.

The ESA allows the designation of critical habitat for listed species.” Occupied habitat is protected
by the HSA without such a designation. Critical habitat can be outside the occupied range to include
potential habitat. Critical habitat protections are relevant where a federal nexus is present, such as
project funding or land management.

WS is considering whether an ESA listing is approptiate for the greater sage-grouse in Utah and
most other western states. FWS may return 2 listing-not-warranted decision, an endangered species

I Within tribal lands, federal support for ESA conservation efforts are by arrangement with the sovereign nations there,
and ESA regulations mainly apply where federal funding is used for projects (Sanders 2007),

116 US.C. 35 § 1532 (6

516 US.C. 35§ 1532 (19)

816 U.S.C. 35§ 1533 (d)

716 UU.S.C. 35§ 1532 (5)
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listing, or a threatened listing with or without critical habitat or a 4(d) rule. Were a 4(d) rule added to
a threatened species listing for greater sage-grouse, the impact in Utah would likely be minimal
throughout the 50.7 percent of FWS curtent habitat that is on federal lands. On the other hand, 2
critical habitat designation would primarily be relevant on those federal lands.

Listed species are managed by FWS, whereas states retain management authority for all other wild-
life within their boundaries. FWS invites input and assistance from state agencies as nceded to carry
out its management plans for listed species.”

The Secretary of the Interior has authotity for listing decisions. They are to be bascd on the status of
a species and threats to it, including habitat degradation, species overutilization, diseasc and preda-
tion.” Consideration of broader economic and social issues and tradeoffs is not required. Governor
Gary Herbert has noted that an ESA listing for the greater sage-grouse “would have a significant
adverse effect on the economy” (Herbest 2015, p. 3). These may arise from conflicts between habi-
tat conservation and a vatiety of other land uses, including recreation, development and agriculture.
If the greater sage-grouse were listed as threatened or endangered, it is likely that some land uses in
its habitat in Utah would be curtailed.

1.2 GREATER SAGE-GROUSE IN THE WEST

The greater sage-grouse is an upland game species that occupies habitat in 11 states, primarily in
sagebrush ccosystems (see Figure 1.1) (BLM 2013). Habitat may also include riparian and wet mead-
ows during spring and summer and aspen ecosystems in late summer. Sagebrush leaves are the pri-
mary source of food for greater sage-grouse in the winter, but grasses, forbs and insects ate
important parts of the diet at other times."” An estimated 87 percent or more of greater sage-grouse
nests in Colorado, Wyoming, southern Canada and Utah are under sagebrush (Connelly, Rinkes, and
Braun 2011). Nests that are not under sagebrush atc almost always under some other large bush.
Nests under non-sagebrush vegetation generally have lower success rates than those under sage-
brush.

Prompted by several petiions submiited in the eatly 2000s, I'WS considered an ESA listing for the
greater sage-grouse range-wide and determined in 2005 a listing was not warranted (USFWS 2010).
A December 2007 decision from the U.S. disttict coutt in Idaho required FWS to reconsider its “not
warranted” finding, In March 2010, FWS found a range-wide threatened or endangered listing was
warranted but precluded by higher-priotity listing actions. In September 2011, the D.C. district coutt
approved a settlement agreement that bound FWS to publish a decision regarding greates sage-
grouse, either to list the species or to find a listing not warranted, by September 30, 2015 (U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia 2011).

In response to the FWS process, the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Setvice have
conducted extensive planning cfforts and proposed plan amendments to address the greater sage-

816 U.S.C. 35§ 1535

216 U.S.C. 35§ 1533 () (1)

10 Yiorbs are plants without a stem, such as ferns, horsetails, and lycopods. Forbs are smaller than shrubs and different
from grasses. Semrce: Natural Resources Conservation Setvice, plants.usda.gov/growth_habits_defhtml.
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grouse."" Most restrictions relate to extractive industies, improper grazing, and the use of off-
highway vehicles (OHVs), while many activities are largely unaffected. Likewise, state wildlife agen-
cies and many private and state land managers in the West have devoted resoutces to consetve the
species, reduce the need for a listing, and anticipate listing restrictions.

There are two sage-grouse species in Utah. While the greater sage-grouse is the topic of this study,
we note that the Gunnison sage-grouse, which lives in southwestern Colorado and a very small por-
tion of Utah’s San Juan County near Monticello, was listed November 2014 as a threatened species
with designated critical habitat (USFWS 2014b).

Figure 1.1
FWS Greater Sage-Grouse Range, Including Bi-State and Columbia Basin DPSes
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1.3 GREATER SAGE-GROUSE IN UTAH

The Utah population of greater sage-grouse is measured by annual counts of males at leks. During
2010 to 2014, DWR counted an average of 3,682 males (Bernales, Robinson, and Blair 2015). Popu-
lation levels display substantial normal fluctuations in tecent years and historically. Direct compari-
son of counts over time would be unteliable, since methods vatied from year to year.'” However, it

' See, for example, the “Utah Greater Sage-Grouse Draft Land Use Plan Amendment and Fnvironmental Impact
Statement” produced jointly by BLM and the Forest Service October 2013 (www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/prog/planning/
SG_RMP_rev/deis.html),

' Coverage of greater sage-grouse counts in Utah has increased over time as previously undocumented leks (breeding
grounds) wete included. From 2005 to 2014, DWR staff visited an average of 313 leks annually, finding 68 percent of
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appears greater sage-grousc population levels have been stable in Utah in recent decades (Messmer

2015).

Greater sage-grouse range definitions for Utah have been adapted from FWS and Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources (DWR) sousces for this report. We focus on the following three ranges, each of
which is mapped and discussed in some detail.

e Revised current range based on FWS definitions, 10.4 million acres

e Revised historical-only range outside of cutrent range based on FWS definitions, 9.4 million
acres

e Revised 2013 Sage-Grouse Management Arcas (SGMAs) based on DWR boundaries, 7.5
million acres

1.3.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Current and Historical Range

FWS has defined greater sage-grouse habitat in Utah as the 10.6 million actes of current tange
shown in Figure 1.2. The setvice also identified 20.2 million acres in Utah that greater sage-grouse
likely used as habitat in the past (see Figure 1.3)." Almost half of this historical range (48 percent,
9.7 million acres) is also cutrent range, as defined by FWS. About 8 percent of total FWS cusrent
range, 807,000 actres, does not coincide with historical range. However, this is likely due to the na-
ture of the two datasets, the historical boundaries being much less cettain, Much of the historical
range outside of FWS cutrent range still offers suitable sagebrush ecosystems where greater sage-
grouse could live under proper management. Habitat preservation, mitigation projects, and popula-
tion recovery efforts may include small or lasge areas of historical range outside of the FWS current
range. Both areas are overlain in Figure 1.5.

them occupied. Compared with the period 1970 to 2004, both the number of annual visits and occupied leks increased
by mote than 100. The new sites added to DWR’s coverage over the years have been somewhat smaller in terms of ob-
served male attendance than those previously documented. Meanwhile, total counts have risen since the 1990s, largely
due to improved thoroughness.

13 The Eitah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR), which to date has jurisdiction for greater sage-grousc in Utah, also
mapped its habitat in the state, distinguishing occupied and oppottunity habitat. FWS and DWR habitat definitions gen-
erally cortespond. FWS maps wete selected for this study since the federal agency will make the HSA listing decision and
would begin managing the species were a listing to occur.

4 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH




ANALYSIS OF CURRENT ACTIVITIES IN GREATER SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT IN UTAH

Figure 1.2
FWS Current Range for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah

Py USFWS GSG Current Range
2015 Status Review

& T 7 1T 3
Great 0 10 20 30 40 50 0
Miles

Salt

%

—*._L_L._m

Searce: Jim Lindstrom, USTIW'S, Wyoming ES; State of Utaly, SGID.  Map by John Downen, BEBR | April 2015

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH



ANALYSIS OF CURRENT ACTIVITIES IN GREATER SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT IN UTAH

Figure 1.3
Historical Range for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah
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1.3.2 Sage-Grouse Management Areas Defined by the State of Utah

Sage-Grouse Management Areas (SGMAs) as defined by the State of Utah are the third and final
area for which economic activities are analyzed in this study (see Figure 1.4). SGMAs cover most
FWS current range as well as a small amount of historical range. SGMAs are the focus of ongoing
population recovery goals and habitat prescrvation efforts by DWR, its local partners, and several
federal and state agencies (UDWR 2013). They represent the state’s determination of cutrent and
potential habitat areas where conservation is likely to be most successful while also avoiding undue
conflicts with other envitonmental needs and land uses.
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Figure 1.4
Sage-Grouse Management Areas in Utah
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SGMAs were created in 2002 as 13 multi-county regions that covered the entire state (UDWR 2002).
By 2013 SGMA boundaries had been refined and narrowed from general regions to specific areas
covering most, but not all, current range as defined by FWS, as well as some areas outside of FWS
current range. DWR and Utah State University Extension have coordinated the efforts of 11 local
working groups started in 1997 to help identify greater sage-grouse needs and advance strategies to
protect them in each SGMA (Messmer 2015, UDWR 2009).

1.3.3 Range Definitions for this Study: FWS Current Range,
Historical-Only Range, and SGMAs

For this study, we have removed populated areas from the cutrent and historical ranges defined by
FWS and from SGMAs defined by DWR. Settled areas are considered unlikely options for habitat
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going forward. To be precise, we exclude 1.2 million actes of U.S. Census “places,” 5.6 percent of
FWS cutrent and historical 1':;11*1ge.H Census places include all incorporated cities and towns, as well
as “Census designated places.” The latter are unincorporated areas with population concentra-
tions——urban areas, such as Kearns and Millcreek in Salt Lake County, and rural areas throughout
Utah, such as Eden in Weber County and Newecastle in Iron County.

This study analyzes economic activities within the revised boundarics for greatet sage-grouse range
shown in Figure 1.5. The revision involves the exclusion of cities, towns, and Census places, as men-
tioned, which mainly affects historical range. We also designate historical-only range as that portion
of the revised historical range that is not also FWS cutrent range. As noted earlier, only 8 percent of
the FWS current range is outside of historical range (indicated in Figure 1.5 as “FWS Current Range
Only™). Virtually all SGMA territory is contained within FWS cutrent range.

In this study, economic activities in FWS current range ate measured distinctly from economic activ-
ities in historical-only range, and cotresponding values can be added for an estimate of total activity
in FWS cutrent and historical range. On the other hand, SGMAs overlap both FWS current and his-
torical range, and measures of economic activity in SGMAs cannot meaningfully be added to corre-
sponding values for FWS current or historical range.

['WS current greatet sage-grouse tange covers nearly one-fifth of Utah, but sage-grouse management
considerations may apply to lands ranging from 13.7 percent to 36.5 percent of the state (see Table
1.1). The lower figuse is for SGMAs, which are where DWR and the local working groups currently
focus management efforts. The higher figure is for combined FWS current and historical range,
which constitutes an upper bound for arcas where economic activities could potentially be affected
by FWS conservation efforts. The three greater sage-grouse areas documented in Table 1.1—as well
as the implied fourth area of total FWS cusrent and/or histotical range—are the best available sce-
natios for the Utah geography that may be affected by a greater sage-grouse ESA listing (Martini 2015).

Table 1.1
Greater Sage-Grouse Range Acres by Landowner
FWS CURRENT RANGE HISTORECAL-OMLY RANGE SGMAs
All Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of
Owner Lands Acres Owner _ Range Acres Owner  Range Acres Owner  Range

Federal } 35,011,196 [ 5,285,012 15.1% 50.7% 5,295,969 15.1% 56.2% (4,146,760 11.8% 55.6%
Private 11,423,249 | 3,515130  30.8% 33.7% 3,088,292 27.0% 32.8% |2,564,015 22.4% 34.4%

State 5,432,964 | 1,070,099 19.7%  10.3% 786,995 14.5% 8.4% | 711,532  13.1% 9.5%
Tibal | 2,448,628 | 555385  22.7%  53% | 244414  10.0% 28% | 31970 1.3% CA4%
Total  1:54,316,036 | 10,425,625 ©19.2% . :100% - | 9,415,669 17.3% i 100% |7,454,276  13.7% . =100%

Note: Based on greater sage-grouse fange outside cities, towns or unincorporated Census-designated places. For habitat by agency,
see the Appendix, Table 1.A1. Acreage by national forest and BLM field office are available in Chapter 8, Tables 8.4 and 8.9.

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from ULS. Fish and Witdfife Service, Utal Division of Wildlife Resonrces, and State of Utal, SGID.

1 Cities, towns, and Census-designated places occupy 1,175,995 acres of FWS historical range, 126,585 acres of FWS
cutrent range, and a very small portion of an SGMA in Garfield County. As ncarly all of the SGMAs and FWS current
range are within hisiorical range, the total asca removed for this analysis is 1,1 77,250 acres.
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Figure 1.5
Revised Range for Greater Sage-Grouse in Utah
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1.3.4 Management by the State of Utah

As previously noted, the State of Utah has management authority for greater sage-grouse and all
wildlife species that are not listed as threatened or endangered (Herbert 2015). DWR issued state
plans for the greater sage-grouse in 2002, 2009 and 2013 (UDWR 2002; UDWR 2009; UDWR
2013). To an extent, these incorporate FWS findings and guidelines for greater sage-grouse conset-
vation (USFWS 2013; Herbert 2015).

Utah’s management approach is to follow the DWR conservation plan to support greater sage-
grouse primarily within SGMAs. The legislature and state agencies have devoted considerable re-
sources to the species since the mid-1990s (Herbert 2015). The state recognizes that since an ESA
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listing became a serious possibility, sufficient state-directed conservation progress could preclude a
listing and the resulting loss of state autonomy and flexibility (Sheehan 2014). The state attributes
robust populations of greater sage-grouse in 2015 to “proper stewardship” by private, state and fed-
eral land managers (Herbert 2015, p. 3).

The state expects that “activities and facilities existing within SGMAs prior to the adoption of the
Conservation Plan will be allowed to continue” (Herbert 2015, p. 5). The intent is to minimize dis-
ruption to property owners: “existing rights established on private, county, city, state and federal
lands should be recognized and respected” (p. 6). SGMAs will receive special attention with regards
to wildfire suppression, fuels reduction, road and infrastructure planning and construction, and out-
door recreation activities and facilities. Oil, gas and mining resources should be tapped, but with ap-
propriate measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts on greater sage-grouse populations.
Future disturbances ate to be located in “areas already distutbed or naturally unsuitable” to the spe-
cies (p. 7). State agencies ate to advise and cootdinate efforts to improve and restore habitat. Ongo-
ing research is needed to monitor and improve understanding of the needs of greater sage-grouse in
different patts of the state.

1.4 THREATS TO GREATER SAGE-GROUSE

Utah sage-grouse populations occupy habitats that are naturally fragmented based on topography.
Some of these habitats have experienced additional loss and fragmentation from both natural and
human causes. Wildfire, invasive plants, climate and predation are natural threats that humans may
mitigate or compound. Oil, gas and renewable energy development; mining; crop and livestock agti-
culture; recreation; utbanization; and infrastructure installation and maintenance are human activitics
that may further fragment or destroy sage-grouse habitat, but they too are mitigable.

‘The most significant threats in Utah ate wildfire, invasive and encroaching plants, and energy devel-
opment in FWS current and histotical range, and wildfire and invasive and encroaching plants in
SGMAs. Secondary concerns are aggiculture, utbanization and infrastructure. Other threats dis-
cussed may conflict with greater sage-grouse needs under certain citcumstances. Further research
beyond the scope of this study would be needed to estimate what portion of these activities is af-
fected by current conservation approaches or would be affected by new restrictions from a possible
listing. Tt is important to consider the vatiety and relative importance of influences on the species,
including and besides cconomic activities.

1.4.1 Natural Threats

Several threats to Utah’s population of greater sage-grousc can arise without human intervention:
wildfire, invasive and encroaching plants, climate, and predation. Land managers and others are able
to address these concerns to an extent. Two natural threats to greater sage-grouse not addressed in
this section are disease and competition for tesoutces from other wildlife (UDWR 2010). This dis-
cussion is offered as a backdsop for the following section on anthropogenic threats.

Wildfire

Wildfire and the associated spread of invasive plants are the principal threats to gteater sage-grouse
in the Great Basin region, which includes the western part of Utah (USFWS 2014a; Herbert 2015).
Wildfire has been found to reduce lek populations and threaten their persistence (Knick et al. 2011).
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Fire episodes, pasticularly catastrophic ones, can destroy sagebrush canopy and result in many sage-
grouse fatalities, since the species is intolerant to fire (Miller et al. 2011; UDWR 2013). Vegetation
tecovers best where soil, moisture, topography, seed viability and other conditions ate favorable
(Knick et al. 2011). Regrowth is hampered by dty climates, large fires, high-intensity burns and inva-
sive plants seeding. Landscape restoration projects accelerate recovery.

Greater sage-grouse recolonization is not automatic even when native vegetation has recovered.
Their return to fire-disturbed habitat is often slow. Typical vegetation recovery times following wild-
fite disturbance in the West are one to three years for herbaceous growth, grasses and forbs, com-
pared with 25 to 35 years for sagebtush (Knick et al. 2011). Livestock grazing can reduce the threat
of fire by depleting and renewing the grass and fotb understory (UDWR 2013).

Invasive and Encroaching Plants

Plants that are not native to a sagebrush ecosystem can degrade greater sage-grouse habitat (Miller et
al. 2011). Wildlife communities dependent on sagebrush suffes from the introduction and propaga-
tion of invasive species (UDWR 2013). Vegetation ireatments by land managers are advisable at catly
stages whete this occurs. As invasive plants spread they “alter the soil and environment in a way that
makes reestablishment of the native ecosystem very difficule” (UDWR 2013, p. 14). Development
projects create opportunities for the spread of exotic and noxious plants (USFWS 2010) while exist-
ing construction and reclamation requitements reduce this threat from mining, drilling, recreation
improvements and other developments. The most concerning invasive species in Utah is cheatgrass.

Of more than two dozen nonnative weeds, annual grasses, and other plants in Utah, cheatgrass has
been the leading concern for greater sage-grouse since its introduction from Eurasia many decades
ago (Miller et al. 2011; DWR 2013). An estimated 65 percent of the Great Basin region has condi-
tions that make it susceptible to cheatgrass growth, especially following a fire (Miller et al. 2011).
Cheatgrass climinates patches of open space that greater sage-grouse need and absorbs water and
nutrients that sagebrush and other native plants requite. Becoming extremely flammable when it
dries out during the summer, cheatgrass provides fuel for future fires, after which it seeds prolifically
to recover and spread further.

At somewhat higher elevations, the encroachment of pinyon and juniper conifers also tesults in loss
of large arcas of sagebrush habitat (Miller et al. 2011). These trees are native to Utah. Their spread
into sagebrush ecosystems stems from fire exclusion and livestock grazing practices going back over
a centuty. Pinyon and juniper woodlands do not provide favotable habitat for the greater sage-
grouse, and their spread into sagebrush regions threatens its population levels,

Climate

Climate change and weather extremes are important influences on sagebrush ecosystems (Miller et
al. 2011). A study of 248 hens and their offspring in Utah’s Piute County from 1998 to 2010 showed
the presence of adequate moisture was associated with more successful reproduction of greater sage-
grouse there (Caudill et al. 2014). Especially when coupled with low levels of precipitation, tempera-
tures above historical norms are less likely to sustain enough healthy forage for robust populations
of greater sage-grouse (UDWR 2013). Higher temperatutes favor invasive species and increase wild-
fire incidence, extent and severity (USFWS 2010). Greater sage grouse are adapted to survive snow,
wind and cold, but unusually severe weather can elevate mortality (Hagen 2011). Drought and tem-
perature extremes factor into annual population fluctuations and the long term recovety of greater
sage-grouse in the West,
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Predation

Certain predators, primarily corvids and red foxes, constitute threats to greater sage-grouse in a few
of Utah’s SGMAs (UDWR 2013). Ravens are the principal corvid predator in Utah. The red fox tar-
gets nests and young chicks in the Strawbetry Valley and other parts of the state (Baxter et al. 2007).
Overall, predation has not been a primary threat to greater sage-grouse; exceptions are commonly
associated with poor habitat conditions (USFWS 2014a).

Range-wide, predators for greater sage-grouse adults, juveniles and cggs include coyotes, badgers,
bobcats, red foxes, ground squitrels, eagles, ravens, magpies, northern harriers and falcons (Hagen
2011). The mix and relative impottance of predators varies by region. Renesting helps offset egg
predation, The risk of predation decteases after the season of breeding, nesting and brood-reating,
Fences and utility poles assist avian predators by providing perches (USFWS 2010).

Utaly’s conservation plan provides for ongoing predator control by the Utah Department of Agricul-
ture and Food (UDWR 2013). Efforts to curb ted fox have been more effective than those targeting
coyotes, in terms of improving adult survival and reproduction among greater sage-grouse in the
state (Baxter et al. 2007; Hagen 2011). Corvid populations ate managed by limiting external food
sources, especially waste facilities and road kill. Actions to promote vegetation health and sagebrush
landscapes increase sage-grouse protection from predators (UDWR 2013).

1.4.2 Human-Caused Threats

A variety of land uses may impact the greater sage-grouse and its habitat: oil and gas development,
mining, renewable energy, crop and livestock agriculture, recreation, urbanization, and supporting
infrastructure. These can affect land, water and air quality. Greater sage-grouse leks are mote sensi-
tive to human presence than other habitat areas, especially at dawn and dusk during the spring
(USFWS 2013; Hagen 2011). For a few weeks following breeding, hens and their offspring in neatby
nesting grounds ate vulnerable to disturbances.

The influence of a range of human activities in greater sage-grouse habitat can be desctibed in terms
of intensity, geographic extent, duration and flexibility to accommodate sage-grouse needs. Recrea-
tion and grazing can be largely compatible with habitat needs. Grazing can offset the threat of wild-
fire, although overgrazing can cause lasting harm to native vegetation. Distutbances from mining
and energy developments are often limited to relatively small areas. However, these installations in
ot near habitat, as well as expanding residential communities there, tend to increase human envi-
ronmental disturbances and spawn transpottation and communication networl extensions. Bringing
new lands under cultivation may reduce habitat, but raising crops on existing farmland is rarely a
concern. For all activities, pcople can avoid, minimize and mitigate negative impacts by following
best practices, such as avoiding leks, marking fences, consolidating road and utility cottidors, restor-
ing vegetation following development, and planning the timing of necessary disturbances to reduce
interference with the life-cycle of greater sage-grouse through the four seasons.

Oil and Gas Development

Bnetgy development is the principal threat to greater sage-grouse in the Rocky Mountain tegion, in
particular in FWS current and historical range in northeastern Utah, though not in the state’s
SGMAs (USFWS 2014a; Herbert 2015). Energy development disturbances negatively impact popu-
lation levels for greater sage-grouse in the vicinity (USFWS 2010). Once a project is complete and
the area reclaimed, sage-grouse return gradually. Full population recovery may take two decades or
longer.
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Oil and gas development involves well pads, access roads, pipelines and other installations that oc-
cupy greatet sage-grouse habitat or cause distuption (Knick et al. 2011). Other installations may in-
clude electrical lines, pumping stations and storage tanks. Greater sage grouse mortality may increase
from the unintended provision of perches for avian predators. Disturbances from oil and gas devel-
opment, including noise and exhaust, are pronounced duting drilling but diminish during the subse-
quent months, years or decades of normal well operation (Knick et al. 2011). Thus, continued
operation in developed oil and gas fields is less concetning than exploring new fields. Greater sage-
grouse communities have been known to adapt to habitat fragmentaton from oil and gas develop-
ment, albeit at somewhat reduced stable population levels. Post-dsilling reclamation mitigates con-
cetns from erosion and the spread of nonnative plants.

Mining

Sutface and subsurface mining of minerals such as coal and copper can alter sagebrush habitats
(USKFWS 2010). Habitat loss may result from the storage of tailings and overburden soil and from
new staging areas, roads, railroad tracks and structures. Mining may cause noise disturbances and
ground shock, vegetation and topography changes, and reduced ait and water quality.

Mining may reduce adult male attendance at nearby leks for a time. Hen survival rates and overall
population levels generally have not been found to suffer (USFWS 2010). However, in the case of
extensive surface operations, mining can negatively impact population levels for greater sage grouse
in the vicinity, at least in the short term. Sage-grouse have been found to return to leks and recover
their numbers gradually after mines are closed and reclaimed.

Renewable Energy

Greatet sage-grouse can be affected by developments to harness wind, geothermal and other renew-
able energy sources. The initial construction of access roads, wind turbines, geothermal wells, pipe-
lines, facilities, transmission lines and other infrastructure can alter habitat and disrupt nearby sage-
grouse (Knick et al. 2011). Wind turbines may reduce local nesting and brood-rearing success rates
(UDWR 2013). In general, the post-installation impacts of ongoing operations at renewable energy
facilities themselves are not considered problematic based on the limited research available, but as-
sociated transpottation and utility network growth can be concerning. For example, a road to service
a geothermal site may cause enduting habitat fragmentation. One favorable consideration is that
wind and geothermal energy are substitutes for oil and gas development, a well-documented threat
to the species (Knick et al. 2011).

Livestock Grazing

In Utah, livestock grazing is the most prevalent use of lands in greater sage-grouse range (Utah State
University Extension 2011). Grazing activity is substantial within most SGMAs (UDWR 2013).
Domestic livestock may disturb shrubs, grasses, and forbs on which greater sage-grouse depend
(Knick et al. 2011). Grazing can harm vegetation and soils where resiliency and stability are doubtful,
resulting in soil damage, invasive plants and distuption of historical wildfire regimes (Milles et al.
2011). Habitat integrity depends on approptiate stocking rates that are responsive to changing envi-
ronmental conditions."” Disturbance to greater sage-grouse habitat from well-managed grazing is
often slight. Any deterioration in range conditions from an ongoing livestock presence diffused over

15 Stocking considerations include forage distribution, season duration, herbivory from native animals, demand for do-
mestic livestock grazing, past utilization rates, gest-rotation or other range management approaches, precipitation, plant
regeneration, and intended landscape conditions (Knick et al. 2011).
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a large area is usually gradual and reversible. However, high livestock concentrations may denude
vegetation in small arcas over a shott petiod of time, for example near water sources or mineral-
nutrient blocks. Fences are a collision hazard to greater sage-grouse, but they can help limit or redi-
rect human and animal movements.

Livestock grazing can also benefit greater sage-grouse. By depleting and renewing the grass and forb
understory, moderate livestock grazing reduces wildfire incidence and spread (Kaick et al. 2011).
Best practices for rangeland management tend to improve greater sage-grouse habitat and maintain
vegetation heterogeneity (UDWR 2013). For example, ranchers’ maintenance of healthy vegetation
for their livestock, including forbs and perennial grasses, benefits greater sage-grouse (Utah State
University Extension 2011). Water developments and pastute irrigation for grazing may improve
sage-grouse brood-rearing habitat. Ovetgrazing has become relatively uncommon on public lands
owing to matked reductions in permirted and aurhorized animal unit months’® in past decades
(Knick et al. 2011).

Crop Agriculture

Cultivation of new lands usually results in the elimination of sagebrush there, vegetation essential to
greater sage-grouse survival (Knick et al. 2011). Cropland shares above 25 pescent are associated
with an increased likelihood of local sage-grouse extirpation. Historically, prime areas with fertile
soils and good water access were preferred for crop cultivation, with less demand for arid and re-
mote lands requiring irrigation systems, Fortunately for greater sage-grouse, as much as 90 percent
of sagebrush lands in the West remained unsuitable for cultivation as of the mid 1990s due to tem-
perature, soil quality, topography and water access.

Cropland pesticides have not been identified as a significant threat to greater sage-grouse in Utah
(UDWR 2013). Greater sage-grouse generally avoid cultivated croplands and other developed areas
(Knick et al. 2011). When sage-grouse do enter farmland to feed on plants outside their normal diet,
for example alfalfa, exposure to pesticides is possible.

Recreation

Recreation and supporting activities can impact greater sage-grouse. An WS study of 12 sage-
grouse populations in Utah identified recreation as a “present and widespread” threat to the species
in 11 areas; for the remaining population, the threat was considered to be “present but localized”
(USFWS 2013, pp. 16-24). While outdoor recreation is widespread in much of the state’s greater
sage-grouse range, the severity of recreation impacts is low in most areas (Messmer 2015). Seasonal
closures address recreation impacts whete they arise on public lands. Low-impact outdoor recreation
activities, such as hiking, biking, climbing, rafting and camping, are generally compatible with greater
sage-grouse use of land as habitat. Still, any type of human presence from recreation can disrupt
notmal sage-grouse behavior (USTWS 2013). In addition, new development and infrastructure from
people relocating to greater sage-grouse habitat to gain better access to public lands for recreation
constitute an indirect source of habitat loss and disturbance (Knick et al. 2011).

Roads, trails and camping facilities to support recreation in greater sage-grouse range tend to frag-
ment habitat and create hazards for the birds (USFWS 2013). OHV use is of particular concetn
among recreation activities (UDWR 2013). Greater sage-grouse are most vulnerable to ATVs and
motorcycles when the birds are nesting and to snowmobiles during winter.

i6 An animal unit month is the amount of forage nceded to feed 2 cow and calf, a horse, or five sheep for one month. Tt
is the metric used by the Bureau of Tand Management to assign the amount of livestock allowed on the land.
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The hunting of greater sage-grouse is a recreational, economic and cultural activity that could threat-
en the species if not carefully managed (Reese and Connelly 2011). Western states including Utah
have implemented effective restrictions, and the hunting of greater sage-grouse has not been identi-
fied as a primary factor determining its population levels (Guttery et al. 2015; UDWR 2009). In re-
cent decades, state wildlife agencies have limited greater sage-grouse hunting opportunities by
implementing short hunting seasons in the fall and reducing permit issuance and bag and possession
limits (Reese and Connelly 2011). Hunting species besides the greater sage-grouse within its habitat
may attract a human presence that disturbs the bird (USFWS 2013). Hunting fees collected by DWR
help fund sage-grouse conservation efforts,

Fishing is not identified as a threat to greater sage-grouse in Utah or other Western states in promi-
nent conservation documents and literature reviews (USFWS 2013; Knick et al. 2011; UDWR 2013).
Disruptive lek viewing can interfere with normal sage-grouse behavior, but wildlife watching is gen-
erally not considered a threat to the species.

Urbanization and Infrastructure

Utbanization is a potential threat to greater sage grouse as residential and commercial land uses
spread to new areas, prompting the development of supporting infrastructure. Fconomic considera-
tions, recreation oppottunities, and proximity to public lands with “natural or wilderness qualities”
are common reasons for migration to rural sagebrush habitat (Knick et al. 2011, p. 212). In Utah,
greater sage-grouse endangerment from such land development has been minor due to the large
share of habitat protected under federal ownership.

Dispersed settlement and urbanization teconfigure resource needs in ways that affect large sur-
rounding areas (Knick et al. 2011). For example, water, electricity, retail goods and other resources
may be delivered through greater sage-grouse habitat. Water diversions may affect moistute levels in
basins where greater sage-grouse live.

As they connect people and resources, roads and motorized vehicle trails can also have detrimental
effects, including collisions with greater sage-grouse, noise disturbance, habitat alteration, erosion,
chemical leaching, and the spread of nonnative plants (Knick et al. 2011). Less than 5 percent of
sagebrush habitat for sage-grouse in the West is more than 1.5 miles from a mapped primary or sec-
ondary road. All but two of the 317 occupied leks in Utah are within one mile of some type of road
(Utah AGRC 2015; UDWR 2014). More than half, 55 percent, are within 0.5 mile of a road. Leks
ate more likely to be located near a local, neighborhood, rural and/ot unpaved road than to be lo-
cated near major federal, state or local highways and roads.
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APPENDIX

Table 1.A1 expands on the summary provided in Table 1.1 by providing land areas by agency by
owner for greater sage-grouse habitat. BLM and the Forest Service manage 57 percent of Utah by
land area, including about half of its greater sage-grouse habitat, as measured by SGMAs, FWS cut-
rent range and historical-only range. Four othet agencies each manage more than 40,000 acres of

I'WS current range.

Table 1.A1
Greater Sage-Grouse Acres by Agency
FWS CURRENT RANGE HISTORICAL-ONLY RANGE SGMAs
Total Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of
Agency Acres Acres  Agency Habitat Acres Agency Hablat Acres  Agency Habitat
Federal
Bureau of Land Management 22,788,435} 3,771,001 16.5% 36.2% | 4,649,894 20.4% 49.4% | 2.816.295 12.4% 37.8%
U.S. Forest Service 8,179,304 | 1,413,584 17.3% 13.6% 515,284 £6.3% 5.5% 1,271,286  15.5% 17.1%
National Park Service 2,096,643 57,037 2.7% 0.5% 5,906 0.3% 0.1% 57,036 2.7% 0.8%
Department of Defense 1.812,564 40,014 2.2% 0.4% 123,512 6.8% 1.3% a 0.0% 0.0%
.S, Fish and Wildlife Service 129,468 415 0.3% 0.0% 353 0.3% 0.0% 392 0.3% 0.01%
Bureau of Reclamation 4,739 2,960 62.4% 0.03% 1,620 21.5% 0.01% 1751 36.9% 0.02%

State of Utah

School and Institutionat Trust Lands | 3,401,880 838.315 24.6% 8.0% 674,073 19.8% 7.2% 539,782 15.%% 7.2%

Depanment of Natural Resources | 2,027,739 231,718 15.4% 2.2% 112,503 5.5% 1.2% 171,684 8.5% 2.3%

Department of Transportation 2,609 66 2.5% 0.0% 418 16.0% 0.0% G6 2.5% 0.0%
Private lands 11,423,249 | 3,615,130 30.8% 33.7% | 3,088,292 27.0% 32.8% 2,564,015 22.4% 34.4%
Tribal Iands _ ) N 2,448,628 555,385 22.7% 5.3% 244,414 10.0% 26% | 3198/0 1.3% ~0.4%
Jotal' e Eaia 16,036 | 10,426,625 19.2% . 100% | 9,415,669 17.3%. . 100% | 7,454,276 1 13.7% . 100%" -

Note: Lfa nd areas bascd on greaLer sage-grouse range not in cities, towns or umncorporated Census- demgnated places Totai of Total Acres includes some DOE and

other state land without habital.
Sostee: Jinm Lindstrom, U.S. Fisl and Wildiife Service, Wyoming Ecological Services; State of Utah, SGID.
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2 OIL AND NATURAL GAS PRODUCTION

This section serves to summarize current and histotical oil and natural gas activities within the three
ranges defined for this study—I'WS current range, that part of historical range not within FWS cur-
rent range (“historical-only range”), and Sage Grouse Management Areas (SGMAs). Because all but
an insignificant portion of SGMAs lies within FWS current range, activities are also summatized for
that part of FWS curtent range not within SGMAs (“non-SGMA FWS current range”). Finally, ac-
tivities are summarized for those arcas of Utah not within any of these three ranges (“rest of Utah™).
Thus, non-SGMA FWS current range, histotical-only range, SGMAs, and rest of Utah constitute
non-overlapping areas that, as a group, cover the entire state.”’

The activities summarized include the annual counts of new oil and natural gas wells drilled since
1980, counts of major well works since 1980, counts of producing days since 1984, and annual vol-
umes of oil and natural gas produced since 1984. The estimated market values, tax revenues, and
royalty revenues generated by such activities is summarized for 2014, The number of persons em-
ployed by oil and natural gas industries is given for 1998-2013 for the entire state but not for the
study ateas, as such data were not available.

No claitns are made regarding the extent to which the oil and natural gas activities presented in this
chapter might be affected by state or federal policies regarding the greater sage-grouse.

2. T METHODOLOGY

Data concerning the level of oil and natural gas activities in the study areas listed above are not di-
rectly available. For this study, data on oil and natural gas activities by study area were built by
BEBR using well-level data obtained from the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining (DOGM).

The DOGM data indicate, for each well in the state, the geographical coordinates of the well, when
the well was initially dtilled, and dates and types of well wotk subsequent to the initial drilling, The
data specifies for each month of the well’s life the number of days during that month in which the
well produced oil ot natural gas and the volume of oil and natusal gas produced during that month,

Each well in the state was matched to a study area using the geographical coordinates of the well
(Figure 2.1). Oil and natural gas activities were then aggregated by study area and by year (e.g. total
oil production among all wells producing within non-SGMA FWS current range during 2014).

"7 Although a vety small portion of SGMAs lies outside of FWS current range, no oil and gas activities occur on this
portion,
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Figure 2.1
Active, Producing and Drilled Oil and Gas Wells in Greater Sage-Grouse Range
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Sourve: USEWS; UDIWR; Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining: State of Utah, SGID, Map by John Dovmen, BEBR | April 2015
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2.2 WELLS DRILLED

Figure 2.2 shows the number of oil and natural gas wells drilled during each year since 1980 by study
area. One can see that the rate of drilling is similar between non-SGMA FWS current range and his-
torical-only range, and that drilling rates within SGMAs ate very low by comparison, Since SGMAs
is a subset of FWS current range, and given the vety low rates of drilling within SGMAs, the total of
the wells drilled across the four areas is close to, but not quite equal to, the statewide count. The da-
ta graphed in Figure 2.2 are presented in Table 2.1.

Figure 2.2
Wells Drilled by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1980-2014
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Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data published by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining.
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Table 2.1
Wells Drilled by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1980-2014
FWS FWS$S Historical-
Current Current only Rest of

Year Range SGMAs not SGMAs  Range Utah | Statewide
1980 56 22 34 47 201 304
1981 112 28 84 119 307 538
1982 95 34 61 78 201 374
1983 108 31 77 91 215 414
1984 117 i6 101 895 212 424
1985 73 10 63 57 166 296
1986 20 3 kX 31 92 143
1987 19 4 15 23 86 128
1588 16 4 12 17 72 105
1989 17 o 17 20 52 89
1990 43 7 36 11 44 98
1991 24 2 22 93 126 243
1992 45 12 33 138 172 355
1993 34 3 31 28 63 123
1994 38 8 32 66 90 194
1995 55 2 53 89 66 210
1996 125 2 123 61 53 239
1957 141 Z2 139 112 133 386
1998 132 1 131 156 108 396
1999 61 8 53 85 123 289
2000 134 32 102 206 192 532
2001 158 49 109 255 212 626
2002 74 20 54 163 149 386
2003 117 2 115 260 97 474
2004 211% 7 204 314 27 6562
2005 281 7 274 404 189 874
2006 435 13 422 403 212 1050
2007 422 5 417 414 285 1121
2008 377 14 363 526 228 1131
2009 140 1 139 233 132 505
2010 331 2 329 372 244 947
2011 309 6 303 433 225 967
2012 273 11 262 521 269 1063
2013 316 2 314 442 234 952
2014 378 0 378 330 181 889

Note: Statewide values are the sum of SGMAs, non-SGMA FWS curent range,
historical-orily range, and rest of Utah, while FWS current range is, by definition, the
sum of SGMAs and non-SGMA FWS current tange.

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data frome the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining,
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2.3 OIL PRODUCTION VOLUMES

Figure 2.3 shows, for each study area and each year since 1984, the volumes of oil production from
wells located within that area. The data graphed in Figure 2.3 are presented in Table 2.2.

Figure 2.3
Oil Production by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1984-2014
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Source: BEBR analysis of data published by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining,

One can see that while current rates of oil production from wells within SGMAs are almost insignif-
icant on the scale of statewide production, during the 1980s more than one third of all the oil pro-
duced in the state came from wells within SGMAs. Production from non-SGMA FWS current range
and historical-only range have been and continue to be major components of statewide production.
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lable 2.2
Oil Production by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1984-2014
(barrels)
FWS FWS Historicai-
Current Current only Rest of
Year Range SGMAs  not SGMAs  Range Utah Statewide

1984 | 20,451,177 13,886,866 6,564,311 8,271,007 10,241,147 | 38,963,331
1985 | 22,005,573 14,934,126 7,161,447 8,092,505 10,891,793 | 41,079,871
1986 | 21,814,592 15,959,618 5,854,974 6,564,310 10,864,585 | 39,243,487
1987 | 19,712,177 14,837,919 4,874,268 6,131,490 9,984,869 | 35,828,536
1988 ¢ 17,180,540 12,544,766 4,635,774  5777.045 10,407,353 | 33,364,938
1989 1 13,508,061 9,344,106 4,163,955 5.219.851 9,776,163 | 28,504,075
1990 { 12,838,413 7,933,538  4.904,875 230,766 9,635,796 | 27,704,975
1991 | 10,740,953 6,074,178 4,666,775 5,028,382 10,158,304 | 25,927,639
1992 | 9,756,127 5,174,302 4,581,825 4,984,588 9,332,858 | 24,073,573
1993 | 8,363,553 4,185,602 4,177,951 4,697,159 B,765,274 | 21,825,086
1994 | 7,759,061 4,001,847 3,757,204 4,223,901 8,684.660 | 20,667,621
1995 | 7,219,312 3,502,262 3,717,050 4,427,748 B,328,588 | 19,975,648
1996 | 7,079,942 2,797,441 4282501 4,232,205 B,216,633 | 19,528,780
1997 | 7.015,648 2,444,884 4,570,764 4,146,151 B,430,749 | 19,592,548
1998 | 6,597,289 2,081,217 4,516,072 3,984,337 8.636,483 | 19,218,109
1999 | 5,104,291 1,697,776 3,406,515 3,309,857 7,947,604 | 16,361,752
2000 | 4,880,457 1,285,775 3,594,682 3,408,303 7,320,270 | 15,608,030
2001 | 4,916,931 1,067,530 3,849,401 3,760,057 6,591,875 | 15,268,863
2002 | 4,194,781 756,481 3,438,300 3,306,465 6,269,605 | 13,770,851
2003 | 4,116,790 546,046 3,470,744 3.,382.834 5597713 [ 13,097,337
2004 | 5,168,407 417,603 4,750,804 4,244,796 5,330,745 | 14,743,948
2005 | 5,905,443 319,302 5,586,141 5,617,503 5,153,231 | 16,676,177
2006 | 5,642,282 253,860 5,388,427 1,245,336 5,039.353 | 17,926,971
2007 | 6,907,394 271,543 6,635,851 7,283.273 5,344,639 | 19,535,306
2008 | 7,478,572 179,783 7,298,789 9,021,658 5,540,449 | 22,040,679
2009 | 7,425,661 162,769 7,262,892 10,196,699 5,319,852 | 22,942,212
2010 | 8,107.048 146,899 7,960,150 10,672,808 5,888,890 | 24,668,747
2011 | 7,976,354 123,878 1,852,476 11,647,416 6,660,948 | 26,284,718
2012 § 9,088,516 89,776 8,998,740 13,161,670 7,932,899 | 30,183,085
2013 § 10,603,580 101,057 10,502,523 14,794,569 9.588,366 | 34,986,515

2014 113,399,874 87,806 13,312,068 17,054,054 10,445,073 | 40,899,001
Note: Statewide values are the sum of SGMAs, non-SGMA FWS current range, historical-onty
range, and rest of Utah, while FWS current range Is, by definition, the sum of SGMAs and
non-SGMA FWS current range.

Source: BEBR analysis of data prblished by the Utah Division of Ot Gas and Mining,

noth g
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2.4 NATURAL GAS PRODUCTION VOLUMES

Figure 2.4 shows, for each study area and each year since 1984, the volumes of natural gas produc-
tion from wells located within that area. The data graphed in Figure 2.4 are presented in Table 2.3.

Figure 2.4
Natural Gas Production by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1984-2014
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Source: BEBR analysis of data published by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining.

As with oil production, the rate of natural gas production within SGMAs is now, but was not always,
only a small portion—approximately 2 percent—of the statewide rate of production. Natural £as
production within SGMAs peaked in the eatly 1990s, during which time such production constituted
approximately two-thirds of all the natural gas produced in Utah.

As production from SGMAs has diminished, natural gas production from non-SGMA FWS cutrent
range and historical-only range have gradually increased as components of statewide production. In
1994, these two areas combined to account for 17 percent of statewide production, with mote than
65 percent of statewide production coming from SGMAs. By 2004, SGMAs’ share of statewide pro-
duction had fallen to 12 percent and the combined shates of non-SGMA FWS current range and
histotical-only range had increased to 47 percent. In 2014, the shares were 2 percent and 57 percent,
respectively.
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Table 2.3

Natural Gas Production by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1984-2014
{thousands of cubic feet)

FWS Current FWS Current  Historical-
Year Range SGMAs not SGMAs only Range Rest of Utah | Stalewide

1984 | 110,391,267 99,024,729 11,366,532 25,858,934 58,195,642 | 164,445,837
1985 | 129,878,095 117,699,394 12,178,701 24,065,376 56,323,316 | 210,266,787
1986 | 163,461,350 152,631,907 10,829,443 22,378,625 53,419,310 | 239,259,285
1987 | 187,276,728 177,959,880 9,316,838 19,027,363 55,780,336 | 262,084,427
1088 | 204,794,665 193,833,929 10,460,736 19,702,357 54,581,391 | 278,578,413
10989 | 201,333,349 189,739,230 11,594,119  20,559.912 56,427,779 | 278,321,040
1090 | 244,233,623 230,293,859 13,939.664 23,701,733 55,001,574 | 323,026,830
1991 | 250,702,402 235,981,914 14,720,488 25,308,119 53,453,807 | 329,464,328
1992 | 220,391,042 214,820,719 14,570,323 32,068,434 56,303,612 | 317,763,088
1993 | 229,867,000 216,736,006 13,130,994 47,636,292 80,772,716 | 338,276,008
1594 | 240,343,175 227,200,902 13052273 45,910,221 61,886,408 | 348,139,804
1595 | 203,985,664 190,770,850 13,214,814 41,032,707 63,676,280 | 308,694,651
1696 | 166,356,490 151,216,115 15,140,376 39,542,162 74,540,299 | 280,438,951
1997 | 153,525,470 136,719,900 16,805,570 39,725,887 79,302,417 | 272,553,774
1998 | 165,413,012 142,755,260 22,657,752 44,458,174 87,632,060 | 297,503,246
1999 | 138,379,457 108,206,950 32,172,507 47,973,136 91,141,719 | 277,494,312
2000 | 122,108,599 81,116,084 40,992,515 57,961,508 101,099,909 | 281,170,016
2001 | 122,411,698 77.855,582 44,756,116 65879459 112,670,166 { 300,861,323
2002 | 101,561,994 57,000,879 44,561,115 70,703,173 120,764,912 ; 293,030,079
2003 | 91,306,445 48,419,533 42,886,912 76,791,782 119,043,011 § 287,141,238
2004 | 82,034,429 35,476,283 46,558,146 91,670,527 120,125,904 | 293,830,860
2005 | 81,777,526  28,415567 55,361,959 108,269,280 123,448,235 1 313,495,041
2006 | 98,761,154 20,100,762 78,660,382 128,236,958 129,340,833 | 356,338,945
2007 | 119,095,402 19,564,470 99,530,932 129,505,889 136,915,887 | 385,517,178
2008 | 129,094,657  18,379.483 110,715,174 161,451,476 151,978,202 | 442,624,335
2009 | 123,851,011 15,536,694 108,314,317 171,036,433 154,841,603 | 449,729,047
2010 § 112,248,453 14,527,605 97,720,848 162,908,162 164,997,342 | 440,153,957
201711 115,907,252 12,692,106 103,215,146 155,400,662 191,272,142 | 462,580,056
2012 1 111,062,875 10,949,391 100,113,584 185,351,440 194,421,562 | 490,835,977
2013 | 94,795,786 9,609,211 85,186,585 184,726,135 191,368,002 | 470,889,933
2014 | 91,031,405 9,735,567 81,295,838 175,808,392 186,365,036 | 453,204,833

Note: Statewide values are the sum of SGMAs, non-SGMA FWS current range, historical-only range,
and rest of Utah, while FWS current range is, by definition, the sum of SGMAs and non-SGMA FW3
curent range.

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data published by the Usab Division of Olf, Gas and Mining.
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2.5 PRODUCING DAYS

Figure 2.5 shows, for each study area and each year since 1984, the producing days for that area and
yeat, where producing days is the sum of the number of days all the wells in a given arca, during a
given year, produced oil or natural gas. The data graphed in Figure 2.5 are presented in Table 2.4.

Figure 2.5
Producing Days by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1984-2014
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Saurce: BEBR analysis of data published by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining.

The number of producing days, considered alongside the oil and natural production rates shown
above for SGMAs during the 1980s and 1990s, signal that very large volumes of oil and natural gas,
and latge shates of statewide oil and natural gas production, came from a small number of highly
productive wells. In 1984, for example, 36 percent of all the oil and 51 percent of all the natural gas
produced in Utah were produced from within SGMAs, whose share in statewide producing days was
less than 3 petcent.
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Table 2.4
Producing Days by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1984-2014
FAVS Fs Historical-
Current Current only Rest of
Year | Range SGMAs not SGMAs Range Utah Statewide

1984 | 170,863 20,556 150,307 223,621 398,468 792,952
1985 | 184,180 20,238 163,942 236,739 410,812 B31,731
1986 | 171,708 18905 152,803 211,077 382,251 765,036
1987 | 172,637 16,989 155648 201,513 384,895 759,045
1988 | 176,102 19,613 156,489 206,325 373,013 755,440
1989 | 171,437 17,755 153,682 214,727 396,953 783,117
1990 | 181588 18,748 162,841 220,404 404,778 806,771
1991 [ 189,407 20,0651 169,356 227,435 422,312 839,154
1992 | 184,581 18,053 166,528 229121 429,187 842,889
1993 § 188,451 18,041 170,410 270,793 464,927 924,171
1994 | 212,625 27106 185519 306,205 505,074 1,023,904
1995 | 207,435 26739 180,696 313,663 485,484 1,006,582
1996 | 225,284 26,778 188,506 339,319 510,410 | 1.075.013
1997 | 250,344 25275 225,069 350,029 534,020 [ 1,134,383
1998 | 257,134 17,227 239,907 363,802 559,637 1,180,573
1999 | 268,222 17.944 250,278 388,228 589,148 1,245,598
2000 | 300,385 24,854 275531 433,221 629,151 1,362,757
2001 | 335153 33886 301,167 498,365 677,956 1,512,474
2002 | 353,711 45030 308,681 532,300 720,661 1,606,672
2003 | 371,171 49,699 321472 606,483 775,768 1,763,422
2004 | 413,744 52,313 361,431 681.191 779,465 1,874,400
2005 | 474,561 53,142 421,419 776,091 812,852 2,063,504
2006 | 522,678 52,429 470,249 876,146 885,468 2,284,292
2007 | 650,043 51,215 598,828 956,567 919,692 2,526,302
2008 | 751,035 54,939 696,096 1,028,616 977,706 | 2,757.357
2008 | 827,315 52,719 774,586 1,209,299 1,017,143 | 3.053,757
2010 | 886,126 53,828 832,297 1,302,954 1,048,379 | 3,237,459
2011 | 950,491 52,803 897,688 1,379,233 1,088,530 | 3,428,254
2012 | 1,018,984 50,658 968,325 1,552,588 1,198,944 | 3,770,516
2013 [ 1,024,634 50,721 973,913 1,626,139 1,252,636 | 3,903,409

2014 | 1,090,134 50,670 1039464 1,771,351 1,320,628 | 4,182,113
Note: Statewide values are the sum of SGMAS, nen-SGMA FWS current range,
historical-only range, and rest of Utah, while FWS curent range is, by definition, the
sum of SGMAs and non-SGMA FWS current range.

Source: BEBR analysis of data published by the U.S. Burean of Labor Statistics and

the U.S. Bureaw of Economic Analysis.
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2.6 SUBSEQUENT WORK

Figure 2.6 shows, for each study area, the number of subsequent well work events for each year
since 1980. Subsequent well work events include operations meant to restore or enhance the
productivity of the well, and the plugging and permanent abandonment of the well. The data
graphed in Figure 2.6 are presented in Table 2.5.

Figure 2.6
Subsequent Work by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1980-2014
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Saurce: BEBR analysis of data published by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining.

On a per-event basis, subsequent well work events are generally less expensive and shotter in dura-
tion than the initial drilling of the well. Whete these events may require a few days, the initial drilling
generally requires a few weeks or even a few months, depending on well depth. Nevertheless, subse-
quent wotk events ate an important indicator of oil and natural gas industry activity within an area.
For example, although no oil or natural gas wells were drilled within SGMAs during 2014, there
were 12 subsequent work events, 9 of which were the plugging and abandonment of wells.
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Table 2.5
Subsequent Work by Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 1880-2014
FWs FWS Historical-
Current Current only Rest of
Year | Range SGMAs  not SGMAs Range Utah Statewide
1980 6 3 3 4 10 20
1981 g 6 3 3 20 32
1982 3 2 1 2 14 19
1983 5 4 1 5 19 29
1984 9 7 2 5 9 23
1985 B 4 4 10 26 42
1986 & Ll 2 7 29 42
1987 12 5 7 6 25 43
1988 10 1 9 10 29 49
1989 4 2 2 8 16 28
31990 12 1 11 10 21 43
1991 4 z 2 6 15 25
1992 12 5 7 4 20 36
1993 8 5 3 10 18 36
1994 16 5 11 9 21 46
1995 11 4 7 7 44 62
1996 20 7 13 15 41 76
1997 37 13 24 7 67 111
1998 54 17 37 23 51 128
1999 66 4 62 70 61 197
2000 83 6 71 9z 72 247
2001 105 4 101 85 40 230
2002 89 5 84 79 54 222
2003 89 11 78 81 48 218
2004 92 10 a2 92 75 259
2005 137 1 136 121 H 349
2006 144 9 135 107 81 332
2007 143 19 124 149 75 367
2008 129 5 124 187 113 429
2008 125 7 118 202 106 433
2010 173 6 167 136 117 426
20M 107 8 99 124 80 3N
2012 207 3 204 162 134 503
2013 192 8 183 190 111 493
2014 200 12 188 175 96 471

Note: Statewide values are the sum of SGMAs, non-SGMA FWS current range, historical-
only range, and rest of Utah, while FWS cunrent range 5. by definition, the sism of SGMAs
and non-SGMA FW3 current range.

Somrce: BEBR analysis of data published by the Utah Division of Oif, Gas and Mining.

2.7 EMPLOYMENT

Figure 2.7 shows historical employment statewide within three oil and natural gas industry sectors.
The employment counts refer to average monthly employment by place of work—in this case, Utah.
Within each industry, employment counts are given for two measures of employment. 'The first meas-
ure is from the Quartetly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), published by the U.S. Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and does not include proptietors. The QCEW series provides detailed
employment counts by industty by month, quarter and year, where the geographical place that bears
the counts is the place where the employment occurs, rather than the place where the employee lives.
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Figure 2.7
Statewide Employment in Oil and Natural Gas Sectors, 1990-2013
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Source: BEBR analysis of data published by the U.S. Burean of Labor Statistics and the U.S. Burear of Economic Analysis.

A disadvantage of the QCEW measure is that it does not include sole proprietors ot certain part-
ners. Since in the oil and natural gas industries sole proprietors appear to be a significant component
of the workforce, QCEW data may significantly underestimate employment for these sectors.

The second measure is derived from the QCEW series by adding to the QCEW employment counts
the product of the QCEW counts and an estimate of proptietor employment as a fraction of
QCEW employment. This estimate is based on a different employment data series, which is pub-
lished by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). This data seties includes proprietors and
partners not assumed to be limited partners but lacks the industry and time detail of the QCEW da-
ta, being available only annually and only for more highly aggtegated sectors. The QCEW drilling
and suppott sectors fall within the same single BEA sector, for example. For each QCEW sector,
and for each year, the QCEW counts are aggregated to the finest level of industry detail available
from the BEA counts. The ratio of BEA counts to QCEW counts is then computed and applied to
the QCEW counts at the original level of detail.
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Figure 2.7 shows both the original QCEW counts over time for each of the three sectors as well as
the inflated QCEW counts (“with proprictors”) for the years 1990/ 1998-2013." Table 2.6 shows
the data used in Figure 2.7 for the years 1998-2013.

Table 2.6
Statewide Employment in Oif and Natural Gas Sectors,
1998-2013

INCLUDING PROPRIETORS EXCLUDING PROPRIETORS
Year | Drilling Extraction  Support | Drilling  Exiraction __ Support
1998 376 1,238 1,335 344 542 1,219
1999 389 1.221 1,096 353 511 994
2000 551 1.252 1,295 504 528 1,185
2001 n4 1,398 1,580 661 547 1.461
2002 553 1.295 1,692 492 563 1,506
2003 684 1.570 1,572 593 628 1,363
2004 795 1,568 1,820 691 730 1,681
2005 1,254 1,779 2,187 1,163 822 2027
2006 1,534 2,232 2,122 1,427 1,096 2,532
2007 1,610 2,496 3,326 1,434 1,278 2,962
2008 1,683 3,319 4,072 1,627 1.398 3,695
2009 735 3.286 3,325 665 1.361 3.006
2010 767 4,034 3,31 687 1,406 2,965
2011 82?2 3.751 3,726 147 1,580 3,383
2012 853 4,844 4,317 809 1,800 3,663
2013 971 5011 4,448 798 1,842 3,656

Sosrce: BEBR analysis of data published by the U.S. Burean of Labor Stafistics and the
ULS. Burean of Econenric Analysis.

2.8 ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTIONS

In 2014 3,200 wells produced oil and gas in FWS current greater sage-grouse range; there were 5,042
producing wells in historical-only range; and 143 wells produced oil and gas in state SGMAs. There
were also 378 new wells drilled (spuds) in FWS current range and 330 spuds in historical-only range.
As noted above, no new wells were drilled in SGMAs (Table 2.1).

We estimated the direct employment and earnings associated with oil and gas extraction in sage-
grouse range based on the ratio of total producing days of oil and gas wells in 2013 to total employ-
ment' in the oil and gas extraction sector. We estimated direct employment and earnings in drilling
oil and gas wells in sage-grouse range based on the ratio of total new wells drilled in 2013 to total
employment™ in the drilling oil and gas wells sector. Note that this produces a conservative estimate
since it does not account for other drilling activities such as reworking and reconditioning wells, Oil

18 At the time of this study BEA data were available only for the years 1998-2013. The QCEW data were available for
the years 1990-2013. Vigure 2.7 shows “without proprietor” counts for the full range 1990-2013 since those are QCEW
employment counts, but “with proprictors” only for the range 1998-2013 since those arc based on the BEA employ-
ment counts.

19 This was BIA’s measurement of employment, which includes solc proprietors and partness not assumed to be limited
partners,

2 This used BLS’s measure of employment, which counts only those covercd by state unemployment insurance pto-
grams and, as such, excludes sole proprietors and pattners. However, we adjusted this amouat upward based on the ratio
of BIIA employment to BLS employment (1.217) in the parent sector, support activitics {or mining,
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and gas extraction and drilling combined provided an estimated 1,769, 2,597 and 65 direct jobs—
from activity in FWS current range, historical-only range and SGMAs, respectively—with estimated
direct earnings of $173.3 million, $258.0 million and $6.6 million (Table 2.7), These jobs and earn-
ings supported an additional 3,839, 5,618 and 140 jobs (due to activity in FWS current sage-grouse
range, historical-only range and SGMAs, respectively) with associated earnings of $267.7 million,
$402.5 million and $10.4 million. These additional impacts were in the firms that supply inputs to
the oil and gas sector and that sell goods and setvices to the employees of oil and gas companies and
their suppliers. Thus, the estimated total economic contribution of oil and gas activity in greater sage-
grouse range in 2014 was 5,608 jobs with $440.9 million in earnings from FWS current range, 8,215
jobs with $660.5 million in earnings from historical-only range, and 205 jobs with $17.0 million in earn-
ings from SGMAs. The estimated total value-added or gross state product conttibutions from activi-
ty in these three range types were $1,688.5 million, $2,342.0 million and $46.2 million, respectively.

Table 2.7

Estimated Economic Contributions of Oil and Gas Activity in Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 2014
(Doliar amounts in miflions)

Producing DIRECT INDIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

and New Value Value Value
Range Type Wells Jobs Earnings Added | Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Eamings Added
FWS Current Range 3.578 1,769  $173.3  $1,075.4 | 3,838 $267.7 $613.1 | 5608 $440.9 $1,6885
Historical-only Range 5,372 2,597  $258.0 $1.486.8 | 5618 $402.5 $855.2 | 8215 $6605  $2,342.0
SGMAs 143 65 $6.6 $29.2 140 $10.4 $17.0 205 $17.0 $46.2

Sourse: BEBR anatysis of BEA, BLS and DOGM data using BEA's RIMS 11 waltipliers,

Note that in Uintah County, where much of the oil and gas activity in WS current and historieal
range occurs, about 5 percent of the total wotkers in the county live out-of-state. If all of these
- workers are employed in the mining sector, they account for roughly 23 percent of total mining em-
ployment (the lion’s share of which is oil and gas—related). Although these wotkers’ homes are in
other states, most of them probably live in Uintah County most of the time and return home only
occasionally. Thus, while they no doubt send some of their earnings out-of-state, they also spend a
portion of them on food, lodging, fuel and possibly entertainment and other retail purchases within
the state. Therefore, the estimated earnings shown in Tables 2.7 through 2.9, and the resulting fiscal
impacts in Table 2.11, may be slightly overstated.

Tables 2.8 and 2.9 show the economic contributions from the component sectors of the oil and 2as
industry: oil and gas extraction (T'able 2.8) and drilling oil and gas wells (Table 2.9), Although there
were no new wells drilled in SGMAs in 2014, there wete 12 instances of “subsequent work” pet-
formed on the existing wells (Table 2.5, above), which provided a small amount of employment and
earnings.
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Table 2.8
Estimated Economic Contributions of Oil and Gas Extraction in Greater Sage-Grouse Areas,

2014

(Dollar amounts in millions)

DIRECT INDIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Producing Value Value Value
Range Type Wells! Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Earnings Added
FWS Current Range 3,200 1,399  $142.0 $1.0000 | 3,015  $2245 $583.9 | 4415 $366.5 $1.,584.0
Historical-only Range 5,042 2,274 $230.7  $1.421.0( 4,809  $364.7 $829.7 [ 7173 $595.5  $2,250.7
SGMAs 143 65 36.6 $29.2 140 $16.4 $17.0 205 $17.0 $46.2

1. Average number of producing wells per month,
Source: BEBR analysis of BEA and DOGM data nsing BEA's RIMS 11 niwltipliers.

Table 2.9
Estimated Economic Contributions of Drilling Oil and Gas Wells in Greater Sage-Grouse Areas,
2014
(Dollar amounts in millions)

DIRECT iINDIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Wells Vaiue Value Value

Range Type Spudded | Jobs Earnings Added | Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Earnings Added
FWS Current Range 378 370 $31.2 $75.4 824 $43.2 $29.2 1,184 $74.4 $104.6

Historical-only Range 330 323 $27.3 $65.8 /19 $37.7 $25.5 1,042 $65.0 $91.3

Source: BEBR analysis of BLS and DOGM data nsing BELA's RIMS I multipliers.

2.9 FiIsCcAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Table 2.10 shows estimates of the market value of oil and natural gas production, along with esti-
mates of the various taxes and royalty payments tied to oil and natural gas production, for FWS cut-
rent range, historical-only range, and SGMAs, during calendar year 2014, The production values are
computed from production volumes and estimated market prices for oil and natural gas. Severance
taxes, conservation fees, property taxes and sales taxes are each estimated by applying an appropriate
effective tax rate to the total value of production.” Since SGMAs are within FWS current range, the
values across areas should only be added together if SGMAs are excluded.

Table 2.10
Estimated Production Values, Tax Revenues, and Royalty Revenues by

Sage Grouse Range During Calendar Year 2014
(millions of 2014 doliars)

Vaiue of Total Severance Conservation Property  Sales State
Range Type Production | Royaities Taxes Fees Taxes Taxes Royailties
FWS Current Range $1,364.8 $200.6 $18.9 $1.3 $13.9 $2.5 $45.6
Historical-only Range $1,953.2 $283.3 $27.1 $1.8 $19.9 $3.6 $738
SGMAs $42.1 $6.3 $0.6 $0.04 $0.4 $0.08 $1.3

Note: "State Royallies” is the surn of royalties paid ta SITLA and the state’s share of federal mineral royalties.

Sosrce: BEBR anafysis based on data published by the Utab Division of O, Gas and Mining and the Utah State Tax

Comnpission.

21 Effective tax rates are computed for each tax by dividing that part of the total collections of the tax attributed to oil
and patural gas production by the value of oil and natutal gas production, yiclding a ratio that indicates the amount of
tax associated with cach dollar of production value. For example, if tax collections during a fiscal year equal §50,000 while
the total value of production duting the fiscal year equals $1,000,000, then the effective rate of that tax is 5 peteent.
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It can be seen that during 2014 oil and natural gas production from wells located in historical-only
range generated the greatest market value among the three areas, at just under $2 billion, Production
within this area generated an estimated $283 million in royalty revenue to all lessors combined, with
$74 million of that total teceived by the state,” plus almost $27 million in severance tax revenues,
$1.8 million in conservation fees, $20 million in property taxes, and $3.6 million in sales taxes.

The differences in values between SGMAs and those of the other two ranges is striking, As noted
above and shown below, although oil and natural gas production from wells within SGMAs was
once a major component of total production statewide, production within SGMAs has been in de-
cline since the late 1980s (oil) /mid-1990s (gas), with current production volumes only a very small
fraction of their highs from the 1980s and 1990s. During 2014 the estimated value of production
from wells within SGMAs was about $42 million, generating approximately $6.3 million in royalty
tevenues to all lessors combined, with $1.3 million of that total received by the state, $580,000 in state
severance taxes, $40,000 in conservation fees, $430,000 in property taxes, and $80,000 in sales taxes.

In addition to the production-related fiscal impacts, there ate earnings-related fiscal impacts. These
consist of estimated state income tax and state and local sales tax revenues generated by the direct,
indirect and induced earnings noted above in Tables 2.7 through 2.9. The total earnings-based fiscal
impacts from oil and gas activity in FWS

current greater sage-grouse range were an Table 2.11

estimated $34.1 million in 2014, comprising  Estimated Eamings-Related Fiscal Impacts of Ol
$31.2 million in state income and sales tax  @nd Gas Activity in Greater Sage-Grouse Range,

revenues and $2.9 million in local sales tax 2014
revenues (Table 2.11). The revenues from pange ype | State local | Total
activity in historical-only range amounted to Total Oil and Gas Activity

an estimated $51.4 mjﬂjon, Coﬂsisting of FWS Current Range $31,201,000 $2,215,000 | $34,116,000

$46.7 million in statc revenues and over $4.6 Historicakonly Range | $46.738000  $4,655,000 | $51,393,000
1111 1 local Tn SGMA 1’ SGMAs $1,205,000  $121,000 | $1.326,000
mulon i local revenues. In 5, the Cil and Gas Extraction

only earnings wete from oil and gas extrac-  Fws CurrentRange | $25,933.000  $2,386,000 } $28,319,000
tion. These ea]_'nings genefated an estmated Historical-only Range | $42,139,000  $4,793,000 | $46,332.000

$1.2 illion in state tax tevenues and SGMAS $1,205.000 $121,00C $1,328,000
Drilling of Oil and Gas Welis

3“.2.1,000 in local revenues, for a total of $1.3  pys cyrent Range | $5268.000  $529,000 | $5,797,000
million, Table 2.11 also breaks out the reve- \istosical-only Range | $4.599.000  $462.000 | $5,061,000

nues by activity: oil and gas extraction and  Semve: BEBR analysis.
drilling of oil and gas wells.

2.10 OIL SHALE

The oil shale in Utah’s Uinta Basin may contain the equivalent of 1.3 trillion batrels of oil (Boden et al.
2014). However, given the difficulty of extracting oil from oil shale and the lack of any current commes-
cial-scale production, Vanden Berg (2008) provided a more realistic estimate of the oil shale resource in
the Basin. He constrained the total resource to deposits containing at least 25 gallons per ton, that are at
least 5 feet thick and under less than 3,000 feet of cover, that do not ditectly conflict with cutrent con-
ventional oil and gas activity, and that are located on BLM, SITLA, ptivate and ttibal lands (Vanden Berg
2008, p. 10). This led to an estimate of 76,7 billion barrels of “potential economic” oil.

22 The “total received by the state™ is the sum of royalties collected by STTT.A and the state’s share
half—of federal royalties

approximately one-
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Table 2.12
Uinta Basin Potential Economic Oil Shale

Resource by Greater Sage-Grouse Range
(billions of barrels)

Based on Vanden Berg’s (2008) barrels per isopach
thickness interval, we estimated the potential eco-
nomic oil shale resource under each type of greater
sage-grouse range (Table 2.12 and Figure 2.8). Un-
der FWS cutrent range there ate an estimated 37.8

Thickness | Resource | Range  only Range SGMAs billion batrels of potentially economic oil in oil

Total FWS Current Historical-
5-20 ft 53 25 0.7 0.2
20-40 ft 18.2 101 2.7 0.0
40-60 ft 19.4 10.2 5.0 0.0
60-80 ft 11.6 3.4 4.7 0.0
80-100 ft 12.3 Tid 2.3 0.0
100-130 ft 9.9 4.1 4.0 0.0
Total 716.7 37.8 19.4 0.2

shale, almost half of the total potential economic
resource. Historical-only range could overlie an-
other 19.4 billion batrels. Under SGMAs there are
an estimated 0.2 billion batrels of potential eco-
nomic oil from oil shale.

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from 1 anden Berg (2008) wsing
range data from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Utab Division
of Wildlife Resources.

Figure 2.8
Utah's Potential Economic Oil Shale Resources and
Greater Sage-Grouse Range
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COAL

There are three active coal mines located in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range: Skyline in Catbon
County, SUFCO in Sevier, and Coal Hollow in Kane (Figure 3.1). Together they produced almost
11.3 million tons of coal in 2014, with a value of neatly $372.9 million.” Based on mine-level em-
ployment data from the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) and wage data from the
Buteau of Labor Statistics, these three mines provided 697 direct jobs with an estimared $55.8 mil-
lion in earnings, and approximately $177.4 million in value added (akin to gross state product). This
activity supported an additional 1,697 full- and part-time jobs with $76.2 million in carnings, and
$255.9 million ih value added. The estimated total economic contribution of coal mining in FWS
current greater sage-grouse range consists of 2,394 jobs, $132.0 million in earnings, and $433.3 mil-
lion in value added/gross state product. Estimated state and county fiscal impacts associated with
these mines totaled $27.6 million in 2014, comptising $10.2 million in income and sales taxes, $13.9
million from the state share of federal royaltics, and $3.5 million in property taxes (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1
Estimated Economic and Fiscal Effects of
Coal Mining in FWS Current Greater

Sage-Grouse Range, 2014
(Dollar amounts in millions)

Indirect &

Economic Contributions | Direct  Induced Total
Employment 697 1,697 2,394
Earnings $55.8 $76.2 $132.0
Vaiue Added $177.4 $255.9 $433.3
Fiscal Impacts State Local Total
Total $23.2 $4.3 $276

income and Sales
Taxes $9.3 $0.9 $10.2

Rovalties $13.9 $13.9

Property Taxes $3.5 $3.5

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from Mine Safety and Health
Adwinistration, Departyrent of Workforce Services, and
Coarbon, Kane aird Sevier connty treasurers using BEA's
RIMS II smuftipliers.

B This is the volume of production times the “free on boatrd” price, which is the price at the coal mine before the cost
of insurance, freight and credit is added.
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Figure 3.1
Mines in Greater Sage-Grouse Range
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4 METALS AND INDUSTRIAL MINERALS

There are three industrial mineral mines in FWS current greatet sage-grouse range producing phos-
phate (Simplot, in Uintah County), cement (Holcim Devil’s Slide, in Morgan) and expanded shale
(Utelite, in Summit) (Figure 3.1, above). According to UGS (Boden et al. 2014}, in 2013 the Simplot
mine produced 3.8 million tons of phosphate, which wete processed into about 1.4 million tons of
phosphate concentrate and transported via pipeline to Simplot’s fettilizer plant in Wyoming, The
Devil’s Slide quarty and plant produced a portion of 1.0 million tons™ of cement, and Utelite pro-
duced 129,000 tons of expanded shale. Simplot and Devil’s Slide are also located in the state’s
SGMAs. In historical-only sage-grouse range there is the Ash Grove Leamington cement quarty and
plant in Juab County; the Hidden Treasure copper, magnetite and silver mine in Beaver County; and
the United States Gypsum mine in Sevier County. Thete was no production data available for the
United States Gypsum mine, but Ash Grove Leamington produced a portion of 1.0 million tons™ of
cement in 2013 and Hidden Treasure produced approximately 3,000 tons of copper, 14,000 tons of
magnetite and 247,000 ounces of silver,

Based on 2014 mine-level employment data from MSHA and 2013 wage data from the Bureau of
Labot Statstics, we estimated the 2014 economic contributions of operations at the mines in preater
sage-grouse range (Table 4.1). The industrial mineral mines in FWS current sage grouse range pro-
vided 291 direct jobs with an estimated $14.8 million in earnings and contributed $39.4 million in
value added. This activity supported an additional 641 jobs, $20.5 million in earnings, and $45.9 mil-
lion in value added. The total economic contributions of industrial mineral mining in FWS current
sage-grouse range in 2014 were 932 jobs, $35.3 million in earnings, and $85.3 million in value add-
ed/gross state product.

Table 4.1
Estimated Fconomic Contributions of Other Mining in Greater Sage-Grouse Range,
2014
{Dallar amounts in millions)
DIRECT INBIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Value Value Value
Range Type Jobs Earnings Added i Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Earnings Added

FWS Current Range 291 $14.8 $39.4 641 $20.5 $45.9 832 $35.3 $85.3
Histarical-only Range | 264 $13.4 $35.8 581 $18.6 $41.6 845 $32.0 $77.4
SGMAS 258 $13.1 $350 568 $18.1 $40.7 826 $31.3 $75.6
Sonrce: BEBR anafysis of data from Utab Geological Survey (shapefites) and MSFLA nsing BEA's RIMS T musltipliers.

The metal and industrial mineral mines in historical-only sage-grouse range provided 264 direct jobs,
$13.4 million in earnings, and $35.8 million in value added. Their operations supported an additional
581 jobs, §18.6 million in earnings, and $41.6 million in value added. The total economic contribu-
tions of metal and industrial mineral mining in historic-only sage-grouse range in 2014 amounted to
845 jobs, $32.0 million in earnings, and §77.4 million in value added/gross state product,

2 According to Boden et al. (2014), “Together, Ash Grove Cement Co. and Holcim, Tnc., produced mote than one mil-
lion [tons] of Portland cement in Utah during 20137 (p. 16).
25 See previous note.
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The industrial mineral mines in SGMAs provided 258 direct jobs, $13.1 million in earnings, and
$35.0 million in value added. These activities suppotted an additional 568 jobs, $18.1 million in earn-
ings, and $40.7 million in value added. The total economic contributions of industrial mineral min-
ing in SGMAs in 2014 amounted to 826 jobs, $31.3 million in earnings, and $75.6 million in value
added/gross state product.

In addition to the economic consributions of these mines, there are also local and state fiscal impacts
(Table 4.2). These comptise estimated state income taxes and state and local sales taxes associated
with the earnings discussed above, local propesty taxes on the mines and their facilities, and estimat-
ed state severance taxes based on the value of metalliferous minerals produced from the Hidden
Treasute mine (in 2013). Metal and mineral mines in historical-only sage-grouse range produced the

largest total fiscal impacts, with almost §$2.5 mil- Table 4.2
lion in revenues for the state and over $1.0 mil- Estimated Fiscal Impacts of Other Mining in
lion ia revenues to counties. The large county Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 2014

revenues wete due mainly to property taxes paid
Range Type Slate Local Total

by the Ash Grove Leamington cement qUALTY o 'Cirent Range | 2,495,000  $805,000 | $3,300,000
and plant and the Hidden Treasure mine. Min-  pjstorical-only Range | $2,478,000  $1,043,000 | $3,521,000

eral mines in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range SGMAs $2.212,000  $778,000 | $2,990,000

produced estimated fiscal impacts o f $3.3 mil- RY ource: BEBR {ma“/)f.fi'.f', carintly Ireastiers of Beaver, [nab, Morgan,
lion in 2014, consis ting of almost $2.5 million in Sevier, Summit and Ulntaly conntics.

state income and sales taxes and over $800,000 in local sales and property taxes. Activity at the two
mines in SGMAs spurred estimated fiscal impacts of nearly $3.0 million: $2.2 million in state income
and sales taxes and $778,000 in local sales and property taxes.
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5 RENEWABLE ENERGY

There are currently two geothermal electrical genetation plants located in greater sage-grouse range:
Blundell in Beaver County is in FWS$ current sage-grouse range and Cove Fort in Millard County is
in historjcal-only range (Figure 5.1). In 2014 Blundell generated 274,996 megawatt-hours (MWh) of
electricity and Cove Fort generated 165,107 MWh according to data from the Energy Information
Administration, There are also 44 wind tutbines in FWS current range and 51 turbines in historical
range. Most of the turbines in FWS current range ate patt of Phase 1 of the Milford Wind Corridot
in Beaver County, with one at the Tooele Army Depot. Forty of the turbines in historical-only range
are part of Phases 1 and 2 of the Milford Wind Corridor in Beaver and Millard counties, nine are at
the Spanish Fork Wind Patk, and two are are at Camp Williams. In 2014 a combined estimated
203,385 MWh of electricity wete generated from turbines located in FWS current sage-grouse range
and 189,878 MWh from turbines in historical-only range. (Note that this excludes generation by the
three turbines on military bases, for which no data were available )

We used monthly total electricity generation from EIA and statewide employment in the electric
power generation, transmission and distribution sector (NAICS 2211; from the Utah Department of
Wotkforce Setvices) to calculate average jobs per MWh of generation and the average wage for the
sectot. We could then estimate the employment and earnings associated with electricity generated
from geothermal and wind sources within greater sage-grouse range. We estimate a total of 33 direct
jobs with almost $3.3 million in earnings were attributable to renewable energy production in FWS
cusrent sage-grouse range in 2014, This activity supported an additional 105 full- and part-time indi-
rect and induced jobs with $3.6 million in carnings. The total economic contributions of renewable
energy production in FWS current sage-grouse range comptised 138 jobs, $6.8 million in earnings,
and $16.8 million in gross state product. Renewable cnetgy production in historical sage-grouse
range provided an estimated 25 direct jobs with $2.5 million in earnings. This activity supported an
additional 78 jobs with $2.7 million in earnings. The total economic contributions of renewable en-
crgy production in histotical-only sage-grouse range comprised 103 jobs, $5.1 million in earnings,
and $12.5 million in gross state product (Table 5.1).

Table 5.1
Estimated Economic Contributions of Renewable Energy Generation in

Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 2014
{Doilar amounts in millions)

DIRECT INBIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Value- Vaiue Value

Range Type Jobs FEarnings Added* | Jobs Earmnings Added | Jobs Eamings Added
FWS Current Range 33 $3.3 $9.6 105 $3.6 $7.1 138 $6.8 $16.8
Historical-only Ranqe 25 $2.5 $7.2 78 $2.7 $5.3 103 $5.1 $12.5

Source: BEBR analysis of data from the Energy Information Administration and Utah Department of 1. orkforce Services
using BEA's RIMS II mudtipliers.
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Figure 5.1
Renewable Energy Generation in Greater Sage-Grouse Range
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The state and local fiscal impacts associated
with renewable energy generation in sage-
grouse range consist of statec income taxes
and state and local sales taxes generated from
the earnings contributions described above,
and property taxes paid to the counties
whete the facilities are located. For the geo-
thermal plant and windmills in FWS current

Sourve: USFW'S; UDWR;: USGS; US Gensns Burean; Staie of Utah, SGID.

Table 5.2

thap by John Downen, BEBR | April 2015

Estimated Fiscal Impacts of Renewable Energy
Generation in Greater Sage-Grouse Range, 2014

Range Type State Local Total
FWS Current Range $456,000 $2,163,000 | $2,619,000
Historical-only Range $361,000  $1,099,000 | $1,460,000

Sonrce: BEBR analysis and Beaver and Millard connty treasurers.
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sage-grouse range, the estimated fiscal impacts in 2014 consisted of $456,000 of state income and
sales taxes and over $2.1 million in local property and sales taxes, for a total fiscal impact of approx-
imately $2.6 million (Table 5.2). Geothermal and wind clectricity generation in historical-only sage-
grouse range in 2014 induced an estimated $361,000 in state income and sales tax revenues and near-
ly $1.1 million in local property and sales tax revenues, for a total fiscal impact of almost $1.5 million,
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(GRAZING

We conducted spatial analysis to estimate the amount of grazing activity that falls within historical
and FWS current greater sage-grouse range and in Utah’s SGMAs. We found the intersection of
GSG ranges and federal grazing allotments, then calculated the share of each allotment that falls
within GSG range. We obtained the number of active cattle and sheep animal unit months™
(AUMs) for each allotment in the state from the BLM’s Rangeland Administration System and from
the Forest Service Region 4 office. We multiplied the number of BLM active cattle AUMs by 0.57 to
reflect “authorized” AUMs over the 2000-2012 period, then further reduced them by 20 percent to
account for authorized non-use.” Active Forest Service AUMs were reduced by 5 percent to ac-
count for authorized non-use. These “utilized” AUMs were then multiplied by the shares of each
allotment in the different definitions of sage-grouse range to attive at an estimate of the number of
AUMs in each type of range: FWS current

range, historical-only range and SGMAs (Table Table 6.1

6.1). For cattle, these AUMs were aggregated Utilized AUMs in Greater Sage-Grouse Range,

into three grazing regions (western, eastern and 2014

southern) and run through each tegion’s cattle

bud tim i iated d UTILIZED AUMs SHARE
udget to estimate the associated revenues an Range Type Catle _ Sheep | Catlle Sheep

expenchtures and the L‘esultlﬂg economic con- Total AUMs 902,431 220581 | 100% 100%

tributions of this livestock production. For  FWSCumentRange |231,311 49,438 | 256% 22.4%

sheep, we have just one budget for the whole Historical-only Range | 135,842 45,956 | 15.1%  20.8%
SGMAS 203,728 37847 | 226% 11.2%

state, which we used to estimate the revenues, 00 Farrn analysis of data from BL.M, USES, USFIFS and
expenditures and resulting economic contribu- {75 Divicion of Wildlfi Resourees.

tions of the affected sheep operations.

From Table 6.1 we see that, at most, about one-quarter of all cattle and sheep AUMs are in any kind
of sage grouse range; in most cases the share is less. Just over one-quarter, 25.6 percent, of cattle
AUMs are estimated to be in FWS cutrent sage-grouse range; 22.4 percent of sheep AUMs ate. Fif
teen percent of cattle AUMs and 20.8 percent of sheep AUMs are in historical-only range. The
state’s SGMAs contain an estimated 22.6 percent of cattle AUMs and 17.2 percent of sheep AUMs.

Using livestock budgets developed by Utah State University Extension and data from the 2012 Cen-
sus of Agriculture, we estimated cattle and sheep grazing on federal land in I'WS$ current sage-grouse
range in 2014 provided 475 ditect jobs with $18.0 million in earnings and supported an additional
inditect and induced 536 jobs with $16.6 million in earnings. In total, grazing in FWS current sage-
grouse range supported an estimated 1,012 jobs, $34.6 million in earnings, and $52.9 million in gross
state product/value added (Table 6.2). Livestock grazing in historical-only sage-grouse range provid-
ed an estimated 277 ditect jobs with $9.7 million in earnings. This, in turn, supported an additional
287 jobs with $9.1 million in earnings, for a total economic contribution of 564 jobs, $18.8 million in
earnings, and $28.3 million in gross state product. Finally, range livestock operations on fedetal al-
lotments in the state’s SGMAs provided an estimated 397 direct jobs with $14.3 million in earnings,
This activity supported an additional inditect and induced 435 jobs with $13.6 million in earnings,
providing a total economic contribution of 831 jobs, $27.9 million in carnings, and $42.3 million in
gross state product.

2 An animal unit month is the amount of forage needed to feed a cow and calf, a horse, or five sheep for one month.
# Shelley Smith, Deputy State Director Namral Resoutces, Busean of Tand Management. 2014. Personal Communication.
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Table 6.2
Estimated Economic Contributions of Cattle and Sheep Grazing in

Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah, 2014
(Dollar amounts in mitlions)

DIRECT INDIRECT & INDUCED TOTAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Value Value Value

Range Type Jobs Earnings Added | Jobs Eamings Added | Jobs Earnings Added
FWS Current Range 475 $18.0 $18.1 536 $16.6 $34.7 1,012 $34.6 $52.9
Historical-only Range | 277 $9.7 $9.8 287 $9.1 $18.5 564 $18.8 $28.3
SGMAs 397 $14.3 $14.3 435 $13.6 $28.0 B31 $27.9 $42.3

Source: BEBR anatysis of livestock budgets from Utab State University Extension Fconomics and babitat areas from
USFWZS and Utah Division of Wildlife Resonrces nsing BEA's RIMS I mudtipliess.

There are also state and local fiscal impacts associated with grazing in sage-grouse range (Table 6.3).
The carnings contributions described above generate state income taxes and state and local sales tax
revenues. The retail purchases required for the ranching operations also generate state and local sales
tax tevenues, In addition, a portion of the grazing fees paid to the BLM are retutned to the state.
Patt of this revenuc ($21,000) is paid to the Urah Cattlemen’s Association for Public Lands Council
dues and the remainder is disbursed to the state’s six Taylor Grazing Act districts based on the
number of authotized AUMs in each district. Grazing in FWS current range generated an estimated
$2.7 million in state income and sales tax revenues and over $300,000 in local sales tax revenues and
grazing fees, for a total fiscal impact of ncatly $3.0 million. Estimated fiscal impacts from cattle and
sheep grazing in historical-only range amounted to $1.6 million, consisting of approximately $1.4
million in state revenues and $178,000 in local revenues. Grazing in the state’s SGMAs generated
over $2.1 million in state tax revenues and $246,000 in local revenues, for a total estimated fiscal im-
pact of neatly $2.4 million.

Table 6.3
Estimated Fiscal impacts of Cattie and Sheep
Grazing in Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah,

2014
Range Type State Local Total
FWS Current Range $2.656,000 $303.000 | $2,959,0600
Historicai-only Range $1.448,000 $178,000 | $1.626,000
SGMAs $2,148,000  $246,000 | $2,394,000

Note: State fiscal impacts are income tax revenues and sales and gross
receipts tax revenues. Local fiscal impacts are total general sales and
use tax revenues and Lourism restaurant tax revenues, pius BLM grazing
fees distributed to grazing districts.

Sonrce: BEBR avalysis.

44 BUREAU OF FCONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH




7FARI\/IING

A variety of crops are grown in FWS current and histotical greater sage-grouse range and in state
SGMAs. Crop acreages were calculated from the Utah Division of Water Resources’ watet-related
land use GIS shapefiles. These are collected at the field level for the state’s 12 hydrologic regions, and
ate updated on a rolling basis. The Jordan River and Utah Lake basins were last updated in 2014; the
Weber River basin was updated in 2007 (and will be updated again in 2015); the remainder fall in be-
tween. Figure 7.1 shows statewide agricultural land use and hydrologic basins in relation to the vari-
ous sage-grouse range definitions used in this study. The FWS current and historical ranges used in
this analysis exclude portions inside the boundaties of cities, towns and unincorporated Census-
designated places.

Table 7.1 shows total acreage™ and shares in each sage-grouse range type by hydrologic basin. The
hydrologic basins with the most agticultural acres in FWS current sage-grouse range are West De-
sert, with 184,258 acres; Uintah, with 131,066 acres; and Bear River, with 107,188 actes. The corre-
sponding shares of these basins’ total agricultural acreage in FWS current range are 48.3 percent,
39.9 percent and 24.0 percent, respectively. In historical-only range, the hydrologic basins with the
most acreage are Sevier River, with 362,897 acres; Bear River, with 200,676 acres; and Ulntah, with
165,590 acres in historical range. The cotresponding shares of total acreage in these basins 63.5 pet-
cent, 45.0 percent and 50.4 percent. The hydrologic basins with the most actes in SGMAs are West
Desert, with 116,774 acres; Bear River, with 102,824 acres; and Sevier River, with 53,459 acres. The
cotresponding shares of these basins’ total acreage in SGMAs ate 30.6 percent, 23.0 percent and 9.4
percent, respectively. Ignoring the different vintages of data across the hydsologic basins, approxi-
mately one-quarter of the nonurban, nontipatian land in the water-related land use files falls within
FWS cutrent sage-grouse range, 45.6 percent falls in historical-only range, and almost 14 percent
falls in the state’s SGMAs. Tables 7.2a through 7.4b give crop- and other agricultural land use—level
details by range type and basin.

Table 7.1
Total Agricultural Land Use Acreage in Greater Sage-Grouse Range by Hydrologic Basin
ACRES SHARES
FWS Current  Historical- FWS Current  Historical-

Hydrologic Basin Range only Range SGMAs Range only Range SGMAs
Jordan River, 2014 0 4,195 0 0.0% 11.5% 0.0%
Utah Lake, 2014 16,210 131,682 0 6.1% 49.5% 0.0%
Cedar Beaver, 2013 23,914 130,626 19,803 13.0% 71.0% 10.8%
Kanab Creek Virgin River, 2013 6,286 16,259 6,287 10.2% 26.3% 10.2%
Columbia River, 2012 14,183 0 14,183 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
West Desert, 2012 184,258 125,635 116,774 48.3% 32.9% 30.6%
Uintah, 2012 131,066 165,590 23,279 39.9% 50.4% 1.1%
Woest Colorado River, 2011 18,020 5,778 5,131 12.2% 3.9% 3.5%
Sevier River, 2010 97.810 362,897 53,459 17.1% 63.5% 9.4%
Bear River, 2009 107,188 200,676 102,824 24.0% 45.0% 23.0%
Weber River, 2007 24,335 28,865 12,301 18.6% 22.1% 9.4%
Total* 623,270 1,172,203 354,040 24.3% 45.6% 13.8%
" Because the data for the hydrologic basins span several years and so are not strictly comparable, the total figures are only

estimates.
Source: BEBR analysis of data from Division of Water Resources, USFWS and Division of | Vitetlife Resosrees.

2 Acreage comprises nonurban, nonriparian land. All of the water-related land uses combined encompass about 6.5 mil-
lion acres, of which about 1.6 million acres are water.
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ColumbialRiver,

Figure 7.1
Agricultural Land Use, Hydrologic Basins and Greater Sage-Grouse Range
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The most prevalent agricultural land use in FWS current sage-grouse range is pasture,” claiming
over 314,000 acres and accounting for half of the agricultural land use in FWS current range. The
other main “uses” are fallow or idle land™ (106,437 acres), alfalfa (81,471 acres), grass hay (75,018

29 This is based on a water-related land use shapefile and is not related to the grazing allotments shapefile that was used

for the grazing analysis.

% Although this is not an active use of farmland, it is generally a temporary state and the land is likely to be cropped in

subsequent years.
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acres) and grain and seeds (28,105 acres) (Table 7.2a). Together, these five represent 97 percent of
the total agricultural acres in FWS current range. With respect to the total acreage of agricultural
land uses in the state, those uses with the greatest share in FWS current sage-grouse range are grass
hay (52.1 percent), pasture (32.1 percent), fallow or idle land (22.1 percent), safflower (20.8 percent)
and oats (17.9 percent) (Table 7.2b). Roughly one quatter, 24.3 percent, of the state’s agricultural
land is in FWS cusrent range.

Table 7.2a
Agricultural Land Use Acreage in FWS Current Greater Sage-Grouse Range by Hydrologic Basin
Utah Cedar Kanab Columbia West West Sevier Bear Weber
Lake, Beaver, Creek Virgin  River, Desert, Uintah, Colorado River, River, River,
Land Use 2014 2013 River, 2013 2012 2012 2012 River, 2011 2010 2009 2007 Total*
Alfalfa 1,689 9,996 265 751 21,326 19,628 6,886 11,071 5,988 4,070 81,471
Corn 187 790 1,501 170 45 3,294
Dry Land 7,645 7,645
Fallow/Idle 1,754 3,627 749 4,283 44,311 28,975 4,866 6,193 9,048 2,631 106,437
Grain/Seeds 152 728 109 179 17,001 722 688 3,982 3,163 1,380 28,105
Grass Hay 1,137 1,257 23 2,519 4,115 14,470 214 8,105 39,019 4,159 75,018
Melon/Pumpkin/Squash 4 2 6
Oats 51 256 412 421 447 1,073 2,660
Orchard 24 8 246 13 291
Other Horticulture 2 5 2 5 12 14 39
Other Vegetables 2 5 1 9
Pasture 3,865 7127 5130 6,443 92,881 65,316 4,906 66,934 49,648 12,035 314,286
Potatoes 2 8 3 24 37
Safflower 11 2,968 16 284 3,279
Sorghum 11 136 94 240
Turf Farms 452 452
Vineyard 0.4 0.4
Total 16,210 23,914 6,286 14,183 184,258 131,066 18,020 97,810 107,188 24,335 | 623,270

" Because the data [or the hydrologic basins span several years and so are not strictly comparable, the figures in the Total column are only estimates.
Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from Division of Water Resonrces and US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Table 7.2b
Share of Agricultural Land Use Acreage in FWS Current Greater Sage-Grouse Ra nge by Hydrologic Basin
Utah Cedar Kanab Columbia  West West Sevier Bear Weber
Lake, Beaver, Creek Virgin  River, Desert, Uintah, Colorado River, River, River,
Land Use 2014 2013 River, 2013 2012 2012 2012 River, 2011 2010 2009 2007 Total*
Alfalfa 3.9% 15.1% 5.7% 100.0% 61.1% 30.7% 16.4% 8.2% 6.2% 14.4% 15.8%
Corn 9.9% 33.9% 20.1% 0.9% 0.6% 4.1%
Dry Land 7.3% 6.0%
Fallow/ldle 8.4% 7.4% 7.5% 100.0% 42.8% 38.0% 10.5% 6.5% 16.7% 13.8% 22.1%
Grain/Seeds 0.7% 8.2% 12.7% 100.0% 39.8% 31.8% 26.3% 11.7% 4.7% 20.9% 14.7%
Grass Hay 13.3% 39.7% 1.4% 100.0% 73.6% 51.0% 3.1% 39.6% 71.6% 34.9% 52.1%
Melon/Pumpkin/Squash 100.0% 1.2% 0.7%
Oats 2.7% 10.4% 0.0% 17.1% 36.8% 25.9% 22.0% 17.9%
Orchard 51.4% 5.9% 89.6% 2.6% 3.7%
Other Horticulture 0.3% 100.0% 8.9% 17.5% 17.2% 4.0% 2.9%
Other Vegetables 1.7% 35.4% 7.3% 0.6%
Pasture 1.7% 15.8% 11.9% 100.0% 50.8% 43.9% 11.2% 25.7% 35.8% 21.7% 32.1%
Potatoes 6.6% 57.9% 3.8% 8.0% 6.2%
Safflower 100.0% 43.8% 20.4% 3.3% 20.8%
Sorghum 53.4%  62.4% 14.9% 6.6%
Turf Farms 83.3% 11.8%
Vineyard 100.0% 1.5%
Total 6.1% 13.0% 10.2% 100.0% 48.3% 39.9% 12.2% 17.1% 24.0% 18.6% 24.3%

* Because the data for the hydrologic basins span several years and so are not strictly comparable, the figures in the Total column are only estimates.

Source: BEBR analysis of data fiom Division of Water Resources and US Fish and Wildlife Service.
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In historical-only sage grouse range the most prevalent agricultural land use is pasture, accounting
for an estimated 414,232 acres, or 35 percent of the total agricultural acres in this range type. The
other main uses are alfalfa (251,442 acres), fallow or idle land (226,419 acres), grain and seeds
(102,677 acres) and dry land (66,553 actes) (Table 7.3a). These five land uses account for 90 percent
of the total agricultural acres in histotical-only sage-grouse range. The land uses with the greatest
shares of their total acreage in historical-only range include berries (78.8 percent), beans (75.4 per-
cent), safflower (64.1 percent), other horticulture (57.8 percent) and oats (56.6 percent) (Table 7.3b).
Because it covers the most acres of agricultural land use, close to 1.2 million, historical-only sage-
grouse range also encompasses the largest shares of agricultural uses’ total areas: 10 of the 20 distinct
land uses have more than half of their total acreage within historical-only range and almost 46 pet-
cent of all agricultural land is in historical-only range.

Table 7.3a
Agricultural Land Use Acreage in Histarical-only Greater Sage-Grouse Range by Hydrologic Basin
Jordan Utah Cedar HKanab Creek  West West Sevier Bear Weber
River, Lake, Beaver, VirginRiver, Desert, Uintah, Colorado  River, River, River,
Land Use 2014 2014 2013 2013 2012 2012 River, 2011 2010 2009 2007 Total”
Alfaifa 107 18,096 46,635 882 3.934 36,612 1,260 83.831 51,529 8,555 251,442
Beans 111 20 117 247
Berres P4 17 15 94
Corn 22 6,138 5,582 380 604 5,220 12,061 10,067 1,949 42,032
Dry Land 2,022 64,532 66,553
Fallow/Idie 130 8,742 34,172 2,756 39,394 37,961 2,551 63,342 31,880 4,891 226,419
Grain/Seeds 1,839 30,516 7.322 220 18,832 1,047 42 20,860 39,758 2,241 102,677
Grass Hay 40 3,007 1,566 2717 106 12,337 1,106 10,690 8,724 2,576 40,428
Melon/Pumpkin/Squash 11 1 90 101
Oats 1,243 1,850 37 1,712 627 19 2,895 8,384
Onions 19 835 44 898
Orchard 2,804 21 28 23 9 11 19 61 3077
Other Herticuiture 481 6 24 19 108 129 769
Other Vegetables 40 9 305 & 266 73 699
Pasture 34 15,878 32,408 11,594 57,332 70,891 791 167,385 49,782 8.138 414,232
Potatoes 18 130 2 52 202
Safflower 10 3,698 683 6,282 0 10,113
Sorghuim 19 34 16 520 850 501 65 2,006
Tomatoes 3 3
Turf Farms 0 311 42 21 _ 612 828 12 | 1826
Total: 41954131682 1130,626 18,2590 0 125,635 . 165,690 5778711362897, 200,676 - 28,865 111,172,203

" Because the data for the hydrologlc basins span several years and S0 are not st{ictly compdrab{e the figures in the Total column are only estimates.

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from Division of Water Resonrves and US Fish and Witdlife Service.
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Table 7.3b
Share of Agricultural Land Use Acreage in Historical-only Greater Sage-Grouse Range by Hydrologic Basin
Jordan Utah Cedar Kanab Creek West West Sevier Bear Weber
River, Lake, Beaver, VirginRiver, Desert, Uintah, Colorado River, River, River,
Land Use 2014 2014 2013 2013 2012 2012 River, 2011~ 2010 2009 2007 Total*
Alfalfa 4.3% 44.6% 70.2% 18.8% 11.3% 57.6% 3.0% 62.4% 53.5% 30.2% 48.9%
Beans 93.4% 68.6% 78.7% 75.4%
Berries 9.7% 97.9% 95.9% 78.8%
Cormn 9.6% 55.7% 70.5% 90.3% 25.9% 70.0% 64.4% 47.9% 27.9% 52.5%
Dry Land 9.0% 61.9% 52.5%
Fallow/Idle 8.6% 41.7% 70.7% 27.5% 38.1% 49.8% 5.5% 66.3% 58.8% 25.6% 47.1%
Grain/Seeds 35.8% 50.8% 82.9% 25.5% 44.0% 46.1% 1.6% 61.3% 58.8% 34.0% 53.6%
Grass Hay 15.3% 35.1% 49.5% 16.9% 1.9% 43.5% 16.1% 52.2% 16.0% 21.6% 28.1%
Melon/Pumpkin/Squash 3.4% 100.0% 73.4% 13.6%
Oats 64.6% 75.3% 14.4% 71.1% 54.9% 1.1% 59.3% 56.6%
Onions 100.0% 73.8% 7.3% 51.2%
Orchard 52.2% 85.5% 5.5% 48.6% 1.0% 4.2% 2.6% 11.9% 39.2%
Other Horticulture 83.5% 32.9% 82.5% 27.7% 32.3% 51.9% 57.8%
Other Vegetables 27.7% 65.3% 99.0% 32.3% 39.6% 19.6% 41.5%
Pasture 0.8% 31.6% 71.7% 27.0% 31.3% 47.7% 1.8% 64.2% 35.9% 14.7% 42.3%
Potatoes 72.0% 100.0% 14.6% 65.0% 33.9%
Safflower 31.5% 54.6% 79.6% 72.5% 64.1%
Sorghum 8.7% 12.9% 100.0% 82.5% 82.3% 57.7% 53.6% 55.4%
Tomatoes 3.5% 3.0%
Turf Farms 0.0% 100.0% 20.4% 100.0% 100.0% 95.2% 4.9% 47.6%
Total 11.5% 49.5% 71.0% 26.3% 32.9% 50.4% 3.9% 63.5% 45.0% 221% 45.6%

* Because the data for the hydrologic basins span several years and so are not strictly comparable, the figures in the Total column are only estimates.

Source: BEBR analysis of data fion Division of Water Resonrces and US Fish and Wildjife Service.

At 354,000 acres, the state’s SGMAs contain the least amount of agticultural land of the three sage-
grouse range types analyzed. The largest agricultural land uses in SGMAs are pasture, with 178,754
acres; grass hay, with 52,898 acres; fallow or idle land, with 51,496 acres; alfalfa, with 45,715 acres;
and grain and seeds, with 18,720 acres (Table 7.4a). Together, these five categories account for 98
petcent of the agricultural land uses in SGMAs, with pasture alone representing half. The land uses
with the greatest shares of their total acreage in SGMAs include grass hay (36.8 percent), safflower
(19.9 percent), pasture (18.3 percent), turf farms (11.8 percent) and fallow/idle land and oats (both
with 10.7 percent) (Table 7.4b). Just 14 percent of the state’s agricultural land is in SGMAs.
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Table 7.4a
Agricultural Land Use Acreage in SGMAs by Hydrologic Basin
Cedar Kanab Creek Columbia West West Sevier Bear Weber
Beaver, Virgin River, River, Desert, Uintah, Colorado River, River, River,

Land Use 2013 2013 2012 2012 2012  River, 2011 2010 2009 2007 Total
Alfalfa 7,533 265 751 18,249 4,911 114 6,117 5,645 2131 45,715
Corm 446 605 24 1,675
Falow/idle 2,681 749 4,283 24,394 3,152 3,150 2,811 8,982 1,295 51,4596
Grain/Seeds 570 108 179 12,714 395 18 538 3,175 1,027 18,720
Grass Hay 1,257 23 2,519 4,020 449 1 4,135 37,865 2,630 52,898
Melon/Pumpkin/Squash 4 2 6
Oats 256 272 63 1,002 1,593
Orchard 15 15
Other Horticulture 5 2 1 14 21
Other Vegetables 1 1
Pasiure 6,925 5130 6,443 53,228 14,268 1,848 38,853 46,836 5,223 178,754
Potatces 1 24 25
Safflower 11 2,838 284 3,133
Sorghum 136 136

~ Turf Farms 452 452
Vlneyarci o o4 04
Total: S o803 T 6287 483 116,774 23,279 05131 5304597 17102,824 12,301 | 354040

’ Becauso the data for the hydroioglc basms span soverai years and so are not strictly cornpara bie, the fi Fgu:os in the Total cofumn are only estimates.

Source: BEBR analysis of data from Division of Water Resonrces and US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Table 7.4b
Share of Agricultural Land Use Acreage in SGMAs by Hydrologic Basin
Cedar Kanab Creek Columbia West West Sevier Bear Weber
Beaver, Virgin River, River, Desert, Uintah, Colerado River, River, River,
Land Use 2013 2013 2012 2012 2012 River, 2011 2010 2009 2007 Total*
Alfalfa 11.3% 57% 100.0% 52.3% T.7% 0.3% 4.6% 5.9% 1.5% 8.9%
Com 56% 25.9% 0.3% 1.3%
Fallow/idle 54% 7.5% 100.0% 23.6% 4.1% 6.8% 2.9% 16.6% 6.8% 10.7%
Grain/Seeds 6.5% 12.7% 100.0% 29.7% 17.4% 0.7% 1.6% 4.7% 15.5% 9.8%
Grass Hay 39.7% 1.4% 100.0% 71.9% 1.6% 0.01% 20.2% 69.5% 22.1% 36.8%
Melon/Pumpkin/Squash 100.0% 1.2% 0.7%
Oats 10.4% 11.3% 5.5% 20.5% 10.7%
Orchard 32.4% 0.2%
Other Horticulture 100.0% 8.9% 3.5% 4.0% 1.6%
Other Vegetables 3.9% 0.04%
Pasture 15.3% 11.9% 100.0% 29.1% 9.6% 4.2% 14.9% 33.8% 9.4% 18.3%
Potatoes 7.0% 8.0% 4.1%
Safflower 100.0% 41.9% 3.3% 19.9%
Sofghum 62.4% 3.8%
Turf Farms 83.3% 11.8%
V'tnoyard L _ 100. 0% o - 1.5%
Total* ST s 0% 00,00 1 306%. 1A% L % 4% 2300% ¢ - 0.4% [ 138%

* Because the data for Lhe hydrolog:c basins span severai years and so are not strictly ccmpafable the fi fgures in the Total column are only estimates.

Sanrce: BEBR analysis of data from Division of Water Resonrces and US Fish and Wildlife Service.
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8RECREATION

This chapter documents participation in outdoor recreation activities within greater sage-grouse
range in Utah. Fitst, we analyze recreation of any type on lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management (BL.M), and Utah State Parks. Then we review data on hunting, fishing
and trail-based recreation on all public and private lands in the state. Where available, associated visi-
tor spending and economic contributions are provided.

As shown in Table 8.1, an estimated 15 petcent of recreation visits to national forests, BLM lands,
and state parks in Utah from 2009 to 2014 wete in the FWS curtent range of greater sage-grouse, 25

percent when historical range is added. Table 8.1
Analysis Of specific 1'CC{'€ﬂﬂ0n sites on Recreation Activity in Greater Sage-Grouse
these public lands provides more con- Range for Selected Public Lands in Utah

servative estimates of recreation activity

: o . : ) FWS Current  Historical-
in habitat: 8 TG A F\_WS -curl_ent Landowner? Statewide Range only Range SGMAs
range and another 6 percent in historical Recreation Visitse | 18,0 milion | 15.4% 9.3% 11.3%
range outside of FWS cutrent habitat.  ForestService | 7.1 million 15.7% 3.3% 14.8%
The State of Utah’s Sage-Grouse Man- ELM -~ 2-8 m?::“’” ?ls'g:f ”-09/6 2-43’
N Y tate Parks .0 million 2% 17.1% .5%
ApEIaLL Al,e'_‘ls (SGMAs) received 11 o iosies | 1601 8.4% 5.6% 5.8%
petrcent of visits and contained 6 percent ForestService 1,097 .49 2.1% 3.1%
of recreation sites in the state. BLM 467 18.9% 11.9% 11.3%
State Parks 43 23.3% 27.9% 16.3%

5 . . 1. These agencies manage three-fourths of Utah's public lands and contain
Speﬂdlng in Utah for an estimated 1.4 atjeasthaif of greater sage-grouse habitat.

milli : ; : 2. The most recent visitation data available are for different years from 2009
on hunung and ﬁShIng EHps o FWS lo 2014, For sources and estimation methods see Table 8.2 and Table 8.5

current sage-grouse range on pub]ic and (Forest Service), Table 8.9 (BLM), and Table 8.A2 (State Parks).
3. Sites are not homogenous, ranging from signs and trailheads to

p1'-1v'ate llands was appromnatdy $1 93 campgrounds and parks. For sources and estimation methods see Table 8.3
million in 2011 (Table 812) For any  (Forest Service), Table 8.8 (BLM), and Table 8.A2 (State Parks).

type of recreation within FWS cutrent S%“% BEBR analysis
range in national forests, visitor spending in Utah amounted to $62 million based on spending data
collected between FY 2005 and FY 2012 (Table 8.6). Both amounts are reported in 2014 dollars.

Based on the share of multiuse trails and unpaved roads in Utah that are within FWS current range,
4 percent to 26 percent of trail-based recreation happens in greater sage-grouse habitat (Table 8.14).
This includes hiking, biking, OHV use, cross-country skiing, and other trail-based activities,

Note that these results do not imply the extent to which recreation activities addressed may be
harmful to greater sage-grouse or how much change in recreation participation or spending, if any,
would result from an ESA listing or another development affecting the management approach for
greater sage-grouse in Utah,

8.1T NATIONAL FORESTS

Analysis of recreation sites and visits suggests that 3 percent to 16 percent of recreation activity in
Utah’s national forests happens within the FWS cusrent range of greater sage-grouse (Table 8.2).
Another 2.1 to 3.3 percent of recreation activity takes place in historical range outside of the FWS

BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH 51



ANALYSIS OF CURRENT ACTIVITIES IN GREATER SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT IN UTAH

current range. Recreation measures for SGMAs are similar and somewhat less than those for FWS
cutrent range. Estimates based on visits and habitat shares assume recreation is dispersed evenly
throughout each forest, while estimates based on recreation sites assume all activity is concentrated
at identified improved arcas.

Table 8.2 tiffed imp

Summary of Recreation Activity in Greater

Sage-Grouse Range in National Forests in Utah The vast majority of recrea-

tion areas on U.S. Forest

FWS Current Historical- Setvi ; .
N . etvice lands in Utah are
Estimation Method Stalewide Range only Range SGMAs £ )
Recreation Sites' 1,087 3.4% 2.1% 31%  Away from  greater sage-
Recreation Visits and Habitat Shares?| 7.1 million | 15.7% 3.3% 14.8%  grouse. As shown in Table
1. Based on the total number of recreation sites in each area (see Table 8.3) 8.3, trailheads and camp-
2. Forest Service estimates of annual recreation visits to each national forest during 2009-2013 .

(see Table 8.5) are multiplied by the share of each forest In greater sage-grouse habitat (see sites make up 62 percent of
Table 8.4}, then summed and divided by the statewide total. more than one thousand

Sonrce: BEBR. analysis. . .
recreation sites on orest

Service lands statewide. Picnic, fishing, interpretive, and observation sites are also common. These
lands also offer substantial recreation developments, such as ski resorts and visitor centers.

The most common types of recteation sites in greater sage-grouse range on Forest Service lands are,
in order, campgrounds, boating o swimming areas, and trailheads. There are 60 of these are within
WS cutrent and/or historical range. Of 1,097 mapped recreation sites, 3.4 percent are in FWS cur-
rent tange, and another 2.1 percent are in historical range outside of FWS current range, while 3.1
percent are within SGMAs,

Currently, forests and grasslands within seven national forests in Utah offer 1.4 million acres of
greater  sage-grouse habitat.

On average, FWS§ Table 8.3

current e
) ) U.S. Forest Service Recreation Sites i Utah
range amounts to 12,5 percent

of lands managed by the For- FWS Current  Historical-
est Service; only 4.1 percent of Category Statewide | Range oniy Range SGMAS
Y R .. . = iy
Forest Service lands lic in his- camPRg' 328 8 ! 8
. . Boating or swimming 36 o 3 5
torical range outside of the 1ihead 348 4 3 3
FWS current range (Table 8.4).  Picnicking 110 3 2 3
One-fourth of Uinta National Observationsite? 41 3 2 3
n . . icnd
Forest is in T'WS current Cuerrecreaton 3 1 ! 3
. Winter sports? 31 Z 2 2
range; most of that is also des-  jyepretive site 47 2 1 2
ignated as SGMAs. Dixie Na-  Fishing 42 1 2 1
tional Forest offers the most Dayusearea 36 2 1 2
i ‘ . .
FWS cutrent range an d SGMA Rar?ger station or visitor center 16 2 0 1
Residence 15 1 1 1
acteage of the seven at pesornor lodge® 12 0 1 0
381,000 and 377,000 acres, Totalm il e e e]e 097 0 UEG T 8 R i3

respcctively. More than one- 1. Gampingsitesinclude group, river, boat, horse, and other campgrounds.
2. A few scenic highways are included with observation sites.

tenth of Fishlake Natonal 3 owersitesare mainly dispessed or unlabeled recreation areas but also include an airport,
Forest is historical-only greater WO AV sites, and thiee amphitheaters. i
4, Winter sports sites accommodale alpine and crass-courntry skiing, as well as snow parks
sage-grouse range. and snow play areas for activilies such as sledding and snowmcobiling.
5. This category includes two ranger stations, eight guard stations, and six visitor centers.
6. Resorts or lodges are mainiy privately owned resorls, hotels and lodges, but there are also
two sites for cabin or yuit rentals.
7. The total omits 21 recreation sites labelled as administrative office, dump stalion, fire
lockout, employee cabin, or state park—three in FWS current range, one in historical-only
range, and three in SGMAs.
Sesrce: BEBR analysis and ULS. Forest Service, Region 4 Recreation Sites; ULS, Fesh and

F5idife Servies; Utab Division of Wild/ife Resosrces; State of Utah, SGID.
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Table 8.4
Acres of Forest Service Lands in Utah by Greater Sage-Grouse Range
FWS Current Historical-
National Forest! Acres Range Share | only Range Share | SGMAs Share
Ashley 1,382,346 215,054  15.6% 54,644 4.0% | 123,285 8.9%
Caribou 987,216 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Dixie 1,889,106 381,220 20.2% | 157,305 8.3% | 377,315 20.0%
Fishlake 1,461,226 208,662  14.3% | 162,764  11.1% | 195393  13.4%
Manti-LaSal 1,270,805 207,265  16.3% 33,525 2.6% | 195268 15.4%
Sawtooth 1,804,091 71,944 4.0% 0 0.0% | 71,944  4.0%
Uinta 880,719 216,230 24.6% 14,627 1.7% | 213,550 24.2%
Wasatch-Cache 1,615,632 111,214 6.9% 45,598 2.8% | 92536 5.7%
Total 11,291,041 | 1,411,589  12.5% | 468,463 4.1% 11,269,290 11.2%

Note: Acreages are based on greater sage-grouse range that is not in cities, towns or unincorporated Census-

designated places.

1. National forests included are those with any portion located in Utah.
Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Utah Division of Wildlife Resorrces, Utah AGRC.

National forests in Utah received an estimated 7.1 million annual non-ski visits based on visitor data
collected between 2009 and 2013 (Table 8.5).” Wasatch-Cache was the most-visited national forest
in Utah, followed by Uinta National Forest. Based on the land atea of each forest in greater sage-
grouse range, perhaps 1.12 million visits were in FWS current range. SGMAs in national forests wete
estimated to receive 1.05 million visits. As noted, there is little historical range outside of the FWS
cutrent range in Utah’s national forests. Histotical-only range on Fotest Service lands attracted an

estimated 253,000 visits annually during the five years.

Spending in national forests in Utah by greater sage-
grouse range type and the associated economic con-
tributions are given in Table 8.6. These are based on
spending profiles for each forest multiplied by the
number of annual visitors scaled by the shate of each
forest in the different range types. Total spending for
recreation visits to national forests statewide amount-
ed to $329.9 million in 2011, of which an estimated
$61.7 million (19 percent) was from visits to FWS
current greater sage-grouse range. Just over half of
visitor spending was in the retail sector. Lodging and
food were the next largest sectors, combined repre-
senting one-thitd of the total. Economic contribu-
tions resulting from visitor spending in FWS cutrent
range include $25.2 million in earnings from 1,532
jobs, as well as $49.6 million in value-added. Corre-
sponding figures for recreation spending and contri-
butions in historical-only range and SGMAs ate
shown in Table 8.6.

Table 8.5
Annual Recreation Visits to
National Forests in Utah

National Forest Person Visits Fiscal Year
Ashley 274,465 2012
Caribou 4,325 2010
Dixie 605,000 2009
Fishlake 337,000 2013
Manti-La Sal 344,492 2011
Sawtooth 27,930 2010
Uinta 2,655,130 2012
Wasatch-Cache 2,878,797 2012
Total 7,127,139 2009-2013

Note: Visits exclude those for which skiing was given as the
primary activity. Visitors may be local or nonlocal, based on
50-mile travel distance. Shown are the most recent
estimates available in the Forest Service's staggered five-
year cycle. Visits correspond to federal fiscal years
beginning October 1. Visits to Uinta-Wasatch-Cache
National Forest were not separated in FY 2012; Uinta and
Wasatch-Cache shares from FY 2007 were used to divide
the FY 2012 total of 6,195,000 between the two. For national
forests that are partially in Utah, U.S. Farest Service estimates
of visits are adjusted by the share of each national forest in
Utah.

Somrce: BEBR analysis of data from U.S. Forest Service,

National 17 isitor Use Monitoring; State of Utal, SGID.

! Most visits to national forests for skiing are to alpine ski resorts in mountainous forests. As greater sage-grouse spend
the wintet in low-elevation sage-brush areas, ski visits are not likely in preater sage-grouse habitat.
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Table 8.6

Economic Contribution of Spending by National Forest Visitors in Utah
(2014 dollars)

ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTIONS?
Range Type Spending’ Earmings Jobs Value Added
FWS Current Range $61,733,732 $25,248,941 1,532 $49,647,003
Historical-only Range $14,478,932 $6,072,603 936 $11.938.009
SGMAs $58.442,895 $23,955,162 1,492 $47,103,5664

1. 1S, Forest Service spending estimates for each national forest, the most recent of which are from
FY 2005 to FY 2012, are muitiplied by the share of each forest in Utah that s within each habitat type
and adjusted for inflation based on the BLS CPI-U for the U.S. See Table 8.A1 far spending estimate

detalls.

2. forest Service data do not indicate how much of the spending is from cut-of-state visitors to Utah.
These resuits are economic coatributions, not economic impacts. The retail trade margin, the share
of retail sales revenue earned in Utah, not counting payments to wholesalers, is 30.2% based on a
weighted average of all products with retaii margins.
Sonrce: U.S. Forest Service, National 1/ isitor Use Manitoring; Burcan of Eeonomiic ~Anaiysis,

Regional Tnput-Outpirt Modeling Systen.

8.2 BLM LANDS

This section uses two approaches to doc-
ument whete recreation activities occur
on BLM lands in Utah with respect to the
greater sage-grouse. First, we analyze the
location of BLLM rectreation sites by field

Table 8.7
Summary of BEM Recreation Activity in
Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah

FWS Current

Historical-

office. Second, we allocate recreation vis-
its based on land area at the field office

Estimation Method | Statewide Range only Range SGMAS
Recreation Sites’ 481 18.9% 11.9% 11.3%
Recreation Visits? 6.8 million 12.9% 11.0% 9.4%

level. As shown in Table 8.7, the second
method ends up being more conservative,

We estimate that between 13 percent and 19
percent of recreation activity on BLM lands
occurs in FWS cutrent greater sage-grouse
range. Another 11 percent or 12 percent of
recreation activity is in historical-only range.
Finally, 9 percent to 11 percent of recreation
activity on BLM lands may happen within
SGMAs.

A total of 461 recreation sites are spread
across BLM’s 22.8 million acres in Utah
(Table 8.8). The location of these sites is a
good indication of where visitors recreate on
BLM lands. Of these, 19 percent are within
FWS cutrent greater sage-grouse range with
another 12 percent in historical-only range
for a total of 142 recreation sites in greater
sage-grouse range. SGMAs contain 52 BLM
recreation sites, 11 percent of the agency’s
total in the state.

1.
2. BLM eslimates of recreation visits Lo each field office adjusted by the share
of BLM lands in greater sage-grouse habilat (see Table 8.9).

Seource: BEBR analysis.

See Table 8.8.

Table 8.8
BLM Recreation Sites in Greater
Sage-Grouse Range in Utah

FWS Current Historical-

BLM Field Office | Stalewide Range only Range SGMAs
Cedar City 3 1 1 1
Fillmore 27 & 19 0
GSENM1 36 0 9 0
Kanab 3 0 0 0
Moab 111 0 0 0
Monticello 60 0 0 0
Price 65 0 0 0
Richfield 12 4 0 4
Sait Lake 19 9 7 8
St. George 25 0 2 0
vemal |00 67 M. 39

Note: Sites include those identified as camping of recreation sites.

1. Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, managed by BLM.
Sosrce: Burean of Land Managesent, acifities Asset Managenment
Systemy U8, Fish and Wildlife Service; Utal Division of WWildlife

Resonrces.
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Table 8.9 In IFY 2013, BLM lands in Utah received
FY2013 Recreation Visits on BLM Lands in Utah 6.8 million recreation visits, of which an
SHRRECF REX IN RANGEL estimated 12.9 percent, 879,000 visits, are
FWS Current  Historical- within FWS cutrent greater sage grouse
Field Office Visits Range  onlyRange SGMAs range (Table 8.9). Another 754,000 visits,
Cedar City 433,760 37.4% 39.3%  358% 110 percent of the agency’s statewide total,
. [+) 0, 0, . . - s
glsrggrrjz ;gg;g? ?g;’ 496'12“/4’ f;’;‘f may be in historical-only range. Finally
' . ol » ‘0 - ‘0 &
Kanab 342,338 31.2% 13.7% 31.2% 645,000 visits to BLM lﬂl’lds, 9.4 petcent of
Moab 1,996,520 1.0% 0.1% 00%  the total, may be in SGMAs. These esti-
Monticello 245,094 0.0% 0.0% 00%  mates assume that at the field office level,
Price 692,571 6.8% 0.2% 15% . i ] e
e 518947 g 118% 1249  tecreation visits are spl?ac} p10p01m9nally
Salt Lake 561,186 33.9% 24.39% 31.8% between BLM lands within and without
St George 515,490 0.0% 5.5% 00%  greatet sage-grouse range and SGMAs,
Vernal 429,077 57.6% 26.0% 23.4%
Statewide 6,843,098 16.5% 20.4% 12.4% Tl :
he Salt Lake, Cedar City, Vernal, and
Estimated Visits? | 6,843,098 879,415 754,387 645,256 I Geld fé  are lik 1y, ) 2 ‘1
Share of Visits | 100.0% | 12.9% 11.0% 94y Kanab field offices are likely to receive the
1. Based on greater sage-grouse range that is not in cities, towns or most recreation wvisits within gteater sage-

unincorporated Census-designated places . 3 :
2. Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. giouse nge on BLM Iands n Utah- AS

3. Recreation visits in FY 2013 to BLM lands statewide for the three greater shown in Table 8.9, Moab is the most-
sage-grouse areas are estimated by multiplying the number of visits to

each field office by the share of each field office within greater sage- visited of the 11 BLM field offices, receiv-
greuserange araiahliv ing 29 percent of all visits, but only one
Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from Burean of Land Management; U.S. g p f the Geld off x .y d &

Fish and Wildlife Service; Utah Division of Wildlife Resources; State of percent of the Iteld otlice Is occupted by
Utah, SGID. - FWS current greater sage-grouse range. In

contrast, the Salt Lake Field Office receives
only 8 percent of BLM visits in the state, but one-third of BLM lands thete are within FWS current
range, besides another 24 percent in histotical-only range.

8.3 STATE PARKS

As shown in Table 8.10, 22 of 43 state parks are at least partially within FWS current or historical-
only greater sage-grouse range. Of these, six have at least 90 percent of their land area within FWS
cutrent range, five of which are also within SGMAs; another six are at least 90 percent in historical-
only range. Out of 119,355 actes of state patks in Utah, about 15 percent is in FWS cutrent range, of
which 55 percent is also within SGMA boundaries. An additional 16 percent of state park lands ate
located in historical-only range.

Table 8.10
- a ks in - se R
Just over half of 2014 state park visita- \kain State Fai iesieY SRge-Llal ok’
tion of 4.0 million was at the 22 parks FWS Current  Historical-
at least partially within sage-grouse Metric Statewide Range  only Range SGMAs
T : Number of State Parks’ 43 10 12 i
range. If visitation is to the share
HRE v . s scaled : C Land Area (Acres) 119,355 18,128 18,947 9,976
of each patk’s land area within tllle Share 100% 15.29% 15.9% 8.4%
three range types, 19 percent was in Visitation (2014)2 4,006,225 | 767,882 684,484 340,267
FWS current range, 17 percent in his- _ Share 100% 19.2% 17.1% B.5%

: . z : 1. Except for the statewide figure of 43, counts are for state parks with any
tOIlCﬁl—OIﬂY LAIge, and 8 percent was 10 acreage within greater sage-grouse habitat,

SGMAs. Table 8.A2 in the Appendix 2. Visitation estimates are the sum of each state park’s visitation prorated by the

L e detail i Toest share of the park’s land area within habitat. See Table 8.A2 in the Appendix.
provides more detall on the analysis Source: BEBR analysis, Utab Division of Parks and Recreation, Utah Division

supporting the summary in Table 8.10. o 1Witdlife Resources, U.S. Fich and Wildlife Service,
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8.4 OTHER LANDS

Most outdoor recreation in greater sage-grouse habitat in Utah occurs in the three public land types
that have been the focus of this chapter. Lands managed by the Torest Service, BLM and State Parks
cover 31 million acres, 57 petcent of the state. These agencies manage half of the FWS current range
for greater sage-grouse and a somewhat higher shate of historical-only range and SGMAs, as well as
most the state’s non-urban recreation sites.

This study does not separately document recreation activities in greater sage-grouse habitat fot pii-
vate and tribal lands or lands managed by federal and state agencies besides the Forest Service, BL.M,
and State Parks. Reasons include management independence, data availability, the absence of large
habitat arcas, and the limited role of recreation. Howevet, the sections on hunting, fishing, and trail-
based activities in Utal’s greater sage-grouse range peftain to all private and public lands in the state.

For example, only 3 percent of the lands managed by the National Park Service (NPS) are within
I'WS current or historical greater sage-grouse range (see Table T.A1 in Chapter 1).”* The agency
manages less than 1 percent of I'WS cuttent range in the state. State lands managed by the School
and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) account for 8 percent of the FWS current
range, but their management priotity is to generate revenue for the trust, not provide receeational
opportunities. Whether for wildlife under state authority or those with ESA listings, tribal lands have
a marked degree of independence in terms of wildlife management, restrictions on land use activi-
ties, and recreation oppottunities. Tribal lands hold 5 percent of the FWS current range for greater
sage-grouse in Utah, Depattment of Defense lands are generally closed to recreation and have less
land area and habitat than NPS lands. On the other hand, many people recreate on their own prop-
erties or that of friends, nonprofits, and companies. Private lands make up one-third of the FWS
current range for greater sage-grouse and one-fifth of SGMAs by land area. Unfortunately, recrea-
tion on private lands in Utah is pootly documented.

8.5 HUNTING AND FISHING

So far this chaptet has analyzed a fairly comprehensive range of recreation activities on three promi-
nent types of public lands. Next we evaluate hunting, fishing, and trail-based recreation in greater
sage-grouse range statewide, without regard to land ownership. These outdoor activities attract a
large number of participants. Data ate available 1o estimate where they take place with regard to
greater sage-grousc range and, for hunting and fishing, how they affect Utah’s economy. We do not
address boating, watet sportts, climbing, skydiving, alpine skiing, scenic drives, and a variety of other
outdoor activities that may occur in or neat sage-grouse habitat.

An estimated 493,000 unique people took 5.1 million hunting ot fishing trips in Utah during 2011,
the most recent results from a survey carried out every five years (USFWS 20132). Pethaps 1.4 mil-
lion of these trips were in the FWS cutrent range of greater sage-grouse, another 0.9 million to his-
torical-only range, and 1.0 million to SGMAs that year.” As hunting and fishing occuts primarily on

32 Out of 13 national monuments and parks, Dinosaur National Monument and smalt portions of Bryee Canyon Nation-
al Park and Zion National Park are in FWS current or histosical range.

33 Hstimates of hunting and fishing trips to greater sage-grouse range are based on the shares in Table 8.11 from 2011
and 2012 multiplied by the total nuimber of trips given in the 2011 FHWAR sutvey,
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Table 8.11 public lands, most of these visits would be
Shares of Hunting and Fishing Activity in counted in the number of visits to national for-
Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah ests, BLM lands, and State Parks given in Table

8.1 and discussed previously in this chapter.

FWS Current  Historical-

Measure Range only Range SGMAs

Hunters Afield (2012) 26.5% 16.9% 19.1%  To estimate hunting and fishing activity in great-
Fishing Trips (2011) 32.5% 17.0% 232%  er sage-grouse range in Utah we looked at big-
Weighted Average 29.3% 16.9% 21.0% | . ) .

Note: Share estimates are based on counts for the calendar year gﬂme hunters afield by DWR blg—gamc unit,
indlicated. Fishing data is not available since 2011, while DWR small- and upland-game hunters afield by county,
maintains annual counts for hunters afield. These data nearly d Eiski ins b H . field a¢
match 2011 spending data from FWS. and hishing trips by county. Huntets afield are
Source: BEBR analysis of data from Utab Division of Wildlife the number of people who hunted a particular
Resources and Jakus et al. (2013). animal in a particular area during a year. We

calculated the share of each big-game unit and county that is in FWS current sage-grouse range,
torical-only range or SGMAs. The fishing data were by river and lake by county, so we calculated the
pottion of each river and the areal share of each lake that fall within the various sage-grouse ranges.
We applied these shares to the counts of hunters afield and fishing ttips to estimate the proportions
of hunters and anglers in each type of sage-grouse range statewide. We then used Utah expenditure
data from FWS’s 2071 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation (USFWS
2013a) to estimate the expenditures by hunters and anglers that could be associated with hunting
and fishing in sage-grouse range. From these expenditures we estimated their economic and fiscal
contributions.

As shown in Table 8.11, an estimated 26.5 percent of hunters afield in Utah during 2012 entered the
FWS cutrent range of greater sage-grouse. Neatly one-third of fishing trips in 2011 were to destina-
tions in FWS cutrent range. Lesser shares of hunters afield and fishing trips were to SGMAs (21.0
percent combined) or historical-only range (16.9 percent).

The hunting season for greater sage-grouse lasts nine days in Utah, and the annual hatvest has de-
clined from 12,156 in 1992 to 1,255 in 2007 (Knick and Connelly 2011). Hunting is by permit only
in four SGMAs with stable popula- Table 8.12

tions (UDWR 2013). Two decades Estimated Economic Contributions of Hunting and

ago, any hunter was allowed between Fishing in Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah
three and six greater sage-grouse (Millions of 2014 dollars)
(Knick and Connelly 2011). Hunting o
FWS Current  Historical-
fees collected by DWR help fund Range  only Range SGMAs
greater  sage-grouse  conservation 2011 Total Expenditures $193.2 $111.7  $138.6
(UDWR 2013). Employment Contributions 4,180 2412 2,998
Earnings Contributions $124.4 $71.8 $89.2
: Value-Added Contributions $243.1 $140.4 $174.3
Table 8.12 shows estimated hunter o9 Expenditures by Nonresidents $47.3 $27.6 $33.9
and angler spending on trips to greater  Employment Impacts 995 580 714
sage-grouse range, as well as the eco-  EamingsImpacts $30.7 $17.8 $22.0
Value-Added Impacts $59.4 $34.6 $42.6

BOMIC contibutioos and. fupacts as- @ aEr e o O Bl aiif WVildiife Service, 2011

. . P
sogated with thf‘lt. sp .endlng. An National Sugrvey of I'ishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
estimated $193 million in annual ex- Recreation using BEA's RIMS' 11 muftipliers.

* Hunters afield are not unique individuals, as one person may hunt in multiple areas ot for multiple animals in a year.
Hunters afield are distinct from hunting trips, as a person may go on several trips to hunt the same wildlife.

*3 Spending on hunting and fishing trips in Utah’s national forests would already be counted in estimates of national
forest visitor spending duting 20092013 based U.S. Forest Service sutveys (see Table 8.6). For hunting and fishing trips
to BLM, SITLA, tribal, private and other lands in Utah, these expenditures would be unique.
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penditures, almost one-fourth by nonresidents, came from hunting and fishing trips in FWS current
greater sage-grouse range in Utah in 2011, adjusted for inflation to 2014 dollars. Hunting and fishing
expenditures in SGMAs were $139 million, and spending in histotical-only range was $112 million,
both with similar shares from nonresidents, Total expenditures in WS cusrent range gencrated $124
million in carnings from 4,180 jobs and $243 million in value-added or gross state product.

Spending related to hunting and fishing in greater sage-grouse range contributes to state and local
government revenues. Fiscal impacts are composed of estimated state income and state and local
sales taxes generated by the earnings contributions from Table 8.12; estimated state and local sales
tax revenues from restaurant, lodging, motos vehicle rental, and retail expenditures by hunters and
anglers in 2011; a pottion of state sales tax revenue from fishing, hunting and trapping taxable busi-
ness investments from 4Q 2013 to Q3 2014; and a portion of FY2014 DWR revenues from big
game application fees, fish and game licenses, hunter safety cards, and wildlife drawings. Table 8,13
shows the results of these estimates.

Annual spending by hunters and anglers in FWS current greater sage-grouse range generates an cs-
timated $27.5 million in government revenues, of which 12 percent accrued to local governments
(Table 8.13). There was an additional $15.9 million in fiscal impacts related to historical-only range.
Hunting and fishing in SGMAs generated an estimated $19.6 million in state and local government
revenucs.

Table 8.13
Estimated Fiscal Impacts from Hunting and Fishing in

Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah
{(Millions of 2014 dollars)

FWS Current  Historical-
__ _ Range  only Range SGMAs
Total Fiscallmpacts i T | 27060 L4159 T $19.6°
Saies Tax Revenues $9.5 $5.5 $6.7
DWR Fish and Game Licenses and related $8.9 $5.1 $6.4
Eamings-Based impacts . $91 ... %54 $66
State Hscallmpacks: 7 7 il e A 8140 8173
Saies Tax Revenues $6.9 $4.0 $4.9
DWR Fish and Game Licenses and related $8.9 $5.1 $6.4
__Famings-Based impacts . $83 .. %49 860
Local Fiscal Impacts 1 i i ] 20 e g 23
Sates Tax Revenues $2.6 $1.5 $1.8
Eamings-Based impacts $0.8 $0.4 $0.5

Sonrce: BEBR analysis of data from US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2017 National Survey
of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation; Utab State Taxe Commisiion; and
sransparent.itabgov (Utah Division of Wikdlife Resources revesines).

8.6 TRAIL-BASED RECREATION

A variety of recreation activities in greater sage-grouse habitat occur on or near trails, such as hiking,
running, biking, wildlife viewing, dispersed camping, snow shoeing, Nordic skiing, and the use of
off-highway vehicles (OHVs), including ATVs, motorcycles, and snowmobiles. This section docu-
ments the location of trailheads, trails, and unpaved roads with regards to greater sage-grouse range
in Utah. We lack data sufficient to estimate the share of participants in range types or the economic
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contribution their spending generates. However, Table 8.14 suggests a significant portion of trail-
based recteation in Utah occurs within greater sage-grouse range, pethaps 4 percent to 26 percent,

As shown in Table 8.14, about one thousand miles ot more of unpaved roads, up to one-fourth of
the statewide total, are within greater sage-grouse range. All but two of the 317 occupied leks in
Utah are within one mile of some type of road (Utah AGRC 2015, DWR 2014). Leks are areas used
by sage-grouse for breeding grounds in the spring. Much of the state’s greater sage-grouse range,
including the areas most sensitive to distutbance, ate near roads and may be affected by visitors ar-
tiving by automobile, OHV, ot lower-impact modes of transportation.

FWS current greater sage- Table 8.14

grouse range contains 5.2 Trails and Unpaved Roads in
percent of 559 trailheads in Greater Sage-Grouse Range in Utah
Utah, as well as 16.7 per-

: UNPAVED ROADS' | MULTIUSE TRAILS? |[TRAILHEADS
cent of over 2_1’000 n-nles of Range Type Miles Share Miles Share |Count Share
mapped multiuse trails (Ta- “pws Curent Range 1,373 25.9% 3587  16.7% | 29  5.2%
ble 8.14). Based on these Historical-only Range 1,011 190% | 1285  59% | 32 57%
measures, another 5.7 per- SGMAs 999 18.8% 2877  134% | 22 39%

Statewide, range or not3 5,310 100% 21,462 100% 559  100%

cent or 5.9 percent of trails 1. Unpaved roads are a type of major local roads in SGID data, a fraction of all gravel and dirt

are located in historical- roadsin the state that may admit OHVs.
tile & OHV “use. hik 2. Trails data are crowdsourced and not complete.
only range. us€, K- 3 values do not add to 100%. Differences between totals and the values for FWS current range,

ing, blkmg, and other activi- historical-only range, and SGMAs are the portion outside of habitat,
. : . Source: BEBR analysis of data from State of Utah SGID and DIVR.

ties are likely to occur on

many of the trails and roads described, as well as on other routes on ptivate and public lands in
greater sage-grouse habitat. Unfortunately, data are not available to show the distribution of recrea-

tion visits to these trails and roads or the spending of visitors.

Among the forms of trail-based recreation in greater sage-grouse range, OHV use is of particular
concern to DWR and FWS. OHVs can have a greater environmental impact than other forms of
trail-based recreation, and they generally travel away from major roads and sometimes off-road. The
State of Utah’s greater sage-grouse management plan proposes sage-grouse—aware revisions of coun-
ty travel management plans and limiting OHV use to identified roads and trails in areas where sage-
grouse nest ot have winter habitat (UDWR 2013). According to FWS, the closure of greater sage-
grouse areas to off-road vehicle use and avoidance of new road and campground construction may

be advisable (USFWS 2013b).

In 2014, nearly 184,000 OHVs were registered in Utah. Of these, half were ATVs, 39 percent wete
off-highway motorcycles, 11 percent were snowmobiles, and less than 1 percent were off-road
trucks (Utah State Tax Commission 2014a). OHV ownership was dispersed throughout the state
more widely than its population. Whereas four Wasatch Front counties held 76 percent of the state’s
population in 2014”" only 60 percent of OHV registrations occutred in those counties. Besides,
many ATVs, mototcycles, and snowmobiles registered in urban counties may be primarily used
elsewhere.

3% For example, the Paiute ATV Trail in Beaver, Millard, Piute, and Sevier counties includes a 278-mile main loop con-
nected to 550 miles of side trails, much of which is in or near F'WS cutrent or historical sage-grouse range. Sourze: Piute
County Chamber of Commerce. The Painte ATV Trail Committee. http:/ /www.piutecounty.org/paiute-aty.html

7 U.S. Census Butean, Ametican Factlinder. .Aunnal Estinrates of the Resident Population. .., March 2015,
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APPENDIX

The Forest Service provides visitor spending profiles by trip type (e.g. local, day, overnight) for each
national fotest (White, Goodding and Stynes 2013). Spending amounts are multiplied by the number
of visitors for cach trip type travelling to each forest in Utah. Visitor spending estimates for all seven
forests by spending category ate totaled in Table 8.A1. In Table 8.6, these total spending figures are
scaled down based on habitat land areas in each forest.

Table 8.A1
Annual Visitor Spending in Greater Sage-Grouse Range of National Forests in Utah
by Trip Type and Spending Category

(2014 dollarsh)

NONLOCAL TRIPS? LOCAL TRIPS? Non-Primary Totai
Spending Category? Day Qvermnight-NF* _ Overnight® Day Overnight-NF?  Overnighi® Trips® Spending
Motel $0 $8,918,505  $20,008,224 $0 $941,155 $233,571 | $25,567,984 | $55,669,529
Camping $0 $7.981,799  $3,484,579 $0 $4,738,705 $236,946 | $2.950,404 | $19,401,433
Restaurant $3,151,472  $7.431,839  $14,312,408 | $8,605977  $1,272,785 $261,503 | $19,332,970 | $54,458,954
Groceries $1,847,960  $16.536,301 $10,077.179 | $12,152,390  $13.094,819  $555.367 $9,818,885 | $64,082,901
Gas and ol $4,020,812 $15.689,108  $71,003.371 | $24,692.914  $7,258,512 $411,287 | $11,677.998 | $75.854,003
Other transportatior $135,678 $482,203 $437,274 $88,822 $83,034 $5,705 $623,690 $1,856,405
Entry fees $978,243  $2,561,045  $2.254,246 | $4,161,587 $706,204 $54,309 $2,393,811 | $13.109,445
Recreation and entertainment | $948.812  $2,235897  $3.414,463 | $3,128,880 $721,319 $53,586 $3,428,031 | $13,931,987
Sporting goods $524.818  $3,501,994  $2.102,513 | $B,053,398  $2,228.422 $147.025 | $1,360.571 | $18.027,741
Souvenirs and other expenses | $629,747 ~ $2,205488  $3,530,938 | $1,115800 ~ $576,551 $60,028 | $5,586,754 | $13,705308
Totall e T ] $13.238°542  $67,644:270 . '$70,625.195 | $62,089,768 - $31,621,506 " '$2,019,328.| '$82,750,008 | $329.897,708

1. This tabie provides estimates of th

e share of spending by national forest visitors coresponding to recreation in greater sage-grotise range in Utah. Included are

Ashiey, Dixie, Fishlake, Manti-LaSal, Sawtooth, Uinta, and Wasalch-Cache national forests. The most recent surveys at these forests were completed from FY 2005 to FY
2012, with amounts adjusted for inflation to 2014 doliars.
2. spending excludes visitors whose primary activity was skiing, most of which takes place in alpine ski resorts unsuita bie far greater sage-grouse habitat.
3. Whether a trip is considered local or nonlocal depends on whether visitors travelled more than 50 mies from home to visit the national forest.

4. Ovemight trips where the party spent the night on the national forest

5. Overnight trips where the party spent the night outside the national forest
6. Non-primary tips have & primary purpose other than recreating on the national forest visited.
Source: BEBR analysis of data from U.S. Forest Service, National Visitor Use Monitoring.
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Table 8.A2 provides visitation by state park in support of Table 8.10 in the main document.

Table 8.A2
Utah State Parks in Greater Sage-Grouse Range with
2014 Recreation Visits

SHARE OF AREA IN RANGE
FWS Cuwirent  Historical-

State Park Visitation Range only Range  SGMAs
Bear Lake 213,346 82.6% 0.0% 68.5%
Deer Cregk 218,886 28.6% 64.2% 0.0%
East Canyon 95,166 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Escalante 46,521 0.0% 99.9% 0.0%
Hyrum 50,827 0.0% 92.8% 0.0%
Jordan River OHV 91,710 0.0% 45.5% 0.0%
Jordanelle 275,225 85.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Kodachrome Basin 73,002 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Otter Creek 25,838 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Palisade? 100,059 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Piute 2,143 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Red Fleet 24,979 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Rackport 104,683 95.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Scofield 24,889 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Starvation 83,729 0.0% 81.6% - 0.0%
Steinaker 25,024 92.8% 71.2% 92.8%
Union Pacific Rail Trail? - - - -
Wasatch Mountain? 308,087 0.0% 19.8% 0.6%
Willard Bay 227,315 0.0% 1.4% 0.0%
Yuba 99,237 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Total in range 2,090,666 26.0% 27.1% 14.3%
Total outside ranges 1,915,559 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

(parks not fisted)
Grand Total 4,006,225 15.2% 15.9% 8.4%

Estimated Visitationt | 4,006,225 767,882 684,484 340,267

Visitation Shares 100% 19.2% 17.1% 8.5%

1.. Visitation includes Pafisade Golf Course.

2. Visitation and land area share data are not available, although it appears
portions of the 28-mile, 443-acre trail are within FWS current range, historical range,
and an SGMA.

3. Visitation includes Wasatch Mountain and Soldier Heffow golf courses,

4. Values in this row are for the 20 listed parks at least partially in greater sage-
grouse ranges of SGMAs,

5. The remaining 23 state parks entirely outside greater sage-grouse habitat

6. For this row, visitation to each state park is prorated by the share of the park's
land area within habitat. Shares are 0% for 23 parks, given in this Lable for 19 parks,
and missing for one park (see note 2).

Sornrce: BEBR analysis of data from Utah Division of Parks and Recreation, Utah
Division of Wikdlife Resonrces, Utah AGRC, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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ESA LISTING AND PRIVATE PROPERTY
VALUES

Federal law governs species listed as endangered ot threatened and protects their habitats across
public and private lands. An ESA listing of the greater sage-grouse has the potential to affect private
propesty values in parts of Utah. For example, across greater sage-grouse range, an ESA listing could
interfere with owner choices regarding landscaping and construction or reduce the productivity of
lands intended for crop agricultutre or oil extraction.

FWS cusrent range of the greater sage-grouse occupies 31 percent of Utah’s 11.4 million acres of
private property outside of cities and other Census places (see Table 1.1).** Historical-only range and
SGMAs are somewhat smaller but still over 20 percent. A preliminary review of aggregate county-
level data sugpests some $5.7 billion in agricultural and non-primary residential property values may
be located in FWS current range, 2.5 petcent of the total assessed value of privately owned real
property in Utah, Historical-only range and SGMAs may contain §5.2 billion and $3.9 billion, re-
spectively, of private property.

The acreage of private property in greater sage-grouse ateas vasies widely by county (Table 9.1). For
example, outside of Census places, no private property in Salt Lake or Washington counties is within
FWS cutrent range or SGMAs, while virtually all 367,000 acres of private land outside of Census
places in Rich County are within these greater sage grouse designations.

The market value of all real property in Utah was $228.7 billion in 2013, adjusted for inflation to
2014 dollars (Utah State Tax Commission 2014b). These values are concentrated in urban areas away
from greater sage-grouse. In the absence of parcel-level valuation data for private properties in or
neat sage-grouse habitat, we have identified two types of property that commonly occur in greater
sage-grouse habitat in the state: agricultural lands® and residential properties besides primary resi-
dences.”

Agricultural and non-primary residential lands are more likely than primary residences or commercial
and industrial sites*' to be affected by any future ESA requirements for greater sage-grouse. Fot ex-
ample, farm and cabin resale values would depend on the freedom to catry ourt agricultural, recrea-
tional o other activities. Because primary residences and commetcial and industrial properties are
generally located in settled areas, their use is unlikely to be affected by an ESA listing. Thus, in Table
9.1, we omit market values for primary residences and commercial and industrial properties.

* See Section 1.3.3 for a definition of places.

¥ Agricultural properties include buildings and lands capable of providing forage or growing crops, including unused
lands. These properties may be irtigated, dryland, pastute, orchards, or meadows.

# Primaty residences are properties under one acre whete someone lived at least 183 days during the year. “Non-primary
residential” in Table 9.1 includes second homes, recreational propertics, and undeveloped lands. Most of these are locat-
ed outside of cities, towns, and other Census places, with the possible exception of Summit County, where a significant
pottion of non-primary residential properties are located within established communities. Some agricultural and non-
ptimary residential properties are in cities or other populated areas where preater sage-grouse would not be found. In
that tegard, taking habitat shares of the property values given in Table 9.1 may overstate values at risk in the event of an
ESA listing. On the other hand, some primary residences and commetcial or industrial properties are found in rural hab-
ttat areas, and Table 9.1 is conservative in omitting those,

2l Commercial and industtial propestics include stores, offices, factories, warehouses, ctc.
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The total assessed market value of both agticultural and non-primary residential properties in Utah
was $20.3 billion in 2013, given in inflation-adjusted 2014 dollars (Table 9.1). Residential properties
besides primary tesidences were valued at $11.5 billion; agricultural properties were valued at $8.8
billion. Amounts vaty widely by county, from a combined $38 million in Juab County, where one-
fourth of private lands outside of places were in FWS cutrent range, to a combined $3.1 billion in

Summit County, where 62.4 percent of these lands are in FWS current range.

Table 9.1

42

Private Lands, Greater Sage-Grouse, and Property Values in Utah

Shares of Private Land Area in...

Total 2013 Market Value’

Private (Millions of 2014 dollars)

Lands FWS Current Historical- Non-Primary
County (Acres) Range only Range SGMAs | Residential> Agricultural®
Beaver 202,194 37.6% 26.9% 28.1% $48.1 $141.5
Box Elder 1,805,862 49.5% 28.0% 44.3% $11.5 $265.6
Cache 304,817 20.5% 58.1% 20.1% $150.7 $468.7
Carbon 351,276 60.1% 0.0% 43.7% $74.2 $64.3
Daggett 47,041 68.5% 30.3% 31.6% $84.4 $17.9
Davis 24,065 0.0% 22.9% 0.0% $62.5 $427.6
Duchesne 584,021 39.2% 39.2% 9.3% $147.1 $258.5
Emery 223,813 4.0% 0.2% 2.0% $16.7 $28.6
Garfield 149,987 63.8% 22.7% 63.8% $185.5 $109.4
Grand 95,700 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% $195.7 $122.6
Iron 719,166 9.4% 62.8% 9.4% $421.9 $417.5
Juab 367,859 25.2% 54.4% 1.7% $21.4 $16.3
Kane 251,911 21.1% 13.6% 20.7% $429.7 $230.0
Millard 571,311 0.6% 58.5% 0.0% $32.8 $137.4
Morgan 355,459 52.4% 13.8% 42.3% $50.3 $87.8
Piute 48,017 41.0% 38.8% 41.0% $24.9 $17.9
Rich 367,318 99.6% 0.0% 98.6% $416.1 $135.7
Salt Lake 134,321 0.0% 23.7% 0.0% $2,046.7 $69.9
San Juan 389,166 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% $23.6 $74.5
Sanpete 423,654 22.0% 58.2% 2.8% $186.5 $187.6
Sevier 221,306 18.5% 52.2% 15.1% $50.4 $88.7
Summit 580,614 62.4% 3.9% 43.3% $1,710.2 $1,391.4
Tooele 439,784 32.2% 27.0% 17.2% $15.3 $233.2
Uintah 408,841 61.7% 32.8% 34.5% $50.3 $205.8
Utah 343,053 15.2% 53.2% 13.7% $182.9 $1,887.7
Wasatch 219,945 55.8% 15.5% 30.6% $1,869.6 $260.9
Washington 153,558 0.0% 25.4% 0.0% $2,235.7 $1,281.8
Wayne 51,537 40.0% 0.0% 3.3% $77.5 $63.4
Weber 186,496 16.0% 29.0% 1.4% $671.1 $113.4
Statewide 10,022,090 35.1% 30.8% 25.5% $11.493.1 $8,805.6

Note: Acreage and shares in this table are for privale lands outside of U.S. Census places, which con-
sist of incorporated municipalities and unincorporated Census-designated places.

1. Market values were estimated by county and central assessors for property tax purposes. The other
two real property categories, primary residences and commercial and industrial properties, are not
reported here, being less common in sage-grouse habital.
2. Residential properties in excess of one acre and those not occupied by a primary resident for more

than half of 2013.

3. Lands capable of providing forage or growing crops.
Source: Utal State Taxc Commission (2013) and BEBR analysis of data (shapefiles) from U.S. Fish

& Wildlife Service; Utah Division of Wildlife Resources; and State of Utah, SGID.

42 Washington County, at $3.5 billion, has greater property values of both types (agticultural and non-primary residen-
tial), but FWS has not identified any private lands as part of current greater sage-grouse range.
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To clarify, this study does not establish the pottion of private propetty values that are within greater
sage-gtouse range or SGMAs. While this section permits rudimentary judgments, additional research
would be needed to construct precise estimates. Additionally, the section makes no representation
regarding the amount by which private property values in those areas may be affected by an ESA
listing. Research documenting such impacts following ESA listings of other species is lacking, and
scenarios for the greater sage-grouse in Utah would be conjectural.
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