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Natural Resource Priorities and Concerns 
 

The Alpine and Timp-Nebo Conservation Districts have identified 

five natural priorities and concerns. These priorities receive special 

emphasis because of their immediate significance to Utah County. 
 

1. Noxious & Invasive Weeds 

2. Water Quality & Conservation 

3. Maintainable Agriculture 

4. Wildlife & Aquatic Habitat 

5. Urban & Rural Conflicts 

General Resource Observations 
 

Basic resources are categorized as soil, water, air, plants, animals, 

and humans (SWAPA + H). This assessment provides a general 

overview of each category but puts greater emphasis on resources 

and concerns that the district has identified as priorities (above). 

Conservation districts  
provide local leadership and education to 
connect private property owners with state 
and federal assistance to improve, protect, 

and sustain Utah’s soil, water,  

and related natural resources. 

Utah County Resource Assessment:  Executive Summary 

ii 

Alpine & Timp-Nebo Conservation District Members: 
Top: Daniel Gunnell, Dustin Rowley, Rex Larsen, Sid Smart, and Karen Smart. 

Bottom: Millard Balzly, Jesse Warren, Paul Hardman, and Kim Evans. 

Photo courtesy of David Hanson 

Why a Resource Assessment? 
 

The Alpine and Timp-Nebo Conservation Districts have developed 

this resource assessment with the goal that conservation efforts in the 

county address the most important local resource needs. This report 

identifies natural and social resources present in Utah County and 

details specific areas of concern. Local, state and regional entities can 

use this assessment to develop county resource management plans or 

to target conservation assistance needs. 
 

We recognize that all who could have provided information may not 

have had the opportunity. This document is dynamic and will be up-

dated as additional information becomes available.   
 

Your comments are requested: 

Timp-Nebo Conservation District 

302 East 1860 South 

Provo, Utah 84606-7317 

Alpine Conservation District 

302 East 1860 South 

Provo, Utah 84606-7317 
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 Introduction 

Utah County Resource Assessment  1 

Photos courtesy of Ron Francis 

Effects of the Dust Bowl on farmland. 

Santaquin City farmland. 

The Conservation District Movement 
 

The Dust Bowl of the 1930s brought the beginning of national programs for 

conserving soil and water resources in the United States. On April 27, 1935, 

Congress declared soil erosion “a national menace” and established the Soil 

Erosion Service. Since then, the agency was changed to the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS). Seeing a need for local input, farmers were al-

lowed to set up their own districts to direct soil conservation practices in May of 

1936. Today, Utah has 38 conservation districts. 
 

Conservation Progress 
 

Since the organization of the two Utah County conservation districts, Alpine in 

1945 and Timp-Nebo in 1947, great strides have been made toward increasing 

and sustaining natural resources in Utah County. The 2005 resource assessments 

listed the most critical resource concerns for Utah County as 1) invasive and 

noxious weeds, 2) impacts of urban and suburban growth, 3) watershed health 

and water quality, 4) funding opportunities, 5) promote Agricultural Resource 

Development Loans, and 6) efficient district administration. The 2013 resource 

assessment provides an opportunity to evaluate the progress made during the 

last eight years and to set new goals to address the highest-priority conservation 

needs in Utah County. 
 

Public Outreach 
 

In April 2011, the Utah County conservation districts conducted a public meet-

ing to determine which resources in the county were of major concern and 

which conservation issues were most pressing. Comments received at the meet-

ing indicated that invasive and noxious weeds are still a major concern, as well 

as water quality and urban and suburban growth. Other top concerns included: 

sustainable agriculture, wildlife and aquatic habitat, specifically concerning sage

-grouse, and urban and rural conflict. 



 

 

Utah County 
Land Ownership 

    Utah County Overview 

Background 
 

Utah County is located 44 miles south of Salt Lake City, Utah and is the second largest county, in terms of population, in the state of Utah.1  In 2010 

the population of Utah County was 516,564 residents, with a population density of 257.8 people per square mile. The county covers 2,003.45 square 

miles, which is 2.45% of the state of Utah and sixteenth largest in area in the state.2 

 

The name “Utah” comes from the Native American “Ute” tribe and means “people of the mountains”. The elevation in the valley ranges between 

4,480 and 4,700 feet above sea level. The highest point is Mt. Nebo, at 11,928 ft., and the lowest point is at the Jordan River Flood Plain, at 4,480 ft.1 

 

Although home to Native Americans for many centuries, the first white men to set foot in what is now known as Utah County were Father Escalante 

and Father Dominquez and their party of explorers on September 23, 1776. From approximately 1825 to 1847, various trappers and mountain men 

spent time in the valley, but the first permanent settlers were Mormon pioneers sent south from the Salt Lake Valley by their leader, Brigham Young, 

in 1849.1 

 

Farming was the most important early industry in the county, with fruit growing and the processing of sugar beets being especially important. The 

first large-scale sugar beet factory in Utah was built in Lehi in 1890. In recent years, the center of the fruit industry in the county has shifted from the 

center of the county, Orem, to the south end of the valley.3 

1 Utah County Government 

2 US Census Bureau 

3 Utah Association of Counties 2 
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Photos credits: Top, left to right: Karen Smart, Utah Valley Convention and Visitors Bureau, and Liz Rowley. Bottom, left to right: Trish Cutler, Ron Francis, and Utah Valley Convention and Visitors Bureau. 



 

 

NOXIOUS  & INVASIVE  WEEDS  
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 Priority Resources and Concerns 

All weeds listed by the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food as noxious weeds, and those that have been added to the state noxious weed list or 

the Utah County noxious weed list, are concern.   
 

If weed infestations spread without control or containment, large acreages of land used for farming, grazing, or recreation will become completely use-

less. Noxious weeds have been known to reduce property values, reduce forage for livestock and wildlife, increase soil erosion, displace native plants 

species, which will reduce biodiversity, and reduce field production. 
 

Phragmites was listed as a Utah County Noxious weed in 2007 because the County Weed Board recognized it would have to be addressed if they want-

ed to have any impact on Utah Lake. The weed board needed it to have the same legal ramifications under the Utah state law. This allowed them to 

directly approach the Division of Forestry, Fire, and State Lands, 

along with private landowners, with a removal and control plan.   
 

Thistle is of concern because it is widespread throughout the coun-

ty on every land classification (private, state, federal, county, and 

city). Thistle is easily managed but will aggressively spread out of 

control if not targeted. 
 

Tamarisk is of concern because biological agents (beetles) are ac-

tive throughout Utah County. Those involved with the county 

want to make sure that biological agents are monitored according 

to where and when they move. Tamarisk is also of concern be-

cause as phragmites is removed and areas are opened up, Tamarisk 

can invade those areas. Knapweed is also a concern because in 

Juab County thousands of acres of pastureland have been impact-

ed, and it has been seen spreading into Utah County. 
 

Utah County has yearly active weed programs with cities, the 

state, Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, Utah School 

and Institutional Trust Lands Administration, Department of Natu-

ral Resources, Division of Wildlife Resources, and private land-

owners. 
 

Absentee landowners addressing weed problems is of concern to 

Utah County, and it is a problem dealt with each year.  The county 

spends a significant amount of time researching land ownership of 

absentee properties with weed problems.  Each year progress is 

made developing working relationships with these absentee land-

owners as they are located.4 

4 Utah County Public Works Department 

 

Orange dots on the map above indicate areas in Utah County where weeds are located.   
Map courtesy of Aaron Eager, Utah County Weed Supervisor 

Utah County Noxious Weed Mapping -  
A Portion of Central Utah County 
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Class A 

 Phragmites 

 Bermuda Grass 

 Black Henbane 

 Diffuse Knapweed 

 Dyers Woad 

 Yellow Toadflax 

 Russian Knapweed 

 Leafy Spurge 

 Medusa Head 

 Oxeye Daisy 

 Purple Loosestrife 

 St. Johns Wort 

 Sulfur Cinquefoil 

 Yellow Star Thistle 
 
 

Class B 

 Dalmatian Toadflax 

 Musk Thistle 

 Spotted Knapweed 

 Canada Thistle 

 Poison Hemlock 

 Scotch Thistle 

 Squarrose Knapweed 
 
Class C 

 Hoary Cress 

 Houndstongue 

 Johnson Grass 

 Field Bindweed 

 Perennial Pepperweed 

 Quack Grass 

 Salt Cedar 

Utah County Noxious Weeds List 

Listed below are the major weeds that are problematic in  
Utah County.   

Class A weeds are relatively minor in extent and density but pose a 
well known threat to native plant communities and should be a top 
priority, with eradication as the ultimate goal. Class B weeds are 
meant to be contained and controlled, with the goal of halting the 
spread. Class C weeds should be watched closely and contained 
when possible; the goal, however, is not to stop the spread but to 
disseminate education, research, and biological control for those 
that want management of the weed. (Another upcoming weed of 
concern in the county for land owners is wild parsnip). 

Utah County Public Works Department, Weeds Division 

Many five-acre parcels of land, and larger areas within the county are known to have 

not been maintained to the appropriate level. On some of the parcels, it is easy to con-

tact the landowner and work through a maintenance program. However, on some of the 

parcels the land, owners are out of state or the property is owned by a LLC, or some 

other form of a corporation, which makes it difficult to find an individual to work with 

in order to manage the issue. 
 

Weeds spread due to the lack of preventative measures and are a problem in Utah 

County and on a state-wide level. With an increase in recreational activity and home 

development, an increase of weed infestations has been noticed, as the seeds are being 

moved with topsoil or on recreational vehicles. Each year, an evaluation and mapping 

of new development areas is done to help catch new infestations as they develop. 
 

Education is one of the best weed prevention measures. Each year, the county works 

with over 100 private landowners, providing education and helping them with their 

weed problems. In addition, each of the CWMAs within Utah County promotes educa-

tional field days with land managers and the public to increase awareness and special-

ized training.   
 

The Utah County Weed Department, along with the Utah Lake Commission, provides a 

4th grade curriculum for teachers to use as part of their social studies lessons. A three-

day field trip to the lake is hosted for 900 students where they get hands-on training 

with what they have learned. One of the training stations is noxious weeds.    
 

Utah County also has the only noxious weed training facility in the state where students 

from multiple high schools and people from state and federal agencies can be trained in 

noxious weed plant identification and mapping.4 

4 Utah County Public Works Department 

Phragmites removal at Utah Lake using a land tamer (left) and helicopter sprayer (right). 
Photos courtesy of Aaron Eager, Utah County Weed Supervisor 



 

 

WATER  QUALITY  & CONSERVATION  
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 Priority Resources and Concerns 

Utah County 
Impaired Waters   

Utah Lake 
 

An evaluation of the current data obtained by the Division of Water Quality indicates the water quality of Utah Lake is fairly good. It is considered to 

be very hard, with a hardness concentration value of approximately 399 mg/L (CaCO3). Those parameters that have exceeded state water quality 

standards for defined beneficial uses continue to be total dissolved solids, total phosphorus, and on occasion dissolved oxygen in the water column.5   
 

The warm water fishery beneficial use of the lake is identified as being impaired due to excess total phosphorus and blue-green algal dominance, and 

the agricultural beneficial use is listed as impaired due to high concentrations of total dissolved solids.6 

 

Big East Lake 
 

The water quality of Big East Reservoir (Payson Lake) is good. It is considered soft, with a hardness concentration of approximately 69 mg/L. The 

water quality constituents analyzed that exceeded established state water quality standards for the reservoir were phosphorus, temperature, dissolved 

oxygen, and iron. The average concentration of total phosphorus in the water column during the productivity season exceeded the recommended lev-

el of 0.025 mg/L for all three study periods.5  

5 Utah Division of Environmental Quality, DWQ 

6 Utah Lake TMDL 
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Tibble Fork Reservoir 
 

The water quality of Tibble Fork Reservoir is excellent. It is considered to be hard, with a 

hardness concentration value of approximately 165 mg/L. There are no overall water col-

umn concentrations that exceed state water quality standards for parameters tested. Data 

from 1991 suggests that the reservoir is currently a nitrogen limited system, but the two 

previous periods suggested that it was phosphorus limited. 
 

Because of some leaking problems with the Tibble Fork Dam, and the current total ca-

pacity the reservoir can hold, a process of rehabilitation is currently underway. The dam 

will be repaired and the reservoir banks will possibly be added upon to higher the total 

water capacity. Meetings are still being held to determine the best solution. The actual 

rehabilitative construction is forecast to begin in the spring of 2016 and end in the fall of 

that same year. 
 

Salem Pond 
 

The water quality of Salem Pond is conserved very good. It is considered to be hard, with 

a hardness concentration value of approximately 261 mg/L. The parameters that have 

exceeded water quality standards for the state for beneficial uses include total phosphorus 

(TP) and dissolved oxygen. Although the overall concentration of total phosphorus in the 

water column exceeds the pollution indicator, the data is skewed due to higher concentra-

tions in August and September, which may result as the over-abundance of macrophytes 

die off and decomposition reintroduces nutrients into the water column.5 In 2010, E Coli 
sampling results showed re-occurring levels that exceeded state standards. This forced 

swimming advisories to be posted. (http://www.ecoli.utah.gov/) 
 

Water Quality Issues 
 

Stream-bank Erosion: Sediment is probably one of the most easily recognized water 

quality issues. Turbid water decreases light penetration, interferes with plant growth, and 

decreases species diversity. Sediment also decreases the storage capacity of lakes and 

reservoirs. Solutions include stream fencing, proper grazing management, stream restora-

tion, bank stabilization, and riparian vegetation establishment. 
 

Nutrients: Increases of phosphorus and nitrogen into receiving waters results in an in-

crease of plant and algae growth, which can led to increased eutrophication rates. Highly 

enriched conditions result in changes in taste, color, and odor of drinking water and a 

significant decrease in organism diversity. Solutions include stream fencing, proper graz-

ing management, berms, stream restoration, and riparian vegetation establishment.7 

5 Utah Division of Environmental Quality, DWQ  

7 Water Quality Indicators Guide 

Photo accessed from:  http://www.junesuckerrecovery.org/  

Carp removal in Utah Lake is currently taking place in order to create a better habitat 
for other fish in the lake. Carp, a non-native fish, makes the water very turbid and 

destroys natural habitat, making it hard for other native fish to survive. 

For more information visit: 
 http://www.ut.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/pl566/tibble_fork/

Scoping_Project_Description.pdf 

Tibble Fork Reservoir. 

http://www.ecoli.utah.gov/
http://www.junesuckerrecovery.org/


 

 

MAINTAINABLE  AGRICULTURE  
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 Priority Resources and Concerns 

What is Utah Agriculture?  
 

Every farm or ranch is different. Usually, we think of ranchers on horseback 

surrounded by their animals and farmers in a large field with a tractor. These 

types of farms still contribute the majority of agricultural products in Utah, 

but urban farms are also adding to our local food supply. These are small 

acreage operations growing vegetables, fruits, eggs, honey, and sometimes 

meat for the consumer market. Such farms are often found in cities, or sub-

urbs, rather than far away in rural areas. These farmers have found a niche 

market by using different marketing strategies, such as selling at farmers 

markets or offering a subscription to a Community Supported Agriculture 

(CSA) program. 
 

Why conserve our farms?  
 

Farms of all sizes provide a number of benefits that are critical to our quality 

of life. They produce food, fiber, nursery stock, and flowers. They clothe us, 

beautify our surroundings, and supply us with the energy we need everyday. 

All of these products can be imported from outside of Utah, but the cost of 

transporting them and the concerns with the safety, nutrition, and availabil-

ity of the imported products make having local capacity to produce food 

very important and beneficial to us. We do not want to become dependent 

on foreign sources for such a basic critical need as food. 

 

What are the benefits of protecting farms and ranches?  
 

Farmers and ranchers are natural stewards of the land. Wise management of 

their lands protects critical watersheds, provides habitat for important wild-

life, maintains clean water and air, and provides other benefits that save tax-

payers the costs of cleaning the water and air. Overall, this kind of manage-

ment has the power to promote a better quality of life.8 

 

Land values in this area have risen a sharply in recent years. As of 2006-
2010, the median price of a house in Utah County was $233,800, which was 

higher than the state average of $217,200 and was higher than the national 

average of $179,900. The Utah County median house value has grown by 49 

percent since 2000. The growth rate for the price of a house in Utah County 

8 Agriculture Sustainability in Utah 

9 USA.com, Utah County 

10 Interview at Mountainland Association of Governments 

Top Crop Items in Utah County (acres) 

Forage - land used for all hay and haylage, grass 
silage, and greenchop 

37,422 

Wheat for grain 16,811 

Corn for silage 5,600 

Tart cherries 3,163 

Corn for grain 2,514 

is about the same as the state average rate of 48 percent and is about 

the same as the national average rate of 50 percent.9  
 

Utah county is growing exponentially at 6 percent per year, which 

means urbanization is occurring in the county and the air cleanliness 

is declining. Over 500,000 people currently call Utah County home, 

and by the year 2030, the projected population for Utah County is 

1.1 million people. As the population increases in the county, agri-

cultural flatland decreases because of rising residential development 

in order to house the growing population. 

 

The Mountainland Association of Governments, the agency over 

current and future public transportation, supports Agriculture Pro-

tection Areas in Utah County. Because land prices are high, farmers 

have incentives to sell the land to developers. Many farmers, how-

ever are applying for an Agriculture Protection Easement on their 

land in order to protect their land to keep it as agriculture land. Ag-

riculture Protection Easements are heavily supported in Utah Coun-

ty, not only by the Public Transportation agency but also by the 
Utah County Commission.10 
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Loss of Agricultural Lands in Utah County 
 

Contrasting aerial photos taken northeast of Lehi, Utah and Interstate 15 Freeway in 1993 and again in 2011 illustrate the intensity of urban development. 

The Utah Agriculture Sustainability Task Force was created to address popular interest in agricultural land preservation and sustainability. The task force is offering 29 
recommendations that are expected to protect and enhance Utah agriculture. The recommendations generally call for the creation of new laws and policies at the federal, 
state, and local levels that remove obstacles for safe modern farming and ranching. The full report can be found at: www.ag.utah.gov/divisions/conservation/documents/
TaskForceSummaryNov162011.pdf. 



 

 

WILDLIFE  & AQUATIC  HABITAT  
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 Priority Resources and Concerns 

Introduction of nonnative fish species into Utah Lake, which began in the 

late 1800s, has changed the lake’s fish community dramatically. Thirteen 

native fish species originally occurred in Utah Lake. Of these thirteen spe-

cies, only two are still present in Utah Lake today, the June sucker and the 

Utah sucker, both with extremely low numbers. 
 

At least 24 nonnative fish species have been introduced into Utah Lake and 

several of these have become established as self-sustaining populations. 

Those which have been particularly successful include the common carp, 

white bass, black bullhead, channel catfish, largemouth bass, and walleye. 
 

The establishment of nonnative fish in Utah Lake has contributed to the de-

mise of native fish species and to the endangered status of June sucker, likely 

through predation, competitive interactions, and habitat alteration. Common 

carp, a nonnative fish introduced in the late 1880’s, contribute to all three of 

these affects in Utah Lake.11 
 

As shown in the chart below, common carp occupy 90.9 percent of the fish 

population in Utah Lake, with the fish native to Utah Lake making up less 

than one percent of the population. 

11 June Sucker Recovery 

Utah Lake Fish Population 

Common Carp

Native

White Bass

Other Non-

native

90.9 % 

June Sucker Recovery   
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Photo courtesy of U.S. FWS Endangered Species 

12 Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

13 Bureau of Land Management 

Mule deer numbers are declining across the West, and recent deer hunts have been diffi-

cult formany Utah hunters. This issue has been — and continues to be — a top priority for 

Utah’s wildlife managers. Over the past six years, the Division of Wildlife Resources 

(DWR) has invested tens of millions of dollars to implement a comprehensive deer man-

agement plan and to help our struggling herds.  
 

The DWR has launched a massive effort to restore mule deer habitat. It’s the largest such 

initiative ever undertaken in Utah — and in the West. Over the past six years, the DWR 

and its many partners have improved mule deer habitat on more than 778,000 acres, at a 

cost of more than $76 million. Habitat improvement projects often take a few years to pay 

off, but over the long term, this effort will result in healthier deer populations statewide. 

The current Utah deer management plan (effective 2008–2013) includes an objective to 

improve another 500,000 acres of habitat. 
 

Starting in early December each year, the DWR monitors individual mule deer herds on a 

weekly basis. Biologists look at both the deer and their winter range, assessing the follow-

ing factors: snow depth, area temperatures, availability of forage, body condition (fat 

measurements), and depredation issues. If the deer fall below certain pre-established 

thresholds in three or more of these categories, the DWR is prepared to begin a supple-

mental feeding program to help them through the season.12 The greater sage-grouse is an icon of western sagebrush ecosystems. It is 

a large, rounded-winged, spike-tailed, ground-dwelling bird about two 

feet tall and weighing from two to seven pounds. Females are a mottled 

brown, black, and white. Males are larger and have a large white ruff 

around their neck and bright yellow air sacks on their chest. The birds 

are found at elevations up to 9,000 feet and are highly dependent on 

sagebrush for cover and feed. 
 

Greater sage-grouse conservation is urgent. Once seen in great numbers 

across sagebrush landscapes of the West, sage-grouse have declined in 

number over the past one hundred years because of the loss, degradation, 

and fragmentation of sagebrush habitats essential for their survival. 

Greater sage-grouse now occupy only about 56% of the habitat that was 

available to them before the arrival of settlers of European descent.   
 

Sagebrush ecosystems are home to a surprisingly abundant number of 

wildlife species that depend on this complex and often fragile ecosystem 

type. If sage-grouse populations are in trouble, it means other sagebrush 

dependent species are, too.13 

 

Photo courtesy of June Sucker Recovery 

Photo courtesy of Utah Div. of Wildlife Resources, http://www.utahwildlifephotos.com/
Largemammals/Mule-deer/3625563_g32bnN#!i=535769160&k=nqFLpGC   

http://www.utahwildlifephotos.com/Largemammals/Mule-deer/3625563_g32bnN#!i=535769160&k=nqFLpGC
http://www.utahwildlifephotos.com/Largemammals/Mule-deer/3625563_g32bnN#!i=535769160&k=nqFLpGC
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 Priority Resources and Concerns 

Utah County 
Important Farmland 
Classification 

Farmland of Statewide Significance 
 

Land identified by state agencies as important for agricultural use, but not of 

national significance, can be designated as statewide important farmland.  
 

Prime Farmland  
 

This is a national designation for land that has the best combination of physical 

and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, oilseed, 

and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, 

and labor and without intolerable soil erosion. 
 

Why is this important to me? 
 

Population growth, land prices, and fluctuating operating costs and market 

prices for agricultural products make it hard for farmers to make a living. As 

farm businesses continue to decline, our local food security is at risk and we 

are all subject to additional inflationary costs for our food.8 

8 Agriculture Sustainability in Utah 

Photo courtesy of Kim Evans 
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10 Interview at Mountainland Association of Governments 

8 Agriculture Sustainability in Utah 

Map courtesy of Mountainland Association of Governments 

Transportation Corridors 
 

Transportation corridors in Utah County intersect prime and unique farmland as 

well as Agriculture Protected lands, now and in the future, because of owners 

plans for their land. Some farmers want this development to occur on their lands 

in order to make more money. With land prices currently being quite high, a 

great way to make money is to sell the land to developers. As shown in the map 

to the right, the orange-color road on the left side of the map goes directly 

through prime farmland on the west side of the county out in Elberta and down 

through Goshen. This farmland in Elberta is currently producing, but the owner 

has desires to develop this in the future for residential purposes.10  
 

What Can We Do?  
 

There are many things that we can do. Mostly, however, it boils down to this: 

We have to make it easier for farmers and ranchers to make a living on the land 

available to them.  
 

Strategies can include:  
 

 Provide new markets for agricultural products. 

 Find ways to keep more of the billions of dollars we spend each year on 

food within the state of Utah. 

 Use new media, the internet, and other innovative marketing strategies 

to inform the public of our efforts.  

 Change tax policies and zoning regulations to favor agricultural produc-

tion. 

 Create other options to help promote the economic health of our farms 

and ranches.  

 Utilize current tools, such as conservation easements or transfer of de-

velopment rights to ensure that our agricultural lands are permanently 

protected, can be used when necessary to protect the health of these vital 

assets. Another important tool is the USU Extension Service’s ability to 

provide critical information to our farmers and ranchers.8 



 

 

 When limitations 
are identified,  

on-site investigations 
should be conducted 
by a soil scientist or 

soil engineer. 

Soil 
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Utah county is comprised of two prominent physiographic features: first, an area 

of sloping land adjacent to the base of the mountains and usually above the pre-

sent systems of irrigation and second, a larger and more level area farther re-

moved from the mountains and generally under irrigation. 
 

The first area consists chiefly of coarse material, sand, gravel, stones, and boul-

ders, and the surface is usually rough and uneven. The material constituting this 

feature is derived chiefly from the adjacent mountains and has been brought into 

the valley by inflowing streams and rains. 
 

The second feature is made up of the finer sediments deposited by ancient Lake 

Bonneville, which have, since its subsidence, been considerably modified by in-

flowing streams and weathering. The entire area surveyed is within the bed of 

Lake Bonneville, a water body of the Quaternary period.  
 

Information on the soils in Utah County can be obtained from the Web Soil Sur-

vey (WSS) at: websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov. The soil survey provides data and 

information produced by the National Cooperative Soil Survey, a nationwide 

partnership of federal, regional, state and local agencies, and private entities and 

institutions. The WSS allows a user to 1) define an area of interest (AOI), 2) 

view the survey boundaries and soil types overlaid on a photo, 3) explore various 

interpretations, and 4) print maps and descriptive information. 
 

The soil survey delineates and describes large areas of similar soils. Common 

uses are evaluating soil suitability for dwellings with basements, landscaping, 

roads, and septic systems and measuring for vegetative productivity and chemical 

and physical properties. Using this information, agricultural producers, agencies, 

counties, and municipalities know the suitability of various soils and can be alert-

ed to soil limitations. This basic resource information is critical when making 

land-use and management decisions.14 

 General Resource Observations 

Soil survey near Spanish Fork City 

Map Unit 

Symbol
Map Unit Name

Acres in 

AOI

Percent of 

AOI

Bf
Benjamin silty clay, strongly 

alkali 
1.2 1.00%

BkB
Bingham gravelly loam, 1 to 3 

percent slopes 
4.1 3.40%

Ks Kirkham silty clay loam 28.2 23.30%

Kt
Kirkham silty clay loam, 

moderately saline-alkali 
10.9 9.10%

Mh McBeth silt loam 10 8.30%

SgB
Sterling gravelly fine sandy 

loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes 0 0.00%

SgC
Sterling gravelly fine sandy 

loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes 4.1 3.40%

SgD
Sterling gravelly fine sandy 

loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes 5.3 4.40%

SNG
Sterling-Terrace escarpments 

complex, 30 to 70 percent slopes 0.7 0.50%

Su Sunset loam, moderately saline 19 15.70%

TmB
Timpanogos loam, 0 to 3 percent 

slopes 
3.3 2.70%

TmC
Timpanogos loam, 3 to 6 percent 

slopes 
5 4.10%

ToB
Timpanogos loam, water table, 0 

to 3 percent slopes 
5.4 4.50%

VnA
Vineyard fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 

percent slopes 
20.5 17.00%

WeD2
Welby silt loam, extended 

season, 6 to 10 percent slopes 
3.2 2.70%

120.6 100.00%

Utah County, Utah - Central Part (UT621)

Totals for Area of Interest

Web Soil Survey map showing selected area of interest south of Spanish 

Fork City and the associated table of soil types. 14 Soil Survey of the Provo area, Utah 

Soil limitations identified in soil surveys include, but are not 
limited to, frequent flooding, ponding or standing water, 

shrink/swell properties, settling after saturated with water, 
high erosion properties, potential excavation difficulties,  
subsidence properties, and danger of sliding on slopes. 
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Web Soil Survey 
 

Below three examples of WSS interpretations showing suitability and limitations for the selected area:  dwellings with basements, septic tank absorption fields, and avail-

able water holding capacity. The complete description for each category can be obtained at: websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov. WSS is a free online service that provides in-

formation on a large variety of soil concerns for any selected land area or parcel. 

Soil Limitations for Dwellings with Basements 

  Very limited

  Somewhat limited

  Not limited
Dwellings are single-family houses of three stories or less.  For dwellings with basements, the foundation is assumed to consist of spread 
footings of reinforced concrete built on undisturbed soil at a depth of about 7 feet.  The ratings for dwellings are based on the soil  
properties that affect the capacity of the soil to support a load without movement and the properties that affect excavation and construction 
costs.  The properties that affect the load-supporting capacity include depth to a water table, ponding, flooding,, etc.  

Septic Tank Absorption Fields 

  Very limited

  Somewhat limited

  Not limited
Septic tank absorption fields are areas in which effluent from a septic tank is distributed into the soil through subsurface tiles or  
perforated pipe.  Only that part of the soil between depths of 24 and 60 inches is evaluated.  The ratings are based on the soil properties that 
affect absorption of the effluent, construction and maintenance of the system, and public health.  Saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ksat), 
depth to a water table, ponding, depth to bedrock or a cemented pan, and flooding affect absorption of the effluent. 

Available Water Capacity 

 <= 0.05 inches per inch

 > 0.05 AND <= 0.07 inches per inch

 > 0.07 AND <= 0.13 inches per inch

 > 0.13 AND <= 0.16 inches per inch

 > 0.16 AND <= 0.17 inches per inch
Available water capacity (AWC) refers to the quantity of water that the soil is capable of storing for use by plants.  The capacity for water 
storage is given in centimeters of water per centimeter of soil for each soil layer.  The capacity varies, depending on soil properties that 
affect retention of water.  The most important properties are content of organic matter, soil texture, bulk density, and soil structure, with 
corrections for salinity and rock fragments.  Available water capacity is an important factor in the choice of plants. 
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Water 

 General Resource Observations 

Utah County 
Lakes, Rivers and Canals 

Utah Valley lies at the center of Utah County, with the Wasatch Mountain Range on the east and Utah Lake occupying a large part of the valley. The 

county has a total area of 2,141 square miles, of which 1,998 square miles is land and 143 square miles, (6.66% of total land area) is water.15 At an 

elevation of 4,492 feet9, Utah County receives 16.82 inches of rainfall and 41.23 inches of snowfall annually.16  
 

Utah Lake is one of the largest natural freshwater lakes in the western United States and is used by Salt Lake Valley as a water source. At its greatest 

points, the lake is 24 miles (39 km) long and 13 miles (21 km) wide with a surface area of approximately 96,600 acres (390 km²) and a volume of 

just under a million acre-feet (902,400 ac-ft). American Fork River, Provo River, Mill Race Creek, Hobble Creek, and Spanish Fork River are the 

main inflows, with the Jordan River draining the lake north to the Great Salt Lake.6   
 

Utah Lake occupies quite a large surface area; however, the average depth is only about 10 feet, which allows winds to constantly stir up bottom 

sediments and results in turbid water. The lake is commonly perceived as being polluted and undesirable for water recreation due to human-caused 

pollutants, such as agricultural uses around the lake, steel mill effluent, nutrients from sewage treatment facilities, and overgrazing in the watershed.5   

15 Utah County Profile 

9 USA.com 

16 Wikipedia, Utah County Total Land/Water Area 

6 Utah Lake TMDL 

5 Utah Division of Environmental Quality, DWQ 
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Big East Lake is located south of Utah Valley, between Loafer Mountain and 

Mount Nebo. With a volume of 670 acre-feet of water, it is considered to be the 

largest of the Payson Lakes, a group of about six lakes in the Payson Canyon 

Drainage. Some of these lakes, including Big East, have been regulated with 

dams in order to use their water for agricultural purposes. Big East has a large, 

staffed campground and other developed facilities, making it a popular summer 

recreational area for Utah Valley residents. The lake has a very small watershed 

of only 500 acres, with most of that being unmodified by direct human activity. 
 

Tibble Fork Reservoir is a small reservoir of only 259 acre-feet of water north 

of Mount Timpanogas in the Wasatch Front. The reservoir was created in 1966 

by the construction of an earth-fill dam, and the water is used primarily for irri-

gation; however, a 166 acre-foot conservation pool is maintained throughout 

the year using the water, as well. The inflow and outflow is the American Fork 

River, with Mill Canyon Creek also contributing. Silver Lake Flat is just up-

stream and is an upstream impoundment of Tibble Fork. 
 

Salem Pond, consisting of 158 acre-feet of water, is one of the many natural 

ponds in the south end of Utah Valley. These are small, spring-fed bodies of 

water at the base of the mountains. The town of Salem was built around the 

pond, making it one of the few natural lakes in the state that has been surround-

ed by a residential area. The pond was created by the construction of an earth-

fill dam in 1851, and the water is used for irrigating 900 acres of land lower in 

the valley.5 

 

As shown in the map to the right, the sub-watersheds in Utah County consist of 

a significant amount of the Utah Lake and Spanish Fork sub-watersheds on the 

east and west side of the county and very small portion of the Provo and Price 

watersheds on the north and south of the county. 

5 Utah Division of Environmental Quality, DWQ 

Utah County consists of four sub-watersheds: Provo, Utah Lake, Spanish Fork, and Price.  
For more watershed information, go to: http://nationalmap.gov/index.html. 

Sub-Watersheds in Utah County   

In Utah, clean water is one of our most valuable and limited resources. When  
pollutants impair the use of water, a study is required to determine how to reduce them 

and restore water quality. This study is called a Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL). A TMDL establishes the maximum amount of a pollutant allowed in the 
water while maintaining all of its designated beneficial uses. Utah is required by law to 

identify polluted waters and to develop TMDLs to help address these problems.  
More information on TMDLs is available at:  

http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/TMDL/index.htm. 

http://nationalmap.gov/index.html
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Air & Climate 

 General Resource Observations 

Poor air quality is a significant concern to public health in Utah County, especially dur-

ing the winter months. Pollution levels are quite high in the summer and can be at sig-

nificantly unhealthy levels during the winter. Inversions are common, and the extremely 

cold temperatures aid the inversions, which can last for weeks at a time. 
 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) designates a locale as a nonattainment 

area if it exceeds the health base standards for a given pollutant. The designation pro-

cess plays an important role in whether the air quality in a given area is healthy. Utah 

County is designated as a nonattainment area for particulate matter, specifically PM 2.5.  
 

Particulate matter (PM) is a complex mixture of extremely small particles and liquid 

droplets. Particle pollution is made up of a number of components, including acids 

(such as nitrates and sulfates), organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles. The 

size of particles is directly linked to their potential for causing health problems. The 

EPA is concerned about particles that are 10 micrometers in diameter or smaller be-

cause those are the particles that generally pass through the throat and nose and enter 

the lungs. Once inhaled, these particles can affect the heart and lungs and cause serious 

health effects.17  

 

The primary human-caused sources of PM include blowing dust from construction sites 

and agricultural activities, as well as combustion products from solid fuels such as fly 

ash (from power plants), carbon black (from automobiles and diesel engines), and soot 

(from fireplaces and wood stoves). Along the Wasatch Front, the effects of PM can be 

seen as the thick brownish haze that gets trapped in the valleys in winter months when 

the air is very still. 
 

During the winter months, the Utah Department of Environmental Quality issues advi-

sories through the news media. An “Air Action” advisory warns that pollution levels are 

beginning to build up, and residents are asked to reduce driving by combining trips, 

carpooling, or using mass transit; residents are also encouraged to not use wood burning 

devices.18 

 

Fine particles, such as those in soot and dust, can become lodged in delicate lung tissue, 
decreasing lung function - a particularly hazardous situation for people with respiratory 

and cardiovascular diseases. Whenever pollution levels, measured by the amount of 

particulates in the air, reach a specific concentration, mandatory no-burn periods go into 

effect.19  

17 U.S Environmental Protection Agency 

18 Choose Clean Air 

19 WhenToBurn.com 

Utah County 

  Red Days Yellow Days  Green Days 

2009 3 11 351 

2010 1 6 358 

2011 0 5 360 

Data courtesy of Susan Hardy, Mountainland Assoc. of Governments 

Visit www.cleanair.utah.gov for more information. 

Utah County is Classified as a  
Non-Attainment Area for PM 2.5 

http://www.cleanair.utah.gov/winter/inversions.htm
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Utah County 
Average Annual 
Precipitation  
INCHES/YEAR 

In Utah County, motor vehicles generate approximately 
58% of emissions. The rest of the emissions in Utah 

County come from area sources (bakeries, home heating 
and auto shops etc.) and point sources (industries, coal 

power plants, forgeries, etc.).  
 

- Susan Hardy, Mountainland Assoc. of Governments 

Photo courtesy of © Deseret News (Jasen Lee)  
Average Annual Weather  

  Utah County State of Utah 

Temperature 52.2⁰ 49.6⁰ 

Snow Fall 41.23″ 40.99″ 

Precipitation 16.82″ 15.79″ 

Humidity 72.55% 74.85% 

Wind Speed 17.13 mph 18.26 mph 

For more information, visit http://www.usa.com/. 
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Utah County  
Land Cover 

Plants 

 General Resource Observations 

Appropriate  
thinning and  

harvesting of conifer 
stands can increase 

the health and 
vigor of residual 
trees, reducing 
susceptibility to 

insect and disease 
outbreaks and 

wildfires.   

Forest Land 
Forests and woodlands cover a large percent of Utah County, with the majority belonging to the U.S. Forest Service. However, there is also a signifi-

cant amount in private ownership. 
 

Trees and forests are an important resource to the people of Utah.  With the urbanization of the last decade, air quality along the Wasatch Front is 

often poor. This is especially true during inversions in the winter months. Trees help trap and filter particulate pollution in the air. They help reduce 

energy costs and add to property values. 
 

With more people building homes out into forested lands every year, wildfires are increasingly complex to manage and the danger to fire fighters and 

homeowners in the Wildland Urban Interface continues to grow. The after-effects of fire on the ground often include invasive species problems and 

large scale erosion. 
 

Forests reduce erosion and help regulate snow melt within valuable watersheds. They provide critical wildlife habitat and high quality outdoor recre-

ation opportunities. Invasive species (e.g. Russian olive and tamarisk), insect and disease problems, and grazing pressure from wild and domestic 

animals all pose threats to the health and function of these forests.20 

 

Douglas fir bark beetle and fir engraver beetle are native pests with cyclic populations that can occasionally build up to epidemic levels without 

proper forest management. Douglas fir is the most valuable timber species in Utah County, and bark beetles can represent a significant threat to for-

ested property values. The fir engraver beetle is more of a problem with true fir species, such as white fir and sub-alpine fir. These trees have little 
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timber value, but large numbers of dead trees on a property reduce aesthetic value and pose a threat of wildfire. 
 

Aspen forests provide some of the most biologically diverse habitats in the county. Aspen trees are being slowly replaced by conifer species that are more tolerant to 

shade and browsing. Generally, fire danger is low in these forests, but with an increase in conifers and a buildup of dead and fallen timber, the risk is increasing. In the 

absence of disturbance, aspen forests are declining. Events such as harvesting or burning are the best way to stimulate new aspen growth. Without proper management, 

the health and function of these forests can become irreversibly impaired.20  
 

Range Land 
 

The county is divided by two Major Land Resource Areas (MLRAs), with both possessing multiple ecological range sites with varying numbers and amounts of plant 

species. The production (or site potential) varies from 600 lbs. of herbage per acre all the way up to well over 4,000 lbs. per acre. This production variance is dictated by 

range site, plant species, soils, elevation, precipitation, and climate (growing season). Elevation ranges from 4,487 ft. to 11,928 feet. Growing season varies from 50-180 

days, depending mainly on elevation and climate. Some soils may be saline, with black greasewood as a major shrub; grasses may include alkali sacaton and inland salt-

grass. Soils with different grass species, such as basin wildrye, slender wheatgrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, and needle-and-thread (along with shrubs such as basin big 

sage and Wyoming big sage), are good representatives of the ecological sites with loams, shallow loams, sandy loams, and clay loams.21 
 

Utah County rangelands are impacted by wildfire during drought years, which promotes the invasion of weedy species. Federal and state grazing lands are a valuable 

commodity to the success of livestock operations. Federal land acres (both BLM and Forest Service) comprise approximately 595,747 acres most of which are grazed. 

State lands, DWR (Division of Wildlife Resources) and SITLA (State Institutional Trust Lands Administration), comprise approximately 86,066 acres, with most being 

grazed. Private grazing land acres are approximately 186,581 acres. Animal Unit Months (AUMs) vary from range site to range site and the ecological condition the site 

is in. No effort has been made in this writing to estimate total rangeland AUMs. Native rangelands are, and will continue to be, vital to the success of livestock operations 

in Utah County. This resource assessment, along with the conservation districts and their partners, is committed to supporting the conservation, management, and use of 

this valuable, natural, and renewable resource.22 

 

Crops and Pasture 
 

The 2007 Census of Agriculture reported 2,175 farms, a 6 percent increase since 2002. Land acreage in farms in 

Utah County also increased, by 1 percent, from 343,072 to 345,634. Although the land acreage in farms went up 

as well as the number of farms, the average size of the farms decreased by 5 percent, being reported at 168 acres 

in 2002 down to 159 acres per farm in 2007.23  
 

Many of the smaller farms are located in the northern end of the county, with most of the larger farms down to-

ward the southern end of the county. A good portion of the cropland in the southern end of the county is fruit 

farms, however hay and grain is also widely produced in that area. 
 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture and the Census of Agriculture, Utah County can be 

broken into three types of land in farms. The highest percentage type of land in farms is pasture (57.64 percent), 

followed by cropland (34.07 percent), and finally land of other uses (8.29 percent).24  

20 Interview with Trent Bristol  

21 Rangeland Resources of Utah, Cooperative Extension Service 

22 NRCS, Section I eFOTG (electronic field office technical guide) 

23 NRCS, Section II eFOTG (ecological site descriptions)  

24 Census of Agriculture 

Grazing comparison in aspen stands. 

Photo courtesy of Trent Bristol  
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Animals 

 General Resource Observations 

Photos courtesy of Ron Francis 

Agriculture 
 

According to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, Utah County had an inventory 

of 65,850 cattle and calves, 9,690 hogs and pigs, and 16,489 sheep and 

lambs.  Cattle and calves are the most numerous out of the three types of 

livestock in the county. Utah County also contributes to the mink-pelt indus-

try by supplying 48 percent of all the pelts supplied in the state of Utah.24  
 

Utah County has one of the largest cattle operations in the state.   
 

Aquatic Life 
 

The four larger bodies of water in Utah County are Utah Lake, Tibble Fork 

Reservoir, Big East Lake, and Salem Pond. These bodies of water contain a 

large variety of fish including the following: channel catfish, bluegill, carp 

black bullhead, black crappie, Utah sucker, June sucker, walleye, yellow 

perch, fathead minnow, largemouth bass, white bass, spottail shiner, brook 

trout, rainbow trout, brown trout, albino rainbow trout, fingerling brook 

trout, and grass carp. 
 

Although the Utah sucker and the June sucker have been two of the dominant 

fish in Utah Lake in the past, carp and white bass are currently the most 

prevalent types of fish in the lake.5 

 

Wildlife 
 

Utah County is home to numerous wildlife species. The county contains cru-

cial habitat for many big game species including elk, moose, and mule 

deer. Rocky Mountain elk and mule deer rely on shrubs and forbs in the low-

er elevations of the county during the winter. On a seasonal basis, big game 

animals migrate among public and private lands. These movements create 

issues concerning damage to private property and game management.  

24 Census of Agriculture 

5 Utah Division of Environmental Quality, DWQ 
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Sensitive and Endangered Species 
 

Included on Utah’s State Listed Conservation Species Agreement 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Species of Concern in 

Utah County: 

 Bald Eagle 

 Bluehead Sucker 

 Greater Sage-Grouse 

 Bonneville Cutthroat Trout 

 American White Pelican 

 Roundtail Chub 

 White-tailed Prairie-Dog 

 Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

 Least Chub 

 Brown (Grizzly) Bear 

 Southern Leatherside Chub 

 Short-eared Owl 

 Ferruginous Hawk 

 Eureka Mountainsnail 

 Kit Fox 

 Burrowing Owl 

 June Sucker 

 Western Toad 

 Smooth Greensnake 

 Spotted Bat 

 Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 

 Long-billed Cuckoo  

This list was compiled using known species occurrences and spe-
cies observations from the Utah Natural Heritage Program’s Biodi-
versity Tracking and Conservation System (BIOTICS); other spe-
cies of special concern likely occur in Utah Counties. This list in-
cludes both current and historic records. (Last updated on March 
29, 2011).  
 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ 

Utah Sensitive Species 
 

The purpose the Utah Sensitive Species list is to identify those species in the state that 

are the most vulnerable to population or habitat loss. This list provides land managers, 

wildlife managers, and concerned citizens with a brief overview of the conservation 

status of listed species. The list is intended to stimulate management actions, e.g., de-

velopment and implementation of a conservation strategy, for listed species. By devel-

oping and implementing timely and sufficient conservation measures for sensitive spe-

cies, federal listing of these species under the Endangered Species Act may be preclud-

ed.25 

 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
 

The purpose of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is to protect and recover imperiled 

species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. It is administered by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service and the Commerce Department’s National Marine Fisheries Ser-

vice (NMFS). Under the ESA, species may be listed as either endangered or threatened. 

“Endangered” means a species is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range. “Threatened” means a species is likely to become endangered with-

in the foreseeable future. All species of plants and animals, except pest insects, are eli-

gible for listing as endangered or threatened.26 

25 Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

26 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Species 

Utah County’s  

Federally Listed Threatened (T)  
and Candidate (C) Species 

Common Name Status 

Greater Sage-grouse  
Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
Brown (Grizzly) Bear 

C 
C 

T Extirpated 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, County Lists of Utah’s 
Federally Listed Threatened (T), Endangered (E), and Candi-

date© Species. March 29, 2011.  http://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/
ucdc/ViewReports/te_cnty.pdf 

Photo courtesy of Larry Dalton & Laura Romin, 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
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Humans: Social and Economic Considerations 

 General Resource Observations 

Photo courtesy of Utah County  

Convention and Visitors Bureau 

Area Name Utah County 

Period Year 2011 

Population 530,789 

Births 12,090 

Deaths 1,974 

Natural Increase 10,116 

Net Migration 1,374 

Annual Growth Change 11,490 

Annual Growth Rate of Change ↑2.2% 

Source: Utah Population Estimates Committee 

http://www.governor.state.ut.us/dea/UPEC.html 

Utah County Population Data Population 

The 2011 census recorded a population of 530,789 in Utah County, a 2.9 percent in-

crease since 1980. The highest average growth rate in the county since 1980 was 4.6 per-

cent in 2006, and the lowest was 0.8 percent in 1985-1986. Utah county has grown at a 

steady pace since 1980, but the highest growth rate came after 2000, when a 3.4 percent 

increase was recorded.27 

 

Demographics 

The population of Utah County is more than 90 percent Caucasian, however the Hispanic 

percentage is continuing to rise, being reported at 11 percent in 2011. The Black popula-

tion is 0.7 percent, the Asian population is 1.6 percent, the American Indian and Alaska 

Native population is 0.8 percent, and the Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 

population is 0.8 percent.2 Utah County has the youngest population in the state and the 

nation, with a median age of 25.1 years.   
 

Economy 
 

In 2011, as the second most populous county in Utah, about 14.7 percent of all payroll 

jobs in the state are located in Utah County. The Utah County labor workforce is report-

ed at 218,762, with 204,526 employed and 14,236 unemployed, making the unemploy-

ment rate 6.5 percent. The average monthly wage for Utah County is $2,964.28
 

27 Utah Population Estimates Committee 

2 U.S. Census Bureau 

28 Department of Workforce Services 

Utah County Top Five Most 
Populated Cities 

Provo 112,488 

Orem 88,328 

Lehi 47,407 

Spanish Fork 34,691 

Pleasant Grove 33,509 

Utah County Top Five Nonfarm Employers 

Education/Health/Social Services 41,654 

Trade/Transportation/Utilities 30,032 

Government 27,076 

Professional/Business Services 23,400 

Manufacturing 15,836 

For more information visit: www.jobs.utah.gov. 
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BYU Licensing & Trademarks 

Education 
 

Utah County has great education opportunities, with two of the largest colleges in the state being 

located in the center of the county. Brigham Young University, located on the east side of Provo, 

focuses primarily on undergraduate degrees but also has 70 masters degree programs and 25 doc-

toral programs. With over 35,000 students attending the university, BYU is the largest religious 

institution in the United States.29 

 

Utah Valley University, located right off of Interstate 15 in Orem, is approximately four miles 

west of the Brigham Young University campus and has been constantly growing after attaining 

University status in July 2008. UVU has over 33,000 students, 68 associate degree programs, 59 

bachelor degree programs, 21 certificate/diploma programs, and three graduate degree programs.30 

 

Recreation 
 

Utah County is full of recreational activities for any time of year. These activities include hiking 

to Bridal Veil Falls, skiing and hiking Sundance, hiking and experiencing the Timpanogas Cave, 

trekking to the top of Mount Timpanogas, boating on Utah Lake, attending the Hari Krishna Festi-

val of Colors in Spanish Fork, enjoying the Freedom Festival each year in Provo, attending the 

various city festivals and rodeos, as well as many others. The Wasatch Mountain Range on the 

east side of the county also provides many places for recreational camping, hiking, fishing, boat-

ing, hunting, and more. 

29 College Atlas 

30 Wikipedia 

Photos courtesy of Utah Valley Convention and Visitors Bureau 

UVU Marketing & Communications 
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Map Data Sources 

Utah County Land Ownership - Land ownership status and areas of responsi-

bility for the State of Utah. The Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Ad-

ministration (SITLA) and the Bureau of Land Management revise this data regu-

larly to reflect changes in ownership. Available for download from the Utah 

Automated Geographic Reference Center at: http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-

download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=LandOwnership 

 

Utah County Impaired Waters – Produced by Utah Division of Water Quality, 

January 2010. This dataset represents water quality assessment units for the 

State of Utah, and shows the 2006 assessment category for meeting State of 

Utah water quality standards. Available for download from the Utah Automated 

Geographic Reference Center at:  http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-

sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=DWQAssessmentUnits 

 

Utah County Important Farmland – Prime, Statewide and Uniquely Important 

Farmland derived from the following SSURGO soil surveys: 

UT608 – Fairfield-Nephi Area, Utah 

UT621 – Utah County, Utah – Central Part 

UT622 - Heber Valley Area, Utah - Parts of Wasatch and Utah Counties 

UT627 – Sanpete Valley Area, Utah, Parts of Utah and Sanpete Counties 

using Soil Data Viewer, a tool created by USDA Natural Resources Conserva-

tion Service as an extension to ArcMap that allows users to create soil-based 

thematic maps. SSURGO depicts information about the kinds and distribution of 

soils on the landscape. The soil map and data used in the SSURGO product were 

prepared by soil scientists as part of the National Cooperative Soil Survey. 

SSURGO Soil Surveys are available for download from the NRCS Soil Data 

Mart:  

http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/ 

 

Soil Survey Maps – Soil Survey Staff, NRCS, United States Department of 

Agriculture.  Web Soil Survey, accessed November 28, 2012.  Available online 

at websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/ 

 

Watersheds – A subset of the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD). The Na-

tional Hydrography Dataset (NHD) is a comprehensive set of digital spatial data 

that contains information about naturally occurring and constructed bodies of 

water, paths through which water flows, and related entities.  The NHD was 

developed by U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in cooperation with U.S. Environ-

mental Protection Agency, USDA Forest Service, and other Federal, State, and 

local partners. 

Available for download from the USGS National Map website at: 

http://nationalmap.gov/index.html 

Hydrology – A subset of the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD). The National 

Hydrography Dataset (NHD) is a comprehensive set of digital spatial data that con-

tains information about naturally occurring and constructed bodies of water, paths 

through which water flows, and related entities.  The NHD was developed by U.S. 

Geological Survey (USGS) in cooperation with U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-

cy, USDA Forest Service, and other Federal, State, and local partners. 

Available for download from the Utah Automated Geographic Reference Center at: 

http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-

index?fc=StreamsNHDHighRes 

http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-

index?fc=LakesNHDHighRes 

 

Utah County Annual Precipitation – Produced by U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Natural Resources Conservation Service – National Cartography and Geospatial Cen-

ter. This vector data set provides derived average annual precipitation according to a 

model using point precipitation and elevation data for the 30-year period of 1971 – 

2000. 

 

Utah County Land Cover – USGS National Gap Analysis Program. 2004. Provi-

sional Digital Land Cover Map for the Southwestern United States. Version 1.0. Pro-

duced by RS/GIS Laboratory, College of Natural Resources, Utah State University.  

Published 9/15/2004.  Multi-season satellite imagery from 1999 – 2001 were used in 

conjunction with digital elevation model derived datasets to model natural and semi-

natural vegetation. 

 

Roads – This data set represents street centerline data for the State of Utah as com-

piled by the Utah Automated Geographic Reference Center from data contributed by 

local, county, state, federal and tribal governments. Available for download from the 

Utah Automated Geographic Reference Center at:  http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-

download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=Roads 

 

County Boundaries – This data set represents county boundaries in Utah at 1:24,000 

scale. Last updated July, 2012.  Available for download from the Utah Automated 

Geographic Reference Center at:  http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-

vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=Counties  

 

Assessment Units (Impaired Waters) – Produced by Utah Division of Water 

Quality, January 2010. This dataset represents water quality assessment units for 

the State of Utah, and shows the 2006 assessment category for meeting State of 

Utah water quality standards.  Available for download from the Utah Automated 

Geographic Reference Center at: http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-

sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=DWQAssessmentUnits 

http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=LandOwnership
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=LandOwnership
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=DWQAssessmentUnits
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=DWQAssessmentUnits
http://soildatamart.nrcs.usda.gov/
http://nationalmap.gov/index.html
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=StreamsNHDHighRes
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=StreamsNHDHighRes
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=LakesNHDHighRes
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=LakesNHDHighRes
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=Roads
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=Roads
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=Counties
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=Counties
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=DWQAssessmentUnits
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-index?fc=DWQAssessmentUnits
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