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Background

Utah Lake

• Large (96,000 acres)

• Shallow (Max Depth 14’) 

• Highly Productive

• Algae dominated system

• Natural habitat of  the 

endangered June sucker



• First described by Jordan in 1878

• Pelagic feeder

• Spawns in Utah Lake tributaries

• Listed as endangered in 1986

• Threats included:

– Modifications to spawning habitat

– Introduced species (predators and competitors)

– Loss of aquatic vegetation

Endangered June Sucker



Scheffer 1997

Background
Common Carp

• Introduced into the 

Utah Lake watershed

• Dominates the Utah 

Lake fish community

• Loss of refuge habitat

• Water quality issues 



Deseret News:

December 6, 1918



Deseret News:

April 3, 1937



• Lack of use despite proximity to large population

• History of abuse

• Reputation of being dirty, contaminated and unsafe

Sad Reputation

Deseret News 

20-Sep-69

Deseret News 29-Apr-71







• Removal efforts have 

been effective

• Funding concerns have 

jeopardized program  



Value of a “Healthy” Utah Lake
• Goes beyond endangered species recovery

• Effective way to communicate benefits of carp removal
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• Recreational Angling
– Estimated number of trips (2005 creel): 147,542

– Estimated change in catch rate from carp removal (Denner, 1997): 350% 

– Estimated change in recreational trips given 1% change in catch rate (Samples, 

1985): 1.48%

– Estimated value of recreational angling (Rosenberger’s database): $37.05

– Benefits start to accrue at year 6 of project

– 3% discount rate

Ecosystem

Service

Estimated 

Change in Value

per Year

Estimated Value 

(20 years)

Estimated Value 

(perpetuity)

Change in 

Recreational 

Angling Value

$283,129 $2,915,592 $8,140,971



• Willingness-to-Pay for Water Quality Improvement
– County population (Census Bureau): 540,504

– Estimated WTP for a 1-unit water quality improvement (Van Houtven, 2007): 

$5.33

– Benefits start to accrue at year 6 of project

– 3% discount rate

Ecosystem

Service

Estimated 

Change in Value

per Year

Estimated Value 

(20 years)

Estimated Value 

(perpetuity)

WTP for a 1-unit 

water quality 

improvement

$2,880,886 $29,666,698 $82,835,928



• Property Value
– Estimated number of single family homes bordering Utah Lake: 33

– Estimated number of single family homes within an addition 1,500 feet of Utah 

Lake: 1,324

– Estimated change in home value given water quality improvement for lakefront 

homes (Gibbs, 2002): 6.64%

– Estimated change in home value given water quality improvement for additional 

homes within 1,500 feet (Lansford, 1995): 60% of lakefront or 3.98%

Proximity to 
Utah Lake

Current Total Market
Value

Total Change in 
Market Value

Lakefront $14,294,700 $2,847,504

1,500 feet $296,070,750 $11,795,459

Total $310,365,450 $14,642,963



Ecosystem Services Results

Ecosystem Service Estimated Change in 

Value per Year

Total Present Value in 

20 Years

Recreational Fishing $3,846,573 $38,045,733

Non-Fishing Recreation $421,301 $5,511,667

Passive Use Values $3,846,573 $50,707,247

Total Economic Value $8,114,447 $94,264,647

• Carp removal benefits more than June sucker

• Huge economic potential for Utah County and State of 

Utah 



Presentation of Results
• Primary target were State Legislators

• Asking for ~$1.1 Million annually ($5 Million total)

• Night at the Lake, targeted key legislators, printed materials

• Also communicated results to local stakeholders

• News release detailing the benefits ($$) of a healthy Utah Lake



Were We Successful?
• Increased awareness of Utah Lake and its potential

• State legislature gave us $500K and asked for local match

• Localized benefit

• Media and public questioned the validity of the numbers

• Concept of ecosystem services not familiar



Final Thoughts
• Method should be used more frequently to evaluate recovery actions

– Introduction to new audiences

• Broadened thinking about benefits of recovery

• Don’t focus on overall monetary benefit

– Aided us in communicating far reaching effects of carp removal



Questions???


