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City Creek Center.  Downtown Salt Lake City remains an 
active and vital part of the Utah economy.  City Creek Center 
currently provides approximately 700 construction jobs and 
at the peak of construction activity will employ approximately 
1,200 workers on site.  The overall project is moving ahead 
rapidly.  The beginning of summer 2009 will see the comple-
tion of the new food court, followed by completed lobby 
renovations in the Key Bank Tower in fall of 2009.  The first 
residential building, which is located mid-block on South 
Temple, will be ready for occupancy in early 2010.  The larg-
est residential tower, which will be located on the corner of 
South Temple and West Temple, will be completed in late 
2011.  The retail component of City Creek Center is sched-
uled to open in 2012.  In addition to the positive impact on 
the Utah economy, City Creek is also making a positive im-
pact on the environment.  With an initial goal of a 50% recy-
cle rate for the deconstruction part of the project, they are 
well on target to surpass that goal. 
 
222 Main.  Hamilton Partners recently reached a milestone 
by adding the final steel beam to “top-off” 222 Main.  The 
project is a key component of the Downtown Rising vision 
and when it is completed, it will be the tallest structure built 
in downtown Salt Lake City in over a decade.  When com-
pleted, 222 Main will add 459,000 square feet of office space 
downtown.  The building will be Silver LEED Certified Class 
A—the first building of its kind in the Salt Lake Valley. 
 
The 222 Main building is a part of the 53 projects included in 
the Downtown Rising movement.  Approximately $1.6 mil-
lion is spent each day on various projects within the 40-block 
area including the federal courthouse, the TRAX airport ex-
tension, and the City Creek Center. 
 
Urban Residential Development. Carla Wiese, Economic 
Development Director of the Downtown Alliance, published 
the following comments in Utahpulse.com, on the increasing 
trend toward urban living in Utah and the nation: 
 

Downtown developments implement innovative building 
techniques and reduce urban sprawl.  In Utah, where sub-
urban living has been the standard and hour long com-
mutes on crowded freeways are not uncommon, the con-
cept of urban living has taken a while to catch on. Alan 
Wood, developer of The Metro Condominiums, and other 
forward-looking developers like him have discovered urban 
living is not only becoming more accepted, it is more in 
demand. Currently, five percent of housing units available 
in Salt Lake City are located within the Central Business 
District.  In the past year over 900 condominium units 
have begun development in the downtown area.  Most of 
these units will come onto the market by early 2009 and 
will increase the inventory by 45 percent.  This represents 
the largest increase in inventory since 1981.  The growth of 
“empty-nesters” households and young professionals 
should increase the demand for all types of housing units.  
In addition to The Metro Condominiums, residential devel-

opments by Ken Millo are planned around Pioneer Park, 
Richard Gordon is renovating existing structures into resi-
dential units near the Gateway, and Cowboy Partners is 
enhancing the availability of affordable housing with quality 
rental options such as Liberty Midtown. 

 
Alternative Energy 
High costs of energy during the year, as exemplified by crude 
oil topping $147 per barrel and gas prices over $4.00 per gal-
lon in July, spurred the development of alternative energy 
projects.  Geothermal energy is being developed throughout 
the United States.  Of 103 projects in 13 states, Utah has six 
in various stages of development.  The Deseret News (August 
8, 2008) reports: 
 

Combined, the six plants have the potential of 244 mega-
watts of electricity, or enough to power about 244,000 aver-
age homes.  Utah has one plant in operation, the Blundell 
Plant, with two units providing a total of 36 megawatts.  A 
second plant, Raser Technologies’ Thermo Hot Springs, is 
expected to come on line late this year, with a net capacity 
of 10 megawatts.   

 
Another alternative energy source, wind, is being utilized in 
Spanish Fork Canyon.  Nine wind turbines produce 19 mega-
watts of power at the mouth of the canyon, making beneficial 
re-use of a used gravel pit.  “Typically, wind farms operate at 
least 75 percent of the time with at least a 20 mph breeze at 
hub height.  The Spanish Fork project is expected to produce 
energy about 80 percent of the time.  The 19 megawatts are 
enough to power about 6,000 typical homes” (Deseret News, 
August 29, 2008). 
 
Another wind farm is planned for Milford in Beaver County.  
This one will utilize Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and 
private land and consist of 159 turbines producing 300 mega-
watts, enough to power 247,000 average homes. 
 
In addition to the dramatic increase in project quantity, pro-
ject quality is also at unprecedented levels.  Major internation-
ally recognized firms like Procter & Gamble, Oracle, Sephora, 
Hershey, Goldman Sachs, Disney Interactive, and FedEx 
have all chosen Utah as the preferred location for future ex-
pansions in the next few years.  Firms of this caliber tend to 
create more lucrative jobs and bring with them significant 
capital investments in the way of facilities and equipment, as 
well as key suppliers and partners. 
 
Governor’s Office of Economic Development 
Utah's economic development efforts were restructured in 
2005 to correspond with a renewed focus on economic devel-
opment as articulated by Governor Jon Huntsman.  This re-
sulted in the establishment and consolidation of the Gover-
nor's Office of Economic Development (GOED), Utah's 
Economic Cluster Initiative, a revamped Centers of Excel-
lence, and the Utah Science, Technology, and Research 
(USTAR) initiative. 



2009 Economic Report to the Governor 171 Economic Development Activities 
UT 

With economic development under the direct oversight of the 
Governor, GOED has begun to implement the Economic 
Revitalization Plan within the state.  During 2008, GOED 
continued to encourage the business development programs 
and initiatives of the state.  Some of these programs and ini-
tiatives include Economic Development Tax Increment Fi-
nancing, the Centers of Excellence program, and the Eco-
nomic Clusters Initiative. 
 
The state contracts with Economic Development Corpora-
tion of Utah (EDCUtah) to help recruit companies to Utah. 
EDCUtah also assists companies through the relocation proc-
ess.  Started in 1987, EDCUtah is a public/private partner-
ship, working with state and local government and private 
industry to attract and grow competitive, high-value compa-
nies and spur the development and expansion of local Utah 
businesses.  EDCUtah serves as a source of economic data, 
key public and private contacts, and assistance to companies 
working to grow their businesses in Utah.  Utah has emerged 
as a top state for business relocation and expansion and even 
in this time of economic contraction, corporate interest in 
Utah is at a record high.  Project volume reached historic 
levels in 2008, with an average of more than 250 individual 
firms looking at the state for expansion opportunities.  By 
way of comparison, this project volume represents an in-
crease of over 500% from just a few years ago. 
 
Economic Development Tax Increment Financing 
(EDTIF).   The EDTIF Tax Incentive is a postperformance 
tax credit based on sales, corporate, and withholding taxes 
paid to the State.  It is available to companies seeking reloca-
tion to and expansion of operations in Utah.  In 2008, the 
GOED Board extended eighteen offers of which 11 have 
been accepted, while negotiations continue with the remain-
ing seven companies.  Counties affected included Salt Lake, 
Utah, and Weber.  The incentive payments will extend from 7 
to 15 years.  The developments are expected to bring 5,714 
new jobs, $4.2 billion in new wages, and $470 million in new 
state revenue.  The capital expenditure is projected to total 
$1.4 billion. 
 
Rural Fast Track Program.  In an effort to expand eco-
nomic development in rural areas of the State, in 2008 
GOED made 22 grants to companies in nine counties under 
the Rural Fast Track Program.  This program was established 
by the Legislature “to provide an efficient way for small com-
panies in rural Utah to receive incentives for creating high 
paying jobs in the rural areas of the state and to further pro-
mote business and economic development in rural 
Utah” (63M-1-904(2)).  These companies will bring an addi-
tional 93 jobs to the counties of Beaver, Carbon, Duchesne, 
Emery, Garfield, Juab, Kane, San Juan, and Sanpete.  Projects 
included medical devices, engineering design, manufacturing, 
and transport. 
 
Utah Science, Technology, and Research Initiative 
In March 2006, the Utah State Legislature passed Senate Bill 

75, creating the Utah Science, Technology, and Research ini-
tiative (USTAR).  This measure provided funding for strategic 
investments at the University of Utah (U of U) and Utah 
State University (USU) to recruit world-class researchers, 
build state-of-the-art interdisciplinary research and develop-
ment facilities, and form first-rate science, innovation, and 
commercialization teams across the state.   
 
World-class research teams have been recruited to Utah and 
developed internally within the six strategic innovation focus 
areas of Energy, Biomedical Technology, Brain Medicine, 
Digital Media, Imaging Technology, and Nanotechnology.  
To date, recruited researchers are at work across five of the 
six focus areas and existing teams have attracted significant 
federal funding, generated dozens of disclosures and patent 
filings, and several new companies have launched or are in 
the works.  Hires are expected in the newest area of Digital 
Media by the end of FY2009. 
 
Biofuels (USU).  Under the leadership of Jeff Muhs and 
Sridhar Viamajala, Ph.D., the USU Biofuels team successfully 
designed a unique photo-bioreactor that improves the overall 
yield of algae production through enhanced sunlight utiliza-
tion.  The team is now in the process of prototyping and opti-
mizing bioreactor designs to maximize lipid production.  The 
team has formed a strategic relationship with Mitsubishi, one 
of the world’s largest suppliers of optical-grade backlighting 
materials.  The USU Biofuels team has filed two patent appli-
cations, three invention disclosures, four proposals to federal 
agencies, and is working on eight research projects.  It re-
cently won a $450,000 share of a Department.of Energy grant 
and is expected to announce soon a $4.5 million share of a 
Department of Defense grant to produce a bioreactor for 
military bio-jet fuel.  
 
Center for Advanced Sensing and Imaging (USU).  The 
Center for Active Sensing and Imaging (CASI) is developing 
technology using lidar (radar-like laser) for remote sensing 
and imaging of terrestrial hard targets such as buildings and 
terrain and atmospheric soft targets like aerosols and parti-
cles.  Applicable markets include land development, architec-
tural surveys, utility corridor survey/ mapping, real-world 3D 
imaging for games and films, environmental remote sensing 
and monitoring, wind farm sighting, and commercial and 
military intelligence gathering.  In the last year, the team suc-
cessfully implemented an airborne 3D camera and completed 
four industry-sponsored airborne data collection projects 
utilizing the Lidar Assisted Stereo Imager (LASSI).  The team 
has filed 16 invention disclosures and three patent applica-
tions and had one patent issued.  CASI’s goal is to start a 
company utilizing the airborne LASSI technology. USTAR’s 
Northern Utah Technology Outreach office is working with 
CASI to achieve this commercialization goal.  
 
Fossil Energy: Carbon Sequestration (U of U).  Brian 
McPherson, Ph.D., of the U of U Dept. of Civil and Environ-
mental Engineering and the Energy and Geoscience Institute 
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(EGI), is leading a multi-state project testing the feasibility of 
geologic sequestration of carbon dioxide (CO2).  The project 
seeks to test the idea that the CO2 burned at power plants can 
be pumped thousands of feet underground and stored safely 
away from the atmosphere.  His team is on track to launch a 
production-scale field test near Price, UT in the spring of 
2009.  The effort will replicate a mid-sized power plant’s an-
nual output of CO2 and should bring approximately $30 mil-
lion of project work to the Price economy, based on program 
budget estimates.  The USTAR Eastern Utah Technology 
Outreach office has been instrumental in bringing the test to 
Price and is working with Dr. McPherson on the start-up of a 
new company, Clear Carbon Solutions. 
 
Biomedical Device Innovation (U of U).  Research in Dr. 
Hamid Ghandehari’s group involves the design and develop-
ment of delivery systems that target drugs to diseased sites in 
the body, thus minimizing adverse effects and maximizing 
efficacy.  This research, at the interface of nanoscience, biol-
ogy, and medicine, is a subdomain of the novel field of 
nanomedicine.  During the past year, the research team has 
conducted studies in nanomedicine and drug delivery, pub-
lished in journals, submitted an NIH nanotherapeutics train-
ing grant with 30 other faculty, organized the nanoUtah ’08 
conference focused on nanomedicine, articulated and pro-
posed along with nanotechnology colleagues the creation of a 
state-wide nanotechnology institute and nanomedicine center, 
and started the groundwork for organizing a company fo-
cused on polymer therapeutics. 
 
Nanotechnology Biosensors (U of U).  Dr. Marc Porter 
and his research team are developing technologies focused in 
the arenas of human and animal disease markers detection, 
promising therapeutic compounds identification and analysis, 
nano- and biomaterials characterization, and biocatalyst de-
velopment. Research and discoveries could impact such di-
verse areas as fuel cells, nanoelectronic devices, chip-scale 
diagnostic platforms, chemical interaction databases, tissue 
replacement, and novel detection strategies.  Using the 
knowledge gained in these areas, the team is fine tuning 
chemistries at the heart of diagnostic and screening platforms, 
subsequently leading to the development of cutting-edge di-
agnostic tools.   
 
This year the team has demonstrated the ability to prepare 
gold nanoparticles at a level needed to manufacture molecule-
based labels, which is vital to capturing a strong market posi-
tion. With Dr. Porter joining the USTAR initiative, 
Nanopartz, Inc. was relocated to Salt Lake City, Utah.  
Nanopartz is both an innovator and a quality supplier of gold 
nanoparticle-based products and is the first and only known 
commercial source for gold nanorods.  In the last year, 
Nanopartz announced two significant distributor agreements, 
marking its increasing presence in the life sciences market-
place.  
 

Recreation 
Utah has been successful in attracting visitors and residents 
for a variety of recreational activities which have benefitted 
the economy in the lodging, hospitality, and retail sectors. 
In September the AST Dew Tour returned to Salt Lake City. 
The Dew Tour consists of six competitions in BMX, Free-
style Motocross, and Skateboard. This was the largest multi-
sport and multi-venue event since the 2002 Olympics.  With 
an overall attendance of 63,000, the event provided approxi-
mately $13 million in economic impact to the State.  In addi-
tion, television coverage showcased Utah to a worldwide au-
dience and included several ad spots promoting Utah. This 
event was followed by the Jeep 48Straight mountain bike 
competition in Park City. 
 
Athletic events included the Junior Olympic volleyball com-
petition at the South Towne Convention Center in Sandy, 
drawing 35,000 people for the eight-day competition. These 
crowds spent $30 million in local lodging, restaurants, and 
malls.  
 
The Youth Archery World Championships were held over six 
days in Ogden. This event helped to emphasize Ogden’s in-
creasing identification as a recreational hub in the West. City 
officials point proudly to the array of recreation-oriented 
companies that have established a presence, among them 
Amer Sports' winter sports divisions, clothier Descente North 
America, goggle maker Smith's Optics, and surfboard maker 
Kahuna Creations.  
 
Competition of another sort was the focus of the Gaming 
and Electronics Expo (GEEX). Thousands of gamers, game 
developers, and vendors gathered for three days of competi-
tion, seminars, and socializing. 
 
A study by the National Park Service and Michigan State Uni-
versity reported that nonlocal visitors to Utah's National Park 
Service units in 2007 spent $484.6 million on food, hotels, 
souvenirs, gasoline and other items in communities within 50 
miles of a park. The study said that visitor spending sup-
ported 10,234 jobs in Utah near its parks. Payrolls from the 
parks themselves funded another 913 jobs. National park 
units in Utah supported 11,147 jobs overall in the state. The 
study said Utah parks had more than 8.1 million recreational 
visitors in 2007.  
 
Ski Utah reported that the 2007-08 ski season brought more 
than $1 billion to Utah’s economy. According to Ski Utah, 
the $1 billion figure includes money spent by residents and 
nonresidents on all in-state skiing and snowboarding related 
purchases, such as food, apparel, and entertainment.  Taken 
together with the fact that the ski industry employs approxi-
mately 18,000, the industry’s overall success was a great boost 
for Utah’s economy.  Much of that success is because of 
Utah’s growing reputation as the place for winter sports. Ac-
cording to Ski Utah, 4,258,000 skiers and snowboarders 
swooshed down the state’s slopes this season. 
 



Industry Focus 
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National Perspective 
The factors that precipitated the current housing crisis and 
the associated economic downturn are essentially the same 
factors that lead to the farm crisis of the 1980s.  Prior to the 
1980s, banks based loans on expected increases in land values 
with little consideration of the capacity of farmers to meet 
loan payments.  Declines in commodity prices and land val-
ues undermined many farmers ability to pay their loans and a 
severe U.S. agricultural contraction ensued.  The farm crisis 
of the 1980s forced lenders to change their basis for making 
agricultural loans and cash flow lending became the norm for 
most lenders.  The lessons learned 20-plus years ago have 
made farm operations stronger financially.  As a result, the 
current crisis has had a limited impact on most farm opera-
tions.  While funds for loans will probably be more limited 
than they have been in the recent past, farm operations will 
continue to justify loans on the basis of repayment capacity.  
 
The price of most crops rose to record levels in 2007 and 
early 2008.  For example, the prices that most producers re-
ceived for wheat in 2007 and 2008 were more than double 
the prices in 2006. In recent months, grain prices have de-
clined from the record prices that were reached six to 12 
months ago.  Nevertheless, the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) projected that cash receipts from the sale 
of crops will increase nearly 30% from 2007 to 2008; receipts 
from the sale of livestock are projected to increase nearly 6%.  
The large increases in crop prices has also led to rapid in-
creases in the price of agricultural land, as well as rental rates 
for farm land.  Many farmers have been able to pay debts 
with the increased income they have received.  As a result, 
farm equity was expected to increase nearly 10% from 2007 
to 2008.  The debt to asset ratio (amount of debt divided by 
the value of all assets) for the farm sector is expected be a 

record low level in 2008, near 9%.  As a result, the farm sec-
tor remains very healthy from a financial point of view.  
 
While the prices of most agricultural products have increased, 
so have the cost of many inputs.  Increases in the price of 
fuel and fertilizer have had the largest impact on the cost of 
producing most crops, but transportation, seed, labor, and 
several other inputs increased at the same time that interest 
costs declined.  As a result, net income has not increased as 
much as revenues.  Nevertheless, USDA projected net farm 
income to be $95.7 billion in 2008, 10.3% above the $86.6 
billion farmers are estimated to have earned in 2007 and 57% 
above the 10-year average of $61.0 billion.  Most of this in-
crease stems from the sale of crops, which is projected to be 
$188.8 billion, exceeding the previous record set in 2007 by 
$38 billion, for a 25% increase in cash sales.  Corn, soybean, 
and wheat producers have been the primary beneficiaries of 
these record setting prices and associated net incomes.  Sev-
eral factors have led to these increases. First, the demand for 
corn in the production of ethanol has been a major force in 
the market for grains.  Second, the weak dollar and increasing 
income in developing counties has increased the exportation 
of many agricultural commodities.  For example, pork exports 
are expected to be up more than 70% in 2008 from the levels 
in 2007.  Exports of most other agricultural commodities are 
also expected to increase, but at a somewhat lower level.   
Third, there is increasing interest in farm commodities for the 
production of bio-fuels.  
     
It should be noted that the economic downturn has recently 
changed many of the projections that were made earlier in the 
year.  Oil prices have recently declined, and as a result, the 
price of corn and other commodities whose prices were tied 
closely to the price of oil have experienced similar decreases.  
These declines have helped bolster the price of cattle, but 
uncertainty in the job market, increased prices for food at the 
retail level, and other factors associated with the recession 
have dampened the demand for food.  This is especially true 
for meals that would normally be eaten away from home.  
These recent changes will reduce the optimistic projections 
that were made earlier in the year.  Nevertheless, agriculture 
will probably be one of the bright spots in an otherwise dis-
mal economy during the latter part of 2008 and beyond.  
  
Utah Perspective        
Crop producers have been the major beneficiaries of the high 
prices during the last couple of years.  Corn, soybean, and 
wheat producers have been the primary sectors that have 
thrived in Utah.  While corn and wheat are grown in Utah, 
production primarily occurs in a few areas in the state (e.g., 
Box Elder, Utah, San Juan, and Millard counties).  Hay pro-
ducers have also experienced high prices, but a large share of 
the hay produced in the state has historically been fed to live-
stock in the state.  That situation changed to some degree in 
2008 as hay producers exported a larger volume of hay to 

Agriculture 
Overview 
Every sector in Utah will be affected by the general downturn 
in the economy; however, agriculture will likely be one of the 
sectors that will not experience as severe of a decline in eco-
nomic activity as most other sectors.  It has the potential to 
be one of the few growth industries in the general economy 
during the downturn.  In addition, asset values in agriculture 
have not declined like they have in other sectors and many 
farmers have been able to pay off debts that were incurred in 
the past.  As a result, agriculture is relatively healthy from an 
economic point of view.  Higher prices for food in grocery 
stores have reduced the demand for some food and fiber 
products, but the general outlook for agriculture is relatively 
positive. Some sectors in agriculture (e.g., dairy) are experi-
encing a decline in profitability at the same time other sectors 
(e.g., grain producers) are experiencing growth.  If national 
policy shifts even more toward energy independence and 
environmental quality, agricultural producers that can eco-
nomically produce the desired products (e.g., bio-energy 
products, carbon credits, wind power) will experience growth. 
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other states and international buyers that primarily ship hay to 
the Far East.  
 
Agriculture in Utah is dominated by livestock production.  
The high prices for grain and hay have had a major impact on 
the returns obtained by livestock producers.  These prices 
affect their bottom line in two ways.  First, the cost of grow-
ing livestock increases.  Second, the higher prices for grain 
also reduce the price feedlot operators are willing to pay for 
calves that are produced in Utah.  As a result, there is some 
stress in the livestock sector in the state at the present time.  
However, as lands in the Midwest are shifted to the produc-
tion of other products (e.g., ethanol), there will be increasing 
demand for livestock coming from areas such as Utah where 
grazing plays a larger role in the production of livestock prod-
ucts. 
 
Regional and Industry Perspectives 
No sector in Utah has been affected more by the high price 
of grain than wheat producers.  The price of wheat in late 
2007 and early 2008 was at a level that most producers only 
dreamed about and never expected to receive.  Wheat  prices 
were well into the teens last fall, which in most cases was at 
least $10 a bushel more than the prices that existed less than 
three years before.  Even when grain prices declined in the 
spring and fall of 2008 from the record setting levels that 
existed a few months earlier, most wheat producers were able 
to sell their grain at prices that were higher than they had 
been for more than two decades.  These changes have pri-
marily been of benefit to producers in Box Elder, Cache, 
Juab, Utah, and San Juan counties where most of the state’s 
winter wheat is grown. 
 
Alfalfa hay is the most common crop grown in the state.  It is 
commonly fed to livestock which are owned by the same 
farm operator.  Over the last two years hay prices have in-
creased dramatically.  Furthermore, hay prices have not de-
clined like grain prices have this fall.  As a result, producers 
are able to sell their hay for record setting prices.  This is es-
pecially true for producers that have high (dairy) quality hay.  
These high prices have resulted in a dilemma for many live-
stock producers.  They are caught between the profitability of 
selling livestock and the hay that would have been fed to 
these animals or feeding the hay to animals that are retained.  
Data are not available that indicate if increased liquidation of 
the state’s livestock herd is occurring, but this would not be a 
surprising result of the high prices for hay that is grown in the 
state.  
 
While wheat and hay producers have obtained unprecedented 
returns the last couple of years, the dairy industry has gone 
from feast to famine.  Milk prices in 2007 were at an all time 
high, but by late 2008 milk prices had declined to levels that 
most producers view as being below the cost of production.  
As a result, it is expected that the number of dairy producers 
in the state will decline at an accelerated rate in 2009.  How-
ever, as has happened in the past, the number of cows in the 

state may not decline because the dairy industry in Utah is 
becoming more concentrated, shifting from Northern Utah 
(primarily Cache and Box Elder counties) to South Central 
Utah (e.g., Millard, Utah, Juab, and Sanpete counties).  
  
Cow-calf operations dominate livestock production in Utah.  
The increase in hay prices has resulted in higher production 
costs for most producers.  These costs have also occurred at 
the same time that cattle prices have declined. As a result, 
profits have been reduced.  This would commonly result in 
decreasing the number of animals produced. However, most 
of the range and pasture land in the state can only be profita-
bly used by livestock.  As a result, the cattle and sheep indus-
tries will likely not change very much in the short run.  This is 
especially true in most rural counties.   
  
The increase of feed prices has had a major impact on the 
turkey industry in Sanpete County.  As a result, some produc-
tion will be suspended until at least the summer of 2009.  
This change will have a major impact on Sanpete County 
because turkey production is and has been a major employer. 
 
A study at UC Davis indicated that the passage of Proposi-
tion 2 in California will result in the loss of egg production in 
that state.  While egg production is not a large segment of 
Utah agriculture, it will probably grow if egg production is 
reduced in California because several relatively large firms 
exist in the state and have the infrastructure needed for 
growth.  This growth will likely be similar to the growth in the 
hog sector in Utah that has occurred over the last 10-15 years.   
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Figure 74 
Agricultural Cash Receipts by County: 2007 

Figure 73 
Utah Cash Receipts by Commodity: 2007 

Source: Utah Agriculture Statistics 

Source: Utah Agriculture Statistics 
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Figure 75 
Livestock Products as a Percentage of Total Cash Receipts by County in Utah: 2007 

Figure 76 
Livestock Receipts as a Percent of Total Cash Receipts in Utah 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Source: Utah Agriculture Statistics 
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Table 82 
Percent of Agricultural Receipts by Sector in Utah 

Sector 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Cattle 34.5% 33.5% 33.4% 35.2% 34.4% 35.9% 28.5% 21.2%
Sheep & Wool 2.1 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.6 1.7 1.6 1.5
Dairy 18.4 21.2 18.2 17.0 20.0 18.4 18.5 24.2
Poultry 8.0 7.9 9.7 9.0 7.1 6.4 7.6 10.1
Hogs 9.7 9.5 9.9 11.6 12.4 12.7 11.8 10.7
Other livestock 3.4 2.8 3.2 2.7 3.0 3.2 4.3 3.3
Greenhouse & Nursery 5.9 5.6 6.5 6.3 5.9 5.7 5.6 5.0
Feed grains 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.9 1.2
Food grains 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.2 2.6
Fruit & Nut 1.8 0.9 0.6 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.2
Vegetables 2.1 2.8 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.1 1.3 1.2
Hay 9.7 11.4 11.4 9.7 9.2 10.3 14.4 14.5
Other crops 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.8 3.7 3.2

Source: Utah Agricultural Statsitcs Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
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2008 Summary 
Residential Sector.  The residential sector is divided into 
two broad categories: single-family and multi-family units.  In 
2008, single-family homes accounted for about 54.5% of new 
residential construction activity, a substantial drop from the 
70%-80% share over the past several years.  The severe con-
traction in single-family activity was set off in late 2007 by 
turmoil in credit markets, which has continued unabated 
through 2008 with devastating and historic consequences for 
the home building industry.  In no other year—since record 
keeping began in 1948—has there been such a sharp and 
severe contraction in single-family construction.  Previously, 
the worst year was 1980 when new single-family permits 
dropped by 38.3%, far less than the 55.6% drop of 2008. 
  
New residential construction in most of Utah’s high growth 
cities is in free fall.  Residential permits in Eagle Mountain 
have fallen from 800 in 2007 to 120 in 2008, a drop of 85%.  
Several other cities have similar dire results: Herriman, down 
82%; Draper, down 79%; Riverton, down 76%; West Jordan, 
down 73%; Lehi. down 68%; and St. George, down 67%. 
 
The weakness in residential construction has affected nearly 
all areas of the state.  Only Rich and Daggett counties re-
ported increases in residential construction activity in 2008.  
In absolute terms, Utah County experienced the largest de-

cline with permits issued dropping from 5,000 in 2007 to only 
1,400 in 2008, a reduction of 3,600 permits and a percentage 
decline of nearly 70%.  Two years ago, three cities in northern 
Utah County—Eagle Mountain, Saratoga Springs, and Lehi—
accounted for 12% or one out of every eight new residential 
units built in Utah.  In 2008, the market share for these three 
cities was about 6% of new residential activity. 
 
Salt Lake County has seen a decline of about 1,300 permits, a 
percentage drop of 29%, in 2008 as permits have fallen from 
4,500 in 2007 to 3,200 in 2008.  Residential permits issued in 
Salt Lake County, however, were more than twice the level of 
activity of Utah County in 2008.  In 2006 and 2007, Utah 
County surpassed Salt Lake County as the leading home 
building county, a position perennially held by Salt Lake 
County and now regained in 2008. 
 
New residential construction is highly concentrated in Utah, 
with a few counties capturing most of the new construction 
activity.  Nearly 70% of all new residential construction in 
2008 occurred in five counties in the following order: Salt 
Lake (3,200 residential permits), Utah (1,400), Davis (1,000), 
Weber (800), and Washington (700) counties.  
 
New construction activity for multi-family units has held up 
better than single-family units, but it is still down 30% com-
pared to 2007.  The number of permits issued for multi-
family units totaled 4,400 in 2008, down from 6,300 in 2007.  
In the past few years, condominium development has domi-
nated this sector by a 2 to 1 margin, but in 2008 there was 
very little difference between the number of condominium 
and apartment units receiving permits.  Together condomini-
ums and apartments totaled 4,200 units, with another 200 
permits issued for town homes. 
 
In 2008, only 2,000 new apartment units were added to the 
statewide rental inventory.  These new units amount to an 
increase of less than 1% of the rental inventory.  More than 
half of these new rental units were tax credit units targeted 
for moderate to low income renter households.  The rental 
market has “tightened” significantly in the past 24 months.  
Vacancy rates in almost all rental markets are now below 5%.  
These tight market conditions have led to rental rate increases 
of 6%-8% in 2008. 
 
A third but small category of building type is manufactured 
homes/cabins, which had 600 new units in 2008, down 
18.8% from 2007. 
 
Nonresidential Construction.  The value of new nonresi-
dential permit authorized construction in Utah in 2008 was 
$2.0 billion, 2.5% below the value in 2007.  In inflation-
adjusted dollars, the value of nonresidential construction is 
close to the record level of $2.2 billion set in 1997.  The five 
largest projects in 2008 were the Talisker resort development 
in Summit County ($55 million), the Uintah County hospital 

Construction 
Overview 
The value of permit authorized construction in Utah in 2008 
was $4.8 billion, the lowest value since 2003.  In the past 
twelve months, the value of permit authorized construction 
has fallen 31.4% from $7.0 billion to $4.8 billion.  In infla-
tion-adjusted dollars, the value of permit authorized construc-
tion is at the lowest level since 1993.  This sharp decline in 
value has been led by the severe contraction in residential 
construction, which has fallen from $4.0 billion in 2007 to 
$2.0 billion in 2008, a 50.0% decline.   
 
In terms of units, residential construction has dropped from 
20,500 units in 2007 to 11,000 units in 2008, a decline of 
46.4%.  The single-family sector has absorbed the brunt of 
the residential decline as the number of detached homes re-
ceiving building permits has fallen from 13,500 in 2007 to 
only 6,000 in 2008, a 55.6% drop.  The 6,000 units in 2008 is 
the lowest number of permits authorized for single-family 
units since 1989.  The multi-family sector (town homes, con-
dominiums, and apartments) has not suffered like the single-
family sector; nevertheless, permits for this sector are down 
30.0%, from 6,300 units in 2007 to 4,400 units in 2008.  In 
contrast, the nonresidential sector has maintained a near re-
cord level of new construction activity.  The value of nonresi-
dential construction was $2.0 billion in 2008, compared to the 
record high $2.05 billion in 2007.  In inflation-adjusted dol-
lars, the all-time high for nonresidential construction was 
1997 at $2.2 billion. 
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($50 million), the Oracle building in West Jordan ($45.9 mil-
lion), Spanish Fork High School ($32.7 million), and the US 
Food Service building in Ogden ($27.5 million).   
 
Conclusion 
Total permit authorized construction value in Utah in 2008 
was $4.8 billion, which includes $2.0 billion in residential con-
struction, $2.0 billion in nonresidential construction, and 
$795 million in additions, alterations and repairs.  The 50% 
drop in the value of new residential construction in Utah was 
precipitated by the credit market crisis of 2007, which contin-
ues to depress the housing sector, as well as the developing 
recession and sluggish job market in 2008.  Single-family con-
struction has been particularly hard hit, with permits drop-
ping a record 56%, from 13,510 units to 6,000 units.  Multi-
family units accounted for nearly half of all new dwelling 
units in 2008.  Condominium and apartment construction 
were nearly evenly distributed among multi-family sectors.  
The tight market conditions for rental units are encouraging 
the development of apartment projects. 
 
The value of nonresidential construction in 2008 dropped 
slightly to $2.0 billion, a decline of 2.5% from 2007.  The 
sustained high levels of nonresidential construction activity 
are due to a large number of mid-sized commercial projects 
and one mega-project, the City Creek Center—a $1.6 billion 
mixed-use project in downtown Salt Lake City due to be 
completed in 2012. 
  
According to the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Over-
sight, Utah ranks 29th among all states in the change in the 
price index of existing homes in 2008.  From the third quarter 
of 2007 through the third quarter of 2008, the OFHEO index 
for Utah fell by 1.6%.  OFHEO also tracks price change in 
over 300 metropolitan areas.  Logan ranked 8th among all 
metropolitan areas with a 4.6% increase in its price index.  
Salt Lake City ranked 157th with a year over decline of 1.8%, 
Provo-Orem ranked 182nd with a 3.1% decline, and St. 
George ranked 235th with an 8.5% decline in its index. 
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Figure 77 
Utah Residential Construction Activity 

Figure 78 
Value of New Construction 
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Table 84 
Residential and Nonresidential Construction Activity 

Value of Value of Value of
Single- Multi- Mobile Residential Nonresidential Add., Alt., Total
Family Family Homes/ Total Construction Construction and Repairs Valuation

Year Units Units Cabins Units (millions) (millions) (millions) (millions)

1970 5,962 3,108 na 9,070 $117.0 $87.3 $18.0 $222.3
1971 6,768 6,009 na 12,777 176.8 121.6 23.9 322.3
1972 8,807 8,513 na 17,320 256.5 99.0 31.8 387.3
1973 7,546 5,904 na 13,450 240.9 150.3 36.3 427.5
1974 8,284 3,217 na 11,501 237.9 174.2 52.3 464.4
1975 10,912 2,800 na 13,712 330.6 196.5 50.0 577.1
1976 13,546 5,075 na 18,621 507.0 216.8 49.4 773.2
1977 17,424 5,856 na 23,280 728.0 327.1 61.7 1,116.8
1978 15,618 5,646 na 21,264 734.0 338.6 70.8 1,143.4
1979 12,570 4,179 na 16,749 645.8 490.3 96.0 1,232.1
1980 7,760 3,141 na 10,901 408.3 430.0 83.7 922.0
1981 5,413 3,840 na 9,253 451.5 378.2 101.6 931.3
1982 4,767 2,904 na 7,671 347.6 440.1 175.7 963.4
1983 8,806 5,858 na 14,664 657.8 321.0 136.3 1,115.1
1984 7,496 11,327 na 18,823 786.7 535.2 172.9 1,494.8
1985 7,403 7,844 na 15,247 706.2 567.7 167.6 1,441.5
1986 8,512 4,932 na 13,444 715.5 439.9 164.1 1,319.5
1987 6,530 755 na 7,305 495.2 413.4 166.4 1,075.0
1988 5,297 418 na 5,715 413.0 272.1 161.5 846.6
1989 5,197 453 na 5,632 447.8 389.6 171.1 1,008.5
1990 6,099 910 na 7,009 579.4 422.9 243.4 1,245.7
1991r 7,911 958 572 9,441 791.0 342.6 186.9 1,320.5
1992 10,375 1,722 904 13,001 1,113.6 396.9 234.8 1,745.3
1993 12,929 3,865 1,010 17,804 1,504.4 463.7 337.3 2,305.4
1994 13,947 4,646 1,154 19,747 1,730.1 772.2 341.9 2,844.2
1995 13,904 6,425 1,229 21,558 1,854.6 832.7 409.0 3,096.3
1996 15,139 7,190 1,408 23,737 2,104.5 951.8 386.3 3,442.6
1997 14,079 5,265 1,343 20,687 1,943.5 1,370.9 407.1 3,721.6
1998 14,476 5,762 1,505 21,743 2,188.7 1,148.4 461.3 3,798.4
1999 14,561 4,443 1,346 20,350 2,238.0 1,195.0 537.0 3,971.0
2000 13,463 3,629 1,062 18,154 2,140.1 1,213.0 583.3 3,936.0
2001 13,851 5,089 735 19,675 2,352.7 970.0 562.8 3,885.4
2002 14,466 4,149 926 19,941 2,491.0 897.0 393.0 3,782.0
2003 16,515 5,555 766 22,836 3,046.4 1,017.4 497.0 4,560.8
2004 17,724 5,853 716 24,293 3,552.6 1,089.9 476.0 5,118.5
2005 20,912 6,562 811 28,285 4,662.6 1,217.8 707.6 6,588.0
2006 19,888 5,658 776 26,322 4,955.5 1,588.0 865.3 7,408.8
2007 13,510 6,290 739 20,539 3,963.2 2,051.0 979.7 6,994.4
2008e 6,000 4,400 600 11,000 2,000.0 2,000.0 795.0 4,795.0

e = estimate

Source: University of Utah, David Eccles School of Business, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 
December 2008
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Table 85 
Summary of Construction Activity 

Table 86 
Average Rates for 30-year Mortgages in Utah 

Mortgage Mortgage
Year  Rates Year Rates

1968 7.03% 1989 10.32%
1969 7.82% 1990 10.13%
1970 8.35% 1991 9.25%
1971 7.55% 1992 8.40%
1972 7.38% 1993 7.33%
1973 8.04% 1994 8.36%
1974 9.19% 1995 7.95%
1975 9.04% 1996 7.81%
1976 8.86% 1997 7.60%
1977 8.84% 1998 6.95%
1978 9.63% 1999 7.43%
1979 11.19% 2000 8.06%
1980 13.77% 2001 6.97%
1981 16.63% 2002 6.54%
1982 16.09% 2003 5.80%
1983 13.23% 2004 5.84%
1984 13.87% 2005 5.87%
1985 12.42% 2006 6.40%
1986 10.18% 2007 6.38%
1987 10.19% 2008e 6.10%
1988 10.33%

e = estimate

Source: Freddie Mac

% Change
Type of Construction 2005 2006 2007 2008e 2007-2008

Total Construction Value $6.6 billion $7.4 billion $7.0 billion $4.8 billion -31.4%
Residential Value $4.7 billion $4.95 billion $4.0 billion $2.0 billion -50.0%
Total Dwelling Units 28,285 units 26,322 units 20,539 units 11,000 units -46.4%

Single Family Units 20,912 units 19,888 units 13,510 units 6,000 units -55.6%
Multifamily Units 6,562 units 5,658 units 6,290 units 4,400 units -30.0%
Mobile Homes/Cabins 811 units 776 units 739 units 600 units -18.8%

Nonresidential Value $1.2 billion $1.6 billion $2.05 billion $2.0 billion -2.5%
Additions, Alterations and Repairs $700 million $865 million $980 million $795 million -18.9%

e = estimate

Source: University of Utah, David Eccles School of Business, Bureau of Economic and Business Research
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Table 87 
Housing Prices for Utah 

Year-Over Year-Over
Percent Percent

Year Index  Change Year Index Change

1980 101.6 1995 192.9 11.6%
1981 109.0 7.3% 1996 209.6 8.6%
1982 111.4 2.1% 1997 222.6 6.2%
1983 113.8 2.2% 1998 234.0 5.1%
1984 113.7 -0.1% 1999 236.3 1.0%
1985 116.5 2.4% 2000 238.5 0.9%
1986 118.8 2.0% 2001 249.1 4.4%
1987 116.3 -2.1% 2002 252.5 1.4%
1988 112.9 -3.0% 2003 256.8 1.7%
1989 114.7 1.6% 2004 264.6 3.0%
1990 118.5 3.3% 2005 290.3 9.7%
1991 125.3 5.8% 2006 337.2 16.1%
1992 133.5 6.5% 2007 381.8 13.2%
1993 148.0 10.9% 2008e 381.0 -0.2%
1994 172.8 16.7%

e = estimate

Note: 1980 Q1 = 100

Sources: Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, Housing Price Index
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2008 Summary 
Petroleum 
Production.  Crude oil production in Utah has seen a sub-
stantial resurgence over the past five years with the discovery 
of the Covenant field in central Utah and increased explora-
tion and drilling in the Uinta Basin.  Crude oil production 
increased to 21.3 million barrels in 2008, up 9.1% from 2007 
and up 63% from 2003.  Total crude oil imports decreased by 
2.2 million barrels in 2008, giving room at Utah refineries for 
the increase of Utah production.  Of particular note, imports 
from Canada decreased from 8.8 million barrels in 2007 to 
7.5 million barrels in 2008, significantly less than the record 
13.2 million barrels delivered in 2004.  Refinery receipts, the 
amount of crude oil delivered to the refineries, decreased for 
the second straight year from a record high 55.1 million bar-
rels of crude oil in 2006 to 54.0 million barrels in 2008.  This 
slowdown seems to be related to high motor gasoline and 
diesel prices and the resulting decrease in demand.   
 
Prices.  U.S. crude oil prices were on a roller coaster ride in 
2008, starting near $90 a barrel in January, hitting an all-time 

high of $147 in July, then collapsing to below $50 by the end 
of the year.  The price of Utah crude oil rose and fell com-
mensurately, ending at a 2008 average of $90.57 per barrel.  
This is 45% higher than in 2007, double the price seen in 
2004, and more than seven times the average price of $12.52 
recorded in 1998.  Even when the effect of inflation is taken 
into account, the 2008 price of Utah crude oil is the highest in 
history, followed by 1981’s inflation-adjusted price of $81.12 
per barrel.  This recent increase in crude oil price translated 
into a significant increase in motor gasoline and diesel prices.  
The average 2008 price of regular unleaded motor gasoline in 
Utah increased 21% to $3.33 per gallon, more than double 
the average price from 2003.  It should be noted, however, 
that by the end of 2008, motor gasoline experienced a sudden 
collapse in price similar to crude prices, finishing the year at 
less than $2.00 a gallon.  The value of Utah’s crude oil 
reached $1.9 billion in 2008, a new all-time high in nominal 
dollars.  When inflation is taken into account, 2008 ranks 
fourth in total crude value behind 1981, 1984, and 1985. 
 
Consumption.  Utah’s refined product production decreased 
3.1% in 2008 to 64.4 million barrels, after reaching a record 
high of 66.4 million barrels in 2007.  Likewise, refined petro-
leum product imports from Wyoming via the Pioneer pipe-
line decreased 7.4% in 2008.  These decreases most likely 
resulted from very high product prices and followed de-
creases in overall demand.  In addition, the Holly refinery was 
taken offline for roughly one month during the summer of 
2008 as improvements were made and capacity increased.  
Utah’s total petroleum product consumption decreased by 
1.8% in 2008 to 56.3 million barrels after reaching an all-time 
high in 2007 of 57.3 million barrels.  Utah refineries exported 
21.5 million barrels of petroleum products via pipeline to 
other states in 2008, down 5.9% from the year before.  Utah 
exports could soon increase as a petroleum product pipeline 
from Salt Lake City to Las Vegas is in the planning stages. 
 
Natural Gas 
Production.  Natural gas production in Utah has also seen a 
substantial surge in the past few years as drilling in the Uinta 
Basin has significantly increased.  Utah produced a record-
high 418 billion cubic feet of natural gas in 2008, 8.5% more 
than in 2007 and 46% more than in 2003.  Marketed produc-
tion and actual natural gas sales also reached record highs at 
405 and 372 billion cubic feet, respectively.  Roughly 19% of 
natural gas production was from coalbed methane wells, but 
this percentage is decreasing as numerous new conventional 
wells are drilled in the Uinta Basin and existing coalbed meth-
ane wells have declining production rates. 
 
Prices.  The average wellhead price for natural gas in Utah 
increased 56%, from $4.10 per thousand cubic feet in 2007 to 
$6.40 in 2008.  Utah’s price for natural gas peaked during the 
summer at over $10 per thousand cubic feet, but following its 
normal downward fourth quarter trend, dropped to around 
$4.  The new Rockies Express Pipeline, which was completed 

Energy and Minerals 
Energy Overview 
Utah experienced a significant increase in crude oil and natu-
ral gas production in 2008; however, coal production declined 
due to unexpected mine closures.  Production of coal and 
natural gas continued to satisfy demand, while crude oil pro-
duction, despite its recent rebound, still accounted for only 
38% of Utah’s total petroleum product consumption.  The 
natural gas price in 2008 peaked near record highs during the 
summer and then followed its normal annual downward 
trend into the fall.  In contrast, crude oil prices peaked at 
record highs in July and abnormally crashed to a third of their 
peak values following a dramatic downturn in the U.S. and 
world economies which threatens to continue well into 2009. 
 
Crude oil production in Utah increased a remarkable 63% 
over the past five years, but in order to keep up with demand, 
Utah had to import significant amounts of crude from other 
states and Canada.  Production and consumption of natural 
gas and electricity increased to record highs in 2008, mostly 
attributable to new natural-gas-fired power plants.  Despite 
coal production decreasing for the second straight year, coal 
consumption, mainly at Utah’s five coal-burning power 
plants, remained steady.  
 
The wellhead price of crude oil reached a record inflation-
adjusted high of $90.57 per barrel in 2008 which translated 
into an inflation-adjusted record price for diesel and the sec-
ond highest inflation-adjusted price for motor gasoline.  Simi-
larly, the wellhead price of natural gas increased 56% over 
2007’s value, while the price for home-heating natural gas 
decreased 3.5%.  The 2008 average cost of electricity in Utah 
remained well below the national average, mainly due to reli-
ance on Utah’s low-cost coal-fired generation. 
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in the first quarter of 2008, enabled Rocky Mountain natural 
gas to reach markets in the eastern United States. This 
“connecting-of-markets” was one factor in Utah’s natural gas 
price increase, matching higher prices in the east.  This in-
crease in wellhead price, however, has not yet translated into 
higher consumer prices.  The average price of residential 
natural gas was $9.11 per thousand cubic feet in 2008, 3.5% 
lower than the 2007 price of $9.44.  The value of Utah’s mar-
keted natural gas reached an all-time nominal and inflation-
adjusted high of $2.6 billion in 2008. 
 
Consumption.  Natural gas consumption in Utah increased 
by 7.9% in 2008 to a record-high 223 billion cubic feet.  
Natural gas consumption at electric utilities rose 60% in the 
last two years to 46.2 billion cubic feet as two new natural gas 
power plants came online in late 2006.  Natural gas consumed 
for power generation has increased ten-fold over the past 10 
years as concerns over greenhouse gas emissions have utilities 
favoring the construction of gas-fired power plants to pro-
vide quick-start peaking capacity, as well as supplying more 
baseload capacity.  Natural gas consumption in the residential 
sector also increased by 13% as Utah households consumed a 
record-high 68.4 billion cubic feet in 2008.  Industrial use of 
natural gas increased by 6.7% in 2008 to 33.7 billion cubic 
feet, but is still well below peak industrial consumption of 
45.5 billion cubic feet reached in 1998.  Utah only consumes 
53% of in-state production, making Utah a net exporter of 
natural gas. 
 
Coal 
Production.  Utah coal production decreased 1.2% in 2008 
to 24.0 million short tons.  This decrease was the result of the 
unexpected closure of the Crandall Canyon mine, closure of 
the Aberdeen (Tower) mine over safety concerns, and less-
than-expected production at the Bear Canyon mine due to 
financial difficulties.  Lower production also led to a decrease 
in coal distribution, which totaled 23.6 million short tons in 
2008 and resulted in a small increase in coal imports.  Two 
newly proposed coal mines are in various stages of develop-
ment: the Lila Canyon mine, located in the southern part of 
the Book Cliffs coal field, currently has a permit and develop-
ment is underway; and the Coal Hollow mine, located in the 
Alton coal field in southern Utah’s Kane County, is still in the 
permitting phase.   
 
Prices.  The average mine-mouth price for Utah coal in-
creased to $26.87 per short ton in 2008 from $25.18 in 2007.  
Similarly, the spot price for coal in Utah has increased from 
about $30 per short ton in the beginning of 2008 to $73 at 
the end of the year.  This dramatic upturn in the spot market 
may affect Utah’s mine-mouth price; however, production 
from many mines is locked into long-term lower-priced con-
tracts, thus lowering Utah’s overall state average.  The end-
use price of coal at Utah electric utilities, which includes 
transportation costs, increased 2.3% to $31.30 per short ton 
in 2008.  The value of coal produced in Utah totaled $645 
million, a new record high in nominal dollars, but well below 
the inflation-adjusted high of $1.1 billion seen in 1982. 

Consumption.  Approximately 17.8 million short tons of 
coal were consumed in Utah in 2008, 95% of which was 
burned at electric utilities.  Demand for coal in Utah has 
reached a plateau in recent years, averaging about 17 million 
tons a year for the past 10 years.  This level of demand will 
continue into the foreseeable future as plans for new coal-
burning power plants have been put on hold until carbon 
regulations are determined.  Coke consumption in Utah 
ended in 2002 when Geneva Steel went out of business, and 
coal sales for industrial use, mostly cement and lime compa-
nies, have averaged 850,000 tons for the last five years.  Al-
though it imports some coal, Utah has always been a net ex-
porter, with 8.6 million short tons of coal going to other 
states and countries in 2008—about the same as in 2007, but 
much lower than peak exports of 15.1 million short tons de-
livered in 1996. 
 
Electricity 
Production.  Electricity generation in Utah increased to an 
all-time high of 46,360 gigawatthours (GWh) in 2008, up 
6.1% from the year before.  The vast majority, 81%, came 
from coal-burning power plants; however, electric generation 
from natural gas plants has increased its share of total genera-
tion to 16%, five times greater than just three years ago.  Pe-
troleum accounted for 0.1%, while renewable resources, 
mostly hydroelectric (1.7%) and geothermal (0.4%), provided 
2.6% of Utah’s total electric generation.  Commercial-scale 
wind energy can now be included in Utah’s electric generation 
portfolio as the state’s first commercial wind farm came 
online in late 2008.  This farm, at the mouth of Spanish Fork 
Canyon, consists of nine, 2.1-megawatt (MW) turbines, for a 
total capacity of 18.9 MW.  In addition, construction is under-
way just north of Milford, Utah, for a 200-MW wind farm 
that will contain 97 2.1-MW turbines.  Furthermore, Utah’s 
third geothermal electric plant came online in late 2008 in the 
Escalante Valley, adding an additional 10 MW of capacity to 
Utah’s electric generation mix, and plans exist for several 
more similar facilities.   
 
Prices.  Despite more rapid increases in fuel prices, electricity 
prices for all sectors in Utah increased only 1.8% in 2008.  
Utah's 2008 average electric rate of 6.5 cents per kilowatthour 
(kWh) for all sectors of the economy is 30% lower than the 
national average of 9.7 cents.  This is due in part to Utah’s 
relatively cheap and abundant coal, which supplies 81% of 
electricity generation in the state.  The residential price of 
Utah’s electricity increased 1.6% in 2008 to 8.3 cents per kWh 
but is also much lower than the national average of 11.2 cents 
per kWh. 
 
Consumption.  Electricity consumption in Utah increased 
1.3% in 2008 to 28,120 GWh, a new record high.  Since 1980, 
electricity consumption has averaged a 3.5% increase each 
year, mirroring Utah’s population increase (2.3%) combined 
with the increasing rate of consumption per capita (1.2%).  
Residential and commercial demand stayed roughly the same 
as in 2007, while industrial demand increased 4.3%.  Utah is a 
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2008 Summary 
The UGS estimated value of  Utah's mineral production 
(excluding crude oil and natural gas) in 2008 reached a re-
cord-high $4.89 billion, an increase of  about $210 million 
(4.5%) from 2007.  Contributions from each of  the major 
industry sectors for 2008 are as follows:  
       
Base metals   $2.79 billion (57% of  total)  
Industrial minerals  $1.03 billion (21% of  total)  
Energy minerals   $671 million (14% of  total)  
Precious metals  $395 million (8% of  total)  
 
Base Metals 
Base metal production, valued at approximately $2.79 billion, 
was the largest contributor to the value of  minerals produced 
in 2008, accounting for 57% of  the total value of  minerals 
produced.  Base metal values decreased approximately $32 
million (1.2%) in 2008, due primarily to the lower production 
of  copper and molybdenum.  The decline in value was par-
tially offset by substantial price increases for magnesium and 
vanadium.  In descending order of  value, base metal mines 
produced copper, molybdenum, magnesium, iron, and beryl-
lium.  Vanadium is a by-product in milling uranium.  These 
metals were produced by Kennecott Utah Copper Company 
(copper and molybdenum) from one mine in Salt Lake 
County, Lisbon Valley Mining Company (copper) from a rela-
tively new mine in San Juan County, US Magnesium, LLC 
(magnesium) from its electrolytic facility in Tooele County 
using brines from the Great Salt Lake, Palladon Iron Com-
pany (iron) from one mine in Iron County, and Brush Re-
sources, Inc. (beryllium) from one mine in Millard County.  
Denison Mines recovers vanadium from two mines in San 
Juan County. 
 
Industrial Minerals 
Industrial minerals production (including sand and gravel), 
valued at a record $1.03 billion, was the second-largest con-
tributor to the value of  minerals produced in 2008 and ac-
counted for approximately 21% of  the total value of  minerals 
produced (up from 18% in 2007).  Utah’s industrial mineral 
value exceeded one billion dollars for the first time in 2008.  
In contrast to the relatively few (six) Large Mines and facili-
ties that produce base and precious metals, approximately 45 
active Large Mines and brine-processing facilities and 40 
Small Mines produced a myriad of  industrial mineral com-
modities and products in 2008.  The total of  85 Large and 
Small Mines does not include the more than 120 sand and 
gravel operations spread throughout the state that are exempt 
from Utah reclamation rules.  The estimated value of  indus-
trial minerals increased approximately $110 million (12%) 
compared to 2007, due primarily to increased values of  pot-
ash and phosphate.  Because of  the regional downturn in 
construction activity, the production of  sand and gravel, 
crushed stone, and gypsum was significantly lower in 2008 
compared to 2007.  
 

net exporter of electricity, using only 61% of in-state electric 
generation. 
 
Conclusion and Outlook for Utah Energy 
Production and Consumption.  Despite recent increases in 
crude oil production, Utah will continue to be dependent on 
other states and Canada for crude oil and petroleum products 
as current Utah production meets only 38% of in-state de-
mand.  Conversely, Utah will produce much more natural gas 
than it consumes, allowing roughly half of total production to 
be exported out-of-state.  Coal production, despite recent 
decreases, should continue at a steady pace, as demand re-
mains stable, especially from the electric utility sector.  Utah 
also produces more coal than it uses, allowing 34% of pro-
duction to be shipped to other states.  Electricity generation 
will continue to increase as new electric plants, most recently 
natural gas, wind, and geothermal, come online to meet de-
mand that is increasing at an average rate of 3.5% per year. 
 
Prices.  Utah crude oil reached a new record-high nominal 
and inflation-adjusted price of $90.57 per barrel in 2008, but 
year-end prices dropped to below $50 per barrel and suggest 
a much lower average for 2009 as the U.S. faces a recession.  
The price of natural gas, while hitting near-record highs in the 
summer, followed its normal seasonal path, averaging $6.40 
per thousand cubic feet for 2008 and dropping to near $4.00 
by year end.  On the other hand, the spot price for Utah coal 
reached a record $73 per ton in late 2008, suggesting that the 
Utah coal price in 2009 may continue its upward trend.  With 
regard to electricity, the abundance of established Utah coal-
fired power plants will assure affordable, reliable electric 
power in Utah for the foreseeable future and will help keep 
Utah’s electricity prices well below the national average.     

Minerals Overview 
The gross production value (in inflation-adjusted dollars) of  
all energy and mineral commodities produced in Utah in 
2008 totaled a record $9.43 billion, about $1.82 billion more 
than the previous high of  $7.61 billion established in 2006.  
The 2008 value is mostly due to increased precious metal and 
industrial mineral values and increased crude oil and natural 
gas prices and production.  The decline of  both oil and gas 
and nonfuel mineral prices that began in mid-2008 will have a 
significant negative impact on total mineral values in 2009. 
 
The Utah Geological Survey (UGS) estimates the nominal 
value of  mineral production (excluding oil and gas) in Utah 
was $4.89 billion in 2008.  This is approximately $210 million 
(4.5%) higher than the revised $4.68 billion for 2007.   The 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) ranked Utah fourth among all 
states in the value of  nonfuel mineral production for 2007 
with an estimated value of  $3.94 billion 



2009 Economic Report to the Governor 190 Energy and Minerals 
UT 

The five most valuable commodities or groups of  commodi-
ties produced, in descending order of  value, were 1) salines, 
including salt, potash (potassium chloride), sulfate of  potash 
(potassium sulfate), and magnesium chloride; 2) construction 
sand and gravel and crushed stone; 3) Portland cement; 4) 
lime, including quicklime and hydrated lime; and 5) phos-
phate.  Together, these commodities contributed 91% of  the 
total value of  industrial minerals produced in Utah in 2008.  
The substantial increase in potash and phosphate prices was 
primarily responsible for the increase in saline values and in 
establishing a new record for industrial mineral values. 
 
Energy Minerals 
The value of  energy minerals (coal and uranium) totaled ap-
proximately $671 million and was the third-largest contribu-
tor to the value of  minerals produced in 2008, accounting for 
approximately 14% of  the total value of  minerals produced 
(up from 13% in 2007).  The 2008 value is an increase of  $59 
million (10%) compared to 2007.  Approximately 24 million 
tons of  high-Btu, low-sulfur coal, valued at $645 million, 
were produced from nine mines operated by seven compa-
nies.  More than 300,000 pounds of  U3O8 (yellow cake), 
valued at approximately $26 million, were produced from 
three mines operated by one company in 2008.  The coal 
mines are located in Carbon, Emery, and Sevier Counties and 
the uranium mines are located in Garfield and San Juan 
Counties.  The value of  coal increased about $33 million 
(5.4%) due to increased prices, while coal production was 
about 300,000 tons less than the 24.3 million tons produced 
in 2007.  Coal prices, which have been steadily rising for the 
past three years, increased again in 2008 and are forecast to 
increase yet again in 2009.  No new coal mines opened during 
the year, although several new mines are being planned and 
one new mine was permitted for development.  The first year 
that uranium production values have been reported since 
1997 was 2008.  The restart of  the uranium mines is largely 
the result of  a three-fold increase in yellow cake prices that 
peaked in 2007.  Spot uranium prices declined about 50% in 
2008, resulting in one mine closure.  This price drop may 
delay or preclude the planned opening of  several mines and 
the restart of  the Ticaboo uranium mill.  
  
Precious Metals 
Precious metals were valued at $395 million in 2008 and ac-
counted for approximately 8% of  the total value of  minerals 
produced in Utah.  The value of  precious metal production 
was attributed to gold (87%) and silver (13%).  Precious metal 
values increased $73 million (23%) compared to 2007 due to 
higher average prices of  both gold and silver (33% and 12%, 
respectively).  The two main producers of  precious metals 
were Kennecott's Bingham Canyon mine, which recovers 
both silver and gold as by-products of  copper production, 
and Kennecott's Barneys Canyon mine, which is a primary 
gold producer.  The Bingham Canyon and Barneys Canyon 
mines are located in western Salt Lake County.  Because of  
relatively high gold prices, the Barneys Canyon mine, which 

was expected to close its leach pad in 2008, will continue to 
operate into 2009.   
 
Active Mines and New Mine Permits 
As of  mid-October 2008, the Division of  Oil, Gas, and Min-
ing (DOGM) listed 112 active Large Mines and 206 active 
Small Mines (excluding sand and gravel).  In 2007 (DOGM 
has not yet received production reports for 2008), 62 Large 
Mines and 53 Small Mines reported production, compared to 
68 Large Mines and 52 Small Mines in 2006.  The Large 
Mines reporting production in 2007, grouped by industry 
sector, were industrial minerals (45), base metals (four), pre-
cious metals (one), and energy minerals (12), including nine 
coal and three uranium.  The Small Mines reporting produc-
tion in 2007, grouped by industry sector, were industrial min-
erals (40), base metals (one), and gemstones, fossils, and other 
(12).     
 
Through mid-October 2008, DOGM received three new 
Large Mine permit applications and 33 new Small Mine per-
mit applications.  These numbers represent a decrease of  
seven Large Mine permit applications and an increase of  one 
Small Mine permit application compared to 2007.  Two of  
the new Large Mine applications were for industrial mineral 
operations and one was for precious metals.  New Small Mine 
applications included 20 for industrial minerals, three for pre-
cious metals, eight for energy minerals, and one each for base 
metals, and gemstones, fossils, and other. 
 
The number of  Notices of  Intent (NOI) to explore on public 
lands increased modestly in 2008.  Thirty-nine NOIs were 
filed with DOGM through mid-October 2008, compared to 
37 for all of  2007, and 35 for 2006.  The 2008 NOIs included 
19 for energy minerals (17 uranium and two oil shale), six for 
precious metals, and two for gemstones, fossils, and other.   
 
Nonfuel Mineral Production Trends 
According to preliminary data from the USGS, the value of  
Utah's nonfuel mineral production in 2007 was $3.94 billion, 
a slight decrease (less than 1%) from the $3.96 billion of  
2006.  This is the first decline in nonfuel mineral values since 
2002.  Nationally, Utah ranked fourth in 2007 (same as in 
2005 and 2006) in the value of  nonfuel mineral production, 
accounting for approximately 5.8% of  the U.S. total.  USGS 
data show that during the period from 1998 through 2007, 
the value of  nonfuel mineral production in Utah ranged from 
a low of  $1.24 billion in 2002 to a revised high of  $3.96 bil-
lion in 2006.  The UGS estimates the value of  nonfuel min-
eral production in Utah for 2008 was $4.22 billion, 3.7% 
higher than the revised nonfuel mineral production estimate 
of  $4.07 billion for 2007.   
 
During the past four years, substantial increases in metal and 
mineral commodity prices and increased metals and industrial 
mineral production led to higher nonfuel mineral values.  
Most mineral prices peaked in mid-2008 but on average still 
ended the year higher than 2007.  Because of  the worldwide 
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economic downturn, which accelerated in the fourth quarter 
of  2008, mineral prices and the overall demand for nonfuel 
minerals will decline, perhaps significantly, in 2009. 
 
Significant Issues Affecting Utah's Mining Industry 
Significant short-term issues that will impact the mineral in-
dustry in Utah include the availability of  money to fund ex-
ploration and development of  new mineral resources, con-
flicts in commodity leasing (for example, oil and gas vs. pot-
ash), permitting delays, and the decreased incentive to explore 
for metal and mineral commodities in a declining price envi-
ronment.  Long-term issues include the change in rural Utah 
from a resource-based to a tourism-based economy that will 
continue to have a significant long-range impact on the avail-
ability of  lands open for exploration and the willingness of  
the public to accept mineral development in areas they con-
sider environmentally sensitive. 
 
2009 Outlook 
The overall value of  mineral production in Utah for 2009 is 
expected to be lower than the 2008 value as mineral prices, 
which fell precipitously in the fourth quarter of  2008, will 
likely remain relatively low or continue to decline as the eco-
nomic recession continues into 2009.  Base and precious 
metal production should increase, while metal prices will be 
moderately to significantly lower.  Industrial mineral produc-
tion is expected to decrease moderately, while individual com-
modity prices (increases or decreases) could vary widely.  In-
dustrial minerals that are consumed both locally and region-
ally will be adversely affected as housing, industrial, and com-
mercial construction continues to decline.  Energy  mineral 
values should increase as uranium production increases.  Coal 
production is projected to remain flat, but coal prices should 
increase incrementally in 2009.  Several new coal mines are 
being planned and one new mine was permitted for develop-
ment.  One relatively new copper mine (Lisbon Valley) con-
verted to a leach only operation in 2008 and will produce at a 
much lower rate in 2009.  The ramp-up in production of  the 
recently reopened Iron Bull iron mine and increased vana-
dium production will make a modest contribution to base 
metal values that will offset some of  the losses from falling 
copper and molybdenum prices. 
 
The relatively high price of  uranium that averaged about 
$100/pound in 2007 (versus a low of  about $8/pound in 
2000-2001) has rejuvenated uranium exploration and devel-
opment activity in the Colorado Plateau province of  south-
eastern Utah.  Two mines produced a small amount of  ura-
nium in 2007 and three mines produced uranium in 2008.  
The decline in spot uranium prices from $90 per pound in 
January 2008 to $55 in December may delay plans to open 
several other uranium mines and the Shootaring Canyon mill 
near Ticaboo.  However, increased interest in tar sand and oil 
shale may eventually lead to a significant expansion of  Utah's 
energy mineral production within the next 10 to 15 years. 
 

The number of  exploration NOIs approved so far in 2008 is 
relatively high, and the UGS anticipates that the increase in 
uranium production and relatively high metal prices will con-
tinue to have a positive effect on exploration in the long term, 
although the recent downturn in metal prices could slow ex-
ploration efforts for the next one to two years.   
 
Conclusions 
The value of  Utah's nonfuel mineral and energy production 
reached a record high in 2008 because of  1) increased base 
metal production and relatively high base metal prices, 2) 
significantly higher precious metal prices that more than off-
set slightly lower production, 3) record high industrial mineral 
values and production levels aided by substantial potash and 
phosphate price increases, 4) increased coal prices despite 
lower coal production, 5) increased uranium production, and 
6) increased crude oil and natural gas production and prices.  
Although the number of  producing mines statewide appears 
to be decreasing over the long term, the overall level of  min-
eral exploration increased during 2007 and 2008 to levels not 
seen since the early 1990s; this increased exploration may 
eventually result in an increase in producing mines.   
 
The UGS anticipates that Utah's nonfuel mineral valuation 
will be moderately lower in 2009, primarily due to a decline in 
precious and base metal prices and lower industrial mineral 
production and prices, despite projected increases in base  
and precious metal and uranium production.  Coal prices 
have increased each year beginning in 2005 and are projected 
to increase again in 2009.  Utah ranked fourth in the nation in 
the value of nonfuel mineral production and 13th in coal 
production in 2007.  The nonfuel ranking will likely not 
change for 2008.  The resurgence of uranium exploration and 
the reopening of several mines will add to the value of the 
energy minerals sector of the industry, and tar sand and oil 
shale development may add significantly to energy mineral 
values in the future. 
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Figure 79 
Utah’s Crude Oil Production, Pipeline Imports, and Refinery Receipts Plotted with Wellhead Price 

Figure 80 
Utah’s Petroleum Product Production and Consumption Plotted with Motor Gasoline and Diesel Prices 

Source: Utah Geological Survey; Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining; U.S. Energy Information Administration 

Source: Utah Geological Survey; U.S. Energy Information Administration 

0

10,000

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

Th
ou

sa
nd

 b
ar

re
ls

$0

$10

$20

$30

$40

$50

$60

$70

$80

$90

$100

$/
ba

rr
el

Production Pipeline imports Refinery receipts Wellhead price

0

10,000

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

70,000

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

Th
ou

sa
nd

 b
ar

re
ls

$0.50

$1.00

$1.50

$2.00

$2.50

$3.00

$3.50

$4.00

$/
ga

llo
n

Production Consumption Motor fuel - Regular unleaded price Diesel price



2009 Economic Report to the Governor 193 Energy and Minerals 
UT 

Figure 81 
Utah’s Natural Gas Production and Consumption Plotted with Wellhead and Residential Prices 

Figure 82 
Utah’s Coal Production, Consumption, and Exports Plotted with Mine Mouth Price 

Source: Utah Geological Survey; U.S. Energy Information Administration 

Source: Utah Geological Survey; Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining; U.S. Energy Information Administration 
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Figure 83 
Utah’s Electricity Net Generation and Consumption Plotted with End-Use Residential Prices 

Figure 84 
Total Annual Value of Utah’s Energy and Mineral Production, Inflation Adjusted to 2008 Dollars 

Source: Utah Geological Survey; U.S. Energy Information Administration 
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Figure 85 
Value of Utah’s Annual Mineral Production in Nominal Dollars 

Figure 86 
Total Annual Value of Utah’s Nonfuel Mineral Production 
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Table 88 
Supply, Disposition, Price, and Value of Crude Oil in Utah 

Prices Value

Year
Utah Field 
Production

Colorado 
Imports

Wyoming 
Imports

Canadian 
Imports

Utah Crude 
Exports**

Refinery 
Receipts

Refinery 
Inputs

Refinery 
Beginning 

Stocks
Wellhead

Value of Utah 
Crude Oil

$/barrel Million $

1980 24,979 15,846 12,233 0 8,232 44,291 44,421 665 $19.79 $494.3
1981 24,309 14,931 11,724 0 7,866 42,876 43,007 762 34.14 829.9
1982 23,595 13,911 12,033 0 7,826 40,372 40,368 593 30.50 719.7
1983 31,045 14,696 7,283 0 8,316 43,901 43,844 632 28.12 873.0
1984 38,965 13,045 6,195 0 13,616 43,745 43,544 606 27.21 1,060.2
1985 41,080 13,107 6,827 0 14,597 45,224 45,357 695 23.98 985.1
1986 39,243 12,567 7,574 0 15,721 45,086 45,034 559 13.33 523.1
1987 35,829 13,246 7,454 0 12,137 45,654 45,668 613 17.22 617.0
1988 33,365 12,783 14,739 0 8,411 48,690 48,604 599 14.24 475.1
1989 28,504 13,861 18,380 0 6,179 47,989 47,948 626 18.63 531.0
1990 27,705 14,494 18,844 0 7,725 49,104 48,977 656 22.61 626.4
1991 25,928 14,423 20,113 0 8,961 48,647 48,852 749 19.99 518.3
1992 24,074 13,262 21,949 0 6,901 50,079 49,776 513 19.39 466.8
1993 21,826 11,575 22,279 0 7,123 48,554 48,307 645 17.48 381.5
1994 20,668 10,480 26,227 0 6,913 48,802 48,486 691 16.38 338.5
1995 19,976 9,929 24,923 60 6,754 46,641 46,634 806 17.71 353.8
1996 19,529 9,857 24,297 783 6,862 46,126 46,265 768 21.10 412.1
1997 19,593 8,565 28,162 2,858 7,105 48,492 48,477 633 18.57 363.8
1998 19,218 8,161 28,779 6,097 7,445 50,017 49,476 613 12.52 240.6
1999 16,362 7,335 28,461 8,067 6,905 52,271 50,556 704 17.69 289.4
2000 15,609 7,163 26,367 11,528 6,350 49,716 49,999 786 28.53 445.3
2001 15,274 7,208 25,100 12,188 5,637 50,310 50,143 457 24.09 367.9
2002 13,771 7,141 25,455 10,966 5,312 49,962 49,987 591 23.87 328.7
2003 13,097 6,964 24,152 9,966 4,654 48,267 48,284 547 28.88 378.3
2004 14,745 7,559 22,911 13,206 4,222 53,400 53,180 532 39.35 580.2
2005 16,676 8,214 24,372 11,055 4,064 54,513 54,544 767 53.98 900.2
2006 17,928 9,355 23,256 11,109 3,889 55,119 55,192 728 59.70 1,070.3
2007 19,538 10,708 22,012 8,801 4,074 54,764 54,952 662 62.48 1,220.7

2008e 21,300 10,150 21,700 7,460 4,090 53,990 53,600 473 90.57 1,929.1

e = estimate

**Estimated

Note:  Prices and values are in nominal dollars

Source:  Utah Geological Survey; Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining; U.S. Energy Information Administration

*Out-of-state imports only include pipeline shipments; minor imports may arrive by truck.  Also, there may be additional minor imports 
from other states.

Supply* Disposition

Thousand barrels Thousand barrels
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Table 89 
Supply, Disposition, and Select Prices of Petroleum Products in Utah 

Exports

Year Refined in 
Utah

Refinery 
Beginning 

Stocks

Refined 
Product 
Pipeline 
Imports*

Motor 
Gasoline

Jet 
Fuel

Distillate 
Fuel

All 
Other

Total
Pipeline 

Exports to 
Other States*

Motor Fuel - 
Regular 

Unleaded
Diesel

Thousand barrels

1980 45,340 3,202 6,427 15,534 2,637 8,401 9,411 35,983 22,136 $1.27 $0.95
1981 49,622 3,376 7,401 15,548 2,424 7,098 5,742 30,812 23,630 1.42 1.10
1982 44,011 2,979 8,933 15,793 2,801 6,438 5,531 30,563 22,119 1.40 1.06
1983 47,663 3,153 6,943 15,954 3,284 6,387 6,691 32,316 25,298 1.16 1.01
1984 48,493 2,842 8,215 16,151 3,413 6,107 6,458 32,129 24,121 1.14 1.00
1985 50,188 2,989 8,030 16,240 3,808 5,715 6,046 31,809 23,365 1.14 0.97
1986 51,822 2,803 8,766 17,541 4,335 6,978 5,552 34,406 20,027 0.86 0.82
1987 51,519 2,661 8,695 17,623 4,969 6,507 6,073 35,172 20,359 0.92 0.88
1988 57,354 2,306 8,926 18,148 4,977 7,060 5,786 35,971 22,031 0.95 0.89
1989 55,184 2,685 9,550 17,311 5,095 5,917 6,371 34,694 21,409 1.02 0.99
1990 57,349 3,000 10,647 16,724 5,281 7,162 5,915 35,082 21,419 1.12 1.17
1991 57,446 2,758 11,459 17,395 5,917 7,038 6,583 36,933 21,918 1.09 1.09
1992 57,786 2,746 10,534 17,905 5,607 7,286 5,726 36,524 21,087 1.10 1.07
1993 57,503 2,840 10,707 18,837 5,518 7,422 5,645 37,422 19,539 1.07 1.06
1994 59,458 3,173 11,555 19,433 5,270 7,653 5,919 38,275 21,326 1.07 1.04
1995 57,974 2,907 12,289 20,771 5,658 8,469 6,820 41,718 20,512 1.10 1.10
1996 58,852 3,253 12,692 21,170 6,303 8,746 8,409 44,628 20,512 1.21 1.25
1997 58,677 2,640 12,949 22,024 6,277 9,976 6,249 44,526 22,444 1.26 1.23
1998 62,012 2,908 12,842 22,735 6,373 10,398 5,940 45,446 22,474 1.08 1.05
1999 58,201 2,780 14,509 23,141 7,443 9,793 6,429 46,806 22,887 1.22 1.15
2000 59,125 2,426 14,568 23,895 7,701 10,629 6,954 49,179 22,811 1.48 1.50
2001 59,094 2,306 15,764 22,993 6,880 11,236 7,058 48,167 23,937 1.41 1.37
2002 59,514 2,739 16,848 24,158 6,416 11,482 5,551 47,607 24,082 1.32 1.29
2003 57,511 2,846 16,515 24,325 6,758 11,731 7,083 49,897 22,729 1.56 1.50
2004 63,071 2,599 18,486 24,744 7,137 12,264 6,480 50,625 24,475 1.82 1.88
2005 63,487 2,806 20,258 24,677 7,394 13,717 7,190 52,978 24,482 2.21 2.48
2006 64,806 2,587 18,976 25,312 7,560 17,292 6,903 57,067 23,321 2.49 2.77

2007** 66,443 2,924 15,991 26,071 7,300 17,000 6,890 57,261 22,851 2.76 2.99
2008e 64,360 2,513 14,800 25,550 7,400 16,500 6,800 56,250 21,500 3.33 3.86

e = estimate
*Amounts shipped by truck are unknown
**Consumption is estimated

Note:  Prices are in nominal dollars

Source:  Utah Geological Survey, U.S. Energy Information Administration

Prices

$/gallon

Supply Consumption by Product

Thousand barrels Thousand barrels
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2007 Summary 
In 2007, employment in Utah’s high technology sector 
reached 66,127, increasing by 3,125 workers or 5%.  In com-
parison, nonagricultural employment for all industries grew 
by about 4% in 2007. 
 
Almost half of Utah’s technology employment is concen-
trated in three industries.  The largest industry, computer 
systems design, employed 14,611 people in 2007, or roughly 
22% of all technology workers.  Aerospace products (8,359 
workers) and engineering services (8,094) are the second and 
third largest industries in the technology sector. 
 
Changes in NAICS codes implemented in 2007 make year-
over comparisons on an industry-by-industry basis difficult.  
However, a cursory analysis shows that, excluding the four 
newly created industry sectors, 13 industries posted job gains 
and four industries showed declining employment in 2007.  
The largest increase occurred in navigational, measuring, and 
electromedical products, which grew by 2,589; however, a 
significant share of this increase was the result of a reclassifi-
cation of the communication equipment industry (which 
posted the largest declines in 2007).  Other industries posting 
significant job gains were computer systems design (+1,403), 
semiconductor and electronic components (+1,047), and 
engineering services (+885). 
 

Apart from the employment decline in the communication 
equipment industry, the only other significant employment 
decrease was in motion picture and video production, with a 
loss of 690 jobs. 
 
As a whole, technology jobs are relatively high-paying jobs.  
While employment in the technology sector accounted for 
5.3% of all agricultural jobs in Utah in 2007, wages paid to 
technology workers totaled almost $4.2 billion, accounting for 
9.2% of total nonagricultural wages paid in Utah that year.  In 
2007, the average annual wage for the technology sector as a 
whole was $63,495, 74% higher than the statewide average 
nonagricultural wage of $36,530.  The high-technology indus-
tries paying the highest average annual wage included bio-
technology R&D ($85,532), computer and peripheral equip-
ment ($74,920), software ($74,471), and computer systems 
design ($71,121). 
 
Two technology industries reported average annual wages 
lower than the statewide average of $36,530.  These were 
motion picture and video production ($29,263) and optical 
instrument and lens manufacturing ($29,378).  Two other 
industries, satellite telecommunications and all other telecom-
munications, paid just slightly more than the statewide aver-
age at $37,128 and $37,847, respectively. 
 
Selected Industry Analysis 
Computer Systems Design (NAICS 5415).  By all meas-
ures, computer systems design is by the largest industry 
within the technology sector.  In 2007, 1,967 firms employed 
a total of 14,611 people and paid wages in excess of $1.0 bil-
lion.  Companies in this industry provide a wide range of pro-
fessional and technical computer-related services. 
 
Since 2003, employment in this industry has increased by 
35%, or roughly 3,800 workers.  However, this growth is be-
ing fueled by an increase in the number of firms operating 
within the industry, not by growth of any one company.  
From 2003 to 2007, the number of companies operating in 
the industry increased by 32%, roughly equivalent to the in-
crease in employment during that same period. 
 
In 2007, just four companies in this industry employed more 
than 250, but fewer than 1,000, workers.  Included in this 
group are Unisys Corporation, 3M Corporation, Altiris (a 
division of Symantec), and LanDesk Software.  The remain-
ing companies tend to be very small, with almost 90% em-
ploying fewer than 10 people. 
 
Preliminary 2008 data show continued and strong growth in 
this industry.  In the first six months of 2008, employment 
increased by roughly 1,000 new jobs. 
 
Aerospace Products (NAICS 3364).  Once Utah’s largest 
technology sector with almost 15,000 employees, the aero-
space industry in Utah has been slow to rebound from a se-

High Technology 
Overview 
Average annual employment in Utah’s high-technology sector 
reached 66,127 in 2007, its highest point in seven years, rep-
resenting 5.3% of Utah’s nonagricultural jobs.  The average 
employment in the 21 individual industries that make up the 
technology sector increased by nearly 5%, or 3,125 workers.  
Wages paid to technology workers in 2007 totaled almost 
$4.2 billion, or 9.2% of all nonagricultural wages paid that 
year. 
 
Utah’s technology sector includes approximately 4,300 estab-
lishments operating in 21 industries.  Of the industries that 
make up the technology sector, 13 posted employment gains 
from 2006 to 2007.  As a result of changes in the NAICS 
coding system, the largest increase occurred in the naviga-
tional, measuring, and electromedical products industry 
(+2,589), followed by computer systems design (+1,403) and 
semiconductor and electronic components (+1,047).  Four 
industries posted job losses totaling 3,036.  The largest de-
cline was in communication equipment (-2,255), primarily 
due to changes in this NAICS code.  The motion picture and 
video production industry lost 690 jobs. 
 
During the first six months of 2008, the technology sector 
continued to expand.  Comparing employment in the second 
quarter of 2007 with employment in second quarter 2008 
shows an increase of 3,172 jobs, for a year-over growth rate 
of 4.8%. 
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ries of consolidations and mergers that began in the late 
1990s.  In 2007, 8,359 people worked in Utah’s aerospace 
industry, an increase of 656 workers and a year-over growth 
rate of 8.5%.  Wages paid to aerospace workers in 2007 to-
taled $574.5 million, with an average wage of $68,729, just 
slightly more than the average for all technology workers. 
 
In contrast to other major technology industries, aerospace is 
highly concentrated in a handful of very large companies.  A 
total of 51 companies operate within the aerospace industry, 
but a large share of the industry’s employment is at one large 
company, ATK Launch Systems Group.  Other large employ-
ers include The Boeing Company and Williams International; 
both employ more than 500 people.  Mid-sized employers 
(those with more than 100 employees) include Moog, Tri-
umph Gear Systems, Klune Industries, EDO Corporation, 
Composite Industries, and Barnes Group. 
 
Defense and NASA contracting are important sources of 
revenue for many of the companies in the aerospace sector, 
and many have benefited from spending increases approved 
in recent years.  In addition, Northrop Grumman has con-
tracts that stretch well into the future and will provide the 
company with large cash reserves. 
 
Preliminary employment data for the first six months of 2008 
show an increase of about 300 workers, a slight decline from 
the growth seen in 2007.  It is nearly impossible that military 
budgets will remain untouched by current fiscal realities, and 
reductions in defense or NASA contracting could create seri-
ous contractions in Utah’s aerospace industry going forward. 
 
Engineering Services (54133).  Growth in engineering ser-
vices has been nothing short of stellar.  From 2003 to 2007, 
average employment in this industry increased 38%—a rate 
that exceeds all other major industry segments in the technol-
ogy sector.  In addition, a total of 180 new engineering ser-
vice companies have been formed over the past four years, 
from 666 in 2004 to 845 in 2007.  In absolute terms, only 
computer systems design has added more jobs than engineer-
ing services since 2003.   
 
In 2007, employment in the engineering services industry 
totaled 8,094, representing a year-over gain of 885 workers 
and a growth rate of 12.3%.  Wages paid to workers in this 
industry totaled $506.6 million, with an average wage of 
$62,696, slightly less than the average for all technology work-
ers. 
 
The largest companies in this industry include Northrop 
Grumman (mission systems and space technology divisions), 
URS (and it’s EG&G division), Horrocks Engineering, Lock-
heed Martin, and The Boeing Co.  The largest of these, 
Northrop Grumman and URS, function as prime contractors 
to the Department of Defense.  In 2007, the Utah divisions 
of Northrop Grumman, URS/EG&G, and Lockheed Martin 
received defense contracts totaling $1.8 billion. 
 

Not all engineering service companies are tied to defense 
contracting.  A fair number also provide services to the con-
struction industry, specifically on design-build projects; it 
appears the downturn in Utah’s construction sector may be 
affecting demand for engineering services.  During the first 
six months of 2008, engineering services posted a gain of just 
174 jobs, significantly lower than the 885 worker increase in 
2007.  Given current economic conditions, it is not likely that 
growth in the engineering services industry will continue at 
the unprecedented rates reported over the past few years. 
 
Medical Equipment (3391).  In 2007, 7,633 workers were 
employed in Utah’s medical equipment manufacturing indus-
try, a slight rebound over the losses posted in 2006.  Of all 
Utah’s major technology industries, medical equipment manu-
facturers have been hit the hardest by extreme competitive 
pressures to produce increasingly less expensive medical 
products. 
 
The competitive nature of this industry is underscored by the 
comparatively low average wage received by workers in the 
industry.  In 2007, total wages were $347.6 million, for an 
average of $45,538 per worker, above the average for all non-
agricultural workers, but well below the average of $63,495 
for all technology workers.  Further, the increase from 2006 
to 2007 in the average annual wage was just 1%, compared 
with an increase of 6% for all technology workers. 
 
The medical equipment industry is fairly concentrated in a 
few firms.  In 2007, there were 219 medical equipment manu-
facturers in Utah, just 22 more than were operating in 2003.  
Of these, just a handful account for most of the industry’s 
employment.  The largest companies (those employing more 
than 1,000 workers) include Becton Dickinson Infusion Ther-
apy and Fresenius Medical Care.  Other large employers 
(those with 500 workers or more) include Merit Medical and 
UltraDent. 
 
Preliminary data indicate this industry will post modest in-
creases in 2008.  During the first six months of 2008, industry 
employment grew by about 100 workers.  In comparison, 
industry employment increased by 175 workers from 2006 to 
2007. Regardless of the possible expansions of Fresenius 
Medical Care (150 workers) and Varian Medical Systems (50 
workers), competitive pressures on this industry will remain 
well into the future. 
 
Outlook 
Overall, employment growth in Utah’s technology sector has 
been remarkably strong over the past three years, increasing 
from about 56,500 in 2003 to more than 66,000 in 2007, an 
average annual increase of almost 4%.  Employment growth 
continued during the first six months of 2008.  From Decem-
ber 2007 through June 2008, employment in the technology 
sector increased by 1,728 workers.  The industries posting the 
largest gains were computer systems design (+597), motion 
picture and video production (+479) and engineering services 
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(+220).  The industry losing the largest number of workers 
over this period was wireless telecommunications carriers     
(-299). 
 
Given current economic conditions, it is not likely that em-
ployment growth in the technology sector will return to pre-
vious levels.  Based on preliminary data for the first six 
months of 2008, growth should continue through 2008 with 
slower growth moving into 2009. 

Table 93 
Technology Employment by Detailed Industry: Annual Averages 

Average Annual Employment

Sector
NAICS 

Code 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
2006-2007 

Net Change

In-Vitro Diagnostic Substances 325413 23 34 33 23 23 0
Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing 333314 154 140 178 153 118 -35
Computer and Peripheral Equipment 3341 1,260 736 688 599 611 12
Communication Equipment1 3342 2,432 2,641 2,819 2,984 729 -2,255
Semiconductor and Electronic Components 3344 2,888 3,143 2,983 2,965 4,012 1,047
Navigational, Measuring and Electromedical Products2 3345 3,182 3,109 3,191 3,281 5,870 2,589
Carbon and Graphite Product Manufacturing 335991 324 423 443 476 548 72
Aerospace Products and Parts Manufacturing 3364 6,314 6,493 7,170 7,703 8,359 656
Medical Equipment and Supplies 3391 7,593 7,716 7,741 7,458 7,633 175
Software 5112 4,751 4,733 5,098 5,355 5,608 253
Motion Picture and Video Production 51211 2,346 1,929 2,142 1,968 1,278 -690
Post Production Services 51219 28 24 60 87 31 -56
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 5172 701 726 686 702 875 173
Satellite Telecommunications 5174 79 85 127 140 142 2
Other Telecommunications3 517910 82 81 71 76 0 na
All Other Telecommunications4 517919 0 0 0 0 606 na
Internet Service Providers5 5181 2,974 3,148 3,550 3,368 0 na
Internet Publishing, Broadcasting and Web Search Portals6 519130 0 0 0 0 1,862 na
Engineering Services 54133 5,849 6,079 6,500 7,209 8,094 885
Testing Laboratories 54138 1,173 1,179 1,131 1,254 1,466 212
Computer Systems Design 5415 10,796 10,941 12,197 13,208 14,611 1,403
Scientific Research7 541710 3,639 3,595 3,780 3,993 0 na
R&D in Biotechnology8 541711 0 0 0 0 1,262 na
R&D in Physical, Engineering and Life Sciences8 541712 0 0 0 0 2,389 na

Total 56,588 56,954 60,590 63,002 66,127 3,125

Note: NAICS stands for North American Industry Classification System.
NA: Comparison not applicable.

Due to NAICS code revisions in 2007, the following changes were made:
1  Some establishments in this sector were reclassified to NAICS 334515.
2  Employment in this sector contains some establishments formerly included in NAICS 3342.
3  This code was eliminated in 2007.  Some establishments formerly in this sector were reclassifed as NAICS 51719.
4  This NAICS code contains establishments formerly included in NAICS 518111 and NAICS 517910.
5 This NAICS code has been eliminated.  Establishments formerly included in this sector are now in NAICS 517919 and 519130.
6 NAICS code 519130 includes establishments formerly classified as 516110 and some establishments formerly classified in NAICS 518122.
7 NAICS 541710 has been eliminated.
8 NAICS codes 541711 and 541712 include establishments formerly included in NAICS 541710. 

Source: Utah Department of Workforce Services
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Table 94 
Technology Employment by Detailed Industry: Comparison of 2007 Annual Average and 2008 Six-Month Average  

Average Employment

Sector
NAICS 

Code 2007 2008p
2007-2008 

Net Change

In-Vitro Diagnostic Substances 325413 23 24 1
Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing 333314 118 32 -86
Computer and Peripheral Equipment 3341 611 585 -26
Communication Equipment 3342 729 749 20
Semiconductor and Electronic Components 3344 4,012 4,288 276
Navigational, Measuring and Electromedical Products 3345 5,870 6,169 299
Carbon and Graphite Product Manufacturing 335991 548 586 38
Aerospace Products and Parts Manufacturing 3364 8,359 8,682 323
Medical Equipment and Supplies 3391 7,633 7,735 102
Software 5112 5,608 5,688 80
Motion Picture and Video Production 51211 1,278 1,474 196
Post Production Services 51219 31 28 -3
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 5172 875 642 -233
Satellite Telecommunications 5174 142 215 73
All Other Telecommunications 517919 606 594 -12
Internet Publishing, Broadcasting and Web Search Portals 519130 1,862 1,859 -3
Engineering Services 54133 8,094 8,268 174
Testing Laboratories 54138 1,466 1,633 167
Computer Systems Design 5415 14,611 15,655 1,044
R&D In Biotechnology 541711 1,262 1,381 119
R&D in Physical, Engineering and Life Sciences 541712 2,389 2,411 22

Total 66,127 68,698 2,571

p = preliminary

Notes: 
1. NAICS stands for North American Industry Classification System.
2. Changes made to NAICS codes are discussed in the previous table.

Source: Utah Department of Workforce Services
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Table 95 
Technology Employment by Detailed Industry: Second Quarter, Selected Years 

Sector
NAICS 

Code Q2 2004 Q2 2005 Q2 2006 Q2 2007 Q2 2008p
2004-2008 

Net Change

In-Vitro Diagnostic Substances 325413 29 36 24 23 25 -4
Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing 333314 139 180 153 113 32 -107
Computer and Peripheral Equipment 3341 721 705 599 603 568 -153
Communication Equipment 3342 2,667 2,799 2,983 730 769               na
Semiconductor and Electronic Components 3344 3,120 2,970 2,951 3,911 4,260 1,140
Navigational, Measuring and Electromedical Products 3345 3,083 3,172 3,271 5,779 6,230               na
Carbon and Graphite Product Manufacturing 335991 440 435 475 544 583 143
Aerospace Products and Parts Manufacturing 3364 6,456 7,134 7,706 8,313 8,703 2,247
Medical Equipment and Supplies 3391 7,819 7,875 7,443 7,718 7,736 -83
Software 5112 4,675 5,066 5,368 5,570 5,720 1,045
Motion Picture and Video Production 51211 1,779 1,781 2,275 1,365 1,581 -198
Post Production Services 51219 25 98 79 36 35 10
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 5172 709 687 706 863 639 -70
Satellite Telecommunications 5174 89 120 135 147 269 180
Other Telecommunications 517910 87 71 77 0 0               na
All Other Telecommunications 517919 0 0 0 633 597               na
Internet Service Providers 5181 3,155 3,494 3,379 0 0               na
Internet Publishing, Broadcasting and Web Search Portals 519130 0 0 0 1,874 1,859               na
Engineering Services 54133 6,156 6,449 7,221 8,143 8,367 2,211
Testing Laboratories 54138 1,190 1,128 1,264 1,580 1,681 491
Computer Systems Design 5415 10,880 11,832 13,277 14,523 15,825 4,945
Scientific Research 541710 3,594 3,743 4,024 0 0               na
R&D In Biotechnology 541711 0 0 0 1,243 1,403               na
R&D in Physical, Engineering and Life Sciences 541712 0 0 0 2,397 2,398               na

Total 56,813 59,775 63,410 66,108 69,280 12,467

p = preliminary

Note: NAICS stands for North American Industry Classification System.
Na:  Comparison not applicable.

Source: Utah Department of Workforce Services

Average Employment
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Table 96 
High Technology Establishments in Utah: Annual Averages 

Average Number of Firms

Sector
NAICS 

Code 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008p
2004-2008 

Net Change

In-Vitro Diagnostic Substances 325413 5 5 5 4 4 -1
Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing 333314 7 8 6 5 3 -4
Computer and Peripheral Equipment 3341 23 24 31 32 30 7
Communication Equipment 3342 27 29 30 28 28                na
Semiconductor and Electronic Components 3344 56 55 59 57 58 3
Navigational, Measuring and Electromedical Products 3345 61 60 61 64 64                na
Carbon and Graphite Product Manufacturing 335991 2 2 2 2 3 1
Aerospace Products and Parts Manufacturing 3364 48 48 53 51 55 7
Medical Equipment and Supplies 3391 197 209 220 219 228 31
Software 5112 177 181 217 210 205 28
Motion Picture and Video Production 51211 201 221 231 220 204 3
Post Production Services 51219 24 33 34 34 29 5
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 5172 73 79 101 109 92 19
Satellite Telecommunications 5174 12 15 15 12 13 1
Other Telecommunications 517910 7 11 15 0 0                na
All Other Telecommunications 517919 0 0 0 37 38                na
Internet Service Providers 5181 235 230 205 0 0                na
Internet Publishing, Broadcasting and Web Search Portals 519130 0 0 0 123 131                na
Engineering Services 54133 666 723 792 831 845 180
Testing Laboratories 54138 109 114 119 120 121 12
Computer Systems Design 5415 1,481 1,636 1,836 1,954 1,967 487
Scientific Research 541710 254 269 272 0 0                na
R&D In Biotechnology 541711 0 0 0 61 58                na
R&D in Physical, Engineering and Life Sciences 541712 0 0 0 179 188                na

Total 3,663 3,951 4,304 4,352 4,364 702

p = preliminary

Notes: 
1.  NAICS stands for North American Industry Classification System.
2.  Data for 2007 is an average of the first two quarters.
3.  na:  Comparison not applicable.

Source: Utah Department of Workforce Services
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Table 97 
Technology Total Annual Wages Paid in Utah, 2004-2007 (Millions of Dollars) 

Total Wages

Sector
NAICS 

Code 2004 2005 2006 2007

In-Vitro Diagnostic Substances 325413 $1.4 $1.4 $1.1 $1.5
Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing 333314 4.0 3.6 2.0 3.5
Computer and Peripheral Equipment 3341 47.0 45.4 44.6 45.8
Communication Equipment 3342 174.1 184.2 201.7 34.6
Semiconductor and Electronic Components 3344 131.3 126.6 150.6 231.2
Navigational, Measuring and Electromedical Products 3345 172.5 183.0 194.1 408.8
Carbon and Graphite Product Manufacturing 335991 22.1 24.7 26.8 31.9
Aerospace Products and Parts Manufacturing 3364 402.6 444.3 498.7 574.5
Medical Equipment and Supplies 3391 307.0 326.1 331.9 347.6
Software 5112 356.5 459.8 389.8 417.7
Motion Picture and Video Production 51211 47.5 49.8 51.8 37.4
Post Production Services 51219 0.5 1.0 1.6 1.5
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 5172 45.7 48.9 47.6 55.9
Satellite Telecommunications 5174 3.3 4.1 4.4 5.3
Other Telecommunications 517910 3.3 3.1 3.4 0.0
All Other Telecommunications 517919 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.9
Internet Service Providers 5181 129.7 148.4 158.5 0.0
Internet Publishing, Broadcasting and Web Search Portals 519130 0.0 0.0 0.0 103.8
Engineering Services 54133 329.8 367.3 431.5 506.6
Testing Laboratories 54138 46.9 45.7 55.2 68.8
Computer Systems Design 5415 725.8 796.3 921.1 1,039.1
Scientific Research 541710 216.7 236.8 248.0 0.0
R&D in Biotechnology 541711 0.0 0.0 0.0 108.0
R&D in Physical, Engineering and Life Sciences 541712 0.0 0.0 0.0 152.4

Total Technology Wages 3,167.6 3,500.6 3,764.4 4,198.8
Total Nonagricultural wages 35,022.7 37,696.3 41,647.5 45,691.4

Technology Wages as Percent of Total 9.0% 9.3% 9.0% 9.2%

Note: NAICS stands for North American Industry Classification System.

Source: Utah Department of Workforce Services
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Table 98 
Technology Sector Average Annual Wage 

Sector
NAICS 

Code 2007

In-Vitro Diagnostic Substances 325413 $62,883
Optical Instrument and Lens Manufacturing 333314 $29,378
Computer and Peripheral Equipment 3341 $74,920
Communication Equipment 3342 $47,447
Semiconductor and Electronic Components 3344 $57,633
Navigational, Measuring and Electromedical Products 3345 $69,639
Carbon and Graphite Product Manufacturing 335991 $58,222
Aerospace Products and Parts Manufacturing 3364 $68,729
Medical Equipment and Supplies 3391 $45,538
Software 5112 $74,471
Motion Picture and Video Production 51211 $29,263
Post Production Services 51219 $48,904
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 5172 $63,978
Satellite Telecommunications 5174 $37,128
All Other Telecommuniations 517919 $37,847
Internet Publishing, Broadcasting, and Web Search Portals 519130 $55,758
Engineering Services 54133 $62,596
Testing Laboratories 54138 $46,927
Computer Systems Design 5415 $71,121
R&D in Biotechnology 541711 $85,532
R&D in Physical, Engineering and Life Sciences 541712 $63,776

Technology Sector Annual Average $63,495
Statewide Nonagricultural Average $36,530

Technology Wages as Percent of Statewide 173.8%

Note: NAICS stands for North American Industry Classification System.

Source: Utah Department of Workforce Services
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2008 Summary 
Utah's Travel Industry Experiences Gains 
Utah's travel and tourism sector saw improvements in 2008.  
Estimates of non-resident tourism arrivals to Utah surpassed 
2007 levels, increasing 1.0% to 20.4 million.  It is estimated 
that the number of domestic travelers grew by 0.7% to 19.6 
million, while the international visitation estimate rose 1.4% 
to 800,000.  The number of visitors at Utah's five national 
parks increased 1.0%.  
 
Hotel occupancies were 68.9% in 2008, compared to 68.4% 
in 2007.  Statewide room rates increased 4.1% in 2008, indi-
cating higher demand in the state's lodging sector.  Hotel 
room rents for 2008 surpassed room rents for 2007 by 0.4%, 
continuing an upward trend that has lasted over 20 years. 
 
In 2008, the number of passengers at Salt Lake International 
Airport declined 5.0%.  The weakening of the airline industry, 
a switch to smaller planes with lower capacity, the fading 
economy, and stock market uncertainty in the second half of 
the year put enormous pressure on airlines.  The direct flight 
from Salt Lake City to Paris, France has been successful.  
Delta recently announced a direct flight from Salt Lake City 
to Tokyo, Japan.  The new non-stop flight combined with a 
visa waver agreement signed between the governments of the 
United States and South Korea should greatly assist Utah in 
attracting visitors from Asia. 
  
The 2007-2008 ski season was the fifth consecutive record-
breaking year in Utah based on skier visits.  For the third year 
in a row, Utah skier visits surpassed the 4 million mark.  The 
amount of snowfall was above normal as international, do-
mestic, and local skiers took advantage of the great skiing 
conditions.  Once again, Utah resorts were ranked very fa-
vorably by major ski publications, and the resorts continue to 
make yearly infrastructure improvements. 
 

By the end of 2004, many in the travel industry felt the indus-
try had finally recovered from the negative effects of Septem-
ber 11, 2001.  Despite concerns about the economy and high 
gas prices, the tourism industry enjoyed robust growth in 
2004.  This growth continued in the first half of 2005 until 
hurricanes Katrina and Rita hit the Gulf Coast, causing gaso-
line prices, which were already perceived as high, to rise dra-
matically.  The high gas prices continued in 2006, but finally 
began to decline in several parts of the country.  In 2007, gas 
prices rose again. With 80% of Utah's overnight leisure visi-
tors traveling via automobile, there was concern that visita-
tion would drop.  In 2008, the financial crisis, airline weak-
ness, dramatic stock market decline, record high gasoline 
prices, and an unusually cool and wet spring slowed tourism 
industry visitation, especially in the second half of the year.  
Fortunately, growth continued and the tourism industry en-
joyed a successful year in terms of traveler spending and visi-
tation.   
 
The following are some trends in domestic leisure travel:  
 
• Between 2000 and 2008, leisure travelers reported a sig-

nificantly higher share of weekend trips.  The increasing 
popularity of weekend trips reflects today’s growing 
sense of time poverty and the appeal of short getaways to 
re-energize. 

 
• There has been a significant increase in the proportion of 

travelers who traveled with children on one or more lei-
sure trips during the previous 12 months. 

 
• The internet continues to play a key role in travel plan-

ning.  Fifty-six percent of leisure travelers used the inter-
net to make travel reservations.  This is attributed to a 
growing belief that the best deals are online. 

                                     
Utah had one of the best economies in the nation in 2008, 
and the tourism industry has played a role in that success.  
Utah hosted some major conventions in 2008 which also 
contributed to the industry's strong performance.  Total trav-
eler spending rose 6.2% in 2008 to $7.1 billion.  Total state 
and local taxes generated by traveler spending rose 3.6% and 
totaled $631 million in 2008.  Travel-related employment also 
grew 0.5% in 2008.  Total travel-related employment was 
112,857 in 2008, accounting for approximately 9.0% of total 
Utah nonagricultural jobs.     
 
Utah's Market Share for Domestic Traveler Spending   
In 2008, Utah experienced continued increases in traveler 
spending and employment.  Between 1996 and 2005, Utah's 
share of U.S. domestic traveler spending had been trending 
downward overall.  That trend may be ending, as one study 
showed that Utah's share of U.S. domestic traveler spending 
has increased slightly from 0.88% in 2004 to 0.94% in 2008.    

 

Tourism, Travel, and Recreation 
Overview 
Utah's travel and tourism sector saw improvements in many 
leading indicators in 2008.   For the fifth consecutive year, the 
Utah ski industry experienced an all-time record in terms of 
skier visits.  Visitation increased at national parks.  Overall, 
the Utah tourism industry benefited from higher traveler 
spending and increased travel-related employment during 
2008.  
 
The outlook for 2009 is cautiously optimistic for the second 
half of the year, as it is expected that travel among leisure 
travelers could increase.  One positive result of the declining 
value of the U.S. dollar is that the U.S. becomes more afford-
able for foreign visitors. There are still concerns about the 
housing crisis, stock market decline, transportation weakness, 
and financial instability, but industry experts forecast limited 
growth in the second half of 2009. 
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2009 Outlook 
The outlook for 2009 is cautiously optimistic for the second 
half of the year.  Despite factors such as a weak economy, 
faltering stock market, housing crisis, and decreasing con-
sumer confidence, Utah tourism is expected to remain flat in 
2009.  Slow but steady growth in domestic leisure travel 
should occur in the second half of the year.   
 
Additionally, travelers continue to show strong interest in 
national parks, from which Utah should benefit.  Several of 
Utah's ski resorts again received high rankings from major 
publications and hope to build on the record-breaking suc-
cess of the 2007-2008 season.   
 
Competition among nearby destinations for the local and 
regional markets will continue to intensify.  National trends 
highlight opportunities in key segments of the travel market 
including adventure travel, cultural and heritage tourism, na-
ture-based travel, and family travel.  Utah is well positioned to 
attract these visitors. 
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Figure 87 
Utah Tourism Indicators: Travel-Related Employment 

Figure 88 
Utah Tourism Indicators: Traveler Spending 
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Figure 89 
Utah Tourism Indicators: Hotel Room Rents 

Figure 90 
Utah Tourism Indicators: National Park and Skier Visits 
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Table 99 
National Parks Recreation Visits 

Total
Capitol National

Year Arches Bryce Canyonlands Reef Zion  Parks

1982 339,415 471,517 97,079 289,486 1,246,290 2,443,787
1983 287,875 472,633 100,022 331,734 1,273,030 2,465,294
1984 345,180 495,104 102,533 296,230 1,377,254 2,616,301
1985 363,464 500,782 116,672 320,503 1,503,272 2,804,693
1986 419,444 578,018 172,987 383,742 1,670,503 3,224,694
1987 468,916 718,342 172,384 428,808 1,777,619 3,566,069
1988 520,455 791,348 212,100 469,556 1,948,332 3,941,791
1989 555,809 808,045 257,411 515,278 1,998,856 4,135,399
1990 620,719 862,659 276,831 562,477 2,102,400 4,425,086
1991 705,882 929,067 339,315 618,056 2,236,997 4,829,317
1992 799,831 1,018,174 395,698 675,837 2,390,626 5,280,166
1993 773,678 1,107,951 434,844 610,707 2,392,580 5,319,760
1994 777,178 1,028,134 429,921 605,324 2,270,871 5,111,428
1995 859,374 994,548 448,769 648,864 2,430,162 5,381,717
1996 856,016 1,269,600 447,527 678,012 2,498,001 5,749,156
1997 858,525 1,174,824 432,697 625,680 2,445,534 5,537,260
1998 837,161 1,166,331 436,524 656,026 2,370,048 5,466,090
1999 869,980 1,081,521 446,160 680,153 2,449,664 5,527,478
2000 786,429 1,099,275 401,558 612,656 2,432,348 5,332,266
2001 754,026 1,068,619 368,592 527,760 2,227,490 4,946,487
2002 769,672 886,436 375,549 523,458 2,592,835 5,147,950
2003 757,781 903,760 386,985 535,439 2,458,791 5,042,756
2004 733,129 987,250 371,706 551,910 2,674,162 5,318,157
2005 781,667 1,017,680 393,672 550,253 2,586,659 5,329,931
2006r 833,046 890,673 413,587 513,702 2,514,490 5,165,498
2007r 860,175 955,715 417,516 554,905 2,657,280 5,445,591
2008e 869,106 965,550 421,944 560,558 2,684,681 5,501,839

Percent Change
2007-2008 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%

Average Annual Rate of Change
1982-2008 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%

r = revised
e = estimate

Source: National Park Service
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Table 100 
Profile of the Utah Travel Industry 

Category 2004r 2005r 2006r 2007r 2008e
% Change 
2007-2008

AARC    
1998-2008

Total Spending by Travelers and Tourists (millions) $5,648 $5,779 $5,908 $6,769 $7,190 6.2% 1.1%

Total Number of Foreign and Domestic Visits (millions) 17.5 19.1 19.3 20.2 20.4 1.0% 1.0%
    Number of U.S. Visits 16.9 18.4 18.6 19.5 19.6 0.7% 1.0%
    Number of Foreign Visits 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.73 0.74 1.4% 1.0%

Total Travel and Recreation-Related Employment 111,379 112,051 112,572 112,486 113,030 0.5% 1.0%
    Direct Travel and Recreation-Related Employment 60,637 61,036 61,347 65,882 67,729 2.8% 1.0%
    Indirect Travel and Recreation-Related Employment 50,742 51,015 51,225 46,604 45,301 -2.8% 1.0%
  Percent of All Utah Nonagricultural Jobs 10.1% 9.8% 9.4% 9.0% 8.8% -0.2% 1.0%

Total Direct State and Local Taxes Generated by Travel Spending (millions) $547 $570 $593 $609 $631 3.6% 1.0%
    State Government Portion 339 353 368 384 400 4.2% 1.1%
    Local Government Portion 208 217 225 225 231 2.7% 1.0%

Total Airline Passengers at Salt Lake International Airport (millions) 18.4 22.2 21.6 22.0 20.9 -5.0% 1.0%

Total Traffic Count at Interstate Borders (millions) 22.2 22.7 23.1 23.9 24.7 3.3% 1.0%

Total National Park Recreation Visits (millions) 5.3 5.3 5.2 5.4 5.5 1.9% 1.0%

Total Skier Visits (millions) 3.4 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.3 2.4% 1.0%

Total State Park Visits (millions) 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.9 4.5 -8.2% 1.0%

Taxable Room Rents (millions) $661 $754 $740 $820 $828 1.0% 1.0%

Hotel/Motel Occupancy Rates 60.8% 65.0% 68.3% 68.4% 68.9% 0.7% 0.0%

r = revised
e = estimate

AARC = Average Annual Rate of Change

Sources: Estimates are based on information gathered from a variety of sources including National Park Service; Utah State Tax 
Commission; Utah Department of Transportation; Department of Workforce Services; Department of Natural Resources; Salt Lake
International Airport; U.S. Department of Commerce; Ski Utah; Rocky Mountain Lodging Report; Department of Community & Economic
Development; Governor's Office of Planning and Budget; and Governor's Office of Economic Development - Office of Tourism
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Declining Single Family Permits Help Ease Supply 
Rapidly declining numbers of residential building permits will 
likely help Utah work through excess inventory.  Utah’s 2008 
single family housing permits, at 6,000, finished the year 71% 
off their peak value of 20,912 in 2005.  This compares to 
prior declines of 73% from 1977-82, 41% from 1983-89, and 
11% from 1996-2000.  Anticipating an additional year of de-
cline in 2009, the current downturn may be the sharpest de-
cline on record. 
 
The dramatic drop in permits and the resulting job losses, 
though painful, are necessary steps to recovery and working 
through excess supply.  Utah’s inventories will be absorbed 
more quickly than states like Arizona and Nevada where the 
oversupply was more dramatic.   
 
As permits fell in 2008, there was a corresponding 20% de-
cline in the supply of new homes along the Wasatch Front.  
The number of complete unoccupied new homes peaked at 
3,217 in the fourth quarter of 2007.  With limited permits 
being pulled in 2009, this trend is expected to continue and 
should return to a more balanced level of supply by the end 
of 2009.   
 
Foreclosures to Rise In 2009 
Foreclosures will be the major challenge for the Utah housing 
market in 2009.  Throughout 2008, while news headlines fo-
cused on the sharp percentage increase in the number of 
foreclosures in Utah, the state’s actual foreclosure rate was 
one of the lowest in the country.  Foreclosure rates in Ne-
vada, California, and Arizona reached 5.58%, 3.90%, and 

3.86%, respectively, in third quarter 2008.  Utah’s and Idaho’s 
rates of foreclosure remain lower at 1.43% and 1.62%.  In 
2009, Utah will see a continued rise in foreclosures as Utah’s 
subprime loan resets increase in 2009.   
 
Subprime loan resets are a good leading indicator of the trend 
in foreclosures.  The New York Branch of the Federal Re-
serve Bank estimates that 42.4% of all Utah subprime adjust-
able rate mortgages (ARMs) will reset between September 
2008 and September 2009.  This compares to 27.8% resetting 
nationally.  In addition, a portion of the less risky Alt-A, con-
ventional, and government backed loans will naturally default 
as well.   In total, 2009 is expected to see foreclosure rates 
reach the highest level on record in Utah.  As banks deal with 
inventory throughout the year, there will be continued down-
ward pressure on home prices in areas where foreclosures are 
concentrated.  Fortunately, after September 2009, the rate of 
subprime resets will nearly disappear, with only 4.9% reset-
ting in the subsequent 12-month period.   
 
Utah’s Home Price Appreciation Less Volatile Then 
Other States  
Home prices in Utah held on much stronger through 2008 
than in surrounding states, according to the Office of Federal 
Housing Enterprise Oversight (OFHEO).  The OFHEO 
Home Price Index shows that Utah’s year-over appreciation 
remained positive through the first half of 2008 before de-
creasing 1.6% in the third quarter.   
 
A historical comparison of Utah, California, Nevada, Arizona, 
and Idaho shows that Utah had the most moderate rate of 
appreciation during the recent housing boom.  From 2003-
2006, California, Nevada, and Arizona each experienced an 
irrational run-up in home prices due to investor-injected de-
mand.  At peak value in the fourth quarter of 2005, Arizona’s 
home prices appreciated 35.2%.  In the third quarter of 2008 
they were down 13.8%.  Similarly, Nevada’s home price ap-
preciation went from a peak of 37.1% in the third quarter of 
2004 to -21% in the third quarter of 2008.  California went 
from 27.6% in the third quarter of 2004 to -21.2% in the 
third quarter of 2008.   
 
Contrastingly, Utah and Idaho both experienced rates of ap-
preciation that were more moderate.  Consequently, both 
states have seen a modest decline in home prices thus far.  
Utah experienced an initial boost of appreciation from 1991-
1994 with no adverse impacts.  After reaching a peak of 
18.2% in the second quarter of 1994, appreciation levels de-
creased slowly over the next 5 years before going incremen-
tally negative for three quarters in 1999.  The soft landing 
experienced in 1999 then gave way to another long, slow rise 
in appreciation through 2007.  Barring the turbulence caused 
by the mortgage meltdown, Utah’s strong economic funda-
mentals would likely have led to another soft landing.  Unfor-
tunately, given the current state of mortgage markets, appre-
ciation has slowed quickly across the nation.  In some states, 

Housing Challenges 
Overview 
The story of Utah’s residential construction industry in 2008 
is one of swift contraction, but Utah remains in a position of 
relative strength among Western States.  The slowdown that 
began in the second half of 2007 accelerated through much 
of 2008.  As Utah builders saw the challenges that began in 
other states and realized the extent of available homes along 
the Wasatch Front, they slammed on the brakes.  In 2008, 
residential construction permits declined by 9,500, or 46%, 
making this the largest, single-year numerical decline in resi-
dential permits on record.  This decline mirrors the condi-
tions found in surrounding states.  However, when compared 
with California, Nevada, Arizona, and Idaho, Utah is a posi-
tive outlier for several reasons and is likely hovering near the 
bottom of the down-cycle.  Utah experienced a more reason-
able rate of appreciation, a quicker decline in housing per-
mits, and a lower foreclosure rate.  In addition, Utah’s per-
mits as a percentage of total population and new household 
creation are near record lows.  As a result, Utah home prices 
should fare much better than those of surrounding states.  
Understanding what has transpired in 2008 provides insight 
into the overall health of the market and what Utah can ex-
pect in 2009. 
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including California, Nevada, and Arizona, there has already 
been serious depreciation of home values.  In 2009, Utah will 
continue to see additional price declines, largely driven by a 
few areas with significant excess inventory and high foreclo-
sure rates.  
 
New Household Creation Putting Upward Pressure on 
Permits 
Historically, new household creation in Utah has been tightly 
correlated with the total number of residential permits pulled 
each year.  However, in 2008 there was a significant gap be-
tween the two totals.  Part of this gap can be attributed to the 
overhanging excess inventory, but the bulk of the difference 
can be attributed to the mortgage meltdown.  Demand has 
been temporarily suppressed as finance markets sort them-
selves out.  If Utah’s new household creation projections 
remain stable as expected, they will put upward pressure on 
the number of residential permits and have a positive impact 
on Utah’s housing market.  Current estimates project annual 
new household creation totals of 30,011; 28,330; 28,932; 
28,335; and 28,738 for the years 2008-2012.    
 
Comparing total residential housing units to Utah’s total 
population also suggests that permits are near the bottom.  
Historically, total residential permits have averaged 0.87% of 
Utah’s total population.  In 2008, permits were 0.40% of 
population, only marginally above the record low of 0.33% in 
1989.  With a projected increase in Utah’s population to 
2,811,000 in 2009 and the anticipated decline of permits, this 
ratio will decrease for one additional year before improving.     
 
Housing Industry Consolidation Likely To Continue  
The challenging market has led to consolidation in the home-
building industry in 2008.  The 366 builders who pulled per-
mits in the third quarter of 2008 were down 53% from the 
third quarter of 2007 total of 782 builders.  Additionally, the 
2008 total number of builders was down 65% from the peak 
in 2005.  With tight credit conditions for homebuilders, this 
trend will likely continue through 2009.  Those who survive 
and capture increased market share will be those builders who 
maintained strong balance sheets, were able to avoid exces-
sive leverage, and purchased lots at reasonable prices.   
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Figure 91 
Utah Single-Family Permit Contractions 

Figure 92 
Wasatch Front Complete Unoccupied Homes 

e = estimate 
Source: University of Utah, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, Ivory Homes Analysis 
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Figure 94 
Year-Over Home Price Change 

Figure 93 
Foreclosure Rates 

Source: Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight 

Source: Mortgage Bankers Association 
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Figure 95 
Utah’s Total Residential Permits and New Household Creation 

Figure 96 
Total Permits as a Percent of Utah’s Population 

Source: Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah; Utah Population Estimates Committee 
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Figure 97 
Active Third Quarter Builders on the Wasatch Front 

Source: Construction Monitor 
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Summary 
For the most part, Utah’s banks were not engaged in making 
aggressive sub-prime mortgage loans, therefore most Utah 
banks have not sustained direct losses due to the default of 
subprime borrowers.  Nonetheless, easy access to sub-prime 
credit resulted in strong housing demand and a significant 
run-up in real estate values and construction activity.  This 
construction activity was financed by many local banks.  As 
this market came to a sudden halt, many banks began to ex-
perience significant stress in their lending portfolios.  
  
In a typical example, a home builder obtains short term fi-
nancing from a local bank to build a home for a buyer who 
has been pre-approved for a mortgage.  At some point during 
the construction of the home, the buyer is advised that the 
terms of the mortgage have changed and the buyer no longer 
qualifies for a mortgage sufficient to buy the home under 
construction.  Assuming the builder has a limited financial 
ability to carry the inventory for an extended period of time, 
the bank eventually takes possession of the home.  Due to 
widespread depreciation of residential property, the ultimate 
disposition of the property results in losses at the bank and 
the destruction of capital which is no longer available for 
other projects in the community.  However, due to the highly 
regulated nature of the banking industry, Utah banks have 
retained historically high levels of capital to offset these 
losses.  
  
Overall, Utah’s real estate markets were slow to react to the 
mortgage crisis and initially lagged other western states in 
home price depreciation, mortgage delinquencies, and de-
clines in real estate construction.  However, it now appears 
that Utah’s real estate markets are fully engaged in the correc-
tion.  Utah’s decline in housing permits now exceeds the na-
tional average and decreases in home values are catching up 
with the national averages.  The same can be said for mort-
gage delinquencies and foreclosures.  
 

Unfortunately, the weakness in the residential real estate sec-
tor appears to be spreading to other parts of the economy.  
Consumer confidence has been significantly shaken.  Despite 
the fact that swift actions by the federal government appear 
to have prevented a broader break-down in the financial mar-
kets, consumers remain concerned about their loss of wealth 
resulting from the decline in home values and equity markets, 
tighter (more realistic) credit markets, and the news that more 
and more people are losing their jobs.  This uncertainty about 
wealth, income, and access to credit has lead to a drop in 
consumer spending and represents the spread of the mort-
gage crisis into a recession in the broader economy.  Conse-
quently, bankers and bank regulators are beginning to shift 
their focus to upticks in delinquencies in a broader section of 
the lending portfolio, including commercial real estate (CRE), 
commercial and industrial (C&I), and credit cards.  
 
Focus On Capital and Funding 
Because every $1 decrease in bank capital results in a $10-plus 
decrease in bank lending, the U.S. Treasury recently decided 
to make direct investments in U.S. banks to offset the recent 
reductions in bank capital and the recessionary impact of a 
potential decrease in bank lending.  However, banks will need 
to substantially increase the collection of local deposits in 
order to fully leverage the Treasury’s substantial investment.  
The flow of assets out of the equity markets along with in-
creases in consumer savings rates should facilitate an increase 
in deposits in FDIC insured banks; however, state and local 
public policy should be focused on maximizing deposits in 
local banks in order to ensure the maximum positive impact 
of the Treasury’s unprecedented investment in our local 
economy.  
  
Employment, Home Prices, and Recovery 
It is unlikely that we will see a broad economic recovery until 
real estate prices have stabilized.  While some residential real 
estate price depreciation was necessary due to the artificial 
run-up in values driven by the demand stoked by easy credit, 
this correction should run its course in the relatively short 
term.  However, home prices cannot stabilize as long as con-
sumers are concerned about their long-term employment 
prospects.  Assuming the natural market corrections were to 
run their course in the next six months, it will be very impor-
tant for Utah’s job market to be strong enough at that time to 
sustain an orderly recovery in our housing markets.  How-
ever, if we continue to see increases in unemployment leading 
to further consumer uncertainty, the current housing correc-
tion could become extended.  This ambiguity in real estate 
values would continue to make it difficult for local banks to 
lend into certain segments of the economy; thus, the depth 
and length of the recession would be exacerbated.    
 
Conclusion 
In summary, Utah banks are well-capitalized and will play a 
critical role in the recovery.  In addition to the steps taken by 
the federal government to make direct investments into banks 

Current Banking Environment 
Overview 
After years of strong economic growth and profitable opera-
tions, Utah banks entered the current economic downturn 
with historically high levels of capital and are well positioned 
to assist with an economic recovery.  Utah’s banks are aggres-
sively pursuing credit-worthy borrowers within those seg-
ments of the local economy deemed by bank regulators to be 
prudent credit risks.  At the same time, banks are busily en-
gaged in managing stress within their current credit portfo-
lios.  Losses on current loans and increasing reserves against 
future losses (primarily in real estate lending) have become a 
drag on bank profitability and capital levels.  In some parts of 
the country, bank capital levels have been sufficiently im-
paired to negatively impact available credit and therefore the 
ability of those economies to recover.  However, this is not 
currently the case with banks in Utah.  



2009 Economic Report to the Governor 226 Current Banking Environment 
UT 

in order to ensure they are in a position to provide sufficient 
credit to fuel an economic recovery, banks will need signifi-
cant increases in deposits in order to fully leverage this capital 
infusion.  Finally, Utah’s job market will be the key factor in 
determining how soon residential real estate prices stabilize, 
signaling the start of an economic recovery.   

Figure 98 
Year-Over Change in Monthly Single-Family Permits 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Figure 99 
Comparison of House Price Indices: Year-Over Percent Change 

Figure 100 
Percent of Conventional Mortgages Past Due by Loan Type for the United States 

Source: S&P, Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight 

FRM = Fixed Rate Mortgage     ARM = Adjustable Rate Mortgage 
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Figure 101 
Percent of Conventional Mortgages Past Due by Loan Type for Utah 

Figure 102 
Loan Delinquency Rates by Loan Type for U.S. 

Source: Federal Reserve Board 

FRM = Fixed Rate Mortgage     ARM = Adjustable Rate Mortgage 
Source: Mortgage Bankers Association 
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