
recess ion  in  U tah .   The  ma in  sources  o f  O lymp ic - re la ted
spend ing  a re :  

44 Sa l t  Lake  O lymp ic  Organ i z i ng  Commi t t ee  (SLOC) :  $1 ,240
mi l l ion

44 In f ras t ruc tu re  inves tment :  $435 mi l l i on
44 Vis i to r  spend ing  du r ing  the  O lymp ic  Games :  $348  m i l l i on
44 ISB 's  spend ing  to  b roadcas t  the  Games :  $99  m i l l i on
44 Di rec t  federa l  funds  to  s ta te  government  fo r  O lymp ics

opera t ions :  $17 mi l l ion

The  to ta l  amoun t  o f  spend ing  d i rec t l y  re la ted  to  the  O lymp ics
is  es t imated to  be  approx imate ly  $2 .1  b i l l ion .   On ly  $1 .3  b i l l ion ,
howeve r ,  ac tua l l y  impac ts  t he  U tah  economy  because  some  o f
the  va lue  o f  t he  goods  o r  se rv i ces  used  to  hos t  t he  O lymp ics  i s
created out  o f  s ta te .   

The  to ta l  emp loymen t  impac t  i s  es t ima ted  to  be  ove r  35 ,000
job  years .   The  la rges t  emp loyment  impac ts  a re  in  the  se rv ices
sec to r ,  i nc lud ing  SLOC emp loyees ,  f o l l owed  by  t rade  and
cons t ruc t i on .  S ta tew ide  emp loyment  g rowth  ra tes  i n  2001  and
2002  wou ld  be  much  l ower  we re  i t  no t  f o r  t he  Games .  

P o p u l a t i o n
Though  U tah ' s  popu la t i on  g rew  a  robus t  2 .2% du r ing  2001 ,
w i th  ne t  in -migra t ion  o f  14 ,200,  much o f  th is  g rowth  re f lec ts  the
Olymp ics  bu i l d -up .   Dur ing  2002 ,  popu la t ion  g rowth  i s
expec ted  to  s low to  1 .7%,  w i th  ne t  in -migra t ion  o f  jus t  3 ,000 .
T h e  2 0 0 2  p a u s e  m a r k s  t h e  e n d  o f  a  d e c a d e  o f  b o o m i n g
growth  tha t  saw severa l  yea rs  i n  wh ich  20 ,000  o r  more  peop le
moved  in to  the  s ta te .

Acco rd ing  to  Census  2000 ,  U tah ' s  popu la t i on  i nc reased  29 .6%
f rom 1990  to  2000 ,  g row ing  tw i ce  as  f as t  as  t he  U .S .  ove r  t he
decade .   U tah  ranked  fou r th  among  s ta tes  i n  popu la t i on
g rowth  f rom 1990  to  2000 .   U tah  a l so  con t inues  to  have  a
d is t inc t i ve  demograph ic  p ro f i le .   The  s ta te 's  popu la t ion  i s
younge r ,  women  tend  t o  have  more  ch i l d ren ,  peop le  on
average  l i ve  in  l a rge r  househo lds ,  and  peop le  tend  to  su rv i ve
to  o lde r  ages  in  compar i son  to  o the r  s ta tes .

T h e 2 0 0 2 Econom ic  Repo r t  t o  t he  Gove rno r was  re l eased  on
January  3 rd .   Pub l ished annua l ly ,  the  Economic  Repo r t is  the
pr inc ipa l  source  o f  da ta ,  research ,  and  ana lys is  abou t  the  U tah
economy.   The  repor t  i nc ludes  a  na t i ona l  and  s ta te  economic
ou t l ook  and  a  summary  o f  s ta te  gove rnmen t  economic
deve lopment  ac t i v i t i es .   I t  a l so  p resen ts  an  ana lys is  o f  economic
ac t i v i t y  based  on  the  s tandard  ind ica to rs  and  a  more  de ta i led
rev iew o f  indust r ies  and issues o f  par t icu lar  in teres t .   Fo l lowing is
a  summary  o f  t he  2002  repo r t .

U t a h ’ s  E c o n o m y
Utah 's  economy s lowed  du r ing  2001 ,  espec ia l l y  a f te r  the
September  11 th  te r ro r i s t  a t tacks  on  the  Wor ld  Trade Center .
S ince  1994 ,  the  peak  year  o f  the  cu r ren t  cyc le ,  the  ra te  o f  j ob
growth  has  fa l len  g radua l l y  f rom 6 .2% to  0 .9% in  2001 .   U tah 's
downturn  i s  par t  o f  a  na t iona l /g loba l  recess ion .   Cur ren t
expecta t ions  are  tha t  the  na t iona l  recess ion  w i l l  be  re la t i ve ly  shor t
and  g rowth  w i l l  r esume a t  a  modera te  ra te  du r ing  the  second  ha l f
o f  2002 .   In  U tah 's  case ,  a  shor t  pause  in  g rowth  shou ld  occur  in
the  mon ths  a f te r  t he  2002  O lymp ic  W in te r  Games ,  f o l l owed  by
mode ra te  g row th  as  2002  c l oses .  

Dur ing  the  1990s ,  U tah ' s  economy d i ve rs i f i ed ,  becoming  b road ly
in teg ra ted  w i th  t he  na t i ona l  economy .   U tah  became much  l ess
dependen t  on  s ing le  i ndus t r i es  such  as  federa l  de fense  and
min ing .   Whi le  the  na t iona l  recess ion  o f  1991 was  hard ly  fe l t  in
Utah,  in  la rge par t  because o f  the  lack  o f  d ivers i f i ca t ion ,  the
cur rent  na t iona l /g loba l  s lowdown wi l l  be  mi r rored in  Utah.   S t i l l ,
U tah ' s  unemp loymen t  ra te  i n  2002  shou ld  be  l ower ,  and  j ob
growth  h igher  than nat iona l ly ,  bu t  the  pace o f  ac t iv i ty  w i l l  be
s lower  than  in  the  la te  1990s .  

The  se rv i ces  i ndus t r y  w i l l  g row modera te l y  and  become an
inc reas ing  share  o f  to ta l  non- fa rm jobs  in  2002 .   Manufac tu r ing
and min ing  job  g rowth  w i l l  be  f la t  to  down,  and  the  cons t ruc t ion
industry  wi l l  contract  not iceably .  

O l y m p i c s
With  we l l  ove r  $1  b i l l i on  spen t  i n  U tah  to  hos t  the  Games ,  the
O lymp ics  have  been  so f ten ing  the  impac t  o f  t he  na t iona l
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The s ta te ’s  popu la t ion  i s  p ro jec ted  to  be  2 .8  mi l l i on  in  2010,  reach
3 .4  mi l l i on  by  2020 ,  and  surpass  3 .7  m i l l i on  by  2030 .

E m p l o y m e n t  a n d  W a g e s
Near  t he  end  o f  2001 ,  U tah ' s  economy  was  expe r i enc ing  i t s  wo rs t
s lump  s ince  the  1980s .   Non - fa rm emp loye rs  added  j us t  10 ,000
net  new jobs  in  2001,  a  g rowth  ra te  o f  0 .9%.   Th is  i s  U tah 's
s lowest  job  g rowth  s ince  1983.   I t  i s  on ly  a  f rac t ion  o f  the  long-
te rm average  o f  3 .5%.   Cor respond ing ly ,  U tah 's  4 .4%
unemp loymen t  ra te  fo r  2001  i s  a  n ine -yea r  h igh .   A  mon th l y
average  o f  abou t  50 ,000  ind iv idua ls  were  ou t  o f  work  i n  2001 .

The 2001 ra te  o f  job  g rowth  in  Utah 's  ma jor  indus t r ia l  d iv is ions
ranged  f rom -3% in  manu fac tu r ing  and  cons t ruc t ion  to  5% in
f inance ,  i nsurance ,  and  rea l  es ta te .   The  s t rong  g rowth  in  f i nance
resu l t s  f rom low in te res t  ra tes  spark ing  a  jump in  mor tgage
re f inanc ing  and o ther  in te res t -sens i t i ve  t ransac t ions ,  and  an
inc rease  in  the  number  o f  indus t r ia l  l oan  char te r  banks  tha t  have
been es tab l i shed  in  U tah .   In  2002 ,  cons t ruc t ion  w i l l  d rop  even
more ,  bu t  mos t  i ndus t r i es  shou ld  see  some  m ino r  imp rovemen ts .

In  2001 ,  U tah ' s  ave rage  annua l  nonagr i cu l t u ra l  pay  was  $29 ,700 -
up  3 .1% f rom the  2000  ave rage ,  wh i ch  i nc reased  by  4 .8%.   The
yea r  2001  i s  t he  seven th  yea r  i n  a  row  tha t  wages  have  g rown
faster  than in f la t ion.  

Cons t ruc t ion .   Fo r  mos t  o f  t he  1990s ,  cons t ruc t i on  was  a  ma jo r
d r i v ing  fo rce  beh ind  U tah ' s  rap id  economic  g rowth .   There  a re
cur rent ly  a round 70,000 const ruc t ion  jobs  in  the  s ta te ,  near ly
th ree  t imes  as  many  as  ex is ted  in  1990 .   Cons t ruc t ion
emp loymen t  began  to  dec l i ne  du r i ng  2000  and  fe l l  3% du r i ng
2001 .   Emp loyment  i s  expec ted  to  con t inue  fa l l i ng  dur ing  2002
as  many  l a rge  p ro jec ts  a re  comp le ted ,  some o f  wh ich  were
acce le ra ted  to  hos t  the  O lymp ics .   None the less ,  cons t ruc t ion
jobs in  2002 wi l l  s t i l l  be  5 .8% of  to ta l  non- farm jobs,  s l igh t ly
a b o v e  t h e  1 9 7 8  t o  2 0 0 2  a v e r a g e  o f  5 . 5 % .

High Tech. U tah ' s  h igh  tech  sec to r  peaked  du r ing  2000  w i th
emp loyment  l osses  appear ing  to  acce le ra te  du r ing  2001 .   I n
add i t ion  to  the  economic  fac tors ,  there  are  o ther  issues a f fec t ing
the overa l l  s tab i l i ty  and v i ta l i ty  o f  h igh tech.   Utah has very  few
la rge  co rpora te  headquar te rs  conduc t ing  research  and
deve lopment  ac t i v i t ies  in  the  techno logy  indus t ry .   Ra ther  than
a t t rac t ing  techno logy  compan ies ,  many  o f  U tah 's  p remie r  h igh
tech  compan ies  have  been  acqu i red ,  bough t  ou t ,  o r  moved
beyond  U tah ' s  bo rde rs .   The  compan ies  t ha t  once  f o rmed
Utah 's  h igh  tech core  are  e i ther  gone or  s t rugg l ing .   Ident i fy ing
the  reasons  and  imp lemen t ing  so lu t i ons  may  pose  one  o f  U tah ' s
g rea tes t  cha l lenges .

Energy  and  M ine ra l s .   Wh i le  c rude  o i l  p roduc t ion  dec l i ned
s l igh t l y  in  2000 ,  na tu ra l  gas  p roduc t ion  con t inued  to  inc rease .
The  es t imated  va lue  o f  m inera l  p roduc t ion  in  U tah  was  $1 .9
b i l l ion  in  2001,  marg ina l ly  h igher  than the to ta l  fo r  2000,  desp i te
a  year  o f  con t inued  low meta l  p r i ces  and  a  fa l te r ing  na t iona l
economy.

Agr icul ture .   F rom 1994  to  1996 ,  ne t  fa rm income in  U tah  fe l l  as
l ives tock  pr ices  fe l l ,  and has yet  to  recover .   A l though the pr ices
fo r  l i ves tock  and  o ther  fa rm p roduc ts  have  been  inc reas ing  in
recen t  years ,  and  incomes  have  r i sen ,  a t  $270  mi l l i on  in  1999 ,
ne t  fa rm income rema ins  we l l  be low the  $321  mi l l i on  peak  in
1993.   

Spec ia l  Top ics
The  Spec ia l  Top ics  sec t ion  o f  th i s  yea r ’ s  repor t  con ta ins  s i x  new
chapters  or  research e f fo r ts  tha t  a re  wor thy  o f  h igh l igh t ing .
Top ics  inc lude :  Budge t  Ho ld  Backs ;  Race  and  E thn ic i t y  -  What
150  Years  o f  Census  Da ta  Revea l ;  The  Nor th  Amer i can  Indus t r y
C lass i f i ca t ion  Sys tem;  Transpor ta t ion  Fund ing ;  Water
Conserva t ion ;  and  Cos t -E f fec t i ve  Energy  E f f i c iency
Oppor tun i t i es  in  the  Utah  Economy.   

Contr ibutors
The  Counc i l  o f  Economic  Adv i so rs  (CEA)  p rov ides  gu idance  to
the  con ten ts  o f  t he  ERG.   Chap te r  au tho rs ,  many  o f  whom a re
spec ia l  adv iso rs  to  the  CEA and  who  rep resen t  bo th  pub l i c  and
pr iva te  en t i t ies ,  devo te  a  s ign i f i can t  amount  o f  t ime mak ing  sure
tha t  i t  con ta ins  the  la tes t  economic  and  demograph ic
in format ion.   Whi le  th is  repor t  is  a  co l laborat ive e f for t  that
resu l t s  i n  a  consensus  fo recas t  fo r  the  nex t  yea r ,  each  chap te r
is  the  work  o f  the  cont r ibu t ing  organ iza t ion ,  w i th  rev iew and
commen t  by  t he  Gove rno r ’ s  O f f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and  Budge t .
More  de ta i led  in fo rmat ion  abou t  the  f i nd ings  in  each  chap te r
can be obta ined by  contac t ing  the author ing  ent i ty .   The ent i re
repor t ,  inc lud ing the l is t  o f  cont r ibutors ,  is  ava i lab le  on the
Demograph i c  and  Econom ic  Ana l ys i s  web  s i t e  a t
www.governor .s ta te .u t .us /dea.
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Utah ’s  Job  Growth  Ra te  Reaches  an  18  Year  Low

I n d u s t r y  F o c u s

D e f e n s e . U tah 's  de fense  indus t ry  con t inued  to  rebound  in  2001 ,
w i th  spend ing  to ta l ing  $1 .91  b i l l i on ,  and  r i s ing  near ly  34% f rom
the  prev ious  year .   Inc reased ac t i v i t y  i s  expec ted  to  con t inue  in
2002  as  a  resu l t  o f  Sep tember  11 th .   New ope ra t i ons  beg inn ing  a t
H i l l  A i r  Fo rce  Base  shou ld  p rove  to  be  a  s t reng then ing  in f l uence
on  the  rema inder  o f  U tah ’s  de fense  indus t ry .

Expor t s .   Me rchand i se  expo r t s  i n  U tah  g rew  abou t  5% to  an
es t imated  $3 .4  b i l l i on  dur ing  2001.   A l though the  s ta te ’s  expor ts
more  than  doub led  du r ing  the  1990s ,  mos t  o f  t he  g rowth  occu r red
be fo re  1997 .   S ince  then ,  expor t s  have  rema ined  in  the  range  o f
$3 b i l l ion.   

Tour ism. In  con t ras t  t o  2000 ,  when  consumer  op t im ism and
robus t  spend ing  he lped  o f fse t  severa l  ex te rna l  shocks  to  the
indust ry ,  the e f fec ts  o f  an in ternat iona l ,  nat iona l ,  and reg iona l
economic  s l owdown ,  comb ined  w i th  t he  e f f ec t s  o f  Sep tember
11 th ,  have  negat i ve ly  impac ted  the  s ta te 's  tour i sm economy.
He lp ing  to  m i t i ga te  the  nega t i ve  e f fec ts  o f  the  economic  s lowdown
and the  te r ro r i s t  ac t i v i t y  has  been  the  inc reased  med ia  in te res t
and  improved  v is ib i l i t y  the  s ta te  has  en joyed  as  the  O lymp ics
approach .  



Median Per Percent of Total

Mean Average Household Capita Homeownership Population

Pay Per Job Income Income Rates in Poverty

Area 2000 Rank 1998 to 2000* Rank 2000 Rank 2000 Rank 1998 to 2000* Rank

UNITED STATES $35,296 - $41,789 - $29,451 - 67.4% - 11.9% -

Alabama 29,037 34 36,267 41 $23,460 44 73.2% 14 14.6% 42

Alaska 35,125 15 52,492 2 $29,597 15 66.4% 40 8.3% 10

Arizona 32,606 22 39,653 30 $24,991 38 68.0% 38 13.6% 39

Arkansas 26,307 47 30,082 50 $21,945 48 68.9% 33 15.8% 46

California 41,194 6 45,070 17 $32,225 9 57.1% 48 14.0% 40

Colorado 37,167 8 49,216 6 $32,441 8 68.3% 36 8.5% 11

Connecticut 45,445 2 50,647 4 $40,870 1 70.0% 28 7.6% 3

Delaware 36,677 11 38,006 36 $31,074 13 72.0% 17 9.8% 16

District of Columbia 53,018 1 47,438 9 $38,374 2 41.9% 51 17.3% 49

Florida 30,549 31 37,305 38 $27,836 22 68.4% 35 12.1% 31

Georgia 34,182 18 41,482 24 $27,790 24 69.8% 30 12.6% 33

Hawaii 30,630 29 45,657 15 $27,819 23 55.2% 49 10.5% 25
Idaho 27,709 40 37,760 37 $23,640 42 70.5% 25 13.3% 37

Illinois 38,044 7 46,649 10 $31,842 11 67.9% 39 10.5% 25

Indiana 31,015 27 41,315 26 $26,838 33 74.9% 8 8.2% 9

Iowa 27,928 38 41,560 23 $26,376 34 75.2% 6 7.9% 5

Kansas 29,357 32 38,393 34 $27,408 29 69.3% 31 10.4% 24

Kentucky 28,829 36 36,826 39 $24,057 40 73.4% 13 12.5% 32

Louisiana 27,877 39 32,500 48 $23,041 46 68.1% 37 18.6% 50

Maine 27,664 41 39,815 29 $25,399 37 76.5% 2 9.8% 16

Maryland 36,373 12 52,846 1 $33,621 6 69.9% 29 7.3% 1

Massachusetts 44,326 4 45,769 14 $37,710 3 59.9% 47 10.2% 22

Michigan 37,016 10 46,034 13 $29,071 19 77.2% 1 10.2% 22

Minnesota 35,418 13 50,088 5 $31,913 10 76.1% 4 7.8% 4

Mississippi 25,197 48 31,963 49 $20,856 51 75.2% 7 15.5% 45

Missouri 31,386 25 44,247 18 $27,186 30 74.2% 10 9.7% 15

Montana 24,264 51 32,553 47 $22,541 47 70.2% 26 16.0% 48

Nebraska 27,662 42 39,029 32 $27,658 26 70.2% 27 10.6% 27

Nevada 32,276 24 43,262 20 $29,551 16 64.0% 43 10.0% 19

New Hampshire 34,731 17 48,029 7 $33,042 7 69.2% 32 7.4% 2

New Jersey 43691 5 51,739 3 $37,112 4 66.2% 41 8.1% 6

New Mexico 27,498 43 34,035 44 $21,883 49 73.7% 12 19.3% 51

New York 44,942 3 40,822 28 $34,502 5 53.4% 50 14.7% 43

North Carolina 31,077 26 38,413 33 $26,842 32 71.1% 21 13.2% 36

North Dakota 24,678 50 33,769 46 $24,780 39 70.7% 24 12.7% 34

Ohio 32,510 23 41,972 21 $27,914 21 71.3% 19 11.1% 29

Oklahoma 26,980 44 34,020 45 $23,582 43 72.7% 15 14.1% 41

Oregon 32,765 20 41,915 22 $27,649 27 65.3% 42 12.8% 35

Pennsylvania 33,999 19 41,394 25 $29,533 17 74.7% 9 9.9% 18

Rhode Island 32,618 21 43,428 19 $29,158 18 61.5% 46 10.0% 19

South Carolina 28,173 37 36,671 40 $23,952 41 76.5% 3 11.9% 30

South Dakota 24,803 49 35,986 42 $25,993 35 71.2% 20 9.3% 13

Tennessee 30,558 30 35,874 43 $25,878 36 70.9% 23 13.3% 37

Texas 34,948 16 39,296 31 $27,722 25 63.8% 44 14.9% 44

Utah 29,226 33 46,539 11 $23,364 45 72.7% 16 8.1% 6

Vermont 28,920 35 40,908 27 $26,904 31 68.7% 34 10.1% 21

Virginia 35,151 14 47,701 8 $31,065 14 73.9% 11 8.1% 6
Washington 37,059 9 46,412 12 $31,129 12 63.6% 45 9.4% 14

West Virginia 26,887 45 29,217 51 $21,767 50 75.9% 5 15.8% 46

Wisconsin 30,697 28 45,441 16 $28,066 20 71.8% 18 8.8% 12

Wyoming 26,837 46 38,291 35 $27,436 28 71.0% 22 11.0% 28

Utah as a % of U.S. 82.8% 111.4% 79.3% 107.9% 68.1%

* Because the number of households contacted in Utah is relatively small, the data collected for three years is averaged to calculate less variable estimates.

Sources:

Mean Average Pay Per Job 2000: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics;

Median Household Income 1998 to 2000: U.S. Census Bureau;

Per Capita Income 2000: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis;

Homeownership Rates 2000: U.S. Census Bureau;

Percent of Total Population Living in Poverty 1998: U.S. Census Bureau.
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Percent of 

Families with Women as a Youth (ages 16-19) 

Persons Percent Married Children Headed by Percent of the as a Percent of 

Per Household Couple Families a Single Parent Total Labor Force the Labor Force

Area 2000 Rank 2000 Rank 1998 Rank 1999 Rank 1999 Rank

UNITED STATES 2.59 - 51.7% - 27% - 46.0% - 5.4% -

Alabama 2.49 32 52.2% 27 29% 11 46.5% 28 5.3% 31

Alaska 2.74 4 52.5% 23 27% 19 45.8% 37 5.8% 19

Arizona 2.64 9 51.9% 31 28% 13 45.6% 41 6.0% 16

Arkansas 2.49 32 54.3% 6 28% 14 46.6% 26 5.0% 40

California 2.87 3 51.1% 40 26% 31 44.5% 50 4.5% 47

Colorado 2.53 20 51.8% 33 24% 43 45.1% 45 5.5% 27

Connecticut 2.53 20 52.0% 28 27% 20 47.7% 5 4.9% 42

Delaware 2.54 18 51.3% 38 33% 4 47.5% 7 6.1% 13

District of Columbia - - 61% 1 50.8% 1 1.6% 51

Florida 2.46 44 50.4% 42 30% 9 45.9% 36 5.3% 32

Georgia 2.65 8 51.5% 35 31% 5 47.0% 13 4.8% 43

Hawaii 2.92 2 53.6% 14 26% 32 50.7% 2 4.1% 50

Idaho 2.69 6 58.9% 2 20% 50 44.1% 51 7.2% 6

Illinois 2.63 10 51.3% 38 28% 15 46.7% 21 6.0% 14

Indiana 2.53 20 53.6% 14 22% 47 45.7% 40 5.9% 17

Iowa 2.46 44 55.1% 4 24% 44 46.3% 32 7.1% 7

Kansas 2.51 27 54.7% 5 27% 21 47.0% 14 7.1% 9

Kentucky 2.47 42 53.9% 12 26% 33 44.9% 46 5.6% 26

Louisiana 2.62 13 48.9% 48 37% 2 47.7% 6 5.8% 22

Maine 2.39 50 52.5% 23 27% 22 47.9% 4 5.0% 39

Maryland 2.61 15 50.2% 44 27% 23 48.1% 3 4.6% 46

Massachusetts 2.51 27 49.0% 47 27% 24 46.9% 16 5.6% 25

Michigan 2.56 17 51.4% 36 28% 16 45.2% 44 7.4% 5

Minnesota 2.52 26 53.7% 13 21% 49 46.8% 18 7.1% 8

Mississippi 2.63 10 49.8% 45 34% 3 46.9% 15 5.2% 33

Missouri 2.48 38 52.0% 28 26% 34 45.2% 43 6.0% 15

Montana 2.45 46 53.6% 14 26% 35 46.3% 33 6.8% 11

Nebraska 2.49 32 54.2% 7 24% 45 46.8% 19 7.6% 3

Nevada 2.62 13 49.7% 46 27% 25 44.6% 49 5.1% 37

New Hampshire 2.53 20 55.3% 3 25% 38 46.6% 23 5.8% 20

New Jersey 2.68 7 53.5% 17 23% 46 45.8% 38 4.6% 45

New Mexico 2.63 10 50.4% 42 31% 6 46.4% 29 5.3% 29

New York 2.61 15 46.6% 50 31% 7 46.5% 27 4.5% 48

North Carolina 2.49 32 52.5% 23 28% 17 46.3% 31 4.2% 49

North Dakota 2.41 48 53.4% 19 22% 48 46.8% 17 7.1% 10

Ohio 2.49 32 51.4% 36 27% 26 46.6% 22 6.2% 12

Oklahoma 2.49 32 53.5% 17 27% 27 46.3% 30 5.7% 23

Oregon 2.51 27 51.9% 31 27% 28 45.4% 42 5.0% 41

Pennsylvania 2.48 38 51.7% 34 25% 39 46.7% 20 5.1% 35

Rhode Island 2.47 42 48.2% 49 30% 10 47.4% 9 5.0% 38

South Carolina 2.53 20 51.1% 40 29% 12 47.3% 10 5.2% 34

South Dakota 2.5 30 54.2% 7 25% 40 47.2% 12 8.1% 2

Tennessee 2.48 38 52.6% 22 31% 8 47.2% 11 5.6% 24

Texas 2.74 4 54.0% 10 27% 29 44.6% 47 5.3% 30

Utah 3.13 1 63.2% 1 17% 51 44.6% 48 8.6% 1

Vermont 2.44 47 52.5% 23 26% 36 47.4% 8 5.8% 21

Virginia 2.54 18 52.8% 21 28% 18 46.0% 34 4.8% 44

Washington 2.53 20 52.0% 30 26% 37 46.0% 35 5.5% 28

West Virginia 2.4 49 54.0% 10 27% 30 46.6% 24 5.1% 36

Wisconsin 2.5 30 53.2% 20 25% 41 46.6% 25 5.8% 18

Wyoming 2.48 38 54.8% 9 25% 42 45.8% 39 7.6% 4

Utah as a % of U.S. 120.8% 122.2% 63% 97.0% 159.5%

Sources:

Persons Per Household 2000: U.S. Census Bureau;

Percent-Married Couple Families 2000: U.S. Census Bureau;

Percent of Families with Children Headed by a Single Parent 1998: U.S. Census Bureau;

Women as a Percent of the Total Labor Force 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB;

Youth (ages 16-19) as a Percent of the Labor Force 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB.
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Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of

Labor Force Percent of Working Women Part-Time Jobs Part-Time Jobs 

Employed Part-Time Jobs Working Part- Held by Youth Held by Males

Part-Time Held by Women Time Jobs (ages 16-19) Over 19 Years Old

Area 1999 Rank 1999 Rank 1999 Rank 1999 Rank 1999 Rank

UNITED STATES 24.1% - 61.8% - 32.4% - 15.6% - 22.6% -

Alabama 24.1% 31 61.6% 30 32.0% 32 16.4% 25 22.0% 24

Alaska 28.0% 8 58.4% 48 35.7% 20 14.3% 37 27.3% 5

Arizona 22.3% 43 62.1% 27 30.3% 38 16.6% 21 21.3% 30

Arkansas 21.8% 46 57.8% 50 27.0% 48 13.9% 40 28.3% 2

California 24.4% 28 58.9% 47 32.3% 30 13.0% 45 28.1% 3

Colorado 23.2% 36 59.3% 45 30.5% 37 15.6% 28 25.1% 13

Connecticut 25.5% 24 65.1% 5 34.8% 22 15.1% 33 19.8% 38

Delaware 24.4% 27 62.5% 24 32.2% 31 17.0% 16 20.5% 33

District of Columbia 19.9% 49 60.8% 37 23.8% 50 7.8% 51 31.4% 1

Florida 23.0% 40 59.4% 44 29.8% 40 14.5% 36 26.1% 8

Georgia 19.5% 50 62.2% 26 25.7% 49 17.1% 15 20.7% 32

Hawaii 27.2% 12 60.3% 39 32.4% 29 11.6% 50 28.1% 4

Idaho 29.7% 2 62.7% 22 42.2% 1 16.9% 17 20.3% 36

Illinois 23.0% 39 63.9% 12 31.5% 33 17.7% 12 18.3% 43

Indiana 24.2% 30 61.5% 32 32.6% 28 16.9% 18 21.6% 27

Iowa 26.8% 17 63.0% 18 36.4% 14 17.9% 11 19.1% 40

Kansas 26.8% 16 59.7% 43 34.1% 24 18.9% 6 21.4% 29

Kentucky 23.8% 33 59.1% 46 31.4% 34 15.4% 30 25.5% 11

Louisiana 22.3% 42 62.3% 25 29.2% 43 18.1% 10 19.6% 39

Maine 28.1% 7 64.2% 11 37.6% 11 12.1% 48 23.7% 18

Maryland 23.7% 34 61.3% 35 30.1% 39 13.5% 43 25.2% 12

Massachusetts 27.2% 13 65.8% 3 38.2% 9 15.5% 29 18.7% 42

Michigan 25.5% 26 64.2% 10 36.2% 16 21.3% 1 14.5% 51

Minnesota 29.7% 3 63.2% 16 40.1% 5 18.5% 7 18.3% 44

Mississippi 22.1% 44 59.8% 42 28.2% 45 16.4% 24 23.8% 17

Missouri 23.1% 37 57.5% 51 29.4% 42 18.4% 9 24.1% 16

Montana 30.8% 1 61.4% 33 40.9% 2 15.2% 32 23.5% 19

Nebraska 26.6% 18 63.7% 14 36.2% 17 20.8% 2 15.5% 49

Nevada 17.8% 51 57.8% 49 23.0% 51 16.2% 26 26.0% 10

New Hampshire 27.4% 11 66.5% 1 39.1% 6 16.5% 23 17.1% 47

New Jersey 23.9% 32 62.7% 21 32.8% 27 14.1% 39 23.2% 20

New Mexico 26.0% 22 60.0% 40 33.5% 26 13.2% 44 26.8% 6

New York 24.4% 29 64.3% 9 33.7% 25 13.8% 42 21.9% 26

North Carolina 21.0% 47 60.8% 38 27.6% 47 12.9% 46 26.4% 7

North Dakota 27.9% 9 64.4% 8 38.4% 8 18.4% 8 17.2% 46

Ohio 25.7% 23 64.7% 7 35.7% 21 16.6% 20 18.7% 41

Oklahoma 23.3% 35 61.3% 34 30.9% 36 16.5% 22 22.1% 23

Oregon 26.9% 15 62.0% 29 36.8% 13 11.9% 49 26.1% 9

Pennsylvania 26.6% 19 63.8% 13 36.2% 15 15.2% 31 21.0% 31

Rhode Island 29.6% 4 65.2% 4 40.7% 3 12.6% 47 22.2% 22

South Carolina 22.6% 41 62.0% 28 29.7% 41 17.6% 13 20.3% 35

South Dakota 27.0% 14 63.0% 19 36.0% 18 20.0% 3 17.0% 48

Tennessee 21.8% 45 61.1% 36 28.2% 44 17.4% 14 21.5% 28

Texas 20.7% 48 59.8% 41 27.7% 46 15.9% 27 24.3% 15

Utah 28.9% 5 62.9% 20 40.7% 4 19.6% 4 17.5% 45

Vermont 28.4% 6 64.8% 6 38.8% 7 14.8% 34 20.5% 34

Virginia 23.1% 38 61.6% 31 30.9% 35 13.9% 41 24.5% 14

Washington 27.8% 10 62.6% 23 37.8% 10 14.2% 38 23.2% 21

West Virginia 26.4% 20 63.4% 15 35.9% 19 14.7% 35 22.0% 25

Wisconsin 25.5% 25 63.2% 17 34.6% 23 16.8% 19 20.0% 37

Wyoming 26.1% 21 66.1% 2 37.6% 12 19.4% 5 14.5% 50

Utah as a % of U.S. 119.6% 101.7% 125.4% 125.4% 77.7%

Sources:

Percent of Labor Force Employed Part -Time 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB;

Percent of Part-Time Jobs Held by Women 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB;

Percent of Working Women Working Part- Time Jobs 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB;

Percent of Part-Time Jobs Held by Youth (ages 16-19) 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB;

Percent of Part-Time Jobs held by Males Over 19 Years Old 1999: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and GOPB.
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For  the  f i r s t  t ime in  severa l  years  the  Utah  Popu la t ion
E s t i m a t e s  C o m m i t t e e  a n d  t h e  U . S .  C e n s u s  B u r e a u  p r o d u c e d
s ta tew ide  popu la t ion  es t ima tes  tha t  va r ied  w ide ly  in  the  ne t
m ig ra t ion  componen t .   Wh i le  the  overa l l  popu la t ion  es t ima tes
f r om UPEC and  t he  Census  Bu reau  on l y  d i f f e red  by  a  sma l l
marg in ,  the  ne t  m ig ra t ion  componen t  d i f f e red  by  near l y  20 ,000 ,
w i th  UPEC es t ima t ing  ne t  i n -m ig ra t i on  o f  14 ,166 ,  and  the
Census  Bureau  es t ima t ing  ne t  ou t -m ig ra t ion  o f  5 ,559 .   A f te r  an
in -depth  ana lys is  o f  the  d i f fe rences  in  the  popu la t ion  es t imates ,
UPEC dec ided  no t  t o  a l t e r  i t s  es t ima tes  to  more  c lose l y  ma tch
those  o f  t he  Census  Bu reau .   The  Commi t t ee  conc l uded  t ha t
the  d isc repanc ies  can  be  a t t r ibu ted  to :  1 )  the  Census  Bureau 's
top-down approach  to  popu la t ion  es t imates ;  2 )  the  fac t  tha t  the
Census  Bu reau  comb ines  es t ima tes  f r om the  Na t i ona l  Cen te r
fo r  Hea l th  Sta t is t i cs  w i th  the  hard  data  tha t  i s  submi t ted  by  the
S ta te  o f  U tah ;  and  3 )  t he  Census  Bureau ' s  re l i ance  on  i n -  and
out -m ig ra t ion  es t imates  f rom the  In te rna l  Revenue Serv ice .

The  U tah  Popu la t ion  Es t ima tes  Commi t tee  i s  a  s ta tu to ry
commi t tee  charged w i th  p repar ing  the  o f f i c ia l  popu la t ion
es t imates  fo r  the  S ta te  o f  U tah .   The  Commi t tee 's  p r imary  da ta
sources are v i ta l  s ta t is t ics  ( f rom b i r th  and death cer t i f ica tes) ,
schoo l  en ro l lmen t ,  LDS membersh ip ,  and  i ncome tax  re tu rns .
When  p repa r ing  the  es t ima tes  the  Commi t tee  a l so  cons ide rs
job  growth ,  Bureau o f  the  Census popu la t ion  es t imates ,  u t i l i t y
connec t i ons ,  and  bu i l d ing  pe rm i t s .   Commi t tee  membersh ip
inc ludes  represen ta t i ves  f rom key  da ta  p rov iders  and  o thers
know ledgeab le  i n  the  me thods  used  to  p repa re  popu la t i on
es t imates ,  a long  w i th  peop le  f rom academic  ins t i tu t ions ,  and
the  pub l i c  and  p r i va te  sec to rs .   The  U tah  Governo r ' s  O f f i ce  o f
P lann ing  and  Budge t  s ta f f s  the  Commi t tee .

U tah 's  popu la t i on  reached  2 ,295 ,971  pe rsons  in  2001 ,  accord ing
to  the  U tah  Popu la t i on  Es t ima tes  Commi t tee .   Th i s  i s  an  i nc rease
o f  49 ,417  pe rsons  ( the  approx ima te  popu la t i on  o f  S t .  George ,
U tah ) ,  o r  2 .2%,  ove r  the  2000  es t ima te  o f  2 ,246 ,554 .    Wh i le  the
ra te  o f  popu la t ion  g rowth  in  the  s ta te  con t inues  to  taper  o f f  f rom
leve ls  seen in  the  ear ly  1990s,  Utah 's  popu la t ion  is  s t i l l  g rowing
more  than tw ice  as  fas t  as  the  na t ion .   U tah  a lso  cont inues  to
rank  as  one  o f  the  fas tes t  g rowing  s ta tes  in  the  count ry .

The  s ta te ' s  g rowth  over  the  pas t  year  con t inued  the  t rend  o f
reco rd -b reak ing  b i r t hs  (47 ,688 )  and  dea ths  (12 ,437 ) .   The
resu l t i ng  na tu ra l  i nc rease  was  35 ,251 ,  wh ich  i s  the  number  o f
b i r t hs  m inus  dea ths .   The  Commi t t ee  a l so  es t ima ted  t he  ne t  i n -
m ig ra t i on  to  U tah  to  be  14 ,166  in  2001 ,  fu r the r  ma in ta in ing  the
mig ra t ion  t rends  seen  in  the  la t te r  pa r t  o f  the  p rev ious  decade .
A l though  the  e f fec ts  o f  t he  na t iona l  economic  downtu rn  have  no t
been avo ided by  Utahns ,  the  resu l ts  were  la rge ly  no t  seen un t i l
a f te r  Ju ly  1 ,  wh ich  is  the  cu to f f  da te  fo r  popu la t ion  es t imates .
Because o f  th is ,  a l l  the  ind ica tors  cons idered fo r  the  2001
es t imates  showed popu la t ion  g rowth  and  ne t  in -m ig ra t ion  to  the
state.

Whi le  g rowth  occur red  in  a l l  o f  the  nor thern  count ies  o f  the  s ta te ,
the  mos t  rap id  reg iona l  g rowth  ra tes  were  fe l t  by  those  coun t ies
w i th in  o r  ad jacen t  to  the  sou thern  por t ion  o f  the  Wasa tch  F ron t
a rea .   The  sou thwes t  co rner  o f  the  s ta te  a lso  con t inued  to
exper ience popu la t ion  growth  ra tes  in  excess  o f  the  s ta te
ave rage .   The  popu la t i ons  i n  Tooe le ,  Summi t ,  U tah ,  Wasa tch ,  and
Juab count ies  a re  a l l  expand ing  rap id ly .   These  count ies  a re  in
c lose  p rox im i ty  to  u rban  serv ices ,  bu t  s t i l l  p rov ide  many  o f  the
des i rab le  charac ter is t i cs  found in  a  ru ra l  se t t ing .   Wi th  a  2001
growth  ra te  o f  6 .9%,  Tooe le  County  in  par t i cu la r  con t inues  to
exper ience  popu la t ion  g rowth  ra tes  wh ich  fa r  exceed  those  o f
o the r  U tah  coun t i es .

The  sou thwes te rn  coun t ies  o f  Wash ing ton ,  I ron ,  and
Beaver ,  where  the  u rban  c i t i es  o f  S t .  George  and  Cedar
Ci ty  are  located or  a re  in  c lose prox imi ty ,  a lso  exper ienced
rap id  g rowth  in  2001 .   These  a re  cons ide red  h igh  amen i t y
count ies ,  o f fe r ing  a  d ivers i ty  o f  educat iona l ,  tour ism,
re t i remen t ,  and  economic  oppor tun i t i es  fo r  l oca l  res iden ts .
Wash ing ton  Coun ty  once  aga in  ma in ta ined  i t s  t i t l e  as  the
fas tes t  g row ing  coun ty  in  the  reg ion ,  w i th  a  g rowth  ra te  o f
4 .9%.   However ,  th i s  ra te  i s  much  lower  than  the  8%
growth  ra tes  tha t  were  recorded in  the  ear ly  par t  o f  the
1 9 9 0 s .

The  h ighes t  ra tes  o f  popu la t i on  g row th  du r i ng  2001  were
exper ienced by  the  fo l low ing  count ies :  Tooe le  (6 .9%) ,
Wash ing ton  (4 .9%) ,  Summi t  ( 4 .1%) ,  U tah  (3 .7%) ,  Wasa tch
(3 .3%) ,  Juab  (3 .1%) ,  U in tah  (3 .0%) ,  Beaver  (2 .9%) ,  and
I ron (2 .5%).

Whi le  the  overa l l  s ta te  popu la t ion  and  the  popu la t ion  o f
many  coun t i es  i n  t he  s ta te  i nc reased  i n  2001 ,  seve ra l
coun t ies  exper ienced  a  dec l i ne  in  popu la t i on .   The  energy -
dependen t  economies  o f  the  coun t ies  in  the  cen t ra l  and
southeas te rn  por t ions  o f  the  s ta te  con t inued to  su f fe r  as  a
resu l t  o f  low commodi ty  p r i ces  and  the  e f fec ts  o f  the
na t iona l  recess ion  tha t  began  in  March  2001 .   Coun t ies
tha t  los t  popu la t ion  in  2001 inc lude Emery ,  Gar f ie ld ,
Carbon ,  P iu te ,  San  Juan ,  Grand ,  M i l l a rd ,  and  Wayne .   

Box Elder
0.9%

Cache
1.6%

Rich
1.4%

Weber:  1.5%
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Salt Lake
1.7%

Morgan

1.6%

Summit
4.1%

Daggett:  1.1%

Utah
3.7%

Wasatch
3.3% Duchesne

1.7% Uintah
3.0%
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1.6%

Carbon
-2.6%
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0.0%

Source:  Utah Population Estimates Committee
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Census  2000  was  the  f i r s t  na t iona l  census  in  wh ich  responden ts
were  g i ven  the  oppo r tun i t y  t o  se lec t  more  than  one  race .   As  a
resu l t ,  ind iv idua ls  o f  m ixed her i tage  or  rac ia l  decent  can  be
c lass i f i ed  in to  ca tegor ies  o f  added  comb ina t ions  o f  race .
Na t iona l l y ,  97 .6% o f  the  to ta l  popu la t ion  se lec ted  on ly  one  race
in  2000 .   Those  who  se lec ted  Amer i can  I nd ian  and  A laska
Nat i ve  a lone  to ta led  2 ,475 ,956 ,  mak ing  up  .9% o f  the  to ta l
popu la t i on .   Those  who  repo r ted  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska
Na t i ve  a lone  o r  i n  comb ina t i on  w i th  one  o r  more  o the r  races
to ta led  4 ,119 ,301 ,  o r  1 .5% o f  the  to ta l  popu la t ion .   Among the
Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve  popu la t i on ,  407 ,073  were
H ispan ic  o r  La t ino  wh i le  2 ,068 ,883  were  No t  H ispan ic  o r  La t ino .

U tah ' s  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve  popu la t i on  to ta led
29 ,684  in  2000.   Of  tha t  to ta l ,  3 ,021  were  H ispan ic  o r  La t ino
wh i le  26 ,663  were  no t .   The  ma jo r i t y  o f  U tahns  (97 .9%)  se lec ted
on l y  o n e  r ace .   O f  t hose  w ho  se l ec ted  one  r ace ,  t he  Amer i can
Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve  ca tego ry  t o ta l ed  1 .3% o f  t he  t o ta l
popu la t ion .   Those  who  se lec ted  two  races  (2 .0%)  iden t i f i ed
themse l ves  as  Wh i t e  i n  comb ina t i on  w i t h  Some  O the r  Race ,
Wh i te  i n  comb ina t i on  w i th  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve ,
o r  Wh i te  i n  comb ina t i on  w i th  As ian .   On ly  . 1% o f  U tahns
se lec ted  th ree  o r  more  races .  

G r o w t h
The  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve  g roup  was  the  th i rd
fas tes t  g row ing  race  g roup  in  the  na t ion  f rom 1990  to  2000 .
The  fas tes t  g row ing  race  g roup  i n  t he  na t i on  was  the  As ian -
Pac i f i c  I s l ande r  g roup  g row ing  57 .6%,  fo l l owed  by  Some Othe r
Race  (56 .6%) ,  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve  (26 .4%) ,  and
B lack  o r  A f r i can  Amer ican  (25 .6%) .

The  pe rcen t  change  o f  Amer i can  I nd ian  and  A laska  Na t i ves
f rom 1990  to  2000  ind i ca tes  the  l a rges t  g rowth  i n  the  Sou the rn ,
and  Wes te rn  reg ions  o f  the  Un i ted  S ta tes .   The  fas tes t  g row ing
Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve  popu la t i on  was  in  Texas
(79 .7%) ,  fo l l owed by ,  Sou th  Caro l ina  (66 .4%) ,  Georg ia  (62 .8%) ,
Co lo rado  (59 .3%) ,  and  Tennessee  (50 .9%) .   U tah  ranked  32nd
in  the  na t i on  g row ing  22 .2%.   Hawa i i  expe r ienced  the  l owes t
g rowth  i n  t he  na t i on ,  a t  -30 .7%.

In  U tah ,  t he  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laskan
Nat i ve  g roup  was  the  fou r th  fas tes t  g row ing
race  g roup ,  g row ing  22% f rom 1990  t o  2000 .
The  fas tes t  g row ing  race  g roup  in  the  s ta te
was  the  As ian -Pac i f i c  I s lander  g roup  w i th  a
g row th  ra te  o f  57%,  f o l l owed  by  B lack  o r
A f r i can  Amer i can  (53%) ,  and  Wh i te  (23%) .

Among  U tah ' s  coun t ies ,  P iu te  expe r ienced
the  h ighes t  pe rcen t  i nc rease  i n  Amer i can
Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ves  (88 .9%) ,  f o l l owed
by  Wash ing ton  (88 .1%) ,  Tooe le  (77 .5%) ,
Morgan  (62 .5%) ,  and  Emery  (61 .4%) .   

C o u n t y  R a n k i n g s
S a n  J u a n  C o u n t y  r a n k e d  5 1 s t  a m o n g
coun t i es  na t i onw ide ,  w i t h  an  Amer i can  Ind ian
and  A laska  Na t i ve  popu la t ion  o f  8 ,026 .   Sa l t
Lake  Coun ty  fo l l owed  in  52nd  p lace  w i th  an
Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve
popu la t i on  o f  7 ,892 ,  mak ing  up  on ly  .9% o f

the  to ta l  coun ty  popu la t ion .   Los  Ange les  Coun ty  ranked  1s t  i n
the  na t i on  w i th  an  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve
popu la t ion  o f  76 ,988 ,  o r  .8% o f  the  county  popu la t ion  to ta l .   The
coun ty  w i th  the  h ighes t  pe rcen t  o f  Amer ican  Ind ian  and  A laska
Na t i ves  was  Shannon  Coun ty ,  Sou th  Dako ta  w i th  11 ,743 ,  o r
94 .2% o f  the  to ta l  coun ty  popu la t ion .  

San  Juan  Coun ty  con ta i ns  t he  h i ghes t  number  o f  Amer i can
Ind ian  o r  A laska  Nat i ves  in  the  s ta te ,  to ta l ing  8 ,026 ,  o r  55 .7% o f
the  to ta l  popu la t i on .   Sa l t  Lake  Coun ty  ranked  second  among
coun t ies  w i th  7 ,892  Amer i can  Ind ian  o r  A laska  Na t i ves ,  f o l l owed
by  U in tah  (2 ,365) ,  U tah  (2 ,206) ,  and  Weber  (1 ,510)  Coun t ies .

R e s e r v a t i o n s
There  a re  cu r ren t l y  278  Amer ican  Ind ian  reserva t ions  in  35
s ta tes ,  mos t  o f  wh ich  a re  loca ted  in  the  M idwes t  and  Wes te rn
reg ions  o f  t he  Un i ted  S ta tes .   The  U .S .  gove rnmen t  ho lds  abou t
56  mi l l i on  acres  in  t rus t  fo r  314  federa l l y  recogn ized  t r ibes  and
ent i t ies  such  as  reserva t ions ,  pueb los ,  rancher ias ,  and  t rus t
l ands .   P resen t l y ,  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ves  make  up
55% o f  t he  944 ,317  peop le  who  l i ve  on  Fede ra l  Amer i can
Ind ian  Reserva t i on  and  O f f -Rese rva t i on  T rus t  Land .

On ly  32% o f  U tah ' s  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve
popu la t ion  l i ve  on  reserva t ions .   I n  U tah  the re  a re  seven
reserva t ions :  the  Goshute  Reserva t ion ,  loca ted  in  wes te rn
Tooe le  Coun ty ,  Juab  Coun ty  and  Nevada ;  the  Nor thwes te rn
Shoshon i  Reserva t ion  in  nor thern  Box  E lder  County ;  the  Nava jo
Nat ion  reserva t ion  loca ted  in  the  sou theas te rn  co rner  o f  U tah ;
the  Pa iu te  Rese rva t i on  i n  t he  sou thwes te rn  a rea  o f  U tah ;  t he
Sku l l  Va l ley  Reserva t ion  in  the  eas te rn  a rea  o f  Tooe le  Coun ty ;
t he  U in tah  and  Ouray  Rese rva t i on  i n  t he  no r theas t  co rne r  o f
U tah ;  and  the  U te  Moun ta in  Reserva t ion  in  the  sou theas te rn
bo rde r  o f  U tah  and  Co lo rado .   

Wi th in  U tah 's  borders ,  there  a re  26 ,223  peop le  l i v ing  on  the
seven  reserva t ions  and  t rus t  l ands .   The  Amer ican  Ind ian  and
Alaska Nat ive  popu la t ion  l i v ing  on  reserva t ions  to ta l  9 ,623,
mak ing  up  on ly  37% o f  the  to ta l  reserva t ion  and  t rus t  l and

 1. Cherokee 281,069  1. Navajo 14,634

 2. Navajo 269,202  2. Ute 2,940

 3. Sioux 108,272  3. Cherokee 736

 4. Chippewa 105,907  4. Paiute 668

 5. Choctaw 87,349  5. Souix 655

 6. Pueblo 59,533  6. Shoshone 589

 7. Apache 57,060  7. Pueblo 327

 8. Lumbee 51,913  8. Apache 318

 9. Iroquois 45,212  9. Chippewa 222

10. Creek 40,223 10.Choctaw 166

United States Utah

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Top Ten American Indian Tr ibes 

Ranked by Populat ion:  Apr i l  1 ,  2000
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res iden ts .   The  low percen tage  i s  mos t l y  a t t r ibu ted  to  the  U in tah
and  Ouray  Reserva t ion  numbers .   Ea r l y  p ioneers  se t t l ed  du r ing
the  same  pe r i od  when  t he  U in tah  and  Ou ray  Rese rva t i on  ga ined
federa l  recogn i t ion  as  a  reserva t ion .   As  a  resu l t ,  Amer ican
Ind ians  make up on ly  a  smal l  number  o f  to ta l  res idents  in  th is
a rea .  

No  popu la t i on  was  reco rded  i n  Census  2000  f o r  t he  No r thwes te rn
Shoshon i  Reserva t ion .   Cur ren t ly ,  there  i s  no  in f ras t ruc tu re  o r
se rv i ces  in  the  a rea  to  accommodate  res idency .   P lans  have  been
made,  however ,  to  incorpora te  dwe l l ings  in  the  near  fu tu re .  

Tribes
Census  2000  responden ts  were  a l l owed  to  spec i f y  t he  t r i be  o r
t r ibes  to  wh ich  they  be long .   In  2000,  the  to ta l  number  o f
Amer ican  Ind ian  and A laska  Nat ives  tha t  spec i f ied  a  t r ibe  in  the
Un i ted  S ta tes  to ta led  1 .7  m i l l i on  o r  72 .5% o f  Amer i can  Ind ian  and
A laska  Na t i ves .   

A l though  the  Cherokee  t r ibe  ranked  f i r s t  on  the  top  ten  t r ibes
ranked  by  popu la t ion  in  the  U.S . ,  the re  i s  ve ry  l i t t l e  Cherokee
Rese rva t i on  l and .   The  l a rge  number  o f  Amer i can  I nd ians  who
c la imed  Cherokee  as  the i r  t r i be  a re  sp read  ou t  ac ross  the  Un i ted
S ta tes .   Ranked  second ,  the  Nava jo  t r i ba l  members  a re  fo r  t he
mos t  pa r t  concen t ra ted  in  the  Nava jo  Na t ion  Reserva t ion  a rea ,
the  la rges t  reserva t ion  in  the  U.S. .   The  remain ing  t r ibes  popu la te
the  m idwes t  and  wes te rn  Un i ted  S ta tes .

In  U tah ,  the  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ves  tha t  spec i f i ed
a  t r i be  i n  2000  to ta led  24 ,068 ,  o r  81% o f  U tah ' s  Amer i can
Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ves .   

In  2000 ,  the  Nava jo  t r i be  was  the  la rges t  t r i be  in  U tah ,  w i th
mos t  members  res id i ng  on  t he  Nava jo  Na t i on  Rese rva t i on .
On ly  th ree  o f  the  top  ten  t r ibes  in  Utah have l i vab le  t r iba l
reservat ions.   The res t  o f  the  t r ibes  on the l i s t  a re  sparse ly
popu la ted  th roughou t  U tah 's  commun i t i es .   

Addi t iona l  In format ion
For  more  in fo rmat ion  on  the  Amer i can  Ind ian  and  A laska  Na t i ve
popu la t ion ,  v i s i t  t he  Amer i can  Fac t  F inder  (AFF)  on  the  Census
Bureau  webs i te  a t  h t tp : / /www.census .gov / ,  o r  contac t  the  Sta te
Da ta  Cen te r  a t  ( 801 )  538 -1036 .
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Note:  

1In 1990, Asian and Pacific Islander was a single race category. For comparisons of the 1990-2000 population, the Census 2000 
Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander categories have been combined. 

2The data and analysis on race presented in this graph focuses on the Census 2000 race alone population when analyzing 
changes that have occurred from 1990-2000, and are therefore not directly comparable with race data from 1990. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

F a s t e s t  G r o w i n g  R a c e  G r o u p s  i n  U t a h  a n d  t h e  U . S . :  1 9 9 0 - 2 0 0 0
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Total 

 American 

Indian and 

Alaska 

Native 

American 

Indian and 

Alaska Native 

as a Percent 

of Total Total

 American 

Indian and 

Alaska 

Native

American 

Indian and 

Alaska 

Native as a 

Percent of 

Total 

90-00 

Absolute 

90-00 

Percent 

90-00 Rank 

Based on 

Percent

 2000 

American 

Indian and 

Alaska 

Native 

Population

County Population Population Population Population Population Population Change Change Change Ranking

State of Utah 1,722,850 24,283 1.4% 2,233,169 29,684 1.3% 5,401 22.2% na na

Beaver 4,765 39 0.8% 6,005 54 0.9% 15 38.5% 9 24

Box Elder 36,485 391 1.1% 42,745 375 0.9% -16 -4.1% 25 13

Cache 70,183 547 0.8% 91,391 529 0.6% -18 -3.3% 24 11

Carbon 20,228 150 0.7% 20,422 216 1.1% 66 44.0% 8 15

Daggett 690 9 1.3% 921 7 0.8% -2 -22.2% 28 28

Davis 187,941 1,114 0.6% 238,994 1,379 0.6% 265 23.8% 13 6

Duchesne 12,645 664 5.3% 14,371 769 5.4% 105 15.8% 19 8

Emery 10,332 44 0.4% 10,860 71 0.7% 27 61.4% 5 22

Garfield 3,980 73 1.8% 4,735 87 1.8% 14 19.2% 15 20

Grand 6,620 203 3.1% 8,485 327 3.9% 124 61.1% 6 14

Iron 20,789 635 3.1% 33,779 737 2.2% 102 16.1% 18 9

Juab 5,817 85 1.5% 8,238 84 1.0% -1 -1.2% 23 21

Kane 5,169 77 1.5% 6,046 94 1.6% 17 22.1% 14 18

Millard 11,333 184 1.6% 12,405 163 1.3% -21 -11.4% 27 17

Morgan 5,528 8 0.1% 7,129 13 0.2% 5 62.5% 4 26

Piute 1,277 9 0.7% 1,435 17 1.2% 8 88.9% 1 25

Rich 1,725 1 0.1% 1,961 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 22 29

Salt Lake 725,956 6,111 0.8% 898,387 7,892 0.9% 1,781 29.1% 12 2

San Juan 12,621 6,859 54.3% 14,413 8,026 55.7% 1,167 17.0% 17 1

Sanpete 16,259 131 0.8% 22,763 199 0.9% 68 51.9% 7 16

Sevier 15,431 318 2.1% 18,842 376 2.0% 58 18.2% 16 12

Summit 15,518 66 0.4% 29,736 91 0.3% 25 37.9% 10 19

Tooele 26,601 391 1.5% 40,735 694 1.7% 303 77.5% 3 10

Uintah 22,211 2,335 10.5% 25,224 2,365 9.4% 30 1.3% 21 3

Utah 263,590 1,913 0.7% 368,536 2,206 0.6% 293 15.3% 20 4

Wasatch 10,089 68 0.7% 15,215 65 0.4% -3 -4.4% 26 23

Washington 48,560 706 1.5% 90,354 1,328 1.5% 622 88.1% 2 7

Wayne 2,177 40 1.8% 2,509 9 0.4% -31 -77.5% 29 27

Weber 158,330 1,112 0.7% 169,533 1,510 0.8% 398 35.8% 11 5

Notes:

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

2 The data and analysis on race presented in this article focuses on the Census 2000 race alone population when discussing changes that have occurred 

from 1990-2000, and are therefore not directly comparable with race data from 1990.

April 1, 1990 Population April 1, 2000 Population 1990-2000 Changes

1 In the 1990 Census, the American Indian and Alaska Native population was characterized as "American Indian, Eskimo, or Aluet." 
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Number

Percent of total 

population Number

Percent of total 

population

Total population………………………………...…. 281,421,906 100.0 2,233,169 100.0
American Indian and Alaska Native alone…………. 2,475,956 0.9 29,684 1.3

1,643,345 0.6 10,761 0.5

4,119,301 1.5 40,445 1.8

Hispanic or Latino American Indian and Alaskan     

Native…………………………………………………. 407,073 0.1 3,021 0.1

Not Hispanic or Latino American Indian and Alaskan 

Native……………………………………… 2,068,883 0.7 26,663 1.2

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Note: According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the data collected by Census 2000 on race can be divided into two broad 

categories: the race alone  population and the race in combination population. Respondents that selected only one race on 

the 2000 questionnaire are referred to as the race alone population. Individuals that chose more than one of the six race 

categories are referred to as the race in combination  population. 

American Indian and Alaska Native in Combination    

with one or more other races………………………...

American Indian and Alaska Native alone or in  

Combination with one or more other races………....

Race

United States Utah

A m e r i c a n  I n d i a n  R e s e r v a t i o n  P o p u l a t i o n :  2 0 0 0

Total White

Black or 

African 

American

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

Native Asian

Native 

Hawaiian 

and Other 

Pacific 

Islander

Some 

Other 

Race

Goshute Reservation (Utah part) 90 90 7 0 83 0 0 0 0 3

Navajo Nation Reservation* (Utah part) 6,373 6,354 136 3 6,208 0 1 6 19 34

Northwestern Shoshoni Reservation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Paiute Reservation 270 266 11 2 250 0 0 3 4 36

Skull Valley Reservation 31 31 1 0 30 0 0 0 0 0

Uintah and Ouray Reservation 19,182 18,720 15,585 25 2,780 33 19 278 462 673

Ute Mountain Reservation (Utah part) 277 275 3 0 272 0 0 0 2 0

* 327 people live on Off-Reservation Trust Land

Note:

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

1 The (Utah part) indicates the reservations that overlap other states.  Population totals of these reservations are as follows: Goshute 

Reservation, 105; Navajo Nation Reservation, 180,462; and Ute Mountain Reservation, 1,687.

2 As a result of the revised standards for collecting data on race and ethnicity issued by the U.S. Office of management and Budget in 1997, 

Census 2000 was the first national census in which respondents were allowed to select more than one race. Responde
3 According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the “Some Other Race” category was included in Census 2000 for respondents who were unable to 

identify with the five other races. 

Reservation

Total 

Population

One Race

Race

Hispanic or 

Latino (of 

any race)

Two or 

more 

races
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T h e  2001  K ids  Coun t  Da ta  Book ,  p repa red  by
the  Ann ie  E .  Casey  Founda t ion ,  p rov ides  s ta te
pro f i les  o f  ch i ld  we l l -be ing.   The repor t  inc ludes
da ta  on  k ids  in  U tah  and  how they  rank  w i th
o ther  ch i ld ren  in  the  Un i ted  Sta tes .   The key
ind ica tors  o f  ch i ld  we l l -be ing are  l i s ted be low,  as
we l l  as  a  t ab le  compar ing  the  1990  and  1998
f ind ings.   

Percent  low-b i r thwe ight  bab ies is  the
percentage o f  l i ve  b i r ths  we igh ing  less
than  2 ,500  g rams  (5 .5  pounds ) .   Causes
for  low-b i r thweight  bab ies  inc lude
materna l  age,  race or  e thn ic i ty ,  mul t ip le
ges ta t ion ,  l ow p re -p regnancy  we igh t ,
tobacco  use  du r ing  p regnancy ,  and  lack  o f
p rena ta l  ca re .   Bo th  U tah  and  the  na t ion
have  inc reased  in  the  pe rcen tage  o f  l ow-
b i r th ra te  bab ies  bu t  new techno log ies
have  inc reased  the  su rv iva l  ra te  o f
p rematu re  bab ies  wh ich  a l so  adds  to  th i s
inc rease .

In fant  morta l i ty  rate i s  the  number  o f
dea ths  occur r ing  to  i n fan ts  under  one
year  o f  age  per  1 ,000  l i ve  b i r ths .   U tah
ranks  we l l  in  th is  ca tegory  a t  4 th  in  the
na t ion ,  compared  to  11 th  in  1996 .

Chi ld  death  ra te i s  t he  number  o f  dea ths
f rom a l l  causes  per  100 ,000  ch i ld ren
b e t w e e n  a g e s  1  a n d  1 4 .   U t a h  r a n k s  n e a r
the  m idd le  in  th i s  ca tegory .

Rate  o f  t een  dea th  by  acc iden t ,
h o m i c i d e ,  a n d  s u i c i d e i s  t he  number  o f
dea ths  f r om acc iden ts ,  hom ic ides ,  and
su ic ides  to  t eens  be tween  ages  15  and
19 ,  pe r  100 ,000  t eens  i n  t h i s  age  g roup .
Utah  i s  improv ing  in  th i s  ca tegory  rank ing
16 th  i n  1998 ,  compared  to  30 th  i n  1997 .

Teen  b i r th  ra te i s  the  number  o f  b i r ths  to
t eenage rs  be tween  ages  15  and  17  pe r
1 ,000 females  in  th is  age group.   Th is
measu re  o f  t eenage  ch i l dbea r ing  focuses
on the fer t i l i ty  o f  a l l  g i r ls  ages 15-17
regard less  o f  mar i ta l  s ta tus .   The  K ids
Coun t  Da ta  Book  focuses  on  b i r t hs  to  15 -
17  yea r -o l ds  ra the r  t han  t he  b roade r  age
range  o f  15 -19  year -o lds  because  o f  a
s t rong consensus tha t  b i r ths  to  g i r l s  a t  the
younger  ages  a re  more  p rob lemat i c .
U tah  has  been  ranked  in  the  l ow  teens
f rom 1990  to  1998  in  th i s  ca tegory .

P e r c e n t  o f  t e e n s  w h o  a r e  h i g h  s c h o o l

dropouts i s  the  percen tage  o f  teenagers
b e t w e e n  a g e s  1 6  a n d  1 9  w h o  a r e  n o t

enro l led  in  schoo l  and  a re  no t  h igh  schoo l  g radua tes .   Those
who  have  a  GED o r  equ i va len t  a re  i nc l uded  as  h igh  schoo l
g radua tes  i n  th i s  measure .   U tah  ranked  23 rd  among  s ta tes  i n
1998 .   As  t he  demograph i cs  change  i n  U tah  the re  i s  a
cha l lenge fo r  a l l  ch i ld ren  to  rece ive  a  qua l i t y  educat ion  be fore
they  en te r  the i r  teen  years .

1  R a n k  i s  m o s t  f a v o r a b l e  t o  l e a s t  f a v o r a b l e .

National

Measures 1990 1998 Rank

Percent low- UTAH 5.7 6.7 15

birthweight babies U.S. 7 7.6

Infant mortality rate UTAH 7.5 5.6 4

 (Deaths per 1,000 live births) U.S. 9.2 7.2

Child death rate UTAH 25 24 22

(deaths per 100,000 children ages 1-14) U.S. 31 24

Rate of teen deaths by UTAH 66 49 16

accident, homicide and suicide U.S. 71 54

(deaths per 100,000 teens ages 15-19)

Teen birth rate UTAH 26 22 14

(births per 1,000 females ages 15-17) U.S. 37 30

Percent of teens who are UTAH 8 9 23

high school dropouts U.S. 10 9

(ages 16-19)

Percent of teens not attending UTAH 8 7 13

school and not working U.S. 10 8

(ages 16-19)

Percent of children living with UTAH 21 18 2

parents or who do not have U.S. 30 26

 full-time, year-round employment

Percent of children in poverty UTAH 16 13 2

(data reflect poverty in the previous year) U.S. 20 20

Percent of families with children UTAH 16 17 1

 headed by a single parent U.S. 24 27

Children without health insurance UTAH NA 12 NA

U.S. NA 15 NA

Note: Rankings are most favorable to least favorable.

Source: Kids Count Data Book 2001,  The Annie E. Casey Foundation

Trend Data

U t a h  K i d s  C o m p a r e d  t o  t h e  U . S . :  1 9 9 0  a n d  1 9 9 8
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Percen t  o f  t eens  no t  a t t end ing  schoo l  and  no t  work ing is  the
pe rcen tage  o f  t eenage rs  be tween  ages  16  and  19  who  a re  no t
enro l led  in  schoo l  ( fu l l  o r  par t - t ime)  and not  employed ( fu l l  o r  par t -
t ime) .   Th i s  measure  i s  somet imes  re fe r red  to  as  " Id le  Teens . "
U tah  ranks  13 th  in  th i s  ca tegory  up  f rom 14 th   i n  1997 .   I n  the
ear ly  1990 's  U tah  was  ranked  h igher .   Aga in ,  ear l y  educa t ion  i s
the  key  in  th is  ca tegory .

Percent  o f  ch i ld ren  l i v ing  w i th  paren ts  who  do  no t  have  fu l l -

t i m e ,  y e a r - r o u n d  e m p l o y m e n t i s  the  share  o f  a l l  ch i ld ren  under
18  l i v ing  in  fami l ies  where  paren ts  do  no t  have  regu la r ,  secure
emp loymen t .   U tah  ranked  second  t o  Neb raska  i n  t h i s  ca tego ry
(Nebraska  has  ranked  1s t  in  8  o f  the  las t  9  years ) .  

Percent  o f  ch i ld ren  in  pover ty i s  the  share  o f  ch i ld ren  under
age  18  who l i ve  in  fami l i es  w i th  incomes be low the  U.S .  pover ty
th resho ld ,  as  de f i ned  by  t he  U .S .  O f f i ce  o f  Managemen t  and
Budget .   The  federa l  pover ty  leve l  fo r  a  fami ly  o f  two  adu l ts  and
two ch i ld ren  in  1998  was  $16 ,555 .   The  Utah  pover ty  leve l  fo r  a
fami l y  o f  two  adu l t s  and  two  ch i l d ren  i n  1998  was  $15 ,200 .   

Percent  o f  f ami l i es  w i th  ch i ld ren  headed  by  a  s ing le  paren t is
the  percen tage  o f  a l l  fami l i es  w i th  "own ch i ld ren"  under  age  18
l i v i ng  i n  t he  househo ld ,  who  a re  headed  by  a  pe rson  -  ma le  o r
fema le  -  w i thou t  a  spouse  p resen t  i n  the  home.   U tah  ranks  the
h ighest  (best )  in  the nat ion in  th is  ca tegory .   They a lso  rank 1s t  in
the  nat ion  in  the  ca tegory  o f  "own ch i ld ren"  in  mar r ied-coup le
h o u s e h o l d s .

Chi ld ren  w i thout  hea l th  insurance i s  the  percen tage  o f
ch i l d ren  unde r  age  18  who  were  no t  cove red  by  hea l t h
insurance  a t  any  po in t  dur ing  the  year .   Hea l th  insurance
inc luded  p r i va te -sec to r ,  as  we l l  as  Med ica re  and  Med ica id .
Ch i l d ren  rece iv ing  Ch i l d  Hea l th  Insu rance  Prog rams  (CHIPS)
were  coun ted  as  hav ing  hea l th  i nsu rance .

For  more  in fo rmat ion  on  the  2 0 0 1  K i d s  C o u n t  D a t a  B o o k ,  v is i t
www.k idscoun t .o rg .  

D e m o g r a p h i c s  f o r  D a t a  U s e r s  W o r k s h o p  S c h e d u l e d  i n  A p r i l :

R e c e i v e  " H a n d s  O n "  T r a i n i n g  o n  H o w  t o  A c c e s s  C e n s u s  D a t a

U s i n g  A m e r i c a n  F a c t  F i n d e r  a n d  S u m m a r y  F i l e  C D - R O M s  

Represen ta t i ves  f rom the  U .S .  Census  Bureau  w i l l  be  i n  Sa l t  Lake  C i t y  to  conduc t  a  da ta
use r ' s  wo rkshop  on  access ing  Census  2000  da ta  us i ng  t he  Census  Bu reau ' s  new  da ta
access  and  d i ssemina t ion  sys tem,  the  Amer i can  Fac t  F inde r  (AFF) ,  as  we l l  as
demons t ra t i ng  how  to  access  da ta  f r om the  recen t l y  r e l eased  Summary  F i l e  1  CD-ROM.

The  workshop  w i l l  be  he ld  f rom 8 :30  am -  12 :00pm on  Tuesday ,  Apr i l  9  i n  the  S ta te  O f f i ce  Bu i l d ing
Compu te r  Lab  (450  Nor th  100  Eas t ,  d i rec t l y  no r th  o f  t he  S ta te  Cap i to l ) .   Fo r  more  i n fo rma t i on  on  the
workshop ,  o r  to  reg is te r ,  con tac t  L isa  H i l lman in  the  Governor ' s  Of f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and  Budget  a t  (801)
537-9013  o r  v ia  ema i l  a t  lh i l lman@gov.s ta te .u t .us .

Demograph i cs  f o r  Da ta  Use rs  i s  a  se r i es  o f  demog raph i c  da ta  and  ana l ys i s  wo rkshops  sponso red  by
the  Popu la t i on  Resea rch  Labo ra to ry  a t  U tah  S ta te  Un i ve rs i t y  and  t he  Demograph i c  and  Economic
Ana lys is  sec t ion  in  the  Governor ' s  Of f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and  Budget .
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Wasatch  F ron t  Reg iona l  Counc i l
The  Wasa tch  F ron t  Reg iona l  Counc i l  (WFRC)  i s  a  vo lun ta ry
assoc ia t ion  o f  governments  fo r  the  Wasa tch  F ron t  Mu l t i -Coun ty
D is t r i c t  (MCD)  as  we l l  as  the  Met ropo l i tan  P lann ing  Organ iza t ion
(MPO)  fo r  t he  Sa l t  Lake  and  Ogden  Urban i zed  A reas .   As  the
MPO,  WFRC's  ma in  f unc t i on  i s  t he  t ranspo r ta t i on  p lann ing  fo r
the  u rban ized  por t ion  o f  Sa l t  Lake ,  Dav is ,  and  Weber  Coun t ies .   

To  suppor t  the  t ranspor ta t ion  p lann ing  func t ions  o f  WFRC,  the
counc i l  s ta f f  ma in ta ins  a  comprehens ive  se t  o f  soc ioeconomic
da ta .   Da ta  i tems tha t  a re  ma in ta ined  inc lude  popu la t ion ,
hous ing  un i ts ,  to ta l  emp loyment ,  re ta i l  emp loyment ,  indus t r ia l
emp loymen t ,  veh i c les ,  and  i ncome.   These  i t ems  a re  ma in ta ined
at  var ious  geograph ic  leve ls ,  inc lud ing  Tra f f i c  Ana lys is  Zone
(TAZ) ,  Census  Trac t ,  C i ty ,  County ,  and  Reg ion .   

Soc ioeconomic  pub l i ca t ions  tha t  the  Counc i l  p roduces  inc lude :
44 Wasa tch  F ron t  Soc ioeconomics :  Th is  news le t te r ,  cover ing

soc ioeconomic  top ics ,  rep laced the  ear l ie r  Surve i l lance  o f
Soc ioeconomic  Charac te r i s t i cs  pub l i ca t ion .   I t  con ta ins
annua l  upda tes  o f  soc ioeconomic  da ta .

44 Wasa tch  F ron t  Reg ion  Sma l l  A rea  Soc ioeconomic
Pro jec t ions :  2005-2030 :  Pro jec t ions o f  popula t ion,
househo lds ,  and  employment  a t  the  TAZ,  T rac t ,  C i t y ,
Coun ty ,  and  Reg iona l  l eve l s ,  con t ro l l ed  to  GOPB
pro jec t ions.

The Counc i l  s ta f f  a lso  ma in ta ins  a  l ib ra ry  o f  census  pub l i ca t ions
and  CD-ROMs fo r  pub l i c  use ,  as  we l l  as  a  co l l ec t i on  o f  o the r
demograph ic ,  economic ,  and  p lann ing  re la ted  pub l i ca t ions  and
documents  f rom var ious  loca l ,  s ta te ,  and  federa l  agenc ies .   

The  Counc i l ' s  sma l l  a rea  soc ioeconomic  da tabase  i s  a  va luab le
resou rce  fo r  pe rsons  o r  agenc ies  tha t  need  such  da ta .   Counc i l
s ta f f  can  p rov ide  da ta  and  ana lys is  fo r  no  o r  m in ima l  cos t .   Such
ana lyses  inc lude :

44 Rad ius  tabu la t ions  a round  a  g iven  po in t .
44 Soc ioeconomic  re l a ted  t hema t i c  mapp ing .
44 Other  non-s tandard  da ta  tabu la t ions .

The Counc i l  s ta f f  works  w i th  s ta te ,  loca l ,  and spec ia l  d is t r i c t
gove rnmen ts  as  a  resou rce  f o r  sma l l  a rea  soc ioeconomic  da ta .
S ta f f  works  c lose ly  w i th  the  Governor ' s  Of f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and
Budge t  i n  the  deve lopment  o f  soc ioeconomic  p ro jec t i ons  and
es t imates .   

The  Wasa tch  F ron t  Reg iona l  Counc i l  i s  l oca ted  a t  295  N .  J immy
Doo l i t t l e  Road,  Sa l t  Lake  C i ty ,  UT 84116.   Con tac t  Sco t t  Fes t in
a t  (801 )  363 -4250 ,  Fax  (801 )  363 -4230 ,  o r  Ema i l
s fes t in@wf rc .o rg .   Much o f  the  da ta  the  counc i l  ma in ta ins  i s
ava i lab le  on  the  in te rne t  a t  h t tp : / /www.wfrc .org .  

T h e  U t a h  S t a t e  D a t a  C e n t e r  P r o g r a m
The  Gove rno r ' s  O f f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and  Budge t  se rves  as  t he
lead  coord ina t ing  agency  fo r  th i r t y - four  o rgan iza t ions  in  U tah  tha t
make  up  the  U tah  S ta te ,  Bus iness ,  and  Indus t r y  Da ta  Cen te r
(SDC/BIDC)  in fo rmat ion  ne twork .    The  A f f i l i a te ’ s  Corner  page  o f
t he  U t a h  D a t a  G u i d e has  been  c rea ted  to  h igh l i gh t  and
recogn ize  SDC p rog ram a f f i l i a tes  and  the  g rea t  wo rk  tha t  t hey
do .   A  comple te  l i s t  o f  the  p rogram a f f i l i a tes  can  be  found  on  the
back  page  o f  th i s  news le t te r .   Fo r  more  in fo rmat ion  on  the  SDC
prog ram,  con tac t  SDC s ta f f  a t  (801 )  538 -1036 .

On  Ap r i l  1 ,  2000 ,  t he  U .S .  Census  Bu reau
conduc ted  the  22nd  na t i ona l  census .   The
decenn ia l  census  i s  the  on ly  na t iona l  survey
prov id ing  cons is ten t ,  un i fo rm measures  and
da ta  fo r  every  geograph ic  a rea  in  the  na t ion .
The resu l ts  capture  a  p ic tu re  in  t ime o f  the
popu la t i on  o f  U tah :  who  we  a re ,  how we ’ve  changed ,  and  the
d i rec t ion  we are  head ing - -  demograph ica l ly ,  soc ia l l y ,  and
economica l ly .   

The  Governo r ’ s  O f f i ce  o f  P lann ing  and  Budge t  i s  p repar ing  a
ser ies  o f  Census  2000 Br ie fs  to  p rov ide  de ta i led  ana lys is  o f  the
U tah  Census  2000  da ta .   These  repo r t s  con ta i n  t ab l es ,  f i gu res ,
and  maps  show ing  da ta  on  spec i f i c  t op i cs  f r om the  2000  Census .   

Ci t i es  and  Count ies  o f  U tah
Ci t i es  and  Coun t i es  o f  U tah  i s  the  f i r s t  i n  a  ser ies  o f  Census  2000
ana lyses  and  was  re leased  in  May  o f  2001 .   Th is  repo r t  con ta ins
popu la t ion  da ta  fo r  Utah ’s  count ies ,  c i t ies ,  census  des ignated
p laces  (CDPs) ,  and  rese rva t ions .   I t  p rov ides  de ta i l ed
demograph ic  ana lys is  o f  the  s ta te ,  inc lud ing  da ta  on  popu la t ion
dens i t y ,  l and  a rea ,  and  g rowth  and  s ize  rank ings .   The  repor t  a l so
prov ides  users  w i th  a  h is to r i ca l  l ook  a t  U tah  and  the  g rowth  tha t
has  occu r red  ove r  t he  l as t  one  hund red  yea rs .  

Age D is t r ibu t ion  in  U tah
Age D is t r ibu t ion  in  U tah  i s  t he  second  i n  a  se r i es  o f  Census  2000
ana l yses  and  was  re leased  i n  Sep tember  o f  2001 .   Th i s
pub l i ca t ion  con ta ins  age da ta  fo r  U tah ,  i t s  count ies ,  c i t ies ,  and
census  des igna ted  p laces  (CDPs) .   Se lec ted  age  g roups ,  s ing le
year  o f  age  by  sex ,  med ian  age ,  race  and  e thn ic i t y  by  age ,  and
percen tage  o f  to ta l  popu la t ion  a re  among the  tab les  p resen ted  in
th is  repor t .   Rank ings  are  ava i lab le  fo r  d i f fe rent  geograph ica l
a reas  th roughou t  the  repor t .  

Future  Census  Br ie fs
Whi le  the  f i r s t  two  census  b r ie fs  have  a l ready  been re leased,  i t  i s
p lanned  tha t  th ree  more  w i l l  f o l l ow  as  add i t i ona l  Census  2000
data  is  ava i lab le .   The top ics  tha t  the  las t  th ree  br ie fs  w i l l  examine
inc lude: M ino r i t i es  i n  U tah ;  I ncome i n  U tah ;  and  Equa l
Emp loymen t  Oppor tun i t y  (EEO)  Da ta  fo r  U tah .   

Addi t iona l  In format ion
Amer i can  Fac tF i nde r.   Amer i can  Fac tF inder  (AFF)  i s  a  dynamic
search  fea tu re  on  the  U .S .  Census  Bureau ’s  web  s i te  tha t  a l l ows
users  to  access  Census  Bureau  da ta  qu ick l y  and  eas i l y .   

AFF  o f f e r s  da ta  f r om Census  2000 ,  t he  1990  Decenn ia l  Census ,
the  Economic  Census ,  and  the  Amer i can  Commun i t y  Su rvey .   To
access  Amer i can  Fac tF inde r  go  to  fac t f inder .census.gov o r  g o  t o
t he  Census  Bu reau ’ s  web  s i t e  (www.census .gov )  and  c l i ck  on  “A”
or  Amer ican FactF inder .

S t a t e  D a t a  C e n t e r.   Census  2000  da ta  fo r  the  s ta te  o f  U tah  i s
ava i l ab le  on  the  Demograph ic  and  Economic  Ana lys i s  web  s i t e :
www.governor .s ta te .u t .us /dea.   Census  b r ie fs  a re  pos ted  ( in  pd f
fo rmat )  to  th is  s i te  as  they  are  ava i lab le .   E lec t ron ic  vers ions  o f
tab les  and  f igures  in  Census  Br ie fs  a re  ava i lab le  by  con tac t ing
the  U tah  S ta te  Da ta  Cen te r  s ta f f  a t  (801)  538-1036 .     

C e n s u s  B r i e f s
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1999 2000 2001 2002 % CHG % CHG % CHG

ECONOMIC INDICATORS          UNITS ACTUAL ESTIMATE FORECAST FORECAST 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

PRODUCTION AND SPENDING
U.S. Real Gross Domestic Product  Billion Chained $96 8,856.5 9,224.0 9,325.5 9,362.8 4.1 1.1 0.4

U.S. Real Personal Consumption   Billion Chained $96 5,968.4 6,257.8 6,426.8 6,510.3 4.8 2.7 1.3

U.S. Real Fixed Investment  Billion Chained $96 1,595.4 1,716.2 1,675.0 1,586.2 7.6 -2.4 -5.3
U.S. Real Defense Spending        Billion Chained $96 348.6 349.0 365.4 377.8 0.1 4.7 3.4

U.S. Real Exports                 Billion Chained $96 1,034.9 1,133.2 1,082.2 1,002.1 9.5 -4.5 -7.4

Utah Exports (NAICS, Census)                 Million Dollars 3,133.5 3,220.8 3,376.0 3,443.5 2.8 4.8 2.0

Utah Coal Production Million Tons 26.5 26.9 26.7 26.9 1.5 -0.7 0.7
Utah Oil Production Sales Million Barrels 16.3 15.5 15.0 14.4 -4.6 -3.2 -4.0

Utah Natural Gas Production Sales Billion Cubic Feet 205.0 217.8 228.7 240.1 6.2 5.0 5.0

Utah Copper Mined Production            Million Pounds 615.7 651.7 702.4 644.6 5.8 7.8 -8.2

SALES AND CONSTRUCTION
U.S. New Auto and Truck Sales    Millions 16.9 17.4 16.7 15.2 3.0 -4.0 -9.0
U.S. Housing Starts               Millions 1.65 1.58 1.59 1.55 -4.2 0.6 -2.5

U.S. Residential Investment  Billion Dollars 403.6 425.1 446.8 451.7 5.3 5.1 1.1

U.S. Nonresidential Structures   Billion Dollars 283.5 313.6 331.5 308.3 10.6 5.7 -7.0

U.S. Repeat-Sales House Price Index 1980Q1=100 225.2 244.0 261.8 270.5 8.3 7.3 3.3
U.S. Existing S.F. Home Prices (NAR) Thousand Dollars 133.3 139.0 147.1 151.9 4.3 5.8 3.3

U.S. Retail Sales                 Billion Dollars 3,146.5 3,385.5 3,480.5 3,571.0 7.6 2.8 2.6

Utah New Auto and Truck Sales    Thousands 83.8 86.0 86.0 84.3 2.6 0.0 -2.0

Utah Dwelling Unit Permits       Thousands 20.4 18.2 19.0 16.0 -10.8 4.7 -15.8
Utah Residential Permit Value     Million Dollars 2,238.0 2,140.1 2,250.0 1,950.0 -4.4 5.1 -13.3

Utah Nonresidential Permit Value  Million Dollars 1,195.0 1,213.0 1,000.0 800.0 1.5 -17.6 -20.0

Utah Additions, Alterations and Repairs Million Dollars 537.0 583.3 650.0 450.0 8.6 11.4 -30.8

Utah Repeat-Sales House Price Index 1980Q1=100 240.6 245.9 257.1 263.5 2.2 4.5 2.5
Utah Existing S.F. Home Prices (NAR) Thousand Dollars 137.9 141.5 146.6 150.3 2.6 3.6 2.5

Utah Taxable Retail Sales                 Million Dollars 16,493 17,278 17,704 18,210 4.8 2.5 2.9

DEMOGRAPHICS AND SENTIMENT
U.S. July 1st Population (BEA) Millions 278.9 282.2 285.6 289.1 1.2 1.2 1.2
U.S. Consumer Sentiment of U.S.   1966=100 105.8 107.6 86.3 83.3 1.7 -19.8 -3.5

Utah July 1st Population (UPEC)                Thousands 2,193 2,247 2,296 2,335 2.4 2.2 1.7

Utah Net Migration (UPEC)                   Thousands 17.6 18.6 14.2 3.0 na na na

Utah July 1st Population (BEA)                Thousands 2,202 2,246 2,295 2,334 2.0 2.2 1.7

Utah Consumer Sentiment of Utah   1966=100 106.1 107.6 95.1 91.8 1.4 -11.6 -3.5

PROFITS AND RESOURCE PRICES
U.S. Corporate Before Tax Profits  Billion Dollars 776.3 845.4 704.2 685.9 8.9 -16.7 -2.6

U.S. Before Tax Profits Less Fed. Res. Billion Dollars 750.6 815.4 676.2 663.1 8.6 -17.1 -1.9

U.S. Oil Refinery Acquisition Cost       $ Per Barrel 17.4 28.2 22.8 20.6 62.0 -19.2 -9.6
U.S. Coal Price Index            1982=100 90.7 88.0 94.9 93.7 -3.0 7.8 -1.3

Utah Coal Prices                $ Per Short Ton 17.4 16.9 17.5 18.2 -2.5 3.6 3.8

Utah Oil Prices                  $ Per Barrel 17.7 28.5 23.5 17.0 61.2 -17.6 -27.7

Utah Natural Gas Prices $ Per MCF 1.92 3.28 3.69 2.80 70.8 12.5 -24.1
Utah Copper Prices  $ Per Pound 0.72 0.82 0.73 0.61 13.9 -11.6 -15.9

INFLATION AND INTEREST RATES
U.S. CPI Urban Consumers (BLS) 1982-84=100 166.6 172.2 177.1 180.1 3.4 2.8 1.7

U.S. GDP Chained Price Indexes        1996=100 104.7 107.1 109.5 111.3 2.3 2.3 1.6
U.S. Federal Funds Rate          Percent 4.97 6.23 3.93 2.50 na na na

U.S. 3-Month Treasury Bills      Percent 4.64 5.82 3.40 2.30 na na na

U.S. T-Bond Rate, 10-Year        Percent 5.64 6.03 4.90 4.50 na na na

Thirty-Year Mortgage Rate Percent 7.43 8.06 6.90 6.50 na na na

EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES
U.S. Establishment Employment (BLS) Millions 128.9 131.8 132.3 131.8 2.2 0.4 -0.4

U.S. Average Annual Pay (BLS) Dollars 33,340 35,296 37,089 38,206 5.9 5.1 3.0

U.S. Total Wages & Salaries (BLS) Billion Dollars 4,298 4,652 4,908 5,035 8.2 5.5 2.6

Utah Nonagricultural Employment (WS)   Thousands 1,048.5 1,074.9 1,085.0 1,097.0 2.5 0.9 1.1
Utah Average Annual Pay (WS) Dollars 27,494 28,817 29,705 30,465 4.8 3.1 2.6

Utah Total Nonagriculture Wages (WS) Million Dollars 28,828 30,975 32,230 33,420 7.4 4.0 3.7

INCOME AND UNEMPLOYMENT
U.S. Personal Income (BEA)            Billion Dollars 7,770 8,312 8,728 8,955 7.0 5.0 2.6
U.S. Unemployment Rate (BLS) Percent 4.2 4.0 4.8 6.2 na na na

Utah Personal Income (BEA) Million Dollars 49,172 52,474 54,625 56,318 6.7 4.1 3.1

Utah Unemployment Rate (WS) Percent 3.7 3.2 4.4 5.0 na na na

Source: Council of Economic Advisors' Revenue Assumptions Committtee
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Census 2000 Summary File 3 Highlights

The U.S. Census Bureau recently released Census 2000 profiles
of social and economic characteristics.  The demographic profiles
are a product of the Census 2000 long form questionnaire that
contained 53 questions.  One in six households nationwide
received the long form and about 117,000 Utah households
completed it.  

These demographic profiles consist of three tables of selected
sample data items from Summary File 3.  Data are made
available down to the city level, and include various social
characteristics (such as disability status and ability to speak
English), some economic characteristics (such as employment
and poverty rates), and selected housing characteristics (like
heating fuel, and mortgage status). The full Summary File 3,
which includes detailed data from all the questions asked in the
long form, is scheduled for release later this summer.

Utah Demographic Characteristics
The population of Utah increased 29.6% over the decade, from
1,722,850 in 1990 to 2,233,169 in 2000.  Utah was the fourth
fastest growing state in the nation, growing twice as fast as the
U.S. from 1990 to 2000.  

Utah ranked first among states in the U.S. in many categories in
the 2000 Census:

• Utah had the youngest population in the nation with a 
median age of 27.1.  The national median age was 35.3.  

• Utah ranked first in the nation, at 32.2%, in the percent 
of the population under 18 in 2000.

• Utah had the largest households in the nation with an 
average household size of 3.13, compared with 2.59 for 
the U.S.

• Utah had the largest families in the nation with an 
average family size of 3.57, while the U.S. average 
family size was 3.14.

Education
School enrollment in Utah (population 3 years and over enrolled
in school) increased 21.4% over the decade, from 610,696 in
1990 to 741,524 in 2000.  In 2000, elementary students (grades
1-8) accounted for the majority (41.2%) of the population enrolled
in school, followed by college or graduate school students
(25.2%), high school students (22.2%), preschool (6.2%), and

kindergarten (5.2%).  College or graduate school enrollment
increased 27% from 1990 to 2000, the largest increase among
the five categories. 

In 2000, educational attainment in Utah continued to exceed that
of the U.S.  The percent of persons age 25 and over in Utah with
a high school diploma or higher, increased from 85.1% in 1990 to
87.7% in 2000, compared with 75.2% in 1990 to 80.4% in 2000
for the U.S.  The percent of persons 25 and over in Utah with a
bachelor's degree or higher increased from 22.3% in 1990 to

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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26.1% in 2000.  Nationally, there was an increase from 20.3% in
1990 to 24.4% in 2000.

Morgan County ranked first among counties in the state in 2000
with 92.6% of the population 25 years and over with a high school
diploma or more, followed by Summit (92.5%), Davis (92.2%),
Rich (91.5%) and Utah (90.9%) counties.  San Juan County
ranked last with 69.6% of the 25
years and older population having
a high school diploma or higher.

Summit County ranked first
among counties in 2000 with
45.5% of the population 25 years
and over with a bachelor's degree
or higher, followed by Cache
(31.9%), Utah (31.5%), Davis
(28.8%), and Salt Lake (27.4%)
counties.  Emery County ranked
last with 11.6% of the 25 years
and over population having a
bachelor's degree or higher.

Income in 1999

Median Household Income.
According to Census 2000, Utah’s
median household income, after
being adjusted for inflation,
increased 19% over the decade
from $38,448 in 1989 to $45,726
in 1999.  In the U.S., median
household income increased 7%
over the decade from $39,213 in
1989 to $41,994 in 19991.  

Summit County had the highest
median household income among
Utah's counties, with a 1999
household income of $64,962.
Davis County ranked second in
median household income
($53,726), followed by Morgan
($50,273), Wasatch ($49,612),
and Salt Lake ($48,373) counties.
San Juan County had the lowest
median 1999 household income
among Utah's counties, with a
household income of $28,137.

Median Family Income. The
state's median family income
increased 18% over the decade from $43,374 in 1989 to $51,022
in 1999.  In the U.S., median family income increased 9% over
the decade from $45,956 in 1989 to $50,046 in 19991.
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Summit County had the highest median family income among
Utah's counties with a 1999 family income of $72,510.  Davis
County ranked second with a median family income of $58,329,
followed by Salt Lake ($54,470), Morgan ($53,365), and
Wasatch ($52,102) counties.  San Juan County had the lowest
median family income among Utah's counties with a 1999 family
income of $31,673.

Per Capita Income. The
state's per capita income
increased 65% over the
decade, from $11,029 in 1989
to $18,185 in 1999.  In the
U.S., per capita income
increased 50% over the
decade from $14,420 in 1989
to $21,587 in 1999.  

Summit County had the
highest per capita income
among Utah's counties in 1999
at $33,767, followed by Salt
Lake ($20,190), Wasatch
($19,869), Davis ($19,506),
and Weber ($18,246) counties.
San Juan County had the
lowest per capita income
among Utah's counties at
$10,229 in 1999.  

Poverty Status in 1999

Persons. According to Census
2000, in 1999, 9.4% of all
persons in Utah were living
below the poverty level,
compared to 11.4% in 1989.  In
the U.S. in 1999, 12.4% of all
persons were living in poverty,
compared to 13.1% in 1989.  

Among Utah’s counties, San
Juan County had the highest
poverty rate in 1999 (31.4%),
followed by Iron (19.2%),
Duchesne (16.8%), Piute
(16.2%), and Sanpete (15.9%)
counties.  Davis County had
the lowest poverty at 5.1%.

Families. In 1999, 6.5% of all
families in Utah were living

below the poverty level, compared to 8.6% in 1989.  In the U.S.,
9.2% of all families were living in poverty in 1999, compared to
10% in 1989.  In 1999, 22.1% of all families in Utah with a
female householder, no husband present, were below the
poverty level, compared to 30.3% in 1989.  In the U.S., 26.5% of
all families with a female householder, no husband present,
were below the poverty level, compared to 31.1% in 1989.  

Among Utah's counties, San Juan County had the highest
percentage of families living below the poverty level (26.9%),
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1 The Bureau of Labor Statistics' Consumer Price Index (CPI-U-RS) is 187.1 for 1989
and 244.1 for 1999.  To adjust 1989 median and mean dollar values to 1999 constant
dollars, multiply 1989 dollar values by 244.1/187.1, or 1.304650.

Note: For comparison purposes the1989 median household income values for Utah
and the U.S. have been adjusted to 1999 constant dollars, by multiplying1989 dollar
values by 244.1/187.1, or 1.304650.



followed by Duchesne (14.2%), Iron (13.1%), Wayne (12.7%),
and Uintah (12.0%) counties.  Summit County had the lowest
percentage of families in poverty (3.0%). 

Foreign Born
The state's foreign born population increased by over 100,000, or
171%, from 1990 to 2000.  The foreign born population in the
U.S. increased 57% from 1990 to 2000.  Foreign born persons

accounted for 7.1% of the total population in Utah in 2000,
compared to 3.4% in 1990.  In the U.S., foreign born persons
accounted for 11.1% of the nation's population in 2000, compared
to 8% of the total population in 1990.
The majority of foreign born persons in Utah in 2000 came from
Latin America (55.4%), followed by Asia (17.9%), and Europe
(16.2%).  In the U.S., 51.7% came from Latin America, followed
by Asia (26.4%), and Europe (15.8%). 

Other highlights from the foreign born data include:

• Over one-half of all foreign born people in Utah entered 
the state from 1990 to 2000.

• Over 90% of all Utahns were born in the 
U.S.  Two-thirds of this group were born in Utah. 

• The majority of the state's foreign born population, 59%, 
lived in Salt Lake County in 2000.

Language Spoken at Home
In 2000, 87.5% of all Utahns were speaking English only at
home, compared to 92.2% in 1990.  At the national level, 82.1%
of the population in 2000 were speaking English only at home,
compared to 86.2% in 1990.

According to Census 2000, 7.4% of all persons age five and over
in Utah were speaking Spanish at home, 2.5% were speaking
Indo-European languages, and 1.9% were speaking Asian and
Pacific Islander languages.
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In the U.S. in 2000, 10.7% of persons age five and over were
speaking Spanish at home, 3.8% were speaking Indo-European,
and 2.7%  were speaking Asian and Pacific Islander languages. 

In 2000, 59% of people age five and over in Utah, and 60% of
people in the U.S., that were speaking a language other than
English at home were speaking Spanish.

Ancestry
In Census 2000, English was the most reported ancestry by
Utahns (29.0%), followed by German (11.6%), United States or
American (6.8%), Danish (6.5%), and Irish (5.9%).  In the 1990
Census, English was the most reported ancestry, followed by
German, Danish, Irish, and Swedish.

Nationally, German was the most reported ancestry (15.2%),
followed by Irish (10.9%), English (8.7%), United States or
American (7.3%), and Italian (5.6%).

Release of Summary File 2
On February 20, 2002, the U.S. Census Bureau released
Summary File 2 (SF 2) for the State of Utah.  SF2 contains the
100-percent data (the information compiled from questions
asked of all people and about every housing unit).  Population
items include sex, age, race, Hispanic or Latino origin,
household relationship, and group quarters.  Housing items
include occupancy status, vacancy status, and tenure (owner
occupied or renter occupied).

SF 2 includes population characteristics, such as sex by age,
average household size, household type, relationship by
household type, and own children under 18 years by family type
and age.  The file includes housing characteristics, such as
tenure, tenure by age of householder, and tenure by household
size for occupied housing units.  Selected aggregates and
medians are also provided.  

These 100-percent data are presented in 36 population tables
and 11 housing tables, identified with "PCT" and "HCT,"
respectively.  Tables are comprised for 250 population groups:
the total population, 132 race groups, 78 American Indian and
Alaskan Native tribe categories (reflecting 39 individual tribes),
and 39 Hispanic or Latino groups.  The presentation of SF 2
tables for any of the 250 population groups is subject to a
population threshold of 100 or more people.  That is, if there are
fewer than 100 people in a specific geographic area, their
population and housing characteristics are not available for that
geographic area in SF2.  

Additional Information
For more information on the Census 2000 Demographic Profiles,
visit the Census Brueau’s web site at http://www.census.gov, or
contact the State Data Center at (801) 538-1036.
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1. "-" Represents zero or rounds to zero.  "(X)" Not applicable.  "na" Not available.
2. Census 2000 terminology and categories are used for data on race.  Because individuals could report only one race in the 1990 census and could
   report one or more races in Census 2000, data on race for 1990 and 2000 are not comparable.  See "Population by Race and Hispanic or Latino
   Origin for the United States:  1990 to 2000," (PHC-T-1).   At <www.census.gov>, select Population Tables/Reports, then select List of Tables.
3. Census 2000 terminology is used for ethnic categories.  The corresponding term for "Hispanic or Latino" in the 1990 census was "Hispanic origin."
4. Sample data on unmarried-partner households, as shown in U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population, Social and Economic Characteristics
   (1990 CP-2), report series published 1993-1994.

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population, General Population Characteristics(1990 CP-1), and 1990 Census of Housing,
   General Housing Characteristics (1990 CH-1), report series published 1992-1993; and Summary Tape File (STF) 1A, series released 1991.

Utah Demographic Profiles: 1990 and 2000 (DP-1)

Subject Number Percent Number Percent Subject Number Percent Number Percent

          Total population.................................................................................1,722,850 100.0 2,233,169 100.0 HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE 
SEX AND AGE           Total population.................................................................................1,722,850 100.0 2,233,169 100.0
Male.................................................................................855,759 49.7 1,119,031 50.1 Hispanic or Latino (of any race).................................................................................84,597 4.9 201,559 9.0
Female.................................................................................867,091 50.3 1,114,138 49.9      Mexican.................................................................................56,842 3.3 136,416 6.1

     Puerto Rican.................................................................................2,181 0.1 3,977 0.2
Under 5 years.................................................................................169,633 9.8 209,378 9.4      Cuban.................................................................................456 - 940 -
5 to 9 years.................................................................................183,674 10.7 193,033 8.6      Other Hispanic or Latino.................................................................................25,118 1.5 60,226 2.7
10 to 14 years.................................................................................183,846 10.7 192,288 8.6 Not Hispanic or Latino.................................................................................1,638,253 95.1 2,031,610 91.0
15 to 19 years.................................................................................152,455 8.8 216,278 9.7      White.................................................................................1,571,254 91.2 1,904,265 85.3
20 to 24 years.................................................................................137,822 8.0 225,152 10.1
25 to 34 years.................................................................................274,898 16.0 327,064 14.6 RELATIONSHIP
35 to 44 years.................................................................................224,672 13.0 299,536 13.4           Total population..........………………………………..1,722,850 100.0 2,233,169 100.0
45 to 54 years.................................................................................138,481 8.0 237,710 10.6 In households.................................................................................1,693,802 98.3 2,192,689 98.2
55 to 59 years.................................................................................54,930 3.2 80,053 3.6      Householder.................................................................................537,273 31.2 701,281 31.4
60 to 64 years.................................................................................52,481 3.0 62,455 2.8      Spouse.................................................................................348,029 20.2 442,931 19.8
65 to 74 years.................................................................................88,187 5.1 101,548 4.5      Child.................................................................................703,281 40.8 828,541 37.1
75 to 84 years.................................................................................48,160 2.8 66,923 3.0          Own child under 18 years.................................................................................598,039 34.7 663,394 29.7
85 years and over.................................................................................13,611 0.8 21,751 1.0      Other relatives.................................................................................44,727 2.6 105,800 4.7

         Under 18 years.................................................................................19,951 1.2 41,916 1.9
Median age (years).................................................................................26.3 (X) 27.1 (X)      Nonrelatives.................................................................................60,492 3.5 114,136 5.1

         Unmarried partner  .................................................................................11,466 0.7 24,104 1.1
18 years and over.................................................................................1,095,406 63.6 1,514,471 67.8 In group quarters.................................................................................29,048 1.7 40,480 1.8
    Male.................................................................................533,803 31.0 749,235 33.6      Institutionalized population.................................................................................12,739 0.7 19,467 0.9
    Female.................................................................................561,603 32.6 765,236 34.3      Noninstitutionalized population.................................................................................16,309 0.9 21,013 0.9
21 years and over.................................................................................1,005,161 58.3 1,379,043 61.8
62 years and over.................................................................................181,215 10.5 226,230 10.1 HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE
65 years and over.................................................................................149,958 8.7 190,222 8.5           Total households.................................................................................537,273 100.0 701,281 100.0
    Male.................................................................................64,290 3.7 83,228 3.7 Family households (families).................................................................................410,862 76.5 535,294 76.3
    Female.................................................................................85,668 5.0 106,994 4.8           With own children under 18 years.................................................................................242,869 45.2 299,746 42.7

     Married-couple family.................................................................................348,029 64.8 442,931 63.2
RACE           With own children under 18 years.................................................................................202,207 37.6 245,743 35.0
One race  ............................................................................1,722,850 100.0 2,185,974 97.9      Female householder, no husband present .................................................................................49,077 9.1 65,941 9.4
     White..............................................................................1,615,845 93.8 1,992,975 89.2           With own children under 18 years.................................................................................33,292 6.2 40,329 5.8
     Black or African American..................................................................11,576 0.7 17,657 0.8 Nonfamily households.................................................................................126,411 23.5 165,987 23.7
     American Indian and Alaska Native.............................................................24,283 1.4 29,684 1.3      Householder living alone.................................................................................101,640 18.9 124,756 17.8
     Asian............................................................................25,696 1.5 37,108 1.7           Householder 65 years and over.................................................................................38,320 7.1 43,908 6.3
         Asian Indian..................................................................1,557 0.1 3,065 0.1  
         Chinese.................................................................5,322 0.3 8,045 0.4 Households with individuals under 18 years.................................................................................254,194 47.3 321,108 45.8
         Filipino.........................................................................1,905 0.1 3,106 0.1 Households with individuals 65 years and over.................................................................................104,236 19.4 130,469 18.6
         Japanese....................................................................6,500 0.4 6,186 0.3
         Korean..................................................................2,629 0.2 3,473 0.2 Average household size.................................................................................3.15 (X) 3.13 (X)
         Vietnamese.....................................................................2,797 0.2 5,968 0.3 Average family size.................................................................................3.67 (X) 3.57 (X)
         Other Asian  ..................................................................4,986 0.3 7,265 0.3
     Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.............................................................7,675 0.4 15,145 0.7 HOUSING OCCUPANCY
         Native Hawaiian............................................................1,396 0.1 1,251 0.1           Total housing units................................................................................598,388 100.0 768,594 100.0
         Guamanian or Chamorro.............................................................148 - 202 - Occupied housing units.................................................................................537,273 89.8 701,281 91.2
         Samoan.............................................................1,570 0.1 4,523 0.2 Vacant housing units.................................................................................61,115 10.2 67,313 8.8
         Other Pacific Islander .............................................................4,561 0.3 9,169 0.4      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.................................................................................21,023 3.5 29,685 3.9
     Some other race.............................................................37,775 2.2 93,405 4.2
Two or more races .............................................................na na 47,195 2.1 Homeowner vacancy rate (percent).................................................................................2.4 (X) 2.1 (X)

Rental vacancy rate (percent).................................................................................8.6 (X) 6.5 (X)
Race alone or in combination with one or
   more other races: HOUSING TENURE
White........................................................................................na na 2,034,448 91.1           Occupied housing units.................................................................................537,273 100.0 701,281 100.0
Black or African American.............................................................na na 24,382 1.1 Owner-occupied housing units.................................................................................365,979 68.1 501,547 71.5
American Indian and Alaska Native.............................................................na na 40,445 1.8 Renter-occupied housing units.................................................................................171,294 31.9 199,734 28.5
Asian...................................................................................na na 48,692 2.2
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.............................................................na na 21,367 1.0 Average household size of owner-occupied units.................................................................................3.38 (X) 3.29 (X)
Some other race.............................................................na na 113,950 5.1 Average household size of renter-occupied units.................................................................................2.67 (X) 2.75 (X)

1990 2000 1990 2000
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Subject Number Percent Number Percent Subject Number Percent Number Percent

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT
1

NATIVITY AND PLACE OF BIRTH
          Population 3 years and over           Total population.............................................................1,722,850 100.0 2,233,169 100.0
             enrolled in school.............................................................610,696 100.0 741,524 100.0 Native......................................................................1,664,250 96.6 2,074,505 92.9
Nursery school, preschool.............................................................na na 46,057 6.2      Born in United States.............................................................1,648,436 95.7 2,054,627 92.0
Kindergarten.................................………………….…...........................na na 38,261 5.2          State of residence.............................................................1,157,744 67.2 1,405,177 62.9
Elementary school (grades 1-8)

 7
.............................................................419,975 68.8 305,486 41.2          Different state.............................................................490,692 28.5 649,450 29.1

High school (grades 9-12).............................................................na na 164,977 22.2      Born outside United States .............................................................15,814 0.9 19,878 0.9
College or graduate school ..................................................................................147,095 24.1 186,743 25.2 Foreign born.............................................................58,600 3.4 158,664 7.1

          Entered 1990 to March 2000............................................................25,912 1.5 90,725 4.1
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT       Naturalized citizen.............................................................25,841 1.5 48,178 2.2
          Population 25 years and over.............................................................897,321 100.0 1,197,892 100.0      Not a citizen..........................................................................32,759 1.9 110,486 4.9
Less than 9th grade..........................……………..................................30,379 3.4 38,426 3.2  
9th to 12th grade, no diploma.............................................................102,936 11.5 108,585 9.1 REGION OF BIRTH OF FOREIGN BORN  
High school graduate (includes equivalency)............................................................244,132 27.2 294,426 24.6             Total (excluding born at sea)5 ........................................................57,164 100.0 158,657 100.0
Some college, no degree.............................................................250,406 27.9 348,680 29.1 Europe.........................................................................................17,820 31.2 25,640 16.2
Associate degree.................………………………..........................................69,715 7.8 94,812 7.9 Asia..........................................................................15,898 27.8 28,373 17.9
Bachelor's degree............……………….................................................138,534 15.4 213,959 17.9 Africa.........................................................................704 1.2 2,414 1.5
Graduate or professional degree.............................................................61,219 6.8 99,004 8.3 Oceania..........................................................................3,448 6.0 6,612 4.2

 Latin America.............................................................13,825 24.2 87,883 55.4
Percent high school graduate or higher............................................................85.1 (X) 87.7 (X) Northern America.............................................................5,469 9.6 7,735 4.9
Percent bachelor's degree or higher............................................................22.3 (X) 26.1 (X)  

 LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME  
MARITAL STATUS2            Population 5 years and over.............................................................1,553,351 100.0 2,023,875 100.0
          Population 15 years and over............................................................1,185,697 100.0 1,639,688 100.0 English only.............................................................1,432,947 92.2 1,770,626 87.5
Never married...................……………................................................302,589 25.5 457,015 27.9 Language other than English.............................................................120,404 7.8 253,249 12.5
Now married, except separated.............................................................718,636 60.6 963,341 58.8          Speak English less than "very well".........................................................................................................................40,825 2.6 105,691 5.2
Separated.............................……………….........................................14,766 1.2 20,027 1.2      Spanish.........................................................................................................................51,945 3.3 150,244 7.4
Widowed...............................………………….......................................57,999 4.9 67,035 4.1          Speak English less than "very well".........................................................................................................................17,037 1.1 71,405 3.5
    Female…………………………………………………...…………………………48,925 4.1 54,247 3.3      Other Indo-European languages.............................................................34,088 2.2 49,865 2.5
Divorced..........................………………................................................91,707 7.7 132,270 8.1          Speak English less than "very well".........................................................................................................................9,018 0.6 13,156 0.7
    Female…………………………………………...……………………………52,634 4.4 73,061 4.5      Asian and Pacific Island languages.............................................................22,346 1.4 37,805 1.9

         Speak English less than "very well".........................................................................................................................10,274 0.7 16,310 0.8
GRANDPARENTS AS CAREGIVERS   
          Grandparent living in household with one or ANCESTRY (single or multiple)  
             more own grandchildren under 18 years.............................................na na 39,564 100.0           Total population.............................................................1,722,850 100.0 2,233,169 100.0
Grandparent responsible for grandchildren……………………………………………………na na 15,989 40.4           Total ancestries reported……………………………………………….2,246,331 130.4 2,449,213 109.7

 Arab.................................................................................2,730 0.2 4,598 0.2
VETERAN STATUS3  Czech 6 .................................................................................4,490 0.3 5,010 0.2
          Civilian population 18 years and over.............................................................1,146,986 100.0 1,510,842 100.0 Danish.................................................................................163,048 9.5 144,713 6.5
Civilian veterans..................................………………..........................146,630 12.8 161,351 10.7 Dutch.................................................................................55,770 3.2 51,891 2.3

 English.................................................................................749,711 43.5 647,987 29.0
DISABILITY STATUS OF THE CIVILIAN  French (except Basque) 6 .................................................................................53,931 3.1 50,549 2.3
  NONINSTITUTIONALIZED POPULATION 4  French Canadian 6 .................................................................................6,126 0.4 7,396 0.3
          Population 5 to 20 years.......................................................................na na 638,650 100.0 German.................................................................................299,853 17.4 258,496 11.6
With a disability..........................…………….............................................na na 44,010 6.9 Greek.................................................................................10,439 0.6 11,691 0.5

 Hungarian.................................................................................2,944 0.2 3,306 0.1
          Population 21 to 64 years.......................................................................na na 1,175,910 100.0 Irish

 6
 .................................................................................136,940 7.9 132,162 5.9

With a disability................................………….....................................na na 181,290 15.4 Italian.................................................................................46,008 2.7 57,512 2.6
    Percent employed.......................................................................na na 64.2 (X) Lithuanian.................................................................................1,118 0.1 1,605 0.1
No disability...........................................………………..........................na na 994,620 84.6 Norwegian.................................................................................36,178 2.1 60,567 2.7
    Percent employed.......................................................................na na 78.7 (X) Polish.................................................................................14,832 0.9 16,784 0.8

 Portuguese.................................................................................1,954 0.1 4,031 0.2
          Population 65 years and over.......................................................................144,240 100.0 183,813 100.0 Russian.................................................................................4,401 0.3 7,041 0.3
With a disability.........................................…………............................24,654 17.1 73,386 39.9 Scotch-Irish.................................................................................24,292 1.4 25,031 1.1

 Scottish.................................................................................89,463 5.2 98,518 4.4
RESIDENCE IN 1995  Slovak.................................................................................4,167 0.2 991 -
          Population 5 years and over...........................................................1,553,351 100.0 2,023,875 100.0 Subsaharan African.................................................................................964 0.1 3,600 0.2
Same house in 1995.........................................................................818,356 52.7 998,458 49.3 Swedish.................................................................................103,715 6.0 94,911 4.3
Different house in the U.S. in 1995............................................................709,378 45.7 960,754 47.5 Swiss.................................................................................31,737 1.8 31,397 1.4
    Same county...............................................………………..............409,847 26.4 538,410 26.6 Ukrainian.................................................................................1,062 0.1 2,304 0.1
    Different county.......................................………………….....................299,531 19.3 422,344 20.9 United States or American.................................................................................57,268 3.3 150,814 6.8
       Same state.....................................…………………......................122,460 7.9 180,155 8.9 Welsh.................................................................................48,070 2.8 48,345 2.2
       Different state........................................…………………...................177,071 11.4 242,189 12.0 West Indian (excluding Hispanic groups).…………..…….389 - 829 -
Elsewhere in 1995.........................................…………….......................25,617 1.6 64,663 3.2 Other ancestries……………………………………………..294,731 17.1 527,134 23.6

1990 2000 1990 2000

" -" Represents zero or rounds to zero.  "(X)" Not applicable.  "na" Not available.
 1  School enrollment data for 1990 and 2000 are not fully comparable due to changes in how data were obtained on level of enrollment.  In 1990, estimates of grade enrolled were based on the school enrollment
    and educational attainment questions.
 2  Marital status data for 1990 are 100-percent data from General Population Characteristics  (1990 CP-1) and Summary Tape File (STF) 1.
 3  Veteran status data are for the civilian population 16 years and over in 1990 and for the civilian population 18 years and over in 2000.
 4  Disability data for 1990 and 2000 are not comparable due to changes in the census questions on disability.  New 2000 questions cover the major life activities of seeing and hearing and the ability to perform
    physical and mental tasks.  These questions collect data on the disability status of children 5 years and over as well as adults.  The 1990 questions collected data only for persons 15 years and over.
  5  In 1990 (in contrast to 2000), nonresponse on country or region of birth was not allocated.
 6  The data represent a combination of two ancestries shown separately in CP-2 reports and in Summary Tape File (STF) 4, but combined in STF3.  Czech 
    includes Czechoslovakian.  French includes Alsatian.  French Canadian includes Acadian/Cajun.  Irish includes Celtic.
  7  In 1990, elementary and high school were combined into one category.
  8  These questions were not asked in the 1990 Census.
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Subject Number Percent Number Percent Subject Number Percent Number Percent

EMPLOYMENT STATUS INCOME IN 1989 
4 

       Population 16 years and over.................................................................................1,154,039 100.0 1,600,279 100.0         Households.................................................................................537,196 100.0 701,933 100.0
In labor force.................................................................................784,501 68.0 1,104,431 69.0 Less than $10,000.................................................................................67,805 12.6 41,959 6.0
   Civilian labor force.................................................................................777,448 67.4 1,098,923 68.7 $10,000 to $14,999.................................................................................49,726 9.3 33,952 4.8
      Employed.................................................................................736,059 63.8 1,044,362 65.3 $15,000 to $24,999.................................................................................104,664 19.5 83,121 11.8
      Unemployed.................................................................................41,389 3.6 54,561 3.4 $25,000 to $34,999.................................................................................100,655 18.7 93,119 13.3
           Percent of civilian labor force....................................................................5.3 (X) 5.0 (X) $35,000 to $49,999.................................................................................107,616 20.0 133,421 19.0
    Armed Forces.................................................................................7,053 0.6 5,508 0.3 $50,000 to $74,999.................................................................................74,290 13.8 158,405 22.6
Not in labor force.................................................................................369,538 32.0 495,848 31.0 $75,000 to $99,999.................................................................................18,939 3.5 79,659 11.3

 $100,000 to $149,999.................................................................................8,725 1.6 52,641 7.5
       Females 16 years and over.................................................................................589,854 100.0 807,196 100.0 $150,000 to $199,999

 5
............................................................................4,776 0.9 12,924 1.8

In labor force.................................................................................345,602 58.6 492,117 61.0 $200,000 or more.................................................................................na na 12,732 1.8
   Civilian labor force.................................................................................344,785 58.5 491,327 60.9 Median household income (dollars).................................................................................29,470 (X) 45,726 (X)
      Employed.................................................................................326,464 55.3 465,893 57.7   

 With earnings.................................................................................455,142 84.7 604,567 86.1
       Own children under 6 years.................................................................................202,019 100.0 241,072 100.0     Mean earnings (dollars).................................................................................34,322 (X) 54,973 (X)
All parents in family in labor force.................................................................................106,799 52.9 126,183 52.3 With Social Security income.................................................................................116,828 21.7 144,815 20.6

     Mean Social Security income (dollars).................................................................................8,204 (X) 11,829 (X)
COMMUTING TO WORK  With Supplemental Security Income.................................................................................na na 19,890 2.8
       Workers 16 years and over.................................................................................732,376 100.0 1,032,858 928.9     Mean Supplemental Security Income (dollars).................................................................................na na 6,580 (X)
Car, truck, or van - - drove alone.................................................................................541,226 73.9 779,438 701.0 With public assistance income.................................................................................29,569 5.5 21,896 3.1
Car, truck, or van - - carpooled.................................................................................111,197 15.2 145,950 131.3     Mean public assistance income (dollars).................................................................................3,733 (X) 2,878 (X)
Public transportation (including taxicab).................................................................................16,971 2.3 23,199 20.9 With retirement income.................................................................................83,373 15.5 110,476 15.7
Walked..............................................................................………………….25,080 3.4 28,523 25.7     Mean retirement income (dollars).................................................................................10,302 (X) 17,682 (X)
Other means.................................................................................11,654 1.6 12,413 11.2  
Worked at home.................................................................................26,248 3.6 43,335 39.0         Families................................................................................413,257 100.0 539,728 100.0
Mean travel time to work (minutes)

1
.................................................................................18.9 (X) 21.3 (X) Less than $10,000.................................................................................31,218 7.6 19,106 3.5

 $10,000 to $14,999.................................................................................30,156 7.3 17,333 3.2
       Employed civilian population  $15,000 to $24,999.................................................................................75,736 18.3 52,363 9.7
          16 years and over.................................................................................736,059 100.0 1,044,362 100.0 $25,000 to $34,999.................................................................................82,512 20.0 66,781 12.4
OCCUPATION 

2 
   $35,000 to $49,999.................................................................................95,194 23.0 106,236 19.7

Management, professional, and related occupations................ na na 339,310 32.5 $50,000 to $74,999.................................................................................68,634 16.6 136,848 25.4
Service occupations......…..................................................................................na na 145,862 14.0 $75,000 to $99,999.................................................................................17,359 4.2 71,213 13.2
Sales and office occupations.................................................................................na na 301,566 28.9 $100,000 to $149,999.................................................................................8,059 2.0 46,863 8.7
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations………………………. na na 5,417 0.5 $150,000 to $199,999 

5
 ............................................................................4,389 1.1 11,553 2.1

Construction, extraction, and maintenance na na   $200,000 or more.................................................................................na na 11,432 2.1
  occupations………………………………………………………………………………..na na 110,873 10.6 Median family income (dollars).................................................................................33,246 (X) 51,022 (X)
Production, transportation, and material moving na na     
  occupations.................................................................................na na 141,334 13.5 Per capita income (dollars).................................................................................11,029 (X) 18,185 (X)

Median income (dollars):
6 

   
INDUSTRY 

3 
 Male full-time, year-round workers.................................................................................28,597 (X) 36,935 (X)

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining……………………. na na 20,288 1.9 Female full-time, year-round workers.................................................................................17,208 (X) 24,872 (X)
Construction............................................................................... na na 85,954 8.2
Manufacturing.................................................................................na na 126,299 12.1 Number Percent Number Percent
Wholesale trade.................................................................................na na 36,729 3.5 below below below below
Retail trade............................................................................ na na 133,249 12.8 poverty poverty poverty poverty
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities…………………………………….na na 51,249 4.9 Subject level level level level
Information……………………………………………………………..na na 34,712 3.3
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and na na   POVERTY STATUS IN 1989
  leasing……………………………………………………………………na na 70,996 6.8         Families................................................................................35,443 8.6 34,969 6.5
Professional, scientific, management, administrative, na na   With related children under 18 years.................................................................................29,006 11.5 28,038 8.7
  and waste management services.................................................................................na na 98,148 9.4     With related children under 5 years.................................................................................18,167 14.7 16,535 10.9
Educational, health and social services.................................................................................na na 200,272 19.2   
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and na na           Families with female householder, no   
  food services……………………………………………………………………..na na 83,035 8.0           husband present.................................................................................14,210 30.3 13,849 22.1
Other services (except public administration)……………………………………….na na 46,128 4.4 With related children under 18 years.................................................................................13,234 38.9 12,557 29.0
Public administration………………………………………………………na na 57,303 5.5     With related children under 5 years.................................................................................7,485 57.1 6,429 41.9

  
CLASS OF WORKER          Individuals........................................................................192,415 11.4 206,328 9.4
Private wage and salary workers.................................................................................544,894 74.0 816,475 78.2 18 years and over.................................................................................114,374 10.7 134,563 9.1
Government workers.................................................................................138,292 18.8 163,996 15.7     65 years and over.................................................................................12,682 8.8 10,695 5.8
Self-employed workers in own not incorporated    Related children under 18 years.................................................................................75,504 12.2 68,280 9.7
  business..............................................................................…49,906 6.8 60,621 5.8     Related children 5 to 17 years.................................................................................48,940 10.9 44,194 8.9
Unpaid family workers……………………………………………………………2,967 0.4 3,270 0.3 Unrelated individuals 15 years and over……………………………….55,232 30.6 74,860 27.6

1990 2000 1990 2000

 "-" Represents zero or rounds to zero.  "(X)" Not applicable.  "na" Not available.
  1  Due to changes in data capture procedures, mean travel time in 1990 is understated slightly relative to mean travel time in 2000.
  2

 Occupation data for 1990 and 2000 are not comparable due to changes in the classification system by occupation.
  3  Industry data for 1990 and 2000 are not comparable due to changes in the classification system by industry.
  4 The Bureau of Labor Statistics' Consumer Price Index (CPI-U-RS) is 187.1 for 1989 and 244.1 for 1999.  To adjust 1989 median, mean, and per capita dollar values to 1999 
    constant dollars, multiply 1989 dollar values by 244.1/187.1, or by 1.304650.
   5  

Income categories for 1990 and 2000 are not comparable.  In 1990 the highest income category was $150,000 or more.  In 2000 it was broken down further into categories of 
    $150,000 to $199,999 and $200,000 or more. 
 6 1999 data on median earnings are not directly comparable with 1989 data on median income.  Based on Current Population Survey data for 1999, median income for 
    full-time, year-round workers was higher than their median earnings by about 3 percent for males and by about 4 percent for females.

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population, Social and Economic Characteristics  (1990 CP-2), Summary Tape File (STF) 3, and STF 4.
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Subject Number Percent Number Percent Subject Number Percent Number Percent

         Total housing units.............................................................598,388 100.0 768,594 100.0 OCCUPANTS PER ROOM 1   

UNITS IN STRUCTURE
1 

          Occupied housing units.................................................................................537,273 100.0 701,281 100.0
1-unit, detached..................................……………….........................393,374 65.7 520,101 67.7 1.00 or less.................................................................................507,696 94.5 658,443 93.9
1-unit, attached...................................…………………........................23,702 4.0 37,902 4.9 1.01 to 1.50.................................................................................21,849 4.1 26,891 3.8
2 units....................................………………………....................…………..27,284 4.6 29,243 3.8 1.51 or more.................................................................................7,728 1.4 15,947 2.3
3 or 4 units................................………………………………...........................30,431 5.1 36,998 4.8   
5 to 9 units..............................……………………………..............................20,503 3.4 27,677 3.6         Specified owner-occupied units................................................303,724 100.0 427,244 100.0
10 to 19 units..................................……………………………..........................29,059 4.9 30,357 3.9 VALUE 

1
 
6
 
7 

  
20 or more units..............................………………………..............................32,991 5.5 44,848 5.8 Less than $50,000.................................................................................61,055 20.1 6,319 1.5
Mobile home

2
 ...................……………….........................................34,986 5.8 39,267 5.1 $50,000 to $99,999.................................................................................188,574 62.1 62,324 14.6

Boat, RV, van, etc 
3
 …………………......................…………………........................................6,058 1.0 2,201 0.3 $100,000 to $149,999.................................................................................35,185 11.6 158,172 37.0

 $150,000 to $199,999.................................................................................10,641 3.5 101,538 23.8
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT 4,8   $200,000 to $299,999.................................................................................5,727 1.9 64,318 15.1
1999 to March 2000...............……….......................................................na na 32,366 4.2 $300,000 to $499,999.................................................................................1,928 0.6 26,084 6.1
1995 to 1998................................…………………………....................................…na na 101,022 13.1 $500,000 to $999,999 9.................................................................................614 0.2 6,915 1.6
1990 to 1994................................………………....................................…na na 66,058 8.6 $1,000,000 or more.….................................................................................na na 1,574 0.4
1980 to 1989...........................................………………............................na na 124,012 16.1 Median (dollars).................................................................................68,700 (X) 146,100 (X)
1970 to 1979.........................................…………………….............................168,147 28.1 169,025 22.0   
1960 to 1969.......................................……………………..............................82,603 13.8 80,217 10.4 MORTGAGE STATUS AND SELECTED   
1940 to 1959…………………………………………..………………………………….120,961 20.2 119,027 15.5    MONTHLY OWNER COSTS 

4
 
6
 
7  

  
1939 or earlier.....................................………………….................................80,779 13.5 76,867 10.0 With a mortgage.................................................................................213,968 69.9 323,835 75.8

        Less than $300.................................................................................8,582 2.8 1,609 0.4
ROOMS 

1 
       $300 to $499.................................................................................41,978 13.7 10,952 2.6

1 room............................................................…………………...................7,779 1.3 11,175 1.5      $500 to $699.................................................................................68,416 22.3 31,444 7.4
2 rooms 21,810 3.6 32,499 4.2      $700 to $999.................................................................................66,941 21.9 87,490 20.5
3 rooms..........................................………………......................................50,173 8.4 59,441 7.7      $1,000 to $1,499.................................................................................21,021 6.9 123,909 29.0
4 rooms.......................................…………………….........................................113,033 18.9 113,310 14.7      $1,500 to $1,999.................................................................................4,704 1.5 43,360 10.1
5 rooms..................................................…………………..............................103,105 17.2 119,643 15.6      $2,000 or more.................................................................................2,326 0.8 25,071 5.9
6 rooms....................................…………………..........................................79,707 13.3 101,601 13.2      Median (dollars).................................................................................666 (X) 1,102 (X)
7 rooms...........................................…………………......................................69,823 11.7 95,407 12.4 Not mortgaged.................................................................................92,258 30.1 103,409 24.2
8 rooms.................................................................................60,630 10.1 91,261 11.9      Median (dollars).................................................................................185 (X) 249 (X)
9 or more rooms.................................................................................92,328 15.4 144,257 18.8   
Median (rooms).................................................................................5.5 (X) 6.0 (X) SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS   

     AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD   
         Occupied housing units.................................................................................537,273 100.0 701,281 100.0    INCOME IN 1989 

4
 
7 

  
YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT 4, 8   Less than 15.0 percent.................................................................................117,755 38.5 149,080 34.9
1999 to March 2000......................................................................na na 168,475 24.0 15.0 to 19.9 percent.................................................................................57,060 63.9 69,518 16.3
1995 to 1998.......................................................................na na 210,016 29.9 20.0 to 24.9 percent.................................................................................48,351 54.2 60,365 14.1
1990 to 1994.......................................................................na na 109,418 15.6 25.0 to 29.9 percent.................................................................................30,763 34.5 46,236 10.8
1980 to 1989.......................................................................na na 89,400 12.7 30.0 to 34.9 percent.................................................................................17,650 19.8 30,998 7.3
1970 to 1979.......................................................................98,125 18.3 63,807 9.1 35.0 percent or more.................................................................................33,404 37.4 69,252 16.2
1969 or earlier.................................................................................92,986 17.3 60,165 8.6 Not computed.................................................................................1,243 1.4 1,795 0.4

     
VEHICLES AVAILABLE 

4  
          Specified renter-occupied units.................................................................................169,793 100.0 198,716 100.0

None.................................................................................29,068 5.4 35,610 5.1 GROSS RENT 4 6   
1.................................................................................152,986 28.5 188,899 26.9 Less than $200.................................................................................12,443 7.3 6,470 3.3
2.................................................................................224,752 41.8 293,769 41.9 $200 to $299.................................................................................31,280 18.4 8,853 4.5
3 or more.................................................................................130,467 24.3 183,003 26.1 $300 to $499.................................................................................87,705 51.7 41,783 21.0

  $500 to $749.................................................................................25,295 14.9 83,798 42.2
HOUSE HEATING FUEL 

4  
  $750 to $999.................................................................................4,782 2.8 30,337 15.3

Utility gas.................................................................................440,040 81.9 594,702 84.8 $1,000 to $1,499 10...................................................................................1,497 0.9 14,249 7.2
Bottled, tank, or LP gas.................................................................................12,279 2.3 20,911 3.0 $1,500 or more………………………………………. na na 2,708 1.4
Electricity.................................................................................51,047 9.5 68,433 9.8 No cash rent.................................................................................6,791 4.0 10,518 5.3
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc..................................................................................7,048 1.3 3,851 0.5 Median (dollars).................................................................................369 (X) 597 (X)
Coal or coke.................................................................................7,202 1.3 2,691 0.4   
Wood.................................................................................17,349 3.2 7,756 1.1 GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF   
Solar energy.................................................................................525 0.1 261 -    HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN 1989 

4 
  

Other fuel.................................................................................1,326 0.2 1,899 0.3 Less than 15.0 percent.................................................................................32,812 19.3 36,042 18.1
No fuel used.................................................................................457 0.1 777 0.1 15.0 to 19.9 percent.................................................................................29,331 17.3 29,673 14.9

   20.0 to 24.9 percent.................................................................................24,143 14.2 27,333 13.8
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 4   25.0 to 29.9 percent.................................................................................18,396 10.8 22,327 11.2
Lacking complete plumbing facilities.................................................................................2,163 0.4 2,906 0.4 30.0 to 34.9 percent.................................................................................12,146 7.2 15,067 7.6
Lacking complete kitchen facilities.................................................................................2,056 0.4 2,793 0.4 35.0 percent or more.................................................................................44,120 26.0 55,010 27.7
No telephone service 5 ......................................................................21,472 4.0 10,802 1.5 Not computed.................................................................................8,845 5.2 13,264 6.7

1990 2000 1990 2000

" - "  R e p r e s e n t s  z e r o  o r  r o u n d s  t o  z e r o .   " ( X ) "  N o t  a p p l i c a b l e .   " n a "  N o t  a v a i l a b l e .
  1 1 0 0 - p e r c e n t  d a t a .   2 D a t a  f o r  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  c o m p a r a b l e  f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0  d u e  t o  a  c h a n g e  i n  q u e s t i o n  w o r d i n g :  f r o m  " M o b i l e  h o m e  o r  t r a i l e r "  i n  1 9 9 0  t o  " M o b i l e  h o m e "  i n  2 0 0 0 .
  3  D a t a  f o r  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  c o m p a r a b l e  f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0  d u e  t o  a  c h a n g e  i n  q u e s t i o n  w o r d i n g :  f r o m  " O t h e r "  i n  1 9 9 0  t o  " B o a t ,  R V ,  v a n ,  e t c . "  i n  2 0 0 0 .   4 S a m p l e  d a t a .
    S a m p l e  d a t a  w e r e  c o n t r o l l e d  t o  1 0 0 - p e r c e n t  c o u n t s  f o r  T o t a l  h o u s i n g  u n i t s  a n d  f o r  O c c u p i e d  h o u s i n g  u n i t s .   5 D a t a  o n  t e l e p h o n e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0  a r e  
    n o t  f u l l y  c o m p a r a b l e  d u e  t o  a  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  c e n s u s  q u e s t i o n  o n  t e l e p h o n e  a v a i l a b i l i t y .   6 T h e  B u r e a u  o f  L a b o r  S t a t i s t i c s '  C o n s u m e r  P r i c e  I n d e x  ( C P I - U - R S )  i s  1 9 6 . 5  f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 5 2 . 3  f o r  2 0 0 0 .  
    T o  a d j u s t  1 9 9 0  m e d i a n  d o l l a r  v a l u e s  t o  2 0 0 0  c o n s t a n t  d o l l a r s ,  m u l t i p l y  1 9 9 0  d o l l a r  v a l u e s  b y  2 5 2 . 3 / 1 9 6 . 5 ,  o r  b y  1 . 2 8 3 9 6 9 .   7 I n  1 9 9 0 ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  S p e c i f i e d  o w n e r - o c c u p i e d  u n i t s  d i f f e r s  
    b e t w e e n  d a t a  o n  v a l u e  ( 1 0 0 - p e r c e n t  d a t a )  a n d  d a t a  o n  m o n t h l y  o w n e r  c o s t s  ( s a m p l e  d a t a ) .   I n  2 0 0 0 ,  d a t a  o n  b o t h  i t e m s  w e r e  c o l l e c t e d  o n  a  s a m p l e  b a s i s .   8 D a t a  f o r  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  c o m p a r a b l e
    f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0 .   S e l e c t e d  y e a r  c a t e g o r i e s  w e r e  c h a n g e d  f o r  2 0 0 0 .   9 D a t a  f o r  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  c o m p a r a b l e  f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0 .   T h e  c a t e g o r y  c h a n g e d  f r o m  " $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0  o r  m o r e "  i n  1 9 9 0  
     t o  " $ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0  t o  $ 9 9 9 , 9 9 9 "  a n d  " $ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  o r e  m o r e "  i n  2 0 0 0 .  10 D a t a  f o r  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  a r e  n o t  f u l l y  c o m p a r a b l e  f o r  1 9 9 0  a n d  2 0 0 0 .   T h e  c a t e g o r y  c h a n g e d  
     f r o m  " $ 1 , 0 0 0  o r  m o r e "  i n  1 9 9 0  t o  " $ 1 , 0 0 0  t o  $ 1 , 4 9 9 "  a n d  " $ 1 , 5 0 0  o r  m o r e "  i n  2 0 0 0 .

S o u r c e :   U . S .  B u r e a u  o f  t h e  C e n s u s .   F o r  1 0 0 - p e r c e n t  d a t a ,  G e n e r a l  H o u s i n g  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ( 1 9 9 0  C H - 1 ) ,  S u m m a r y  T a p e  F i l e  ( S T F )  1 ,  a n d  S T F 2 .



The U.S. Census Bureau released new criteria for defining the
nation's urban and rural territories based on the results of Census
2000.  These criteria replace the 1990 census criteria for defining
urban and rural territories.

The Census Bureau identifies and tabulates data for urban and rural
populations and their associated areas solely for the presentation and
comparison of census statistical data.  It does not take into account
or attempt to anticipate any non-statistical uses that may be made of
these areas.  The Census Bureau does, however, recognize that
some federal and state agencies are required by law to use Census
Bureau defined urban and rural classifications for allocating program
funds, and therefore urges all agencies to consider making
adjustments to the urban and rural criteria specifically for their
program but to clearly note this change to avoid confusion with the
Census Bureau official classifications.

Census 2000 Urban and Rural Classifications
The Census Bureau classifies "Urban" as all territory, population, and
housing units located within an urbanized area (UA) or urban cluster
(UC).  It delineates UA and UC boundaries to encompass densely
settled territory, which consists of:

· Core census block groups or blocks that have a 
population density of at least 1,000 people per square 
mile; and

· Surrounding census blocks that have an overall density 
of at least 500 people per square mile.

However, under certain conditions, territories that are less densely
populated may constitute a part of each UA or UC.  

All territories, populations and housing units located outside of the
urbanized areas and urban clusters are defined as "Rural."  Rural
areas can be both place and non-place territories.  It is important to
note that geographic entities such as census tracts, counties,
metropolitan areas, and the area outside metropolitan areas,  often
contain both urban and rural territory population and housing units.       

Census 2000 Urbanized Areas and Urban Cluster Definitions

Urbanized Areas. For Census 2000, an Urbanized Area (UA)
consists of contiguous, densely settled census block groups and
census blocks that meet population requirements, along with adjacent
densely settled census blocks that together encompass a population
of at least 50,000 people.

Urban Clusters. An Urban Cluster (UC) consists of contiguous,
densely settled census block groups and blocks that meet minimum
population density requirements, along with adjacent densely settled
census blocks that together encompass a population with at least
2,500 people, but fewer than 50,000.

Delineating Urban Territory
Delineation of urbanized areas and urban clusters is now based
strictly on aggregations of block groups and census blocks.  It no
longer considers the boundaries of previously existing legal and
statistical entities.  Furthermore, Census 2000 now labels partly  rural
geographical entities as extended places instead of the previously
used term extended cities, since a census designated place (as well
as any incorporated place) can now be partly urban and partly rural.

New Urban and Rural Criteria for Census 2000
8

The Census Bureau follows a regimented process in determining
urban territory.  A detailed discussion on the entire delineating
process can be obtained from the Federal Registry Vol.67. No. 51
(pp. 11663-11670).  Very briefly, this process consists of the
sequential addition of non-contiguous qualified territory to an
identified initial core.  The initial core is comprised of contiguous
census block groups that fulfill a certain population density and land
area criteria.  Additional non-contiguous qualifying areas are added
to this core through two special geographic concepts – the ‘hop’ and
‘jump’.  A hop is a road connection of no more than 0.5 miles, made
up of one or more non-qualifying census blocks that fulfill specific
population density and land area criteria.  Jump connections are
also used to add more discontiguous qualified territory to the core
and are no more than 2.5 miles in length.  

In addition, the Census Bureau uses two other geographic
concepts, enclaves and indentations, that add more qualifying
territory to the core.  Once all the qualifying territory have been
added in the sequential manner outlined by the Bureau, the
geography is finally designated as either an urbanized area or an
urbanized cluster, based on the final population size.   

Differences Between 1990 and 2000 Census UA Criteria 
The Census Bureau has made a number of significant changes to
the 1990 Census criteria for determining urban territories under the
new classification system.  This has resulted in a considerably
different urban landscape from that of 1990.  The most important
differences in the UA criteria between the two censuses are as
follows:

·  Census 2000 does not automatically recognize 
previously existing UA territory.  All previously qualified 
UA territory have been reevaluated in order to determine
their eligibility under the new classification system.  This 
has been done in order to bring the UA criteria back to a
single set of rules that will ensure consistency and the 
elimination of any subjectivity in these delineations.

· Census 2000 uses UCs (Urbanized Clusters) rather 
than Places to determine the total urban population 
outside of UAs.  Under the new system, previously 
established place boundaries are 'invisible' and 
therefore not taken into consideration when creating and
classifying the cores of densely settled population 
agglomerations.

·  Technological advancement in the field of Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) will allow Census 2000 to   
automate the mapping of the entire urban and rural 
delineation for the first time in census history.       

·  The criteria for 'extended city or place' has significantly 
changed.  Previously, sparsely settled areas were 
examined using population density and area 
measurements in order to determine whether or not they
were excluded from the UA.  Furthermore, the previous 
use of 'Place' introduced a bias that depended on a 
state's annexation and incorporation laws.  Under the 
new system, extended places will be determined solely 
on the basis of the population density of census block 
groups and census blocks, thereby resulting in a more 
objective and equitable process of delineating urban 
entities.  

Note: Based on Census 2000 data
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New Urban and Rural Criteria for Census 2000

·  The UA central place and title criteria will no longer 
follow standards predefined by other federal agencies.
In the past, many UA central places and titles were 
based on MA (Metropolitan Area) central city definitions 
established by the Office of Management and Budget.  
In Census 2000, the new MA criteria will be applied later 
than the UA criteria.          

Urban and Rural Profile of Mountain States
The mountain states region was the fastest growing region in the
United States during the 1990-2000 decade.  The region averaged a
2.9% annual population growth over this period.  Data from the
Census 2000 New Classification System show that the majority of the
region’s population is concentrated in urban territories.  Among the
mountain states, Nevada took the lead in the proportion of the state’s
population that was urban (91.5%), followed by Utah (88.2%),
Arizona (88.2%), and Colorado (84.5%).  Montana had the lowest
proportion of urban population at 54.1%, followed by Wyoming
(65.1%) and Idaho (66.2%).  

Utah's Urban Population (Census 2000 New Classification)1
According to the recently released Census 2000 New Classification,
Utah's total urban population constitutes 88% of the state's total
population.  This population resides in Utah's five Urbanized Areas
and 26 Urban Clusters, as identified by this new classification.  In
1990, based on the previous classification, Utah's urban population
was 87%.  Utah's Urbanized Areas (UAs) under the new classification
system include Salt Lake City (887,916), Ogden-Layton (417,787),
Provo-Orem (303,865), St. George (62,654), and Logan (76,141).  

The new system has resulted in three important changes in the urban
profile of Utah.  These are: 1) the inclusion of St. George as a new
Urbanized Area; 2) the transformation of Ogden UA to Ogden-Layton
UA; and 3) the alteration of the boundaries of Salt Lake City from the
1990 census.  Ogden-Layton now contains a part of the 1990-defined
Salt Lake City UA.   

Boundaries for the newly classified UAs and UCs will be available
on the Census Bureau website when the full Summary File 3 is
released later this summer.  

Additional Information
For more information on urban and rural criteria for Census 2000,
visits the Census Bureau’s web site at Http://www.census.gov, or
contact the State Data Center at (801) 538-1036.

Urbanized Areas Population

 Salt Lake City 887,916
 Ogden-Layton 417,787
 Provo-Orem 303,865
 St. George 62,654
 Logan 76,141

Urbanized Clusters

Blanding, UT 2,981
Brigham City, UT 20,764
Cedar City, UT 22,253
Colorado City AZ-UT 1,604 (PT)
Delta, UT 3,146
Ephraim, UT 4,209
Grantsville, UT 4,522
Gunnison, UT 3,041
Heber, UT 9,705
Hurricane, UT 8,292
Kanab, UT 2,782
Manti, UT 3,013
Moab, UT 6,537
Nephi, UT 4,575
Park City, UT 8,508
Price, UT 12,433
Richfield, UT 6,864
Roosevelt, UT 4,016
Santaquin, UT 5,277
Spanish Fork, UT 37,456
Stansbury Park, UT 2,957
Summit Park, UT 5,486
Tooele, UT 22,007
Tremonton, UT 7,219
Vernal, UT 11,515
West Wendover, UT-NV 1,410 (PT)

Total Urban Population 1,970,935

Note: Population values for all areas except 
Manti, UT reflect revised numbers.

Utah’s Urban Population: 2000

Census 2000 New Classification System
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Percent of Population that is Urban/Rural
Mountain States: 2000

The Urban population was determined by adding the populations of the urbanized
areas and urban clusters within each of these states, as determined by Census 2000.

Note: 1Population values for Urban Areas and Urban Clusters have been revised.  
All values shown in this publication reflect revised numbers.
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Federal Government Expenditures for FY 2001

The U.S. Census Bureau recently released its annual
Consolidated Federal Funds Report (CFFR) for Fiscal Year 2001.
This report documents federal government expenditure
obligations at the state and county levels, and is the only
consolidated source of state and local data on a majority of direct
federal expenditures.  Its companion report, Federal Aid to States
(FAS) for Fiscal Year 2001, contains federal agency and program-
level data for grants on a state-by-state basis.  While the CFFR
data represents federal government obligations to the various
state and local level governments that may or may not result in
actual expenditure, the FAS publication contains data on the
actual federal government expenditures to state and local
government.  Furthermore, while the CFFR provides data on
several other categories of federal funds (such as salaries and
wages, retirement and disability, other direct payments, etc.), the
FAS provides information only on grants. 

Federal funds are allocated to states and local entities through
five major categories:

· Grants  - This category includes major grants such as 
Medicaid, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
(TANF), Women Infant and Children (WIC), low-income
rental assistance, highway construction and planning, 
Home Ownership Opportunity for People Everywhere
(HOPE), Homeless shelter and homeless assistance, 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG),   
Childcare and development, etc.

· Salaries and wages for federal employees. 

·  Retirement and disability payments such as social 
security insurance, veterans benefits, supplemental 
security income, disability benefits, etc.

· Other direct payments that include Medicare benefits, 
food stamp payments, excess earned income tax   
credit, unemployment compensation, life and health 
insurance (for federal employees), and housing and 
agricultural assistance. 

· Procurement contracts to agencies/programs such as 
the U.S. Postal service, Department of Defense, 
General Services Administration, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), etc.

According to the CFFR, a total of $1.8 trillion was obligated for
direct expenditure by the federal government for FY 2001,

reflecting a 12.5% increase over 2000.  An additional $823
billion  was committed for other federal assistance such as loans
and insurance programs. 

Like last year, California continued to benefit more than any
other state in the amount of federal funds received per capita,
with a total of $188 billion, followed by New York ($116 billion),
Texas ($112 billion), Florida ($100 billion), and Pennsylvania
($79 billion).

Utah received a total of $11.4 billion dollars, an increase of 11%
from the previous fiscal year.  The highest category of
expenditure for Utah was retirement and disability payments
(31.6%), followed by grants to state and local governments
(19.7%), procurement contracts (18.3%), salaries and wages
(15.5%), and other direct payments (14.8%).      

Federal grant monies to Utah show interesting trends in some of
the major grant categories.  For instance, childcare and
development grants increased by as much as 63%, from $28.6
million in FY 2000 to $46.8 million in FY 2001.  Federal funding
for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) reflected
an increase of 56% from the previous year (Federal TANF
funding for FY 2001 was $85.7 million, as compared to $54.7
million in FY 2000).  Other grant categories that saw an increase
from FY 2000 include low rent housing assistance ($3.06 million,
a 16% increase), Medicaid ($688.5 million, an 8% increase), and
WIC ($30.9 million, a 1% increase).  On the downside, federal
funding was reduced from other categories such as emergency
shelter and homeless assistance, a 5% decrease at $3 million,
and the food stamp program, which reflected a significant 33%
decrease at $22.7 million.       

In the retirements and disability category, Utah's social security
payments saw an increase of 8% from FY 2000, reflecting the
national trend of a gradually aging population.  As this trend
continues, we anticipate significant increases in social security
and Medicare expenditure obligations by the federal government
to all states.         

Additional Information
For more information on the Consolidated Federal Funds Report
and Federal Aid to States, visit the Census Bureau’s web page
at Http://www.census.gov/govs/www/cffr.html, or contact the
State Data Center at (801) 538-1036.

2000 2001 % Change

$3,337,043,595 $3,604,690,000 8.0%
635,266,000 688,514,000 8.4%
54,777,000 85,763,000 56.6%
34,236,000 22,786,000 -33.4%
30,564,000 30,951,000 1.3%
28,678,000 46,812,000 63.2%
2,608,000 3,036,000 16.4%

Federal Expenditures for Selected Programs in the State of Utah 

Category

Social Security 
Center for Medicare & Medicaid (Medicaid)*

Low Rent Housing Assistance

AFDC/TANF
Food Stamp Program
WIC
Childcare and Development

* In the FY 2000 FAS report, this category is called Health Care Financing Administration



Distribution of Federal Funds by State (Millions of Dollars): Fiscal Year 2001

Retirement Other Direct Salaries and
State Total Funds Disability  Payments Grants Procurement Wages

United States $1,778,884 33.7% 22.8% 19.1% 13.8% 10.6%

Alabama 31,700 36.2% 21.6% 16.7% 16.4% 9.1%
Alaska 6,403 14.6% 9.5% 36.1% 17.6% 22.1%
Arizona 30,376 36.5% 19.5% 17.1% 17.3% 9.6%
Arkansas 16,632 40.1% 27.9% 20.7% 4.2% 7.1%
California 188,517 30.9% 23.1% 21.1% 15.4% 9.5%
Colorado 24,345 32.3% 17.4% 16.1% 18.4% 15.9%
Connecticut 22,742 31.8% 22.2% 19.2% 20.8% 6.0%
Delaware 4,246 42.3% 23.2% 21.0% 3.5% 10.1%
Florida 99,998 42.7% 26.3% 13.7% 8.9% 8.4%
Georgia 47,320 32.9% 20.1% 16.8% 15.6% 14.6%
Hawaii 9,722 28.8% 14.6% 15.6% 15.1% 26.0%
Idaho 7,529 34.7% 19.5% 20.0% 15.9% 10.0%
Illinois 65,036 36.4% 29.4% 18.2% 6.4% 9.6%
Indiana 32,166 39.1% 27.6% 18.2% 8.5% 6.6%
Iowa 17,401 37.0% 34.2% 17.7% 5.2% 5.9%
Kansas 16,699 35.1% 29.2% 16.3% 8.3% 11.2%
Kentucky 25,835 37.7% 21.1% 19.7% 10.7% 10.9%
Louisiana 27,816 32.7% 27.4% 22.2% 9.4% 8.3%
Maine 8,180 39.1% 19.5% 23.3% 8.2% 9.9%
Maryland 48,164 25.7% 17.7% 15.8% 22.3% 18.5%
Massachusetts 44,179 30.2% 25.1% 22.0% 15.5% 7.3%
Michigan 51,632 40.4% 25.9% 21.1% 6.5% 6.1%
Minnesota 24,935 36.0% 27.1% 21.1% 8.2% 7.6%
Mississippi 20,212 32.8% 28.5% 21.0% 9.2% 8.5%
Missouri 39,191 32.6% 23.8% 17.5% 17.2% 8.8%
Montana 6,618 32.2% 26.2% 25.2% 5.6% 10.7%
Nebraska 10,771 34.2% 34.2% 19.1% 4.2% 9.8%
Nevada 9,624 43.7% 19.9% 15.0% 10.8% 10.6%
New Hampshire 6,314 42.0% 19.0% 20.4% 10.4% 8.2%
New Jersey 46,240 38.0% 26.5% 18.3% 9.0% 8.2%
New Mexico 16,587 24.4% 12.5% 21.6% 30.9% 10.5%
New York 116,366 33.3% 26.1% 28.3% 5.3% 7.0%
North Carolina 44,557 39.3% 20.8% 20.5% 7.1% 12.3%
North Dakota 5,948 22.7% 40.3% 21.6% 4.7% 10.7%
Ohio 61,705 39.3% 25.5% 19.1% 8.3% 7.9%
Oklahoma 22,672 36.2% 22.4% 18.2% 9.8% 13.5%
Oregon 18,401 40.5% 22.2% 23.4% 5.2% 8.7%
Pennsylvania 79,310 38.3% 27.1% 18.7% 8.6% 7.3%
Rhode Island 6,989 35.1% 25.6% 23.0% 5.6% 10.7%
South Carolina 24,675 38.5% 19.3% 19.2% 12.8% 10.2%
South Dakota 5,807 28.5% 34.4% 21.6% 5.2% 10.3%
Tennessee 36,758 35.2% 21.8% 19.1% 15.8% 8.0%
Texas 112,530 32.2% 23.9% 19.3% 13.9% 10.8%
Utah 11,377 31.7% 14.8% 19.7% 18.3% 15.5%
Vermont 3,734 34.1% 18.2% 28.6% 10.5% 8.5%
Virginia 71,257 25.4% 11.2% 11.2% 37.8% 17.3%
Washington 36,903 34.4% 18.9% 18.4% 14.8% 13.4%
West Virginia 12,541 42.7% 21.4% 23.7% 4.2% 8.0%
Wisconsin 26,645 40.8% 24.3% 21.9% 6.8% 6.1%
Wyoming 3,584 29.7% 14.7% 33.8% 9.5% 9.5%

District of Columbia 30,941 5.9% 7.0% 13.0% 33.2% 40.9%
Undistributed 24,066 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 80.8% 18.4%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Consolidated Federal Funds Report for Fiscal Year 2001.

Expenditure by Category (percent of total funds)
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Funds Per
$1,000

2001 Total Personal Funds Per Personal
State Population Income (p) Total Funds Capita Rank Income Rank

United States 284,796,887 $8,621,022 $1,778,884 $6,246 na $206 na

Alabama 4,464,356 109,045 31,700 7,101 10 291 9
Alaska 634,892 19,676 6,403 10,085 1 325 4
Arizona 5,307,331 135,224 30,276 5,705 32 224 22
Arkansas 2,692,090 61,681 16,632 6,178 25 270 11
California 34,501,130 1,127,425 188,517 5,464 36 167 43
Colorado 4,417,714 145,592 24,345 5,511 35 167 42
Connecticut 3,425,074 143,613 22,742 6,640 15 158 46
Delaware 796,165 25,573 4,246 5,333 40 166 44
Florida 16,396,515 467,188 99,998 6,099 28 214 28
Georgia 8,383,915 238,420 47,320 5,644 34 198 32
Hawaii 1,224,398 34,960 9,722 7,940 6 278 10
Idaho 1,321,006 32,044 7,529 5,699 33 235 21
Illinois 12,482,301 408,857 65,036 5,210 44 159 45
Indiana 6,114,745 168,349 32,166 5,260 43 191 34
Iowa 2,923,179 79,753 17,401 5,953 31 218 25
Kansas 2,694,641 76,816 16,699 6,197 24 217 27
Kentucky 4,065,556 101,871 25,835 6,355 21 254 15
Louisiana 4,465,430 107,545 27,816 6,229 23 259 13
Maine 1,286,670 33,949 8,180 6,357 20 241 19
Maryland 5,375,156 187,862 48,164 8,960 5 256 14
Massachusetts 6,379,304 247,801 44,179 6,925 14 178 38
Michigan 9,990,817 295,107 51,632 5,168 45 175 39
Minnesota 4,972,294 163,047 24,935 5,015 46 153 48
Mississippi 2,858,029 61,854 20,212 7,072 11 327 3
Missouri 5,629,707 157,796 39,191 6,961 12 248 17
Montana 904,433 21,283 6,618 7,317 8 311 5
Nebraska 1,713,235 48,937 10,771 6,287 22 220 24
Nevada 2,106,074 62,886 9,624 4,570 50 153 47
New Hampshire 1,259,181 42,721 6,314 5,014 47 148 49
New Jersey 8,484,431 323,706 46,240 5,450 37 143 50
New Mexico 1,829,146 42,366 16,587 9,068 4 392 1
New York 19,011,378 682,205 116,366 6,121 27 171 41
North Carolina 8,186,268 224,449 44,557 5,443 38 199 31
North Dakota 634,448 16,202 5,948 9,375 3 367 2
Ohio 11,373,541 325,504 61,705 5,425 39 190 35
Oklahoma 3,460,097 85,765 22,672 6,552 17 264 12
Oregon 3,472,867 97,239 18,401 5,299 41 189 36
Pennsylvania 12,287,150 376,197 79,310 6,455 18 211 29
Rhode Island 1,058,920 31,750 6,989 6,600 16 220 23
South Carolina 4,063,011 99,924 24,675 6,073 30 247 18
South Dakota 756,600 19,899 5,807 7,675 7 292 8
Tennessee 5,740,021 153,594 36,758 6,404 19 239 20
Texas 21,325,018 607,466 112,530 5,277 42 185 37
Utah 2,269,789 54,933 11,377 5,012 48 207 30
Vermont 613,090 17,161 3,734 6,090 29 218 26
Virginia 7,187,734 232,129 71,257 9,914 2 307 6
Washington 5,987,973 189,111 36,903 6,163 26 195 33
West Virginia 1,801,916 40,948 12,541 6,960 13 306 7
Wisconsin 5,401,906 156,175 26,645 4,933 49 171 40
Wyoming 494,423 14,242 3,584 7,249 9 252 16

District of Columbia 571,822 23,157 30,941 54,109 na 1,336 na
Undistributed na na 24,066 na na na na

(p) = preliminary

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Consolidated Federal Funds Report 
for Fiscal Year 2001; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2001. 

Summary of Total Personal Income and Federal Funds distribution 
(Millions of dollars): Fiscal Year 2001
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Affiliate’s Corner

The Utah State Data Center Program
In 1982 the State of Utah entered into a voluntary agreement
with the U.S. Census Bureau to establish the Utah State Data
Center (SDC) program.  The SDC program provides training and
technical assistance in accessing and using census data for
research, administration, planning, and decision-making by the
government, the business community, university researchers,
and other interested data users.  

The Governor's Office of Planning and Budget serves as the
lead coordinating agency for thirty-four organizations in Utah that
make up the Utah State, Business, and Industry Data Center
(SDC/BIDC) information network.  This extensive network of
SDC affiliates consists of major universities, libraries, regional
and local organizations, as well as government agencies that
produce primary data on the Utah economy.  Each of these
affiliates use and provide the public with economic,
demographic, or fiscal data on Utah.  The Affiliate’s Corner page
of the Utah Data Guide has been created to highlight and
recognize SDC program affiliates and their great work.  A
complete list of the program affiliates can be found on the back
page of this newsletter.  For more information on the SDC
program, contact SDC staff at (801) 538-1036.

When someone loses a job in the State of Utah, he or she is
able to apply for unemployment insurance benefits with the Utah
Department of Workforce Services (DWS).  The weekly
unemployment benefits the individual may receive are based
upon what he or she was paid within the past two years.  How
does Workforce Services know how much a person was paid in
the past two years?

The answer lies in the nation’s unemployment insurance
program. Born in the 1930s, when the country suffered through
The Great Depression, paying workers during periods of
unemployment was considered not only a social good, but also
an economic stimulus.  To make the program work, all
employers are required to report their employee payroll
information to their respective state’s unemployment insurance
programs.  Utah employers report social security numbers and

total wages paid per employee to DWS on a quarterly
basis.

This program is an excellent source for potentially useful
economic information.  Utah employers are required to

register for the unemployment insurance program.  DWS
categorizes all the employers registered in this program by type
(e.g. manufacturing, construction, services, health care, etc.)
and location (county level).  Employers are required to report the
number of employees on the payroll in the current quarter.  The
information collected through the employment insurance
program is then used to determine the state of our economy.  

Employment numbers from the most current quarter are
compared with the information gathered in the corresponding
quarter of the previous year.  The difference between the
employment totals is either the rate of growth (if larger than the
previous year) or the rate of contraction (if less).  

These numbers are released monthly to the public along with
another much anticipated statistic, Utah’s official unemployment
rate (See http://wi.dws.state.ut.us/Press/press.asp).  The
unemployment rate is another economic indicator that is
generated by the Department of Workforce Services.  A major
component of the unemployment rate calculation comes from a
monthly survey of 600 Utah households.  The U.S. Census
Bureau conducts this survey and asks questions profiling the
work habits of the participating households.  This data is used in
conjunction with the unemployment insurance claims data for
Utah (those filing for and receiving unemployment insurance
benefits) to determine the state’s official unemployment rate.

Although the unemployment insurance program provides
valuable economic data, we need to develop different sources
for other significant economic information used by policy makers,
researchers, and analysts.  Some of the most commonly asked
questions that DWS economists receive are, “How much should
I pay my workers?” or, “What is the going pay rate for an
accountant?”  An extensive wage survey is conducted each year
to glean this information from Utah employers.  The market is
measured, and the going pay rates and ranges are calculated.
The result is one of DWS’ most anticipated publication— the

annual Utah Occupational Wages publication (See
http://wi.dws.state.ut.us/pubs/UOW/wagepub.asp).  Hundreds of
occupations are covered in this publication, and there is also
information for various sub-state areas within Utah.

The wage survey also helps determine occupational projections,
such as types of occupations that will be in demand in the
future. This information helps people evaluate their career
decisions  (See http://wi.dws.state.ut.us/occi.asp). 

These are some of the ways in which the Utah Department of
Workforce Services contributes to the measurement and
analysis of Utah’s economy.  The Workforce Information Division
is the economic arm of DWS.  It is staffed with economists and
analysts who are eager and willing to help the community
understand the state’s economy and how it may affect our
citizens and businesses.  Please visit us at
http://wi.dws.state.ut.us/. 
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Utah’s economy has recently retreated from its long-term
economic growth rate, and is now experiencing a contraction
similar to that of the nation.  While the state’s economy is
expected to moderately decline in the near term, Utah’s strong
demographic characteristics and a diversified industrial
structure position the state positively for its long-term economic
well being.

Specific Economic Performance Measures
Utah continues to experience positive population growth
consistent with levels seen in the late 1990s.  According to the
Utah Population Estimates Committee, the state’s population
reached 2,295,971 in 2001.  This is an increase of 49,417
persons, or 2.2% over the 2000 estimate.  Utah consistently
ranks among the fastest growing states in the nation.  Results
from Census 2000 showed that Utah’s population increased by
nearly 30% since 1990, and that the state was the fourth
fastest growing state in the nation during the decade of the
1990s.  Births continue to be the major component of Utah’s
population growth, accounting for approximately 60% of the
state’s growth during the 1990s. 

The rate of job growth in this cycle peaked in 1994 at 6.2%,
slowing to an estimated 0.6% in 2001.  Non-agricultural
employers added only 6,700 net new jobs in 2001, representing
the state’s slowest job growth since 1983.  The job growth rate
of 0.6%, while only a fraction of the state’s long-term average
of 3.5%, was still higher than the national employment growth
rate for the same period. 

Unemployment rose slightly to an estimated 4.4% in 2001.
This rate was lower than the national unemployment rate of
4.8%. 

Employment growth rates of major industry sectors were mixed
in 2001, ranging from a decline of 3.4% in manufacturing and
1% in construction to a 4.6% increase in finance, insurance,
and real estate (“FIRE”).  The FIRE sector benefited from rapid
employment expansion in personal credit institutions,
banks/credit unions, and security brokers.  Services continue to
be the largest sector in the state’s economy, followed by trade,
government, and manufacturing.  The record-breaking 11-year
expansion in the state construction industry ended in 1999, with
growth dropping 1% in 2001.  The construction industry
contraction was largely anticipated due to the pre-Olympic
buildup, which ended in 2001.  Despite the recent drop,
construction jobs as a percent of total non-farm employment
are still above the 24-year state average. Manufacturing’s
decreased growth rate in 2001 was largely due to substantial
layoffs in the industry.  Among other major industries in Utah in
2001, government grew at a rate of 3.1%, while services
increased by 1.4%.  Transportation, communications and
utilities diminished by 0.4%, trade declined by 0.2%, and mining
decreased by a rate of 2.5%. 

Utah’s exports grew about 8.9% to an estimated $3.5 billion
during 2001.  Over the long term, economic globalization will
spur both trade and growth.  In the short term, the state’s ex-
ports may not grow rapidly, but they appear to have held up

well relative to other states and to the nation.  Exports may be
softening the effects of the national recession in the state. 

Utah’s total personal income increased by 4.6% in 2001,
compared with 3.7% nationally in the same year.  Non-
agricultural wages increased by 3.6% in 2001, marking the
seventh year in a row that average wage increases in the state
have outpaced increases in inflation, as measured by the U.S.
Consumer Price Index (“CPI–U”).  However, the 2001 downturn
has reduced growth in personal income, and it is expected to
slow to 3% in 2002.  For the quarter that ended on December
31, 2001, the state had a contraction in personal income by
0.19%, compared with a 0.8% growth rate from the previous
quarter.  The national growth rate for the fourth quarter was a
negative .05%.

Utah’s economy remains well balanced and diversified with a
broad base of industries contributing to the current economic
expansion.  Utah’s economic diversity has increased over time
as the industries in which the state has previously specialized
(federal government and extractive industries) have contracted,
and new industries (computer hardware and software,
biomedical, tourism, and particular types of manufacturing) have
emerged.

New State Data Center Staff

A farewell and thanks to Lisa Hillman and Jamie Hyde.  Both
Lisa Hillman, State Data Center Coordinator, and Jamie
Hyde, Research Analyst, are leaving the State Data Center to
pursue other exciting life endeavors.  For several years they
have been responsible for maintaining and enhancing the
Utah State Data Center program.  Best wishes to both of
them.  

Their efforts will be carried on by Neena Verma as State Data
Center Coordinator, and Sophia DiCaro as Research Analyst.
Both will serve as State Data Center contacts. 



ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED INDICATORS FOR UTAH AND THE U.S.: JUNE 2002
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 % CHG % CHG % CHG % CHG

ECONOMIC INDICATORS          UNITS ACTUAL ESTIMATE ESTIMATE FORECAST FORECAST 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
PRODUCTION AND SPENDING
U.S. Real Gross Domestic Product  Billion Chained $96 8,856.5 9,224.0 9,334.7 9,568.1 9,912.5 4.1 1.2 2.5 3.6
U.S. Real Personal Consumption   Billion Chained $96 5,968.4 6,257.8 6,451.8 6,671.2 6,904.6 4.8 3.1 3.4 3.5
U.S. Real Fixed Investment  Billion Chained $96 1,595.4 1,716.2 1,681.9 1,631.4 1,726.0 7.6 -2.0 -3.0 5.8
U.S. Real Defense Spending        Billion Chained $96 348.6 349.0 365.4 398.3 417.0 0.1 4.7 9.0 4.7
U.S. Real Exports                 Billion Chained $96 1,034.9 1,133.2 1,082.2 1,038.9 1,102.3 9.5 -4.5 -4.0 6.1
Utah Exports (NAICS, Census)                 Million Dollars 3,133.5 3,220.8 3,506.4 3,611.6 3,756.1 2.8 8.9 3.0 4.0
Utah Coal Production Million Tons 26.4 26.7 26.7 26.5 26.7 1.1 0.0 -0.7 0.8
Utah Oil Production Sales Million Barrels 16.4 15.6 15.3 14.9 14.5 -4.9 -1.9 -4.0 -4.0
Utah Natural Gas Production Sales Billion Cubic Feet 205.0 227.7 245.9 258.2 271.1 11.1 8.0 5.0 5.0
Utah Copper Mined Production            Million Pounds 615.7 651.7 702.4 644.6 644.6 5.8 7.8 -8.2 0.0
SALES AND CONSTRUCTION
U.S. New Auto and Truck Sales    Millions 16.9 17.4 17.1 16.6 16.9 3.0 -1.7 -2.9 1.8
U.S. Housing Starts               Millions 1.65 1.58 1.61 1.60 1.58 -4.2 1.9 -0.6 -1.3
U.S. Residential Investment  Billion Dollars 403.6 425.1 446.4 466.0 473.0 5.3 5.0 4.4 1.5
U.S. Nonresidential Structures   Billion Dollars 283.5 313.6 330.2 283.7 316.0 10.6 5.3 -14.1 11.4
U.S. Repeat-Sales House Price Index 1980Q1=100 224.6 242.9 263.7 277.1 286.6 8.1 8.6 5.1 3.4
U.S. Existing S.F. Home Prices (NAR) Thousand Dollars 133.3 139.0 147.8 155.3 160.6 4.3 6.3 5.1 3.4
U.S. Retail Sales                 Billion Dollars 11,454.0 12,324.5 12,694.2 13,037.0 13,714.9 7.6 3.0 2.7 5.2
Utah New Auto and Truck Sales    Thousands 83.8 85.0 77.3 71.9 75.5 1.4 -9.1 -7.0 5.0
Utah Dwelling Unit Permits       Thousands 20.4 18.2 19.7 17.5 18.0 -10.8 8.4 -11.1 2.9
Utah Residential Permit Value     Million Dollars 2,238.1 2,139.6 2,352.7 2,150.0 2,275.0 -4.4 10.0 -8.6 5.8
Utah Nonresidential Permit Value  Million Dollars 1,195.4 1,213.0 969.8 750.0 900.0 1.5 -20.0 -22.7 20.0
Utah Additions, Alterations and Repairs Million Dollars 537.0 583.3 562.8 400.0 500.0 8.6 -3.5 -28.9 25.0
Utah Repeat-Sales House Price Index 1980Q1=100 237.7 241.8 254.7 261.1 268.9 1.7 5.3 2.5 3.0
Utah Existing S.F. Home Prices (NAR) Thousand Dollars 137.9 141.5 147.6 151.3 155.8 2.6 4.3 2.5 3.0
Utah Taxable Retail Sales                 Million Dollars 16,493 17,278 17,709 18,205 19,079 4.8 2.5 2.8 4.8
DEMOGRAPHICS AND SENTIMENT
U.S. July 1st Population (Census) Millions 278.9 282.2 284.5 286.8 289.1 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.8
U.S. Consumer Sentiment of U.S.   1966=100 105.8 107.6 89.2 92.3 90.5 1.7 -17.1 3.5 -2.0
Utah July 1st Population (UPEC)                Thousands 2,193 2,247 2,296 2,330 2,362 2.4 2.2 1.5 1.4
Utah Net Migration (UPEC)                   Thousands 17.6 18.7 14.2 -2.0 -4.0 na na na na
Utah July 1st Population (Census)                Thousands 2,202 2,242 2,270 2,303 2,335 1.8 1.3 1.5 1.4
Utah Consumer Sentiment of Utah   1966=100 106.1 107.6 95.1 94.0 94.9 1.4 -11.6 -1.2 1.0
PROFITS AND RESOURCE PRICES
U.S. Corporate Before Tax Profits  Billion Dollars 776.3 845.4 698.5 653.2 690.8 8.9 -17.4 -6.5 5.8
U.S. Before Tax Profits Less Fed. Res. Billion Dollars 750.6 815.4 670.6 632.0 667.8 8.6 -17.8 -5.8 5.7
U.S. Oil Refinery Acquisition Cost       $ Per Barrel 17.4 28.2 23.0 22.8 21.8 62.0 -18.4 -0.9 -4.4
U.S. Coal Price Index            1982=100 90.7 88.0 96.1 95.9 95.9 -3.0 9.2 -0.2 0.0
Utah Coal Prices                $ Per Short Ton 17.4 16.9 17.8 18.0 18.1 -2.5 5.1 1.1 0.6
Utah Oil Prices                  $ Per Barrel 17.7 28.5 24.1 22.0 23.6 61.2 -15.5 -8.7 7.3
Utah Natural Gas Prices $ Per MCF 1.93 3.42 3.66 2.40 2.45 77.2 7.0 -34.4 2.1
Utah Copper Prices  $ Per Pound 0.72 0.82 0.73 0.74 0.76 13.9 -11.6 1.4 3.4
INFLATION AND INTEREST RATES
U.S. CPI Urban Consumers (BLS) 1982-84=100 166.7 172.3 177.1 180.1 184.8 3.4 2.8 1.7 2.6
U.S. GDP Chained Price Indexes        1996=100 104.7 107.5 109.5 110.9 113.4 2.7 1.9 1.2 2.3
U.S. Federal Funds Rate          Percent 4.97 6.23 3.92 2.00 4.00 na na na na
U.S. 3-Month Treasury Bills      Percent 4.64 5.82 3.39 1.80 3.70 na na na na
U.S. T-Bond Rate, 10-Year        Percent 5.64 6.03 5.02 5.40 5.90 na na na na
30 Year Mortgage Rate (FHLMC) Percent 7.43 8.06 6.97 7.09 7.56 na na na na
EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES
U.S. Establishment Employment (BLS) Millions 128.9 131.8 132.3 131.8 134.3 2.2 0.4 -0.4 1.9
U.S. Average Annual Pay (BLS) Dollars 33,340 35,296 37,054 38,207 39,744 5.9 5.0 3.1 4.0
U.S. Total Wages & Salaries (BLS) Billion Dollars 4,298 4,652 4,903 5,036 5,338 8.2 5.4 2.7 6.0
Utah Nonagricultural Employment (WS)   Thousands 1,048.5 1,074.9 1,081.6 1,070.8 1,092.2 2.5 0.6 -1.0 2.0
Utah Average Annual Pay (WS) Dollars 27,494 28,817 29,658 30,577 31,525 4.8 2.9 3.1 3.1
Utah Total Nonagriculture Wages (WS) Million Dollars 28,828 30,975 32,078 32,742 34,432 7.4 3.6 2.1 5.2
INCOME AND UNEMPLOYMENT
U.S. Personal Income (BEA)            Billion Dollars 7,769 8,314 8,621 8,905 9,431 7.0 3.7 3.3 5.9
U.S. Unemployment Rate (BLS) Percent 4.2 4.0 4.8 6.0 5.8 na na na na
Utah Personal Income (BEA) Million Dollars 49,149 52,532 54,934 56,582 59,637 6.9 4.6 3.0 5.4
Utah Unemployment Rate (WS) Percent 3.7 3.2 4.4 5.5 5.0 na na na na
Source: Council of Economic Advisors' Revenue Assumptions Committtee.
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Census 2000 Summary File 3 Full Release

The U. S. Census Bureau publicly released Utah’s detailed social
and economic data on August 13, 2002.  The data are accessible
through American Fact Finder at www.census.gov, where it can
be viewed, printed, and downloaded in pre-formatted data tables
for further manipulation, computation and analysis.  Summary
File 3 contains a total of 813 tables, of which 484 are population-
related and 329 are housing-related.  The data can be attained
for smaller levels of geographies, such as census tracts, block
groups, and Zip Code Tabulation Areas (ZCTAs).  Selected data
are also available by sex, race and ethnic categories.

Highlights of Utah’s SF3 Full Release Data

Educational Attainment by Sex. In Census 2000, the
percentage of persons 25 years and over who were high school
graduates or higher in Utah was comparable for both sexes.
Females demonstrated a marginal lead with 88.1% having a high
school or higher level of education, compared to 87.3% of males.

However, there were marked differences between the sexes in
the bachelor's degree or higher level of educational attainment.
Of all males in Utah 25 years and over, 30% had a bachelor's
degree or higher, compared to 22.3% of females 25 years and
over.  

Among Utah's counties, Summit County exhibited the highest
percent of persons 25 years and over who had a bachelor's
degree or higher, for both males (48.7%) and females (42.1%).
Also, Summit County took the lead in the highest percentage of
females 25 years and over in both categories - high school and
higher (92.5%), as well as bachelor's degree or higher (42.1%).

The lowest percentage of females 25 years and over with a
bachelor's degree or higher level of education was in Emery
County (8.8%).  

The lowest percentage of males 25 years and over with a
bachelor's degree or higher educational attainment was in
Daggett County (10.7%).  However, Daggett County had the
highest percentage of females 25 years and over who had a
high school diploma or higher level of education (92.5% - tying
Summit County).  

San Juan County had the lowest percentage of both males
(69.7%) and females (69.5%) 25 years and over who had a high
school diploma or higher level of education.

Educational Attainment by Race and Ethnicity. Among the
six race categories where only one race was selected1,2, the
White population led with 89.9% of its 25 years and over
population who were at least high school graduates in 2000.
This was higher than the State average of 87.7%.  

The Some Other Race category had the lowest percent of
persons 25 years and over who had a high school or higher
level of education (51.1%), compared with the other race
categories (White - 89.9%; Black or African American - 83.2%;
American Indian and Alaskan Native - 68.7%; Asian - 79.9%;
and Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander - 76.7%).

Like the six race groups, the Hispanic or Latino ethnic group3

reflected a lower percentage of persons 25 years and over
having a high school or higher level of education (56.5%) when
compared to the White non-Hispanic group (91%).  

Among those age 25 years and over who had a bachelor’s
degree or higher, the Asian population ranked the highest at
36.4%.  The Asian population led 9.3 percentage points over
the White population, who ranked second (27.1%) in the
percentage of persons in this category.  The Some Other Race
population ranked last with 7.5% of persons 25 years and over
who had a bachelor's degree or higher educational attainment.

In 2000, the Hispanic or Latino population had 9.8% of persons
25 years and over with a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared
to 9.1% in 1990. 

1 In Census 2000, respondents were given a choice to select more than one race.  This
analysis is based on those who selected only one race. 

2 The Hispanic or Latino population has not been subtracted from the six race categories.
3 Hispanic or Latino is an ethnic category.  This population may be of any race.  
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Bachelor’s Degree or Higher by Race and Ethnicity in Utah
1990-2000

Notes:  *For comparison purposes the Census 2000 Asian and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander categories have been combined and recalculated;
**Hispanic or Latino is an ethnic category. This population may be of any race; Analysis based on those who selected only one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000 Summary File 3.

Notes:  *For comparison purposes the Census 2000 Asian and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander categories have been combined and recalculated;
**Hispanic or Latino is an ethnic category. This population may be of any race; Analysis based on those who selected only one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000 Summary File 3.

High School Graduate or Higher by Race and Ethnicity in Utah
1990-2000



Educational Attainment by Sex, Race and Ethnicity. Among
race categories in 2000, Asians of both sexes led in higher
education.  One out of every three Asian women (33.1%), and
two out of every five Asian men (40.4%) 25 years and over had
at least a bachelor's degree level of education.

The White and Asian categories showed the greatest disparity
between the two genders in higher education.  While White
women lagged behind their male counterparts by 8.5 percentage
points (the highest among all races), Asian women lagged
behind their male counterparts by 7.3 percentage points.
However, when compared to women of the other race
categories, Asian and White women took the lead in higher
education.

Black or African American, American Indian and Alaskan Native,
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, and the Some Other
Race categories demonstrated relatively smaller differences
between the two genders in higher education.  Differences
between the two genders among these race groups ranged
between 0.5 to 1.3 percentage points.           

The Some Other Race category was the only race group where
the educational attainment of the 25 years and over population,
at both the high school (52.3% vs. 50.2%) and bachelor’s degree
or higher (8% vs. 7.2%) level, was greater for women.  

This is also reflected in the Hispanic or Latino ethnic category.
Women fared better than their male counterparts in educational
attainment at both the high school (58.6% vs. 54.7%) and
bachelor's degree or higher (10% vs. 9.5%) level of education.

Median Household Income by Race and Ethnicity. The White
non-Hispanic population had the highest Median Household
Income (1999 dollars) in Utah with $47,010, or 102.8% of the
State Median Household Income (MHI).  Among the six race
categories, the White group reported $46,638, or 102% of the
State MHI, followed by the Native Hawaiian and other Pacific
Islander ($43,575, or 95.3% of the State MHI), Asian ($42,219 or
92.3% of the State MHI), Some Other Race ($36,283, or 79.3%
of the State MHI), Black or African American ($34,943, or 76.4%
of the State MHI), and American Indian and Alaska Native
($26,889, or 58.8% of the State MHI) categories.

In 1999, the Median Household Income of the Hispanic or Latino
ethnic category was 78.7% of the State Median Household
Income, (or $35,981), compared to 86.1% of the State MHI, (or
$34,083) in 19894.  While this group reflected an overall increase
in MHI between 1989 and 1999, income levels have not
increased at the same rate as that of the State MHI.

Per Capita Income by Race and Ethnicity.  In 1999, the White
non-Hispanic group had the highest Per Capita Income (PCI)
making up 106.2% of the State PCI, with $19,306.  Among the
six race categories, the White population reported $18,980, or
104.4% of the State PCI, followed by the Black or African
American ($16,519, or 90.8% of the State PCI), Asian ($16,296,
or 89.6% of the State PCI), Some Other Race ($10,476, or

57.6% of the State PCI), Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islander ($10,296, or 56.6% of the State PCI), and American
Indian and Alaska Native ($10,264, or 56.4% of the State PCI)
categories.

In 1999, the Per Capita Income of the Hispanic or Latino ethnic
category was 60.7% of the State PCI, (or $11,041), compared to
67.1% of the State PCI, (or $9,940) in 19894.  

Poverty Rates by Race and Ethnicity.  Among race groups in
1999, American Indian and Alaska Natives showed the highest
poverty rate (33%), followed by the Black or African American
(22%), Some Other Race (20.8%), Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander (15.5%), Asian (15.0%), and White (8.1%) race
groups.

American Indian and Alaska Natives showed the greatest drop
in poverty rates among race groups, from 43.6% in 1989 to 33%
in 1999. 

In 1999, both White (8.1%) as well as the White non-Hispanic
(7.7%) categories were the only groups that had poverty rates
lower than the State of Utah's overall poverty rate of 9.4% for
individuals.     

In Utah, poverty rates dropped for all race and ethnic categories
since the 1990 Census by a low of 2.1 percentage points (White
population) to a high of 10.6 percentage points (American
Indian and Alaska Native population).     

Median Income by Sex5.  Income disparities between the two
sexes were evident for both full-time and other (non-full-time)
workers6.  The Median Income of Utah women ($13,485) was
less than half (49%) of their male ($27,445) counterparts in
1999 (see page 6).  

Income differences between the two sexes were lower when
analyzing incomes reported for only full-time, year-round jobs.
In 1999, the Median Income of women ($25,579) working full-
time, year-round jobs was 67% of their male counterparts
($38,046).  Non-full-time working women averaged 62%
($8,534) of the Median Income of non-full-time working men
($13,704). 

Among Utah’s counties, Summit County had the highest Median
Income for males and females, for both full-time and other
workers (see page 6).

Income disparities between full-time, year-round working males
and females were evident in all of Utah's counties.  Female
Median Incomes ranged between a low of 50% to a high of 75%
of their male counterparts.  

Income differences between the two sexes (full-time, year-round
workers) were least in Wayne County and most in Emery
County.  The Median Income of full-time working women in
Wayne County was 75% of that of men.  The Median Income of
full-time working women in Emery County was 50% of that of
men.   
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4 1989 numbers have been adjusted for inflation by using a deflator factor of .744298.
5 Analysis is based on population 15 years and over with income in 1999.
6 “Other” encompasses types of work other than full-time.
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Utah’s Poverty Rates by Race and Ethnicity 
1990-2000

Notes:  *For comparison purposes the Census 2000 Asian and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander categories have been combined and recalculated;
**Hispanic or Latino is an ethnic category. This population may be of any race; Analysis based on those who selected only one race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000 Summary File 3.

Notes:  *For comparison purposes the Census 2000 Asian and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander categories have been combined and recalculated;
**Hispanic or Latino is an ethnic category. This population may be of any race; Analysis based on those who selected only one race; 1990 numbers have 
been adjusted for inflation by using a deflator factor of .744298.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000 Summary File 3.

Utah’s Median Household Income by Race and Ethnicity in Utah
1990-2000



Work Status by Sex.  Gender differences also existed among
Utah's working population in 1999.  Men led women by 16.1
percentage points in labor force participation.  Of Utah males 16
years and over, 82.9% worked in 1999, compared to 68.1% of
Utah females in that age group.  

The proportion of Utah women 16 years and over who worked
outside the home showed a 2.1 percentage point increase since
the 1990 census, from 66% to 68.1%.  

In 1999, a greater proportion of working women worked less
hours and fewer weeks when compared to working men.  Of
Utah’s working men, 82.3% worked 35 or more hours per week.
In comparison, 60.2% of Utah’s working women worked 35 or
more hours per week.       

A CAUTIONARY NOTE:

Comparing SF3 data with SF1 and SF2 values. Summary File
3 contains sample data collected from the long form questionnaire
that was sent to one in every six households nationwide.  Once
compiled, the data is weighted in order to represent the total
population.  One consequence of the weighting procedure is that
each estimate based on the long form responses has an
associated confidence interval.  These confidence intervals are
wider (as a percentage of the estimate) for geographic areas with
smaller populations and for characteristics that occur less
frequently in the area being examined (such as the proportion of
people in poverty in a middle-income neighborhood).

The disadvantage of using a weighting procedure is that the
estimates of characteristics that are also reported on the short
form will not match the counts reported in SF1 or SF2, for smaller
geographic areas.  Examples of these characteristics are the total
number of people, the number of people reporting specific racial
categories, and the number of housing units.  The official values
for items reported on the short form come from 
SF1 and SF2.  The differences between the long form estimates
in SF3 and values in SF1 or SF2 are particularly noticeable for
the smallest places, tracts, and block groups.  The long form
estimates of total population and total housing units in SF3 will,
however, match the SF1 and SF2 counts for larger geographic
areas such as states and counties, and will be essentially the
same for medium and large cities.

Data users and analysts must bear these statistical nuances in
mind when using data from these different datasets.

Additional Information
For more information on the Census 2000 Summary File 3 full
release, visit the Census Bureau’s web site at www.census.gov,
or contact the State Data Center at (801) 538-1036.
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ATTENTION ALL BUSINESSES
Prepare to fill out your 

2002 Economic Census form!

The Economic Census profiles the US economy every
five years, from the national to the local level.  In
December, 2002 Economic Census forms will be sent
to five million businesses, asking for information about
business activity during the 2002 calendar year.  Such
questions include E-commerce sales, supply chain,
leased employees, and customer support.  The forms
will be due back February 12, 2003.  Results will be
published during 2004 and 2005.  

In an effort to simplify this year’s census, businesses
are given the option of reporting via mail or
electronically.  Also, an on-line Help Desk and toll-free
help line will be available at all hours of the day, every
day of the week.  

For more information on the 2002 Economic Census
visit the Census Bureau’s website at www.census.gov, or
contact the State Data Center at (801) 538-1036.
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Forthcoming DEA Publication

The Demographic and Economic Analysis section of the
Governor's Office of Planning and Budget will soon release its
fourth Census 2000 Brief, Income and Poverty in Utah.
Previous publications from this series of Census 2000 data briefs
include, Cities and Counties in Utah, Age Distribution in Utah, and
Race and Ethnicity in Utah.  

This report contains tables, figures, and maps showing income
and poverty data for the United States, all 50 states, Utah's
counties, cities, Census Designated Places (CDPs), and
reservations.  The report also provides a succinct analysis of
Utah's income and poverty data, and where feasible, determines
Utah's ranking in comparison to other states nationwide.
Rankings for Utah's counties, as well as the State's cities and
CDPs have also been provided for selected data.   

Two important considerations were made in the
preparation of this report.  First, income data from
the 1990 census was inflation-adjusted for
accurate and realistic comparisons with Census
2000 data.  Secondly, in order to facilitate race
group comparisons between 1990 and 2000
census data the "Asian" and "Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander" race categories of Census
2000 were combined.

The tables featured in this publication include data
on median household income, median family
income,  per capita income, and poverty rates for
various levels of geographies.  These data are
also reiterated by sex, race and ethnicity.
Rankings and percent changes between 1990 and
2000 are also provided so as to simplify efforts of
comparing data.

Some of the tables include:

· Median Household Income, Median Family Income and
Per Capita Income of all 50 states.

· Median Household Income, Median Family Income and
Per Capita Income of Utah's 29 counties.

· Median Household Income, Median Family Income and
Per Capita Income of Utah's places (cities and CDPs)  
and reservations.

· Utah's top ten cities/places - in terms of highest Median
Household Income, Median Family Income, Per Capita 
Income and poverty rate.  

· Median Household Income, Median Family Income and
Per Capita Income by Race for Utah's counties. 

·  Median Income by Sex for Utah’s counties.

· Aggregate income tables for Utah's counties and 
places (cities and CDPs).

· Poverty rates for all 50 states, for persons, families 
and female headed households, no husband present.

· Poverty rates for Utah's counties, for persons, 
families and female headed households, no husband 
present.

· Number of persons and families living at or below 
125% and 200% of the Federal Poverty Level, for the 
State, and counties.

· Poverty rates for different age groups.

An analysis of Utah’s census data on income and poverty reveal
several notable trends.  

While Utah’s Median Household Income was
15th among all states in Census 2000, it ranked
4th in terms of growth in Median Household
Income since the 1990 census.  In the 1990
census, Utah’s Median Household Income was
98% of the national Median Household Income.
By Census 2000 the state Median Household
Income had superceded the national average by
8.9%.   

Similarly, while Utah ranked 40th in Per Capita
Income in the 2000 Census, it ranked first
among all states in terms of growth in Per Capita
Income since the 1990 Census.

Among Utah’s counties, Summit County ranked
first in Median Household Income, averaging

142% of the State’s Median Household Income in 2000.  San
Juan County had the lowest Median Household Income, at 62%
of the State’s Median Household Income.  

In the 2000 Census, Utah’s poverty rate for persons (9.4%) was
the 11th lowest among all 50 states including the District of
Columbia.  Utah’s poverty rate for individuals declined by 2
percentage points since the 1990 Census (11.4% to 9.4%).  

Utah’s family poverty rate of 6.5% was the tenth lowest.  States
that had the highest family poverty rates were District of
Columbia (16.7%), Mississippi (16%), Louisana (15.8%), New
Mexico (14.5%) and West Virginia (13.6%).  

Additional Information
A hard copy of this publication will soon be available for
purchase at the Governor's Office of Planning and Budget for
$3.00.  It will also be accessible on our website in the
publications link in pdf format, at no cost.  The data tables used
in the brief will also soon be available in easy-to-download Excel
files.  To access this brief visit www.governor.utah.gov/dea, or
contact the State Data Center at (801) 538-1036.

Census Brief:
INCOME & POVERTY IN UTAH

Fourth in a Series of Census 2000 Analysis

Prepared by: 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget

Demographic and Economic Analysis
October 2002
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INCOME & POVERTY IN UTAH
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Prepared by: 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget

Demographic and Economic Analysis
October 2002
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Bureau of Economic and Business Research

The Utah State Data Center Program
In 1982 the State of Utah entered into a voluntary agreement
with the U.S. Census Bureau to establish the Utah State Data
Center (SDC) program.  The SDC program provides training and
technical assistance in accessing and using census data for
research, administration, planning, and decision-making by the
government, the business community, university researchers,
and other interested data users.  

The Governor's Office of Planning and Budget serves as the
lead coordinating agency for thirty-four organizations in Utah that
make up the Utah State, Business, and Industry Data Center
(SDC/BIDC) information network.  This extensive network of
SDC affiliates consists of major universities, libraries, regional
and local organizations, as well as government agencies that
produce primary data on the Utah economy.  Each of these
affiliates use, and provide the public with economic,
demographic, or fiscal data on Utah.  The Affiliate’s Corner page
of the Utah Data Guide has been created to highlight and
recognize SDC program affiliates and their great work.  A
complete list of the program affiliates can be found on the back
page of this newsletter.  For more information on the SDC
program, contact SDC staff at (801) 538-1036.

Established in 1932, the Bureau of Economic and Business
Research (BEBR) is an applied research center in the David
Eccles School of Business at the University of Utah.  BEBR's
mission is to conduct and support research related to the
structure of Utah’s economy, its resources and its potential for
expansion.  BEBR also analyzes the economic and demographic
impacts of economic events and policy initiatives on local and
regional economies, provides advice on economic issues and
conducts regional economic analysis.  BEBR interacts with both
private and public entities, and conducts independent studies
and sponsored research.   

Since its inception, BEBR has been a primary source of
information on Utah’s economy.  BEBR's professional staff
gathers and analyzes data specific to both Utah and the Rocky
Mountain Region in effort to identify those factors which
influence the Utah’s economic growth.  

The Bureau maintains the state's largest information base on
residential and nonresidential, permit-authorized construction for
more than 200 localities throughout the State of Utah.  Since
1958, BEBR has compiled information from permit data collected
from cities throughout the state and has published it quarterly in
the Utah Construction Report. Topical reports on a variety of
issues affecting Utah’s economy are published six times a year
in the Utah Economic and Business Review. Publications
feature articles dealing with contemporary social or economic
development issues.  

In addition to its basic work program, BEBR produces a wide
variety of studies analyzing Utah’s economy, its structure and
performance and the economic impacts of specific industries.
Of special note is the contribution that research staff at BEBR
have made in developing the Utah Input/Output Model.  This
model allows the trained user to identify the direct, indirect and
induced employment and income impacts that are derived by
organizations doing business in Utah.  BEBR has provided
extensive economic impact analysis in the areas of health care,
tourism, transportation, and natural resources.  Recent studies
using the Input/Output Model include The Economic Impact of
the University of Utah Health Sciences Center and The
Economic Impact of Utah's Nursing Homes.

Other areas of specialization include: (1) economic
development; (2) tourism; (3) construction; and (4) demographic
analysis.  Economic development has been a primary focus of
the Bureau for more than 30 years.  BEBR has been influential
in creating economic development programs such as the
Economic Development Corporation of Utah.  Recent studies
related to economic development in Utah include Economic
Change in Salt Lake City's Central Business District, (an
examination of the economic change in Salt Lake City's Central
Business District since 1990), Economic Impact of Bonding for
Capital Facilities in Utah (an assessment of the economic impact
of increased bonding for capital facilities during the current
economic slowdown) and Economic and Social Indicators for the
State of Utah and Wasatch Front Region.

In addition to the quarterly construction report, BEBR utilizes its
construction data to develop forecasts of residential and
nonresidential construction activity in the State of Utah.  A recent
example is construction permit activity forecasts developed for a
local aggregate company.  

BEBR is actively involved in research relating to Utah's tourism
and travel sector.  Since 1995 BEBR has had an ongoing
relationship with the Salt Lake Convention and Visitors Bureau
to survey convention attendees.  These surveys have resulted in
more than 50 studies detailing the economic impacts that
convention attendees exert on Utah’s economy.  In addition,
BEBR has undertaken special tourism-related studies for the
Utah Travel Council.  The most recent study, 
Tourism Jobs and Wages in Utah: A Quantitative and Qualitative
Analysis, compared tourism wages in two of Utah's rural
counties. 

The Bureau also specializes in Utah population studies,
including historical analysis, current estimates and projections.
A recent study is Utah Minorities: The Story Told by 150 Years
of Census Data, a detailed analysis of Utah's race and ethnicity
history as recorded in each decennial census from 1850 through
2000.

As one of three coordinating agencies in the Utah State Data
Center Network, BEBR responds to data and information
requests from public and private entities, as well as individual
citizens.  BEBR also has a representative on the Utah
Population Estimates Committee.  Census
data is central to all of this work.
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ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED INDICATORS FOR UTAH AND THE U.S.: JUNE 2002
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1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 % CHG % CHG % CHG % CHG
ECONOMIC INDICATORS          UNITS ACTUAL ESTIMATE ESTIMATE FORECAST FORECAST 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
PRODUCTION AND SPENDING
U.S. Real Gross Domestic Product  Billion Chained $96 8,856.5 9,224.0 9,334.7 9,568.1 9,912.5 4.1 1.2 2.5 3.6
U.S. Real Personal Consumption   Billion Chained $96 5,968.4 6,257.8 6,451.8 6,671.2 6,904.6 4.8 3.1 3.4 3.5
U.S. Real Fixed Investment  Billion Chained $96 1,595.4 1,716.2 1,681.9 1,631.4 1,726.0 7.6 -2.0 -3.0 5.8
U.S. Real Defense Spending        Billion Chained $96 348.6 349.0 365.4 398.3 417.0 0.1 4.7 9.0 4.7
U.S. Real Exports                 Billion Chained $96 1,034.9 1,133.2 1,082.2 1,038.9 1,102.3 9.5 -4.5 -4.0 6.1
Utah Exports (NAICS, Census)                 Million Dollars 3,133.5 3,220.8 3,506.4 3,611.6 3,756.1 2.8 8.9 3.0 4.0
Utah Coal Production Million Tons 26.4 26.7 26.7 26.5 26.7 1.1 0.0 -0.7 0.8
Utah Oil Production Sales Million Barrels 16.4 15.6 15.3 14.9 14.5 -4.9 -1.9 -4.0 -4.0
Utah Natural Gas Production Sales Billion Cubic Feet 205.0 227.7 245.9 258.2 271.1 11.1 8.0 5.0 5.0
Utah Copper Mined Production            Million Pounds 615.7 651.7 702.4 644.6 644.6 5.8 7.8 -8.2 0.0
SALES AND CONSTRUCTION
U.S. New Auto and Truck Sales    Millions 16.9 17.4 17.1 16.6 16.9 3.0 -1.7 -2.9 1.8
U.S. Housing Starts               Millions 1.65 1.58 1.61 1.60 1.58 -4.2 1.9 -0.6 -1.3
U.S. Residential Investment  Billion Dollars 403.6 425.1 446.4 466.0 473.0 5.3 5.0 4.4 1.5
U.S. Nonresidential Structures   Billion Dollars 283.5 313.6 330.2 283.7 316.0 10.6 5.3 -14.1 11.4
U.S. Repeat-Sales House Price Index 1980Q1=100 224.6 242.9 263.7 277.1 286.6 8.1 8.6 5.1 3.4
U.S. Existing S.F. Home Prices (NAR) Thousand Dollars 133.3 139.0 147.8 155.3 160.6 4.3 6.3 5.1 3.4
U.S. Retail Sales                 Billion Dollars 11,454.0 12,324.5 12,694.2 13,037.0 13,714.9 7.6 3.0 2.7 5.2
Utah New Auto and Truck Sales    Thousands 83.8 85.0 77.3 71.9 75.5 1.4 -9.1 -7.0 5.0
Utah Dwelling Unit Permits       Thousands 20.4 18.2 19.7 17.5 18.0 -10.8 8.4 -11.1 2.9
Utah Residential Permit Value     Million Dollars 2,238.1 2,139.6 2,352.7 2,150.0 2,275.0 -4.4 10.0 -8.6 5.8
Utah Nonresidential Permit Value  Million Dollars 1,195.4 1,213.0 969.8 750.0 900.0 1.5 -20.0 -22.7 20.0
Utah Additions, Alterations and Repairs Million Dollars 537.0 583.3 562.8 400.0 500.0 8.6 -3.5 -28.9 25.0
Utah Repeat-Sales House Price Index 1980Q1=100 237.7 241.8 254.7 261.1 268.9 1.7 5.3 2.5 3.0
Utah Existing S.F. Home Prices (NAR) Thousand Dollars 137.9 141.5 147.6 151.3 155.8 2.6 4.3 2.5 3.0
Utah Taxable Retail Sales                 Million Dollars 16,493 17,278 17,709 18,205 19,079 4.8 2.5 2.8 4.8
DEMOGRAPHICS AND SENTIMENT
U.S. July 1st Population (Census) Millions 278.9 282.2 284.5 286.8 289.1 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.8
U.S. Consumer Sentiment of U.S.   1966=100 105.8 107.6 89.2 92.3 90.5 1.7 -17.1 3.5 -2.0
Utah July 1st Population (UPEC)                Thousands 2,193 2,247 2,296 2,330 2,362 2.4 2.2 1.5 1.4
Utah Net Migration (UPEC)                   Thousands 17.6 18.7 14.2 -2.0 -4.0 na na na na
Utah July 1st Population (Census)                Thousands 2,202 2,242 2,270 2,303 2,335 1.8 1.3 1.5 1.4
Utah Consumer Sentiment of Utah   1966=100 106.1 107.6 95.1 94.0 94.9 1.4 -11.6 -1.2 1.0
PROFITS AND RESOURCE PRICES
U.S. Corporate Before Tax Profits  Billion Dollars 776.3 845.4 698.5 653.2 690.8 8.9 -17.4 -6.5 5.8
U.S. Before Tax Profits Less Fed. Res. Billion Dollars 750.6 815.4 670.6 632.0 667.8 8.6 -17.8 -5.8 5.7
U.S. Oil Refinery Acquisition Cost       $ Per Barrel 17.4 28.2 23.0 22.8 21.8 62.0 -18.4 -0.9 -4.4
U.S. Coal Price Index            1982=100 90.7 88.0 96.1 95.9 95.9 -3.0 9.2 -0.2 0.0
Utah Coal Prices                $ Per Short Ton 17.4 16.9 17.8 18.0 18.1 -2.5 5.1 1.1 0.6
Utah Oil Prices                  $ Per Barrel 17.7 28.5 24.1 22.0 23.6 61.2 -15.5 -8.7 7.3
Utah Natural Gas Prices $ Per MCF 1.93 3.42 3.66 2.40 2.45 77.2 7.0 -34.4 2.1
Utah Copper Prices  $ Per Pound 0.72 0.82 0.73 0.74 0.76 13.9 -11.6 1.4 3.4
INFLATION AND INTEREST RATES
U.S. CPI Urban Consumers (BLS) 1982-84=100 166.7 172.3 177.1 180.1 184.8 3.4 2.8 1.7 2.6
U.S. GDP Chained Price Indexes        1996=100 104.7 107.5 109.5 110.9 113.4 2.7 1.9 1.2 2.3
U.S. Federal Funds Rate          Percent 4.97 6.23 3.92 2.00 4.00 na na na na
U.S. 3-Month Treasury Bills      Percent 4.64 5.82 3.39 1.80 3.70 na na na na
U.S. T-Bond Rate, 10-Year        Percent 5.64 6.03 5.02 5.40 5.90 na na na na
30 Year Mortgage Rate (FHLMC) Percent 7.43 8.06 6.97 7.09 7.56 na na na na
EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES
U.S. Establishment Employment (BLS) Millions 128.9 131.8 132.3 131.8 134.3 2.2 0.4 -0.4 1.9
U.S. Average Annual Pay (BLS) Dollars 33,340 35,296 37,054 38,207 39,744 5.9 5.0 3.1 4.0
U.S. Total Wages & Salaries (BLS) Billion Dollars 4,298 4,652 4,903 5,036 5,338 8.2 5.4 2.7 6.0
Utah Nonagricultural Employment (WS)   Thousands 1,048.5 1,074.9 1,081.6 1,070.8 1,092.2 2.5 0.6 -1.0 2.0
Utah Average Annual Pay (WS) Dollars 27,494 28,817 29,658 30,577 31,525 4.8 2.9 3.1 3.1
Utah Total Nonagriculture Wages (WS) Million Dollars 28,828 30,975 32,078 32,742 34,432 7.4 3.6 2.1 5.2
INCOME AND UNEMPLOYMENT
U.S. Personal Income (BEA)            Billion Dollars 7,769 8,314 8,621 8,905 9,431 7.0 3.7 3.3 5.9
U.S. Unemployment Rate (BLS) Percent 4.2 4.0 4.8 6.0 5.8 na na na na
Utah Personal Income (BEA) Million Dollars 49,149 52,532 54,934 56,582 59,637 6.9 4.6 3.0 5.4
Utah Unemployment Rate (WS) Percent 3.7 3.2 4.4 5.5 5.0 na na na na
Source: Council of Economic Advisors' Revenue Assumptions Committtee.
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State Data Center
Phone: 801-538-1036
Fax: 801-538-1547

For a free subscription to this quarterly newsletter, and for
assistance accessing other demographic and economic

data, call the State Data Center.  This newsletter and other
data are available via the Internet at DEA’s web site:

www.governor.utah.gov/dea

The Demographic and Economic Analysis (DEA) section
supports the mission of the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budget to improve decision making by providing economic and
demographic data and analysis to the governor and to
individuals from state agencies, other government entities,
businesses, academia, and the public.  As part of this mission,
DEA functions as the lead agency in Utah for the Bureau of the
Census’ State Data and Business and Industry Data Center
(SDC/BIDC) programs.  While the 34 SDC and BIDC affiliates
listed in this newsletter have specific areas of expertise, they can
also provide assistance to data users in accessing Census and
other data sources.  
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Utah State, Business & Industry Data Center Network

Coordinating Agencies
Bureau of Economic and Business Research . . . .Pam Perlich (801-581-3358)
Dept. of Community & Economic Development  . . . .Doug Jex (801-538-8626)
Dept. of Workforce Services  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Mark Knold (801-526-9458)

State Affiliates
Population Research Laboratory  . . . . . . . . . . . .Micheal Toney (435-797-1238)
Center for Health Data  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Bary Nangle, MD (801-538-6907)
Utah State Office of Education  . . . . . . . . . . . .Randy Raphael (801-538-7802)
Utah Foundation  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Janice Houston (801-288-1838)
Utah League of Cities & Towns . . . . . . . . . . . . .Michelle Reilly (801-328-1601)
Utah Issues  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Diane Hartford (801-521-2035)
Harold B. Lee Library, BYU  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Kirk Memmott (801-422-3924)
Marriott Library, U of U . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Jan Robertson (801-581-8394)
Merrill Library, USU  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .John Walters (435-797-2683)
Stewart Library, WSU . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Lonna Rivera (801-626-6330)
Gerald R. Sherratt Library, SUU  . . . . . . . . . . .Suzanne Julian (435-586-7937)
Salt Lake City Resource Center  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Neil Olsen (801-535-6336)
Salt Lake County Library  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Scott Russell (801-944-7520)
Salt Lake City Library  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Cathy Burns (801-363-5733)
Davis County Library System  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Jerry Meyer (801-451-2322)

Business & Industry Affiliates
Bear River AOG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Jeff Gilbert (435-752-7242)
Five County AOG  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Ken Sizemore (435-673-3548)
Mountainland AOG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Shawn Eliot (801-229-3841)
Six County AOG  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Emery Polelonema (435-896-9222)
Southeastern AOG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Debbie Hatt (435-637-5444)
Uintah Basin AOG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Laurie Brummond (435-722-4518)
Wasatch Front Regional Council . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Scott Festin (801-363-4250)
Utah Navajo Trust Fund  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Larry Rodgers (435-678-1460)
Utah Small Business Dev. Center, SUU  . . . . . . . .Terry Keyes (435-586-5400)
Utah Small Business Dev. Center, SLCC  . . . . . .Barry Bartlett (801-957-5203)
Cache Countywide Planning & Development  . .Mark Teuscher (435-716-7154)
Economic Development Corp. of Utah  . . . . . .Michael Larsen (801-328-8824)
Moab Area Economic Development  . . . . . . . . . . . . .Ken Davy (435-259-1348)
Park City Chamber & Visitors Bureau . . . . . . . . .Wendy Cryan (435-649-6100)
Utah Valley Economic Development Association  . .Carol Reed (801-370-8100)
Weber Economic Development Corp.  . . . . . . . . . .Ron Kusina (801-621-8300)
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Neena Verma, Research Analyst, State Data Center Coordinator
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Sophia DiCaro, Research Analyst, State Data Center Contact
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