
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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6.9%

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%

Juab
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-2.6%
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-2.9%

Grand
-1.3%

Millard
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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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