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Working Families Benchmarking Project: Utah vs. Colorado Part II: Standard of Living 
SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS (“winner” highlighted and bold) Income & Wages Utah Colorado 

Median household income and rank 2014 (US - $53,657) $60,922  (13th highest) $61,303  (12th highest) 
Average rank for median household income 2007-2014 13th highest 13th highest 
Median hourly wage 2014 (US = $16.89) $16.42 / 25th place  $18.64 /10th place 
Median hourly wage adjusted for cost of living 2013 (in 2014$) (US = $16.96) $16.71 $18.18 
Minimum wage  (2016 national average = $8.21) $7.25 $8.31 
Percent of workers earning poverty level wages (US = 27.4%) 27.0% 21.9% 
Poverty 
Household poverty rate 2014 (US=15.5%) 11.7% 12.0% 
Child poverty rate 2014 (US = 21.7%) 13.3% 15.4% 
Hispanic poverty rate 2014 (US = 23.6%) 23.6% 20.8% 
Hispanic child poverty rate 2014  (US=31.9%) 31% 27% 
Single-parent family poverty rate 2014 (US = 36%) 31% 26% 
Share and rank of children/Latino children growing up in single-parent households (US = 35% / 42%)   (#1 = lowest) 

All: 19% (#1) Latino: 34% (#1) All: 31% (#11) Latino: 41% (#14) 
Child food insecurity rate/rank 2014  (US=20.9%) 18.2%/39th place 18.1%/40th 
Child Homelessness rate/rank 2013 (US=3.4%) 3.5%/32nd place 3.6%/37th place Cost of Living 
Homeownership rate/rank 2015 70%/13th place  64%/36th place 
Severe Housing Cost Burden Ranking 46th place 23rd place 
Transportation Cost Burden as % of household income 22% 20% 
Household Energy Affordability Rank 30th place 1st place Quality of Life 
Kids Count Ranking of Child Well-Being last year/this year (2015/2016) 9th/10th place 21st /20th place 
State Health System Performance Rank 18th place 8th place 
American Lung Association Air Quality Ranking 2016 2 metros in Top 10 for PM2.5  2 metros in Top 10 for ozone  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  The goal of the Working Families Benchmarking Project is to identify a variety of economic trends affecting working families across Utah, and then to examine those issues through a comparative lens, evaluating Utah’s overall progress by using a peer state as a benchmark. Colorado was chosen for this inaugural edition, in part for its geographic proximity to Utah — and thus relatively similar regional identity — as well as for its comparable rates of economic and population growth, demographics, and policy challenges. 

Many existing economic comparison studies and rankings look at the economy as a whole or at its impact on specific sectors or on employers.  This project seeks to augment those very useful comparisons by focusing on how the economy is experienced by average- and lower-income families. In particular, it is these families whose children are most at risk for not achieving their potential in school and later in the workplace and in society in general.  Thus, how they experience the economy is of particular interest to Voices for Utah Children.    
In Part I of the Project, we focused on economic opportunity.  In Part II we examine standard of living. Ultimately, it is by standard of living that we judge the success of our economy.  We measure standard of living for average and below-average families by looking at such measures as wages, poverty, and the affordability of major household expenditures such as housing, transportation, and energy. Our most significant findings are as follows:  

1) Utah ranks ahead of Colorado for our low overall poverty and child poverty rates, thanks largely to our higher rate of two-parent and two-earner households. In addition, Utah ranks #10 in the annual Kids Count ranking for child well-being, vs. 20thst place for Colorado, due to advantages such as our strong families and our success at avoiding geographic concentrations of poverty.  However, Utah is behind Colorado for Hispanic poverty rates, indicating that a substantial gap has opened up between the majority and minority communities in Utah due to large differences in family structures, educational attainment, and wages. Utah also trails in reducing poverty among single-parent families.   2) Colorado outpaces Utah (by 13.5%) in hourly wages.  Even after adjusting for differences in cost of living, Colorado workers’ median hourly wage beats Utah by 9%. This is consistent with Colorado’s 12% advantage in worker productivity and 7.2 percentage point lead in the share of adults with bachelor’s degrees, both of which are detailed in Part I of this report.  However, Utah has been able to roughly match Colorado in household income in recent years by running faster to keep up, as exemplified by our longer work hours and higher labor force participation rate, consistent with our state’s strong work ethic.  
We hope that this benchmarking project may contribute in a constructive way to the broader economic policy conversation among experts, policymakers, and the general public.   
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POLICY DISCUSSION 
 Our findings raise important questions regarding Utah’s choices in the years ahead.   Education Investment to Raise Productivity and Wages 

Colorado invests a third more than Utah on a per-pupil basis in K-12 education and sends six times as many of its kids to full-day kindergarten and nearly three times as many to public pre-school.  Our neighbor to the east also has a far higher rate of adults with bachelor’s degrees. Is it a coincidence that their average worker is 12% more productive and earns 13.5% higher wages? Utah has set an ambitious goal of increasing the share of our workforce with a post-secondary degree or certification to 66% by 2020. The state’s business leaders say that getting there will cost more than we can possibly invest without a significant increase in taxes, which they support. Many of Utah’s political leaders believe that such a tax increase will “kill the goose that laid the golden egg” by driving away the businesses that would have otherwise located or expanded here. However, Colorado’s success implies that the additional upfront investment may be key to Utah’s long term competitiveness.   
Many Utah leaders believe that gaining control of Utah’s federal lands is the solution to the state’s public revenue shortage. Indeed, Colorado does have 21% more non-federal land per capita than Utah. On the other hand, both Utah and Colorado rank in the top half of states for per-capita non-federal land, and Utah already has 24% more non-federal land per capita than the national average – 6.5 acres vs. 5.2.1   
Whatever the policy measures that we pursue, there can be little question about the urgency of action. In 2015 a Utah Foundation study found Utah at a multi-decade low for our overall level of public revenues, counting all local and state taxes and fees as a share of state personal income. This finding came at the end of a decade of tax cutting, most notably the reduction in the state’s top income tax rate from 7% to 5% that was passed under Governor Huntsman in 2007.2 While everyone enjoys paying lower taxes and having more money in our pockets today, these findings raise important questions about whether the current generation of Utahns is doing its part, as earlier generations did, to invest in our children and lay the foundations for future growth and prosperity. 
Boosting the Incomes of Lower-Skilled Workers to Reduce Poverty and Disparities 
While Utah outperforms Colorado on poverty and child poverty overall, we fall behind when it comes to single-parent households, with a poverty rate of 31% vs. 26% for Colorado.  (And about a third of single-parent households in Utah are Latino.)  This appears to be due to our lower-than-average wage levels -- including a lower-than-average minimum wage -- even after accounting for our lower cost of living.   
                                                        1 Source: http://www.nrcm.org/documents/publiclandownership.pdf 2 Source: http://www.utahfoundation.org/reports/easing-burden-utah-tax-burden-lowest-20-years 
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61% of Utah’s children living in intergenerational poverty reside in single-parent households.3 The state has sought to identify ways to break the cycle of intergenerational poverty, a goal that will be much harder to achieve as long as our wages remain so low, especially at the bottom of the income scale.  
The data also reveal a major disparity between the state’s rapidly growing Latino minority and the white majority.  While the white majority enjoys poverty rates much lower than the national norm, that is not the case for Utah’s Hispanic minority, whose poverty rates are about the same as for Hispanics nationwide. This indicates that what has long worked for Utah is not working for this growing segment of our population that represents one-sixth of our future workforce.  
By contrast, Colorado has been able to reduce its Latino poverty rates 3-5 points below the national averages even as its Latino population has grown to 21% of the state population (vs. 14% in Utah).  Colorado’s success in this regard appears to be related to two policy initiatives aimed at boosting families at the bottom of the economy:  1) Colorado’s minimum wage is 15% higher than Utah’s. That adds up to a difference of over $2,000 annually for a full-time, year-round worker.  2) This year Colorado is also implementing a state Earned Income Tax Credit, set at 10% of the value of the federal EITC, adding up to $627 in take-home pay for hundreds of thousands of lower-income working families.  
Page 11 of this part of the report references the debate over whether a higher minimum wage or an expanded EITC might be a more effective means of achieving a state’s poverty reduction goals.  
Utah’s Secret Weapons: Strong Families and the Beehive Work Ethic 
The secret to Utah’s success has always been our strong families and the “Beehive work ethic” that is the very symbol of our state.   We enjoy the nation’s highest rate of married-couple households and the highest share of children growing up in two-adult households. Utah also has a high labor force participation rate and a longer-than-average workweek (12th longest in 2015 at 34.8 hours, vs 32nd longest for Colorado at 34 hours4), more than offsetting the state’s low hourly wages for most households, with the notable exception of lower-income minority and single-parent households.  
But even as we celebrate our greatest strengths, we should be mindful of how our families could be even stronger if Utah workers had the skill levels of Colorado workers and were therefore able to earn more while also having more time for their families and children.  While it is certainly laudable that we are ready, willing, and able to work harder to keep up with high-wage states like Colorado, imagine how much better off we would be if we had the option to work smarter as well.   
                                                        3 Source: Utah 2015 Report on Intergenerational Poverty, https://jobs.utah.gov/edo/intergenerational/index.html, page 13 4 Source: http://www.bls.gov/sae/eetables/annavg4.xls via http://www.bls.gov/sae/#tables 
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WAGE, 
 
Wages and salaries make up nearly 75 percent of total family incomemiddle class.5 Thus, analyses of wage and compensation trends are key to understanding the living standards of families in Utah, Colorado, and across the U.S.
 

 Figure 1. Nationwide, real median houseoccurring in 2012. Utah and Colorado’s the course of the last eight years and are both well above the national level

ACS Real Median Household Income, 2007(Source: American Community Survey, http://factfinder.census.gov) The two states are so closely matched for household income that other half the time since 2007, and their average national ranks over that period identical.   
 One key factor behind Utah’s relatively high household income household. Utah has the largest average househa national average of 2.6, according to ACS 3share of households with 2 or more workers is about 8 percentage points higher than the naaverage, and our share of households with national average. 
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WAGE, INCOME, & POVERTY 
nearly 75 percent of total family income — a share that is even greater for the Thus, analyses of wage and compensation trends are key to understanding the living standards of families in Utah, Colorado, and across the U.S. 

Household Income 
median household incomes remain below pre-recession levels, with the low point and Colorado’s real median household incomes have closely tracked each other’s over the course of the last eight years and are both well above the national level: 

Median Household Income, 2007-2014 (in 2014 dollars)—UT, CO, & U.S. (Source: American Community Survey, http://factfinder.census.gov) 
The two states are so closely matched for household income that they have each had the lead over the the time since 2007, and their average national ranks over that period – 13th highest 

behind Utah’s relatively high household income is the state’s high number of workers per Utah has the largest average household size across all 50 states — 3.15 in 2013 as compared to a national average of 2.6, according to ACS 3-year estimates. Additionally, ACS data indicate that Utah’s or more workers is about 8 percentage points higher than the nashare of households with 3 or more workers is about 4 percentage points higher than the 

                
, THE STATE OF WORKING AMERICA, http://www.stateofworkingamerica.org/subjects/wages/.
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 Figure 2. In 2013 Utah’s median household income was higher than Colorado’s in only one subcategoryof single-earner households (with Utah’s overall median household income coming out higher due to a larger share of households with 2 or more earners):

ACS Median Household Income: 1-year Estimate by Number of Earners (in 2013 dollars) (Source: 2013 American Community Survey) 

 Figure 3. Despite Utah’s strong postconsistently fallen below both Colorado’s and the national average:

Real Median Hourly Wage, 2008-2014—UT, CO, & U.S.(Source: Economic Policy Institute analysis of Current Population Survey    
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Utah’s median household income was higher than Colorado’s in only one subcategoryouseholds (with Utah’s overall median household income coming out higher due to a larger share of households with 2 or more earners):  

year Estimate by Number of Earners (in 2013 dollars)—UT vs. CO   Community Survey) 
Wages 

Despite Utah’s strong post-recession economic recovery, median hourly wages in Utah have consistently fallen below both Colorado’s and the national average: 

 UT, CO, & U.S. conomic Policy Institute analysis of Current Population Survey microdata adjusted for inflation using CPI-U
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Utah’s median household income was higher than Colorado’s in only one subcategory—that ouseholds (with Utah’s overall median household income coming out higher due to a larger 

 

recession economic recovery, median hourly wages in Utah have 
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Figure 4. Cost of living increases the value of household earnings in Utah, but decreases their value in Colorado, relative to the national price levelmedian hourly wage is higher than the value of Utah’s:

Real median hourly wage (in 2014$ using CPIUT, CO, & U.S.  (Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Some observers have attributed Utah’s lower wage levels to the lower average age of our Voices for Utah Children hopes to explore this 
 Figure 5. The federal minimum wage is $7.25a national average of $8.21 now that 29 states have raised their minimum wages above the federal level$7.25, Utah’s minimum wage falls 12$8.31 exceeds Utah’s by 15 percent a

Minimum Wage 2016—UT, CO, & U.S. (Source: National Conf. of State Legislatures, 
                                                       
6 For example, http://www.utahfoundation.org/reports/is
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Cost of living increases the value of household earnings in Utah, but decreases their value in price level. Even adjusted for cost of living, however, the value of Colorado’s igher than the value of Utah’s: 

using CPI-U-RS) adjusted for state cost of living using BEA Regional Price ParitiesEconomic Analysis) 
attributed Utah’s lower wage levels to the lower average age of our Voices for Utah Children hopes to explore this theory more fully in future research. 

The federal minimum wage is $7.25 per hour for non-tipped workers ($2.13 for tipped workernow that 29 states have raised their minimum wages above the federal level.25, Utah’s minimum wage falls 12 percent below the national average. Colorado’s 2016 minimum wage of percent and is adjusted annually based on cost of living:  

of State Legislatures, http://www.ncsl.org/research/labor-and-employment/state-minimum-
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Cost of living increases the value of household earnings in Utah, but decreases their value in . Even adjusted for cost of living, however, the value of Colorado’s 
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Differing Perspectives
For a higher minimum wa
“Increasing the value of work … and saving taxpayer dollars have always been important goals of conservatives and free market advocates, and a higher mwage achieves these.”                          – Ron Unz, publisher, American Conservative

 

 

 Figure 6. Utah’s lower wage floor and lowerlevel earners than in Colorado:  

Percentage of workers earning poverty wages, 2007(Source: EPI analysis of CPS-ORG. Poverty wage is $11.65 in 2014 CPIfamily of four in 2014 ($24,230), assuming 40   

                                                       7 Ron Unz, The Conservative Case for a Higher Minimum Wagehttp://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2014/02/conservative
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Differing Perspectives 
For a higher minimum wage 
Increasing the value of work … and saving taxpayer dollars have always been important goals of conservatives and free market advocates, and a higher minimum  Ron Unz, publisher, The Conservative 7 

For a higher EITC 
“Minimum wages are ineffective at helping poor families because such a small share of the benefits flow to them… [but] a higher EITC boosts incomes of poor familiesleads to more low-income families earnitheir way out of poverty.”                          – Dr. David Neumark, Street Journal, July 6, 2014

Poverty 
Utah’s lower wage floor and lower hourly wages have resulted in a higher percentage of poverty

Percentage of workers earning poverty wages, 2007-2014—UT, CO, & U.S. Poverty wage is $11.65 in 2014 CPI-U-RS inflation-adjusted dollars based on poverty threshold of assuming 40-hour workweek and 52 weeks of work.) 
  

                
for a Higher Minimum Wage, FOX & HOUNDS DAILY, (Feb. 3, 2014), available at http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2014/02/conservative-case-higher-minimum-wage/. 
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ineffective at helping poor families because such a small share of a higher s incomes of poor families and income families earning 
, Wall Journal, July 6, 2014  
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Figure 7. In spite of lower median hourly wages, Utah’s poverty rate has consistently fallen below Colorado’sdue to factors such as Utah’s higher share of households with twobelow the national average, but Utah’s rate

ACS Poverty Rates, 2007-2014—UT, CO, & U.S.(Source: Census Bureau American Community Survey Figure 8. Utah’s child poverty rate has also remained consistently lower than Colorado’sare below the national average. Child poverty in Utah, however, is still pre-recession level, compared to less than half a

Census Bureau American Community Survey ((Source: American Community Survey, http://factfinder.census.gov)  
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In spite of lower median hourly wages, Utah’s poverty rate has consistently fallen below Colorado’sigher share of households with two or more earners. Both states’ rates are Utah’s rate remains higher than pre-recession levels:  

UT, CO, & U.S. American Community Survey, http://factfinder.census.gov) 
Utah’s child poverty rate has also remained consistently lower than Colorado’s. Both states’ rates hild poverty in Utah, however, is still almost 3 percentage pointsess than half a percentage point higher in Colorado:  

Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) Child Poverty Rates, 2007-2014—UT, CO, & U.S. (Source: American Community Survey, http://factfinder.census.gov) 
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Figure 9. In contrast to Utah’s overall low poverty rates, our state’s Hispanic poverty rates are roughly equal to national averages. Colorado’s Hispanic poverty rates are several points below national averages. (Colorado’s population is 21% Hispanic vs. 14% in Utah.) 

 Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) Poverty Rates, 2014 — UT, CO, & U.S. (Source: American Community Survey, http://factfinder.census.gov)   Figure 10. Breaking down poverty rates by family type reveals that Colorado and Utah have identical – and low – poverty rates for married-couple households. But where we see a major difference is in the realm of single-parent families, where Utah has a much higher poverty rate than Colorado, though still lower than the US average: 

 Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) Poverty Rates, 2014—UT, CO, & U.S. (Source: Kids Count Data Center datacenter.kidscount.org )  
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Child Hunger and Homelessness 
 Figure 11. While Colorado and Utah rank relatively well for childhood food insecurity, with the 11th and 12th lowest rates in the nation, respectively, 18% of children in both states live in households with “limited or uncertain access to adequate food.” 

 Child Food Insecurity Rates by County 2014  (Source: Feeding America http://www.feedingamerica.org/hunger-in-america/our-research/map-the-meal-gap/2014/map-the-meal-gap-2014-exec-summ.pdf based on Census Bureau  Current Population Survey (CPS) as reported in http://www.ers.usda.gov/media/1896824/ap069.pdf )  Figure 12. In 2013, Utah and Colorado both ranked in the bottom half of states for child homelessness, 32nd and 37th place, respectively, both higher than the national average: 

 America’s Youngest Outcasts: A Report Card on Child Homelessness, November 2014  (Source: National Center on Family Homelessness, American Institutes for Research   http://www.air.org/resource/americas-youngest-outcasts-report-card-child-homelessness ) 
    

3.6%

3.4%
3.5%

3.0%

3.2%

3.4%

3.6%

CO U.S. UT

Percent of Children Who Experienced Homelessness in 2013



 15 

Innovative Approaches to Address Poverty 
 

Utah During the 2012 General Session, the Utah Legislature passed the Intergenerational Poverty Mitigation Act8 in an effort to address growing concerns about the impact of intergenerational poverty (IGP) on children in the state. The Act provided for the creation of an Intergenerational Welfare Reform Commission, on which the 5 Utah agencies that provide children’s services—the Departments of Workforce Services, Human Services, and Health, along with the State Office of Education and Juvenile Courts—are required to serve.9 
 With regard to Utah children experiencing intergenerational poverty, 4 main areas of need have been identified: 
 - Early Childhood Development - Education - Family Economic Stability - Health  
 To address these four areas, the Intergenerational Poverty Welfare Reform Commission unveiled Utah’s Plan for a Stronger Future: Five and Ten Year Plan to Address Intergenerational Poverty in March of 2015. Described as “a roadmap intended to ‘measurably reduce’ the number of Utah children remaining in poverty as adults,” the document includes 5- and 10-year plans to address statewide intergenerational poverty. Members of the commission note that the plan outlines goals for reducing intergenerational poverty to be met throughout the next decade, but does not include specific strategies.    

Colorado In 2013, Colorado Governor John Hickenlooper announced an enhanced child welfare plan he called Keeping Kids Safe and Families Healthy 2.0, which emphasized prevention services to support families before they become part of the child welfare system.   One of the cornerstone programs in this plan, launched in the spring of 2013, is the Colorado Community Response Program (CCRP), created in an effort to address the well-documented link between poverty and child maltreatment, since “[m]ore than half of child abuse and neglect complaints are dismissed without an investigation,” but “a high percentage of the families whose first or second complaints get screened out do eventually end up with an open child welfare case.”10 
 Modeled after Wisconsin’s Community Response Program, the purpose of CCRP is to connect parents who have been reported to child protective services—but whose conduct is found not to rise to the level of actual abuse or neglect—with assistance and services to help prevent the home situation from getting worse.11 The program is voluntary and has no income requirements, but more than 30 percent of participating families live on less than $10,000 a year, with more than half receiving food stamps.12 
 Recognizing that alleviating extreme financial hardships can significantly improve parents’ ability to care for their children, CCRP has set aside $120,000 to provide assistance with emergency expenses such as rental assistance, car repairs, and necessities.13  In Wisconsin, where the model originated, evaluators have found that families who opt into the program are less likely to end up with an open child welfare case than families who decline to join, and data indicate that Wisconsin’s CRP is yielding a cost savings for the state.14  

                                                        
8 Utah Code Ann. § 35A-9-101 9 See id. 10 Megan Verlee, For Families Teetering On The Brink, A New Idea Helps Prevent A Fall, COLORADO PUBLIC RADIO, (Aug. 14, 2015), available at http://www.cpr.org/news/story/families-teetering-brink-new-idea-helps-prevent-fall. 11 See id. 12 See id. 13 See id. (emphasizing the added flexibility accompanying the fact that “[u]nlike a lot of government money, these funds don’t come with a designated purpose and are designed to be easy for staff to access”). 14 See id. 
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COST OF LIVING 
 As mentioned on page 10, the cost of living in Colorado is above the national average, while Utah’s is lower than average, according to the Regional Price Parities reported by the U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis:15   

State Regional Price 
Parity Category 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Colorado RPPs: All items 100.4 101.1 100.9 101.4 101.7 102.2 
Colorado      RPPs: Goods 101.7 102 101.9 101.4 101.2 101.4 
Colorado      RPPs: Services: Rents 107.1 106.9 104.4 106.5 106.3 109.5 
Colorado      RPPs: Services: Other 95.7 97.1 98.2 98.7 99.6 99.4 
Utah RPPs: All items 96.8 97.8 96.9 97.2 97.1 97.2 
Utah      RPPs: Goods 96.9 97.5 97.8 98 97.9 97.8 
Utah      RPPs: Services: Rents 94.9 97.2 91.8 92.1 92.1 92.9 
Utah      RPPs: Services: Other 97.8 98.4 98.5 98.9 98.9 99 

 According to the BEA Regional Price Parities presented above, in 2013 Utah was at 97.2% of the national average price level overall, while Colorado was at 102.2%. This means that, generally speaking, price levels are about 5% lower in Utah than in Colorado. But we can see in the chart above that rental housing costs, presented here as “rents,” are much lower in Utah – about 17% lower than in Colorado.   The sections below look more closely at indicators of housing, transportation, and energy costs.  
 Housing & Transportation Costs  
 It makes sense to look at housing and transportation costs together since it is common to trade one for the other. Families often move farther from the metropolitan core to find affordable housing and a higher quality of life but often have to accept higher transportation costs to do so. After housing costs, transportation is the second-largest expense for households; in auto-dependent outer suburbs, transportation costs consume as much as 25 percent of household income, versus 19% for the typical household and 9% when work, school, and shopping are accessible via walking and transit.16 

  Higher homeownership rates contribute to building household wealth and maintaining community 
                                                        15 Source: http://www.bea.gov/iTable/index_regional.cfm and http://bea.gov/regional/definitions/ 16 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, Transportation & Housing Costs http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/livability/fact_sheets/transandhousing.cfm 
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stability.   Figure 13. Utah enjoys a high rate of homeownership – 70% or 13th best in the nation, while Colorado, despite its roughly equal household incomes, lags behind in 36th place at 64%: 

 Homeownership Rates, 2015 (Source: Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey, U.S. Census Bureau    http://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/index.html )  Not only does Colorado have a higher share of renters than Utah, they are also more likely to be in a situation of severe housing-cost burden. 
 Figure 14. Fully one-quarter of renters in Colorado, and one-fifth in Utah, pay over half their household income for housing. These numbers put Utah 5th best in the nation, while Colorado more closely matches the national average: 

 Share of Renters with Cost Burdens, 2015   (Source: America’s Rental Housing,  http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/americas_rental_housing_2015_web.pdf and National Housing Conference's Center for Housing Policy, http://www.nhc.org/#!2015-housing-landscape/d9ata based on 2014 Census ACS data)  High housing costs reduce the disposable income that families have to pay for other essentials, such as food, transportation, and medical care.17 They also contribute to housing instability and homelessness, which can have acute, lasting effects on families, particularly young children.18 
 Across the U.S., many low- to moderate-income working families are faced with a difficult tradeoff: the choice between enduring long commutes and high transportation costs for the sake of more affordable 
                                                        17 See Megan Sandel et al., Compounding Stress: The Timing and Duration Effects of Homelessness on Children’s Health, INSIGHTS FROM HOUSING POLICY RESEARCH 1-4 (2015) (on file with author). 18 See id. 
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housing, or suffering major housing cost burdens in order to live in more convenient locations.19 
 Figure 15. Comparing data from the largest metro areas in each state, comprising about half of each state’s population, we find that combined housing and transportation costs add up to 49% of median household income in both, based on household income of $62,742 in metro Denver and $60,616 in metro Salt Lake:

 Housing & Transportation Affordability Index — Wasatch Front Regional Council area vs. Denver Regional Council of Governments area (Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology, Housing and Transportation Affordability Index, htaindex.cnt.org )  Figure 16. The dollar figures convey the same point as the percentages – housing is more affordable in Utah than Colorado, but the opposite is the case with transportation.  

 Housing & Transportation Affordability Index — Wasatch Front Regional Council area vs. Denver Regional Council of Governments area (Source: Center for Neighborhood Technology, Housing and Transportation Affordability Index, htaindex.cnt.org )  Utah’s higher household transportation costs are also likely related to our larger household size and greater number of workers per household.   Both states are grappling with their transportation challenges in innovative ways designed to shape a better future:    
                                                        
19 See id. (noting that “[w]hile 69 percent of communities [across the U.S.] are affordable under the conventional definition (housing costs < 30 percent of income), only 39 percent are affordable using a comprehensive definition (combined housing and transportation costs < 45 percent of income)”); see also LEO QUIGLEY, PRESERVING AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEAR TRANSIT: CASE STUDIES FROM ATLANTA, DENVER, SEATTLE AND WASHINGTON, D.C. (2010) at 17 (“A recent analysis has found that developers in Denver pay an average of 25 percent more for rental properties within one-quarter mile of an existing or planned light-rail stop than properties far from transit.”). 
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Utah  The urgency and success of growth planning efforts have put Utah well ahead of the curve nationally, particularly for transportation infrastructure.20 It was noted in an article about Utah’s approach to long-range planning that [v]ehicle miles traveled have actually fallen back to what they were in the late 1990s, largely because of improved community design and a dramatic increase in public transit. Utah now has more transit infrastructure than many larger states, with a total of 70 stations for its rail and light rail systems.21  Regarding proximity22 of affordable housing to transit-oriented developments23 (TODs), however, locational disparities persist. As the Utah Housing Coalition pointed out in a 2015 presentation to the Legislature’s Economic Development & Workforce Services Interim Committee, a considerable percentage of the employment in and around TODs consists of lower-wage jobs.24 Affordable housing in or around these TODs would allow lower-income working Utahns to benefit from a “location efficient neighborhood.”  Combined housing and transportation issues are likely to become even more critical in Utah, as its population is predicted to more than double in the next two decades. In early 2015, 53,000 Utahns participated in the Envision Utah “Your Utah, Your Future” survey that presented the public with a set of alternative scenarios for future growth. The scenarios help to educate the public about the tradeoffs involved in growth decisions, including the often hidden costs of low-density development patterns and the benefits of higher-density, mixed-use, transit-friendly, walkable communities. According to the results of the survey, 78 percent of Utahns view housing and transportation affordability as a priority, and 82 percent favor “[c]ommunities designed for walking, transit, short drives and housing variety[.]”25 

Colorado  While growing more slowly than Utah, Colorado’s population is on pace to double by 2060 (vs 2050 for Utah and 2093 for the nation, based on growth rates from 2000 to 2015).  The state is responding in a variety of ways. In March of 2015, for example, after 18 months of development by the Colorado Division of Transit & Rail, the Colorado Transportation Commission adopted its first-ever Statewide Transit Plan (STP) as a foundation “to implement policies and strategies for funding enhanced transit services throughout the state,”26 through which Colorado aims to:  Facilitate mobility for residents and visitors;  Offer greater transportation choices;  Improve access to and connectivity among transportation modes;  Relieve congestion;  Promote environmental stewardship; and  Improve coordination of service.27  Additionally, major investments are being made to reduce combined housing and transportation costs for low-income working households in the Denver metropolitan area. The Denver Transit-Oriented Development Fund—the very first affordable housing TOD acquisition fund in the country—was established in 2010 by the Urban Land Conservancy, Enterprise Community Partners, and the City & County of Denver.28  As of 2013, the Denver TOD Fund had acquired enough residential property to create or preserve over 600 affordable homes, plus an additional 120,000 square feet of commercial space with which to build community assets including a new public library, child care center, theatre company, and affordable nonprofit office space.   In 2014, the Denver TOD Fund added a new goal—along with an additional investment of $10.5 million from state housing agencies—to expand the program to six metro counties, creating at least 2,000 affordable-housing units in the vicinity of public transit over the course of the next decade.29 
                                                        20 See Peter Harkness, Utah’s Secret Weapon for Long-Range Planning, GOVERNING, (Mar. 2015), available at http://www.governing.com/topics/transportation-infrastructure/gov-utah-secret-weapon-growth-planning.html.  21 Id. 22 “Transit proximate” is defined as being within ½ mile of a transit station/stop. 23 Transit-oriented developments, or TODs, are mixed-use residential and commercial areas designed to maximize access to public transport, often incorporating features to encourage transit ridership. 24 See Rollins, supra note 11. 25 Morgan Jacobsen, Diverse housing, transportation options important to Utahns, study shows, KSL NEWS, (Aug. 25, 2015), available at http://www.ksl.com/?nid=148&sid=36147459. 26 Colorado Department of Transportation, CDOT Transit Plans, COLORADO TRANSPORTATION MATTERS, (Mar. 2015), available at http://coloradotransportationmatters.com/other-cdot-plans/transit/ (see Figure A in the Appendix). 27 See id. 28 See ULC Staff, Denver Transit-Oriented Development Fund, URBAN LAND CONSERVANCY (2013), available at http://www.urbanlandc.org/denver-transit-oriented-development-fund/. 29 See Tamara Chuang, Denver expands fund to add 2,000 affordable homes near transit, THE DENVER POST, (Dec. 16, 2014), available at http://www.denverpost.com/business/ci_27149171/denver-expands-fund-add-2-000-affordable-homes (noting, given 
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  Energy Costs 
 Figure 18. Colorado was #1 for household energy affordability in 2015, with Utah coming in 30th:  

Overall Rank from lowest cost to highest State Total Monthly Energy Cost 
Monthly Electricity Cost (Rank) 

Monthly Natural Gas Cost (Rank) 
Monthly Motor Fuel Cost (Rank) 

#1 Colorado $244 $93 (5th) $44 (38th) $107 (6th) 
#30 Utah $308 $91 (4th) $56 (45th) $161 (48th) 

Most & Least Energy-Expensive States 2015, by Monthly Energy Bill—UT vs. CO (Source: WalletHub at http://wallethub.com/edu/most-least-energy-expensive-states/4833/)  In 2015, energy expenses for the average Utah household were $64 more per month than in Colorado, a difference amounting to $768 per year. Household electricity costs in both states were among the nation’s lowest, but this trend may not hold. Coal—the primary source of power generation in much of the desert west—is predicted to become increasingly more expensive as a result of tighter regulations on carbon output and increased subsidization of cleaner fuel sources.30 Without a significant shift away from coal-fired electricity, Utahns and Coloradans alike could see substantial increases in their electricity costs.31  
 QUALITY OF LIFE 
 Health 
Figure 19. Utah and Colorado were roughly tied a decade ago for the overall performance of their health care systems. Since then both state have improved, but Colorado has improved far more, especially in the areas of “Prevention and Treatment” and “Equity,” reaching the top ten nationally overall.   

Colorado State Health System Performance Ranking Criteria 
Utah 

2007 rankings  
2015 rankings 2007 rankings  

2015 rankings 
23 8 OVERALL 24 18 
36 26 Access & Affordability 41 36 
34 9 Prevention & Treatment 47 28 
15 5 Avoidable Hospital Use + Cost 1 5 
40 11 Equity 38 24 
4 2 Healthy Lives 3 4 

Scorecard on State Health System Performance 2015 vs 2007 (revised): UT vs. CO (Source: The Commonwealth Fund, http://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/health-system-scorecards)       
                                                                                                                                                                       
“some of the fastest-rising rents in the nation,” that the Fund’s new goal “would target residents who earn $46,000 or less for a family of four—or 60 percent of the area’s median income”). 30 See, e.g., Emma Penrod, Sierra Club says Utah customers might start paying more for coal-based energy, THE SALT LAKE TRIBUNE, (Jul. 30, 2015), available at http://www.sltrib.com/home/2781902-155/sierra-club-reliance-on-coal-is (“The report released Wednesday claims that increased regulation of coal emissions, aging infrastructure and the rising price of coal—as well as more federal subsidies for alternative energy sources—mean it may be more cost-effective for energy companies to invest in noncarbon fuel production.”). 31 See id. (“As the cost of operating coal-fired power plants continues to rise, customers who buy power from coal-reliant electric companies, including Rocky Mountain Power, could see their power bills go up, according to a new report from the Sierra Club.”). 
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Figure 20. Colorado is one of 31 states to have expanded Medicaid under the federal Affordable Care Act. Utah is one of the 19 states that have not yet expanded Medicaid: 

 A 50-State Look at Medicaid Expansion 2015  (Source: http://familiesusa.org/product/50-state-look-medicaid-expansion)  
Colorado  Colorado’s overall outperformance of Utah in the state health care system rankings is at least partly attributable to its adoption of Medicaid expansion under the Affordable Care Act (ACA). Colorado Health Foundation analysts project that the state’s Medicaid expansion will reduce the number of uninsured non-elderly Coloradans from 17 percent to 7.7 percent by fiscal year 2018-2019.32 

Utah  Utah opted not to accept Medicaid expansion under the ACA. States that have expanded Medicaid have seen more improvement in health insurance coverage compared to non-expansion states like Utah. Utah's uninsured rate for adults is now worse than the national average. Expanding Medicaid would also help address Utah’s low enrollment of eligible children in Medicaid and CHIP, as newly eligible adults generally enroll their whole families. Utah has one of the highest rates of uninsured children in the nation and the highest rate of uninsured Hispanic children of any state.  Environmental Factors 
 Overall quality of the natural environment impacts people in varying ways and degrees. Moreover, environmental degradation—polluted air and water, damage to landscapes and ecosystems, climate disruption—can have profound effects on economic well-being and stability at both micro and macro levels.  
 Utah and Colorado share a number of similar environmental concerns, perhaps most recently evidenced by the water contamination that resulted from the Gold King Mine spill.33 Some of these concerns are more universal, while others are felt with unique acuteness across the desert west.34 Similarly, some environmental issues arise from natural phenomena, while others can be directly traced to an array of human activities. 
  
                                                        32 See Charles Brown et al., Medicaid Expansion: Examining the Impact on Colorado’s Economy, prepared for The Colorado Health Foundation (2013), www.statereforum.org/sites/default/files/medicaid_expansion_examining_the_impact_on_colorado_s_economy_2.11.2013.pdf  33 See, e.g., Trevor Hughes, Gold mine’s toxic plume extends to Utah, USA TODAY, (Aug. 10, 2015), available at http://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2015/08/10/navajo-nation-epa-mine-wastewater-spill/31399517/ (“The plume of heavy metals released last week into the Animas River from the Gold King Mine near Silverton, Colo., reached Utah on Monday.”). 34 The effects of climate change, such as shrinking snowpack, drought, and wildfires, are becoming increasingly pronounced in the intermountain west. See, e.g., Patrick Rizzo, ‘It’s Gone’ – Snowpack Crucial for West’s Water Melts Early, NBC NEWS, (May 8, 2015), available at http://www.nbcnews.com/storyline/california-drought/its-gone-little-left-wests-crucial-snowpack-n355926 (“The snowpack that is crucial for the western U.S. … has melted early[.] “Across most of the West, snowpack isn’t just low – it’s gone,” hydrologist David Garen of the USDA's Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) said.”). 
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Figure 21. Utah’s total annual reported industrial pollutant releases are seven times as high as Colorado’s, with especially high releases in mining-related areas, putting Utah in the top ten nationally for toxic releases by industry: 

State 

Total industrial toxics releases  (lbs)… 
…as a share of US 

Total releases per square mile 

State rank for total releases per square mile 

State rank for potential human risk Air releases… 
...as a share of US 

Surface Water Discharges… 
...as a share of US Land Releases… 

...as a share of US 
UT 209.46 million lbs 5.35% 2467 lbs 6 14 6.4  million lbs 0.87% 126.1  thousand lbs 0.06% 200.2  million lbs 8.01% 
CO 29.66 million lbs 0.75% 285 lb 42 36 2.2  million lbs 0.30% 1.4  million lbs 0.65% 20.0  million lbs 0.80% 

EPA 2014 Toxic Chemical Release Inventory—UT vs. CO (Source: EPA Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) National Analysis    https://www.epa.gov/trinationalanalysis)   I. Air Quality 
 Both Utah and Colorado experience ongoing struggles with air quality management, owing partly to topography (as bowl-shaped mountain valleys house the majority of each state’s population). However, numerous individual and industrial activities—vehicle emissions, oil and gas processing and refining, fossil fuel-fired electricity generation, wood burning—contribute significantly to degraded air quality in Colorado and Utah. 
 In its 2016 State of the Air report, the American Lung Association (ALA) released air quality rankings of cities and counties nationwide.35 Utah appeared twice on the report’s Top 10 list of cities most at risk for short-term PM2.5, while Colorado made two appearances on the Top 10 most at-risk cities for ground-level ozone: 
 

Utah on ALA Top 10 List: 
Highest Risk, Short-Term PM2.5 Exposure 

Colorado on ALA Top 10 List: 
Highest Risk, Ground-Level Ozone Exposure 

Salt Lake Metro — #6 Denver Metro — #8 
Logan — #7 Fort Collins — #10 

  Recent reports indicate that this year Utah will become the first state to see its most polluted regions designated as “serious nonattainment areas” for PM2.5 pollution by the EPA, setting in motion a multi-year process by which the federal government could cut off transportation funding until we clean up our air.36 
 II. Environmental Justice 
 The term “environmental justice” refers to the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws and policies. Various public- and private-sector actions—from zoning decisions to construction projects to industrial activity—yield negative environmental impacts; in areas with significant minority and low-income populations, such actions tend to occur with greater frequency, often taking an additional toll on human health and the environment in those areas. 
 

                                                        35 Source: www.StateoftheAir.org  36 Sources: http://www.sltrib.com/news/3283508-155/utah-could-be-first-state-where and http://www.good4utah.com/news/utah-doesnt-meet-goal-for-air-pollution-epa-considers-a-reclassification-extension  



 23 
Executive Order 12898, issued by President Clinton in 1994, was aimed at addressing environmental justice concerns at the federal level.37 E.O. 12898 directs federal agencies to “identify and address the disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.”38 The directives contained in E.O. 12898 apply to state agencies receiving federal funding, such as state DOTs. 
 

Utah 
 Environmental justice issues arise with the greatest frequency where poverty is highest: usually in areas that are highly urban or highly rural.39 In response to urban environmental justice concerns, the Utah Society for Environmental Education (USEE) has launched a number of EJ-related projects in and around Salt Lake City, such as: 
 The West Side Environmental Justice Project aims to “identify and reduce environmental concerns and issues … by forming community partnerships, performing environmental assessments, and gathering community input as a means to promote stronger environmental education and stewardship 
on the West side.”40  
 Keep Rose Park Beautiful examined the recycling and waste-disposal habits of area residents, asking participants to distribute miscellaneous household waste items among the appropriate waste bins—Trash, Recycle or Green Waste.   The Environmental Justice Simulation, based on a framework developed by the Community Action Partnership of Missouri, gives participants an opportunity to experience one month in the life of individuals facing environmental health concerns at work and at home.  
 Moving forward, Utah could encourage efforts like the ones above with specific emphasis on low-income rural areas around the state. 

Colorado 
 Environmental justice issues facing Coloradans are likewise tied to urban and rural poverty. Here are three examples of organizations that have received grants from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to carry out environmental justice-related projects around the state: 
 Pueblo Citizens for Clean Air provided resources and education to low-income and minority community members on ways to reduce exposure to toxic chemicals and indoor air pollutants. The project’s “Healthy Homes” concept provided information to community residents on how to: 
o Assess indoor air quality 
o Analyze health & safety hazards 
o Address exposure to toxic substances 
o Prevent health risks using safe, low-cost maintenance and sanitary practices 

 Conejos County Clean Water established environmental monitoring stations and collected environmental and health information in the county, including baseline data on air, water, and soil quality; health data focused on degenerative diseases such as reproductive cancer and asthma. 
 Environmental Learning for Kids used outdoor, nature-based education to teach Denver-area youth about pollution. The project also presented information about environmental justice issues and focused on consensus-building through youth-led community forums in low-income and minority communities across metropolitan Denver. 

                                                        
37 See Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 (1994). 38 Id. 39 The “Stericycle saga” is a salient example: after being cited for numerous air quality permit violations, Stericycle (a medical waste incineration facility) has agreed to pay a $2.3 million fine and is preparing to relocate its operation from North Salt Lake—a lower-income urban area—to a remote site in Tooele County, a lower-income rural area; additionally, there is a proposal to double production at the new site in Tooele Co. See Brian Maffly, State approves fine, future moving date for Stericycle, THE SALT LAKE TRIBUNE, (Dec. 3, 2014), available at http://www.sltrib.com/news/1904512-155/state-approves-fine-future-moving-date; see also Brady McCombs, Medical waste incinerator Stericycle proposes doubling production in move to Tooele county, THE SALT LAKE TRIBUNE, (Mar. 23, 2015), available at http://www.sltrib.com/news/2323817-155/medical-waste-incinerator-stericycle-proposes-doubling.   40 USEE, The West Side Environmental Justice Project: Addressing Issues in the Rose Park Community of North West Salt Lake City, UTAH SOCIETY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION, available at http://www.usee.org/images/documents/West_Side_EJ_report.pdf 
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   SOURCES & METHODOLOGY 

 Much of the economic information presented in this report is based on the U.S. Census Bureau’s two ongoing surveys: the American Community Survey (ACS), which surveys about 1% of the U.S. population each year, and the more detailed but far smaller Current Population Survey (CPS), which the Census Bureau conducts on behalf of the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). In many cases we have made use of data from these sources provided by the Economic Policy Institute, which coordinates the State of Working America project.  A number of additional data sources were used as well and have been noted in the text.   Sources for Summary of Key Findings on page 3: 1) Median household income data and rankings: Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) 2) Median hourly wage data and rankings: Census Bureau Current Population Survey (CPS) 3) State cost of living data: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Price Parities 4) Minimum wage data: National Conf. of State Legislatures, http://www.ncsl.org/research/labor-and-employment/state-minimum-wage-chart.aspx 5) Workers earning poverty level wages: EPI analysis of Census Bureau CPS-ORG 6) Poverty rates: Census Bureau American Community Survey (http://factfinder.census.gov) and Kids Count Data Center (datacenter.kidscount.org) 7) Children/Latino children growing up in single parent households: Kids Count Data Center, datacenter.kidscount.org  8) Child food insecurity: Feeding America http://www.feedingamerica.org/hunger-in-america/our-research/map-the-meal-gap/2014/map-the-meal-gap-2014-exec-summ.pdf based on Census Bureau  Current Population Survey (CPS) as reported in www.ers.usda.gov/media/1896824/ap069.pdf 9) Child homelessness: National Center on Family Homelessness, American Institutes for Research   http://www.air.org/resource/americas-youngest-outcasts-report-card-child-homelessness 10) Kids Count Ranking of Child Well-Being: Annie E. Casey Foundation Kids Count project at KidsCount.org.  11) Homeownership: Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey, U.S. Census Bureau    http://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/index.html 12) Severe housing cost burden: America’s Rental Housing (www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/americas_rental_housing_2015_web.pdf) and National Housing Conference's Center for Housing Policy, www.nhc.org/#!2015-housing-landscape/d9ata based on 2014 Census ACS data. 13) Transportation Cost Burden: Center for Neighborhood Technology, Housing and Transportation Affordability Index, htaindex.cnt.org 14) Household Energy Affordability: wallethub.com/edu/most-least-energy-expensive-states/4833/ 15) State Health System Performance: The Commonwealth Fund, http://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/health-system-scorecards 16) Air quality: American Lung Association 2016 State of the Air report, www.stateoftheair.org   
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 APPENDIX 
 Figure A. Utah and Colorado share the same range of poverty wages based on household size. The hourly dollar amounts that constitute a living wage, however, are slightly higher in Colorado: 

 MIT Living Wage Calculator—UT vs. CO   (Source: http://livingwage.mit.edu)  Figure B. Colorado’s STP Work Plan indicates the elements taking place over the plan development process: 

 Colorado Statewide Transit Plan—Project Management Team Work Plan (2015) (Source: Colorado Department of Transportation, http://coloradotransportationmatters.com/other-cdot-plans/transit/work-plan/) 


