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Theinformationinthisreport isbased on datacollected inthe2001 Utah Health Status Survey. The
survey representsthefourthinaseries, with previoussurveysconductedin 1986, 1991, and 1996. It
providesinformation onavariety of topicsrelated to health statusand health care access at statewideand
hedlthdistrictlevels. TheUtah Heal th Status Survey isimportant becauseit providesinformationfor Utah's
local health districtsand children. Certaintopicswill bepresentedin separatereportsduetobereleasedin
2002 and 2003 under the headingslisted below.

Health Insurance Coverage

Health Care Accessand Utilization

ChronicMedical Conditions

InjuriesinUtah

Health Satusin Utah: Medical Outcomes Study S--12
Lifestyle Factors. Exercise, Exposureto Second Hand Smoke
Health Screening: Hypertensionand Cholesterol

Overview for Children

Overview by Race and Ethnicity

Overview by Local Health District

Thesurvey wasfunded by alegid ative appropriation and wasdesi gned, analyzed, and reported by
the Utah Department of Health, Center for Health Data. Thesurvey samplewasdesignedtobe
representative of Utahns, and isperhapsbest described asawei ghted probability sampleconsisting of
7,520 househol dsdisproportionately stratified by twel velocal health districtsthat cover theentirestate.

PEGUSResearchinc. of Salt LakeCity conducted thetel ephoneinterviewsus ng computer-assisted
randomdigit dialing techniques. Ineachhousehold, oneadult (age 18 or older) wasrandomly sdlectedto
respondto survey questionsabout themsel ves, about thehousehol d asaunit, andwith regardtoeachhousehol d
member. Thesurvey resultswerewel ghted torefl ect theage, sex, geographi c distribution, andHispanic
ethnicity of thepopul ation. I nterviewswereconducted over aseven-monthperiod fromMay toNovember,
2001. A detailed description of themethodol ogy canbefoundin the Technica Notessection of thisreport. The
entiresurvey questionnai remay befoundon-lineat http: //health.utah.gov/ibis-ph/opha_pubs.html.

Theinformationinthisreport can beusedtofacilitate policy and planning decisions. Whileitis
intended primarily for publichealth program managers, administrators, and other health careprofessionasin
thepublicand private health care sectors, thereport may al so beof interest to anyonewishingtoinform
themsel vesonthecurrent health statusof Utahns.


http://health.utah.gov/ibis-ph/opha_pubs.html
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TheHeath Status Survey Overview Report providesinformation on 25 health measuresfromthe
2001 Health Status Survey, plusavariety of Utah demographic characteristicsfromthesurvey and el se-
where. The 25 health measuresrepresent most of thetopical areascoveredinthe2001 survey.

Thereportisintendedto provideabrief overview of each of themeasures. Moredetailed analysis
will beprovidedinfuturereports. For the purposesof theoverview report, themeasureshave been smpli-
fied suchthat only onelevel isreported. For instance, each respondent’ sgeneral health statuswasoriginally
reported on afive-point scale(excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor). Thesimplified measurereports
only onelevel, thosewithfair or poor health.

For each measure, an attempt was madeto report information inameaningful manner. For instance,
for thevariable"timesinceblood pressure checked” thereported category indicatesthe percentage of
adultswho had their blood pressurecheckedinthelast year. Thislevel wasused becausethe current
clinical guidelinesrecommend that adultsshould havetheir blood pressure checked at | east onceeach year
unlessmorefrequent screeningismedically indicated.

Itisalso commonfor ameasureto bereported for only asub-population of Utahns. For instance,
prevaenceof high cholesterol wasreported only for personsage 35 or over becauseclinical guidelines
recommend testing beginning at age 35. General mental health statuswasreported for only therespondent.
It wasbelieved that therespondent woul d be unableto providevalidinformation about thefeelingsof other
household members. Thesub-population of inferenceisawaysindicatedinthetitleof thefigureor table.

Each measureisdepicted ontwo pages. Thefirst pagedisplaysabar chart of theinformation by
sex and agegroup. Thesecond pageprovidesareferencetable. Referencetablesfor themeasurestypically
report anoverall percentagefor theentirerel evant Utah population, and for that popul ation by sex, age
group, and age group by sex. Whenthesamplesizeallowedfor it, themeasuresare al so presented by local
healthdistrict. Additional comparisonsfor each measuremay befoundinthat measure sdetailed health
statussurvey report, or by requestingit through the Center for Health Dataat theaddresslistedinsidethe
front cover of thisreport.

Theinformationinthetablesandfiguresispresented for different sex, age, and geographic groups.
By presenting theinformationthisway, itisnot meant toimply that differencesinameasurearecaused by a
person’ ssex, age, areaof residence, or any other variableinthesurvey. Datacollectedinasingle-point-in-
timesurvey will never providesufficient evidenceof acauseand effect rel ationship betweentwo variables.
For instance, arelationship between obesity and overall ill health hasbeen observed. Thedatado not
suggest whether being obese causesill health, beingill causesoneto beobese, or whether somethird
variable, such asachronic condition, causesapersonto beobeseand to experienceoveral ill heath.

It should benoted that thisreport isan overview of the Health Status Survey results, and not a
completeoverview of thehealth statusof Utahns. Thereisother relevant informationthat should betaken
into accountin order to gain perspectiveon Utahns' overall health status, such asleading causesof death,
trendsin hospitalizationfor variousconditions, infectiousdi seaserates, characteristicsof mothersand
newborns, injury deathsand hospitalizations, and many other factors. Someof thisinformation can befound

Xi



inother Center for Health Datapublicationsand on Utah' sIndicator-Based I nformation Systemfor Public
Health (1BIS-PH) at http://health.utah.gov/ibis-ph. Inaddition, theBehavioral Risk FactorsSurveillance
Systemisasourcefor additiona survey informationonadult Utahns health behaviors.
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Grand

Southeastern

San Juan

Inthetablesthat follow, dataare presented for each of Utah’'s 12 local health districts. Therearesix single-
county and six multi-county health districts, asshown above.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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General Health Status: Percentage of Persons Who Were in
Fair or Poor Health by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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» Perceived hedthisanindicator of health statusthat ismeasured by surveys, and isnot availablethrough
other existing datasources.

» Thelikelihood that anindividua will report that hisor her healthisfair or poor increaseswith age. Itis
adsodightly higher for womenoveral.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 1. General Health Status: Percentage of Persons Who Were in Fair or Poor Health

by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution

Survey Estimates of Utahns
Who Were in Fair/Poor Health

Percentage of
Persons Who

Percentage
Distribution of

Percentage Number of Were in Number of  Persons in Fair/Poor
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons'  Fair/Poor Health> Persons®®  Health by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 9.1% + 0.5% 207,900 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 8.0% + 0.6% 92,500 44.5%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 10.1% + 0.7% 115,300 55.5%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 9.1% + 0.5% 207,900 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 2.3% + 0.4% 16,700 8.0%
18t0 34 29.1% 669,170 5.5% + 0.7% 36,700 17.6%
351049 19.2% 439,986 10.6% + 1.2% 46,600 22.4%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 17.8% + 1.9% 46,500 22.3%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373  31.7% + 2.8% 61,600 29.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 9.1% + 0.5% 207,900 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 2.4% + 0.6% 9,200 4.4%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 4.3% + 0.9% 14,700 7.1%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 9.3% + 1.6% 20,600 9.9%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 16.6% + 2.5% 21,500 10.3%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 31.2% + 3.8% 26,600 12.8%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 2.1% + 0.6% 7,500 3.6%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 6.7% + 1.1% 22,000 10.6%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 11.9% + 1.7% 25,900 12.4%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 18.9% + 2.6% 25,000 12.0%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 32.1% + 3.5% 35,100 16.9%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 9.1% + 0.5% 207,900 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 8.6% + 1.5% 12,000 5.8%
Central 2.9% 67,207 9.2% + 1.8% 6,200 3.0%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 8.5% + 1.6% 20,700 10.0%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 9.4% + 1.0% 86,600 41.7%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 11.7% + 2.1% 6,200 3.0%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 11.2% + 1.9% 16,500 7.9%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 6.3% + 1.6% 2,000 1.0%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 8.6% + 1.6% 3,800 1.8%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 11.9% + 1.8% 4,900 2.4%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 7.2% + 1.2% 27,700 13.3%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 T7.7% + 1.7% 1,200 0.6%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 9.6% + 1.9% 19,900 9.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 9.1% + 0.5% 207,900 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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General Physical Functional Status: Percentage of Adults
Who Accomplished Less as a Result of Their
Physical Health by Sex and Age

Adult Utahns Age 18 and Over, 2001
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» Accomplishing lessasaresult of physical health statusisaddressed by one of the 12 questionsthat were
administered asthe“ SF-12,” the Medical Outcomes Study short-form, 12-item health status measure.

» About 23% of Utah adults surveyed indicated that they accomplished lessinthelast 30 daysasaresult
of their physica hedlth. This percentageincreased with age.

» Among personsage 18 to 34, women were almost twice aslikely (20% versus 11%) to indicate that they
accomplished lessbecause of their physical health.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 2. General Physical Functional Status: Percentage of Adults Who
Accomplished Less as a Result of Their Physical Health

by Selected Demographic Characteristics, Utah Residents, Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Population Size

Survey Estimates of Persons Who
Accomplished Less

Percentage
Distribution by

Percentage Number of Percentage of  Number of Demographic
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons’ Persons? Persons®* Subgroup
2001 Utah Population, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 23.1% + 1.3% 361,900 100.0%
Sex
Male 49.5% 775,120 18.7% + 1.9% 145,200 40.1%
Female 50.5% 790,430 27.4% + 1.7% 216,700 59.9%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 23.1% + 1.3% 361,900 100.0%
Age Group
18to 34 42.7% 669,170 15.4% + 1.8% 103,200 28.6%
35to0 49 28.1% 439,986 19.9% + 2.2% 87,700 24.3%
50 to 64 16.7% 262,021 30.8% + 3.3% 80,700 22.4%
65 and Over 12.4% 194,373 45.8% + 4.0% 89,100 24.7%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 23.1% + 1.3% 361,900 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 18 to 34 21.6% 338,358 10.8% + 2.5% 36,600 10.1%
Males, 35 to 49 14.2% 222,338 16.9% + 3.2% 37,700 10.5%
Males, 50 to 64 8.3% 129,263 25.3% + 4.7% 32,700 9.1%
Males, 65 and Over 5.4% 85,161 43.0% + 6.6% 36,700 10.2%
Females, 18 to 34 21.1% 330,812 20.1% + 2.6% 66,500 18.4%
Females, 35 to 49 13.9% 217,648 23.0% + 3.0% 50,000 13.9%
Females, 50 to 64 8.5% 132,758 35.9% + 4.4% 47,700 13.2%
Females, 65 and Over 7.0% 109,212 48.3% + 4.9% 52,700 14.6%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 23.1% + 1.3% 361,900 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 93,555 20.3% + 3.4% 19,000 5.3%
Central 2.8% 44,411 23.0% + 4.1% 10,200 2.8%
Davis 10.3% 160,801 23.4% + 4.2% 37,700 10.4%
Salt Lake 40.9% 640,654 22.8% + 2.3% 146,400 40.5%
Southeastern 2.3% 35,968 26.4% + 4.4% 9,500 2.6%
Southwest 6.5% 101,940 27.6% + 4.4% 28,100 7.8%
Summit 1.4% 22,186 16.1% + 3.5% 3,600 1.0%
Tooele 1.9% 29,436 22.7% + 3.5% 6,700 1.9%
TriCounty 1.8% 27,434 29.3% + 4.2% 8,000 2.2%
Utah County 16.3% 254,723 21.2% + 3.1% 54,000 14.9%
Wasatch 0.7% 10,662 21.0% + 4.1% 2,200 0.6%
Weber-Morgan 9.2% 143,780 25.3% + 4.5% 36,400 10.1%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 23.1% + 1.3% 361,900 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002 by the

Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns do not sum to the total because of missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. For age-adjusted rates see Appendix A.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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General Mental Functional Status: Percentage of Adults
Who Accomplished Less as a Result of Their
Mental Health by Sex and Age

Adult Utahns Age 18 and Over, 2001
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» Accomplishing lessasaresult of one'smental healthisal so addressed by one of the questionsfrom the
Medica Outcomes Study SF-12 Survey. The SF-12 istheonly direct measure of mental health statusin
the 2001 Utah Health Status Survey, and one of the only popul ation measures of mental healththat is
avalableinUtah.

» 14.6% of surveyed Utah adultsindicated that they accomplished lessin thelast 30 daysasaresult of
their mental hedth.

» Womenweremorelikely toindicate that they accomplished lessbecause of their mental health than were
men; thiswas especialy evident for thosewomen age 18 to 34 who wereamost twice aslikely (17.6%
versus 9.3%) asmen age 18 to 34 to indicate that they accomplished less because of their mental health
satus.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 3. General Mental Functional Status: Percentage of Adults Who

Accomplished Less as a Result of Their Mental Health
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Adult Utahns Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Utah Population

Distribution Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Accomplished Less
Percentage of Percentage Distribution
Persons Who of Persons Who
Percentage Number of Accomplished Number of  Accomplished Less

Demographic Subgroup Distribution Persons® Less? Persons®* by Subgroup4

2001 Utah Population, Adults 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 14.6% + 1.1% 228,600 100.0%

Sex
Male 49.5% 775,120 11.0% + 1.5% 85,400 37.3%
Female 50.5% 790,430 18.1% + 1.5% 143,300 62.7%
Total, All Utahns Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 14.6% + 1.1% 228,600 100.0%

Age Group
18to 34 42.7% 669,170 13.4% + 1.7% 89,500 39.2%
351049 28.1% 439,986 14.3% + 1.9% 63,100 27.6%
50 to 64 16.7% 262,021 14.9% + 2.5% 39,100 17.1%
65 and Over 12.4% 194,373 19.0% + 3.0% 36,900 16.1%
Total, All Utahns Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 14.6% + 1.1% 228,600 100.0%

Sex and Age
Males, 18 to 34 21.6% 338,358 9.3% + 2.3% 31,300 13.7%
Males, 35 to 49 14.2% 222,338 11.5% + 2.7% 25,500 11.1%
Males 50 to 64 8.3% 129,263 12.3% + 3.5% 15,900 6.9%
Males, 65 and Over 5.4% 85,161 14.6% + 4.4% 12,500 5.5%
Females, 18 to 34 21.1% 330,812 17.6% + 2.5% 58,200 25.4%
Females, 35 to 49 13.9% 217,648 17.2% + 2.7% 37,500 16.4%
Females 50 to 64 8.5% 132,758 17.3% + 3.6% 23,000 10.1%
Females, 65 and Over 7.0% 109,212 22.8% + 3.9% 24,900 10.9%
Total, All Utahns Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 14.6% + 1.1% 228,600 100.0%

Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 93,555 13.8% + 3.0% 12,900 5.6%
Central 2.8% 44,411 14.5% + 3.4% 6,500 2.8%
Davis 10.3% 160,801 14.9% + 3.6% 24,000 10.5%
Salt Lake 40.9% 640,654 14.9% + 1.9% 95,700 41.9%
Southeastern 2.3% 35,968 13.2% + 3.2% 4,700 2.1%
Southwest 6.5% 101,940 15.6% + 3.6% 15,900 7.0%
Summit 1.4% 22,186 7.2% + 2.3% 1,600 0.7%
Tooele 1.9% 29,436 15.3% + 3.0% 4,500 2.0%
TriCounty 1.8% 27,434 16.6% + 3.4% 4,500 2.0%
Utah County 16.3% 254,723 13.4% + 2.8% 34,200 15.0%
Wasatch 0.7% 10,662 11.8% + 3.1% 1,300 0.6%
Weber-Morgan 9.2% 143,780 15.8% + 3.6% 22,700 9.9%
Total, All Utahns Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 14.6% + 1.1% 228,600 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January

2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Health Insurance: Percentage of Persons With No Health
Insurance Coverage by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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» Assuring adequate healthinsurance for Utahnshasbeen amajor political and public healthinitiative over
the past several yearsin Utah. Overal, 8.7% of Utahns, amounting to gpproximately 199,100 persons,
lacked health insurance coverage at the timethe survey was conducted.

» Menand women age 18to 34 weremorelikely than othersto lack health insurance coverage (15% and
13%, respectively). Personsage 65 and over inthe U.S. arealmost universally covered by Medicare.

» Personslivingin TriCounty, Southeastern, Southwest, and Central Health Districtsweremorelikely than
other Utahnsto lack health insurance (14%, 14%, 13%, and 12% of personswerewithout health
insurance, respectively).

 Of those personswho were without health insurance, about 52% indi cated that one of the reasonsfor

their lack of insurancewasthat they could not afford coverage. The next most frequently cited reason
was"“ employer doesnot offer coverage’ (33%).

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 4a. Health Insurance: Percentage of Persons With No Health Insurance Coverage
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population

Survey Estimates of Utahns With No Health Insurance

Distribution Coverage
Percentage of Percentage
Persons With No Distribution of Persons
Percentage Number of Health Number of With No Health
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons” Insurance’ Persons®* Insurance by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 8.7% + 0.8% 199,100 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 9.1% + 0.9% 104,300 52.4%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 8.3% + 0.8% 94,800 47.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.7% + 0.8% 199,100 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 6.8% + 1.1% 49,800 24.8%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 13.8% + 1.4% 92,300 45.9%
35t0 49 19.2% 439,986 9.2% + 1.3% 40,300 20.0%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 6.6% + 1.3% 17,400 8.6%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 0.7% + 0.5% 1,400 0.7%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.7% + 0.8% 199,100 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 6.7% + 1.3% 25,100 12.5%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 14.9% + 1.8% 50,300 25.0%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 10.5% + 1.7% 23,400 11.6%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 4.9% + 1.4% 6,400 3.2%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 0.9% + 0.7% 700 0.3%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 6.9% + 1.3% 24,600 12.2%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 12.7% + 1.5% 42,100 20.9%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 7.8% + 1.4% 17,000 8.4%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 8.3% + 1.8% 11,000 5.5%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 0.6% + 0.6% 600 0.3%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.7% + 0.8% 199,100 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 6.4% + 1.9% 8,900 4.5%
Central 2.9% 67,207 12.0% + 3.2% 8,000 4.0%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 3.9% + 1.9% 9,600 4.8%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 9.3% + 1.5% 85,300 42.9%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 13.5% + 2.7% 7,100 3.6%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 12.5% + 3.0% 18,500 9.3%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 7.5% + 2.4% 2,300 1.2%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 8.0% + 2.3% 3,600 1.8%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 13.7% + 2.7% 5,700 2.9%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 7.2% + 1.8% 27,800 14.0%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 8.2% + 2.4% 1,300 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 10.0% + 2.9% 20,800 10.5%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.7% + 0.8% 199,100 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Health Insurance Carrier: Percentage of Persons With Each
Type of Health Insurance, Utah 2001

100% -
90% -
(7]
g 80% -
GL’)’ 70% -
& 60% -
o 50% -
8 40% -
§ 30% -
&3 20% -
10% - r—l
0% ‘ e
Private Plan* Current or Medicare Medicaid Other CHIP
Former Government
Employer or Plan**
Union

Type of Health Insurance

* "Private plan" consists of insurance through current of former employer or union, insurance purchased directly from an
insurance company, and insurance through someone who does not live in the household.
** "Other government plan” includes Military, CHAMPUS/Tricare, the V.A., or Indian Health Services.

* Of those personswith health insurance, 80.5% indicated that they were covered under aprivate plan,
and 71.5% indicated that their plan wasthrough their current or former employer or union. Thesetwo
categoriesarenot mutualy exclusive.

* Only 6% of theinsured Utahnsreported that they were covered by Medicaid, just over 9% indicated that
they had health insurance through Medi care, and just under 4% were covered under some other govern-
ment plan.

* Of those who reported other government plansin the 1996 Utah Health Status Survey, most were
military plans. Only 0.03% of all Utahnsin the 1996 survey reported that they were covered by the
Indian Hedth Service. The U.S. CensusBureau no longer considersthe Indian Health Serviceto be
“hedthinsurance coverage.”

» Asacheck on accuracy of the 2001 Utah Health Status Survey data, survey estimateswere compared
to actual Medicaid and CHIP enrollment numbersduring August 2001, the mid-point of survey data
collection. The numbersof persons estimated by the survey to have been enrolled in Medicaid and CHIP
werevery closeto the actual enrollment numbers (132,292 and 25,043 for Medicaid and CHI P, respec-
tively). Enrollment numberswerewd | within the survey confidenceintervalsfor thoseestimates.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 4b. Health Insurance Carrier: Percentage of
Persons With Each Type of Health Insurance

Utah 2001.

Survey Estimates of Utahns by Insurance

Carrier
Percentage of Persons Number of Persons

With Each Type of  With Each Type of
Health Insurance Carrier Plan*® Plan®
Private Plan* 80.5% + 1.2% 1,847,400
Current or Former Employer or Union 71.5% + 1.3% 1,640,500
Medicare 9.2% + 0.6% 211,400
Medicaid 6.0% + 0.6% 137,700
Other Government Plan® 3.7% + 0.5% 84,000
CHIP® 1.2% + 0.3% 28,100
Total, All Utahns With Health Insurance 100.0% 2,096,900

1 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Because individuals could have more than one plan, figures in this column do not sum to 100%.

4 "Private plan" consists of insurance through current of former employer or union, insurance
purchased directly from an insurance company, and insurance through someone who
does not live in the household.

5 "Other government plan” includes Military, CHAMPUS/Tricare, the V.A., or Indian Health Services.

6 Children's Health Insurance Program.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Reasons for Lack of Health Insurance Percentage of
Persons Who Gave Each Reason as a Reason
That They Lacked Health Insurance
Persons Who Lacked Health Insurance Coverage, Utah 2001
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Reasons for Lack of Health Insurance
* Reasons an Insurance Company would refuse to cover an indvidual included 1)because of a pre-existing condidtion, 2)the
individual exceeded lifetime benefits, or 3) due to some other reason.

 Of those personswho were without health insurance, about 52% indi cated that one of the reasonsfor
their lack of insurancewasthat they could not afford coverage. The next most frequently cited reason

was"“ employer doesnot offer coverage’ (33%).

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 4c. Reasons for Lack of Health Insurance: Percentage of Persons

Who Gave Each Reason as a Reason That They Lacked Health Insuran:
Persons Who Lacked Health Insurance Coverage, Utah 2001.

Survey Estimates of Utahns by Reason for Lack
of Health Insurance

Percentage of Persons  Number of Persons

Who Gave Each Who Gave Each
Reasons for Lack of Insurance Reason®? Reason’
Cannot Afford Insurance 52.1% + 4.7% 103,600
Employer Does Not Offer Insurance 33.1% + 4.4% 65,800
Lost Job 29.5% + 4.0% 58,700
Don't Need/Don't Want Insurance 21.5% + 3.7% 42,900
Employed Part Time 14.6% + 2.7% 29,100
Lost Eligibility 6.9% + 1.9% 13,800
Insurance Company Refused to Cover* 3.6% +1.2% 7,200
Total, All Utahns Who Lacked Insurance 100.0% 199,100

1 Rounded to the nearest 100 households.
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Because individuals could choose more than one reason, figures sum to greater than 100%.

4 Reasons an Insurance Company would refuse to cover an indvidual included 1)because of a pre-existing
condidtion, 2)the individual exceeded lifetime benefits, or 3) due to some other reason.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Adequacy of Health Insurance: Percentage of Insured
Persons Who Were Unable to Get Needed Medical, Dental,
or Mental Health Care in the Previous 12 Months by Sex
and Age, Utahns Who Were Covered by Health Insurance, 2001
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 For personswho are covered by health insurance, poor accessto health care canresult from avariety of
barriers, including lack of adequate health insurance benefits, physical distancefrom appropriate health
careproviders, and cultura and language differencesthat make accessing caredifficult.

* Oveadl, duringthe previousyear, 11.4% of Utahnswho had health insurance coverage, or approximately
239,500 peopl e, reported to have had problems obtaining medical, dental, or mental health carewhen
they needediit.

» Womenweremorelikely than men to experience access problems (13% and 9.8%, respectively).

* Insured personsliving in Southeastern, Central, and TriCounty Heglth Districtswere morelikely than
other Utahnsto experience access problems (19%, 16%, and 15% of personswho have health insurance
coverage and experienced access problems, respectively).

» Themost commonly reported reason for an access problemwas* can't afford” (7.19%), followed by,

“servicewas not covered by hedlth insurance’ (6.91%), and “ could not find the servicesinyour ared’
(2.69%).

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 5. Adequacy of Health Insurance: Percentage of Insured Persons Who Were Unable

to Get Needed Medical, Dental, or Mental Health Care* in the Previous 12 Months
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utahns Who Were Covered by Health Insurance, 2001.

Utah Population Survey Estimates of Insured Utahns With an Access
Distribution Problem
Percentage Distribution
Number of Percentage of  Number of of Insured Persons
Percentage  Insured Persons Unable Insured Unable to Get Care by
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons” to Get Care” Persons®* Subgroup”
2001 Utah Insured Population 100.0% 2,096,867 11.4% + 0.7% 239,500 100.0%
Sex
Male 49.9% 1,046,581 9.8% + 0.8% 102,400 42.8%
Female 50.1% 1,050,286 13.0% + 0.9% 137,000 57.2%
Total, All Insured Utahns 100.0% 2,096,867 11.4% + 0.7% 239,500 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 32.5% 680,617 6.1% + 1.0% 41,200 17.0%
18to 34 27.5% 576,870 14.6% + 1.4% 84,300 34.7%
3510 49 19.1% 399,686 16.8% + 1.6% 67,000 27.6%
50 to 64 11.7% 244,621 12.6% + 1.7% 30,900 12.7%
65 and Over 9.2% 192,973 9.9% + 1.8% 19,200 7.9%
Total, All Insured Utahns 100.0% 2,096,867 11.4% + 0.7% 239,500 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.7% 350,661 5.6% + 1.1% 19,800 8.6%
Males, 18 to 34 13.7% 288,058 11.9% + 1.7% 34,300 14.9%
Males, 35 to 49 9.5% 198,938 13.8% + 1.9% 27,400 11.9%
Males 50 to 64 5.9% 122,863 11.9% + 2.2% 14,700 6.4%
Males, 65 and Over 4.0% 84,461 8.9% + 2.3% 7,600 3.1%
Females, 17 and Under 15.7% 330,056 6.5% + 1.3% 21,500 9.3%
Females, 18 to 34 13.8% 288,712 17.3% + 1.8% 49,900 21.6%
Females, 35 to 49 9.6% 200,648 19.7% + 2.2% 39,400 17.1%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 121,758 13.3% + 2.2% 16,200 7.0%
Females, 65 and Over 5.2% 108,612 10.7% + 2.2% 11,600 4.8%
Total, All Insured Utahns 100.0% 2,096,867 11.4% + 0.7% 239,500 104.6%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.2% 129,700 11.4% + 2.2% 14,800 6.2%
Central 2.8% 59,207 15.9% + 2.7% 9,400 3.9%
Davis 11.2% 235,244 9.7% + 2.1% 22,700 9.5%
Salt Lake 39.7% 832,979 10.3% + 1.3% 86,100 35.9%
Southeastern 2.2% 45,717 18.6% + 3.6% 8,500 3.5%
Southwest 6.1% 128,870 14.2% + 2.7% 18,300 7.6%
Summit 1.4% 28,979 11.9% + 2.7% 3,400 1.4%
Tooele 1.9% 40,830 14.3% + 2.2% 5,900 2.5%
TriCounty 1.7% 35,940 15.2% + 2.5% 5,500 2.3%
Utah County 17.1% 357,890 12.2% + 2.0% 43,500 18.2%
Wasatch 0.7% 14,647 13.1% + 2.9% 1,900 0.8%
Weber-Morgan 8.9% 187,064 10.4% + 2.5% 19,500 8.1%
Total, All Insured Utahns 100.0% 2,096,867 11.4% + 0.7% 239,500 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

*An individual was defined as unable to get care if they indicated that they delayed or were unable to obtain care because (1) their insurance would not
cover the service, (2) the service was not available in their area, or (3) they could not afford to pay for the service.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Health Care Utilization: Average Number of Medical Visits in
the Previous 12 Months by Sex and Age, Utah 2001

O Males
O Females

Number of Medical Visits
(6)]

17 and Under 18 to 34 35 to 49 50 to 64 65 and Over
Age Group

Does not include overnight hospital stays.

Utilization of servicesisrelated to the need for services, but utilizationisnot awaysappropriate, and high
utilization does not necessarily mean that health needsare being met.

* Onaverage, Utahnshad an estimated 3.7 visitswith amedica provider intheprevious 12 months. Thisis
up dightly fromtheaverageof 3.4 visitsin 1996.

» Women had moremedical visitsthan men (4.2 vs. 3.1). The pattern acrossthe adult life span was
different for men and women, with women reporting ahigh number of visitsduring theagesof 18to 34
(5.0) then dropping to 4.2 visits (35 to 49) before climbing back up to 5.4 visitsat the 65 and ol der
group. Thehigh rateof utilization among women aged 18to 34 ispresumed to belargely because of
childbearing and other issuesrel ated to reproductive heal th.

 Utilizationwasrdatively consstent acrosslocd health digtricts.

18 2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 6. Health Care Utilization: Average Number of Medical Visits in the Previous 12 Months
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population

Survey Estimates of Number of Medical Visits in

Distribution Previous 12 Months
Total Percentage
Average Number Number of Distribution of
Percentage Number of  of Medical Visits, Medical Medical Visits by
Demographic Subgroup Distribution Persons’  Last 12 Months®>  Visits>* Subgroup*
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 3.7 +01 8,406,900 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 3.1 +01 3,561,400 42.3%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 42 +01 4,848,900 57.7%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.7 +01 8,406,900 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 3.0+01 2,218,500 26.3%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 35 +01 2,359,900 28.0%
3510 49 19.2% 439,986 35 +01 1,542,000 18.3%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 45 +0.2 1,181,400 14.0%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 5.8 +0.3 1,126,700 13.4%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.7 +01 8,406,900 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 3.1 +0.1 1,148,700 13.6%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 21 +01 695,100 8.2%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 2.8 +0.2 631,900 7.5%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 43 +0.3 549,900 6.5%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 6.3 +05 534,900 6.3%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 3.0 +0.1 1,069,800 12.7%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 5.0 +0.2 1,670,400 19.8%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 4.2 +0.2 909,900 10.8%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 48 +0.3 631,400 7.5%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 54 +04 590,300 7.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.7 +01 8,406,900 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 3.6 +0.2 498,400 5.9%
Central 2.9% 67,207 3.6 +0.2 241,000 2.9%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 3.7 +0.2 897,700 10.7%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 3.6 +01 3,288,500 39.1%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 35 +0.2 184,300 2.2%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 35 +02 520,500 6.2%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 3.6 +0.2 112,900 1.3%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 39 +0.2 172,700 2.1%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 3.7 +0.2 155,700 1.9%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 3.6 +0.2 1,399,500 16.6%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 3.7 +0.2 58,800 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 4.2 +0.3 875,600 10.4%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.7 +0.1 8,406,900 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January

2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

and Budget.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

Note: Does not include overnight hospital stays.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Preventive Medical Visit: Percentage of Persons Who
Received a Routine Medical Check-Up in the Previous 12
Months by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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» Fewwould argueagainst the benefitsof clinica preventive services. They not only provideimmunizations
and screen for diseases such as cancer and heart disease, but they can a so provide an opportunity for
cliniciansto counsdl patientson changing their personal health behaviorslong beforeclinical disease
develops.

» Overdl, just under 71% of Utahnssurveyed had aregular preventive hedthvisitintheprevious 12
months. This percentageisdightly higher for women than for men (73% versus 68%, respectively), and
increaseswith agefor adults.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 7. Preventive Medical Visit: Percentage of Persons Who Received

a Routine Medical Check-Up in the Previous 12 Months
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution

Survey Estimates of Utahns With a Routine Exam

Percentage Number of

Percentage of
Persons With a Number of Persons With a Routine

Percentage
Distribution of

Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons’ Routine Exam® Persons®*  Exam by Subgroup”
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 70.7% + 1.1% 1,623,300 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 67.9% + 1.4% 781,100 48.2%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 73.3% + 1.3% 839,300 51.8%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 70.7% + 1.1% 1,623,300 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 73.2% + 1.8% 534,400 33.2%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 63.5% + 1.9% 425,300 26.4%
351to0 49 19.2% 439,986 65.7% + 2.2% 289,200 17.9%
50to 64 11.4% 262,021 77.2% + 2.3% 202,300 12.6%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 82.3% + 2.5% 160,100 9.9%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 70.7% + 1.1% 1,623,300 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 74.4% + 2.2% 279,400 17.4%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 53.9% + 2.8% 182,400 11.4%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 59.9% + 3.1% 133,200 8.3%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 78.1% + 3.1% 100,900 6.3%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 81.1% + 3.4% 69,100 4.3%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 71.9% + 2.3% 254,900 15.9%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 71.3% + 2.2% 235,900 14.7%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 70.8% + 2.6% 154,000 9.6%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 76.4% + 3.0% 101,500 6.3%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 83.3% + 3.0% 91,000 5.7%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 70.7% + 1.1% 1,623,300 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 69.5% + 3.1% 96,300 5.9%
Central 2.9% 67,207 68.7% + 3.5% 46,200 2.8%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 70.7% + 3.6% 173,200 10.7%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 71.8% + 1.8% 659,300 40.6%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 66.7% + 3.8% 35,200 2.2%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 72.4% + 3.5% 106,700 6.6%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 73.1% + 3.3% 22,900 1.4%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 73.8% + 2.8% 32,800 2.0%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 71.5% + 3.1% 29,800 1.8%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 66.5% + 2.9% 256,500 15.8%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 67.4% + 3.5% 10,800 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 73.8% + 3.4% 153,500 9.5%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 70.7% + 1.1% 1,623,300 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Place of Care: Percentage of Persons Who Had No Usual
Place of Medical Care by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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» When asked whether they had aplace wherethey usually go when they are sick or need advice about
their hedth care, about 9% of those surveyed indicated that they did not.

» Lack of ausual place of carewas especially common among men aged 18 to 34 (20%).

» Thelikelihood that aperson did not haveausud place of carewashigher in Salt Lake, Summit, and
Weber-Morgan Digtricts (all with 11%).

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health



Health Care Utilization

s

|
E_IE,-I e ——————————————————

Table 8. Place of Care: Percentage of Persons Who Had No Usual Place of Medical Care

by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution

Survey Estimates of Utahns With No Usual Place of
Medical Care

Percentage of

Persons With No

Percentage Distribution

of Persons With No

Percentage Number of Usual Place of Number of Usual Place of
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons® Care® Persons®®  Care by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 8.8% + 0.7% 202,900 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 10.9% + 0.9% 125,900 62.0%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 6.7% + 0.7% 77,200 38.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.8% + 0.7% 202,900 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 4.0% + 0.8% 29,500 14.4%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 15.5% + 1.4% 103,700 50.7%
3510 49 19.2% 439,986 9.8% + 1.3% 43,200 21.1%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 6.9% + 1.3% 18,100 8.8%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 5.2% + 1.4% 10,100 4.9%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.8% + 0.7% 202,900 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 4.3% + 1.0% 16,200 7.9%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 19.8% + 2.0% 66,900 32.7%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 12.6% + 1.8% 28,000 13.7%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 8.0% + 1.8% 10,400 5.1%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 6.7% + 2.1% 5,700 2.8%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 3.8% + 0.9% 13,300 6.5%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 11.1% + 1.4% 36,900 18.0%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 7.0% + 1.4% 15,200 7.4%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 5.8% + 1.5% 7,800 3.8%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 4.0% + 1.5% 4,400 2.1%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.8% + 0.7% 202,900 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 7.5% + 1.8% 10,400 5.1%
Central 2.9% 67,207 5.3% + 2.0% 3,600 1.8%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 5.2% + 1.9% 12,600 6.2%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 10.6% + 1.4% 97,100 47.9%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 8.8% + 2.2% 4,600 2.3%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 6.9% + 1.9% 10,100 5.0%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 10.7% + 2.5% 3,400 1.7%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 9.5% + 2.2% 4,200 2.1%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 5.5% + 1.5% 2,300 1.1%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 7.8% + 1.6% 30,000 14.8%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 7.1% + 1.9% 1,100 0.5%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 11.3% + 2.9% 23,500 11.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 8.8% + 0.7% 202,900 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Point of Access to Medical Care: Percentage of Persons
Whose Usual Point of Access to Medical Care Was a
Hospital Emergency Department or an Urgent Care Center

by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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 Continuity of careisgenerally thought toimprovethequdity of health. A person whose usua place of
careisan urgent care center or hospital emergency roomisprobably visiting ahealth care provider who
doesnot havethe benefit of knowing the patient, hisor her socia context, or complete medical record.
Personswho say their usual place of careisahospital emergency room may actudly bevery healthy,
seeking servicesonly inan emergency, or they may be using the emergency room asasourceof primary
care. Thelatter isarelatively inefficient use of the medica system and may suggest theneed for system
changes.

» Among those surveyed, 4.6% reported their usual place of carewasan urgent care center or hospital
emergency room. The percentagewas highest for malesage 18to 34 (7.5%), and for thoselivingin
Weber-Morgan Health District (9.2%).

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 9. Point of Access to Medical Care: Percentage of Persons Whose Usual Point of
Access to Medical Care Was a Hospital Emergency Department or an Urgent Care Center

by Selected Demographic Characteristics, Utah Residents, 2001.

Population Size

Survey Estimates of Persons Who Accessed
Care in ED or Urgent Care Center

Percentage Number of

Percentage of

Number of

Percentage
Distribution by
Demographic

Demographic Subgroup Distribution Persons' Persons’ Persons™* Subgroup
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 4.1% + 0.5% 94,300 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 4.1% + 0.6% 47,100 50.0%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 4.1% + 0.6% 47,100 50.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 4.1% + 0.5% 94,300 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 3.2% + 0.8% 23,400 24.7%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 5.2% + 0.9% 35,000 37.0%
351049 19.2% 439,986 4.8% + 1.0% 21,300 22.5%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 3.4% + 1.0% 8,800 9.3%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 3.1% + 1.2% 6,100 6.4%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 4.1% + 0.5% 94,300 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 2.8% + 0.8% 10,700 11.3%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 5.8% + 1.2% 19,500 20.6%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 45% + 1.1% 10,100 10.7%
Males, 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 3.1% + 1.1% 4,000 4.2%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 3.5% + 1.6% 3,000 3.2%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 3.6% + 1.0% 12,800 13.5%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 4.7% + 0.9% 15,600 16.5%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 51% + 1.2% 11,200 11.8%
Females, 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 3.6% + 1.2% 4,800 5.1%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 2.8% + 1.3% 3,100 3.3%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 4.1% + 0.5% 94,300 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 1.6% + 0.9% 2,200 2.3%
Central 2.9% 67,207 1.2% + 0.8% 800 0.9%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 3.9% + 1.5% 9,400 10.0%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 5.0% + 1.0% 45,800 48.7%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 2.0% + 1.1% 1,100 1.2%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 3.1% + 1.4% 4,600 4.9%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 1.9% + 1.0% 600 0.6%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 4.1% + 1.6% 1,800 1.9%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 4.1% + 1.7% 1,700 1.8%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 2.3% + 1.0% 9,000 9.6%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 3.3% + 1.7% 500 0.5%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 7.9% + 2.7% 16,500 17.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 4.1% + 0.5% 94,300 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002 by the

Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns do not sum to the total because of missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. For age-adjusted rates see Appendix A.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Blood Pressure Check: Percentage of Adults Who Did Not
Receive a Blood Pressure Check in the
Previous Year by Sex and Age

Utah Adults Age 18 and Over, 2001
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* Adultsshould havetheir blood pressure checked about once ayear, unlessmorefrequent monitoringis
recommended by adoctor. 16% of Utah adultsage 18 and over indicated that they had not had their
blood pressure checkedinthe previousyear.

* Menwereamost twiceaslikely aswomen to have gonewithout ablood pressure check (21% versus
11%, respectively), and younger peoplewere morelikely than older to have gonewithout.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 10. Blood Pressure Check: Percentage of Adults Who Did

Not Receive a Blood Pressure Check in the Previous Year

by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Adult Utahns Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Utah Population

Distribution Survey Estimates of Utahns With No BP Check
Percentage
Percentage of Distribution of
Percentage Number of  Persons With No Number of  Persons With No BP
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons® BP Check? Persons®®  Check by Subgroup”
2001 Utah Population, Adults 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 15.5% + 0.8% 242,300 100.0%
Sex
Male 49.5% 775,120 20.5% + 1.3% 158,500 65.1%
Female 50.5% 790,430 10.8% + 0.9% 85,100 34.9%
Total, All Adult Utahns 100.0% 1,565,550 15.5% + 0.8% 242,300 100.0%
Age Group
18t0 34 42.7% 669,170 19.9% + 1.4% 133,100 54.1%
3510 49 28.1% 439,986 16.8% + 1.6% 74,000 30.1%
50 to 64 16.7% 262,021 10.6% + 1.5% 27,900 11.3%
65 and Over 12.4% 194,373 5.6% + 1.4% 11,000 4.5%
Total, All Adult Utahns 100.0% 1,565,550 15.5% + 0.8% 242,300 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 18 to 34 21.6% 338,358 27.9% + 2.2% 94,500 38.2%
Males, 35 to 49 14.2% 222,338 20.3% + 2.3% 45,200 18.3%
Males 50 to 64 8.3% 129,263 12.5% + 2.2% 16,200 6.5%
Males, 65 and Over 5.4% 85,161 7.0% +2.1% 6,000 2.4%
Females, 18 to 34 21.1% 330,812 12.0% + 1.5% 39,800 16.1%
Females, 35 to 49 13.9% 217,648 13.4% + 1.8% 29,100 11.8%
Females 50 to 64 8.5% 132,758 8.9% + 1.8% 11,800 4.8%
Females, 65 and Over 7.0% 109,212 4.5% + 1.6% 5,000 2.0%
Total, All Adult Utahns 100.0% 1,565,550 15.5% + 0.8% 242,300 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 93,555 16.0% + 2.3% 15,000 6.2%
Central 2.8% 44,411 17.1% + 3.0% 7,600 3.1%
Davis 10.3% 160,801 14.7% + 2.7% 23,600 9.7%
Salt Lake 40.9% 640,654 16.2% + 1.5% 103,500 42.7%
Southeastern 2.3% 35,968 16.3% + 2.7% 5,900 2.4%
Southwest 6.5% 101,940 14.6% + 2.7% 14,900 6.1%
Summit 1.4% 22,186 12.9% + 2.4% 2,900 1.2%
Tooele 1.9% 29,436 13.4% + 2.2% 3,900 1.6%
TriCounty 1.8% 27,434 16.1% + 2.4% 4,400 1.8%
Utah County 16.3% 254,723 155% + 2.1% 39,600 16.3%
Wasatch 0.7% 10,662 17.7% + 2.8% 1,900 0.8%
Weber-Morgan 9.2% 143,780 13.4% + 2.7% 19,200 7.9%
Total, All Adult Utahns 100.0% 1,565,550 15.5% + 0.8% 242,300 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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High Cholesterol: Percentage of Adults Age 35 and Over
Who Had Been Diagnosed With High Blood
Cholesterol by Sex and Age

Utah Adults Age 35 and Over, 2001
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» Unlessmorefrequent monitoring isindicated for somemedical reason, guiddinesfor clinical preventive
carerecommend that adults age 35 and ol der should havetheir blood cholesterol tested at |east once
every fiveyears. 27% of surveyed Utah adultsage 35 and over indicated that they had beentold by a
doctor or other health professional that their blood cholesterol level washigh.

» Menand womenwereabout equaly likely to have high blood cholesterol, and thelikelihood of having
been diagnosed with high blood chol esterol increased with age.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 11. High Cholesterol: Percentage of Adults Age 35 and Over

Who Had Been Diagnosed With High Blood Cholesterol
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Adults Utahns Age 35 and Over, 2001.

Utah Population

Distribution Survey Estimates of Utahns With High Blood Cholesterol
Percentage Distribution
Percentage of of Persons With High
Percentage Number of  Persons With High Number of Blood Cholesterol
Demographic Subgroup Distribution Persons’  Blood Cholesterol> Persons™* by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population, Adults 35+ 100.0% 896,380 26.9% +1.2% 240,800 100.0%
Sex
Male 48.7% 436,762 27.4% + 1.6% 119,700 49.7%
Female 51.3% 459,618 26.4% + 1.6% 121,100 50.3%
Total, All Utahns Age 35+ 100.0% 896,380 26.9% +1.2% 240,800 100.0%
Age Group
35to0 49 49.1% 439,986 17.6% + 1.4% 77,400 32.2%
50 to 64 29.2% 262,021 32.9% +2.2% 86,100 35.9%
65 and Over 21.7% 194,373 39.4% +2.7% 76,600 31.9%
Total, All Utahns Age 35+ 100.0% 896,380 26.9% + 1.2% 240,800 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 35 to 49 24.8% 222,338 19.4% +2.1% 43,200 18.0%
Males 50 to 64 14.4% 129,263 34.4% + 3.2% 44,400 18.5%
Males, 65 and Over 9.5% 85,161 36.8% + 4.0% 31,300 13.0%
Females, 35 to 49 24.3% 217,648 15.7% + 1.9% 34,200 14.2%
Females 50 to 64 14.8% 132,758 31.4% + 3.1% 41,700 17.4%
Females, 65 and Over 12.2% 109,212 41.6% + 3.7% 45,400 18.9%
Total, All Utahns Age 35+ 100.0% 896,380 26.9% +1.2% 240,800 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 5.4% 48,783 25.7% + 3.3% 12,500 5.2%
Central 3.2% 28,909 27.6% + 3.6% 8,000 3.3%
Davis 10.6% 95,408 29.0% + 4.0% 27,700 11.5%
Salt Lake 41.8% 374,650 26.3% +2.1% 98,500 40.9%
Southeastern 2.7% 24,444 26.0% + 3.4% 6,300 2.6%
Southwest 7.2% 64,119 28.1% + 3.5% 18,000 7.5%
Summit 1.7% 14,885 22.8% + 3.2% 3,400 1.4%
Tooele 1.9% 16,871 30.7% + 3.4% 5,200 2.2%
TriCounty 2.0% 18,156 26.4% + 3.2% 4,800 2.0%
Utah County 12.9% 115,293 25.2% + 3.0% 29,100 12.1%
Wasatch 0.8% 6,749 20.9% +3.1% 1,400 0.6%
Weber-Morgan 9.8% 88,113 29.4% + 4.1% 25,900 10.8%
Total, All Utahns Age 35+ 100.0% 896,380 26.9% +1.2% 240,800 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002
by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Arthritis: Percentage of Persons Who Have Ever Been
Diagnosed With Arthritis by Sex and Age, Utah 2001

100% -

O Males
90% - OFemales
80% -
(7]
c
g 70% -
g e0% - |
IS I
o 50% -
<% |
% 40% - | |
S 30%
g |
20% - ,
|
10% - J
0%
17 and Under 18 to 34 3510 49 50 to 64 65 and Over

Age Group
 Arthritisisadiseasethat causespain and loss of movement of thejoints. Theword arthritisliterally means
jointinflammation, and refersto morethan 100 different diseases.
* Oveall, amost 12% of Utahns (over 264,000 people) have been diagnosed with arthritis.

» Thelikelihood of having thediseaseincreased steadily with age and wasmore common for femalesin
almost every age group.

» Thedtriking differenceinarthritisprevalence acrosslocal hedth districtswaslikely related to population

age. Summit County and Utah County Health Districtshavethelowest arthritis prevaence, and also the
smallest proportions of residentsage 65 and over.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 12. Arthritis: Percentage of Persons Who Have Ever Been Diagnosed With Arthritis
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution

Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Have Ever Been
Diagnosed With Arthritis

Percentage of

Percentage Distribution
of Persons Who

Percentage Number of Persons Who Number of Have Arthritis
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons® Have Arthritis>  Persons®* by Subgroup’
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 11.5% + 0.6% 264,400 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 8.7% + 0.6% 100,200 37.9%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 14.3% + 0.8% 164,200 62.1%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 11.5% + 0.6% 264,400 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 0.2% + 0.1% 1,500 0.6%
18to0 34 29.1% 669,170 4.2% + 0.6% 27,800 10.5%
35to 49 19.2% 439,986 13.2% + 1.3% 58,000 21.9%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 30.9% +2.2% 81,100 30.7%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 49.4% + 3.0% 96,000 36.3%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 11.5% + 0.6% 264,400 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 0.3% + 0.2% 1,200 0.5%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 2.7% +0.7% 9,300 3.5%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 9.5% + 1.5% 21,200 8.0%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 254% +2.9% 32,800 12.4%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 41.6% + 4.0% 35,400 13.4%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 0.1% + 0.1% 400 0.2%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 5.6% + 1.0% 18,500 7.0%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 16.9% + 1.9% 36,700 13.9%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 36.3% + 3.1% 48,200 18.2%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 55.6% + 3.8% 60,800 23.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 11.5% + 0.6% 264,400 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 10.9% + 1.6% 15,000 5.7%
Central 2.9% 67,207 13.4% + 2.0% 9,000 3.4%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 10.6% + 1.8% 26,000 9.8%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 11.5% + 1.0% 105,300 39.9%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 15.4% + 2.3% 8,100 3.1%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 15.2% +2.2% 22,400 8.5%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 8.5% + 1.5% 2,700 1.0%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 10.0% + 1.5% 4,400 1.7%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 14.2% + 1.9% 5,900 2.2%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 8.5% + 1.2% 32,900 12.5%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 11.1% + 1.9% 1,800 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 14.7% + 2.4% 30,500 11.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 11.5% + 0.6% 264,400 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Asthma: Percentage of Persons Currently Under Medical
Care for Asthma by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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* Agthmaisachronicinflammatory disorder of theairwayswithin thelungsthat affectsover 14 million
peopleinthe United States.

» Atthetimeof thesurvey, just over 5% of Utahns, or 120,900 people, were being treated for asthma.

» Thelikelihood of having asthmawas dightly more common for women than for men (6% versus 5%,
respectively), but varied with age.

» Asthmariskincreased dightly with age, and wassimilar acrosshedth districts.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 13. Asthma: Percentage of Persons Currently Under Medical Care for Asthma
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population Survey Estimates of Utahns Currently Under Medical Care
Distribution for Asthma
Percentage of Percentage
Persons Currently Distribution of Persons
Percentage Number of Under Care for ~ Number of  Currently Under Care
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons® Asthma?® Persons®* for Asthma by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 5.3% + 0.4% 120,900 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 4.6% =+ 0.5% 53,400 44.2%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 5.9% + 0.6% 67,500 55.8%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 5.3% + 0.4% 120,900 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 5.0% + 0.7% 36,300 29.8%
1810 34 29.1% 669,170 47% + 0.7% 31,400 25.7%
35to 49 19.2% 439,986 5.7% + 0.9% 24,900 20.4%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 6.4% + 1.1% 16,800 13.8%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 6.5% + 1.4% 12,600 10.3%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 5.3% + 0.4% 120,900 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 5.6% + 0.9% 21,200 17.4%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 3.8% + 0.9% 12,800 10.5%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 42% +1.1% 9,300 7.6%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 3.7% + 1.2% 4,800 3.9%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 6.6% + 2.0% 5,700 4.7%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 4.3% + 0.8% 15,100 12.4%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 5.6% + 1.0% 18,500 15.2%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 7.2% + 1.4% 15,600 12.8%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 9.0% + 1.9% 12,000 9.8%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 6.4% + 1.8% 7,000 5.7%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 5.3% + 0.4% 120,900 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 46% +1.1% 6,400 5.3%
Central 2.9% 67,207 51% + 1.3% 3,500 2.9%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 51% + 1.2% 12,500 10.3%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 5.9% + 0.8% 54,500 45.1%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 5.6% + 1.4% 3,000 2.5%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 52% + 1.2% 7,600 6.3%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 5.3% + 1.2% 1,700 1.4%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 6.0% + 1.2% 2,700 2.2%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 5.7% + 1.2% 2,400 2.0%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 4.2% + 1.0% 16,300 13.5%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 51% + 1.2% 800 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 46% + 1.2% 9,500 7.9%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 5.3% + 0.4% 120,900 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002
by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Heart Disease: Percentage of Persons Who Had Been
Diagnosed With Heart Disease by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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Heart disease includes angina, congestive heart failure, and heart attack

Heart diseaseincludesavariety of conditions, including history of heart attack, angina, and congestive
heart failure, that inhibit the heart’ sability to pump sufficient blood to thelungsand therest of the body.

» Overall, 3% of Utahns (about 75,700 people) had been diagnosed with heart disease. 1n 1996, 2.7% of
Utahns had been diagnosed, or about 54,200 people.

* Ingenera, menweremorelikely to have been diagnosed with heart disease than women. Almost threein
every ten men age 65 or over reported they had heart disease. Some suggest that men with heart disease
aremorelikely to beaccurately diagnosed and more aggressively treated than women with the disease.

» Thelikelihood of having heart diseaseincreased dramatically with agefor both men and women.

» Theheart disease death rate hasbeen declining for several years, whiletheincidence hasnot. Thedecline

inthedeath rateisdue primarily to improvementsin treatment. Asaresult, more Utahnsare currently
livingwith heart disease each year.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 14. Heart Disease: Percentage of Persons

Who Had Been Diagnosed With Heart Disease
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population

Distribution Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Had Heart Disease

Percentage Distribution
of Persons Who Had
Heart Disease

Percentage of

Percentage Number of Persons Who Had Number of

Demographic Subgroup Distribution Persons® Heart Disease® Persons®* by Subgroup4
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 3.3% + 0.3% 75,700 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 3.9% + 0.4% 44,700 59.0%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 2.7% + 0.4% 31,000 41.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.3% + 0.3% 75,700 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 0.3% + 0.2% 2,200 2.9%
18 to 34 29.1% 669,170 0.3% + 0.2% 2,100 2.8%
35to 49 19.2% 439,986 2.0% + 0.5% 8,800 11.6%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 8.1% + 1.3% 21,300 28.1%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 21.2% + 2.2% 41,300 54.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.3% + 0.3% 75,700 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 0.5% + 0.3% 1,800 2.4%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 0.4% + 0.2% 1,200 1.6%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 2.0% + 0.8% 4,500 6.0%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 9.8% + 2.0% 12,700 16.8%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 28.2% + 3.6% 24,000 31.8%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 0.1% + 0.1% 400 0.5%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 0.3% + 0.2% 900 1.2%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 2.0% + 0.8% 4,300 5.7%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 6.5% + 1.7% 8,600 11.4%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 15.6% + 2.7% 17,100 22.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.3% + 0.3% 75,700 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 2.7% + 0.7% 3,700 4.9%
Central 2.9% 67,207 4.8% + 1.2% 3,200 4.2%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 2.3% + 0.8% 5,500 7.3%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 3.5% + 0.6% 31,900 42.2%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 3.7% + 1.1% 2,000 2.6%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 4.6% + 1.2% 6,800 9.0%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 2.3% + 0.8% 700 0.9%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 2.9% + 0.8% 1,300 1.7%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 4.1% + 1.0% 1,700 2.2%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 2.4% + 0.6% 9,200 12.2%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 3.1% + 0.9% 500 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 4.4% + 1.3% 9,100 12.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.3% + 0.3% 75,700 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

Note: Heart disease includes angina, congestive heart failure, and heart attack.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Diabetes: Percentage of Persons Who Had Been
Diagnosed With Diabetes by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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Note: Does not include gestational diabetes.

 Diabetesisachronic diseasein which the pancreasisunableto produceinsulin, or thebody isunableto
useinsulin effectively. Over 14 million Americanssuffer from oneform or another of thisdisease. The
survey did not make adistinction between type 1 diabetes, which usua ly occursamong younger persons
and requiresinsulininjection, and type 2 diabetes, which generally hasalater onset, and isoften treatable
with diet and exercise. Women who were diagnosed with diabetesonly during pregnancy (gestationd

diabetes) werenot classified ashaving the disease.

» 3.5% of Utahns (79,800 people) had been diagnosed with diabetes at the time of the survey.

» Thelikelihood of having diabeteswassimilar for men and women overal, and it increased with age,
although more so for men than for women.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 15. Diabetes: Percentage of Persons Who Had Been Diagnosed With Diabetes
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Had Diabetes
Percentage

Percentage of
Percentage Number of  Persons Who Had Number of

Distribution of
Persons Who Had

Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons® Diabetes? Persons>* Diabetes by Subgroup”
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 3.5% + 0.3% 79,800 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 3.6% + 0.4% 40,900 51.3%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 3.4% + 0.4% 38,900 48.7%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.5% + 0.3% 79,800 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 0.2% + 0.1% 1,800 2.3%
18 to 34 29.1% 669,170 1.3% + 0.3% 9,000 11.3%
3510 49 19.2% 439,986 3.4% + 0.7% 15,000 18.9%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 9.7% + 1.4% 25,500 32.1%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 145% + 1.9% 28,200 35.5%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.5% + 0.3% 79,800 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 0.4% + 0.2% 1,600 2.0%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 1.2% + 0.5% 4,200 5.3%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 3.2% + 0.9% 7,000 8.8%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 11.0% + 2.1% 14,200 17.9%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 15.7% + 3.0% 13,400 16.9%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 0.1% + 0.1% 200 0.3%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 1.5% + 0.5% 4,800 6.0%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 3.7% + 1.0% 8,000 10.1%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 8.5% + 1.8% 11,300 14.2%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 13.5% + 2.5% 14,800 18.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.5% + 0.3% 79,800 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 3.2% + 0.8% 4,500 5.6%
Central 2.9% 67,207 43% + 1.0% 2,900 3.6%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 2.7% + 0.8% 6,600 8.3%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 3.7% + 0.6% 33,900 42.5%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 3.6% + 1.0% 1,900 2.4%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 4.4% + 1.1% 6,500 8.1%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 2.0% + 0.7% 600 0.8%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 3.7% + 0.9% 1,700 2.1%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 45% + 1.0% 1,900 2.4%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 2.8% + 0.6% 10,800 13.5%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 2.6% + 0.8% 400 0.5%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 3.9% +1.1% 8,100 10.2%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 3.5% + 0.3% 79,800 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002
by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

Note: Does not include gestational diabetes.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease: Percentage of
Persons Currently Under Medical Care for Chronic
Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD)

by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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COPD includes emphysema and chronic bronchitis

» COPD isthefifthleading cause of death inthe U.S. Cigarette smokingisthemost important risk factor
for COPD, bothin developing it to begin with and making it worseif COPD ispresent. Other risk factors
include age, heredity, exposureto air pollution at work and in the environment, and ahistory of childhood
respiratory infections. Livinginlow socioeconomic conditionsa so seemsto beacontributing factor.

» Anestimated 1% of al Utahnswereunder medical carefor chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. This
rate hasremained constant since 1996, with the estimated number of personsunder medical carefor
COPD rising from 19,500 to 25,000.

» Ratesof COPD werethe samefor women and menin most age groupsand increased dramatically with
age, especidly for men.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 16. Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease: Percentage of Persons Currently
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Under Medical Care for Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD)
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution

Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Had COPD

Percentage Number of

Percentage of

Persons Who Had  Number of

Percentage

Distribution of
Persons Who Had

Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons® COPD? Persons>*  COPD by Subgroup*
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 11% + 0.2% 25,000 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 11% +0.2% 12,300 49.4%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 11% + 0.2% 12,600 50.6%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.1% + 0.2% 25,000 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 0.1% + 0.1% 900 3.6%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 0.4% + 0.2% 2,800 11.2%
35t049 19.2% 439,986 1.2% + 0.4% 5,300 21.2%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 2.8% + 0.8% 7,200 28.8%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 45% + 1.1% 8,800 35.2%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.1% + 0.2% 25,000 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 0.2% + 0.2% 600 2.4%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 0.3% + 0.2% 1,000 4.0%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 1.2% + 0.6% 2,700 10.8%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 2.7% + 1.0% 3,400 13.6%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 54% + 1.7% 4,600 18.4%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 0.1% + 0.1% 300 1.2%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 0.5% + 0.3% 1,800 7.2%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 1.2% + 0.5% 2,600 10.4%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 2.8% +1.1% 3,800 15.2%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 3.8% + 1.4% 4,200 16.8%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.1% + 0.2% 25,000 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 1.1% + 0.6% 1,500 6.0%
Central 2.9% 67,207 1.9% + 0.8% 1,300 5.2%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 0.6% + 0.4% 1,500 6.0%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 1.0% + 0.3% 9,600 38.6%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 1.6% + 0.6% 900 3.6%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 2.0% + 0.9% 2,900 11.6%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 0.6% + 0.4% 200 0.8%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 1.4% + 0.5% 600 2.4%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 1.4% + 0.5% 600 2.4%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 0.9% =+ 0.4% 3,300 13.3%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 1.0% + 0.5% 200 0.8%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 1.1% + 0.6% 2,300 9.2%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.1% +0.2% 25,000 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002 by
the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.
Note: COPD includes emphysema and chronic bronchitis.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Stroke: Percentage of Persons Who Had Been Diagnosed
as Having Had a Stroke by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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*** |nsufficient sample size for calculation of population estimates

A stroke, also known as cerebrovascul ar disease, resultsfrom the death of braintissueandistypically
caused by oxygen deprivation that resultsfrom ablockage of blood supply, but can also result from
cerebral hemorrhage. Uncontrollablerisk factorsinclude advanced age, family history of diabetes, and
family history of stroke. Controllablerisk factorsinclude high blood pressure, high cholesterol, smoking,
drinking too much, obesity, and physica inactivity.

The percentage of Utahnswho have suffered astroke was estimated at just over 1% (about 29,500
persons).

Stroke prevalencerateswere similar for men and women, and increased dramatically after age64 for
both men and women alike.

While Utahnsare healthier in many respects, aUtahn’sstrokerisk isroughly thesameasaU.S. resident
of amilar age.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 17. Stroke: Percentage of Persons Who Had Been Diagnosed as Having Had a Stroke

by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah 2001.

Utah Population
Distribution

Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Had a Stroke

Percentage Number of

Percentage of
Persons Who Had Number of

Percentage

Distribution of
Persons Who Had a

Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons’ a Stroke” Persons>*  Stoke by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 1.3% + 0.2% 29,500 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 1.1% + 0.2% 13,200 44.7%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 1.4% + 0.3% 16,300 55.3%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.3% + 0.2% 29,500 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 0.1% + 0.1% 700 2.4%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 0.2% + 0.2% 1,600 5.4%
35t0 49 19.2% 439,986 0.7% + 0.3% 2,900 9.8%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 2.7% + 0.8% 7,000 23.6%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 9.0% + 1.6% 17,400 58.8%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.3% + 0.2% 29,500 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 0.2% + 0.2% 700 2.4%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 0.2% + 0.2% 500 1.7%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 0.5% + 0.4% 1,200 4.1%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 3.0% +1.1% 3,800 12.9%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 8.1% + 2.2% 6,900 23.5%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 b whk xhk
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 0.3% + 0.2% 1,000 3.4%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 0.8% + 0.5% 1,700 5.8%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 2.4% + 1.0% 3,100 10.5%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 9.6% + 2.3% 10,500 35.7%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.3% + 0.2% 29,500 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 0.9% + 0.4% 1,300 4.4%
Central 2.9% 67,207 1.6% + 0.7% 1,100 3.7%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 0.9% + 0.5% 2,100 7.1%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 1.5% + 0.4% 14,000 47.6%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 1.6% + 0.6% 800 2.7%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 2.1% + 0.8% 3,100 10.5%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 0.9% + 0.5% 300 1.0%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 1.6% + 0.6% 700 2.4%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 1.7% + 0.6% 700 2.4%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 0.9% + 0.3% 3,300 11.2%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 0.6% + 0.4% 100 0.3%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 0.9% + 0.5% 1,900 6.5%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 1.3% + 0.2% 29,500 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January
2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

*** |nsufficient sample size for calculation of population estimates.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Exposure to Cigarette Smoke: Percentage of Children Who
Had Been Exposed to Cigarette Smoke Inside the Home

by Local Health District
Utah Children Age 17 and Under, 2001
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*** |nsufficient sample size for calculation of population estimates.

* Childhood exposureto secondhand smoke, which can begin before birth and continue through childhood,
isamajor causeof morbidity in children. The presence of asmoker inachild’shousehold hasbeen
showntoincreasethechild’ srisk for middle ear infections, asthmaand other respiratory tract il Inesses,
sudden infant death syndrome (SIDS), and fire-rel ated deathsand injuries. In addition, teenswholive
with smokersaremorelikely to become smokersthemselves. Educationd interventionsand public policy
to prevent children’sexposureto tobacco smoke can lead to improved health and substantia savingsin
societal and health care costs.

» Overdl, amost 8% of childrenin Utah age 17 and under had been exposed to second hand smokeinside
thehomein thethirty days prior to datacollection.

» Ratesof exposurediffered substantially acrosslocal health districts, from 2% to 18%. Therisk of expo-

surefor children in Southeastern and Tri County Health Districtswas morethan twice that found for Utah
children, overal.

42 2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 18. Exposure to Cigarette Smoke: Percentage of Children

Who Had Been Exposed to Cigarette Smoke Inside the Home
by Age, Local Health District, Household Income, and Ethnicity,
Utah Children Age 17 and Under, 2001.

Survey Estimates of Children Who Had Been

Population Size Exposed to Cigarette Smoke Inside the Home
Percentage
Distribution by
Percentage Number of Percentage of  Number of  Demographic
Demographic Subgroup Distribution Persons’ Persons® Persons>* Subgroup
2001 Utah Population, All Utahns, 100.0% 730,417 6.0% *+ 1.1% 43,500 100.0%
Age 17 and Under
Age Group
5 and Under 35.5% 259,499 4.3% + 1.3% 11,200 25.7%
610 12 37.4% 273,034 6.8% + 1.5% 18,500 42.5%
13to 17 27.1% 197,884 7.0% + 1.7% 13,800 31.7%
Total, All Utahns, Age 17 and Under 100.0% 730,417 6.0% + 1.1% 43,500 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.2% 45,045 2.8% + 2.2% 1,300 3.0%
Central 3.1% 22,796 7.4% + 3.6% 1,700 3.9%
Davis 11.5% 84,043 4.2% + 2.8% 3,500 8.0%
Salt Lake 38.0% 277,625 7.6% + 2.3% 21,100 48.5%
Southeastern 2.3% 16,849 17.6% + 5.8% 3,000 6.9%
Southwest 6.2% 45,430 3.5% + 2.2% 1,600 3.7%
Summit 1.2% 9,093 7.5% + 4.2% 700 1.6%
Tooele 2.1% 14,994 9.2% + 3.4% 1,400 3.2%
TriCounty 1.9% 14,206 16.8% + 4.8% 2,400 5.5%
Utah County 17.9% 130,967 dkk ke ik ok
Wasatch 0.7% 5,285 4.2% + 2.6% 200 0.5%
Weber-Morgan 8.8% 64,084 9.0% + 4.6% 5,700 13.1%
Total, All Utahns, Age 17 and Under 100.0% 730,417 6.0% + 1.1% 43,500 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002 by the
Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns do not sum to the total because of missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. For age-adjusted rates see Appendix A.

*** |nsufficient sample size for calculation of population estimates.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Physical Activity: Percentage of Persons Who Reported

Regular Moderate Exercise by Sex and Age

Utahns Age 12 and Over, 2001
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Regular moderate exercise was defined as 'physical activities which were done 5 or more days per week for 30 minutes or
more per occasion, such as brisk walking, bicycling, vacuuming, gardening, or anything else that causes small increases in
breathing or heart rate.'

» TheHedthy People 2010 initiative hasdefined aset of health objectivesfor the nation to achieve over the
first decade of the new century. The objectives can be used by states, communities, and professional
organizationsto help devel op programsto improve heath.

» Two of the objectives of the Healthy People 2010 areto increase the proportion of adultsand adoles-
centswho engagein moderate physical activity for at least 30 minuteson 5 or more of the previous7
days. Thetarget for adolescentsis 35%, and for adultsis40%.

» Overdl, menweremorelikely than womento get regular moderate physical activity (57% versus 50%),
and physical activity decreased with age.

 TriCounty and Davis County Health Digtricts had the highest reported rates of regular moderate exercise.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 19a. Physical Activity: Percentage of Persons Who Reported Regular Moderate Exercise
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utahns Age 12 and Over, 2001.

Utah Population Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Had Regular Moderate
Distribution Exercise
Percentage of Percentage Distribution
Persons Who Had of Persons Who Had
Percentage Number of Regular Moderate ~ Number of Regular Moderate
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons” Exercise’ Persons®®  Exercise by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population, Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 53.3% + 1.1% 960,400 100.0%
Sex
Male 49.8% 896,717 56.8% + 1.4% 509,600 53.1%
Female 50.2% 905,456 49.8% + 1.4% 451,000 46.9%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 53.3% + 1.1% 960,400 100.0%
Age Group
12to 17 13.1% 236,623 62.5% + 2.7% 147,800 15.4%
18to 34 37.1% 669,170 55.5% + 1.8% 371,200 38.6%
3510 49 24.4% 439,986 51.9% + 2.0% 228,600 23.8%
50 to 64 14.5% 262,021 47.6% + 2.4% 124,800 13.0%
65 and Over 10.8% 194,373 46.1% + 3.0% 89,700 9.3%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 53.3% + 1.1% 960,400 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 12 to 17 6.7% 121,597 65.6% + 3.7% 79,800 8.3%
Males, 18 to 34 18.8% 338,358 60.0% + 2.4% 202,900 21.1%
Males, 35 to 49 12.3% 222,338 53.7% + 2.7% 119,300 12.4%
Males 50 to 64 7.2% 129,263 49.6% + 3.3% 64,100 6.7%
Males, 65 and Over 4.7% 85,161 51.6% + 4.1% 43,900 4.6%
Females, 12 to 17 6.4% 115,026 59.2% + 3.6% 68,000 7.1%
Females, 18 to 34 18.4% 330,812 50.9% + 2.3% 168,300 17.5%
Females, 35 to 49 12.1% 217,648 50.2% + 2.6% 109,300 11.4%
Females 50 to 64 7.4% 132,758 45.8% + 3.2% 60,800 6.3%
Females, 65 and Over 6.1% 109,212 41.7% + 3.7% 45,600 4.7%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 53.3% + 1.1% 960,400 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 108,350 52.0% + 3.2% 56,300 5.9%
Central 2.9% 52,725 60.5% + 3.4% 31,900 3.3%
Davis 10.5% 189,209 49.0% + 3.5% 92,800 9.7%
Salt Lake 40.5% 730,118 52.2% + 2.0% 381,400 39.7%
Southeastern 2.3% 42,248 57.5% + 3.6% 24,300 2.5%
Southwest 6.5% 116,927 58.4% + 3.5% 68,300 7.1%
Summit 1.4% 25,494 57.2% + 3.6% 14,600 1.5%
Tooele 1.9% 33,844 52.7% + 3.1% 17,800 1.9%
TriCounty 1.8% 32,821 60.6% + 3.1% 19,900 2.1%
Utah County 16.3% 293,245 54.8% + 2.9% 160,600 16.7%
Wasatch 0.7% 12,504 55.5% + 3.6% 6,900 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 164,688 52.0% + 3.9% 85,700 8.9%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 53.3% + 1.1% 960,400 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002 by

the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

Note: Regular moderate exercise was defined as 'physical activities which were done 5 or more days per week for 30 minutes or more

per occasion, such as brisk walking, bicycling, vacuuming, gardening, or anything else that causes small increases in breathing or heart rate."

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Physical Activity: Percentage of Persons Who Reported

Regular Vigorous Exercise by Sex and Age
Utahns Age 12 and Over, 2001
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Regular vigorous exercise was defined as ' physical activities which were done 3 or more days per week for 20 minutes or

more per occasion, such as running, aerobics, heavy yard work, or anything else that causes large increases in breathing or
heart rate.'

» Another two objectives of the Heal thy People 2010 areto increase the proportion of adultsand adoles-
centswho engagein vigorousphysica activity that promotesthe devel opment and maintenance of cardio-
respiratory fitness 3 or more days per week for 20 or more minutes per occasion. Thetarget for adoles-
centswas 85% and for adults 30%.

» Overdl, menweremorelikely than womento do vigorous physical activities (47% versus 33%.)

» Thepercentage of personswho reported regul ar vigorous exercise decreased dramatically asagein-
creased.

 Adolescentsand adultsin Summit County Health District weremost likely to report getting regular
vigorousphysicd activity.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 19b. Physical Activity: Percentage of Persons Who Reported Regular Vigorous Exercise
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utahns Age 12 and Over, 2001.

Utah Population Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Had Regular Vigorous
Distribution Exercise
Percentage of Percentage Distribution
Persons Who Had of Persons Who Had
Percentage Number of Regular Vigorous  Number of Regular Vigorous
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons’ Exercise’ Persons®* Exercise by Subgroup*
2001 Utah Population, Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 39.9% + 1.1% 718,600 100.0%
Sex
Male 49.8% 896,717 46.7% + 1.4% 418,900 58.3%
Female 50.2% 905,456 33.1% + 1.3% 300,100 41.7%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 39.9% +1.1% 718,600 100.0%
Age Group
12to 17 13.1% 236,623 55.7% + 2.7% 131,800 18.3%
18to 34 37.1% 669,170 45.3% + 1.7% 302,800 41.9%
351049 24.4% 439,986 38.3% + 1.9% 168,600 23.4%
50 to 64 14.5% 262,021 29.3% + 2.3% 76,700 10.6%
65 and Over 10.8% 194,373 21.6% +2.4% 42,000 5.8%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 39.9% + 1.1% 718,600 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 12 to 17 6.7% 121,597 62.3% + 3.7% 75,700 10.5%
Males, 18 to 34 18.8% 338,358 51.6% + 2.3% 174,500 24.2%
Males, 35 to 49 12.3% 222,338 45.1% + 2.6% 100,200 13.9%
Males 50 to 64 7.2% 129,263 34.3% + 3.2% 44,400 6.1%
Males, 65 and Over 4.7% 85,161 29.8% + 3.7% 25,400 3.5%
Females, 12 to 17 6.4% 115,026 48.8% + 3.7% 56,100 7.8%
Females, 18 to 34 18.4% 330,812 38.8% +2.2% 128,500 17.8%
Females, 35 to 49 12.1% 217,648 31.6% + 2.4% 68,700 9.5%
Females 50 to 64 7.4% 132,758 24.4% + 2.7% 32,400 4.5%
Females, 65 and Over 6.1% 109,212 15.0% + 2.7% 16,400 2.3%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 39.9% + 1.1% 718,600 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 108,350 39.3% + 3.1% 42,600 5.9%
Central 2.9% 52,725 42.1% + 3.5% 22,200 3.1%
Davis 10.5% 189,209 37.3% +3.3% 70,500 9.8%
Salt Lake 40.5% 730,118 39.0% + 1.9% 284,400 39.6%
Southeastern 2.3% 42,248 42.9% + 3.6% 18,100 2.5%
Southwest 6.5% 116,927 41.3% + 3.4% 48,300 6.7%
Summit 1.4% 25,494 51.2% + 3.5% 13,100 1.8%
Tooele 1.9% 33,844 39.6% +2.9% 13,400 1.9%
TriCounty 1.8% 32,821 43.3% + 3.1% 14,200 2.0%
Utah County 16.3% 293,245 42.8% +2.7% 125,600 17.5%
Wasatch 0.7% 12,504 45.4% + 3.5% 5,700 0.8%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 164,688 36.9% + 3.6% 60,800 8.5%
Total, All Utahns Age 12+ 100.0% 1,802,173 39.9% + 1.1% 718,600 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002

by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

Note: Regular vigorous exercise was defined as ' physical activities which were done 3 or more days per week for 20 minutes or

more per occasion, such as running, aerobics, heavy yard work, or anything else that causes large increases in breathing or heart rate.’'

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Obesity: Percentage of Adults Who
Were Obese by Sex and Age

Utah Adults Age 18 and Over, 2001
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Obesity was defined as a body mass index (BMI) of >=30 for both males and females. BMI is calculated by dividing weight in
kilograms by the square of height in meters. For example, a male or female who is 5'8" is considered obese if he or she
weighs 197.5 or more pounds.

» Another objective of Healthy People 2010isto reduce the proportion of adultswho are obeseto 15%.

» Beingoverweightisarisk factor for anumber of diseases, including heart disease, high cholesterol, and
diabetes. Overall, 21.4% of Utahnswere obese.

* Womeninevery age category were morelikely than men to be obese.

* For both men and women obesity preva ence dropped after age 64 by approximately ten percentage
points.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health



Healthy Lifestyles
Ny
<

Table 20. Obesity: Percentage of Adults Who Were Obese

by Selected Demographic Characteristics, Utah Residents, Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Population Size

Survey Estimates of Persons Who Were Obese

Percentage
Distribution by

Percentage Number of Percentage of Number of  Demographic
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons" Persons’ Persons™* Subgroup
2001 Utah Population, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 21.2% + 0.9% 331,300 100.0%
Sex
Male 49.5% 775,120 19.7% + 1.1% 152,400 46.0%
Female 50.5% 790,430 22.6% + 1.2% 178,900 54.0%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 21.2% + 0.9% 331,300 100.0%
Age Group
18to 34 42.7% 669,170 15.9% + 1.2% 106,300 32.1%
351049 28.1% 439,986 25.6% + 1.7% 112,600 34.0%
50 to 64 16.7% 262,021 28.6% + 2.2% 75,100 22.7%
65 and Over 12.4% 194,373 18.9% + 2.3% 36,700 11.1%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 21.2% + 0.9% 331,300 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 18 to 34 21.6% 338,358 14.9% + 1.6% 50,500 15.3%
Males, 35 to 49 14.2% 222,338 23.4% + 2.2% 52,000 15.7%
Males, 50 to 64 8.3% 129,263 27.4% + 2.9% 35,400 10.7%
Males, 65 and Over 5.4% 85,161 16.8% + 3.1% 14,300 4.3%
Females, 18 to 34 21.1% 330,812 16.9% + 1.7% 55,900 16.9%
Females, 35 to 49 13.9% 217,648 27.8% + 2.4% 60,500 18.3%
Females, 50 to 64 8.5% 132,758 29.8% + 3.0% 39,600 12.0%
Females, 65 and Over 7.0% 109,212 20.6% + 3.0% 22,400 6.8%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 21.2% + 0.9% 331,300 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 93,555 20.8% + 2.5% 19,400 5.9%
Central 2.8% 44,411 20.0% + 2.9% 8,900 2.7%
Davis 10.3% 160,801 23.1% + 3.0% 37,200 11.2%
Salt Lake 40.9% 640,654 21.2% + 1.6% 136,000 41.0%
Southeastern 2.3% 35,968 17.4% + 2.6% 6,300 1.9%
Southwest 6.5% 101,940 18.8% + 2.8% 19,200 5.8%
Summit 1.4% 22,186 12.7% + 2.4% 2,800 0.8%
Tooele 1.9% 29,436 24.2% + 2.6% 7,100 2.1%
TriCounty 1.8% 27,434 23.9% + 2.6% 6,600 2.0%
Utah County 16.3% 254,723 22.4% + 2.3% 57,000 17.2%
Wasatch 0.7% 10,662 16.2% + 2.4% 1,700 0.5%
Weber-Morgan 9.2% 143,780 20.3% + 3.0% 29,200 8.8%
Total, All Utahns, Age 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550 21.2% + 0.9% 331,300 100.0%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002 by the Utah

Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns do not sum to the total because of missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. For age-adjusted rates see Appendix A.

Note: Obesity was defined as a BMI of 30 or more. BMI is calculated by dividing weight in kilograms by the square of height in meters. For example, a

male or female who is 5'8" is considered obese if he or she weighs 197.5 or more pounds.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Injury: Percentage of Persons Who Sustained One or More
Injuries in the Previous 12 Months
by Sex and Age, Utah 2001
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An injury was defined as any accidental or intentional injury to a person during the last 12 months that limited their usual
activities for a day or longer or caused them to require medical attention.

* Injuriesareasgnificant sourceof disability in Utah, and, including motor vehicle crashesand intentional
self-harm, aretheleading cause of death for Utahnsage 1 to 44 (Officeof Vita Recordsand Statistics,
Utah Department of Health. Mortality by Cause, Sex, Age and Autopsy, Residence: Utah, 2002).

» Overall in2001, 12% of Utahnsof al ages (about 275,800 persons) sustained aninjury during the
previous 12 monthsthat limited their usual activitiesfor aday or longer or caused themto require medical
attention.

* Injuriesweremore common among malesthan females (14% versus 10%), and were the most common
among malesage 18to 34 (18%) and femal esage 65 or over (15%).

* Injury risk wasgreatest (16%) in Summit County Health District.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table 21. Injury: Percentage of Persons Who Sustained

One or More Injuries in the Previous 12 Months
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District, Utah, 2001.

Utah Population

Distribution Survey Estimates of Utahns Who Were Injured
Percentage
Percentage of Distribution of
Percentage Number of Persons Who Were Number of Persons Who Were
Demographic Subgroup Distribution  Persons’ Injured? Persons®* Injured by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Population 100.0% 2,295,967 12.0% + 0.6% 275,800 100.0%
Sex
Male 50.1% 1,150,881 13.6% + 0.8% 157,100 56.9%
Female 49.9% 1,145,086 10.4% + 0.7% 118,800 43.1%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 12.0% + 0.6% 275,800 100.0%
Age Group
17 and Under 31.8% 730,417 11.1% + 0.9% 81,200 29.3%
18to 34 29.1% 669,170 14.1% +1.1% 94,600 34.1%
351049 19.2% 439,986 11.3% +1.2% 49,500 17.9%
50 to 64 11.4% 262,021 10.8% + 1.5% 28,300 10.2%
65 and Over 8.5% 194,373 12.1% +1.8% 23,500 8.5%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 12.0% + 0.6% 275,800 100.0%
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 16.4% 375,761 12.6% + 1.3% 47,400 17.1%
Males, 18 to 34 14.7% 338,358 18.2% + 1.7% 61,600 22.2%
Males, 35 to 49 9.7% 222,338 12.0% +1.7% 26,700 9.6%
Males 50 to 64 5.6% 129,263 11.9% +2.2% 15,300 5.5%
Males, 65 and Over 3.7% 85,161 8.2% + 2.3% 7,000 2.5%
Females, 17 and Under 15.4% 354,656 9.5% + 1.2% 33,800 12.2%
Females, 18 to 34 14.4% 330,812 10.0% + 1.3% 32,900 11.9%
Females, 35 to 49 9.5% 217,648 10.5% + 1.6% 22,900 8.3%
Females 50 to 64 5.8% 132,758 9.8% + 1.9% 13,000 4.7%
Females, 65 and Over 4.8% 109,212 15.2% + 2.7% 16,600 6.0%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 12.0% + 0.6% 275,800 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 6.0% 138,600 11.3% + 1.4% 15,700 5.7%
Central 2.9% 67,207 12.2% +1.8% 8,200 3.0%
Davis 10.7% 244,844 11.9% + 1.7% 29,300 10.6%
Salt Lake 40.0% 918,279 12.0% + 1.0% 110,200 40.0%
Southeastern 2.3% 52,817 12.2% + 1.8% 6,400 2.3%
Southwest 6.4% 147,370 11.6% +1.7% 17,100 6.2%
Summit 1.4% 31,279 15.7% + 1.9% 4,900 1.8%
Tooele 1.9% 44,430 11.0% + 1.5% 4,900 1.8%
TriCounty 1.8% 41,640 11.7% + 1.5% 4,900 1.8%
Utah County 16.8% 385,690 11.9% + 1.4% 46,000 16.7%
Wasatch 0.7% 15,947 12.8% +1.8% 2,000 0.7%
Weber-Morgan 9.1% 207,864 12.5% +1.9% 26,000 9.4%
Total, All Utahns 100.0% 2,295,967 12.0% + 0.6% 275,800 100.1%

1 Population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model published in January 2002

by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.

3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.
5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.

Note: An injury was defined as any accidental or intentional injury to a person during the last 12 months that limited their usual
activities for a day or longer or caused them to require medical attention.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Gun Storage: Percentage of Households by Presence of
Guns and Method of Gun Storage, Utah Households 2001

Guns Not Locked, Loaded Guns Not
Not Loaded, Stored in a Locked
Ammunition in Location

Household

Guns Not Locked, 10%
No Ammunition in
Household

1%

2%

Guns in Locked
Location
26%

* Improperly stored gunsareapublic health problem for avariety of reasons. Accidental gunshot injury
and desth, especially among children, ismore common among househol dswith accessibleguns. Inten-
tiona gunshot injury isalso morecommonwhenaguniseasily accessible. Itissuspected that oneform of
intentional injury, suicide, ismorecommon in\Western statesat |east partially asaresult of the higher
proportion of householdsthat haveagun.

 Overdll, about 40% of Utah househol ds owned agun of some sort, either ahandgun or along gun, andin
1.5% of Utah househol ds (10,900 households) therewere one or moreloaded gunsaccessiblein un-
locked locations.

» Southeastern (4%), TriCounty (3%), and Southwest Health Districts (3%) had the highest rates of
access bility of unlocked and loaded guns.

» Householdswith children age 17 or under werelesslikely to haveloaded gunsaccessible (0.7% versus
2.3% of householdswith no children).
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Table 22. Gun Storage: Percentage of Households That Had

Loaded Guns Stored in an Unlocked Location

by Income, Children in Household, and Local Health District, Utah Households, 2001.

Population Distribution of
Utah Households

Survey Estimates of Utah Households
With Unlocked, Loaded Guns

Percentage of

Percentage Distribution

Households With of Households With
Percentage Number of Unlocked, Loaded Number of Unlocked, Loaded Guns
Demographic Subgroup Distribution Households* Guns? Households®* by Subgroup®
2001 Utah Households
No Guns in Household 437,500 60.4%
Guns in Locked Location 191,600 26.4%
Guns Not Locked, No Ammunition in Household 10,700 1.5%
Guns Not Locked, Not Loaded, Ammunition in Household 73,800 10.2%
Loaded Guns Not Stored in a Locked Location 10,900 1.5%
Total, All Households 724,500 100.0%
Income Category
Under $15,000 4.9% 35,508 1.0% + 0.6% 400 3.8%
$15,000 to <$35,000 23.5% 170,583 1.0% + 0.3% 1,700 16.0%
$35,000 to <$55,000 26.8% 194,134 2.0% + 0.4% 3,900 36.8%
$55,000 and Over 44.8% 324,427 1.4% + 0.3% 4,600 43.4%
Total, All Households 100.0% 724,652 1.5% + 0.2% 10,900 100.0%
Children in Household
One or More Children 68.1% 493,271 0.7% + 0.2% 3,400 39.5%
No Children 31.9% 231,381 2.3% + 0.3% 5,200 60.5%
Total, All Households 100.0% 724,652 1.5% + 0.2% 10,900 100.0%
Local Health District®
Bear River 5.8% 42,382 1.7% + 0.5% 700 6.4%
Central 2.9% 20,720 1.8% + 0.6% 400 3.6%
Davis 10.2% 73,644 1.5% + 0.6% 1,100 10.0%
Salt Lake 41.8% 303,231 1.1% + 0.3% 3,500 31.8%
Southeastern 2.5% 18,078 4.4% + 1.0% 800 7.3%
Southwest 6.7% 48,585 3.1% + 0.8% 1,500 13.6%
Summit 1.5% 10,922 2.3% + 0.7% 200 1.8%
Tooele 1.9% 13,948 1.7% + 0.5% 200 1.8%
TriCounty 1.9% 13,560 3.4% + 0.8% 500 4.5%
Utah County 14.5% 105,338 0.9% + 0.4% 1,000 9.1%
Wasatch 0.7% 5,028 1.5% + 0.6% 100 0.9%
Weber-Morgan 9.6% 69,216 1.5% + 0.6% 1,000 9.1%
Total, All Households 100.0% 724,652 1.5% + 0.2% 10,900 100.0%

1 For the Local Health Districts, population estimates are based on Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model
published in January 2002 by the Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget. For the Income and presence of children in

the household, population estimates are based on the 2000 Utah Health Status Survey.
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval.
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

4 Figures in these columns may not sum to the total because of data weighting and missing values on the grouping variables.

5 These rates have not been age-adjusted. Age-adjusted rates are available upon request.
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General Technical Background to the 2001 Health Status Survey

Introduction

Thepurposeof thissectionisto providethereader with ageneral methodol ogical overview of the
project. Personsinterestedin obtai ning additiona or moredetail ed information may contact:

Office of Public Health Assessment
Center for Health Data
Utah Department of Health
POBox 142101
SaltLakeCity, UT 84114-2101
Phone: (801) 538-6108
E-mail: phdata@utah.gov

Sample Design

The 2001 Utah Health Status Survey representsthefourth such survey: previous surveyswere con-
ductedin 1986, 1991, and 2001. The statistical estimatesin thisreport are based on 2001 Utah Health
Satus Survey data.

The samplewasacomplex survey sample designed to be representative of all Utahns. Itisbest
described asaweighted probability sample of 7,520 househol dsdisproportionately stratified by twelvelocal
health districtsthat cover the entire state. The samplewas stratified so that the survey estimates could be
provided for eachlocal health digtrict.

Unweighted Counts
Health District / Small Area Households Persons

1 Bear River Health District 619 1,985
2 Central Health District 476 1,537
3 Davis County Health District 470 1,565
4 Salt Lake Valley Health District 1,615 5,110
5 Southeastern Health District 484 1,403
6 Southwest Health District 501 1,576
7 Summit Health District 510 1,513
8 Tooele Health District 611 2,030
9 Tri-County Health District 587 1,862
10 Utah County Health District 763 2,691
11 Wasatch Health District 453 1,518
12 Weber/Morgan Health District 431 1,298
State Total 7,520 24,088

A single stage, non-clustered, equal probability of selection telephone calling design, more
specificaly referred to asthe Casady-L epkowski (1993) calling design, was used to generate telephone
numbersin eachlocal health district. Thismethod beginsby building abase sampling frame consisting of all
possibletelephone numbersfromall working prefixesin Utah. Telephone numbersare arranged sequentialy
into groupsof 100 by selecting al telephone numberswithin an areacodeand prefix, plusthefirst and
second digitsof the suffix (e.g., 801-538-10X X representsagroup that includesall 100 phone numbers
between 801-538-1000 and 801-538-1099). Each group of 100 telephone numbersisclassified aseither
high density (at least oneresidentia listing) or low density (nolisted resdentia phone numbersinthegroup).

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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All low dengity groupsareremoved, and high density groups areretained. Telephone numbersarerandomly
selected from the high-dengity list. Thissampling design ensuresthat both listed and unlisted phone numbers
areincludedinthesample.

The Utah Department of Health contracted with PEGUS Research Inc. to collect the survey data. The
survey interview was conducted with onerandomly selected adult (age 18 or older) in each household.
To select thisperson, PEGUSinterviewers collected household membership information from the household
contact person (the person who answered the phone). The adult household member who had celebrated the
most recent birthday wasthen selected fromthelist of al household membersage 18 or over. Survey
guestionswerethen asked about either, 1) al household members, 2) the survey respondent only, 3) a
randomly selected adult or child household member (used only intheinjuries section), or 4) the household
asawhole. Thus, the survey samplevaries, depending on the within-household samplethat wasused for
each set of survey questions. Each within-household sample hasknown probabilities of selectionand has
been weighted appropriately so it can be generalized to the Utah popul ation.

QuestionnaireConstruction

The 2001 Utah Health Status Survey was based on the 1996 Utah Health Status Survey question-
naire. For the 2001 questionnaire, some changes were made based on input from the Health Surveys
Advisory Committee and the Heal th Status Survey staff. These changesincluded enhancing the sec-
tions on health insurance coverage and accessto health care. These changes were madein order to
obtain more detailed information and to allow for comparison with large, federal surveys, such asthe
Current Population Survey (CPS). The entire survey questionnaire may befound on-line at
http://health.utah.gov/ibis-ph/opha_pubs.html.

Survey Data Collection

PEGUS Research, Inc. incorporated the tel ephone survey instrument into acomputer -assisted
telephoneinterviewing (CATI) software program. I nterviewswere conducted by trained interviewersin
asupervised and monitored environment at onelocationinthe Salt Lake Valley. One hundred and eighty-
fiveinterviews (2.5%) were conducted in Spanish.

Computer assisted telephoneinter viewing was chosen as the method of data collection for
several reasons. Firgt, it yieldshigh responserates, thusresulting inamore representative sample and
reducing theamount of biasinherentin mail survey responserates. Second, it helpsreduce non-sampling
error by standardizing the data collection process. Data-entry errorsarereduced becauseinterviewersare
not allowed to enter non-valid codes. It wasa so efficient becauseit allowed interviewersto enter responses
directly into the database.

Response Rate

Theinterview processtook place over aseven-month period (from May to November, 2001), and
resulted in aresponserate of 40.8%. If necessary, up to fifteen tel ephone attempts were made to contact a
sel ected househol d.

Weighting Methods

Post-sur vey weighting adj ustmentswere made so that the Heal th Status Survey findings could be
moreaccurately generalized to Utah's popul ation. Two types of post-survey weighting adjustmentswere
made: onethat adjusted for random sampling variation and onethat adjusted for disproportionate sampling
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(such asthe over-sampling of thesmaller local health districtsacrossthe state). Although thetwo typesof
adjustmentsaredistinct conceptually, they are accomplished inaseries of stepsthat doesnot distinguish
between thetwo types.

The post-survey weighting variables adjusted for thefollowing factors:
1. Thenumber of phonelinesinthe household.
2. Thetota number of adultsin thehousehold (for questionsthat were asked only of the
respondent, but were meant to be generalized to all adultsin the household).
3. Theproportion of Hispanic personsineachloca heath district.
4. Thepopulationageand sex distribution of each local health district.
5. Theprobabilitiesof selectionfor eachlocal health district.

Calculation of Survey Estimates

Population count estimates. Once apercentage was calculated for avariable of interest (e.g., the
percentage uninsured) using appropriately welghted survey data, apopulation count (N) towhichthe
percentage applied was estimated. In some cases anaysesreferenced certain age or sex groups, Hispanic
personsor combinations of Utah counties. The population count estimatesfor these groupswerereadily
availablefrom the 2000 Census. However, for other groupswhere popul ation countswerelargely unavail-
able(e.g., analysesthat examined the distribution of adult malesby marital status), survey datawere used to
estimate the population counts. Thiswas achieved by multiplying the appropriate 2000 popul ationtotal for
that group (from 2000 GOPB estimates) by aproportion obtained from afrequency distribution or cross
tabulation analysisof Utah Health Status Survey data. For instance, to cal cul ate apopul ation count for adult
ma eswho were married, the popul ation of adult malesfrom GOPB estimateswas multiplied by percentage
of married adult malesin the 2001 Utah Hedl th Status Survey sample. Thus, any popul ation count estimates
not derived directly from existing age, sex, Higpanic statusor county popul ation estimateswere derived
from 2001 Health Status Survey data.

Missing Values. Another consideration that affected the presentation of the population estimatesin
tableformat wastheinclusion or exclusion of missing values (*don’t know” and “ refused to answer”).
Population percentage estimateswere cal cul ated after removing the“don’t know” and* refused to answer”
responsesfrom the denominator. This, in effect, assumesthat personswho gave those answerswere
distributed identically onthevariableof interest to thosewho gave avaid answer to that variable. For
instance, that among those who did not know whether they wereinsured, we assumed that 91.3% of them
wereinsured and 8.7% were not insured -- percentagesidentical to thosefound among the sample mem-
berswho answered the question with avalid response.

Readers may have noticed that the numbersin thelast two columns of thereferencetablesdo not
alwayssumtothetotal asthey should. Thiswasunavoidablefor two reasons:

1) If therewere missing va ues on the demographic grouping variabl e, the sum of the partsisderived
fromadightly different samplethan the estimatefor the overal number.

2) The post-survey welghting adjustments cause certainirregul aritiesin the tables.

Limitationsand Other Special Considerations

Edtimatesdeve oped fromthesamplemay differ fromtheresultsof acomplete censusof al householdsin
Utah duetotwotypesof error, sampling and non-sampling error. Each typeof error ispresent in estimatesbased
onasurvey sample. Good survey design and datacoll ection techniques serveto minimize both sourcesof error.

Samplingerror refersto random variation that occurs because only asubset of theentire populationis
sampled and used to estimate thefinding, or parameter, in theentire popul ation. It isoften termed “ margin of
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error” in popular use. Sampling error hasbeen expressed in thisreport asaconfidenceinterval. The 95%
confidenceinterva (calculated as 1.96 timesthe standard error of astatistic) indicatestherange of values
withinwhich the gtatistic would fall 95% of thetimeif theresearcher wereto calculatethe datistic (e.g., a
percentage) from an infinite number of samplesof the same size drawn from the samebase population. Itis
typicaly expressed asthe® plusor minus’ term, asinthefollowing example:

“The percentage of those polled who said they would vote for George W. Bush was 47%, plusor
minus2%”.

Because the samplewas clustered within househol ds, and becauselocal health districtswere dispropor-
tionately stratified and then weighted to reflect the Utah popul ation, the sampleisconsidered acomplex
survey sampledesign. Estimating the sampling error for acomplex survey designrequiresspecia statistical
techniques. SAS software, using “proc surveymeans,” was used to estimate the standard errors of the
survey estimates becauseit employsastatistical routine (Taylor-series expansion) that accountsfor the
complex survey design.

Figuresinthisreport includeerror bars showing thisestimated confidenceinterval around the parameter
estimate. In caseswherethe confidenceinterval wasgreater in magnitudethan the estimate, the estimate
was not given. Estimateswere not computed where the sample denominatorswerelessthat n=50. Readers
should notethat we have aways presented the confidenceinterval asthough it were symmetric, that is, of
equal value both above and below (plusand minus) the estimate. It isoften the case, however, that a
confidenceinterva will be nonsymmetric. Thisoccurswhen thedistributionispositively or negatively
skewed, such aswhen apercentageiscloseto 0% or 100%. However, because the software program we
use providesonly symmetric confidenceintervas, we have not provided the asymmetric estimates.

Non-sampling error also existsinsurvey estimates. Sources of non-sampling error includeidiosyn-
craticinterpretation of survey questionsby respondents, variationsininterviewer technique, household non-
responseto questions, coding errors, and so forth. No specific effortswere made to quantify the magnitude
of non-sampling error. Non-sampling error was minimized by good questionnaire design, use of standardiza-
tionininterviewer behavior and frequent, on-site, interviewer monitoring and supervision.

Compar ability with other surveysisanissuewithal surveys. Differencesin survey design, survey
guestions, estimation procedures, the soci o-demographi c and economic context, and changesinthe struc-
ture and financing of the health care delivery system may all affect comparison between the 2001 Utah
Hedth Status Survey and other surveys, including those conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the
Behaviora Risk Factor Survelllance System surveys, and previous Utah Department of Hedlth, Hedlth
Status Surveys.

Telephone sur veysexclude certain popul ation segmentsfrom the sampling frame, such aspersonsin
group living quarters(e.g., military barracks, nursing homes) and househol dswithout telephones. At thetime
of the 1990 Decennia Census, only four percent of Utah househol dswerewithout tel ephone service.
Typically, telephone surveys are biased because tel gphone househol ds under-represent lower income and
certain minority populations. In addition, studieshave shown that non-tel egphone househol dstend to have
lower ratesof hedlth careutilization (especialy denta care), poorer health habitsand hedlth status, and
lower rates of health insurance coverage (Thornberry and Massey, 1988).

Despitethese overall disparities between telephone and non-tel ephone househol ds, the Utah Hedlth
Status Survey estimates may be considered adequately representative of all Utah households. The 2000
U.S. Censusindicated that only 2% of Utah householdswere without telephoneservicein April of 2000.
Furthermore, certain research (K eeter, 1995) suggeststhat asimilarity exists between datafrom non-
telephone househol ds and tel ephone househol ds that experienced an interruption in service over the past 12
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months. Thissimilarity existsbecause many, if not most, househol ds currently without telephonesdid have
serviceintherecent past, and will have serviceagaininthefuture. Therefore, certain householdswith
telephones (those that had arecent interruption in service) arerepresentative of “non-phone” households,
allowing hedlth status survey estimatesto be corrected for telephone non-coveragebias. Thiscorrection has
typically not been made, and will beclearly indicated whenitisused.
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Table A-1. Utah Population Estimates
by Sex, Age, and Local Health District. 1996-2005.

Utah Population Totals Percentac
Distributic
Demographic Subgroup 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001
Utah Population Total 2,042,889 2,099,406 2,141,619 2,193,006 2,246,553 2,295,967 2,321,052 2,353,608 2,410,082 2,462,815 100.0¢
Sex
Males 1,018,183 1,046,708 1,068,232 1,094,405 1,125,727 1,150,881 1,164,213 1,180,962 1,209,954 1,237,207 50.1¢
Females 1,024,706 1,052,698 1,073,387 1,098,601 1,120,826 1,145,086 1,156,839 1,172,646 1,200,128 1,225,608 49.9¢
Total, All Utahns 2,042,889 2,099,406 2,141,619 2,193,006 2,246,553 2,295,967 2,321,052 2,353,608 2,410,082 2,462,815 100.0¢
Age Group
17 and Under 689,762 699,012 703,890 712,039 723,028 730,417 734,382 742,473 758,442 775,276 318
180 34 568,771 587,884 601,351 619,240 648,483 669,170 676,307 685,017 701,841 712,373 29.1¢
35t049 406,885 420,194 430,426 441,290 433,724 439,986 440,923 441,987 447,488 453,684 19.2¢
50 to 64 202,065 213,728 224,933 236,676 249,995 262,021 273,402 285,779 300,467 315,823 11.4¢
65 and Over 175,406 178,588 181,019 183,761 191,323 194,373 196,038 198,352 201,844 205,659 8.5
Total, All Utahns 2,042,889 2,099,406 2,141,619 2,193,006 2,246,553 2,295,967 2,321,052 2,353,608 2,410,082 2,462,815 100.0¢
Sex and Age
Males, 17 and Under 354,179 358,867 361,278 365,478 372,021 375,761 377,674 381,678 389,984 398,628 16.4¢
Males, 18 to 34 285,761 295,612 302,889 312,203 327,964 338,358 342,390 346,804 355,400 360,859 14.7¢
Males, 35 to 49 202,912 209,467 214,353 219,659 218,903 222,338 223,124 223,912 226,861 230,219 9.7
Males 50 to 64 98,993 104,799 110,460 116,373 123,127 129,263 135,026 141,427 148,736 156,674 5.6'
Males, 65 and Over 76,338 77,963 79,252 80,692 83,712 85,161 85,999 87,141 88,973 90,827 3.7
Females, 17 and Under 335,583 340,145 342,612 346,561 351,007 354,656 356,708 360,795 368,458 376,648 15.4¢
Females, 18 to 34 283,010 292,272 298,462 307,037 320,519 330,812 333,917 338,213 346,441 351,514 14.4¢
Females, 35 to 49 203,973 210,727 216,073 221,631 214,821 217,648 217,799 218,075 220,627 223,465 9.5
Females 50 to 64 103,072 108,929 114,473 120,303 126,868 132,758 138,376 144,352 151,731 159,149 5.8
Females, 65 and Over 99,068 100,625 101,767 103,069 107,611 109,212 110,039 111,211 112,871 114,832 4.8
Total, All Utahns 2,042,889 2,099,406 2,141,619 2,193,006 2,246,553 2,295,967 2,321,052 2,353,608 2,410,082 2,462,815 100.0¢
Local Health District
Bear River 125,639 128,591 131,724 134,265 136,712 138,600 141,068 143,582 147,344 150,753 6.0'
Central 61,578 63,439 64,676 65,250 66,506 67,207 68,251 69,114 70,541 71,484 2.9
Davis 219,684 224,355 229,444 235,358 240,204 244,844 250,286 253,012 258,303 263,041 10.7¢
Salt Lake 840,646 858,301 870,735 885,212 902,777 918,279 924,971 934,193 953,104 970,361 40.0¢
Southeastern 53,497 54,307 54,730 54,497 54,075 52,817 53,401 53,679 54,322 54,562 2.3
Southwest 123,103 128,790 132,557 137,660 142,006 147,370 150,500 154,140 159,498 164,427 6.4¢
Summit 25,049 26,223 27,670 28,797 30,048 31,279 32,023 32,897 34,116 35,274 1.4
Tooele 31,431 33,456 35,471 38,289 41,549 44,430 45,669 46,908 48,636 50,277 1.9
TriCounty 39,398 40,284 39,222 40,181 40,627 41,640 42,108 42,246 42,887 42,877 1.8
Utah County 321,070 334,657 344,818 358,459 371,894 385,690 388,996 396,813 408,706 421,931 16.8¢
Wasatch 13,075 13,307 14,131 14,560 15,433 15,947 16,513 17,017 17,695 18,439 0.7
Weber-Morgan 188,719 193,696 196,441 200,478 204,722 207,864 207,266 210,007 214,930 219,389 9.1
Total, All Utahns 2,042,889 2,099,406 2,141,619 2,193,006 2,246,553 2,295,967 2,321,052 2,353,608 2,410,082 2,462,815 100.0¢

Source: Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB), January 2002 population estimates.
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Table A-2. Utah Population Estimates
by Sex and Local Health District. 1996-2005.

Utah Population Totals Percentage
Distribution
Demographic Subgroup 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001
Local Health District and Sex

Bear River, Male 63,074 64,577 66,188 67,515 67,862 68,865 70,181 71,487 73,391 75,132 49.7%
Bear River, Female 62,565 64,014 65,536 66,750 68,850 69,735 70,887 72,095 73,953 75,621 50.3%
Bear River, Total 125,639 128,591 131,724 134,265 136,712 138,600 141,068 143,582 147,344 150,753 100.0%
Central, Male 30,562 31,526 32,096 32,380 33,548 33,893 34,443 34,897 35,637 36,133 50.4%
Central, Female 31,016 31,913 32,580 32,870 32,958 33,314 33,808 34,217 34,904 35,351 49.6%
Central, Total 61,578 63,439 64,676 65,250 66,506 67,207 68,251 69,114 70,541 71,484 100.0%
Davis, Male 110,783 113,122 115,695 118,743 120,659 123,061 125,856 127,253 129,959 132,387 50.3%
Davis, Female 108,901 111,233 113,749 116,615 119,545 121,783 124,430 125,759 128,344 130,654 49.7%
Davis, Total 219,684 224,355 229,444 235,358 240,204 244,844 250,286 253,012 258,303 263,041 100.0%
Salt Lake, Male 418,655 427,664 434,115 441,533 455,170 463,138 466,642 471,440 481,200 490,130 50.4%
Salt Lake, Female 421,991 430,637 436,620 443,679 447,607 455,141 458,329 462,753 471,904 480,231 49.6%
Salt Lake, Total 840,646 858,301 870,735 885,212 902,777 918,279 924,971 934,193 953,104 970,361 100.0%
Southeastern, Male 26,423 26,811 27,007 26,874 26,734 26,100 26,395 26,541 26,861 26,988 49.4%
Southeastern, Female 27,074 27,496 27,723 27,623 27,341 26,717 27,006 27,138 27,461 27,574 50.6%
Southeastern, Total 53,497 54,307 54,730 54,497 54,075 52,817 53,401 53,679 54,322 54,562 100.0%
Southwest, Male 61,116 64,019 65,926 68,488 70,364 73,098 74,708 76,564 79,273 81,761 49.6%
Southwest, Female 61,987 64,771 66,631 69,172 71,642 74,272 75,792 77,576 80,225 82,666 50.4%
Southwest, Total 123,103 128,790 132,557 137,660 142,006 147,370 150,500 154,140 159,498 164,427 100.0%
Summit, Male 12,744 13,320 14,061 14,644 15,620 16,228 16,598 17,035 17,644 18,224 51.9%
Summit, Female 12,305 12,903 13,609 14,153 14,428 15,051 15,425 15,862 16,472 17,050 48.1%
Summit, Total 25,049 26,223 27,670 28,797 30,048 31,279 32,023 32,897 34,116 35,274 100.0%
Tooele, Male 15,831 16,861 17,874 19,277 20,457 21,994 22,625 23,254 24,137 24,962 49.5%
Tooele, Female 15,600 16,595 17,597 19,012 21,092 22,436 23,044 23,654 24,499 25,315 50.5%
Tooele, Total 31,431 33,456 35,471 38,289 41,549 44,430 45,669 46,908 48,636 50,277 100.0%
TriCounty, Male 19,596 20,013 19,493 19,955 20,421 20,924 21,140 21,207 21,530 21,514 50.2%
TriCounty, Female 19,802 20,271 19,729 20,226 20,206 20,716 20,968 21,039 21,357 21,363 49.8%
TriCounty, Total 39,398 40,284 39,222 40,181 40,627 41,640 42,108 42,246 42,887 42,877 100.0%
Utah County, Male 159,278 166,052 171,204 178,055 184,321 191,115 193,154 197,148 203,301 210,278 49.6%
Utah County, Female 161,792 168,605 173,614 180,404 187,573 194,575 195,842 199,665 205,405 211,653 50.4%
Utah County, Total 321,070 334,657 344,818 358,459 371,894 385,690 388,996 396,813 408,706 421,931 100.0%
Wasatch, Male 6,555 6,673 7,097 7,323 7,842 8,094 8,389 8,648 8,989 9,362 50.8%
Wasatch, Female 6,520 6,634 7,034 7,237 7,591 7,853 8,124 8,369 8,706 9,077 49.2%
Wasatch, Total 13,075 13,307 14,131 14,560 15,433 15,947 16,513 17,017 17,695 18,439 100.0%
Weber-Morgan, Male 93,566 96,070 97,476 99,618 102,729 104,371 104,082 105,488 108,032 110,336 50.2%
Weber-Morgan, Female 95,153 97,626 98,965 100,860 101,993 103,493 103,184 104,519 106,898 109,053 49.8%
Weber-Morgan, Total 188,719 193,696 196,441 200,478 204,722 207,864 207,266 210,007 214,930 219,389 100.0%

Source: Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB), January 2002 population estimates.
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Table A-3. Utah Population Estimates
by Age Group and Local Health District. 1996-2005.

Utah Population Totals Percentage  Median
Distribution Age

Demographic Subgroup 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001 2001
Local Health District and
Age Group

Bear River, 17 and Under 46,256 44,895 45,045 45,590 46,337 47,601 48,949 32.5%

Bear River, 18 to 34 40,254 43,661 44,772 45,880 46,929 48,279 49,241 32.3%

Bear River, 35 to 49 24,281 23,585 23,605 23,701 23,670 23,809 23,980 17.0%

Bear River, 50 to 64 12,755 13,265 13,756 14,387 15,051 15,866 16,659 9.9%

Bear River, 65 and Over 10,719 11,306 11,422 11,510 11,595 11,789 11,924 8.2%

Bear River Total 134,265 136,712 138,600 141,068 143,582 147,344 150,753 100.0% 27.2

Central, 17 and Under 20,344 23,220 22,796 22,637 22,475 22,659 22,835 33.9%

Central, 18 to 34 17,326 14,638 15,502 16,260 17,011 17,806 18,284 23.1%

Central, 35 to 49 12,730 12,204 12,157 12,225 12,118 12,122 12,045 18.1%

Central, 50 to 64 7,297 8,574 8,803 9,102 9,396 9,743 10,053 13.1%

Central, 65 and Over 7,553 7,870 7,949 8,027 8,114 8,211 8,267 11.8%

Central Total 65,250 66,506 67,207 68,251 69,114 70,541 71,484 100.0% 29.9

Davis, 17 and Under 78,222 84,388 84,043 84,330 84,305 85,150 86,034 34.3%

Davis, 18 to 34 63,634 62,857 65,393 67,799 68,703 70,487 71,696 26.7%

Davis, 35 to 49 49,432 48,829 49,542 50,199 50,259 50,749 51,117 20.2%

Davis, 50 to 64 26,914 26,501 27,741 29,225 30,633 32,356 34,151 11.3%

Davis, 65 and Over 17,156 17,629 18,125 18,733 19,112 19,561 20,043 7.4%

Davis Total 235,358 240,204 244,844 250,286 253,012 258,303 263,041 100.0% 28.0

Salt Lake, 17 and Under 281,860 274,920 277,625 278,700 281,035 286,340 291,658 30.2%

Salt Lake, 18 to 34 233,121 261,552 266,004 265,967 266,418 270,245 271,735 29.0%

Salt Lake, 35 to 49 193,803 188,770 190,549 190,420 190,445 192,379 194,506 20.8%

Salt Lake, 50 to 64 102,563 104,499 110,249 115,539 121,160 127,572 134,242 12.0%

Salt Lake, 65 and Over 73,865 73,036 73,852 74,345 75,135 76,568 78,220 8.0%

Salt Lake Total 885,212 902,777 918,279 924,971 934,193 953,104 970,361 100.0% 29.6

Southeastern, 17 and Under 17,060 17,624 16,849 16,664 16,456 16,409 16,235 31.9%

Southeastern, 18 to 34 14,018 11,649 11,524 12,090 12,519 13,031 13,418 21.8%

Southeastern, 35 to 49 10,756 11,374 10,907 10,731 10,409 10,142 9,793 20.7%

Southeastern, 50 to 64 6,673 7,364 7,522 7,845 8,171 8,534 8,851 14.2%

Southeastern, 65 and Over 5,990 6,064 6,015 6,071 6,124 6,206 6,265 11.4%

Southeastern Total 54,497 54,075 52,817 53,401 53,679 54,322 54,562 100.0% 32.1

Southwest, 17 and Under 42,457 44,411 45,430 46,214 47,209 48,745 50,451 30.8%

Southwest, 18 to 34 39,579 35,219 37,821 39,365 41,052 43,197 44,753 25.7%

Southwest, 35 to 49 27,243 23,568 24,309 24,578 24,884 25,714 26,509 16.5%

Southwest, 50 to 64 13,677 17,904 18,447 18,896 19,428 20,078 20,818 12.5%

Southwest, 65 and Over 14,704 20,904 21,363 21,447 21,567 21,764 21,896 14.5%

Southwest Total 137,660 142,006 147,370 150,500 154,140 159,498 164,427 100.0% 30.7
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Table A-3. Utah Population Estimates

by Age Group and Local Health District. 1996-2005.

(continued)

Utah Population Totals Percentage  Median
Distribution Age

Demographic Subgroup 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2001 2001
Local Health District and
Age Group

Summit, 17 and Under 7,889 8,956 9,093 9,050 9,031 9,104 9,209 29.1%

Summit, 18 to 34 7,639 6,864 7,301 7,527 7,839 8,303 8,635 23.3%

Summit, 35 to 49 7,903 8,540 8,705 8,787 8,765 8,848 8,975 27.8%

Summit, 50 to 64 3,498 4,227 4,595 4,954 5,425 5,859 6,297 14.7%

Summit, 65 and Over 1,868 1,461 1,585 1,705 1,837 2,002 2,158 5.1%

Summit Total 28,797 30,048 31,279 32,023 32,897 34,116 35,274 100.0% 33.2

Tooele, 17 and Under 11,480 14,537 14,994 15,322 15,725 16,283 16,789 33.7%

Tooele, 18 to 34 10,700 11,285 12,565 12,837 13,017 13,385 13,662 28.3%

Tooele, 35 to 49 7,979 8,145 8,751 8,984 9,269 9,607 10,006 19.7%

Tooele, 50 to 64 4,719 4,548 4,930 5,237 5,489 5,804 6,135 11.1%

Tooele, 65 and Over 3,411 3,034 3,190 3,289 3,408 3,557 3,685 7.2%

Tooele Total 38,289 41,549 44,430 45,669 46,908 48,636 50,277 100.0% 27.8

TriCounty, 17 and Under 13,232 14,268 14,206 14,073 13,868 13,838 13,626 34.1%

TriCounty, 18 to 34 9,956 8,640 9,278 9,683 9,932 10,346 10,491 22.3%

TriCounty, 35 to 49 8,556 8,349 8,465 8,344 8,214 8,160 7,953 20.3%

TriCounty, 50 to 64 4,815 5,380 5,558 5,802 5,929 6,118 6,304 13.3%

TriCounty, 65 and Over 3,622 3,990 4,133 4,206 4,303 4,425 4,503 9.9%

TriCounty Total 40,181 40,627 41,640 42,108 42,246 42,887 42,877 100.0% 30.1

Utah County, 17 and Under 126,419 126,630 130,967 133,011 136,727 141,718 147,478 34.0%

Utah County, 18 to 34 123,773 134,742 139,430 138,965 140,316 143,244 145,280 36.2%

Utah County, 35 to 49 57,217 55,742 58,241 58,765 59,890 61,594 64,224 15.1%

Utah County, 50 to 64 28,561 31,063 32,759 33,930 35,378 37,340 39,547 8.5%

Utah County, 65 and Over 22,489 23,717 24,293 24,325 24,502 24,810 25,402 6.3%

Utah County Total 358,459 371,894 385,690 388,996 396,813 408,706 421,931 100.0% 255

Wasatch, 17 and Under 4,495 5,279 5,285 5,350 5,420 5,558 5,705 33.1%

Wasatch, 18 to 34 3,742 3,650 3,913 4,140 4,270 4,470 4,698 24.5%

Wasatch, 35 to 49 3,354 3,344 3,443 3,638 3,632 3,789 3,938 21.6%

Wasatch, 50 to 64 1,705 1,857 1,957 2,081 2,238 2,373 2,536 12.3%

Wasatch, 65 and Over 1,264 1,303 1,349 1,404 1,457 1,505 1,562 8.5%

Wasatch Total 14,560 15,433 15,947 16,513 17,017 17,695 18,439 100.0% 29.7

Weber-Morgan, 17 and Under 62,325 63,900 64,084 63,441 63,885 65,037 66,307 30.8%

Weber-Morgan, 18 to 34 55,498 53,726 55,667 55,794 57,011 59,048 60,480 26.8%

Weber-Morgan, 35 to 49 38,036 41,274 41,312 40,651 40,432 40,575 40,638 19.9%

Weber-Morgan, 50 to 64 23,499 24,813 25,704 26,404 27,481 28,824 30,230 12.4%

Weber-Morgan, 65 and Over 21,120 21,009 21,097 20,976 21,198 21,446 21,734 10.1%

Weber-Morgan Total 200,478 204,722 207,864 207,266 210,007 214,930 219,389 100.0% 30.2

Source: Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB), January 2002 population estimates.



Table A-4. Race and Ethnicity

Utah, 2001.

Race/Ethnicity”

Population Estimates for Utahns

Percentage Distribution of
People by Race/Ethnicity?

Number of
People®

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Asian

Black/African American
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

White
Hispanic
Total

2.3%
1.6%
0.8%
1%
91%
9.0%
100.0%

1 Anindividual may have indicated multiple race/ethnic categories.
2 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval
3 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.

Source: 2001 Utah Health Status Survey

A-5. Median Annual
Household Income by Year

Utah and U.S. 1984-2000.

Current Dollars

+ 0.4%
+ 0.4%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.9%
+ 0.9%

Adjusted For Inflation
(2000 Dollars)

51,900
37,200
19,300
21,600
2,093,900
206,400
2,295,967

United United

Year States Utah States Utah

1984 $22,415 $23,057 $35,568 $36,587
1985 $23,618 $25,238 $36,246 $38,732
1986 $24,897 $26,281 $37,546 $39,634
1987 $25,986 $26,529 $37,898 $38,689
1988 $27,225 $26,313 $38,309 $37,026
1989 $28,906 $30,717 $38,979 $41,421
1990 $29,943 $30,142 $38,446 $38,701
1991 $30,126 $28,016 $37,314 $34,700
1992 $30,636 $34,251 $36,965 $41,327
1993 $31,241 $35,786 $36,746 $42,092
1994 $32,264 $35,716 $37,136 $41,109
1995 $34,076 $36,480 $38,262 $40,961
1996 $35,492 $37,038 $38,798 $40,488
1997 $37,005 $42,775 $39,594 $45,768
1998 $38,885 $44,299 $41,032 $46,745
1999 $40,816 $46,094 $42,187 $47,642
2000 $42,151 $45,261 $42,151 $45,261

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; "Historical Income Tables - Households, (Table) H-8.

Median Household Income by State: 1984 to 2000;" published 11 April 2000, last
revised 5 April 2002; <http://www.census.gov/hhes/income/histinc/h08x1.html>
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A-6. Median Annual Household Income
by County and Year. Utah, 1989, 1993, and 1998 Current Dollars.

County 1989 1993 1998

Beaver County $21,092 $25,735 $32,273
Box Elder County $33,468 $39,029 $45,460
Cache County $26,949 $32,853 $38,849
Carbon County $25,555 $30,064 $35,723
Daggett County $22,941  $29,242 $37,557
Davis County $35,108 $42,041 $50,168
Duchesne County $23,653 $29,010 $32,265
Emery County $30,525 $35,440 $40,022
Garfield County $21,160 $26,210 $29,469
Grand County $21,695 $25,313 $29,886
Iron County $23,185 $28,739 $33,386
Juab County $23,569 $30,060 $36,129
Kane County $21,134 $26,773 $31,442
Millard County $26,376 $31,662 $35,969
Morgan County $33,274  $42,424 $51,844
Piute County $19,125 $20,882 $26,774
Rich County $24,940 $33,158 $36,297
Salt Lake County $30,149 $37,085 $45,484
San Juan County $17,289 $24,452 $28,674
Sanpete County $20,197 $26,948 $30,896
Sevier County $23,300 $29,386 $33,245
Summit County $36,756 $43,469 $57,019
Tooele County $30,178 $37,106 $45,633
Uintah County $23,968 $29,591 $33,711
Utah County $27,432 $32,662 $42,419
Wasatch County $27,981 $34,570 $44,558
Washington County  $24,602 $29,189 $35,522
Wayne County $20,000 $23,971 $29,319
Weber County $30,125 $36,227 $43,744
State of Utah $29,470 $32,594 $41,380

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; "Housing and Economic Statistics Division (Table) C98-49.
County Estimates for Median Household Income for Utah: 1998;" published December 2001;
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/saipe/stcty/c98_49.html>

Note: A household could consist of related persons or unrelated persons living together.

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health



Table A-7. Persons Living in Poverty
by County. Utah, 1998 and 2000.

2000 Population Estimates

1998 Population Estimates for for Utahns Living in
Utahns Living in Poverty" Poverty?
Percentage
Percentage of of Persons
Persons Livingin ~ Number of Livingin  Number of

County/Health District Poverty Persons Poverty® Persons

Beaver County 12.4% +2.9% 751 8.3% 481
Box Elder County 8.4% +1.9% 3,648 7.1% 3,011
Cache County 10.6% +2.3% 9,276 13.5% 12,017
Carbon County 15.9% +3.7% 3,300 13.4% 2,664
Daggett County 10.7% +2.7% 80 5.5% 46
Davis County 6.6% +1.4% 16,017 5.1% 11,984
Duchesne County 18.7% +4.3% 2,786 16.8% 2,371
Emery County 13.1% +3.1% 1,457 11.5% 1,234
Garfield County 15.3% +3.7% 662 8.1% 374
Grand County 17.7% + 4.4% 1,466 14.8% 1,244
Iron County 158% +3.7% 4,636 19.2% 6,368
Juab County 11.7% +2.8% 914 10.4% 847
Kane County 15.7% +3.7% 982 7.9% 474
Millard County 14.7% +3.4% 1,844 13.1% 1,607
Morgan County 52% +1.3% 380 5.2% 369
Piute County 19.0% +4.7% 284 16.2% 233
Rich County 11.5% +2.8% 221 10.2% 198
Salt Lake County 9.1% +2.0% 78,046 8.0% 70,714
San Juan County 25.6% +6.7% 3,502 31.4% 4,443
Sanpete County 16.2% +3.7% 3,461 15.9% 3,393
Sevier County 14.6% +3.4% 2,721 10.8% 1,982
Summit County 52% +1.3% 1,449 5.4% 1,609
Tooele County 85% +2.0% 3,081 6.7% 2,615
Uintah County 17.0% +3.8% 4,465 14.5% 3,603
Utah County 10.1% +2.2% 35,051 12.0% 43,270
Wasatch County 77% +1.8% 1,069 5.2% 781
Washington County 12.4% +3.0% 10,638 11.2% 9,988
Wayne County 16.2% +4.2% 387 15.4% 386
Weber County 11.1% +2.5% 20,670 9.3% 18,022
State of Utah 10.0% +1.1% 213,244 9.4% 206,328

1 Source: U.S. Census Bureau; "Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates, (Table) H-8. 1998 State and County FTP Files:
1998;" last revised 20 December 2001; <http://www.census.gov/hhes/wwwi/saipe/stcty/sc98ftpdoc.html>

2 Source: U.S. Census Bureau; "Population by Poverty Status in 1999 for Counties: 2000;" last revised 21 June 2002;
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/census00.htmI>

3 Confidence intervals were not available for 2000 poverty estimates.
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Table A-8. Educational Attainment

Utah Adults Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Population Estimates for Utah Adults

Percentage Distribution of
Utah Adults by Education Number of

Education Level Level' Adults®

Some High School 6.7% + 0.6% 105,500
High School Grad/Some College 54.6% + 1.1% 854,500
Technical/Vocational Degree 9.5% + 0.6% 149,000
Four-year College Degree 29.2% + 1.0% 456,500
Total, Utah Adults 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550

1 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval
2 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.
Source: 2001 Utah Health Status Survey

Table A-9. Employment Status
Utah Adults Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Population Estimates for Utah Adults

Percentage Distribution of

Utah Adults by Number of

Employment Status Employment Status® Adults®

Employed Full Time 57.0% + 1.0% 892,200
Employed Part Time 13.8% + 0.7% 216,700
Retired 12.1% + 0.8% 189,100
Keeping House 9.5% + 0.5% 148,300
Student (primary role) 2.8% + 0.3% 43,200
Other 49% + 0.4% 76,100
Total, Utah Adults 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550

1 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval
2 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.
Source: 2001 Utah Health Status Survey

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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Table A-10. Population Density by Land

Area and County of Residence
Utah, 2000.

Estimates for Population Density

Areain Estimated Population

Square Population Density

County Miles July 1, 2000 per Sq Mi
Total 82,170 2,246,554 27.3
Frontier Counties* 57,301 159,355 2.8
Garfield 5,175 4,763 0.9
Wayne 2,461 2,515 1.0
Daggett 698 933 1.3
Kane 3,992 6,037 1.5
San Juan 7,821 14,360 1.8
Millard 6,590 12,461 1.9
Piute 758 1,436 1.9
Rich 1,029 1,955 1.9
Beaver 2,590 6,023 2.3
Grand 3,682 8,537 2.3
Emery 4,452 10,782 2.4
Juab 3,392 8,310 2.4
Duchesne 3,238 14,397 4.4
Uintah 4,477 25,297 5.7
Tooele 6,946 41,549 6.0
Rural Counties** 21,253 374,782 17.6
Box Elder 5,724 42,860 7.5
Sevier 1,910 18,938 9.9
Iron 3,299 34,079 10.3
Morgan 609 7,181 11.8
Wasatch 1,181 15,433 13.1
Carbon 1,479 20,396 13.8
Sanpete 1,588 22,846 14.4
Summit 1,871 30,048 16.1
Washington 2,427 91,104 375
Cache 1,165 91,897 78.9
Urban Counties*** 3,616 1,712,416 473.6
Utah County 1,998 371,894 186.1
Weber 576 197,541 343.0
Davis 305 240,204 787.6
Salt Lake 737 902,777 1224.9

Source for Land Area:

Bureau of the Census; "Land Area and Population Density: 1990"; 1990 Census of Population and Housing: Summary Population
and Housing Characteristics Utah, CPH-1-46; Washington, DC; August 1991.

Source for populations:

Demographic and Economic Analysis, Govenor's Office of Planning and Budget; Table: Utah Population Estimates Committee
Revised Population Estimates: 1990-2000; Utah Data Guide, Autumn 2001.

April 1, 1990 and April 1, 2000 population: U.S. Census Bureau

July 1, 1990 through July 1, 2000 population: Utah Population Estimates Committee

*Six or fewer persons per square mile.
**Six but less than 100 persons per square mile.
***One hundred or more persons per square mile.

Source: Utah Department of Health, Bureau of Vital Records, Utah's Vital Statistics: Births and Deaths, 2001.
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Table A-11. Marital Status
Utah Adults Age 18 and Over, 2001.

Population Estimates for Utah Adults

Percentage Distribution of

Utah Adults by Marital Number of
Marital Status Status* Adults?
Married, Living as Married 68.9% + 1.1% 1,078,800
Divorced, Widowed or Separated 12.5% + 0.7% 195,100
Never Married 18.6% + 0.9% 291,700
Total, Utah Adults 18+ 100.0% 1,565,550

1 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval
2 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.
Source: 2001 Utah Health Status Survey

Table A-12. Religious Affiliation
Adult Utahns Age 18 and Over, 2001

Population Estimates for Utahns

Percentage Distribution of

Utahns by Religious Number of
Religious Affiliation Affiliation" Persons’
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 65.0% + 1.4% 1,017,000
Saints
No Religion 12.2% + 1.0% 191,000
Catholic 9.1% + 1.0% 142,100
Protestant 7.4% + 0.8% 116,200
Jewish 0.3% + 0.2% 4,800
Other, Specified
Christian 3.0% + 0.5% 46,400
Buddhist 0.7% + 0.3% 11,700
Jehovah's Witness 0.3% + 0.2% 4,700
Other 2.0% + 0.4% 31,600
Total, All Adult Utahns 100.0% 1,565,550

1 Plus or minus 95% confidence interval
2 Rounded to the nearest 100 persons.
Source: 2001 Utah Health Status Survey

2001 Utah Health Status Survey, Utah Department of Health
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