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Over the next three decades, $14.4 billion (constant 2004
dollars) of new transit and highway infrastructure is planned to
meet the transportation needs of the Wasatch Front.1 These
investments will significantly influence the region’s economic
development potential, relative competitiveness, and land use
patterns. While these more comprehensive long-term effects of
the transportation improvements are justifiably the primary
focus of planners, there are also substantial regional economic
benefits derived from the construction activity. These heavy
construction projects employ a labor force that is specialized in
the design and construction of transit and highways and that is
paid higher than average wages.  Given the nearly 30-year
duration of these projects, the development of this sector could
ultimately result in a regional specialization and eventual
export of these services to other regions. This analysis identifies
and analyzes the economic and demographic impacts of the
construction of transportation infrastructure along the Wasatch
Front from 2004 through 2030, particularly focusing on the
federally financed portion.  The Utah Transit Authority (UTA)
has sponsored this research.

Magnitude of the Total Project Spending

The combined population of the Wasatch Front counties
(Davis, Salt Lake, Utah, and Weber) is projected to grow by
just over 1 million by 2030, increasing from an estimated 1.8
million in 2003 to 2.8 million. The Mountainland Association
of Governments (MAG) and the Wasatch Front Regional
Council (WFRC) have collaborated with the Utah Transit
Authority (UTA), the Utah Department of Transportation
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Highlights
• The $14.4 billion (constant 2004 dollars) of

transportation infrastructure investments planned for
the Wasatch Front over the next three decades will
significantly influence the region's economic
development potential, relative competitiveness, and
land use patterns. 

• This new capacity construction spending will average
$531.6 million per year over the 27-year period and
includes average annual spending of $163.4 million by
UTA (transit), $226.9 million by WFRC (highways),
and  $141.3 million by MAG (highways). 

• The federally financed share of these projects increases
the size and composition of the regional economy.
Federal in-state spending on these construction projects
is estimated to total $4.2 billion over the 27-year
period. This is an annual average of $155.7 million
composed of $45.3 million for UTA, $68.1 million for
WFRC, and $42.4 for MAG. 

• The impacts of this federal spending have been
analyzed with the REMI model. These federal dollars
result in an average annual employment impact of
2,800 additional jobs. This incremental employment
will support about 3,900 more people for the duration
of the projects than would have been the case without
the federal spending. The state's economy, as measured
by Gross State Product (GSP), will, on average, be
larger by $211.8 million per year. Personal income will
be larger by an average of $197.0 million annually, as
compared to what it would have been in the absence of
the federal spending. Incremental state income taxes
will increase on average by an estimated $5.9 million
on an annual basis.

• The total economic activity (both externally and
internally financed) associated with the 27-year
construction program is an annual average of about
8,500 jobs, including approximately 3,400 in
construction, the majority of which are in the heavy
construction sector. The associated impact population
averages about 11,600 annually.  Average annual
personal income associated with the construction
projects is $640.4 million while the average annual
GSP associated with this economic activity is $639.9
million. State income taxes generated by this economic
activity are on average $19.2 million annually.  
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2 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

(UDOT), and the local governments in their
jurisdictions to prepare long-range transportation plans
(LTP) to accommodate the transportation needs of the
growing metropolitan Wasatch Front. These long-range
transportation plans include nearly $10 billion of
highway and major arterial construction and $4.4
billion in transit projects in the four-county area. The
construction spending will average $531.6 million per
year over the 27-year period. The UTA plans to

establish bus rapid transit service and to build heavy
and light rail at an annual rate of $163.4 million.
WFRC plans for an average annual $226.9 million or a
total of $6.1 billion in highway expansion. The MAG
LTP calls for $3.8 billion to expand highway capacity
by 2030; this is an annual average of $141.3 million.
(Table 1 and Figure 1) All of these expenditures, which
have been incorporated into the official long-term
transportation plans, increase capacity and do not

Table 1
Transportation Infrastructure Projects: Highway and Transit

Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

WFRC MAG UTA TOTAL
2004 $149.8 $122.7 $13.6 $286.2
2005 $273.0 $133.3 $18.5 $424.8
2006 $312.2 $87.8 $218.0 $618.0
2007 $238.8 $90.2 $222.6 $551.6
2008 $159.7 $104.8 $29.3 $293.7
2009 $158.7 $135.0 $354.0 $647.7
2010 $157.7 $165.3 $506.1 $829.2
2011 $154.3 $184.1 $235.8 $574.2
2012 $182.3 $187.4 $223.2 $592.9
2013 $161.9 $190.2 $227.0 $579.1
2014 $184.2 $110.0 $86.7 $380.9
2015 $172.0 $112.1 $75.3 $359.4
2016 $171.3 $115.1 $213.7 $500.1
2017 $168.5 $127.3 $396.9 $692.7
2018 $260.0 $130.8 $290.0 $680.8
2019 $259.3 $134.6 $152.2 $546.2
2020 $257.9 $138.7 $251.4 $648.0
2021 $256.6 $143.2 $106.7 $506.4
2022 $255.2 $148.0 $174.1 $577.3
2023 $248.7 $163.5 $274.4 $686.6
2024 $276.5 $135.4 $72.3 $484.1
2025 $275.3 $140.4 $3.3 $419.0
2026 $274.1 $145.9 $3.3 $423.4
2027 $273.0 $151.9 $7.3 $432.2
2028 $271.9 $158.4 $7.3 $437.7
2029 $270.6 $175.7 $124.6 $570.9
2030 $301.8 $183.7 $124.6 $610.1

Average $226.9 $141.3 $163.4 $531.6
Total $6,125.1 $3,815.7 $4,412.4 $14,353.2

Source: BEBR analysis of MAG, UTA, and WFRC data.
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include operations and maintenance. New capacity
projects include construction and expansion of highways,
freeways, and major arterials along the Wasatch Front.
New capacity transit projects include bus rapid transit,
light rail, and commuter (heavy) rail in the same area.2

Projects Included in the Transit
Investment Plan

The 2030 long range plan for transit includes
commuter rail, light rail lines, bus rapid transit (BRT),
and transit ways. These transportation improvements
are designed to function as a system and will eventually
include a network of signaling devices, park-and-ride
lots, transit hubs, and intermodal centers. Commuter
rail will extend from Weber County to Utah County.
Light rail extensions are planned for Mid Jordan, West
Valley, Airport, Draper, 3500 South, Draper/Traverse
Ridge, and Sugarhouse.  Bus rapid transit expansions
include Provo/Orem, South Davis, North Davis,
Redwood Road, Fort Union Boulevard, and
Washington Boulevard. Transit corridors are planned
for the Mountain View Corridor, Weber State
University Transit Way, and Foothill Drive/I-215
Enhanced Bus. 

Projects Included in the
Highway Investment Plan

The long run transportation plans of
MAG and WFRC identify capacity
expansion for highways and major
arterials.  In Utah County, MAG has
proposed major improvements in the I-
15 corridor, including lane additions and
interchange additions and
reconstructions. Three major east-to-west
corridors are planned to improve
accessibility to the rapidly growing
northwest area of the county. The
Western Transportation Corridor (from
Lehi to Pleasant Grove) and many
expansions to major arterials are also
included in the LTP.3 The highway
capacity expansion projects included in

the 2030 LTP update of WFRC include two new
freeways – the Legacy Parkway and the Mountain View
Corridor – and capacity expansion of I-15, the 2100
South Freeway, and I-80. The WFRC plans to add or
widen major arterials in Weber, Davis, and Salt Lake
counties. 

Economic Impacts of Investment in Transit
and Highways

Transit and highway investments produce a wide range
of economic impacts. A framework for classifying these
impacts has been developed by Cambridge Systematics
in research sponsored by the Transportation Research
Board. They identify three types of economic impacts
— Generative, Redistributive, and Financial Transfer
Impacts. 

Generative Impacts contribute to the economic growth
of a region by improving the performance of the
regional transportation system. These may include
reduced travel times, increased accessibility, and
improvements to air quality and safety. Transit
investments can also reduce the demand for parking,
improve access to employment centers, and
consequently raise regional productivity by lowering
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Figure 1
Transportation Infrastructure Projects: 2004-2030

Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

Source: BEBR analysis of WFRC, MAG, and UTA data. Note:These data are modeled but not smoothed.
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4 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

infrastructure costs. These Generative Impacts create
employment and income over and above the economic
activity generated by the construction, operation or
maintenance of the transportation system.  This
augmentation to regional economic growth occurs
regardless of the funding sources used for the
construction.4

Redistributive Impacts rearrange economic activity
within a region as additional transportation
infrastructure alters relative intraregional transportation
costs. Employment and development tend to cluster
near transportation hubs and corridors. Transportation
costs also significantly influence residential type and
location choices. Importantly, these Redistributive
Impacts do not produce net new employment or
income in the regional economy, but do significantly
alter the spatial distribution and land use patterns.
These impacts are also dependent upon local zoning
ordinances.

Financial Transfer Impacts occur when funding for
transportation projects originates from outside the
region. Traditional economic impact analyses measure
Financial Transfer Impacts.  Like Generative Impacts,
Financial Transfer Impacts result in an increase in the
size of the regional economy.  Traditional economic

impact analyses estimate the net new economic activity
that is generated by regional exports or by economic
activity funded from external sources. Only Financial
Transfer Impacts (i.e., traditional economic impacts) of
project construction are measured in this analysis.
Externally financed transportation system operations
and maintenance are not included in this analysis.
According to this methodological approach, the portion
of transportation infrastructure funded by the federal
government increases the size of the regional economy,
while the internally financed portion redistributes
economic activity within the region, but does not
increase its size. Importantly, the Generative Impacts
and Redistributive Impacts have not been considered in
this study.5

Federal Spending in Utah on
Transportation Projects

Funding sources for the $14.4 billion of the
recommended new transit and highway construction
have not yet been identified. Given the current funding
structure, it has been estimated that over two-thirds is
unfunded and that the Wasatch Front is confronting a
“transportation funding crisis.”6 At present,
transportation planners anticipate that the federal share
of transit projects will be 35 percent while the federal

contribution to future highway projects
will be 30 percent.  Federal contributions
to transit and highway projects vary from
year to year and are subject to a range of
factors. There is no guarantee that federal
funding will reach the levels implied by
these assumed contribution shares. In the
UDOT LTP, federal funds for highway
construction are assumed to grow at a
rate of 2 percent annually. In 2003, these
federal contributions for construction
were $211 million.7 To the extent that
spending for highway construction grows
faster than this rate, the internally
financed portion of the projects increases
relative to the federal share.8

Figure 2
Shares of Transportation Infrastructure

Spending Financed by the Federal Government: 2004-2030

Source: BEBR analysis of WFRC, MAG, and UTA data.



5 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

The federally financed portion of these planned
transportation improvement projects is an infusion of
new money into the Wasatch Front and it increases the
size of the state’s economy. The internally financed
portion of the projects initially alters the
structure but not the size of the regional
economy, if only the Financial Transfer
Impacts are evaluated. For this study, the
assumed federal contribution to highway
projects is 30 percent and while the
federal share of transit projects is
assumed to be 35 percent, which is
consistent with the long-term plans. To
the extent that these funding
assumptions underestimate the flow of
federal funds to Utah for transportation
system improvements, this study
underestimates the associated economic
and demographic impacts. Conversely, if
the federal contribution is lower than
assumed here, the results overstate the
economic and demographic impacts of
the construction projects. (Figure 2) 

Although the federal share of transit
projects is higher than that for
highways, a larger portion of the
purchases of materials and equipment
to construct transit will be made out-of-
state. For example, the rolling stock and
specialized signaling equipment must be
purchased from outside Utah, while
more of the required inputs for highway
construction (cement, aggregates, etc.)
are available in-state. Purchases from
out-of-state are imports that constitute
leakages from the economy and reduce
the economic impact of project
spending. After accounting for these
spending patterns, the estimated
amount of federal purchases in Utah for
both transit and highway projects
average $155.7 million annually for a

total of $4.2 billion by 2030. Of these, $1.2 billion are
devoted to transit improvements while $3.0 billion are
for highway improvements.9 (Table 2 and Figures 3-6)

Figure 3
Federal Spending in Utah on Transportation Infrastructure

Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

Source: BEBR analysis of WFRC, MAG, and UTA data.
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Figure 4
Federal Spending in Utah on Transportation Infrastructure:

Utah Transit Authority (Transit)
Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

Note:These amounts are modeled, smoothed, and controlled. Source: BEBR analysis of WFRC, MAG, and UTA data.
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DAVID ECCLES SCHOOL OF BUSINESS    6

Table 2
Estimated In-State Federal Spending on Transportation Infrastructure Projects

Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

WFRC MAG UTA Total
2004 $66.2 $54.1 $7.1 $127.3
2005 $85.6 $41.7 $6.8 $134.0
2006 $65.4 $18.3 $44.9 $128.7
2007 $63.7 $24.0 $58.5 $146.2
2008 $86.6 $56.7 $17.6 $160.9
2009 $44.1 $37.4 $84.6 $166.0
2010 $32.9 $34.4 $103.1 $170.3
2011 $49.4 $58.8 $74.1 $182.2
2012 $53.0 $54.3 $63.4 $170.7
2013 $41.3 $48.4 $56.7 $146.4
2014 $65.3 $38.9 $36.2 $140.3
2015 $66.2 $43.0 $33.7 $142.8
2016 $52.1 $34.9 $65.4 $152.3
2017 $42.6 $32.1 $89.4 $164.1
2018 $67.8 $34.0 $77.7 $179.5
2019 $82.6 $42.7 $53.6 $178.9
2020 $68.7 $36.8 $74.1 $179.7
2021 $87.4 $48.6 $43.2 $179.2
2022 $74.4 $43.0 $60.3 $177.8
2023 $55.9 $36.6 $73.3 $165.9
2024 $86.6 $42.3 $26.9 $155.9
2025 $94.6 $48.1 $1.3 $144.1
2026 $83.2 $44.1 $1.2 $128.5
2027 $83.5 $46.3 $2.6 $132.4
2028 $88.5 $51.4 $2.8 $142.7
2029 $71.8 $46.5 $32.3 $150.6
2030 $78.4 $47.5 $31.7 $157.6

Average $68.1 $42.4 $45.3 $155.7
Total $1,837.5 $1,144.7 $1,222.6 $4,204.9

Source: BEBR analysis of MAG, UTA, and WFRC data.

Economic and Demographic Impacts of
Federal Spending 

According to traditional regional economic approaches,
economic impacts occur when production within a
region is externally financed or purchased. The federal
dollars financing transportation construction directly
employ Utah residents and are used to purchase other
inputs for the construction; a portion of these

purchases will be from Utah firms. These Utah workers
and firms make purchases that have further multiplier
effects in the state. In addition to these strictly defined
economic impacts, the additional economic activity
resulting from the 27-year construction program
enables more people to live in Utah. This includes the
workers themselves and others in their households. The
REMI model has been used to capture these dynamic
impacts.10
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Over the course of the 27-year
construction program, the employment
impact of the federally financed portion
of the projects is an annual average of
about 2,800 additional jobs. This
incremental employment will support
about 3,900 more people for the
duration of the projects than would
have been the case without the federal
spending. The state’s economy, as
measured by Gross State Product
(GSP), will, on average, be larger by
$211.8 million per year.11 Personal
income will be higher by an average of
$197.0 million annually, as compared
to what it would have been in the
absence of the federal spending.
Incremental state income taxes will
increase on average by an estimated
$5.9 million on an annual basis. (Table
3 and Figure 7)

Besides the heavy construction sector, economic activity
and employment will be created in services (especially
engineering and management services), manufacturing,

trade, and state and local government. The households
directly employed by the projects will purchase goods
and services in the community to support retail, service,
government, and other sectors. All of this increased
employment contributes to a higher level of personal

income than otherwise would have
occurred if the federal dollars had not
been spent in the state. (Table 4 and
Figure 8)

These additional economic opportunities
result in more people being able to live
in the region than would have been the
case without the projects. This “impact
population,” which increases over time as
household sizes grow through child
bearing, may be new residents migrating
to the area or current residents who are
not forced to leave the area for
employment elsewhere. This could
represent additions to net in-migration
to the Wasatch Front or less net out-
migration from the region, depending
upon future labor market conditions.
Short-term heavy construction projects
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Figure 6
Federal Spending in Utah on Transportation Infrastructure:

Wasatch Front Regional Council (Highways)
Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

Note:These amounts are modeled, smoothed, and controlled. Source: BEBR analysis of WFRC, MAG, and UTA data.
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Figure 5
Federal Spending in Utah on Transportation Infrastructure:

Mountainlands Association of Governments (Highways)
Millions of Constant 2004 Dollars

Note:These amounts are modeled, smoothed, and controlled. Source: BEBR analysis of WFRC, MAG, and UTA data.
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8 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

Table 3
Economic and Population Impacts Generated by the

Federal Expenditures on Transportation Infrastructure Projects
Constant 2004 Dollars

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.

often bring large contingents of temporary workers
who send the bulk of their paychecks to households
outside the region. Because the projects in the Wasatch
Front long-term transportation plan span several
decades, the majority of the labor force should be
permanent residents of Utah.  (Table 5 and Figure 9)

Economic Activity of Total Project
Expenditures

Although the internally financed portion of the $14.4
billion transit and highway investment does not
increase the size of the regional economy, when
measured with traditional economic impact methods, it
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does alter its structure. As previously discussed,
Generative Impacts capture the economic benefits of
investment in transit and highways, even if internally
funded. The total economic activity associated with the
27-year construction project is an annual average of
about 8,500 jobs, including approximately 3,400 in
construction, the majority of which are in the heavy
construction sector. The associated
impact population averages about
11,600 annually. GSP associated with
the total in-state construction spending
is on average $639.9 million per year
while personal income associated with
total economic activity is $640.4 million
annually. State income tax generated by
total economic activity of the
construction of this infrastructure is
estimated to be about $19.2 million on
an annual average basis.12 (Tables 6 and
7, Figures 10 and 11)

Direct Project Employment

Heavy and highway construction
employment in Utah has been on a
general upward trend since 1970,

although the sector has been subject to
the volatility of major project starts and
completions. (Figure 12) Depending
upon the exact timing of the
construction generated by the long-
term transportation plan, this 27-year
heavy construction program could
introduce an element of stability and
growth to this sector. 

In 2002, the average monthly wage for
the construction sector in Utah was
$3,467, which is 38 percent higher
than the $2,510 average wage for all
jobs in the state. The average monthly
wage for highway, street, and bridge
construction (a sub-sector of heavy
construction) was $3,560. The

architectural and engineering services
sector, which is a major support sector to transit and
highway construction, had an average monthly wage of
$3,831 in Utah in 2002.13 Jobs generated by heavy
construction projects are on average higher skill and
pay than the average for all sectors. (Figures 13 and 14)
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Figure 7
Employment and Population Impacts:

Federal Spending on Transportation Infrastructure in Utah

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.
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10 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

Economic growth supports a larger
population and certainly this induced
population growth imposes fiscal
burdens on state and local
governments. However, when wages
associated with the direct project
employment exceed the state average by
such a substantial amount, as is the case
with heavy construction projects, the
tax revenues per direct job also exceed
the average. 

Conclusion

The $14.4 billion of planned transit
and highway infrastructure for the
Wasatch Front occurring from 2004

Table 4
Detailed Employment Impacts Generated by the

Federal Expenditures on Transportation Infrastructure Construction on the Wasatch Front

Note:TCPU is Transportation, Communication, and Public Utilities. FIRE is Finance, Insurance and Real Estate.
Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.
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Figure 9
Population Impact of

Federally Financed Transportation Infrastructure

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.
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Table 5
Detailed Population Impacts Generated by

Federal Expenditures on Transportation Infrastructure on the Wasatch Front

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.
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12 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

through 2030 will contribute significantly to the
economic growth and development of the region. These
investments will have a wide range of economic, fiscal,
demographic, and environmental impacts. This study
has focused on the strictly defined economic and
demographic impacts associated with the construction
projects themselves, a subset of the larger impacts.
Although other comprehensive impacts the will shape
the future of the region more permanently, the
construction projects themselves create and sustain a

specialized heavy construction sector with average
wages that are over a third higher than the average for
the state as a whole. There is also the potential that
such a long-term transportation investment program
will sustain a specialized labor force with expertise that
could ultimately provide services to other regions. 

Table 6
Economic Activity Generated by the Total Expenditures on Transportation Infrastructure Projects

Constant 2004 Dollars

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.



3For this study, two illustrative projects
were added to the third phase. 

4Cambridge Systematics is completing
work for Envision Utah to estimate the
Generative Impacts of the transit
component of the 2030 long run
transportation plan.

5Transportation Research Board. (1998)
Economic Impact Analysis for Transit
Investments: Guidebook for Practitioners:
TCRP Report 35, Washington, D.C.:
National Academy Press. 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. (1999)
Public Transportation and the Nation’s
Economy: A Quantitative Analysis of
Public Transportation’s Economic Impact. 

6Utah Foundation, “Fueling Our
Future: Options for Financing Major

Transportation Projects,” September, 2004.

7These are current 2003 dollars. All other dollar
denominated data in the report are constant 2004
dollars. Source: Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budget, State of Utah Budget Summary: Fiscal Year
2005, April, 2004. 
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Figure 10
Total Employment and Population Associated with

Transportation Infrastructure Projects: All Sources of Funding

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.

DAVID ECCLES SCHOOL OF BUSINESS    13

Endnotes
1All dollars in this report are 2004 constant dollars
unless otherwise noted. Wasatch Front refers to Davis,
Salt Lake, Utah, and Weber counties combined.

2The WFRC has published Wasatch Front Urban Area
Long Range Transportation Plan Update: 2004-2030
(December, 2003). MAG is in the process of updating
their plan, and some of their data was
provided in draft form. Their most
recent plan is 30 Year Long Range
Transportation Plan.  The project list in
this LTP was amended for this study.
The Utah Transit Authority provided a
detailed listing of transit investment
projects. UDOT has produced Utah
Transportation 2030: State of Utah Long
Range Transportation Plan (January
2004). These plans allocate projects to
different multi-year phases.  BEBR
developed algorithms in consultation
with the UTA, MAG, and WFRC to
convert these to projected annual
spending patterns. Details of these
calculations are available on request.
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Figure 11
Major Sector Average Annual Employment Associated with

Transportation Infrastructure Projects
(All Sources of Funding)

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.



Ec
on

om
ic 

an
d 

De
m

og
ra

ph
ic 

Im
pa

ct
s 

of
 F

ed
er

al
ly

 F
in

an
ce

d 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

In
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
 o

n 
th

e 
W

as
at

ch
 F

ro
nt

14 BUREAU OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS RESEARCH

0

2,500

5,000

7,500

10,000

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

A
ve

ra
ge

 A
nn

ua
l J

ob
s

Figure 12
Heavy & Highway Construction Employment in Utah:

1970-2001

Source: BEA, SA25, Full and Part Time Employment; BEBR Calculations.

Table 7
Total Employment by Sector Associated with the Economic Activity Generated by

Transportation Infrastructure Construction on the Wasatch Front (All Funding Sources)

Source: BEBR analysis using the REMI model.
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8The federal share of total project costs
for the Salt Lake North/South Light
Rail Line was 77 percent, for the
University Light Rail Line it was 81
percent, and for the Medical Center
Light Rail Line it was 60 percent. These
data were provided by UTA.

9In this analysis, the estimated annual
federal spending on transportation
construction was smoothed to generate
a more realistic pattern of annual
project spending. This smoothed series
was then constrained to phase spending
totals for each entity. These gross flows
were allocated to economic sectors
representing project spending in Utah.
These were then translated into inputs
for the REMI model.

10Regional Economic Models, Inc. has built Policy
Insight models for the State of Utah. The 57-sector state
model has been used in this study. The model is a
structural equation dynamic projection model. Detailed
information on the modeling techniques used in this
analysis is available upon request.

11Gross State Product is a measure of the value added

production of a state. It is the state counterpart of the
Gross Domestic Product at the national level.  It is the
value of gross output minus the value of intermediate
inputs (imports). 

12These estimates of income tax collections have been
developed by BEBR. A four-year average of the ratio of
income taxes to personal income for Utah have been

applied to the personal income
projections generated by REMI. The
tax data are for fiscal years 1998-99
through 2000-01 as reported by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census in
Government Finances. Calendar year
personal income estimates from the
U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis have
been converted to a fiscal year basis for
the computations. 

13Department of Workforce Services,
Labor Market Information. (2003)
Annual Report of Labor Market
Information, (Salt Lake City, Utah:
Department of Workforce Services).

Figure 13
Utah Construction Employment: 2002

(Payroll Employment)

Source: Dept. of Workforce Services, 2003 Annual Labor Market Report
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Figure 14
Utah Average Monthly Wages: 2002

Source: Dept. of Workforce Services, 2003 Annual Labor Market Report
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