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Economic Impact of District 51 School Bond and Mill Levy 3A and 3B on Mesa County 
 Summary of Key Findings 

 

 

 This study measures the economic impact of the bond issue and mill levy (3A and 3B) on Mesa County. The 
bond issue and mill levy will provide revenue to fund a series of construction projects and equipment upgrades. 
In addition, the study calculates the economic activity associated with the operations of District 51.  

 

 

Impact on Mesa County of Construction Funded by Bond Issue Operations Impact (Based on 2016-2017 data) 

Direct Jobs Supported 
(2018 and 2019) 

 

287 FTE workers 
each year 

Total Direct Output  
(2018 and 2019) 

 

$100.8 million 

Total Direct Jobs Supported 
 
 

2,737 FTE employees 
 

Total Direct Output 
 
 

$193.6 million 

Total Jobs Supported 
(2018 and 2019) 

 

488 workers 
 each year 

Total Economic Activity 
(2018 and 2019) 

 

$155.3 million 
 

Total Jobs Supported  
 
 

3,664 employees 

Total Economic Economic Activity  
 
 

$305.7 million 

  

The Value of the Bond Issue and Mill Levy Extend Beyond the Economic Benefits 
  

The funding of the bond issue and mill levy will benefit Mesa County in ways that extend beyond the economic activity calculated in this study. Some 
of those benefits are summarized below.
 

 Help teachers better meet the needs of students. 

 Increase community pride in quality education and 
District 51. 

 Strengthen the relationship between commerce and 
education. 

 Serve as a tool for economic development to attract and 
retain businesses. 

 Increase property values of Mesa County residents. 

 Increase the number of opportunities to create 
partnerships to develop workforce training programs.  

 Raise the quality of teaching and student achievement. 

 Identify and address security and safety challenges. 

 Make it possible to utilize current technologies. 

 Improve energy efficiency.  
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Project Overview 
 
Purpose of Project 
The purpose of this study is to provide an unbiased third-party 
assessment of the economic impact of the passage of the bond 
issue and mill levy (3A and 3B) in Mesa County. The assumptions 
used in preparing the analysis conservatively measure the 
impact of 3A and 3B. 
 
It is not the purpose of this study to endorse or oppose bond 
issues 3A and 3B. Having said that, it is appropriate to recognize 
that the passage of the bond issue and mill levy would 
strengthen the local school system and contribute to the 
economic and social well being of residents in Mesa County and 
Colorado. The community and its leaders will decide whether 
they can afford that benefit. 
 
What this Economic Impact Analysis Measures 
This analysis measures the direct, indirect, and induced impact 
for employment, wages, value added (GRP), and output 
(economic activity) for construction and construction-related 
activity that would be funded if the bond issue passes. In 
addition, this analysis calculates the impact of the operation of 
the District 51 schools on Mesa County. Finally, it discusses the 
economic impact of the passage of the mill levy. 
 
 

The Use of Economic Impact Studies 
Economic impact studies are utilized most effectively when they 
are used in conjunction with other analyses and information to 
provide a comprehensive overview of the value of the business 
to the community. In this case, there are both social and 
economic benefits that will accrue to Mesa County. 
 
Economic Overview of Mesa County 
Since the end of the Great Recession, Colorado's population, 
employment base, number of business establishments, and 
gross domestic product have grown at a faster rate than the 
United States. Mesa County has not enjoyed that same level of 
prosperity as the state, in part because lower oil prices caused a 
downturn in the extractive industries. Current county 
employment remains slightly below the 2008 level. Between 
2010 and 2016, the Mesa County population has increased by 
2.0% compared to 9.7% for the state. Despite the slower rate of 
growth, Grand Junction and Mesa County are a hub for 
commerce (retail and health care) and higher education. 
Subsequent sections of the report include additional economic 
data. 
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The Study Process 
Methodological Notes 
This analysis uses the IMPLAN 2017 model (2015 data) to 
measure the impact of the construction that would occur if both 
the bond issue and mill levy are passed. It also analyzes the 
ongoing impact of the operations of School District 51 and its 
workers on the Mesa County economy.  
 
The study follows acceptable industry and IMPLAN guidelines for 
measuring economic activity within a defined geographic area. 
IMPLAN classifies companies in categories based on their NAICS 
code. To that point, the study uses IMPLAN industry category 55, 
Construction of Educational and Vocational Structures, to 
calculate the impact of the construction funded by the bond 
issue and category 62, Maintenance and Repair of Non-
residential Structures, to calculate the impact of construction 
funded by the mill levy. In addition, the economic impact of the 
District 51 operations used industry category 534, Employment 
and Payroll Local Government Education.  
 
IMPLAN Data 
The primary sources of IMPLAN data are the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis (BEA), Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the U.S. Census 
Bureau. All three agencies provide credible data, but there are 
often slight variations because of different definitions of the 
data sets and the methodologies used in compiling them. For 
example, IMPLAN uses average household income whereas the 
media typically publishes median household income. 
 
IMPLAN calculates county output and value added using input-
output analysis to calculate the Gross Regional Product (GRP) 

and multipliers at the county level. County GRP is not calculated 
by the BEA. 
 
There is always a lag in the publication of the IMPLAN data and 
the calculation and release of new multipliers. This lag is 
acceptable because multipliers typically do not change 
significantly from year to year, unless there are major events 
that disrupt the economy. For example, Hurricane Katrina 
significantly altered the New Orleans economy. Multipliers 
before and after the hurricane may vary significantly. 
 
Also, it should be noted that Grand Junction is designated as one 
of seven Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in Colorado. Data 
for the Grand Junction MSA is the same as Mesa County data. 
 
Other Report Data Sources 
As previously mentioned the key components of the report are 
employment, wages, value added, and output. District 51 staff 
has provided the employment, wage, and output data used to 
calculate the operations impact. They also provided data used 
for the construction analysis. 
 
It should be noted that the data provided by District 51 staff was 
compared to data from BLS, Reference USA, the IMPLAN model, 
and similar studies. Based on these comparisons, the data 
provided by District 51 is "reasonable". The use of data provided 
by the client is within acceptable guidelines for measuring 
economic activity in a county or region. 
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Assumptions 
All District 51 schools will benefit from the funding provided by 
the passage of 3A and 3B. These measures will improve 
resources, training, and the infrastructure. The number of 
District 51 employees will not be directly altered by funding 
provided by 3A and 3B. 
 
The following assumptions were used to measure the impacts of 
the passage of 3A and 3B. These impacts are primarily in 
construction and construction-related activity. 
 
Bond Issue 
Spending for the bond project will be $118.5 million, broken 
down as follows: 

 Orchard Mesa Middle School $40.0 million. 

 Maintenance projects $55.0 million. 

 Technology $11.0 million. 

 Security Improvements $2.5 million. 

 Palisade supplemental gym $5.0 million. 

 Gym at Dual Immersion Academy $5.0 million. 
The majority of the bond issue is construction-related. 
 
Mill Levy 
Spending for the mill levy will be $6.5 million, broken down as 
follows: 

 $3.2 million for five additional days. 

 $2.0 million for student instructional resources, staff 
training, and personal development. 

 $300,000 for technology resources. 

 $1.0 million for ongoing maintenance. 

It is assumed the mill levy will be ongoing. Only a small portion 

of the mill levy is construction-related.  

Construction Costs 
District 51 officials indicated that previous construction projects 
typically had a mix of 50% labor and 50% materials. Larger 
projects often had a higher percentage of materials, while 
smaller projects had a higher percentage of labor. IMPLAN has a 
lower percentage of labor than the 50%/50% mix. 
 
District officials also indicated that local vendors were used for 
between 80% and 90% of goods, services, and labor used in the 
projects. It is assumed that 85% of the materials, equipment, 
and labor will be purchased locally for the bond issue. 
 
Employment 
District 51 officials provided the following employment and 
revenue data: 

 2,737 FTE employees. 

 $113,625,772 salaries. 

 $35,812,404 benefits, 31.52% of salaries. 

 $149,438,176 wages and benefits 

 $193,638,377 total revenue (local (33.0%), mineral leases 
(0.1%), state (58.8%), and federal (8.2%). 

 $70,748.40 average revenue per FTE employee. 
This is actual data from the 2016-2017 school year. 
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 State and County Metrics 
The IMPLAN data in these two tables shows Colorado metrics on 
the left and Mesa County metrics on the right. This data is part 
of the database used to calculate the economic activity. The 
comparison of Mesa County and state data shows there are 
fewer IMPLAN industries in Mesa County than the state. In 

addition, the output per employee and average household 
income for Mesa County are below the average for Colorado. 
Finally, the distribution of household income for Mesa County 
shows more households with lower incomes compared to the 
state average. Addition metrics are available in the Appendix. 

 

State Metrics Value 

Output (Sales), $580,475,023,335 

Output/Total Employees $159,440 

Gross Regional Product $328,455,699,662  

Total Personal Income $280,899,953,152  

Total Employment 3,640,702 

Employee Compensation and Proprietor Income $208,811,919,927  

Average Household Income $128,689  

Number of Industries (536 possible) 481 

Gross Regional Product $328,455,699,662  

Population 5,605,087  

Household Category Number of HHs Percent 

Households < $30k   532,465 24.4% 

Households $30-$50k   397,184 18.2% 

Households $50-$70k   328,943 15.1% 

Households $70-$100k   356,926 16.4% 

Households $100-$150k   319,014 14.6% 

Households $150k+   248,246 11.4% 

Total 2,182,778  100.0%  

Source: IMPLAN 2017 (2015) 
 
 
 

 

Mesa County Metrics Value 

Output (Sales), $10,656,043,545 

Output/Total Employees $127,657 

Gross Regional Product $5,693,700,803  

Total Personal Income $5,792,670,208  

Total Employment 83,474 

Employee Compensation and Proprietor Income $3,675,208,140  

Average Household Income $98,954  

Number of Industries (536 possible) 254 

Gross Regional Product $5,693,700,803  

Population 148,513 

Household Category Number of HHs Percent 

Households < $30k  17,712  30.3% 

Households $30-$50k  12,225  20.9% 

Households $50-$70k  8,829  15.1% 

Households $70-$100k  8,877  15.2% 

Households $100-$150k  6,949  11.9% 

Households $150k+ 3,947  6.7% 

Total  58,539  100.0% 

Source: IMPLAN 2017 (2015) 
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Impact of Construction from Bond Issue 
The construction expenditures associated with the bond issue 
are $118.5 million. It is estimated that 85% of the contracted 
goods, services, and labor will be supplied by local businesses.  

It is assumed the work will be completed in 2018 and 2019 with 
$59.25 million spent each year.  

The total economic activity of the construction project during 
2018 is $77.7 million.  
 

The direct impact from construction to Mesa County is 287 
workers, $13.4 million in direct wages, and $50.4 million in 
direct output. The construction activity will support 93 indirect 
and 109 induced workers.  

 
Impact of Bond Issue - 2018 

Impact Type Employment Labor Income Total Value Added Output 

Direct Effect 287 $13,355,609 $16,883,805 $50,362,500 

Indirect Effect 93 $4,317,742 $6,907,143 $14,082,706 

Induced Effect 109 $4,074,899 $7,189,047 $13,242,711 

Total Effect 489 $21,748,250 $30,979,995 $77,687,916 

Source: IMPLAN Model Output 

 

It was assumed that construction spending would be similar for 2018 and 2019; therefore, economic activity would be about $77.7 
million in 2019. 
 

Impact of Bond Issue - 2019 
Impact Type Employment Labor Income Total Value Added Output 

Direct Effect 287 $13,355,609 $16,883,805 $50,362,500 
Indirect Effect 92 $4,303,715 $6,884,705 $14,050,922 
Induced Effect 108 $4,071,663 $7,183,345 $13,223,573 
Total Effect 487 $21,730,988 $30,951,854 $77,636,995 
Source: IMPLAN Model Output 

 

 
The total economic activity for two years is $155.3 million ($77.7 million in 2018 and $77.6 million in 2019). The construction activity will 
support 287 direct workers for this period and 488 total workers (direct, indirect, and induced). 
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Impact of Operations 
Overview 
The IMPLAN database classifies companies by an industry code. 
Mesa County has workers in 254 of the 536 industries. The top 
four industries and their number of employees are: 

1. 440  Real Estate 3,546 employees. 
2. 482  Hospitals 3,304 employees. 
3. 534  Employment and payroll local govt. education 2,993. 
4. 501  Full-service restaurants 2,814. 

District 51 employees a majority of the Mesa County workers in 
industry code 534. 
 
The economic activity associated with the operation of District 
2,737 employees is $305.7 million. If the $6.5 million from the 
mill levy was currently in place, the impact on District 51would 
be $312.2 million. 
 
Direct Impact 
The 2,737 workers earned about $149.4 million. The direct 
economic activity associated with the district employees is 
$193.6 million. 
 
 

Indirect and Induced Impact 
When measuring the impact of District 51, only the impact from 
employee spending is measured, i.e. there is no indirect benefit 
from School District 51, because it is funded by tax revenue. The 
induced impact, measured by the local employee spending of 
the District 51 employees, supports 927 employees and $112.1 
million in economic activity. The top industries supported by the 
spending of the District 51 employees are: 

1. Real estate     59 employees. 
2. Hospitals     56 employees. 
3. Full service restaurants   54 employees. 
4. Limited service restaurants  50 employees. 
5. Retail-general merchandise  32 employees. 
6. Offices of physicians   31 employees. 
7. Retail-food and beverage stores 29 employees. 

 
Total Impact 
The total impact (direct, indirect, induced) of the District 51 
operations is 3,664 employees and $305.7 million. This is the 
current ongoing impact of District 51 on the Mesa County 
economy. It does not reflect a change in District 51 employment 
as a result of the passage of 3A and 3B. 

 
Impact of District 51 Operations 

Impact Type Employment Labor Income Total Value Added Total Output 

Direct Effect 2,737 $149,438,176 $170,876,357 $193,638,377 

Indirect Effect 0 $0 $0 $0 

Induced Effect 927 $34,484,026 $60,728,718 $112,057,682 

Total Effect 3,664 $183,922,202 $231,605,075 $305,696,059 

Source: IMPLAN Model Output 
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Impact of Mill Levy 
Overview 
It is assumed the approved mill levy will continue indefinitely if it 
is approved. Because most of the funding will be used for 
resources, training, operations expense, the mill levy will 
increase the economic activity by $5.5 million, plus the $1.0 
million for construction. There is no multiplier effect associated 
with the $5.5 million. 
 

Impact of Construction 
If the impact of the construction is sorted out, the $1.0 million 
allocated for construction would support seven direct workers 
and six indirect and induced workers.  
 
The total impact (direct, indirect, induced) of this project is 13 
workers with total wages of almost $533,150. Total economic 
activity is almost $1.7 million. 

 
Projected Impact of Mill Levy on Construction for 2017  

Impact Type Employment Labor Income Total Value Added Total Output 

Direct Effect 7 $326,155 $404,366 $1,000,000 

Indirect Effect 3 $107,088 $172,813 $331,203 

Induced Effect 3 $99,907 $176,201 $324,851 

Total Effect 13 $533,150 $753,380 $1,656,054 

Source: IMPLAN Model Output 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

7 | P a g e  

 

Intangible Contributions of a Quality Education Programs 
 

It is relatively easy to measure the impact of the financial 
investments associated with the improvements funded by the 
3A and 3B. It is more difficult to place a dollar value on the 
intangible manner in which these investments will improve the 
community and the quality of education provided by District 51.  
 
This section looks at the intangible benefits that could result 
from the passage of the bond issue and the mill levy. The 
benefits, listed below, accrue to both District 51 and the 
community. 

 New buildings, renovations, or upgrades help administrators 
better meet the specific needs of its students. Administrators 
may be able to broaden their school's course offerings or 
more easily accommodate special programs mandated by 
state and federal government agencies. 

 New, renovated, and well-maintained schools have the 
potential to raise the public's appreciation of quality 
education programs. 

 Numerous studies have shown that building design and 
the condition of the buildings can influence teacher 
motivation, the quality of teaching, and student 
achievement. Well-maintained schools have the 
potential to spark greater creativity and innovation. 

 School facilities, such as the gymnasiums proposed in the 
bond issue, serve as a gathering spot for community 
activities ranging from athletics to drama to science fairs. 

 Schools built during certain eras often lacked character. 
New or renovated buildings may be more aesthetically 
pleasing, which creates more cohesiveness and greater 
pride in the education system and the community. 

 It is easier for administrators to address disciplinary and 
security challenges in new, renovated, or well-
maintained schools. The bond issue specifically addresses 
the issue of security. 

 New or renovated buildings often include more open 
space. This area can be used for activities designed to 
increase collaboration between students and teachers. 

 Research has shown property values are greater in areas 
that surround new or well-maintained school facilities 
that have strong education programs. In turn, greater 
property values will generate more tax revenue that will 
support the local schools. 

 Well-maintained or renovated buildings are often more 
energy efficient. They may be easier to regulate and less 
expensive to operate. Research has shown that student 
performance increases when the comfort level can be 
controlled. 

 Mesa County is a regional center for retail trade sales, 
healthcare, and higher education. The investments 
resulting from the passage of 3A and 3B allow District 51 
to better support and benefit from these and other 
industries in the local economy. 

 It is easier for administrators and teachers to utilize 
current technologies in well-maintained schools or 
schools adapted for new technology. The bond issue and 
mill levy include upgrades for technology. In addition, 
districts with well-maintained schools will have a better 
chance of attracting and retaining teachers who have 
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been trained to educate students with teaching skills that 
include the use of current technology 

 Quality education programs are often used as an 
economic development tool to attract and retain 
families, talent, and business in the community. 

 Administrators with renovated or upgraded facilities may 
find it easier to align with higher education programs, 
workforce programs, STEM and STEAM programs, state 
and federal funding, and the private sector in the 

development of training programs that will benefit 
students and most industries.  

 Many older buildings were poorly constructed and were 
built with materials such as lead paint or asbestos. The 
elimination of hazardous materials in upgrades and 
renovations makes buildings safer and more 
environmentally friendly. 
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Key Findings 
This study measures the economic impact of the 3A and 3B on 
Mesa County. The revenue from these measures will fund a 
series of construction projects, equipment upgrades, and 
training opportunities.  
 
In addition, the study calculates the economic activity associated 
with the operations of District 51. A strong education system will 
support and benefit from Mesa County being a regional center 
of commerce, health care, and higher education for the Western 
Slope. 
 
The key construction findings for the bond issue are: 

 Revenue from the bond issue will support 287 direct 
construction-related employees for 24 months. 

 Revenue from the bond issue will support 488 total 
employees for 24 months (direct, indirect, induced). 

 The direct impact of the two-year project will be $155.3 
million. 

The construction funding from the bond issue would provide a 
short-term boost to the Mesa County economy. 
 
If the construction activity associated with the mill levy, $1 
million, is broken out from the mill levy total, the key 
construction findings are: 

 Revenue from the mill levy will support seven direct 
construction employees per year. 

 Revenue from the mill levy will support 13 total 
employees per year (direct, indirect, induced). 

 The direct impact of spending from revenue generated 
by the mill levy will be almost $1.7 million. 

The key employment and impact findings of the operations of 
District 51 for 2016-2017 are: 

 District 51 supports 2,737 FTE direct employees. 

 District 51 supports 3,664 FTE total employees (direct, 
indirect, induced). 

 The direct benefit of District 51 is $193.6 million. 

 Total economic activity associated with District 51 is 
$305.7 million. The passage of the mill levy would 
increase this impact to $312.2 million. If the construction 
from the mill levy is calculated separately then economic 
activity will be almost $312.9 million. 

Note: The 2,737 direct employees (District 51) are not new 
incremental workers. 
 
The revenue from the bond issue will provide intangible benefits 
to the community beyond the above-mentioned economic 
benefits. The upgrades funded by the bond issue will: 

 Help teachers better meet the needs of students. 

 Increase community pride in quality education. 

 Strengthen ties between commerce and education. 

 Students will be more motivated with better facilities. 

 Serve as a tool to attract and retain businesses. 

 Increase property values of Mesa County residents. 

 Increase the number of opportunities to create 
partnerships to develop workforce training programs.  

 Raise the quality of teaching and student achievement. 

 Identify and address security and safety challenges. 

 Make it possible to utilize current technologies. 

 Better facilities can increase creativity and innovation. 

 School facilities, such as gyms, serve as a gathering spot. 
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Measurement of Economic Activity Concepts 
Economic impact analyses calculate the magnitude of the impact 
of an industry, project, or company on a defined region. A 
simplistic description of the model (IMPLAN) used for this 
economic impact analysis looks at the number of employees at a 
facility, their wages, and their direct, indirect, and induced 
impacts on the economy of the local community. These impacts 
are derived by using multipliers, numbers calculated to define 
the input-output relationship between industries within a study 
area. Multipliers will be used to calculate the following: 

 The direct effect measures the impact of the initial, 
existing, or proposed workers on the economy. 

 The indirect effect measures the impact that changes in 
the number of workers in the industry have on related 
industries, such as businesses within the supply chain.  

 The induced effect measures the impact of the change in 
household expenditures resulting from changes in the 
number of workers at the company. For example, this 
may include consumption for services or retail goods. 

 The total effect or impact is the sum of the direct, 
indirect, and induced impacts. 

Each of these effects is calculated for employment, labor 
income, value added, and output. 
 
The input-output relationship for a small geographic area is 
typically not as strong as for a larger area. This happens because 
the supply chain for a company or industry of often larger than 
the local area. In other words, a multiplier will be greater when 
more of the supply chain is located within the boundaries of the 
area being studied. 
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Definitions (Organizations and Terms) 
Organizations 
BEA - Bureau of Economic Analysis - The BEA is a federal agency 
that provides official macroeconomic and industry trade 
statistics for the United States, states, and regions of the 
country. Most notably, it compiles the U.S. and state gross 
domestic products. (http://www.bea.gov/). 
 
BLS - Bureau of Labor Statistics - The BLS is a unit of the 
Department of Labor that produces labor and employment 
statistics (http://www.bls.gov/). The most notable statistics are 
wage and salary employment, the unemployment rate, and the 
consumer price index. 
 
Census Bureau - The Census Bureau is a government agency that 
produces demographic and economic data at the national and 
state level. Its most important task is to complete the U.S. 
Census, which is used to determine the number of seats each 
state has in the House of Representatives based on their 
population (http://www.census.gov/). 
 
IMPLAN - IMPLAN is a private company that uses data produced 
by federal agencies to produce an economic impact modelling 
data set and tool). Additional information about IMPLAN can be 
found at http://implan.com/. 
 
Terms 
Employment - IMPLAN Employment is a combination of data 
from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW by 
BLS) and County Business Patterns (CBP by Census). As well, the 
Regional Economic (REA) data from BEA is used for control totals 

(to incorporate proprietors and non-covered sectors). This is 
more inclusive than the more widely recognized CES (also called 
non-farm or wage and salary) data series produced by BLS. 
 
Gross Regional Product - The Gross Regional Project (GRP) is the 
value of goods or services produced in a region. The GRP is not 
formally calculated by the BEA at the city and county level and is 
calculated by IMPLAN using input-output analysis. 
 
Household Income (HHI) - HHI is the total gross income of all 
members of a household who are 15 years or older. It is not 
necessary for these individuals to be related. HHI includes 
income from all sources, for example, wage and salaries, capital 
gains, retirement income, and government transfer programs 
such as food stamps. IMPLAN uses the mean HHI, compiled by 
BEA. BLS compiles the median HHI. Both are accepted measures 
of HHI; however, the mean HHI is usually higher than the median 
HHI because it is skewed by extreme values.  
 

Output - The output is the total revenue or sales of an 
organization, industry, event, or project. 
 
Value Added - The value added is the revenue for an 
organization, industry, or event minus the cost of inputs. It is the 
real contribution to the overall wealth of the economy. For 
example, accounting and education have low levels of inputs 
and they have a high value added. 
 

http://www.census.gov/
http://implan.com/
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members with studies that offer an economic overview of the general magnitude of the impact of an industry or company on their region. Additional 
research may be appropriate if more in-depth information is desired. A more comprehensive analysis could look at the impact of major capital 
expenditures, intangible contributions, or policy changes. As well, more in-depth analyses may be appropriate to gauge the fiscal benefits or net 

benefits of the industry or changes in the industry. For example, the former would look at the changes in tax receipts) while the latter might 
look at the net benefits of the industry (public revenues less public costs). 

 
The EDCC Economic Impact Analysis Program 

 
  

http://cber.co/about-cber-co/
http://www.gjep.org/grand-junction-economic-development/
file:///C:/Users/Gary/Documents/EDCC/EDCC%20Projects/Coors%20Miller/www.edcconline
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Appendix - General, Academic, and Health Indicators 
The Appendix includes general, academic, and health indicators that complement the economic analysis provided on the previous pages. 
This data is not intended to be a comprehensive review of the economic, health, and academic strengths and weaknesses of the region. 
Rather, it is included to provide information that illustrates the relationship between commerce, education, and the health and well-
being of a community and the impact these factors have on each other and the community. 
 
 
The three data sets are briefly described below. 
 The general indicators compare select demographics, 

housing, household, and income data for Grand Junction, 
Mesa County and Colorado.  

 The academic indicators compare education data for District 
51 and Colorado. They show areas where District 51 has 
performed better than the state and areas where District 51 
has had lower ratings than the state averages.  

 The health indicators compare Mesa County and Colorado 
for adolescents. Some of the county data is below the state 
average while other data is above the state average. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

The following examples illustrate how investments in District 51 
can positively affect the region.  

 The PK-12 education system can be used to educate 
adolescents about the role of health and commerce in the 
development of the community. 

 PK-12 education provides the foundation for youth to pursue 
vocational or college training after high school.  

 A strong PK-12 system will attract businesses and talent to 
the region. This will lead to innovation, diversification, and 
the intentional and strategic development of the region. 
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Appendix - General Indicators 
Demographics, Housing, Households, and Income 
The table on the following page includes demographic, housing, 
household, and income data from the U.S. Census Bureau. Key 
points are listed below. 

 Since 2010, the growth of the population and wages have in 
Mesa County have increased at a slower rate than Colorado. 

 Mesa County is ethnically less diverse than Colorado. 

 The value of housing and the cost of rent in Mesa County is 
less than Colorado. 

 Mesa County has a higher percentage of high school 
graduates than Colorado 

 Mesa County has a lower percentage of college graduates 
than Colorado. 

 Mesa County has a lower median household income and per 
capita income than Colorado. 

 Mesa County has a higher percentage of persons in poverty 
than Colorado. 

 Mesa County has a higher percentage of persons under 65 
without health insurance than the state. 

 Grand Junction and Mesa County are a regional center of 
retail (per capita retail spending), health care, and higher 
education. 

Mesa County benefits from the strengths of District 51 schools. 
In addition, a stronger school system could further benefit the 
community. 
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Appendix - General Indicators 
Demographics, Housing, Households, and Income 

Demographics Grand Junction Mesa County Colorado 

Population estimates, July 1, 2016, (V2016) 61,881 150,083 5,540,545 

Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 (estimates base) to July 1, 2016, (V2016) 4.7% 2.3% 10.2% 

Persons under 5 years, percent, July 1, 2016, (V2016) X 5.9% 6.1% 

Persons under 18 years, percent, July 1, 2016, (V2016) X 22.1% 22.8% 

Persons 65 years and over, percent, July 1, 2016, (V2016) X 17.9% 13.4% 

Hispanic or Latino, percent, July 1, 2016, (V2016)(b) X 14.4% 21.3% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino, percent, July 1, 2016, (V2016) X 81.7% 68.6% 

Veterans, 2011-2015 5,161 13,252 391,725 

Foreign born persons, percent, 2011-2015 4.2% 3.6% 9.8% 

Housing     

Housing units, July 1, 2016, (V2016) X 65,240 2,339,118 

Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 2011-2015 58.7% 69.1% 64.3% 

Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2011-2015 $205,800  $199,000  $247,800  

Median selected monthly owner costs -with a mortgage, 2011-2015 $1,354  $1,318  $1,577  

Median gross rent, 2011-2015 $844  $837  $1,002  

Households, Education, and Health     

Households, 2011-2015 24,290 59,215 2,024,468 

Persons per household, 2011-2015 2.35 2.43 2.55 

High school graduate or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2011-2015 91.3% 89.9% 90.7% 

Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of persons age 25 years+, 2011-2015 30.9% 26.3% 38.1% 

With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2011-2015 9.7% 9.5% 7.2% 

Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 15.0% 10.8% 9.2% 

Income and Economy     

Median household income (in 2015 dollars), 2011-2015 $45,358  $49,322  $60,629  

Per capita income in past 12 months (in 2015 dollars), 2011-2015 $25,449  $26,569  $32,217  

Total retail sales per capita, 2012(c) $29,209  $14,700  $13,073  

Persons in poverty 18.9% 14.1% 11.5% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.  

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/grandjunctioncitycolorado,mesacountycolorado,CO/PST045216#qf-flag-X
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/grandjunctioncitycolorado,mesacountycolorado,CO/PST045216#qf-flag-X
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/grandjunctioncitycolorado,mesacountycolorado,CO/PST045216#qf-flag-X
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/grandjunctioncitycolorado,mesacountycolorado,CO/PST045216#qf-flag-X
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/grandjunctioncitycolorado,mesacountycolorado,CO/PST045216#qf-flag-X
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Appendix - Academic Indicators 
This section includes a short list of academic indicators for PK-12 students. 
 
District 51 is more favorable than the state 
Key points from the tables on the following pages show the 
areas where health indicators for Mesa County adolescents are 
better than the state average: 

 Lower rate of staff turnover. 

 Attendance rate is higher. 

 Median truancy rate is lower. 

 SAT/PSAT10 scores are higher. 

 Dropout rates for all students are lower. 

 Graduation rates for all students are higher. 

District 51 is less favorable than the state 
Key points from the tables on the following pages show the 
areas where health indicators form Mesa County adolescents 
are lower than the state average. 

 Lower rate of pupil growth. 

 Lower rate of population growth. 

 Lower CMAS scores. 
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Appendix - Academic Indicators - Teachers, Race and Gender of Students, Growth and Number of Students, Population Growth 
Teacher FTEs, AAW, Turnover Rate 2016-2017 District 51 Colorado 

FTE  1,285 52,079 

Percent of state total 2.46% x 

Average annual wages $47,919 $51,810 

Total staff turnover rate 13.72% 20.46% 

Teacher turnover rate 11.67% 16.88%a 

Race and Gender of Students(2016-2017) 
  Females 
  White females 7,526 235,032 

Hispanic or Latino females 2,606 148,187 

Other females 643 56,777 

Total females 10,775 439,996 

Males 
  White males  8,011 251,505 

Hispanic or Latino males 2,632 155,386 

Other males 687 58,132 

Total males 11,330 465,023 

Percentage males 48.74% 51.26% 

Percentage females 48.62% 51.38% 
PK-12 Pupil Membership Trends, District 51 Rank   

2011 number of students (fall) 21,917 854,265 

2016 number of students (fall) 22,105 905,019 

Rank in size of 185 Colorado school districts (2016-2017) 12th x 

Annualized rate of growth, 2011 vs. 2016 (fall) .02% 1.16% 

Percent of state total students 2016 2.44% x 

Population Growth 2011 vs. 2016 
  July 2016 population (Mesa County vs. Colorado) 150,083 5,540,546 

Annualized rate of growth, 2011 vs. 2016 (Mesa County vs. Colorado) .26% 1.59% 

Mesas County percentage of state(Mesa County vs. Colorado) 2.71% X 

Source: Colorado Department of Education, U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Appendix - Academic Indicators - Attendance and Truancy, Home-Based Education, SAT Scores, Dropout Rates 
 

Attendance and Truancy Rates 2016-2017 District 51 Colorado 

Range of attendance rates by school 90.38% to 100% 54.53% to 100% 

Median attendance rates by school 95.22% 93.94% 

Range of truancy rates by school 0.0% to 7.67% 0.0% to 45.47% 

Median truancy rates by school 1.15% 1.41% 

 
District #51 Colorado All Districts 

Dropouts/Dropout Rates (Including Alternate Schools) Number Percent Number Percent 

Females 
  

  

White females 57 1.6% 1,439 1.2% 

Hispanic or Latino females 30 2.5% 2,230 3.1% 

Other females 6 1.9% 598 2.1% 

Total females 93 1.8% 4,267 1.9% 

Males 
  

  

White males  80 2.1% 2,232 1.8% 

Hispanic or Latino males 41 3.5% 3,230 4.3% 

Other males 3 1.0% 801 2.8% 

Total males 124 2.3% 6,263 2.7% 

Dropout Whites 137 1.8% 3,671 1.5% 

Dropout Hispanic or Latino 71 3.0% 5,460 3.7% 

Dropout Other 9 1.5% 1,399 2.4% 

Dropout rate all students 217 2.1% 10,530 2.3% 

Source: Colorado Department of Education, U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Appendix - Academic Indicators - Graduation Rates, Instructional Programs, Free Lunch 
 

Graduation Rates (Number/Rates) District 51 Colorado- All Districts 

Females Number Percent Number Percent 

White females 481 85.6% 15,059 87.5% 

Hispanic or Latino females 117 79.1% 7,283 75.0% 

Other females 31 81.6% 3,220 80.7% 

Total females 629 84.1% 25,562 82.7% 

Males 
  

  

White males  503 80.1% 14,876 81.4% 

Hispanic or Latino males 106 66.3% 6,504 65.0% 

Other males 21 70.0% 2,900 72.8% 

Total males 630 77.0% 24,280 75.3% 

Race 
  

  

Graduation rate Whites 984 82.7% 29,935 84.4% 

Graduation rate Hispanics or Latinos 223 72.4% 13,787 69.9% 

Graduation rate others 52 76.5% 6,120 76.7% 

Graduation rate all students 1,259 80.4% 49,842 78.9% 

Pupils-Instructional Program/Eligibility for Free/Reduced Lunch 
  

  

Total PK-12 Pupil Membership 22,105 x 905,019 x 

Gifted and Talented 746 3.4% 65,814 7.3% 

Special Education 2,849 12.9% 95,362 10.5% 

Online 258 1.2% 19,581 2.2% 

English Learner Incl. M1 and M2 819 3.7% 129,237 14.3% 

Homeless 349 1.6% 13,898 1.5% 

Section 504 Handicapped 357 1.6% 18,513 2.0% 

Immigrant 0 0.0% 8,881 1.0% 

Migrant 82 0.4% 3,168 0.4% 

Title I 5,963 27.0% 219,255 24.2% 

Eligibility Free/Reduced Lunch 11,287 51.1% 381,103 42.1% 

Source: Colorado Department of Education. 
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Appendix - Academic Indicators - 2015 Annual Median Earnings By Educational Attainment (25 Years And Over) 

2015 Annual Median Earnings By Educational Attainment (25 Years And Over) Mesa County Colorado 

Total  $31,144   $40,229  

Less than high school graduate  $29,942   $25,304  

High school graduate (includes equivalency)  $26,220   $31,280  

Some college or associate's degree  $25,253   $35,392  

Bachelor's degree  $38,662   $50,196  

Graduate or professional degree  $60,366   $63,270  

Male  $36,654   $46,719  

Male: Less than high school graduate  $31,624   $30,123  

Male: High school graduate (includes equivalency)  $40,939   $36,628  

Male: Some college or associate's degree  $26,850   $41,441  

Male: Bachelor's degree  $40,905   $61,150  

Male: Graduate or professional degree  $62,334   $82,156  

Female  $26,495   $32,327  

Female: Less than high school graduate  $25,700   $16,633  

Female: High school graduate (includes equivalency)  $17,254   $25,450  

Female: Some college or associate's degree  $22,177   $29,651  

Female: Bachelor's degree  $37,046   $40,975  

Female: Graduate or professional degree  $54,421   $52,012  
 District #51 Colorado 

Home-Based Education Fall 2016   

2011 number of students  172 6,067 

2016 number of students  179 7,659 

Percent of state total students 2016 2.34% X 

SAT and PSAT 10 2017 
  Evidence-based reading and writing 500.8 478.0 

Math 484.4 469.0 

Overall 985.2 947.0 

Source: Colorado Department of Education. 
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Appendix - Academic Indicators - CMAS 2017 Mean Scores and Meets/Exceeds Expectations Percentage 
 

 
District 51 Colorado- All Districts 

Science Mean Meets/Exceeds Expectations Mean Meets/Exceeds Expectations 

Science Grade 05 587 26.0% 598 34.9% 

Science Grade 08 543 19.4% 578 30.2% 

Science HS 605 26.5% 591 24.6% 

English Language Arts 
  

  

ELA Grade 03 731 31.0% 738 40.1% 

ELA Grade 04 736 34.2% 743 44.1% 

ELA Grade 05 739 38.2% 745 46.3% 

ELA Grade 06 733 28.9% 741 40.6% 

ELA Grade 07 737 35.8% 743 44.2% 

ELA Grade 08 731 31.7% 742 43.4% 

ELA Grade 09 732 33.0% 736 36.2% 

Math 
  

  

Math Grade 03 731 28.8% 739 40.0% 

Math Grade 04 726 21.1% 735 34.0% 

Math Grade 05 727 21.8% 736 33.6% 

Math Grade 06 726 20.8% 733 30.9% 

Math Grade 07 728 19.0% 732 25.8% 

Math Grade 08 709 10.3% 722 21.0% 

Algebra I x 0.0% 735 32.7% 

Geometry x 0.0% 753 61.5% 

Algebra II x 0.0% 769 76.7% 

Integrated I 733 30.1% 732 29.2% 

Integrated II 748 47.6% 755 56.3% 

Integrated III 768 80.0% 769 76.8% 

Source: Colorado Department of Education. 
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Appendix - Health Indicators 
This section includes a short list of health indicators involving adolescents. Some of these indicators illustrate areas where District 51 may 
have played a role in educating youth about certain healthcare issues. The indicators also point to ways a stronger education system 
could further benefit the community.  
 
District 51 is more favorable than the state 
Key points from the tables on the next two pages show the areas 
where Mesa County adolescents perform better than the state 
average: 

 More physically active (high school students). 

 Lower level of substance abuse. 

 Lower levels of obesity 5-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

District 51 is less favorable than the state 
Key points from the tables on the next two pages show the areas 
where Mesa County adolescents generally have ratings below 
the state average: 

 Lower access to assistance programs. 

 Lower knowledge about sexual health. 

 Higher obesity - high school students. 

 Higher level of underweight students. 

 Greater exposure to tobacco. 

 Greater concerns about basic mental health. 
 

 

  



 

24 | P a g e  

 

Appendix - Health Indicators  
 

Access to Programs Mesa County Colorado 

The number of children (0-18 years) eligible but not enrolled in Medicaid or CHP+, 2014 1,791.60 61,996.70 

The percent of children (0-18 years) eligible but not enrolled in Medicaid or CHP+, 2014 5.2% 4.8% 

The number of children (less than 19 years old) without health insurance coverage, 2014 3,448.40 82,957.00 

Sexual Health    

Percent of sexually active high school students using effective birth control to prevent pregnancy, 2015 21.2% 31.7% 

Percent of high school students who have ever had sexual intercourse, 2015 40.4% 35.4% 

Fertility rates of teens aged 15-17 years, 2013-2015 13.0% 9.3% 

Health Conditions/Obesity   

Percent of high school students who are obese, 2015 12.2% 9.9% 

Percent of high school students who are overweight, 2015 11.6% 10.9% 

Percent of children aged 5-14 years who are obese, 2013-2015 6.0% 10.1% 

Percent of children aged 5-14 years who are overweight or obese, 2013-2015 22.0% 23.5% 

Percent of children aged 5-14 years who are underweight, 2013-2015 15.4% 9.9% 

Physical Activity   

Percent of high school students who were physically active at least 60 minutes/day for the past 7 days, 2015 29.4% 27.8% 

Percent of children aged 5-14 years who were physically active for at least 60 minutes/ day for the past 7 days, 
2013-2015 

54.2% 44.0% 

Percent of children aged 1-14 years who watched TV or videos, play video games, or play on a computer for 2 
hours/ weekday or less, 2013-2015 

82.0% 84.7% 

Percent of children aged 1-14 years who watched TV or videos, play video games, or play on a computer for 2 
hours/ weekend day or less, 2013-2015 

53.3% 52.1% 

Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. 
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Appendix - Health Indicators - Tobacco Use/Exposure, Mental Health, and Substance Abuse 
Tobacco Use/ Exposures Mesa County Colorado 

Percent of high school students who currently use cigarettes, 2015 9.1% 8.6% 
Percent of children aged 1-14 years who rode in car in the past 7 days with someone who smoked, 2013-
2015 4.2% 3.3% 
Percent of children aged 1-14 years who live in homes where someone had smoked in past 7 days, 2013-
2015 4.8% 2.8% 

Mental Health 
  Percent of high school students who felt sad or hopeless almost every day for 2 or more weeks in a row so 

that they stopped doing some usual activities during the past 12 months, 2015 37.8% 29.5% 

Percent of high school students who seriously considered attempting suicide during the past 12 months, 2015 19.8% 17.4% 

Substance Abuse 
  Percent of high school students who had five or more drinks of alcohol within a couple of hours, 2015 13.8% 16.6% 

Percent of high school students who used marijuana one or more times during the past 30 days, 2015 21.2% 21.2% 

Percent of high school students who reported driving a car/vehicle when they had been drinking alcohol, 2015 5.6% 7.3% 
Percent of children aged 1-14 years who live in homes where marijuana or hashish was consumed in the last 
30 days, 2014-2015 x 3.2% 

Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. 

 
 
 


