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PERIOD OF PEAK POPULATION
READING THE MAP
Even a quick glance at the map reveals two major multi-county regions, one in eastern Colorado
(yellow) that had its greatest population between 1910-1930, and an even larger one (rose) of recent peak
population covering much of northern and western Colorado. In contrast, the southwestern counties display
a lack of commonality in their population history.
It is also possible to read the map in a chronological context, that is, by the four indicated time
periods. Line graphs are provided (immediately following) that depict the nature of population change in four
counties, one from each of the time periods presented in the map and discussed below. Using these graphs
in conjunction with the map will aid in understanding the state's population history.

1880-1900
While the eight counties (white) with peak populations during this time are spatially scattered, it is
possible to relate most or all of them to common geographic and economic factors. If this map of Peak
Population is compared to a map of Landform Regions, it is evident that all these counties are in
mountainous parts of the state.
In 1900, Teller County had the third largest population in Colorado (29,002), despite being formed
just the previous year (1899). Nearly a century later (1990), Teller County had a population of 12,408, or
about 43 percent of its Peak Population. By 2000 the population had rebounded to 20,555.
QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
What can bring large numbers of people to mountainous locations? What would have brought them
to these eight Colorado counties between 1880-1900? Why did these counties fail to grow or even to retain
their early populations? Why have adjacent counties grown when these eight have not? Is there some
unique resource in these counties? Does their location or accessibility help answer any of these questions?

1910-1930
Between 1910-1930, most eastern Colorado counties recorded their highest population totals. Only
Logan and Prowers Counties deviate from this broad, consistent pattern. Since all the counties in question
are in the High Plains and Piedmont Landform Regions, a logical association is that population growth had
something to do with farming and ranching. Likewise, agriculture-based Saguache County in the San Luis
Valley had its largest number of residents during this period.
A few words of caution are in order. Some of the counties that peaked between 1910-1930 have
never had many residents. Thus an increase or decrease of only a few hundred persons could change their
period of peak population. Unfortunately, a map such as this is discrete, meaning that it is frozen in time.
Looking just at the map we have little idea of what may have happened since the peak of population was
reached.
QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
What events or conditions could cause population growth in rural communities with farm and/or
ranch-based economies? What impacts do land prices, crop prices, government programs, and weather
have on farming and farm populations? A hint, think about conditions just before and during the Dust Bowl
years.

1940-1960
There is little evidence of a pattern or regional association for the period 1940-1960. This was an
era when the state's overall population grew by the slowest rate in its history. The counties that peaked at
this time are scattered both spatially and environmentally, that is, they are not concentrated in plains,
mountains, or plateaus, but occur in all three.
Closer examination reveals counties with small base populations (less than 10,000 in 1960) in which
growth and decline have been a matter of minimal change. Prowers County peaked in 1950 with a
population that was only about 100 residents greater than in 1930; Logan County's largest population, in
1960, was just 400 more than resided there in 1930. The historic population patterns in each county
suggest that they differ little from adjacent counties in eastern Colorado.
QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
Decisions about the design of a choropleth map are often mathematical, and may even be arbitrary.
In the present case, for example, the use of uniform twenty year time periods is based on the census interval
and the desire to depict as much of Colorado's statehood as possible, i.e., 1880 to 1990. Clearly, such
decisions make a great difference in the appearance of the map and the nature of regional patterns. What
would happen if maps were created for 1880-1910, 1920-1950, and 1960-2000, or some other sets of
dates?

1980-2000
Colorado's population has grown at rates considerably above the national average in recent
decades. One-half (32) of the state's counties have attained their greatest ever population since 1980.
The counties characterized by this relatively recent growth occur in all parts of the state except the
far eastern plains. Could any single variable adequately explain simultaneous growth in places as varied as
Alamosa and Jackson Counties (high mountain valleys), Moffat and Montrose Counties (western plateau),
Pitkin and Park Counties (mountains), or Denver and Douglas Counties (Front Range)?
It may be useful to find out what is causing growth. Is it so-called "natural growth" in which the birth
rate greatly exceeds the death rate? Or is it migration into these counties? Can it possibly be both?
QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
In Colorado, people between 24-29 years of age have the highest birth rates. Are there locations or
counties where this age group might prefer to live? This same age group (24-29) is relatively mobile and
willing to move. Why might they relocate to certain counties or groups of counties? The most common
reason is economic, that is, to get jobs or better jobs. Others move to enjoy recreation or the environment.
Are there counties where a person might find both employment and an attractive physical environment? Is it
possible to relate any of these things with counties having current peak populations?
Population estimates for Colorado's counties for the period 1990-2000 suggest few changes in the
pattern of peak population. With one exception, the counties in the 1880-1900, 1910-1930, and 1940-1960
periods have not changed regarding the era of their greatest population. The exception is Clear Creek
County which in 2000 had its largest ever population. What might account for this population's notable
growth? Meanwhile, all of the 32 counties whose population peaked between 1980-2000 continued to grow,
some very rapidly. Is it possible that some of these counties might experience a population decline in the
future? If so, what might cause a loss of residents?
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TELLER COUNTY: POPULATION CHANGE
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SUMMIT COUNTY: POPULATION CHANGE
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BACA COUNTY: POPULATION CHANGE
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COSTILLA COUNTY: POPULATION CHANGE

POPULATION CHANGE, 1980-2000
READING THE MAPS
During the decade 1980-1990, Colorado recorded a 14 percent population increase, the lowest rate
for the state since the Great Depression decade of 1930-1940. However, even this rate of growth was well
above the national average and exceeded that of all but thirteen states. The decade of the 1990s, however,
saw a dramatic increase in the state’s population. Over one million people were added to the state’s
population (a 30% increase for the decade)
Population change 1990 to 2000
The map clearly indicates that population growth occurred across Colorado during the 1990s. Only
five counties experienced population decline during this period. At least two patterns of occurrence or
regions are apparent. Counties with the heaviest loss or only moderate growth are mostly on or near the
state's border, that is, in outlying areas remote from Colorado's Front Range, urban-centered population
core. A second identifiable pattern is the almost continuous region of stagnation or loss in the eastern plains
of the state. A possible third pattern includes the two mountain counties (Jackson and San Juan), which
saw a population decline.
One functional association is this: all five of the counties losing population had an overwhelming
majority of their residents living in rural areas (see map, URBAN AND RURAL SHARE OF THE
POPULATION 2000).
Losses of population were primarily a result of differential migration, that is, more people moved out
of these counties than moved in. Colorado, however, had twelve counties with crude death rates exceeding
crude birth rates: Baca, Bent, Costilla, Delta, Fremont, Huerfano, Jackson, Kiowa, Las Animas, Lincoln, San
Juan, and Sedgewick. Colorado participated in the rural-to-urban migration that occurred in many rural
counties throughout the United States between 1980-2000, in large part owing to a weak rural economy.
The pattern of county population growth seems less clearly regional during the 1990s. While the
more urban and more densely settled Front Range region grew rapidly, individual counties within it ranged
from Pueblo County's 15 percent and Denver’s 18.6 percent population gains, to Douglas County where
growth topped 191 percent. After decades of in-migration and growth, Denver County became, for all
purposes, totally urban. As in cities throughout the United States, a portion of the urban residents
responded by migrating to the suburbs, some of which are in adjacent counties, such as Douglas. Thus,
every Colorado county proximate to Denver County grew at a greater rate than Denver during the 1990s.
Douglas County was Colorado's fastest growing county during the decades of the 1980s and
1990s, being identified at times as the fastest or second-fastest growing county in the entire United States.
Geography, and specifically location, is the reason. Douglas County is sandwiched between Denver County
and El Paso County, which respectively contain Colorado's largest and second largest cities, Denver and
Colorado Springs. Commuters from each have been drawn to the rolling and lightly forested former farm
and ranch lands of Douglas County, many of which are rapidly being converted into multi-acre tracts or
"ranchettes." Teller County, adjacent to Douglas County and proximate to the city of Colorado Springs,
recorded the second most rapid growth among Colorado counties. Again, an increasing willingness to
commute, in this case from home sites in the Rocky Mountains, best explains Teller County's rapid growth.
Recent legalization of limited stakes gambling in the town of Cripple Creek is also a contributing factor. A
cautionary note is in order: Douglas and Teller counties have small population bases (see County
Population Data table in the appendix). Consequently, a modest total increase in population translates to a
large percentage growth rate. This is one weakness of measuring population change using only percent
change, whether for growth or decline. However, any rapid change of whatever magnitude can bring with it
difficult adjustments, especially for counties with small populations and perhaps limited economic and social
resources.

That has been the case in two other Colorado counties with rapid growth during the previous
decade. In 1990, the adjacent counties of Eagle and Summit had a combined population of nearly 35,000
persons. By 2000, that total had grown to over 65,000, an increase of nearly 86 percent. This growth is
primarily attributable to recreation, initially skiing, and various economic opportunities linked to recreational
activities. Notice on the maps of EMPLOYMENT that both counties have low levels of primary and
manufacturing employment, suggesting that it is the service sector that is most important.
Population Change 1990 to 2000
This map bears out much of the changes that were set in motion during the 1980s. In fact, the most
striking part of the population change 1990 to 2000 map is how SIMILIAR it is to the map showing
POPULATION CHANGE FROM 1990 to 2000. Douglas County continues to lead the state in population
growth with extreme southwestern and central mountain counties also experiencing considerable growth.
Additional growth along the northern Front Range is also evident.

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
Any and all change in population is the result of the interplay of just three variables: birth, death,
and migration. With this thought in mind can you explain the patterns on the MAP OF POPULATION
CHANGE (1990-2000) by comparing this map to maps showing other population components? For
example, does there appear to be any spatial association between counties with heavy population loss and
patterns on the map of CRUDE BIRTH RATE or CRUDE DEATH RATE? Or, compare the CBR and CDR
for rapidly growing Douglas County with the CBR and CDR for Baca or Sedgwick Counties. What about
your home county?
Since an important component of population change is migration, you may want to compare the
map POPULATION CHANGE FROM 1990 to 2000 with some of the following maps: POPULATION THAT
LIVED IN A DIFFERENT STATE 1995, URBAN AND RURAL SHARE OF THE POPULATION 2000,
POPULATION 17 YEARS OF AGE AND YOUNGER 2000, and POPULATION 65 YEARS OF AGE AND
OLDER 2000. Remember, different age groups have different propensities to migrate and thus migration
alters the average age or age structure of a county's population, which in turn will affect things like crude
birth rates and crude death rates.
What happens if you plot the ten Colorado counties with the highest percentage population growth,
and then compare that map with one showing the ten Colorado counties that had the greatest population
increase (actual number of new residents) between 1990-2000? Do you expect these maps to reveal similar
patterns?

LOOKING AHEAD
The 2000 census show some interesting developments in Colorado's population. For example:
A.
Between 1980-1990, 27 of Colorado's 63 counties lost population. But between 1990-2000 only five
counties – Jackson, San Juan, Cheyenne, Kiowa, and Baca - experienced a decline in population.
B.
Between 1980-1990, 6 Colorado counties grew by more than 40 percent. However, between 19902000, the growth in 16 counties exceeded 40 percent (29 counties above 30%)!!
C.
Douglas County grew by 140 percent between 1980-1990, and by 191 percent between 1990-2000.
However, in the earlier ten year period the county grew by 35,000 persons, but by 115,000 in the latter ten
year span.
D.
Between 1980-1990, most of the rapidly growing counties were either in the Front Range region or
directly connected to it by major transportation systems, e.g., I-70. Since 1990, several counties in
southwestern Colorado and far from the Front Range have recorded high rates of growth, e.g., San Miguel,
Ouray, Hinsdale, and Archuleta.
E.
Many rural counties whose populations either declined or were essentially stagnant during the
1980s are growing during the 1990s, some modestly, but some rapidly.
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PERCEPTIONS OF THE FRONT RANGE REGION

THE FRONT RANGE REGION
Geographers create spatial generalizations termed regions. By this means the Earth's surface is
divided into smaller and more internally similar units, i.e., regions, for purposes of analysis. It is easier, for
example, to study and understand a country than a continent, or at a different scale, a single Colorado
county than the entire state since the smaller area of a county usually contains less physical and cultural
diversity than the more extensive state.
Geographers typically recognize and use three types of regions. Formal regions exhibit a uniform
distribution of some selected variable, e.g., the Rio Grande drainage basin is uniformly characterized by
streams that drain into the Rio Grande system, or the State of Colorado with a uniform set of state laws, tax
rates, etc. Most formal regions tend to be relatively permanent and have comparatively precise boundaries.
A second type of region is termed a functional or nodal region. In this instance the areal extent of
the region is determined by an activity. For example, the locations encompassing the majority of
subscribers to a particular Denver-based newspaper is such a region, with Denver as the node from which
the activity extends outward. Functional regions have less precise and permanent boundaries than formal
ones, and these may in fact change with fluctuations in the economy and population, or in the present
example, competition from other news providers.
The third type of region is termed perceptual or vernacular. In some ways it is the most common,
though the least helpful to actual geographic understanding. Perceptual or vernacular regions are a form of
geographic shorthand. When we use vernacular regional references, such as "The South" or "The West," it
is an attempt to convey a host of geographic or place-based traits with the use of a single label. The
variability of the region and its presumed boundaries are functions of the process of individual perception:
ask ten persons to define "The Western Slope" and you will likely receive ten more or less distinct
responses.
READING THE MAPS
One of Colorado's perceptual or vernacular regions is popularly called the "Front Range." This is
not to be confused with the front range of the southern Rocky Mountains, which can be defined and
delimited as a formal physical region [page PH 3]. Rather, in everyday conversation, in the newspaper, or
on the radio, the term Front Range Region is the common reference to a portion of Colorado extending an
unspecified distance east of the Rocky Mountains and with a north-south extent variously described as
Denver-to-Colorado Springs or even Fort Collins-to-Pueblo.
The maps [page PO 13] represent four views of the "Front Range Region" as interpreted by four
quite distinct institutions or groups.
Map 1 is essentially a map of route ways and destinations. There is no effort to identify a boundary
that might suggest the region's limits or separate it from another region. The important variable in this map
is movement, or potential movement, as befits an organization intent upon marketing its products or helping
other businesses to market theirs. The indefiniteness of the region can be seen in the several roads that
extend beyond towns but end in empty space.
Map 2, from National Geographic, is both arbitrary and mechanical. It suggests a general "study
area" within whose boundaries some type of geographic research will be carried out, as was the case. That
this well-known publication chose to devote time to this portion of Colorado, in itself, suggests that there is a
regional identity and uniqueness associated with this portion of the state. However, the map as rendered
conveys little information.
Map 3 is an aggregation of Colorado counties reflecting the interest of the state in the promotion of
Front Range tourism. By no means do the member counties have the same type or intensity of tourism
sites, nor tourist traffic. However, by delimiting this entity it is supposedly possible to more effectively
administer and promote regional tourism. Note that the map contains no actual tourism sites nor
advertising, but is a matter of administration.
Map 4 represents the use of a regional label for the purpose of identity and advertising. Hundreds
of Colorado businesses have chosen to include the term Front Range in their name since its imagery is
generally considered positive, and thus memorable. Most of the businesses have little in common, e.g.,

Front Range Plumbers, Front Range Counselors, Front Range Eggs, other than sharing a broad regional
location and label.
However, repeated use of the phrase works its way into the public consciousness and becomes a
handy geographic identity. For example, when asked the common question, "Where are you from?" the
reply Front Range is a useful reference that falls somewhere between a response that is too general, e.g.,
Colorado, or so specific, e.g., your hometown, that may only draw a blank stare. To Colorado residents, at
least, the term Front Range also conveys additional information about the physical and cultural nature of that
region.
QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
Do you use the phrase "Front Range" in your conversation? Have you seen it in the newspaper or
on television? If so, collect examples and use them to draw the "Front Range" on a map of the state. Now,
explain why you put its boundaries where you did. What is found within those boundaries that gives
geographic character to that location, that sets it apart from the rest of Colorado?
Can you think of other perceptual or vernacular regions in Colorado? Remember, many seem to
have directional or locational labels. In Colorado, this includes the "Western Slope" or "Southern Colorado."
Some such regions are identified with unique political or cultural characteristics, e.g., the "Four Corners
Region" or the "Denver Suburbs."

Some perceptual regions may be only locally known. We may regionalize parts of a town as the
"Old Section" or "east of the tracks," or as identified with a particular street gang. Can you identify any local
perceptual regions, or what we often call "areas?" If you can, try to draw boundaries for one of these on a
map. Next, ask several individuals in your classroom, including your teacher, to draw their ideas of
boundaries for that same region on separate maps. Compare the maps and discuss similarities and
differences in the boundaries, and most importantly, why different members of your class might have
different perceptions of the same area (region). Do age, gender, location of residence, experience, or other
variables influence how you think about places?
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HISPANIC AND LATINO POPULATION
First, a note about definitions. As used by the U.S. Census Bureau, the term Hispanic or Latino
includes “Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or some other Latino origin”.
Hispanics or Latinos may be of any race.
READING THE MAPS
It is important to first understand the differences between the two maps and what they are designed
to show. The first map (page PO 24) plots the distribution of Colorado's Hispanic population by the percent
of all Colorado Hispanics residing in any particular county. The second map (page PO 25) presents a
picture of the intensity of Hispanic settlement at the county level. While Hispanic residents are widely
scattered across Colorado, it is only in a block of southern counties that they constitute the majority of any
county's residents.
In reality, Colorado is home to two distinctive Hispanic populations. The concentration in southern
Colorado, in a region focused on Conejos and Costilla Counties but extending into adjacent counties, is a
product of historic settlement dating from the early to mid-1800s. Settlers pushed into that region from adjacent
areas to the south, part of a general northward moving settlement frontier originating in Mexico. These
people and their descendants dominate several counties and are commonly referred to and refer to
themselves as Hispano, Spanish-American, or Spanish-speaking, usually as distinct from Mexican or
Mexican-American.
It is also possible to depict the state's Hispanic population in terms of sheer numbers. In this case
the Front Range, and especially Denver County, stand out. This population represents a more recent
migration stimulated by labor recruiters who sought workers for agricultural enterprises in the South Platte
and Arkansas River valleys and for the steel mill in Pueblo. Beginning about the turn of the century, labor
was initially recruited from Colorado's southern counties, then from New Mexico and Texas, and ultimately
from Mexico. By 1920, several counties in the Front Range had identifiable resident minority populations, by
far the largest proportion of whom were of Mexican origin.
Costilla County is the most Hispanic county in Colorado, with over 67 percent of its residents
identifying themselves as such. Outward from this core the percentage declines, e.g., Conejos County (59
percent), Saguache County (45 percent), Rio Grande County (40 percent), Alamosa and Las Animas
Counties (41 percent each). It is significant, moreover, that in each of these counties the largest group is
classified as "Other Hispanic," that is, not Mexican, Puerto Rican, or Cuban. While notable numbers of
Mexicans reside in each county, their arrival has been more recent and their number less than the Hispano
population.
Denver County contains nearly 24 percent of Colorado's total Hispanic population. When Arapahoe,
Jefferson, and Adams Counties are added, the four counties account for more than one-half of all Hispanics
in Colorado. In contrast to the southern counties, in these Front Range counties most Hispanic residents
identify themselves as Mexican or Mexican-American.

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
While the maps depict two population concentrations identified as Hispanic, are there ways in which
these populations may differ, beyond ethnic/historic self-identification? Do the very different geographic
locations of the two populations suggest possible social, economic, or even political differences? Do they
live in different circumstances? Are their occupations similar or different?
It is possible to spatially associate the Hispanic populations with social and economic circumstances
depicted on other maps. For example, comparing the Hispanic Population maps with the maps of
RURAL/URBAN or RURAL POPULATION, which Hispanic population cluster is more urban? Which
probably contains a greater percent of farmers?
Likewise, comparison with maps of POPULATION 17 YEARS OF AGE AND YOUNGER,
EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION, MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME, OR FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL
suggests other distinctions between the two Hispanic population clusters. Is it possible to begin to
differentiate these two Hispanic populations, at least statistically?
Based upon the map, it is possible to identify at least a seven to nine-county region in southern
Colorado that can appropriately be termed "Hispanic Colorado." What are its unique characteristics?
Landscapes? Place names? Business names? Names of its leaders? A phone book survey of these
counties may yield ideas.
Compare the two maps. Are there any counties in the highest class interval for both Percent of
State and Percent of County population? There are a few counties in the second highest interval on both
maps. What conditions or opportunities might explain why so many Hispanics chose to settle in Pueblo
County? There are a number of counties which appear in the lowest class interval on both maps. Do these
counties occur in one part of the state more than in others, i.e., eastern plains, mountains, northern, western
slope? What might make these counties or regions less attractive to the Hispanic population?
Note that there appears to be an emerging “third” concentration of Hispanics in the state located in
Lake and Eagle Counties (see page PO 25). What might explain this “new” concentration?

Population / Page 26

The Atlas of Colorado: A Teaching Resource - 2003 Edition

Percent of County Total
0.7 - 2.7
2.8 - 4.8
Source: US Census 2000

FOREIGN BORN 2000
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12.6 - 18.2

FOREIGN BORN
READING THE MAP
Based on the 2000 U.S. Census of Population, 8.6 percent of Colorado's residents were born in
another country. This compares to a higher 11.1 percent foreign born for the entire country, which would
suggest that Colorado is only moderately attractive to international migrants. However, the map reveals
considerable place-to-place variation in the presence of the foreign born within Colorado.
The map draws one's eye to five counties where foreign born residents are comparatively
numerous: Denver, Eagle, Lake, Morgan, and Saguache. Though two of the four counties are contiguous,
their overall distribution does not suggest a region or concentration for those born abroad. Indeed, Denver
county is almost totally urban, while the other four are lightly populated places, two in the mountains (Eagle
and Lake), one in the plains (Morgan), and one (Saguache) in the very rural San Luis Valley and adjacent
mountains.
A less intense or secondary region of foreign born exists in the northern Front Range counties,
including Weld, Boulder, Adams, and Arapahoe. Morgan County is an extension of this region. These
counties stand in rather sharp contrast to most of eastern Colorado that has a very low percentage of foreign
born residents.
A closer examination of the five counties with comparatively the greatest percentages of foreign
born residents, Denver, Eagle, Lake, Morgan, and Saguache, indicates some basic differences in the origins
of these non-native residents. However, the overwhelming number of immigrants to these counties and the
state as a whole are from Latin American nations. The following chart reveals both the total number and
most common regional origins of these new Coloradoans.
FOREIGN BORN
Origin (%)
County

Number

Latin America

Denver

96,601

70.5

13.3

10.5

Eagle

7,594

79.1

3.6

10.5

Lake

1,217

90.7

2.4

5.3

Morgan

3,976

96.1

1.4

2.0

857

91.9

2.6

3.6

369,894

55.6

19.6

17.6

Saguache
STATE TOTAL

Asia

Europe

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
What could be attracting Latin American-born residents to the urban lifestyle of heavily populated
Denver County, but also to profoundly rural Saguache County? Do the two counties share some factor or
factors responsible for this immigration, or are the reasons that Mexican citizens migrate and live in these
counties quite different?
What is it about Denver County, and to a lesser degree Eagle County, that seems to attract those
born in Europe? What do these two counties offer that is apparently absent in Saguache and Morgan
counties?
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Age
85 and over
80 to 84
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Source: US Census 2000

AGE STRUCTURE 2000

Females

AGE STRUCTURE
As with an individual, groups of people can be considered youthful,
middle-aged, or old, each age having a particular set of attributes, abilities, and needs.
For purposes of analysis, populations are arrayed in cohorts, which are groups of age
peers customarily divided into either one or five year intervals. This categorization
represents a population's age structure. The most conventional means of depicting the
relationship of a population's cohorts to one another is with paired horizontal bar graphs
(see below), in which each male and female cohort is represented by a separate bar. The
resultant shape -- called a population pyramid -- provides a quick profile of past and
present conditions concerning a group's fertility, mortality, and migration behavior.
READING THE GRAPHS
Douglas and Sedgwick counties offer, respectively, one of Colorado's younger and
older county populations. In 2000, the median age of Douglas County residents was just
over 33 years, while in Sedgwick County it was over 43 years. These differences, and
several others, are reflected in population pyramids for the two counties with radically
different shapes.
Douglas County
Douglas County has a relatively youthful population in which annual births exceed
deaths by eight fold and net migration is consistently positive, i.e., more people arrive than
depart. Douglas County is growing, having increased by over 191 percent between 1990
and 2000.
Douglas County's population is not young in the conventional sense, that is with the
youngest cohorts being the largest. Rather, the county has a dramatic "younger middleaged bulge." The four cohorts between 30 and 49 years of age are larger than those
either younger or older. Unless we can assume that the older residents of Douglas
County (fifty and older) were extremely fertile in the past, we must conclude that the
county has experienced a heavy inflow of migrants in a specific age range, namely the
late twenties to the late forties.
Given its location south of the Denver Metropolitan area, Douglas County has
become an important residential setting for Metro area commuters. Parker, Highlands
Ranch, and Castle Rock have all experienced exponential population growth. Douglas
County’s foothills setting have resulted in numerous high-end residential developments.
Housing prices in these high-end subdivisions have likely discouraged younger buyers,
another reason for the low percentages of people in their twenties.

It is evident that the relative middle age bulge is responsible for modest growth in
the three youngest cohorts. Conversely, at the other end of the pyramid it appears that
Douglas County does not attract nor hold large numbers of elderly. Perhaps this reflects
the recent population growth, the out-migration of the elderly to milder climes, or the high
cost of living for persons on fixed retirement incomes.
Sedgwick County
In the case of Sedgwick County, the pyramid hardly seems like a pyramid at all.
Instead, the age structure has become top-heavy owing to the relative accumulation of a
high percentage of older persons. The broadness at the top of the Sedgwick County
graph and the corresponding narrowness toward the bottom are related to two causes.
One is an extended period of low birth rate, coupled with relatively long life expectancy.
Simply stated, survivors from births occurring fifty or sixty years ago outnumber births
during recent years. The second explanation is that Sedgwick County is experiencing a
net outflow of younger persons and a small inflow of older persons, some returning to their
birth area to retire.
Given the rural and agricultural nature of Sedgwick County we may conclude that it
has been the exodus of young persons that is chiefly responsible for the top-heavy age
structure. Note, for example, the very small 20-24 year old cohort, a prime age for high
mobility and migration associated with the pursuit of higher education and jobs. The affect
of the departure of a significant portion of this cohort is compounded by the loss of fertility
potential inherent in their youthfulness. At the same time, some older residents remain in
agriculture or small businesses and upon retirement may choose to stay within the county.
Sedgwick County lost population in the early 1990s but has rebounded ever so
slightly in the latter part of the decade. Most years record more deaths than births;
likewise, net migration fluctuates between minimal outflow and inflow. Note that the
county has a majority female population. This reflects the somewhat higher migration
potential of males and longer life expectancy for females.

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
How do you think your county's age structure and population pyramid compare to
the younger and older pyramids in the state? Does your county pyramid have any
especially large or small cohorts? With a copy of the Colorado Census or the United
States Statistical Abstract, you can construct your county's pyramid and compare it to
others. First, calculate what percent of your county's total population is included in each
male and each female cohort. It is easiest to use 5-year cohorts and that is the form in
which the Census organizes age data. To calculate cohorts, divide the number in a
cohort, e.g., the number of 5-9 year old males, by the total county population. Do not
forget to move the decimal point two places to the right to indicate the percentage. Next,
draw a bar proportional to that percentage. Remember, all the cohorts combined equal
100 percent of the population, so individual cohorts are some percent of the total
population. Finally "stack" the bars horizontally from youngest cohort to oldest. It is
traditional for male cohorts to be shown on the left of the pyramid and to extend from the
center line toward the left, and female cohorts on the right and extending toward the right.
Use the pyramids in the Atlas as a model. You may wish to make a very large pyramid
and place it on the floor of your classroom!
Does your school have an age structure? Of course it does. You may want to
construct a pyramid for it. In this case, use the same model provided and treat each
grade as a cohort. Count the number of girls in the third grade, for example, and divide
that number by the total number of students in your school. This gives you the percentage
you need. Do the same with the girls and the boys for each grade. When you chart these
percentages on the model you will have created a school population pyramid. Note, the
more grades you include the better in terms of understanding what has happened in the
past and what might occur in the future. If possible, do a K-12 pyramid. What value does
the exercise have? Your teachers and administrators might be interested in the potential
size of classes they will be dealing with in the future. Or, if your pyramid has much
smaller cohorts in the upper grades than the lower it may suggest there is a drop out
situation that calls for attention. There are several software packages (such as Harvard
Graphics) that are available for making population pyramids and other types of charts and
graphs.
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Percent of County Total
5.7 - 8.3
8.4 - 11.9
Source: US Census 2000

POPULATION LIVING IN A DIFFERENT STATE IN 1995

12 - 17.2
17.3 - 22.2
22.3 - 28.5
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Percent of County Total
16.7 - 20.1
20.2 - 22.9
23.0 - 25.9
Source: US Census 2000

POPULATION 17 YEARS AND YOUNGER 2000

26.0 - 28.7
28.8 - 32.2
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Percent of County Total
3.0 - 5.9
6.0 - 9.6
9.7 - 13.8
Source: US Census 2000

13.9 - 18.2
18.3 - 22.5

POPULATION 65 YEARS AND OLDER 2000
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Per 1,000 Resident
Population
7.1 - 9
9.1 - 11.1
Source: CO Dept. of Public Health and Environment

CRUDE BIRTH RATE 2000

11.2 - 12.9
13 - 15.1
15.2 - 19.7
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Per 1,000 Resident
Population
0 - 3.3
3.4 - 6.2
Source: CO Dept. Of Health and Environment

CRUDE DEATH RATE 2000

6.3 - 9.2
9.3 - 10.7
10.8 - 13.8

CRUDE BIRTH AND CRUDE DEATH RATES
Besides knowing the size of a particular population, it is at least as important to understand how the
population got to that size and how it is changing. In that regard, all population change is explained by a
combination of just three things - - births, deaths, and migration. When viewing a map of birth and death
rates, it is critical to understand that this is a distribution of rates, not total births or deaths by county. This
provides a degree of comparability between counties regardless of total county population since the rates
are per a standard unit, i.e., per each 1000 persons in the county's total population.
READING THE MAPS
Before an intensive scanning of the maps, think first about conditions or factors that are logically
associated with either high or low rates of birth and death. Here are some suggestions: more than 26
percent of all births in Colorado in 2000 were to women between the ages of 25 and 29 (and we can assume
their partners were approximately the same age). Thus, places with a high percentage of women and men
in their mid-to-late twenties can be expected to produce a high rate of births. Other age cohorts with high
fertility behavior are 20-24 and 30-34. As for total deaths, over 70 percent were recorded for individuals 65
years of age and older. Other conditions might include income level, education level, disease, accidents,
occupation, and ethnicity, to name only some.
First, are there groupings or clusters of similar rates on the maps? A group or cluster of the same
colors would suggest a birth rate or death rate region. Four (or possibly only three) clusters might be
identified. Douglas and El Paso Counties might make one cluster. Another to the north would include Weld,
Morgan, Adams, and Denver Counties. Given their proximity, these two clusters might be considered as
one. Do these counties have anything in common that might explain higher birth rates?
Next, notice the three counties to the west (Garfield, Eagle, and Lake). Do these counties share any
similarities (age, ethnicity, economic). Finally, notice the two counties in the San Luis Valley (Alamosa and
Conejos). Do these southern counties have anything in common? Are most of them rural, or urban, or in
the plains, or perhaps the mountains? Do the counties with very low birth rates seem to share any
characteristics?
With crude death rates, there appears to be a clustering, what might be considered a region, in the
southeastern plains and southern San Luis Valley. There is a four-county contiguous region of high death
rates in the south and southeastern corner, i.e., Baca, Las Animas, Otero, and Costilla; and Delta and Mesa
Counties in extreme western Colorado form a second cluster. The counties of the northeastern plains could
be considered a third cluster of high death rates. Are there any variables or factors that link most or all of
these places?
Low death rates exist in an four-county region in north-central Colorado, (Pitkin, Eagle, Summit, and
Routt Counties). These counties are all or partially in the mountains. What does this suggest to you about
health and the physical environment or setting? Does mountain-living make you healthy, or do younger
healthy people choose to live in the mountains? Notice that there are other counties with low death rates
that are not located in the mountains.

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
Four of the six counties with the highest death rates have populations that are very rural (see map of
URBAN AND RURAL SHARE OF THE POPULATION). Do counties with high birth rates have low death
rates, and vice versa? In a number of cases this is true. For example: Eagle County and Douglas County.
But what could explain Phillips or Conejos Counties, where both birth and death rates are relatively high?
Earlier in the Atlas, Population Pyramids were presented for two counties, Summit and Sedgwick.
How do the crude birth and crude death rates compare for these counties? Do you understand why they are
so different?
At several points in this Atlas are warnings about maps and about numbers; both can be misleading
at times. Maps must be interpreted and used thoughtfully. For example: the maps of crude birth and crude
death rates reflect conditions for just one year (2000). Looking at these maps one cannot be certain that the
birth and death rates are normal. It is possible that in counties with very small total or base populations, a
single event during one year might shift the rate up or down one interval from what it was the previous year.
Such events might include a very bad accident, a company hiring new workers, the opening of a retirement
home, or a blizzard! How could you overcome this problem of short-term data?
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Rate Per 100,000 Men
Less than 3 events
7.7 to 35.5
Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

AGE ADJUSTED INCIDENCE OF LUNG
AND BRONCHUS CANCERS 1997 TO 1998

35.6 to 58.2
58.3 to 87.9
88 to 153.7
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Rate Per 100,000 Females
Less than 3 Events
7.7 to 35.5
Source: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

AGE ADJUSTED INCIDENCE OF LUNG
AND BRONCHUS CANCERS 1997 TO 1998

35.6 to 58.2
58.3 to 87.9

AIDS AND LUNG CANCER
Geography is an excellent tool for studying the occurrence of many forms of disease. Nearly all
human ailments have the ability to move from place to place owing to the mobility of their human hosts.
But different diseases diffuse (spread) in different manners. Some are contagious and spread quickly
from person to person, examples include influenza and the common cold. HIV (Human
Immunodeficiency Virus), which causes AIDS (Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome) is transmitted
through human body fluids and is classified as a Sexually Transmitted Disease (STD). It can also be
transmitted through contaminated blood transfusions, contaminated instruments (e.g., needles, scalpels),
and mothers may transmit HIV to their children during birth or through breast milk. In essence, people
infect people with HIV.
Cancer is quite different regarding methods of transmission. You cannot “catch” cancer from
another person. Rather, the spread of cancers (there are many types) is a function of a variety of factors.
You can “catch” cancer from the environment (e.g., contaminated air or water); certain occupations
increase the risk of cancer; personal consumption habits are contributors (e.g., smoking, drinking, some
foods); and finally, one may inherit a susceptibility to certain cancers by virtue of genetic makeup. As a
result of these factors some places have higher rates of cancers than do others.

READING THE MAPS
HIV and the resulting AIDS are relatively newly identified diseases, the first clinical diagnoses
occurring in the early 1980s. In the United States, unlike some other parts of the world, AIDS is
disproportionately a disease of males who practice a homosexual lifestyle. It is also a matter of record
that AIDS cases in the U.S. are concentrated in major urban centers. That is also the case for Colorado.
The proportional circle map of Cumulative AIDS Cases, as with any map, must be read and
interpreted with care. First of all, it is based upon the place of residence of persons diagnosed with AIDS
at the time the diagnosis was made. It is also a cumulative record of cases, which means the map
represents the multi-year build up of cases. It is possible that some AIDS patients diagnosed outside of
Colorado subsequently moved into the state, and there may be those individuals who have AIDS but are
not yet identified. Under reporting is a problem with any disease but especially one so stigmatized as
AIDS.
The largest circle represents Denver County. Look at the map’s legend and you will see that
several of the circles representing 1,000 AIDS cases would be required to cover the same area as the
Denver County symbol. To be exact, Denver’s circle represents more than 4,600 AIDS sufferers who
reside in that county. Notice also that several smaller circles are embedded within Denver’s. These
represent suburban counties adjacent to the City and County of Denver whose circles would otherwise be
obscured. Clearly, AIDS in Colorado is most focused on the Front Range, Colorado’s most urban region.
There is one intriguing exception and that is Fremont County. This non-Front Range county has a
significant concentration of residents diagnosed with AIDS.
At the opposite end of the spectrum of AIDS distribution are five counties where no cases have
yet been diagnosed. Remember, even if a patient went to a large urban hospital for diagnosis, the case
would be attributed to the county in which the person with AIDS resided at the time the disease was
identified. Colorado also has a number of counties with only a single diagnosed case. These tend to be
counties that are both small in total population and largely rural.
Two maps are provided to assess Lung and Bronchus cancer occurrences in Colorado because
males and females do experience very different rates. One of the things to note at the outset is that in
Colorado rates of female victims of lung and bronchus cancer never reach the same high levels
experienced by males. When you compare the maps four counties (Lake, Montezuma, Crowley and
Bent) have male rates between 88 and 153.7 cases per 100,000 residents, but not one county reaches
this level for females. However, in two of the four counties, Lake and Montezuma, female rates are in the
highest classification for females. The other two counties, Bent and Crowley, raise intriguing questions.
While male rates are in the highest frequency classification for their gender, females are in the lowest for
theirs!

An overall assessment of the LUNG AND BRONCHUS CANCERS map, for males and females,
reveals a largely rural distribution. Notice that while some Front Range counties have significant rates,
the highest frequencies tend to be away from that region. Recall the earlier comments about the role of
environment, occupation, habits, and heredity in the incidence of cancers. Do any of these offer
suggestions for the comparatively high rates in counties such as Kit Carson, Lake, Montezuma, or Routt?
There is a tendency to immediately link lung cancers and smoking. And research has proven this
relationship a fact. Indeed, in Colorado the high rates of the disease in an eight county region in the
center of the state (Chaffee, Clear Creek, Custer, Fremont, Gilpin, Lake, Park, Teller) are linked in large
part to high rates of smoking, almost 50% greater than for the rest of Colorado’s residents (See
http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/release/2001/112001.html) . However, other causes or factors can also be
significant.

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
What is the nature of the apparently relationship between larger cities and higher rates of AIDS?
You may be thinking that “of course Denver County has more AIDS, its population is so much larger than
most Colorado communities.” However, the combined populations of the five-county Metro Region
(Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, and Jefferson) is 2.3 million or 51% of the state’s population, but
accounts for 6,315 reported AIDS cases which equals 82 % of all cases in Colorado.
It would be scientifically indefensible to state that “cities cause AIDS.” But there is an areal or
spatial association. What is the nature of that association? Is it the sheer number of people and the
frequency of their contacts? Is there something in urban culture, unlike rural or small town culture, that is
either tolerant or conducive to the existence and transmission of AIDS? These are complex questions
and consequently the associations are bound to be complex.
As for Lung Cancers, what factors should be investigated in addition to smoking? Intuitively, we
can assume that some of the cancers that attack the lungs result from harmful materials that come in
contact with the delicate lung tissue. It is true in some circumstances that “breathing is bad for your
health,” but clearly not as harmful as not breathing! People who work amidst polluted or “dirty” air are at
an elevated risk of lung cancers. What sources of air pollution can you identify? The Denver Metro
area’s “Brown Cloud” comes to mind. But what are possible sources of contaminated air in Colorado’s
more rural regions? Could farming or mining be contributors?
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Percent of County Total

68.2 - 72.1
72.2 - 80.7
Source: US Census 2000

POPULATION 25 AND OVER WITH HIGH SCHOOL
DEGREE AND ABOVE 2000

80.8 - 86.6
86.7 - 91.8
91.9 - 97.0
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Percent County Total
11.5 - 16.2
16.3 - 24.3
24.4 - 31.8
Source: US Census 2000

POPULATION 25 AND OVER WITH
BACHELOR’S DEGREE OR ABOVE 2000

31.9 - 43.7
43.8 - 57.1

EDUCATION
In 2000, Colorado significantly exceeded the national average for percent of residents twenty-five
years of age and older who had earned a high school diploma, i.e., 86.9 percent versus 80.4 percent
nationally. Similarly, a greater portion of Colorado's residents held a bachelor's degree (32.7%) than for the
nation (24.4%). In the same year, however, the state's funding levels for elementary and secondary public
education ranked Colorado thirty-fourth nationally (and 37th by 2001). This apparent dichotomy is but one of
the challenges to the mapping and interpretation of apparent patterns of social variables such as educational
attainment. Simply stated, people and their diplomas are very mobile. Indeed, the greater the education
attained, the more mobile a person is likely to be.
READING THE MAPS
It is at once apparent on both maps that eastern and southern Colorado have lower levels of
educational attainment than the rest of the state, especially when compared to north central Colorado.
Western Colorado's education level is intermediate for both high school and college/university graduates.
Notice that nearly all counties at the highest class interval for high school graduates also rank in the
highest or second highest interval for college degrees. Essentially, this suggests that counties with high
percentages of those finishing high school also have rather high numbers completing an advanced degree.
Conditions in these counties must be conducive to obtaining education.
At the other end of the spectrum, nearly all counties in the lowest interval for high school graduates
also fall in the lowest interval for college degree holders. There is a similar parallel between counties with
the second lowest high school graduate rate. Each of these counties is either in the lowest or second lowest
interval for college graduates. It would seem that there are also conditions associated with lower
educational attainment. What might these be?
QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
What other maps or distributions of social variables might help explain this geography of education
in Colorado? Place the maps of EDUCATION and the map of POPULATION 65 YEARS OF AGE AND
OLDER side-by-side. Are there any spatial similarities? It appears that low levels of education in eastern
and southern Colorado are spatially similar to high levels of older residents. CAUTION: remember that
spatial association is not proof of the relationship! More thought and questions are needed. You may wish
to interview some older persons, perhaps relatives, about schools and education when they were your age.
One method of investigating apparent spatial correlations or relationships is by hypothesis testing.
For example, eastern and southern Colorado counties have high percentages of farmers in their
populations. This is reflected on several maps, including EMPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY,
FISHING, AND HUNTING; AREA IN CROPLAND; TENANT FARMERS; and RURAL LAND USE. A
hypothesis might be: farmers do not seek as much formal education as some other segments of society. Is
this true? Perhaps the hypothesis should be stated in the past tense -- A generation ago farmers did not
seek as much formal education as some other segments of society? How could you test this hypothesis?
Do not accept hypotheses without testing them; do not assume that because they appear in this
Atlas they are therefore valid. Many social patterns are the result of the interaction of multiple variables. In
the present case of farmers-and-education, consider this: farming may require less formal or academic
education than engineering. But older farmers (recall the apparent AGE-EDUCATION association
mentioned above) may have had less opportunity for education. Another contributing variable is mobility or
migration. Increasing mechanization in farming is decreasing the need for manual labor: fewer farmers farm
more land. As a consequence, the children of farmers often take their educations, whether high school or
university, and seek jobs away from the farm. Since these holders of high school and higher degrees now

live elsewhere, the U.S. Census of Population counts them in their new locations. The net result is that
educational attainment is subtracted from some counties and added to others.
Speaking of the mobility of the educated, what do the five counties with the highest percentages of
university degree holders have in common? They are not contiguous, that is, clustered together. Two are in
the Front Range Region, two are in the mountains, and one is in the southwestern plateau region. Clearly,
there is no locational nor physical geographic connection.
Compare this map (POPULATION 25 YEARS AND OVER WITH A BACHELOR’S DEGREE) with
the map of POPULATION THAT LIVED IN A DIFFERENT STATE IN 1995, i.e. migration. Specifically, look
at the five highest ranking counties in terms of advanced education, these being Boulder, Douglas, Summit,
Pitkin, and San Miguel. Where do these counties rank on the map of migration, high or low? Education and
mobility seem clearly linked. Consider this: In 1990, Summit, Douglas, and Pitkin counties ranked first,
second, and third respectively among the 3,043 United States counties in terms of percent of residents with
a high school degree or better. Pitkin ranked fifth nationally for residents with bachelor's degrees or better.
Is Pitkin County the site of a major university or educational institution? As to movement, Summit County
was sixth in the nation in percent of its resident population that arrived between 1985-1990, while Douglas
County recorded the second highest rate of growth among U.S. counties for the period 1980-1992.
Questions you may wish to consider include: Do you think the above 1990 facts continued through
the decade of the 1990s? What attracts the highly educated to Colorado, and in particular, the five highranking counties? Where do they come from? Do they migrate from other Colorado counties, other states,
or other countries? What kinds of work do they do, or how do they make a living where they now live?
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Fall 2001 Ratio
Data Not Published
5.6 to 9.8
9.9 to 13.4
Source: Colorado Department of Education

13.5 to 16.0
16.1 to 19.6

PUPIL TO TEACHER RATIO
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Percent of Total
Enrollment

0 to 1.3
1.4 to 3.3
Source: Colorado Department of Education

DROPOUT RATE FOR GRADES 7TH THRU 12th, 2001-2002

3.4 to 7.1
7.2 to 26.7

PUPIL TO TEACHER RATIOS
DROPOUT RATES
Data relating to education often focuses almost exclusively upon such things as graduation rates
or levels of schooling attained. While these are significant, they are far from the whole story. It is also
important to investigate the conditions of the educational process as it is occurring. Pupil-to-teacher
ratios also referred to as class size, generate much debate and there are many attempts to relate this
ratio to quality of education. That is not the goal here. Instead, study the accompanying map for differing
patterns of class size and try to relate these to other conditions and issues of society in general, and of
education in particular.
Drop out rates imply failure, of the individual student and by extension, the school district. The
accompanying map displays the distribution of drop out rates, but it is more productive to investigate
possible areal (spatial) associations in an effort to identify possible causes of this problem. Does it have
to do with other conditions within the field of public education? Or are the patterns of dropout occurrence
more appropriately related to conditions within a school district, county, state, or even country?

READING THE MAPS
Notice first of all that the maps are based upon School Districts as enumeration units. This
means that particular policies or conditions that are unique to a particular district can impact such things
as pupil-to-teacher ratios and dropout levels. For convenience, county boundaries are superimposed
over school district boundaries. In a few cases a single school district covers the entire county. More
commonly, a county is divided into a number of separate school districts for purposes of administration,
funding, and policy making. Also note that only grades 7-12 are being reviewed.
The PUPIL TO TEACHER RATIO map requires careful reading since no specific pattern “jumps
out.” Note however, that what is commonly referred to as the Front Range Region, extending from
Larimer County in the north to as far south as Pueblo County, is essentially a region of moderately high to
high pupil-teacher-ratios. However, shift your view either to the east or west from this elongated region
and the ratios show considerable change. Clearly, the largest number of districts with small class sizes is
found in the eastern one-third of Colorado. Just west of the Front Range Region is a mixture of ratios or
class sizes, most in the mid to upper range. And finally, on or near Colorado’s western border are a
number of high ratio districts similar to the situation in the Front Range.
It is the nature of the statistics used to create choropleth maps that sometimes the patterns are
skewed, or even misleading. In the case of the DROPOUT RATE map, only one school district is in the
highest classification rate, e.g., 7.2 to 26.7 percent of Total Enrollment, and in fact is 26.7. There is little
benefit spending too much time with this isolated case. Also remember that the data being used are for a
single school year and may reflect an unusual circumstance for that brief time period.
As the remaining school districts are examined it becomes clear that there is apparently a great
deal of spatial randomness. To be sure, low rates are more common in the Eastern Plains and Mountain
districts than in the northern Front Range and far western districts. Notice, for example, that there are
very few cases where there are two or more contiguous districts in the 3.4 to 7.1 percent dropout rate.
Here a word of caution is also in order. Almost as soon as you glance at the DROPOUT RATE map your
eye is drawn to Moffat county in the extreme northwestern corner of the state. It appears as a large dark
area and may give the impression that this county-wide school district has an unusually high frequency of
dropouts. However, Moffat County’s dropout rate of 4.6% involved just fifty-nine students, just one more
student than Douglas County. Does Douglas County standout on this map?

QUESTIONS TO THINK ABOUT
Geographers and geographic analysis often deal with areal or spatial association. In essence,
this means that one map may help to explain another. But how do you choose the maps to compare to
the one you are trying to interpret or analyze? First, common sense is required. Ask yourself this
question: What might cause a school to have a high pupil-to-teacher ratio, in other words, large classes?
Rapid population growth in a school district might be a factor since schools may have a difficult time
keeping up with the number of new students moving into the district. What would happen if you
compared the pupil-to-teacher ratio map to one showing population growth (See, POPULATION
CHANGE 1990-2000)?
Why do Colorado school districts along the eastern border have low dropout rates and those
along the western border comparatively higher ones? Being near these borders is not a logical factor, so
it must have some relationship to the counties or to the local communities. Is it possible that some factor
or factors in the school itself contribute to either low or high dropout rates? Colorado’s ten highest
enrollment school districts average about 19,000 students each and have an average dropout rate of just
over 2 percent. At the other end of the size spectrum, Colorado’s ten smallest enrollment districts
average 40 students and experience a dropout rate of 0.4%. Can school size be a factor, or class size?
Possibly, but so, too, may the economic and social nature of the community in which the schools are
found. And what about grumpy teachers? No! We were just checking to see if you were paying
attention.
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1999 Median Family
Income ($)
25,509 - 34,202
34,203 - 40,130
Source: US Census 2000

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME 1999

40,131 - 49,195
48,196 - 61,928
61,928 - 88,482

Population / Page 53

The Atlas of Colorado: A Teaching Resource - 2003 Edition

Percent of County Total
1 - 4.6
4.6 - 7.8
7.8 - 11.3
Source: US Census 2000

FAMILIES BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL 1999

11.3 - 16.6
16.6 - 21.3
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Percent of Civilian Labor
Force 16 Years and Older
0 - 2.1
2.2 - 6.2
6.3 - 10.8
Source: US Census 2000

EMPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY,
FISHING AND HUNTING 2000

10.9 - 18.7
18.8 - 32
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Percent of Civilian Labor
Force 16 Years and Older
1.1 - 2.8
2.9 - 4.1
Source: US Census 2000

EMPLOYMENT IN MANUFACTURING 2000

4.2 - 6.2
6.3 - 9.3
9.4 - 17.8
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Percent of County Total
0 - 13.9
14 - 36.7
36.8 - 61.8
Source: US Census 2000

61.9 - 87.1
87.2 - 100

RURAL NON-FARM POPULATION 2000

Population / Page 57

The Atlas of Colorado: A Teaching Resource - 2003 Edition

Percent of County Total
0 - 1.1
1.2 - 3.1
3.2 - 6.9
Source: US Census 2000

7.0 - 13.2
13.3 - 23.1

RURAL FARM POPULATION 2000
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Percent of County Total
0 - 15.2
15.3 - 31.5
31.6 - 48.9
Source: US Census 2000

TOTAL RURAL POPULATION 2000

49 - 75.3
75.4 - 100
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Denver

Adams

Arapahoe

Jefferson

County Population 2000
Rural
Urban
Source: US Census 2000

URBAN AND RURAL POPULATION 2000

555,000
181,000
550

1990
POPULATION

2000
POPULATION

PERCENT
WHITE

COUNTY
Adams
Alamosa
Arapahoe
Archuleta
Baca
Bent
Boulder
Chaffee
Cheyenne
Clear Creek
Conejos
Costilla
Crowley
Custer
Delta
Denver
Dolores
Douglas
Eagle
El Paso
Elbert
Fremont
Garfield
Gilpin
Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerfano
Jackson
Jefferson
Kiowa
Kit Carson
La Plata
Lake
Larimer
Las Animas
Lincoln
Logan
Mesa
Mineral
Moffat
Montezuma
Montrose
Morgan
Otero
Ouray
Park
Phillips
Pitkin
Prowers
Pueblo
Rio Blanco
Rio Grande
Routt
Saguache
San Juan
San Miguel
Sedgwick
Summit
Teller
Washington
Weld
Yuma

265038
13617
391511
5345
4556
5048
225339
12684
2397
7619
7453
3190
3946
1926
20980
467610
1504
60391
21928
397014
9646
32273
29974
3070
7966
10273
467
6009
1605
438430
1688
7140
32284
6007
186136
13765
4529
17567
93145
558
11357
18672
24423
21939
20185
2295
7174
4189
12661
13347
123051
5972
10770
14088
4619
745
3653
2690
12881
12468
4812
131821
8954

363857
14966
487967
9898
4517
5998
291288
16242
2231
9322
8400
3663
5518
3503
27834
554636
1844
175766
41659
516929
19872
46145
43791
4757
12442
13956
790
7862
1577
527056
1622
8011
43941
7812
251494
15207
6087
20504
116255
831
13184
23830
33432
27171
20311
3742
14523
4480
14872
14483
141472
5986
12413
19690
5917
558
6594
2747
23548
20555
4926
180936
9841

77.3
71.2
79.9
88.3
93.7
79.5
88.5
90.9
92.9
96.4
72.8
60.9
83.0
95.9
92.3
65.3
95.3
92.8
85.4
81.2
95.2
89.5
90.0
94.4
95.2
95.1
97.3
81.0
96.2
90.6
96.1
87.3
87.3
77.6
91.4
82.6
86.3
91.7
92.3
96.9
93.6
81.7
90.0
79.7
79.0
96.3
95.1
93.0
94.3
78.6
79.5
95.0
73.9
96.9
71.3
97.1
93.6
90.5
91.8
94.9
96.4
81.7
94.2

PERCENT
AFRICAN
AMERICAN
3.0
1.0
7.7
0.4
0.0
3.7
0.9
1.6
0.5
0.3
0.2
0.8
7.1
0.4
0.5
11.1
0.1
1.0
0.3
6.5
0.6
5.3
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.0
2.8
0.3
0.9
0.5
1.7
0.3
0.2
0.7
0.4
5.0
2.1
0.5
0.0
0.2
0.1
0.3
0.3
0.8
0.1
0.5
0.2
0.5
0.3
1.9
0.2
0.4
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.3
0.5
0.7
0.6
0.0
0.6
0.1

PERCENT
AMERCIAN
INDIAN
1.2
2.3
0.7
1.4
1.2
2.2
0.6
1.1
0.8
0.7
1.7
2.5
2.6
1.1
0.8
1.3
2.0
0.4
0.7
0.9
0.6
1.5
0.7
0.8
0.4
0.7
1.5
2.7
0.8
0.8
1.1
0.5
5.8
1.3
0.7
2.5
0.9
0.6
0.9
0.8
0.9
11.2
1.0
0.8
1.4
0.9
0.9
0.3
0.3
1.2
1.6
0.8
1.3
0.5
2.1
0.7
0.9
0.2
0.5
1.0
0.6
0.9
0.3

PERCENT
ASIAN
3.2
0.8
4.0
0.3
0.2
0.6
3.1
0.4
0.1
0.4
0.2
1.0
0.8
0.3
0.3
2.8
0.4
2.5
0.8
2.5
0.4
0.5
0.4
0.7
0.7
0.5
0.3
0.4
0.1
2.3
0.0
0.3
0.4
0.3
1.6
0.4
0.6
0.4
0.5
0.0
0.3
0.2
0.4
0.2
0.7
0.4
0.4
0.4
1.1
0.4
0.7
0.3
0.2
0.4
0.5
0.2
0.7
0.8
0.9
0.6
0.1
0.8
0.1

PERCENT
HISPANIC
28.2
41.4
11.8
16.8
7.0
30.2
10.5
8.6
8.1
3.9
58.9
67.6
22.5
2.5
11.4
31.7
3.9
5.1
23.2
11.3
3.9
10.4
16.7
4.3
4.4
5.0
1.5
35.1
6.5
10.0
3.1
13.7
10.4
36.1
8.3
41.5
8.5
11.9
10.0
2.1
9.5
9.5
14.9
31.2
37.6
4.1
4.3
11.8
6.5
32.9
38.0
4.9
41.7
3.2
45.3
7.4
6.7
11.4
9.8
3.5
6.3
27.1
12.9

PERCENT
FOREIGN
BORN
12.53
4.7
10.95
2.93
2.48
4.43
9.36
1.99
4.08
1.86
2.95
6.88
1.05
1.66
4.19
17.42
0.92
5.16
18.18
6.44
1.88
1.49
10.42
3.38
3.42
2.94
2.03
1.63
1.9
5.39
1.42
5.79
2.66
15.58
4.26
2.35
1.76
3.09
2.96
0.72
4.14
2.17
5.57
14.63
4.87
3.21
2.18
8.1
10.87
10.61
2.96
3.16
6
4.08
14.48
2.51
7.28
2.73
11.63
1.8
2.52
9.26
7.91

MEDIAN
AGE
31.4
30.6
34.5
40.8
42.9
37.3
33.4
41.8
37.9
40.2
34.2
42.1
36.6
44.9
42.3
33.1
42.4
33.7
31.2
33
37.2
38.8
34.2
38.3
36.9
30.4
43.9
41.7
40.5
36.8
39.7
37.4
35.6
30.5
33.2
40.9
37.8
36.5
38.1
45
35.4
38
38.8
33.5
37.7
43.4
40
39.8
38.4
32.4
36.7
37.5
37.3
35
36.9
43.7
34.2
43.2
30.8
39.4
40.2
30.9
37.3

MALE
FEMALE
RATIO
102.8
99.0
97.1
102.7
99.0
129.0
102.2
113.6
100.6
108.8
98.5
99.8
205.4
104.3
100.8
102.1
107.2
99.7
121.0
100.9
100.6
133.9
105.6
112.7
112.7
118.3
105.7
118.8
101.4
99.0
100.0
112.2
103.6
115.8
99.9
95.8
130.9
112.0
96.0
104.2
107.7
96.7
97.0
100.4
95.6
102.1
107.1
93.4
115.1
101.0
95.8
101.9
97.1
116.6
101.7
110.6
120.8
100.1
139.0
102.7
103.4
100.6
96.8
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Mesa Verde
Humans have resided in the territory of present-day Colorado for at
least 12,000 years. However, the best evidence of the earliest "developed"
occupance comes from the southwestern corner of the state. A people
generally termed the Anasazi or "Ancient Ones" left notable stone dwellings
at Mesa Verde and numerous other sites. For perhaps a thousand years the
Anasazi hunted, gathered, farmed, and even irrigated their fields here before
departing about 1300 A.D.
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Bent’s Old Fort
Trapping and fur trading brought the first significant and semi-permanent
settlement of United States' citizens into the territory of Colorado.
Bent's Old Fort, dated from 1835, was situated on the Arkansas River at
a point where the tribal territories of the Ute, Cheyenne, and Pawnee
converged. It was also a location accessible to beaver trappers in the
Rockies, bison (buffalo) hunters on the plains, and Mexican traders from
northern New Mexico and the San Luis Valley.
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Pelts and Hides
Trade goods were brought by wagon, usually from St. Louis, Missouri,
to be sold or traded to the "mountain men" and the local tribes. These
included guns, gunpowder, knives, cloth, beads, mirrors, blankets, kettles,
among others. Initially, beaver pelts dominated the cargoes carried by
wagon to the east, but bison hides later became the staple. Today, a
reconstructed Bent's Old Fort faithfully recreates the sights and sounds
of that historic era.
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Sand Creek
There is little evidence today of what some called a battle, but others
refer to as a massacre. In the early morning of November 29, 1864,
the Colorado Third Regiment, a group of volunteers, attacked six to
seven hundred Cheyenne and Arapahoe camped at this site on
Sand Creek. The attack was allegedly retaliation for raids that had
brought most commerce and travel in eastern Colorado to a standstill.
When the fighting ceased many Cheyenne and Arapahoe lay dead,
including women and children.
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Fort Garland
War broke out with Mexico in 1846 and the United States took control
of all the territory that was to become Colorado. By this time the
San Luis Valley had a growing population of Hispanic farming
families, as well as various hunters and gold seekers. In order to
protect this population, and to secure control of the land, the U.S.
government established Fort Garland in 1858. Soldiers from the Fort,
led at times by the frontiersman Kit Carson, carried out campaigns
against the Utes.
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Church at Conejos
The first permanent "European" colonization in the future Colorado
was by Mexican settlers in El Valle San Luis (San Luis Valley). In 1833,
settlers pushing up the valley of the Rio Grande attempted to settle the
Conejos Land Grant. The initial effort was abandoned but in 1851 farm
families established themselves permanently at San Luis. Here at
Conejos (Spanish for “rabbits”), Colorado's oldest church was established
in 1858.
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Leadville
Minerals spawned the first sizeable settlements in Colorado's mountains.
Boomtowns sprang up literally in days, only to decline almost as quickly
when the gold or silver "played out." Leadville had two boom periods,
a short-lived gold rush in 1860-61, followed in 1877-1880 by a much larger
silver boom. Today the area is one of the largest U.S. Superfund clean-up
sites. Local streams, including the Arkansas River, are contaminated by
heavy metals that originate in flooded mine shafts and are leached from
the extensive tailings that dot the hills.
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Land Development

For some years, inexpensive, dry farmland east of the Denver Metro area has attracted exurban
residential development, especially small hobby farms and ranchettes. With the completion of DIA,
that process has been accelerated. As the state improves and increases transportation links to the
new airport, realtors' signs spring up to line these route ways.
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Vail Ski Slopes
Begun in the 1960s as a planned ski resort, Vail is now the center of one of the largest areas
devoted to skiing in the U.S. A combination of topography, snowfall, and location along Interstate
Highway 70 has contributed to the success of Vail, which is frequented by Colorado residents from
the populous Front Range region and skiers from across the nation. Increasing attention is being
given to making Vail a year-round resort with the construction of golf courses, biking trails, and
conference centers.
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Vail Valley Development
Vail, along with several other Colorado mountain towns, has become representative of a "Rocky
Mountain lifestyle." Increased wealth, leisure time, mobility, and communications media make it
feasible for more and more people to live away from their place of employment. However, Vail's
narrow valley setting is linked to space problems, crowding, and a degree of air pollution, precisely
the things many of its residents came here to escape.
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Ranch Directories
Since statehood, Colorado's population has grown consistently, and often rapidly. However, the
distribution of population is very uneven. In the eastern plains densities are low, towns are few, and
ranches or farms are often so widely scattered that directories are provided to guide the visitor.
The twenty-eight ranches listed cover an area of approximately three hundred square miles,
meaning the average ranch is more than ten square miles (6,400 acres) in size.
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Denver Metro Area
Denver and its suburbs, the Census defined Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA), account
for one-half of Colorado's population. This metropolitan zone is also the core of a region popularly
called the "Front Range" which contains approximately 80 percent of the state's residents.
Although not officially defined, the Front Range is a thirty-to-forty-mile broad corridor running
parallel to the eastern edge of the Rockies and extending almost continuously from Fort Collins in
the north to Colorado Springs in the south.
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Douglas County
Several times in recent years Douglas County, Colorado has been identified as the fastest or
second-fastest growing county in the United States. The county, formerly lightly settled ranching
country, is situated midway between Denver and Colorado's second largest city, Colorado Springs.
Commuters and realtors are rapidly converting this county into exurban developments or
"ranchettes.”

