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This report presents estimates of the pop­
Ulation for July 1, 1962, of the 15 largest 
standard metropolitan statistical areas in the 
count~y '(in terms of the 1960 population), as 
defined 1963. Also shown are estimates for 
the constituent counties as well as the compon­
ents of population change for each area for the 
period April 1960 to July 1962. These esti­
mates relate to the total resident population 

n each area--that is, the civilian population 
plus members of the Armed Forces stationed in 
the area. Thus, these estimates are comparable 
with the 1960 Census counts. 

The 15 SMSA's shown here include a total 
of 68 counties and independent cities (includ­
ing six major central cities that are county 
equivalents, Viz., Baltimore, New York City, 
Philadelphia, St. Louis, San Francisco, and 
Washington, D.C.) In 1960, these 15 SMSA's 
contained a 'population of 51.4 million, or about 
29 percent of the total United States popula­
tion, and about 46 percent of the total popu­
ls.tion living in metropolitan areas. 

By July 1, 1962, the total population in 
the 15 largest standard metropolitan statisti­
cal areas in the country numbered 52.8 million, 
an increase of 1.4 million, or 2.7 percent, 
since April 1, 1960, the date of the last cen­
sus. The rates of growth varied considerably 
among and within metropolitan areas. As in the 
past decade, outlying counties in the SMSA's 
grew substantially faster than other parts of 

for 

the metropolitan areas. For these areas as a 
whole, between 1960 and 1962, outlying counties 
grew at about three times the rate of central 
counties. In the 1950-60 decade, the differ­
ential rate of growth was about four to one in 
favor of outlying counties. The estimates also 
indicate that the average annual population 
growth in these 15 SMSA's in the 1960-62 period 
was somewhat less than that of the 1950-60 
period, as shown by the following: 

Average 
Population annual rate 
(thousands) of growth 

Area (percent) 

July 1, Apr. 1, Apr. 1, 1960- 1950-
1962 1960 1950 1962 1960 

TotaL ...••• 52,800 51,432 42,664 +1.2 +1.9 
Counties: 

Central .•...•• 35,590 35,042 :~~~ +0.7 +1.0 
Outlying ...... 17,212 16,390 +2.2 +4.1 

Total U.S. resi-
dent popUlation 185,890 179,323 151,326 +1.6 +1.7 

Methodology.--Except as noted, an average 
of the results of three procedures was used in 
developing the estimates of the population shown 
here. Starting with the 1960 Census as a base, 
the methods use available current series of 
figures to estimate the population growth or 
decline since 1960. The methods used were: 
(a) The Census Bureau's Component Method II, 
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which employs vital statistics to measure nat­
ural increase and school enrollment (or school 
census data) as a basis for estimating net mi­
gration; (b) the Vital Rates method, which em­
ploys data on births and deaths as indicators 
of population change; and (0) the Housing 

, i.n which esti.mated changes i.n the 
number of occupied b.ousing units are used as 
the basis for estimating changes in population. 

More specifically, Component Method II in­
volves (1) subtracting Armed Forces from the 
1960 Census count to arrive at an estimate of 
the civilian population on April 1, 1960, (2) 
adding to thi.s civilian population an estimate 
of births for the period between the census and 
the estimate date, (3) subtracting an estimate 
of civilian deaths, (4) adding an estimate of 

civi.lian migration, (5') subtracting an esti-
of the net movement of civilians into the 

Armed Forces, and (6) adding an estimate of the 
number of persons in the Armed Forces stationed 
in the area on the estimate date. The net 
mopement of civilians into the Armed Forces was 
fi~st estimated for each State and then appor­
t}oned to counties on the basis of the 1960 
population. The initial estimates for States 
were obtained in connection with State esti­
mates of the total population for July 1, 1962, 
published in report No. 272 of this series. 

The basic steps involved in the estimation 
of net civilian migration acccrding to Com­
ponent Method II are as follows: (J-l Net mi­
gration rates for children between exact age 
7.5' years and exact age 15'.5' years at the es ti­
mate date are developed on the basis of data 
from the 1960 Census and statistics on school 
enrollment in the elementary grades 2 to 8. Es­
sentially, the procedure compares actual school 
enrollment on the estimate date with the "ex_ 
pected" enrollment based on the survivors of 
the 1960 population in the appropriate ages. 
The difference between the actual and expected 
enrollment 
tion of the 

is assumed to represent net migra­
school age population. (2) The 

rates are multiplied by a factor to obtain the 
estimated migration rate for the total popula­
tion. This factor is based on the age struc­
ture of interstate migrants as shown by the 
annual Current Population Survey on population 
mobility.' (3) The resulting rates are applied 
to the civilian noninstitutional population of 
all ages in each area in 1960 (plus one-half 
the births and minus one-half the deaths and 
net loss to Armed Forces since 1960) to obtain 

estimates of net civilian migration for 
period since 1960. This general procedure 
been illustrated in Current Population Reports, 
Series P-25', No. 133, by a step-by-step appli­
cation to a particular area. 

The single factor for use in converting 
the net migration rate of school-age children 
to the net migration rate for the total popula­
tion recommended in Series P-25', No. 133, has 
been replaced by a series of factors varying 
wi th the length of the perIod between the cen·" 
sus and the date of estimate. 1.'he factor used 
in the computation of trle estimates of net mi­
gration for the period April 1, 1960, to July 1, 
1962, is 1.28. A discussion of the reasons 
for the variable factors and of the way in 
which they are derived is found in Series 
No. 165'. 

1'he method of estimating cur-
rent population is based on the assumption that 
changes in the number of births and deaths i.n 
an area reflect changes in the size of the pop­
ulation in which the births and deaths occur. 
The steps in applying this method to obtain 
estimates for each area are as follows: 

1. Compute the crude birth rate for 
the United states and for each area using birth 
statistics for the 2-year period centered or" 
April 1, 1960,2 and the civilian population or.~:'; 
April 1, 1960, as estimated from decennial cen­
sus counts and Armed Forces data. 

2. Compute the crude birth rate for 
the United States using birth statistics for 
the 
date 

12-month period centered on the estimate 
and the estimated civilian resident popu-

lation on the estimate date. (Estimates of 
total population are published monthly for the 
United States in this series of reports.) 

1 U.S. Bureau of Census, Current Population ~eports, 
Series P-20, No. 127, "Mobility of the population of the 
United States: April 1961 to April 1962," January 15, 

.1964, and the corresponding reports for earlier years, 
A factor based on interstate migrants was used inasmuch 
as the factor had already been computed in connection 
with State population estimates, and appropriate migra­
tion data for metropolitan areas were not yet available. 
Preliminary review of the available data indicates that 
for this period the factor for interstate migrants is 
substantially the same as the factors for all intercounty 
migrants or for intercounty migrants living in metro­
politan areas. 

2 Births for a 2-year period centered on April 1, 
1960, were averaged in order to reduce the impact of 
annual fluctuations. It would also have been desirable 
to use a corresponding 2-year average centered on the 
estimate date. The time lag in the availability of the 
basic vital statistics necessitated the use of figures 
for the single calendar year. 



3. Prepare an estimate of the crude 
birth rate for each area for the l2-month period 
centered on the estimate date on the assumption 
that the change in the rate for each area from 
the 1960 period was the same as for the United 
States as a;whole. 

4. ~Compute the estimated ci.vilian res­
idEmt populct'tion for each area on the estimate 
date, dividing its current crude birth rate as 
obtained above into the number of births for 
thi.s period. 

5. Compute a corresponding set of es 
timates for each area based on statistics of 
civilian deaths and estimated crude civilian 
death rates. 

6. Compute a combi.ned estimate of the 
civiUan population of each area by averaging 
the population estimates from (1;) and (5). 

7'. Add an estimate of the'; number of 
Armed Forces stationed in the area on the 
estimate date to obtain the total resident 
population. 

The Housing Unit method of estimating 
population: rests on the assumption that changes 
in the number of occupied housing units in an 
area reflect changes in the population. The 
estimate of change in the number of housing 
mits between 1960 and the postcensal estimate 

!.late is derived from data on building permits 
"and demolitions, or from data on residential 
electrj.c utility connections, or from other 
types of data which reflect new resiClential 
construction in an area, such as "certificates 
of occupancy." Changes in the population, how­
ever, depend not only on changes in the number 
of new housing units, but also on changes in 
the vacancy rates and in the number of persons 
occupying a unit. It is desirable, therefore, 
to take into account possible changes in these 
factors between the benchmark date and the es­
timate date. 

In the specific application here, the es­
timated number of occupied housing units on the 
estimate date is used to derive estimates of 
the population 18 years old and over. The es­
timated number of occupied housing units on the 
estimate date was obtained by adding to the 
1960 Census count of housing units in each 
area an estimate of new housing units built 
since April 1960 and subtracting losses. These 
changes were derived mainly from building per­
mit and demolition data. The vacancy rate in 
each area was assumed to be the same as in 
1960. 
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The es tima ted number of occupied housing 
units on the estimate date was multiplied by 
the estimated average number of persons 18 
years old and over per household to yield the 
estimated population 18 years old and over liv-
ing in households on the 
date. In the absence of 
on adults per household 

postcensal estimate 
specific information 
for the individual 

areas, postcensal changes in this ratio were 
estimated on the basis of the national trend. 
Since national data available from the Census 
Bureau's Current Population indicated 
no change in this average number between 1960 
and 1962, 1960 values were used for all areas. 
As a final step, it was necessary to add in an 
allowance for the population living in group 
quarters, such as hotels, rooming houses, and 
institutions. Here." too, 1960 Census counts of 
these groups were used. 

The estimates of the population under 18 
years of age that were added to these estimates 
of the population 18 years old and over were 
developed by a component procedure, similar to 
that described earlier under "Component Method 
II." The procedure, as applied to the popula­
tion under 18 years of age • involves (a) obtain­
ing the April 1, 1960, population in the group 
that vIOuld be under 18 years of age on July 1, 
1962 (between exact ages 0.0 and 15.75 years in 
1960); (b) adding births for the period April 
1960 to July 1962; (c) subtracting deaths from 
this group for the same period; and (d) adding 
an estimate of net migration. 

Estimates of net migration for this group 
were obtained from the migration rate 

school-age population derived earlier 
of the Component Method II procedure. 

for the 
as part 

The fac-
tor used to convert the school-age-population 
migration rate to the migration rate for the 
population under 18 years of age was based on 
national ratios. For the 1960-62 period, the 
factor was 1.19. "" 

Estimates by all three methods were first 
developed separately for the constituent coun­
ties of each metropolitan area and then summed 

3 Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 125, 
"Household and Family Characteristics, March 1962," Sep­
tember 12, 1963. 

I, A more detailed description of the use of Component 
Method II for deriving population estimates, by age, is 
given in report No. 280 of this series. 
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to obtain an estimate for the standard metro­
politan statistical area as a whole. 

~~~~~~~.--For a number of areas, 
additional data were available that were used 
as base~ for the population estimates. The es­
timate !ror Rockland County in the New York 
Standard;: Metropoli tan Statistical Area was based 
on interpolation between the Apri,l 1, 1960 
Census and the April I, 1963, Special Census 
conducted by the Bureau of the Census. 5 

The E~stimate for Macomb County, 
(Detroit SMSA) is based on data from 
panded Annual School Census provided 
Macomb County Planning Commi,ssion. 

Michigan 
the ex­
by the 

'rhe estimate for the District of Columbia 
is thlit prepared earlier and published in 
rent Population Reports, Series p-25, No. 272. 

Sources of data. --The basic data used in 
prepa,ring the population estimates presented 
here ~ere provided by Federal, State, and local 
agenoies. School enrollment data were obtained 
from' the State and local Departments of Educa­
tion, and from the appropriate Catholic school 
officials. Vital statistics were provided by 
the Division of Vital Statistics of the National 
Center for Health StatistiCS, U. S. Public Health 
Servioe. The birth and death statistics repre­
sent final figures classified on a residence 
baSis, for each year through 1962. 6 The fig­
ures on military station strength were obtained 
from the Department of Defense. Data on new 
residential building permits are collected reg­
ularly by the Bureau of the Census from local 
governmental agencies and are published in the 
Construction Reports series. 7 These data were 
supplemented by data on demolitions supplied by 
local agencies. In general, demolition data 
were limited to the large cities in the central 
counties. For outlying counties, satisfactory 
statistics on demoliUons are not regularly 
available, but in most cases, the number of de­
moli tions is considered to be relatively small. 
In New York City, figures on certificates of 
occupancy issued were used in lieu of the build-

5 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Re­
p'orts, Series P-28, No. 1338, November 8, 1963. 

6 Because of the estimated nearly complete registra­
tion of births in major metropolitan areas, no correc­
tions were made for incomplete reporting of' births. 

7 U. S. Bureau of the Census, Construction Reports, 
Building Permits Series 0-40, monthly and annual sum­
maries. 

ing permit series. In Cuyahoga County, the re-' 
suI ts of the annual Real Property Inventory of 
Metropolitan Cleveland were used to measure 
changes in number of households. Figures on 
the number of residential electric meters were 
provided by the electric utility companies in 
the central counties. 8 

--Total population change in 
an area between the census date and the esti­
mate date consists of the net contribution of 
births, deaths, and migration, the latter com·· 
prising net movement of net civilian migration 
and Armed Forces. 1:he esti.mates of net migra-
tion shown in this report are subject to a con­
siderably greater percentage error than the 
figures for the other components of population 
change. Since net migration is frequently an 
important component of change, however, the 
estimates of total population change between a 
census date and the estimate date may also be 
subject to substantial error. Moreover, al­
though the estimates of total population change 
and the population estimates themselves have 
the same absolute errors, the relative errors 
in the population estimates are considerably 
smaller, of course, than those in the estimatps 
of population change. 

Two of the methods used here to derive the 
estimates have been extensively tested and, 
evaluated over the past two decades. As men­
tioned earlier, one of the methods, Component 
Method II, is essenti.ally the same (with modi­
fications in application) as that used over the 
years to prepare annual. postcensal estimates of 
State population, published regularly in this 
series of reports. The other method, the Vital 
Rates method, has been used in the past in con­
junction with Component Method II to prepare 
population estimates for local areas for special 
projects. 9 Tests of accuracy of these methods 
(in comparison with other methods) of preparing 
postcensal population estimates have been con­
ducted over the years, and the results have 
been summarized in a nUlT,ber of publications. 1 

0 

The most recent tests indicate that 1960 
population estimates for large metropolitan 
areas, based on an average of Component Method 

8 The utility data series were used for several areas 
directly but were valuable as background data in review­
ing and evaluating the estimates for all areas. 

9 See, for example, Series P-25, Nos. 137, 155, 156, 
181, and 190. 



II and the Vital Rates method, differed from 
the 1960 Census count by about 3.3.percent, on 
the average (for counties, the corresponding 
average error was 4.3 percent). The test esti­
mates were conducted for the 46 largest SMSA's, 
including' 132 counties. The percentage of dif­
ference between the estimates and the Census 
counts varied considerably from area to area. 
The errors were highest for the fastest growing 
counties and relatively modest for counties 
that grew at or below the national rate of 
growth. 

These average errors apply to a 10-year 
time period. It is likely that over a shorter 
time period such as that betweml April 1960 arid 
July 1962, the average error of the estimates is 
substantially sma11er. On the other hand, even 
for shcrrt time periods, large fluctuations in 
the migration component occur. Deficiencies 
in the basic data, differences in the rela­
tionship between migration of the total popu­
lat~ion; to that of the school-age population, 
or changes in the relationship of the area's 
vital rates to national vital rates could have 
an appreciable impact on the accuracy of the 
estimates. 

No similar tests of accuracy have been 
carried out for the Housing Unit method, mainly 
because of lack of adequate data for the 1950 
decade. The technique is beset with a number 
of hazards and, as mentioned earlier, involves 
a variety of assumptions concerning such impor­
tant uncertainties as (a) the completeness of 
reporting of the basic data on new residential 
construction and demolition; (b) the pattern of 
time lag between issuance of permits and the 
time when the unit is completed and ready for 
occupancy; 1 1 (c) changes in the average size of 
household; (d) changes in vacancy rates; and 
(e) changes in the size of the nonbousehold 
population. 

10 Some recent studies are: (a) "Accuracy of Methods 
for Preparing Postcensal population Estimates For States 
and Local Areas," Meyer Zi tter and Henry S. Shryock, Jr. 
(to be published in 1964 in Volume I of Demography, a 
new annual journal of the population Association of 
America); (b) National Vital Statistics Division (now 
the Division of Vital Statistics), U.S. Public Health 
Service, Preliminary Report of the Study Group on Po~t­
censal Population EstimatuJ, The Public Health Confer­
ence on Records and Statistics (Document No. 500J)) , 
vlashington, D.C., June 11, 1962; and (c) "A Partial Eval­
uation of Four Estimating TEwhniques," David T. Gold­
berg and T. R. Balakrishnan, Michigan population Studies 
No.2, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich., 1961. 
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The use of this source was limited here to 
estimating the adult population, on the assump_ 
tion that school enrollment statistics are 
better indicators of population change of the 
school-age population and hence of the popula­
tion under 18. The weight of this source, 
therefore, in the final result is somewhat less 
than one-third. It has been demonstrated in 
the past that the averaging together of several 
estimates tends to 
provided that the 
which are largely 
and provided that 

improve the over-all results 
methods use symptomatic data 

independent of one another 
the methods are of roughly 

comparable average accuracy. 

The use of these three methods for the 1962 
estimates is not necessarily intended to limit 
the methodology for the estimates in future 
years. On the contrary, work j~s continuing on 
the availability and use of other indicators of 
population change. Experimentation is in proc­
ess on the use of data on the number of exemp­
tions reported on individual income tax returns 
available from the Internal Revenue Service. 
Investigation is also being conducted on the 
use of regression methods in which a number of 
independent variables, such as, births, deaths, 
school enrollment, number of automobile regis­
trations, and number of individual income tax 
returns filed, are correlated against an inde­
pendent variable (population). Furthermore, 
there may be available for some areas sta­
tistics particularly well suited for population 
estimation purposes. For example, school cen­
suses, where appropriately conducted, should 
provide highly reliable figures on the popula-
tion in selected school age~. In some in-
stances, in conjunction with the school cen­
sus, counts of the adult population are also 
obtained. Information concerni_ng such special 
data for the specific areas covered in this 
report should be sent to the Population Divi­
sion, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Washington, 
D.C., 20233. 

11 As indicated earlier, permit data were used for 
all but a few central counties. The lag between issu­
ance date and completion date varies by type of struc­
ture and from area to area. For convenience, permit 
data were used uniformly with a 3-month lag for all 
areas. The choice of lag can be very important over 
short periods of time, particularly where the number of 
permits fluctuates sharply, or where large multi-unit 
structures are covered by a single permit. Over longer 
estimating periods, the choice of time lag has con­
siderably less impact. Studies at the national level 
indicate that all but about 2 percent of units aUGhor­
ized are eventually built. 
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Definitions.--Except in New England, a 
standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) 
is a county or group of contiguous counties 
which contains at least one city of 50,000 in­
habitants or more, or "twin cities" with a com­
bined popu1ation of at least 50,000. In addi­
tion to tllie county, or counties, containing 
such a cit~ or cities, contiguous counties are 
included in an SMSA if, accordi.ng to certain 
criteria, they are essentially metropolitan in 
character and are socially and economically in­
tegrated with the central city. In New Eng­
land, Sl·1SA's consist of towns and cities, rather 
than countj.es. 1 2 

For purposes of this report, each county 
containing a central city is designated as "cen­
tral" county. A detailed explanation of the 
criteria used in establishing SMSA's is given 
in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Ex­
ecutive Office of the President, Bureau of the 

Budget, 1961. The 1963 revisions of defini­

tions are given in a Bureau of the Budget re­
lease dated October 18, 1963. 

12 In this report, estimates are shown for the Massa­
chusetts State Economic Area C (Boston SEA), which con­
sists of whole counties. 
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ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF SELECTED STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1962, 
AND CO~~ONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE, 1960 TO 1962 

(Standard metropolitan statistical areas are as defined in 1963 and are ranlced 
cates central county. Figures rounded to nearest thousand without adjustment 
slightly from totals shown. Derived figures based on unrounded numbers) 

July 1, 
________ . ____ .. ____ --t_ 

NEW YORK, N. Y. 

Asterisk (*) indi­
sum of parts may differ 

TotaL ........................... f_--='-"-:-'-'=--.+--.:::.::~.--'-c.::.::::....+-.-=.c-'-.::.~:'--f---~.::.=+--:~:.L=:-t·-..::::= . .:::.:_+-__ ':'=::2.::::'::. 

New york City"' ....................•.. 
Nassau ............................. . 
Rockland ............................ . 
Suffolk ..................... · .... · .. . 
Westchester ......................... '1 

CHICAGO, ILL. 

Total ........................... . 6,356, .c!~t-__ -'-=-'-'C'--."'-+---':.'-'-:::.:.'-.l---.==+--:..::.==-+-=:.:.'-.:::.::=-1---.::.:.L~:::.::: 
Cook· •. 
lJu 

............................. 

............................. 
Kane.. . ........................... . 
Lake .......•....• · .. ···············• • 
McHenry ................... ·········· • 
Will ............. ·•········•········ . 

5,196,000 
3!,1,000 
219,000 
308,000 
89,000 

20,.,000 

6,038,771 +314,000 

6,038,771 +314,000 

"LOS iANGELES-LONG BEACH, CALIF. 

Total. ••.......•................• I ___ -'-_~O_O_0_t __ --'-_-'-'--+_-. 
Los Angeles*......................... 6,353,000 

See footnotes at end of table. 

953,000 
741,000 
438,000 
160,000 
475,000 

3,762,360 

2,666,297 
,,05,804 
690,259 

2,6.<\8,762 

908,209 
740,316 
409,OJO 
l,46,820 
444,387 

·,·117,000 

+20,000 
+8,000 

+11,000 
+11,000 
+23,000 
+25, 000 
+13,000 

+5,000 

+21,000 

-35,000 
+40,000 
+16,000 

+43,000 

-13,000 
+11,000 
+28,000 
+18,000 

+117,000 

+4.<\.,000 
( 1) 

+29,000 
+13,000 
+30,000 

+5.2 +127,000 

+5.2 +127,000 

+2.7 221,000 100,000 -4,000 

+1.0 100,000 55,000 -2",000 
+2.7 17,000 5,000 -4,000 
+5.3 11,000 ".,000 +4,000 
+2.0 27,000 11,000 -6,000 
+~ .• 5 2",000 10,000 +10,000 

+11.1 13,000 3,000 +15,000 
+3.3 21,000 8,000 +1,000 
+3.6 8,000 3,000 (1) 

+0.6 201,000 

-1.3 134,000 
+9.8 29,000 
+2.3 39,000 

+1.4 157,000 

-1. 7 39,000 
+1.9 28,000 
+2.3 65,000 
-c3.4 25,000 

132,000 

47,000 
33,000 
21,000 

8,000 
23,000 

-2.0 111,000 

-2.1 76,000 
-1.7 10,000 
-2.8 9,000 
-1.2 16,000 
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ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF SELECTED STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1962, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE, 1960 TO 1962--Con. 

(Standard metropolitan statistical areas are as defined in 1963 and are ranlced according to 1960 population. As·terisk (*) indi-
cates central county. Figures rounded to nearest thousand vlithout to totalsj hence, sum of parts may differ 
slightly from totals shown. Derived figures based on unrounded 

'"and county 

ST. LOUIS, MO.-ILL. 
Total ............................ 1-___ '-',,--'-__ +--____ "'--_--''--__ +--___ -'-'-___ 1 _______ ''''_+ ______________ _�----'-'-------'-+----'='-'--

St. I,Quis city, Mo'* ..... , ........... . 
Franklin, Mo .................. ·.····· 
,} efferson, Mo. . .................... . 
St. . .................. .. 
St. Louis, ...................... . 

111. ........... ············ . 
111. ............. ······· .. 

D.C.-MD.-VA. 

120,000 36,000 

,,6,000 20,000 
Tota1 .•.......................... ~--~2~,=1~4~8~,~00~0~t-__ ~~~~~-+--~~~~-+----~~~--~~~~t---~~~-+----~~~ 

18,000 5,000 
2':i,OOO 5,000 

6)000 1,000 
10,000 2,000 
16,000 3,000 

District of Columbia*................ 789,000 
Montgomery, Md....................... 378,000 
Prince Georges, Md......... .......... 405,000 
Alexandria city, Va.................. 95,000 
Arlington! Va........................ 168,000 
Fairfax, Va. 4. • . • . • . .• . • . . . . . . . . •• . • • 313,000 

CLEVELAND, OHIO 
1,909,483 +15, 000 ,.O.B 97,000 1,·1,000 -42,000 

1,647,895 +5,000 +0.3 82,000 37,000 -41,000 
Total •................•.......... ~---1=,~9~2=4~,~0~0=0-+ ____ ~~~~-+ ____ ~~==~ ____ ~~~--~~~+---~~~-+----~~~ 

cuyahoga* .............•..........•... 
Geauga •.........•................•... 
Lake ••.....•..•............. ······· .• 

1,653,000 
51,000 

153,000 
66,000 

47,573 
gS,700 

65,315 
Medina •.... ~~~~~~~: .~: ............ ~ 

Total, ..•... ..................... 1=,~7~6~0~,_0_0_0-+ ____ ~~"'-'~-+. 

Bal timore ci ty*. . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 039,000 
Anne Arundel. ........................ I 222, 000 
Bal timore. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 505,000 
Carroll. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54, 000 
Howard. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ".0, 000 

NEWARK, N.J. 

+4,000 
+5,000 
+1,000 

+33,000 

(1) 
+15,000 
+12,000 
+1,000 
+4,000 

+7.8 3,000 1,000 +2,000 

+3.0 9,000 2,000 -2,000 

+1.7 4,000 1,000 -1,000 

+1.9 94,000 37,000 -23,000 

-0.1 51,000 25,000 -27,000 
4-7.5 12,000 3,000 +7,000 

+2.5 26,000 7,000 -6,000 

+2.6 2,000 1,000 (1 ) 

+11.4 2,000 1,000 +3,000 

1,689,420 +45,000 +2.7 81,000 39,000 +3,000 

+20,000 +2.1 45,000 24,000 -1,000 
Total ......................•..... ~ __ ~1~,~7~3~5~,~0~0~0-+ ____ ~~~~~+---~~~~+---~~~~--~~~-+--~~~~+-----~~~ 

923,545 
261,620 +11,000 +4.3 13,000 5,000 +3,000 

504,255 +15,000 +2.9 23,000 10,000 +2,000 
Essex* ............................... I 943,000 
Morris. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 273, 000 
Union. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 519,000 

MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL, MINN. 

+2.9 91,000 28,000 -20,000 

+1.8 48,000 17,000 -16,000 
Tota1 ...........................• ~--~1~,~5~2~5~,~0=0~0-+ ____ ~~~~~+-----~~~+-----~~~--~~~-+-------~~~+---~~~~ 

-0.5 26,000 9,000 -19,000 

+19.6 8,000 1,000 +10,000 

+9.9 6,000 1,000 +3,000 

+10.1. 4,000 1,000 +2,000 

Hennepin*. . . . .. ..................... 858,000 
Ramsey*.............................. 420,000 
.Anoka................................ 103, ODD 
Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86,000 
Washington.. ......................... 58,000 

BUFFALO, N. Y. 
1,306,957 -4,000 -0.3 67,000 29,000 -42,000 

+3,000 +0.3 54,000 21,.,000 -27,000 
Total ............................ ~ __ --1~,-3--0~3~,0-0-0-1----~-----~--~f------~---+----~~+------~--~----~---+---------~--

1,064,688 
242,269 

Erie* • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . . . 1, 068, 000 
Niagara.................... .......... 235,000 

1 Less than 500 or 0.05 percent. 
2 Massachusetts State Economic Area C. 
3 Adjusted to exclude 12,520 erroneously reported in Fairfax County. 
4 Includes Falls Church and Fairfax independent cities. 

-8,000 -3.2 13,000 5,000 -16,000 


