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This féport presents estimates of the pop-
ulation of the 38 largest standard metropolitan
statistical areas (8MSA's) in the country (in
terms pf }960 population) and their component
counties. . Estimates are shown for each year,
1960 to 1964, together with the components of
population change for each area for the total
period. These estimates relate to the total
resident population in each area--~that is, the
civilian resident population plus members of
the Armed Forces stationed in the area.

Comparable estimates for an additional 17
areas are in process and will be published
shortly. The 38 areas shown here plus the ad-
ditional 17 will account for all metropolitan
areas of 500,000 or more population in 1960.

The 38 metropolitan areas shown 1in this
report include a total of 152 counties and in-
dependent cities. In 1960 each of the 38 areas

are as defined in 1965 by the Bureau of the
those published in Qurrent Population Beports,

contained a population 1n excess of 700,000,
Their overall total population was 73.0 mil-
lion, or sbout 41 percent of the total popula-
tion of the United States, and about 62 percent
of the total population living in metropolitan
areas.

The total population in these 38 metro-
politen areas on July 1, 1964, 1is estimated at
78.% million, an increase of 5.4 million, or
7.4 percent, since April 1, 1960, the date of
the last census (table A). During this period
the rate of growth of these metropolitan areas
only slightly exceeded that of the United States
as a whole, which was 6.7 percent. Thus, this
difference represents a relative slowing down
of growth in the largest metropolitan areas
since the 1950's, when the population of these
38 areas grew considerably more rapidly than
the national population.

Table A,--POPULATION OF THE LARGEST METROPOLITAN AREAS

Population Percent of Average annual
(in thousands) change percent of change
Area . .
July 1, A?ll";éol’ Api;éol’ 1960- 1950- 1960- 1950~

1964 (census) (census) 1964 1960 1964 1960
Total (38 SMOAS) s evnrenrrassoensnres 78,416 73,043 58,013 +7 b +25.9 +1,7 +2,3
Central counties,.ivovevirorcenss 55,470 52,546 4éy, 384 +5,6 +18.4 +1.3 +1.7
Suburban countlies., .veveerroacrson 22,946 20,497 13,628 +11.9 +50,5 +2.7 . +4,1
U.S. resident pOpPULEtION. c..vervosres 191,371 179, 323 151,326 +6,7 +18,5 +1.5 +1.7
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showed only
suburban

As a group, central counties
about half as much growth as did the
counties in these large metropolitan areas, con-
tinuing the relationship of the 1950's, Since
1960, the annual rate of growth of these SMSA's,
and that of the entire United States has been less

areas there hag been reduced in-migration, as well
as reduced birth rates (table B). Both central
and suburban counties experienced & marked reduc- °
tion in average annual migration rates 1n the
1960's as compared with the 1950's. Average annual
net migration declined from +152,000 for central

counties and +413%,000 for suburban counties in the
1950's to 428,000 and +266,000, respectively, in
the first four years of the current decade.

than in,the 1950's, The declining birth rate ac-
counts ifor the declining rate of growth in the
United States as a whole. In the 38 metropoliten

Table B.-~-COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE FOR THE LARGEST METROPCLITAN ARFAS

(Numbers in thousands. Rates computed per 1,000 midperiod population)

Components of change, Average Components of change, Average
' 1.960~1964 annual 1950-1960 annual
Are net net

rea Net migration Net migration

Births Deaths migra~ rate, Births Deaths migra- rate,
tion 1960-1964 tion 1950-1960
Total (38 SMSATS) ..t i 7,148 3,027 +1,252 +3.9 15,676 5,297 45,652 +8.6
Central counties....ocoveiveiiineiay 5,112 2,308 +120 +0,5 11,534 4, 892 +1, 520 +3.1
Suburbln COUNbies . vservueaveroenss 2,036 719 +1,132 4123 4y 42 1,405 +4,131 24,2
The much larger percentage growth occurring The number of metropolitan areas of a mil-
in the population of suburban counties than in | lion or more population increased to 28 in 1964,

central counties reflects a large migretion into
suburban counties. Since 1960, central counties
of the 38 areas asg a group showed a net change due

to migration of only about 120,000. Not quite
helf of the central counties (24 of 50) showed
migration gains during the early 1960's. Suburban

counties, by contrast, gained more than one million
net migrants since 1960, and better than 4 out of
5 counties (82 of 102) gained through migration.
Although the 38 metropolitan areas as & group
grew very little fagter than the national average
during the early 1960's, 7 of the areas individu-
ally have increased at least twice as rapidly as
the country as & whole, The Anaheim-Santa Ana-

Garden Grove SMSA increased its population by
nearly half (48 percent) between 1960 and 1964,
This growth 1is more than twice as rapid as that

experienced by any of the other 38 areas. Other
fast-growing metropolitan areasg are San Bernardino-
Riverside-Ontario (23 percent), Washington and
Denver (17 percent), Dallas snd Houston (16 per-
cent), and Atlanta (14 percent).

The large metropolitan areas in Southern Cal-
ifornia continue to experience vigorous population
increages during the present decade. Growth in
large metropolitan centers -along the Atlantic
Coagt, however, has been spotty, with only Wash-
ington growing much faster +than the United States
as & whole, Population -increase in the large
Southern centers has been very substantial in every
cage, On the other hend, in the Middle West, the
Great Lakes Industrial centers have experienced
only modest growth during the recent period.

The Anaheim-Santa
and New Orleans

as compared with 24 in 1960.
Ane-Gerden Grove, Denver, Miami,
to be added to this

areas are the latest SMSA's
group.

Little change in population rank occurred
among the 10 largest SMSA's (all of which have 2
million or more population) from 1960 to 1964
(table 4). Los Angeles is now the second ranking

metropolitan area, replacing Chicago. New York
continued &g by far the most populous area, with
over 11 million people, followed by Los Angeles-
Long Beach and Chicago, each with more than 64 mil-
lion. Among the remaining large SMSA's, Aneheim-
Sante Ana-Garden Grove rose from 38th to 27th in
rank. It is quite possible, of course, that areas
not covered in this report (below 700,000 popula-
tion in 1960) wmey have grown rapidly enough since
1960 to rank now with those shown here,

METHODOLOGY

Except as noted, the estimates are based on
an average of the results of three estimating pro-
cedures. Starting with the 1960 Census as a base,
the methods use available current serieg of fig-
ures to estimate the population growth or decline
since 1960. The methods used are: -(1) The Census
Bureau's Component Method II, which employs vital
statistics to measure natural increase and school
enrollment (or school census date) as a basis for
measuring net migration; (2) a Composite method,
in which separate estimetes are prepared for dif-
ferent segments ~ of the population using different
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types of current date for each group; éand (3) a
Housing Unit method, sin which estimated changes in
the number of occupied housing units are uged as
the basis for estimating chenges in population.1

Component Method TI.--Component Method IT in-
volves (1) subtracting Armed Forces from the 1960
Census count to arrive at an estlmate of the ci-
vilian population on April 1, 1960, (2) adding to
this civilian population an estimate of births for
the period Dbetween the census and  the estimate
date, (3) subtracting an estimate of civilian
deaths, (4) adding an estimate of net civilian mi-
gration, (H) subtracting an estimate of the net
movement of civiliaens into the Armed Forces, and
(6) adding an estimate of the number of persons in
the Armed Forces stationed in the area on the es-
timate date. The net movement of civilians into
the Armed Forces was first estimated for -each
State and then apportioned to countles within the
gstate on the basis of the 1960 population. The

! Meaningful estimates for 1961 could not be pre-
pared by the Composlte method dInasmuch as the base
rates themselves were for the 1959-61 period. The
estimates for 1961, therefore, were based on the
average of the results of two methods (Method II and
Housing Unlt) modified to take account of the rela-
tionship between the 1962 estimates Dbased on the
average of these two methods and those based on the
average of the three methods.

initial estimates for States were obtained in con-
nection with State estimates of the total popula-
tiongfor July 1, 1964, published in report No. 324
of this series.

The basic steps involved in the estimation of
net civilian migretion according 1o Component
Metnod II are as follows: (1) Net migration rates
for children between exact age 7.0 years and exact
age 16.5 years &t the estimate date are developed
on the basig of date from the 1960 Census end sta-
tigtics on school enroliment in the elementary
grades 2 to 8. Essentially, the procedure compares
actual school enrollment on the estimate date with
the "expected" enrollment based on the survivors
of the 1960 population in the appropriate ages.
The difference between the actual and expected en-
rollment is assumed to represent net migration of
the school age population. (2} The rates are mul-
tiplied by a factor to obtain the estimated migra-
tion rate for the total population. This factor
ig bagsed on the age structure of intercounty mi -
grants as shown by the annusl Current Population
Survey on population mobility.? (3) The resulting
rates are applied to the civilian rioninstitutional

2 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population
Reports, Series P-20, No. 1@1, "Mobility of the Popu-
Tation of the United States: March 1963 to 1964,"
September 7, 1965 and the corresponding reports for

earlier years.
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population of all ages 1n each area in 1960 (plus
one-half the births and minug one-half the deaths
and net movement of civiliasns into the Armed Forces
since 1960) to obtain estimates of net civilian
migration for the period since 1960, The general
procedure has been illustrated in Current Population
Reports, Skries P-25, No. 133, Dy & step-by-step
applicatiop to & particular area.?

The factor used in the computation of the
estimates of net migration for the period April 1,
1960, %o July 1, 1964, -is 1.12. (The correspond-
ing factors for earlier periods were: April 1,
1960, to July 1, 1963, 1.18; toduly 1, 1962, 1.25;
and to July 1, 1961, 1.34.)

Composite method.--In the Composite method®
independent estimates are prepared for the popula-
tion in seversl age groups, using methods and base
data cpnsidered mogt appropriate for sach age
group. f An eshimate is then derived for the popu-
1ation &as a whole by summing the independently de-
rived estimates for each age group. In the appli-
cation here, the number of deaths of persons 4D
years ¢ld and ovef, by age, sex, and color, is
used to estimate the population 45 years and over;
‘the number of births is used to estimate females
in the childbearing ages (18 to 44 years) which,
in turn, is used to estimate the number of males
in the corresponding age groups; school enroliment
is used to estimate the population of school ages
(5 through 17 years old); end the number of births
in the previous B-year period, in conjunction with
school enrollment data, is used to estimate the
population under b5 years of age. The sstimates
for these broad ages are then summed 1o yield an
estimate of the population at all ages.

The steps in epplying .this method are as
follows: '

A. Population 45 years old and over: 1)
Compute the age-sex-color specific death rate by
10-year age groups for 1960, starting with the
population 456 to B4 years up through 75 years old
end over, for theUnited Statesand each area, using
desth statistics for 1960 eand the population on
April 1, 1960, obteined from the decennial census
counts.® (2) Compute the corresponding death rate
for +the United States for the 12-month period

3 A revised unpublished outline of this procedure
is available; the full report is still 1in process.
Requests for the outline should be directed to:
Chief, Population Division, Bureau of the Census,
Washington, D.C. 20233.

* Donald J. Bogue and Beverly Duncan, "A Composite
Method for Estimating Postcensal Population of Small
Areas by Age, Sex, and Color," in National 0ffice of
Vital Statistics, Vital Statistics-~Special Reports,
Vol. XLVII, No. 6 (August 2%, 1959).

" for the United States as & whole.

(3) Prepare an es-
for each ares

centered on the estimate date.
+timate of the specific death rates
for the 12-month period cenmtered on the estimate
date, on the assumpbtion that the change in the
death rate for each area from 1960 was the same as
(4) Compube the
estimated population for each area on the egtimate
date 1in emach age-sex-color group, dividing the
number of deaths Tor easch group in the period by
1tg current specific death rate as obtained above.
(B) Add togebher the specific age-sex-color esti-
mates so as to derive an esbimate of the population
45 years old and over Tor each area on the esti-
mate date.

In the smaller areas,
tributed by age, sex, and color,
tremely small numbers of desths 1n some age-seX-
COlOT Broups. The thinness of these data made
their use &s bases for estimates by this technique
very questionable, Consequently, in all counties
where the 1960 population was less than 100,000,
the procedure was modified so that estimates were
prepared for the age group 45 years old and over
as a whole, Dby sex.

B. Population 18 to 44 years of age: Eg-
timates of the number of females 18 to 44 years
0ld as & group are first developed in & manner
corresponding to steps (1) through (4) above using
data on the number of births in the United States,
py color, and the number of females 18 to 44 years
of age. Then, the ratio of the number of males to
females in 1960 in the area in this age range, ad-
justed for change in this ratio for the United
states as a whole between 1960 and the estimate
dete, is used to srrive atb an estimate of the num-
per of meles in each area. The number of males
and the number of females  are summed to yleld an
estimate of the population 18 to 44 years. (Beti-
mates are derived for the civilian resident popu-
lation; the number of Armed Forces in the area 1is
included as a final step.)

¢. Population under 18 years of age: The
estimated population in this age group was de-
veloped by a component procedure gimilar to that
described for Component Method IT above. The pro-
cedure as applied to the population under 18 years
of ege involves: (1) Obtaining the April 1, 1960,

when deaths were dis-
there were ex-

population in the group that would be under 18
years old on the estimate date; (2) 'adding births
for April 1, 1960, to the estimate date; (3) sub-

tracting deaths for the group for the same period;
and (4) adding an estimate of net migration.

5 1t would have been-desirable tohave used figures
for a 2-year period centered on April 1, 1960, in
order to reduce the impact of the annual fluctuations
on the data. However, data in the required detail by
counties are not available for 1959.




Estimates of net migration for this group
were obtained from the migration rate of the
school-age population derived earlier as part of
the Component . Method II procedure. The factor
used o convert the school-age population migra-
tion rate Lo the rate for the population under 18
years of age wag pased on national ratios. For
the 1960-64 period the factor wes 1.05.°

Houging Unit method.--The Housing Unit method
of estimating population resgts on the assumptlon
that changes 1in the number of occupied housing
units in an ares reflect chenges in the population.
The egtimete of change in the number of housing
units between 1960 and the postcensal estlmate
date is derived from data on puilding permits and
demolitions, or from data on residential electric
utility connections, OT from other types of data
which reflect new residential construction in en
grea, such;as necertificates of occupancy." Changes
in the poﬁulation, however, depend not only on
changes in the number of new housing units, but also
on changes in the vecancy rates and in the number
of persons occupying & unit. It is desirable,
thereforey to take into account possible changes
in these factors petween the benchmark date and
the estimate date.

Tn the specific application here, the esti-
meted number of occupled housing units on the es-
timate date is used to derive egtimates of the
population 18 years 0old and over. The estimated
number of occupied housing units on the estimate
date was obtained by adding to the 1960 Census
count of nousing units in each area an estimate of
new housing units built since April 1960 and sub-
tracting losses. These changes were derived mainly
from building permit, demolition, and utility
data. The vacancy rate in each areé Was assumed
+0 be the same as in 1960.

The estimated number of occupled housing units
on the estimate date was multiplied by the estl-
mated average number of persons 18 years old and
over per household to yield the egtimated popula-
tion 18 years old and over 1iving in households on
the postcensal estimate date. In the absence of
specific information on adulte per housenold for
the individual areas, postcengal changes in this
ratio were estimated on the basis of the national
trend. (National data available from the Census
Bureau's Current Population survey’ indicated a
decline of .0237 in this average number between

6 p more detailed description of the use of Compo-
nent Method II for deriving population estimates Dby
age is given in report No. 294 of this series.

7 Current Population Reports, Series p-20, No. 130,
"Households and Families, by Type: C196k, " July 27,
196k,

1960 and 1964.) As a final step, 1t was Necsssary
to add 1in en allowance for the population living
in group gquarters, 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 1to these estimates of the
population 18 years 0ld and over were developed
by the component procedure described above in sec-
4ion C of the “Composite method.”

gpecial egtimates for selected areas.--For &
number of areas, additional date are available for
uge ag bases Tor the population estimates. Special
censuses conducted by the Bureau of ‘the Census
heve been vaken in & number of metropolitan coun-
+ies since 1960. These census counts have been
drevwn upon to provide penchmerks for the estimate

serles. Special censuses have been taken for the
following ereas: )
Standard metropolitan
statistical ares County Census date
Louisville.iveivovcvvoaane Jefferson, Ky..... May 14, 1964
Clark, Ind........ May 14, 1964
Floyd, Ind........ May 14, 1964
New YOrK,eovveroooaavnsess Nassau, N.Y¥ooou.n. March 15 and
: Apr, 26, 1965°
Rockland, N.Y.....| April 1, 1963
Suffolk, N.Y.2....| April 1, 19643
Westchester, N.Y..| April 6, 1965
providence-Pawtucket- Bristol, R.l.e.ees .| October 1, 1965
Warwick. Kent, Reloenconnee Qctober 1, 1965
providence, R.I...| October 1, 1965
ROGhESEET s e revevvsarsane Monroe, N.¥.c.... . April 1, 1964

1 Except Long Beach city, May 4, 1964.

2 gensuses taken in selected towns comprising 92 percent of
the county's 1960 populatiorn.

2 Fxcept Huntington town,
April 21, 1965,

April 1, 1963, and Riverhead town,

The estimates for Essex, Middlesex, Norfolk,
and Suffolk Counties, Massachusetts {Boston SMSA)
are based on the State Census of Massachusetts
taken as of January 1, 1965, adjusted to be con-
gigtent with definitions of ysual resgldence em-
ployed in Federal censuses.’

The egstimates for Macomb County, Michigan
(Detroit SMSA) are based on data from the annugl
school census, provided by the Macomb County Plan-
ning Commission.

For Johnson and Wyandotte Counties, Kensas
(Kensas City SMSA)  the estimetes are based on the
annual Kansses Stete Census, taken as of January 1
of each year. The numbers are adjusted to be con-
sistent with definitions of usual regidence em-
ployed in Federal censuses.®

8 For example, Armed Forces and college students

are enumerated differently.




For New York City, by borough, use was made
of population estimates derived from & 1965 hous-
ing and vacancy survey conducted by the Bureau of
the Censug for the City of New York. The popula-
tion estimates derived from the survey were aver-
aged with Method IT and Composite method estimates,
with thejsurvey dats receiving half the welght and
each of the others, one-fourth weight.

For Cuyahoga County (Cleveland gMSA), Ohio
the results of the Federal census of April 1, 196b,
for Cleveland city were drawn upon in combination
with an independent estimate for the remainder
of the county, prepared by the three methods de-
scribed here.

SOURCES OF DATA

The basic data used in preparing the popula-
tion ;estimates presented here were provided by
Federgl, State, and local agencies. School enroll-
ment data were obtained from State and local De-
partments of Educabion, and from the appropriate
Catholic school officisls end The Official Cath-
olic Directory. Vital statistics were provided by
the Division of Vital Statistics of the National
Center for Health Statlstics, U.S8. Public Health
Service. The birth and death statistics represent
final figures clagsified on a residence bagis, for
each year, through 1964.% The figures on mili-
tary strength were obtained from the Department
of Defense. Dats on new residential building per-
mits are collected regularly by the Bureau of the
Census from local governmental agencies and are
published in the Construction Reports series. '?
These data were supplemented by data on demoli-
tione supplied by local agencies. In general,
demolition dete were limited to the large cities
in the centrsl counties. For cutlying counties,
satisfactory statistics on demolitions are notb
regulerly available, but in most cases the number
of demolitions is considered to be relatively
small., In New York City, figures on certificates
of occupancy issued were used inlieu of the bulld-
ing permit series, In Cuyahoga County, Ohlo, use
was made of the annual Real Property Inventory of
Metropolitan Cleveland.

Figures on the number of regidential electric
meters were provided by the electric utility com-
panies in the central countlies. These utility
data series were used in lieu of building permit
and demolition data for most central counties.

nearly complete registration of
no corrections

9 Because of the
births in large metropolitan
were made for incomplete reporting of births.

t9 11,8. Bureau of the Census, Construction Reports,
Building Permits, Series C-40, monthly and annual

areas,

summaries.

LIMITATIONS

Totel population change 1in an aree between
the census date and the estimate date consists of
the net contribution of births, deaths, and migré-
tion, the last comprising net migration of civilians
and members of the Armed Forces., The estimates of
net migration shown in this report are subject to
a congiderably greater percentage error ‘than the
figures for the other components of population
change. Since net migration is frequently an im-
portant component of change, however, the esti-
mates of total population change between a census
dste and the estimate date may also be subject to
substantial error. Moreover, elthough the estl-
mates of total population change and the popula-
tion estimates themselves have the same absolute
errors, ‘Tthe relative errors in the population es-
timates are congiderably smaller, of course, than
those in +the estimates of population change.
Method IT and the Composite method have been ex-
tensively tested and evaluated over the past two
decades. As mentioned earlier, Component Method
II, is essentially the same (with modifications in
application) asg that used over the years to pre-
pare annual postcensal estimetes of State popula-
tion, published regularly in this geries of reports.
Tests of accuracy of Method II and the Composite
method (compered with other methods of preparing
postecensal population estimates) -have been con-
ducted over the years, and the results have been
summarized in & number of publications,11

The most recent tests indicate that 1960 pop-
ulation estimetes for large metropolitan areas,
pased on an average of Component Method IT and the
Vitel Rates method, differed from the 1960 Census
count by &bout 3.3 percent, on the average (for
counties, +the corresponding average error was 4.3
percent). The test estimetes were conducted for
the 46 largest SMSA's, including 132 counties. The
percentage of difference between the estimates and
the census counts varied considerably from area to
area, The errors were highest Zfor the Tfastest
growing counties and relatively modest for counties
that grew at or below the national rate of growth.

1 gome recent studies are: (a) Meyer Zitter and
Henry 8. Shryock, Jr., "Accuracy of Methods for Pre-
paring Postcensal Population Estimates for States and
Local Areas," Demography, Vol. I, No. 1, 19645 (b) Na-
tional Vital Statistics Division (now the Division of
Vital Statistics), U.S. Public Health Service, Pre-
liminary Report of the Study Group on Postcensal Popu-
lation Estimates, The Public Health Conference on
Records and Statistics (Document No. 500.6), Washing~
ton, D.C., June 11, 1962; and (c) "A Partial Evalua-
tion of Four Estimating Techniques," David T. Goldberg
and T. R. Balakrishnan, Michigan Population Studies
No. 2, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich.,
1961.
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These average errors apply to a 10-year time
period. It is likely thet over a shorter time
period, such ag that between April 1960 eand July
1964, the average error of the estimates is sub-
stantially smaeller. 12  (On the other hand, even for

short time periods, large fluctuations in the mi-

~grat10n,component occur. Deficiencies in the basic

data, dlfferences in the relationship between mi-
gration of the total population and that of the
sehool-Bge population, or chenges in the relation-
ship of the area's vital rates to national vital
rates could have an appreciable impact on the ac-
curacy of the estimates.

No similar tests of accuracy have been car-
ried out for the Housing Unit method, mainly be-
cause of 1ack(n?adequate data for the 1950 decade.
The technique 1is beset with a nuber of hazards
and, as mentioned earlier, involves a variety of
assumptions concerning such important uncertain-
ties as (&) the completeness of reporting of the
basic data™ on new residential construction and
demolition; (b) the pattern of time lag between
isguence of permits and the time when the unit is
completed and ready for occupancy;” (¢) changes
in the' average gize of household; (d) changes in
vacancy rates; and {e) chenges in the size of the
nonhbusehold population.

The use of this source was 1limited here 1to
estimating the adult population, on the assumptlion
that school enrollment statistlcs are better indi-
cators of population change of the school-age DODP-
uletion and hence of the population under 18. It
nas been demonstrated in the past that the averag-
ing together of seversl estimates tends to lmprove
the over-all results, provided that the methods
use symptomatic data that ere largely independent
of one another.

Although the three estimating procedures en-
ployed in the current series of estimates appear
to offer reasonable and satisfactory results for
the development of metropolitan area egtimates on

12 Fop the 17 counties where 1964 and 1965 special
census (or local census) data were available, esti-~
mates based on the averaged results of the three uni-
form procedures differed from those published here by
ar average of 2.1 percent.

13 The lag Dbetween issuance date and completion
date varies by type of structure and from area to
area. For convenience, permit data were used uni-

formly with a 3-month lag for all areas. The choice
of lag can be very important over short periocds of
time, particularly where the number of permits fluc-
tuates sharply, or where large multi-unit structures
are covered by a single permit. Over longer esti-
mating periods, +the cholce of time lag has conslder-
ably less impact. gtudies at the national level
indlcate that all but about 2 percent of units author
1zed are eventually bullt.

& conbinuing basis, the Bureau of the Census is
keenly interested 1in +he development of methods
and source date. which may help to improve the es-
timates. Statlstics particularly well suited for
population estimation purposes may be avallable
for some areag; for example, school Censuses where
appropriately conducted - should provide highly ac-
curate Tigures on population of school age. In
some instences, counts of the adult population are
also obtained in conjunction with +these school
censuses. Sample surveys may provide useful date
reflecting local changes 1n the number of persons
per household. Tnformation concerning such spe-
cial data for gpecific areas covered in this report
should be sent to: Chief, Population Division,
U.8. Bureeu of the Census, Washington, D.C. 20233,

CONSTSTENCY OF ESTIMATES WITH EARLIER YEARS

Ags stated earlier, the estimates shown here
for 1960 to 1964 are generally based on the aver-
age of the results of the three methods described
above, i.e., Method IT, Composite, and Housing
Unit. &lso, ina number of areas, special estimates
were developed .ag the result of the avallabllity
of better information on population change (see
gection on "Special estlmates for selected areas").

The use of the average of the results of
three methods Tepresents & change in methodology
over prior years. Estimates published earlier by
the Bureau of the Census for 1963 made use of four

methods--the ‘three methods noted and the Vital
Retes method.*®  Recent reconsideration of  the
gyailable symptomatic data and of the manmer in
which the data are used ledtoa decigion to exclude
the results of the Vital Rates procedure from the
final average. Essentlally the sams kinds of data
on births and deaths are used 1n the Composite
method as in the Vital Rates method. Incorporating
the results of both the Vital Rates and the Com-
posite methods in the final estimate, &as was done
in 1963, places too much weight on births and deaths

alone &g indicators of total population change.
The Composite method . was retained as the basic
'yital rates" approach in the estimates since it

represents & somewhat more sophisticated use of
vital statistics for measuring population change.*

"% Gurrent Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 298.

19 The Vital Rates estimates appear to have an
additional drawback. The annual figures silnce 1960
pased on the Vital Rates method seem to show random
fluctuations for many areas from year to year. Al-
though, when these estimates are averaged together
with other estimates, most of the fluctuations dis-
appear, a somewhat smoother and apparently more reason-
able time series 1is achleved when the use of '"wital
rates" 1s restricted to the Composlte procedure.




As the result of shifts in methodology and
the expanded numver of areas for which speclal es-
timates were prepared, moderate revisions in the
over-all population level occur in & number of es-
timates. Areas with particularly lerge differ-
ences between the present estimates end earlier
egtimates ere the New York City boroughs and West-
chester County (New York SMSA); counties 1In the
Boston metropolitan area; Cuyahoge County (Cleve-
land SMSA):; and countieg in the Providence metro-
politen aresa.

RANGE OF ESTIMATES

As indicated above, the estimates shown here
are derived by giving equal weight 1o each of the
regulte of three separate estimating procedures
using different symptomatic data. The use of
equaliwelghts implies that the methods provide es-
timates of roughly comparable average accuracy.
The results of tests of the separate methods are

not yet conclusive enough to warrant the assign-
ment of differential weights. A method thet tends
+o be more accurate on the average may be less
accurate in a particular area.

Table C summarizes the consistency of the in-
dividual egtimates. Two kinds of summary measures
are shown: (&) The percentage deviationof e glven
method from the published estimate, averaged over
the specified set of areas; and (b) the percentage
excess of the highest over the lowest estimate for
an area, egain averaged over the gpecified set of
areas, The latter indicates the range among the
results of the three methods. The differences
smong the several estimating methods are rela-
tively small for SMSA's and the more populous
counties but are somewhet larger for many of the
guburban counties. A set of estimates for these
areas based on any one of the procedures shown
would nave differed at most from the estimates
ghown here, on the average, by about 2.2 percent
for counties and 1.6 percent, for SMSA's.

Table C.--AVERAGE DIFFERENCE OF EACH METHOD FROM PUBLISHED ESTIMATE, AND AVERAGE RANGE- OF ESTIMATES: JULY 1, 1964

ER (Averages expressed as percentages)

. Average difference from published estimate,
& 1 Average range
. by method . X
Aves Number of of estimates
areas of three
Method IT Composite Housing unit methods?
Total SMSA'S.uevasen feresvesines ceereann . 38 1.3 1,1 1.6 3.3
Total COUntIes.. . veuivrracvrstcocrruorsaon 152 2.2 1.6 2,0 4.8
CENETEL. s averovenvrronsonosssoneans [ 50 2.0 1.2 2.2 4,3
Suburban. s vevreass JO TN [N 102 2.3 1.8 1.9 5.1

1 pigregarding sign.
? Highest estimate minus lowest estimate divided by the lowest,

DEFINITIONS

Except in New England, & gtandard metropoli-
+tan statistical area is & county Or group of con-
tiguous counties which contains at least one city
of 50,000 inhabitants or more, OT "twin cities”
with & combined population of at least 50,000. In
addition to the county, or countles, containing
guch & city or cities, contiguous counties are in-
cluded in en SM&A 1f, according to certain crite-
ria, they are essentislly metropolitan in charac-
ter and are socially and economically integrated
with the central city. A detailed explenation of
the criteria used in establishing SMSA's 1s given
in Standerd Metropolitan Statistical Areas, Execu-
tive Office of the President, Buresu of the Budget,
1664, Current SMSA definitions and the changes in
definitions mede since the 1960 Census are indi-
cated in that report and subsequent amendments.

In New England, SMSA's consist of towns and
cities, rather than counties. In preparing the
geries of estimates presented in this repord,

however, no attempt wes made 1o compile data for
areas below the counby level, basically because of
the considerably increased workload which this
would have necessitated and the great difficulty
of assembling basic dats for these small areas.
Consequently, for the two New England metropoliten
areas presented here, the SMSA bhas heen replaced
by the metropolitan State economic area, which is
defined in terms of whole counties. Data pre-
sented Tor Boston and Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick
cover Massachusebts State Eeonomic Area C and
Rhode Island State Economic Area A, respectively;
and summary date for metropolitan areas subgti-
tute these metropolitan SEA's for the comparable
SMSA's. ‘

The cities listed in the title of each SMSA
are the central cities of the SMSA. For purposes

¥6 y,8. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of Popu-
lation, Selected Ares Reports, State Eeonomlc Areas,
Final Report PC(3)-14, U.S. Government Printing Of-
fice, Washington, D.C., 1963.




of this report, each county containing a central
city is designated as "eentral™ county. All other
countles are designated as "suburban,”

RELATED REPORTS

Fetimates contained in this report supersede
provisional ‘estimates for July 1, 1964, published
ip Current Population Reports, Series P-2b, Nos.
312 and 308, and estimates for earlier years pub-
1ished in Series P-25, Nos. 298, 291 and 282,

Estimates of the components of population change
for the periods 1950-60 and 1940-50 for SMSA's as
defined for the 1960 Census eand for 19560-60 for
counties are shown in Series P-23, No. 7.

For SMEA's as currently defined, Doth 1960
and 1950 Census counts for each area and its com~
ponent parts are published in Series P.23, No. 10.
The report also includes & ranking of SMSA's Dby
populatién size in 1960.

Estimates of the population of the United
States by metropolitan and nonmetropolitan res-
idence as of Merch 1963 are shown in Current
Populatien Reports, Serles P-20, No. 131, Although
these esﬁimahes are subject to certain limitations

and cover a somewhat different universe,'? they
provide & useful background for the summary esti-
metes for the metropolitan population contained in
thig report. Comparable estimates by metropolitan
status for 19656 are now in preparation and will
be published in Series P-20. (summary estimates
for 1966 are given in Press Release CB66-25, dated
Pebrusry 23, 1966.)

ROUNDING OF ESTIMATES

Estimates presented in the tables of this
report have been rounded 1o the nearest thousand
without being adjusted to group totals, which are
independently rounded. Percentages are based on
unrounded numbers. .

17 These estimates are based on the Current FPopu-
lation Survey, the contlnuing sample survey conducted
by the Bureau of the Census, and as such they are sub~
ject to sampling varilability and to errors of re-
sponse. They relate to a population which excludes
resident Armed Forces 1living in barracks, and in
addition they relate to the SMSA's as defined for the
1960 Census. .
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Table 1.-~ESTIMATES OF T

(Includes the 38 standard metropolitan statistical areas with 19

by the Bureau of the Budget. Asterisk

(*

HE POPULATION OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL ARFAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES,
JULY 1, 1964, AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960
60 populations of 700,000 or more as defined in 1965
) indicates central county)

. Change, ts of
Standard metropolitan Population 1960 to 1964 Components of change
statistical area
{  and count: April 1, 1960 N . b Net
1 4 July 1, 1964 (cen;; vs) Number Percent Births Desths | \iomation
ANAHETM-SANTA ANA~GARDEN GROVE,
CALIF e v iovanvrnovaansoonrosns cen 1,041,000 - 703,925 +337, 000 +47.9 91,000 22,000 +268,000
OPENGE* 4+ 1 e nraee s veaneerensas e 1,041,000 703,925 | +337,000 | +47.9 91,000 22,000 |  +268,000
ATTANTA, Ghorerenrernnereeernnees 1,161,000 1,017,188 +144, 000 +14.1 112,000 37,000 +68,000
Ve Kalb¥.eiivvnnnnes e e 305,000 256,782 +49,000 +19.0 29,000 7,000 +27,000
FULLON#. v vbaernroonncarcarssen e 600, 00C 556,326 +44, 000 +7.9 59,000 24,000 +9,000
Claytone e veecerenns feeresa e 63,000 46,365 +16, 000 +35.2 6,000 1,000 +12,000
Cobbavarensee N e 143,000 114,174 +28, 000 +24.9 14,000 3,000 +18,000
Guinnett. ... ... T, e s 50, 000 43,541, +6,000 +14.8 5,000 2,000 +3,000
BALTIMORE, MD....... T e 1,829,000 1,727,003 | +102,000 5.9 174,000 72,000 (7)
Baltimore city*....... 942,000 939,024 +3,000 +0.4 95,000 48,000 wlide, 000
ATDE ATURAEL . tnrerrnrieernnns e 239,000 206,634 +33,000 | +15.8 23,000 6,000 +16,000
BOLEAMOTE  « v v e esrseeernnseasnnens e 541,000 492,428 +29,000 | +10.0 48,000 15,000 +16,000
CAYTOLL, v veervrnes e 59,000 52,785 +7,000 +12.6 5,000 2,000 +4,,000
Howard. vvueravnsernnanarnanees e 47,000 36,152 +10, 000 +29.0 4,000 1,000 +8,000
LR
BOSTON, MASS.%.0..vvvirnirananns . 3,177,000 3,109,158 +68,000 +2.2 291,000 142,000 41,000
SULTOLE i v e innseennanes PR 732,000 791, 329 -59,000 -7.5 - 72,000 43,000 -89,000
EEBEXa s v v e s e s 601,000 568,831 +32,000 +5.6 52,000 28,000 +8,000
MEGALEECK s + e eeeerennnrnennrres s 1,291,000 1,238,742 +52,000 4.2 120,000 -51,000 17,000
HOTFOLK, o i evons v eransasosacnrens .. 554,000 510,256 +44,000 +8.5 46,000 20,000 +18,000
BUFFALD, N.Y..ovvenones e . 1,319,000 1,306,957 +12, 000 +0.9 121,000 55,000 -54,000
Friet..... . T . 1,083,000 1,064,688 +18,000 +1.7 98,000 46,000 ~34,000
NiBgara. ... ... T . 236,000 242,269 =6, 000 2.5 23,000 9,000 20,000
CHICAGO, TLL.rvrnovrrrrnnernences . 6,591,000 6,220,913 | +370,000 +5.9 634,000 | 268,000 +3,000
[670 o L. I ees 5,355,000 5,129,725 +225,000 +hibe 520,000 231,000 ~63,000
369,000 313,450 £56,000 | +17.8 32,000 5,000 +33,000
234,000 208,246 426,000 | «12.4 22,000 8,000 +12,000
322,000 293,656 +29,000 +9.8 31,000 9,000 +7,000
92,000 84,210 +8,000 +9.7 9,000 3,000 +3,000
217,000 191,617 +26,000 +13.5 21,000 7,000 +12,000
CINCINNATI, OHIO-KY.-IND.vvooenn.. 1,313,000 1,268,479 +4d, 000 +3.5 132,000 54,000 -33,000
Hamilton, Ohio* 888,000 864,121 +24,000 +2.8 89,000 38,000 -28, 000
Clermont, OhiO.. . vvenvirnnnrnarenenn 89,000 80,530 +8,000 +10.4 8,000 3,000 +3,000
Warren, Ohioc....... 75,000 65,711 +3, 000 +13.8 7,000 2,000 +4,000
I I 25,000 21,940 +3,000 £13.1 3,000 1,000 +1,000
Campbell, KY.u.versoen.: 87,000 86,803 (z) +0.4 9,000 4,000 4,000
O NPT e 120,000 120,700 1,000 0.9 13,000 6,000 -8,000
Dearborn, Ind.....coeovnnnnens P 29,000 28,674 +1,000 +2.1 3,000 1,000 ~1,000
CLEVELAND, CHIO....oveeueers eeees 1,958,000 1,909,483 +49,000 2.6 179,000 79,000 ~51,000
CUYEROA « v+ v v e eernsererenerierneesas 1,665,000 1,647,895 +18,000 +1.1 151,000 71,000 63,000
Geauga. ... v vt s 55, 000 w1, 573 +7,000 +15.2 5,000 2,000 +4, 000
Take....oeren . i 169,000 148,700 +20,000 | +13.7 16,000 4,000 +9,000
MEGATIE . -+ v v e e veeeeeeinneeeeanes s 69,000 65,315 +4,000 +5.8 7,000 2,000 -1,000
COLUMBUS, OHIO. . vcaioeanrusvnnns 822,000 754,924 +67, 000 +8.9 82,000 29,000 +14,000
Franklin¥...uveveeennrcarearinsnons - 746,000 682,962 +63, 000 +9.3 75,000 26,000 +14,000
Delaware..oveeevensiens NP PN 38,000 36,107 +2,000 +4.5 3,000 2,000 (2)
Pilekaway.eevvseruns et [N 38,000 35,855 +2,000 +6.5 4,000 1,000 (z)

7 Less than 500.
1 pata shown for Massachusetts State

Fconomic Area C {see téxt).

Population of Boston SMSA in 1960 was 2,595,481,
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES,
JULY 1, 1964, AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRTL 1, 1960--Continued

rd metropolitan statistical areas with 1960 populstions of 700,000 or more as defined in 1965

by the Bureau of the Budget. Asterisk (%) indicates central county) ’

(Includes the 38 standa

. Change
P t » 2 han,
Stendard metropolitan Population 1960 to 1964 Components of change
statistical area -
and gounty April 1, 1960 . R e Net
h July 1, 1964 (oensus) Number Percent Births Deaths i gration
DALIAS, TEXAS........ e 1,256,000 1,083, 601 +172,000 +15.9 120,000 37,000 +89, 000
Dallas*........ e aia e . 1,106,000. 951, 527 +154,000 +16.2 108,000 31,000 +78,000
COLLAN. v vt v nivrasmeunens e 47,000 41,247 +6,000 +15.1 4,000 2,000 +4,000
Denton. e vovevs- [P PRI e 58,000 47,432 +10,000 +21.7 4,000 2,000 +8,000
Tllis ereienen PPN e 45,000 43,395 +1,000 +3.4 4, 000 2,000 (2}
DAYTON, OHIO.. ... coveves e 763,000 727,121 +36,000 +5.0 73,000 26,000 -11,000
MOTLEOMETY* .+ v v v v varsrarss P 549,000 527,080 +22,000 44,1 54,000 19,000 ~14,000
Greene. ... ereriae s e 105,000 94, 642 +10,000 +11.0 9,000 2,000 +4,000
Miamd,,coonunnn e v 76,000 72,901 +4, 000 4,9 7,000 3,000 (2)
Preble.svieieneeenesse RPN P . 33,000 32,498 +1,000 +1.8 3,000 1,000 ~1,000
DENVER, COLO ........ e, 1,082,000 929, 383 +153,000 +16.5 103, 000 34,000 +84,000
DENVEIF s ov e rhenerennn 495,000 493,887 +1,000 +0.3 49,000 23,000 -25,000
Adamg. . ..v i T 155,000 120, 296 +35,000 +28.7 17,000 3,000 +20,000
Arapahoe....... 140,000 113,426 +26,000 +23.2 13,000 3,000 +16,000
Boulder........ .. . 99,000 74,254 +25,000 +33.6 8,000 3,000 +19,000
REST = ol To) « DI R 193,000 127,520 +66,000 +51.5 17,000 4,000 +53,000
DETROIT, MICH.. e vvens RN . 3,914,000 3,762,360 +152,000 44,0 367,000 135,000 ~-80, 000
Wayne*....... Creeerenas 2,670,000 2,666,297 +4,000 +0.1 242,000 105,000 ~134,000
Macomb. ... e 495,000 405, 804 +89,000 +22.0 54,000 11,000 +46,000
08KIANG. e vt et inrv e rneniiaeranes 750, 000 690,259 +59,000 +8.6 70, 000 19,000 +8,000
HOUSTON, TEXAS®......vv.ns S 1,640,000 1,418,323 +222,000 +15.7 159,000 45, 000 +108,000
SEY e R I . 1,448,000 1,243,158 +205,000 +16.5 142,000 39,000 +102,000
R Brazorio, . eeceireieoos 85,000 76,204 +8,000 +11.0 8,000 2,000 +3,000
Fort Bend. e 45,000 40, 527 +5,000 +12.1 4,000 1,000 +2,000
Liberty...... e . 32,000 31,595 +1,000 +2.1 3,000 1,000 -1,000
MOTTLEOMETY e o v v eevan ceees RPN . 30,000 26,839 +4,000 +13.2 2,000 1,000 +3,000
INDIANAPOLIS, INDuveeeviivarnnnsen 971,000 916,932 +54,000 +5.9 100, 000 38, 000 -9,000
Marion*.......... e N 730, 000 697,567 +32,000 +406 77,000 29,000 -16,000
Hamilton.es e vnsorerronnnssrns evaees 44,000 40,132 +4,000 +9.7 4,000 2,000 | . +2,000
HanCOoCK. vvrvrnvecnrsos e 30,000 26,665 +3,000 +12.0 3,000 1,000 +1,000
Hendricks. v e vererenoeranas PR . 46,000 40,896 +5,000 +12.6 4,000 1,000 +2,000
JOhBSOn.  ve v .. . PN [, 50, 000 43,704 +6,000 +14.3 5,000 2,000- +3,000
MOTEAD . vev v rann eie e .. 36,000 33,875 +2,000 +6.6 4,000 1,000 (z)
SREIDY e vrneriarrrarssaanes . P 35,000 34,093 +1,000 +3.6 3,000 2,000 -1,000
KANSAS CITY, MO.-KANS........o.. v 1,161,000 1,092,545 +68,000 +6.3 113,000 45,000 (2)
Clay, Mo.*, . ovivivnnn. ey A 96,000 87,474 +9,000 +9.8 9,000 3,000 +2,000
Jackson, Mo.*...... e PN 633,000 622,732 +11,000 +1.7 65,000 29,000 -25,000
Cass, MOovvvvenns [ eveneen 37,000 29,702 +7,000 +24.6 3,000 1,000 +6,000
Platte, Mo....... [N ereaens 26,000 23,350 +3,000 +13.2 2,000 1,000 +2,000
Johnsorn, Kens..... v e 181,000 143,792 +37,000 +25.8 14,000 4,000 +26,000
Wyandotte, Kans...... i . 187,000 185,495 +2,000 +0.9 20,000 8,000 -11,000
10S ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CALIF..... 6,674,000 6,038,771 +635,000 +10.5 587,000 238,000 +286,000
Los ANEeles¥ . svsveeennnrerrsniinsonns 6,674,000 6,038,771 +635,000 +10.5 587,000 238, 000 +286,000
LOUISVILLE, KY . =IND.v.ioiivennens . 770,000 725,139 +45,000 +6.2 76,000 30,000 {7}
Jefferson, Ky . ¥...ovvaen, [N .. 651,000 610,947 +40,000 +6.5 64,000 26,000 +1,000
Clark, Ind.....co0en e 67,000 62,795 +4,000 +6.0 6,000 2,000 (2}
Floyd, Ind....ovuv.es v e 53,000 51,397 +2,000 +3.2 5,000 2,000 -1,000
MIAMI, FLA . ovinvrirnnnnnone P 1,051,000 | 935,047 +116,000 +12.5 82,000 39, 000 473,000
Dade*. .. ,. v e P 1,051,000 935, 047 +116,000 +12.5 82,000 39,000 +73,000

7 Less than 500.
1 Area redefined in 1965.
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Table 1.-~ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF THE TARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL ARFAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES,
JULY 1, 1964, AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued

(Includes the 38 standard metropolitan‘ statistical areas with 1960 populations of 700,000 or more as defined in 1965
by the Bureau of the Budget. Asterisk (¥) indicates central county)

- Change, .
Standard metropolitan Population 1960 to 1964 Components of chenge
s statlstical area =
1 and county April 1, 1960 y . . Net
H July 1, 1964 (census) Number Percent Births Deaths migration

MILWAUKEE, WIS, icievuoennsronnnens 1,262,000 1,232,731 +-30, 000 2.4 128,000 48,000 ~50, 000
Milwaukee* 1,037,000 1,036,041 +1,000 +0.1 106,000 42,000 ~63,000
Ozaukee. ..., 41,000 38, 441 +3,000 +7.9 4,000 1,000 (Z}
Waukesha. . 184,000 158,249 +25,000 +16.1 17,000 5,000 +13,000
MINNFAPOLIS~ST. PAUL, MINN........ 1,578,000 1,482,030 +96,000 +6.5 169,000 55,000 -18,000
Hermepin* . .. oovuveninnone cheaans e 874,000 842,854 +31, 000 +3.7 8¢, 000 32,000 -25,000
Ramsey*. .. 427,000 422,525 +4,000 +1.1 47,000 17,000 ~26,000
15 ¢Te) - RN 117,000 85,916 431,000 +36.6 16,000 2,000 418,000
DEKOLAL v ot v s 97,000 78,303 +18,000 +R23.5 11,000 2,000 +10, 000
Washington.... . 63,000 52,432 +10, 000 +19.,7 7,000 2,000 +5,000
NEW ORLEANS, ITA.......... N 1,001,000 907,123 +94,000 | +10.4 102,000 40,000 +32,000
Orleafis {New Orleans city)¥.......... . 648,000 627,525 421,000 1 733 66,000 | . 31,000 ~15,000
JeffBrSOn, s v inuerererrnans Cerea i 262,000 208,769 +53,000 +25.6 27,000 6,000 +32,000
St. Bernard...eveieviinenas (R . 42,000 32,186 +10, 000 +29.9 4,000 1,000 +7,000
St. TAMMAIY vt vvvvrerrsnsornnensrsenns 49,000 38,643 +10, 000 +26.9 5,000 2,000 +8,000
55 NEW YORK, Nu¥uuiiieermnnnrnvannans 11,260,000 10,694,633 ‘ 1565 ,000 +5.3 937,000 486,000 +115,000
New York City...c.ooven.ns N . 7,989,000 7,781,984 +207,000 +2.7 676,000 384,000 ~86,000
Bromx*....... e s 1,517,000 1,424,815 492,000 +6.5 127,000 67,000 +32,000
Kihgs (Brookiyn Borough)*........... 2,698,000 2,627,319 +71,000 +2.7 246,000 125,000 ~49,;000
New York (Manhattan Borough)¥....... 1,587,000 1,698,281 -111,000 -6.5 131,000 103,000 -139, 000
Queens*.vv e veniinnn e 1,934,000 1,809,578 +124,000 +6.9 152,000 79,000 +51,000
Richmond*........ooonuns e 253,000 221,991 +31,000 +13.8 21,000 10,000 +20,000
NEBSAU. s vevrevnnos F N 1,383,000 1,300,171 +83,000 +6.4 101,000 41,000 +22,000

Roekland....... R e . 173,000 136,803 +36,000 +26.5 14,000 5,000 +27,000 O
SuffolK.erenrrnanas s 868,000 666,784 +201,000 +30.2 78,000 24,000 +147,000
Westehester. e e aisiennins PN 847,000 808,891 +38,000 +4.7 67,000 33,000 +4,000
NIWARK, NuJusierorouivonoronnennnns 1,802,000 1,689,420 +113,000 6.7 152,000 74,000 +36,000
E8sex¥. . .ov.n PR [ . 9260, 000 923,545 +37,000 +4,0 84,000 45,000 -2,000
MOTTIS s vvverannevinenns Ceneaaia Cene 305,000 261,620 +43,000 16.6 25,000 9,000 +28,000
Unionesesenresnnnns 537,000 504,255 +33,000 +6.5 43,000 20,000 +10,000
PATERSON-CLIFTON-PASSAIC, N.J..... 1,269,000 1,186,873 +82,000 +6.9 100,000 46,000 +28,000
Passaic*....... [ [N RPN 429,000 406,618 +23,000 +5.6 37,000 18,000 +4,000
BETZEN. . v evrrrvsarnnrs e 840,000 780,255 +59,000 +7.6 63,000 28,000 +24, 000
PHILADELPHIA, PA.-N.J.eeiivannan, 4,617,000 4y 342,897 +274,000 +6.3 412,000 194, 000 +56,000
Philadelphia, Pa.®ivieeiierrrennianenn 2,047,000 2,002,512 +44, 000 +2.2 186,000 107,000 ~36,000
Bucks, Paui.veersrecionn P 336,000 308, 567 +217,000 +8.9 32,000 9,000 +5,000
Chester, Pa....eevsecnnsorranes 240,000 210,608 +29,000 +13.9 21,000 8,000 +17,000
Delaware, Pa........ 585,000 553,154 +32,000 +5.7 50,000 21,000 +2, 000
MOontgomery, Paee.vieioovaorsaavaroses . 570, 000 516, 682 +53,000 +10.3 44,000 20,000 +29,000
Burlington, Nodeueoviveeovrnecroaonsens] 271,000 224,499 +46,000 +20.6 25,000 7,000 +28,000
Camden, NoJueeeaverrsonnnvivonsnans 422,000 392,035 +29,000 +7.5 39,000 16,000 +7,000
Gloucester, NoJveveio vunonns 148,000 134,840 +13,000 +9.5 14,000 6,000 +4,000
PITTSBURGH, PA........ hee v 2,368,000 2,405,435 -38,000 -1.6 199, 000 106,000 ~132,000
Allegheny*....... e evesraans 1,597,000 1,628,587 ~32,000 -1.9 136,000 74,000 ~94,000
BEAVET s s s ensrirvrennonnas N . 202,000 206,948 ~5,000 ~2.5 18,000 8,000 ~-15,000
Washington........ 212,000 217,27% -5,000 -2.5 17,000 10,000 ~12,000
Westmoreland. s vueesrensnerroonansnn . 357,000 352,629 +4,000 +1.3 29,000 14,000 -10,000
PORTLAND, OREG.-WASH........ e 876,000 821,897 +54,000 +6.5 71,000 37,000 +20,000
Multnomah, Oreg.¥......... e . 527,000 522,813 +4,000 +0.9 44,000 26,000 ~13,000
Clackamas, Oregas...ceeson erereearans 132,000 113,038 +19, 000 +16.8 10,000 4,000 +14,000
Washington, Oregsceereenerins e 113,000 92,237 +21,000 1+22.6 9,000 3,000 +15,000
Clark, Wash..oveeunras P ees 103,000 93,809 +9,000 +9.9 8,000 4,000 +5,000

7 Less than 500.
-
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF THE TARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL -AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES,
JULY 1, 1964, AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960~ -Cont inued

(Includes the 38 standard metropolitan statistical areas with 1960 populations of 700,000 or more as defined in 1965
: by the Bureau of the Budget. Asterisk (*) indicates central county)

et Change,
Standerd metropolitan Population 1960 to 1964 Components of change
statistical area
and county July 1, 1964 A pr?l 1, 1960 Number Percent Births Deaths . Net~
{census) migration
PROVIDENG E-PAWTUCKET -WARWICK,

R.IY . .eeen e ee 735,000 718, 543 +17,000 42,3 63,000 34,000 ~13,000
Kent¥.oiooenaonsn veenaes i eea e 125,000 112,619 +13,000 +11.1 11,000 4,000 +6,000
PLOTLAETEEY o v v veraenenennrnnennnsnns . 569,000 568,778 (z) +0.1 49,000 28,000 ~21,000
Bristol. ievevessvanvensvorariareses v 41,000 37,146 +4,000 +9.9 3,000 1,000 +2,000

ROCHESTER, N.Y...... e e 786,000 732,588 +53,000 47,4 71., 000 33,000 +15,000
MOTTOE® s o e susvanrencrsansoneenssronas 628,000 586,387 +41,000 +7.0 57,000 26,000 +10,000
Livingston...... Ceereaeas e . 48,000 44,053 +4,000 +8.3 4,000 2,000 +2,000
OFLEANS. s v errvrersss e e s 37,000 34,159 +3,000 7.7 4,000 2,000 +1,000
Wayne. eve - -t e Ceees 74,000 67,989 +6,000 +8.9 7,000 3,000 +3,000

5T, LOUIS, MO =ILLe v vanenns PRI 2,203,000 2,104,669 +98,000 447 213,000 91,000 ~24,000
St. Louis city, MOv¥e.uereorrnerineees 700, 000 750,026 ~50,000 -6.7 75,000 43,000 ~83,000
Frankling MOeevevvevrecnrviranenrnene 49,000 4ty 566 +4,000 +9.7 5,000 2,000 +2,000
JELLErson, MOueueer srsronnrocinns e 78,000 66,377 +12,000 +17.8 7,000 2,000 +7,000
8t., Charles, MO..esvsvvvnons Creaees ves 69,000 52,970 +16,000 +29.9 8,000 2,000 +10,000
St. Louls, MOcesersrorneaecones 806,000 703, 532 +103,000 +14.6 69,000 23,000 +56,000
Madison,: THLeseo ornensvevnnnnines . 239,000 224,689 +14,000 +6.2 22,000 8,000 (z)
St. Clair, T1l.u.eevoreronaroncsrneres 263,000 262,509 (z) (z) 27,000 11,000 -16,000

SAN ANTONIO, TEEAS.....evvv.ne ceen 787,000 716,168 +71,000 +9.9 87,000 24,000 +8,000
Bexar*,..... P 755,000 687,151 +68,000 +9.9 84,000 22,000 +'7,000
Guadalupe. o ovaerse 32,000 29,017 +3,000 +10.9 3,000 1,000 +1,000

SAN BERNARDINO-RIVERSIDE-ONTARIO, .

[o7:3 95 P R . 992,000 809,782 +183,000 +22.5 87,000 32,000 +128,000
Riverside*...... PR . 383,000 306,191 <+77,000 +25.2 32,000 13,000 +58,000
San Bernerdino¥.......eeieeea.on . 609, 000 503, 591 +105,000 +20.9 54,000 19,000 +70,000

SAN DIFGC, CALIF..... eaereeranae . 1,131,000 1,033,011 +98,000 +9.5 112,000 33,000 +19,000
San Diego¥ . eeevivianeaaa e e 1,131,000 1,033,011 +98,000 +3.5 112,000 33,000 +19,000

SAN FRANCISCO~OAKLAND, CALIF...... 2,894,000 2,648,762 +246,000 +9.3 247,000 108,000 +107,000
Alameda*...... R rrenens 1,009,000 908;209 +101,000 +11.1 89,000 37,000 +49,000
San Francisco¥.. u.... - e 731,000 740,316 -9,000 -1.2 60,000 42,000 -28,000
Contra Costa...... P e . 478,000 409,030 +69,000 +17.0 40, 000 11,000 +41,000
Marin.....c.oon. R 177,000 146,820 +30,000 +20.4 14,000 5,000 +20,000
San Mateo. .. cvvvevoercoss 498,000 4t 387 +54,000 +12.1 43,000 13,000 +24,000

SEATTLE~EVERETT, WASH...... .00t . 1,178,000 1,107,213 +70,000 +6.4 107,000 45,000 +9,000
KADEX + e eeveneneneninnnannns e 980, 000 935,014 +45,000 +4.8 89,000 38,000 6,000
Snohomish* ... us PPN PP 198,000 172,199 +25,000 +14.7 18,000 7,000 +15,000

TAMPA~ST. PETERSBURG, FLA......... 860,000 772,453 +87,000 +11.3 64, 000 4dy, 000 +67,000
Hil1sborough® . .eovoescenses e 438,000 397,788 +40,000 +10.1 40,000 17,000 +18,000
PAONELIBS* 2 o rvrernoensnn e, 422,000 374, 665 +47,000 +12.5 24,000 26,000 +49,000

WASHINGTON, DuCoebDo=VAssenenusse 2,323,000 71,989,377 +333,000 +16.7 230,000 70,000 +173,000
District of Columbia®.......eonees 795,000 763,956 +31,000 +4.1 €5,000 38,000 -16,000
Montgomery, Mdu.... . v... e ibenae .. 411,000 340,928 +70,000 +20.5 35,000 9,000 +44,000
Prince Georges, M, .e.neeeererscons .. 482,000 357,395 +124,000 +34.7 49,000 10, 000 +85,000
Alexandria city, Va........e.n [P 104,000 91,023 +13,000 +14.2 12,000 3,000 +4,000
Arlington, Va..ue.essssva.onn 178,000 163,401 +15,000 +9.0 18,000 5,000 +1,000
Fairfax, Va2 iiinroreinonen, e 353,000 2272,674 +80, 000 +29.5 31,000 5,000 +55,000

7 Less than 500 or 0,05 percent,
1 paged on the results of the special census of the State of Rhode Island, October 1, 1965. Census counts for that date are

as follows: Xent County 128,856; Providence County 569,117; Bristol County 41,855, Data shown for Rbode Island State Eeonomic
Area A {see text). Population of Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick SMSA in 1960 was 821,101,

2 Adjusted to exclude 12,520 erroneously reported in Fairfax County.

3 Jneludes Falls Church and Fairfax independent cities.
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Table 2.--ANNUAL ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAIL ARFAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES:

1960 TO 1964
(See table 1 headnote)

April 1, 1960

Standard metropolitan statistical area
ond county July 1, 1964 July 1, 1963 July 1, 1962 July 1, 1961 (cenms)
:
i

ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA-GARDEN GROVE, CALIF.... 1,041,000 961,000 868,000 794,000 703,925
Orange*. .... e s . . 1,041,000 961,000 868,000 794,000 703,925

ATTANTA, Ghuv...... e 1,161,000 1,117,000 1,073,000 1,055,000 1,017,188
De KALD* .ttt eveeeeereeineenererearrannees . 305,000 292,000 277,000 269,000 256,782
U o + S PN ceirerenae 600, 000 587,000 569,000 567,000 556,326
Clayton.ieeesoesvonans Cireseraneasaaaees e 63,000 57,000 53,000 50,000 46,365
{671 o T eeeseriienatans 143,000 132,000 127,000 123,000 114,174
CMATINEEE ¢+ e v veevnenesnnnenensres e . 50,000 49,000 47,000 46,000 43, 541

BALTIMORE, MDuvevervnevnons e cerrenns 1,829,000 1,804,000 1,761,000 1,742,000 1,727,023
Baltimore city*...... e e reieas 942,000 936,000 933,000 938,000 939,024
Anne Arundel.....o..oven T Caeeereiaaa 239,000 232,000 223,000 213,000 206,634
Baltimore. . camnnuninnn et ererare s aaneeaen 541,000 535,000 509, 000. 498,000 492,428

v, 59,000 57,000 55,000 54,000 52,785
feenbeininaas 47,000 44,000 41,000 38,000 36,152

BOSTON, MASSY, .. eiveernnnns e 3,177,000 3,175,000 3,139,000 3,096,000 3,109,158
o 732,000 743,000 754,000 762,000 791, 329
Eadex. e i 601,000 596,000 585,000 574,000 568,831
MEAALEEBE Y i v v v rarrriereerroerronvenss . 1,291,000 1,291,000 1,266,000 1, 244,000 1,238,742
Norfolk.....oo.vivu. e r e e . 554,000 545,000 533,000 517,000 510,256

&

BUFFAIO, N.¥........ e e 1,319,000 1,313,000 1,310,000 1,305,000 1,306,957
Eriex,...... e, 1,083,000 1,076,000 1,071,000 1,065,000 1,064, 688
Niagara.... i, 236,000 237,000 239,000 241,000 242,269

CHICAGO, TLL. v esvvrsruusononncssnsnsnnns 6,591,000 6,485,000 6,372,000 6,261,000 6,220,913
COOK e s v erasnennreerunrnnaesnerenns RUPUU . 5,355,000 5,286,000 5,212,000 5,139,000 5,129,725
Du Page.ivevnasieivienes 369,000 357,000 337,000 324,000 313,459
KATIC . + v e e vreaeeennannnnnnnnenaeannas 234,000 229,000 221,000 214,000 208,246
Lake.vvoeoonerirnronnss 322,000 312,000 308,000 299,000 293,656
MCHBIITY + + v v e v e snerncnvnnnrssnsnsecnssonsenns . 92,000 91,000 89,000 86,000 84,210°
Will........ e, [ Cesrearereaes 217,000 209,000 204,000 198,000 191,617

CINCINNATT, OHIO-KY.-IND........ PN 1,313,000 1,296,000 1,283,000 1,275,000 1,268,479
Hamilton, Ohio*..... et rar s . 888,000 878,000 871,000 868,000 864,121
Clermont, Ohio.......... e RPN 89,000 88,000 86,000 84,000 80,530
Warren, Ohio....... v tertra e 75,000 71,000 69,000 67,000 65,711
BOOTE, K¥tnrnrrrarnreerenns e s 25,000 24,000 23,000 23,000 21,540
Campbell, Ky.uev.on. T, e el 87,000 87,000 86,000 86,000 86,803
Kenton, K¥e.eeereroerens e e 120,000 119,000 119,000 119,000 120, 700
DEAThOTI, TN ettt rnrrerrnerenrenronnnss 29,000 29,000 29,000 29,000 28, 674

CLEVELAND, OHIO....... s s .. 1,958,000 1,937,000 1,905,000 1,890,000 1,909,483
Cuyahoga*...... Ceseann IR N . 1,665,000 1,652,000 1,632,000 1,624,000 1,647,895
Geauga. . . e e, .. e 55,000 53,000 51,000 249,000 L AL ETS
Lakeseseserovoneoanannn Cerereraene seeerans vee 169,000 164,000 156,000 152, 000 LLA8,5700 o
Medina. . eerasa e eaenn .. eteens 69,000 68,000 67,000 65,000 JILE

COLUMBUS, OHIO.«.vsreevnes. s R 822,000 801,000 781,000 767,000
Franklim®. ..veeverann... e e 746,000 727,000 709,000 696,000
DELAWATE . < s v e vreernnnnss 38,000 36,000 35,000 35,000 | 107
Pickaway........ e e iaeaes 38,000 38,000 36,000 36, 000 35,855

1 Data shown for Massachusetts State Fconomic Area C (see text).

Population of Boston SMSA in 1960 was 2,595,481,
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(See table 1 headnote)
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TARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL ARFAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES:
1960 TO 1964--Continued

April 1, 1960

Standard metropolitan statistical area - .\
and county July 1, 1964 July 1, 1963 July 1, 1962 July 1, 1961 {census)

DALIAS TEXA‘} ...... SO 1,256,000 1,211,000 1,168,000 1,136,000 1,083,601
Dallas*, . ...conns s e ece e 1,106,000 1,066,000 1,027,000 999,000 951,527
[61oX X s DU NN b asese et e 47,000 46,000 44, 000 43,000 41,247
DENEO e s s vr v s eeseassaorassassasvsrasnans . 58,000 55,000 53,000 50,000 47,432
F1li8.eerurnnonannns TR N . .o 45,000 44,000 43,000 43,000 43,395
DAYTION, OHIO...vvvuiiviironmennivens e 763,000 745,000 731,000 729, 000 727,121
MONtEOMELY* 4 v vevecennsnvans e eeae e . 549,000 537,000 527,000 526,000 527,080
GTeene. «v.sersoanuans TR 105,000 101,000 98,000 96,000 94,642
Miami,ovenveonnras peeveevae . .. ieeess 76,000 75,000 73,000 73,000 72,901
Preblece.,ons eeeae i PN 33,000 33,000 32,000 34,000 32,498
DENVER, COLO. v vurrcrmsrrenonnmronsnns cen 1,082,000 1,060,000 1,025,000 994,000 929,383
Denver*,.... 495,000 498,000 499,000 504,000 493,887
Adams, .. .. 155,000 150,000 142,000 136,000 120,296
Arapahoe. . “e . rrieaeas Cersenes 140,000 137,000 130,000 124,000 113,426
Boulder..... PR . [ e 99,000 95,000 82,000 84,000 T, 254
JefferSon. s rrrnsrerroscrnres PN . 193,000 180, 000 165,000 147,000 127,520
DETROIT, MICH. ..ovvvvvvnenes e enane 3,914,000 3,857,000 3,811,000 3,775,000 3,762,360
Way‘ne*..z....; ....... ereieareaan e e, 2,670,000 2,657,000 2,654,000 2,651,000 2,666,297
Macomb, «.... e N 495,000 471,000 446,000 426,000 405,804
Qakland.. e P I oes 750,000 729,000 711,000 698,000 690,259
HOUSTON, TERAS . et e AN 1,640,000 1,589,000 1,524,000 1,480,000 1,418,323
Harris*, . vvevvevnnsn reeanas (PR 1,448,000 1,400,000 1, 340,000 1,299,000 1,243,158
Brazoris.coecieee. [ Cemeeen [P ceven 85,000 84,000 81,000 80, 000 76,204
Fort Bend...vevnviriianosinnineenns Cenees . 45,000 43,000 43,000 42,000 40, 527
Liberty..veveennnn s rrassiraesaaesiernan 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000 31,595
MONtLEOMETT e v o ranocuaornsser s vee 30,000 29,000 28,000 28,000 26,839
INDIANAPOLIS, INDeievivsvevunnn P .. 971,000 959, 000 932,000 925,000 916,932
Merion®.....c.ovnns [ Chrer e .. 730,000 721,000 702,000 698,000 697, 567
Hamilton....... . e re s 44, 000 44,000 42,000 42,000 40,132
Hencock... PN . . 30,000 3¢,000 28,000 28,000 26,665
HendricKsS..eoeeinoass e b . 46,000 45,000 44,000 43,000 40,896
Johnson, « v v veeen e reeet e 50, 000 48,000 46,000 45,000 43,704
Morgan.. . ... Cerrraa e Ceerieies Ceieeesean . 36,000 37,000 36,000 34,000 33,875
Shelhyeuverrveseveansass veiinan 35,000 35,000 34,000 35,000 34,093
KANSAS CITY, MO.~KANS.....cvvvevvvreron .. 1,161,000 1,144,000 1,121,000 1,120,000 1,092,545
Clay, Mo ¥, iiveeerans P 96,000 94,000 90,000 91,000 87,474
Jackson, MO ¥ eevaveveriinnres 633,000 629,000 620, 000 630,000 622,732
Ca8B, MOuurivirrnonsvrvssorsieneasersnnensons 37,000 37,000 38,000 35,000 29,702
Platte, MOserivisorvvnns e 26,000 26,000 25,000 25,000 23,350
Johnson, KeNS.veeerorsoresras 181,000 170,000 161,000 154,000 143,792
Wyandotte, Kans.....vven.s eeees fserareee. . 187,000 188,000 187,000 186,000 185,495
L10S. ANGELES~LONG BEACH, CALIF......... e 6,674,000 6,533,000 6,326,000 6,199,000 6,038,771

Lios Angeles*. . oo rnnersrvrunnes Ceseeen 6,674,000 6,533,000 6, 326,000 6,199,000 6,038,771
TOUISVILLE, KY.=INDuouvevonnanvnnn [ 770,000 756,000 736,000 726,000 725,139
Jefferson, Ky« ¥.oeoeiieiesionisnsrones ‘651,000 638,000 621,000 612,000 610,947
Clark, Ind...v.oevees FE N &7,000 65,000 64,000 63,000 62,795
Floyd, INGue.iesseesvocanrincreonses 53,000 53,000 51,000 51,000 51,397
MIAMI, FLA...ovvnovevesanoeronnonennans .. 1,051,000 1,048,000 1,028,000 974,000 935,047
Dade® . v v iisnennans [ 1,051,000 1,048,000 1,028,000 974,000 935, 047

1 Area redefined in 1965.
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Table R2.-~ANNUAL ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL ARFAS, BY CONSTITUINT COUNTIES: '
1960 TO 1964--Continued

(See table 1 headnote)

April 1, 1960

Standard metropolitan statistical area .
and county July 1, 1964 July 1, 1963 July 1, 1962 July 1, 1961 (census)

MIDHAUKEE, WISuesnnerneenneernneennss 1,262,000 1,257,000 1,242,000 1,244,000 1,232,731
MADWAUKEE®S « + v avveesanrennennernrenes e 1,037,000 1,039,000 1,029,000 1,037,000 1,036,041
DZAUKEE, + v v e vvnrernns e 41,000 39,000 39,000 39,000 38, 441
Wankesha,eiveivivesnrconanenens e 184,000 178,000 174,000 169,000 158,249
MINNFAPOLIS--ST, PAUL, MINN.......... e 1,578,000 1, 560, 000 1,523,000 1,505,000 1,482,030
HETEDLIT® 4 4 v v s v e aeases et tennnrornraneesnns 874,000 869,000 856,000 850, 000 842,854
Remsey*. . 427,000 429,000 420,000 419, 000 422,525
Anoka...... .. 117,000 111,000 102,000 96,000 85,916
Dekota.. . ve 97,000 92,000 87,000 84,000 78,303
Washington....... vt PN 63,000 60,000 57,000 56,000 52,432
NEW ORLEANS, LA.....covvnn. PPN NE 1,001,000 974,000 945,000 931,000 907,123
Orleans (New Orleans city)¥........ovvues cene 648,000 640,000 627,000 628,000 827,525
TeLLErsPn. v vvrrnnnnnnns e, e 262,000 249,000 236,000 227,000 208,769
St. Bernard....coevnnnnn 42,000 39,000 39,000 35,000 32,186
St Tammany..oeoveveeiesiniireiiriieniinens 49,000 46,000 43,000 41,000 38,643
NEW YORK, N.¥.......0e Cieaee e P 11,260,000 11,117,000 10,919,000 16,747,000 10,694,633
Nef. TOTK CIEF o e varatrnaeaninesoinnenninssn 7,989,000 7,932,000 7,825,000 7,750, 000 7,781,984
Bromx®, ..... e et 1,517,000 1,489,000 1,465,000 1, 440,000 ‘1,424,815
Kings (Brooklyn BOrouZh) ¥ . es e v eneernnaeran 2,698,000 2,690,000 2,662,000 2,626,000 2,627,319
New York (Manhattan Borough)¥...... e . 1,587,000 1,607,000 1,615,000 1,654,000 1,698,281
Queens*. . ... e et 1,934,000 1,903,000 71,851,000 1,805,000 1,809,578
Richmond*..... N esenaen .. 253,000 244,000 232,000 224,000 221,991
Nassau. .. ... . . . 1,383,000 1,367,000 1, 344,000 1,315,000 1,300,171
Rockland..... . 173,000 164,000 156,000 147,000 136,803
Suffolk.veneens. 868,000 815,000 766,000 719,000 666, 784
Westchester., . 847,000 838,000 828,000 816,000 808,891
NEMARK, NuJuurnevnnsenennnenoennns U . 1,802,000 1,782,000 1,733,000 1,705,000 1,689,420
Essex¥,.iioevnuenn e sr ey .. 960, 000 962,000 942,000 933, 000 923, 545
o o K= TN N 305,000 290,000 276,000 267,000 261,620
i T s 537,000 530,000 515,000 505, 000 504,255
PATERSON-CLIFTON-PASSAIC, Noduuurorerenss 1,269,000 1,242,000 1,211,000 1,188,000 1,186,873
Passaick, i . c i iiiiiieinanas F S 425,000 422,000 408,000 402,000 406,618
BETZEN. vevensvsvosonnn et Peaaes 840,000 821,000 803,000 786,000 780,255
PHILADELPHIA, PA.-N.Jevuurvnenn.. s 4,617,000 4,548,000 4,453,000 4,395,000 4,342,897
Philadelphia, Pa.¥...vivtieenninctisnncsnones 2,047,000 2,039,000 2,016,000 2,005,000 2,002,512
BUGKS, Plurasrerernersoneenannns e eieaeas 336,000 330,000 319,000 316,000 308, 567
Chester, Pa.ueiiiirvrevinoeannne 240,000 232,000 222,000 216,000 210, 608
DELAWATE, P8 vsrvevrernenorcenrreeerenaornss 585,000 575,000 564,000 558,000 553,154
Montgomery, Pa.......... e, 570,000 555,000 538,000 528,000 516, 682
BUZLANEEON, Nuduevneransenernneserernnennnes 271,000 260, 000 250,000 238,000 224,499
Camden, Nud.vevsiieveravennnsnss Cisesieens 422,000 413,000 404, 000 397,000 392,035
GLOUCEEEET, Nuduseuscnrerveenranesen e 148,000 145,000 139,000 137,000 134,840
PITTSBURGH, PAuevivvevunnniviveoreernnrns 2368, 000 2,362,000 2, 354,000 2,368,000 2,405,2«35
F T e PR 1,597,000 1,593,000 1,588,000 1,598,000 1,628,587
Beaver...... P eeerarersenen .. 202,000 203,000 202,000 202,000 206,948
Washington............. [N e . 212,000 215,000 215,000 215,000 217,271
Westmoreland. s suueevesreneseonnnenernssennas 357,000 352,000 349,000 353,000 352,629
PORTLAND, OREG.-WASH....... e e 876,000 859,000 842,000 827,000 821,897
Multnomah, OTeg.¥...eseieernenronsssnoneons 527,000 525,000 521,000 519,000 522,813
CLECKAMAS, OTEE++ s e vrnnsnrnerroncerrnroneenss 132,000 126,000 120,000 115,000 113,038
Washington, OTeg.cevsvisvearerrecioroanonsnes 113,000 109,000 103,000 98, 000 92,237
103,000 99,000 97,000 94,000 93,809

Clark, Wash.e.ievseoonvenenonsnconnsonasnonss
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ES OF THE POPULATION OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL ARFAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTTES:

Stendard metropolitan statistical area . April 1, 1960
bod county July 1, 1964 July 1, 1963 July 1, 1962 July 1, 1961 (sensus)
;

PROVIDENC I~ PAWTUCKET-WARWICK, R.T. LI 735,000 730,000 722,000 716,000 718,543
Ken't"".,...‘..,....“‘...‘. ........... 125,000 123,000 120,000 117,000 112,619
Providence*....... e ey . 569,000 566,000 563,000 562,000 568,778
BILEEOL e v v erevnreenereannrennns e 41,000 41,000 39,000 38,000 37,146

ROCHESTER, Nu¥urrerersrnon e e 786, 000 772, 000 763,000 750, 000 732,588
MOTITOE* « ¢ v v v e eenseannnnanaes e 628,000 &16, 000 611,000 €01, 000 586,387
LAVANEETOM 1 e e crnorreersnsansss e 48,000 47,000 45,000 44,000 44,053
Orleans....: . e 37,000 - 36,000 36,000 35,000 34,159
WaYNe. v evnrennns s 74,000 72,000 71,000 70,000 67,989

ST, TOUTIS, MO =TLLueerernnnneennns e o0 2,203,000 2, 176,000 2,130,000 2,121,000 2,104, 669
St. Louis eity, Mo.¥.. v ee.s e e, 700, 000 708, 000 706, 000 719,000 750,026
Franklin, Mo.y . 49,000 48,000 47,000 47,000 b, 566
Jefferson, MOUe. s ureeinaiensonenns e 78,000 76,000 71,000 70, 000 66,377
8%, Charles, MOu....eesoses e 69,000 66,000 62,000 59,000 52,970
St. LOULS, MO, eererssirrnns s R .. 806,000 782,000 753,000 737,000 703,532
Madison, T1l....oveenvven eser e rheee 239,000 234,000 229,000 226,000 224,689
St. Cladr, Ill.. . evcencnenen PPN 263,000 262,000 262,000 263,000 262,509

e )

SAN ANTONTO, TEKAS...vvuvevvrrenersnennns 787,000 774,000 759,000 740, 000 716,168
Bexar®,...... [, . e 755,000 T4, 000 728,000 710,000 687,151
Guadalupe..soeeerecoers P . e vaees 32,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 29,017

SAN BERNARDINO-RIVERSIDE-ONTARIO, CALIF.. 992,000 939,000 882,000 845,000 809,782
Riverside*........ .+ Crsessraaas i v 383,000 361,000 335,000 319,000 306,191
Sen Bernardino¥.. ... eceiaeiaiie P 609,000 578,000 547,000 526,000 503,591

SAN DIEGO, CALIF...cvnerrerenuneeenens .. 1,131,000 1,115,000 1,096,000 1,065,000 1,033,011
San Diego¥...s.ns s s .. 1,131,000 1,115,000 1,096,000 1,065,000 1,033,011

SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND, CALIF.*..... PPN 2,894,000 2,830,000 2,760,000 2,696,000 2,648,762
P e e R 1,009,000 982,000 953,000 929,000 908,209
San Francisco¥...eeseevereveres eeeeeeas PPN 731,000 736,000 737,000 738,000 740,316
Contra COSta. v rsronaeran Chereras e . 478,000 457,000 436,000 417,000 409, 030
MBTAD. e e veenrns o e 177,000 168,000 162,000 154,000 146,820 °
San Mateo........ e Ceeveaases 498,000 487,000 472,000 458,000 bty 387

. .

SPEATTLE~EVERETT, WASH.........: e . 1,178,000 1,176,000 1,154,000 1,125,000 1,107,213
King¥....00s e Careneaes 980, 000 984,000 968,000 947,000 935,014
SnOhOmiSI®. e vvre s eenarennnee e 198,000 192,000 186,000 178,000 172,199

TAMPA~ST. PETERSBURG, FILA...... e , 860,000 844,000 819,000 795,000 772,453
Hillsborough®......evs v . 438,000 430,000 419,000 408, 000 397,788
PAnellas® .. vorerernns s . 422,000 414,000 400,000 387,000 374,665

WASHTNGTON, D.C.-MD.=VA.4uusrururesmires 2,323,000 2,240,000 2,138,000 2,061,000 21,989,377
District of Columhia¥......... e e 795,000 792,000 780,000 770,000 763,956
Montgomery, Mde.verveoarnens . e 411,000 392,000 377,000 358,000 340,928
Prince Georges, Md..... e s 482,000 441,000 403,000 376,000 357,395
Alexandria city, Va.......e. .. 104, 000 100, 000 95,000 94,000 91,023
ArLington, Va..e.ssesees . 178,000 179,000 171,000 168,000 163, 401
Fairfax, Va.2..... i e 353,000 337,000 311,000 294,000 2072,674

1 pased on the results of the special census
as follows:
Area A (see text).

Kent County 128,856; Providence County 569,117;
Population of Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick SMSA in 1960 was 821,101,

of the State of Rhode Island, October 1, 1965.
Bristol County 41,855,

2 pdjusted to exclude 12,520 erronecusly reported in Feirfax County .,
3 Tneludes Falls Church and Fairfax independent cities.

Census counts for that date are

pata shown for Rhode Island State FEceonomic
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Teble 3.~-AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS: 1960 TO 1964 AND 1950 TO 1960

Figures are expressed as percentages and are based on the formile for conbinuous compounding, Pt'_’ Poert.

(See table 1 headnote,
Minus sign (~) denotes decrease)

Average anmial Average annual
rate of increese rate of increase
. Area Area
i 1960 to 1950 to 1960 to 1950 to
i 1964 1960 1964 1960
ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA~GARDEN GROVE, CALIF... 9.2 11.8 MILWAUKEE, WIS........ 0.6 2.3
Central county..... 9.2 11.8 Central COUTEY.eeirsorsrans (z) 1.7
Suburban counties....... 3.2 5.9
ATTANTA, GA...... e 3.1 3.4
Central counties.... e .. 2.5 2.9 MINNFAPOLIS=ST. PAUL, MINN....oosesaveee 1.5 2.5
Suburban countiesS...evsesrcenns eeieiareen 5.3 5.6 Central counbieS.ieeereverrorsrrsanssrsrsane 0.7 2.0
| Suburban COUntIies. s.eeseencniss 5.8 6.0
BALTIMORE, MDiveeocouons 1.4 2.1
Central countyi..... 0.1 ~0.1 NEW ORLEANS, Lh..ovevrvvuvrosssannrnsnne 2.3 2o
Suburban counties...... 2.8 5.5 Central counby..coovssnrees saarsenes 0.8 1.0
' Suburban counties...... R [ 5.5 6.8
BOSTON, MASS.%......... eveens 0.5 0.8
Central county...c.een 1.8 ~1.2 NEW YORK, Nu¥ouerivvonvaonnnrsnasnssene . 1.2 1.1
Suburban counties...ovieorracearrineree 1.2 1.6 Central cournties....... seneaeeryananey 0.6 =0.1
Suburban countieS..cceveronarioroonsaarresane 2.7 5.6
BUFFALO, N.Y.uviuenns PP 0.2 1.8
Central; county P 0.4 1.7 NEWARK, NuJueervouoneonnrosrnnnnsnonns . 1.5 1.4
Suburban COUNTY.uvsvrresrvercsoosrarcencoans ~0.6 2.4 Central county...... . 0.9 0.2
# Suburban countieS.e..erereastonaans 2.2 3.1
CHICAGO, ILL.... 1.4 1.8
Central countyeeeerercerrornscans 1.0 1.3 PATERSON~-CLIFTON~PASSAIC, NeJeeeuvuissnsns 1.6 3.0
Suburban counbties. . iesreecerscrssonocnsrnens 2.9 4.9 Central countye.eeeasn Cereovaes N 1.3 1.9
Suburban COuUntY.vererraveess P 1.7 3.7
~ CINCINNATY, OHIO-KY.-~IND......oooe. 0.8 2.1
Coritral countyeevsvicrrcariassocraons 0.6 1.8 PHITADELPHIA, PA.«N.Jevesuon.n 1.4 1.7
Suburban counties........ 1.1 3.0 Central county...... . 0.5 ~0.3
: Suburban counties... PN 2.2 3.8
CLEVELAND, OHIO.... . 0.6 2.2
Central county.eeec.os . . 0.2 1.7 PITTSBURGH, PA..oevivannionvanansvan -0.4 0.8
Suburban counties..ceverirariens 2.7 6.0 Central county.... . . -0.5 0.7
Suburban counties.s..cenveneesaees -0.2 1.1
COLUMBUS, OHIO. 2.0 2.9
Central countyesc.o.s . 2.1 3.1 PORTLAND, OREG.-WASH....civocrevnnoees 1.5 1.5
Suburban counties....eieisraae . 1.3 1.9 Central county........ 0.2 1.0
Suburban counties..coesiresans 3.6 2.5
DALLAS, TEXAS.ivvervseressrncrssionrcacs 3.5 3.8
Central county.eeveevosrsvsrnraen 3.5 b PROVIDENCE—PAWTUCKET—WARWICK, R.I.L. . e " 0.5 0.5
Suburban CoOUNBIeS.eiiesrevnrsrencesroseronns 3.0 0.3 Central countiesS..cccovorcrcccnns ceesiesneate 0.4 0.4
Suburban eoUntY.eevearenss Cereraarirae 2.2 2.4
DAYTON, OHIO....... tereaes 1.1 2.9
Central county..... . . 0.9 2.8 ROCHESTER, N.Yevevvesone 1.7 1.7
Suburban counties....eeevreseneso [ 1.7 3.1 Central county....... [N 1.6 1.8
Suburban counties......oeeess 1.9 1.4
DENVER, COLO....... 3.6 42
Central county.evevoasas 0.1 1.7 ST, IOUIS, MO-ILL.eieueersvenrconvonans 1.1 1.8
Suburban counties....eeeeeneen 7.0 8.0 Central county....... e Cherees ~1.6 -1.3
Suburban counties.sieiveereeriiocrsasarerans 2.4 4l
DETROIT, MICH.. . verenronvnvcosraoscsnne 0.9 2.2
Central county........ () 0.9 SAN ANTONTO, TEXAS.cviveveverrorerronnes 2.2 3.
Suburban CoOUNtIeS.vessrerrerivecosaroanns 3.0 6.3 Central coumtyeeveeoseess B . 2.2 3.
Suburban eounty...oeoe0. seseevevesanes 2.4 1.
HOUSTON, TEXAS..eovecenss 3.4 4.3
Central county.ee.s.. . 3.6 4.3 SAN BERNARDINO~RIVERSIDE-ONTARIO,CALIF.. 4.8 5.8
Suburban countiesS....coveiecrinriney 2.2 3.0 Central cCOuNbieS..c.evevecanrsocorsnsroerase 4.8 5.8
INDIA.NAPOLIS, INDe.oeveenes eteeseannee . 1.3 2.7 SAN DIFGO, CALIF .uv evseasreassosanaasss 2.1 6.2
Central county....e.es. . 1.1 2.3 Central CountY.uveerversoessnarsasscsosvnass 2.1 6.2
Suburban coum;les eeaees 2.2 3.7
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKIAND, CALIF....uvicnevs 2.1 2.2,
KANSAS CITY, MO.-KANS.... 1.4 2.5 Central counties.civ v enrinecirancians .o 1.3 0.8
Central counties.......covues 0.6 1.9 Suburban counties. .o .vsevvoaronas 3.4 4.8
Suburban counties.......... 2.8 3.8 '
SEATTLE-EVERETT, WASH...courversunnesnss 1.5 2.7
108 ANGELES~LONG BEACH, CALIF......vvess R.h 3.7 Central counties......cenu: 1.5 2.7
Central county......... eimerrserrrreeraanes 2.4 3.7 ’

n TAMPA-ST. PETERSBURG, FLA 2.5 6.4
Centf‘ggl‘z‘cﬁgi?m ..o ig gg Central counties...coevverernavnos 2.5 6.4
Suburban counties......even.. 1.1 2.1

WASHINGTON, D.C.-MD.~VA. .o reersoonns 3.6 3.1
MIAMI, FLA,..cuvuunn eesenaeeans [ .. 2.8 6.4 Central coumby . . 0.9 -0.5
Central county....cocenen Ceseeerasaanaens 2.8 6.4 Suburban counties.......... 5.2 6.2

Z Less than 0.05 percent.
2 Metropolitan State economic area.




Table 4.--—POPUIATION OF THE LARGEST STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL ARFEAS, BY RANK:

(See table 1 headnote)

1964 AND 1960

19

Population Rank
Standard metropolitan statistical aree
' we July 1, 1964 Apr%iei;ui%o 1964 1960
New Tork, NoYieeseoervornsosaesses 11,260,000 10,694,633 1 1
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif..ececisvrraercucrenrvenns 6,674,000 6,038,771 2 3
Chicago, Illicesverreoveoeonsonne 6,591,000 6,220,913 3 2
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.Jeeiciivovee eoeserasooes 4, 617,000 4,342,897 4 4
Detroit, Miche..esrernaciasonons 3,914,000 3,762,360 5 5
Boston, MESE.2e e ceearesnecorssosnsasannsrcosiirans 3,177,000 3,109,158 6 6
San Francisco-Oaklend, Califc.cvacecescssaconnrceccocne 2,894,000 2,648,762 7 7
PILLETITER, Phluseeeenssesososssonsansnnsossaraanasesss 2, 368,000 2,405,435 g 8
Washington, D.C.-Md Ve . eeriraososermoreses 2,323,000 1,989,377 9 10
St. Louis, Mo.~Tllieseeruocecnencnce ceeenae 2,203,000 2,104,669 10 9
Cleveland, ORLO...oneorststsresnrnasossssinaranasecns . 1,958,000 1,909,483 11 1L
Baltimore, Mdonosonninns e eerene e i 1,829,000 1,727,023 12 12
Newark, Nudeeseesooeos reeenaes e reeee e 1,802,000 1,689,420 13 13
Houston, TBXOB.seess. srsnevnenvrsrsernnunennsensne 1,640,000 1,418,323 14 15
Mimmeapolis~St. Paul, MIMn...covceeieaennraeereienes 1,578,000 1,482,030 15 L4
BUFLEL0, NuXerunnnninonnrernnanssees crreeas e . 1,319,000 1,306,957 16 16
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.~Ind........ e e 1, 313,000 1,268,479 17 17
Paterson-lifton-Passaic, N. Jesaveassannoronsorananas . 1,269,000 1,186,873 18 19
Milvapkeey Wis.euvu.ooornoronrneneones e 1,262,000 1,232,731 19 18
Dallas, TeXes....... e e retneeaenes 1,256,000 1,083,601 20 22
Seattle-«Everett, Wash.eeioovasoceson eeeesarar ey 1,178,000 1,107,213 21 20
Kansas City, Mo.~KanS.cevienennosencnns sesareeesae 1,161,000 1,092,545 22 21
ALATEA, GBuvoeerrsresesrnsossosnnossns e 1,161,000 1,017,188 23 24
San DLEEO, COLIE....eservsrasssraressossnnarnes eereens 1,131,000 1,033,011 24, 23
Denver, COLOseoarasossorsssvosancans [ 1,082,000 929,383 25 26
Mla_uu, F LBt v e aeaesessnransrssnsaecsssnnees erenans 1,051,000 935,047 26 25
Anaheim—Santa Ana-Garden Grove, Calif. F R 1,041,000 703,925 27 38
New OTLeans, Lfeecerouiererreescnsasssonssosristarcosses 1,001,000 907,123 28 28
San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, i aes 992,000 809,782 29 30
Indianapolis, Ind....... Ceereeesns 971,000 916,932 30 27
Portland, Oreg.-Wash...ecoeevesrrennsernoninasnoecrs . 876,000 821,897 31 29
Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla...... e PN .. 860,000 772,453 32 31
Columbus, ORiC..s...os . 22,000 754, 924 33, 32
Rochester, No¥ooeooenriisonvones esreerees 786,000 732,588 34 33
san Antonio, Texas...... FR R R R R wee 787,000 716,168 35 37
Loulaville, Ky.=InGu.ucveerserronraneanscrssnensncsene . 770,000 725,139 36 35
D bOn, ORLO. o s e eernnsernessvassocsansonnneeransesasses 763,000 727,121 37 34
Prowdence-—Paw-tucket—Wamick, R I. 735,000 718,543 38 36

1 Metropolitan State economic area.




