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ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS: JULY 1, 1965

(Standard metropolitan statistical areas are as defined by the Bureau of the Budget through 1966,
Changes .in ares definitions made in March and April 1967 have not been incorporated into this

report. |
P-25, Nos. 341, 344, and 347)

This report presents estimates of the popu-
lation of 219 metropolitan areas in the country
and their component counties (437). Included
are all standard metropolitan statistical areas
(SMSA’s) in the United States, except in New
England, where the corresponding metropolitan
State economic areas or corresponding whole
county is substituted for the SMSA, (In' New
England SMSA’s are not defined in terms of
whole counties.) Estimates are shownforJuly 1,
1965, togéther with the components of population
change for each area for the period since
April 1, 1960, Figures are also shown for the
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan portions of
each State. The estimates relate to the total
residént ‘population in each area—that is, the
civilian resident population plus members of the
Armed Forces stationed in the area,

INDICATED CHANGES

The population living in metropolitan counties
on July 1, 1965, is estimated at 130 million,
about two-thirds of the 194 million people living
in the United States (table A). As has been the
case for some time, the metropolitan population
is growing at a more rapid rate than the
population outside these areas. Between 1960
.and 1965, the metropolitan population increased
by over 11 million, or almost 10 percent,
compared with a gain of slightly more than 3
million, or about 6 percent, for the nonmetro-
politan pepulation. Thus, metropolitanization
of the population of the United States appears to

Estimates shown here supersede those published in Current Population Reports, .Series

be continuing, but apparently at a somewhat
reduced pace in the first half of the 1960 decade
as compared with the 1950°s, For the period
since 1960, the population living inmetropolitan
counties grew more than 60 percent faster than
the remainder of the country, which, however, is
a marked slowing down from the 1950-60period
when the metropolitan population grew nearly
five times the rate for the nonmetropolitan
United States."

Of the 130 million persons in metropolitan
counties, some 101 million persons are esti-
mated to be living in central counties (that is,
counties containing the central cities of SMSA’s)
and 29 million in suburban counties, Central
counties of metropolitan areas grew by 7 mil-
lion people between 1960 and 1965, increasing
at about the national rate, Suburban counties,
with nearly 4 million increase, grew at twice
the national rate, They both have declined
considerably in rate of growth since the 1950's,

Between 1960 and 1965, metropolitan areas
added about 2,4 million people through net
migration, roughly 2 percent of their 1960
population (table B), while the nonmetropolitan
balance of the country lost well over half a

1These relative rates of growth of metropol-
itan and nonmetropoliten areas differ somewhat
from those shown in Series P-20, which are based
on  the Current Population Survey. See section
on "Related Reports" for details.

Table A.-~METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN POFULATION: 1965, 1960, AND 1950,

N . Average annual
Populaticn (in thousands) Percent change percent change
Area July 1 April 1, April 1,
19%’5 ’ 1960 1950 1960-65 | 1950-60 | 1960-65 } 1950~-60
(census) (census)
United Statessesascecs 193,795 179,323 151,326 +7.1 +18.5 +1.5 +1:7
Metropolitan counrbiessisee 129,993 118,968 93,998 +943 +26.6 +147 +204
Central counties:ssicoss 100, 946 93, 587 76, 547 +7:9 +22.3 +1e4 +2,0
Suburban counties.sisess 29,047 25,381 17,451 +14,5 +45 o4 +246 +3.7
Nomnmetropolitan counties:. 63,803 60,355 57,328 +5:7 +5,3 +1.1 +0e5




Table B:~~COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE FOR THE
1980 TO 1965 AND

(Number in thousands, Rates compubed

METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION:
1950 TO 1960

per 1,000 midperiod population)

, 1960 to 1965 1950 to 1960
x Components of Average anmial Components of Average annual
Aren change rate Ofwe change © rate ofew
Natural Net Netural Net Natural Net Natural Net
ine mie ine Mim ine Ml 32 mi-
crease gratlon | crease | gration| crease gration | crease | gration
United Statesiiososces| 12,626 +1, 846 1.3 +042 25,337 +2 , 660 1.5 +062
Metropolitan countiessisss 8,589. +2,436 1,3 +0. 4 16,336 +8, 634 1:5 +0.8
Central countiesisecsaes 6, 620 +740 1.3 +0,1 12,910 | +4,131 1.5 +0,.5
Suburban countiescsseasss 1,969 +1,696. 1 +1e2 3, 426 by 504 1.6 +251
Nomnetropolitan countiles.. 4, 037 -590- 1.2 ~0e2 9,002 ~5,97% 15 =10

million people through net migration, (The im-

‘balance is accounted for by net immigration
from abroad.) The figures suggest, then, that
there was a shift of about ahalf-millionpersons
from nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas.
The net shifts in population due to migration,
however, have played a legser role inpopulation
redistribution during the current decade than
wag true in the 1950’s, where there was rela-
tively heavy in-migration to metropolitanareas.
About 8.6 million net migrants were added to
the metropolitan population during the 1950's
and about 6 million were lost from the remain-
ing parts of the country. This decline in net
migration into SMSA's since 1960 has contributed
considerably to the slowing-down in the rate of
growth of metropolitan areas relative to that of
nonmetropolitan areas,

A common factor which has decreased the
rate of population growth in both metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan areas in the United States
during the current decade has been the general
decline in the birth rate during a period when
death rates have remained stable, Natural in-
crease averaged 1.3 percent per year between
. 1960 and 1965 for metropolitan counties and 1.2
~ percent for nonmetropolitan counties, compared
with 1.5 percent for both areas for the 1950’s,

The higher rate of natural increase in the
recent period for metropolitan counties com-
pared with nonmetropolitan counties is in itself
an interesting phenomenon, since fertility rates
have usually been higher in rural than in urban
areas, Apparently, the continued redistribution
of population through net migration has had an
appreciable effect on the age composition of
these areas, so thatonanoverall basis the crude
birth rates for nonmetropolitan counties are no
longer higher than the crude birth rates for
metropolitan counties, Migration rates are

highest in ages 18 to 29, and the shifting of the
young population through net migration from
nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas is tending
to increase the average birth rate for metro-
politan areag and to depress the rate in non-
metropolitan areas. At the same time, the crude
death rates of the nonmetropolitanareas remain
relatively high; in fact, in practically every
State, the average annual death rate of the
1960-65 period for nonmetropolitan parts of
States was substantially higher than the corre-
sponding rate for the metropolitan parts (table 7).
Thus, nonmetropolitan rates of natural increase
have fallenbelow those of metropolitanareas,

Metropolitan growth has been more rapid
during the early 1960’s in the West and South,
where rates of growth have been on the average
about 50 percent higher thanfor all metropolitan
areas in the United States (table 5), Metropoli-
tan areas in the Northeast and North Central
States, on the other hand, have been growing at
a much slower rate, Growth in nonmetro-
politan counties varied considerably from region
to region, with only the North Central States
showing rates of growth innonmetropolitan pop-
ulation well below the national average.

In general, substantial net in-migration to
metropolitan areas since 1960 has been con-
fined to the South and West. For nonmetropoli-~
tan areas, only the Northeast, and in particular
the Middle Atlantic States, have experienced an
appreciable net in-migration,

In general, net migration for metropolitan
areas tended to behigher for the larger SMSA’s,
Those over 1 million population (in 1965) and
those with population between 500,000 and 1
million gained slightly more than 2 percent of
their 1960 population through net in-migration
(table C), The smallest areas, that is those
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Table C.--POPULATION CHANCE FOR METROPOLITAN AREAS, 1960 TO 1965, BY SIZE IN 1965
(Numbers in thousands)

Population Change, 1960~65 Net migration, 1960=65
Size category Percent of

' 1965 1960 Number Percent Number 1960
1 population
411 metropoliten aress®;.. 129,313 118,377 +10, 936 4942 +2, 400 +240
1,000,000 and OVeTrsissascsssss 72,182 66,157 +6,025 +9s1 +1,525 +263
500,000 to 1,000,000s400ss046s 24,048 21,884 +2, 164 +949 +535 2 ol
100,000 to 500,000issessses0e 31,220 28, 604 +2, 616 +9.1 +366 +1:3
Under 100,00060s40060sd00600i6 1,863 1,733 +130 +7e5 =26 wleb

1 Excludes Middlesex and Somerset Counties, N.J.

with populations under 100,000, showed a net
out-migration for the 1960-65 period amounting
to 1 1/2Vpercent of their 1960 population, Of
course, there were substantial variations from
these averages; and, even in the largestSMSA’s
(those in excess of 1 million population) there
were individual areas of net out-migration,
with the Pittsburgh SMSA actually registering a
population loss,

Easily the fastest growing metropolitan area
during the 1960’s is Las Vegas, Nev., whose
population is estimated to have increased by
more than 80 percent in 5-1/4 years. The
Oxnard-Ventura, Calif., and the Anaheim~Santa
Ana-Carden Grove, Calif. metropolitan areas
both have experienced increases of well over 50
percent, much of it as a result of suburban spill-
over from Los Angeles County. Huntsville,Ala.,
site of current missile research, and Santa
Barbara, Calif, were SMSA’s that increased by
about 45 percent, Ten metropolitan areas have
had increases in excess of 25 percent in their

population between 1960 and 1965 (table D), Of
the ten fastest growing SMSA’s, two, Oxnard-
Ventura, Calif., and Fayetteville, N.C,, were not
officially classified as metropolitan in the 1960
Census, and a third, Anaheim-Santa Ana~Garden
Grove, Calif,, was part of the Los Angeles-Long
Beach, Calif. SMSA, The remaining sevenareas
were also among the most rapidly growing
metropolitan areas during the 1950's.

The largest numerical population increase by
a metropolitan area was experienced by the Los
Angeles-L.ong Beach SMSA, with about 700,000
people having been added since 1960.. The New
York metropolitan area added nearly 700,000,
and the Chicago, Washington, and Anaheim areas
increased by over 400,000 each (tableE). A total
of 28 metropolitan areas are estimated to have
increased in population by over 100,000 each
since 1960,

Table Es~-METROPOLITAN ARFAS WITH POPULATION
INCREASE OF 200,000 OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965

Table Da=-METROPOLITAN AREAS WITH POPULATION TN~
CREASE OF 25 PEECENT OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965 Population
Stendard metropolitan increase,
Percent statistical area 1960 to
Standard metropolitan increase, 1965
statistical area 1960 to
1965 1. Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif.ses 727,000
2. New York, N.Yiceessescscisansacss 671,000
1o Las Vegas, NeVisissescscosessesss 82:4 3. Chicago, Illicesscescsssscassinss 468,000
2. Oxnard-Ventura, Califiisecevicsscs 59:5 4o Washington, D.Co=Mde=~Vassiesoseose 419,000
3. Ansheim-Sante Ana-Garden Grove, . 5¢ Anahelm-Sante Ana-Garden Grove,

Calif.iiio-.oios-oii-iu.ooooeoo6 57.3 Califuuégo'ioninoa.oo-néu-uci-i. 404,000
4o Huntsville, AlBicicesieieessessoe 45 e 6. Philadelphia, Pae-NeJiiessossssse 321,000
5, Santa Barbara, Calificsiseesessee 4dol 7: Houston, TeXeeoeesnsvovscosassoss 278,000
6a San Jose, Callfiiiiseisssssciscon 37:8 8s San Francisco-Oakland, Califcssss 270,000
7o Remo, NeVicsooiséisoocisossisssne 33,2 9, San Jose, Califisececescossossces 243,000
8, Fts Lauderdale~Hollywood, Flasees 32:2 10s Detrolt, Michisieicsssscencncsasse 224,000

9. Fayetteville, NiCicsosssécoéscose 3062 11 San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario,
10: San Bermardino-Riverside~Ontario, Calificecososococnsnssosvsosonse 217,000
Califceciviossscossescscscescnsn 26,7 12 Dalles, TeXesecoosaséissssscooace 205,000




Twenty-nine metropolitan areas had popula-
tions of a million or more in 1965, five more
than in 1960 (table 4), The areas joining the
one-million-and-over class were Anaheim-
Santa Ana-Garden Grove, Calif.; Denver, Colo,;
Miami,, Fla.; New Orleans, lLa.; and San
Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif, Another
35 areag had 500,000 to 1 million population.
All but 21 areas had at least 100,000 population.
Among the larger SMSA’s, both the Anaheim-~
Santa Ana-Garden Grove and San Jose areas
advanced congiderably in terms of population

rank, from 38th and 45th in 1960 to 25th and
32nd, resgpectively, in 1965, The largestchange
in rank of metropolitan areas between 1960 and
1965 however, was achieved by Las Vegas,
which rose from 176th to 128th, Oxnard-Ventura
experienced nearly as large an increase inrank,

Not all metropolitan areas have grown since
1960, however, Of the 219 areas presented in
this report, 15 are estimated to have lost popu-
lation since 1960, Most of these areas are in -
the Northeast and Middle West,

Table F,--PERCENT INCREASE IN POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN COUNTIES: 1960 TO 1965

Total Nunber of counties with percent increase ofw- Number of
4 - counties
. Area of 25.0 and | 15.0 to | 10.0 %0 | 5.0 to | 0.0 to | VIR
counties over 2449 1449 9:9 4.9 |P pi
oss
Metropolitan counties; s 1436 2 72 8¢ 9 99 39
Central countiessessss 1246 13 29 4 60 70 27
§uburban countiesssves 190 31 43 41 34 29 12
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
Metropolitan counties:ss 100.0 10:1 16.5 20:2 21.6 2247 8.9
Central countiesisiess 10040 5.3 11.8 19,1 2t 28,5 11:0
Suburban countiesaiess 10040 16.3 2246 21:.6 17.9 15.3 643

1 Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties, Gas, counted as one unit.

Of the 437 metropolitan counties in the coun-
try, the vast majority showed population gains
between 1960 and 1965 (table F), Only 39 lost
population during this period. Suburbancounties
in general grew more rapidly thancentral coun-
ties of metropolitan areas during the period,

Table G.-~-METROPOLITAN COUNTIES WITH POPULATION
INCREASE OF 150,000 OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965

Population
Metropoliten county %gzgazi:

1965

1. Los Angeles, Calif, (Los Angeles~
Tong Beach SMOAYiiascsocecssasooes 727, 000
2, Orenge, Celif. (Anahelm~Sante Ana-
Garden Grove SMIA).eiesssosssssse 404, 000
3. Cook, T1l: (Chicago SMSA).ieesaessl 280,000
4e Harris, Tex. (Houston SMSA}....... 251,000
5, Suffolk, N.Y. (New York SMSA).....| 245,000
6. Santa Clara, Calif, (8an Jose
SMSA)eisrcescccoisnvennencnsasass| 243,000
7. Dallas, Tex. (Dallas SMSAJsescssne 183,000
8. Prince Georges, Md. (Washington
SMBA)ocesooeocinsossissssbaiavass 164,000

9. Maricope, Ariz. (Phoerix SMSA).e.s| 155,000

Of the 246 central counties, only 5 percent in-
creased by 25 percent or more, Over 16
percent of the suburban counties grew this
rapidly. Well over half of all suburban counties
(61 percent) gained 10 percent or more popula-
tion, as compared with only 36 percent of cen-
tral counties, Almosttwice aslarge a proportion
of central counties lost population than sub-

urban counties,

Los Angeles County and adjacent Orange
County, Calif, easily outdistanced all other
metropolitan counties in terms of number of
persons added to the population since 1960

(table G).

Of the counties gaining population, 44 had
increases of 25 percent or more over 1960,
Fastest growing metropolitan counties were
Clark County, Nev, (Las Vegas); Sarpy County,
Nebr. (Omaha), site of a large U.S. Strategic
Air Command (SAC) base; Ventura, Calif,
(Oxnard-Ventura); Orange, Calif. (Anaheim-
Santa Ana-Garden Grove); Madison, Ala, (Hunts-
ville); Jefferson Colo. (suburban Denver); and
Virginia Beach, Va, (Norfolk Portsmouth), both
a suburb and a major resort, all with over 50
percent increase since 1960 (table H),




Table H.~-METROPOLITAN COUNTIES WITH POPUIATION
INCREASE OF 45 PERCENT OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965

‘ Percent
Metropolitan county 11}';28&?5’
! 1965
1; Clark, WNev. (Lag Vegas SMSA)isess 8244
2s Serpy, Nebr, (Omaha SMSA).iiacess 66,5
3s Vembura, Calif. (Oxnard-Venmtura
EMBA)issoncoasoosacebonivasansii 5945
4, Orange, Calif, (Apaheim-Sante
Ana-Garden Grove SMSA)i.secscsse 573
5, Madison, Ala, (Huntsville SMSAY.. 55,6
6 Jefferson, Coloe (Denver SMSA)ess 5344
7s Virginid Beach city, Vas
(Norfollk-Portsmouth SMSAYceseoss 52.6
8, Rendall, Tex, (Amarillo SMSA}..s. 9.2
9, Clayton, Ga. (Atlanta SMSA)...... 4747
10, Pringe Georges, Md. (Washington
SI\/IS:‘;A-jdéoalno-obwodééoé-éoéoaéee- 45,9
METHODOLOGY

E?{éefot as noted, the estimates are based on
an average of the results of three estimating
procedures for metropolitan counties and two
procedures for the nonmetropolitan remainders
of States, Starting with the 1960 Census as a
base, the method used available current series
of figures to estimate the population growth or
decline since 1960, The methods used for
metropolitan counties are: (1) the Census Bu-
reau’s Component Method II, which employs
vital statistics to measure natural increase and
school enrollment (or school census data) as a
bagis for measuring net migration; (2) a com-
posite method, in which separate estimates are
prepared for different segments of the popula-
tion using different types of current data for
each group; and (3) a housing unit method, in
which estimated changes in the number of oc-
cupied housing units are used as the basis for
estimating changes in population,

For the nonmetropolitan portions of most
States, only Method II and the Composite method
were averaged in developing the final estimates,
There is for most States a general underreport-
ing of building permits for areas outside metro-
politan counties, making the Housing Unit method
inappropriate for developing population esti-
mates for these areas, In eight States, however,
the building permit data were believed to be
adequately reported for present estimation pur-
poses. For these States all three methods were
used (see section on Limitations).

As a last step, estimates for the metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan parts of each State were

5

summed and adjusted to the State totals pub-
lished in Current Population Reports, Series
P-25, No, 348,

Component Method 1L —~Component Method I
involves (1) subtracting Armed Forces from the
1960 Census count to arrive at an estimate of
the civilian population on April 1, 1960, (2) add-
ing to this 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 net
civilian migration, (5) subtracting an estimate
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 inthe
area on the estimate date. The net movement
of civilians into the Armed Forces was first
estimated for each State and then apportioned
to counties within the State on the basis of the
1960 population, The initial estimates for States
were obtained in connection with State estimates
of the total population for July 1, 1965, pub-
lished in report No. 348 of this series.

The basic steps involved in the estimation of
net civilian migration according to Component
Method II are as follows: (1) Net migration
rates for children between exact age 7.5 years
and exact age 15,5 years at the estimate date
are developed on the basis of data from the 1960
Census and statistics on school enrollment in
the elementary grades 2 to 8, Essentially, the
procedure compares actual school enrollment
on the estimate date with the “expected” enroll-
ment based on the survivors of the 1960 popula-
tion in the appropriate ages, The difference
between the actual and expected enrollment is
assumed to representnet migration of the school
age population, (2) The rates are multiplied by
a factor to obtain the estimated migration rate
for the total population, This factor isbased on
the age structure of intercounty migrants as
shown by the annual Current Population Survey
on population mobility.? (3) The resulting rates
are applied to the civilian noninstitutional popu-
lation of all ages in each area in 1960 (plus
one-half the births and minus one-half the deaths
and net movement of civilians into the Armed

2U.S, Bureau of the Census, Current Popula-
tlon Reports, Series P-20, No. 150, "Mobility of
the Population of the United States: March 1964
to 1965," April 14, 1966, end the corresponding
reports for earlier years. The factors used

for periods since April 1, 1960, ere as follows:

April 1, 1960 to Factor
July 1, 1965 1.08
July 1, 1964 1.12
July 1, 1963 1.18
July 1, 1962 1.25
July 1, 1961 1.34
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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, Series P-25,
No. 339, by a step-by-step application fo a
particular area.

Composite method,—In the Composite meth-
od? “independent estimates are prepared for the
population in several age groups, using methods
and base data considered most appropriate for
each age group. An estimate isthenderived for
the population as a whole by summing the in-
dependently derived estimates for each age
group. In the application here, the number of
deaths of persons 45 years old and over, by age,
sex, and color, is used to estimate the popula~-
tion. 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 corre-
sponding age groups; school enrollment is used
to estimate the population of school ages (5
fhrough 17 years old); and the number of births
in the previous 5-year period, in comjunction
with school enrollment data, is used toestimate
the population under 5 years of age. The esti-
mates for these broad ages are then summed to
yield an estimate of the population atall ages,

The steps in applying 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 45 to 54 years up through 75
years old and over, for the United States and
each area, using death statistics for 1960 and
the population on April 1, 1960, obtained from
the decennial census counts.* (2) Compute the
corresponding death rate for the United States
for the 12-month period centered on the esti-
mate date. (3) Prepare an estimate of the
specific death rates for each area for the 12-
month period centered on the estimate date, on
the agssumption that the change in the death rate
for each area from 1960 was the same as for the
United States as a whole, (4) Compute the esti-
mated population for each area on the estimate

*Doneld J. Bogue and Beverly Duncen, "4 Com~
posite Method for Estimating Posteensal Popula-
tion of Small Areas by Age, Sex, and Color," in
National Office of Vital Statistics, Vital
Statigtics-~Special Reports, Vol. XLVII, No. 6

(August 24, 1959,

4Tt would have been desirable +to have used
figures for s 2-year period centered on April 1,
1960, in order to reduce +the impact of the an-
nual fluetuations on the date. However, data in
the required detall by counties are not avail-
able for 1959. '

date in each age-sex~color group, dividing the
number of deaths for each group inthe periodby
its current specific deathrate as obtained above,
(5) Add together the specific age-sex-color es-
timates so as to derive an estimate of the popu-
lation 45 years old and over for each area on the
egtimate date,

In the smaller areas, when deaths were dis-
tributed by age, sex, and color, there were
extremely small numbers of deaths in some age-
sex-color groups, The thinness of these data
made their use as 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, by sex.”

B. Population 18 to 44 years of age: Es-
timates of the number of females 18 to 44 years
old as a group are first developed in a manner
corresponding to steps (1) through (4) above
using data on the number of births in the United
States, by color, and the number of females 18
to 44 years of age. Then, the ratio of the num-
ber of males to females in 1960 in the area in
this age range, adjusted for change in this ratio
for the United States as a whole between 1960
and the estimate date, is used to arrive at an
estimate of the number of males in each area.
The number of males and the number of females
are summed to yield an estimate of the popula-
tion 18 to 44 years, (Estimates are derived for
the civilian resident populatior; the number of
Armed Forces in the area is included as a final
step.)

C. Population under 18 years of age: The
estimated population in this age group was de-
veloped by a component procedure similar to
that described for Component Method II above,
The procedure as applied tothe populationunder
18 years of age involves: (1) Obtaining the
April 1, 1960, 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) subtracting deaths for the
group for the same period; and (4) adding an
estimate of net migration,

Estimates of net migration for this group
were obtained from the migration rate of the
school-age population derived earlier as partof

>Ten counties in excess of 100,000 population
were also treated this way. Furthermore, for
Montgomery County, Texas, veported births and
deaths for 1965 were inconsistent with other
years, so that en average of 1964 and 1966
values was used o derive the estimate.



the Component Method II procedure, The factor
used toconvert the school-age population migra-
tion rate to the rate for the population under 18
years of age was based on national ratios, For
the 1960-65 period the factor was 0.99,°

Housing Unit method,-The Housing Unit
method of estimating population rests on the
assumption that changes in the number of oc-
cupied housing units in an area reflect changes
in the population, The estimate of change in the
number of housing units between 1960 and the
postcensal estimate date is derived from data
on building permits and demolitions, or from
data on residential electric utility connections,
or from other types of data which reflect new
residential construction in an area, such as
“certificates of occupancy,” Changes in the
population, however, depend not only onchanges
in the number of new houging 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.estimate date,

In the specific application here, the esti-
mated number of occupied housing units on the
estimate date is used to derive estimates of the
population 18 years old and over, The estimated
number of occupied housing units on the esti-
mate 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 permit,
demolition, and utility data, The vacancy rate
in each area was assumed to be the same as in

1960,

The estimated 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 esti-
mated population 18 years old and over livingin
households on the postcensal estimate date, In
the absence of specific information on adults per
household for the individual areas, postcensal
changes in this ratio were estimated on the
bagis of the national trend. (National data avail-
able from the Census Bureau’s Current Popula-
tion Survey? indicated a decline of ,0287 in this
average number between 1960 and 1965.) Asa
final step, it was necessary to add in an allow-

6A more detailed description of the use of
Component Method IT for deriving population es-
timates by age is given in report No. 354 of
this series.

7Current Populetion Reports, Series P=-20,
No. 140, '"Households end Families, by Type:
1965," July 2, 1965.
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ance for the population living in group quarters.
such as hotels, rooming houses, college dormi-
tories, military barracks, and institutions,
Where appreciable changes have occurred in
Armed Forces station strength and in college
dormitory population since 1960, 1960 census
counts of the group-quarters population have
been adjusted to reflect these changes. In all
remaining cases, however, the 1960 population
in group quarters was used for 1965,

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 the component procedure described
above in section C of the “Composite method.”

Special estimates for selected areas,—For a
number of areas, additional data are available
for use in the preparation of population esti-
mates. Such sources as special censuses
conducted by the Bureau of the Census since
1960, censuses conducted by State governments,
and those conducted by county agencies were
drawn upon to provide benchmarks for the esti-
mate series shown here. Areas where censuses
have been drawn upon in developing the 1965
estimates are shown in table J.

For New York City, use was made of popula-
tion estimates by boroughs derived from a 1965
housing and vacancy survey conducted by the
Bureau of the Census for the City of New York,
Population estimates derived from the survey
were averaged with Method II and Composite
method estimates, with the survey-based esti-
mate receiving half the weight and each of the
other two estimates one-fourth weight,

For Cuyahoga County, Ohio (Cleveland SMSA),
the results of the Federal Census of April 1,
1965, for Cleveland city were drawn upon in
combination with an independent estimate for
the remainder of the county.

Estimates shown for Denver County, Colo,
(Denver SMSA) have been adjusted to reflect
annexations to the county since 1960, Estimates
for adjacent counties have been adjusted
downward,

SOURCES OF DATA

The basic data used in preparing the popula-
tion estimates presented here were provided by
Federal, State, and local agencies, School
enrollment data were obtained from State and
local Departments of Education, and from the
appropriate Catholic school. officials and The
Official Catholic Directory, Vital statistics
were provided by the Division of Vital Statistics




Table J.--AREAS FOR WHICH SPECIAL SOURCE DATA WERE USED

IN DEVELOPING POPULATION ESTIMATES FCR 1965

Percent of
Counties Source used in 1965 pop.
, Area covered by developing Date of in area
) gpecial special source covered by
N data estimates gpecial
¢ data
Alvany-Schenectady-Troy (N.Y.) SMShe.o Saratogi. seeee.| OSpecial census...| Mar. 15, 1966 14,3
Binghambon (N,Y,-Pa.) SMSA.ecssosseees| Broome, Tioga,.| Speclal census...| Mar. 15, 1966 88,8
Buffalo {N.Y¥e) SMSAu.ecooocssoscnssnns| Eli€uusascencsa| Special census,..| Apr. 18, 1966 }“ ALL
Niagara,eeeeseoi Opecial census,..| Apr. 3, 1967
Charlotbe (NoCo) SMSAeooeocossoossassse| UNlOMasscesosas| SpDeCLRLl cENBUS,..| Jan. 24, 1966 13,3
Detroit (Mich.) SMSAcecccooososccccono| MBCOMD, ouossass| Expanded school Annual, as of 13,1
: census, May 3L,
Greensboro-High Point (N.C.) SMSAeeeee| Allivoseeecoess| Special census.,.| Jan, 25, 1966 ALL
Huntsville (A1a.) SMSAc.cevocscoscsnos| MBALEON. s uooves| Special census,..| Sept.22, 1964 81,6
KBIE8E o ¢ 0 savesocossacscovvssosacvssace] Alluvusscossoss| State census®,,..| Annual, as of ALY
Y Jan, 1,
Loulsville (Ky.-Ind.) SMSAsceoovecvosce] Alliveecssosoess| Special census,..| May 14, 1964 AlL
MaSEECHUEEt S, o eveoovossosnssosocasses] Allecocovscvess| State censust,,..| Jan, 1, 1965 ALl
New York {(N,¥.,) SMSA.....cccvvsecasons| NABBBU,.v......] Special census,..| Mar, 15 and 29.5
e : Apr, 26, 19652
T Rockland.......] Speclal census...| Apr. 1, 1963
. Apr, 28, 1966
B SULLOLK, 0 0seens] Special census...| 1963 to 19677
Westchester,.,.| Special census...| Apr. 6, 1965
Raleigh (N.C.) SMSAuuesoscesasosscsasel Alloceccvnseeos| Special census,..| Jan. 24, 1966 A11
Rhode Islanle.cessosnssosscvoscscacsso] Allasuososcooos| SPECial census...| Oct. L, 1965 ALL
Rochester (NoY.) SMSAe.oceosccosoosoca] MONTOC, 0ssesaa| Special census.,.| Apr. 1, 1964 89.2
WayNe,.enoavooe| Special census,,.| Apr. 12, 1966
Salinas-Monterey (Calif,) SMSA.ececcee] Bllecevececessse} Special census,..| Jan, 7, 1966 All
San Jose (CBLif,) SMSAe..veesococacsss| Allesesssssooss]| COunty census,,..| Apr, 1, 1966 A1l

1 pdjusted to be consistent with definitions of usual residence employed in Federal censuses,

2 Except Long Beach city, May 4, 1964,

3 Censuses teken in selected towns comprising 96 percent of the county's 1960 population,

of the National Center for Health Statistics, U.S,
Public Health Service, The birth and death
statistics represent final figures classified ona
residence basis, for each year, through 1965,¢
The figures on military 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,® 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 other counties, satisfactory

8Because of the nearly complete registration
of births in metropoclitan areas, mno corrections
were made for lncomplete reporting of births in
these sreas. Births for the noometropolitan re-
meinder of States, however, include the adjust-
ment made for underregistration of births for

the State as a whole.
9U.5, Buresw of ‘the Cemsus, Construction Re-

ports, Building Permits, Series C-40, monthly

and annuel summaries.,

statistice on demolitions are not regularly
agvailable, but in most cases the number of
demolitions is considered tobe relatively small,
In New York City, figures on certificates of
occupancy issued were used in lieu of the build-
ing permit series, In Cuyahoga County, Ohio,
use was made of the annual Real Property In-
ventory of Metropolitan Cleveland for areas
outgide Cleveland city,

Figures on the number of residential elec-
tric meters were provided by the electric
utility companies in the central counties, These
utility data series were used in lieu of building
permit and demolition data for most central
counties.

LIMITATIONS

Total population change in an area between
the census date and the estimate date consists
of the net contribution of births, deaths, and
migration, the last comprising net migration of
civilians and members of the Armed Forces,




The estimates of net migration shown inthis re-
port are subject to a considerably greater per-
centage 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 popu-
lation change between a census date and the
estimate date may also be subject to substantial
error. Moreover, although the estimates of
total population change and the population esti-~
mates themselves have the same absolute
errors, the relative errors in the populationes-
timates are considerably smaller, of course,
than those in the estimates of population change.
Method II and the Composite method have been
extensively tested and evaluated over the past
two decades, As mentioned earlier, Component
Method 11, is essentially the same (with modifi-
cationg ;,in application) as that used over the
years to prepare annual postcensal estimates of
State population, published regularly in this
series of reports, Tests of accuracy of Method
II and the Composite method (compared with
other- methods of preparing postcensal popula-
tion estimates) have been conducted over the
years, and the results have been summarized in
a number of publications.*

The most recent tests indicate that 1960 pop-
ulation estimates for large metropolitan areas,
based on an average of Component Method Iland
the Vital Rates method, differed from the 1960
Census count by about 3,3 percent, on the aver-
age (for counties, the corresponding average
error was 4,3 percent), The test estimates 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 for -the fastest growing
counties and relatively modest for countiesthat
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 between April 1960 and

1050me recent studies are: (a) Meyer Zitter
and Henry S. Shryock, Jr., "Accuracy of Methods
for Prepering Postcenssl Population Estimates
for States and Local Areas,” Demogrs Vol. I,
No. 1, 1964; (b) Naticumal Vital Statistics Divie
sion (now the Division of Vitel Statisties),
U.8, Public Health Service, Preliminary Report
of the Study Group on Postcensal Population Eg-
timates, The Public Health Conference on Records
and Statictics (Document No. 500.6), Washington,
D.C., June 11, 1962; and {c¢) "A Partiasl Evelua-
tion of Four Estlma‘olng Techniques," David T.
Goldberg and T. R. Balakrishngn, Michigan Popu-
lation Studies No, 2, University of Michigan,
Amn Arbor, Mich., 1961,
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July 1965, the average error of the estimates is
substantially smaller?! On the other hand, even
for short time pevriods, large fluctuations in the
migration component occur, Deficiencies inthe
bagic data, differences in the relationship be-
tween migration of the total population and 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 car-
ried out for the Housing Unit method for the
1950 decade, mainly because of lack of adequate
data., Tests have been conducted, however, for
46 large cities against special censuses taken
during the current decade,*? The Housing Unit
technique is beset with a number of hazards
and, as mentioned earlier, involves a variety of
assumptions concerning such important uncer-
tainties as (a) the completeness of reporting of
the basic data on new residential construction
and demolition; (b) the pattern of time lag be-
tween issuance of permits and the time whenthe
unit is completed and ready for occupancy; ™
(c) changes in the average size of household;
(d) changes in vacancy rates; and (e) changes in
the size of the nonhousehold population,

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 population under 18,

1iFar the 39 metropolitan counties where re-
cent special census (or local census) data were
available, estimates based on the averaged re-
sults of the ‘three uniform procedures differed
from those published here by an everage of 2.2

~ percent,

12poneld E. Stersinic end Meyer Zitter,
"Aecuracy of the Housing~Unit Method in Prepar
ing Population Estimates for Cities," paper
presented at the 1966 Ammual Meeting of the Pop-
uwlation Association of America. Copies are
available from Population Division, Buresu of
the Census, Washington, D.C. 20233,

13Tne lag between issuence date sand comple-
tion date varies by type of structure and from
area to area. For convenience, permit date were
uged unlformly with e 3-month leg for all areas,
The cholee of lag oen be very important over
short periods of time, particularly where the
number of permits fluctuates sherply, .or where
large multi-unit structures are covered by &
gingle permit. Over longer estimating periods,
the choice of time lag has consideresbly less im-
pact. Studies at the nationel level indicate
thet all but about 2 percent of units authorized
are eventually built.
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It has been demonstrated in the past that the
averaging together of several estimates tends
to improve the over-all resgults, provided that
the methods use symptomatic data that are
largely independent of one another,

It has been assumed that the reporting of
building permits in all metropolitan counties is
complete. For nonmetropolitan parts of States,
however, there are large areas not covered by
building permit data. A review of the building
permit material indicated that in eight States
the bulk of the nonmetropolitan population (80
percent, or more) was residing in counties
substantially covered by building permits,
Therefore in these States the building permit
data were accepted for use in the present esti-
mating procedures, These States were Cali-
fornia, Delaware, Hawaii, Maryland, New Jersey,
Rhode Island, Virginia, and Washington**

Although the estimating procedures em-
ployed in the current series of estimates appear
to offer reasonable and satisfactory results for
the ' development of county estimates on a
continuing basis, the Bureau of the Census is
keenly interested in the development of methods
and source data which may help to improve the
estimates. Statistics particularly well suited
for population estimation purposes may be
available for some areas; for example, school
censuses where appropriately conducted should
provide highly accurate figures on population of
school age. In some instances, counts of the
adult population are also obtained in conjunction

léSee Bureau of the Censug, Construction
Reports-Building Permits, "Housing Authorized in
Individual Permit-Issuing Places: 1965," C40-65-
13, appendix tables I, II, end III.

with these school censuses, Sample surveys
may provide useful data reflecting local changes
in the number of persons per household, Infor-
mation concerning such gpecial data for specific
areas covered in this report should be sent to:
Chief, Population Divigion, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Washington, D.C. 20233,

RANGE OF ESTIMATES

Ag indicated above, the estimates shownhere
are derived by giving equal weight to the results
of two or three separate estimating procedures
using different symptomatic data, The use of
equal weights implies that the methods provide
estimates of roughly comparable average ac-
curacy. The results of tests of the separate
methods are not yet conclusive enough to war-
rant the assignment of differential weights, A
method that tends to be accurate on the average
may be less accurate in a particular area.

Table K summarizes the consistency of the
individual estimates for SMSA counties. Two
kinds of summary measures are shown: (a)
The percentage deviation of a given 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, again averaged over the specified
set of areas. The latter indicates the range
among the results of the three methods. The
differences among the several estimating
methods are relatively small for SMSA's and the
more populous counties butare somewhat larger
for many of the suburban counties. A set of
estimates for these areas based on any one of
the procedures shown would have differed at
most from the estimates shown here, on the
average, by about 2.6 percent for counties and
2.0 percent, for SMSA’s.

Table Ki~-AVERAGE DIFFERENCE OF EACH METHOD FROM PUBLISHED ESTIMATE, AND AVERAGE RANGE OF ESTIMATES:
JULY 1, 1965

(Averages expressed as percentages )

Average difference from pzitblished Average

. egtimate, by method range of
Area Nm;?:g;f egtimates

Housing by three

Method II Composite ot methods?
Total SMOA'Sicsvicbsccssssncosvoscniss 219 2.0 1s7 1a7 ko5
Total CGun‘tieS;z..-a..‘...-..aa.....éu 436 206 203 2’3 5.9
Centralsicessssooscicissossoaiboséo 246 2.3 1:9 2.0 5.2
SUBUTBEN® s 0 000ssesisssocososssss 190 2.9 2.6 2.7 6:9

1 pisregarding sign.

2 Higheet estimete mimus lowest estimate divided by the lowest.
3 Tneluding Middlesex and Somerset Coumties, N.J,. Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties, Ga. (Colum-

bus SMSA) counted as one unit,




CONSISTENCY WITH EARLIER ESTIMATES

As stated above, the estimates shown here
for 1965 for metropolitan areas are usually
based on the average of the results of three
methods described above: Method 11, the Com-
posite method, and the Housing Unit method.
Also in a number of areas, special estimates
were developed as the results of the availability
of better information on population change. (See
gection on “Special esgtimates for selected
areas®.) This procedure is similar to thatused
in earlier reports containing SMSA estimates
for the 1960 to 1965 period.

In the present report, however, since esti-
mates have been developed for all metropolitan
areas and for the nonmetropolitan remainders
of States, it was possible to take advantage of
the availability of independent State totals
developed as part of the Census Bureau’s
regular - State estimates program. The in-
dependent State figures are believed to have
a much. higher degree of accuracy than esti-
mates” for subareas of States. Adjustments to
State totals should provide, therefore,an im-
provement in estimates for individual areas, on
the average, Consequently, the estimates for
metropolitan areas and nonmetropolitan parts
of each State were summed and adjusted to
State totals. Areas for which special estimates
were developed (see table J) were not included
in the final adjustment, however,

The average amount required to make the
sum of the estimates for SMSA’s and nonmetro-
politanportion of each State agree with published
State totalg (disregarding sign) was 0,6 percent.
The largest adjustment for any State was 1.7
percent, and only 10States required adjustments
of more than 1,0 percent, *°

Because of this last-step adjustment, esti-
mates shown in this report for SMSA’s are not
entirely consistent with estimates for 1960 to
1964 published previously in Series P-25,
No; 330, for the 38 largest metropolitan

areas, 16 L
RELATED REPORTS

Estimates contained in this report are con-
sistent with population estimates for States
published in Series P-25, No. 348, They super-
sede provisional estimates of SMSA’s for July 1,
1965, published in Current Population Reports,
Series P-25, Nos, 341, 344, and 347.

Estimates of the components of population
change for the 1950 to 1960 period for metro-
politan areas and counties and for the 1940 to
1950 period for SMSA’s (as defined in the 1960
Census) are shown in Series P-23, No, 7.

I

Egtimates of the population of the United
States by metropolitan and nonmetropolitan reg-
idence are published annually in Series P-20.
Figures as of March 1965 and 1966 are given in
Nos. 151 and 1638, respectively, Comparisons
between national statistics by metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan status shown in this report and
the numbers shown in Series P-20, No, 151 are
affected by differences indefinition and coverage.
The estimates obtained in the Current Popula-
tion Survey exclude about one million members
of the Armed Forces living in barracks or
similar quarters, In addition, they relate tothe
metropolitan population as defined in 1960,
There have been fairly extensive additions to
metropolitan areas since 1960; these changes
have occurred at the expense of the nonmetro-
politan population. About 4,5 million persons in
areas outside SMSA’g in 1960 have since been
reclassified as metropolitan.

Another source of difference is that this re-
port has substituted metropolitan State economic
areas for SMSA’g in New England, as previously
mentioned, Hence about one million more
people in New England are classified as metro-
politan in this report than in the P-20 reports.
Finally, there is a difference in the treatment of
Middlesex and Somerset Counties, New Jersey,
which are part of the New York-Northeastern
New Jersey Standard Congolidated Area but not
of any SMSA., These counties have been treated
as metropolitan in the present report. In the
P-20 reports, they were also classified as met-
ropolitan for postcensal years but were inad-
vertently classified as nonmetropolitan in
reconstructing the comparative 1960 figures.
The combined 1960 population of the counties
was 578,000,

1530me difficulty was encoumbtered in carrying
through +the adjustment for New York State be-
cause the areas in which specisl estimates were
used amounted to some 14 million of the State'!s
18 million populations Although the overall ad-
Justment to the State total wes relatively small
(about one percent), distributing the adjustment
pro rata only to the non-special estimates areas
(with only 4 million of the States 18 million
population) would imvolve wunusually large ad-
Justments for many metropoliten counties. Con~
sequently +the uniform -adjustment procedure was
dropped and a large "residual" was arbitrarily
assigned to +the mnonmétropoliten populstion.
Thus, the nonmetropoliten population of New York
State for 1965 includes en "overstatement" of
about 260,000 persons. The figures so affected
are footnoted agcordingly in tebles 5 and 6.

16Fgetors which mey be wused to adjust -the
published estimetes for earlier yesrs to bring
them into line with these new 1965 estimates are
availeble and can be oblained by writing to:
Chief, Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Washington, D.C. 20233,
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DEFINITIONS

Except in New England, a standard metro-
politan statistical area is a county or group of
contiguous counties which contains at least qne
city. of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or “twin
cities®” with a combined population of at least
50,000. In addition to the county, or counties,
containing such a -city -or cities, contiguous
counties are included in an SMSA if, according
to certain criteria, they are essentially metro-
politan in character and are socially and
‘economically integrated with the central city. A
detailed explanation of the criteria used in
establishing SMSA’s is given inStandard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas, Executive Office of the
President, Bureau of the Budget, 1967, Current
SMSA definitions and the changes in definitions
made since the 1960 Census are indicated in that

réport,

Changes in SMSA definitions made in March

~and April 1967 occurred too late to be incorpo-

rated into this report. Later reports in Series
P-25 will reflect these changes, however,

In New England, SMSA’s consist of towns and
cities, rather than counties. In preparing the
series of estimates presented in this report,
however, no attempt was made to compile data
for areas below the county level, basically
because of the considerably increased workload
which this would have necessitated and the great
difficulty of assembling basic data for these
small areas, Consequently, for the New England
metropolitan areas presented here, the SMSA

has been replaced by the metropolitan State
economic area, which is defined in terms of
whole counties, *7

Footnotes to table 1 indicate the nearest
equivalent State economic area (SEA) which has
been substituted for each New England SMSA in
compilation of the data, In two cases where &
metropolitan SEA has not been defined, the
nearest equivalent county has been used.

The cities listed in the title of each SMSA
are the central cities of the SMSA, For purposes
of this report, each county containing a central
city is designated as “central” county., Allother
metropolitan counties are designed as “sub-
urban,”

Data shown for the metropolitan population in
the text and summary tables of the report relate
to the sum of the estimates for metropolitan
areas, substituting nearest equivalent SEA or
county in New England, and including Middlesex
and Somerset Counties, New Jersey., The non-
metropolitan population includes areas outside
these counties,

ROUNDING OF ESTIMATES

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

17U.8. . Buresu of the Census, 1960 Cemsus of
Population, Selected Area Reports, State Eco-
nomic Areas, Final Report PC(3)-I14, U.S5. Governe
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1963,
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Toble 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF
AND COMP!

(Includes all standard metropolltan statlstical areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Buresu of the Budget,
Asterisk (#) indleates centrel counby)

STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
ONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL. 1, 1960

g . Chenge
| standara metropolftan Population 1960 o 1965 Components of chenge
» ptatistlcal ares
and counby o 4 April 1, 1960 Net
July 1, 1965 (census) Nember Percent Births De&ﬁha migration
ABILENE, TEX.,istreioneisoisicsis 126,000 120,377 +6,000 4459 16,000 5,000 -5, 000
POYLOT 46 00 vsbasrainnnnsiocisniobssoss 106,000 101,078 +d,, 000 W 14,000 4,000 6,000
JONEB4esssinsnnssbiiossnsessioisiiiis 21,000 19,299 +2,000 +758 2,000 1,000 +1,000.
AKRON, OHIO.......s600é006é60666 650, 000 605, 367 +45,000 b 71,000 217,000 +1,000
Summnlt® iicososcciivoosossancssbassess 545,000 513,569 +32;, 000 +642 59,000 24,000 4, 000
POTHBEC. v e v e verinosbsonosisiinsiiss 105,000 o1, 798 #13,000 | +1445 12,000 4,000 +6,000
ALBANY, Ghissossscsisisisscasééss 89,000 75,680 +14,000 +18:0 13,000 3,000 +3,000
DOUGHEIEY 6 s assarasesssisissinsosasss 89,000 75, 680 +14,000 | +18:0 13,000 3,000 +3,000
. ALBANY~SCHENECTADY-TROY, Ne¥siss 697,000 657,503 440,000 +641 72,000 41,000 +9,000
ALTERT* iivasoniirsniiosisorinsoiibass 264,000 272,926 +11,000 +4350 30, 000 17,000 2,000
Rensselaer¥sase 5 154,000 142,585 +11, 000 +7:7 16,000 9,000 +5,000
Sohenectady¥isasissiosisiesisossi 160, 000 152,896 +7,000 +s6 15,000 9,000 41,000
SETEHORES 54 0basbenioossssivesnisosis 100, 000 89,006 411,000 | +12:1 10, 000 5,000 +6,000
N ALBUQUERQUE, No MEKisisssi0c06dsé 288,000 262,199 +26,000 +10:0 41,000 9,000 -6, 000
Bernallllo¥iiseeiosesscesiascoosssssi 288,000 262,199 426,000 +10,:0 41,000 9,000 -6, 000
ALLENTOWN-BETHLEHEM--FASTON,

Pho=Nedssssiiess 515,000 492,168 +23, 000 +4ab 48,000 28,000 +2,000
Lehigh, Pai¥ississssseiss 236,000 227,536 +8,000 +346 * 23,000 12,000 2,000
Northampton, Pai¥iicecicsisocsviocsss 208,000 201,412 +7, 000 +3eb 19,000 11,000 =1., 000
Worren, NoJsssvesssvisoossoscooosasss 71,000 63,220 +77,000 +11:8 7,000 4,000 +5,000

ALTOONA, Phuvvrreervnscionssossss 137,000 137,270 (z) ~0:3 14,000 9,000 6,000
BLATT* 500 0i0oessensisidssisioniisisss 137,000 137,270 (%) ~043 14,000 9,000 6,000
168,000 149,493 +18,000 | +12.1 20,000 5,000 +3,000

117,000 115,580 +1,000 +1.2 16,000 4,000 10,000

51,000 33,913 +17,000 +49:2 4,000 1,000 +13,000

CALIF 6abvecssoissssssoncobnsaasd 1,107,000 703,925 +404, 000 +57:3 115,000 29,000 +318, 000

Orange*sececsscisisssssobssidissssisi 1,107,000 | 703,925 +404, 000 +57:3 115,000 29,000 +318.,000

ANDERSON, TND.yosssssssossesisiss 130, 000 125,819 #4000 4355 15,000 6,000 4,000
Madloon*seseesesiissssssssscsivssass 130,000 125,819 +4,000 +3:5 15,000 6,000 -4%,000
ANN ARBOR, MICH:eesseioisisosisos 187,000 172,440 +14,000 48k 22,000 6,000 2,000
Washbenaw®eseiscissasssrcbsssssssoiss 187,000 172,440 +14,000 +8ek 22,000 6,000 =2,000
ASHEVILLE, NiCassseos 143,000 130, 074 +13,000 49,7 14,000 7,000 +6,000
BuncombeXisososesiibis 143,000 130,074 +13,000 +947 14,000 7,000 +6, 000
1,216,000 1,017,188 +199,000 | +19:6 139,000 46,000 +106, 000

323,000 256,782 +66,000 | +25:6 35,000 9,000 +40,000

619,000 556,326 +62,000 |  #1L:2 73,000 30,000 +19,000

68,000 46,365 422,000 | 477 8,000 1,000 +16,000

153,000 114, 174 +39,000 | +33:8 17,000 4,000 +25,000

54,000 43, 541, +10,000 | +23:5 6,000 2,000 +6, 000

179,000 160,880 419,000 | +11.5 17,000 12,000 +14,000

179,000 160,880 +19,000 +11:5 17,000 12,000 +14,000

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

(Includes all standard metropoliten statistical areas as defined Jamuery 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Asterisk (*} indicates central county)

7 Less than 500 or 0,05 percent,

» Data shown for Messachusetts State Fconomic Area C.

199,136; Lowell, 164,243,

Norwalk, 96,756,

2 Data shown for Comnectleut Stete Economic Ares A,

For SMSA's, 1960 population was:

For SMSA's, 1960 populabion was:

Bridgeport, 337,983; Stamford,

Change
Standard metropoliten Population 1960 to 1965 Gomponents of change
atatistical srea
and county e .| oApril 1, 1960 . e Het
' July 1, 1965 (cenmus Nunmber: Percent Births Deaths migration

AUGUSTA, GA,~5.Co.nsonccssossonis 237,000 216,639 +20, 000 +9:3 217,000 10,000 +2,000
RACHIONA, Gi¥srevosranacisnesosssiss 155,000 135, 601 +20, 000 3147 14,000 6,000 +8, 000
AAKEN, B3Ciiviionaaninasisoiooscasibs 81,000 81,038 (7} +0:2 9,000 3,000 6,000

AUSTIN, THX6s50aiiinciascisasiis 247,000 212,136 +34,, 000 41642 29,000 8,000 +14,000
Travie¥iooaoesicacsssioissooiosasosis 245,000 212,136 +34, 000 41642 29,000 8,000 +1.4,000

BAKERSYIEID, CALIP::ieeicsavssesss 319,000 291,984 +27,000 +9 4 39,000 12,000 +1.,000
KOTT* 650 nnaninioosnsasassinssoniaiiia 319, 000 291,984 +27,000 4954 39,000 12,000 +1.,,000

BALITMORE, MDsosssoessssoiossoiss 1, 854, 000 1,727,023 +126, 000 7.3 213,000 90, 000 +4e, 000
BaLlbimore Sity*ssssisosisassiosisosss 939,000 939, 024 (z) (%) 116,000 59,000 577,000
Amne Arundeliiasisiisssisssndssossies 248,000 206, 634 +42, 000 +20:1 28,000 8,000 +21,000
BalbimOreacesuosssisisnttbaaiscivobss 557,000 492,428 +65, 000 +13.1 58,000 19,000 +26, 000
CATTOL 45000 onsoosssssbobonnosninssis 62,000 52,785 +9,000 +17:2 €,000 3,000 +6,000
Howardiseasesvioissobsnbobtonssssonbs 48,000 36,152 +12, 000 43261 5,000 2,000 +8, 000

BATON JROUGE, Thsseisosnsisoansnse 255,000 230,058 +25,000 +11:0 32,000 9,000 +2,000
Eagb Baton Rouge Parish¥s.ssssessoscs 255,000 230,058 +25,000 +1140 32,000 9,000 +2,000

BAY 61'1'Y, MICHisbssbasbivobsbobos 109,000 107, 042 +2, 000 +240 14, 000 5,000 7,000
By i 60irononsncsoonioninsnonsiaionis 109, 000 107, 042 +2,000 +2:0. 14,000 5,000 17,000

BEAUMONT--PORT ARTHUR,, TEXssessiuss 313,000 306,016 +7,000 +263 37,000 12,000 ~18,000
TELLETHONX 4 0sansvsiiansiasineareaiiss 249,000 245,659 +4, 000 4135 29,000 10, 000 ~16,000
DYBIECiissrsioonnnsssasainenionsssiié &4, 000 60, 357 +4,000 +5:9 8,000 2,000 2,000

BILLINGS, MONTiocesivsncocisococs 84,000 79,016 45,000 +6aR 10,000 3,000 ~1,000
YellowstoneXiiiossssionisscosaboassse 84,000 79,016 +5,000 +642 10, 000 3,000 -1, 000

BINGHAMION, NaYewPhisisssassossse 297,000 283,600 +14,000 +hi8 35,000 15,000 -6, 000
Broome, Ni¥s¥ssoeasssiasscsnsniinoass 221,000 212,661 +8,000 #349 25,000 11,000 6,000
Tiogs, Ni¥icesassoosscesssssscesanias 43,000 37,802 +5,000 +13:5 . 5,000 2,000 +2, 000

. SuBqUEhANNE, Paiiiiiscscisoocnnaonass 33,000 33,137 (2} +0:8 4,000 2,000 1,000

BIRMINGHAM, AIfA“/7 644,000 634, 864 +9,000 +Lok 72,000 33,000 30,000

Jefferson®ssvassesnctossisb 64, 000 634, 864 +9,000 +Lok 72,000 33,000 =30, 000
BLOOMINGTON-NORMAL, T. 20,000 83,877 +6,000 +648 10,000 5,000 +1, 000
S 90, 000 83,877 +6,000 +648 10, 000 5,000 +1,000
BOISE CTTY, TDAHOsissiesiissscsss 99,000 93,460 +6,000 4640 11,000 4,000 1,000
AGB¥isisannocnsisoicisioiossssbbssini 99,000 93, 460 +6,000 +650 11,000 4,000 -1,000

BOSTON, LAWRENCE-HAVERHILL, , )

TOWELL, MASS: Nesssosesasasiaas 3,205,000 3,109,158 +96,000 +3.1 358,000 178,000! ~-85,000
SULEOLER 4 iueeranronsosioisioannnnnsss 721,000 791, 329 71,000 -89 49,000 53,000 -107,000
ESBeXitsosesciooadacsesieosssnsovosasd 610,000 568,831 +42,000 +7:3 64,000, 35,0001 +13, 000
MLAGLEBEX 446 iaresisinsonnibessosiaiss 1,308, 000 1,238,742 +69,000 +5,6 148,000 64,000 15,000
Norfelkesssosscsoesesasicsstensiosaans 566,000 510,256 +56,000 +11:0 57,000 | 25,000 +24, 000

BRIDGEPORT, STAMFORD, NORWAIK,

CONN: iieasocsscsaisoisssisnssse 746, 000 653, 589 +93, 000 +14:2 73,000 34, 000 +53,000
Falrfield®eiseecsncsiovisssioaceniisa 746,000 653,589 493,000 +1442 73,000 34,000 +53,000

Boston, 2,595,481; Lawrence-Haverhill,

178, 409;
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Table 1.-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continved

(Includes all standard metropoliten statlstical erees as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Apterigk (%) indicetes central county)

44 Change, s ents of ¢ e
78tandard metropolitan Population 1960 to 1965 Jomponents of change
i statistlical area -
o and county July 1, 1965 fpril 1’ ‘i'%() Numbexr Percent Births Deaths N Neb, ]
£ (census) wigration
BROCKTON, MASS, e hreaon 296, 000 248, 449 +47 , 000 419,14 33,000 15,000 +30, 000
Plymouth*, . .ovviieninnsnn e 296, 000 248,449 +47, 000 +19.1 33,000 15,000 +30, 000
BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-SAN BENITO,
L s e 151,000 151,098 () 40,1 26,000 5,000 ~20,000
Cameron®, , . ... [N reeins . 151,000 151, 098 (2) +0.1 26,000 5,000 -20, 000
BUFFALO, K.Y oo, iieinrnnsnnns 1,320,000 1,306,957 +13,000 +L,0 . 147,000 69,000 ~65, 000
Brie¥, ioiiivieeiaverocaruen PPN 1,084,000 1,064, 688 +20, 000 +1.8 126,000 58,000 ~4.3,000
Niaghra,....o.oe.. e o 236,000 242,265 =17, 000 2.7 28,000 11,000 «23,000
'E‘/CAN’.’.'ON, OHIC........... veeeieane 356,000 340, 345 +L5, 000 A4 5 38,000 17,000 -5,000
starke, ..., ... s e 356,000 340, 345 +1.5,000 5 38,000 17,000 5,000
CEDAR RAPIDS, IOWA.....v.viveennn 148,000 136,899 +12,000 +8.5 19,000 6,000 -1,000
Lirfn* ....... 148,000 1.36,899% +12,000 +8.5 19,000 6,000 «1, 000
7 CHAMPAIGH-URBANA, ILL............ 133,000 132,436 +1, 000 +0,7 14,000 5,000 -9, 000
Champaign®, . ovoviinerarnennans PN 133,000 132,436 +1, 000 +0,7 14,000 5,000 -9, 000
CHARLESTON, S.C,c.uvevevnceesesee 296,000 254,578 +44,, 000 +16, L 41,000 11,000 +12, 000
Charleston®. .. .eoveness P PN 248,000 216,382 +31,000 +14,5 35,000 10,000 +6, 000
BerKeleY .o vsunssrviroranoraess cheeane 48,000 38,196 +1Q, 000 +25,0 5,000 1,000 +6, 000
CHARLESTON, W. VA., ... ivuvvirenss 245,000 252,925 -7,000 «3,0 28,000 11,000 ~24,000
Kanawha®., ., . .oirernosnanens s 245,000 252,925 7,000 ~3.0 28,000 11,000 =240, 000
CHARLOTTE, N.,C......... easreenes 360,000 316,781 +43, 000 +13,7 42,000 14,000 +15,000
MeCKLENDULE® . i v ersiveesosrsnsonersos 312,000 272,111 +4Q, 000 +14.,7 36,000 11,000 415,000
F15% 1 SR N 48,000 4dy 670 43,000 7.5 6,000 2,000 (2}
CHATTANCOGA, TENN,~CGA,..........n 292,000 283,169 +9, 000 +3,2 33, 000 14,000 ~9,000
Hamilton, Tenn,®,...cvevveonercneenss 244,000 237,905 +6, 000 +2.5 27,000 12,000 -3,000
Walker, Ga....... b wceseunrraceranns 48,000 45, 264 +3,000 +6,9 5,000 2,000 (z)
CHICAGO, TLL.iveeeureiunnnenrnsns 6, 689,000 6,220,913 +468, 000 +7.5 775,000 333,000 +26,000
[#1a1) < N Neseaecviaa e PR 5,410,000 5,129,725 +280, 000 +5.5 634,000 287,000 ~66, 000
Du Pagé...... e e iseriaeens 388,000 313,459 +74,,000 23,7 40,000 11,000 46, 000
Kane, . ..vevveonssas . renareenan 239,000 208, 246 +31,, 000 +14, 8 27,000 10,000 +14, 000
Take, . vvseunnns Ceaonn PP 333,000 293,656 +39,000 +13,3 36,000 11,000 +1.3,000
T 97,000 84,210 13,000 15,0 11,000 4,000 +6,000
e B Crreeees . 222,000 191,617 +30,000 +5,.9 26,000 9,000 +14, 000
CINCINNATI, OHIO-KY,-~IND,........ 1, 347,000 1,268,479 +78, 000 +6,2 160,000 7,000 { -15,000
Hamllton, OhLo¥, . . ..oeiiiiionrvronnss 915,000 864,121 +55, 000 +5.9 109,000 47,000 -11,000
Clermont, Ohlo..,........ eeeerana . 91,000 80, 530 +10, 000 +12,6 10,000 3,000 +3,000
Varren, Ohio.......covvunn e Voo 78,000 65,711 +12,000 +18,3 9,000 3,000 +6,000
Boone, K¥eweruiservnaronsrrncansnrsonrse 25,000 21,940 +3,000 L5 4 3,000 1,006 +1, 000
Campbell, K¥..vvuernunrcoroosareioins 87,000 86, 803 (z) (2) 11,000 5,000 =6, 000
Kenton, K¥..vovieroeneoocasonsoceocaans 122,000 120,700 +2,000 +1l.4 15,000 7,000 -7, 000
Dearborn, Ind,...cvvionvocvsvenoronns 29,000 28,674 +1.,000 +1.9 3,000 2,000 ~1, 000
CLEVELAND, OHIO. .iovnnnrnrensioas 2,000,000 1,909,483 +91, 000 +4 .7 218,000 98,000 29,000
CRyalOgaF, cverevasocscnncennns 1,695,000 1,647,895 +47,000 +2.9 184,000 88,000 49,000
GEBUER . . vaevnovivonescnrvnns 57,000 47,573 +10, 000 +20, 3 6, 000 2,000 +6,000
LaKE, . v iiiiiinaaen 176, 000 148,700 +27,000 +18.4 20,000 6,000 413,000
Meding, .oveinoroncocnnornnnns 72,000 65,315 +6,000 +9.7 2,000 3,000 +1, 000

7 Less than 500 or 0.05 percent.

1 pats shown for Massachusetts State Economic Area D,

For Brockion SMSA, 1960 population was 149,458,
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continved

(Includes all stendard metropoliten statistical ereas as defined Jamuary 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Agterisk (%) indicates cemtral county)

Change, . N
Standard metropolitan Population 1960 to 1965 Components of change
statlstical area

and county - - | April 1, 1960 . o o ) Net
July 1, 1965 {consus) Number Percent Births Deaths nigration
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO...vuvrv... 176,000 143,742 +33,000 422.6 | 16,000 €,000 +22,000
EL Paso%, .. ...., e Cheseenaanienes 176,000 143,742 +33, 000 +22,6 16,000 6,000 22,000
COLUMBIA, S.C..... [ e 289, 000 260, 828 +28,000 +10.7 33,000 10,000 +6,000
Richland%..........0v.e e enaeaans . 220,000 200,102 +20,000 +9,8 25,000 8,000 +3, 000
LeXinglon. . eeisorrvorssnvesoasonnss . 69,000 60,726 +8,000 +13.5 8,000 3,000 +3,000
COLUMBUS, GA,~ALA...... e e 260,000 217,985 +42,000 +19,.5 35,000 9,000 +16,000

Muscogee, Ga.*d,....... e veeneeneain .. . . . o
Chattahooches, Ga. brnnonoo o } 211,000 171, 634 39,000 +22.8 28,000 6,000 417,000
@ Russell, Ala......civiosvsanvoonvones 50,000 46, 351, +3,000 +7,2 7,000 3,000 -1,000
COLUMBUS, OHIO.....eueennn.. ceen 847,000 754,885 +92,000 +12,1 100,000 36,000 +27,000
Franklin®. . oiieneeavsacernncnssas ‘e 769,000 682,923 +86, 000 32,6 92,000 32,000 +26,000
Delaware, ..., .. e teeenorie e ereee 38,000 36,107 +2,000 4,5 4,000 2,000 (2)
PLoKOWAY . oot iirnriesenraninniranns 40, 000 35,855 +4, 000 +10.7 4,000 2,000 +1,000
CORF’U.S; CHRISTL, TEK...svenuunnnns 286,000 266, 5% +19,000 - 7.2 40,000 9,000 ~11,000
NUECEE®, o[ v e v arnearennonrasnenrses . 237,000 221,573 +15,000 +7.0 33,000 7,000 -10,000
San Patriﬂcio................,........ 49,000 45,021 +4,000 +8,4 7,000 2,000 -1,000
DALLAS, THEX..vvvesvrnvonsvonanaes 1,289,000 1,083,601 +205, 000 +1.8.9 147,000 46,000 +104, 000
Dallas¥ ., it iiicr i 1,134,000 951,527 +183,000 +1.9,2 132,000 39,000 +89, 000
L6 s D 50,000 41, 247 +8,000 +20.3 5,000 2,000 +6,000
Denton. e iaeneens N 61,000 47,432 +13,000 +27,9 5,000 2,000 +10, 000
Ellig.ieuunsnenns reaes e 4, GO0 43,395 +1,000 +1,7 5,000 3,000 -1,000

DAVENPORT~ROCK ISLAND-MOLINE, )

TOWASTLL . s st ovannarsonnnsaaonses 339,000 319,375 +20,000 +6,2 38,000 17,000 -2,000
Scott, ToWwa¥. ... it eiioravcccananrres 131,000 119,067 +12,000 +10.1 15,000 6,000 +3,000
Rock Island, T1l.%......viunavonnnane 158,000 150,991 +7,000 4,5 18,000 8,000 -3,000
Hemry, Tlleseuiueovonssvenosonnsinnana 50,000 49, 317 +1,000 1,7 5,000 3,000 ~1,000
DAYTON, OHIO...vuviveiovernnnnnes 791,000 727,121 +64, 000 +8,8 89,000 32,000 +8, 000
MONGEORBTY®, oy ivenarvnensnnnnarenos 568,000 527,080 | +41, 000 7.7} 66, 000 24,000 ~1,000
GrEBINE. s sesvnraorvonsnrssviorcacanns 110,000 D, 642 +1.5,000 +16.2 11,000 3,000 +7,000
Miaml, . ioieeenienvmsronroennsonennss 80,000 72,901 +7,000 +9,2 8,000 4,000 +2,000
Preble,...... 34,000 32,498 +1,000 +4,0 4,000 2,000 ~1,000
* DECATUR; 7 N 122,000 118,257 +4,000 +3,0 13,000 6,000 wdy, Q00
MACONK®, vt s vevunansouronorasarsounens 122,000 118,257 +4,000 +3,0 13,000 6,000 ~4, 000
" DENVER, COLO..cuuusnvrvroononsanns 1,073,000 929,383 +144,000 +15.5 125,000 43,000 +61,000
DENVETH, o ivinniensrrrrtenrosesinons 495,000 493,887 +1,000 +0.2 59,000 28,000 -30, 000
AGAIIB, 4o vvvnevisnesrrasrennvaessnanns 153,000 120,296 +33, 000 +27.4 20,000 3,000 +16,000
ArBpahO. st v vurirsarreranviar ey 131,000 113,426 +17,000 +15,10 15,000 4,000 +5,000
BOULAET v esvevnessnonnnvromscerssnn 99, 000 Ty 254 +25, 000 +33,2 10,000 3,000 +18,000
Tl erBON. s vt in vt iresatorsonanss 196,000 127,520 +68, 000 +53,4 20,000 5,000 +52,000
DES MOINES, IOWA............ vaees 271,000 266,315 +4,000 +1.7 32,000 13,000 | -14,000
POLK®, seiisrironsnunannsernnerosens 271,000 266,315 +4,000 +1.7 32,000 13,000 ~14,000
DETROTT, MICH.....0ovvnuneunnnuesn 3,987,000 3,762,360 +224,000 +6,0 448,000 169,006 ~55,000
WayneHk, ooy isveroirsvosrsvorooane seens 2,691,000 2,666,297 +25,000 +0.9 295,000 131,000 ~139,000
MACOMD . 4 v vveonerravarannrenas veeen .. 522,000 405, 804 +11.6, 000 +28.7 67,000 14,000 +63,000
Oakland. cusivveiivenoronsvunnnnanenns 773,000 690,259 +83,000 +12,0 86,000 24,000 +21,000

7 Lless than 500,
1 gymptomatic date not available in adequate detail to develgp geparate current popuwlation estimates for these counties., Popu~

lation in 1960 was: Muscogee, 158,623; - Chattaehoochee, 13,011,
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Table 1.~-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continyed

(Inciludes all standard metropolitan statisticel areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget,
: Asterisk (%) indicates central county)

5 . Change, .

Standard metropolitan Population 1960 to 1965 Componente of change

§ gtetistical ares
and county : April 1, 1960 . vt e e Netb

July L, 1965 (cens{ls) Number Percent Birthe Deaths migration
DUBUQUE, TOWA,....cvcnvvnnconrose 87,000 80,048 +7,000 +8,.3 12,000 4,000 -1.,000
DUBUQUEH, o iiriennrerrancnss . 87,000 80,048 +7,000 +8,3 12,000 4,000 -1,000
DULUTH-SUPERIOR, MINN,-WIS....... 267,000 276,596 -9,000 ~3,4 ) 29,000 16,000 -23,000
St, Louls, Minn,*..... 224,000 231,588 -8,000 ~3.4 25,000 13,000 -20,000
Douglag, WAS. %, .. veieevornns 43,000 45,008 2,000 “3.4 5,000 3,000 3,000
DURHAM, N.C,........ Cesrrrun e 123,000 111,995 +12, 000 +10,3 13,000 5,000 +4, 000
Durhait®, | ouiveeiivernenocssssoonnsana 123,000 111,995 +1.2, 000 +10,3 13,000 5,000 +%,000
joid PASC, TEX...... PR PP 344,000 314,070 ) +30, 000 +9.6 62,000 10,000 ~22,000
EL PABO¥, . 1uneinnrererersuorsesonnces 344, 000 314,070 430, 000 49,6 62,000 10,000 22,000
ERIE, PA..ieiriiovrnanvranunnnns 255,000 250, 682 +4,000 +1,7 29,000 13,000 ~11.,000
Erde®, oo iinennneasesacnurssssnsanns 255,000 250,682 +4,000 +1.7 29,000 13,000 -11,000
EUGENE, OREG........... 194,000 162,890 +31,000 +19,0 20,000 6,000 +17, 000
Lanej6 ..... 194,000 162,890 +31,000 +19.0 20,000 6,000 +17,000
EVANSVILLE, IND,-K¥.eieerrouvnnnas] . 223,000 222,890 (2) (2) 24,000 12,000 -13,000
Vanderburgh, Ind. %, . ..cciiiivrnvonns 165,000 165,79% ~1,000 ~0.7 18,000 9, 000 -10, 000
Warrdek, Ind......coivvveniiieaonnn, 24,000 23,577 +1.,000 +3.5 2,000 1,000 (z)
Hendersom, Ky......ii.ousiivvinnnnnse 34,000 33,519 (7) +1.3 4,000 2,000 2,000
FARGO-MOORHEAD, N, DAK,-MINN,.... 110,000 106,027 +4, 000 +3.4 13,000 4,000 -6,000
Cass, N, Dak,®, .. viiueinirniennnnnons 69,000 66,947 ] +2,000 +3.2 8,000 3,000 -3,000
Clay, MInn %, ., ccrerisorcoarnnnrascnns 41,000 39,080 +1,000 +3.6 5,000 1,000 -2,000
FAYETTEVILLE, N.C..ivvrvnenvvrren 193,000 148,418 +45, 000 +30,2 29,000 5,000 +20, 000
Cumberland®, .o viviriinssriinrorennes 193,000 148,418 +45,000 +30,2 29,000 5,000 +20, 000
FLINT, MICH, .vvurnmmcervennsosons 459,000 416,239 +43, 000 +10,2 58,000 17,000 +2,000
GENEBEE®, | iy ustvnerronsonassnssnnsnns 412,000 374,313 +37,000 +10.0 53,000 15,000 ()
B 2 47,000 41,926 +5,000 +11.,9 5,000 2,000 +2,000
FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD, FLA,.. 441,000 333,946 +1.07,000 +32,2 39,000 19,000 +88,000
Broward¥. ., e vesrreonncccrsrenasian 441,000 333,946 +107,000 +32.2 39,000 19,000 +88,000
FORT SMITH; ARK, -OKLA, ., ...... 154,000 135,110 +19,000 +14,1 17,000 8,000 +10,000
Sebastian, ATK, %, ... . ceiiriiieeoenien 76,000 66,685 +9,000 +14.1 10,000 4,000 | - +4,000
Crawford, ArK....oovrensvanannccnnnes 26,000 21,318 +4, 000 +19.7 3,000 1,000 +3,000
LeFlore, OKLB.,..ivereuensenanrnaenes 32,000 29,106 +3,000 +11.5 3,000 2,000 +2,000
Sequoyah, OKla.....viiveivirvoaannens 20,000 18,001 +2,000 +11.4 2,000 1,000 +1,000
FORT WAYNE, IND.....cvivenveunnns 259,000 232,196 +27,000 +11.,6 31,000 11,000 +7,000
ALIeT®. s i iiinienareonranonsnransnncns 259,000 232,196 +27,000 +11.6 31,000 11,000 +7,000
FORT WORTH, TEX.....cerveeeernens 627,000 573,215 +54, 000 +9.4 70,000 25,000 +9,000
TATTANEH . 44t ssereeensrsssrnresnonses 588,000 538,495 +49, 000 +3.1 66,000 23,000 +6, 000
JODNBOM. v ot evvrnsnsonrorsesscsevssrs 40,000 34,720 +5, 000 +14.6 3,000 2,000 +4,000
FRESNO, CALIF, . 'vuivevrirnannvrens 403,000 365,945 +37,000 +10.2 47,000 16,000 +7,000
FreBnO%. sy eneiravoeennsrasnrnnssnns 403,000 365,945 +37,000 +10.2 47,000 16,000 +7,000

Z Less than 500.0r (.05 percent.

B
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued

(Includes all stendard metropoliten statlstical areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.

Asterisk (%) indicates central county)

Change,
Standard metropolisen Population 1960 to 1965 Components of change
gtatistical area
and county July 1, 1965 April L, 1960 Number Percent Births Deaths ij’
(census) migration

GADSDEN, ALA...ivvovmonvens 94,000 96,980 -3,000 -3.6 10,000 5,000 -9,000
EGOWAIM . et et ve s e vinenannenenaias . 9,000 96, 980 ~3,000 -3.6 10,000 5,000 ~9,000

GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY, TEX........ 157,000 140, 364 +17,000 +12,2 18,000 6,000 +6,000
GaLVestON®, . v eriarenrrrsncnarans 157,000 140, 364 +17,000 +12,2 18,000 6,000 +6,000

GARY -HAMMOND--EAST CHICAGO, IND... 596, 000 573,548 +22,000 +3,9 75,000 24,000 ~29,000
LaKE®  ty i iiiiinnraonine P 524,000 513,269 +11.,000 +2.0 68,000 22,000 -36,000
Porter......... 72,000 €0,279 +12,000 +19,2 8,000 2,000 +7,000

GRAND RAPIDS, MICH.....vovienvnn . 502,000 461,906 +40,000 +8.6 61,000 22,000 (Z)
Kemb®, ooy cirvesonannraanacrssnnans 392,000 363,187 +29,000 +7.9 48,000 17,000 -2,000
ObbaWEa, vt v v e ev s vecsnntaanvocrsnns 110, 000 98,719 +11, 000 +11.1 13,000 4,000 +2,000

GHEAT FALLS, MONI. ... ioiveennanse 82,000 73,418 +8,000 +11.3 12,000 3,000 (Z)
Cascade®, vt iiiiirinrerineans 82,000 73,418 +8,000 +11.3 12,000 3,000 (Z)

GREEN BAY, WISusiruservanerannens) 137,000 125,082 +12,000 49,2 19,000 6,000 +2,000
Brown¥, ... i siiisseieiariiniionennen 137,000 125,082 +12,000 +9.2 192,000 6,000 ~2,000

5

GREENSBORO-HICGH POINT, N.C....... 267,000 246,520 +21,000 +8,4 30,000 10,000 +1,000
GUILEOTA®, oy irnisenraennnraveercrnans 267,000 246,520 +21.,000 +8.4 30,000 10,000 +1., 000

GREENVIILE, B0t innsiieeneans 267,000 255, 806 +11,000 +4.3 32,000 11,000 ~10, 000
Greenville®, .. vvverrverisrrsserevees 218,000 209,776 +8, 000 +3.8 27,000 9,000 -10,000
Plckens....... e Cerees e 49,000 46,030 +3,000 +6.,6 6,000 2,000 -1,000

HAMILTON-MIDDLETOWN, ORIO........ 208,000 199,076 +9,000 +h 6 24,000 8,000 -6, 000
Butler*.,. ......... P N 208,000 199,076 +9,000 +4.6 24,000 g,000 -6, 000

HARRISBURG, PA........c00nu 391,000 371,653 +19,000 +5,2 41.,000 21,000 ~1,000
Dauphin®, ., yvsvrenenn. e e 226, G00. 220,255 +5,000 2.4 24,000 13,000 . ~5,000
Cumberland....... eeeisrreeanen eiae 139,000 124,816 +14,000 +11.0 14,000 6,000 +6, 000
Perry..ov..... e e . 27,000 26,582 (z) +1,2 3,000 2,000 ~1,000

HARTFORD, NEW BRITAIN, CONN, ... 765,000 . 689,555 +76,000 +11.0 82,000 33,000 +27,000
Hartford®, vy leiesneeercerssrononsanse 765,000 689,555 +76,000 +11.0 82,000 33,000 +27,000

HONCLULU, HAWAII,........ e 571,000 500,409 +71,000 +14.1 78,000 13,000 +6,000
Honolulu®e s vusevnvecrnnroraronenesnns 571,000 500,409 +71,000 +14.1 78,000 13,000 +6, 000

HOUSTON, THEX...vvvirvrnrarnennsn . 1,696,000 1,418,323 +278,000 +19,6 195,000 57,000 +139,000
Harrds®, oo iiieveeersrnnencasnnnsnsnan 1,494,000 1,243,158 +251,000 +20.2 174,000 50,000 +126,000
Bragoria, . ..visieiiniiiiiiinionaaes 89,000 76,204 +1.3,000 +17.3 9,000 2,000 +6,000
Fort Bend. . v..euuivescosrnvsnsoooneos 48,000 40,527 +8,000 +18,7 5,000 2,000 +4, 000
T 32,000 31,595 +1,000 +2.8 4,000 2,000 ~1,000
MOnbZOMETY s vy venerrvenonsrrvonnosouns 32,000 26,839 +5, 000 +18,9 3,000 1,000 +4, 000

HUNTINGTON-ASHLAND, W, VA,-KY,-

OHIO........ Cererseirenrasenaenn 260,000, 254,780 +6, 000 +2,2 28,000 13,000 ~-9,000
Cabell, W, Va.®. . veeiurreernernonras 109,000 108,202 +1,000 +1.1 11,000 6,000 =4, 000
Boyd, Ky.*..... 54,000 52,163 +2,000 4 6,000 3,000 -1,000
Wayne, W, Va, . .uvueeereenrssnnsssenns 39,000 38,977 (%) +0,3 4,000 2,000 -2,000
Lawrence, Ohi0.....cvvverrrnansnernen 57,000 55,438 +2,000 +3.5 . 16,000 3,000 -1,000

2 Less than 500,

! Data shown for Conmectlcut State Economic Area C, For SMSA's, 1960 population was: Hartford, 549,249; New Britain, 129,397,
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Tuble, 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPUL.ATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continved

(Includes 8ll standard metropolitan statistical areas as defined Jarnwery 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.

Bsterisk (*) indicates cenmtral county)

Change,

Components of change

Standard metropoliten Populstion 1960 to 1965
Btatistlcal area
> and county .| April 1, 1960 Py Net
. July 1, 1965 (censils) Number Percent Birthe Deathe migration
HUNTSVILLE, ATAivisicoossioesniss 224,000 153,861 +70, 000 +45 5de 26,000 6,000 +50, 000
183,000 117, 348 +65,000 +5546 21,000 5,000 +49, 000
41,000 36, 513 +5,000 | +12.5 5,000 2,000 +1,000
984, 000 916,932 +67,000 +7:3 122,000 47,000 w8, 000
739,000 697, 567 +41,000 +5:9 94,000 36,000 16,000
HEIILbOn o645 s seconosisoscsonassnssiis 44., 000 40,132 e, OO0 +10:1 5,000 2,000 41,000
Hancockas s ciiie 30,000 26,665 +4,, 000 +1347 3,000 1,000 +2,000
HendricksSsssssssssssssssssossboassons 47,000 40, 896 +6, 000 +14:8 5,000 2,000 +2,000
JORNBONI 6o nisvecsssisvnossssossovboba 49,000 43,704 +5, 000 +12 44 6,000 2,000 +1,000
MOrganssosasssssssossssososssvnoisosd 39,000 33,875 +5,000 +13:8 5,000 2,000 +2,000
BRETDY 44 eannssinn; 36, 000 34,093 +2,000 454 4, 000 2,000 (7)
JAGKSON, MICH:isivosnsasissssosos 137,000 131,994 +5, 000 +450 16,000 6,000 wtyy 000
JaCkBON®isaseoobanboicsobiscosssosnsd 137,000 131,994 +5,000 w40 16,000 6,000 =4, 000
JA:CKSON, MISSiceasssesovscasosiss 250,000 221,367 +29, 000 +12:9 32,000 10,000 +6,000
HinA8%ss0e000b0bs66s666600as00006666p 211,000 187,045 +24, 000 +12.8 28,000 &,000 +4, 000
RankiNicsoescissbesososibsionsissaiss 39,000 34,322 +5, 000 +13:6 4,000 1,000 +2,000
JACKSONVILLE, FLAsisasessvsovcise 497,000 455, 411 +42, 000 +9:2 65,000 21,000 -1,000
DUVE1*6s6cs000cvisobiciicoeiorsosoads 49'7, 000 455,411 +42, 000 +9:2 65,000 21,000 ~1,000
JERSEY CITY, NeJcoscessccesesoses 619, 000 610,734 +8, 000 +1:3 67,000 39,000 =20, 000
HUABON* i cusesitasisiisiiciissioisoss 619, 000 610,734 +8, 000 +1a3 67,000 39,000 =20, 000
270, 000 280,733 -11,000 -39 27,000 16, 000 22,000
193,000 203,283 -10, 000 -5.1 19,000 11,000 ~18,000
77,000 77,450 (%) -0s 7,000 5,000 -3,000
181,000 169,712 +12, 000 +6:8 21,000 7,000 -2,000
KalamBzoo®iiscesesasisessasssiiseonsis 181,000 169,712 +12, 000 +6:8 21,000 7,000 ~2,000
KANSAS CITY, MOo~KANSiiiesssssess| 1,183,000 1,002,545 +90,000 4843 137,000 56,000 +9,000
; 100,000 - 87, kv +12,000 | +14el 11,000 3,000 +4, 000
Jackson, Moi¥iieeessscssa 640, 000 622,732 +17, 000 +248 78,000 36,000 ~-25,000
Cass, Moiss ; , 39,000 29,702 +9,000 | +3L:l 3,000 1,000 +7,000
Platbe,, Mo, sas 28,000 23,350 +4,000 | +1841 3,000 1,000 +3,000
Johnson, KenSissseessss 189,000 143,792 +45,000 | +31e5 18,000 4,000 +32,000
Wyandotte, Kansiscisiissicicisccssics 187,000 185,495 +2,000 +1el 25,000 10,000 ~13,000
KENOSHA, WISisseseevidioaceassois 114,000 100,615 +13,000 +13.3 14,000 5,000 +4, 000
Kenosha*siseisaseeasisscisicsoessies 114,000 100,615 +13,000 +1343 14,000 5,000 +4,000
KNOXVILLE, TENNi:sisossssssosssss 390, 000 368,080 421,000 | | +5.8 41,000 16,000 -3,000
Knox*ssseses 268,000 250, 523 +17, 000 +64:9 28,000 12,000 +1,000
Andersoniss 63,000 60,032 +3,000 +4eb 7,000 2,000 2,000
Blounbsceseocsssossssssiopiisosoniass 59,000 57,525 +1, 000 +264 6,000 3,000 ~2,000
LAFAYEITE, beihadbbibiacaaioed 98, 000 84,656 +13, 000 +15:9 14,000 3,000 +3,000
Lafayette Parish*iieessissssosscsisss 98, 000 84,656 +13,000 | +15:9 14,000 3,000 +3,000
LAFAYETTE-WEST LAFAYETTE, INDisss 96, 000 89,122 +7,000 +8:1 12,000 4,000 -1,000
Tippecance®iicisisesiisiisisssasicico 96, 000 89,122 +7,000 +841 12,000 4,000 =1,000

7 Less than 500,
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Table 1.-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL. 1, 1960--Continued

{Includes all standerd metropoliten statistical areas as defined Jemumry 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.

Asterisk (*) indicates central county)

N Change
Standard mebropoliten Population 1960 4o 1965 Gomponents of change
statistical area
, o county Tuly 1, 1965 !"pfii’ni&sl%o Number | Percemt |  Birthe Deaths N i{f;i ion

LAKE CHARLES, LAisessiccicesseass 135,000 145, 475 =11, 000 w763 20,000 5,000 w26, 000

Coleasien Parioh®;.isisisissisiossass 135,000 145,475 11,000 753 20,000 5,000 26,000

LANCASTER, Phisssiiosossiiisiodss 289,000 278,359 +10, 000 +3:8 32,000 14,000 ~8, 000

Lancaster¥sscicocevssiisscoonacsraaos 289,000 278,359 +10, 000 +3.8 32,000 14,000 w8, 000

LANSING, MICH:sasosseoéis0asoobss 336,000 298, 949 +37,000 +12:3 40,000 13,000 +10, 000

INgham¥, ssesoisiisasscssooansviosonods 238,000 211,296 +217,000 +1265 28,000 9,000 +7,000

Clintonisisicicsssiciscicbsoonisbanes 43,000 37,969 +5,000 +13,9 5,000 2,000 +2,000

BatoTisasasicsiinoohosdiisasasossososi 55,000 49,684 +5,000 +10:3 6,000 2,000 +1,000

LAREDO, TEisssoecsisbcssooniasss 76,000 64, 791 +11,000 +16:9 14,000 2,000 -1, 000

Webb*sasioiiisoovonosiisivibivssbsiss 76,000 64,791, +11,000 +16:9 14,000 2,000 -1, 000

TAS VEOAS, NEVisiieisicocoisoonss 232,000 127,016 +105, 000 +82e4 25,000 6,000 +85,000

Clerk*iiicosiosioisssasiasosasiasssio 232,000 127,016 +105, 000 +8264 25,000 6,000 +85,000

99,000 90,803 +8,000 +951 15,000 3,000 e, 000

99, 000 90,803 +8, 000 +951 15,000 3,000 -4, 000

91,000 86,312 +5,000 +553 10,000 5,000 =1, 000

91,000 86,312 +5,000 +5.3 10,000 5,000 ~1,000

159,000 131,906 +27,000 +20a7 14,000 7,000 +16,000

159, 000 131,906 +27,000 +20457 18,000 7,000 +16,000

LIMA, OHIOu:ssasssicesiinociobosss 112,000 103,691 +8,000 +767 13,000 5,000 +1,000

Allen®icicissccasosssceasosibiononoss 112,000 103,691 +8,000 +7:7 13,000 5,000 +1;000

LINCOIN, NEBR:sisceociscccocisase 161,000 155,272 +5,000 +3:5 22,000 7,000 ~2,000

Lancasber¥iiisesocococissicoossssoses 161,000 155,272 +5,000 +3:5 22,000 7,000 -2, 000
LITTLE ROCK-NORTH LITTLE ROCK,

ARK isiv0ceosvssvssisscnoniniiss 279,000 242,980 . +36,000 +1457 34,000 12,000 +14,000

Pulaski®.isseecesecsscesisibobbiobess 279,000 242,980 +36,000 +14sT7 34,000 12,000 +14,000

LORAIN~ELYRTA, OHIOsiscsesosssess 240,000 217, 500 +22,000 +10s3 28,000 10,000 +4, 000

Lorain¥asicseesssoosisossocsosseososn 240, 000 217,500 +22,000 +10:3 28,000 10, 000 +4, 000

LOS ANGELES«LONG BEACH, CALIF:as4 6,765,000 6,038, 77% +727,000 +12.0 721,000 297,000 +302,000

Los Angelestacoissosseiicisosvnsicioss 6,765,000 6,038,771 +727, 000 +12:.0 721,000 297,000 +302, 000

771,000 725,139 +46, 000 +6:4 91,000 38, 000 -&, 000

651, 000 610, 947 +40,000 +645 78,000 32,000 =6, 000

67,000 62,795 +5,000 +7:3 8,000 3,000 (z)

53,000 51,397 +2,000 +34:9 6,000 3,000 ~1,000

185,000 156,271 +28,000 +1842 26,000 5,000 +8,000

185,000 156,271 +28,000 +1842 26,000 5,000 +8,000

119,000 110,701 +8,000 7,1 13,000 6,000 +1,000

54, 000 54,790 ~1,000 =150 6,000 3,000 -3, 000

25,000 22,953 +2,000 +10:5 2,000 1,000 +1,000

39,000 32,958 +6,000 +1841 5,000 2,000 +3,000

7 Less than 500.
» Androscoggin County, mearest equivalent to SMSA.

lation was 70,295,

No metropolitan State economlc ares.

For Lewiston-Auburn SM34, 1960 popu--
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Table 1.—-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,

AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued

‘ (Includes all etendard metropolitan statisticel areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Asterisk (*) indicates central coumby)

p Change, y
Stendard metropoliten Population 1960 $o 1965 Compenents of change
letatistical area
and county July 1, 1965 Aprdd 1, 1960 Number Percent Births Desaths . Net

2 (census) migration
MeALLEN-PRARF~EDINBURG, THE:.is4s 202,000 180,904 +21,000 +11:5 31,000 6,000 5, 000
HAABLEOH i satanoneiasiisiassbibonissds 202, 000 180, 904 +21, 000 L5 31,000 6,000 5,000
MACON, Ghiuesioisroonnnsionroness 201,000 180, 403 +21, 000 +11,6 26,000 9,000 4, 000
BADD s 4 ervrnseveiivssiiibsaiiioisiaiss 149,000 141,249 +7,000 45,2 16,000 7,000 3,000
Hougtolesvoooontisiivisboiossrtivsssns 53,000 39,154 +14,000 +34:8 &,000 1,000 +7, 000
MADISON, WISéssissasésssaisiasacs 260, 000 222,095 +38, 000 +17:2 32,000 9,000 +15,000
Dane¥ siasivsobssbisiionbbsbstiadonsid 260,000 222,095 +38, 000 +17:2 32,000 9,000 +15,000
MANCHESTER, NoHitiisseesoiiissoss 205, 000 178,161 +27,000 +15,3 23,000 11, 000 415, 000
HELLEDOTOUEI® 6500 isosasbssss000b000ss 205, 000 172,161 +27,000 +1553 23,000 11,000 +15,000
MANSTIELD, OHIO:isis0vossssiasio 126, 000 117,761 +8,000 +7,1 14,000 6,000 (7)
Richlan¥isiessscescissinobredaiossasp 126,000 117,76l +8,000 +743 14,000 6,000 (2}

-

P MEMPHIS, TENNowARKisssssssasssans 740,000 674, 583 +65,000 +9:7 93,000 33,000 +5,000
f'>hel":7,};, Tenni*sissssisbsbbssabocosars 688,000 627,019 +61, 000 +947 86,000 30,000 +6,000
Crittenden, ATKissaisoososnsassacssis 52,000 47,564 +4, 000 4836 8,000 2,000 1,000

MIAMI, Flhsiseosescsoscissaivisse 1,061,000 935, 047 +126, 000 +13:5 101,000 50,000 +76,000
Dade*iiioincosossscisobnvinsocosssoes 1,061,000 935, 047 +126,000 +13:5 101,000 50,000 +176, 000
MIDLAND, TEKsosiiiosvasanniosesss 67,000 67,717 1., 600 wls? 8,000 2,000 8,000
Midland*icssseoassscssvsbscosssosses €7,000 67,717 -1,000 =167 8,000 2,000 -8, 000
MITWAUKEE, WISiiesesiiencssisnisss 1,275,000 1,232,731 42,000 +354 155,000 60, 000 =53, 000
MATWBUKEEN s ds0eassnsiviiososineionsiis 1,044,000 1,036,041 +8,000 +0.7 128,000 52,000 69,000
Ozaikeissossoosisonsssissnceansisnos 43,000 38, 441 +5,000 +12:2 5,000 2,000 +1,000
WaukeshBissssoeseooicoroonsansabaassse 188, 000 158,249 430,000 +18:9 21,000 6,000 - +15,000
MINNFAPOLIS=ST . PAUL, MINN..,.. osf 1,612,000 | 1,482,030 +130, 000 +8,:8 205, 000 68, 000 77,000
884,000 842,854 +42, 000 +4s 9 106, 000 40,000 «25, 000

434,000 222,525 +12,000 4258 57,000 21,000 ~25,000

124,000 85,916 +38, 000 *hbo 2 19, 000 2,000 +21,000

DakotBesssssssisoiciisrisisisssbasioo 104, 000 78,303 +26, 000 +33:2 14,000 3,000 +15,000
Washingtotissessasseiscsvsisassncinsie 65,000 52,432 +13,000 +24:7 9,000 2,000 +6,000
391, 000 363,389 +27,000 755 51,000 16,000 -8, 000

337,000 314,301 +23,000 +7:3 45,000 14,000 -8, 000

53,000 49, 088 44, 000 +8 44 6,000 2,000 (z)

MONROE, Lhisocssnsscoosscicbbases 112,000 101,663 +10, 000 +9,8 15,000 5,000 (2}
Ouschite Parish*.icisisesiecisuciassss 112,000 101, 663 +1.0, 000 +9.8 15,000 5,000 (2)
MONTGOMERY, ALAssusosnscossnnons .Ji‘ 207, 000 199,734 +7, 000 +34%7 24,000 10,000 ~7,000
MontgomeryXiissseaioisinvissoosavisns 174,000 169,210 +5,000 +2:9 21,000 8,000 ~'7,000
TLIOTC 460 0esaobsriiobisisesssssiss 33,000 30, 524 +2,000 83l 4,000 2,000 (73
MUNCYE, TNDsosssisioasaatsaioisis 117,000 110,938 +6, 000 +541 14,000 5,000 -3, 000
DelawareXaiiicooosviicocobanaosoiobes 117,000 110,938 +6,000 +5,1, 14,000 5,000 3,000
MUSKEGON~-MUSKEGON HEIGHTS, MICH.. 153,000 149,943 +3,000 +1:9 20,000 7,000 «10,000
MUuskegon®iissicinaisavibossnbscrtssns 153,000 149,943 +3,000 +1:9 20,000 7,000 ~10,000

7 Less than 500:
* Data shown for New Hempshire State Reonomle Area A: For Manchester SMBA, 1960 population was 102,861,




3

25

Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY T, 1965,

AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1968--Continued

{Includes all standard metropolitan statistical areas ap defined January 1, 1967, by the Buresu of the Budget.
Asterisk (%) indicates central county)

. Change, sy orbe of 5
Standard metropolitan Population 1960 1o 1965 Components of change
statfistical area
and county . ~ | April 1, 1960 i N I Net
! July i, 1965 (census) Number Percent Births Desths nigration
NASHVILLE, TENN.....ovevveves ceee 512,000 463,628 +48,000 +10. 4 57,000 23,000 +15,000
Davidson®, . ... vrieean. . 435,000 399,743 +35,000 - +8.8 49,000 19,000 +5,000
Bumaer. ..., ..., .. 45,000 36, 217 +9,000 2 5,000 2,000 +6, 000
Wilson,...... [N . 32,000 27,668 +4, 000 +16.2 3,000 2,000 +3,000
NEW BEDFORD, FALL RIVER, MASS. .. 411,000 398, 488 12,000 +3,1 43,000 24,000 6,000
Bristols......... PP P P 411,000 398,488 L2, 000 +3.1 43,060 24,000 -6, 000
NEW HAVEN, WATERBURY, MERIDEN,
CONN.Z .. e eiiicacroranninnes 704, 000 660, 315 +43,000 +64:6 73,000 35,000 45, 000
New Haven,,...... e ces 704, 000 660, 315 443,000 16,6 73,000 35, 000 +5,000
NEW LONDON--GROTON-NORWICH,
CONN, 2, ..... Cekenrenaeenn P 216,000 185,745 +30, 000 +1.6.1 27,000 10,000 +L1%, 000
New London®,........... AU e 216,000 185,745 +30,000 +16.1 27,000 10,000 +13,000
NEy! ORLEANS, LA,....ovviurennes .. 1,027,000 907,125 +120,000 +13.2 126,000 50,000 +4d, 000
Orlesns Parishi, .. .. ... ..ceeeerve.s €54, 000 627,525 +26,000 44,2 81,000 39, 000 -16,000
Jefferson Parish, . ..ioviiviniiineinn . 276,000 208,763 +67,000 +32.2 34,000 8,000 +41,000
St, Bernapd Pardsh....... Ceseees seves 43,000 32,186 +1.1., 000 +33,7 5,000 1,000 +7,000
St, Tammany Parish...... N PR 54,000 38,643 +15,000 +40,1 6,000 2,000 +12,000
NEW YORK, N.Y...... e >l1,366,000 10,694,632 +671,000 +6,3 1,152,000 604,000 +123,000
NEW YOIK CIET . s v o snreeegoenennennns 8,011,000 7,781, 984 +229,000 42,9 832,000 475,000 ~128,000
BrONY ¥y s 0 e ennnranrasonns P 1,538,000 1,424,815 +113,000 +8,0 158,000 83,000 +39, 000
Kings (Brooklyn Borough)¥......... . 2,704,000 2,627,319 +76,000 +2.9 302, 000 155,000 ~71,000
New York (Mambattan Borough)x,..... 1,561,000 1,698,281 ~138,000 -8.1 160,000 127,000 -7, 000
Queens®.,..... ... Ceveaaes Ceeeeies 1,948,000 1,809,578 +139,000 7,7 187,000 98,000 +50,000
RLChmOndst, \uvivsuronvmericessvoons 260,000 221,991 +38,000 +17.0 26,000 12,000 +24, 000
Nassau....... N 1,402,000 1,300,171 +102,000 +7.9 123,000 51,000 +31, 000
Rockland....... e 184,000 136, 802 +48,000 +34. 8 17,000 6,000 +36,000
SULTOLK. v ivisven s ennins fecuavearaine 912,000 666,784 +245,000 +36.7 98,000 30,000 +177,000
Westehester,...ouvinenns PN e 857,000 808, 89L +48,000 +5.9 82,000 41,000 +7,000
MEWARK, N.J,.....couen e 1,851,000 1,689,420 +161,000 |1 +9.6 187,000 93,000 +67,000
Eagex®, .., ...... s PR 978,000 923,545 +55,000 +5.9 103,000 56,000 +8,000 »
Morris,,.... eaeean e et 327,000 261,620 +66, 000 +25.1 31,000 12,000 +46,000
UBLOM, 4 v vevisenvsnnnansnncncens PP 545,000 504,255 +41, 000 +8,2 52,000 25,000 +14,000
NEWPORT NEWS-HAMPTON, VA......... 272,000 224,503 +4:8,000 +21.3 34,000 9,000 +22,000
Hempbon CLty™. . ivserenenanenne.n, . 114,000 89,258 +25,000 +27.6 14,000 3,000 +14,000
Newport News ¢lty,.....eeseuenecnss . 131,000 113,662 +17,000 +15,0 17,000 5,000 +5,000
York..... 28,000 21,583 +6, 000 +28.0 3,000 1,000 b, 000
NORFOLK-PORTSMOUTH, VA........ues 637,000 578,507 +58, 000 +10. % 85,000 25,000 ~2,000
Norfolk edty#, . uuseinin., e 307,000 304, 869 +2,000 +0.6 45,000 13,000 -30,000
Portamouth edty*. . . o 112,000 114,773 -2,000 -2.0 15,000 5,000 ~12,000
Chesapeske elt¥....ovsvnennns U 88,000 73, 647 +14,000 +19.2 10,000 3,000 +7,000
Virginia Beach city....ou..... PP 130,000 85,218 +45, 000 +52.,6 15,000 3,000 +32,000
ODESSA, TEX, . uviivnennn e e e 93,000 90, 995 +2,000 +2,0 12,000 2,000 -8,000
Betor . st everriranvinorarenonnnn 93,000 90, 995 +2,000 +2,0 12,000 2,000 ~8,000

1 Data shown for Massachusetts State Eeonomic Area E, For SMSA's, 1960 population was: New Bedford,
138,156

2 .

¢ Data shown for Connecticut State Economic Area B,

Meriden, 51,850,
? New London County, nearest equivelent +to SMSA, No metropolitan State economic ares.

1960 population was 170,981,

143,176; Fall River,
For SMSAYs, 1960 population was: MNew Haven, 320,836; Waterbury, 185,548;

¥or New London-Groton-Horwich SM34,
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,

AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continved

{Includes all standard metropolitan statistical areas ss defined Januery 1, 1967, by the Buresu of the Budget,
Asterisk (¥} indicates central county

Z Less than 500:

4 Change
Standard metropolitan Population 1960 to l‘;65 Components of change
: statistical area
5 and county . N April 1, 1960 e s et Net
July 1, 1965 (census) Nunbexr Percent Births Deaths migretion
OGDEN, UTAHisi060iceossassissssis 120,000 110, 74é +10, 000 +8:7 16, 000 4, 000 =2, 000
WEDET 444500 556508000000hoibiosniadss 120, 000 110, 744 +10, 000 +8,7 16,000 4,000 2,000
OKTAHOMA CITY, OKLAiissionsasasss 585,000 511,833 +73, 000 +14:3 68,000 23,000 +2'7, 000
OkLehoma®sssosescosovsbissossasonsiss 487,000 439, 506 +48, 000 +10:8 59,000 20,000 +8,000
Conadlofieicoisiebvonssitiiiacanosisis 30,000 24,727 +5, 000 +19:4 3,000 1,000 4, OO0
CLevelandsdaisoisssisssosieinisrsssis 68,000 47,600 +21,000 43,2 6,000 2,000 +16,000
OMAHA, NEBR:-TOWA:iisisinasossoce 516,000 457,873 +58, 000 +125'7 69,000 23,000 +12, 000
Douglas, Nebro¥icesasssssissesssnsiss 378,000 343,490 +35, 000 +10:1 51, 000 18,000 +1, 000
S8rYy, Neblisicsiissisavsssisssissins 52,000 31,281 +21, 000 +66.5 6,000 1,000 +16, 000
Pottawatomie, Towaiesisssesssssssssis 86,000 83,102 +3,000 +3 5k 11,000 4, 000 wd, 000
ORLANDO, FLA....ieeuensnssssssios 372,000 318, 487 +54y 000 +16;:9 43,000 15,000 +26, 000
OTonge*iseoiiissieviossssssasbioosoons 304, 000 263,540 +40, 000 +15:3 35,000 12,000 +18,000
SemiInolesssacssssiecosissassassnissns 68, 000 54, 947 +13,000 +2443 8,000 3,000 +8, 000
55 OXNARD-VENTURA, CALIF.isssesseses 318,000 199,138 +118,000 | +59:5 32,000 g, 000 +95, 000
Venﬂura*.;....on..-.aaas.-a.aa‘.uaau; 318,000 199,138 +118, 000 +59:5 32,000 8,000 +95, 000
© PATERSON-GLIFTON-PASSATC, Noliiss 1,307,000 1,186,873 +120,000 | +10.1 123,000 58,000 +55, 000
Passaic¥iosressvcsisioincosisasiacass 446,000 406,618 . 439,000 +9:7 46,000 22,000 +16, 000
Bergenesissossoooatsosceepsisosenseos 861,000 780,255 +81, 000 +10:3 78,000 35,000 +38, 000
PENSACOLA, FI.A;a.saua.nn.'.’.'.‘..;.' 224,000 203, 376 +21.,000 +10:1 32,000 8,000 «3,000
Escambia¥issscssesiinssssssiosassscss 192,000 173,829 +18, 000 +10a2 26,000 7,000 ~2,000
Sante RoHB ssieicoibeiivosssosassoes 32,000 29, 547 +3, 000 +9:d 5,000 1,000 ~1,000
PEORTA, TLLcissssesaccicicoaniose 320,000 313,412 +7,000 +2:3 37,000 15,000 ~15,000
Peorla¥iiasesoicessicicpssesbccssross 190, 000 189,044 +1.,000 +0s7 22,000 1G, 000 ~11, 000
Tazewellisooiiciiiisiciiéisioiodiaoss 105,000 99,789 +6,000 +546 12,000 4,000 -3,000
WoodfoTdassssssisshinsssisasasssasso 25,000 24,579 (23 +0:8 3,000 1,000 -1,000
PHITADELPHIA, PAi-NiJisessssiises 4, 664,000 4,342,897 +321,000 +7abe 503,000 241,000 +60, 000
Philadelphis, Pai*:s 2,052,000 2,002,512 +50,000 245 228,000 132,000 46,000
343,000 308, 567 +34, 000 +11.2 39, 000 12,000 +17,000
244,000 210, 608 +34,000 +15,9 25,000 | 10,000 +19,000
Delaware, Phicsscisssssssisssasssssss 587,000 553,154 +33, 000 “'4+660 61,000 | 26,000 =-2,000"
Montiomery, Poisessisconcisoisssonies 581,000 516,682 +64, 000 +1244 54, 000 25,000 +35,000
Burlington, NeJeeisssseooisincessssss 270,000 224,499 +46, 000 +2064 31,000 9, 000 +24, 000
Cemden, NsJiiss 436,000 392,035 4, 000 +11.2 48,000 20,000 +17,000
Gloucester, NoJisioesoissssocoesisiss 151,000 134,840 +17,000 +12:3 17, 000 7,000 +6, 000
PHORNTX, ARIZsisesosisiisssiioss 818,000 663,510 +155,000 +23.3 95,000 30, 000 +90, 000
MaricopaXeicisassiciesacisoasionssion 818,000 663,510 +155,000 +23:3 95,000 30, 000 +80, 000
PINE BLUFF, ARKijsssvsesesasessses 86,0(30 81,373 +5,000 +5:8 10, 000 4,000 -1, 000
Jefferson®iseacsssicsssssseaonsiasspo 86,000 81,373 +5,000 +5:8 10,000 4, 000 ~1,000
PITISBURGH, Phivoiisssoissacspisos 2,372,000 2,405,435 ~33,000 ~ls 241,000 131,000 ~143, 000
Allegheny isicsiccooossoisossasnoisee 1,590,000 1,628,587 -39, 000 -2 164, 000 91,000 -112,000
BERVET s s00ba00bunaioassivosisodiooios 201, 000 206,948 ~6, 000 -2 22,000 10,000 177,000
Worhingbonssseaeisssciossissoacecsnsi 214,000 217,273 ~3,000 -1 20,000 12,000 ~11,000
WestmorelanGssiciaciosvasiobiecossiss 367,000 352, 629 +15, 000 +hs? 35,000 18,000 ~3,000



AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued

(Includes all stendard metropoliten stetistical areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Buresu of the Budget,
Asterigk (*) indicates central county)
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Table 1.-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL. AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,

. | Change,
. Sbandérd metropolltan Population 1960 to 1965 Components of change
stetistical ares
gnd county ) April 1, 1960 . : Net
July 1, 1965 (cenm’ls) Number Percent Births Deaths migration

PITTSFiEID, MASSYisicecisosicsis 144,000 142,135 +2,000 +1:5 16,000 8,000 =, 000
Berkshire¥® icssiooicsssassrnsaisossss 144,000 142,135 +2,000 +1:5 16,000 8,000 ~6,000

FORTTAND, MATNEZ ;iooisnisisnsssis 197,000 182,751 +14,000 +7.7 22,000 11,000 +3,000
Cumberland®sssseesiesssovasiisasonsis 197,000 182,751 +14,000 +747 212,000 11,000 +3, 000

PORTLAND, OREG:-WASHsissuev0000406 897,000 821,897 +75,000 +9.2 86,000 47,000 +36,000

; Multnomeh, Oreg:¥sesisesscecsocsssss 536,000 522,813 +13, 000 +2.5 53, 000 33,000 ~7,000
i Clackemes, Orefeicesicorscisaanesians 138,000 113,038 +25,000 +21.9 12,000 5,000 +18,000
’ Vashington, Oregsisicicsvecivencoiooss 119, 000 92,237 +27, 000 +29:4 11,000 4,000 +20, 000

Clark, Vashisoeovesisssnsiivivosoncs 104,000 93,809 +10,000 +11.1 10,000 5,000 +5,000

PROVIDENCE-PAWTUCKEL-WARWICK,

Rala"6ivovoccsunsnncssasncisoscas 739,000 718,543 +20, 000 +208 77,000 - 42,000 -15,000
Kenb*isaauscoccocnesivoesnocasaosunesd 128,000 112,619 +15, 000 +13.8 13,000 5,000 +8,000
Providen(:(?*.s......a........“..u....a 569,000 568,778 (2} +0,1 60,000 35,000 ~25,000
Bristbliciceoosesnsssssssessossssssss 42,000 37,146 +4, 000 +1241 4,000 2,000 +2,000

PROVO;:-ORE’I, UTABoso666666066bsdée 118,000 106,991 +11,000 +10:6 16,000 3,000 -1,000
Ubah*s6coviscacoosvsosboscosbsososans 118,000 106,991 +11,000 +10:6 16,000 3,000 -1,000

PUEBLD, COLO:iicissiiisiscoisrasis 119,000 118,707 +1,000 +0:5 14,000 5,000 -8, 000
Pueblo*iosescissesbsvesegosisossooss 119,000 118,707 +1,000 +0:5 14,000 5,000 -8, 000

RACINE, WISacicscscsissosasssesos 160,000 141,761 +18, 000 +1246 19,000 7,000 +6,00(5

RACIne® siisinsseivaciossrossvosioniis 160,000 141,781 +18,000 +1246 19,000 7,000 +6,000

RALEICH, N.C.ussisisoonsssssoievans 195,000 169,082 +26,000 +15:2 22,000 7,000 +11,000

195,000 169,082 +26,000 +15.2 22,000 7,000 +11, 000

283,000 275, 414 +8,000 +2.9 27,000 17,000 -2,000

283,000 275, 414 +8, 000 +249 27,000 17,000 -2,000

113,000 84,743 +28, 000 +33,2 12,000 5,000 +21, 000

113,000 84,743 +28,000 +33:2 12,000 5,000 +21,000

RICHMOND, VAiiéisssasssosssssssis 484,000 436,044 +48, 000 +11s1 52,000 23, 000 +20,000

i Richmond city*.s 223,000 219,958 +3,000 +1:2 25,000 15,000 -7,000
| Chesterfield.s 96,000 71,197 +25, 000 +34e7 9,000 2,000 +18, 000
| Hanoverisieoesn 33,000 27,550 +6,000 +21:3 4,000 1,000 +4,000
132,000 117,339 +15,000 +12.48 15,000 4,000 +5,000

173,000 158,803 +1.4,000 +8:9 17,000 8,000 +6,000

Rosnoke city*sss 97,000 97,110 (2) (z) 10,000 6, 000 wde, 000
Roanokeissiseoss 76,000 61,693 +14,000 +22:9 7,000 2,000 +10,000

ROCHESTER, NeYsosssossosasvasssass 804, 000 732,588 +71,000 +9:7 88,000 41,000 +24, 000
MONToe¥iiciisosiiisiaossiiscideaios 644,000 586,387 +57,000 +9.8 70, 000 32,000 +19,000

Livingstons 49,000 44,053 +3, 000 +10:9 5,000 3,000 +2,000

Orleansss 28,000 34,159 +4,000 +12:0 4,000 2,000 +2,000

73,000 67,989 | +5,000 +745 8,000 4,000 +1,000

Wayheicissceiasosioscsvibsasasossosse

Z Less than 500 or 0.05 percent., . .
% Data shown for Massechusetts Stete Ecomomle Area ¥, For Pittefield SMSA, 1960 population was 76,772.

2 pate shown for Maine State Feonomic Area A. For Portland SMSA, 1960 population was 139,122,
3 Data shown for Rhode Island Stete Economic Area A.

For Providence~Pawtucket-Warwick SMSA, 1960 population was 821,10L.
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Table 1.-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continved )

(Includes all standard métropolitan_,statistica}‘ areas ag defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Agterisk (¥} indicates central county)

3 Change,
} Stendard metropoliten Papulation 1960 to 1965 Gomponents of change
statistical area
2 d by ¢ April 1, 1960 N
and comnty Faly 1, 1965 pfc e Number Percent Birthe Deaths migrgi on
247,000 230, 091 +17,000 +745 30,000 10,000 2,000
. 226,000 209,765 +16, 000 +7.8 27,000 9,000 -2,000
21,000 20, 326 +1, 000 7 2,000 1,000 (z)
737,000 625,503 +111,000 +17,8 84,000 29,000 +56,000
584,000 502,778 +81,000 [ 41642 69,000 22,000 +35,000
75,000 56,998 +18,000 | +32:4 6,000 3,000 +15,000
77,000 65,727 412,000 | 437.9 9,000 3,000 +6,000
204,000 190,752 +17,000 4940 26,000 9, 000 (7
208,000 190,752 +177, 000 +9:0 26,000 9,000 (z)
172, 000 147, 410, +24,000 | #1645 15,000 8,000 +17,000
141,000 120, 888 420,000 | 41645 12,000 6,000 +14,000
Polkissasisisosnciscossossos 31,000 26,523 +4, 000 +1647 3,000 1,000 +3,000
"7 b GALINAS-MONTEREY, CALTF:ss60660ss 222,000 198,351 423,000 | +1L.8 26,000 8,000 +5,000
MODEETEY s siissaesinsissessssassssssss 222,000 19¢, 351 +23,000 | +11.8 26, 000 8,000 +5,000
STs JOSEPH, MUscsseseséscsnscsios 95,000 90, 581 +4, 000 w47 10,000 6,000 +1,000
Buchanen*sssesossiiososnsosocosassass 95,000 90, 581 +4, 000 +4i7 10,000 6,000 +1,000
ST. LOUIS, MOsTLLiseessssissssss 2,249,000 2,104, 669 +144,000 +648 260, 000 113, 000 3,000
Ste Louis city, Moi¥ssssesssssesssais 702,000 750, 026 ~49, 000 645 91, 000 53,000 -6, 000
Franklin, Mosesesetcscssoncoscasosase 51,000 b, 566 +7,000 +15;0 6,000 3,000 +4, 000
; 83,000 66,377 +16,000 | 2444 9,000 3,000 +10,000
S5ts: Charles, Mo ; 72,000 52,970 +19,000 | +35.2 9,000 2,000 +11,000
Ste Louls, Mosessssss $66s064s66686 831, 000 703,532 +127,000 +18.1 84,000 28,000 +72,000
242,000 224, 689 +17,000 +7:6 27,000 10,000 (2)
269,000 262, 509 +6, 000 w2ids 33,000 14,000 13,000
, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH. 523,000 |. 4,795 +75,000 | 41647 71,000 16,000 +21,000
Salt Lake* 440,000 383,035 < 457,000 | +14:8 59,000 15,000 +12,000
83,000 64,760 +18,000 +28:4 11,000 2,000 +9, 000
73,000 64, 630 +9,000 | +13:3 8,000 3,000 +3,000
Tom, (reen*sasoessosbossoovsisisisases 73,000 64, 630 +9,000 +13:3 8,000 3,000 +3,000
SAN ANTONTO, TEXs:seséeq 808,000 716,168 492,000 |  +12.8 106,000 29,000 | - 416,000
BeXOr¥eiessaoscoooieiss 775,000 687,151 +88, 000 +12:8 102,000 28, 000 . 414, 000
Guadalupesssissnsossssneess boadaines 33,000 29,017 +4, 000 +12:9 3,000 1,000 +2, 000
SAN BERNARD INO~RIVERSIDE-ONTARIO, ) !

CALIFisesooeevbooboaiobes 66668 1,026,000 809,782 +217,000 +2647 107,000 40,000 +150, 000
Riverside¥ssssssees 406,000 306,191 +100,000 |  +32:6 40, 000 17, 000 476,000
San BernardinoX*iiicescessssosissossiss 620, 000 503, 591 +117, 000 +23,2 €7,000 24,000 . 473,000

SAN DI, CALIF::sseéees 1,136,000 1,033,011 +103,000 |  +10.0 135,000 42,000 410,000

San Diego¥scscsisioavisiobicoiis 1,136,000 1,033,011 +103, 000 +10:0° 135,000 42,000 +10,000
SAN FRANCTISCO-QAKIAND, CALIFisess 2,918, 000 2,648,762 +270, 000 +10:2 302, 000 135,000 +103, 000
1,016,000 | - 908, 209 +108,000 { 41149 109, 000 46,000 +45,000

721,000 740,316 ~19,000 236 73,000 51,000 ~41,000

497,000 409, 030 +88, 000 +2L:5 49,000 15,000 +54,000

181,000 146,820 +35,000 +23:5 18,000 6,000 +23,000

503,000 4éd., 387 £59,000 | +13:2 53,000 17,000 +23, 000

Z Tess than 500.
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL. 1, 1960--Continued .

(Includes all standard metropolitan

statistical areas as defined Januvary 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Asterisk (%) indicates central county)

Stmdérd metropolitan

Population

Change,
1960 4o 1965

Components of change

statistical arves
and county April 1, 1960 . . " e Net
& July 1, 1965 (cen 3;:1 5) Number Percent Births Deaths migration

SAN JOST, CALIFssessasssaicisisis 885,000 642,315 +243,000 437.8 99, 000 25,000 +168, 000

Sante Clara¥essecisiesssssooasoséasso 885,000 642,315 +243,000 +37:8 99, 000 25,000 +168,000

SANTA BARPARA, CALIF:asssseceisee 243,000 168,962 +75,000 +hdad 26,000 8,000 +56, 000

Sante Barbare®icesacscesscsocissseios 243,000 168,962 +75,000 +hbsl 26,000 8,000 +56, 000

SAVANNAH, Ghissassocsinsaiorioass 192,000 188,299 +4,000 +1:9 25,000 10,000 ~12,000

Chathom¥oieiiisoeiasoososssbibioisiss 192, 000 188,299 +4, 000 +169 25,000 10,000 ~12,000

SCRA.NTQN, PAoisovansosossosonnsos 226,000 234,531 -8, 000 ~346 20, 000 17,000 =12, 000

Lackawamé‘*auasaa.’.saaaaaaaauaaaa.‘u 226,000 234,531 ~8,000 w36 20,000 17,000 ~12,000

SEATTLE-RVERELT, WASH:ssisesissis 1,179,000 1,107,213 72,000 4645 128, 000 55,000 -1,000

s 980, 000 935,014 +45,000 +hsB 107, 000 47,000 15,000

199, 000 172,199 +27,000 41545 22,000 9,000 414,000

289,000 281, 481 +7,000 +2:6 37,000 13,000 ~177,000

228,000 223,859 +4,000 +1e8 29,000 11,000 ~14, 000

Bogsler Parishssissicecsessiescnsiise 61,000 57,622 +3,000 +5:8 8,000 2,000 -3,000

STOUX CITY, IOWA~NEBRsssssseesess 114,000 120,017 -6, 000 =48 14,000 7,000 ~13,000

102,000 107,849 6,000 “5ide 13,000 6,000 12,000

12,000 12,168 (2} 4045 2,000 1,000 ~1.,000

94,000 86, 575 +8,000 +9,0 12,000 4,000 +1,000

94,000 86,575 +8,000 4940 12,000 4,000 +1,000

270, 000 271,057 1,000 -0:5 29,000 13,000 18,000

237,000 238,614 ~1,000 -0;5 26,000 | 11,000 16,000

32,000 32,443 (2) ~0i5 4,000 2,000 2,000

SPOKANE, WASHicassissiossiosnsios 267,000 278,333 ~12,000 il 30, 000 15,000 -27, 000

SPOKONeX s issisiosonboiosssoibssopsarssd 26"7,000 278,333 -12,000 s 30,000 15,000 ~2'7,000

SPRINGFIEID, Tllisscssiassessiics 153,000 146, 539 +7,000 +4i6 18,000 9,000 -2,000

SengamoM*isicessoseeessososisoborsses 153,000 146,539 +7,000 +4s6 18,000 9,000 ~2,000

SPRINGFIEID, MOsscsasessssasosans 140,000 126,276 +14,000 +11.40 14,000 7,000 +7,000

Greenetisssssiossscssioas 140,000 126,276 +14,000 +11:0 14,000 7,000 +7,000

SPRINGFIELD, OHIOsssesss0o6b06000 147,000 131, 440 +16,000 +12:1 15,000 7,000 +8,000

Clark¥isossisscisavatsscessoacisocessd 147,000 131,440 +16,000 +12:1 15,000 . 7,000 +8,000
SPRINGFIELD-CHICOPEE-HOLYOKE,

MASS e e eseeesnsnncnsccsanancsuoa 550,000 532,582 +18, 000 +3:3 60,000 28, 000 ~14,000
Hempden*sies 439,000 429,353 +10,000 +243 49,000 24,000 .~16,000
HOmpahiressssssesossssss 111,000 103,229 +8,000 +7:3 10, 000 5,000 +2,000

% Less than 500,
For Springfileld-Chicopee-Holyoke SMSA, 1960 population was 493,999,

1 pete shown for Massachusetts State Eeomomic Area As
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued

{Includes all standard metropolitan

statistical areas as defined Jamuary 1, 1967, by the Buresu of the Budget,
Asterisk (¥) indicates central county)

Z Less than 500,

s Chenge
Stendard mebtropolitan Population 1960 to 1"365 Components of chenge
iobotigticnl aren
and county April 1, 1960 i " ) Net
July 1, 1865 (census) Nunber Percent Births Deaths migration
STEUBENVILLE-WEIRION, OHIO- -
We VAiiauosossiiscsacsisaciasiss 1170, 000 167,756 +2, 000 +151 17,000 9, 000 -7, 000
Jefferson, Ohlo¥,iissicesssiisosssiss 101,000 99,201 +2, 000 +1s 10,000 6,000 ~3,000
Brooke, We V8e¥iseesessosoaiiisosasss 29,000 28,940 (z) ~1al 3,000 1,000 -2, 000
Hancock, Wi Vai¥isisesississasasissoa 40, 000 39,615 +1,000 +Lsd 4,000 2,000 -2, 000
STOCKTON, CALIFisssssieisacssiosss 273,000 249,989 423, 000 +9.4 27,000 13,000 +9, 000
Sen Joaguin®asisceisssonosiiocniaciss 273,000 249,989 +23,000 +9:4 27,000 13,000 +4, 000
SYRACUSE, Nu¥eiiesoibiasascssosss 606,000 563,781 +42, 000 +7:5 72,000 30,000 (7)
ONONABERY* s so0iessaioisicssbiisssasias 456, 000 423,028 +33,.000 +757 54,000 22, 000 (z)
Madlsoflesicsvivasssiicasossssvivsanas 57,000 54,635 +2, 000 it 7,000 3,000 wl, 000
Oswegosssisssossisisiisisivississisis 93,000 86,118 +7, 000 +844 11,000 5,000 +1, 000
TAbOMA, WASH: 6o0snvosibssoiocisas 343,000 321, 590 +21, 000 +646 41,000 16,000 =4, 000
Plerce®siissiioiiasiiiocoissbobiossia 343,000 321,590 +21,000 +6:6 41,000 16,000 wé, 000
© TATLIABASSEE, FLhiiaseissisecsssss 83,000 T, 225 +8, 000 +1L:4 10,000 3,000 +2, 000
Leon*sssiiese60600as00000voiosooiiese 83,000 74,225 +8, 000 +11:4 10,000 3,000 +2, 000
TAMPA-ST. PETERSBURG, FLA........ 873,000 772,453 +101, 000 +13.1 79,000 55,000 +77,000
HiL1shorough*ssiisees 448,000 397,788 +50, 000 +1245 49,000 22,000 +23,000
Pinellas¥s.. 426,000 374,665 +51, 000 +1346 30, 000 33,000 +54, 000
TERRE HAUTE, INDeicaisasosssssass 167,000 172,069 5,000 -2357 17,000 12,000 -9, 000
Vigo¥isisisoasississocasisss 107,000 108,458 ~1,000 =142 11,000 7,000 =5,000
Clayisscssoesies 23,000 24,207 -1,000 =53 2,000 2,000 2,000
Sulllvans.. 21,000 21,721 -1,000 =29 2,000 2,000 -1,000
Vermillioniisseses 16,000 17,683 -1, 000 =74 1,000 1,000 -1,000
TEXARKANA, TEX:-ARK:easssssssoeise 100, 000 91,657 +9,000 +9.:5 10,000 5,000 +4, 000
Bowie, TeX¥isiseaicisasensiriscosssss 66,000 59,971 +6,000 +10:6 7,000 3,000 +3, 000
Miller, Arke¥ocoicoseceasosniisisssss 34,000 31,686 +2,000 75 4,000 2,000 +1,000
TOLEDO, OHIO-MICH:iaséssissesiasse 657,000 630, 647 +27,000 +ho? 74,000 33,000 ~14,000
Lucas, Ohio¥isess 473,000 456,931 +16,000 +346 52,000 25,000 -11,000
Wood, Ohiosiiss 76,000 "2, 596 +3,000 +hib g,000 3,000 ~L,000
Monroe, Michesesssssiiscesscsioioosas 108,000 101,120 +7,000 +6:9 13,000 4,000 -2,000
TOPEKA, KANSiiciveossaiicoonsssss 149,000 141,286 +8, 000 +546 20,000 7,000 -5,000
. ShBWNEee% asooeseencescvobonsnsinsivsocs 149,000 141,286 +8,000 +546 20,000 7,000 ~5,000
TRENTON, NiJeisosvociscioossaisns 296,000 266,392 +30, 000 +11:3 29,000 14,000 +15,000
Mercer¥cioosscootasisssnsvibonsvanaas 296,000 266,392 +30, 000 +1143 29,000 14,000 +15,000
TUCSON;, ARIZocssconscessssescsncse 307,000 265, 660 +41.,000 +15:5 36,000 12,000 +17,000
PimeXiicsconcsessoioisnicissbbnsosses 307,000 265,660 +41, 000 +15.5 36,000 12,000 +17,000
TUISA, OKLA:ociesssaissicioissiose 433,000 418,974 +14,000 +354 46,000 19,000 ~12,000
Tulen¥,iciiesesssiasccicosacosnsosas 360,000 346,038 +14, 000 +4el 39,000 15,000 .~10,000
CreeKesovoivoevccavnseas boacebbb 43,000 40,495 +2,000 +543 4,000 2,000 +1.,000
088g€siscés00centondosssisissooossnss 30, 000 32, 441 -2, 000 =657 3,000 2,000 ~3,000




31

Table 1.-ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL. AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,

AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL. 1, 1960--Continued
(Includes all standard mepropolitan statisticel arees as defined Jamuary 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Asterisk (*) indicates central courty)
; Population Change, Components of change
Standard metropoliten 1960 to 1965
shalistical area :
god county Suly 1, 1965 | APril 1, 19601 g Percent |  Births Deaths | Net
(census) migration

TUSCATOUSA, ALA.isiieiissoioinisn 118,000 169, 047 +9,000 +8:5 13,000 4,000 +1,000
Tuscaloosa¥siccvscncibsiissicsnsobsas 118,000 109,047 +9,000 +8,5 13,000 4, 000 +1,000
TYLER, TEKuciooosssseoseinioosiin 93, 000 86,350 +7,000 842 10,000 4,000 +1,000
Smith¥isssscsssviicsseescsssssasnnsss 93,000 86,350 +17,000 +8a2 10,000 4,000 +1,000
UTICA-ROME, NeYicssaiseecosnoisas 346,000 330, 771 +15,000 +446 39,000 19,000 ~5,000
Onedda® issoenocssisiossiisbissooaians 279,000 264, 401 +14,000 544 32,000 15,000 3,000
Herkimerioosesnesiosossivasicssoonsas 67,000 66,370 +1,000 +lod 7,000 4,000 ~2,000
VALLEJO-NAPA, CALIFeiccosassaseos 239,000 200, 487 +39,000 +1944 26,000 9,000 +21,000
N S P 78,000 65,890 +12,000 41845 6,000 <4, 000 +10,000
SOLaNO¥ issoosconnsosncacsssosscvisess 161,000 134,597 +27,000 +19.8 20,000 5,000 +11, 000
WACO, TEKiiasaisevnasbosessissoes 156,000 150,091 +6,000 Hho? 14,000 &, 000 3,000
I’icLexglan*’i.-........o.o...a.a..”.u.a 156,000 150,091 +6,000 +hi2 17,000 8,000 ~3,000
WASHIﬁGTON, DiCawMDe-VAisoosssoso 2,408,000 21,989, 377 +41.9, 000 +2141 285,000 88,000 _ 4222,000
District *of ColumbiaX.sssseassnsssoes 802,000 763,956 +38,000 +550 104,000 47,000 ~19,000
Monbgomery, Mdecissssssscoicocaiososs 424,000 340,928 +83,000 +24e2 43,000 12,000 +51, 000
Prince Georges, Mlisissscsssvscoascons 521,000 357,395 +164,000 +45:9 63,000 13,000 +114,000
Alexendria ciby, Vaiscsccicsscasiincs 107,000 91,023 +16,000 +17:.3 15,000 4,000 +4, 000
Arlington, Veeisseesescisscosnviosioas 179,000 163,401 +16,000 +957 22,000 6,000 (7)
Fairfax, VEitiiciiissessiscssasisoiie 375,000 2om2, 674 +103,000 +37:6 38,000 7,000 +71,000
WATERLOO, IOWAcscesssscssiobsocas 124,000 122,482 +2,000 +145 16,000 5,000 ~9,000
Black Hawk¥iseseeése6ssas060006s60é4e 124,000 122,482 +2,000 +1.5 16,000 5,000 -9,000
WEST PALM BEACH, FlAiisiseisiscas 281,000 228,106 +53, 000 +23:3 27,000 14,000 +40, 000
Palm Beach¥®isisssiissoascicssonsososs 281,000 228,106 +53,000 +23:3 27,000 14,000 +40, 000
WHEELING, W. VA,-OBIO.....ecvvvven 188,000 190, 342 -3,000 Lok 18,000 12,000 -9, 000
66,000 68,437 ~2,000 -3 7,000 5,000 4y 000
37,000 38, 041 ~1,000 ~Ls6 4,000 2,000 ~2,000
84,000 83, 864 (23 -0s 8,000 6,000 -2, 000
389, 000 381, 626 +7,000 +1:8 46,000 15,000 -25,000
‘ 350, 000 343,231 +7,000 +1:9 43,000 13,000 ~23,000
39, 000 38,395 (2) +1:3 4, 000 2,000 ~1,000
; 130,000 129,638 (z) 40,1 16,000 5,000 -11,000
[ 123,000 123,528 ( Z; =02 16,000 5,000 =11, 000
ArchieTsosssissossisossscssocasesossas 6,000 6,110 (% o6 1,000 (z) (2)
WILKES~BARRE~~HAZLETON, Phiisisss 346,000 346,972 -1, 000 =03 30,000 24, 000 ~7,000
Tuzerne*.isncosossssascosscoacssosbsd 346,000 346,972 ~-1,000 =03 30,000 24,000 ~7,000
WILMINGTON, DELe-NoJirMDisssssass 468,000 414, 565 +54, 000 +12,9 54,000 20,000 +20, 000
New Castle, Delo¥iiosivivssioossssass 354,000 307, 446 +46, 000 +15:0 40,000 15,000 +21, 000
Salem, NiJssssss ; 62,000 58,711 4, 000 +650 7,000 3,000 (2}
Cecil, Mdisossosésavosnssanasossbasee 52,000 48,408 +4,000 +842 7,000 2,000 ~1,000

Z Less than 500.
1 Tneludes Falls Church and Fairfax independent cities:
? Adjusted to exclude 12,520 erroneously reported in Fairfax County.
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Table 1.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965,
i AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Confinued

(Includes all standard metropoliten statistical areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget.
Asterisk (*) indicates central county

. . Chenge
iStandard metropcliten Population 1960 1o 1965 Gomponents of change
I statistical ares
and county - « | April 1, 1960 . s g Net
2 July 1, 1965 (cen S\’x &) Numbexr Percent Births Deaths migration
WITMINGTON, NiCiscisoossosocisssi 95,000 92,020 +3, 000 +33 11,000 5,000 3,000
New HANOVEIX o isivsiisbssbsosssiososis 7, 000 71, 742 +3,000 3,6 8,000 4,000 -2,000
BEUNSWIOKisasbs640000560ddsibb0ns0nis 21,000 20,278 (23 4242 3,000 1,000 -1, 000
' WINSTON-SATIM, NoCiiiaoasonsoeoas 207,000 189, 428 +17, 000 +9,:2 24,000 9,000 42,000
Forgyth*isiesceobe0cobsasbosssds60sdse 207,000 189, 428 +17,000 +9:2 24,000 9,000 +2,000
WORCESTER, FITCHBURG~LBOMINSTER,
MASS, iicosacecsbonscisccaciosas 608,000 583,228 424, 000 el 66, 000 33,000 -8, 000
WOPGEETET 4 o s ausssaoosaisosinosiibos 608,000 583,228 +24, 000 i 66, 000 33,000 &, 000
;";(ORK, Phoiiicsscisiicososiscncsss 307,000 290,242 +16,000 4546 32,000 15,000 ~1,000
TOPK 4 a0unsonossssisooriissioasossss 252,000 238,336 +14, 000 +5:7 26,000 12,000 (z)
AQBIRS s so06sissosisitesncsvonnsoanosas 55,000 51,906 +3,000 +541 6,000 3,000 -1, 000
YOUNGSTOWN-WARREN, CHIO:ss4s06é00 523,000 509, 006 +14,000 +247 54,000 25,000 15,000
MahdNIng* s, cosisbsosisissisisssosisos 301, 000 300, 480 (z) (2) 30,000 16,000 wld, 000
Trofbull¥;cssocacssoscsscocssssscssss 222,000 208, 526 +14, 000 +64:6 24,000 9,000 ~1,000
*7 Lese than 500 or 0.05 percent. »
1 Deta ghown for Massechusetts State Feonomic Area Bi For SMSA's, 1960 population was: Worcester, 328 ,898; Fitehburg-
Leominster, 90,158,
Table 2.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD CONSOLIDATED AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT PARTS, JULY 1, 1965,
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULAT!ON CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960
(Areas as defined Jamuary 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget)
Population Chenge, Components of change
1960 to 1965 B
Standard consolidated area
July 1, 1965 | APPIl L, 19601 woper | Percemt |  Births Deaths | Net
{census) migration
CHICAGO~NORTHWESTERN INDIANA: 444 7,284,000 6, 79%, 461 +490, 000 +762 850, 000 357,000 -3, 000
Chicago, T1li, SMSAisessisecossevieis 6,689,000 6,220,913 +468, 000 +7:5 775,000 333,000 +26,000
Gary-Hammond~Fast Chicago, Ind,, 5
OMBAisasssoonncesrovnsossscssssansis 596, 000 573, 548 +22, 000 +3:9 75,000 24,000 ~29,000
NEW YORK-NORTHEASTFRN NEW JERSEY:| 15,821,000 14,759,428 | 41,062,000 +7:2 | 1,600,000 817,000 +279,000
New York, Na¥e, SMBAsiseesessvosssoes| 11,366,000 10, 694, 632 +671,000 +6.3 | 1,152,000 604,000 +123,000
Jersey City, NeJo, SMBAiicecicosceoss 619, 000 610, 734 +8, 000 +1¢3 67, 000 39,000 =20, 000
Newark, NeJo, SMSAssoesceicissosiviss 1,851,000 1,689,420 +161,000 +9:6 187,000 93,000 +6'7, 000
Paterson~Clifton~Pagsale, NoJi, SMSA 1,307, 000 1,186, 873 +120, 000 +10.1 123,000 58,000 +55,000
Middlesex County, NoJsssisessasecisss 501, 000 433,856 +67, 000 +15:5 54,000 18,000 +32,000
Somerset County, Nedciiseossesasssais 178, 000 143,913 +34, 000 +23:7 18,000 6,000 +22,000




Table 3.-AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE

(see table 1 headnote.

Tigures are expres
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FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS:
1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960

r
sed as percentages and are based on the formula for contlnuous compounding, PtﬂPOe .
Mimus sign (-) denotes decrease)

Average anmaal
rate of increase

Average annual
rate of increase

i
* Area Ares
@ 1960 to 1950 to 1960 to 1950 to
1965 1960 1965 1960
ABILENE, TEX... 0,9 3.4 BIRMINGHAM, ALA,. 0.3 1.3
Central COUNtY....ovevaveeenesin 0.8 4.7 CEmETal COUMTT .o e e e s uvaansresersaseonannsns 0.3 1.3
SUDUTDAN COUNTY w0 v v v vvrierancrvrosstnananin 1.4 ~1.4
BLOOMINGTON-NORMAL, TILL... i vveeereesnes 1.2 0.9
AKRON, OHIO v iviiiiianninieierenans 1.4 2.4 Contral county..cveruvuvrerans ‘e 1.2 0.9
Central county....... .. 1.1 2.3
Suburban county 2,6 3.6 BOISE CGITY, TDAHO. . viiveverrreasvannass 1.1 2.8
CemtTal COUNET . vens e vrenncnssanarisannos veee 1.1 2.8
ALBANY, GA.'uenrunerrerssseennesssenanns 3.1 5.5
Central COUNTY...vevevsersannrotrrsrsansssos 3.1 5.5 BOSTON 3 LAWRENCE-~HAVERHILL, LOWELL,
: MASS, . .i e . 0.6 0.8
ALBANY-SCHENECTADY-TROY, N.Y......coenun 1.1 1.1 Central county.... -1.8 ~1,2
Central counties.......ocvvnunn 1.0 1.0 Suburban counties, 1.3 1.6
SUbUTDAN COMMEY o s v v vevenrranrservorsrsninss 2.2 1.7
. BRIDGEPORT, STAMFORD, NORWALK, CONN.®... 2.5 2.6
ALBUQUERGUE, N, MEX......vivnvnnnnns 1.8 5.9 Central county..oveseevones v ereeesee 2.5 2,6
Central county 1.8 5.8 .
’ BROCKTON, MASS. ... 3,3 2.7
ALLENTOWN-BETHLEHEM-EASTON, PA.=N.J..... 0.9 1.2 Central county......oves 2.3 2.7
Central counties,. . 0,7 1.1
SUbUrDEn COUNTY. . .vorversrss 2.1 1.5 BROWNGVILLE~-HARLINGEN-SAN BENITO, TEX... (z) 1.9
» COntral COUIEY. e rr e vrerersrernensrnsncons .. (z) 1.9
ALTQONA, j PAL e v vvnvnnenn v -0,1 -0.2
CBRETAL COUIEY « v v vrsrescunarnnrrsecanarenss -0.1 -0.2 BUFFALO, No¥oooouunniiiienns 0.2 1.8
3 Central county..... e . 0.3 1.7
AMARTILG, TEX...ovvrernnnvaneronsnranans 2,2 5.4 Suburban county..... ~0,5 2.4
Central COURTIOS.......veieereensaossnnsnnes 2.2 5.4
CANTON, OHIO...suvinevvnnenannosnnerans 0.8 1.8
ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA-GARDEN GROVE, CALIF... 8.6 11.8 Central CcOUntY.voveeseavasrens Cirrseeiarane 0.8 1.8
Central CoOUNtY.v..oeernesscenranenss 8.6 11,8
CEDAR RAPIDS, IOWA,..... . 1.5 2.7
ANDERSON, IND,,........ .7 1.9 Central COUNtY . vvanevernns Ceieeaas 1.5 2.7
Central county 0.7 1.9
CHAMPAIGN-URBANA, ILL.............. PRI 0,1 2,2
ANN ARBOR, MICH,....... . 1.5 2.5 Central cOUnty..vuvsenrsvnanns e rieevaeeiaa 0.1 2.2
Central COUNTY...vvveceeerrasiorasssssvannes 1.5 2.5
CHARLESTON, S.C..vvin. . 2.8 2.7
ASHEVILLE, N.C.... 1.8 0.4 Central county.... . 2.6 2.7
Centrel coutity........ 1.8 0.4 Suburban CoUNLY...ccuevaan riereaeene eeeeas 4.2 2.3
ATLANTA, GA..... 3.4 3.4 CHARLESTON, W, VA...ieiuinieravnincronncs -0.6 0.5
Central counties..... 2.8 2.9 Central COUNtY.....evveorsn v e -0.6 0.5
Suburban countles........ 5.7 5.6
CHARLOTTE, N.C.ovvuses 2.4 2.8
ATLANTIC CITY, N.J...... 2.1 1.9 Central county.. 2.6 3.2
Central county.......... rrnaeanes e .. 2.1 1.9 Suburban COUnEY....vesensas 1.4 0.6
AUGUSTA, GA,-S,C...... 1.7 2.9 CHATTANCOGA, TENN.~GA............. 0.6 1.4
Central county....... heene 2.6 2.2 Central county...... . 0.5 1.3
Suburban county......eens . (2) 4.2 Suburban county...e...oe. . 1.3 1.7
AUSTIN, TEK. o onenrunnrereresrennannrones 2.9 2.8 CBICAGO, ILL...ovu.n.s e L4 1.8
Central county...veseen 2.9 2.8 Central eounty.... .. 1.0 1.3
Suburban counties. ..o iiiiiieeiianiiiaerans 3.0 4.9
BAKERSFIELD, CALIF,...uivueivrennvosnnan, 1.7 2.5
Central county.....couvevs Cetreeeasennsuraees 1.7 2.5 CINCINNATI, OHIO-KY,-IND,.,........ 1.1 2.1
Central county......... P . 1.1 1.8
BALTIMORE, MD....... 1.3 2.1 Suburban counties........c.vvennn ereeeen veen 1.3 3.0
Central county.... (z) -0,1 .
Suburbsn counties....... R 2.8 5.5 CLEVELAND, OHIO....... e Cerrerene . 0.9 2,2
Central county...... .. 0.5 1.7
BATON ROUGE, LA, ....veens covonevecns ee 2,0 3.7 Suburben countles........ e, 2.9 6.0
Central county...... PP PN 2.0 3.7
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO.. .. 3,9 6.6
BAY CITY, MICH, . ... ivunvvnn was 0.4 1.9 Central COUNLY...vvvsrrvneacvnnssonnrcessses . 3.9 6,6
Central cOUNLY.evevaeeens fenereras 0.4 1.9
COLUMBIA, 8.Cuuverinersnrsnesonscnnssnns 1.9 3.3
BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR, TEX...... seevievan 0.4 2,6 Centrsl county.. . 1.8 3.4
Central coUntY...cvevaruauess 0.3 2.3 Suburban CountY...oviuiieiiaiioons e 2.4 3.2
Suburban COUNtY....... febaseiieaenearaerens 1.1 4.0
COLUMBUS, GA,=ALA.....ovveeninecaronss .a 3.4 2.5
BILLINGS; MONT.......ovvvnnns e . 1.1 2.5 Central countieg®.... . 3.9 2.8
CENtral COUNTY +uesvsvnsosnssonrnsnsaaceorss . 1.1 3.5 SUBUTDAD COUNEYZ o v s eenrerans s 1.3 1.4
BINGHAMION, N.Y,-PA........ccvvnn Ceeene . 0.9 1.4 COLUMBUS, OHIO,..... [P peeerreaeens . 2.2 2.9
Central COUNtY....vourecerenrrossronsersosen 0.7 1.4 Central county...... . 2.3 3.1
1.4 1.3 Suburban counties, . 1.4 1.9

Suburban counties. .. .verieiirsoersarsirrines

2 Less than 0,05 percent,
1 Metropolitan State economic area,

? ghattahoochee County included with Muscogee County.

See table 1,
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Table 3.~-AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNT!ES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS:
’ 1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960--Continued
Figures are expresged ag percentages and are vased on the formula for continuous compounding, Pt: Poem

(See table 1 headnote.
Minue sign (-) denotes decrease)

N Average anmual Average annual
: rate of increase rate of increese
4 Area Area
. 1960 to 1950 to 1960 to 1950 to
= 1965 1960 1965 1960
CORPUS CHRISTI, TEX...... et 1.3 2.8 FRESNO, CALIF,...ovvveivrvnvncrocrans PN 1.9 2.8
Central county .. .. 1.3 2.9 Central county.... ceaen 1.9 2.8
Suburban coUntY. ..oevssscaves bearereeaes P 1.5 2.3
GADSDEN, ALA...veveverenennnss eveaas -0.7 0.3
DALLAS, TEX....veoenees 3.3 3.8 Central county..... e s eerea e . ~0.,7 0.3
Central county,.. . 3.3 4.4
Suburban counties 3.0 0.3 GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY, TEX.. 2,2 2.2
Central COUnLY...ovversvnnnnn ereeseerarenan 2.2 2.2
DAVENPORT-ROCK ISLAND-MOLINE, IOWA-ILL.. 1.1 1.3
Central COUntIES......oirserrrarramrsaseass 1.3 1.4 GARY-HAMMOND-EAST CHICAGO, IND.........- 0.7 3.4
SUDUTDBD COUNBY 4« e v vanerscnrssarsssacesen 0.3 0.6 Contral COUNtLY ., cevnsoenenersonss e 0.4 3.3
SubUrbEn COUNTY. . o vrvrorsrevaonscrsssenenen 3.3 4,1
DAYTON, OHIO., fereecerabeas feiasens 1.6 2.9
Central county..... .. 1.4 2.8 GRAND RAPIDS, MICH......ccven. 1.6 2.4
Suburben counties, 2.1 3.1 Central county......aeue 1.4 2.3
4! Suburben county 2.0 2,9
DECATUR, ILL 0.6 1.8
Centrhl coOUnty..oovervevernnns 0.6 1.8 GREAT FALLS, MONT.,.uevesennn 2.0 3.3
, Cemtral COUNEY.aevrverasrnsonsercanscnerass 2.0 3.3
DENVER, COLOu.ovvrveevvunenraness . 2.7 4.2
Central county.... [¢3] 1.7 GREEN BAY, WIS 1.7 2.4
Suburban counties... 5.4 8.0 Central COUNLY,...ovevee 1.7 2.4
PES MOINES, IOWA..... eerseeren ereesaus 0.3 1.6 GREENSBORO-HIGH POINT, N.Coiocvveennnans 1.5 2.5
Contral COUNTY....covrsrrresnsconns [N PN 0.3 1.6 Central county....... PN PO 1.5 2.5
&DETROIT, MICH...... oo 1.1 2.2 QREENVILLE, 8.C..... [ RN . 0.8 2.1
Central county.... . 0.2 0.9 Central county,..... .. 0.7 2.2
Suburban counties............ Creereaae PN 3.2 6.3 Suburban county... 1.2 1.4
DUBUQUE, IOWA... 1.5 1.2 HAMILTON~MIDDLETOWN, OHIO...........cuer 0.9 3.0
i Central county..... 1.5 1.2 Central county,..... FP 0,9 3.0
i DULUTH-SUPERIOR, MINN.-WIS.......sccaeen ~0.7 0.9 HARRISBURG, PA...... 1.0 1.6
! Central counties,.....ooovvrreess e -0.7 0.9 Central dounty..... . 0.4 1.1
; Suburban coUNBIeS. . vees . ovrririariasins RN 1.7 2.4
DURHAM, NoCuovvsrvinnanennnonsrennoesns . 1.9 1,0
‘ ContTaL COUMEY ... erenariverierranionens 1.9 1.0 HARTFORD, NEW BRITAIN, CONN.%.......... . 2.0 2.5
Central cOUNtY.,.veevuervras Cerereaas Cienees 2.0 2,5
EL PASO, TEX....... . 1.7 4.8
Central COUNTY.icvereerrreorrreaasssonens 1.7 4.8 HONOLULU, HAWATI.....eovtceenennsvns 2.5 3.5
Central COUNTY..ovvervsvmrreoresns PN o 2.5 3.5
ERIE, PA..covvvoronnn vrerreaes hereeaneas 0.3 1.3
Central COUntY...vovsessoevsrancassss 0.3 1.3 HOUSTON, TEX,..e0vens PR 3.4 4,2
Central COUnTY.,.uveevrvoosoons 3.5 4.3
EUGENE, OREG.....ocnvenrencens resenanen . 3.3 2.6 Suburban couNties, cveusserresenrernrronesrns 2.7 3.1
Central county,..... 3.3 2.6
. HUNTINGTON-ASHLAND, W,VA,-KY,-OHIO, 0.4 0.4
EVANSVILLE, IND,-KY... . (2) 0.5 Central COUNBIES. .. vveunererenniineress 0.4 0.2
£entral COUNtY, covsarenssrrsrsensvas -0.1 0.3 Suburban counties....... eeresaraens PR . 0.4 0,7
Suburban COUNtIes, i.vesrsrrinrrirratiaseaes 0.4 0.9
o . HUNTSVILLE, ALA.... 7.1 3.3
Central county........ . 8,4 4,
- FARGO-MOORHEAD, N.DAK. -MINN....... . 0.6 1.7 SUbUIDAD COUNTY s e vavnsserennsns e 2.2 0.2
i Central countieS...cecevoses vrerseren ra 0.6 1.7
INDIANAPOLIS, INDi..vvuveassss 1.3 2.7
FAYETTEVILLE, N.Covvvvunnne 5.0 RS Central county,...... PP . 1.1 2.3
Central county...... 5.0 44 Suburban counties.... 2.1 3.7
FLINT, MICH......... 1.9 3.1 JACKSON, MICH,.. . 0.7 2.0
Central county,... 1.8 3.2 Central COUNtY ... onseacessensronessscores . 0.7 2.0
Suburban county... 2.1 1.6
JACKSON, MISS..vveeveanennes srrreieranae 2,3 2.6
FORT LAUDERDALE~HOLLYWOOD, FLA.......e0. 5,3 13.8 Central cOUNtY....onnvee 2.3 2.7
Central coOunty........ PR 5,3 13.8 Suburban county........ . 2.4 1.7
FORT SMITH, ARK.-OKLA..... 2.5 ~0.5 JACKSONVILLE, FLA.......... Ceresean P 1.7 4.0
Central county...... cenraans 2.5 0.4 COntral COUNEY .. vve veesssorsosrrvanserssss . 1.7 4.0
Suburban counties, .....ceeeves 2.5 ~1.3
FORT WAYNE, TND..rnevensrerenrsnenenenes 2.1 2.3 Cemﬁﬁs?ougiﬂ’ Nedeseirsoreaersassosnann . 85 -8.(6)
Central COURLY....eeneesnss U 2.1 2.3 Vanres . -
FORT WORTH, TEX,. .. ivivvreosronrossnene . 1.7 3.8 JOHNSTOWN, PA. -0.8 -0.4
COntral COUNTY. . vevevesorrressorvassss : 1.7 4,0 Central county,... -1,0 -0.3
Suburban COUNLY, cvseerrrcosscrravosrarrcanns 2.6 1.0 Suburban county... -0.1 ~0.5

7 less than 0.05 percent,
1 Metropolitan State economic area.
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ASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS:
1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960--Continved

Average annual
rate of inerease

Average annual
rate of increase

Central COUNbLY...vveiseeresenrsasnssoanse

1 pAndroscoggin County.
2 Metropolitan State economic area,
3 New London County.

§ Area Area
H 1960 to 1950 to 1960 to 1950 to
) 1965 1960 1963 1960
1.3 2.9 MACON, GA.evvnnenrvnnnene .. 2.1 2.9
1.3 2.9 Gentral county.. e 1.0 2.1
Suburban county...ovecessas Cerereaans PN 5.7 6.2
1.5 2.5
Central countles,.. 0.8 1.9 MADISON, WIS.. 3,0 2.7
. Suburban countles. . 2.8 3.8 Central COUNtY. .. vuierrerssnasasarncns P 3.0 2.7
KENOSHA, WIS....evevnnunens e 2.4 2.9 MANGHESTER, N.H.Z.......... 2.7 1.3
Cerrtrs]l COUNLY, covuncannvansssessns eraaeaan 2.4 2.9 Central county....... 2.7 1.3
KNOXVILLE, TENN, .. ..ccovvennen eenn 1.1 0.9 MANSFIELD, OHIO,.....cvecovunne 1.3 2,5
Central county....... .o 1.3 1.2 Central county...... W avieeearee e eenes 1.3 2.5
Suburban counties,.........ve Q.7 0.3
MEMPHIS, TENN,-ARK........cociiviinnns . 1.8 2.4
LARAYETTE, LA, ..vvens . . 2,8 3.8 Central county........ 1.8 2.6
Central cOunty....veevnnes ees 2.8 3,8 Suburban county,....... 1.6 0.1
LAFAYRTTE-WEST LAFAYETTE, IND....... 1.5 1.8 MIAMI, FLA...... 2.4 6.4
Central county...... Ceeiaeerresenuen PP . 1.5 1.8 Central county,.... 2.4 6.4
TAKE CHARLES, Dh..iveerevenvnoneen =14 4.8 MIDLAND, TEX..... eseieren RN . -0.3 9.7
Central county....... PP ~L.b 4,8 Central COUNTY..uausesusessanorscacrooarinne -0,3 9.7
LANCASTER, PA....vvvvnnennns 0,7 1.7 MIIWAUKEE, WIS 0.6 2.3
Central ecounty. . coouriresnorien .. 0.7 1.7 Central county..... e 0.1 1.7
’ Suburban counties. ... ...veuene . 3.1 5.9
LANSING, MICH.....vevvenee e 2.2 2.0
Central county....... [ . 2.3 2.0 MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL, MINN, . 1.6 2.5
Suburban dounties,.....eees rreinannsas -2,L 2.1 Central counties......... . . 0.8 2.0
Suburban counties....... bererseresesisises . 5.8 6.0
LAREDO, TEK,.uvvuvvusnaarnsasurenvens vee 3.0 1.4
Central cOUNtY. .. eevvusescsnvessrsatrneaes 3,0 1.4 MOBILE, &LA,..... 1.4 2.9
Central county....... 1.3 3.1
LAS VEGAS, NEV....... 1l.4 9.7 Suburban county..... 1.5 1.8
Central eounty...... 1.4 9.7
MONROE, LA...... 1.8 3.1
LAWTON, OKLA..... 1.7 5.0 Central county...... 1.8 3.1
Central county,..... 1.7 5.0
MONTGOMERY, ALA..,......... 0.7 1.6
LEWISTON-AUBURN, MATNEL, i vtvreeneneens 1.0 0.3 Central county,.....c... . 0.6 2.0
Central cOUNtY.veeeevuen ebeaerreanson cieas 1.0 0.3 Suburban county . 1.5 ~0.4
LEXINGTON, KY.... 3.6 2.7 MUNCIE, IND........ beteerrerrasrereree ve 1.0 2.1
Central COUNTY..ooveeravsocnnsse 3.6 2.7 Central COUNtY...esevesoarnns 1.0 2.1
LIMa, OHIO,. 1.4 1.6 MUSKEGON-MUSKEGON HETIGHTS, MICH...... 0.4 2.1
Central county,.... L4 1.6 Central COUNLY...vvserrvoaonsa 0.4 2.1
LINCOLN, NEBR.uusveoosossnnsansvornne 0.6 2.6 NASHVILLE, TENN.,... 1.9 1.9
Central COUNtY.uieeeeersorsrassnseres eeeaen 0.6 2,6 Central county....... 1.6 2.2
Suburban counties,.... 3.6 0.7
LITTLE ROCK~-NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARK...... 2.6 2.1
Central COUntY,..ovnersrrnensns 2.6 2,1 NEW BEDFORD, FALL RIVER, MASS. %L ... .e 0.6 0.4
Centrel county..... eavesesrenane PR 0.6 0.4
LORAIN-ELYRIA, OHIO,.......... Ceenens eee 1.9 3.8
Central county......... .e 1.9 3.8 NEW HAVEN, WATERBURY, MERIDEN, CONN.?,., 1.2 1.9
Central county....... errereaes Ceverereenees 1.2 1.9
108 ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CALIF........... 2.2 3.7
Central countles, . iiieecsrrnonrsasrss crreans 2.2 3.7 NEW LONDON-~GROTON-NORWICH, CONN, LN 2,9 2,5
Central county....... rtieevacaseasaarinaaas 2.9 2.5
LOUISVILLE, KY.-IND..,.. . . 1.2 2.3
Cemtral cOUntY......... 1.2 2.3 NEW ORLEANS, LA..... eresenenaes veenns . 2.4 2.4
Suburban counties. . ..ivveiiririianes 1.1 2.1 Central county,...... 0.8 1.0
. Suburban counties.,. 5.5 6.8
LUBBOCK, TEX.....vevus. . PR .e 3,2 b b
Central cOUNY....... eceneae 3.2 bt NEW YORK, N.Y¥...... . 1.2 1.1
- Central counties... RN . 0.6 -0.1
Cemi‘gcgggﬁ;m _(ljg (1)2 Suburban counties. . v.eeieiiessiiirnririenae 2.7 5.6
Suburban counties.. 2,7 2.0
} NEWARK, N.J.oovn.n. 1.7 1.4
McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG, TEX..ievvuvsanss 2.1 1.2 Central COUNEY, .cvvvanercaann 1.1 0.2
2.1 1.2 Suburban CoUNtI@B, ouureeresesonstsnsersans 2.5 3.1
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Table 3.--AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS:
1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960--Continued
percentages and are based on the formule for condinuous compounding, Pt= PO em.

(See table 1 headnote.
Minue sign (-} denotes decrease)

Figures are expressed as

Average annual

Average snnual
rate of increase

rate of increase

¥ Ares

1960 to
1965

1950 to
1960

Area

1960 to
1965

1950 to
1960

NEWPORT NEWS-HAMPTON, VAecssisnscossencs
Central countieSeseecacsesscosnccoanns
Suburban CoUNtYoescecesssvaisovansénnseavosie

ases

NORFPOLK~PORTSMOUTH, VAcisscsiocconncenis
Central countleSsssssesocovsosnussoesssionas
Suburban countiebecevoscosesssnsenncossssnive

ODESSA, TEXeissoessisnoossianvssoncssons
Central COUNtYaesscsscsiscooaoncvsssacssaoosi

OGDEN, UTAFiossocosonsssiosnsconosonssos
Central cOUNbYsovoovovaevessssvccoonnonsesaa

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKIAcicasoncssscscnsesoss
Central countysssissesss
Subupban COUNtiesssicecrooasoossocasaarcsons

svaesbossbo0bEbeR

BMAHA, NEBR,-IOWA..,..ssisinsiniessssnse
Central COUNtYaissossassossasvossosonsie
Suburben countieSiicecisoncissesanssocesiiis

ORLANDG, FLAiiiossséssivtecsaciosiaciboc
Cenbral cOUntYessvevsoionossssccssios
o Subdrban countyeissiriescoconcnscioioncvsnse

OXNARD-VE , CALTFuiaivensvoncoinones
Central cOUntYisasnvoveiscssovsensoisonsanvins
&

PATERSON~CLIFTON~-PASSATIC, Nidiseeesssios
Central countysssesasosincioeansasvicoccsneis
Suburban qoun‘oy.w......~....a..........as...

PENSACOLA, FLAsisis

csbesén

PHORTA, ILlescosissssisssbssoccnibooasio

diebbeepbsiiide

Central cOuntYiivocoicebsns
Suburben coOUNbieSéssscesencnsssosscsivocaisa

PRILADELPHIA, PA.-NeJessoosrosnssocssiss
Central countyiceaciesvencs
Suburban COUnti€Seiesorsessssisarosniisossias

deverses

PHOENIX, ARIZiceicsssossisniioobsiiiain
Central countyescasascissss

dobbheoseveesie

PINE BLUFF, ARKeesesoocsinsovcnosvnvarse
Central COUNtYioecotecioscocasornccovasnsnns

PITTSBURGH, PAsie ieascieovniibiie
Cenmtral countyessse

Suburban countieS.iceissississsbososescisaii

sopsédbosbedid

PITISFIELD, MASS,Lessseisiosesnsavensssis
Central cOUntYissoiesivacasorsincenncsinives

PORTLAND, MAINE.iiiiaeiiiooibiosoinision
Central countyesssssses

PORTIAND, OREG.-WASH.:ississ0séb6050000e
Central coOuUnNtYeseoisisiois
Suburban countleBiiiisesissssossiibsiesoiiii

PROVIDENCE~PAWIUCKET-WARWICK, R.I.%
Central countiesieiiiiviasecsiviaas

PROVO-OREM, UTAH.:
Central countyaiees

PUEBIQ, COLGsssiises
Central countysoioecssconcesisscscsossrensis

bseobbacabecbibne

RACINE, WIScisesssaasoissescsbssivovoris
Gentral countyoessies

Gébobabiebaanececitas

% Less than 0,05 percent,
1 Metropolitan State economic ares.
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RALEIGH, NeCisiseesdnisnscsonssviseiscce
Central county.essssosssosssoonvcsbssscsisine

rombne supecancecasecnod

READING, PA,...
Centrol countyiisssssovcececsnooeosovsnnssdé

RENO, NEVasssissveoosssbiacivecasassednd
Central countyasoeissssiissincsisisbnasoniade

RICHMOND, VhAuicicesiosisasonnsisasibssns
Central countyeisssosassasssssosisosnvsisione
Suburban countiefeessescssssssssssosscvoscnn

ROANOKE, VAicseacsacicvacacssoovasvncansse
Central countyesees
Suburban counbyeiisescoisassvscronveccssaass

bonebhanbiovodeecoded

ROCHESTER, NeYesossoinioniosiavossasiios
Central COUNbYiisoveosvensvsosssocccsaoscoss
Suburben countieSeevssassossscsoercsrsvesess

shrbesopcéesbbacedasdses

ROCKFORD, ILL.s
Central countyseesss
Suburban countysiiasescossonsisronsceinssaisin

SACRAMENTO, CALIF.cisiaseeinssnisnssosids
Central COUNtYseisisnosscvosscsavsncvsvevosa
Suburban countleSiiicsoscesssacsacrrasccrcne

SAGINAW, MICH:sicesicssiisnavisavissasni
Central countyaeee

erdcindaensscessencd

SALEM, ORHdcissaceviiisscsstanisciissies
Central COUNTYsisocisocoioonsesnniscacnssise
Suburban COUNtYessiseosssessnssesoiasrrsisive

SALTNAS-MONTEREY, CALIFiiceicssss
Central COUNtYsssssacosossisscsoetbosbboaios

66660000000 0608854

ST. JOSEPH, MO.:
Central countyeicessssssinnnocassaosons

8T, LOUIS, MOswILLlsessssicessscoassviois
Central COUNTYssssisevscoeiaionstocsrsrcocss
Suburban countleSicescssansesssssccssciscnss

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAHiiosesocdisnvovasase
Central COUNtYissssvsocrvsvacesaccocs
Suburhan countyss

ored

sobeciannssossoesesaiboné

SAN ANGEID, TEXceesroveiacivesisosnodiis
Central countyiicasvosisessscovbissssssiiise

SAN ANTONIO, TEKessasnoevossonisssnssios
Central countyeiioisovsesnseesces
Suburben COUNtYescssocsssscovesacssscosnsvio

sen

SAN BERNARDINO~RIVERSIDE~ONTARIO, CALIF.
Central countieSiceseveosevissosocsusrsesiis

SAN DIEGO, CALIFiiesceeecosiseccssenssss
Central countyiiisisasssitiviecivovosniiisoy

SAN FRANCISCO-CAKLAND, CALTF...s:
Central countieSesssssesésssssisosias
Suburben countieSecisossansesarcsecsncviveie

SAN JOSE, CALIFsscescss
Centrel countysisisioisisivovenrcrcinseisedid

seserrsesinia

SANTA BARBARA, CALIFicioisensssvasniiios
Central countyssoeicsssveis

SAVANNAH, GAiincceseossovsseccearaenciii
Central COUNtYisisesoisoosnasoasonsossansbis

SCRANTON, Phiioscvavosvsssssscrsccrssocs

Central COUntY iorsvssovessrasvsoonccossanoris
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Table 3.--AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS: !
1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960--Continued [

il

Figures are expressed as percenteges end sre based on the formula for comtimicus compounding, Ptr_Poert. !
Minus sign (~) denotes decrease ;

(See table 1 headnotes

Average annual

I
| Average annual
rete of increase

j i rate of increase

: . Area Area

; i 1960 to 1950 to 1960 o 1950 to
1965 1960 1965 1960

TUCSON, ARTIZiéiiasosnccecncscncoovooniiod

(S
W

™S

SEATTLE~FVEREIT, WASHeooooooovososcanaos 1.2 2
Central countieSeeiconsovvosssrvsososnsonons 1,

b

[=Nel
[t N RS

i SHREVEPORT, Thesicsoovesosooasessobasais 0.5 24
i Central countyiiseeuvscoos cobebvsavnassbe 0.3 2
Suburban COUNtYessessncososeosssssrsscoacsos 1.1 3.

oW
ESE Rt

Central coOUNnty.icscossasssiavoocnsronsisonass
Suburban countieBiiiesscesassssssscscsnccsias

7

9

6 TULSA, ORTAisisseiacscioiscinioccvassass
4

6

g
ww

o5 TUSCALOOSA, ALAsiiiacovisosascavnsacnons
o Central COUNtYssocsosscssosrosvenrnnonncsons
o6

e

STOUX CITY, IOWA-NEBRusoosssiscoscsvasiss o
Central cOUNtYcoeessocossnscsrocassonons
SubUIDAN COUNGY v osaoosoncssssoanassonnnssais

TYLER, TEXsocooceussosasscaaosoasssscine

=
[

oy
=
>

Central countiesisssonosesasosascrossvsssscs

; SPOKANE, WASHusss04
i Central countyicisesresvisivesioosssinseininis

cebebsacsenvanibis ~0.8
0.8

WACO, THeerseoosasionnissnnusnassasssin

STOUX FALLS, S; DAKicoaswsovsosseasonini 1.6 ,0 Central countyiesivoocosusossaseasssavvosocs

Central countyissesvicsossssissacncsessaasss 1:6 Ry

UTICA~ROME, NiY¥sousooavsoocesosasncannie 9 1.5
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1 Metropolitan State economic area,
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Table 4.--POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY RANK: 1965 AND 1960
(See table 1 hesdnote)

1 Metropolitan Stete economic area

2 New London Countys

Population Rank Population Rank
Standard metropoliten i Standard metropolitan X
. pril 1, April 1
statistical area 3%2'51, 1960 1965 | 1960 statistical area 32;%51} pl%o 4 1965 | 1960
(census) (census)
New Yok, Ne¥osivecsiasssasiionss] 11,366,000 10,694,633 1 1| Bichmond, Vaecsssecsssssesasoscens 484,000 436, 0dds 66| 66
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Callfis..| 6,765,000} 6,038,771 2 3 Vilmington, Del.-Nede-Mlsussuouse 468,000 41k, 565 &7 69
Chicago, Illicessessasciaieisione] 6,669,000 6,220,913 3 2|l Flint, Michssesssinsssisssisaseas 459,000 416,239 &8 68
Philadelphia, PoceNeleisissvieces 4,664,000 4,342,897 4 4 Fort Leuderdale-Hollywood, Flas.. 443,000 333,946 69 78
Detrolt, Micheeoessaiessssssissass| 3,987,000 3,762,360 5 5 Tulsa, OKllcissvsscsssvsavessovese 433,000 418,974 70 o7
Boston, Lewrence-Haverhill, New Bedford, Fall River, Mass. Yoo 411,000 398,488 71 it

Lowell, Mass. ecicesiovasssssses| 3,209,000( 3,109,158 6 6 Tresno, Califescsasissvonsicsoscs 403,000 365,945 72 7
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif.isse] 2,918,000] 2,648,762 7 7 Harrisburg, PReiiieescssiissscsss 391,000 371,653 73 72
Washington, DeCe-Mde-Va.ieiieeses| £,408,000) 1,989,377 8 10 Mobile, AlBessessvocossssssosasse 391,000 363,389 7 75
PLELEIUTER, Phuvessssesaevioeina] 2,372,000 2,405,435 9 g1l Knoxville, TeNMuiecoossosccasssis 390, 000 368,080 75| 73
Ste Louls, Mos=TLliseecssinsssess] 2,249,000 2,104,669 10/ 911 yiopfta, Kensiciseescisosessavess| 389,000  361,626) 76/ 71
Cleveland, OhiGeisciissiiiiiossnes]| 2,000,000 1,909,483 11 1l Orlando, PFlasesessisécsnscesasien 372,000 318, 487 77 82
Baltimore, Mssososseseassasssess| 1,854,000% 1,727,023 321 12| Charlotte, NeCeocoscesisisassnass 360,000 316,781 781 83
Newdrk, Nodiiosssrseinvovensssiss| 1,851,0000 1,689,420 13| 13]| Centon, OhiOssscessaccecsascosain 356,000 340, 345 79"
Houston, TeXiesssssssonoosseseoss] L,696,000] 1,418,323 10 15l Wilkes-Baerre--Hazleton, PRecoesese 346,000 346,972 80l 76
Mimmespolis-Ste Paul, Mimmieisess| 1,612,000( 1,482,030 15 14 Uh108-Rome, NeVeooosssssoasosnaos 346,000 330,771 81 79
Cincdrmati, Ohlo-Ky,~Ind.seiceico 1,347,000] 1,268,479 16 17 El PaBG, T@Xeovosscessassosoncéoc 344,000 314,070 82 84
BUffalo, NeYeiesssssiosaossveosss]| 1,320,000 1,306,957 17 16 Tacoms, Weslesscssessascsssossase 343,000 321,590 83 80
Paterson-Clifton-Passeic, NeJeo.s| 1,307,000; 1,186,873 18 19 pavenport-Rock Island-Moline,

DALIAS, TeXiseraonsaruionsnsniies] 1,289,000/ 1,083,601 19 22 TOWamTLLaéeasiacesiisinansiosass 339,000 319,375 84| 81
Miljankee, WiBesssssisaessniionss 1,275,000| 1,232,731 20| 18!l Tensing, Micheesessssessosssssvin 336,000 208,949 85| 87
AtLANE, GBaesesvesosnvecoovsisea] 1,216,000| 1,017,188 21| 241l Peorle, Tllesessseeossosencensses 320,000 313,412 gel 85
Kensas City, Moi-KanS..osisseesss| 1,183,000] 1,092,545 22| 21l Bakersfield, Califeiviecs 319,000 291,984 87| 88
Seattle~Everett, Washescesas . 1,179,000{ 1,107,213 23 20 Oxnerd-Ventura, Califiissess 318,000 199,138 881 130
Sen Diego, C8Lifiisseessessessnss| 1,136,000] 1,033,011 24| 23| Beaumont~Port Arthur, TeXieceecoo 313,000 306,016 g9) 86
Ansheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove, Tuegon, AriZesessvsecesseesssosie 307,000 265,660 90 102
' Caﬁii‘a.A.“.a............-...sa. 1,107,000 703,925 25 38 York, Plsosesesssssniieiiinnasoss 307,000 290,242 91 89
Denyer, (0lOisivicssinsisaninsiog 1,073, 929,383 26 26 Binghamton, Ni¥ewPRsisvessssosiis 297,000 283,600 92 0
Miami, Flaivisssssssssinsinsonsss| 1,061,000 935,047 270 2501 Trenton, NeJessgess 296,000 266,392 93| 100
New Or1eans, Leeeseseveseseisiese] 1,027,000 907,123 28] 28! Brockton, Mass.Tis..essssceeveres 296,000 248,449 9%t 111
sedt Berna'rdino—Riverside—omario, Charleston, S:Cesvocssasosescscas 296,000 254,578 951 107

001454 snenrnnrnsnernsnsonsnenees| 1,026,0000 809,782  29] 30\l (pavtancogs, Temmi-G8sesseseesses]  292,0000 283,690 96/ 9l
b tamemetiny Tt Voaalo00|  916,9%2| 30| 27||  Lemeaster Paseeessseseriiiinees| 269,000 283590 97| 94
Portland, 897,000 821,897 31 29 Shreveport, LAccsssesssoscrncosas 289,000 281,481 98 92
Sen Jose, Califsseispossissioiian 885,000 642,315 32|  45{ Oolumbia, SiCeessiisissesscasacss 289,000 260,828 991 104
Tampa~St. Petersburg, Flasis 873,000 772,453 33| 31| Albuguerque, N. Mexis 288,000 262,199| 100{ 103
Columbus, Ohloeesaesssicoss 847,000 754,885 341 3201 Gorpus Christi, TeXisessessceeiss 286,000 266,594 101, 99
Phoenix, AriZesssiseescssesssesss 818,000 663,510 35 41 ReOAINE, Phosessioancersisassenss 283,000 275, k1 102 o7
San ATLOnio, TeXiieieessosisiones 808,000 716,168 367 37| West Palm Beach, Flaisisossiscsis 281,000 22¢,106{ 103} 118
Rochester, NoYisisossossnassosios 804, 000 732,588 37 33 Little Rock-North Little Roek,

Dayton, OhiC.iicessrossscsivisinss 791,000 727,121 38 34 ATYKirovoesoncsoeroossnsosvsvesss 279,000 242,980 1041 113
Louisville, Ky.=Indeeescovovivios 771,000 725,139 39 35 Stockton, Califiecsccccscrvacsses 273,000 249,969 105] 110
Hartford, New Britain, Copmilices] 765,000  689,555) 40| 39|l wewport News-Hampton, Vasseseeise| 272,000 224,503 106, 119
Bridgegort, S‘tamford, Norwalk, Deg Moines, IoWBsssians PR 271,000 266,315 107| 101
COMNs Y ionraonsnvsissscosiisiiosi 746,000 653, 589 1] A4\ Jobnstown, PReicessscsseescvasiés 270,000 280,733| 108} 93
Memphis, Temm,-ATKiiessoasissiios 740,000 674,583 42 A0 South Bend, InGsssscaccscissssise 270,000 271,057 108 98
Providence~Pawbucket-Warwick, ' Greensboro-High Point, NeCisssess 267,000 246,520 110; 112
Reletoooesscassnone 739,000 718,543 43 36 Duluth-Superior, Mimme-Hisesscsseo 267,000 276, 596 111 96
Sacramento, Califiisses 737,000 625,503 4 48 Greenville, SiCess cibiiabnes 261,000 255,806 112y 105
New Haven, Waterbury, Meriden, Spokene, Washes 267,000 278,333 113 95
CONMNe " ccéssiasavossrocscinrceini 704,000 660,315 45 42 Columbus, Gas-Ale. 260,000 217,985 114} 123
Albeny-Schenectady-Troy, Ni¥isies 697,000 657,503 46 43 Madison, WilSsiesisissicscicscibes 260,000 222,095 115 121
Toledo, OhiomMichsiisssereaivenit 657,000 630, 647 470 47|l Huntington-Ashland, Ws Va.-Ky.-
BIron, Ohioseseeseessrarsosesions] 650,000 605,367) 48 0\ Ono.....sssussiesicisesssisaces) 260,000 254,780]  116] 106
Birmingham, Alfiiisisse 644,000| 634,864 49] 46|l Fort Weyne, Idseseiesseceraenses]  259,000| 232,196 117] 115
Norfolk~Portamouth, Vasesissonios 637,000 578, 507 50 52 Baton ROUEE, Lasiasesssinssssiios 255,000 230,058 118| 127
Fort Worth, Tex, “ee 627,000 573,215 51 54 Frie, Psssaasseiion 255,000 250,682 1197 109
Jersey City, NuJoiiisivueuseenes 619,000 610,734 52 49 Jockson, MiSS.iiesnsierecrrsocsie 250,000 221,367 120 122
Worcester, Fitchburg.-Leominster,
Mesa,*..... 608,000 583,228 53 51 ; i :
syraciss, WT, el ot S| m| | Mo Dl S0 e 1| 1
Gary-Hamnond-East Chicago, Ind... 596,000 573,548 55| 53|| Charleston, We VAseciserseosoonis 245,000 252,925\ 123] 108
Oklahoma City, OKlAsssssicssision 585,000 511,833 56 57 Sante Barbara, Califciceccas 243,000 168,962 124] 146
Honolulu, Hawaileisessesssasiones 571,000 500, 409 57| 59| Loraln-Elyria, Ohic.sicsevessciod 240,000 217,500] 125) 124
Springg1eld—~chicopee—Holyoke, Vallejo-Napa, Calif.iiicessocsans 239,000 200, 487 126 128
MBEE. aivessesusssrsivarsvseinis 550,000 532,582 581 56 Auguste, Gas-SiC 237,000 216,639 127 125
s GBs=SiCisiiivesiiscocess 5 )
Youngstown-Warren, 0hiceseesisiss 523,000 509,006 59 58 . 232,000 127,016 128| 176
Salt Lake City, Ut@heessciecccves 523,000 447,795 60 65 Seranton, Pose..s 226; 000 23 4: 531 120! 114
Omeha, Nebr.-IoWassieecsscioessis 516,000 457,873 61| 63| Pensscola, Flaiswesses: e 224,000 203,376 130|127
Alléntown-Bethlehen~Faston,

PaorNoJosinosaessseocnsnsvioons 515,000 492,168 62 60 Hunteville, Alacicesssocivisccise 224,000 153,861 131 152
Nashville, TenNiessesvcooccssssas 512,000 463,628 63 &1 Evanaville, Inde-K¥eicosveiensese 223,000 222,890 132} 120
Grand Replds, Michicessciserssios 502,000 461,906 64 62 Salinae-Monterey, Califiisvesiios 222,000 198,351 133 132
Jacksonville, Flaesisvsssoeoisiis 497,000 455,411 &5 64 New London-Groton-Norwieh, Comn,? 216,000 185,745 134 137
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i Table 4,--POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY RANK: 1965 AND 1960--Continved
! (See table 1 hemdnote)

!

| Population Renk Population Rank

‘ Standard metropolitan Standard metropolitan .

! April 1, ablstio April 1,

H gtatistlical area J\l%gﬁl, 1960 1965 | 1960 statistical area Jlllé%ril, 1960 1965 | 1960
: (census) (census)

Hamilbon-Middldton, Ohloissenss. 208,000 199,076 135 13L{l Chempaign-Urbema, Tllewsséesssees 133,000 132,436 177|170

Seginsw, Mich 208,000 160,752|  136] 133|l Anderson, Inf.iese.oeceiserisocio 170, 000 125,810 178! 178
Montgomery, Ale 207,000 199,734]  137| 129|| Wichita Falls, TeXssieiesesscesas 120, 000 129,638 179 15
Winston-Salem, NiC 207,000 189, 428 138 135 Abilene, TeXiicooosssvosscesnnsis 126,000 120,377 180) 181
Manchester, Nalolssisissacesisose 205,600 178,161 139] 141]| Mensfield, OhiOiie.secessosscncss 126,000 117,761  181] 185
MeAllen-Pharr-Edinburg, TeX.sssoe 202,000 180,904 1401 139 Waterloo, TowBeesasiicsssscssases 124, 000 122,482 182 180

123,000 111,995 1831 186

201,000 180,403| 14L| 140]| Durham, NeCeccsississssesinissosne
197,000 182,751 142| 1381 Decatur, Tllessasssssciscciiisese 122,000 118,257 184|184
195,000 169,082] 143] 145/] Ogden, Ut8heseesescsiesasossensis 120,000 110,744|  185] 188
194,000 162,890 144| 148|l Pueblo, Colossssesminssseiessnoss 119,000 118,707 186| 183
119,000 110,701 187 189
188] 190

Macon, GBiesieesss
Portland, Maine iiiiseisoiis
Raledgh, NuCiseanciscassvaisosiie
Fugene, Orefeiesscicosossvossiooss

Fayetheville, NuGasesrosseiasssas 193,000 148,418|  145| 158| Lynchburg, Veiiseesesnssccssnses
192, 000 188,299|  146| 136|| Tuscalooss, AlBiisiseessnsiiensss 118, 000 109,047

Savennah, GBieessssisiss
S Wheellng, Wi VaOhicia. he 188,000 190, 342 1471 134 Provo-Orem, Ubehisiisasivosssssos 118,000 106,591 1897 192
- Ann Arbor, Michs.. aes 187,000 172, 440 148 142 Muncle, Indesssincevessoscoscasia 117,000 110,938 190| 187
Iubbock, TeXsieoisasso Gabéecinn 185,000 156,271 1491 151 Sioux City, Towa~Nebreseseiscesea 114,000 120,017 191 182

181,000 169,712 150 144 Kenosha, WiSesssscicssiononscanos 114,000 100,615 192 196

179,000 160,880] 151] 1491 Reno, NeViisosesossioesssosassone 113,000 84,743] 193] 208
i Colorado Springs, Colosiassssssss 176,000 143,742 1521 162 Idme; OhlOsseessososiasscncssocnsi 112,000 103,691 1941 194
A ROBDOKE, Vieiiissseoscisisiiiinis 173,000 158,803 1537 150 Monroe, LBseessccaoassosecronsass 112,000 101,663 195) 195

Salem, OTeaioscnssoninciinuioiss 172,000 147,410 154] 1591| Fargo-Moorheed, N. Dalk-Mim,.ess 110, 000 106,027  196] 193

Steubenvilie—Weiﬂ;on, Ohio¥: Va. 170,000 167,756 155{ 147 Bay City, Michieisooesscosoncsans 109,000 107,042 197 191

Kalamazoo, Michiisseis
Atlantic City, NeJisiaes

Amarillo, TeXcsesssvisisssiseronsn 168,000 149,453 156| 157 Texarkena, TeXs~A¥Keevuesinsonsns 100, 000 91, 657 198( 200
Terre Haubte, Indeiisieicrsnvencas 167,000 172,069 1571 143 Boise City, IdahCiciicisssonsanns 99,000 93, 460 199 198
Tincoln, Nebreseisosssoissesaisns 161,000 155,272 158 152 Lawton, OklBcesscoionesvesissvans 99,000 90,803 200| 202
Racine, WiSisieessassnrsioiciosnn 160,000 141,781 1591 164 lafeyebte, Loiiseisissssoocassins 98,000 84,656 201] 208
Lexington, Ky. bebbiibecibbaiohedi 159,000 131,906 160 172 Lafayette-West Lafayette, Indiies 96,000 89,122 202 |- 204
Galves‘ton-’fexas City, TeXiirseoss 157,000 140,364 161 166 Wilmingbon, NiCiisiiesseisiscoise 95,000 92,020 203 199
Waco, TeX.ediveooscsnsses . 156,000 150,091 162} 155 Sts Joseph, Moisissaisss aie 95,000 30, 581 204] 203
Fort Smith) Arki—Oklaiiissisisoss 154,000 135,110]  263] 160 Sioux Falls, S. Dakseisieisicsses 94,000 86,575  205) 205
Springfield, Illissecessciieesoca 153,000 146,539 164| 160 Gadsden, AlBicisacaiviosovcsssrad 94,000 96,980 206 197
Muskegon-Muskegon Helghts, Miches 153,000 149,943 165 156 Tyler, ToXiiissssssicsisssscioiss 93,000 86,350 2071 206
Brownsville~Harlingen~3an Benito, Odessn, TeXivieosisbsasssssoissrss 93,000 90,995 208! 201
! ‘I‘ex............................. 151,000 151,098 166! 154 Lewiston-Auburn, Maine®isi.is 91,000 86,312 209! 207
; Topeka, Kans.s 149,000 |- 141,286 167] 165 Bloomington-Normal, I1l:.. <0, 000 83,877 210| 210
Cedar Rapids, Iow 148,000 136,899 168] 168 Albeny, GBisseisocsecosiossss 89,000 75,680 211 214
Springfield, Chics 147,000 131, 440 169) 173 DUbuGue, ToWaiseseons 87,000 80,048 o1 o212
Pitterield, Massiliiiisiaisrisioon 144,000 142,135 170 163 Pine Bluff, ArKiesisssissiisssans 86,000 81,373 213] 211
Asgheville, NiCsiss 143,000 130,074 7L 1% Billings, Montessssa 84,000 79,016 214 213
Springfield, Moisss 140,000 126,276 2| A7t Tellahassee, Fla..: 83,000 74,225 215| 215
Jackson, Mich 137,000 131,9% 1737 171 Great Falls, Mont. I 82,000 73,418 216] 216
] Altoona, Pa 137,000 137,270 174) 167 Laredo, TeXesis 76,000 64,791 217 218
: Green Bay, Wis.. : 137,000 125,082 1751 179 San Angelo, Tex 73,000 64,630 2187 219
; Take Charles, Laciiississeiniasss 135,000 145,475 176| 1el Midlend, TeXesssssss 67,000 67,717 219 217

l Metropoliten State economic area.
Androscoggin County.
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Tabie 5.~-ESTIMATES OF THE METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOL.ITAN POPULATION OF STATES: 1965

Metropolitan counties? Nonmetropolitan counties
Region, division, ' P
and State sty 1, 1065 | APFLL 1, 1960 Change, 1960 to 1965 iy 1, 2965 Aw(ﬂ 1, 1060 | Chenge, 1960 to 1965
{census Number Percent census Number Percent
Unifed States.ceensoes| 129,993,000 118,967,785 +11,025,000 49,3 263,803,000 60, 355, 390 243, 447,000 45,7
REGTONS: §
NOTHNEBE e soooossvosssnsas 39,362,000 37,195,979 +2,1.66,000 +5.8 28,255,000 7,481,840 24773, 000 +10.3
North 0Bntralecesesscccons 34,946,000 32,794, 802 42,152,000 46,6 19,143,000 18, 824, 337 +318, 000 +1.7
SOUthuaeascssnssesssancons 31,315,000 217,953,952 +3,361,000 +12.0 28,792,000 217,019,161 +1,772,000 4646
Wedleoesanoosoose 24, 370,000 21,023,052 43,346,000 +15.9 7,613,000 7,030,052 +583,000 +8.3
NORTHEAST:
New Inglandeeessesessscoss 8,877,000 8,369,011 +508,000 6.1 2,269,000 2,140,356 +129,000 46,0
Middle AtLlantic.siesieoiso 30, 485,000 28, 826,968 +1,658,000 +5.8 25,986,000 5,341, 484 24645, 000 #1201
NORTH CTNTRAL:
Fast North Centralesessiss 27, 661,000 25,980,824 +1, 680,000 46,5 10, 571,000 10, 244,200 +326,000 +342
West North Central,sissses 7,286,000 6,813,978 +4772,000 6,9 8,572,000 8,580,137 ~8, 000 ~04l
SOUTH:
South Atlenticssecssasssis 15,382,000 13,560,157 +1,822,000 +13.4 13,365,000 12, 411, 575 +954, 000 47437
Bagt South Centralesisvssn 4,943,000 4,580,203 +362,000 7.9 7,876,000 7,469,923 +406,000 5.4
West South Central.,..... . 10,990,000 9,813,592 | . 41,176,000 +12.0 7,550,000 7,137,663 +413,000 45,8
WEST: .
MOUBTAING 00 eoavssvisssssns 4,153,000 3,506,384 646,000 +18.4 3, 540,000 3,348,676 +191,000 45,7
PRCITIConsusecsonvasransss 20,217,000 17, 516, 668 42,700,000 FNENS 4,073,000 3,681,376 +392, 000 +1066
NEW ENGLAND:
ModliCua s soncsssooniosanss 288,000 269,063 +19,000 6.9 698,000 700, 202 2,000 ~0.3
N HAMPShiTe s sssesssoios 205,000 178,161 27,000 +15,3 468,000 428,760 +39,000 +9.2
Veriiontessesonsibsinsiosas (x) (%) X (%) L 404,000 389,881 +14,000 4347
MasaechusettSesisssscinsis 5,214,000 5,014,040 +200, 000 +40 148,000 134,538 +13,000 +9.8
Rhode I8180Gesessseasiosin 739,000 718,543 +20,000 2.8 152,000 140,945 +11,000 4841
COmNECtLoUt asosvoeenssonos 2,431,000 2,189,204 +242,000 #11.1 399,000 346,030 +53,000 +15.3
MIDDLE ATLANTIC:
NeW TOrKissosassoarissoios 15,403,000 14,536,696 +866,000 +6.0 22,703,000 2,245,608 244,58, 000 42044
% New: JerSeyasisosesiveisssn 5,922,000 5,365,373 +557,000 10,4 860,000 701, 409 +158,000 42245
PEIMSYLVAnite.esseiosaiise 9,160,000 8,924,899 +235,000 +2.6 2,423,000 2,394,467 +29,000 41,2
FAST . NORTH CENTRAL:
OhiGsinecanavessnssnravsis 7, 874,000 7, 394,106 +480,000 +6.5 2,367,000 2,312,291 +55,000 2.4
eribeoiaboe 2,958,000 2,823,918 +134,000 +.8 1,934,000 | 1,838, 580 +96,000 5,2
TLLiN018esssseiisosniiisos 8,473,000 7,933,031 +540, 000 6.8 2,168,000 2,148,127 420,000 +0.9
Michigansesiessssisoeneiss 6,366,000 5,962,457 +404, 000 6.8 1,951, 000 1,860,737 490,000 +4:8
WiSCONSiNasisesasisioosnss 1,989,000 1,867,312 +122,000 - 6,5 2,151,000 2,084,465 +66,000 +342
WEST NORTH CENIRAL:
MINNESOtBissosinsiidossies 1,876,000 1,752,698 +124,000 +7.1 1,685,000 1,661,166 +24,000 +1:5
TOWBisesesinsn 949,000 915,762 433,000 +3.6 1,809,000 1,841,775 -33,000 -1:8
MiSSOUTLeisesesnonssvonosi 2,79, 000 2,597,586 +182,000 +7,0 1,713,000 1,722,227 ~9,000 ~0:5
NoTth DBKOtBessseesrrsonns 69,000 66,947 +2,000 +3.2 583,000 565,499 418,000 +3.1
South DaKObEissesseveessss 94,000 86,575 +8,000 49,0 592,000 593,939 -2,000 -0.3
NEOTREKE . esisisisiensioiis 603,000 542,211 +61,000 +11.2 56,000 868,119 ~13,000 ~1:5
KBNS8S: vovsioosssssiossons 914,000 852,199 462,000 +7.3 1,334,000 1,326,412 +7,000 +046
SOUTH ATTANTIC: )
DELEWATEsoossrsvenvrisibis 354,000 307,446 +46,000 +15:0 150,000 138, 846 +11,000 7.7
MeTYLaNdssseansroavsoiiiie 2,851,000 2,473,754 +377,000 +15,2 684,000 626,935 +57,000 4950
pistrict of Columblassesss 802,000 763,956 +38,000 +5.0 (x) (x) (x) (x)
VirgindBeieeisiesissississ 2,346,000 2,048,176 +298,000 +14:6 2,074,000 1,918,773 +155,000 4841
West Virginiasisssesss 567,000 575,137 ~9,000 ~145 1,249,000 1,285,284 -37,000 -2:8
North Carcling.isessiss 1, 584,000 1,404,318 +179,000 +12.8 3,351,000 3,151,837 +199,000 +6.3
South Carcling.iseiss 932,000 852,250 +80, 000 49,4 1,618,000 1,530,344 +88,000 +5.7
GeOrgitsssaivesssssisioias 2,113,000 1,814,069 4299, 000 4165 2,278,000 2,129,047 . +149,000 47,0
FLOTI0R: ebsersnnssesinsiis 3,834,000 3,321,051 +513,000 +15.4 1,963,000 1,630, 509 +332,000 420 4
FAST SOUTH CENTRAL:
Kentuekys soeooesisiossisss 1,133,000 1,057,978 475,000 7.1 2,041,000 1,980,178 +60,000 43,1
PENNEESCE e ssnaiosbnsessnis 1,833,000 1,696,632 +137,000 81 2,016,000 1,870, 457 +146,000 +7:8
ALADBIMAG i oreinisonsssisisi 1,727,000 1,604,226 +122,000 +7:6 1,760,000 1,662,514 497,000 +5.9
Mississippilsiscesseisssoss 250,000 221,367 +29,000 +12;9 2,059,000 1,956,774 +102,000 45,2
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL:
ATKANSBE: ssiioisbbsosesiis 552,000 491, 606 461,000 +12,3 1,389,000 1,294, 666 +94,000 7.3
LOULS18D8.ssssasississesis| . 1,915,000 1,750, 456 +165,000 +9:4 1,645,000 1, 506, 566 +138,000 942
OKLANOMB 4 o essesibosssosss 1,170,000 1,068,717 +101,000 49,4 1,278,000 1,259,567 +19,000 +1.5
TEXAE s isenrisarbbbbansss 7,353,000 6,502,813 +850,000 4131 3,238,000 3,076,864 +161,000 +5.2
MOUNTAIN:
MOTTEAINA . ¢ ovansoncosssssnss 166,000 152,434 413,000 4846 537,000 522,333 +15,000 +2:9
TABNO: s svenvivinseiis 99,000 93,460 +6,000 46,0 594,000 573,131 +20,000 435
WYOMINgsssosseseeconsss (x) (x) (x) (x) 330, 000 330,066 () (2)
COLOTAAO: voaasioooribosbin 1,369,000 1,191,832 +177,000 +14.8 581,000 562,115 +19,000 43,3
New MeXiCOrivveronvrecoins 288,000 262,199 +26,000 +10,0 726,000 688, 824 437,000 5.4
Arizona.iaes vis 1,125,000 929,170 196,000 #2131 450,000 372,991 +77,000 +20.6
Utahiiiiaosesoosbisnsioion 762,000 665,530 496,000 #lhod 233,000 225,097 +8,000 43,4
NEVBGBoeiiorassrnbroasiiss 345,000 211,759 +133,000 +62,7 89,000 73,519 +16,000 +21.5
PACTFIC:
Weashingtoneseseesersrssiis 1,892,000 1,800,945 491,000 45,1 1,080,000 1,052,269 +28,000 2.7
OTEEONe s vsassosesossveniis 1,159,000 1,038,389 +120,000 +11:6 780,000 730,298 +49, 000 +647
CRLILOINiBL s osovosiniocios 16,595,000 14,176,925 +2,418,000 +17.1 1,808,000 1,540,279 +268,000 41704
ALBSKB: sssiioiasisssnsibes (%) (x) (x) (x) 267,000 226,167 +40, 000 +17.9
BaWAilesisnsassossonicoose 571,000 500, 409 +71,,000 14l 139,000 132,363 47,000 +5.0

¥ Not applicable.

7 Less then 500 or 0,05 percent.
1 population in standard metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the Bureau of the Budget, January 1, 1967, For New England, SMSA's are

modified to nearest metropolitan State economic area or county equivalent. Includes Middlesex and Somerset Counties; N.J., which are part of the

New York-Northeastern New Jersey Standard Consolldated Area,
? Ineludes 259,000 "residual” in New York assigned to nonmetropolitan part of State,

8,9 percent change since 1960.

A better estimate for New York would be 2,445,000, an




Table 6.--COMPONENTS OF CHANGE IN THE METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION OF STATES: 1960 TO 1965
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Metropolitan counties® Nonmetropolitan counties
Reglon(,i gixgion, Net migration Net migration
nd Births Deaths Births Deaths
! Number Percent Number Percent
United Statesesissssss 14,564,000 5,975,000 +2,436,000 42,0 7,298,000 3,261,000 ?.590, 000 «1:0
RIGIONS ¢ |
NOTENEEEL o uesvssonscoosnos 4,112,000 2,073,000 +127,000 40,3 871,000 449,000 24351,000 4bi6
North Centreliseeesssesess 4, 071, 000 1,621,000 299,000 ~0,9 2,123,000 1,068, 000 737,000 -39
GOUthssseersosanissosisoss 3,697,000 1,300,000 +965,000 4345 3,375,000 1,407,000 ~195, 000 «0,7
Webtesesisosinssssissiison 2, 684,000 980, 000 +1, 643,000 4748 930,000 337,000 ~10,000 ~1.40
NORTHEAST:
New Tnglondessssessssecsss 963,000 468,000 +13,000 +0.2 257,000 123,000 . =5,000 -0.2
Middle ALLANtiCaesesisooss 3,149,000 1,605,000 +115,000 4044 614,000 326, 000 24357, 000 6.7
NORTH CENTRAL: :
Fast North Centralesicsiss 3,189, 000 1,280, 000 ~230, 000 ~0:9 1,188,000 584, 000 «278, 000 w247
Weat North Centraleicsesss 882,000 341,000 69,000 «1:0 935,000 484,000 458, 000 ~5:3
SOUTH:
South Atlanticessssescises 1,757,000 660, 000 +725,000 +5.3 1,565,000 630, 000 +19, 000 +04
Tast South Centralss 580,000 224,000 +6, 000 +0,1 931,000 392, 000 ~133,000 -1.8
Weet South Central.cessssce 1,359,000 416,000 #2234, 000 2.4 879,000 385,000 ~81,000 wLol
WEST:
MOUNEAING 0 sso0esssoonisios 499,000 150,000 4298, 000 48,5 475,000 154,000 ~130, 000 ~3:9
PBCATIC b aveooosanssosasss 2,185,000 | 830,000 +1, 345,000 +7.7 455,000 183, 000 +120, 000 +343
NEW ENGLAND:
MAINICs o 0 sics onsvsvooannions 32,000 16,000 +3,000 +1s 85,000 41,000 w417, 000 6.7
New Hampshireessososessars 23,000 11,000 415,000 +8:5 50,000 26, 000 +15,000 4345
VETTOT 4 slavosenavsionoosss (xX) . (2} (X} (x) 48,000 23, 000 «10, 000 2.6
Messachusetteassiososionss 575,000 287,000 ~89,000 -1.8 15,000 9,000 +7,000 +5,3
Rhote I81anGeeessovsesonis 77,000 42,000 ~15,000 -2,0 18,000 6,000 " w1,000 -0.6
CONNECHLCUtesosnossssosnes 255,000 112,000 +98,000 45 41,000 18,000 +30,000 +847
MIDDLE ATLANTIC: .
New YOTKuaoeassonoassonassn 1,601,000 816,000 +82,000 +0.6 270,000 140,000 #4328, 000 4 Lho6
New TeTBEYoonssnsboansness 604,000 283,000 +236,000 oot 93,000 45,000 +110, 000 +15.6
Pennsylvanitceesecisnsssss 944,000 506,000 w204, 000 2.3 251, 000 141,000 ~81,000 “3id
FAST NORTH CENTRAL:
Ohi0sisasasisissiossoasien 877,000 368,000 ~28,000 ~0.4 267,000 130,000 ~82,000 «3:5
ING1ENaSe. cosvonionosoviis 352,000 140,000 ~178,000 ~2:8 217,000 104, 000 ~18,000 ~1.0
T1LNGiS.sesessioe 980, 000 418,000 22,000 =043 227,000 133,000 Ty OO0 3.5
Michigaliesseiesses 737,000 265,000 69,000 ~1s2 230,000 104, 000 36,000 =19
WiSCOn8iNesssessosssisisns 243,000 89,000 ~33,000 ~1:8 247,000 113,000 268,000 w342
WEST NORTH CENTRAL:
MAYNESOLB: sosbonsoisisibis 235,000 83,000 ~29,000 ~1:6 195,000 85,000 ~86, 000 ~5e2
TOWBiisacavonnsissisbissss 119, 000 46,000 ~39,000 “bs3 194,000 105,000 ~122,000 ~6e6
MiSEOUTLassesosissoioss 318,000 144,000 +8,000 +0:3 168,000 112,000 66,000 ~3:8
North Dakot@esesesnssoiiss 8,000 3,000 -3,000 ~5,2 73,000 26,000 ~30, 000 5.3
South Dakob@sesssssessasss 12,000 4,000 ~1,000 0.8 76,000 30, 000 417,000 ~8:0
Nebraska:sessioscassssises 81,000 26,000 +6,000 +141 91,000 49,000 ~55,000 w633
KONB8Eos0osssnososssnnniis 109,000 35,000 ~11,000 ~1:3 137,000 77,000 ~52,000 -39
SOUTH ATLANTIC:
DELEWETGearscoesossossases 40,000 15,000 421,000 +6:9 20, 000 . 7,000 ~2,000 ~146
Marylandeesssseisovacasiss 326,000 116,000 +168, 000 +6.8 81,000 35,000 410,000 +1.6
District of ColumbiBieisiess 105,000 47,000 ~20, 000 2.7 (%) (x) (x) (%)
VArgindaiesecossessovansos 276,000 87,000 +109, 000 +5.3 232,000 99,000 +22,000 +1.1
West Virginife.essicescios 61,000 29,000 41,000 ~7.1 135,000 69,000 ~103,000 -840
North Carolinfsssessessios 185,000 62,000 +56,000 +4,0 394,000 144,000 ~51,000 «1.:6
South Carolindseee. 115,000 36, 000 +1,000 +042 207,000 73,000 ~4&, 000 ~3.0
GEOTEZ18uvossvrssosisnsisin 255,000 82,000 +126, 000 +7:0 283,000 108,000 ~26,000 wLe2
FLOTiBaasssussosoossvosss 394,000 185,000 | - +304,000 +9:1 212,000 94,000 +214,000 +13:1
FAST SOUTH CENTRAL:
KentuckYssseosessorenssess 134,000 56,000 ~4,000 ~0,3 234,000 104,000 ~170, 000 “345
TENNEESEE i o s snsoveesesnin 211,000 82,000 +8,000 +0.5 214,000 96, 000 +28,000 4165
ALEVEMB . viserreeracsnsnsis 203, 000 76, 000 w4y 000 ~0:3 211,000 86,000 -28,000 ~1a7
MiBgis8iphlecssseensbesiis 32,000 10, 60C +6,000 +2.8 273,000 107,000 =6y 000 -3:3
WEST SOUTH CENTRAL:
ATKANSEE 000 ssanesnososass 68,000 26,000 +19, 000 +3.8 161;000 72, 000 +5,000 +0ud
LOULS1B08 i vussienanenraes 244,000 84,000 +6, 000 +0.3 220,000 75,000 -7,000 Ok
OKLENOMA s sesssivrrosasnos 135,000 48,000 414,000 +1.3 128,000 76,000 ~33,000 -2.6
TEXBSaeaassassssesssosebis 913,000 259,000 +195, 000 +3.0 369,000 161,000 ~417,000 -15
MOUNTAIN:
MOntENE i s eeies 21,000 7,000 ~2,000 =Ll 64,000 28,000 ~21,000 whal
TABNOs s usosionsissossnsonss 11,000 4o, 000 1,000 ~146 72,000 26,000 ~26,000 ka5
UYOUATE 4 s avanonosnnninenss (%) (x) (%) (x) 42,000 15,000 27,000 -8:2
C0loradossssssssssbsosinss 155,000 54,000 +75,000 +643 70, 000 30,000 ~22,000 -39
41,000 9,000 6,000 “2;1 114,000 26,000 ~52,000 7.5
131,000 42,000 +107, 000 +11.5 71,000 17,000 423,000 +652
UbeNasesesasssasssosossioe 102,000 24,000 +18,000 +2:7 33,000 9,000 ~16,000 ~7.0
NEVEABioreoasnoneoribiinis 37,000 11,000 +106, 000 +5041 10, 000 4,000 410,000 +13.9
PACIFIC: -
Washington.sivesesscsossss 210,000 91,000 ~28,000 ~1:6 115,000 52,000 ~35,000 -3.3
OTEEONesaesasssosossiibing 111,000 56,000 +65,000 6.3 80, 000 36, 000 +5,000 +0.7
CalifOrNiBicssesososassess 1,786, 000 670,000 41,302,000 +942 205,000 83,000 +146,000 4945
ALABKRG ssiveunvsesssiisnss (x} (%) (x) (x) 41,000 7,000 +6,000 +2:8
Hawelloaseaosnenenoen B 78,000 13,000 +6,000 +1.2 14,000 5,000 ~2,000 -1.5

X Kot applicable,

1 population in standard metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the Bureau of the Budget, January 1, 1967.
ic area or county equivalent, Includes Middlesex and Somerset Counties,

modified 4o nearest metropolitan State econcm:
New York-Northeastern New Jersey Standard Consolldated Area,

2 Includes +259,000 "residual® in New York assigned %o nonmetropolitan part of State.
+3,1 percent of 1960 population.

A better estimete for New York would be

For New England, SMSA's are
N.J., which are part of the

+70,000 or
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Table 7.--AVERAGE ANNUAL CRUDE BIRTH AND DEATH RATES FOR THE METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION:

APRIL. 1, 1960, TO JULY 1, 1965

(Rates per 1,000 midperiod popalation)

Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan Metropolitan Nonmetropoliten
Reglon, division, counties counties Region, division, counties counties
and State Birth Death Birth Death and State Birth Death Birth | Death
. rate rate rate rate rate rate rote rate
i
Unitell Statessciioesos 22:3 9:1 224 10.0 WEST NORTH CENTRAL--CoOn.
North Dakotfieesssoscocon 23.5 T 2443 8.5

REGIONS: ¢ 2
NOTEheastsioasossasiiiss 20.5 10.3 21.1 10.9 South Dakotaeeesssinsess 25.8 8.0 240h 98

°* ; Nebraskeosvsosovssceans 26,9 847 20.0 10:9
North Centraliisiveciiin 22.9 9.1 21.3 10,7 Kansas 234 7.6 19.6 11,1
SOUthiisoanssrscsieissss 23,8 8ok 23,0 9.6 #NBABe o carsoneioesasns o ° ° °
WeBtoisiosasisscobisioos 22.5 8.2 24.2 848 SOUTH ATLANTIC:

NORTHEAST: DelaWireéo evossaosssovoes 23,1 8.6 26,9 9.9
New Englendiiieiciciiess 21,3 10.3 22,2 10.6 Moarylendesconvescvannsin 23.3 8.3 2346 10:1
Middle Atlantic:. ao 20,2 10.3 20,6 11,0 Distriet of Columbia..es 5.6 11.4 (x) (x)

Virgindfeosesossescsaions 25.9 76 22.2 95

NORTH CENTRAL: :

Fast North Centralisssss 22,7 9.1 21,7 10,7 e 502 oS 202 10:4
West North Gentralisis.s 23.8 942 20.8 10.8 South CArolinfesisnasoss 2445 77 25,1 8.9

SOUTH: GeoTEiBecovasnessssansesd 2447 8.0 24o5 93
South Atlentlceiseiecdss 23,1 8.7 231 9.3 FlLOridBocassssosccoesasn 21,0 969 22,5 9.9
East South Centralisees 23,2 9.0 23.1 957
West South Centreliissas 24,9 7:6 22.8 10,0 BAST SOUTH CENTRAL:

. 23.3 9.7 22.2 2.8

WEST: - 22.8 8.9 21.0 9.4
MouRtainiiiseoseiiseiss 24.8 75 26,3 8.5 - : : s
Pacific.. : 22.1 8ok 22.3 9.0 23.2 8.7 234 963

LTenseeesecnenaonie ¢ M ° ° Misgissipplicesessossise 26,0 7.8 25.9 0.1

NEW ENGLAND: o WEST SOUTH CENTRAL:

Maln€iiesinesiviiniiiess 22.1 112 23,3 11:1
ArKenS8Secovocossascnnss 24,7 N 22:8 10.2
New Hampshire.:ssos ‘ 22,7 10,7 21:2 10.9
<. Louislanf.eiesicciissese 25,3 8.8 26,6 9al
Vermontsieeesoserss (x) (X} 22.9 11.2 v X ;
X 0k18hOMBs e ossevssssiasose 22.9 8l 19,3 11.5
Masgachusetts.i 2.4 10.7 19.9 11.6 Texas ‘ 251 o) 29,3 9.

5 Bhotte TELENG4s0essass 2001 1L.0 24,0 2:1 €XBSesrsoccsssiiinsirase & f . .
Conpecticutiiieiiis 2L.1 9.2 20.9 9id MOUNTAIN:

MIDDLE ATTANTIC: Montanfesceeoescasnsvess 25.7 7:8 2362 10,0
New York.. 20.4 10:4 20,8 10.8 JdahOseoossonsorssennssn 22,2 8.3 23:3 8.3
New Jersey, 20.4 9:6 22,7 1069 Wyominge e s (x) (x) 24,0 Bud
Permsylvania. 19.9 10.7 19:9 11.2 ColoTad0esseesssisnsoiss 23.1 8.0 23.3 9:9

BAST NORTH CENTRAL: New Mexico...........f. . 28;? 642 30.8 6.9

A ) ATiZONBeonsaooosinsonins 24,3 7.8 32,7 7.8
ChiGisssinosscisivisisisn 21.9 9.2 21.7 10:6
Ubalesseoassansersonnss 27.2 6.4 2742 7.8
Indianticesesvecases 23.2 9:2 22.0 10.5 Nevada 256 7.3 22.8 5.8
o oy 20.6 1.7 tesessssesnsrsniss . B B .
22.8 8.2 23.0 104
PACTFIC:
Wis8COnEiNesosascaessasas 24,0 8.8 22.2 10.2 VAOhNgEOTe s seensonses 21,7 9.3 20,5 9.3

WEST NORTH CENTRAL: Oregolisecssscesosccisise 19,3 9,7 20.1 2.0
Mimmesot@seascecsovsosis 2447 847 22,2 9.7 Californitecesacssssones 22,1 8.3 2343 9.5
TOWBissoseaeosnnacisnron 24.2 9.4 20.3 10:9 A185KBeeeonrensresanones (%) (x) 31.8 5id
MissouTlesaisccsvrcncsssn 22.6 10.2 18,7 1244 Hawalleosososoosanvosaosse 27.7 4:8 19,5 7.5

X Not applicable.
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