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ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN 
STA TIS TICAL AREAS: JULY 1, 1965 

(Standard metropolitan statistical areas are as defined by the Bureau of the Budget through, 1966, 
Changes ,in area definitions made in March and April 1967 have not been incorporated into this 
report. Estimates shown here supersede those published in Current Population Repor·.~., Series 
P-25, Nq~. 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 shown for July 1, 
1965, together 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 
resident i population in each area-that is, the 
civilian iesident population plus members of the 
Armed Porces 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
poliian population. Thus, metropolitanization 
of the population of the United States appears to 

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 in metropolitan 
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 
LJnited States. l 

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 1 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 

lThese relative rates of growth of metropol
itan and nonmetropolitan 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 POPULATION: 1965, 1960, AND 1950, 

Population (in thousands) Percent change Average anrrual 
percent change 

Area April 1, April 1, July 1, 1960 1950 1960-65 1950-60 1960-65 1950-60 1965 (census) (census) 

United States ••••••••• 193,795 179,323 151,326 +7.1 +18.5 +1.5 +1.7 

Metropolitan coUnties ••••• 129,993 118,968 93,998 +9.3 +26.6 +1.7 +2.4 
Central counties •••••••• 100,946 93,587 76,547 +7.9 +22.3 +1.4 +2.0 
Suburban counties ••••••• 29,047 25,381 17,451 +14.5 +45.4 +2.6 +3.7 

Nonmetropo1itan·counties •• 63,803 60,355 57,328 +5.7 +5.3 +1.1 +0.5 
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Table B.--COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE FOR THE MErROPOLITAN AND NONMEI'ROPOLITAN POPUIA1'ION: 
1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960 

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

1960 to 1965 1950 to 1960 
i 

Components of 
t change Area 

Natural Net 
in- mi-

crease gration 

United States ••••••••• 12,626 +1,846 

Metropolitan counties ••••• 8,589 +2,436 
Central counties •••••••• 6,620 +740 
Suburban coun.ties ••••••• 1,969 +1,696 

Nonmetropo1itan counties •• 4,037 -590 

million people through net migration; (The im
balance is accounted for by net immigration 
from abroad.) The figures suggest, then, that 
~her/,e was a shift of about ahalf-millionpersons 
{rom nonmetropolitan to metropolitan areas. 
The net shifts in population due to migration, 
however, have played a lesser role in population 
redistribution during the current decade than 
was true in the 1950's, where there was rela
tively heavy in-:migration to metropolitan areas. 
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 dur ing 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 nonmetropolitancounties, 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 that on an overall basis the crude 
birth rates for nonmetropolitan counties are no 
longer higher than the crude birth rates for 
metropolitan counties. Migration rates are 

Average annual Components of Average annual 
rate of-- change rate of-- -

Natural Net Natural Net Natural Net 
in- mi- in- mi- in- mi-

crease gration crease gration crease gration 

1.3 +0.2 25,337 +2,660 1.5 +0.2 

1.3 +0.4 16,336 +8,634 1;5 +0.8 
1.3 +0,1 12,910 +4,131 1.5 +0.5 
1.4 +1.2 3,426 +4,504 1.6 +2.1 
1.2 -0.2 9,002 -5,974 1.5 -1.0 

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 areas and to depress the rate in non
metropolitan areas. At the same time, the crude 
death rates of the nonmetropolitan areas 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 fallen below those of metropolitan areas. 

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 than for 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. Growtfiin nonmetro
politan counties varied considerably from region 
to region, with only the North Central States 
showing rates of growth innonmetropolitanpop
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 be higher 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 CHANGE 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 
1 1965 1960 Number Percent Number 1960 

population 
0 

All metropolitan areas l ••• 129,313 11_8,377 +10,936 +9.2 +2,400 +2.0 

1,000,000 and over •••••••••••• 72,182 66,157 +6,025 +9.1 +1,525 +2.3 
500,000 to 1,000,000 •••••••••• 24,,048 21,884 +2,164- +9.9 +535 +2.4, 
100,000 to 500,000 •••••••••••• 31,220 23,604 +2,616 +9.1 +366 +1.3 
Under lOO,OOOoQ •• e00&$$ •• o9&OO 1,863 1,733 +130 +7.5 -26 -1.5 

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 1/2h percent 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 inpividual areas of net out-migration, 
with the Pittsburgh SMSA actually registering a 
populati?n 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-Garden 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. Huntsvi11e,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 

Table D;,-.:M"ErROPOLITAN AREAS WITH POPULATION IN
CREASE OF 25 PERCENT OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965 

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

1. Las Vegas, Nev ••••• e.e ••••••••••• 
2. Oxnard-Ventura, Calif •••••••••••• 
3. Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove, 

Calif ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
4. Huntsville, Ala.8~.e& •••••• o.~o.o 
5. Santa Barbara, Calif ••••••••••••• 
6. San Jose, Calif ••• e •••••••••••• e. 
7. Reno, Nev •••••••••••• &o •••••••••• 
8. Ft. Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla •••• 
9. Fayetteville, N.C •••••••••••••••• 

10. San Bernardino-Riverside-ontario, 
Calire ••••••••••••• &e ••• e.9 •• ~.o 

Percent 
increase, 
1960 to 

1965 

82.4 
59.5 

57.3 
45.4 
44.1 
37.8 
33.2 
32.2 
30.2 

26.7 

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 seven areas 
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-Long 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 (table E). A total 
of 28 metropolitan areas are estimated to have 
increased in population by over 100,000 each 
since 1960. 

Table E.--METROPOLITAN AREAS WITH POPULATION 
INCREASE OF 200,000 OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965 

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

1. Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif •••• 
2. New York, N.Y •••••••••••••• e ••••• 

3. Chicago, rlle •••••••••• o ••••••••• 
4. Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va •••••••••• 
5. Anaheim-Santa Ana....Qarden Grove, 

Calif ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
6. Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J •••••••••••• 
7. Houston, Tex •••••••••••.•••••••• o 
8. San Francisco-Oakland, Calif ••••• 
9. San Jose, Calif •••••••••••••••••• 

10. Detroit, Mich •• o •••••• o.o.e •• eoo$ 

11. San Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, 
Calif ••••••••• OG.& ••• oe.9 •• eo ••• 

12. Dallas, Tex ••••••• o •••••••••••••• 

Population 
increase, 
1960 to 

1965 

727,000 
671,000 
468,000 
419,000 

404,000 
321,000 
278,000 
270,000 
243,000 
224,000 

217,000 
205,000 
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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 J\:na-Garden Grove, Calif.; Denver, Colo.; 
Miami,( Fla.; New Orleans, La.; and San 
Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, Calif. Another 
35 areas 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 considerably in terms of population 

rank, from 38th and 45th in 1960 to 25th and 
32nd, respectively, in 1965. The largest change 
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 in rank. 

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 Nwnber of counties with percent increase of-- Nwnber of 

" counties 
Area number with of 25.0 and 1.5.0 to 10.0 to 5.0 to 0.0 to 

counties over 24.9 14.9 9.9 4.9 population 
loss 

Metropolitan counties ••• 1436 44 72 88 94 99 39 
Central counties •••••• 1246 13 29 47 60 70 27 
$uburban counties ••••• 190 31 43 41 34 29 12 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 

Metropolitan counties ••• 100.0 10.;1 16.5 20.2 21.6 22.7 8.9 
Central counties •••••• 100.0 .5.3 11.8 19.1 24.4 28 • .5 11.0 
Suburban counties 0 ...... " 100.0 16.3 22.6 21.6 17.9 15.3 6.3 

1 Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties, Ga., 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. Suburban counties 
in general grew more rapidly than central coun
ties of metropolitan areas during the period. 

Table G.--METROPOLITAN COUNTIES WITH POPULATION 
INCREASE OF 1.50,000 OR MJRE: 1960 TO 1965 

Metropolitan county 

1. Los Angeles, Calif. (Los Angeles
Long Beach SMSA)o •••••••••••••••• 

2. Orange, Calif. (Anaheim-Santa Ana-
Garden Grove SNSA) ••••••••••••••• 

3. Cook, Ill. (Chicago SNSA) ••••••••• 
4. Harris, Tex. (Houston SMSA) ••••••• 
5. Suffolk, N.Y. (New York SMSA.) ..... ' 
6. Santa Clara, Calif. (San Jose 

SJv1SA) & • e 0 (J eo • 0- ,I; •• Q eo I) 0 I) • 0 ••• 0 e C. 0 (I • 0 

7. Dallas, Tex. (Dallas SM3A) •••••••• 
8. Prince Georges, Md. (Washington 

SMSA) ..... eo. (t. fIl. eo 0 Ii. 0 •• Q"o, .. "." •• (10.,. 
9. Maricopa, Ariz. (Phoenix SMSA) •••• 

Population 
increase, 
1960 to 
196.5 

727,000 

404,000 
280,000 
251,000 
24.5,000 

243,000 
183,000 

164,000 
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 comr>ared with only 36 percent of cen
trar counties. Almost twice as large 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 POPULATION 
INCREASE OF' <1.5 PERCENT OR MORE: 1960 TO 1965 

Metropolitan county 

10 Clark, :'!~ev. (Las Vegas SMSA) ••••• 
2. Sarpy, Nebr. (Omaha SMSA),. ••• '0' 
3. Ventura, Calif. (Oxnard-Ventura 

S~) (j e «i & 01' ~ 0 Q t> (I t:> 0 jjj (* e t) 4> ~ Q \I '" ~ q 0;> Q i ~ 
I,. Orange, Calif .. (Anaheim-Santa 

Ana-Garden Grove SYBA) •••••••••• 
5. Madison, Ala. (Huntsville SMSA) .. 
6. Jefferson, Colo. (Denver SMSA) ••• 
7. Virginia Beach city, Va. 

(Norfolk-Portsmouth SMSA) ••••••• 
8. Randall, Tex. (Amarillo SMSA) •••• 
9. Clayton, Ga. (Atlanta SMSA) •.•..• 

10. Prin~e Georges, Md. (Washington 
SMS:tl). i.J (l1J 1/1 1& (I G (I e"., 0 e e Ifio & III 410 0"" @\IIe e 

METHODOLOGY 

Percent 
increase, 
1960 to 
1965 

82.<1 
66.5 

57.3 
55.6 
53.4 

52.6 
49.2 
47.7 

45.9 

Except 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 
basis 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 
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s.umme~ and adjusted to the State totals pub
lIshed m Current Population Reports, Series 
P - 25, No. 348. 

Component Method II. -Component Method II 
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 in the 
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 accorcling 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 1960popula
tion in the appropriate ages. The difference 
between the actual and expected enrollment is 
assumed to represent net 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 is based on 
the age structure of intercounty migrants as 
shown by the annual Current Population Survey 
on population mobility. 2 (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
tion Reports, Series P-20, No. 150, "Mobility of 
the Pgpulation of the lJnited States: March 1964 
to 1965," April 14, 1966, and the corresponding 
reports for earlier years. The factors used 
for periods since April 1, 1960, are 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 to a 
particular area. 

Composite method. -In the Composite meth
od3 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 is then derived 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 
fhrdugh 17 years old); and the number of births 
in the previous 5-year period, in conjunction 
with school enrollment· data, is used to estimate 
the population under 5 years of age. The esti
mates for these broad ages are then summed to 
yield an estimate of the population at all 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.4 (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 assumption 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 

3Dona1d J. Bogue and Beverly Duncan, If A Com
posite Method for Estimating Postcensal Popula
tion of Small Areas by .Age, Sex, and Color, If in 
National Office of Vital Statistics, Vital 
Statistics--Specia1 Reports, Vol. XLVII, No.6 
(August 24, 1959). 

4It would have been desirable to have used 
figures for a 2-year period centered on April 1 
1960, in order to reduce the impact of the an~ 
nual fluctuations on the data. However, data in 
the required detail by counties are not avail
able for 1959. 

date in each age- sex-color group, dividing the 
number of deaths for each group in the period by 
its current specific death rate 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 
estimate 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.5 

B. Population 18 to 44 years of age: Es
timates of the number of females 18 t044 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 numberoffemales 
are summed to yield an estimate of the popula
tion 18 to 44 years. (Estimates are derived for 
the civilian resident population; 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 to the population under 
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 part of 

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



the Component Method II procedure. The factor 
used to convert 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. 6 

" 

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 
populat~~n, however, depend not only onchanges 
in the :(lumber of new housing units, but also on 
changes in the vacancy rates and in the number 
of persons occupying a unit. It is desirable, 
therefore, to take into account possible changes 
in tpeste 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 living in 
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 
basis of the national trend. (National data avail
able from the Census Bureau's Current Popula
tion Survey7 indicated a decline of .0287 in this 
average number between 1960 and 1965.) As a 
final step, it was necessary to add in an allow-

6A more detailed description of the use of 
Component Method II for deriving population es
timates by age is given in report No. 35"" of 
this series. 

7eurrent Population Reports, Series P-20, 
No. 140, "Households and Families, by Type: 
1965, II July 2, 1965. 

7 

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 po pula
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 
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Table J.--AREAS FOR WHICH SPECIAL SOURCE DATA WERE USED IN DEVELOPING POPULATION ESTLMATES FOR 1965 

Area 

Al baIlY -Schenectady -Troy (N. Y .) SMSA ••• 
Binghamton (N.Y.-Pa.) SMSA •••••••••••• 
Buffalo (N.Y.) SMSA ••••••••••••••••••• 

Charlotte (N.C.) SMSA ••••••••••••••••• 
Detroit (Mich.) SMSA •••••••••••••••••• 

Greensboro-High point (N.C,) SMSA ••••• 
Huntsville (Ala.) SMSA •••••••••••••••• 
Kansa::~G eo" e co .. {O 1>" e 1>" <II e e. e <> (> .0"1)" '" 0 (I" II> G" (It 

Louisville (Ky.-Ind.) SMSA •••••••••••• 
MassachusettslII".t> II! & eO"'.8 iii iii" ell." o&eo &$ 00 

Counties 
covered by 
special 

data 

Saratoga ••••••• 
Broome, Tioga •• 
Erie"'''$OOe-90''.G 
Niagara(l QI 11'> " If II! • $ 

Unionool!oflO"OII&Wtl 
Macomboeo090oee 

.All. e .fill>o.. 00 G"o. 

All<$' iii • " 9' .. e .. " III" II> 0 

Source used in 
developing 
special 

estimates 

Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Expanded school 
census. 

Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
State census1 •••• 

Special census ••• 
State census1 •••• 

Mar. 
Mar, 
Apr. 
Apr. 

Date of 
source 

15, 1966 
15, 1966 
18, 1966 

3, 196'7 
Jan, 24, 1966 
Annual, as of 

May 31. 

Jan, 25, 1966 
Sept.22, 1964 
Annual, as of 
Jan. 1. 

May 14, 1964 
Jan. 1, 1965 

Percent of 
1965 pop. 
in area 

covered by 
special 

data 

J 
14.3 
88.8 
All 

13.3 
13.1 

All 
81.6 
All 

All 
All 

New York (N.Y.) SMSA •••••••••••••••••• Nassau ••• ~.oo",. Special census ••• ~~;.1;6~n~9652 } 
29.5 

Rockland,., " " 011 ..... Special census ••• Apr. 1, 1963 
Apr. 28, 1966 
1963 to 196'73 

Apr. 6, 1965 
Suffolk •••••••• 
Westchester •••• 

Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 

Raleigh (N.C$) SMSA ••••••••• o ••••••••• 

Rhode Island ••••••••••• o •••••• " ...... .. 

Rochester (N.Y.)/SMSA ••••••••••••••••• 

Salinas-Monterey (Calif.) SMSA •••••••• 
San Jose (Calif.) SMSA •••••••••••••••• 

.All •• Go •••••••• 

ill ... ., It " " ....... 

Monroe •• o •• eooa 

Wayne.eo.oeo ••• 
All. '" iii "" • iii •• (I 0 0-

All. 0 eo e I> !II ... iii III e 111 

Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
Special census ••• 
County census •••• 

Jan. 24, 1966 
Oct. 1, 1965 
Apr. 1, 1964 }
Apr. 12, 1966 ) 
Jan. '7, 1966 
Apr. 1, 1966 

All 
All 

89.2 

All 
All 

1 Adjusted to be consistent with definitions of usual residence employed in Federal censuses. 
2 Except Long Beach city, May 4, 1964. 
3 Censuses taken in selected towns comprising 96 percent of the county 1 s 1960 population. 

of the National Center for Health Statistics, U.S. 
Public Health Service. The birth and death 
statis~ics represent final figures classified on a 
residence basis, for each year, through 1965. g 

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. 9 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 

BBecause of the nearly complete registration 
of births in metropolitan areas, no corrections 
were made for incomplete reporting of births in 
these areas. Births for the nonmetropolitan re
mainder of States, however, include the adjust
ment .made for underregistration of births for 
the State as a whole. 

9U.S. Bureau of the Census, Construction Re
ports, Building Permits, Series C-40, monthly 
and annual surrnnaries. 

statistics on demolitions are not regularly 
available, but in most cases the number of 
demolitions is considered to be relatively small. 
In New York City, figures on certificates of 
occupancy issued were used 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 
outside 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 in this 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 totalpopu
ladon chah.ge 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 thepopulationes
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 II, is essentially the same (with modifi
cations "in application) as that used over the 
years tq 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 nitethods of preparing postcensal popula
tion estimates) have been conducted over the 
years, and the results have been summarized in 
a number of publications.1o 

The most recent tests indicate that 1960 pop
ulation estimates for large metropolitan areas, 
based on an average of Component Method II and 
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 counties that 
grew at or below the national rate of growth. 

These average errors apply to a lO-year 
time period. It is likely that over a shorter 
time period, such as that between April 1960 and 

lOSame recent studies are: (a) Meyer Zittel' 
and Henry S. Shryock, Jr., 11 Accuracy of Methods 
for Preparing Postcensal Population Estimates 
for States and Local Areas," Demograpby, Vol. I, 
No.1, 1964; (b) National Vital Statistics Divi
sion (now the Division of Vital Statistics), 
U.S. Public Health Service, Preliminary Report 
of the Study Group on· Postcensal Population Es
timates, The Public Health Conference on Records 
gnd Statistics (Document No. 500.6), WaShington, 
D.C., June 11, 1962; and (c) "A Partial Evalua
tion of Four Estimating Techniques, 11 David T. 
Goldberg and T. R. Balakrishn€j!l, Michigan Popu
lation Studies No.2, University of Michigan, 
Ann Arbor, Mich., 1961. 

9 

July 1965. the average error of the estimates is 
substantially smaller;1.l On the other hand, even 
for short timeperiod@., large fluctuations in the 
migration component occur. Deficiencies in the 
basic 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,12 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 when t~e 
unit is completed and ready for occupancy; 1:3 
(c) changes in the average size of househol&, 
(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, 

llFor 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 average of 2.2 
percent. 

12Donald E. Starsinic and Meyer Zittel', 
"Accuracy of the Housing-Unit Method in Prepar
ing Population Estimates for Cities, 11 paper 
presented at the 1966 Annual Meeting of the Pop
ulation Association of America. Copies are 
available from Population DiviSion, Bureau of 
the Census, Washington, D.C, 20233. 

13The lag between issuance date and comple
tion date varies by type of structure and from 
area to area. For convenience, permit data were 
used uniformly with a 3-month lag for all areas. 
The choice of lag Gall be very important over 
short periods of time, particularly where the 
number of permits fluctuates sharply, or where 
large multi-unit structures are covered by a 
single permit. Over longer estimating periods, 
the choice of time lag has considerably less im
pact. Studies at the national level indicate 
that 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 results, 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, ilnd Washington,14 

Although the estimating procedures em
~lpYied in the current series of estimates appear 
to djfer 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 appropriateiy conducted should 
provide highly accurate figures on population of 
school age. In some instances, counts of the 
adult population are also obtained in conjunction 

14See Bureau of the Census, Construction 
Reports-Building Permits, "Housing Authorized in 
Individual Permit-Issuing Places: 1965," 040-65-
D,_appendix tables I, II, and III. 

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

RANGE OF ESTIMATES 

As indicated above, the estimates shown here 
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 but are somewhat larger 
for many of the suburban counties. A set of 
estimat~s for these areas based on anyone 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 K.-AVERAGE DIFFERENCE OF EACH MEl'HOD FROM PUBLISHED ESTIMATE, AND AVERAGE RANGE OF ESTIMATES: 
JULy 1, 1965 

(Averages expressed as percentages) 

Average difference from wblished Average 

Number of estimate) by method l range of 
Area estimates areas Housing by three Method II Composite 

unit methods2 

Total SMSA's.e8.o •• ~.GG •• G&e.$eGq.qoo 219 2.0 1.7 1.7 4.5 
Total counties~ ••• e •••••••••••••••••• 436 2.6 2.3 2.3 5.9 

Centrale ••••••••••••••••• eo.eo •••• e 246 2.3 1.9 2.0 5.2 
Suburban3 •••••••••••••••••• o ••• e~e8 190 2.9 2.6 2.7 6.9 

1 Disregarding sign. 
2 Highest estimate minus lowest estimate divided by the lowest • 
.3 Including Middlesex and Somerset Counties, 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 II, 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 
section on "Special estimates for selected 
areas" .) This procedure is similar to that used 
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 ava;ilability 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 fbr 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 wer~ 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
politan portion of each State agree with published 
State totals (disregarding sign) was 0.6 percent. 
The largest adjustment for any State was 1.7 
percent, and only 10 States required adjustments 
of more than 1.0 percent. 15 

Because of this last-step adjustment, esti
mates shown in this report for SMSA's are not 
entirely consistent with eS.timates for 1960 to 
1964 published previously in Series P - 25, 
No; 330, for the 38 largest metropolitan 
areas. 16 

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. 

11 

Estimates of the population of the United 
States by metropolitan and nonmetropolitan res
idence are published annually in Series P-20. 
Figures as of March 1965 and 1966 are given in 
Nos. 151 and 163, 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 in definition 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 to the 
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 SMSN s 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's 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 inthe treatment of 
Middlesex and Somerset Counties, New Jersey, 
which are part of the New York-Northeastern 
New Jersey Standard Consolidated 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. 

15Same difficulty was encountered in carrying 
through the adjustment for New York State be
cause the areas in which special estimates were 
used amounted to some 14 million of the State1s 
18 million population. lU though the overall ad. 
justment to the State total was 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 involve unusually large ad
justments for many metropolitan counties. Con"' 
sequently the uniform adjustment procedure was 
dropped and a large "residual" was arbitrarily 
assigned to the nonmetropolitan population. 
ThUS, the nonmetropolitan population of New York 
State for 1965 includes an "overstatement" of 
about 260,000 persons. The figures so affected 
are footnoted agcording~ in tables 5 and 6. 

16Factors which may be used to adjust the 
published estimates for earlier years to bring 
them into line with these new 1965 estimates are 
available and can be obtained 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 
citiQs" 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 in Standard Metro
politan Statistical Areas, Executive Office of the 
President, Bureau of die Budget, 1967. Current 
SMSA definitions and the changes in definitions 
rr¥ade since the 1960 Census are indicated in that 
report. 

Changes in SMSA definitions made in March 
and April 1967 occurred too late to be incorpo
rated into this report. Later reports in Series 
R-25 will reflect these changes, however. 

In New England, SMSA's consist of towns and 
cities, rathet 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. 17 

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 a 
metropolitan SE A 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 pr 
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.S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Oensus of 
population, Selected Area Reports, State Eco
nomic Areas, Final Report PC(3)-lA, U.S. Govern
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.O., 1963. 
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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 

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

'I 
I Standard metropolitan 
~ statistical area 

and county 

Population Components of change Ohange, 
1960 to 1965 

~ ________ ~ __________ ~__ ,r-------+---------~---------.----------

Net 
migro+.inn J'uly 1, 1965 

April 1, 1960 
(census) 

Number Percent Births Deaths 

ABILENE, TEX.-................... '1-__ =12:::6:::,~0:.0':::0:.-f __ -.::;J.:::2:::0'1..:3::.;7,-,7-+-_-+-,-6=, 0;:,0::::0:::...t __ .--:.+.:.:4:::.:,:-9:.-f_,_-=1:6=.,"'0:..;0:.,::0+---..::5"',..::0.:;.0-=0+----,..;s:.c' ,,--,0:.:0:;:0 

Taylor"- •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• d 106,000 101,078 +4,000 +4,.4, 14,000 4,000 -6,000 
Jones' ........... ,................... 21,000 19,299 +2,000 +7.8 2,000 1,000 +1,000 

AKRON, OHIO ........ ".;;, ... ;;,;; 1-___ 6:::::5:,:0:,e,,::0:::00::....J---..:;6,::05::J,c,:3:::6:.c7+---.-:.;.:.:-4,::5L, ;:,0::::00:::...t __ ....:+...:7.:::.:.c4+_-_71=,.:::0::::00::..j---:::2:.c?~, 0::0:::0:.-f ___ +:,:1::!,.:;:0::::::00 

545,000 513,569 +32,000 +6.2 59,000 24,000 -4,000 Sunrmit.J<'." (.,,';'",'; ... 80000;' ..... 1/1 (, e ... o.) OQ 90.0. 

,Portage .......................... ;; .. 
105,000 91,798 +13,000 +14,5 12,000 4,000 +6,000 

ALBANY, GAo; ••• ;;.";;;;;;.;;,, '_' 1-___ -=89'-','-'0"'0,::.0-+--____ 7.:.:5:2,-=-6:::..80'-+ ___ -'+..:::1:..:4-'--, 0:::..0::.:0,-+ __ -,=-+118:,;l '",--0I-_..::1=3L, :::..00:,:0,-+ __ -,,-3L,.::.00:..;0,-+-_-.:"..:::-3-,-, .;..00::.;;,.0 

89,000 75,6$0 +14,000 +18,0 13,000 3,000 +3,000 
Dougherty* ••••••••••••••••• •• ... •••• • ;, 

ALBANY-8CHENECTADY-TROY, N.Y .... I-_-....:6:::::9:,:7.!..,;:,00::::0::....J---..:;6::::57:.!,c,:5::-;0:;:3+--:..;+.:.:40=,:::00::::0:::...t---.-:.+..::6:.:.=1+~_7:.:2:!-,.:::0::::OO:::...t-_.:.:4:::1L'0::;:00::::..4---+:..:9:.!.,.:;:0::.:::00 
A11:iany*"............................ 284,000 272,926 +11,000 +4.0 30,000 17,000 -2,000 
Rensselaer*;;;. ".;;,,;;;;;,,; .. ;.;;. 154,000 142,585 +11,000 +7.7 16,000 9,000 +5,000 
Schenectady* •• ;;;;.;; ......... ;;;o;.; 160,000 152,$96 +7,000 +4.6 15,000 9,000 +1,000 
Saratoga............................. 100,000 89,096 +11,000 +12.1 10,000 5,000 +6,000 

l 
"ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX .... ;; ........ 1-_--'2:.:8:.:8"",.::.000=+ __ .:.:2.:::62::.!,:::1:.:.9.:::9+-----'+-=2:.;:6,L,.:::OO::;0=-+--+:::1::;:0:.:.-=0+--4"'1:2.,.::.00"-0=-+---=-9'--,0:.:00"'---1-----:..;6"',..:::0.:;.::00 

2$$,000 262,199 +26,000 +10,0 41,000 9,000 -6,000 
Be;r:nalillo*. 0 •••• 0.0."" D ••• " •• O 0.0 0."" 

ALLENTOWN-BRrHLEHEM-EASTON, 
PA._N.J •••• ;;;.,.;;;.;, ••••••••• I-____ ::::51=5::.!,c::0::;:00~+-____ ,..;4.:::92=,Ll:.:6=8:.-f ____ -=-+=2=3'--,0:::0::0=-+ ____ +~4=;:::6:.-f ____ .:::48~,-=-00::;0=-+ ____ ...:2=8L'.:;:0.:::0-=-0+ _____ +~2~,:.:0=0~0 

236,000 227,536 +8,000 +3.6 23,000 12,000 -2,000 Lehigh, Pa.~. 00 ~ .0' •• '; 0;' Ii .. 0.8'; .. 0.';0 ..... "" 

Northampton, Pao*~ ••• ................. 
Warren, N.J;, *' ....... oj., Ii.., .. ., 0 .. it., ......... ".;. 

20$,000 201,412 +7,000 +3.4 19,000 11,000 ... 1,000 
71,000 63,220 +7,000 +11.$ 7,000 4,000 +5,000 

ALTOONA, PA ......... " .......... "I-_----'1=3=-:7L.,.:::OO"-0=----l----=1:::..37"',:.:;2:,:7.::.0+---->.:(z::.;),_+ __ -..:0,::.3=----lf---_-"-1:..;4L,,::00:.:0=-+ __ -=-9,"'000=+ ___ -...:6"",..:::00=0 
137,000 137,270 (Z) -0.3 14,000 9,000 -6,000 Blair* ...... .,., ••••••• o..,;. ••• 'II ••••• ., •• it .. 

Potter* ......... 0 •••• "" ••• OG 00 .. "'. 0."., .. . 

Randall* •• ., ... ., • .,;.., .. o.,.O' ••• ., ......... " .. 

AMARILLO, TEX.' ••• ' ••••••• , •••• ,.I-___ =16:::..8::.;,:.:0=0"'0_+-----=1-=-49::.;,~4~9..:::3_+-----=-+=18"-'-',0:.:0:.:0=-+---+~1=2=;=1-+----...:2:.::0L,:::..00:.:0=-+------"-5~,..:::0:.::0:::..0+-----+...:3::.;,:.::00:::.::.0 
117,000 115,5$0 +1,000 +1.2 16,000 4,000 -10,000 

51,000 33,913 +17,000 +49.2 4,000 1,000 +13,000 

Orange*,.,.., ..... " .. Ii> •• "o. .. " .. D • .;,. .... ;, ......... Ii-

ANABEIM-sANTA ANA-GARDEN GROVE, 
CALIF; ••••••••• ; ••••••• , •••••••• I-__ ~1~,=10~7~,'--'00:..:::..::0_+------=-7~03~,~9~2~5_+--~+~40-=-"-4L,000:.:.:=-+---+~5::.;7'--',~3-+----=-1~1=5~,-=00~0=-+----..::2~9~,:.::0.:;.0.::.0+----=-+~31=8::.;,'-'0=0-=-0 

1,107,000 703,925 +404,000 +57.3 115,000 ,29,000 +318,000 

Madison* 0 •••• ".0 ........... Ii- ........... " 

ANDERSON, IND ••• ;; ............. ;;I-_---'1=3:..:0L,-=0.:..00"---l---~1'-2'-'5,c.:$c;;1:.:.9+--..:.+...:4~,.:..OO:.:0=-+_---'+.::.3.::..'-5+----=1::.5-'-,-=00:.:O=-+----'-6'-,0::.:0:.:0+------4:L,.::.0.::.;;00 
130,000 125,819 +4,000 +3.5 15,000 6,000 -4,000 

Washtenaw* ..... " ...... " •• .,.;, ~ .... " ...... t .. • 

ANN ARBOR, MICH;; ................ I-_----'1::;8::.:7.!..,;:,00::::0::....J---.::;I.:,:72::;,c:.:44O=+---.-:.+-=:1::,:4L,0::::0::;:0=-+_--"-+:::8~,4"--1 ___ ..:2::2:.L,::::000=+-__ ::::6,!.:0::;:00::::...4-__ -..:2:l,:::OO;:.:::0 

187,000 172,440 +14,000 +8.4 22,000 6,000 -2,000 

Buncombe'*· .............. ;. '" oil Ii .......... .;;, ••• it .; 

ASHEVILLE, N.C.;; .. ;;"" .. ;; .... 1-_---.:1::4.:.:3:,e,.:::0::::00=-i-------=1:::30::::,!.:0::.:7.:.:4-+---....:+.:;:1:::3:.!.,::::00::::0::....J---.-:.+,.::9.:::,.:..7+_--.-:.1:::.4:,e,;:,00::::0::....J----.:.7~, 0::0:::0:.-f ___ +:..;6::!,.::0=00 

143,000 130,074 +13,000 +9.7 14,000 7,000 +6,000 

De Kalb* ............................. • ... o,o, ... ••• .. 

Fulton* ••••••• " •••• " ••••••••••••••••• 
Clayton .. 0. ..... " .. ., •• 0. .. 0 ••• " ............ • ... .. 

Cobb.;, 0 ••••• ;.." eO ... e ........................ 6-

Gwlllnett ............................. . 

ATLANTA, GA ••••••• ; •••• , ••••••••• I-__ =1:.L,=2=16::::,:.:0~0=0~----=-I:l,..:0=1.:..7,Ll=8=8=-+ ___ -"-+=1:::9:::9L,0=00=+_--+..:.1=9::.:.::.:6~----"-1=3:.:9L,-=-000:.:.:+------=46~,..:000=+ __ --=-+:::10::;6::::,c::000~ 
323,000 256,782 +66,000 +25.6 35,000 9,000 +40,000 
619,000 556,326 +62,000 +11.2 73,000 30,000 +19,000 

6$.,000 46,365 +22,000 +47.7 8,000 1,000 +16,000 
153,000 114,174' +39,000 +33,$ 17,000 4,000 +25,000 

54,000 43,541 +10,000 +23.5 6,000 2,000 +6,000 

Atlantic*.e e" "'." .............. .; ... cO •• .;. ..... .. 

A.TLANTIC CITY, N.J".;; .... ;; •• ;; ~ __ ----,1:::.7..::9.!..,;:,00:::::0::....J-__ --=1;:,60:::,~$:::8::-;0+-------,+=1:::9L' 0:::::0::::0'-+_:..;+c.::l::::1~.5=_i--c.::l'-'7L' 0::::0::::0,-+ ___ :::.12:::o,!.:0::::0:::0-+-__ +:..:1:::.4:z,:::,00:::,::0 

179,000 160,880 +19,000 +11.5 17,000 12,000 +l~"OOO 

Z Less than 500. 
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Tahle l.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRI L 1, 1960--Continued 

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

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

~nd county 

AUGUSTA, GA. -.s.C •. , ............ >. 

Richmond, Ga.*o) .. " <It .......... 

Aiken, S,C .......................... , 

AUSTIN, TElC, .................. .. 
l'ravis* <j ID i> Q" <1>" It" <'l .... ~,. .... (I ';'0"" /I .. ;, 

BAKERSFIEJ1J , OAT"lF'. ,,,., , •••••••• 

Kem*.;" .. "., .. ., ................ """.,, ................ " 

BALTIMORE, MDti I> .;.,11 ......... ok 0 e. ti, .. .; 

Baltimore '-oHy'- ••••••• , ..... , ...... " 
A nne Arundel ... .;. ..... ~!Ii $ $0 '" to ... .;" I'i' '" ,".;;;' '" <b ... ",.j. 

Baltimore ........... ,....... ;. 
CarrolL......................... ,. 
Howard ............................. ;; 

BP,TON ~ROUGE, IA'oill .. "oe ....... tilf)$ .. 0U 

Fa at Baton Houge Parish*,.;; ...... ". 

BAY C'ITY, MICH~ oio •• " tOIIHJ 0 .. 0'0 oio~l.>;' It';' i) 

B ay-*"oo ............. "" ""., ............ e .. Q .. "" 11 .... " ..... '" 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR, TEX •••••••• 

J 

° 
efferson* ...... " II ........... II 4j '"" .... II .. II 1I""",iJ B" 
range ............................... 

BILLINGS, lfDNT .......... " .. ",. .. ,. .. II,. 110" 09 

y ellawstone'*' j",;.o ............... 0..1>0 .. ~." DO e.j, 0& 

BINGllAMl'ON, NoY Il-PA""" •••• .1 ~ .. 119".i 

B 
T 
S 

roome, NoY"* ••• tt •• I>."".""'8"" •• ellloo90 
ioga, N eY 0 •• ~" ... 0. ..... " ... j" ... 'O ........ "" .. ;. 

usqueha:nna , Pa. o."";,, ••••••••• 110,,& ...... 

BIRMINGHAM, AI1rf.. <>1 ... • /~ ..... II ...... " .. 

! 
efferson*·7············ ~ •••••• ' ••• 

BIOOMINGTON-NORMAL, I .......... 

cLean* ................. " ......... ~ .......... '; ... 8;' 

J 

M 

BOLSE cm, IDAHO ...... ",.;; .... 

Ad a*.i ........... " ... "" .. ".;. ••• &0 D.,':' ••• 0.,;,,, 

BOSTON, LAWRENGo/HAVERHILL, 
LOWELL, MASS"l~\i& .... oo .. "'.".';uo. 

ffolk* •••••••••••••••••• ,' •••••••••• 
sex .. " .. it ..... <) II;'. "' ....... "',;, .... " "';, .. Ii>;',," to "' .. ,;, 

Su 
Ea 
Mi 
No 

ddlesex",; (, ...... "' .. II" "' .. II .. " II (It .. "" ... "" $. •• 

rfolkc;,e.~,;,,;, •• o ......... o •• ,;,,, .... o,, ••• 

BRIDGEPORT, STAMJ1'ORD, NORWALK, 
OONN. 2 

;'&00 ......... 6 .. ,;.Cto ..... 11106 ••• 

Fa irfield* .... ,;,. " .................. " " ,;, 0 it ., '" .. c. " oil .. 

Z Less than 500 or 0.05 percent. 

P,> >'u~u V~V" 

------
April 1, 1960 

(censu'l) 
--

237,000 _ _ ____ 21tS-,_~.? 
135,601 

81,03$ 

247,000 212,136 

21,.7, 212,136 

.32:9 ,OQO_ 291,9Hi. 

,000 291,984 

1,Et54,00O l,n'-~ 

939,000 939,024 
206,634 
492,428 

52,785 
36,152 

255,000 230,058 

255,000 230,058 

109,000 107,042 

109,000 107,042 

313,000 306,016 

249,000 245,659 
64,000 60,357 

84,000 79,016 

84,000 79,016 

297,000 2$3,600 

221,000 212,661 
43,000 37,802 
33,000 33,137 

644,000 634,864 

644,000 634,864 

90,000 83,87'7 

90,000 83,877 

99,000 93,460 

99,000 93,460 

3,205,000 3,]-.021158 

721,000 791,329 
610,000 568,831 

1,300,000 1,238,742 
566,000 510,256 

746,000 653,589 

746,000 653,589 

Change, Components of change 
1960 to 1965 

----- -----
Number Percent Births Deaths Net 

migratIon 
------ ------ ------

+20,000 +9.3 _____ . __ 2:7 ,00° __ 10,000 ______ +2,09_? 
-,,-"----~ 

+20,000 +14.7 18,000 6,000 +8,000 
(z) +0.2 9,000 3,000 -6,000 

+34,000 +16.2 29,000 8,000 +14,000 

+34,000 +16.2 29,000 8,000 +1/>,000 

___ .:':?7,OOO +9.4 ___ 2 9.LCJ.CJ.ll.... __ 1~~ --~_?QQ 
+27,000 +9,1, 39,000 12,000 +1,000 

+126,000 +7.3 213,000 90,000 +/,-,000 

(z) (z) 116,000 59,000 -57,000 
+4-2,000 +20.1 28,000 B,OOO +21,000 
+65,000 +13.1 58,000 19,000 +26,000 

+9,000 +17.2 6,000 3,000 +6,000 
+12,000 +32,1 5,000 2,000 +8,000 

+25,000 +11;0 32,000 9,000 +2,000 
. ----

+25,000 +11,0 32,000 9,000 +2,000 

+2,000 +2.0 14,000 5,000 "7,000 

+2,000 +2.0 14,000 5,000 -7,000 

+7,000 +2.3 37,000 12,000 -18,000 

+4,000 +1.5 29,000 10,000 -16,000 
+4,000 +5,9 8,000 2,000 -2,000 

+5,000 +6.2 10,000 3,000 -1,000 

+5,000 +6.2 10,000 3,000 -1,000 

+14,000 +4.8 35,000 15,000 -6,000 

+8,000 +3.9 25,000 11,000 -6,000 
+5,000 +13.5 5,000 2,000 +2,000 

(z) +0.8 4,000 2,000 -1,000 

+9,000 +1.4 72,000 33,000 -30,000 

+9,000 +1.4 72,000 33,0001 -30,000 

+6,000 +6.8 10,000 5,000 +1,000 

+6,000 +6,8 10,000 5,000 +1,000 

+6,000 +6.0 11,000 1>,000 -1,000 

+6,000 +6,0 11,000 4,000 -1,000 

+96,000 +3.1 358,000' 178,000\ -85 000 

-71,000 -B.9 89,000 ' 5:3,000. -107,000 
+42,000 +7.3 6/,,000 , 35,000 . +13,000 
+69,000 +5.6 148,000: 6/,,000 -15,000 
+56,000 +11,0 57,000 i 25,000, +2/+,000 

+93,000 +14,2 73,000 34,000 +53,000 

+93,000 +14.2 73,000 34,000 +53,000 

l Data shown for Massachusetts State Economic Area C. For SMSA's, 1960 population was: Boston, 2,595,481; r.a>lrence-Haverhil1, 
199 136; Lowell, 164,2/,3. 

~ Data shown for Connecticut State Economic Area A. For SMSA's, 1960 population >las: Bridgeport, 337,983; Stamford, 178,/.09; 
NOI'W"u1k, 96,756. 
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Table l.··ESTIMATES OF TH E POPULATION OF 5T AtiDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAl.. AREAS, BY CONSTITU ENT COUNTIES, JUl.. Y 1, 1965, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIl.. 1, 1960··Continued 

(IneIudes al.I standard metropoIHan statistical u.rear,' as defined J'anuary 1, 1967, by ·the Bureau of ·the Budget. 
Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

Population Change, 
1960 to 1965 

Components of change 

BROCI~rON, MADS. ' ••••••••••• , ••••• r-_ .. _::cc:C:.c.::::"+ ... _ ...... c: ... ,.:L __ "_'1!'_"_"_''''-,-,:-,:.::.::c.+---.ccc.=+.-.-.,-,:.:,.~:.c::-t .... _._.=.:.2.=':-':_f'.' .••.•.• :..:.:.J...=.: 
Plymo\l tll¥ ........................... . 

BROWNSVILLE-!lAPJ,INGEN-SAN BENITO, 

TEX. , •..•.....•.•••.•••••..•.••• 1_ ... _ ..... :'="-::::':.+ .. _ ... __ .:':"L:.~:"'-I' ••• ___ , ._ ... ::::L.+ .•. ••... :.'::~;:: •. +_ ... _:='::'''::':':: •. +_ ...... __ ::J_::::_f'_. ___ '=':'L.:":C: 

Cl.'llneron7(- •••• , •••••••••••••••• * ~ ••••• 9 

Erie oX ••••••••••••••••••••••• " ••••••• 

Niagara ~ ..... 0 •••••••••••••••••••••• 

OHIO •...•••.•••••••••••• 

St,u;k-x- •....••.•.••••••..••••• , ••. , •• 

CEDAR RAPIDS, IOWA •••••••..••••• 

.. CHAMPAIGN-URllANA, ILL ••••••.••.• 

Champaign'" .......................... . 

C!:!ARLF..3TON, S. C •••••.•.•••••••••• f-__ . ....:.:..:.:..!:.C __ f ___ . __ "-__ -j_. ___ .. :.:..:..'-'cc .. -\-._ .. :.;;.:..:..+_ ......... _:c:.. ....... -I .... ---.:=~.:..:..-i----"-'--..;;.; 

Charleston* ••••••.•.•..•.•......•.••• 
Berkeley •........ ,. .••••.•..•..•...... 

CHARLESTON, W. VA ••.••••••••••••• f.. __ ......c==.:.::.+ __ ... == .. ::.:..'--/-___ ._-'-,c.:.::.:..../_. __ ... .::..:.:.+_._.::.::1:::.:.:. .... j_ ....... ::::'"-.=_+. _____ ::;:..L:.::.= 

Kanawha* ...•........•.....•.•••••.... 

CI~TTE, N.C ................... f-__ :~:.=~-t. ___ .. :..:::~L:. .... _t-___ :.;;.~:.::.+ ___ ::.:..::.:..-I_. ___ ._~::::.::.+-___ --=.::L~:~+ ____ ~::..::.~. 
Mecklenburg* ••.•...••...•...•..•..••. 
Union •..•.•. ~ •..•.•. ~ ~ .. ~. ~ ••• ~ . ~ , .•. 

CHATTANOOGA, TENN. -GA •••••.•••.•• f----'---I--.-.-"----t--... -.~'---+ ..... --..:'--_I--.-..c....-.+ ... --.... .!.---I-.. _._-'-_. 
HamiHon, Tenn. * ................... . 
Walker, Ga •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CHICAGO, ILL ••••••••••••••••••••• f--'=~c.:.:.:_.\-___ .:.<._.;:.:c:..:.:.'--.+-.. -..::.=c.::.:c:.:-f- .. -:..::;c: ... +-_.:c:..:~.;:..:...+--.::::::.L:::":_+ ... _. __ .==..:.:. 
00010>< .............................. .. 
Du Page •.....•....•.•.•...••.•.••.•.. 
Kane •..•• q •••••••• ~ ••••••• ~ ••••••••• , 

Lako •••.••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••• 
McHenr,y •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Will •.....•..••.•.•••••.•.•.•...•••.• 

CINCINNATI, OHIO-KY. -IND~ ••••••• 

Hamil ton, Ohio* •..••.•••••.•••••.•..• 
Clermont, Ohio •.•.•......•...••.....• 
Warren, Ohio •.•....•.•....•.......•.. 
Boone, Ky ........................... . 
Campbell', Ky ........................ . 
Kenton, Ky •••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dearborn, Ind ....................... . 

CLEVELAND, OHIO··················~. __ .. ~::.:.c~ __ + .. _._ .... '-._ .. , .. ____ .j, __ - ..... -,.--.... i-.--.--.:...--~ .. -...... ~--~.I_-... ---..c.--__I.-------~-.... __ 

Guyahoga*· •••••••••••••••••.••.••••••• 
Geauga ••••....•..••••••.•..••••••..•. 
Lake ................................ . 
Medina ..•.....••.•••••••......•••.... 

Z Less than 500 or 0.05 percent. 
1 Da'ta shown for Massachusetts State Econom:tc Area D~ Yor Brockton SMSA> 1960 populat:i.on was 1~9,A58. 
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Table l.··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 January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

Standard metropolitan 
sta·~isti.cal area 

El,nd county 

Components of change 

July 1, 1960 Births Deaths Net 
mlgrnt:l.on 

--i'-"-'-"-'-'---+~"-'-'--'---+-~'---'---r-'---- ----,-.. --j.-----.,-----

COLORADO SPRINGS, COW •• , ••• , •••• r ... __ 1::.;17:.c:.L6" °0-""'°°+. ___ ,:::.;:::11,:3.-'.,,7;..1,::;2'+ ____ +:.:;.. 33!",= Ooo,,-+ __ .~+.:;:.22:::;"c::.6 f ___ .:.:1E::::'J:.:0,,-00,,-+_,_..:;6L, O:::;O:.:O+ ___ +E, 000 

El Paso*............................. 176,000 1),3,742 +33,000 +22.6 16,000 6,000 +22,000 

COLUMBIA, S. C .................... ~9, DCl.;;.0+, .. _,_-c2:.,::.;:,60 ,,-tl_28,-_+_ .. ___ ... +.~28 "'-O-,-OOc_t-_..cc;;+ 10.:." 7,_+ ____ ,,3cc3L, 0:c:.0;..0 4-- _2:()1.9~. ___ ' __ 2:6' 000 

Rlch1and*............................ 220,000 200,102 +20,000 +9.8 25,000 8,0.00 
Lexington............................ 69,00.0 60,726 +8,000 +13.5 8,000 3,000 

COLUMBUS, GA ... ALA •.....•......... _.~~.229 ___ ._, 217,985. ____ ":":222~ __ ._,:'2-.~.? __ ,_.2?]OO~_ .. _YJ!:l.29.... ____ :2,~,OOO 
Mc~scogt'ahee, Gha··y'!'G· .. i ··· .... ··· .. ·· .. ·· } 211,000 171,63/, +39,000 +22.8 28,000 6,000 117,000 

at ooc eo, R ................. .. 

Russell, A:la........ ..•..•••.••.•.•.• 50,000 1.6,351 +3,.000 +'1.2 7,000 3,000 -1,000 

COLUMBUS, OHIO ................... r ___ 8_"_'1'-, 0_0_0-+_. __ 7_5_L.",,_8_8'_) + ___ +,_9,_2.-,-,O_00'-T __ +_l_2~. ~ __ 2:.~!,-o_0_0'_I ___ :_36..:.,_0_00_i ___ +_2_7,-, 0_0_0 

F'ranklin*.·........................... 769,000 682,923 +86,000 '12.6 92,000 32,000 +26,000 
Delaware............................. 38,000 36,10.7 +2,000 +4.5 4,000 2,000 (2) 
Pickaway. .•.••••.• ••...•... •.•.•••••. 40,00.0 35,855 ·,J.,OOO +10.? 4,000. 2,000 +1,0.0.0. 

CORPU,g CHRISTI, TEX ••••.••..•..•• 1--_--'2:..:;8..:6,"-,0::cO:.c0-+ ___ ~c:.06=-6.'",'__59~_+----+Jcc,9-',:..:;0-00'_4--. .c1,7..:."2+_-4",D.L,.::,00,,,0:-+_.--,-,9,,-D:=-:0;.:0-+-_-.;:1:;:1:.<.,.;.00;:.::0 

Nueces* ••• '........................... 237,000 221,573 +15,000 +7.0. 33,000 7,0.0.0 -10.,0.00 
San Patri,cio......................... 49,000 1+5,0.21 +4,000 +8.4 7,000. 2,000 -1,000 

DALLAS, TEX ...................... 1-_--'I:;!,:.:;2:.;,8 ... 9<-,O:.:0:.:;0-+_-=1"',0:.:8:.:;3"',.:c6.:,:01:....1c-__ +205,000 

Dallas*.............................. 1,134,000 951,527 +183,000 
Collin ................... ,............ 50,00.0 41,2/+7 +8,000 
Denton .................. :'............ 61,000 47,1+32 +1.3,000 
Ellis................................ 44,000 43,395 +1,000 

DAVENPORT -ROCK ISLAND-MOLINE, 

+18.9 

+19.2 
+20.3 
+27.9 
+1:7 

147,0.00 

132,000 
5,000 
5,000. 
5,000 

46,000 

39,000 
2,000 
2,00.0 
3,0.00 

+104,00.0 

+89,000 
+6,000. 

+10,000 
-1,00.0 

IOWA-ILL ....................... . 339,000 

131,000 
158,000 

319,37~5_·-t-, ____ +_2_0"-,0~0~0-+ ____ +~6.~2C-f ____ ~3~8,~0~0~0-+ __ --,1~7~,~0~OD~~ __ ---~2~,D~0~0 

Scott, Iowa* .... ~ ........ *. ~ •• ~ •••••• 119,0.67 +12,000 +10.1 15,000. 6,000 +3,000. 
Rock Island, Ill.* ....... ' .......... .. 150,991 +7,000 +4.5 18,000 8,000 -3,000 
Henry, Ill ......................... .. 50,000 49,317 +1,000 +1.7 5,000. 3,000. -1,000 

DAYTON, OHIO ..................... t--_--'7_9_1;:..,00 __ D-+ ____ 7_2_-7.:;,_1_2l_.,+ __ ~+_64_,'_0_0'"_O,+----+8--,._8-+ ___ 89-,,'-.0_D_0+ __ 3-2,,",-00-0'_4--._+~8,,-0_0-,-0 

Montgomery*.......................... 568,000 527,080 +41,000 +7.7' 66,000 24,000. -1,000 
Greene............................... llO,OOO 94,642 +15,000 +16.2 11,000 3,000 +7,000 
Miami........................... ..... 80,000 72,901 +7,000 +9.2 8,000 4,0.00 +2,000 
Preble............................... 34,000 32,498 +1,000 +4.0. 4,0.00 2,000 -1,000 

DECATUR, ILL ..................... 1--_--..:1;;.2_2"', 0_0=-0-+ ____ 1..;1=-8.:;,_2_57 __ ~--+4--'-, 00 __ 0-+ __ +_3::.. 0-,-+ __ ",1.::.3"", 0'-'0,,0.-+ ___ 6"','-'0.-"0'-0+ ___ -..:.4.<.., 0.;:,.0:.;:0 

Macon*............................... 122,000. 118,257 +4,000 +3.0. 13,000 6,000 -4,000 

DENVER, COLO ..................... t----'1""",:c:0..:.7c.3,'--00~0-+ ___ 9_'2"--9,383 

Denver*.............................. 495,000 493,887 
Adams................................ 153,000 120,296 
Arapahoe............................. 131,000. 113,426 
Boulder ..................... '......... 99,000 74,25/+ 

Jefferson............................ 196,000 127,520. 

+144,000 

+1,000 
+33,000. 
+17,000 
+25,000 
+68,000 

+15.5 

+0.2 
+27.4 
+15.1 
+33.2 
+53.4 

125,000 

59,000 
20,000 
15,000 
10,000 
20.,000 

43,000 

28,000 
3,000 
4,000 
3,000 
5,000 

+61,000 

-30,000. 
+16,000 

+5,0.00 
+18,000 
+52,000 

DES MOINES, IWl!. ................. t~ __ 2_7_1;:..' 0_00_+-____ 26_6-',_3_1_5+---+-4"",-000-+----+-1--'. 7,-7 ____ 3_2;:.., 0_0_0-+ ___ lJ~,,-D_OO_t--__ -_l_4,,,,, 0._0_0 

Po1k*................................ 271,000 266,315 +4,000 +1.7 32,000 13,000 -14,000 

DETROIT, MICH ••.••••.••.••••••••. 1--_...;3,'-9_87-"..,00_0-+ __ 3"-, 7_6_2-', ..... 3_60_1-__ +_2_2_4'-,000_-+ __ +_6;:...°-'-+ __ 44'-'-80..,00'-'-°-+_-'-'1;:..69'-','-'00.c..;..0_f-__ -"'5 ..... 5"',0_0-"0 

Wayne*............................... 2,691,000 2,666,297 +25,000 +0.9 295,000 131,000 -139,0.00 
Macomb...................... .••.•..•• 522,0.00 405,804 +116,000 +28.7 67,000 14,000. +63,000 
Dakland.............................. '173,000 690,259 +83,000 +12.0 86,0.00 24,000 +21,000 

Z Less than 500. 
1 Symptomatic data not available in adequate detail to develop $eparate current population estimates for these counties. Popu

lation in 1960 was: Muscogee, 158,623; . Chattahoochee, 13,011. ' 
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Tobie l.--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 January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk (-x-) indicates central county) 

S~andard metropolitan Population 1960 to 
I; stat1.stical area -~~---~-- .--.------

and county J-uly 1, 196.5 
April 1, 1960 Number 

(census) 
-_ .. _---- -------_ .. - --------

DUBUQUE, IOWA •....•••••.•••••.••• 87,000 80,048 +7,000 +8.3 

Dubuque* ............................. 8'1,000 80,048 +'1,000 +8.3 

DULUTH-SUPERIOR, MINN. -WIS •.••••• 267,000 276,596 -9,000 -3.4 
-

St. Louis, MinnJ .................... 221,,000 231,588 -8, 
Douglas, Wis.* •••••••••••••.••.••••.• 43,000 45,00El 

DURHAM, N.C ...................... 123,000 
1------'----- __ ...... III ,995 +12,000 +10.3 

Durilarn* .•. ~ ..... + •••••••••••••••••••• 

Et PABO, TEX •••••.••.••••.•••.••• 

El Pal3o* ............................. 

ERIE, PA ••••••...•••••••••••..••• 

Erie*. ~. ~ .. , . " ............... " ..... 
A, I 

EUGENE, OREG ••••••••••••••••••••• 

L an~* ................................ 

EVANSVILLE, IND.-KY .............. 

anderburgh, V 
W 
H 

Ind.* ................... 
arrick, Ind ......................... 
enderson, Ky ...... ;' ................. 

FARGO-MOORHEAD , N. DAK. -MINN •..•• 

ass, C 
C lay, 

N. Dak.* ....................... 
Mirm.* ......................... 

C 

G 
L 

FAYETTEVILLE, N.C •••••••••••••••• 

umberland* •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

FLIRT, 'MICH ....................... 

enesee* ............................. 
apeer ................................. 

EORr LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD, FLA ••• 

B roward* ........................ .o •••• 

FORT SMITH, ARK.-OKLA ............ 

ebastian, Ark.* ..................... 
rawford, Ark ........................ 

S 
C 
L 
S 

eFlore, Okla •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
equoyah, Okla ...•..••••••...••••.••• 

FORT WAYNE, IND .••••••.••.•••.••• 

Al len* ............................... 

FORT WORTH, TEX .................. 

Ta 
Jo 

rrant* ............................. 
hnBon .............................. 

FRESNO, CALIF .................... 

Fr esno* .............................. 

Z I.ess than 500 or 0.05 percent. 

123,000 

344,000 

344,000 

255,000 

255,000 

194,000 

194.,000 

223,000 

165,000 
24,000 
34,000 

110,000 

69,000 
41,000 

193,000 

193,000 

459,000 

412,000 
47,000 

441,000 

441,000 

154,000 

76,000 
26,000 
32,000 
20,000 

259,000 

259,000 

627,000 

588,000 
40,000 

403,000 

403,000 

111,995 

31/,,070 +30,000 +9.6 

31.1..,070 +30,000 +9.6 

250,682 +4,000 +1.7 

250,682 +4,000 +1 .. 7 

162,890 +31,000 +19.0 

162,890 +31,000 +19.0 

222,890 (z) (Z) 
165,794 -1,000 -0.7 

23,577 +1,000 +3.5 
33,519 (Z) +1..3 

106,027 +4,000 +.3...:.i. 
66,947 +2,000 +3.2 
39,080 +1,000 +3.6 

148,41$ .,.1,5,000 +30.2 

148,418 +45,000 +30.2 

416,239 .,.1,3,000 +10.2 

374,313 +37,000 +10.0 
41,926 +5,000 +11.9 

333,946 +107,000 +32.2 

333,946 +107,000 +32.2 

135,110 +19,000 +14.1 

66,685 +9,000 +14.1 
21,318 +4,000 +19.7 
29,106 +3,000 +11.5 
18,001 +2,000 +11.4 

232,196 +27,000 +).1.6 

232,196 +27,000 +1l.6 

573,215 +54,000 +9.4 

538,495 +49,000 +9.1 
34,720 +5,000 +14.6 

365,945 +37,000 +10.2 

365,945 +37,000 +10.2 

Components of change 

-... -~-~---

Deaths 
Net 

migration 

12,000 ;',000 -lLll.Cl2 

12,000 ~,OOO -1,000 

29,000 16,000 -23,000 

13,000 -20,000 
3,000 -3,000 

13,000 5,000 ·;./,,000 

5,000 .,.1+,000 

62,000 10,000 -22,000 

62,000 10,000 -22,000 

29,000 13,000 -1l,000 

29,000 13,000 -11,000 

20,000 6,000 +17,000 

20,000 6,000 +17,000 

2/,,000 12,000 -13,000 

18,000 9,000 -10,000 
2,000 1,000 (Z) 
4,000 2,000 -2,000 

13,000 4,000 -6,000 

8,000 3,000 -3,000 
5,000 1,000 -2,000 

29,000 5,000 +20,000 

29,000 5,000 +20,000 

58,000 17,000 +2,000 

53,000 15,000 (Z) 
5,000 2,000 +2,000 

39,000 19,000 +88,000 

39,000 19,000 +88,000 

17,000 8,000 +10,000 

10,000 4,000 +4,000 
3,000 1,000 +3,000 
3,000 2,000 +2,000 
2,000 1,000 +1,000 

31,000 11,000 +7,000 

31,000 11,000 +7,000 

70,000 25,000 +9,000 

66,000 23,000 +6,000 
3,000 2,000 +4,000 

47,000 16,000 +7,000 

47,000 16,000 +7,000 
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Tobie l.··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 January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

s,id county 

GADSDEN, ALA ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Etowah* ................ ~"""""'" 

GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY, TEX •..•.•.. 

Gal veston* ........................... 

GARY -HAMMOND-EAST CHICAGO, IND ..• 

Lake* ................................ 
Porter ............................... 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICH .....•••...•..• 

Kent* ••.... : ...•..•..•••.•...•.••..••. 
Ottawa ............................... 

GHEAT FALLS, MONT ................ 

Cascade* ............................. 

" I 

GREEN ~AY, WIS ................... 

B rown* .... : .......................... , 
GREENSBORO~HIGH POINT, N.C ....... 

G uilford* ............................ 

GREENVILLE, S.C .................. 

G 
P 
reenville* ........................... 
ickens ................•......••..••• 

HAMILTON-MIDDLETOWN, OHIO ........ 

B ut1er* .............••........•...•.• 

HAHHISBURG , PA ..••...•.•...•••••• 

D 
C 
P 

auphin* ........... '" ............... 
umber1and •......••............••...• 
erry ••••.....••••.....•..•.......•.• 

HARTFORD, NEW BRITAIN, CONN. 1 .... 
H artford* ••• : •••••••.•.••.••.•••••••• 

HONOLULU, HAWAII •........•.••...• 

H onolulu* •..... 0· ••••••••••••••••••••• 

HOUSTON, TElC •.......•...........• 

arris* ... " .......................... H 
B 
F 
L 
Mo 

razoria ............................... 
ort Bend ............................ 
iberty ••••..•••••.•••••..•.•.••••••• 
ntgomery ........................... 

HUNTINGTON-ASHLAND, W. VA.-KY. -
OHIO ............................ 

bell, W. Va.* .••• '" •••...••••••••• 
d, 

Oa 
Boy 
Wayn 
La 

K;v.* ........................... 
e, W. Va ••••••••• •••••••••••••••• 

wrence, Ohio •.••..••.••.••••••..••• 

Z Less than 500. 

Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

Population Change, 
1960 to 1965 

1--

July 1, 1965 April 1, 1960 Number Percent (census) 

94,000 96,980 -3,_~ -3.6 
--

94,000 96,980 -3,000 -3.6 

157,000 11.0,364 +17,000 +12.2 

157,000 140,364 +17,000 +12.2 

596,000 573,548 +22,000 +3.9 

52/,,000 513,269 +11,000 +2.0 
72,000 60,279 +12,000 +19.2 

502,000 __ 461,?~ +40,000 +8.6 

392,000 363,187 +29,000 +7.9 
110,000 98,719 +11,000 +11.1 

82,000 73,418 +8,000 +11.3 

82,000 73,418 +8,000 +11.3 

137,000 125,082 +12,000 +9.2 

137,000 125,082 +12,000 +9.2 

267,000 246,520 +2l,000 +8.4 

267,000 246,520 +21,000 +8.4 

267,000 255,806 +11,000 +4.3 

218,000 209,776 +8,000 +3.B 
49,000 46,030 +3,000 +6.6 

20B,000 199,076 +9,000 +4.6 

20B,000 199,076 +9,000 +4.6 

391,000 371,653 +19,000 +5.2 

226,660 220,255 +5,000 +2.4 
139,000 124,816 +14,000 +11.0 

27,000 26,582 (z) +1.2 

765,000 689,555 +76,000 +11.0 

765,000 689,555 +76,000 +11.0 

571,000 500,409 +71,000 +14.1 

571,000 500,409 +71,000 +14.1 

1,696,000 1,418,323 +278,000 +19.6 

1,494,000 1,243,158 +251,000 +20.2 
89,000 " 76,204 +13,000 +17.3 
48,000 40,527 +8,000 +18.7 
32,000 31,595 +1,000 +2.8 
32,000 26,839 +5,000 +18.9 

260,000 254,780 +6,000 +2.2 

109,000 108,202 +1,000 +1.1 
54,000 52,163 +2,000 +4.4 
39,000 38,977 (z) +0.3 
57,000 55,438 +2,000 +3.5 

Components of change 

Births Dea"ths Net 
migration 

------------
10,000 5,000 -9,000 

10,000 5,000 -9,000 

18,000 6,000 +6,000 

IB,OOO 6,000 +6,000 

75,000 24,OQ~ __ -29,000 

68,000 22,000 -36,000 
8,000 2,000 +7,000 

61,000 I 22,000 (z.) 
1.8,000 17,000 -2,000 
13,000 4,000 +2,000 

12,000 3,000 (z) 

12,000 3,000 (Z) 

19,000 6,000 ~2,000 

19,000 6,000 -2,000 

30,000 10,000 +1,000 

30,000 10,000 +1,000 

32,000 11,000 -10,000 

27,000 9,000 -10,000 
6,000 2,000 -1,000 

24,000 8,000 -6,000 

24,000 8,000 -6,000 

41,000 21,000 -1,000 

24,000 13,000 -5,000 
14,000 6,000 +6,000 

3,000 2,000 -1,000 

82,000 33,000 +27,000 

82,000 33,000 +27,000 

78,000 13,000 +6,000 

78,000 13,000 +6,000 

195,000 57,000 +139,000 

174,000 50,000 +126,000 
9,000 2,000 +6,000 
5,000 2,000 +4,000 
4,000 2,000 -1,000 
3,000 1,000 +4,000 

2B,000 13,000 -9,000 

11,000 6,000 -4,000 
6,000 3,000 -1,000 
4,000 2,000 -2,000 
6,000 3,000 -1,000 

1 Data shown for Connecticut State Economic Area C. For SMSA1s, 1960 population was: Hartford, 549,249; New Britain, 129,397. 
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Table. l.--ESTIMA TES 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 January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk (*) :indicates central county) 

St~dard metropolitan 
statistical area 
, and county 

Population 

July I, 1965 

Change, 
1960 to 1965 

Number Percent Births 

Components of change 

Dee:t;hs Net 
migratIon 

April 1, 1960 
(census) 

------------.. --.-.~---.__+---------.-+------.+_----+--__l__--.--__l__------......-J--------

lWNTSVILLE, ALA,., ............... 1--__ 2_2_4-', .... 0_0 .... 0_1-__ . __ 1_5 .... 3-',_8_6_1+ __ + __ 7"-0,000 +45,4 

+55.6 
+12.;.5 

. 2~~ ~ _____ 6,,-00c..c..O-+ __ +c_5_-0-,-,~O_O_0 

Madison.)!-;. ... "to" ... o, 8 G e;' 0 0";' e.; ~ .. .,.;.;. .. fII 0 i>. 
Limestone, ••••• , , ••••••••••••••••• " , 

183,000 117,34$ +65,000 
41,000 36,513 +5; 000 

21,000 5,000 +49,000 
5,000 2,000 +1,000 

INDIANAPOLIS, IND." ••••••• , •• ,., 1--_.....:9:..:8 .... 4.::.,-=.00"--0=--; __ -'-9"--16"',:..:9-=.3"'2+_--'+:..:6-'-7'-, 0,,--0,,--0=--;_....:.+.:.7,;:.,::.-3+_ .... 1=2:.:;2:.'.,-=.0,,--00=--+ __ ..;.4-,-7,-, 0=0:.:0~+ ___ -..;.8:.'.,-=.00~0 
Marion* 0;. .... ;." 0 GO." "' •• 000 .... 00. 0" G 00 $4 739,000 697,567 +41,000 +5,9 9.,000 36,000 -16,000 
Hamilton, ..................... , ••• ". 44,000 40,132 +4,000 +10,1 5,000 2,000 +1,000 
Hancock ..... ". <II" .. ., "''' e.; .. " .. " .. (,.,,, ....... <0 1'1"" eo 30,000 26,665 +4,000 +13.7 3,000 1,000 +2,000 
Hendricks. 0 it ..... " .............. ;, .. "" 1:1 .. i> .. I) ••• 1,7,000 40,896 +6,000 +1/,.8 5,000 2,000 +2,000 
Jolmsonoo .. " .. " ••• '" Ofl ......... ;, •••• "." 0. {, .0. 
Morga~ •• oe \11 00 " .... BO • .,,,. ;.00 .. eo ......... e. 
Shelby, •••••••••• , ••••••• , •••••• , •• ". 

49,000 43,70.. +5,000 +12,4· 6,000 2,000 +1,000 
39,000 33,875 +5,000 +13;8 5,000 2,000 +2,000 
36,000 34,093 +2,000 +5.1+ 1,,000 2,000 (Z) 

JACKSON, MIOH ........ " .... , ..... I-_----:1=3..:.7L, 0.::..0::..0=-+ __ -=13:.:1::!'c:.9..:..9..:.4+ ___ 'i,.~52.'.::,OO-=.0::c...1-__ + .... 4,-,.:.::0_+_---,_~ _____ 6'-,0_00_+-___ -_4-'-,_00_0 

137,000 131,994 +5,000 +4.0 16,000 6,000 -4,000 

JACKSON, MISS, ............... " .. 1--_ ......... 2"'5 .... 0-'-,-=.0.:..00--j __ --'--2_21"',:.::3..::6.:.7+_ ......... +c:.2..:..9'-, 0.::..0:.:0=--;_-'+:.::1:..:2.:. • .:..9+_---=3.::..22.,.::,0.::..00"-l __ ..:1..:0'-,0:.:0'-'0-+ ___ +:..:6:z.,::.00:;::.0 

Hinds-xteo9 ...... " .. 8"" e. i. •• ,j,,;.,,,; .. eo" ........ i 211,000 187,045 +24,000 +12.8 28,000 8,000 +4,000 
Rankm ............ o ....... ., •• 0 .............. . 39,000 34,322 +5,000 +13,6 4,000 1,000 +2,000 

~ACKSONVILLE, FLA"",""' •• ,.;,I--___ 4-'-9.::..7~,:.::0:.::0:.::0-+ ___ ---=4.::..5.::..5,!...41~1=t __ .:.+..:.42=,!...0:.:0:.:0"-l __ +:.:9:.:'=2=+ __ .:.6=5.::.,::.0.::..00"-l_~.:.2=1~,..:0~0..:0~ ___ -:.::l~,..:O..:;OO 

Duval* ................... o •••••••••••• 497,000 455,411 +42,000 +9,2 65,000 21,000 -1,000 

JERSEY CITY, N ,J " ... " .. ,," ,. ,,1--__ ::.61::9.::..,:.:0:.:00:..:c..+-__ .:.6c::lc::0'-, 7.:..:3 .... 4'-+ ___ -'-+.::..8!,., 0.::..0:::0=--t __ +.:..:l=.:.:3=+ __ ..;.6::72.,.:0.::00'::"'1-_-,3::..9::..',=0:.:0~0~ ___ -2::.0=,=0:.:0..:0 

Hudson* .... ' •• , ••• ,.;' •••••• "" ..... , 619,000 610,734 +8,000 +1.3 67,000 39,000 -20,000 

JOHNSTOWN, PA, •• ,.,."' ••• " •••• ,I--_-'-2=7.::..0~,:.::0:..:0:..:0-+ ___ _=2.::..80.::..,~7:.::3::.3-+ ___ -=ll=,:.:0:.:0:.:0=-+ __ -.:.3:.:.~9-+ ____ ~2~7.::.,.::00.::..0"-l ____ ~1~6~,~0~0.::0~ ____ -~2=2~,.:0~00 

Cambria* ..................... 00 ...... ;, •••• " r. 9-

Somerset ..... iii Ii ...... 0 "' .... e. 0 ...... io 8 eo it tit 

193,000 203,2il3 -10,000 -5.1 19,000 11,000 -18,000 
77,000 77,450 (Z) -0.6 7,000 5,000 -3,000 

KALAMAZOO, MICH", •• ,."'., •••• ,,~ __ --'1=8=1~,.:0~0~0~ ____ -=16.::..9::..',:.:7~1=2~ ____ +~1=2~,=0:.:0~0=+ __ --'+.:.6=.=8~ ____ ..::2::1!,.,0::0~0~ ____ ~7~,=0=00~~ __ ~-~2~,=0==00 

Kalamazoo* Co" .... 0.0 Co .. it .... • ' ... " .............. ,,;. 181,000 169,712 +12,000 +6,8 21,000 7,000 -2,000 

KANSAS CITY, MO.-KANS,., ••••• ',.,t-__ =1'-,1=8~3~,~0~0~0-t __ --=-1:.'.,.::0"--92=,~5 .... 4=5-t ____ ~+~90=,~0=0=0~ ____ +~8=.=3-+ __ --=-1=3~7~,=00=O~ ____ .:.5=6~,=0..:0=0~ _____ +~9~,.:0==00 

Clay, MO.* ...................... o~lIi.. 100,000 87,474 +12,000 +14.1 11,000 3,000 +4,000 
Jackson, Mo,* ... "" .. """ ... , .. ", 640,000 622,732 +17,000 +2.8 78,000 36,000 -25,000 
Cass, Mo .. , ...... ,................... 39,000 29,702 +9,000 +31.1 3,000 1,000 +7,000 
Platt~" Mo ..... ;;,."",."""." .. , 28,000 23,350 +4,000 +18,1 3,000 1,000 +3,000 
Johnson, Kans ......... "............. 189,000 143,792 +45,000 +31,5 18,000 4,000 +32,000 
Wyandotte, Kans' ........ ,............ 187,000 185,495 +2,000 +1.1 25,000 10,000 -13,000 

KENOSHA, WIS .. " ...... ".".,.,., f-___ ..::l::l:.,:4!,., 00=0~ __ --=-1::0:.:0~,..:61=5~ __ ..:+..::1:::3L' =00:::.0:::..t-.....:.+=13::.:.:.3=-J'--_~1:::.4:!,c::0:::0::::0~ ___ -.::.5 ,!,,:0::::0::::0:...{ __ ...:::+::4,!,,:0::0:,::0 

Kenosha*" , ... "" ""'0; '" ..... , .. , 114,000 100,615 +13,000 +13,3 14,000 5,000 +4,000 

KNOXVILLE, TENN ••• ", ....... , ••• " 1-__ ::..3::..90,,-,,-0,,-0'-0-t __ -,-,3-,6 ... 8L, 0::..8,-0-t ___ ...:+.:c2::::.1L' 0"--0::.0'--l~~+.:..5:...:.;8:...t ___ 4,,,1;!.'.::,0-=.0.::..0+ ___ 1::.6=,:.::0=0=0-+ ____ -3.::..,c;0=00 

Knox* .. , ............ " ... ,........... 268,000 250,523 +17,000 +6.9 28,000 12,000 +1,000 
Anderson"" ... ,.,,,,.,,,,,, .. ,,,,,,,, .63,000 60,032 +3,000 +4.6 7,000 2,000 -2,000 
Blount ........ ", ......... " ..... ,... 59,000 57,525 +1,000 +2.4 6,000 3,000 -2,000 

LAFAYETTE, LA""""""""""f-__ ~9=8!,.,0:.:0=0~ _____ .:8:.:4L,=65::6'-7 ___ ~+..::13:::L,0:::.0::0~~.....:.+::.15::..:';9~~_.:.1:::.4:!,..::0~0::::0~ ___ ~3~,!,,:0::0:::0-+ ____ +~3~,~0::0:::0 
Lafayette Parish* .... ,,, .. , .. , ••• ,... 98,000 84,656 +13,000 +15,9 14,000 3,000 +3,000 

LAFAYETTE-wEST LAFAYETTE, IND", .1--__ ~9:.::6:.'.,-=.0.::..00=---t ___ .::89"','_.:12=2+ __ .:.+..:.7!,., 0::00=-i-__ :.::+.:;:8.:::.::.1+ __ --=1::2:z.,..::00::0=---t ____ :::4L' 0::0::0~ ___ -.::1:z.',,:OO:::.::0 

Tippecanoe* ............... " Co .... " ;. .. " .... .; ",; .. " " .... .. 96,000 89,122 +7,000 +8,1 12,000 4,000 -1,000 

Z Less than 500. 
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Table l.--ESTIMATES OF TH E POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITU ENT COUNTIES, JUL Y 1, 1965, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued 

(Includes all standard metropolitan statisti.cal areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk ( •. ) indicates central county) 

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

. and county 

Population Change, 
1960 to 1965 Components of change 

r-.T-U-l-Y--J-_,------,----------~-960+---N1lJll-~er --~·-er-c-e-n~--B-j~~:--- ~:~:-- -~~:~~:~)-

----------------+-,,-------1---.--.---- -----.-1------ --.----- ------- ------

LA.l(E CHARLES, LA .. ; •• "";;,, .. ii f--__ l_3_5..:.,_0_0_O-+. ___ .. :0:~ c-~~_~I-_':-.'.7!2... _._._2_0,,-, 0",0",0_+-_-5-".,-0.0-0-1'- -26,000 

.. 26,000 Ca1casieu Parish*.,.; ............... ; 135,000 1l,5,475 -11,000 -7.3 20,000 5.,000 

LANCASTER, PA .... ; .... " ... ; ii •• ; f--. __ 2c:..:.:c89.! ,,_ 0,,-,0c.;:0_+ ___ . __ .E.!l!..:359 _ __ +10, OOO_~-,-S _ _ . __ -'2,~.c:... 14,000 -8,000 

289,000 27$,359 +10,000 +3.8 32,000 1',·,000 -8,000 

LANSING, MICHi i ... "Oi iii;;i ..... f--_----'3..;,3_6"",_00_0_+--......c:c 29,!l,949 +37t~ +12.3 ___ 4D,000 __ .l:3,000 _ +10,000 ---,,----
Ingha.m* (, .. i>';''' a i." $. .... ,; Q" .... "Ii 0';';''''';' ;,.~ .. ., j, 

Clinton"" 8& .. e,; i;.';' "' .... to" to .... 0 .. ';'" i. ...... iI .. "' .. (I 

Eaton .. ill ....... '" "'" .. it i> $ i.,;. .... it,; eo. i. .. G;',j,.o. .. 0 ... 

238,000 
1+3,000 
55)000 

211,296 +27,000 
37,969 +5,000 
1,9,684 +5,000 

+12,,5 28,000 9,000 +7,000 
+13.9 5,000 2,000 +2,000 
+10.3 6,000 2,000 +1,000 

LAREDo, TEX ...... i ............ ;;. 1-___ -'-7_6'--, 0 __ 00_+-__ 64, ?9~_~l~ +16i 2' ____ .....:~±! 000 2,000 -1,000 

76,000 64,791 +11,000 +16i9 14,000 2,000 -1,000 

LAW'J;'bN, OKLA. ...................... ! ____ 9_9""cO __ o_0-+ ___ ---''--_ -4,000 15,_~ -' 
3,000 

Comanche* ... 0 ... "' ........ 10 ...... " .......... " .. to .. ,,'; Q 99,000 15,000 3,000 -4,000 

10,000 .5,000 LEWISTON-AUBURN, MAINEli; •••••••• r-___ 9_1-',_0_0_0-+ ___ ---' ____ r-___ ~'_ __ +_-----_+-----~-~--~--4t-------l~,-O--OO 
10,000 5,000 ~ooo ~ooo 

18,000 7,000 

18,000 7,000 

13,000 5,000 

13,000 5,000 

22,000 7,000 LINCOLN, NEBRi •• ;.ii.;i •• ;; •••• ;.t--_~1=6=1~,~00~0_t---=~~=-~--~~=-+_-~~-+ __ ~~~+-__ ~~~ ___ -~9~,~00~0 
22,000 7,000 161,000 -9,000 

34,000 12,000 

34,000 12,000 

28,000 10,000 

28,000 10,000 

721,000 297,000 LOS ANGELES-LONG BFACH, CALIF .... t------,6"",c:7.:.6:,,5 ,,-,0c.;:0':'0+_..::L.::::.::.?..:..:.:::....-t--_-'--"-'-'-'-=='-t_.:...::::.:..:'-t_--,,===_+_"";;;:...;.L.::::.=--t_--,-+;:.30::;;2:L.::.00=0 

Los Angeles* ,A" e.." ......... 0" ........ " ..... " .. ,; .... 721,000 297,000 6,765,000 +302,000 

91,000 38,000 LOUISVILLE, KYi-INDi; •• ; •• ;.i; •• it--_~771~~,c.;:OO~0_t_-~~~~~ __ .....:~~=-+_-.....:~..:-t--.c:=~~+-_.....:~~~~ ___ -~8~,~0~0~0 
7ft, 000 32,000 
8,000 3,000 

651,000 -6,000 
67,000 (Z) 

Jefferson, Ky"*,, ....... 0 .... e .. i.;, ...... ,. io 60'; ~ 

Clark, Ind • .; ... o •• D ••••••• ;, '" '. to 0." ...... .; 
Floyd, Ind ............ o ............ oi •• I>$'ij> 6,000 3,000 53,000 -1,000 

26,000 5,000 LUBBOOK, TEX .. ;; .. ,.; ....... ;;.,;; ~ __ 1=8:.:5~,:..:0:..:0_0:_t--....;::.===-~_--'-=:..::..:=+_-=:..:::.:_+_-=~'-"-+.--=~~---+:..:8:.!,-,,0..:..:,00 
Lubbock* .i ••• ;; •••• ; ••••• .; ••• 'i; ••• i i 26,000 5,000 185,000 +8,000 

13,000 6,000 LYNCHBURG, VAi •• ,;i.i;".'i;;'i'.t--__ =11=9~,~00c.;:..:.0-+ __ ....;::.=~=-+_-__ ~:..::..:=+_-....;::.=_+ ____ =~=+-___ ~=.:.,t--__ +~1~,:..:0~0~0 
Lynchburg citY*o ........ O ..... 9 .......... . 6,000 3,000 54,000 -3,000 
Amherst .. •• it." it .. 0 .... ,) ... " ..... .;.; ...... it." .. 2,000 1,000 25,000 +1,000 
Campbell ... oi." ..... eo •••••• to ••• .; ••• e ••• 5,000 2,000 39,000 +3,000 

z· Less than 500. 
1 Androscoggin County, nearest equivalent to SMSA. No metropolitan State economic area. For Lewiston-Auburn SMSA, 1960 popu

lation was 70,295. 



24 

Tobie l.--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 January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

S'~andard metropolitan 
Population Change, 

J.960 to 1965 
Componerros of change 

McALLEN-PHARIl-EDINBURG, 

MACON, GA ...................... . 

Bibb* .. .t ~ ........ 6., .. I> "' .. "<>,, <> .. (to <:0 <' .. 1> .... I> n';' .. 1> .. 

Houston ...... <l 1> ...... II e .. I> <II <I;i II" @ .. oi .... ,;, .. i. .. i> .... 

Births Net 
migration 

6,000 (z) 
(z) 

MANSFIllLD, OHIO ............ ; •• ; •• I--~--.L...--.+----.-~--.--f-------'---+----'--'--+---.. -.~'--.. -+ .. __ ~_-'-_-+ ____ ..c...:. 

6,000 

33,000 __ +5,000 

86,000 30,000 +6,000 

~. ) 

, m'JVJPHIS, l'ENN ,-All!(; " ; ; .. , ; • ;;.; ; 1----:...:.::=::..:.+.--..... -=..:..:.z..c..::,'----1I----..:..:::.2c.::.:..:..-t---..::.:=-t 
She1pY, Ten:tl;*; ...... " •• , .. . 
Crj.tijenden, Ark.;;.;., .............. . 8,000 2,000 -1,000 

MIAMI, FIA .... ;., •• ,., ....... ;;;. 1-___ 1,-,0_6_1",,_0_0_0+_ 101,000 50,000 +76,000 

1,061,000 101,000 50,000 +76,000 

8;000 2,000 -8,000 MIDlAND, TElCo;;; ... ; ........... ,. f-___ 67'-','-0 .... 0_0+ __ 67,71_.7-+ ___ -' ___ 1-__ ...;;._-+ ____ '--__ 1-__ -'-_+ ___ '--_ 

6'1,000 67,717 8,000 2,000 -8,000 

155,000 MILWAUKEE, WIB; .... ; ..... " ... ;.; 1 __ l~,,-2 __ 7.c.5.!.., ,-00_0-+ __ 1.;,_2.;..3_2",,7 __ 3_1_. +.--...;.;..-'---+--.-"--il-------'----+- 60,000 _ -53,00E 

Milwaukee*. i+ (10 ................. 41" ..... " .......... 03." 1,04/.,000 1,036,01.1 128,000 52,000 -69,000 
Ozaukee • .; .... " ... Q .......... i. '" "' .... "' ...... "., ......... oi 43,000 38,441 5,000 2,000 +1,000 
Waukesha"oo""o ........ ".;. ........ " .... &0 <II •• ~. 188,000 158,249 21,000 6,000 +15,000 

MINNEAPOLIB-ST. PAUL, MINN ....... ! 205,000 68,000 1,612,OOO~ __ .~1~,~A$~2~,~O.:..3.:..0~--~:=~:~+---~~~---~~~~~----~ -7,000 

Hennepin*" .... Co#"" ~ ....... iI" ~;.;..;,;,; •• 0 io .. (..; 884,000 842,854 106,000 40,000 -25,000 
Ramsey* •• ,. ..... ; ••• ; ••• ; ••• , ....... ; 434,000 422,525 57,000 21,000 -25,000 
Anoka,;. os til ~ iii»" g oio ••••••• " .. ;. .. ;. .. Ii. it ••• ,; Ii .. oj 124,000 85, 916 19,000 2,000 +21,000 
Dakota.;." eo';''; <9';';';''; Iio,.ili._ it. D it.;,;. •• § ..... Ii 104, 000 78, 303 11,.,000 3,000 +15,000 
Washi:ngton" .. $. II'; II" .. " .. .;" ...... "" II ......... ;. .. 65,000 52,432 9,000 2,000 I +6,000 

+'1.5 51,000 16,000 -8,000 MOBIJ.E, AlA ...................... r __ .....;:3..:c9.::1!..., 0:.:0'-'0-t __ ..;:3..;:6c:3-"-, :.:38:.:9'--1 ____ ...:+.:..2.c.7 ,,,,O:..:O:..:.0..l.' t---.:..:..:.:....+--...:..::.:.::.:..::-t-----'=..::::.:.:....j!---=:.::.: 
Mobile* ..... 01..;.0;. ..... ;.0 .. c..; i .... ",; ito i G;' 

Baldwin"",.; .. G •• \. .. .; .. .;., .. ;,.;.;. ... ,;. .. iI."" ....... 
:337,000 314,301 +23,000 

53, 000 ~9, 0$8 +4, 000 
+7.3 
+8,4 

45,000 14,000 -8,000 
6,000 2,000 (z) 

+9,$ 15,000 5,000 (z) 
(Z) 

MONROE, LA ••••••• ;; ••• ;;, •• ;,.; •• I--____ 1_12~,_0_00_4!-____ 1_01_,~6_6_3'-t _____ +_l_0~,_00_0_4!_----!-~-_--~ __ _4!_----~--_+--------~ 

112,000 101,663 +10,000 +9,$ 15,000 5,000 

t 

+3.7 __ 24,000 MONTGOMERY, ALA .................. Jf--__ -'-Z:..:.07"',:.:0:.:0..:.0+ ___ .:1::.9..:.9!..., 7:..:3:....4~--__ +.:..7:2,c.:0c.:0..:.0~-~::..:.:-+_. -~OOO -7,000 

+2.9 21,000 8,000 -7,000 
+8.1 4,000 2,000 (Z) 

Montgomery;;' .......... ;. ... I#,j,,, It ......... II ,,& ... ,0. 

Elmore. " ...... ~ ......... 0.; ....... ,," .......... o.D. 

174,000 169,210 +5,000 
33,000 30,524 +2,000 

MUNCIE, IND;;.;;;.; •• ;;,;;;;;, ••• f-___ l_1~7~,_00_0_4------1-1~0.!..,-93~8_4~ +6,000 +5.1 14,000 5,000 -3,000 

117,000 110,938 +6,000 +5,1 14,000 5,000 -3,000 

MUSKJiXlON-MUSKJiXlON HEIGHTS, I1ICH •• f _____ 1_53-',:..:0:..:.0_0-+~ ___ 1...:.4.:..9!..., 9_4;;..3-+ __ .....:1:3,000 +1,9 20,000 7,000 -10,000 

153,000 149,943 +3,000 +1,9 20,000 7,000 -10,000 

Z Less than 500; 
1 Data sho;m for NevI l!ampshire State ]:conamic Area A. For Manchester SMSA, 1960 population was 102,861, 
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Table l.··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 UfJ defined ~Tanu!:l.ry 
As terJ.sk (".) indica·tes central 

Staudard me'(;ropolHan 

NABlWILLE, TENN •.•••••••.•.••• 

Davidson* ....... , ......... " .... , .. . 
Surrmer •.....•.....•.••••••.••.•••• 
'vlilson .... ~ .••....•........••..•.. 

Nt" BEDfORD, F:ALL HIVlm, MASS. 

Bristol* .........•....•..••..•... 

NEVI 
CONN. 

WATllRBURY, MF;HIIJEN, 

New Haven7\" •••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 

NEW LONDON-GHOTON-NOHWICH, 
CONN. 3 ........................ . 

Ne" London~ ...................•...... 

NE~ 0R),EANS, LA •••••••.••••••••• 

Orleans Parisb¥· •••.......•...•...... 
Jefferson .Parish •...•.••..•...•.. '" 
St, Bernard Par::i.sh ........ , .....•.••• 
St. TammaiJy Parish ................. .. 

NEW YORK, N.y .................. . 
Ne" York City* •...•.....• i •••••••••• 

Bronx* •...•...•...•........•.•...• 
Kings (Brooklyn Borougb)* •........ 
Ne" York (Manhattan Borough)"· •.... 

Nassau •••••.•• ~ ~ ••••••••...•••..••••• 
Hockland .......••.....•...... , .....•. 
Suffolk ....•••.••.... , ..•..•.••....•• 
Westchester ........................ .. 

Population 
Change, 

1960 to 1965 

196'1, by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Oomponent,s of change 

Births Deaths Nst 
mlgraU.oYJ 

NEW~9K, N.J ...................... r---~~~~-t--~~.~-~,~,--.r--------.~-.-1-.-----~:-~.--~:~L~~i-------~~.~~-----~~~ 
Esse:x* ......... ~ ••••.. * •••••••• ~ ••••• 
Morris ............................... . 
Union ••.•....••..••............ " ••.•• 

NEWPORT N1\WS-HAMPTON, VA ••••••••• 1-----:==:::..i-_ .. _ .. _ .. ::::::.=_.c.::..+_ .. _._.'-:.::1.::::.::..+ ____ .:~::::=+_ ... --.. :::.:.:.L:::::;'-+ ___ .. __ .. ...::'c::::::.~_I ... _ ... _ .• ~.::::1.=: 
Hampton city* ..... " ........... " ...•.. 
Newport Ne"s ci ty* ........ " ........ .. 
york .....•••. , •..•...•.•••••.•.••..•. 

NOHl'OLK-POHTSMOUTH, VA ••..•...••• I---.--"---+--------..c.---.-j-.. --.----'----j-.---.: .. -.-j-... ----.--'---.-I .. -----.. ~:.:.. .... -i--.. -.--... -""-....::.... 
Norfolk clty* .••••••......•...•..•. , 
Portsmouth cl.ty* •.••••••••.....•.... 
Chesapeake ctty .................... . 
Virginia Beach cHy •...••.....••.... 

ODESSA, TEX ...................•.. r-____ ~~.~~--. __ --_ ... ~.~.-j-... -__ .--·~'"~·~-+-----'=~ .. -~· .. ·--~~·~~t-.. --·---·=L~·~r--· .. --.. ·~L~~ 
Ector* ............................... . 

1 Data sbown for Massachusetts State EconomIc Area E. For SMSA IS, 1960 popuJ.ation ,m,,: Ne" Bedford, 1"3,J.'16; fall Fliver, 
138/156. 

;t Data shown for Oonnecticut State Economic Area B. F'ol' SMSA v Sj 1960 population waf1~ Nevl Haven, .320,836; WC;1'terlm .. ':';;t} HJ5, 5";,8; 
Meriden. 51,850. 

3 New London County, nearest equiva.lent to SMSA. No metropolitan State economic. area. For New 1ondon~,Crroion-HoTId.ell st1.'3A, 
1960 population ;ras 170,981. 
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Table l.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965, 
AND COMPON):NTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continued 

(Includes all standard metropolitan statistical areas as defined January 1, 1967, h;y the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

standard metropo1:i tan 
, statistical area 

Popll1atian Change, 
1960 to 1965 Components of change 

r---------,-- -----r---------,---------------,----------
and county July I, 1965 April I, 1960 Number Peraene Births Deaths 

£' (census) migration 
Net 

------------------------------------+------------------ ----------~---_i------- -------r-------

OODEN, mAll" '" ; •• , ....... , " •• ;; ____ 120, S:~__ ___ HO, 'f:±'r-_.-:J::1O, ~~ __ :"8; 7 1---__ 1-_6, OOO_I--__ ~2.0.? _ _____ :::~!;l5Jg 

We"ber*- ... " •• , ••••• , ........ ,,, .... ,, 120,000 110,744 +10,000 +S,7 16,000 4,000 -2,000 

+73,000 +14,3 6S,000 23,000 

+48,000 +10,8 59,000 20,000 
+5,000 +19.,- 3,000 1,000 

+21,000 +4-3.2 6,000 2,000 

+5H_ 000 OMAHA, NEBR.-IOWA, ••••• , •••••••• , ________ 5:_L6~,~0_0~0-+ ______ ~45_'~71!,~8~7~3i------~~-~_j +12,7 69,000 23,000 _____ ~~_+--- +12,000 

DoogIes, Ne-br,*" .......... ;.; ••• ,... 378,000 343,490 +35,000 +10.1 51,000 18,000 +1,000 
+16,000 
-4,000 

Sarw, Neb:r$ ..... $.it .. U .. Ol'="Ho.i .. O .. ~ .. $"'.... 52j ooO 31,2S1 +21,000 +66,5 6,000 1,000 
Pott~watomie, Iowa .. ,;;" •• , .. ",.... 86,000 83,102 +3,000 +3,4 11,000 4,000 

+5/,,000 +16,9 43,000 Gil-LANDO, FLA ............. ;;" .. ;, 1-___ 37_2--', ,'-0_0_0-+ ____ 3_1S.c, ____ 4_S-:.7_+----'--'----+---'''-+----""-'-C-----I- 15,000 +26,000 

Orange*~;."" io,..;" ~" .. ';';, 0;11 .. ;, ............. j, (, co ...... .j, 304,000 263,540 +40,000 
Seminole."" c."" ir. .... ,)O ... e';' eo ';'00 .. oj ..... .; •• Ii ~ 68,000 54,9/+7 +13,000 

+15.3 35,000 
+24,3 8,000 

12,000 
3,000 

+18,000 
+8,000 

+118,000 iOXNAIID-VENTURA, CALIF •• ; •• ,., •••• 1---___ 3'-1-=8-"., O"--0-=0-+~_-,--,---199-,-,,,--13,--8-+_--,-,-,=-,-=-=-,-_ __ +59.5 32,000 8,000 +95,00q 

Veniiura* .... '" "' .. ".; ........... j, G. "',," '10 Ii .0. ..... 0" oJ .. 318,000 199,138 +118,000 +59 .. 5 32,000 8,000 +95,000 

PATERSON-CLIFTON-PASSflIC, N ,J, •. , 1-__ 1--"",3,--0-,-7,-, 0'--0'--0-+ ____ 1"-, 1",8",6.::.,,,,87,-,3_
1 
___ +_12,,,-°,-,,-°=-:°,,,°+_,,,+,,,1°,-_''--1_+ ___ 123,000 f--__ "'5S"',"-0'-0_=0+_----C+_=5"'5"-, ",00,,-,0 

Passaic* .. fI ..... "' .. " ....... " .. e It it .... flO";,,, .. '" 00';. 446,000 406,618 +39,000 +9.7 46,000 22,000 +16,000 
Bergen ••• e_ .. i> qOil •••• ;. ....... .;, o .. .i H"" 861,000 780,255 +81,000 +10.3 78,000 35,000 +38,000 

32,000 8,000 PENSACOLA, FLA •• " •• , ••••••••• ,.,I-____ 2_2_4~,_0_0_0~ ______ 20_3~,_3_7_6_+ ____ +_2_1~,~0_0_0_+---+-1-0-,-1_+---__ --~--+-----~--~----__ --3~,-0--00 
Escambia* •• .;, .lea ...... e, • .;, • • i ••• :.o .is .... .i. 
Santa Rosa • .;,. <i';'_ •• " .;.e ••• ';000';' $ .. 0.;1.00. 

26,000 7,000 
5,000 1,000 

192,000 1'73 829 +1S,OOO +10,2 -2,000 
32,000 29;547 +3,000 +9,4 -1,000 

37,000 1.5,000 PEORIA, ILL.",.,., ••• "' •• ' •••• 'f ______ 3_2_0~,_0_0_0~-----3-1-3~,-4_1_2_~--__ -+--7~,~0-0-0-~--2-,3--i~----~ __ 4------- _~ __ ~ _____ -_1_5~,~0_0_0 

Peorla-X·.a i.!II j, iJ,,,,,."." II"" i> e. 0 til ........ " to .. &9"" .. 22,000 10,000 190,000 189,04/,. +1,000 +0.7 -11,000 
12,000 1+,000 

3,000 1,000 
Tazewell o ........ $';' 0 011';' 0 .... " Ii"!i" .... " ..... e • .j 

Woodford." ... 0 it" .. 9."""";''' ....... .; (, ..... oil .. II" 
105,000 99,7S9 +6,000 +5,6 -3,000 
25,000 24,579 (Z) +O.S -1,000 

503,000 241,000 

228,000 

PHILADELPHIA, PA ,:-N.J ... " .. , .... r---_4--',_6_~_'_, o_o_0-+ __ 4-,-, _34_2-".,_8_9"-:-7 + __ +_3_21--,, ____ 0_0_0-+ __ +7_. 4--t ___ '--_t-__ -C--_+ __ +-:-6_O'-, 0_0_0 

Philadelphia, Pa,*;;;;, •• "" ,;;;,,;; 2,052,000 2,002,512 +50,000 +2.5 -46,000 132,000 
39,000 12,000 Bu_cks, Pa ...... ' ............ "....... 343,000 308,567 +34,000 +11.2 +7,000 
25,000 10,000 Chester, Pa .. ''''' .... " .... , ...... ,. 244,000 210,608 +34,000 +15;9 +19,000 
61,000 26,000 Delaware, Pa ... .,,,.; ...... ; .. ,, .... ; 587,000 553,154 +33,000 -- +6,0 -2,000 
54,000 25,000 MontgOmery, Pa .... "................. 581,000 516,682 +64,000 +12.4 +35,000 
31,000 9,000 Burlington, N.J •• ,................... 270,000 224,/,99 +46,000 +20.4 +24,000 
4H,000 20,000 Camden, N,J ...... ,., ..... ,........... 436,000 392,035 +44,000 +11.2 +17,000 
17,000 7,000 Gloocester, N.J ...... ,,, ..... ,;...... 151,000 134,1340 +17,000 +12.3 +6,000 

95,000 30,000 PHOENIX, ARIZ •• ".;;" ••••• "., •• 1-___ 8'--1_8--',_0_0_0~---66--3!-5-1-0-+--+-1--'5-5-",-0-0-0+--+-2_3_._3+----''----t---c---'------+-----+-9-0-'-, 00_0 
Maricopa* .... ' ............. ;,;........ 81S,000 663,510 +155,000 +23.3 +90,000 95,000 30,000 

10,000 4,000 PINE BLUFF, ARK"" .. ";; •• ,,.;;. 1-_____ 8_6-",_0_0_0~_-_8 __ 1-'-,-3-'-7~- __ -,+-,-5~,_0_0_0_~ ____ +_5,-. 8_~ __ -"--,---+-__ ,--_+--__ ---1,-, 00_0 

10,000 4,000 86,000 81,373 +5,000 +5,8 -1,000 

241,000 l31,000 PITTSBmmH, PA;, •• , •• ; •• ;" •• ".;r-__ 2~,3_7_2~,_0_0_0~ ___ 2~,_40_5~,_4_3_5-+ __ -_3_3~, ____ 0_0_0_+-----1-;-4_+--_-~-_r--_~--+------1-4-3~,_0_00_ 
Allegheny", ••••• , ••••••••• , ••••• , •• ,. 
Beaver ••. Oil" • .,. .... ~ 0 ....... ~.o ... " " ......... 0. 

Washington, •••••••••••••••• ;, •••• ;, •• 
Westmoreland." q.,. 0 ......... III ...... " .. •• .,." ... it.t., 

Z Less than 500; 

164,000 91,000 1,590,000 1,628,587 -39,000 -2,4 -112,000 
22,000 10,000 201,000 206,94H -6,000 -2.7 -17,000 
20,000 12,000 2M-,000 217,271 -3,000 -1.4 -11,000 
35,000 18,000 367,000 352,629 +15,000 +4.2 -3,000 
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Table l.··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 

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

standard metropolitan 
staiistical area 

and county 

Population 

July 1,. 1965 
April 1, 1960 

(census) 

Change, 
1960 to 1965 

Number Percent Births 

Components of change 

-·-·--r----
Deaihs Net 

migration 

PITTSFIELD, MASS.l ••• , •••• , •• ,."r_-----1.44~~,~0~0~0~----~14~2J,~1=3~5_t--___ +~2=,~0~0_0~-____ +~1=.=5_+----~1~000 8,000 

8,000 

-6,000 

Berkshire*.G .. it • .$ .... & .. e Q""'" il"';' ... ,;,,, &.1. (. 144,000 142,135 +2,000 +1,5 16,000 -6,000 

PORTLAND, ~I&~2 ••••••••• , •••• , •• r_-----19~7~,~0~00~.t_-----1=8~2~,=7~5-1-r ____ +~1_4_c,~00 __ 0~ __ --+~7~.~7~----~2~2~,~0~00_+----~1=1~,-0=0~0_t-----4~.3~,~0~0~0 
Cumberland*II':'& 1\1 to eo Of> 0 &$ "If II $01 It .. "" 0$" iJ,,, 197,000 182,751 +1~.,000 +7.7 22,000 11,000 +3,000 

PORTLAND, ORJiXl.-WASH •••••••• ' ••• ,I-___ 8_9_7"-,_00_0-t ____ 8_2_1_,_~f_--__ +_7_5-'-,_00_0-t __ +_9_._2-t ____ -"8=6!..,0~0:..:0~--=47,",~0:..:0-0+ __ +:..:3_6-,-,.=00_0 

Multnomah, Oreg.·..................... 536,000 522,813 +13,000 +2.5 53,000 33,000 -7,000 
Clackamas, Oreg ........ ,............. 138,000 113,038 +25,000 +21.9 12,000 5,000 +18,000 
Washington, Oreg..................... 119,000 92,237 +27,000 +29,4 11,000 1\.,000 +20,000 
o lark, Was)).......................... 104,000 93,809 +10,000 +1101 10,000 5,000 +5,000 

PROVIDENCE-PAWTUCKET-WARWICK, 
R'I.3 •• , •••••• , ••••••••••••••••• r_-----73~9~,~0-0~0_+----~71_8~,~5_4_3_t----+ __ 20~,~0-0-0~--__ +~2~.~8_+ __ --~7~7~,-0~00_+-----4~2~,~0~0_0_t-------1J~r.,~00~0 

Kent* ............................... . 
provi~enci* 0.0."." .. .,,, 110""" .. II 0 0 011.0 .. " .. ".; 
Bristbl" 0 0-008 0) Olt 011 0." 68";' ."0. .. ,, .... 0$ .... i> 

128,000 112,619 +15,000 +13.8 13,000 5,000 +8,000 
569,000 568,778 (Z) +0.1 60,000 35,000 -25,000 

42,000 37,146 +4,000 +12.1 4,000 2,000 +2,000 

PROV~-OREM, UTAH ••••••••••••••• ;.~ __ ---1-18~,~0-0-0-+ __ ----l-06~,~9-9-1_+--___ +_11_,~0_O_O_+---+-1-0-.~6_+ __ ---1-6~,-0-00_4------3~,~0-O-0_+ ______ -1~,~0_0 __ 0 

118,000 106,991 +11,000 +10.6 16,000 3,000 -1,000 

PUEBLO, COLO ••••••••••••••• ; ••••• ~ __ --=11=9~,~0~0=0_+-----=11=8~,~7=O~7-+ _____ ~~-1~,~0~0~0~----+~0~.=5-+----=1~4~,~0~00~----~5~,=O=O~0+ ______ -8~,~0~0~0 

119,000 118,707 +1,000 +0.5 14,000 5,000 -8,000 

RACINE, WIS •••••• , ••••• ' ••••••••• r_----~1~60~,~0~0~0_+ __ ---=14~1~,~7=8~1_t----~+=18~,~0~00~+-__ +~1=2~.~6~ __ --=1=9~,~0~00~------7~,~00~0_t-----+~6,~000~ 
Racine* ••••••••••••••••• " •••••••••••• 160,000 141,781 +18,000 +12.6 19,000 7,000 +6,000 

RALEIGH, ,N ,C .1 •• ;; ...... , ......... r_----:...19'-'5'-',:..;0--'0..:0_+-----=-16:.9'-',~0=8:.:.2_t----+.:..2:...6"',~0:.:0...:0_+---+:..:1=5~.:.::2~ __ --=2:::2~,~00=0~----7~,:..:0...:0~0-r __ --+.:..1=1:::,:.::0:.:0;.:.0 

Wake* ••• '" •••• ,;" ...... 00 1,.080" •• " .. "" .. 0 0" 195,000 169,Og2 +26,000 +15.2 22,000 7,000 +11,000 

READING, PA., .......... ;; ......... f_--.....;2-'-8:.:3'-',...:0-'00-'-f_ __ .....;2.::.7:.:5-',~4=14..:.....t---_+:..g'-',:.:0~0::.0_t __ --'+:...2:.:.:.:9_+_--c;:2~7!..., 00=0=-t ___ ..:1=7~,=OOO..::.:.+ _____ -..:.2:.;,..:.O=OO= 

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

RENO, NEV •••••••••••••••••••••••• t-____ 1--'1--'3'-',:.:0__'0_0_t-----8~4~,~7~4~3_t ____ +~2~8~,:.:0~0~0_+--_+:.:3:.:3~.~2~ __ --~1=2~,~00=0_+ __ --~52,=O~0=0-r ____ +.:..2=1:::,~0:..:0~0 
113,000 84,743 +28,000 +33.2 12,000 5,000 +21,000 

RICHMOND, VA ••••••••••••••••••••• r_-----48-4~,~0-0-0-t----~43~6~,:.:~~_t----+~48~,~0~00~+-__ +~1=1~.~1_+--__ ~5~2L,~000~~ __ --2c;:3~,~00~0-r----~+=20~,~O~O~O 
Richmond city* ................... ;;.. 223,000 219,958 +3,000 +1.2 25,000 15,000 -7,000 
Chesterfield......................... 96,000 71,197 +25,000 +34.7 9,000 2,000 +18,000 
Hanover •• , ••• ,. •••• o ••••• ,............ 33,000 27,.550 +6,000 +210.3 4,000 1,000 +4,000 
Henrico.............................. 132,000 117,339 +15,000 +12.8 15,000 4,000 +5,000 

ROANOKE, VA ... ;; ....... ;; ........ t-__ --'1=_7:.::3~,...:O=O~0-r ____ ~1:::5:.:8:!,=g=0=_3-r ____ +~1=_4.:.!,:.:0=O=0_t-.......:+=8:.::.:.:9-+ ____ =1:.:7!..., 0=0=0=-t ___ -..::g~,=O=00-=-i ____ +:..:6~,:.:0c.::0=0 
97,000 97,110 (Z) (Z) 10,000 6,000 -4,000 Roanoke c1t;Y*,; iii .... ~ ..... .; ....... " it ........ 0.-

Roanoke. " ........... 0 .. 0. ilo •••• 0 ............... .. 76,000 61,693 +14,000 +22.9 7,000 2,000 +10,000 

ROCHESTER, N.Y ••••••••••••••••••• r-___ g_0_4~,~00_0_r--__ -7~3-2~,-5--'8-S_r ___ +_7~1~,~O_0_0_+ ____ +--'9--'.~7_+-__ -8~8~,-00-0_+-----4~1~·,~0-0-04-___ +_2_4~,~0_00 __ 

Monroe* " ...... " " ........ ;. ..... .; • it Ii ........ ., I> 0 ........ .. 644,000 586,387 +57,000 +9.8 70,000 32,000 +19,000 
Livingston ........ " ............ Co ..... 040.; .. .. 49,000 44,053 +5,000 +10.9 5,000 3,000 +2,000 
Orleans ............ " ..... Ii ............ 1> ........ '*;, & .... .. 38,000 34,159 +4,000 +12.0 4,000 2,000 +2,000 
Wayne ................. .; •• .; •• .; ...... idt .... .;.;., •• ,; .. .. 73,000 67,989 +5,000 +7.5 8,000 4,000 +1,000 

Z Less than 500 or 0.05 percent. 
1 Data shown for Massachusstts State Economic Area F. For Pittsfield SMSA, 1960 population was 76,772. 
2 Data shown for Maine State Economic Area A. For Portland SMSA, 1960 population was 139,122. 
3 Data shown for Rhode Island State Economic Area A. For Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick SMSA, 1960 population was 821,101. 
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Table l.··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 January I, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

Standard me·tropoli1;an 
statistical area 

and county 

Population Change, 
1960 to 1965 

Components of change 
--'--- -------+-------,------1---- ,..-----
July 1, 1965 April I, 1960 

(census) Number Percent Births Deaths Net 
migration 

ROCKFORD, ILL .................... r--' 247, O,~ ___ 2",3_0--",,0.:.,9;.,1+. __ +,;,,1:.,:.7-,--, .:,00.:..0:..-+ __ +:..:..7.::,:.5 __ + __ .:,3.:..0,__,0::.;0.:..0-+_._;10,-" 000 -2,000 

Whmebago*........................... .226,000 209,765 +16,000 +7.8 27,000 9,000 -2,000 
(z) Boone ............................... ; 21,000 20,326 +1,000 +4;7 2,000 1,000 

SACRAMllNTO, CALIF ................. : ____ 7 __ 3"'7,'--0_0_0+ ___ 6_2_5.'-, 5_0_3_+ __ +_1_11"",--0_0_0.+ __ +1?;.,1 .•. _8.
1 
____ 84"','--0_0_0+ __ 2_9.-',_00_0-f ___ +_5_6:..., 0_0_0 

Sacramento* •••••• ;................... 584,000 502,?78 +81,000 +16.2 69,000 22,000 +35,000 
Placer; ..................... " ... ;;.. 75,000 56,998 +18,000 +32.4 6,000 3,000 +15,000 
yolo ............. ;................... 77,000 65,727 +12,000 +1"/,9 9,000 3,000 +6,000 

SAGINAW, MICH .. ; ... " .. ;; .. ;; .. ;; 1-___ :.:.20.:..8--',..;;O_O::.,0+ __ ..:.1"'9_0--'-,,;.?.:..5:.;,2+ __ +.:...~ 7,000 __ ,:.+..:;9,.;:;,;,,0+ ____ ;.:.2""6,'-0,,0,,0_+---.....:.;92.,--'00,;;.0"--l----..:.(=z) 

208,000 190,752 +17,000 +9.0 26,000 9,000 (Z) 

.SALEM, OREG •••••••••••••••••••• ;.~---1-7~2L,-0-0-0~-_-1~4~7~,-4_1~1-+ _____ +_24~,'-0_0,,0_+---"-.1~6..:..-5~_--~1~5,'-0:.:.0-0_+---8L,..:.0_00-f ___ "_.1~7L'_0~00 

Marion* .. " (I .... " ....... " ...... ., ..... "" .. " .. " .. "" .. " 141,000 120,888 +20,000 +16.5 12,000 6,000 +14,000 
Polk ••••• $.o.c> &.0 ....... (0 .. (I ... (I"."." (I a .... 31,000 26,523 +4,000 +16.7 3,000 1,000 +3,000 

t SALINAS-MONTEREY, CALIF ..... ;;. ,,1-_-=2;.:.2"'2'-, 0::.;0:..:.0-+ __ -,1;.:.9:..:.8--,-,::.3:..,51-1 __ ..:.+:.:.2.:,3!-, 0:..,0:..,0,+_:.:.+-=1-=1.::...8,-+ __ ..::2.::6,__, 0.::..0:..:.0-+ ____ 8::.,,,-,0:,::0.::0+ __ -,+..::5-,-, ::.,00:;,.:0 

Monterey*............................ 222,000 198,351 +23,000 +11.8 26,000 8,000 +5,000 

ST. JOSEPH, 110 ................... 1-__ .:.;9:;;:5-',_"0.:.00-'---1 ____ .:.;9:..:.0"',::.,5_"8"'1-+ ____ +.:..4"','-0::.;0:,::0'+_-=+_4,.;:.,;.7+ __ ;::1::.,0,'-0=-'0:,::0-+ __ -=6--'-,;::0::.,00-'---1 ____ +:,::1:;,:,..::0=00 

Buchanan*oio .... " Ii ....... .,,, ....... 0. 00. Ii .... .. 95,000 90,581 +4,000 +4.7 10,000 6,000 +1,000 

ST. LOUIS, 110 .'-ILL" •• ; •• ;; ... "'I-_.:..2!-,2;.:.4.:.;9..<,..::0_0.:.;0+_..:..2!-, 1,;.0::.;"--",,,,6..;;6,,9-+_--=+,,,1..:.44--,-,--, 0::.;0:.:0'-+_..:..+,:.6,:. • .::8-+_-=2.::6::.,0'__, 0.::..0::.;0'+_-=1"'13=,_"0_"0.:..0+ ____ -,.;:3:.L,-'0,;.0_"0 

St. Louis city, Mo.*................. 702,000 750,026 -49,000 -6.5 91,000 53,000 -86,000 
Franklin, Mo ........... " ......... ". 51,000 44,566 +7,000 +15.0 6,000 3,000 +4,000 
Jefferson, Mo........................ 83,000 66,377 +16,000 +24;4 9,000 3,000 +10,000 
St. Charles, Mo ....... ;; .. "......... 72,000 52,970 +19,000 +35.2 9,000 2,000 +11,000 
St. LouiS, Mo ....................... ; 831,000 703,532 +127,000 +18.1 84,000 28,000 +72-,000 
Madiso-ll, Ill......................... 242,000 224,689 +17,000 +?6 27,000 10,000 (Z) 
st. Clair, Ill ••••• ;;................ 269,000 262,509 +6,000 +2.4 33,000 14,000 -13,000 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH ••••••••••••• ~--5-2-3~,-0_0-0_r----44-7~,-7-9-5_+ __ ---+~7_5,'-0_0_0-+ ___ +_1_6~._7+ ___ 71_,:...0_0_0_+----1-6~,-0-00-f---+-2_1~,_0_0_0 
Salt Lakei(·o •• o ••••••••••••••••• Hi.,; •• 440,000 383,035 +57,000 +14;8 59,000 15,000 +12,000 
Davis ........... "it ••••••••• ;, e.i.. 0 •••••••• 83,000 64,760 +18,000 +28,4 11,000 2,000 +9,000 

SAN ANGELO, TEX •••••• ; ••••••••••• t-_____ 7~3~,_0_0_0-r ______ 64"--',_6_3_0_+ ____ -"+.:..9'__,0.:..0~0'-+ ___ +,:.1.:..3,:.,.:..3-t ____ _"_8'__,O_0~0_+------'3~,,;,,0~0.:..0+ ____ -+,:.3..<,,:.0--,00 

Tom: q.reen* •• -. D ••••• 0 0 •••••••••• e ...... 73,000 64,630 +9,000 +13,3 8,000 3,000 +3,000 

SAN ANTONIO, TEX: .. ;.;; ... 0;' ..... 1-__ 8_0_8,-, 0_00_-1-__ 7_1_6.:..,_1_68-1 __ ...:.+_9_2"" 0_0-'0_+-...:.+"1_2:..,.8'-+-..:..1;.:.0"'6,'-0-'00-"-I---2;.:.9=.,,,"'0.::0-=0+_..:..+-1_6!-, 0_0-,,0 

Bexar* ................ '............... 775,000 687,151 +88,000 +12.8 102,000 28,000 +14,000 
Guadalupe............................ 33,000 29,017 +4,000 +12,9 3,000 1,000 +2,000 

SAN BEllNARDINO:-lU'VEllSIDE-ONTAHIO, 
CALIF •••••••••••• ; ••••••••• ; •••• ~ ___ 1~,0_2_6~,_0_0_0-r _____ 8_0_9~,_7_8_2_+----+_2-17-,'-0-0_0-+---+-2-6~.~7~_----1-0~7,'-0_00 __ +-____ 40.:....<,_0_00-f ____ +_l_5_0--',_0_0_0 

Riverside*ooo •••••••••••••••••• o ••••• 
San Bernardino* it, .... til •• 0 .. .0. ...... oi .lOG •• " iI 

406,000 306,191 +100,000 +32.6 40,000 17,000 +76,000 
620,000 503,591 +117,000 +23.2 67,000 24,000 +73,000 

SAN DIEGO, CALIF •••••••••••••••• ;I-__ ~1,'_1~3:..:.6.:..,_"0.:..00~ __ --1...:.,'-0~3-'3~,-0.:..1=1-t __ -"+=10=3~,'-0~0~0_+--..:.+..;;1~0-" • .:,0-r-__ -=13.:..5=,'-00~0_+-----42~,.:,OOO.::..::.;~ ____ +:..:.l::.;O--,-,...:.O.:..:..OO 

1,136,000 1,033,011 +103,000 +10;0 135;000 42,000 +10,000 

SAN FHANCISCO-oAKLANJ), CALIF •••• , 1-_2",,:.:9.;:1=-8,__, 0::.;0:,::0-+_--=2!-, 6.:..48=,...:.7.::62~i-----,+.;:2:.;.7.::0,-, 0=-,0:.:0:..+_..:.+;::1::.,0.::.2-+_--=3.::0:;;.2 ,,-0=-,0:.:0-t_....:::.1::.35=,e,:O:,:0.:.0+ __ +:.:1:,:0:;:3.!,,;::000;:.::, 

Alameda* ............................... o. 1,016,000 908,209 +108,000 +11.9 109,000 46,000 +45,000 
San Frencisco* .... 0." oil."" oil ...... ;. •• Co .... . 721,000 740,316 -19,000 -2.6 73,000 51,000 -41,000 

497,000 409,030 +88,000 +21,5 49,000. 15,000 +54,000 
181,000 146,820 +35,000 +23.5 18,000 6,000 +23,000 

Oontra Costa ••• 0 ................. iI 0. ..... it .. Ii. 

Marin.o • .l ................. " ••••• ·.o ••••••• 

San Mateo •• e. ci ••• ci" ••• it" 0 •• "" 00 ••• 0 •• 503,000 444,387 +59,000 +13.2 53,000 17,000 +23,000 

Z Less than 500. 
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Tobie l.··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 January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of' the Budget. 
As1;erisk (*) indicates central county) 

Stand~rd metropolitan 
Population Change, 

Componerr~8 of change 
1960 to 1965 

statisi;ical area 
and county July 1, 1965 April 1, 1960 Number Percent Births Deaths Net 

(census) migration 
"._---_. 

SAN JOSE, CALIF ................. , 885,000 642,315 +243,000 +37.8 99,000 25,000 ..+168,000 

Santa Clara-l(- .. G f, 0)".). a (, ill .. G Q .... Co G"" !>i.e")". 885,000 642,315 +243,000 +37.8 99,000 25,000 +168,000 

SA.NTA BARBARA, CALIF Go oio. Q, it 1>'; &tHii. oe. f-___ 243, o~~ 1-------- 168, 96~ +75,000 +44,1 26,000 8,000 +56,000 

Santa Barbara* 0,) 0.,""" Ii .. ;' 0'; 9 ee De 00 e,j,., e 243,000 168,962 +75,000 +44,1 26,000 8,000 +56,000 

SAVANNAH, GA.", Go .... " <Ii" 11-.,.,) ...... ., .. "" .. 00';:' 1----
192,000 188,299 +',,000 +109 25,000 10,000 -12,000 

Chatham* ••••••••• ,; ; ; • ; , ; • ; •••••••••• 192,000 188,299 +4,000 +1.9 25,000 10,000 -12,000 

SGRA~N, FA ..................... 226,000 234,531 -8,000 -3.6 20,000 1'7,000 -12,000 

LackaW811ll£).* to ~ .. G .. e .'I .... 0. oj, ...... Ii-" 0 .. Ii 00" 68 .. Ii 226,000 234,531 ··8,000 -3.6 20,000 17,000 -12,000 

SEA1'TLE-EVERErT, WASHe;'io,;oo .. ooloe 1,1'79,000 1,107,213 +72,000 +6.5 128,000 55,000 -1,000 

King*. fl • ." .. .:. .... ;. 0. .. ';'; ". Ii .. .; .... it .. rio" iI •• 0 .... 980,000 935,014 +/,5,000 +4.8 107,000 4'7,000 -15,000 
Snohomish* ••• '" .... .; ...... e ... 8 ... 800.00 •• 0.6 <. 199,000 172,199 +27,000 +15 .. 5 22,000 9,000 +14,000 

SHREVEPORT, IA ................... 289,000 281,481 +7,000 +2.6 37,000 13,000 -17,000 

Caddo Parish* .. ~o. e I ........ ",;;' .. c 001 .. 0 ..... 228,000 223,859 +4,000 +1.8 29,000 11,000 -14,000 
Bossier Parish • .; ..................... 61,000 57,622 +3,000 +5.8 8,000 2,000 -3,000 

SIOUX CITY, IOWA-NEBR ............. 114,000 120,017 -6,000 -4.8 14,000 7,000 -13,000 

Woodbury, Iowa* .... & .... 0 oj,.s.; ....... 0 .. 0 .. 0. 102,000 107,849 -6,000 -5.4 13,000 6,000 -12,000 
Dakota, Nebr ••• oj, ....... 00 ........... '' •• ''OJ, 12,000 12,168 (z) +0;5 2,000 1,000 -1,000 

SIOUX FALLS, So DAK ..... " •••••• ooo 94,000 86,5'75 +8,000 +9.0 12,000 4,000 +1,000 

Minnehaha"K ile .. .; e ........ " .. ". io" oj, .. .;.o 00 .... .; 94,000 86,575 +8,000 +9.0 12,000 4,000 +1,000 

SOUTH BEND, IND .... .; ....... .;,; to .... (I'; II .. " 270,000 271,057 -1,000 -0.5 29,000 13,000 -18,000 

St. Joseph* ... .;." .. e ........ oil" 0';' it" .......... .;.- 237,000 238,614 -1,000 -0.5 26,000 11,000 -16,000 
Ma.rshall •• .; 8.:. • .; ..................... .; ... " ..... " 32,000 :32,443 (z) -0.5 ',-,000 2,000 -2,000 

SPOKANE, WASH ........... " e;'';'' .; •••••• 267,000 278,333 -12,000 -4,2 30,000 15,000 -27,000 

Spokane* ... .; ...... 0 ;, ............ .; .. ,;, •• oJ ,;, io " " •• io 267,000 278,333 -12,000 -4.2 30,000 15,000 -27,000 

SPRINGF'IEID , ILL ........... io .. o •••• 153,000 146,539 +7,000 +4,6 18,000 9,000 -2,000 

Sangamorr*oo ...... oj 0 ....... 0 •• '0.,) eo .. (.,;, •• 153,000 146,5:39 +7,000 +4,6 18,000 9,000 -2,000 

SPRINGFIEID, MO •••••••• ae ••••• o •• 140,000 126,276 +14,000 +11.0 14,000 7,000 +7,000 

Greene*e ....... 0 .......... 0 ...... ,. ••••• 0 .. 140,000 126,276 +14,000 +11.0 14,000 7,000 +7,000 

SPRINGFIEID, _ OIDO ... ;; .... ;; ;; ... 147,000 131,440 +16,000 +12.1 15,000 7,000 +8,000 

Cla:rk"*,. ................. o •••••••••••• iI 147,000 131,440 +16,000 +12.1 15,000 7,000 +8,000 

SPRINGFIEID-CHIGOPEE-HOLYDKE, 
MASS. l •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 550,000 532,582 +18,000 +3.3 60,000 28,000 -14,000 

Hampden* ........... ,;, ................... Ii ... .; oj ".; 4:39,000 429,353 +10,000 +2;3 49,000 24,000 -16,000 
Hampshire .. " .;. ........ " • ., e • " ....... " ••• III ••• 111,000 103,229 +8,000 +7.3 10,000 5,000 +2,000 

Z Less than 500. 
1 Data shown for Massachusetts State Economic Area A, For Springfie1d-Chicopee-Holyoke SMSA, 1960 population was 493,999; 
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Tobie l.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Continu.d 

(Includes all standard metropolitan statistical areas as defined January I, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget. 
Asteria], «.)' indicates central county) 

Standard metropolitan 
~s'tat:i.stica.l area 

and county 

STEUBENVILLE-vIEIRTON, OHIO-

Population Change, 
1960 to 1965 Components of change 

~··------,---------J--·---··-r----- ------r--.-----.,-------
July 1, 1965 April 1, 1960 

(census) Number Percent Births Deaths Net 
migration 

W. VA ....... ;;,;;".;;,;;"".,. r--. ___ 1 . ..:.7_0.~,_0_00.:...c1---___ 1_6..;7"-,..:.7 ... 5 ... 6-+ __ ._+-"2"-,-=0-=0.:.0-+_--.:+.:::1.:.=1-+ ___ :::1..:.7,=0?~r--. __ -'9'-',:..:0:..:0'--0-+_. ___ -_7'-',:.:0:..:0:..:.0 

Jefferson, Ohio* ............ ",;;.... 101,000 99,201 +2,000 +1.6 10,000 6,000 -3,000 
Brooke, W. Va.*...................... 29,000 2S,940 (Z) -101 3,000 1,000 -2,000 
Hancock, W. Va.* .................... , ~.O,OOO 39,615 +1,000 +1.~. 4,000 2,000 -2,000 

STOCKTON, CALIF" ........ ; •• " ••• 1---__ 2_73-',;_0_0_°-t-___ 24_9--'-,_9_89--t ___ +_2_3c.., 0_0 __ °--+ __ +_9;...4--+ ____ 27'-',_0_0°--+_. __ --'13;,'---'-°0_°
1 
___ +--'9,,_' 060 

San Joaquin*"....................... 273,000 2~9,989 +23,000 +9.4 27,000 13,000 +9,000 

Onondaga* $ ...... 60 ... i> ...... .;.,;. it i.." ......... it .. it 

SYRACUSE, N.Y ••••• , ... ;;" ....... 1---__ 6_0_6_',_0_0_0-t ___ 5_63-',c.7_8.1_-t __ +_4_2..,,'-O_0_0--+. __ +_7 ___ ._5-1 __ -,--72-"c.O_0_O_+ ___ 3_0-,-, 0_0_0--+ ____ .;..( Z...:.) 

456,000 423,028 +33,000 +7,7 54,oOb 22,000 (Z) 
Madison ... i. ..... • e ..... ,j.. <> 0 ... " ..... "' .... 0,;,.; 0) 

Oswego,~;, .. Go II;' .. n"" it 0.",;,;;, e ;. .. 4o ... P" 0 ...... (, .... 

57,000 54,635 +2,000 +4.4 7,000 3,000 '-1,000 
93,000 S6,1l8 +'1,000 +8.4 11,000 5,000 +1,000 

TACOMk, WASH ••••••••••••••••••••• r-___ 3_4~3-',-0-0-0-t----3-2]~.,'-5-9_0--+ __ .+_2_1-','_0_0_0--+ __ +_6~; ___ 6--+. ___ 4~1~,~00~0~ __ . __ 1 ___ 6~, ___ 0 ___ OO,~. ____ -_4~, ___ 0_O_0 

Pierce* ......................... o.,j, ••••• 343,000 321,590 +21,000 +6,6 .\.1,000 16,000 -4,000 

) 

TA'LLAHASSEE, FLA;; ...... ".;;;;;; 1-___ 8_3"-., 0_0_0-+ ___ 7_4-'.,_2_2_5'-1r-__ +_S-",-0_0_0--+_-,+_1 __ 1.::..,4-'-j __ .:.1:;:.O-,-' 0.;.0_0--+ ___ 3:...;,,-0-,0_0+ ___ +_24' _00_0 

Leon*;;; •••• o; ,.;;"";;.;;;; ...... ;; 83,000 '14,225 +8,000 +11,4 10,000 3,000 +2,000 

TAMPA-ST. PETERSBURG, FLA •..••••• I-_-'S:.:7.:::3-'-,.::..00;:.:0-+ __ ...:...77.:.:2"',:..:4::.5:.3+_-'+c::1:::O:.1,'-'0:.:0:.:0-+_:..:+..:1::.3.::.1=---j1-_-,7c::92.,::.00:.:0-+ __ ::.5:.5,,-,0:.:0:.:0-+ __ +:..7c.:72.'::'0=00 

Hillsborough* .. it 0 .. " .............. " .. to .; " .. (, (, " .. ,. .. 448,000 397,788 +50,000 +12.5 49,000 22,000 +23,000 
Pinellas*,,;, .... Q .. ;.;. .. ;.;. ...... ".,;.,) .... it;. .. oc. it"" 426,000 374,665 +51,000 +13.6 30,000 33,000 +54,000 

TERRE HAUTE, INDo; •• ,,,,.,,;;,;;, 1_--,1:.:6:.:7"-, 0-'0_0-+ __ --.:17:..:2-'.,'--0::.69'-1. __ -'-5-';:.:0:.:0:..:0--+ __ -:.:2:..7'-f __ c::1:.:.7L., 0;:..0:.:0--+ __ =12"','-'0:.;:0..:.0-+ ___ -..:.9.!.,.;;..00;c.;.0 

Vigo* ... o .... ;..& .... i. .. .; ... 0 ..................... ;. 107,000 10e,458 -1,000 -1,2 11,000 7,000 -5,000 
Clay •• , •••••••••••••••• ; •• ; ••••••• , •• 23,000 24,207 -1,000 -5,3 2,000 2,000 -2,000 
Sullivan .. ;. .............. It .... ;'. 0;' .. ;' 0& ....... .0 .... Co 21,000 21,721 -1,000 -2.9 2,000 2,000 -1,000 
Vermillion. 0;. .. ;, ........ ;. .......... ;. .. " .... 0 ••• 0;''' 16,000 17,6S3 -1,000 -7.9 1,000 1,000 -1,000 

TEXARKANA, TEX.-ARK •••••••• ;., ••• r-____ l __ 0~0~,~0-'0~0_+------~91~,:.:6:.:.5~7_+-----+~9~,:.:0~0:.;:0-+ ____ +~9~.~5_+----~1~OL,~00.::..0~----~52,-=0.:.0.;;..0-r-----+~4~,~0~0~0 
Bowie, TeX'* ................. u ..... o •••• 66,000 59,971 +6,000 +10.6 7,000 3,000 +3,000 
Miller, Ark.* .................... iIo ••••• 34,000 31,6S6 +2,000 +7.5 4,000 2,000 +1,000 

TOLEDO, OHIO-MICH ... ;;;; ••• ;; .... 1_--'6~5..:.72.,.;;..00=-0-+----;6:...30:.<,:..:6~4~7+-~+:::.2..:.7,'-'0::.:0::.:0-+----'-+~4-'-.2=---J __ ..:7:..:42.,-'-00:.:0-+ __ -=3:...3,'-'0::.:00::::...t-__ -:..:l;:..4:.;.,..:.00=0 

Lucas, Ohio* ....................... II •••• ell. 473,000 456,931 +16,000 +3.6 52,000 25,000 -11,000 
Wood, Ohio 0 ................. 0 •••••• 00 .. .. 76,000 72,596 +3,000 +4.6 S,OOO 3,000 -1,000 
Monroe, Mich ........................ iIo. 108,000 101,120 +7,000 +6.9 13,000 4,000 -2,000 

TOPEKA, KANS ..................... r-_-'I:.4:.;:92.,.:00::..0=--j ___ -=1.:.;41"',c::2=8.:6-+ ___ ..:.+=-8'-,0::.:0::.:0~-----'-+..:.5.:.6::...,1_-c::2:.:0:L,=-00=-0~.--...:...7'-,0::.:0:.:0-+_----c::5:.;.,..:0=00 
ShaWIlee* .................................. . 149,000 141,286 +8,000 +5.6 20,000 7,000 -5,000 

TRENTON, N.J ••••••••••••••••••••• r-____ 2_-9_6-',~0_00 __ +-_____ 2_6~6,~3_9_2-t _____ +_30-','_0_0_0-1 ___ +_1_1_._3-t _____ 2_9~,_00_0~ _____ 1_4_',_00 __ 0-r ___ +_1_5~,~00 __ 0 

Mercer-)(". 0 0 •• " .... " ... 00." .............. Go II 296,000 266,392 +30,000 +11.3 29,000 14,000 +15,000 

TUCSON, ARIZ ••••••••••••••••••••• I_----'-3:..07~,:.:0:..:0'--0_+---~2~65~,'-'6:.:6=0_+----+..:.4'--1=-,::.:0:.:0:.:0'-4.---+::.:1=5::.:.-=5-1------=3-=6L,0:...0::.:0~----c::l=2:L,-=0.:0=-04-___ +=-1:...7~,c::00~0 
Pima* ••••••• " •••••• 0, ••••••••••••••••• 307,000 265,660 +41,000 +15.5 36,000 12,000 +17,000 

TUISA, OKLA ...... ;;.;;;; ......... 1---__ 4_3_3-'-, _00_0-t ___ 4_1e-,,_9_7_4-+ __ +_1_4,,_0_0_0--+ __ +_3_. 4---j _____ 4_6-<-, _00_0-1 ___ 1_9,'--0_0_0-+ ___ -_1_2-<-,_0_00 

Tulsa* .......... GO ...................... .. 360,000 346,03e +14,000 +4.1 39,000 15,000 .-10,000 
Creek .............................................. . 43,000 40,495 +2,000 +5.3 4,000 2,000 +1,000 
Osage • .; ................... 0 ••••• iii,) 00 ....... 0, 30,000 32,441 -2,000 -6,7 3,000 2,000 -3,000 

Z 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 me:tropoli tan statistical areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the llureau of the lludget. 
Asterisk (*) indicates central county) 

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

county 

TUSCAlDOSA, ALA .................. 

Tuscaloosa* ();. 0 <> 0 .... 0 ....... ., ....................... 

TYLER, TEX: .. 0 ... ",., .. oil <II" 0 cO)'" "''' P" 1> .. " .. " 0 

Smith* ............................... 

UTICA-ROME, N.y ......... , ........ 

Oneida* , •••••••••••••• " •• , ••••••••• , 
Herkimer (I 0"""""" "';'0 .... ,, ;'(>0"111 io .. 6<900 .... it 

VALLEJO-NAPA, CALIF ••• " ......... 

Napa?(-",;, .. " ~>fI""""" EO" it.;. co .. "';,, 1>" .. ".;."",,.:.,," 

Solano* .... " .. " ..... " .. """" .. ,, II •• " • ., ....... " .. ".;. 

WACO, TEX.o." .. ., ....... "oo • .,." ........ 

MCLe~an*I' .......................... 

WASHINGTON, D,C.-lID.-VA" ........ 

District il'of Oolumbia*" ...... ".,,"" 0" II';''' ""., 

Montgomery, Md ..... " .... " .. ;,0" Ofl" ••• 00"" 

Prince Georges, Md ..... o •••••••• " •• "". 

A 
A 

lexandria city, Va ...... .:. ............ ". 
rlington, Va."" ..... II." 0". 00 "" 000""" p' 

Fairfax, Va.1 ••••••••••• i.;. •• o ......... 

WATERInO, IOWA ....... , ... , ... , ••• 

B lack Hawk* Ii "9,) 10 ... 0';0 .. ';'000.,.) .. .:. .. OG .. 00 e G 

WEST PALM BFACH, FLA ...... , ...... 

P alm Beach* ................... " .. 0"",;. .... " .. .:. 

WHEELING, W. VA.-OHIO ............ 

hio, ° M 
w. Va*." •• ".:. ...... ,,;, .............. 

arshall, W" Va ....... ll o.io •• o •• , .. ,oo.o. 
B elmont, Ohio ....... 0 •••• It It'; .... to,)". (>.0 

WICHITA,. KANSo po ........... 0 ........... 

edgwick*o •••• io. 6 0" ••••• 0 ........... 0 ... ., S 
Bu tIer. i. • ................ &- .......... 0. ..... 

WICHITA FALLS, TEX,,, ........... , 

ichita"l· ••••• 0 0 000 ........... ;. • .:. ..... o. W 
A rcher ••• 0 ....................... 0 .. io ........ 

WILKES-BARRE--HAZLETON, PA ........ 

L uzerne* ..... to ................. De ......... " 

N 
·s 
C 

WILMINGTON, DEL,-N,J.-I1D •••• , .... 

ew Castle, Del .. * .... o. ooo ..... o .. io .. 0.0. 0. 

alem, N.J .......... e ............ o.o ••• o. 
ecil, Md .. o ........ o ............... oo •• 

Z Less than 500, 

Population 

1--

July 1, 1965 April 1, 1960 
(census) 

118,000 109,047 

118,000 109,047 

93,000 86,350 --
93,000 86,350 

____ 346,~'2... ___ 330, T!l:_ 
279,000 264,401 

67,000 66,370 

239,000 200,487 

78,000 65,890 
161,000 134,597 

156,000 150,091 

156,000 150,091 

2,408,000 21,989,377 

802,000 763,956 
424,000 340,928 
521,000 357,395 
107,000 91,023 
179,000 163,401 
375,000 2272,674 

124,000 122,~2 

124,000 122,~2 

281,000 228,106 

281,000 228,106 

188,000 190,342 

66,000 68,437 
37,000 38,041 
84,000 83,864 

389,000 381,626 

350,000 343,231 
39,000 38,395 

130,000 129,638 

123,000 123,528 
6,000 6,110 

346,000 346,972 

346,000 346,972 

468,000 414,565 

354,000 307,446 
62,000 58,711 
52,000 48,408 

Change, Components of change 
1960 to 1965 

---------c--------,------,.---.. ----
Number Percent Births Deaths Net 

migratIon 

__ ._..-!9,000 _+8.5 __ ..s..?00 ~,OOO +1,000 

+9,000 +8.5 13,000 4,000 +1,000 

+7,000 +8,2 10,000 ~,OOO :2::000 -
+7,000 +8.2 10,000 4,000 +1,000 

___ +15,0Q.?_ +/+06 1--___ 3_~_~ 19,000 -5,000 
---~---

+14,000 +5.4 32,000 15,000 -3,000 
+1,000 +1.~· 7,000 4,000 -2,000 

+39,000 +19.4 26,000 9,000 +21,000 

+12,000 +18.5 6,000 4,000 +10,000 
+27,000 +19.8 20,000 5,000 +11,000 

+6,000 +4.2 17,000 8,000 -3,000 

+6,000 +4.2 17,000 8,000 -3,000 

+419,000 +21.1 285,000 88,000 +222,000 

+38,000 +5.0 104,000 47,000 -19,000 
+83,000 +24.2 43,000 12,000 +51,000 

+164,000 +45.9 63,000 13,000 +114,000 
+16,000 +17,;3 15,000 4,000 +4,000 
+16,000 +9.7 22,000 6,000 (z) 

+103,000 +37,6 38,000 7,000 +71,000 

+2,000 +1.5 16,000 5,000 -9,000 

+2,000 +1,5 16,000 5,000 -9,000 

+53,000 +23,3 27,000 14,000 +40,000 

+53,000 +23.3 27,000 14,000 +40,000 

-3,000 -1,4 18,000 12,000 -9,000 

-2,000 -3,0 7,000 5,000 -4,000 
-1,000 -1,6 4,000 2,000 -2,000 

(z) -0,1 8,000 6,000 -2,000 

+7,000 +1.8 ~.6,000 15,000 -25,000 

+7,000 +1,9 43,000 13,000 -23,000 
(z) +1,3 4,000 2,000 -1,000 

(Z) +0,1 16,000 5,000 -11,000 

(Z~ -0.2 16,000 5,000 -11,000 
(Z +4.6 1,000 (z) (z) 

-1,000 -0,3 30,000 2~.,000 -7,000 

-1,000 -0,3 30,000 24,000 -7,000 

+54,000 +12.9 54,000 20,000 +20,000 

+46,000 +15.0 40,000 15,000 +21,000 
+4,000 +6,0 7,000 3,000 (z) 
+4,000 +8.2 7,000 2,000 -1,000 

1 Includes Falls Church and Fairfax independent cities. 
2 Adjusted to exclude 12,520 erroneously reported in Fairfax County, 
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Table l.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT COUNTIES, JULY 1, 1965, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960--Conlinued 

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

lS-~andard metropolitan Poptl1ation Change" Components of change 
1960 to 1965 

J statistical area 
and county July 1, 1965 April 1, 1960 Number Percent Births Deaths Net 

" ( census) migration 
-- ----- ----- ------

WILMINGTON, N.C •••••••••••••••••• 95,000 92,020 +3,000 +3.3 11,000 5,000 ·'3,000 

New Hano'Ver*" i." .. (> .... <I,," flo .. (I""" I> 0 .. 1>"" to ~ io 7<\-,000 71,742 +3,000 +3.6 8,000 4,000 -2,000 
Brunswick.",. 1:1> .. I)" ....... 4(,".;. .... co".o It .. " .. #; 00" 21,000 20,278 (z) +2.2 3,000 1,000 -1,000 

WINSTON-SALEM, N.C ••••••••••••••• r-- 207,000 189,"-28 +17,000 +9,2 24,000 9,000 +2,000 

Forsyth* ..... " .................... '" 207,000 189,428 +17,000 +9.2 2<\,000 9,000 +2,000 

__ ~OOO 1 ___ 
WORCESTER, FITCHBURG-LEOMINSTER, 

MASS. 1. a"" I;> e .. "" I> $ .. " .......... " .. II;..;. i> (I" 60$,000 583,228 +24,000 +4 • .?o_ 33,000 -8 000 

Worccster-x·. 9 ~ ~ ""' .... (I"""""" do" ...... " .. Ii> i," .. /;> 608,000 583,22$ +24,000 +4.2 66,000 33,000 -8,000 

%ORK, PA,;,o .... "o .. ,; .. oOQo'"'o ... j,,,"' .... "o ... 307,000 290,242 +16,000 +5 .. 6 32,000 15,000 -1,000 

York* .... ;. ...... II .... 0 it ...... it.; ...... ;. .. it Ii>.I .. " .... ., .... ;. 252,000 238,336 +14,000 +5.7 26,000 12,000 (z) 
Adruns ...... 11 .... 0 ....... "" ............................ " .. 55,000 51,906 +3,000 +5.1 6,000 3,000 -1,000 

YOUNGSTOWN-WARREN , OHIO .......... 523,000 509,006 +14,000 +2.7 54,000 25,000 -15,000 

'Mahtlning* ••••••• " ............... , ...... " 301,000 300,480 (z) (z) 30,000 16,000 -14,000 
T~bul1~·.o." ..... o ..... "" II io ..... 00", co" •• 0- 222,000 208,526 +14,000 +6,6 24,000 9,000 -1,000 

'Z Less than 500 or 0.05 percent. 
1 Data shown for Massachusetts State Economic Area B. For SMSA's, 1960 poptl1ation was: Worcester, 328,898; Fitchburg-

Leominst Jr, 90, 158. 

Table 2.--ESTIMATES OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD CONSOLIDATED AREAS, BY CONSTITUENT PARTS, JULY 1, 1965, 
AND COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE SINCE APRIL 1, 1960 

(Areas as defined January 1, 1967, by the Bureau of the Budget) 

Poptllation Ohange, Components of change 
1960 to 1965 

Standard consolidated area 

July 1, 1965 April 1, 1960 Number Percent Births Deaths 
Net 

(census) migration 

.' 
CHICAGO-NORTHWESTERN INDIANA ••••• 7,284,000 6,794,461 +490,000 +7.2 850,000 357,000 -3,000 

Chicago, Ill., SMSA ................. , 6, 6S9, 000 6,220,913 +468,000 +7.5 775,000 333,000 +26,000 
Gary-Hammond-East Chicago, Ind., _ 

SMS:~'~~~~~~~~~~'~'~~~I 
596,000 573,548 +22,000 +3,9 75,000 24,000 -29,000 

15,821,000 14,759,428 +1,062,000 +7.2 1,600,000 817,000 +279,000 

New York, N.Y., SMSA ................ 11,366,000 10,694,632 +671,000 +6,3 1,152,000 604,000 +123,000 
Jersey City, N.J., SMSA •••••• o •• ,OI>Q 619,000 610,734 +8,000 +1.3 67,000 39,000 -20,000 
Newark, NoJ., SMSA.i>o •• ioio ............ 1,851,000 1,639,420 +161,000 +9.6 187,000 93,000 +67,000 
Paterson-CUfton-Passaic, N.J., SMSA 1,307,000 1,186,873 +120,000 +10.1 123,000 58,000 +55,000 
Middlesex County, N.J ............... 501,000 433,856 +67,000 +15.5 54,000 18,000 +32,000 
Somerset County, N.J ................. 178,000 143,913 +3~-,OOO +23.7 18,000 6,000 +22,000 
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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 

n 
(See table 1 headnote. Figures are expressed as percentages and are based on the formula for continuous compounding, Pt ::::P08 

Minus sign (-) denotes decrease) 

Area 

Average annual 
rate of increase 

1960 'bo 1950 ·to 
1965 1960 

Area 

---------------------------- ._---_. _ .. __ .------_._---_. __ .. _---

AD ILENE, TEX •••.••••..•....•...•...•..•. 
Central county ............................. . 
Suburban county •..................•......... 

AERON, OHIO ••••••.•........••••.•.•••••• 
Central county ............................. . 
Suburban county .•......•..•... , ..........••• 

ALBANY, GA ............................. . 
Central county ...•.•.•....•......••.. ·.·.··• 

ALBANY _SCHENECTADY-TROY, N. Y ........... . 
Central counties ........................... . 
Suburban county .••..•••.•.•••.....•........• 

ALBUQUERQ!JE, N. MEX ................... .. 
Central county-..•.••..••....•••............ · 

ALLENTOWl'l-BETHLEHEM-EASTON, PA. "N.J ••.•• 
Central counties ••.......•..........•....... 
Suburban county .............•..............• 

Cent!;i~~:~~~~::: :-::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

AMARILLO, TEX .......................... . 
Central counties •••.......•.•.•.•••.•...••.• 

ANAHEIM-SANTA ANA-GARDEN GROVE, CALIF ••• 
Central county ......................•....•.. 

ANDERSON, IND ........................... . 
Central county .............. : .............. . 

ANN ARBOR, MICH ....................... .. 
Central county ........•...........•....... ·· 

ASHEVILLE, N.C ........................ .. 
Central county ........•...•......•.......... 

ATIM.'TA, GA ........................... .. 
Central counties ..••..•.•....•....•....•••.. 
Suburban counties ••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 

ATLANTIC CITY, N.J ..................... . 
Central county .•.•...•..•••.••.....•.••..••• 

AUGUSTA, GA.-S.C ...................... .. 
Central county .......•..........•.......•... 
Suburban county ..••••••••••••.••••.••.....•. 

AUSTIN, TID:: ............................ . 
Central county ••••..•..••••••••.•••.••..•••• 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIF .................... '.' 
Central county ....•......••.••....••.•...•.. 

BALTIMOHE, MD .......................... . 
Central oounty ..••......•••......•......•... 
Suburban counties ••.•••.•.•••••.•.••••.•.••• 

BATON ROUGE, LA.......... .. ........... . 
Central county .............................. . 

BAY CITY, MICH ......................... . 
Central county ....••.....•••......••••..•..• 

BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR, TEX ••••••••••••••• 
Central county ................•...........• · 
Suburban county ................•............ 

BILLINGS, MONT ........................ .. 
Central county .............................. . 

BINGHAMl'ON, N.Y. -PA ................... .. 
Central county ••...••.•••••...••••..•••.•.•• 
Suburban counties •.•••••.••••.••.•.••.•••••• 

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

0.9 3.L~ 

0.8 4.7 
1.4 -1.4 

1.4 2.11 

1.1 2.3 
2.6 3.6 

3.1 :; .5 
3.1 5.5 

1.1 1.1 
1.0 1.0 
2.2 1.7 

5.9 
5.9 

0.9 1.2 
0.7 1.1 
2.1 1.5 

-0.1 -0.2 
-0.1 -0.2 

2.2 5.4 
2.2 5.4 

8.6 11.8 
8.6 11.8 

0.7 1.9 
0.7 1.9 

1.5 2.5 
1.5 2.5 

1.8 0.4 
1.8 0.4 

3.4 3.4 
2.8 2: 9 
5.7 5.6 

2.1 1.9 
2.1 1.9 

1.7 2.9 
2.6 2.2 
(z) 4.2 

2.9 2.8 
2.9 2.8 

1.7 2.5 
1.7 2.5 

1.3 2.1 
(z) -0.1 
2.8 5.5 

2.0 3.7 
2.0 3.7 

0.4 1.9 
0.4 1.9 

0.4 2.6 
0.3 2.3 
1.1 4.0 

1.1 3.5 
1.1 3.5 

0.9 1.4 
0.7 1.4 
1.4 1.3 

BIRMINGHAM, ALA.· ...................... .. 
Central county ............................. . 

BLOOMINGTON-NORMAL, ILL ••••••••••••••••• 
Central county .............................• 

BOISE OITY, IDl\l1O ...................... . 
Central county ...... ~ ...................... . 

BOSTON
i 

LAWllENCE-HAVERlIILL, LOWELL, 
MASS • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Central county .....•.........•.•...........• 
Suburban counties •.......................... 

BRIDGEPORT, STAMFOND, NORWALK, CONN. 1 ••• 

Central county ....•........•.......•........ 

BROOKTON, HIES. ' .......... , ............ . 
Central county .....••.•.••...•..•...•.•.•..• 

BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-SAN BENITO, TEX ••• 
Central county •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 

BUFFALO, N.Y .......................... .. 
Central county ..•.............•............. 
Suburban county .•...•..................•...• 

CANTON, OHIO .......................... . 
Central county ....•...........•............ 

CEDAR RAPIDS, ICYWA .................... . 
Central county ...••..•......•.........•..••• 

CHAMPAIGN-URBANA, ILL •.••.•...••..••••• 
Central county ................•.•.......... 

CHARLESTON, S.C ....................... . 
Oentral county .....•...•............. ······ 
Suburban county .....••....•..........•..... 

CHARLESTON, W. VA ..................... . 
Central county .............•............... 

CHARLWTE, N.C ......................... . 
Central county ...•..••........... , ...•.•.... 
Suburban county .....•...•..•..•..•.......... 

CHATTANOOGA, TENN. -GA .................. . 
Central county .•..••...•....••••........•..• 
Suburban county ••.•..•.•.••••.•....•...••.•. 

CHICAGO, ILL ........................... . 
Central county ....•......................•• 
Suburban counties ......................... . 

CINCINNATI, OHIO-KY. -IND •••••••••••••••• 
Central county .........•...................• 
Suburban counties •••...•••••••..•.••••.••••• 

CLEVELAND, OHIO ....................... .. 
Central county .......•............•......... 
Suburban counties .......................••.. 

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO ................. . 
Central county •...•••......................• 

COLUMBIA, S. C ......................... . 
Oentral cOUllty .....•....................... 
Suburban county ...................•........ 

COLUMBUS, GA.-ALA ..................... . 
Central counties' .......................... . 
Suburban county" ... : ...................... . 

COLUMBUS, OHIO ......................... . 
Central county ..................•........•• 
Suburban counties •••••••...••.••....•.••••• 

2 Chattahoochee Oounty included with Muscogee County. See table 1. 

Average annual 
rate of increase 

1960 to 1950 to 
1965 1960 
.---- -------

0.3 1.3 
0.3 1.3 

1.2 0.9 
1.2 0.9 

1.1 2.8 
1.1 2.8 

0.6 0.8 
-1.8 -1.2 
1.3 1.6 

2.5 2.6 
2.5 2.6 

3.3 2.7 
3.3 2.7 

(z) 1.9 
(Z) 1.9 

0.2 1.8 
0.3 1.7 

-0.5 2.4 

0.8 1.8 
0.8 1.8 

1.5 2.7 
1.5 2.7 

0.1 2.2 
0.1 2.2 

2.8 2.7 
2.6 2.7 
4.2 2.3 

-0.6 0.5 
-0.6 0.5 

2.4 2.8 
2.6 3.2 
1.4 0.6 

0.6 1.4 
0.5 1.3 
1.3 1.7 

1.4 1.8 
1.0 1.3 
3.0 4.9 

1.1 2.1 
1.1 1.8 
1.3 3.0 

0.9 2.2 
0.5 1.7 
2.9 6.0 

3.9 6.6 
3.9 6.6 

1.9 3.3 
1.8 3.4 
2.4 3.2 

3.4 2.5 
3.9 2.8 
1.3 1A 

2.2 2.9 
2.3 3.1 
1.4 1.9 
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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 

(See table 1 headnote. Figures are expressed as percentages and are based on the formula for continuous compounding, P t::::::: poert 
Minus sign (-) denotes decrease) 

Area 

OORPUS OHRISTI, TEX ••..•.•........•••••• 
Central county ................ ··,··········· 
Suburban county ..•••.•••••••.••.••..•..•• ••• 

DALLAS, TEX •••.••••••••••••••••••••••• •• 
Central county •........••..........•..... ··· 
Suburban coun·ties ....... , ................•.. 

DAVENPORT-ROOK ISLAND-MOI,INE, IOWA •. I1.L •• 
Central counties .....•................... ··· 
Suburban county ...... , .....................• 

DAYTON, OHIO ........................... . 
Central county ....................... ·.····· 
SUbu~ban counties •........................ ·· 

DEOATUR, = .......................... .. 
Central county ................••...... ······ 

DENVER, OOLO ........................... • 
Central county ..........•.....•. ·.·········· 
Suburban counties ...••......••..•......••••• 

rillS MOINES, IOWA ....................... . 
Cent:t;'al county ..................•.••.•• ·•••• 

,,DETROIT, MICH ......................... .. 
Central cOUIlty .•... ' ... '.' ........••..... ·•· 
Suburban cOUIlties •....••••.•.••..••••••••••• 

DUBUQUE, IOWA .......................... . 
Central county •................... ·········· 

DULUTH-SUPERIOR, 'MINN. -WIS •••••••••••••• 
Central counties •................•.........• 

DURHAM, N.C ................... ·····••••• 
Central county .........................• ··•• 

EL PllSO, TEX ................... • .. •• .. •• 
Central county ••............. ············••· 

ERIE, PA ............................... . 
Central county •••••••• , ••••••.•••.••.••.•• ·• 

EUGENE, OREG ........................... . 
Central county •.....•...•.•• ·.·•·····•·••••· 

EVANSVILLE, IND. -KY .................... . 
Central county ••.••...••••...•••••.•...•• ·•• 
Suburban counties •••••...••.••••.•..••..••.• 

FAHGO-MOOR!lEAD, N.DAK. -MINN ••••••••••••• , 
Central counties .•..........••.......•• ' ...•. 

FAYETTEVILLE, N.O ...................... . 
central county ••••••••..•••.•.••. · ..• •··•··• 

FLINT, MICH .......................... ••• 
Central county ••.•••••••••.••••••....•••• ••• 
Suburban county •••....••......•••••.•...• ••• 

FORT LAUDERDALE-HOLLYWOOD, FLA •••••••••• 
Central county •.••....••••.....•••• , ..•.• ••• 

FORT SMITH, ARK. -OKLA .................. , 
Central county ....•.•...••.•...•.•..• ···•••· 
Suburban cOUIlties •••...•••....••••••....•••• 

FORT WAYNE, IND ........................ . 
Central county ••••••••••••••••••• ·••••••••• .. 

FORT, WORTH, TEX ....................... .. 
Central county •.•...•••....••••.•.•.••• ,.··· 
Suburban county ••••••.•••••.•••.••••••••. ••• 

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

Average annual 
rate of increase 

~--------r------'-----
1960 to 

1965 

1.3 
1.3 
1.5 

3.3 
3.3 
3.0 

1.1 
1.3 
0.3 

1.6 
1.4 
2.1 

0.6 
0.6 

2.7 
(Z) 
5.4 

0.3 
0.3 

1.1 
0.2 
3.2 

1.5 
1.5 

-0.7 
-0.7 

1.9 
1.9 

1.7 
1.7 

0.3 
0.3 

3.3 
3.3 

(Z) 
-0.1 
0.4 

0.6 ' 
0.6 

5.0 
5.0 

1.9 
1.8 
2.1 

5.3 
5.3 

2.5 
2.5 
2.5 

2.1 
2.1 

1.7 
1.7 
2.6 

1950 to 
1960 

2.8 
2.9 
2.3 

3.8 
4.4 
0.3 

1.3 
1.4 
0.6 

2.9 
2.8 
3.1 

1.8 
1.8 

/, .• 2 
1.7 
8.0 

1.6 
1.6 

2.2 
0.9 
6.3 

1.2 
1.2 

0.9 
0.9 

1.0 
1.0 

4.8 
4.8 

1.3 
1.3 

2.6 
2.6 

0.5 
0.3 
0.9 

1.7 
1.7 

4.4 
4.4 

3.1 
3.2 
1.6 

13.8 
13.8 

-0.5 
0.4 

-1.3 

2.3 
2.3 

3.8 
4.0 
1.0 

Area 

FNESNO, GAoLI!· ....................... •••• 
Central county .••......•...•..•.•••.•• ·•••·• 

GADSDEN, ALA ........................... • 
Central county •....•.....••......• ·.····•·•• 

OALVF"sTON-TEXAS CITY, TEX •••••••••.••••• 
Cen·~:ral county ••••....•••...••. , •.•.•.•••••• 

GARY-HAMMOND-EAST CHICAGO, lND .......... 
Central cO\lnty •••.•..••.•..••.•....•.••. ···· 
Suburban county .•....•••••.••...•... ····••·• 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICll .................... .. 
Central county •.•.•.•••••.••........•• ····•· 
Suburban county ............................ . 

GREAT FALLS, MONT ...................... . 
Central cOUIlty •••...••••••••........••••• ··, 

GREEN BAY, WlS ......................... • 
Central county •..•..•.•••.. , •....• ···,······ 

GREENSBORO-HIGH POINT, N. C ............. , 
Central county., .....•...........•. , .. , ..•• • 

GREENVILLE, S. C ........................ . 
Central county ...•. , •..........•.•.. , .•.. ·.· 
Suburban county •.............•........ ,····· 

HAMIlTON-MIDDLETOWN, OHIO ••••••••••••••• 
Central county .•...••••..............•... ··· 

HARRISBURG, PA ........................ .. 
Central county •••...•••••.•••.....••••••..•• 
Suburban counties ........................... . 

HAHTFORD, NEW BHITAIN, CONN. " ......... .. 
Central county .•............•........•..... · 

HONOLULU, HAWAII ...................... .. 
Central county •••••••••••••.••••.•••.••• •·•• 

HOUSTON, TEX .......................... .. 
Central county .•.••..••••......••••.•••....• 
Suburban counties, •••••••••... , .•..••.•••.•• 

HUNTINGTON-ASHLAND, W. VA.-KY.-OHIO •••••• 
Central counties •.•...•.•............•.• ···· 
Suburban counties •..•••.•.••••......•......• 

HUNTSVILLE, ALA ............. , ......... .. 
Central county ••.••••••••...•••...•.•• ••·••• 
Suburban county ••........................... 

INDIANAPOLIS, ;IND ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Central county ........................... ·, .. • 
Suburban counties •••••••••.••..••.•.•.•••••• 

JACKSON, MIOH .......................... . 
Central county ................... ···········• 

JACKSON, MISS .......................... . 
Central county ...... , ................... , •••••• 
Suburban county ••.•.•.. , ••..•.. ·.········,·· 

JACKSONVILLE, FLA ...................... . 
Central COUl1ty •••••.•••••••••••••• ····,····· 

JERSEY GITY, N.J ....................... . 
Central county ................................. • 

JOHNSTOWN, PA .......................... • 
Central count;1 •••• , ................... , •••••• 
Suburban county ...................... , ........ · 

Average annual 
rate of' increase 

1960 to 
1965 

1.9 
1.9 

··0.7 
-0.7 

2.2 
2.2 

0.7 
0.4 
3.3 

1.6 
1.4 
2.0 

2.0 
2.0 

1.7 
1.7 

1.5 
1.5 

0.8 
0.7 
1.2 

0.9 
0.9 

1.0 
0.4 
1.7 

2.0 
2.0 

2.5 
2.5 

3.4 
3.5 
2.7 

0.4 
0.4 
0.4 

7.1 
8.4 
2.2 

1.3 
1.1 
2.1 

0.7 
0.7 

2.3 
2.3 
2;4 

1.7 
1.7 

0.2 
0.2 

-0.8 
-1.0 
-0.1 

1950 to 
1960 

2.8 
2.8 

0.3 
0,3 

2.2 
2.2 

3.4 
3.3 
/+.1 

2.4 
2,3 
2.9 

3.3 
3.3 

2.4 
2.4 

2.5 
2.5 

2.1 
2.2 
1.4 

3.0 
3.0 

1.6 
1.1 
2.4 

2.5 
2.5 

3.5 
3.5 

4.2 
4.3 
3.1 

0.4 
0.2 
0.7 

3.5 
4.8 
0.2 

2.7 
2.3 
3.7 

2.0 
2.0 

2.6 
2.7 
1.7 

4.0 
4.0 

-0.6 
-0.6 

-0.4 
-0.3 
-0.5 
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Tobie 3 .•• AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS: 
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(See table 1 headnote. Figures are expressed as percentages and are based on the formula for continuous compounding, Pt = POeX't. 
Minus sign (-) denotes decrease) 

l\:rea 

Average annual 
rate of increase 

A:rea 

Average annual. 
rate of increase 

1960 to 1950 to 
1965 1960 

-----+--------1-----1+----------- --------- -1----------------
1960 to 

1965 
1950 to 

1960 

KALAMAZOO, MICH ....................... •• 
Central county ...••...•..•••...... ·········· 

KANSAS CITY, MO.·-KANS ................. .. 
Central counties .........•.......•.... ·····• 
Suburban counties .....•...•............•...• 

KENOSHA, WIS .................. • .. •• .... • 
Central county ....•................• ····•··· 

KNOXVILLE, TENN ........................ . 
Central county .................•.. ·····•···• 
Suburban counties ••.....•.•..••..••.•••.•••• 

LAFAYE1'rE, M ................. ·• .. •••• .. 
Oentral county .•..............••..•.•.• ····• 

LAFAYET~E-WEST LAFAYETTE, IND ••••••••••• 
Central county •..•..•................ ······• 

J.,AKE CHARLES, M ....................... . 
Central county .•.....••........•... ·•·•··••• 

IJINCASTER, FA ........................ ••• 
Centr"'~:co$ty ............................ .. 

IJINSINI;l, MICH ......................... .. 
Central county .••••....•...•...•••..•• •••··· 
Suburban counties ••.••..........•...•....... 

LAREDO, TEX ........................... .. 
Central county ...•.........•...•... · •• ···•·· 

J.,AS VEGAS, NEV .. ....... , .............. .. 
Oentral county ••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••• " •• 

MWTON, OKIJl .......................... .. 
Central county .....•....•..••.......•.. • •• ·• 

LEWISTON-AUBUHN, MAINE ' ••••••••••••••••• 
Central county ••••••..••••...•••.••. •••••••• 

LEXINGTON, KY ......................... .. 
Central county ..•••...•.....••...•.•. · •• ···• 

LIMA, OHIO ............................ .. 
Central county •••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••• 

LINCOLN, NEBR .......................... . 
Central county ••.•••••.••.•••••.•••••• •••••• 

LITTLE ROOK-NORTH LITTLE ROOK, ARK •••••• 
Oentral county •.•••. ',' .••.......••••....•.•• 

LOHAIN-ELYRIA, OHIO ................... .. 
Central county •••.••..•••.•.••.•••...••••••• 

LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH, CALIF ••••••••••• 
Central counties ••••.•••....••.•..••.•.••••• 

LOUISVILLE, KY. -IND ............... -.... .. 
Central county •••••.•.•••.••••••••••.• ·••••• 
Suburban counties ..•.•...•....•.••..••....•• 

LUBBOCK, TEX ........................... . 
Central county .............................. • 

LYNCHBURG, VA ......................... .. 
Central county ........................... •••• 
Suburban counties ..••••••.•....••.•••..••••. 

McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG, TEX ••••••••••••• 
Central county •••••••..••....•.•.•••...••••• 

1 Androscoggin County. 
2 Metropolitan State economic area. 
3 New London County. 

1.3 
1.3 

1.5 
0.8 
2,.8 

2.4 
2.4 

1.1 
1.3 
0.7 

2.8 
2.8 

1.5 
1.5 

-1.4 
-1.4 

0.7 
0.7 

2.2 
2.3 
2.1 

3.0 
3.0 

ll.4 
11.4 

1.7 
1.7 

1.0 
1.0 

3.6 
3.6 

1.4 
1.4 

0.6 
0.6 

2.6 
2.6 

1.9 
1.9 

2.2 
2.2 

1.2 
1.2 
1.1 

3.2 
3.2 

1.3 
-0.2 
2.7 

2.1 
2.1 

2.9 
2.9 

2.5 
1.9 
3.8 

2.9 
2.9 

0.9 
1.2 
0.3 

3.8 
3.8 

1.8 
1.8 

4.8 
4.8 

1.7 
1.7 

2.0 
2.0 
2.1 

1.4 
1.4 

9.7 
9.7 

5.0 
5.0 

0.3 
0.3 

2.7 
2.7 

1.6 
1.6 

2.6 
2.6 

2.1 
2.1 

3.8 
3.8 

3.7 
3.7 

2.3 
2.3 
2.1 

4.4 
4.4 

1.3 
0.6 
2.0 

1.2 
1.2 

MACON, GA .............................. . 
Central county ••••.••••••••••••..•••..••.•• • 
Suburban county ••••••.••...•..•••.••.•..... · 

MADISON, WIS ........................... . 
Central county •••.•......••..••••.••.•••.••• 

MANCHESTER, N. H. 2 ...................... . 

Central county ...•.......................... 

MANSFIEW, OHIO ....................... .. 
Central county •.••••••••..•••.........•• ··•• 

MEMPHIS, THNN. -ARK ..................... . 
Central county ..•..•.....................•.. 
Suburban county •••...••••••.•..•.•.••••.•••. 

MIAMI, FLA •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Central county ••..••.•••••••••••••...••••••• 

MIDMND, TEX .......................... .. 
Central county .•••.••..•.•••.•.•.•...•...•• • 

MILWAUKEE, WIS ......................... . 
Central county •••••.........•............... 
Suburban cOu-'l1ties ........................... . 

MINNEAPOLIS-ST. FAUL, MINN •••••••••••••• 
Central counties •••.•••..•.••••.••••.••..••• 
Suburban counties •......•....•.•..........•. 

MOBILE, AM ........................... .. 
Central Q;ounty •••••••••••••••••••.••••••.••• 
Suburban counlly ••••.•••...••..•..•..••...•.• 

MONROE, M ............................. . 
Central county •••••••••••••••.•••..••••••••. 

MONTGOMERY, ALA ........................ . 
Central county •.•••••••••••••••.••...•.••••• 
Suburban county •••••.•••••••••.•....•.•....• 

MUNCIE, IND ............................ . 
Central county •••••..•••.....•...••...••...• 

MUSKEGON-MUSKEGON HEIGHTS, MICH ••••••••• 
Central county •••.••..........••...•••...•.. 

NASHVILLE, TENN ........................ . 
Central county •••.....••..••••.•..•.•....••• 
Suburban counties .••••....•....••.....••.••• 

NEW BEDFORD, FALL RIVER, MASS.' ......... 
Central county .....••••...••.....•.....•...• 

NEW HAVEN, WATEHBURY, MERIDEN, CONN.' ... 
Central county •••••••••••••••••••••••••••.• • 

NEW LONDON-CROTON-NORWICH, CONN. 3 ••••••• 
Central county ••••••••••.••••••••••••••.•••• 

NEW ORLEANS, M ........................ . 
Central county ••.•....•...•••.••.•.•....••.. 
Suburban counties ••.••....••....•.......•.•. 

NEW YORK, N.y .......................... . 
Central counties •••••••••••.••••••••...• ·••• 
Suburban counti"es •.•••..•••...••....•.•...•• 

NEWARK, N.J .......................... .. 
Central county ............................. . 
Suburban counties •••.••....•••..••••..•••••• 

2.1 2.9 
1.0 2.1 
5.7 6.2 

3.0 2.7 
3.0 2.7 

2.7 1.3 
2.7 1.3 

1..3 2.5 
1.3 2.5 

1.8 2.4 
1.8 2.6 
1.6 0.1 

2.4 6.4 
2.4 6.4 

-0.3 9.7 
-0.3 9.7 

0.6 2.3 
O.l 1.7 
3.1 5.9 

1.6 --2.5 
0.8 2.0 
5.8 6.0 

1.4 2.9 
1.3 3.1 
1.5 1.8 

1.8 3.1 
1.8 3.1 

0.7 1.6 
0.6 2.0 
1.5 -0.4 

1.0 2.1 
1.0 2.1 

0.4 2.1 
0.4 2.1 

1.9 1.9 
1.6 2.2 
3.6 0.7 

0.6 0.4 
0.6 0.4 

1.2 1.9 
1.2 1.9 

2.9 2.5 
2.9 2.5 

2.4 2.4 
0.8 1.0 
5.5 6.8 

1.2 1.1 
0.6 -0.1 
2.7 5.6 

1.7 1.4 
1.1 0.2 
2.5 3.1 
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(See table 1 headnote. Figures are expressed as percentages and are based on the formula for continuous compounding, pt=poe
rt

• 
Minus sign (-) denotes decrease) 

Area 

Average annual 
rate of increase 

Area 

Average annual 
rate of increase 

1960 to 1950 to 
1965 1960 

-+-______ .. _______ ._. _________ -1-. ___ -1+ ___________ . __ . _________________ _ 
1960 to 

J.965 
1950 to 

J.960 

NEWPORT NEWS-HAMPTON, VA ............... . 
Central counties .. " & ..... " 91110 e ~ ~ _" c" e .... ,,"."""'; 

Subtlrban county ... " ........... "." .. a ••• " ...... a ........ " 

NORFOLK-POHTSMOUTH, VA •••••••••••••••••• 
Central counties" .. ~ •••• """ .. ~"e".""""" ~" .. " ... .. 
Suburban counties ...... " .. "" ........ a ...... ~,,~ ............ " .. 

ODESSA, TEX ............................ . 
Central county ..... " .. ~.o a .. """"" .... "" .... " .. " ......... 0 

OGDEN, UTAH ...................... • ... ••• 
Central oounty." ~",,".O."" It ~ .. " ....... " ....... -"",, ... 

OKLAHOMA crn, OKLA .................... . 
Central county ........................... " ....... ~ .......... II ...... .. 

SUb't.\rban counties .. ".~a~ .............. o.a ... ~ ....... e 

iJMAHA, NEBR. -IOWA ...................... . 
Cent.ral county ............................... o ................... o .. 

Suburban counties .. e ............................................... .. 

OHLANDO, FLA ........................... . 
Central county ........................... • .. ••• .. ••• 

"t Su1:n.1lrban cOUllty ........ _ ............................... 0, ........ .. 

,"OXNAHD-VllNTUHA, CALIF ................. .. 
Central county .................................................. " ...... .. , 

PATERSON-CLIFTON-PASSAIC, N.J ••••••••••• 
Central county • .;, ............................................ " 0.0 

Suburban c,ounty ................ 0' ....... " ......................... ,. .. 

PENSACOLA, FLA ........................ .. 
Central county ............ ~ .................... 11 ...................... .-

Suburban county ..... il .................... e ........... 1>0"" ir 

PIDHIA, ILL ..................... • •• ••••• 
Central county .............. e ......................... " Ii' .......... .. 

Suburban counties ................................. eo 

PHILADELPHIA, PA.-N.J .................. . 
Central county .............. 0 .......... • ..... •• .......... •• .. • .. 

Suburban counties ..................................... . 

PHOENIX, ARIZ .......................... . 
Central county ............................. ••••••• 

PINE BLUFF, ARK ....................... .. 
Central county ............................. • 

PITTSBURGH, PA ......................... . 
Central county .................. ;,;, ••••••••• ,.o ... 
Suburban counties ............................. .. 

PITTSFIELD, MASS.
' 
............. " ...... . 

Central county ................................. . 

PORTLAND, MAINE' ....................... . 
Gentral county ........................ " ••••• " .... • 

POHTLAND, OHID.-WASH .................. .. 
Central county ...................... • ••• ••••• 
Suburban counties ................................... ;,.;, 

PHOVDJENCE-PAWTUCKEl'-WARWICK, R. I. 1 ••••• 
Central count1.es ••••• ,o ....................... " ...... . 

Suburban county ................. .:..,; ...... .:. ... ;. .... • ... 

PHOVO-OREM, UTAH ....................... . 
Central county .................................. . 

PUEBW, COW ••••••• " .. " ............... ••••• 
Cen.tral county .................................... . 

HACINE, WIS ........................... .. 
Central cOUnty ............ " ........ " .... " " ......... . 

~ Less than 0.05 percent. 
Metropoli tan State economic area. 

3.7 
3.6 
4.7 

1.8 
(zJ 
6.0 

).4 

L6 
1.6 

2.5 
2.0 
5.7 

2.3 
1.8 
3.6 

3.0 
2.7 
4.1 

!l.9 
8.9 

1.8 
1.B 
1.9 

1.8 
1.9 
J..7 

0.4 
0.1 
0.9 

1.4 
0.5 
2.0 

4.0 
4.0 

1.1 
1.1 

-0.3 
-0.5 

0.1 

0.3 
0.3 

1.4 
1;4 

1.7 
0.5 
3.6 

0.5 
0.4 
2.2 

1.9 
1.9 

0.1 
0.1 

2.3 
2.3 

3.7 
3.5 
6.1 

2.6 
1.3 
'7.0 

7.7 
7.7 

2.8 
2.8 

2.7 
3.0 
0.8 

2.2 
2.0 
2.9 

8.1 
8.3 
7.1 

5.5 
5.5 

3.0 
109 
3.'1 

4.4 
4.3 
4.'1 

1.4 
0.8 
2.4 

1.7 
-0.3 
3.8 

6.9 
6.9 

0.7 
0.7 

0.8 
0.7 
1.3 

0.7 
0.7 

0.8 
0.8 

1.5 
1.0 
2.5 

0.5 
0.4 
2.4 

2.7 
2.7 

2.7 
2.7 

2.6 
2.6 

llALEIGH, N.C ..................... •• .... • 
CentraJ county ... """ .. 9"""""~ .... ~ .. OG.' G ....... " .. ~ 

READING, PA ............................ . 
Central county." ........ " .... " ...... " ... ~ ...... ~ ........ ". 

RENO, NEV ........................ ••••• .. 
Central cO'l1nty ..... "oo .................. "" .... " ... o .. ". 

HICHMOND, VA ........................... . 
Central county ...... r." ~"".,,.~ ........ 8 .. ""." ~ .. " .. ~" 
Suburban counties .. " 0 ............ 6 ..... " ..... "·,, ...... • .. ~ .. 

ROANOKE, VA ................... • ........ • 
Central county .................... "o "" ........... <> ....... ,;.., .. 

Suburban county .................... 9" ~ & ........ ~ ....... s e. 

ROCHESTER, N.y ..................... ••• .. 
Central county .......... " ••• ~"."o.oc •• ~ ••••• " .. . 
Suburban counties .............. e ............. • .... ··" ...... ,,". 

ROCKFORD, ILL ...................... ••• .. 
Central county ...... .; ...... <> ............... " ••• "" .. 

Suburban county ................... 0 ............... 0 .......... . 

SACHAMENTO, CALIF .................. • .. .. 
Central county .... " .. " ...... " ..... " ....... ~ ~ ....... " .. " " 0 

Suburban counties ... .; ................................. • .... • 

SAGINAW, MICH ......................... .. 
Central county .... " .......................... e" ............ •• 

SALEM,OHID ............................ • 
Central county ....... ~ ........... " .................. " .. .. 
Suburban county ........ " ............................... •• 

SALINAS-MONTEREY, CALIF ..... ".; ........ ;. •• ;. ... 
Central county .. ;. ............. " .............. " ... • ... " 

ST. JOSEPH, MOoo ....................... . 
Central county.,; ............. " ......... ,,· ...... •• .. • .... •• 

ST. LOUIS, MO.-ILL .................... .. 
Central county .............. 0 .................................. .. 

Suburban counties., ............................... R". 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH ................. • .. 
o entral county .. ,; ..................... ,,·· .... • .. • .. •••• 
Suburban county ........................... •• .. ••• .. ··.; 

SAN ANGELO, TEX ........................ • 
Oentral county .............. " ................. • .. ,·· .. 

SAN ANTONIO, TEX ...................... .. 
Central county .............. lit.······ .. ··· ........ ·" .. · 
Suburban county ........................... .. 

SAN BEHNAHDINO-RIVERSDJE-ONTARIO, CALIF. 
Central counties .......................................... • 

SAN DIIDO, CALIF ................... • .. .. 
Central county ........... , ............. .;·· .... •• ... .. 

SAN ;'HANC ISCO-OAKLAND, CALIF •••••••••••• 
Oentral counties ............................ " •• ••• .. 
Suburban counties ............... It ................... .. 

SAN JOSE, CALIF ...................... • .. 
o entral county ............................ 0 .......... . 

SANTA BARBARA, CALIF .................. .. 
Central county ............. o;, ~o i .............. i .. o. 

SAVM'NAll, GA ........................... . 
Central county .............................. • .... • .... •• ...... .. 

SCHANTON, PA ................. ••• ...... •• 
Central county ........................... • .. •• .... •••• 

2.7 
2.7 

0.5 
0.5 

2.0 
0.2 
3.6 

1.6 
(Z) 
3.9 

1.8 
1.8 
1.7 

1.4 
1.4 
0.9 

1.6 
1.6 

2.9 
2.9 
2.9 

2.1 
2.1 

0.9 
0.9 

1.3 
-1.3 
2.5 

2.9 
2.6 
4.8 

2.4 
2.4 

2.3 
2.3 
2.3 

4.5 
4.5 

1.8 
1.8 

1.8 
1.0 
3.2 

6.1 
6.1 

7.0 
7.0 

0.4 
0.4 

-0.7 
-0.7 

0.7 
0.7 

5.2 
5.2 

2.2 
-0.5 
5.9 

1.7 

1.7 
1.8 
1.4 

5.5 
6.0 
4.0 

2.2 
2.2 

1.4 
1.8 
0.1 

4.2 
4.2 

-0.7 
-0.7 

1.8 
-1.3 

4.1 

3.8 
3.3 
7.4 

0.9 
0.9 

3.1 
3.2 
1.3 

5.8 
5.8 

6.2 
6.2 

2.2 
0.8 
4.8 

7.9 
7.9 

5.4 
5.4 

2.2 
2.2 

-0.9 
-0.9 
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Tobie 3.··AVERAGE ANflUAL RATE OF POPULATION IflCREASE FOR CENTRAL AND SUBURBAN COUNTIES OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS: 
1960 TO 1965 AND 1950 TO 1960··Continued 

(See table 1 headnote; F1.gures are expressed as percentages and are based on the formula for continuous compounding, P
t 

=:: Po ert • 
Minus sign (-) denotes decrease) 

Area 

SEATTLE-EVERETT, 'lASH ••••••••••••••••••• 
Cent:ral counties" ............. ~ .. " ...................... B"" ~ 

SHREVEPORT, IA ......................... . 
Central coun'ty.o." ••• o ........... ~ ............ 6 ... . 

Suburban county .............. "" .... II .......... II ...... II .. II .... II .. II 

SIOUX CITY, IOWA-NEBR ••••••••••••••••••• 
Central county" ...... " ............................. " ... II .......... .. 
Suburban county ... II .............. II ................................. .. 

SIOUX FALLS, S. DAR ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Central coun.ty ......... II .. II .. II .. II .. " e ........ II ............ II II .. .. 

SOUTH BEND, IND ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Central county .. "" <> .................. II ................. " .......... .. 

Suburban coun~y ............ " ........................................ .. 

SPOKANE, WASH •••••• ; •••••••••••••••••• ;; 
Central county ....... e .... 6 ............................. " ..... . 

SPRINGFIEW, ILL ....................... . 
Central county ............................... De ....... .. 

SPRINGlFIEW, MO ........................ ; 
Central county ............................. . 

SPRINGFIpll, OHIO ..................... .. 
Central county ...................................... . 

SPRINGFIEW-OHICOPEE-HOLYDKE, MASS. , •••• 
Central county ............................. . 
Suburban county ..................................... . 

STEUBENVILLE-WEIRTON, OHIO-W.VA ....... .. 
Central c01.ffities ............................................. ,o 

STOCKTON, CALIF.; ...................... . 
Central county ........................... It 0 .............. , ........ .. 

SYRACUSE, N.y ......................... .. 
Central county .................................................... .. 
Suburban counties .. ;, ............. It ............................. it 

TACOMA, WASH ........................... ;. 
Central county ........................................................ . 

TALLAHASSEE, FLA ....... ; ............. ; .. 
Central county ............................................. . 

TAMPA-ST. PKTERSBURG, FLA ............. .. 
Central counties ....................................... . 

TERRE HAUTE, IND; ...................... . 
Central county ................................................ .. 
Suburban counties .... e ...................................... . 

TEXARKANA, TEX.-ARK ••• ; ............... .. 
Central counties. oi fl ......................................... .. 

TOLEDO, OHIO-illCH ... ; .................. . 
Central cOUIlty .................................................... .. 
Suburban counties .............................................. .. 

TOPEKA, KANS 0; ......................... . 

Central county ................................................... . 

TRENTON, N.J ........................... . 
Central cOUllty ................................. ~ .................. .. 

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

Average annual 
rate of' increase 

1960 to 
1965 

1.2 
1.2 

0.5 
0.3 
1.l. 

-0.9 
-1.1 
0.1 

1.6 
1.6 

-0.1 
-O.l. 
-0;1 

-0.8 
-0.8 

0.9 
0.9 

2.0 
2.0 

2.2 
2.2 

0.6 
0.4 
1.3 

0.2 
0.2 

1.7 
1.7 

1.4 
1.4 
1.3 

1.2 
1.2 

2.1 
2;1 

2.3 
2.3 

-0.5 
-0.2 
-1.0 

1.7 
1.7 

0.8 
0.7 
1.1 

1.0 
1.0 

2.0 
2.0 

1950 to 
1960 

2.7 
2.7 

2.6 
2.4 
3.6 

2.0 
2.0 

1.4 
1.5 
1.0 

2.3 
2.3 

1.1 
1.1 

1.9 
1.9 

1.6 
1;6 

1.6 
1.5 
1.6 

0.6 
0.6 

2.2 
2.2 

1.9 
2.1 
1.3 

1.5 
1.5 

3;6 
3;6 

6.4 
6.4 

(z) 
0.3 

-0.6 

-0.3 
-0.3 

1.7 
1.4 
2.5 

2.9 
2.9 

1.5 
1.5 

Area 

TUCSON, A..'lIZ.; ........................ .. 
Central county ...... " ....... e ..................... i.e ... ".;.. 

TULSA, OKlA; ...................... ; .... ; 
Central oounty ...................... " ..................... " ........ .. 
Suburban counties ..... co ............................... " ...... .. 

TUSCAIDOSA, ALA .. ~ .................................... " ...... .. 
Central county •• ,. ~""""'"'' ~"s" ~ ~ ~" •• "'"'''''''' 

TYLEH, TEX ............................. . 
Central coonty ............. " .. " ............. " ..... " ~ ..... ~;, 

UTICA-RDME, N;Yo ....................... . 
Central county ............ B.O .. O ........... o.s~ .. .. 

Suburban county ........ G""""" 0 •• ,. .... 0 ••• "" .(to ~ 0;' 

VALLEJO-NAPA, CALIF ................... .. 
Central counties ............. " .... ~ ... " ..................... .. 

WACO, TEX .............................. . 
Central county ................... " .... " ••• " .............. .. 

WASHINGTON, D.C .-Me .-VA ............... ; • 
Central county ............................................... . 
Suburban counties ..................... " ...... " ............ .. 

WATERLOO, IOWA ......................... . 
Central county ................. " ... " ...... " .................... . 

WEST PALM BllA.CH, FLA ................... ; 
Central county .......... " .... " ........................... .. 

WHEELING, W. VA.-OHIO.; ................ . 
Central county ............................... .. 
Suburban counties ........................................... . 

WICHITA, ](AIlS .......................... . 
Central county" ................................... .. 
Suburban county ........................... .. 

WICHITA FALLS, TEX .............. ;;o .... . 
Central county .................................... ~ ........... . 
Suburban county ..... " ........................ ~ .............. .. 

WILKES-BARRE--HAZLErON, PA ............. . 
Central county .................. ,. ................... . 

WILMINGTON, DEL.-N.J.-MIl ............... . 
Central county .................. " .............. . 
Suburban counties .............................................. . 

WILMINGTON, N.C ....................... .. 
Central county ..................... ' ...................... . 
Suburban county ...... io ...... it ........................ .. 

WINSTON-SALEM, N.C ..................... ; 
Central county ............................. . 

WORCESTER, FITCHBUHG-LEOMINSTER, MASS. 1 

Central county .... ;, ... .; .......................................... . 

YORK, PA; .............................. . 
Central caunty ............................................... .. 
Suburban county;,.; ............ ;. ........................ ,;, ........ . 

YOUNGSTOvIN-WA.RREN, OHIO." ....... ; •••••• 
Central counties ... ;, ........................................ .. 

Average annual 
rate of increase 

1960 to 
1965 

2.7 
2.7 

0.6 
0.8 
(Z) 

1.6 
1.6 

1.5 
1.5 

0.9 
1.0 
O~3 

0.8 
0.8 

3.6 
0.9 
5.2 

0.3 
0.3 

4 .• 0 
4.0 

-0.3 
-0.6 
-0.1 

0;3 
0.4 
0.2 

(Z) 
(Z) 
0;9 

-0.1 
-0.1 

2.3 
2.7 
1.3 

0.6 
0.7 
0;4 

1.7 
1.7 

0.8 
0.8 

1.0 
1.1 
1.0 

0.5 
0.5 

1950 to 
1960 

6.3 
6.3 

2.5 
3.2 

-0./1' 

J..5 
1.5 

1.5 
1.7 
0.8 

2.8 
2.8 

1.4 
1.4 

3.1 
-0.5 

6.3 

2.0 
2.0 

6.9 
6.9 

-0.3 
-0.5 
-0.2 

4.1 
4.3 
2.1 

2.1 
2.3 

-1;1 

-1.2 
-1.2 

3.2 
3.4 
2.6 

1.1 
1.3 
0.5 

2.6 
2.6 

0.7 
0.7 

1.6 
1.6 
1.6 

2.0 
2.0 
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Table 4 .•• POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY RANK: 1965 AND 1960 

(See table 1 headnote) 

Population Rank Population 

standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

New Yor)c, N.y." .. "" ... " .............. \)., 
Los Ang'e1es-Long Beach, Calif ... . 
ChicagO" IlL ................... . 
PhiladeJ.phia, Pa.-N.J ........... . 
Detroit, Mich." ......... " 0 .......... ~& ~ .... " 

Boston, Lawrence-Haverhill, 
Lowell, Mass .. 1. " ........................... " 

San Francisco-Oakland, Calif .. ;,,, .. .. 
Washington, D .. C .. -Md .. -Va"" ......... o 

Pittsburgh, Pa .................. . 
St. Louis, Mo.-Ill. ............ .. 

Cleveland, Ohio .................... " .......... ~ 
Baltimore, Md ..................... " .. o. 0 ... .. 

Newark, N .. J ..... o ......... ~ .......... e •• 

HoustOXl, Tex ....... ~ ............................ .. 
Minneapolis .... S-b. Paul, Minn .. c ..... " .. 

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky,-Ind ....... .. 
Buffalo, N .Y .. ~ ...... ,;~ ••• ~ ........... d & 

pat,~rson-Clifton-Passaic, N.J .... .. 
DalJ,-as, Tex ....... 8 ....... & .... & ...... o. 
Mil\{a.ukee, Wis ................. .. 

Atlanta, Ga. _ .... ~ .......... ., ........... 1 
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans ................. .. 
Seattle-Everett, Wash ................... ' 
San Diego, Calif ... ,. .......... .. 
An~eim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove, 

" .. Capf ........................ ;;. 

Denyer, Colo ............................... .. 
MiB.Jlli, Fla .................................. .. 
New Orleans, La ................... .. 
sa:fi Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario, 
Calif .......................... . 

Indianapolis, Ind .................... . 

Portland, Dreg .-Wash ................ . 
san Jose, Calif ••••• f- ............ . 
Tampa-S·c. Petersburg~ Fla ........... . 
Columbus, Ohio .......... 0 ............... " 

Phoenix, Ariz ......................... . 

San Antonio, Tex .... e ................... . 

Rochester, N.y .................... 0 ... 

Dayton, Ohio ................... .. 
Louisville, Ky.-Ind .............. .. 
Hartford, New Britain, Conn. l ... . 

Bridgej'0rt, Stamford, Norwalk, 
Conn ........................... . 

Memphis, Term.-Ark ............. ;. ... . 
Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick, 
R.I. 1 ............................ . 

Sacramento, Calif ...... ;, .... ;..;..;, .. . 
New Haven, Waterbury, Meriden, 

CODIl.. 1 ••••••••• 00 ............... . 

Albany-8chenectady-Tmy, NS .... . 
Toledo, Ohio-Mich .... ,;. ................. . 
Akron, Ohio .......................... . 
Birmingham, Ala ..... ;. •••• ;, .. ;. ••••• ;, 
Norfo1k-Porlsmouth, Va ...... ;, ........ e e 

Fort Worth, Tex •...........•....• 
Jersey City, N.J ••.....•••..•.•.• 
worcester , Fitchburg-Leominster, 

Mass. 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Syracuse, N.Y •••.•••• , 0 •••••••••• 

Gary-Harnrnond-East Chicago, Ind .•• 

Oklahoma City, Okla •••••••••••••• 
Honolulu, Hawaii .......... ;, ••••• 0 ••• 

Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, 
Mass. 1 ............................ . 

Youngstown-Warren, Ohio ............ . 
Salt Lake City, Utah ............ . 

Omaha, Nebr.-Iowa ................ . 
Allentown-Bethleherr.-Easton, 

Pa .. -N .. J ............................ •• 
Nashville, Tenn .................. " ••• 
Grand Rapids, Mioh ..................... . 
Jacksonville, Fla ................ .. 

July 1, 
1965 

11,366,000 
6,765,000 
6,689,000 
4,664,000 
3,987,000 

3,205,000 
2,918,000 
2,408,000 
2,372,000 
2,249,000 

2,000,000 
1,854,000 
1,851,000 
1,696,000 
1,612,000 

1,347,000 
1,320,000 
1,307,000 
1,289,000 
1,275,000 

1,216,000 
1,183,000 
1,179,800 
1,136,000 

1,107,000 

1,073,000' 
1,061,000 
1,027,000 

1,026,000 
984,000 

897,000 
885,000 
873,000 
847,000 
818,000 

808,000 
804,000 
791,000 
771,000 
765,000 

746,000 
740,000 

739,000 
737,000 

704,000 

697,000 
657,000 
650,000 
644,000 
637,000 

627,000 
619,000 

608,000 

606,00°1 
596,000 

585,000 
571,000 

550,000 
523,000 
523,000 

516,000 

515,000 
512,000 
502,000 
497,000 

1 Metropolitan State econondc area. 
2 New London County. 

April 1, 
1960 

( census) 

10,694,633 
6,038,771 
6,220,913 
4,31.2,897 
3,762,360 

3,109,158 
2,6Ml,762 
1,989,377 
2,405,435 
2,104,669 

1,909,Ml3 
1,727,023 
1,689,.20 
1,418,323 
1,Ml2,030 

1,268,4'19 
1,306,957 
1,186,873 
1,083,601 
1,232,731 

1,017,188 
1,092,545 
1,107,213 
1,033,011 

70.3,925 

929,383 
935,047 
907,123 

809,782 
916,932 

821,897 
642,315 
772,453 
754,885 
663,510 

716,168 
732,588 
727,121 
725,139 
689,555 

653,589 
674,583 

718,543 
625,503 

660,315 

657,503 
630,647 
605,367 
634,864 
578,507 

573,215 
610,734 

583,228 
563,781 
573,548 

511,833 
500,409 

532,582 
509,006 
447,795 

457,873 

492,168 
463,6213 
461,906 
455,411 

1965 

1 
2 
3 
I, 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 

25 

26 
27 
213 

29 
30 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

36' 
37 
38 
39 
40 

41 
42 

43 
44 

45 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

51 
52 

53 
54 
55 

56 
57 

58· 
59 
60 

61 

62 
63 
64

1 65 

1960 

1 
3 
2 
4 
5 

6 
7 

10 
$ 
9 

11 
12 
13 
15 
14 

17 
16 
19 
22 
18 

24 
21 
20 
23 

38 

26 
25 
28 

30 
27 

29 
45 
31 
32 
41 

37 
33 
34 
35 
39 

44 
40 

36 
Ml 

42 

43 
47 
50 
46 
52 

54 
49 

51 
55 
53 

57 
59 

56 
58 
65 

63 

60 
61 
62 
64 

Standard metropolitan 
statistical area 

Richmond, Va.o." .... " .. ~ ..... """"" •• o. 
v[iImington, Del.-N gJ .. -Md .. " ........ " .. " 
Flint, Mich .. "" .. (JO"" .... "" .. " .......... " .. .. 

Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla. .... " 
Tulsa, Okla" .......... o~ .... o." ...... .. 

Netf Bedford, FaD. River, Masso 1 u 

Fresno, Calif ............ o" .. ~ ....... " ... " 
Harrisburg, Pa ... ~ (> ............ " ......... .. 

Mobile, AJ_a ..... " ........... o A ....... " ... . 

Knoxville, Tenno." ..... ~. ~ ............ . 

Wichita, Kans ............ " .. &" .. " .......... .. 
Orlando, Fla ................. "" ........ ".0 
Charlotte, N .. C ..... " ........ ,," ............. .. 
Canton, Ohio .... " .. o.O.O~ .. ~dO~O.O .. ~ 
Wilkes-Barre--Haz1eton, Pa." .. " ... " 

Utioa-Rome, N.Y .. "" ........... " ....... " .. . 
El Paso, Tex,. ........... " .. " .. " .............. .. 
Tacoma, Wash .... " .. 0 ....................... " •• ~ 
Davenport-Roch: Island-Moline, 

Iowa-Ill ...... ",; 0 ........... ~ ............ 6 

Lansing, Mich.o .......... ~ ........... .. 

Peoria, Ill ......................... .. 
Bakersfield, Calif ................... Go" 

Oxnard-Ventura, Calif ......... ;. .... .. 
Beaumont,-Port Arthur, Tex ........ ~ .. . 
Tucson, Ariz ...... ~ ................... .. 

York) Pa. .......................... ;, .......... ~ 
Binghamton, N .. Y .-Fa .................. .. 
Trenton, N.J" ........ " ............ ••• .. 
Brockton, Mass. l ...................... . 
Charleston, S.O ....................... .. 

Chattanooga, Tenn .. -Ga;. ............ . 
Lancast er, Fa ............ 0 .............. . 

Shreveport, La ............................. . 
Columbia, S.C ...................... " 
Albuquerque, N. Mex ..................... .. 

Corpus Christi, Tex .................... . 
Reading, Fa .............................. .. 
West Palm Beach, Fla .................. ~ 
1i ttle Rook-North Little Rock, 

Arlc ................................ .. 
Stockton, Calif ...................... . 

Newport News-Hampton, Va ........... . 
Des Moines, low-a ................ e .... . 

Johnstown, Pa .................. .. 
South Bend, Ind ......... " ............ . 
Greensboro-High Point, N.O ...... ;, ... . 

Duluth-8uperior, Minn.-Wis ....... " 
Greenville, S .. C ................. • •• 
Spokane, Wash ......................... . 
Columbus, Ga. -Ala ........ " ........... . 
Madison, Wis ............. ;, ........ . 

Huntington-Ashland, W. Va.-Ky.-
Ohio ......... -.......... ;, ........... . 

Fort Wayne, Ind ................ e ..... . 

Baton Rouge, La .................. . 
Erie, Pa .................... ~ ........ " .. .. 
Jaokson, Miss ...................... . 

Rockford, Ill ....................... ;, ... 
Austin, Tex ............................ .. 
Charleston, W .. Va. .................... . 
Santa Barbara, Calif ......... " ..... . 
Lorain-Elyria, Ohio ................. . 

Vallejo-Napa, Calif ............ .. 
Augusta, Ga .. ..{3.C ................... . 
Las Vegas, Nev .................... . 
Scranton, Pa ....................... 0 ..... .. 

Pensacola, Fla .......................... .. 

Huntsville, Ala ................ .. 
EvanSville, Ind.-Ky ................ . 
Sallnas-Monterey, Calif.;, ............ . 
New London-Groton-Norw1.ch, Conn. 2 

July 1, 
1965 

Ml4,000 
468,000 
1,59,000 
441,000 
433, 000 

411,000 
403,000 
3'11,000 
391,000 
390,000 

389,000 
372,000 
360,000 
356,000 
31,6,000, 

346,000 
344,000 
31,3,000 

339,000 
336,000 

320,000 
319,000 
318,000 
313,000 
307,000 

307,000 
297,000 
296,000 
296,000 
296,000 

292,000 
289,000 
289,000 
289,000 
288,000 

286,000 
283,000 
281,000 

279,000 
273,000 

272,000 
271,000 
270,000 
270,000 
267,000 

267,000 
267,000 
267,000 
260,000 
260,000 

260,000 
259,000 
255,000 
255,000 
250,000 

247,000 
247,000 
245,000 
243,000 
240,000 

239,000 
237,000 
232,000 
226,000 
224,000 

224,000 
223,000 
222,.000 
216,000 

April 1, 
1960 

( census) 

4?6;~~; 

~~a~~ 
398,Ml8 
365,9/t5 
371,653 
363,389 
368,080 

381,626 
318, Ml7 
316,781 
3t'tOJ3/~5 
346,972 

3,30,711 
314,070 
321 j 590 

319,375 
298,94-9 

313,412 
291,984 
199,138 
306,016 
265;660 

290,242 
2S3,600 
266,392 
2Ml,4t.9 
254,578 

283,169 
278,359 
281,Mll 
260,828 
262,199 

266,594 
275,414 
228,106 

242,980 
249,989 

224,503 
266,315 
280,733 
271,057 
246,520 

276,596 
255,806 
278,333 
217,985 
222,095 

254,780 
232,196 
230,05$ 
250,682 
221,367 

230,091 
212,136 
252,925 
168,962 
217,500 

200,4137 
216,639 
127,016 
234,531 
203,376 

153,861 
222,890 
198,351 
185,745 

Ran]r 

1965 

66 
67 
6fl 
69 
70 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 

76 
77 
78 
79 
80 

81 
82 
83 

84 
85 

136 
87 
Be 
89 
90 

91 
92 
93 
94 
95 

96 
97 
98 
99 

100 

lOll' 102 
103 

1041 
105 

106 
107 
10$ 
109 
110 

111 
112 
113 
114 
115 

116 
117 
118 
119 
120 

121 
122 
123 
124 
125 

126 
127 
128 
129 
130 

131 
132 
133 
134 

1960 

66 
69 
68 
78 
67 

70 
7/, 
72 
75 
73 

71 
82 
83 
77 
76 

79 
84 
80 

81 
87 

85 
88 

130 
86 

102 

e9 
90 

100 
111 
107 

91 
94 
92 

104 
103 

99 
97 

118 

113 
110 

119 
101 

93 
98 

·112 -

96 
105 
95 

123 
121 

106 
115 
117 
109 
122' 

116 
126 
108 
146 
124 

128 
125 
176 
114 
127 

153 
120 
132 
137 

--



Tobie 4.··POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY RANI<: 1965 AND 1960··Continued 

(See table 1 headnote) 

POPl1ation Rank POPl1ation 

Standard, metropolitan 
statistical area July 1, 

Hamil ton-Midd1~town, Ohio ........ 
Sag:tnaw, Mich ................................. 5 

Montgomery, Ala;:. ............................. ;, .. 
Winston-Salem, N.C ................. e .......... 

N.H. ' ................ Manchester, 

McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg, Tex" ......... 
Macon, Ga ..................................... 
Portland, Mainel .... ;, ....... io.~ .... ,; ..... 
Raleigh, N.C ..................... 
Eugene, Oreg ............. · ........ 

FayetteVille, N.C ................ 
Savannah, Ga ............................. 
Wheeling, W. Va.-Ohio ............ 
Ann Arbor, Mich. ~ ............... 0 j, "i.e .... 

Lubbock, Tex ............ ,;" ................. 

Kalamazoo, Mich •••••••••••••••••• 
Atlantic City, N.J ............... 
Colorado Springs, Colo •• m ... o .. ' ..... 

Roanoke, Va, .................................... 
Salem, Oreg;~ ........... o, .................... "" .. 

Steubenville-Weirton, Ohio-W. Va. 
Amarillo, 'I:ex ........................ 
Terre Haute, Ind ................. 
Lincoln, Nebr ........................ 
Racine, viis ...................... 

Lexingtoll, ly· .. ••••• .. •• ........ 
Galveston- exes City, 1'ex ........... 
Waco, Tex ............................. 
Fort Smith; Ark.-Dlcla.;, ............... 
Springfie1d, Ill ................. 

Muskegon-Muskegon Heights, Mich •• 

B~~~~~:~:~:~:~~:~:::~.~~~::~: I 
Topeka, Kans ...................... 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa .......... ~ ••••• 
Springfield, Ohio ................ 

'Pittsfield, Mass. 1 .................... 

Aaheville, N.C ••••••••••••••••••• 
Springfield, Mo .................. 
Jackson, Miuh .... " ....... " ...... ;, • .i ..... 
Altoona, Pa ......................... 
Green Bay, Wis ........ ft .... ft .......... 
Lake Charles, La ..................... 

1 Metropolitan State economic area. 
2 Androscoggin County. 

1965 

208,000 
208,DOa 
207,000 
207,000 
205,000 

202,000 
201,000 
197,000 
195,000 
194,000 

193,000 
192,000 
188,000 
187,000 
185,000 

181,000 
179,000 
176,000 
173,000 
172,000 

170,000 
168,000 
167,000 
161,000 
160,000 

159,000 
157,000 
156,000 
154,000 
153,000 

153,000 

151,000 
149,000 
148,000 
147,000 

144,000 
143,000 
140,000 
137,000 
137,000 
137,000 
135,000 

April 1, 
1960 1965 

( census) 

199,076 135 
1~0,752 136 
199,734 137 
189,428 138 
178,161 139 

lilo,904 11,0 
180,403 141 
182,751. 142 
169,082 143 
162,890 144 

148,4.18 145 
188,299 146 
190,342 147 
172,440 148 
156,271 149 

169,712 150 
160,880 151 
143,7A2 152 
158,$03 153 
147,411 154 

167,756 155 
149,1,53 156 
172,069 157 
155,272 158 
141,781 159 

131,906 160 
140,364 161 
150,09l 162 
135,110 163 
146,539 164 

149,943 165 

151,098 166 
141,286 167 
136,899 168 
1.31,440 169 

142,135 170 
130,074 171 
126,276 172 
131,994 173 
137,270 174 
125,082 175 
145,475 176 

Standard metropolitan 
April 1, 

1960 staMstica1 area July 1, 1960 1965 ( census) 

131 Champaign-Urbana, Ill ............ ;gg~ 132,436 
133 Anderson, Ind. ~"""""""" d" ~ .. i." ........ 125,819 
129 Wichita Falls, Tex .......... o ............ e ... ;ggg 129,638 
135 Abilene, Tex ................................ 120,377 
141 Mansfield, Ohio .............................. c • ,000 117,761 

139 Waterloo, IOW"a~ .......... e ...................... 121,,000 122,482 
140 Durham, N.C •••••••••••••••••••••• 123,000 111,995 
138 Decatur, Ill ..................... 122,000 118,257 
It'~5 Ogden, Utah ...................... 120,000 110,744 
148 Pueblo, Colo ........ ,,<le ................ 119,000 118,707 

158 Lynchburg, Va ......................... 119,000 no, 701 
136 Tuscaloosa, Ala ............ ~ .................... 118,000 109,047 
1.34 Provo-Or em, Utah ................. 118,000 106,991 
11.2 Muncie, Ind ...................... 117,000 110,938 
151 Sioux City, Iowa-Nebr."' ............... 114,000 120,017 

144· Kenosha, Wis ........................ " •• 111,,000 100,615 
149 Reno, Nev .... ~.e. " ........... ". *.0 &0 ... OG. 113;000 84,743 
162 I~ime., Ohio ....................... 112,000 103,691 
150 Monroe, La ...................... o .... ,. 112,000 101,663 
159 Fargo-Moorhead, N. Dak.-Minn" ........ 110,000 106,027 

147 Bay City, Mich ....................... " ....... 109,000 107,042 
157 Texarkana, Tex.-Ark •••••••••••••• 1 100,000 91,657 
143 Boise City, Idaho ........................ 99,000 93,460 
152 Lawton, Okla .................................... 99,000 90,803 
164 Lafayette, La ..... II .... II ............. <; ... 98,000 84,656 

172 Lafayette-West Lafayette, Ind .... 96,000 89,122 
166 Wilmington, N.C .................. 95,000 92,020 
155 St. Joseph, MO .................. e ....... 95,000 90,581 
169 Sioux Falls, S. Dak .............. 94,000 86,575 
160 Gadsden, Ala ••••••••••••••••••••• 94,000 96,980 

156 Tyler, Tex ............................... 93,000 86,350 
Odessa, Tex ............................ 93,000 90,995 

154 Lewiston-Auburn, Maine2 ........... 91,000 86,312 
165 Bloomington-Normal, Ill .......... 90,000 83,877 
168 Albany, Ga ....................... 89,000 75,680 
173 Dubuque, Iowa ......................... 87,000 80,048 
163 Pine Bluff, Ark .................. 86,000 81,373 
174 Billings, Mont ........................ ft ..... 84,000 79,016 
177 Tallahassee, Fla ....................... 83,000 74,225 
171 Great Falls, Mont ......... ~ ......... 82,000 73,418 
167 Laredo, Tex ......................... 76,000 64,791 
179 San Angelo, Tex.ft ........... ;,.; ••••••• 73,000 64,630 
161 Midland, Tex ....................... 67,000 67,717 

39 

Rank 

1965 1960 

177 170 
178 178 
179 175 
IBD WI 
181 185 

182 180 
183 186 
184 181, 
185 188 
186 183 

187 189 
188 190 
189 192 
190 187 
191 182 

192 196 
193 208 
194 194 
195 195 
196 193 

19'1 191 
198 200 
199 198 
200 202 
201 209 

202 204 
203 199 
204 203 
205 205 
206 197 

207 206 
208 201 
209 207 
210 210 
211 214 

212 212 
213 211 
214 213 
215 215 
216 216 
217 2W 
218 219 
219 217 
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Table 5.--ESTIMATES OF THE METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION OF STATES: 1965 

Region, division, 
and state 

Metropolitan counties1 

f-------,--

July 1, 1965 
April 1, 1960 f--_C_h_an_g_e_,_1_96_0--,t~O_19_6_5_-j 

( census) Percent Number 

Nonmetropolftan counties 

July 1, 1965 
April 1, 1960 f--_C_h_a_n_gc..:,_1_9_60----;-t_O_1_96_5_ 

( census) Percent Number 

UniJted States ......... ~_.!.,::.99:.:3::!,~:0::::0::0__+_~.=11::8::!,~9::.6.:c7,c:7::::8:::5+--+c1-1""c-0-2_5,-,0_0_0-t __ "_.9,c._3+ ___ 2,-603,,,-8,-0c.3-,-,_092...~55,.3~.-,_2_+c.3,!.,_4c.:.4c""I,'-0;...0'-0+ ___ "c::,5.;: • ..:..7 

REllIONS: I 
Northeast .... "<> .. ,, C 6 .......... ~ .. .. 

North O~ntral. ........... . 
South ••••••••••••••••••••• 
West ... " ... ~a.o •••• ~oc •••••• 

NORTHElIST: 
New England ............ " .......... II .. 

Middle Atlantic ......... .. 
NORTH CENTRAL: 

East North Central" ............ .. 
West North Central ... i" .. u 

SOUTH: 
South Atlantic ............... ~;, .. 
East South Central ............. a 

West South Central:. ~ ....• 
WEST: 

Mountain ................................. ~ 
Pacific ........ " ....................... .. 

NEW mqGLAND: 
Mai!ne .................... . 
New:'Hampshire ••••••••••••• 
Vermont ............... e ................ . 

Massachusetts ...................... '" .. 
Rhode Island ............ .. 
Connecticut ............................ .. 

MIDDLE ATLANTIC: 
Ne;( york ................. . 

\ 'Nevi Jersey .................. .. 
Pennsylvania ............. . 

EAST, NORTH CENTRAL: 
01).io ..................... . 
Indiana .......... ;,.0 ...... " .... . 

Illinois ............... eO ........ . 

Michigan ••••••• , •••••••••• 
Wisconsin ................... .. 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL: 
Minnesota .......... ,; ........ J. .......... .. 
Iowa .......................... . 
Missouri ................... ;. 
North Dakota ............ .. 
South Dakota ••••••••••••• ; 
Nebraska ......... .; ............. . 
Kansas .......................... .. 

SOUTH ATLANTIC: 
Delaware ................... . 
Maryland ................ .. 
District of Colwnbia" ... . 
Virginia ............... " • 
West Virginia ....................... oi 

North Carolina ... '" .......... ;, .... .. 
South Carolina ..................... .. 
Georgia ................................ ,; .. .. 
Florida ..................... . 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL: 
Kentucky ................... .. 
TeIIDessee ........................ ,; 
Alabama • .;, .. 10 .................... ,;, .. . 

Mississippi ....................... ,; 
"EST SOUTH CENTRAL: 

Arkansas .. ;, ..................... ;'\1 

Louisiana ....... ,;, ............ ,; 
Oklahoma .......................... ,; .. .. 
Texas ...................... .. 

MOUNTAIN: 
Montana ...................... .. 
Idaho ••••••••••••••••••••• 
"yoming .................. . 
Colorado ......................... . 
New Mexico ..... 6 .................. .. 

Arizona ................ ,; ........... .. 
Utah •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nevada .................... . 

PACIFIC: 
vlashington ............... . 
Oregon ........................... . 
California. 10 .......... ;, ..... .. 

Alaska ...................... .. 
Hawaii ...................... . 

X Not applicable. 

I 

39,362,000 
34,946,000 
31,315,000 
2',,370,000 

8,877,000 
30,485,000 

27,661,000 
7,286,000 

15,382,000 
4,943,000 

10,990,000 

4,153,000 
20,217,000 

288,000 
205,000 

(X) 
5,214,000 

739,000 
2,431,000 

15,403,000 
5,922,000 
9,160,000 

7,874.,000 
2,958',000 
8,473,000 
6,366,000 
1,989,000 

1,876,000 
949,000 

2,779,000 
69,000 
94,000 

603,000 
914,000 

354,000 
2,851,000 

802,000 
2,346,000 

567,000 
1, 5M, 000 

932,000 
2,113,000 
3,834,000 

1,133,000 
1,833,000 
1,727,000 

250,000 

552,000 
1,915,000 
1,170,000 
7,353,000 

166,000 
99,000 

(Xl 
1,369,000 

288,000 
1,125,000 

762,000 
345,000 

1,892,000 
1,159,000 

16,595,000 
(X) 

571,000 

37,195,9'79 
32,794,802 
27,953,952 
2J.,023,052 

8,369,011 
28,826,968 

25,980,821, 
6,813,978 

13,560,157 
4,580,203 
9,8J.3,592 

3,506,384 
17,516,668 

269,063 
178,161 

(X) 
5,014,040 

718,543 
2,189,204 

14,536,696 
5,365,373 
8,924,899 

7,394,106 
2,823,918 
7,933,031 
5,962,457 
1,867,312 

1,752,698 
915,762 

2,597,586 
66,947 
86,575 

542,211 
852,199 

307,446 
2,473,754 

763,956 
2,048,176 

575,137 
1,404,318 

852,250 
1, 8J.4, 069 
3,321,051 

1,057,978 
1,696,632 
1,604,226 

221,367 

491,606 
1,750,456 
1,068,717 
6,502,813 

152,434 
93,460 

(X) 
1,191,832 

262,199 
929,170 
665,530 
211,759 

1,800,945 
1,038,389 

14,176,925 
(X) 

500,409 

+2,166, 000 
+2,152,000 
+3,361,000 
+3,31,6,000 

+508,000 
+1,658,000 

+1,680,000 
+/~72jOOO 

+1,822,000 
+362,000 

+1,176,000 

+646,000 
+2,'100,000 

+19,000 
+2"1,000 

(X) 
+200,000 
+20,000 

+242,000 

+866,000 
+557,000 
+235,000 

+~SO,OOO 
+134,000 
+540,000 
+404,000 
+122,000 

+124,000 
+33,000 

+182,000 
+2,000 
+8,000 

+61,000 
+62,000 

+46,000 
+377,000 

+38,000 
+298,000 

-9,000 
+179,000 

+80,000 
+299,000 
+513,000 

+75,000 
+137,000 
+122,000 

+29,000 

+61,000 
+165,000 
+101,000 
+850,000 

+13,000 
+6,000 

(X) 
+177,000 

+26,000 
+196,000 

+96,000 
+133,000 

+91,000 
+120,000 

+2,418,000 
(Xl 

+71,000 

+5.8 
+6.6 

+12.0 
+15.9 

+6.1 
+5.8 

+6.5 
+6.9 

+13.4 
+7.9 

+12.0 

+6.9 
+15.3 

(X) 
+4.0 
+2.e 

+11.1 

+6.0 
+10.4 
+2.6 

+6.5 
+4.8 
+6.8 
+6.8 
+6.5 

+7.1 
+3.6 
+7.0 
+3.2 
+9.0 

+11.2 
+7.3 

+15.0 
+15.2 
+5.0 

+14.6 
-1.5 

+12.8 
+9.4 

+16.5 
+15.4 

+7.1 
+8.1 
+7.6 

+12.9 

+12.3 
+9.4 
+9.4 

+13.1 

+8.6 
+6.0 

(X) 
+14.8 
+10.0 
+21.1 
+14.4 
+62.7 

+5.1 
+11.6 
+17.1 

(X) 
+14.1 

2$,255,000 
19, J.43, 000 
28,792,000 

'1,613,000 

2,269,000 
25,986,000 

10,571,000 
8,572,000 

13,365,000 
7,876,000 
7,550,000 

3,51.0,000 
1,,073,000 

698,000 
468,000 
404,000 
148,000 
152,000 
399,000 

22,703,000 
860,000 

2,42:3,000 

2,367,000 
1,934,000 
2,168,000 
1,951,000 
2,151,000 

1,685,000 
1,809,000 
1,713,000 

583,000 
592,000 
856,000 

1,334,000 

150,000 
684,000 

(X) 
2,074,000 
1,249,000 
3,351,000 
1,618,000 
2,278,000 
1,963,000 

2,041,000 
2,016,000 
1,760,000 
2,059,000 

1,389,000 
1,645,000 
1,278,000 
3,238,000 

537,000 
594,000 
330,000 
581,000 
726,000 
450,000 
233,000 
89,000 

1,080,000 
780,000 

1,808,000 
267,000 
139,000 

7,481,840 
18,821,,337 
27, 019, 1H 

7,030,052 

2,140,356 
5,3/~1,484 

10,241,.,200 
8,580,137 

12,411,575 
7,469,923 
'1,137,663 

3,348,676 
3,681,376 

700,202 
428,760 
389,881 
134,538 
140,945 
346,030 

2,245,608 
701,409 

2,394,467 

2,312,291 
1,838,580 
2,148,127 
1,860,737 
2,084,465 

1,661,166 
1,841,775 
1,722,227 

565,499 
593,939 
869,119 

1,326,412 

138,846 
626,935 

(X) 
1,918,773 
1,285,284 
3,151,837 
1,530,:344 
2,129,047 
1,630,509 

1,980,178 
1,870,457 
1,662,514 
1,956,774 

1,294,666 
1,506,566 
1,259,567 
3,076,864 

522,333 
573,731 
330,066 
562,115 
688,824 
372,991 
225,097 
73,519 

1,052,269 
730,298 

1,540,279 
226,167 
132,363 

2+773,000 
+318,000 

+1,772,000 
+583,000 

+129,000 
2+645,000 

+326,000 
-8,000 

+954,000 
+406,000 
+ft.13,OOO 

+191,000 
+392,000 

-2,000 
+39,000 
+14,000 
+13,000 
+1.l,000 
+53,000 

2+458,000 
+158,000 
+29,000 

+55,000 
+96,000 
+20,000 
+90,000 
+66,acO 

+24,000 
-33,000 
-9,000 

+18,000 
-2,000 

-13,000 
+7,000 

+11,000 
+57,000 

(X) 
+155,000 

-37,000 
+199,000 

+88,000 
+149,000 
+332,000 

+60,000 
+146,000 

+97,000 
+102,000 

+94,000 
+138,000 
+19,000 

+161,000 

+15,000 
+20,000 

(z) 
+19,000 
+37,000 
+77,000 

+8,000 
+16,000 

+28,000 
+49,000 

+268,000 
+40,000 
+7,000 

+10.3 
+1.7 
+6.6 
+8.3 

+6.0 
+12.1 

+3.2 
-0.1 

+7.7 
+5.~· 
+5.8 

+5.7 
+J.O.6 

-0.3 
+9.2 
+3.7 
+9.8 
+8.1 

+15.3 

+20.4 
+22.5 
+1.2 

+2.4 
+5.2 
+0.9 
+4.8 
+3.2 

+1.5 
-1.8 
-0.5 
+3.1 
-0.3 
-1.5 
+0.6 

+7.7 
+9.0 

(X) 
+8.1 
-2.8 
+6.3 
+5.7 
+7.0 

+20.4 

+3.1 
+7.8 
+5.9 
+5.2 

+7.3 
+9.2 
+1.5 
+5.2 

+2.9 
+3.5 
(z) 

+3.3 
+5.4 

+20.6 
+3.4 

+21.5 

+2.7 
+6.7 

+17.4 
+17.9 
+5.0 

Z Less than 500 or q.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 COU11ty equivalent. Includes Middlesex and Somerset Counties, N.J 0' which are part of the 
New York-Northeastern New Jersey Standard Consolidated Area. 

2 Includes 259,000 "residualll in New York assigned to nonmetropolitan part of State. A better estimate for New York would be 2,445,000, an 

8.9 percent change since 1960_ 
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Table 6 .•• COMPONENTS OF CHAHGE IN THE METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION OF STATES: 1960 TO 1965 

Metropolitan counties 1 NOI".Jlletropoli tan counties 

Region, divi~ion, Net migration Net migraid.on 
and State Births Deaths Births Deaths 

Number Percent Number Percent 

United St~tes ••••••••• 14,564,000 5,975,OE.2.... -. +2,436,000 +2.0 7,298,000 3,261,000 '-590,000 -1.0 

REGIONS: 

I Northeast ~,,~. ~ .... ~ .... co e '"., a I) 4,112,000 2,073,000 +127,000 +0.3 871,000 449,000 '-,351,000 +4.6 

North C entral'~ '" .................... e 4,071,000 1,621,000 -299,000 -0.9 2,123,000 1,068,000 -737,000 -3.9 

South ..................... 3,697,000 1,300,000 +965,000 +3.5 3,375,000 1,407,000 -195,000 -0.7 

west ...................... 2,684,000 980,000 +1,643,000 +7.8 930,000 337,000 -10,000 -1.0 

NOnTHF.AST: 
New England ....... " ......... ~. 963,000 468,000 +13,000 +0.2 257,000 123,000 . -5,000 -0.2 

Middle Atlantic" ................ ~ .. 3,149,000 1,605,000 +115,000 +0.4 614,000 326,000 2+357,000 +6.7 

NORTH OENTRAL: 
East North CentraL ..... a .. "' .... 3,189,000 1,2eO,00O -230,000 -0.9 1,188,000 5EV~, 000 -278,000 -2."1 

West North Central .... " ....... ~ 882,000 341,000 -69,000 -1.0 935,000 484,000 -458,000 -5.3 

SOUTH: 
South AUantl.c ............ 1,757,000 660,000 +725,000 +5.3 1,565,000 630,000 +19,000 +0.1 

)~ast South Central;." .. (. .. ,j" .. %0,000 224,000 +6,000 +0.1 931,000 392,000 -133,000 -1.8 

West South Central .......... 1,359,000 416,000 +234,000 +2.4 879,000 385,000 -81,000 -1.1 

WEST: 
MountaiIl ..................... " ....... 499,000 150,000 +298,000 +8 .. 5 /~75,OOO -130,000 -3.9 

Pacific .... s e ~ ................ " .. " .. " .. 2,185,000 830,000 +1,34.5,000 +7.7 455,000 +120,000 +3.3 

N);'W ENGLAND: 
Maine ..... ~!"""""""""".""" e"" 32,000 16,000 +3,000 +1.0 85,000 41,000 -47,000 -6.7 

New Hampshire .. " ... " .. " ......... " 23,000 11,000 +15,000 +8.5 50,000 26,000 +15,000 +3.5 

Vemont. o'~" .. " ... " .............. ~ (X) (Xl (Xl (X) 48,000 23,000 -10,000 -2.6 

Massachusetts •• e .. " ................ 575,000 287,000 -89,000 -1.8 15,000 9,000 +7,000 +5.3 

Rhode Island .. e ...... " ................ 77,000 42,000 -15,000 -2.0 18,000 6,000 -1,000 -0.6 

Connecticut ........................... 255,000 112,000 +96,000 +4.5 41,000 18,000 +30,000 +8.7 

MIDDLE ATIANTIC: 
New york .................. 1,601,000 816,000 +82,000 +0.6 270,000 140,000 2+328,000 +14.6 

New"Jers1Jy ................. 604,000 283,000 +236,000 +4.4 93,000 45,000 +110,000 +15.6 

Pennsylv~ia ........................... 944,000 506,000 -204,000 -2.3 251,000 141,000 -81,000 -3.4 

FAST NORTH, CENTRAL: 
Ohio ........................ 877,000 368,000 -28,000 -0.4 267,000 130,000 -82,000 -3.5 

Indiana l .............. " ................ " .. 352,000 140,000 -78,000 -2.8 217,000 104,000 -18,000 -1.0 

Illinois •• ,. •••••••• ;, ...... ,. 980,000 418,000 _22,000 -0.3 227,000 133,000 -74,000 -3.5 

Michigan ................... 737,000 265,000 -69,000 •. 1.2 230,000 101,,000 -36,000 -1.9 

Wisconsin ... ,. ........... ,; ....... <> 243,000 89,000 -33,000 -1.8 247,000 113,000 -68,000 -3.2 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL: 
M:Ir.nesota ....... ,. ............ ,. ........ 235,000 83,000 -29,000 -1.6 195,000 85,000 -86,000 -5.2 

Iowa ••••••• "' ................ 119,000 46,000 -39,000 -4.3 194,000 105,000 -122,000 -6.6 

Missouri ..................... • 318,000 144,000 +8,000 +0.3 168,000 112,000 -66,000 -3.8 

North Dakota .............. 8,000 3,000 -3,000 -5.2 73,000 26,000 -30,000 -5.3 

South Dakota ........ 0 ....... ,.· .... 12,000 4,000 -1,000 -0.8 76,000 30,000 -47,000 -S.O 

Nebraska ....... ~,. .... '" Q,.,. .......... 81,000 26,000 +6,000 +1.1 91,000 49,000 -55,000 -6.3 

Kansas ............ ,. •••••••• 109,000 35,000 -11,000 -1.3 137,000 77,000 -52,000 -3.9 

SOUTH ATLANTIC: 
Delaware ............. ,. ,. .......... ,. 40,000 15,000 +21,000 +6.9 20,000 7,000 -2,000 -1.6 

Maryland ••• ;, .... .:. • ,. .. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,.,. , 326,000 116,000 +168,000 +6.8 81,000 35,000 +10,000 +1.6 

District of Columbia ..... ,.,. 105,000 47,000 _20,000 -2.7 (Xl (X) (Xl (Xl 

Virginia .................. 276,000 87,000 +109,000 +5.3 232,000 99,000 +22,000 +1.1 

West Virginia ............... ,.. 61,000 29,000 _41,000 -7.1 135,000 69,000 -103,000 -8.0 

North Carolina .. ,.,.,.,. .... ,. .... 185,000 

I 
62,000 +56,000 +4.0 394,000 144,000 -51,000 -1.6 

South Carolina •••••••••••• 115,000 36,000 +1,000 +0.2 207,000 73,000 -46,000 -3.0 

Georgia .................... 255,000 82,000 +126,000 +7.0 283,000 108,000 _26,000 -1.2 

Florida,. ,. ......... ,. ............. D .... 394,000 185,000 +304,000 +9.1 212,000 94,000 +214,000 +13.1 

EAST SOUTH CENTRAL: 
Kentucky' ••••• ,. ................ 134,000 56,000 -4,000 -0.3 234,000 104,000 -70,000 -3.5 

'l'ennessee .'. " " •••• " .......... 211,000 82,000 +$,000 +0.5 214,000 96,000 +28,000 +1.5 

Alabama ................... 203,000 76,000 -4,000 -0.3 211,000 86,000 -28,000 -1.7 

Mississippi .................. 32,000 10, 000 +6,000 +2.8 273,000 107,000 -64,000 -3.3 

WEST SOUTH OENTRAL: 
Arkansas ................... 68,000 26,000 +19,000 +3.$ 161,000 72,000 +5,000 +0.';-

Louisiana ........... 0 ........... 
244,000 $4,000 ,.6,000 +0.3 220,000 75,000 -7,000 -0.4 

Okla.'loma .................. " ..... " ... 135,000 48,000 +14,000 +1.3 128,000 76,000 -33,000 -2.6 

Texas .................................. e 913,000 259,000 +195,000 +3.0 369";000 161,000 -47,000 -1.5 

MOUNTAIN: 
Montan.a .... " ...................... 21,000 7,000 -2,000 -1.1 64,000 28,000 -21,000 -4.1 

Idaho ..................... 11,000 4,000 -1,000 -1.6 72,000 26,000 -26,000 -4.5 

Wyoming ................... (Xl (xl (Xl (xl 42,000 15,000 -27,000 -8.2 

Colorado e ........ " •••••• e •••• 155,000 54,000 +75,000 +6.3 70,000 30,000 _22,000 -3.9 

New Mexico ................. 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 +23,000 +6.2 

Utah ...................... 102,000 24,000 +18,000 +2.7 33,000 9,000 -16,000 -7.0 

Nevada •••••••••••••••••••• 37,000 11,000 +106,000 +50.1 10,000 /+,000 +10,000 +13.9 

PACIFIC: 
Washington •••••••••••••••• 210,000 91,000 _28,000 -1.6 115,000 52,000 -35,000 -3.3 

Oregon ••••••••••••••••••• ·1 111,000 56,000 +65,000 +6.3 80,000 36,000 +5,000 +0.7 

California ... " .. " .................. 1,7$6,000 670,000 +1,302,000 +9.2 205,000 83,000 +146,000 +9.5 

Alaska ....................... (X) (X) (X) (Xl 41,000 7,000 +6,000 +2.$ 

Hawaii ...... e ................. j 78,000 13,000 +6,000 +1.2 14,000 5,000 -2,000 -1.5 

X Not applicable. 
1 Population in standard metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the Bureau of· the Budget, January 1, 1967. For New England, SMSA fS aTe 

modified to nearest metropolitan State economic area or county equivalent. Includes Middlesex and Somerset Counties, N.J 0' Which are part of the 
New York-Northeast.ern New Jersey Standard Consolidated Area. 

2 Includes +259,000 !1residuall! in New York assigned to norunetropolitan part of State. A better estimate for New York would be +70,000 or 

+.3.1 percent of 1960 population. 
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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 population) 

Metropolitan Nonrnetropoli tan Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan 

Region, 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 rate rate 

, 
Unitea States.eo .. u6 .. i. 22.3 9.1 22.4 10.0 WEST NORTH GENTRAL--Con. 

REXlIONS: North Dakota .... " ................ " 23 .. 5 7.7 2t~".3 8.5 

Northeast .... " .. " ............ .; .. " .. 20.5 10.3 21.1 10.9 South Dakota •••••••••• 00 25.8 8.0 24.4 9.8 

North Central ........... 22.9 9.1 21.3 10.7 Nebraska ........................... 26.9 8.7 20.0 10.9 

South ••••••••• '" ••••••• 23.8 8./T 23.0 9.6 KanBas .......... ~ ... " .... " .. " ...... " 23.4 7.6 19.6 11.1 

West .................................... 22.5 8.2 24.2 8.8 SOUTH ATLANTIC: 
NORTHEAST: Delaware ............ ~ ........ " ....... 23.1 8.6 26.9 9.9 

New' England ............. 21.3 10.3 22.2 10.6 Maryland •••••••••••••••• 23.3 8.3 23.6 10.1 
Middle A tlantl.c ......... 20.2 10.3 20.6 11.0 District of ColUmbia ....... 25 .. 6 11.4· (xl (xl 

NORTH CENTRAL: Virginia •••••••••••••••• 23.9 7.6 22.2 9.5 

East North Central." a ...... 22.7 9.1 21.7 10.7 West Virginia."". ~ ....... ¥ 20.3 9.6 20.3 10.4 

West North Central .. e" ~ d" 23.8 9.2 20.8 10.8 North Carolina ................... 23.6 7.9 23.1 8." 
South Carolina .................. 24.5 7.7 25.1 8.9 

SOUTH: Georgia ... t> ........... ............. 24.7 8.0 24.5 9.3 
8cntth Atlantic ......... e" It .... 23.1 6.7 23.1 9.3 Florida .................................. 21.0 9.9 22.5 9.9 
East South Central ...... 23.2 9.0 23.1 9.7 
West South Central. ~ ...... io 24.9 7.6 .22.8 10.0 EAST SOUTH CENTRAL: 

WEST: Kentucky" .............. ~ .............. 23.3 9.7 22.2 9.8 

MOUll.taIn •••••••••••••••• 2/ •• 8 7.5 26.3 8.5 Tennessee ........................... 22.8 8.9 21.0 9.4 

pac~l'ic ....................... ;. .... 22.1 8.4 22.3 9.0 Alaba.n1a .......................... 23.2 8.7 23.4 985 
Mississippi ............... ;. ........ 26.0 7.8 25.9 10.1 

NEW ENGLAND: WEST SOUTH CENTRAl: Maine .......................... 22.1 11.2 23.3 11.1 
Arkansas .......................... 24.7 9.4 22.8 10.2 

New Hampshire ...... ;,;, ......... io 22.7 10.7 21.2 10.9 
Louisiana ..................... 25.3 8.8 26.6 9.1 

Ve!'JI1Ont .......................... (xl (xl 22.9 11.2 Oklahoma .......... _ ................. 22.9 8.1 19.3 11.5 

~'I ::l:c~~~::~::~::::::~: 21.4 10.7 19.9 11.6 
Texas .............. _ ............ 25.1 7.1 22.3 9.7 

20.1 11.0 24.0 8.1 
COIlllecticut ............. ;, it ..... 21.1 9.2 20.9 9.4 MOUNTAIN: 

MIDDL'E ATLANTIC: Montana ......... " .. e •• 10 ....... _. 25.7 7.8 23.2 10.0 
New york .................... 20.4 10.4 20.8 10.8 Idaho •••••••••••••••••• , 22.2 8.3 23.3 8.3 
New Jersey .. .; ........................ 20.4 9.6 22.7 10.9 Wyoming ................. (Xl (xl 24.0 S.4 
Pennsylvania.. ;. ...... 10 .......... 19.9 10.7 19.9 11.2 Colorado ................... 23.1 $.0 23.3 9.9 

EAST NORTH CENTRAL: New Mexico •••• eo ......... 28.2 6.2 30.8 6.9 
Arizona .................. 24.3 7.8 32.7 7.8 Ohio ........ _ .... _ .......... 21.9 9.2 21.7 10.6 Utah .................... 27.2 6.4 27.2 7.8 

Indiana ..................... .. ,~ ..... 23.2 9.2 22.0 10.5 
Nevada ...................... 25.6 7.3 22.8 9.8 

IllInois •••••••••••••••• 22.7 9.7 20.0 11.7 
Michigan •••••••••••••••• 22.8 8.2 23.0 10.4 PACIFIC: Wisconsin .............. "" ........ _ 24.0 8.8 22.2 10.2 Washington .... 10_ ........ _" ........ 21.7 9.3 20.5 9.3 

WEST NORTH CENTRAL: Oregon ......................... 19.3 9.7 20.1 9.0 
Minnesota .................. 24.7 8.7 22.2 9.7 California .............. 8 ........ 22.1 8.3 23.3 9.5 
Iowa ..................... 24.2 9.4 20.3 10.9 Alaska •••••••••••••••••• (Xl (xl 31.8 5.4 
Missouri •••••••••••••••• 22.6 10.2 18.7 12.4 Hawaii •••••••••••••••••• 27.7 4.8 19.5 7.5 

X Not applioable. 

* u.s. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1967-305~002/8 
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