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This report is one of a series containing current
estimates of the population and per capita money
income for selected areas in each State, The population
pstimates relate to July 1, 1973 and the estimates of
per capita income cover 1972. Areas included are all
counties and incorporated places in the State plus
active minor civil divisions—commonly towns in New
England, New York, and Wisconsin, or townships in
other parts of the United States.' These State reports
appear in Current Population Reports, Series P-25, in

-alphabetical seq’uence as report number 546 (Alabama)

through 595 (Wyoming). A list indicating the report
number for each State is appended. No report is to be
released for the District of Columbia, but a U.S. report
containing selected summary data is being issued.

Table 1 shows July 1, 1973 estimates of the
population of each area together with adjusted April 1,
1970 census populations {see ‘Population Base” sec-
tion below) and percent change. In addition, the table
presents per capita money income estimates for 1972
plus 1969 per capita income as reported in the 1970
census. Percent change in per capita income is shown
only for areas of 500 or more population in 1970.

The estimates are presented in the table in county
order, with all incorporated places in the county listed
in alphabetical . order followed by any minor civil
divisions, also in alphabetical order. Minor civil divi-
sions (MCD’s) are always identified in the listing by

Yin certain midwestern States {}linois, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, and the Dakotas) some counties have active minor
civil divisions while others do not.

the term ‘‘township,” “‘town,”” or other MCD category.
Where incorporated places fall into more than one
county, each county piece is marked '‘part,”” and totals
for these places are presented at the end of the table.

These estimates were developed to provide updates
of the data elements used in Federal revenue sharing
allocations under the State and Local Fiscal Assistance
Act of 1972. Below the State level the estimates of per
capita income were obtained by updating the per
capita value directly rather than by updating of
population and aggregate money income. Conse-
quently, for these areas the estimates of per capita
income to a large extentywere derived independent of
the population estimates.”

POPU LATION ESTIMATES METHODOLOGY

To estimate the population of each county subarea
a component procedure was used, with each of the
components of population change (births, deaths, and

2Under the Act allocations at the State level are based on
the interaction of “‘tax effort,” population, and per capita
income. Below the State level the allocations are essentially
determined by '‘tax effort’” and per capita income, although
population is used as a constraint and for deriving control
totals for income aggregates. For a detailed discussion of the
methodologies used in updating population, per capita income,
and “‘tax effort”’ for Federal revenue sharing allocations and of
the allocation process see U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census
Tract Papers, Series GE-40, No. 10, “Statistical Methodology
of Revenue Sharing and Related Estimate Studies,” U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1974.
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net migration) estimated separately. To the 1970
census population base for each area the following
components were added:

1. An estimate of natural increase {the excess of
births over deaths) based on reported birth and death
statistics or on estimated figures where reported data

were not available;
2. An estimate of net migration developed from

individual administrative records; and
3. An estimate of change to “special” populations
not accounted for in (1) and {2).

For counties this estimates procedure was modified
to relate to the population under 65 years of age, with
_ change in the population 65 years and over estimated

by adding change in reported Medicare enroliment,
1970 to 1973, to the 1970 census count 65 years and
over. Medicare enroilment statistics were not available
below the county level for application of this modifica-
tion to incorporated places and MCD's.

Population Base. The 1970 population base is the
1970 census count updated to reflect all population
“corrections’” made to the data after the initial
tabulations as well as changes due to new incorpora-
tions, disincorporations, and annexations.

Adjustments to the 1970 population base were
made for annexations where the 1970 population of
the annexed area was 1,000 or more or where at least
250 people and 5 percent of the 1970 population were
involved.® Annexations through December 31, 1973
are reflected in the estimates. For reported new
incorporations occurring after 1970 the 1970 popula-
tion within the boundaries of the new areas are shown
in the table. This geographic updating is accomplished
largely as a result of an annual boundary and annexa-
tion survey conducted by the Bureau.?

Natural Increase. For the natural increase compo-
nent, annual births and deaths for 1970 through 1972
were compiled from State vital statistics offices for
counties and for as many smallet areas as were
available. This was supplemented by data from the
National Center for Health Statistics for about 300
cities of 10,000 or more not covered by the State
agencies.

* Adjustment was made also for a limited number of
“unusual” annexations where the annexation for an area did
not meet the minimum requirements but was accepted by the
Ofﬂce_of Revenue Sharing for inclusion in the populiation base.

4U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series GE-30, No. 1, Boundary
and Annexation Survey, 1970-73, U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1975,

In most States these data were not available for all
areas to be estimated within a given county. For these
areas not specifically reported, births and deaths were
allocated on the basis of the 1970 census population.

Net Migration. Net migration was estimated by
developing & net migration rate for each geographic
area for the estimation period (1970-1973) based on
administrative record data and applying this rate to the
appropriate 1970 population base. Net migration from
the administrative records was developed as follows:

1. The individual administrative records—Federal
individual income tax returns—were matched by Social
Security. number for reporting years 1969 and 1972,
and the place of residence of the matched filer noted
for each year.

2. A migration matrix was then developed for the
matched cases for 1970 and 1973 geographic resi-
dences based on the reporting of residence in the
administrative record at the time of filing.

3. In-migrants, out-migrants and net migrants (ins
minus outs) for each area were thus noted, and net
migration rates were computed for each area based on
the exemptions claimed on returns matched for the
two years (excluding exemptions for age and blind-

ness).

4. These net migration rates for the matched cases
were then assumed to apply to the total population.

Adjustment for Special Populations. In addition to
the estimates of natural increase and net migration,
adjustments were incorporated into the estimates for
each area when necessary to account for changes in
population that would not be fully reflected in the
migration component derived from the administrative
records. Among these populations were immigrants
from abroad, institutional inmates, college students,
and Armed Forces. :

By definition immigrants arriving since 1970 could
not be in the 1969 tax file. Consequently net immigra-
tion for the period 1970 to 1973 was estimated by
using the Immigration and Naturalization Service’s
reported number of aliens intending to reside in States
and in cities of 100,000 and over. For the remaining
parts of States outside cities of 100,000 and over, the
reported immigrants were allocated on the basis of the
distribution of foreign born population in the 1970
census, with a minimum adjustment of 50.

Changes in institutional inmates, collége enrollment,

and resident military population were generally not
adequately reflected in either the net migration or



natural increase components. These changes were
monitored over the three years, and significant changes
were incorporated as special adjustments.

Annexations and New Incorporations. New incor-
porations since 1970 were estimated by determining
the 1970 population of the area now incorporated,
assigning natural increase on a pro rata share of the
births and deaths not specifically assigned to other
places in the county, and assuming the net migration
rate of the unincorporated balance of county. Annexa-
tions through 1972, when recognized (see "‘Population
Base’ above), were allowed for by adjusting the 1970
base population of the place by the population of the
annexed area, and the annexed area thus was assumed
to share the migration rate of the incorporated place
annexing it. For annexations occurring in 1973 the
growth rate of the area being annexed from was used.

Other Adjustments. For areas of under 1,000 popu-
lation, the net migration rates used in the estimation
process were not those derived specifically for each
area; rather the overall county migration rate was used.
in addition a detailed review was made for all areas to
resolve problems arising from incorrect geographic
codes in developing the migration matrix.

For all areas regardless of population size where
special censuses (Federal or State conducted) were
taken close to the estimate date, such special census
results were incorporated in the estimate. In several
States, the subcounty estimates were also merged with
estimates for geographic areas provided by State
agencies participating in the Federal-State Cooperative
Program for Local Population Estimates. These
occurred in seven States—California, Connecticut,
Florida, New Jersey, Oregon, Washington, and Wiscon-
sin.

The estimates for the geographic areas in each
county were adjusted to an independent county
estimate which represents the average of the results of
the administrative record-based estimate for the county
with the county estimate for 1973 derived from the
Federal-State Cooperative Program (FSCP). For all but
11 States the administrative records estimate at the
county. level was weighted equally with a provisional
1973 FSCP estimate. For the States of Arizona,
Colorado, Hawaii, Maine, Maryiand, Nebraska, Rhode
Island, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming,
however, revised 1973 FSCP estimates were available.
In view of this, the FSCP estimates in these States were
given two-thirds weight inasmuch as the revised FSCP
estimates themselves are the average of the results of
two separate methods.

County estimates in turn were adjusted to be
consistent with independent State estimates published
by the Census Bureau in Current Population Reports,
Series P-25, No. 533, in which the administrative
record-based estimate was averaged with the P-25 type
estimate. S

PER CAPITA INCOME ESTIMATES
METHODOLOGY

The 1972 per capita income (PCI) figure is the
estimated mean or average amount of total money
income received during calendar year 1972 by all
persons residing in a given political jurisdiction in April
1973. The 1972 PCI estimates are based on data from
the 1970 census, or later special censuses, and reflect
corrections to the census data as well as changes in
income, population, and geographic boundaries which
have occurred since 1970.

Total money income is the sum of:

Wage or salary income

Net nonfarm self-employment income

Net farm self-employment income

Social Security or railroad retirement income
Public assistance income

All other income such as interest, dividends,
veteran’s payments, pensions, unemployment
insurance, alimony, etc.

¢ @0 e @@

The total represents the amount of income received
before deductions for personal income taxes, Social
Security, bond purchases, union dues, medicare deduc-
tions, etc.

Receipts from the following sources are not in-
cluded as income: Money received from the sale of
personal property; capital gains; the value of income
“in kind’* such as food produced and consumed in the
home or free living quarters; withdrawal of bank
deposits; money borrowed; tax refunds; exchange of
money between relatives living in the same household;
gifts and lump-sum inheritances, insurance payments,
and other types of lump-sum receipts.

The 1972 PCi estimates are based on the following
data sources: The 1970 census, income and related
data from the 1969 and 1972 Federal income tax
returns, and a special set of State and county money
income estimates prepared by the Bureau of Economic

*For a discussion of the methodologies used in preparing
State estimates see Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
No. 520 and 533.
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Analysis. In general terms the method used to produce
the 1972 PCI estimates was to carry forward the 1970
census estimates using the above data to measure the
change from 1968 to 1972.

State and County Estimates. At the State level,
1972 PCl estimates were developed by carrying forward
the 1970 census aggregates for each type of income,
i.e., wages and salaries, nonfarm and farm self-
employment income, Social Security, public assistance,
and “other income,” and dividing the sum of these
1972 aggregates for each State by the estimated April
1973 population. The percent change in wage and
salary income, as reflected by the IRS data, was used
to update the 1970 census wage and salary amount,
while the remaining income types were carried forward
using the percent change implied in estimates devel-
oped by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEAJ.

For the county  estimates, the same general tech-
nique was used except that, instead of carrying forward
the 1970 census aggregates, the per capita amount for
each income type was brought forward. The updating
of per capita amounts rather than aggregates was done
to minimize any errors in the PCIl estimates due to
errors in the assignment of geocodes to the IRS data
and errors in the population estimates. Census wage
and salary per capita income amounts were updated
using the percent change in the IRS wage and salary
per exemption. For the remaining income types,
percent change in the BEA per capita amounts were
used. The 1972 per capita amounts for each income
type were then multiplied by the previously discussed
updated population estimates, and the resulting county
aggregates were adjusted to the State aggregates. For
each county the aggregate amounts for each income
type were added to get an estimated 1972 total money
income which was then divided by the estimated
population to derive the 1972 PCIl estimate,

Subcounty Governmental Unit Estimates

Minor civil divisions and independent municipali-
ties. For MCD's with a 1970 population of 1,000 or
more and for incorporated places not subordinate to
MCD's, the updates were also developed using per
capita amounts. Updated census earnings plus “other
income’’ per capita were developed using the percent
changes in IRS Adjusted Gross Income per exemption.
The estimates for Social Security and public assistance
were made by assuming that the 1970 census per capita
amounts for these income types grew at the same rate
as that for the county.

The PCi estimates for these governmental units with
a 1970 population in the 500-899 range were com-
puted by applying the average percent change in PCI

for the county, excluding large places (10,000+ popu-
lation), to their 1970 census PCl. PCl estimates for
these governmental units with a 1970 population of
less than 500 were assumed to be equal to the average
PCI of the county excluding any large places. The
subcounty estimates were adjusted to the county
estimates to insure conformity.

Municipalities subordinate to minor civil divi-
sions. The PCl estimates for these places with a 1970
population of 500 or more were made by applying
rates of changes for the entire MCD to the 1970 census
estimates for these areas. For such places with a 1970
population of fess than 500, the PCl was assumed to be
equal to that of the township. These subtownship
estimates were then adjusted to the township estimates
to insure conformity.

COMPARABILITY OF “MONEY INCOME"
WITH ““PERSONAL INCOME"

The income data presented in this report are not
directly comparable with estimates of personal income
prepared by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the
Department of Commerce (BEA). The lack of corre-
spondence stems from the following differences in
definition and coverage.

1. tncome definition. The personal income series
include, among other items, the following types of
money and nonmoney income which are not included
in the census definition. Wages received in kind; the
value of food and fuel produced and consumed on
farms; the net rental value of owner-occupied homes
and farm dwellings; imputed interest; property income
received by mutual life insurance companies; self-
administrated pension trust funds; and nonprofit insti-
tutions; income retained by fiduciaries on behalf of
their beneficiaries; and the excess of the accrued
interest over interest paid on U.S. Savings Bonds. The
Census Bureau definition of income, on the other
hand, includes such items as regular contributions for
support received from persons who do not reside in the
same living quarters, income received from roomers
and boarders residing in households, employee contri-
butions for social insurance and income from private
pensions and annuities, which are not included in the
personal income series.

2. Coverage. The 1972 per capita money income
estimates shown in this report are based on the income
data from a 20 percent sample of the 1970 census. The
income of military personnel overseas, and of persons
who died or emigrated prior to the date of the census
was not reported in the census. The income of these
groups is included in the aggregate personal income
series.



Furthermore, income data obtained in household
interviews are subject to various types of reporting
errors which tend to produce an understatement of
income. It is estimated that overall, the census
obtained about 92 percent of the comparable total
money income aggregates derived from the personal
income series prepared by the BEA. It should be noted
that since the 1972 per capita incomes are built upon
the census amounts, they will tend to reflect the same
relative “‘short-fall’’ as existed in the census.

LIMITATIONS OF THE ESTIMATES

Accuracy of the population estimates. Tests of the
accuracy of methods employed in the State and county
estimates appearing in Current Population Reports,
Series P-25 and P-26 have been well documented. The
results of tests against the 1970 census at the State
level are contained in Series P-25, No. 520, while tests
for 1970 for counties are summarized in Series P-26,
No. 21. Briefly, the State estimates procedure averag-
ing Component Method |1 and the Regression method
yielded average differences of about 1.85 percent when
compared with the 1970 census. Subsequent modifica-
tions of the two procedures incorporated in estimates
for the 1970's would have reduced the average
difference in 1970 to 1.2 percent. For counties the
1970 test suggested an average difference of about 4.5
percent for the combination of procedures used. All
these differences relate to a 10-year period.

The Administrative Records method, introduced
here as a partial weight in the estimates for States and
counties and as the basis for estimates below the
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county level, has had no possibility of such extensive
testing as the other methods. The data series on which
the estimates procedure is based has only been avail-
able for the entire United States since 1967. its
extensive employment here is based on somewhat more
limited testing and a priori considerations relating to
the extensive coverage of the files. No other methods
or sets of data currently available are as pervasive in
coverage as these files.

Testing of the administrative records procedure for
selected areas has been conducted for the 1968-70
period as well as for 1970 to 1973. The test for
1968-70 focused on counties and cities in the 50,000
to 400,000 population range. The 1970-73 test relates
{1} to smalil areas under 20,000 population where
special censuses were taken specifically to test the
procedure and, (2) to other areas where special
censuses were available for use (none larger than
65,000). Comparisons were also available with other
sets of estimates for all States and counties.

Some sense of the reasonableness of the administra-
tive records estimates at the State and county level can
be obtained by reviewing them against the "'standard’’
methods already in use to produce estimates for these
areas. It should be noted that the differences between
the two sets of estimates are not “errors’’ but rather
measure the degree of consistency between the sepa-
rate and independent estimation systems.

Table A summarizes the percentage differences for
1973 at the State level between the administrative
records-based estimates and the Series P-25 type

Table A. PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
ESTIMATES AND SERIES P-25 TYPE ESTIMATES FOR STATES: 1973

(Base is Series P-25 type estimates)

Population size in 1970
Item ALl
States 4 million 1.5 to 4 Less than
and over million 1.5 million
Average percent difference
{disregarding S1gn )t ... iieiieniiiinninan 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.9
Number of States....vvcrvrrcrcornvrconrns 51 16 18 17
With differences of:
Less than 1 percent...... e vuirverernn 40 16 13 11
1 to 2 percent.e.e.ee e cnvensesronossones 9 0 4 5
2 to 3 percent..ceceseneriscrocenaanaca 2 0 1 1

!By region: Northeast 0.6 percent;

0.5 percent.

North Central 0.7 percent;

South 0.6 percent; West
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estimates. As can be noted, there is very close
agreement between the estimates, with the overail
average difference amounting to 0.6 percent. There
were no extreme variations in the estimates-all were
under 3 percent with no regional or directional biases
indicated. The final State estimates used in the
estimation system as “‘controls’’ for all other geo-
graphic areas represent an average of the estimates
from these two systems, thus further improving the
overall State totals.

Table B summarizes the percentage differences at
the county level between the administrative records-
based estimates and those prepared as part of the
Census Bureau's Federal-State Cooperative Program for
l.ocal Population Estimates. The overall difference
between the two sets of estimates averages about 3
percent for the more than 3,000 counties (and county
equivalents) in the country. The differences vary
considerably by size, paralleting the pattern noted in
other studies. Generally, tests of accuracy of alter-
native estimating procedures have shown that the larger
the area the smaller the average percent difference in
the estimates. In the comparison made here, the
average difference in the estimates for counties with
populations of 50,000 or more is 2.3 percent, whereas

for counties between 1,000 and 10,000 population it's
almost twice as large (4.0 percent). The difference for
the 25 smallest counties (those under 1,000 popu-
lation) runs even higher. With such a small group,
however, the overall average differences are heavily
affected by a few extreme differences.

There appears to be some regional variation in the
differences, but not unusually so. Since size of areas is
so important an element in the level of expected
accuracy of estimates, part of the regional differences
reflects regional size variation in the population of
counties. The number of differences in excess of 10
percent was not large {except for the smallest counties,
as noted earlier). Overall, the administrative records
estimates compare favorably and are highly consistent
with those from the Federal-State Cooperative Pro-
gram, thus imparting a high degree of confidence in the
new set of figures. Again, the "final’’ county estimates
used in the estimation system as controls for sub-
county areas use averages of administrative records
estimates and the Co-op estimates. The final merging of
the two sets of estimates should further improve the
overall county totals and add a degree of stability for

later years.

Table B. PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS ESTIMATES
AND THE CO-OP ESTIMATES: 1973

(Base is co-op estimates)

" Counties with 1,000 or more population Counties
All with less
25,00 10,0 1 0
Items counties 50,000 ;000 ;000 ,00 than 1,000
Total or more to to to opulation
50,000 | 25,000 | 10,000 |[P°P
- Average percent difference
(disregarding sign)i........ 3.1 2.3 2.3 2.9 4.0 18.1
Number of counties or
equivalents................. 3,140 3,115 679 568 1,015 853 25
With differences of:
Less than 1 percent...... 780 243 161 211 165 -
1 to 3 percent........... 1,195 1,193 282 255 411 245 2
3 to 5 percent........... 646 104 g1 239 208 4
5 to 10 percent.......... 414 46 54 138 175 1
10 percent and over...... 105 4 7 16 60 18

~ Represents zero.
!By region:
pexrcent.

Northeast 1.9 percent; North Central 2.5 percent; South 3.2 percent; West 4.2



The 1968-70 Test. A test covering the two-year
period prior to the 1970 census and using the 1967 and
1969 Federal income tax returns covered 16 counties
and eight cities ranging from 54,000 to 386,000
population These areas had had special censuses or
demonstrated accurate estimates. available in the

vicinity of 1968 that could be used as a base for

evaluation. The average percent difference between the
population estimates using administrative records-based
data “and:- the . census.counts was less than two percent
’ for the perlod (table C)

: ailable for 86 areas where special
censuses- had-been taken” for this very purpose. The
areas. were randomily selected nationwide, and are
“representative” of areas with population of less than

S Meyer Zitter and David L. Word, "Use of Administrative
Records for Small Area Population Estimates,’”’ paper pre-
sented at the annual meeting of the Population Association of
America, New Orleans, La., April 27, 1973. Available on re-
quest to Chief, Population Division, Bureau of the Census,
Washington, D.C. 20233.

i The 197@-73 Test For the 1970 to 1973 penod ‘

Vil

20,000. Because of the small number of areas involved,
the test can only provide a rough order of magnitudes
of the level of differences underlying the population
estimates generated for the approximately 36,000
revenue sharing areas below the county level. Com-
parisons are also available for 165 areas where special
cerisuses were conducted by the Census Bureau at the
request and expense of the locality. These are generally
very small areas—a large. percentage have less than
1,000 population—but range as high as 65,000 popu-

_lation. The areas are usually very fast growing and

many have had extensive annexations, thus, they are

" not.’ ‘typical” or “representative’” of the other areas of

the country. As mentioned above, the results of the
special census for these 251 areas were utifized in
developing their final population estimates.

Table D summarizes the average percent difference
between the estimates from administrative records with
counts from special censuses for 86 areas where special
censuses were conducted by the Bureau of the Census
in April and May 1973 specifically for evaluation of
the method in estimating small areas. Overall, the
estimates differed from -the special count by 5.9

Table C. PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
ESTIMATES AND THE 1970 CENSUS

(Base is census.

Period of estimates is 1968-70)

Population of
A1l Incor-
Item porated | Counties 50,000
areas places Over to
200,000 100,000
Average percent difference
(disregarding sign)......... 1. 2.8 1.3 1.9 2.1
Number of areas......... ... .. 24 8 16 9 10
with differences of:
less than 1 percent...... ‘ 12 3 9 3 4
1 to 2 percent........... 2 1 1 2 1
2 to 3 percent........... 6 1 5 2 4
3 to 5 percent........... 2 1 1 2 -
5 percent and over....... 2 2 - - 1

- Represents zero.
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percent, with the largest difference occurring for the
smallest areas, Areas of between 1,000 and 20,000
population differed by less than 5§ percent—4.6 per-
cent, while the average difference for the 27 areas
below 1,000 population was 8.6 percent. There was
. slight positive directional bias, with about 60 percent
of estimates exceeding the census counts. Considering
the size of areas involved here, the level of accuracy
suggested by these averages is quite good and is in line
with expectations on the basis of experience with the
aforementioned county estimates. Again we note the
impact of size on the expected level of accuracy. Even
though all the areas in this part of the test study are
relatively small—less than 20,000 population—the
larger ones fare much better than the smaller ones. A
4.6 percent average difference for places of between
1,000 and 20,000 population represents an acceptable
level of difference for population updates.

For the 86 areas table E shows the relationship
between the percent difference in the administrative
records estimates and the rate of population change. As
might be expected, accuracy of the estimates decreases
with increasing rate of growth.

On the other hand, the administrative record-based
estimates did not fare as well for the 165 areas for
which special censuses had been taken at the request of
localities (table F). The average difference for all areas
was in excess of 10 percent {13.6); with the very
largest differences occurring for the very smallest of
areas. The difference is cut almost in half to 7.5
percent if we eliminate places of under 1,000 population
from consideration; the difference is further reduced to
less than 6 percent {5.9) when only places over 2,500
population are included. There was a strong negative
directional bias; all of the estimates understated the
population. It should be noted that the places included
in this part of the analysis are not representative of all

the general areas for which estimates are being gener- .

ated. Their size, rates of growth, and degree of
annexations taking place make them “‘unique’ and
difficult candidates from the point of view of popula-
tion estimation. The poor showing of the estimates
here illustrates the many problems associated with
measuring population change for such areas. Yet, it
should be pointed out that the updates, even under
these circumstances, are much better approximations
of the current population than the 1870 census counts.

For the 165 special census areas table G indicates
the same general pattern of decreasing level of accuracy
with increasing rate of growth. Here, however, there is

clear indication that the percent difference on the
average is far below the growth rate. For high-growth
areas, despite’ the fact that percent differences are
sometimes relatively high, the estimate is much closer
to the true population than is the 1970 census count.

Accuracy of the Per Capita Income Estimates. Simi-
lar types of analyses and evaluation are not available
for the estimates of PCl (per capita income), Income
data and PCI are available for the 86 areas in which
special censuses were conducted for this purpose. As
noted, the areas in which the censuses were taken were
relatively small; thus the PCl estimates which were

built up from the 1970 census PCl are subject to

substantial sampling variability. In 90 percent of the
cases, the differences between the estimated PCl and
those obtained in the special censuses were within
sampling variability at the 95 percent level of confi-
dence. in effect, PCl did not change enough in the
1970-72 period in most instances to move outside of
the relatively large range of sampling variability associ-
ated with the 1970 census results. Thus, it is not
possible to obtain a reliable reading or even rough
approximations on the accuracy of the updated PCI
using the 86 areas as standards.

Summary Evaluation. The above analysis suggest
that the population estimation system using adminis-
trative records yields results that compare favorably
with existing methods and provides acceptable esti-
mates, systematically, in geographic detail on a current
basis not available from any other known source {short
of a full-scale census). The margin of these differences
is reasonable and within the limit of what might be
expected of such intercensal estimates. The level of
accuracy of the estimates implied by the test results
would appear to be acceptable for most uses where
current population figures are required. It is in line
with the quality level recommended or proposed for a
variety of legislative purposes. For example, it has been
proposed that sample survey data to be used, in part,
for the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
{CETA) and the Amendment of 1974 to the Elemen-
tary and Secondary School Act provide figures with a
coefficient of variation in the neighborhood of 10
percent, a difference of the same general magnitude as
the largest of the average shown here for the smaller
areas. That the system yields figures for all geographic
areas in the country-States, counties, cities, town-
ships, etc.—systematically and at about the same time
is, in itself, a significant advantage.

S



Table D. PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS
ESTIMATES AND 86 SPECIAL CENSUSES: 1973

(Base is special census)

Number of areas with differences of
Average
percent
Area differ~ Under 3 3 to 5 5 to 10 10
ence? percent percent percent percent
and over
All areas (86)'......ieaens 5.9 32 18 20 16
1,000 to 20,000 (59)unienenennns . 4.6 26 13 14 6
Under 1,000 population {27}...... 8.6 6 5 6 10

1All areas have population of under 20,000.
2Disregarding sign.

Table E. AVERAGE PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS ESTIMATES
AND 86 SPECIAL CENSUSES BY RATE OF POPULATION CHANGE, 1870 TO 1973

(Base is special census)

Distribution of differences between estimate
Average s
Total and special census
Rate of change, percent number of
1970 197 i -
o to 3 d;ii:f places Less than| 3 to 5 5 to 10| 10 to 20|20 percent
3 percent]| percent percent percent and over

All areas...... 5.9 86 32 18 20 15 21
Less than 3 percent.. 2.4 21 17 2 2 - -
3 to 5 pexcent....... 3.6 22 o 8 5 - -
5 to 10 percent...... 6.9 21 3 6 8 4 -
10 to 20 percent..... 10.6 17 3 1 3 9 21
20 to 30 percent..... 10.4 4 - 1 1 2 -
30 to 50 percent..... 7.2 1 - - 1 - -

- Represents zero.
'Disregarding sign.
230 to 50 percent.

Table F. PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS ESTIMATES
AND 165 OTHER SPECIAL CENSUSES: 1973

(Base is special census)

Number of areas with differences of
Average
Area percent . R
difference’ Under 3 3 to b 5 to 10 | 10 percent
percent percent percent and over

All areas (165).............. 13.6 48 25 26 66
1,000 to 65,000 (123).............. 7.5 46 25 23 29
Under 1,000 (42)...... 00 . 31.4 2 - 3 37

*Disregarding sign.



X

Table G. AVERAGE PERCENT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORDS

ESTIMATES AND 165 SPECIAL CENSUSES BY RATE OF POPULATION CHANGE,

1970 TO 1973

(Base is special census)

Distribution
Average Total of differ=-
Rate of change,

1970 to 1973 .percent , number encgs between

difference of places estimate and

special census
All areas........ 13.6 165 165
Less than 3 percent.... 4.1 23 48
3 to 5 percent......... 2.8 5 25
5 to 10 percent........ 6.5 19 26
10 to 20 percent....... 5.7 39 27
20 to 30 percent....... 8.9 23 11
30 to 50 percent....... 15.4 22 19
50 to 70 percent....... 25.5 12 9
70 to 100 percent...... 35.3 9 -
100 to 150 percent..... 44.1 7 -
150 to 200 percent..... 46.1 4 -
More than 200 percent.. 67.8 2 -

- Represents zero.
'Disregarding sign.

The estimates are further improved when the figures
are merged (averaged) with existing estimates of known
quality based on independent methods and data
sources. This merging is done uniformly for States and
counties; however, the final set of subcounty estimates
also incorporates the results availabie from special
censuses including those conducted locally for their

“own purposes. (Such acceptable local special censuses
for small areas were available for areas in California,
Oregon, and Washington—in these areas, the final
estimates are the special census counts adjusted only to
a July 1 reference date.) Furthermore, for several
selected States, the subcounty estimates were also
merged with locally produced estimates prepared by
State agencies participating with the Census Bureau in
the Federal-State Cooperative Program for Local Popu-
lation Estimates. Thus, the final set of estimates
incorporates as much data as possible on population
change for geographic areas throughout the country

and provides a reasonable and acceptable set of
estimates reflecting on population redistribution that
has occurred since the last decennial census.

The system is weakest at the very smallest area level,
however, particularly for small places where unusual
activities are underway such as very rapid population
growth or substantial annexations. Yet even for such
places, as noted above, the estimates generated here are
better reflections of current population levels than the
1970 census counts.

For convenience in presentation the estimates in
table -1 have been shown in unrounded form. The
limitations described here, however, alert the user that
the numbers should not be considered accurate to the
last digit. County population estimates are normally
presented in Bureau reports rounded to the nearest
hundred and State population estimates to the nearest
thousand.




RELATED REPORTS

The population estimates shown in this report are
consistent with State estimates published in Current
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 533. They effec-
tively supersede the provisional county estimates for
1973 published in Series P-26, No. 49 through 93 and
in Series P-25 No. 527, 530-32, 535, and 537.
Beginning with report 94 of Series P-26 the revised
1973 county estimates under the Federal-State Cooper-
ative Program will incorporate the Administrative
Records procedure.

X1

Differences between the 1970 population shown in
this report for geographic areas and those contained in
the 1970 census volumes are attributable to corrections
made to the counts since publication of the census
tabulations and to geographic boundary changes since
1970 such as annexations and new incorporations.

BEA’'s personal income series for States and Coun-
ties are published annually in the August and May
issues of the Survey of Current Business. A statement

of methodology is available upon' request from the

Regional Economic Measurement Division of the
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

ERRATA NOTE

1970 census State count is

in table 1 of the following reports the 1970 census total for the State should be
footnoted. This footnote should read as follows:

The figure shown here for the State includes all corrections made to the local
populations subsequent to the release of the official State count. The official

Official 1970
census State
Report No. State count

548 « Arizona 1,772 482
551 Colorado 2,207,259
563 Loouisiana 3,643,180
564 Maine 993,663
5656 Maryland 3,822,399
572 Nebraska 1,483,791
579 , North Dakota 617,761
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CURRENT POPULATION REPORTS—SERIES P-25

1973 Population Estimates for Counties, Incorporated Places, and Selected

Minor Civil Divisions.

(Reports may not be published in numerical order)

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
" Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
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No.
No.
No.
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571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593
594
595

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming




N.MEX. 1

Table 1. POPULATION, 1970 AND 1973, AND RELATED PER CAPITA INCOME (PCI)
FOR REVENUE SHARING AREAS

(1970 population and related PCl figures may reflect corrections to census counts or annexations. Estimates of percent change
for PCl for places ot 500 or less are not applicable. See text)

PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME
POPULATION (DOLLARS )
AREA
JULY 1, 1973 APRIL 1, 1970 PERCENT 1972 1969 PERCENT
(ESTIMATE) (CENSUS) CHANGE (ESTIMATE) | (CENSUS) CHANGE
STATE OF NEW MEXICO.vsusernnneres 1 099 285 1 017 055 8.1 2 992 2 u37 22.8
BERNALTLLO COUMTY 4 rsecnrrveeennaees 353 955 315 774 12.1 3 566 2 863 28,6
ALBUQUERQUE 4 v v v sssevnnnnsennscononnnsne 273 902 243 751 12,4 3 635 3 091 24,1
([0S RANCHOS DE ALBUGUERQUE...... 1933 1 900 1.7 3 275 3 456 23.7
TIUERAS e v e vvvesennnnsnsonnsnnnnns 179 160 11.9 3 565 2 863 (NA)
CATRON COUNTY 4 s eennnverennsononsen 2 312 2 198 5.2 3011 3 372 26,9
CHAVES COUNTY s vuusvvnnnsansnnnannons 45 803 4% 335 5.7 2 844 2 427 17.2
DEXTER . 4 v auneenenesnerssanncunsnnansonss 779 746 4.4 1665 3 457 14,3
FAGERMAN . - v v v sassnsssesnenrennnasnnnros 993 953 4.2 1 896 1 660 14,2
LAKE ARTHUR 4 s ovsevsessssnnaanenniniens 320 306 4.6 2 199 1 540 (NA)
ROSWELL s s s e vssasannssrareneancsrnnoress 36 345 33 908 7.2 3 007 2 568 17.1
COLFAX COUNTY e avsursanscnnnsnannnnes 12 4a4 12 170 2.3 2 728 2 196 24,2
CIMARRON 4 4 4 s ue st ounnsesnarsosnsnnssssns 934 927 0.8 1 684 1 363 23,6
BARWELL o sv vsvmsnansssnnesemnnneannerens 397 293 1.0 2 705 1 640 (NA)
RATON, . v s v ssssssasesenssenanseerenerens 7 284 6 26> 4.6 2 997 2 380 25,9
SPRINGER . v v sevesansserronnsnneernenanss 1 420 1574 -9.8 2 402 2 164 11.0
CURRY COUNTY.usnsernrnnenensnronsons 42 579 39 517 7.7 3 140 2 517 24,8
CLOVIS . e suunnvorsnnsseneneosnernnsonnses 30 974 26 495 8.7 3 201 2 579 24,1
GRADY 4+ s nvamvaannnaeseaesseraseernnsiens 110 104 5.8 2 983 4 465 (NAS
MELROSE s o st nreinsvnnsesennsonarenornrses 675 636 6.1 2 624 2 075 26,5
TEXICO. w v etvmanennnararassinanaranneis 818 772 6.0 2 225 1 760 26.4
DE BACA COUNTY. suvrenernonnsnneocnes 2 583 2 547 1.4 2 750 2 395 14,8
FORT SUMNER . vuvvasrosecnssnssessenassons 1610 1 615 -0,3 1789 1 626 10,0
DONA ANA COUNTY . .vsvnnneusnenennness 75 749 69 773 8.6 2 642 2 234 18,3
HATCHu v v vsenesnnnssonssssnoseosnnsnsnons 907 867 4,6 3 011 2 478 21.5
LA MESILLAL v vrvrannaesaneenneenunronees 1817 1713 6.1 2 343 1 780 31,6
CAS CRUCES . nnirnneerererenreraensrnnnas 38 374 37 857 1.4 3117 2 621 8.9
EDDY COUNTYwsunevnnsnnensosnnsnonens 41 082 41 119 12y 2 924 2 463 18,7
ARTESTA+ s evnsverannsenesansonsonansnnees 9 798 10 318 -5,0 2 877 2 411 18.3
CARLSBAD - s s v senessnsnenanensearnns 21 830 21 297 2.5 3 j03 2 625 8.2
HOPE s v v s srnesssssunnesesnminensnens 89 90 -11 2 722 2 228 (NA)
LOVING . . 1165 1192 -2.3 1511 1 to4 26,5
BRANT COUNTY 4 s s vnennsennronnrnnennns 23 484 22 030 6.6 2 902 2 334 26,3
BAYARD s 4 vsserorsannsasrsnssossonsonsseas 2 902 2 08 0.2 2 692 2 162 24,5
CENTRAL 4 v v enveninesesennnnsesnnnnsnnrons 1 852 1 864 -0.6 2 176 1 704 27.7
HURLEY v v s e vsvsensnnesneesnaarsnarnes 1 728 1 79 ~3.8 3 372 2 704 24,7
SILVER CITYarnnnnaserersnnseennnanarees $ 000 8 557 5.2 3 107 2 395 29.7
y
GUADALUPE COUNTY usvssannrnvernconnes 4 942 4 969 -0,5 2 060 1 638 25.8
SANTA ROSAusanrneneesnsanssenneesonasns 2 534 , 2 485 2.0 2 261 1769 27.8
VAUGHN . v sevenvsennsansetaseersnseees 865 867 ~0,2 2 304 1791 28.6
HARDING COUNTY s esnnnvnvennnennennnns 1 268 1 348 -5.9 2 760 2 257 22,3
MOSQUERD . 4 v s e s cesnvnsnsoennnnnensnansos 230 24 -5,7 2 890 2 320 (NA)Y
ROY v e sannennnnnnssnsessunsensenuensnees 447 476 6.1 2 890 2 543 (NA)
HIDALBO COUNTY . uvureensnsnsonnsonnss 5 015 4 734 5.9 2 472 1 923 28.5
LORDSBURG + v v e asanunaonnensnansessnsneas 3 551 3 429 3.6 2 326 ‘1793 29.7
VIRDEN s e snnessnennsanenesneranasnnsesires 161 151 6.6 2 522 3 211 (NA)

SEE FOOTNOTES AT END OF TABLE.



2 N.MEX.
Tabie 1. POPULATION, 1970 AND 1973, AND RELATED PER CAPITA INCOME (PCl) .
FOR REVENUE SHARING AREAS —Continued H

(1970 population and related PCl figures may reflect corrections to census counts or annexations. Estimates of percent change
for PCt for places of 500 or fess are not applicable. See text)

PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME
POPULATION (DOLLARS)
AREA
JULY 1, 1973 APRIL: L, 1970 PERCENT 1972 1969 PERCENT
(ESTIMATE) (CENSUS) CHANGE (ESTIMATE) (CENSUS) CHANGE
LEA COUNTY.suuuenousaneononsnonanass 48 353 49 554 ~2.4 3 210 2 688 19.4
EUNTCE s sovvnosennrcesonsnrsvannsarenenas 2 359 2 641 =10.7 2 938 2 473 18,8
HORBS ., o ioureannnssasnnnosaatasaononsss 25 520 26 025 1.9 3 392 2 793 21.4
JAL e ieiienorunsevirosteatsannratasasan 2 568 2 602 =13 3 383 2 79 24 .4
LOVINGTON. s v svsensneaonoassenrocnsnnanao 8 500 8 915 -4.7 2 973 2 628 13.4
TATUM. L4yt evionousvanvavesosanasasavas S44 982 3.9 2 662 2 284 16.5
LINCOLN COUNTY.euovnevovusoonravanns 8 592 7 560 13.7 3 091 2 526 22.4
CAPITAN. s enaesonsvnsverncessonenecnaans 515 439 17.3 2 9585 1 760 (NA)
CARRIZOZO W s uonuonounssrvnsassansnncenans 1 200 1123 6.9 2 553 2 073 23.2
CORONA . 4 ussvnvoonanosvesaosnussnanananas 306 262 16.8 2 955 1 450 {NA)
RUIDOSO. vuennennnss rsersirtesaeanangy 2 894 2 216 30.6 4 422 3 744 18.1
RUIDOSO DOWNS.4unoueerernavensanaononnas 822 762 17,4 2 116 1 796 17.8
LOS ALAMOS COUNTY. . vuronunvnsnnnnns 15 582 1% 198 2.5 5 298 4 430 19.6
LUNA COUNTY. suuuenenvnssncnnasnnnnae 13 234 1t 706 13.1 2 494 2 075 20,2
COLUMBUS . v ouensnuernaresnunnnocnarascnen 267 244 16.8 2 483 1 335 {NAY
DEMING. 4t seaocuonnvnsseraonoasoaesnsasan 9 la22 & 343 9.3 2 47¢ 2 049 20.5
MCKIMLEY COUNTY . vuennnonvonasvnanas 47 187 43 208 9.2 2 257 1 717 31.5
GALLUP st st st cneinrentsninsessnensnnas 15 089 14 596 3.2 3 877 2 845 36.3
MORA COUNTY . ueiensnvevonuncoasansran 4 741 4 673 1.5 1 263 1 048 20.5
WAGON MOUND. 4 esruvnraoncassesonsnnacss 628 630 ~0.3 1147 LT 21.0
OTERO COUNTY 4 euuvusoorornnccnesnonnan 41 153 41 Q97 0.1 2 819 2 438 15.6
ALAMOGORDG . st vueuvvensnrsonssoneuservens 22 684 23 035 ~1.6 3 103 2 710 14,5
CLOUDCROF T, vavronvsnsnnoonnson 519 525 1.l 3 562 3 026 17.7
TULAROSA vt s avanueansrennnearosnnonsanas 2. 960 2 851 3.8 1 987 1 784 11.4
QUAY COUNTY.ausinsvonovooonnnruaaian |- 11 o052 10 903 1.4 2 759 2 348 ' 17.5
HOUSE ¢t uatenisnonenanreasesennnssnsananns 121 119 1.7 2 723 1 296 (NA)
LOGANG s e us e senassvoasnnsssseannnesnnnas 393 386 1,8 2 724 1 198 (NA)
SAN UON«uueesasenensssenvasessnsnseoaran 312 308 1.3 2 723 2 897 (NAY
TUCUMCART 4 e 4 snueveasssnonncarsasnsasanne 7 448 7 189 3.6 2 487 2 275 9.3
RIO ARRIBA COUNTY.usuvsousnanosnanas 26 872 25 170 6,8 1 864 1 520 ) 22.6
CHAMA, Lt isinnnsereaansrrusanarananes 952 899 5.9 2 689 2 211 21.6
ESPANGLA (PART ) euuuvevesnsonssnneaonsaoans 4 339 3 902 11.2 2 449 1 881 30,2
ROOSEVELT COUNTY.veonvevsasaraacavas 16 606 16 479 0.8 2 617 2 228 17.5
CAUSEY . eonvunnnanrseasnonsessnnnnsanasns 152 150 1.3 3 o24 4 930 {NA})
DORA. et vivatnvnsadssasasnnonseranssnnan 196 196 {Z) 3 024 1 510 (NA)
ELIDAG . s o cnanesscoraraonncnusasnvasanes 234 233 0.4 3 024 3 226 (NA)
FLOYD s aasnenassnnrnratasesonunesananones 248 248 (2} 3 024 2 531 (NA)
PORTALES . s s evaencannrevanennasnnsancnes 10 594 L0 554 0.4 2 427 2 016 20.4
SANDOVAL COUMTYuuorouresuosnaoanaaes 22 354 17 492 27.8 2 111 1 543 36,8
BERNALILLO s s s iaesnnaeroasnnasoacasanes 2 435 2 0ls 20.8 2 378 1 744 36.4
CORRALES eusvtenrnanesrvseonssnessnnsanen 1 885 L 544 22,1 4 088 2 726 50.3
CUBA, oo venenanoarevonnesnneoneanacananns 537 415 29.4 2 113 1 205 (NA)
JEMEZ SPRINGS. . iuuiuinnienovsnenosonsurys ko2 356 29,8 2 113 2 647 (NA)
SAN YSIDRO. . i eeavanvvasrornasasncasnsnse 235 182 29,4 2 113 875 {NA)
SAN JUAN COUNTY. . einrernsroancsrnnas 58 824 52 517 12,0 2 671 2 176 22,7
AZTEC e svanaoennaianensvanvnsnsronsnsnnas 3 705 3 354 10.5 3198 ’ 2 611 22.5
BLOOMFIELD s uessannavennsnnssovensnsanas 1 900 1 874 20,7 2 428 1 933 25.6
FARMINGTON . uessnnsovsetnnssaeranacsanas 24 614 21 979 12.0 3 663 3 131 17.0

SEE FOQTNOTES AT END OF TABLE.




Table 1. POPULATION, 1970 AND 1973, AND RELATED PER CAPITA INCOME (PCl)

FOR REVENUE SHARING AREAS —Continued

(1970 population and related PCl figures may reflect corrections to census counts or annexations. Estimates of percent change
tor PCI for places of 500 or less are not applicable. See text)

N.MEX. 3

PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME

POPULATION (DOLLARS)
AREA
JULY 1, 1973 APRIL 1, 1970 PERCENT 1972 1969 PERCENT
(ESTIMATE) (CENSUS} CHANGE (ESTIMATE) | (CENSUS) CHANGE
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY.uuseveavronosranns 23 588 21§53 7.5 1 856 1 508 23.1
LAS VEGAS..csoevacosncnsons 15 543 14 320 8.5 1998 1 661 20,3
PECOS .. uussosansovasanvreans 635 598 6.2 2 031 1575 29.0
SANTA FE COUNTY. aevuascoconvooennnas 59 425 54 7T 8.5 3 211 2 593 23,8
ESPANOLA (PART ). uuuovnvessnonsnavsvonnos 676 626 8.0 3612 3047 18,5
SANTA FE,.vevrononnennsssoassnsoanrasaons 42 653 4y 167 3.6 3 433 2 707 26,8
SIERRA COUNTY uopvoveassonnsscsnnonse 7 873 7 189 9.5 2 624 z 068 26.9
TRUTH OR CONSEQUENCES..vsuvonsoanvursses 5 260 4 656 13,0 2 787 2 129 30.9
WILLYAMSBURG. s v evunsounovacanvansosnnins 409 367 11,4 2 635 2 234 (NA)
SOCORRO COUNTY.vaeevanesnocoivassass 9 679 g 763 0,9 2 146 176 20.8
MAGDALENA . s s e nocnsncrsssonsosossonssanss 639 652 2.0 1838 1 586 15,9
SOCORRO W s uuoassrssassnssossassnsnotnsns 5 558 5 849 ~5,0 .2 563 2 102 21,9
TAOS COUNTY. ouosevornonsassvaascaces 18 632 17 516 6.4 2 080 LT 21,1
QUESTA, cusonavercconnssvontsncrnanssanas, 1117 1095 2,0 2 203 1929 14,2
RED RIVER usooansansnesonnsassasnsaneron 201 185 8,6 2 131 5 274 (NAY
TADS v sunvonansuncsonsncsnanssroansranes 2 918 2 478 17.9 2 426 1 921 26,3
TORRANCE COUNTY:cvusnovtaoranoananas 5 857 5 290 10,7 2 304 1797 28,2
ENCING .4 eseravscvnnsnvessnssorssusonvsas 275 250 10.0 2 285 1 425 (NAY
ESTANCIAsuesorooassasssoncsoscsnsornones 796 721 10,4 i 850 1 453 27,3
MORTARTY , evsosunseenavescsnnnsnontocsnss 837 758 10.4 2 706 2 125 27.3
MOUNTAINAIR . 4 ouuuuveuronssonaseauonvaser 988 1027 ~3,3 2 359 1 883 27.3
WILLARD . iuvcusrecnasunnsonvonsenntonsnns 231 209 10.5 2 285 1156 (NA)
UNION COUNTY . s usunnosovvaansssannsns 5 027 4 925 2.1 2 630 2 210 19.0
CLAYTON.aosvooovaosasssnessoassnsssassns 3 075 s 931 4,9 2 580 2 158% 19.7
DES MOINES.uuvsvasecavorasannasousisnnas 207 204 1.5 2 581 2 150 (NA)Y
FOLSOM. s urvsnnavsvnvansassorsrvanonsasanr 75 75 (z) 2 581 352 (NA)
GRENVILLE ¢uosronususnerarscsesovacnsnnns 21 21 ¢4} 2 581 (8) (NA)
VALENCTA COUNTYueessvoevasnnunssasas 43 406 40 576 7.0 2 417 1 970 22.7
BELENG cvessoanronasososvanoroasacnosaras 5 453 4 823 13.1 2 644 2 155 22,7
BOSGUE FARMS . uuassovanarssvonnasnncesoner 1 923 1 699 13,2 3 351 2 699 24,2
GRANTS s suanornonensssassarvosesnsesanss 8 154 8 768 ~7.0 2 650 2 310 14,7
LOS LUNAS, siuersvnnnessossorersnsvrsosns 1 024 973 5,2 2 414 1 966 22,8
MILANG e ssanosasansasecreononoosanasarss 1 850 2 222 16,7 2 692 2 194 2z.7
MULTI-COUNTY PLACES
ESPANOLA L s seuesnonserassonssancoonnnsaons 5 015 4 528 10.8 2 606 2 019 29.1

S DOES NOT MEET PUBLICATION STANDARDS.
Z LESS THAN 0.0% PERCENT,

ITHE FIGURE SHOWN HERE FOR THE STATE INCLUDES ALl CORRECTIONS MADE TO THE LOCAL POPULATIONS SUBSEQUENT TO

THE RELEASE OF THE QFFICIAL STATE COUNT.

THE OFFICIAL 1970 CENSUS STATE COUNT

1§ 1 016 000.



