CURRENT POPULATION REPORTS

U.S. Department of Commerce
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Population Estimates

and Projections

Series P25, No, 651
Issued April 1977

1973 (Revised) and 1975 Population Estimates and 1972

(Revised) and 1974 Per Capita

Income Estimates for

Counties and Incorporated Places in Arizona

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 popula-
tion estimates relate to July 1, 1973 and July T,
1975, and the estimates of per capita income cover
calendar years 1972 and 1974. Current estimates of
population below the county level and per capita
money income for all general purpose governments
were prompted by the enactment of the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972. The figures are
now used by a wide variety of Federal, State, and
local governmental agencies for program planning
and administrative purposes.

Areas included in this series of reports are all
counties (or county equivalents such as census divi-
sions in Alaska, parishes in Louisiana, and inde-
pendent cities in Maryland, Missouri, Nevada, and
Virginia) and incorporated places in the State, plus
active minor civil divisions (MCD's), 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-2b, in alphabetical sequence as
report number 649 (Alabama) through number 698
(Wyoming). A list indicating the report number for

"1n certain midwestern States (Illinois, Kansas, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nebraska, and the Dakotas} some counties have
active minor civil divisions while others do not.

each State is appended. No separate report is to be
issued for the District of Columbia. However, the
estimates for the District of Columbia, together with
a summary table for all States, will be presented in a
report detailing the methods used to estimate
income and population, and will contain further
evaluation of the estimates. This report will appear
in Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 699.

The detailed table for each State shows July 1,
1975 and revised Juiy 1, 1973 estimates of the pop-
ulation of each area, together with April 1, 1970
census population and numerical and percentage
change between 1970 and 1975. The 1970 popula-
tion and related per capita income figures reflect
annexations since 1970 and includ: corrections to
the 1970 census counts. In addition, the table pre-
sents per capita income estimates for calendar years
1974 and 1972 (revised}, plus calendar year 1969
per capita money income derived from data col-
lected in the 1970 census. ‘

The estimates are presented in the table in coun-
ty order, with all incorporated places in the county
listed in alphabetical order, followed by any func-
tioning minor civil divisions also listed in alpha-
betical order. Minor civil divisions are always identi-
fied in the listing by the term ““township,” “town,”
or other MCD category. When incorporated places
fall in more than one county, each county piece is
marked ‘‘part,”” and totals for these places are pre-
sented at the end of the table.

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402, and U.S, Department of Commerce
district offices. Postage stamps not acceptable; currency submitted at sender’s risk. Remittances from foreign countries must be by international
money - order or by draft on a U.S. bank. Additional charge for foreign mailing, $14.00. All population series reports sold as a single consolidated

subscription $56.00 per year. Price for this report 35 cents.



POPULATION ESTIMATES METHODOLGGY
e

To estimate the population of each subcounty
area, a component procedure {the Administrative
Records method} was used, with each of the com-
ponents of population change (births, deaths, net
migration, and special populations) estimated sep-
arately. The estimates ‘were derived in two stages,
moving from 1970 as a base year to develop esti-
mates for 1973, and in turn, moving from 1973 as
the base year to derive estimates for 1975.

Migration. Individual Federal income tax returns
were used to measure migration by matching indi-
vidual returns for successive periods. The places of
residence on tax returns filed in the base year and in
the estimate year were noted for matched returns to
determine in-migrants, out-migrants, and nonmi-
grants for each area. A net migration rate was
derived, based on the difference between the in-
migration and out-migration of taxpayers and de-
pendents, and was applied to a base population to
vield an estimate of net migration for all personsin
the area.

Natural increase. Reported resident birth and
death statistics were used, wherever available, to
estimate natural increase. These data were collected
from State health departments and supplemented,
where necessary, by data prepared and published by
the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, National Center for Health Statistics. For sub-
county areas where reported birth and death statis-
tics were not available from either source, estimates
were developed by applying national fertility and
mortality rates to the 1970 census counts for the
cohort of the female population 18 to 34 years old
and to the total population 65 years old and over,
respectively, in these areas. These estimates were
subsequently controlled to agree with birth and
death statistics for larger areas where reported data
were available.

Adjustment for special populations. In addition
to the above components of population change, esti-
mates of special populations were also taken into
account. Special populations include immigrants
from abroad, members of the Armed Forces living in
barracks, residents of institutions (prisons and long-
term health care facilities), and college students en-
rolled in full-time programs. These populations were
treated separately because changes in these types of
population groups are not reflected in the compon-
ents of population change developed by standard
measures, and the information is generally available
for use as an independent series.

In generating estimates for counties by this pro-
cedure, the method was modified slightly to make
the county estimates specific to the resident popula-
tion under 65 vyears of age. The resident population
65 years old and over in counties was estimated
separately by adding the change in Medicare en-
rollees between April 1, 1970 and July 1 of the
estimate year to the April 1, 1970 population 65
years old and over in the county as enumerated in
the 1970 census. These estimates of the population
65 years old and over were then added to estimates
of the population under 65 years old to yield esti-
mates of the total resident population in each

county,

Annexations and new incorporations. The 1970
census counts shown in this report reflect all popula-
tion ’‘corrections’” made to the figures after the
initial tabulations. In addition, adjustments for large
annexations through December 31, 1975, are re-
flected in the estimates.? For new incorporations
oceurring after 1970, the 1970 population within
the boundaries of the new areas are shown in the
detailed table. This geographic updating is accom-
plished largely as a result of an annual boundary and
annexation survey conducted by the Bureau of the

Census.

Other adjustments. For areas where special cen-
suses were conducted after July 1, 1972, such
special censuses were taken into account in develop-
ing the estimates.® In several States, the subcounty
estimates developed by the Administrative Records
method were averaged with estimates for corre-
sponding geographic areas which were prepared by

2in general, an annexation was included if the 1970
census count for the annexing area was 5,000 or more and
the 1970 census count for the annexed area or areas ex-
ceeded 5 percent of the 1970 count for the annexing area.
Adiustments were also made for a limited number of “un-
usual’’ annexations where the annexations for an area did not
meet the minimum requirements but were accepted by the
Office of Revenue Sharing for inclusion in the population
base.

3Only special censuses conducted by the Bureau of the
Census or by the California, Florida, Oregon, or Washington
State agencies participating in the Federal-State Cooperative
Program for Local Population Estimates were used for this
purpose. In addition, in a relatively small number of cases
where special censuses were conducted by localities, where
the procedures and definitions were essentially the same as
those used by the Bureau of the Census, the results of these
special censuses were also taken into account in preparing the

estimates.



State agencies participating in the Federal-State
Cooperative Program for Local Population Estimates
(FSCP). These States include California, Florida,
Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin,

The estimates for the subareas in each county
were adjusted to independent county estimates. For
1973, the county estimates are revisions to those
prepared by the Bureau of the Census alone or by
the Bureau of the Census in conjunction with par-
ticipating State agencies as a part of the Federal-
State Cooperative Program. These estimates are
revisions of those published in Current Population
Reports, Series P-25, No. 620. For 1975, an inter-
mediate set of county estimates was prepared, since
all of the data necessary to develop final estimates
under the FSCP program were not available. Specif-
ically, only data for two of the methods relied upon
in the FSCP estimates (i.e., Component Method 11
and the Administrative Records method) were avail-
able. The 1975 estimates result from adding the
average 1974-1975 population change indicated by
the two methods to the 1974 county population
figures contained in Current Population Reports,
Series P-25 and P-26.

The county estimates, in turn, were adjusted to
be consistent with independent State estimates pub-
lished by the Bureau of the Census in Current Popu-
lation Reports, Series P-25, Nos. 640 and 642, in
which the Administrative Records-based estimates
were averaged with the estimates prepared using
Component Method ! and the Regression method.*

PER CAPITA INCOME
ESTIMATES METHODOLOGY

The 1974 and revised 1972 per capita income
{PCl) figure is the estimated average amount per per-
son of total money income received during calendar
vears 1974 and 1972 for all persons residing in a
given political jurisdiction in April 1975 and April
1973, respectively. The 1974 and revised 1872 PCl
estimates are based on the 1970 census and have
been updated using rates of change developed from
various administrative record sets and compilations,
mainly from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and
the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).

“For further discussion of the methodologies used in
preparing State estimates, see Current Population Reports,
Series P-25, No. 640. '
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The PCI estimates are based on a money income
concept. Total money income is defined by the
Bureau of the Census for statistical purposes as the
sum of:

& Wage and salary income

& Net nonfarm self-employment income

@& Net tfarm self-employment income

@ Social  Security and railroad retirement
income

® Public assistance income

@ All other income such as interest, dividends,
veteran’s payments, pensions, unemploy-
ment insurance, alimony, etc.

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

Procedures for State and county PCI estimates.
As noted above, the 1974 and revised 1972 State
and county PCI estimates were based on the 1970
census.” The updates for these areas were developed
by carrying forward the aggregate amount (i.e., the
sum of all individual incomes in the State or county)
independently for each type of income identified in
the census to reflect differential changes in these
income sources between 1969 and the estimate date.
Data from the 1969, 1972, and 1974 Federal tax
returns provided by the Internal Revenue Service
were used to estimate the change in wage and salary
income at the State and county level. All other
types of income for these governmental units were
updated using rates of change based on estimates of
aggregate money income provided by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis.

At the county level, several modifications of
these procedures were used to better control the
estimates of income change. For example, the IRS
data for sub-State jurisdictions were subject to non-
reporting of address information on the tax return
and to misassignment of geographic location for
reported addresses. To minimize the impact on the
estimates from such potential sources of error, per
capita wage and salary income for counties was up-
dated intact as a per capita figure using the percent-
age change in wage and salary income per exemption
reported on IRS returns. In addition, because of
differences in the definition of income, data collec-
tion techniques, and estimation procedures, 1969 in-

“income data from the 1970 census reflect income
received in calendar year 1969.
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come estimates from the census and BEA were not
strictly comparable. These differences were espec-
ially evident at the county level for nonfarm and
farm self-employment income. BEA estimates for
these types of income tend to have considerably
more year-to-year variation than estimates derived
from surveys and censuses. To minimize the effects
of these differences, constraints were put on the rate
of change in income from these sources in develop-
ing the 1972 and 1974 PCI updates.

As a final step to insure a uniform series of esti-
mates at the State and county levels, the updated
county per capita figures were converted to a total
aggregate income and were adjusted to agree with
the State aggregate level before a final per capita
income was calculated.

Procedures for subcounty per capita income esti-
mates. The 1974 and revised 1972 per capita income
estimates for subcounty governmental units were
developed using a methodology similar to that used
to derive county-level figures. However, there are
differences in the number of separate categories
of income types used in the estimation procedure,
and in the sources used to update the income
components. '

As in the case of the population estimates, a
two-step procedure was relied upon to update the
income figures from their 1969 level to refer to
1974. The 1972 estimates were prepared using the
rate of change from 1969 to 1972. The 1974 esti-
mates are based on the 1972 estimates, and were
updated by an estimate of change from 1972 10
1974. Also, as in the case of the population figures,
the subcounty income data were uniformly adjusted
to reflect major annexation and boundary changes
which occurred since 1970.

1989 base estimates. The 1970 census PCI figures
for small areas are subject 1o sizable sampling vari-
ability, causing them to lack sufficient statistical re-
liability for use in the estimation process. For this
report, the 1969 PCI shown for areas with a 1970
census sample population estimate of less than
1,000 is a weighted average of the original 1970
census sample value and a regression estimate. Re-
search has indicated that this procedure results in a
considerable improvement in accuracy compared to
the procedure relied upon in earlier estimates, which
was to use the county PCl amount for various small
governmental units. The resulting 1969 estimate for
each of these areas is a -base estimate for preparing
1972 and 1974 estimates and does not represent a
change in the 1970 census value for these areas.

For subcounty updating, 1969 total money in-
come was divided into two components: (1) “tax-
able income” which is approximately comparable to
that portion of income included in RS adjusted
gross income, and (2) “transfer income” which for
the most part is not included in adjusted gross
income. These 1969 subcounty estimates were ad-
justed to 1970 census totals for higher level govern-
ment units. This was done using a two-way adjust-
ment procedure controlling both to county totals
and to several size class totals for the State.®

1972 (revised) and 1974 PCl updates. The tax-
able income portion of the 1969 money income was
updated using the percent change in adjusted gross
income (AGI) per exemption as computed from [RS
tax return data. However, if the number of IRS tax
returns for any area was very small, or if the ratio of
exemptions to the population or the change in this
ratio from 1969 to 1972 and 1972 to 1974 was not
within an acceptable range, the IRS data for the
subcounty area were not used in the update process.
In such cases the percent change in AGI per exemp-
tion for the county was used. Similarly, if the IRS
data for a particular subcounty area passed the
above conditions, but the percent change in AGI per
exemption was excessively large or small compared
to that for the county, the change was constrained
to a proportion of the county change.

The percentage change in per capita transfer in-
come at the subcounty level was assumed to be the
same as that implied by the BEA estimates at the
county level,

The 1974 and 1972 estimates of taxable income
and transfer income were adjusted separately using a
two-way procedure similar to that used for the base
estimates and were then combined to estimate total
money income. The 1974 and 1972 PCI estimates
were formed by dividing the total money income
aggregates by the July 1975 and 1973 population
estimates, respectively.

REVISION OF 1973 POPULATION AND
1972 PER CAPITA INCOME ESTIMATES

The July 1, 1973 population and calendar vear
1972 per capita income estimates presented in this
report supersede those estimates published earlier in

S Additional review and evaluation detail concerning the
1969 estimated income for places under 1,000 population is
contained in Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No.
699,



Current Population Reports, Series P-25, Nos. b46
through 5956. The July 1, 1973 population estimates
shown in this report differ from those published
previously for several reasons: (1) The procedure for
correcting missing address information on the orig-
inal tax forms was changed to more accurately re-
flect the population distribution of the various
areas; (2) more accuraie and up-to-date information
on several components of population change (births,
deaths, and special population groups) are now avail-
able; (3) the net migration component has been
changed from a civilian population base to refer in-
stead to the non-group quarters population (i.e.,
resident population excluding members of the
Armed Forces living in barracks, inmates of long-
term hospitals and prisons, and full-time students
enrolled in college); and (4} additional special cen-
suses are available for use that were conducted since
the time of the last estimates.

Similarly for per capita income: (1) The 1969 in-
come levels for small areas have been estimated
rather than relying upon reported 1970 census fig-
ures, and {2} a revised procedure was used in con-
trolling the 1872 estimates for internal agreement.

LIMITATIONS OF THE ESTIMATES

Population estimates. Tests of the accuracy of
the methods used to develop State and county pop-
ulation estimates appearing in Current Population
Reports, Series P-25 and P-26 have been docu-
mented elsewhere. The results of evaluations against
the 1970 census at the State level are reported in
Series P-256, No. 520, while similar 1970 tests for
counties are presented in Series P-26, No. 21. In
summary, the State estimates averaging Component
Method I and the Regression method yielded aver-
age differences of approximately 1.9 percent when
compared to the 1970 census. Subsequent modifica-
tions of the two procedures that have been incor-
porated in preparing estimates for the 1970's would
have reduced the average difference in 1970 to 1.2
percent, For counties, the 1970 evaluations indi-
cated an average difference of approximately 4.5
percent for the combination of procedures used. It
should be noted that all of the evaluations against
the resuits of the 1970 census concern estimates ex-
tending over the entire 10-year period of 1960 to
1970.

Since 1870, however, the Adminiétrative Records
method has been introduced with partial weight in
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the estimates for States and counties, and except for
the few States in which local estimates are utilized,
carries the full weight for estimates below the coun-
ty level. The data series upon which the estimates
procedure is based has been available as a compre-
hensive series for the entire United States only since
1967. Nonetheless, several studies have been under-
taken evaluating the Administrative Records esti-
mates from the State to the local level, At the State-
wide level, little direct testing can be performed due
to the lack of special censuses covering entire States.
Some sense of the general reasonableness of the
Administrative Records estimates may be obtained,
however, by reviewing the degree of correspondence
between the results of the method against those of
the “standard’ methods tested in 1970 and already
in use to produce State estimates during the 1970's.
It must be recognized that the differences between
the two sets of estimates may not be interpreted as
errors in either set of figures, but may only be used
as a partial guide indicating the degree of con-
sistency between the newer Administrative Records
system and the established methods.

Table A presents such a comparison for State
estimates referring to July 1, 1875, A rather close
agreement may be observed in the estimates for all
States at only a 1.0 percent difference. Only two
States exceeded a 3-percent difference, with both
being smaller States {under one million population)
and both having unique circumstances that affect
population patterns (Alaska and the District of
Columbia). The variation of the Administrative
Records method from the average of the other
methods does increase noticeably for smaller States
in a regular pattern, but still reaches an average of
only 1.5 percent for the smallest size category.

The findings indicate no directional bias in the
Administrative Records method either for all States
or by size. it should also be noted that the Admin-
istrative Records estimate falls in the middle of the
three estimates for 18 States, in contrast with
approximately 17 cases to be expected by chance.

A similar comparison may be made at the county
level (table B). Although the differences between
the Co-op estimates and the Administrative Records
results are larger at the county level than for States,
the variations are well within the range that would
be expected for areas of this population size, and
the county pattern matches closely the findings for
States. The overall differences for all counties is 3.3
percent, and ranges from 1.8 percent for the larger
counties to 11.7 for the 26 small counties under

1,000 population.



Table A. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates and the
Average of Component Method il and Regression Estimates for States: 1975

(Base is the average of Method II and Regression 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 sign)e..ocescvoo s o000 1.0 0.5 0.9 1.5
Number of States..... 6ecovensacaneceo 51 16 18 17
With differences of:
Less than 1 percent..... ceevoa 32 14 12 6
1 to 2 percent.ocecocso. ceeoeonn e 13 2 4 7
2 percent and over...... ceoo e . 6 - 2 4
Where Administrative Records was:
Higher........ Gecooeneevacu v o o 24 7 9 8
LOWET . e v v nooosss ceveccceccasancans 27 9 9 9

- Represents zero.

Table B. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates and the
Provisional Co-op Estimates for Counties: 1975

(Base is the provisional Co-op estimates for counties)

Counties with 1,000 or more 1970 population Counties
All : with less
Item counties 50.000 25,000 10,000 1,000 than 1,000
Total ’ to to to 1970
OT MOTE N 55 000 | 25,000 | 10,000 | population
Average percent difference
(disregarding sign)..ceeoos. 3.3 3.2 1.8 2.7 3.2 4, b4 11.7
Number of counties or
equivalents.....oouun ceve e 3,143 3,117 679 567 1,017 854 26
With differences of:
Less than 1 percent..... 736 733 215 159 228 131 3
1 to 3 percent........ o 1,153 1,145 311 213 373 248 8
3 to 5 percent..... caeos 647 645 109 123 212 201 2
5 to 10 percent..e.e.oson 471 467 42 58 167 200 4
10 percent and over,.... 136 127 2 14 37 74 9




Comparison of these results for States and coun-
ties in 1975 with a similar analysis based on 1973
estimates is helpful as an indication of consistency

~over time. Some deterioration in the match of re-
sults from a selection of estimating techniques
should be anticipated as the length of the estimating
period increases and as the methods respond in vary-
ing degrees to the dynamics of population shifts, At
the State level, such divergence is found. The overall
variation increased from 0.8 percent difference in
1973 to 1.0 percent in 1975, with the most dra-
matic jumps occurring in the small States. On exami-
nation of the independent estimates from each
method, however, this may be attributed as much to
an increased variability in the Method tl and Regres-
sion method results as to a tendency for the Admin-
istrative Records estimates to wander.

At the county level, the findings over time are
more mixed. The level of difference for all counties
indicates little change since the 1973 estimates (3.1
percent difference in 1973 and 3.3 percent in 1975).
There are noticeable reductions in the differences
for the largest and smallest population size cate-
gories (from 2.3 percent in 1973 to 1.8 percent in
1975 for counties of 50,000 or more, and from 18.1
percent to 11.7 percent for counties under 1,000
population}, but modest increases may be observed
in the variations for the remaining categories. In gen-
eral, there appears to be some decrease of corre-
spondence in the State level figures that should be
monitored in coming years, but little change has
occurred in the county variations, with even some
convergence of estimates for the larger and smaller
counties.

-
£

Three tests of the Administrative Records popu-
lation estimates against census counts have been
undertaken. First, a limited evaluation involving 24
large areas (16 counties and 8 cities) was conducted
on estimates for the 1968-1970 period.” Althoughthe
test shows the estimates to be quite accurate (1.8 per-
cent difference), the areas may not be assumed to be
representative of the 39,000 units of government
covered by the Administrative Records estimating
system, and the time segment evaluated refers only
to a 2-year period.

A more representative group of special censuses
in B6 areas selected particularly for evaluation pur-
poses was conducted in 18973, The areas were ran-
domly chosen nationwide to be typical of areas with
populations beiow 20,000 persons.

Table C summarizes the average percent differ-
ence between the estimates from the Administrative
Records method and counts from the 86 special cen-
suses. Overall, the estimates differed from the
special census counts by 5.9 percent, with the
largest differences occurring in the smallest areas.
Areas of between 1,000 and 20,000 population
differed by 4.6 percent, while the average difference
for the 27 areas below 1,000 population was 8.6
percent. There was a slight positive directional bias,

“Meyer Zitter and David L. Word, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, “Use of Administrative Records for Small Area Pop-
ulation Estimates,’’ unpublished paper prepared for presenta-
tion at the annual meeting of the Population Association of
America, New Orleans, Louisiana, April 27, 1973.

Table C. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates (Unrevised)
and 86 Special Censuses: 1973

(Base is special census)
Y

Number of areas with differences of:
Average
percent '
Area differ- | Under 3 3 to5 |5 to 10 10
ercent | percent | percent percent
ence p ’ and over
All areas (86)2....ccecunooco . .9 32 18 20 16
1,000 to 20,000 (59)..cccvcocasoacons 4,6 26 13 14 6
Under 1,000 population (27)....cc0.. 8.6 6 5 6 10

Disregarding sign.

A1l areas have population under 20,000 persons.
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with about 60 percent of the estimates exceeding
the census counts. Again the impact of population
size on the expected level of accuracy may be noted.
Even though all of the areas in this study are rela-
tively small—less than 20,000 population—the larger
ones demonstrate much lower variation from census
figures than the smalier ones.

The third evaluation involving census compari-
sons is currently underway, and is based upon the
approximately 2,000 special censuses that have been
conducted since 1970 at the request of localities
throughout the United States. Such areas constitute
a fairly stringent test for any method in that they
are generally very small areas, often are experiencing
rapid population growth, and frequently are found
to have had a vigorous program of annexation since
the last census. This evaluation study has not been
completed for use here but will be included in detail
as a part of the comprehensive methodology descrip-
tion in Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No.
699.

As a final caution, it must be noted that for con-
venience in presentation, the estimates contained in
table | are shown in unrounded form. It is not in-
tended, however, that the figures be considered
accurate to the last digit. The nature of estimates
prompts the rounding of figures in related Bureau
reports and must be kept in mind during the applica-
tion of the estimates contained here.

Per capita income estimates. Similar types of
analyses and evaluation are not available for the up-
dated estimates of PCIl. Income data and PCl for
1972 are available for the 86 areas in which special
censuses were conducted for testing purposes. As
noted, however, the areas in which the censuses
were taken are relatively small. The PCl estimates
are based upon data from the 1970 census, which
are subject to sampling variability due 1o the size of

the .areas. Consequently, PCl did not change
enough in the 1970-72 period in most instances to
move outside of the relatively large range of sam-
nling variability associated with the 1970 census
results on income for small areas. Thus, it is not
possible to obtain a reliable reading or even rough
approximations on the accuracy of the change in
PCI using the 86 areas as standards. The estimates
were made available to persons working with eco-
nomic statistics in each State for review prior to
publication. Comments from this “local”’ review
helped identify problem areas and input data errors.

RELATED REPORTS

The population and per capita income estimates
shown in this series of reports supersede those found
in Current Population Reports, Series P-25, Nos.
546 through 595 for 1973. The population esti-
mates contained here for States are consistent with
Series P-25, No. 533 (1973) and No. 642 (1975).
The county estimates for 1975 are superior to the
provisional 1975 figures published earlier in Series
P-25 and P-26 due to the addition of a second
method, but will not be reported elsewhere in Cur-
rent Population Reports. The county population
estimates will be replaced by subsequent final
1975 figures to be developed through the Federal-
State Cooperative Program for Local Population

Estimates.

DETAILED TABLE SYMBOLS

In the detailed table entries, a dash “—"' repre-

sents zero, and the symbol ““Z’’ indicates that the

figure is less than 0.05 percent. The symbol “B”
means that the base for the derived figure is less
than 75,000. Three dots . . ." mean not applicable,
and “NA' means not available.
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Table 1. JULY 1, 1973 (REVISED) AND JULY 1, 1975 POPULATION AND CALENDAR YEAR 1972
(REVISED) AND 1974 PER CAPITA INCOME ESTIMATES FOR THE STATE, COUNTIES, AND
SUBCOUNTY AREAS

(1970 poputation and related per capita income figures reflect annexations since 1970
1970 census sample population of less than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure.

and corrections to 1970 census counis. For subcounty areas with a
For details and meaning

of symbois, see text)
e POPULATION ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME
(DOLLARS)

BREA R B o " CHANGE - ) PERCENT
JULY 1s APRIL 1s 1970 TO 1975 CHANGE »
JULY s 1973 1970 1972 1969 T0O
1975 | (REVISED) (CENSUS) NUMBER |[PERCENT 1974 | (REVISED) 1969 1974
STATE OF ARIZONAu . 4veuse o o228 077 | 2 083 161 ] 1 775 399 449 678 25,3 4 530 3 811 2 937 54,2
APACHE COUNTY.uoosscesoss uo 372 39 434 32 304 8 068 25.0 1964 1748 1 282 53,2
EAGAR, 4 oo onssvoncsannoscsonss 1 986 1 598 1279 707 56,3 3 871 3 501 2 582 49,9
ST JOHNS . s uovscosennnoscnssss 1 803 1 583 1 320 483 36,6 3143 2 975 2 228 41,1
SPRINGERVILLE . vavvoooraorovos 1349 1 303 1154 198 17,2 3 3u2 2 798 2 000 6741
COCHISE COUNTY.aussssonss 73 950 72 606 61 918 12 032 19,4 3871 3194 2 563 51,0
BENSOM o usvassosnsosesasaasnne 3713 3 476 2 839 874 30.8 3405 2 867 2 451 38,9
BISBEE oswssanosesnssnsossnvoss 9 914 8 615 8 328 1 586 19,0 3 953 3 282 2 879 37,3
DOUGLAS . wsvoosvosonsssosrvsans 13 389 13 017 12 462 927 7.4 3 348 2 670 2 162 54,9
HUACHUGA . s eovoonnsoasssnness 1 845 1 666 1 241 60l ug,7 4 666 3 853 3 122 49,5
SIERRA VISTAusewscersvovnsnss 2y 723 22 046 17 394 4 329 24,9 4 328 3 570 2 893 19,6
TOMBSTONE s oosonasssossaconnsns 1 513 1452 1241 272 21,9 3 793 3 360 2 532 49,8
WILCOXu o aonononanooessossvans 2 923 2 715 2 568 355 13,8 3 904 3 140 2 428 60.8
COCONINO COUNTY.vassuonns 67 866 59 754 48 326 19 540 40,4 3 831 3 267 2 405 59,3
FLAGSTAFF vaoneoosssovssossnns 35 127 27 812 26 117 5 010 19,2 4 276 3 683 2 798 52,8
FREDONIAuwossveoonssensnssvsnas 973 846 798 175 21.9 2 318 2 056 1417 63,6
PAGE . uvenssranvassonesnsssnsse 5 908 4 088 1439 4 469 | 310.6 4 652 3 993 2 932 58,7
WILLIAMS s oseovonsassronassacs 2 485 2 381 2 386 99 4,4 3 488 3 002 2 336 49,3
GILA COUNTY icsonvossnnne 32 081 32 021 29 255 2 826 9.7 3 720 3145 2 338 59,1
GLOBE ,ssosnsvosnsnssnssssarna 6 438 6 957 7 333 -895 | =12.2 4 295 3 520 2 692 59,5
HAYDEN. e e veswovonvssooosvovas 1103 1218 1 283 =180 1 <14.0 3 435 2 776 2 24) 53,3
MIAMI oaoonesnsenvevsasacvsnne 3 203 3 489 3 394 -191 5,6 3 534 3 050 2 190 6l.4
PAYSONo esoasussssunsonasansnss 2 644 2 658 1 787 1. 857 48,0 5 836 4 930 3 723 56,8
WINKELMAN vooveonvnonsovavons 1 068 L 064 974 94 9.7 3 682 3 141 2 350 56,7
GRAHAM COUNTY.uveussanones 19 166 18 425 16 578 2 588 15,6 3 250 2 510 1919 69,4
PIMAysvsossensnssnsroesassos 1 458 1 334 1 184 274 23,1 3 830 2 784 2 272 68,6
SAFFORD . vosnnvonscrnssnsssves 5 B34 5 7%5 5 4973 31 6.2 3 598 2 828 2 166 66,1
THATCHER s cvoassasrenorsnnnce 2 900 2 769 2 320 580 25,0 3 504 2 599 1 952 7945
GREENLEE COUNTY.wsnsonsos 12 0W7 1} 396 10 330 1717 16,6 4 403 3677 2 891 52,3
CLIFTON, sovuvavssvssassoosens 5 523 5375 5 087 436 8.6 4 440 3 754 2 848 55,9
DUNCAN, 4 aossavausovassnnoesns 1 081 902 773 308 39,8 3 251 2 754 2 082 56,1
MARICOPA COUNTY.uosssosss 1 2pi 4141 1 140 257 971 228 250 186 25.8 4 938 4 166 3 216 53,5
AVONDALE covonaonssvrsrsnncoes 6 531 6 830 6 626 ~95 -1.4 2 601 2 135 1 565 66,2
BUCKEYE s svasoscososonsvsnnnns 3 149 2 830 2 599 550 21.2 4 ouy 3 422 2 579 56,8
CHANDLER ¢ovosncnansonsvnnsoss 19 706 17 570 14 783 4 923 33,3 4 023 3 343 2 527 89,2
EL MIRAGE ..ovsosessnnsncnaces 3 875 3 541 3 258 617 18,9 2 010 1 699 1 280 57,0
GILA BEND,usocososnsasonsronns 1 a6l 1 o8i4 1 795 69 3.8 3 507 3 033 2 162 6242
GILBERT s s vrnsossonncssenanes 3 518 2 701 1971 1 547 78.5 3 532 2 837 1974 7942
GLENDALE uvcsearvonsnnarsooes 65 671 57 416 36 228 29 443 81.3 4 465 3 723 2 689 66,0
GOODYEAR sy sescossvsoonannnoes 2 330 2 272 2 140 190 8.9 4 510 3 753 3 019 49,4
GUADALUPE s vs vuossermosovnsnas 4 274 4125 4 039 232 5,7 1 486 1 255 941 57,9
MESAuseaneronsverosossnsnnnns 99 043 88 706 69 012 30 031 43,5 4 719 3 979 2 985 58,1
PARADISE VALLEY.,evvensooruns 8 991 8 108 6 637 2 354 35,5 13 069 11 078 8 385 55,9
PEORIA. svsonsosssovsssrsenns 7 603 6 244 4 792 2 811 58,7 3 328 2 674 2 012 65,4
PHOENIX 4 svsnoososassonnaasass 664 721 647 118 589 016 75 705 12.9 4 942 4 174 3 252 52,0
SCOTTSDALE suasesssnansnossens 77 529 74 247 67 823 9 706 14,3 5 838 4 979 3 893 50,0
SURPRISE .essascvsncacsnsvsnns 3 275 3 159 2 427 848 34,9 2 123 1 753 1 324 60,3
TEMPE wssueosnnecooosanovnsvs 84 072 77 996 63 550 20 522 32,3 5 136 4 230 3 138 63.7
TOLLESON s vunosassoassoasnsss 3 726 3 557 3 881 ~155 ~4,0 2 566 2 102 1 584 62,0
WICKENBURG . v ovsoansonsaaunsny 2 898 2 851 2 698 200 T4 4 574 4 158 2 910 5742
YOUNGTOWN, s vseoosesansassrane 1912 1 905 1 886 26 1.4 5 028 4 117 2 958 70,0
MOHAVE COUNTYsonasassvons 37 442 32 975 25 857 11 585 44,8 4443 3 759 3 059 45,2
KINGMAN, s svouosnncossesssnnss 7 183 6 861 7 312 -129 wl.8 4 326 3 692 3 002 44,1
NAVAJO COUNTY . senesorrses 59 649 53 734 47 559 12 090 25.4 2 603 2 227 1 669 56,0
HOLBROOK 4 4y vsnosnanasossnssss 5 089 4 697 4 759 330 6.9 3 764 3 135 2 335 61.2
SHOW LOW,ssuosonosonsvooanssos 3 312 2 768 2 129 1183 55,6 4 027 3 177 2 395 68,1
SNOWFLAKE .y s soonsasoesnsssnes 2 541 2 274 1977 564 28,5 3 600 3 023 2 520 42,9
TAYLOR TOWN,ouwensowsavrasnes 1,468 10137 888 580 65,3 2 919 2 612 1 898 53,8
WINSLOW. yovennocsvrasesovonns 7 677 7 767 8 066 389 -t,8 3 882 3 379 2 610 48,7
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Table 1. JULY 1, 1973 (REVISED) AND JULY 1, 1975 POPULATION AND CALENDAR YEAR 1972

(REVISED) AND 1974 PER CAPITA INCOME ESTIMATES FOR THE STATE, COUNTIES, AND .

SUBCOUNTY AREAS—Continued

(1970 population and related per capita income figures reflect annexations since 1970 and corrections lo 1970 censu
1970 census sample population of fess than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure.

of symbols, see text)

s counts. For subcounty areas with a
For details and meaning

ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME

POPULATION

(DOLLARS)
AREA CHANGE » PERCENT
JUuLY L APRIL 1, 1970 T¢ 1975 CHANGE »
JULY Ly 1973 1970 1972 1969 TO
1975 (REVISED) (CENSUS) NUMBER|PERCENT 1974 | (REVISED) 1969 1974
PIMA COUNTY  wouoosssosvse 443 958 414 378 351 667 92 291 26,2 4 643 3 908 2 982 55,7
ORO VALLEY.ceaosscacsssovanss 1175 963 581 594 102.2 5 433 4 640 3 543 53,3
SOUTH TUCSON,sosossnssscnccsse & 218 & 323 6 220 -2 - 2 512 2 133 1618 55,3
TUCSONG s aosssasoosssnsosnanse 296 457 290 147 267 418 29 039 10.9 4 385 3 719 2 889 51.8
PINAL COUNTYocovssoonnvacs 85 764 80 743 68 579 17 185 25,1 3 431 2 841 2 212 55,1
CASA GRANDE (scevucnnnnosncsse 13 421 11 930 10 536 2 885 27+ 4 3 998 3197 2 436 64,1
COOLIDGE covssnvasssssssvsrnas & 715 6 732 6 417 298 4,6 3 579 2 852 2 269 57.7
ELOY.usoecnsssscesossacccssoce 6 54O 6 145 5 381 1 159 21.5 2 B804 2 220 1733 61.8
FLORENCE ¢ v avasvsnvovss 2 921 2 268 2 473 748 34,4 4 066 3 362 2 5151 61,7
KEARNY wssvneoorsevsosvoonnnse 2 601 2 787 2 829 =228 -8 1 4 481 3 6ll 3 064 46,2
MAMMOTH, ccsvaosonvesevrcossas 2 035 2 148 1 9583 82 4,2 2 968 2 631 1 9%0 49,1
SUPERIOR yavoooonsanossaroanss 6 594 6 236 5 028 1 566 31.4 3 486 2 955 | 2 286 52.5
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY.casases 17 543 16 481 13 966 3 877 25,6 3 638 2 981 2 324 565
NOGALES saasnsossasssoncvonss 11 080 10 339 8 9ué 2 134 23.9 3 068 2 470 1778 72.6
PATAGONIAGs esossvsvoosencnonss 761 715 630 131 20.8 3 235 2 822 1 986 62,9
YAVAPAL COUNTYoocososnves 47 806 46 625 37 005 10 801 29.2 3 %08 3 338 2 593 50,7
CHINO VALLEY . eusvovronsssens 2 006 1 736 803 1203 49,8 3170 2 710 2 122 4e.4
CLARKDALE cuonuossossossnansnnn 1 056 1 099 892 164 18.4 3 426 3 Q4L 2 384 43,7
COTTONWOOD ¢ u . 3 542 3 441 2 610 932 35.7 3 554 3 097 2 292 55,1
JEROME s convnnsecsenosnnonsses 335 401 290 45 15.5 3 959 3 651 2 518 5744
PRESCOTT ccassvvvcrrsnscsassenns 16 805 17 072 15 329 1 476 2.6 4 180 3 478 2 674 56¢3
YUMA COUNTYsueooesosoanss 66 020 o4 332 60 827 5 193 8.5 3 935 3 282 2 586 522
PARKER........a.---....;..... 2 606 2 369 1 948 658 33.8 2 852 2 317 1 835 55.4
SOMERTON s wascosossssnssossscs 3 157 2 778 2 225 932 41,9 2 286 1 852 1 455 5741
WELLTON. sensonsonscoassssonos 973 932 957 16 1.7 3 411 2 677 2 104 62,4
YUMA osonsosasonconovnsnsnnns 30 018 29 974 29 007 1 o1l 3.5 4 351 3 662 2 886 50,8




1975 Population and Per Capita
mates for Counties, Incorporate

No.
No.
No.
No.
“No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
Na.
No.

649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656

657

658
659
660
661
662
663

664

665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673

Income Estimates, and Revised 1973 Esti-
d 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
Ilinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Istand
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
U.S. Summary and
Detailed Methodology



