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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 popula­
tion estimates relate to July 1, 1973 and July 1, 
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. 1 

These State reports appear in Current Population 
Reports, Series P-25, in alphabetical sequence as 
report number 649 (Alabama) through number 698 
(Wyoming). A list indicating the report number for 

1 In 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 July 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 re-FIect 
annexations since 1970 and include 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. 
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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. 
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POPULATION ESTIMATES METHODOLOGY 

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. I ndividual 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 
yield an estimate of net migration for all persons in 
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 pu blished 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 popu lation 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 lon9-
term health care facilities), and college students en­
rolled in full-time programs. These popu lations 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 cou nty esti mates specific to the resident popu la­
tion under 65 years of age. The resident popu lation 
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 cou nty as enu merated in 
the 1970 censu s. These esti mates of the popu lation 
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·· 
fleeted in the estimates. 2 For new incorporations 
occurring 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 Ju Iy 1, 1972, such 
special censuses were taken into account in develop· 
ing the estimates. 3 I n several States, the subcounty 
estimates developed by the Administrative Records 
method were averaged with estimates for corre­
sponding geographic areas which were prepared by 

21n gener ai, 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 cou nt for the annexing area. 
Adjustments 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 Flevenue Sharing for inclusion in the population 
base. 

3 Only 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 II 
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 r I and the Regression method. 4 

PER CAPITA INCOME 
ESTIMATES METHODOLOGY 

The 1974 and revised 1972 per capita income 
(PC I) figure is the estimated average amount per per­
son of total money income received during calendar 
years 1974 and 1972 for all persons residing in a 
given political jurisdiction in April 1975 and April 
1973, respectively. The 1974 and revised 1972 PCI 
esti mates 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 I nternal Revenue Service (I RS) and 
the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). 

4 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 farm self-employment income 
~ Socia.! 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 d~ductions 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. 5 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 I nternal 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 
Econom ic 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 retu rns. I n addition, because of 
differences in the definition of income, data collec­
tion techniques, and estimation procedures, 1969 in-

5 Income data from the 1970 census reflect income 
received in calendar year 1969. 
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come esti mates from the census and 8 EA were not 
strictly comparable. These differences were espec­
ially evident at the county level for nonfarm and 
farm self-employment income. 8 EA 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 to 
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. 

1969 base estimates. The 1970 census PCI figures 
for small areas are subject to 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 PCI 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 I 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. 6 

1972 (revised) and 1974 PCI updates. The tax­
able income portion of the 1969 money income was 
updated using the percent change in adjusted gross 
income (AG I) per exemption as computed from IRS 
tax return data. However, if the number of I RS 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 
with in an acceptable range, the I RS 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 cou nty, the change was constrai ned 
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 Ju Iy 1, 1973 popu lation and calendar year 
1972 per capita income estimates presented in this 
report supersede those estimates published earlier in 

6 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. 546 
thraugh 595. The Ju Iy 1, 1973 popu lation estimates 
shown in this report differ from those published 
previously for severa I reasons: (1) The procedure for 
correcting missing address information on the or(q­
inal tax forms was changed to more accurately re­
flect the population distribution of the various 
areas; (2) more accurate 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 popu lation base to refer in­
stead to the non-group quarters popu lalion (i.e., 
resident population excluding members of the 
Armed Forces living in barracks, inmates of long­
term hospitals and prisons, and fu II-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 1972 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-25, No. 520, while similar 1970 tests for 
counties are presented in Series P-26, No. 21. In 
summary, the State estimates averaging Component 
Method II 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 approxi mately 4.5 
percent for the combination of procedures used. It 
should be noted that all of the evaluations against 
the results of the 1970 census concern estimates ex­
tending over the entire 10-year period of 1960 to 
1970. 

Since 1970, however, the Administrative 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 
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 1 
It must be recognized that the differences between 
the two sets of estimates niay 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, 1975. A rather close 
agreement may be observed in the estimates for ali 
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 
Adm inistrative 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 popu lation. 
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Table A. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates and the 
Average of Component Method II 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) .................. 1.0 0.5 0.9 

Number of States/) .. () /) .. /) .. 0 /) /) '" 0)" <> 0 0"" \) /) 0 51 16 18 

With differences of: 
Less than 1 percent ••.•.••••••••••. 32 14 12 
1 to 2 percent .......................... 13 2 4 
2 percent and over .. " .... (> .. " " Q <.I .... <I ... 0 " (I 6 - 2 

Where Administrative Records was: 
Higher ............................... 24 7 9 
Lower ............ (> '" " D Q .. <) .. " <) .. I> " .. " " /) .. " Q " " I) oJ 27 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) 

1.5 

17 

6 
7 
4 

8 
9 

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 

or more 50,000 25,000 10,000 population 

Average percent difference 
(clisregarding sign) .............. 3.3 3.2 1.8 2.7 3.2 4.4 11. 7 

Number of counties or 
equivalents ................... 3,143 3,117 679 rj67 1,017 854 26 

With differences of: 
Less than 1 percent •.••. 736 733 215 159 228 131 3 
1 to 3 percent ••..•••••• 1,153 1,145 311 213 373 248 8 
3 to 5 percent ••......•• 647 645 109 123 212 201 2 
5 to 10 percent. ....... ; .... t+ 71 467 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 0.6 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, th is may be attributed as much to 
an increased variability in the Method II 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. I n 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. 
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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. 7 Although the 
test shows the estimates to be qu ite accu rate (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 specia! censuses 
in 86 areas selected particularly for evaluation pur­
poses was conducted in 1 The areas were ran­
domly chosen nationwide to be typical of areas with 
populations below 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, 

7 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) 

-
Average 

Number of areas with differences of: 

Area 
percent 10 
differ- Under 3 3 to 5 5 to 10 
ence1 percent percent percent 

percent 
and over 

-
All areas (86)2 •.•.......•• ,., 5.9 32 18 20 16 

1,000 to 20,000 (59) •••.•...••.••.•• 4.6 26 13 14 6 
Under 1,000 population (27) ..•.•.... 8.6 6 5 6 10 

lUisregarding sign. 
2All 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 popu lation-the larger 
ones demonstrate much lower variation from census 
figures than the smaller 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 methodologV 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 I 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 PCI. Income data and PCI 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 PCI estimates 
are based upon data from the 1970 census, which 
are subject to sampling variability due to the size of 

the areas. Consequently, PCI did not change 
enough in the 1970-72 period in most instances to 
move outside of the relatively large range of sam­
pling variability associated with the 1970 census 
resu Its on inco me 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 avai lable 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 liZ" indicates that the 
figure is less than 0.05 percent. The symbol "8" 
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 I, 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 population and related per capita income figures reflect annexations since 1970 and corrections to 1970 census counts. For subcounty areas with a 

1970 census sample population of less than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure. For details and meaning 

of symbols, see text) 
-----------------------y-------------

Ai1cA 

STATE OF IDAHO ....... .. 

ADA COUtHY ••••••••••••••• 

[iOISF crTY •• ~~_ ... "" ... o ••••• &~ 

EAGLE •••••••••••••••• ••••••• • 
CARDEN CITy ................ .. 

ADI,MS COuNTy ••••••••••••• 

COUNCIL ..................... . 
I\,EW MEADOWS ................. . 

BANNOCK COUNTy ••••••••••• 

ARIMO ...................... •• 
CdUBBUCK ••••••••••••••••• ••• • 
f)JV;NEY ............... _ ....................... . 
INKOM ...................... • • 
LAVA HOT SPRINGS ••••••••••••• 
'CCAMMON ••••••••• , ••••••• , ••• 
POCATELLO •••••••••••••••••• ~. 

BEAR LAKE COUNTy ••••••••• 

HLOOMINGTON •••••••••••••••••• 
(:,EORGETOWI~ .. ~ .... ~ .. p ............ f * .... .. 
hONTPEL I ER ................. " ~ ...... ~ .. II .. .. 

f! AR IS .................... ~ .. ~ ~ •• " • ~ ; ; ~ 
~T CHARLES ••••••••••••••••••• 

BENE WAH COUNTy ••••••••••• 

CHATCOlET ............. •• .. •• • 
PLUMMER •••••••••••••••••••• , • 
ST MAKIES ................... . 
TENSEO ••• " ••••••••••• ~~"'·.· .. 

BINGHAM COUNTy ••••••••••• 

ABERDEEN .................... . 
ArOI~IC CITy ................ .. 
BASAL T ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
bLACKFOOT ................... . 
FIIHH ....................... . 
SHELLEy ............... • .. ••• • 

BlA I NE COUNTY .......... .. 

fJELLEVUE .................... . 
H .. AILEY ....................... [. 
«,_, C h,i'·' .............. " .. " ........ """,, .. 

,~J. \' b I. ~ :, ':' • " ......................... " .. " " 

BOISE COUNTy ........... .. 

CROlJCH ••• , • " •••••••••••••••• 
hORSESHOE BEND ••••••••••• • ••• 
IDAHO CITy .................. . 
PLACERVILLF ................. . 

BONNER COUNTy •••••••••••• 

CLARK FORK ................. .. 
F.AST HOPE •••••••••••••••••••• 
HOPE" .................... ••• 
KOOTENAI ............. •• .. ••• • 
OLDTOWN ..................... . 
PONDERAy .................... . 
PkIEST RIVER ................ . 
SANDPOINT •••••••••••••••• • ••• 

BONNEVILLE COUNTy •••••••• 

AMMON ••••••••••••••• •••••••• • 
IDAHO FALLS ................. . 

813 

1311 653 

99 771 
703 
335 
999 

'I 686 

3 288 

004 
653 

55 632 

261 
q 095 

589 
7"~ 
595 
801 

40 980 

6 291 

ls3 
523 
845 
612 
190 

7 01 G 

80 
579 

2 820 
186

1 32 698 

642 
20 

340 
9 687 

377 
3 042 

096 

659 
1 979 
2 698 

239 

2 322 

92 
720 
241 

13 

19 775 

424 
201 

69 
206 
250 
346 

1 ,MO 
3 952 

58 123 

3 563 
37 042 

POPULATI ON 

CHANGE> 
JULY 1> APRIL 1> 1970 TO 1975 

1973 1970 1---_. 
(REVISED) (CENSUS) NUMBER PERCENT 

---,~---------. -_.------ -----

770 745 713 015 100 750 14.1 

125 798 112 230 22 423 20.0 

92 503 84 429 15 3'12 18.2 
688 359 3qq 95.e 

3 009 2 368 967 40.8 

861\ 593 406 68.5 
3 882 2 616 2 070 79.1 

3 089 2 877 'Ill 14.3 

1 017 899

1 

105 11. 7 

641 605 4t1 7.9 

54 215 52 200 I 3 '1E2 6.7 
! 

253 252 'i 3.6 
3 7'14 2 924 1 171 40.0 

612 586 3 0.5 
637 522 222 42.5 
506 516 79 15.3 
713 623 178 28.6 

41 067 40 036 9411 2.4 

5 849 5 801 490 8.4 

174 186 -3 -1.6 
468 421 102 24.2 

2 607 2 604 241 9.3, 
562 615 -3 -0.5 : 
198 200

1 
-10 -5.0 i 

I 
6 511 6 230 ! 789 12.7 ' 

i 
85 95 -15 -15.8 

562 'I1l3 136 30.7 
2 640 2 571 249 9.7 

167 151 35 23.2 

30 746 29 167 3 531 12.1 

1 508 1 542 100 6.5 
16 24 -4 -16.7 

369 349 -9 -2.6 
9 615 9 471 216 2.3 

366 362 15 4.1 
2 862 2 6l'l 428 16.4 

7017 5 749 2 3t!7 40.8 

617 537 122 22.7 
1 739 1 425 55t! 38.9 
2 182 1 454 1 2t!1l 85.6 

21'1 HlO 59 32.8 

2 057 1 763 559 31.7 

82 71 21 29.6 
654 511 209 40.9 
250 1M 77 47.0 

17 14 -1 -7.1 

17 470 15 560 'I 215 27.1 

408 367 57 15.5 
184 175 .26 ll!.9 

66 63 6 9.5 
171 168 38 22.6 
183 161 89 55.3 
306 275 71 25.8 

1 510 1 493 1117 9.8 
4 124 4 144 -192 -4.6 

54 848 52 457 5 666 10.8 

3 069 2 545 1 018 40.0 
36 151 35 776 1 266 3.5 

ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY 
(DOLLARS) 

INCOME 

PERCENT 
CHANGE, 

1972 1969 TO 
197'[ (REVISED) 1969 1974 

------- :.--.---. . 
4 119 3 220 2 644 55~8 

4 672 3 810 3 13, 49.0 

4 767 3 1385 3 275 45.6 
4 697 4 060 3 OM 53.3 
3 5'16 3 063 2 31" 52.9 
3 333 2 920 2 161 54.2 
4 425 4 019 2 898 52.7 

4 084 ;3 368 2 732 119.5 

3 609 2 865 2 254 60.1 
3 940 3 249 2 599 51.6 

4 168 3 302 2 672 56.0 

3 573 2 733 2 336 53.0 
3 691 3 077 2 510 47.1 
3 877 3 066 2 389 62.3 
4 048 3 391 2 478 63.'1 
3 679 3 241 2 368 55.4 
;3 225 2 697 1 917 68.2 

4 290 3 381 2 748 56.1 

3 64R 2 771 2 282 '39.9 

2 648 2 064 1 852 4·3.0 
4 068 2 821 2 202 R4.7 
4 273 3 190 2 655 60.9 
3 441 2 709 2 075 65.8 
;; 089 2 519 2 080 48.5 

4 366 3 '120 2 753 58.6 

2191 4 3 254 2 629 60.0 
4 193 3 233 2 541 65.0 
4 879 3 750 3 104 57.2 
4 467 3 526 2 748 62.6 

3 839 2 889 2 404 59.7 

3 917 2 859 2 326 68.4 
;; 605 2 838 2 332 54.6 
2 844 2 421 2 062 37.9 
4 506 3 451 2 946 53,0 
3 448 2 715 2 231 54.5 
3 401 2 678 2 244 51.6 

5 181 4 173 3 349 5'1.7 

3 730 3 460 2 318 60.9 
4 328 3 428 2 559 69.1 
6 336 5 oH 4 342 45.9 
7 664 6 396 4 911 56.1 

3 546 2 932 2 370 49.6 

3 989 3 028 2 '179 60.9 
3 958 2 736 2 306 71.6 
3 466 2 762 2 219 56.2 
3 486 2 6'15 2 165 61.0 

3 552 ;; 020 2 449 45.0 

3 105 2 717 2 115 46.8 
3 806 3 351 2 092 41.4 
3 421 3 013 2 420 41.4 
3 202 3 045 2 276 40.7 
3 117 2 956 2 374 31.3 
2 794 2 460 1 976 41.4 
3 227 2 923 2 354 37.1 
3 371 2 971 2 514 34.1 

4 506 35M 2 916 54.5 

3 108 2 562 2 l~r 
44.7 

4 658 3 711 3 49.2 
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Table 1. JULY 1, 1913 (REVISED) AND JULY 1. 1915 POPULATION AND CALENDAR YEAR 1912 
(REVISED) AND 1914 PER CAPITA INCOME ESTIMATES FOR THE STATE, COUNTIES. AND 
SUBCOUNTY AREA5-Continued 

(1970 population and related per capita income figures reflect annexations since 1970 and corrections to 1970 census counts. For subcounty areas with a 
1970 census sample population of less than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure. For details and meaning 

of symbols, see text) 

AKfA 

IONA ... (I ............... I) It .. \I ...... \I" ...... .. 

I;~WI!\j ............................ " .......... " .... .. 
PIRIE (PAKTl •••••••••••••••• 
SWAN VALLEy ................. . 
IJCON ....................... .. 

bONNE~S FERRy •••••••••••••••• 
MOYIE SPRINGS ............... . 

AHCO* .. (I ...................................... .. 

P.UTTE C r TV .... 8 .... d ...................... It .. 

i~OORE. ....................... t" I) .. (I .......... .. 

CAMAS COUNTy ••• , ••••••••• 

FAIRFIELD •••••••••••••••••••• 

CANYON COUNTy •••••••••••• 

CALDWELL ••••••••••••••••••••• 
GRE£NLEAF •••••••••• · .......... . 
MELBA •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MIDDLETON •••••••••••••••••••• 
NAMPA ......................... . 
~i 0 T US ~ M .......... _ .............................. G 

PARMA •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
y, ILDER ..................................... (I .... " 

CARIBOU COUNTy ••••••••••• 

bANCROFT ••••••• , ..... ~ •• , •• , ... 
GkACE •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SOI)A SPRINGS •••• ~.~ •••••••••• 

CASSIA COUNTy •••••••••••• 

I'LAION ...................... . 
PUR-l.EY (PAf{T) ............... . 
DECLOo ....................... II. 
MALTA •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OAKLEY 8 ..... " ... """ .. ~ ............. " 0) \I .. 

DUflOIS." '" o. '."" .~ •• " ~." •• 0 •• 

SPENCER •••••••••••••••••••• i. 

CI.EARWATER COUNTy ....... . 

ELK RIVER •••••••••••••••••••• 
OKOFINO~ ..... ~ ............ D •• e. 
p IE"RCE ............. " .................. " .. " .... '" 
"1EIPPE~ ........... " ............ .. 

CUSTER COUNTy •••••••••••• 

CHALL IS. t .. It. Q ~ It .. "~ .. ,, ~ & .. " ~ .... 1/ $ 

CLAYTON & ~ 0 " ... " ...... Q ....... II. III"''' .... 
LOST NIVER ••••••••••••••••••• 
MAC KAV ••• , ........... "" •• , .... '" 
STANLEy ........................ 0 ••••• 

FRANKLIN COUNTy •••••••••• 

CLIFTON, .................... , 
OAYTONo •••••••••••••••••••••• 
FRANKLIN ....... o ....... _ •••••••••• 

OXFORD. 0;. .... ~ ~ ~ 1" Go" ~ .. $ ., ~ .... " 1;1 D .. 

- , -"-, .. .... _ .. ----_._-_ .. _-_ ... ---_ ... -

J 
JULY I, 

1975 (RE 

021 
11& 

q2 
212 
817 

I> 1\1\9 

2 070 
2111 

3 2110 

1 36'1 
81 

162 

858 

1100 

72172 

15 '1'12 
409 
238 

1 022 
23 9'10 

3'12 
1 896 

582 

7 6115 

J~7 
1 113 
3 773 

IB 1196 

295 
A 512 

276 
228 
822 

9611 

'199 
:18 

9 75'1 

J'I6 
3 181 
1 191 

751 

"3 291 

953 
35 
'11 

615 
67 

18 962 

1 lIII9 
6 811 

8 024 

162 
238 
liS'! 

71 

POPULATION 

ULY 1, 
1973 

VISED) 

955 
H9 

39 
210 
703 

6 102 

2 086 
220 

3 085 

1 339 
72 

166 

808 

397 

6 8 791 

5 '150 
368 
223 
905 

2 ;I 335 
329 

1 838 
564 

6 824 

338 
884 

3 371 

7 930 

8 

10 

J 
1 

18 

1 
6 

7 

314 
279 
270 
253 
758 

881 

492 
41 

239 

315 
486 
206 
733 

09Q 

M9 
29 
40 

586 
51 

806 

3'12. 
818 

500 

[q9 
184 
393 

72 

APRIL 1, 
1970 

(CENSUS) 

890 
228 

47 
235 
664 

5 48'1 

1 909 
20} 

2 925 

1 244 
42 

156 

728 

336 

61 288 

14 219 
323 
197 
739 

20 768 
304 

1 228 
5M 

6 534 

366 
826 

2 977 

17 017 

229 
8 079 

251 
196 
656 

HI 

400 
115 

10 871 

383 
3 883 
1 218 

713 

2 961 

784 
36 
'10 

539 
47 

17 '179 

1 386 
6 451 

7 373 

137 
198 
402 

75 

.. -
CHANGE, 

1970 TO 1975 

NUMBER PERCENT 

131 1'1.7 
-112 -49.1 

-5 -10.6 
-23 -9.8 
153 23.0 

965 17.6 

161 8.4 
11 5.4 

315 10.8 

120 9.6 
39 92.9 
26 16.7 

130 17.9 

64 19.0 

10 884 17.8 

1 223 8.6 
86 26.6 
41 20.8 

283 38.3 
3 172 15.3 

38 12.5 
670 54,6 

18 3.2 

1 111 17.0 

-9 -2.5 
287 34.7 
796 26.7 

1 479 8.7 

66 28.8 
433 5.4 

25 10.0 
32 16.3 

166 25.3 

223 30.1 

99 24.7 
~7 -15.6 

-1 117 -10.3 

-37 -9.7 
-702 -18.1 

.,.27 -2.2 
38 5.3 

324 10.9 

169 21.6 
~1 ~2.8 

1 2.5 
76 14.1 
20 42.6 

1. ~83 8.5 

63 4.5 
360 5.6 

651 8.8 

25 18.2 
40 20.2 
52 12.9 
-'I -5.3 

---------------
ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME 

(DOLLARS) 

1972 
19711 (REVISED) 

3 1311 2 663 
'I 687 3 856 
q 198 3 45'1 
3 416 2 ~10 
2 9'16 2 601 

3 922 3 162 

'I 388 3 401 
4 738 3 '1'18 

3 498 2 867 

4 139 3 061 
3 53~ 2 833 
3 537 2 860 

5 710 3 831 

'I 223 2 451 

3 833 2 994 

3 852 3 167 
3 800 3 129 
3 157 2 bOO 
3 230 2 726 
3 520 2 658 
3 145 2 590 
3 184 2 619 
2 971 2 398 

q 819 3 069 

4 292 2 814 
3 962 2 630 
5 592 3 403 

3 878 2 781 

3 708 3 HZ 
3 935 2 982 
3 158 2 345 
3 978 2 74 If 
3 539 2 588 

3 672 2 887 

II 373 2 955 
4 951 3 454 

4 178 3 q62 

3 068 2 482 
II 619 3 883 
4 071 3 124 
3 591 2 7'10 

3 286 2 631 

3 751 2 868 
3 291 2 472 , 
3 260 2 449 I 3 499 2 652 
3 886 2 919 

3 584 2 930 

3 522 3 246 
3 905 3277 

3 042 2 303 

2 691 1 839 
2 383 1 629 
3 275 2 602 
1 738 1 290 

1969 

2 217 
3 19~ 
2 859 
2 326 
2 122 

2 '!7e 

2 587 
2 673 

2 'lOR 

2 659 
2 339 
2 361 

3 296 

2 174 

2 '183 

2 693 
2 572 
2 137 
2 126 
2 35'1 
2 128 
2 152 
1 772 

2 489 

2 426 
2 232 
2 785 

2 358 

2 701 
2 597 
1 899 
2 123 
2 155 

2 391 

2 413 
2 856 

2 934 

2 281 
3 180 
2 764 
2 ij74 

2 308 

2 621 
2 212 
2 l.91 
2 588 
2 612 

2 307 

2 661 
2 611 

1 878 

1 489 
1 319 
1 978 
1 044 

PER 
CHA 
196 

CENT 
NGE, 
9 TO 
.1 974 

4 
'I 
4 
4 
3 

5 

6 
7 

4 

5 
5 
4 

7 

1.4 
6.8 
6.8 
6,9 
8.8 

8.3 

9.6 
7.3 

5.3 

5.7 
1.1 
9.8 

3.2 

9' 1.3 

5 

II 
4 
'I 
5 
4 
4 
4 
6 

3.0 
7,7 
7.7, 
1.9 
9.5 
7.8 
8.0 
7.7 

9 

7 
7 

10 

3.6 

6.9 
7.5 
0.8 

6'1 

37 
51 
66 
87 
64 

53 

81 
73 

42 

34 
45 
'n 
45 

42 

43 
48 
48 
35 
'18 

55 

32 

.5 

.3 

.5 

.3 

.'1 

.2 

.6 

.2 

.4 

.4 

.5 

.3 

.3 

.1 

.1 

.8 

.8 

.2 

.8 

.4 
6 49. 

62. 

80. 
80. 
65, 
66. 

7 
7 
6 
5 
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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 to 1970 census counts. For subcounty areas with a 

1970 census sample population of less than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure. For details and meaning 

of symbols, see text) _____________________________ __ _______________________________________________ -r ------------------------------
ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME 

(DOLLARS) 

AflEA 

PRESTON •••••••••••••••••••••• 
'IESTON ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

FREMONT COUNTy ••••••••••• 

t\SHTON .... e " •• " ~ .. ~ .. , & •• ~ • 9 ~ • ~ " 

O;'UMMOND ••••••••••••••••••••• 
ISLAND PARK ................. . 
NEWDALE •••••••••••••••••••••• 
i'AHKEH ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sf ANTHONy ••••••••••••••••••• 
TETON •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
.,ARM kiVER .................. . 

GEM COUNTy ••••••••••••••• 

[,MeIETT ...................... . 

GOODING COUNTy ••••••••••• 

PUSS ....................... . 
0000 I NG •••• , ••••••••••••••••• 
IAGERMAN ••••••••••••••••••••• 

WENDEl.l •••••••••••••••••••••• 

IOAHO COUNTy ••••••••••••• 

OTTO['WOOD ••••••••••••••••••• 
ERDINAND •••••••••••••••••••• 

GHANGEVILlE •••••••••••••••••• 
KOOSKIA •••••••••••••••••••••• 
HI'3GII\IS ............. g t ..... _ ....... ~ .... . 

~T1TES ...................... . 
·IPO~.~;.@ •• ~ ........... of .... . 

JEFFERSON COUNTy ••••••••• 

hAMER •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LEWiSViLLE ........... ••••••• • 
IENAN .................... ~ ..................... . 

t"lUD LAKE ... ~ It ...................... t ...... .. 

RIG8y ....................... . 
RIHIE (PARTl .............. .. 
hObERTS ..................... . 

JEROME COUNTy •••••••••••• 

EDEN ....................... .. 
t'AZELTON ................... .. 
JEROME. •••••••••••••••••••••• 

KOOTENAI COUNTy •••••••••• 

ATHOL ....................... . 
COEUR 0 ALENE .............. .. 
DALTON GARDENS ••••••••••••••• 
F EHNAN LAKE •••••••••••••••••• 
HAHRISON .................... . 
rAUSER LAKe •••••••••••••••••• 
rIAYDEN ..................... .. 
HAYDEN LAKE •••••••••••••••••• 

HUETTER •••••••••••••••••••••• 
POST FALLS ................. .. 
P.ATHDRUM ••••••••••••••••••••• 
SPIRIT LAKE ................ .. 
"TATE LINE ................. .. 
"ORlEY •• " ••••••••••••••••••• 

lATAH COUNTy ••••••••••••• 

bOViLL ...................... . 
:lEARY •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
GENESEE .................... .. 
JULIAETTA ................... . 
KENDRICK ••••••••••••••••••••• 
i<OSCO •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ONA.Ay ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
POTLATCH ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tf{Oy ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

POPULATION 

\---_______ , __________ r---________ ~----------'----
CHANGE, 

9 992 

1 281 
ltf 

168 
290 
315 

3 253 
~q8 

11 

10 650 

3 976 

10 ~58 

138 
2 835 

5~ll 
I 492 

12 929 

889 
139 

3 443 
842 
580 
212 
181 

13 196 

99 
511 
623 

2'14 
2 821 

584 
379 

13 803 

369 
531 

5 865 

46 481 

403 
17 879 

2 119 
232 
310 
'192 

1 796 
351 

5'1 
'I 077 
1 012 

786 
27 

309 

26 947 

358 
'1'17 
741 
531 
441 

15 052 
170 
8'16 
761 

JULY 1, 
1973 

(REVISED) 

9 405 

1 299 
13 

157 
294 
304 

3 012 
LI21 

)0 

10 103 

3 940 

128 
2 720 

475 
1 269 

12 757 

926 
167 

3 471 
813 
586 
254 
160 

12 273 

96 
434 
572 

215 
2 357 

56t+ 
359 

11 933 

329 
~01 

5 107 

41 575 

28'+ 
17 042 

1 890 
210 
249 
432 

1 582 
312 

53 
3 2~0 

943 
724 

25 
302 

27 155 

325 
404 
774 
508 
402 

15 217 
172 
907 
704 

APRIL ), )970 TO 1975 
1970 \---------~----I 

(CENSUS) NUMBER PERCENT 

3 310 
230 

8 710 

1 le7 
1J 

136 
267 
266

1 

2 877 
390 

10 

9 387 

a 645 

114 
2 599 

1136 
1 122 

12 891 

867 
157 

3 636 
809 
533 
263

1 
185 

11 740 

10 253 

3~3 
396 

4 183 

35 332 , 

190 
16 228 

1 559 
179 
249 
3~9 

1 285 
260 

49 

2 ml 
22 

235 

24 898 

350 
411 
619 
423 
426 

14 146 
166 
871 
5~1 

302 
58 

1 282 

94 
1 

32 
23 
'-f9 

376 
)08 

1 

1 263 

31 

1 813 

2§~1 
108 
370

1 

38 

22 
-18 

-193 
33 
ll7 

-51 
-4 

1 '-f56 

18 
43 
78

1 

4~~1 
56 

-14 

3 550 

26 
135 

1 682 

11 1'-19 

213 
1 651 

560 
53 
61 

1~3 
511 

91 

5 
1 706 

271 
164 

5 
74 

2 0'19 

8 
36 

122 
108 

15 
906 

4 
-25 
220 

9.1 
25.2 

7.9 
7.7 

2,3.5 
8.6 

18.4 
1.3 .1 
27.7 
10.0 

13.5 

0.6 

21.0 

21.1 
9.1 

24.8 
33.0 

0.3 

2.5 
-11.5 
-5.3 

4.1 
8.8 

-19.4 
-2.2 

12.4 

22.2 
9.2 

H.3 

25.8 
21.4 
10.6 
-3.6 

34.6 

7.6 
34.1 
40.2 

31.6 

112.1 
10.2 
35.9 
29.6 
24.5 
41.0 
39.8 
35.0 

10.2 
72.0 
36.6 
26.~ 
22.7 
31.5 

8.2 

2.3 
8.8 

19.7 
25.5 
3.5 
6.4 
2.4 

-2.9 
40.7 

------------ ----------,-------,---
PEf\CENT 

1972 
197'1 (REVISED) 

3 269 
4 lJ.O 

L, 198 

5 160 1 

4 "50 
5 271 
5 llJ0 
3 389 
4 211 
4 697 

121. 

383 

3 338 

:I 856 

3 735 
4 267 
3 364 
3 520 

939 

4 007 
4 407 
lj b l;? 
2 665 
3 080 
2 943 
3 344 

3 495 

4 990 
4 060 
3 868 

5 247 
3 34~ 
3 524 
2 950 

626 

2 866 
3 204 
3 324 

3 979 

408 
4 187 
3 934 
4 109 
3 736 
4 165 
3 463 
4 945 

3 150 
3 '149 
3 231 
2 879 
1 882 
3 266 

4 184 

3 326 
4 651 
4 195 
3 044 
4 133 
3 901 
3 339 
3 448 
3 926 

2 4"3 
3 102 

8'19 

3 079 
2 975 
3 523 
2 995 
1 983 
:1 138 
2 7't5 
2 75q 

816

1' 063 

2 916 
3 393 
2 674 
2 695 

060 

3 024 
3 230 
3 594 
2 353 
2 751 
2 378 
2 918 

2 645 

3 951 
3 064 
3 107 

4 155 
2 941 
2 506 
2 350 

766 

2 191 
2 620 
2 838 

281 

2 215 
3 406 
3 361 
3 502 
3 437 
3 550 
2 957 
4 215 

2 685 
2 858 
2 855 
2 605 

1 6041 
2 597 

175 

2 937 
3 902 
3 035 
2 ~95 
3 071 
3 134 

2 6391 2 909 
2 998 

1969 

151 
3',2 

:154 

2 717 
2 455 
2 907 
2 253 
1 813 
2 570 
2 353 
2 272 

286 

320 

518 

2 388 
2 830 
2 113 
2 216 

524 

2 286 
2 377 
3 036 
1 905 
2 453 
2 
2 ~~~I 

107 

3 355 
2 153 
2 420 

3 272 
2 339 
2 205 

1 911 I 
166 

808 
999 
353 

705 

1 699 
2 830 
2 809 
2 880 
2 612 
2 920 
2 466 
3 467 

2 208 
2 382 
2 257 
2 100 
1 319 
2 316 

2 650 

2 684 
3 147 
2 538 
1 928 
2 339 
2 713 
2 193 
2 396 
2 3'+7 

CHANGE., 
1969 TO 

1974 

78.3 

89.9 
201.3 
81.3 

128.1 
86.9 
63.9 
99.6 
81.4 

'i8.0 

53.1 

%.'1 
50.8 
59.2 
58.8 

56.1 

75.3 
85.'+ 
53.1 
39.9 
25.6 
42.9 
55.8 

65,9 

48.7 
88.6 
59.8 

60.4 
113.0 
59.8 
54.4 

67.4 

58.5 
60.3 
41.3 

41.7 
48.0 
40.0 
42.7 
43.0 
42.6 
40.4 
42.6 

42.7 
44.8 
43.2 
37.1 
'12.7 
41.0 

57.9 

23.9 
47.8 
65.3 
57.9 
76.7 
43.8 
52.3 
43.9 
67.3 
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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 to 1970 census counts. For subcounty areas with a 

1970 census sample population of less than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure. For details and meaning 

of symbols, see text) ------------,----------------_._----------,---------------------
ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME POPULATION (DOLLARS) 

AREA 
i----"-------,.--"-.. ------T-----·--T----C-Hj-:--AN~----+----.-----:.-I------r----ccPE::-:R-c-E-N=-r 

JULY 1, APRIL 1, 1970 TO CHANGE, 
JULY 1, 1973 19701-------r------I 1972 1969 TO 

1975 (REVISED) (CENSUS) NUMBER PERCENT 197'1 (REVISED), 1969 197'1 

---L-E-M-H-I--C-0-UN-T-Y-.-.-.-.-,-.-.-•• -,-.-.-.+-------6--3-9-5+------6--19-0-~------5-5-6-6~-------8-2-9+---1-'I-.~9-----3--5-4-9+----~ 4'1.0 

LEADORE'...................... 141 138 111 30 27.0 2 966. 2 455
1
' 

SALMON....................... 3 202 3 258 2 910 2921 10.0 3 38Ll 2 689, 

LEWIS COUNTy ••••••••••••• 

eRA IGMONT" .. " ....... & .. &." ... 0" $" ~ 
I(AMIAH ...................... . 
'·IEZPE,<CE .................... . 
flEU8EI<S •••••••••••••••••••••• 
IdNCHESTER .................. . 

LINCOLN COUNTy ••••••••••• 

DIETRiCH .................... . 
hICHFIELD •••• , .............. . 
SHOSH0~E ••• , ••••• , ••••••••••• 

MAlJISOI, COUNTy ••••••••••• 

~EXBUHG •••••••••••••••••••••• 
SUGAR. ~ ........................ 0 ......... .. 

MINIDOKA COUNTy •••••••••• 

ACEQUIA ............ , ••••••••• 
BURLEY (PAIH) •• , ....... , ..... 
HEYBURN •••••••••• , ••• , ••• , ••• 
MINIDOKA .................... . 
PAUL ................ """ .. . 
RUPERT ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NEZ PERCE COUNTy ••••••••• 

·ULDESAC ••••••••••••••••••• " 
LAPWAI ...................... . 
LEW ISTON ••••••••••••••••••••• 
PECI(, ....................... . 

ONEIDA COUNTy •••••••••••• 

MALAD CITy ••••••••••••••••••• 

OV,YHEE COUNTy .......... .. 

GRAND VIEW .................. . 
HOMEDALE ••••••••••••••••••••• 
MARSING ..................... . 

PAYETTF COUNTy ••• , ••••••• 

F"U1TLA~If) ................... . 
NEW PLyMOUTH ••••••••••••••••• 

AVETTE. .................... .. 

POWER COUNTy ••••••••••••• 

AMERICAN FALLS ............. .. 
"-OCKLAND .................... . 

SHOSHONE COUNTy •••••••••• 

KELLOGG ..................... . 
NULLAN ..................... .. 
OSBURN ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PINEHURST ••• 8o •• oo ••• e&oc ••• q 

SMEL TERVILLE ••••••••••••••••• 
Y'ALLACE ••••••• , •••••••••• , ••• 
~ARDNER ..................... . 

TETON COUNTy ••••••••••••• 

DRIGGS ...................... . 
TETON1A •••••••••••••••••••••• 
VICTOR ...................... . 

q 386 

68~ 
1 490 

618 
78 

271 

3 3M 

77 
368 

1 183 

17 057 

10 245 
741 

18 203 

116 
201 

2 337 
143 

1 004 
5 201 

30 555 

216 
559 

26 5/17 
251 

3 048 

7 559 

2 066 
1 089 
5 2'10 

5 630 

3 328 
212 

19 078 

3 638 
1 187 
2. H6 
2 162 

860 
1 886 

'115 

2 605 

905 
208 
240 

'I 209 

668 
1 448 

609 
8'1 

278 

3 166 

81 
311 

1 138 

15 6'10 

9 610 
643 

17 '176 

113 
20'1 

2. 109 
139 

1 019 
'I 910 

30 686 

207 
'184 

26 732 
252 

2 853 

1 841 

7 141 

316 
1 652 

707 

13 632 

1 886 
1 025 
/I 9'17 

'I 928 

2 922 
198 

18 716 

3 639 
1 176 
2 066 
2 I'll 

8'16 
1 918 

428 

2 501 

836 
206 
225 

3 867 

554 
1 307 

555 
81 

274 

3 057 

04 
290 

1 233 

13 452 

8 272 
617 

15 731 

107 
200 

1 637 
131 
911 

'I 563 

30 376 

211 
'100 

26 068 
238 

2 864 

1 848 

6 422 

260 
1 411 

610 

12 401 

1 576 
986 

4 521 

4 8M 

2 769 
209 

19 718 

3 811 
1 279 
2 2£;8 
1 996 

967 
2 206 

'192 

2 351 

727 
176 
241 

519
1 

130 1 

183 
63 
-3 
-3 

307 

-7 
78. 

-5°1 
3 605 

1 973 
124 

2'172 

9 
1 

700 
12 
93

1 
638 

179 

5 
159 
Ll79

1 
13 

18 11i 
96 

1 137 

88 
303 

98 

2. 003 

-640 

-173 
-92 

-102 
166 

-107 
-320 

-77 

25'1 

178 
32 
-1 

13.4 

23.5 
14.0 
11·'11 
-3.7 
-1.1 

10.0 

;~:~I 
·4.1 

26.8 

23.9 
20.1 

15.7 

8.4 
0.5 

'12.8 
9.2 

10.2 
H,O 

0.6 

2.4 
39.7 
1.8 
5.5 

6.4 

5.2 

17.7 

33.8 
21.5 
16.1 

16.2 

31.1 
10.'1 
15.9 

15.7 

20.2 
1.4 

-3.2 

-'1.5 
-7.2 
-'1,5 
8.3 

-11.1 
-14.51 
-15.7 

10.8 

24.5 
18.2 
-0.4 

5 365 

4 649 
4 156 
7 005 
5 6'18 
3 789 

3 252 

3 208 
3 292 
'I 226 

3 683 

3 291 
3 378 

3 61'5 

3 11'1 
3 557 
2 679 
3 120 
3 280 
;} 380 

4 545 

3 706 
3 385 
'I 514 
3 760 

'I 173 

4 290 

2 901 

3 551 
2 895 
4 213 

3 593 

3 '121 
3 209 
3 '162 

4 798 

'I 270 
3 951 

q 120 

Ll 495 
3 329 
4 '172 
3 6)3 
q 006 
'I 669 
3 '115 

3 728 

3 316 
2 25/1 
3 638 

3 612 

2 988 
3 076 
4 216 
3 753 
2 835 

2 561 

2 428 
2 304 
3 096 

2 590 

2 341 
2 478 

2 709 

2 '120 
2 76'1 
2 312 
2 372 
2972 
2 761 

3 5'10 

2977 
2 817 
3513 
2 791 

2 631 

2 '12.3 

2 241 

2 412 
2 311 
3 093 

2 903 

2 848 
2 619 
3 046 

3 1'10 

2 984 
2 670 

3 281 

3 62'1 
2 803 
3 555 
2 875 
3 3711 
3 915 
2 767 

2 117 

2 120 
1 457 
2 030 

2 0'10 
2 350 

2 795 
3 001 
3 499 
3 233 
2 4'!2 

2 108 

1 962 
1 862 
2 460 

2 191 

1 999 
2 055 

2 25'1 

1 989 
2 272 
2 118 
1 888 
2 270 
2 399 

2 862 

2 322 
2 271 
2 872 
2 486 

1 778 

1 921 
1 709 
2 2'16 

2 3'13 

2 337 
1 983 
2 '187 

2 585 

2 568 
2 185 

2 789 

2 987 
2 '102 
3 097 
2 486 
2 675 
3 224 
2 306 

1 912 

1 980 
1 528 
1 878 

70.1 

66.3 
38.5 

100.2 
14.7 
55.2 

54.3 

63.5 
76.8 
71.8 

68.1 

64.6 
64.'1 

60.'1 

56,6 
56.6 
26,5 
65.3 
4'1.5 
40,9 

58.8 

59.6 
49.1 
57.2 
51.2 

86.0 

92.9 

63.2 

8LI.9 
69.'1 
87.6 

l~6. 4 
A1.8 
39.2 

85.6 

66.3 
80.8 

'17.7 

50.5 
38.6 
44.'1 
45.3 
49.8 
44.8 
48.1 

95.0 

67.5 
47.5 
93.7 
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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 to 1970 census counts, For subcounty areas with a 
1970 census sample population of less than 1,000, the 1969 per capita income is an estimate and not the 1970 census figure, For details and meaning 
of symbols, see text) 

- -
POPULATION 

Ac\EA 
JUl.Y 1, APRIL I, 

JULY I, 1973 1970 1--
1975 (REVISED) (CENSUS) 

TWIN FALLS COUNTY ........ 41) '159 '15 090 41 807 

btJHL ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3 133 3 200 2 975 
CASTLEFORD •••• '" ••••• " '" •• 206 182 174 
FILER ........................ 1 351 1 368 1 173 
HANSEN., ~. a '.600 •••••• 0 • 0.0 •• 611 4'10 '115 
HOLLISTER •••••••••••••••••••• 54 57 57 
KIMBERLy ..................... 1 815 1 787 1 557 
MURTAUGH ..................... 144 136 124 
TwIN FALLS ................... 23 709 23 630 21 9H 

VALLEY COUNTY •••••••••••• 'I 399 4 091 ;; 609 

CASCADE ...................... 1 004 901 833 
['ONNELLY ••••••••••••••••••••• 143 130 114 
MCCALL ••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 147 2 043 1 756 

WASHINGTON COUNTY •••••••• 8 367 8 149 7 633 

CAM8RIDGE .................... 442 386 383 
MIDVALE ...................... 409 329 176 
\\EISER ....................... 4 538 'I 395 4 106 

MUL Tl-COUNTY PLACES 

BURLEY ••••• " •••••••••••••••• 8 713 8 483 8 279 
RIRIE. ....................... 626 603 575 

CHANGE, 
1970 TO 1975 

NUMBER PERCENT 

'I 652 11.1 

158 5.3 
32 18.4 

178 15.2 
196 47.2 

··3 -5.3 
258 16.6 

20 16.1 
1 795 8.2 

790 21.9 

171 20.5 
29 25.4 

389 22.1 

734 9.6 

59 15.'1 
233 132.4 
<i30 10.5 

43'1 5.2 
51 8.9 

ESTIMATED PER CAPITA MONEY INCOME 

197'1 

'I '154 

3 736 
'I 140 
3 691 
3 516 
4 199 
;; 654 
3 539 
4 449 

4 258 

4 147 
5 151 
4 223 

;; 299 

3 213 
2 383 
;; 546 

3 926 
3 569 

(DOLLARS) 

~-.-- ------n--PERCEN 
CHANGE 

1972 1969 T 

T , 
o 
q (REVISED) 

3 250 2 

2 922 2 
2 825 2 
2 873 2 
2 566 2 
3 218 2 
2 935 2 
2713 2 
3 461 2 

;; 647 2 

J 428 2 
'I 607 3 
3 464 2 

2 740 2 

2 862 2 
1 957 1 
2 877 2 

2 977 2 
2 569 2 

1969 

628 

320 
262 
472 
211 
577 
287 
172 
786 

896 

876 
338 
902 

181 

084 
549 
268 

589 
258 

197 
--------

69. 5 

61. 
83. 
L~9 , 
59. 
62. 
59. 
62. 
59. 

47. 

o 
o 
3 
o 
9 
8 
9 
"/ 

o 

44 " ~ 
3 
5 

54. 
45, 

51.3 

54.2 
53.8 
56.3 

51.6 
58.1 



1915 Population and Pel' Capita Income Estimates, and Revised 1913 Esti­
mates for Counties, Incorporated Places, and Selected Minor Civil Divisions 

(Reports may not be published in numerical order) 

No. 649 Alabama No. 674 Montana 

No. 650 Alaska No. 675 Nebraska 

No. 651 Arizona No. 616 Nevada 

No. 652 Arkansas No. 671 New Hampshire 

No. 653 California No. 618 New Jersey 

No. 654 Colorado No. 619 New Mexico 

No. 655 Connecticut No. 680 New York 

No. 656 Delaware No. 681 North Carolina 

No. 657 Florida No. 682 North Dakota 

No.65S Georgia No. 683 Ohio 

No. 659 Hawaii No. 684 Oklahoma 

No. 660 Idaho No. 685 Oregon 

No. 661 illinois No. 686 Pennsylvania 

No. 662 Indiana No. 681 Rhode Island 

No. 663 Iowa No. 688 South Carolina 

No. 664 Kansas No. 689 South Dakota 

No. 665 Kentucky No. 690 Tennessee 
No. 666 Louisiana No. 691 Texas 

No. 667 Maine No. 692 Utah 

No. 668 Maryland No. 693 Vermont 

No. 669 Massachusetts No. 694 Virginia 

No: 670 Michigan No. 695 Washington 

No. 671 Minnesota No. 696 West Virginia 

No. 672 Mississippi No. 691 Wisconsin 

No. 673 Missouri No. 698 Wyoming 
No. 699 U.S. Summary and 

Detailed Methodology 


