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This report is one of a series containing current estimates
of the total July 1, 1977, population for all general purpose
governmental units in each State. The preparation of current
populiation estimates below the county level was prompted
by the State and lLocal Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, The
estimates shown here also reflect changes made during the
review of the figures with local officials. The figures are
used by a wide variety of Federal, State, and local govern-
mental agencies for program planning and administrative
purposes. Estimates of per capita income for 1976 were not
prepared, but figures for 1977 will appear later in this
report series accompanying the 1978 population estimates.

Areas included in this series of reports are all counties
{or county equivalents such as census divisions in Alaska,
parishes in Louisiana, and independent cities in Maryland,
Missouri, Nevada, and Virginia) and incorporated places
in the State, plus active minor civil divisions (MCD’s}, com-
monly towns in New England, New York, and Wisconsin,
or townships in other parts of the United States." These
State reports appear in Current Population Reports, Series
P-25, in alphabetical sequence as report number 814 (Ala-
bama) through number 863 {Wyoming). A list indicating
the report number for each State is appended.

The detailed table for each State shows July 1, 1977,
estimates of the population of each area, together with
April 1, 1970, census population and numerical and per-
centage change between 1970 and 1977. The 1970 figures
reflect annexations since 1970 up to December 31, 1977,
and include corrections to the 1970 census counts.

The estimates are presented in the table in county order,
with all incorporated places in the county listed in alpha-
betical order, followed by any functioning minor civil divi-
sions also listed in alphabetical order. Minor civil divisions

'In certain midwestern States (lllinois, Kansas, Minnesota,
Missouri, Nebraska, and the Dakotas), some counties have active
minor civil divisions while others do not.

are always identified 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 presented at the end

of the table.

METHODOLOGY

To estimate the population of each subcounty area, a com-
ponent procedure (the Administrative Records method} was
used, with each of the components of population change
(births, deaths, net migration, and special populations} esti-
mated separately. The estimates were derived in four stages,
moving from 1970 as a base vear to develop estimates for
1973, and,in turn, moving from 1973 as the base year to
derive estimates for 1975, from 1975 as the base year for
1976, and from 1976 as the base year for 1977.

Migration. Individual Federal income tax returns were used
to measure migration by matching individual 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 inmigrants, outmigrants, and
nonmigrants for each area. A net migration rate was derived,
based on the difference between the inmigration and out-
migration of taxpayers and dependents, and was applied to a
base population to vield an estimate of net migration for al!
persons in the area.

Natural change. Reported resident birth and death statistics
were used, wherever available, to estimate natural change.
These data were collected from State health departments and
supplemented, where necessary, by data prepared and pub-
lished by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Weifare, National Center for Health Statistics. For subcounty
areas where reported birth and death statistics were not
available from either source, estimates were developed by
applying fertility and mortality rates. These estimates were
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subsequently controlled to agree with birth and death statis-
tics for larger areas where reported data were available.

Adjustment for special populations. In addition to the above
components of population change, estimates of special
populations were also taken into account. Special popula-
tions 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 enrolled in full-time programs. These populations
were treated separately because changes in these types of
population groups are not reflected in the components of
population change developed by standard measures, and the
information is generally available for use as an independent
series,

Annexations and new incorporations. The 1970 census
counts shown in this report reflect all population corrections
made to the figures after the initial tabulations. In addition,
adjustments for annexations are reflected in the estimates.
For new incorporations occurring after 1970, the 1970
population within the boundaries of the new areas is shown
in the detailed table.

Other adjustments. For areas where special censuses were
conducted at dates that approximate the estimate date, the
census results were taken into account in developing the
estimates.® In several States, the subcounty estimates de-
veloped by the Administrative Records method were aver-
aged with estimates for corresponding geographic areas
which were prepared by State agencies participating in the
Federal-State Cooperative Program for Local Population
Estimates (FSCP). These States include California, Florida,
New Jersey, Qregon, Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin.

Counties. In generating estimates for counties by this pro-
cedure, the method was meoedified slightly to make the
county estimates specific to the resident population under
65 years of age. The resident population 65 years old and
over in counties was estimated separately by adding the
change in Medicare enrollees 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 estimates of the total resident
population in each county.

The estimates for the subareas in each county were ad-
justed to independently derived county estimates. Since
all of the data necessary to develop final estimates under
the FSCP program are not available at the time subcounty
estimates are prepared, only two of the methods relied upon

*Only special censuses conducted by the Bureau of the Census
or by the California, Florida, Michigan, 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
resuits of these special censuses were also taken into account in
preparing the estimates.

in the standard FSCP program of estimates for counties
(i.e., Component Method 11 and the Administrative Records
method) were utilized. The 1977 estimates result from
adding the average 1976-77 population change indicated by
the two methods to the 1976 county population figures
contained in Current Population Reports, Series P-25 and
P-26.°

The county estimates, in turn, were adjusted to be con-
sistent with independent State estimates published by the
Bureau of the Census in Current Population Reports, Series
P-25, No. 790, in which the Administrative Records based
estimates were averaged with the estimates prepared using
Component Method 11 and the Regression method.*

LIMITATIONS OF THE ESTIMATES

Tests of the accuracy of the methods used to develop State
and county population estimates appearing in Current
Population Reports, Series P-25 and P-26 are reported in
Series P-25, No. 520 for States and in Series P-26, No. 21
for counties. In summary, the State estimates averaging
Component Method Il and the Regression method vyielded
average differences of approximately 1.9 percent when
compared to the 1970 census. Subsequent modifications of
the two procedures that have been incorporated in preparing
estimates for the 1970's would have reduced the average
difference in 1970 to 1.2 percent. For counties, the 1970
evaluations indicated 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 results
of the 1970 census concern estimates extending over the
entire 10-year period of 1960 to 1970.

Since 1970, however, the Administrative Records method
has been introduced with partial weight in the estimates for
States and counties, and except for the few States in which
local estimates are utilized, carries the full weight for esti-
mates below the county level. The data series upon which
the estimates procedure is based has been available as a
comprehensive series for the entire United States only since
1967. Nonetheless, several studies have been undertaken
evaluating the Administrative Records estimates from the
State to the local level. At the Statewide level, little direct
testing can be performed due to the lack of special censuses
covering entire States. Some sense of the general reasonable-
ness of the Administrative Records estimates may be ob-
tained, 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%. 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 consistency between the newer Administrative
Records system and the established methods.

T ER—————

3 Descriptions of the methodologies are given for each State in

the individual Series P-26 or P-25 report for the State.
4For further discussion of the methodologies used in preparing

State estimates, see Current Population Reports, P-25, No. 640.



Table A presents such a comparison for State estimates
referring to July 1, 1977, A rather close agreement may be
observed in the estimates for all States at only a 1.1 percent
difference. The variation of the Administrative Records
method from the average of the other methods does increase
for smaller States in a regular pattern, but still reaches an
average of only 1.3 percent for the smallest size category.
The only consistent variations suggesting a potential for
directional bias are indicated in the tendency for larger
States to be estimated higher by the Administrative Records
procedure than by the other techniques.

A similar comparison may be made at the county level
(table B). Although the differences between the FSCP esti-
mates 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 difference for all counties is
2.6 percent, and ranges from 1.5 percent for the larger
counties to 8.4 percent for the 26 small counties under
1,000 population. The comparisons indicate virtually no
change from similar comparisons for the 1976 estimates.
Only the average difference for counties with less than
1,000 population experienced any significant change from
the 1976 levels in improving from. 10.1 to 8.4 average per-
cent differences.

Three tests of the Administrative Records population
estimates against census counts also have been undertaken.
First, a fimited evaluation involving 24 large areas (16
counties and 8 cities}) was conducted on estimates for the
1968-70 period.® Although the test shows the estimates to

*Meyer Zitter and David L. Word, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
“"Use of Administrative Records for Small Area Population Esti-
mates,” unpublished paper prepared for presentation at the annual
meeting of the Population Association of America, New Orleans,
Louisiana, April 27, 1973

be quite accurate (1.8 percent difference), the areas may
not be assumed to be representative of the 39,000 units of
government covered by the Administrative Records esti-
mating system, and the time segment evaluated refers only
to a 2-year period.

A more representative group of special censuses in 86
areas selected particularly for evaluation purposes was
conducted in 1973. The areas were randomly chosen nation-
wide to be typical of areas with populations below 20,000
persons. Table C summarizes the average percent difference
between the estimates from the Administrative Records
method and counts from the 86 special censuses. 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 popu-
lation 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, with about 60
percent of the estimates exceeding the census counts. Again,
the impact of population size on the expected level of ac-
curacy may be noted. Even though all of the areas in this
study are relatively smali—less than 20,000 population—the
larger ones demonstrate much lower variation from census
figures than the smatler ones.

The third evaluation involving census comparisons 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 ex-
periencing 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 com-
pleted for use here, but will be included in detail as a part of
the comprehensive methodology description in Current
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 699 {in preparation).

Table A. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates and the Average of Component
Method Il and Regression Estimates for States: 1977

(Base is the average of Method II and Regression estimates)

Population size in 1970
Item . ,
All 4 million 1.5 to 4 Less than
States and over million 1.5 million
Average percent difference
(disregarding sign)..... 1.1 0.8 1.2 1.3
Number of States.......oc.nvuu... 51 16 18 17
With differences of:
Less than 1 percent....... e 21 9 7 5
1l to 2 percent......... e, 19 6 6 7
2 percent and OvVer.,........ 11 1 5 5
Where Adninistrative Records was:
Higher....... P 29 10 9 10
Lower,......... oo Ceveeas Cieresaae 22 6 ) 9 7




Table B. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates and the Provisional FSCP Estimates

for Counties: 1977

(Base is the provisional FSCP estimates for counties)

Counties with 1,000 or more 1970 population Counties
with less
Item 25, 000 10,000 1,000 than 1,000
All 50,000 to to to 1970
counties Total | or more| 49,999 24,999 9,999 population
Average percent difference
(disregarding sign).....e.o.... 2.6 2.6 1.5 2.1 2.5 3.6 8.4
Number of counties or
equivalents. ... oo, 3,143 3,117 679 567 1,017 854 26
with differences of:
Less than 1 percent,........ 952 951 329 191 266 165 1
1 to 3 percent...oovviveeens 1,265 1,259 274 246 436 303 6
3 to S percent.....e.eeeenens 526 520 56 95 196 173 6
5 to 10 percent.........e.0.. 327 320 18 30 101 171 7
10 percent and over,........ 73 67 2 5 18 42 6
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:
percent
Area differ- Under 3 3 to 5 5 to 10 10 percent
encel percent percent percent and over
All areas (86)%.... i vivonnn 5.9 32 18 20 16
1,000 to 20,000 (59)..... e 4.6 26 13 14 6
Under 1,000 population (27)......... 8.6 6 5 6 10

1pisregarding sign.

2A11 areas have population under 20,000 persons.

As a final caution, it must be noted that for convenience
in presentation, the estimates contained in table 1 are shown
in unrounded form. It is not intended, 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 appli-
cation of the estimates contained here.

RELATED REPORTS

The population estimates shown in this series of reports
update those found in Current Population Reports, Series
P-25, Nos. 740 through 789 for 1976. The population
estimates contained here for States are consistent with
Series P-25, No. 790. The county estimates for 1977 are

superior to the provisional 1977 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 Current Popu-
lation Reports. The county population estimates are being
replaced by subsequent final 1977 figures developed through
the Federal-State Cooperative Program for Local Population
Estimates.

DETAILED TABLE SYMBOLS

In the detailed table entries, a dash "—" represents 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 appli-
cable and “NA’" means not available.



Table 1. July 1, 1977 Population Estimates for the State, Counties, and Subcounty Areas

CHANGE, 1970 TO 1977

CHANGE, 1970 T0 1977

AREA APRIL 1, AREA APRIL L4
JULY . 1970 JULY 1. ' 1970
1977 CENSUS NUMBER | PERCENT 1977 CENSUS NUMBER | PERCENT
STATE OF ARIZONA,.awes 2 335 ou2 1775 399 559 643 31,5 | PHOENIX e vevannoasorsrsrse 684 516 589 016 95 500 16,2
SCOTTSDALE . esvcnssanrvrnse 81 458 67 823 13 635 20,1
} SURPRISEesossansncrsssancs 3 569 2 427 1142 47,1
APACHE COUNTY.,cvaonsoes 44 331 32 304 12 027 37,2 | TEMPE yossrssessocssvensses 98 146 63 550 34 596 54 o4
TOLLESON, , yvvoonosonnosons 3 918 3 881 37 1.0
EAGAR,ossoeacnsasescnsesns 2 202 1279 923 72,2 | WICKENBURG, yoooovssesnssns 3 002 2 698 304 11,3
ST JOMNS.vvsnossorsssonse 2 3ud 1 320 1024 77,6 | YOUNGTOWN, ,0a00ccesessssso 1 Bl& 1 886 -72 »3,8
SPRINGERVILLEssusovensosns 1691 1 151 540 46,9 .
MOHAVE COUNTY v e ovsansons 41 415 25 857 15 558 60,2
COCHISE COUNTYowouwnesens 76 220 61 918 14 302 23,1
KINGMAN' . ssovensuennnnsnsas 8 u24 8 025 399 5,0
BENSON s os osososnsasonasscs 3 992 2 829 1 153 40,6
10 336 8 328 2 006 24,1
13 917 12 462 1 485 13,7 NAVAUJO COUNTY e o vssonsuos 62 602 47 559 15 043 31,6
1 963 1 241 722 58,2
SIERRA VISTA ... 23 497 17 394 6 103 35,1 | HOLBROOK . sousanossocnssnes 5 322 4 759 563 11.8
TOMBSTONE s vosovseossnssons 1 697 1241 456 36,7 ] SHOW LOW4yeoannoocsoncnses 3 766 2 129 1 637 76,9
WILCOX oo uosocovonsonoonses 3117 2 568 549 21,4 | SNOWFLAKE  escanoasronvosss 2 a4y 1977 867 43,9
TAYLOR TOWN.osoosososaonens 1699 888 811 91,3
WINSLOW.asssvovousanononss 7 528 8 066 =541 w67
COCONINO COUNTY oy, veersn 65 574 48 326 17 248 35,7
FLAGSTAFF evononnannassoons 32 731 26 117 6 614 25,3 PIMA COUNTYssoossaceanas 454 627 351 667 102 960 29,3
FREDONIAcoocsoconsvosvanss 868 798 70 8,8
PAGE, pusvsocassssosensvace 5 004 1 439 3 565 287, 7T | MARANAG oo vesravesontocnons 1 504 1154 350 30,3
WILLIAMS . covosesnonancoans 2 202 2 386 -184 7,7 | ORO VALLEY.ssoonsovsvanvoan 1 282 581 701 120.7
SOUTH TUCSON,aocosneansoas & 309 6 220 89 14
TUCSONI. v esssasovanocasnss 301 152 267 464 33 688 12,6
GILA COUNTYsauaosannsnns 33 415 29 255 4 160 14,2
GLOBE ysseensonnnnsranansee 5 964 7 333 -1 369 ~18.7 PINAL COUNTYoseovsosssas 88 169 68 579 19 590 28,6
HAYDEN s sossnosssnsnnrvass 1182 1 283 =131 »10,2
MIAMI . ysoeenonosnasosenses 3 183 3 394 =211 26,2 | CASA GRANDE,sscavesssssess 14 008 10 536 3 472 33,0
PAYSONseesansonaancnnsnans 3 642 1 787 1 885 103,8 | COOLIDGE ", senensa vos 6 756 6 417 339 03
WINKELMAN. i sovosnovasnsass 1190 974 216 22,2 | ELOYuoosassnsncooonarasass 6 491 5 381 1110 2046
FLORENCE . (,escocsvrsonsass 3 129 2 173 956 44,0
KEARNY o s anaveososanasoseee 2 514 2 829 w315 1,1
GRAHAM COUNTY.usuuosvoes 20 283 16 578 3 705 22,3 | MAMMOTH . esusnnossonsonsnse 2 001 1953 48 2.5
SUPERIOR, spsuovssencnvoses 6 314 5 028 1 286 25,6
PIMALueposroosncosrnsannes 1 650 1 o184 466 39.4
SAFFORD? susnsvsonssasscesns 6. 934 5 824 1 110 19,1
THATCHER e soovsensreersnss 3 080 2 320 730 31.5 SANTA CRUZ COUNTY.ssesss 18 028 13 966 4 062 29,1
NOGALES' ., cies 12 847 9 577 2 976 31.0
GREENLEE COUNTY.erovsnns 11 286 10 330 956 9.3 | PATAGONIA, venones ' 77 630 141 22,4
CLIFTON, veussorasanssssnsa 5 214 5 087 127 2,5
DUNCAN. s svronsonsssnssnnsse 984 773 21t 27.3 YAVAPAL COUNTYausoanvanae 56 279 37 005 19 274 5241
CHINO VALLEY.ceessssrvsnes 2 64z BO3 1 B39 22%.0
MARICOPA COUNTY.4usvoves 1 288 754 971 228 317 526 32,7 | CLARKDALE , suvsoasvssnonces 1165 892 273 30,6
COTTONWOOD 44 o 4 033 2 610 1 421 54 4
AVONDALE svsnsosenasannsncs 6 553 6 626 73 wl,1 | JEROME savunsenoooseannnsss 470 290 180 62,1
BUCKEYE . yassososcocasssnse 2 495 2 599 104 28,0 PRESCOTT iyscaossosensasesr 18 244 15 445 2 799 18,1
CHANDLER® (4 ouvnsarsonannss 21 282 14 815 6 437 43,8 | PRESCOTT VALLEY susscensnss 371 244 127 52.0
EL MIRAGE,,cueuvenvunsnses 4 173 3 258 915 28.1
GILA BEND.ssooossosassssns 1 923 1 798 128 7.1
GILBERT g urnvocorposavsnses 3 955 1971 1984 100,7 YUMA COUNTY .o oesonncesns 74 056 60 827 13 229 21,7
GLENDALE susnonosssvasssons 73 730 36 228 37 502 103,5
GOODYEAR s vsvaconsorssonens 2 351 2 140 211 9.9 | PARKER sevsnsscsonersonvsr 3 286 1 948 1 338 68,7
SOMERTON. s yuvossessnsnsans 3 627 2 225 1402 63,0
GUADALUPE sssooonnarannsnns 4 161 4 039 122 3,0 | WELLTON s sseasnosnovsesnns 1178 957 218 22,8
MESAY sy usrorsonunsransrcns 110 079 69 038 41 041 59,4 | YUMA e uevnassonsnvrsnsnser 32 452 29 204 3 248 1.1
PARADISE VALLEY. issenesees 10 279 6 637 2 642 54,9
PEORTIA e vosnovovasrasasses 9 254 5 110 4 144 81,1

11970 CENSUS FISURE INCU

UNCLS 1970 CENSUS POPULATION RESIDING IN AREAS ANNEXED THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1977,



1977 Population Estimates for Counties, Incorporated Places,
and Selected Minor Civil Divisions

(Reports may not be published in numerical order}

No. 814 Alabama No. 839 Montana

No. 815 Alaska No. 840 Nebraska

No. 816 Arizona No. 841 Nevada

No. 817 Arkansas No. 842 New Hampshire
No. 818 California No. 843 New Jersey
No. 819 Colorado No. 844 New Mexico
No. 820 Connecticut No. 845 New York

No. 821 Delaware No. 846 North Carolina
No. 822 Florida No. 847 North Dakota
No. 823 Georgia No. 848 Ohio

No. 824 Hawaii No. 849 Oklahoma

No. 825 ldaho No. 850 Oregon

No. 826 lllinois No. 851 Pennsylvania
No. 827 Indiana No. 852 Rhode Island
No. 828 lowa No. 853 South Carolina
No. 829 Kansas No. 854 South Dakota
No. 830 Kentucky No. 8565 Tennessee

No. 831 Louisiana No. 856 Texas

No. 832 Maine No. 857 Utah

No. 833 Maryland No. 868 Vermont

No. 834 Massachusetts No. 8569 Virginia

No. 835 Michigan No. 860 Washington
No. 836 Minnesota No. 861 West Virginia
No. 837 Mississippi No. 862 Wisconsin

No. 838 Missouri No. 863 wWyoming



