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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 
population estimates below the county level was prompted 
by the State and Local 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 wi II 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 num ber 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 

I I n certain midwestern States (illinois, 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 cou nty, 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 197q as a base year 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 appl ied to a 
base population to yield an estimate of net migration for all 
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 
Welfare, 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. 2 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, Oregon, Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

Counties. I n generating estimates for counties by this pro­
cedure, the method was modified 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 popul ation 
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 

2 Only special censuses conducted by the Bureau of the Census 
or by the California, F lorida, Michigan, Oregon, or Washington State 
agencies participating in the Federal-State Cooperative Program fOr 
Local Population Estimates were used for this purpose. I n 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. 

in the standard FSCP program of estimates for counties 
(i.e., Component Method II and the Administrative Records 
method) wer.e 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. 3 

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 II and the Regression method.4 

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. I n summary, the State estimates averaging 
Component Method II and the Regression method yielded 
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 stud ies 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'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 consistency between ·the newer Administrative 
Records system and the established methods. 

3 Descriptions of the methodologies are given for each State in 
the individual Series P-26 or P-25 report for the State. 

4 For 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 limited evaluation involving 24 large areas (16 
counties and 8 cities) was conducted on estimates for the 
1968-70 period. 5 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. 

3 

be quite accu rate (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 small-less than 20,000 population-the 
larger ones demonstrate much lower variation from census 

figures than the smaller ones. 
The third evaluation involving census comparisons is 

currently underway, and is based upon the approximately 
2,000 special Fensuses 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 II 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 .... , ., .. , ...........•. 51 16 18 17 

Wi th di fferenc es of: 
Less than 1 percent ........ , ..... ,. 21 9 7 5 
1 to 2 percent, ...... , ............. 19 6 6 7 
2 percent and over .......................... ,/; 11 1 5 5 

Where Adminis tra ti ve Records was: 
Higher ••.. , ...•..........••...••..... 29 10 9 10 
Lower. , •• , . , •... , ..•.. , ..•..•.•.•• , •. 22 6 9 7 
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Table B. Percent Difference Between Administrative Records Estimates and the Provisional FSCP Estimates 

for Counties: 1977 

(Base is the provisional VSCP estimates 1'01' counties) 

Coun ties wi th 1,000 or more 1970 population Counties 
wi th less 

r tem 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 

Avel'ag-e pel'cent difference 
(di. s I' eg-a I'd i ng- sig-n) ...•.•.••... 2.6 2.6 1.5 2.1 2.5 3.6 8.4 

Number of counties 01' 

equi val en ts ......••....••...•.. 3,143 3,117 679 567 1,017 854 26 

With eli fferences of: 
Less than 1 percent ..••.•..• 952 951 329 191 266 165 1 
1 to 3 pel'cent ...•..•.••.•.. 1,265 1,259 274 246 436 303 6 
3 to 5 percen t •.•...••.•...• 526 520 56 95 196 173 6 
5 to 10 percent •••••••.•...• 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 

Area 
percent 
differ-

ence 1 

All areas (86) 2 .••••.•.•.••... 5.9 

1,000 to 20,000 (59) •••••••...•.•.•. 4.6 
Under 1,000 population (27) .•.•..... 8.6 

IDisregarding sign. 
2Al1 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 

Number of areas wi th differences of: 

Under 3 3 to 5 5 to 10 10 percent 
percent peq::ent percent and over 

32 18 20 16 

26 13 14 6 
6 5 6 10 

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 dpts n, . ," mean not appli­
cable and UNA" means not available. 



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

AREA 

STATE OF MARyLAND ..... 

ALLEGANY COUNTy ••••••••• 

BARTON ................... . 
CUMBERLAND ............... . 
FROSTBURG ................ . 
LONACONING ............... . 
l.UKE ..................... . 
MIDLAND .................. . 
WESTERNPORT •• , •••••••••••• 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTy ••••• 

ANNAPOLIS ................ . 
HIGHLAND BEACH ........... . 

BALTiMORE COUNTy ........ 

CALVERT COUNTy ........ .. 

HESAPEAKE BEACH •••••••••• 
ORTH BEACH ••••••••••••••• 

CAROLINE COUNTY ........ . 

DENTON ................... . 
FEDERALSBURG (PART) ••••••• 
GOLDSBORO ................ . 
GREENSBORO ............... . 
HENDERSON ................ . 
HILLSBORO ................ . 
MARyDEL ................. .. 
PRESTON .................. . 

RIDGELy .................. . 
TEMPLEVILLE (PART) ....... . 

CARROLL COUNTy ......... . 

HAMPSTEAD •• """ •• """".".,, •• 
MANCHESTER ............... . 
MOUNT AIRY (PART) ....... .. 
NEW WINDSOR .............. . 
SyKESVILLE .............. .. 
TANEyTOWN ................ . 
UNION BRIDGE' .......... .. 
WESTM I NSTER .............. . 

CECIL COUNTy ........... . 

CECILTON ................. . 
CHARLESTOWN ••••••••••••••• 
CHESAPEAKE CITy .......... . 
ELKTON ................... . 
NORTH EAST ............... . 
PERRyVILLE .............. .. 
PORT DePOSIT ............. . 
RISING SUN ............... . 

CHARLES COUNTy ......... . 

INDIAN HEAD ............. .. 
LA PLATA ................ .. 

DORCHESTER COUNTy ••••••• 

BROOKVIEW ................ . 
CAMBRIDGE ................ . 
CHURCH CREEK ............. . 
EAST NEW MARKET ......... .. 

JUl.Y 1, 
1977 

4 137 089 

81 054 

74q 
26 482 

7 933 
1 365 

363 
533 

2 602 

356 374 

33 124 
6 

30 019 

1 245 
1 046 

21 976 

I 757 
I 937 

211 
I 017 

126 
152 
183 
570 

912 
11 

88 409 

1 948 
2 472 
2 250 
1 692 
I 846 
2 055 
1 075 
9 481 

55 734 

525 
616 

I 119 
6 057 
2 063 
1 886 

881 
1 016 

M 922 

1 367 
1 909 

30 534 

97 
11 660 

'177 
244 

CHANGEJl970 TO 1977 
APR Il. I, f-----.----i AREA 

1970 
CENSUS 

3 923 697 

84 044 

723 
29 724 

7 327 
I 572 

424 
665 

3 106 

298 042 

30 095 
6 

620 409 

20 682 

934 
761 

19 781 

I 561 
I 917 

231 
1 173 

135 
177 
176 
509 

822 
19 

69 006 

961 
1 466 
1 311 

768 
1 399 
1 731 

961 
7 207 

53 291 

581 
721 

I 031 
5 362 
I 816 
2 091 

906 
956 

47 676 

I 350 
I 561 

29 405 

95 
II 595 

130 
251 

NUMBER PERCENT 

213 192 

-2 990 

21 
-3 242 

606 
-207 

-61 
-132 
-504 

58 332 

J 029 

21 567 

9 337 

311 
285 

2 195 

196 
20 

-20 
-156 

-9 
-25 

7 
61 

90 
-8 

19 403 

987 
1 006 

939 
904 
447 
324 
114 

2 274 

-56 
-105 

88 
695 
245 

-205 
-25 

60 

17 244 

17 
348 

1 129 

2 
65 
47 
-7 

5.4 ELDORADO ................ .. 
FEDERALSBURG (PART) ••••••• 
GALESTOWN ................ . 

-3.6 HURLOCK .................. . 
SECRETARY ................ . 

2.9 VIENNA .................. .. 
-10.9 

8.3 
-13.2 FREDERICK COUNTY ........ 
-14.4 
_19.8 BRUNSWICK ................ . 
-16.2 BURKITTSVILLE ............ . 

EMMITSBURG .............. .. 
FREDERICK ................ . 

19.6 MIDDLETOWN ............... . 
MOUNT AIRY (PART) ....... .. 

10.1 MyERSVILLE ............... . 
- NEW MARKET ............... . 

ROSEMONT ................. . 
3.5 THURMONT ••• " ............ , 

WALKERSVILLE ............. . 
WOODSBORO 0 ., •••••••••• 0 • e , 

GARRETT COUNTy ......... . 
33.3 
37.5 ACCIDENT ................. . 

DEER PARK ............... .. 
FRIENDSVILLE ............ .. 

11.1 GRANTSVILLE .............. . 
KITZMILLERVILLE .......... . 

12.6 LOCH LYNN HEIGHTS ....... .. 
1.0 MOUNTAIN LAKE PARK ...... .. 

-8.7 OAKLAND .................. . 
-13.3 
·6.7 

-14.1 HARFORD COUNTy .......... 
4.0 

12.0 ABERDEEN ................. . 
BEL AIR ••••••••••••••••••• 

10.9 HAVRE DE GRACE .......... .. 
·42.1 

28.1 

102.7 

HOWARD CoUNTy .......... . 

68.6 KENT COUNTY ............ .. 
71.6 

114.7 BETTERTON ................ . 
32.0 CHESTERTOWN .............. . 
18.7 GALENA ................... . 
11.9 MILLINGTON (PART) ........ . 
31.6 ROCK HALL ............... .. 

4.6 MONTGOMERY COUNTy ••••••• 

-9.6 BARNESVILLE .............. . 
-14.6 BROOKEVILLE ••••••••••••••• 

8.5 CHEVY CHASE' ............ . 
13.0 CHEVY CHASE' ............ . 
13.5 GAITHERSBURG ............ .. 
-9.8 GARRETT PARK ............ .. 
-2.8 GLEN ECHO ................ . 
6.3 KENSINGTON .............. .. 

LAYTONSVILLE ............. . 
36.2 POOLESVILLE .............. . 

ROCKVILLE ••••••••••••••••• 
1.3 SOMERSET ................. . 

22.3 TAKOMA PARK (PART) ...... .. 
WASHINGTON GROVE ........ .. 

3.8 
PRI NCE GEORGE'S COUNTY .. 

2.1 
0.6 BERWYN HEIGHTS .......... .. 

36.2 BLADENSBURG .............. . 
-2.8 

'1970 CENSUS FIGURE INCLUDES 1970 CENSUS POPULATION RESIDING IN AREAS ANNEXED THROUGH DECEMBER JlII977 

JULY 1, 
1977 

103 

93 
967 
476 
349 

103 434 

q 323 
220 

1 571 
25 '164 

2 121 
947 
489 
302 

332 
2 84q 
2 190 

50'1 

25 668 

323 
312 
608 
595 
404 
610 

1 734 
1 977 

143 664 

14 361 
9 663 

11 207 

110 186 

16 550 

326 
3 436 

369 
349 

1 099 

571 868 

208 
130 

2 959 
2 422 

26 946 
1 146 

273 
2 022 

398 
3 862 

43 4ql 
I 264 

10 424 
672 

671 984 

3 393 
7 467 

5 

CHANGE,1970 TO 1977 

APR I i 9~~ f-----...,r----­
CENSUS 

99 

123 
1 056 

352 
358 

84 927 

3 566 
221 

1 532 
23 641 

1 262 
514 
'150 
339 

250 
2 359 
1 269 

'139 

21 476 

237 
310 
566 
517 
443 
507 

1 263 
1 786 

115 378 

12 375 
6 307 
9 791 

62 394 

16 146 

327 
3 476 

361 
435 

1 125 

522 809 

162 
136 

3 343 
2 494 
8 344 
1 276 

297 
2 322 

293 
349 

42 739 
1 303 

12 537 
668 

661 719 

3 934 
7 977 

NUMBER PERCENT 

18 507 

757 
-1 
39 

1 823 
859 
433 

39 
-37 

82 
465 
921 

65 

4 192 

86 
2 

42 
78 

-39 
103 
471 
191 

28 286 

1 986 
3 356 
1 416 

47 792 

-1 
-40 

8 
-86 
-26 

49 059 

46 
-6 

_384 
-72 

18 602 
-130 

-24 
_300 

105 
3 513 

702 
-39 

-2 113 
-16 

10 265 

-541 
_510 

q.O ... 
-24.4 
-8.4 
35.2 
-2.5 

21.8 

21.2 
-0.5 

2.5 
7.7 

68.1 
84.2 

8.7 
-10.9 

19.5 

36.3 
0.6 
7.4 

15.1 
-8.8 
20.3 
37.3 
10.7 

76.6 

2.5 

-0.3 
-1.2 

2.2 
-19.8 
-2.3 

9.4 

28.4 
-4.4 

-11.5 
-2.9 

222.9 
-10.2 
-ad 

-12.9 

35.8 
1 006.6 

1.6 
-3.0 

-16.9 
-2.3 

-13.8 
-6.4 
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Table 1. July 1, 1977 Population Estimates for the State, Counties, and Subcounty Areas-Continued 

CHANGE, 1970 TO 1977 CHANGE,1970 TO 1977 
AREA APRIL I, AREA APRIL I, 

JULY I, 1970 JULY I, 1970 
1977 CENSUS NUMBER PERCENT 1977 CENSUS NUMBER PERCENT 

BOWIE ..................... 37 182 35 028 2 15~ 6.1 EASTON .................... 7 063 6 809 25~ 3.7 
BRENTWOOD ••••••••• , ••••••• 3 219 J 426 -207 -6.0 OXFORD •••••••• I •••• " •••••• 733 750 -17 -2.3 
CAPITOL HEIGHTS ........... ~ 910 J 835 1 075 28.0 QUEEN ANNE (PART) ......... 201 151 50 33.1 
CHEVERLy .................. 5 703 6 808 -1 105 -16.2 ST. MICHAELS .............. 1 q53 1 ~56 -3 -0.2 
COLLEGE PARK .............. 27 121 I 26 156 965 J.7 TRAPPE .................... 516 ~26 90 21.1 
COLMAR MANOR .............. 1 325 1 715 -390 -22.7 
COTTAGE CITY .............. 1 210 993 217 21,9 
DISTRICT HEIGHTS .......... 7 3~2 7 M6 -50~ -6.~ WASHINGToN COUNTy ••••••• 108 716 103 829 ~ 867 Q.7 

EAGLE HARBOR .............. 16 14 2 14.3 BOONSBORO ................. 1 54q 1 410 134 9.5 
EDMONSTON ••••••••••••••••• 1 140 1 441 -301 -20.9 CLEAR SPRING .............. 534 499 35 7.0 
FAIRMOUNT HEIGHTS ......... 1 688 1 972 -284 -lq .~ FUNKSTOWN ................. 1 013 1 051 -38 -3.6 
FOREST HEIGHTS ............ 2 873 J 497 -62~ -17 .8 HAGERSTOWN ................ 36 998 35 862 1 136 3.2 
GLENARDEN ................. 4 238 4 447 -209 -4.7 HANCOCK ................... 1 714 1 881 -167 -8.9 
GREENBELT ••••••••••••••••• 16 032 18 199 -2 167 -11,9 KEEDySViLLE ............... 416 431 -15 -3.5 
HyATTSViLLE ............... 12 574 14 998 -2 424 -16.2 SHARPSBURG ................ 857 833 2~ 2.9 
LANDOVER HILLS ............ 2 084 2 409 -325 -13.5 SMITHSBURG ................ 699 671 28 4.2 

LAUREL .................... 9 828 10 525 -697 -6.6 WILLIAMSPORT .............. 2 392 2 270 122 5.4 
MORNINGSIDE ............... 1 327 1 659 -332 -20.0 
MOUNT RAINIER ............. 7 092 8 160 -1 088 -13.3 
NEW CARROLL TON ............ 13 125 14 670 -1 H5 -11.7 WICOMICO COUNTy ......... 60 358 54 236 6 122 11.3 
NORTH BRENTWOOD ••••••••••• 657 758 -101 -13.3 
RIVERDALE ................. 5 067 5 724 -657 -11.5 DELMAR ••• , •••• t I •••••••• 6' I ~22 1 191 231 19.4 
SEAT PLEASANT ••••••••••••• 7 202 7 217 -15 -0.2 FRUITLAND ................. 2 566 2 315 251 10.8 
TAKOMA PARK (PART) ........ 5 ~43 5 970 -527 -8.8 HEBRON .................... 805 705 100 14.2 

MARDELA SPRINGS ........... ~52 356 96 27.0 
UNIVERSITY PARK ........... 2 661 2 926 -265 -9.1 PITTSVILLE ................ ~86 ~77 9 1.9 
UPPER MARLBORO •••••••••••• 539 646 -107 -16.6 SALISBURy ................. 16 771 15 252 1 519 10.0 

SHARPTOWN ................. 635 660 -25 -3.8 
WILLAROS .................. 591 494 97 19.6 

QUEEN ANNE I S COUNTy ..... 22 535 18 422 4 113 22.3 

BARCLAy ................... 159 187 -28 -15.0 WORCESTER COUNTy •••••••• 27 495 24 q42 3 053 12.5 
CENTREVILLE ............... 1 891 I 853 3B 2.1 
CHURCH HILL ............... 227 247 -20 -8.1 BERLIN .................... 1 940 1 942 -2 -0.1 
MILLINGTON (PART) ......... 4~ 39 5 12.8 OCEAN CITy ................ 3 350 1 493 1 857 124.4 
QUEEN ANNE (PART) ......... 165 141 24 17.0 POCOMOKE CITY .... ; ........ 3 515 3 573 -58 -1.6 
QUEENSTOWN •••••••••••••••• ~31 387 44 11.4 SNOW HILL .................. 2 119 2 201 -82 -3.7 
SUDLERSVILLE .............. 318 417 -99 -23.7 
TEMPLEV I LLE (PART) ........ 87 83 4 4.6 INDEPENDENT CITIES 

BALTIMORE ................. 804 304 905 787 -101 483 -11.2 
ST. MARY I 5 COUNTy ....... 53 506 47 J88 6 118 12.9 

LEONARDTOWN ••••••••••••••• I 616 1 406 210 14.9 MULTI-COUNTY PLACES 

FEDERALSBURG .............. 1 937 1 917 20 1.0 
SOMERSET COUNTy ......... 19 893 18 924 969 5.1 MILLINGTON ................ 393 474 -81 -1701 

MOUNT AIRy •• " •••••••••••• 3 197 I 825 1 372 75.2 
CRISFIELD ................. 3 190 3 078 112 3.6 QUEEN ANNE ................ 366 292 74 25.3 
PRINCESS ANNE ............. 985 975 10 1.0 TAKOMA PARK ............... 15 867 18 507 -2 640 -IQ.3 

TEMPLEVILLE ............... 98 102 -4 -3.9 

TALSOT COUNTy ••••••••••• 25 928 23 682 2 246 9.5 

*U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 19790- 311-040/243 



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

(Reports may not be published in numerical order) 

No. 814 Alabama 
No. 815 Alaska 
No. 816 Arizona 
No. 817 Arkansas 
No. 818 California 
No. 819 Colorado 
No. 820 Connecticut 
No. 821 Delaware 
No. 822 Florida 
No. 823 Georgia 
No. 824 Hawaii 
No. 825 Idaho 
No. 826 Illinois 
No. 827 Indiana 
No. 828 Iowa 
No. 829 Kansas 
No. 830 Kentucky 
No.831 Louisiana 
No. 832 Maine 
No. 833 Maryland 
No. 834 Massachusetts 
No. 835 Michigan 
No. 836 Minnesota 
No. 837 Mississippi 
No. 838 Missouri 

No. 839 Montana 
No. 840 Nebraska 
No. 841 Nevada 
No. 842 New Hampshire 
No. 843 New Jersey 
No. 844 New Mexico 
No. 845 New York 
No. 846 North Carolina 
No. 847 North Dakota 
No. 848 Ohio 
No. 849 Oklahoma 
No. 850 Oregon 
No.851 Pennsylvania 
No. 852 Rhode Island 
No. 853 South Carolina 
No. 854 South Dakota 
No.855 Tennessee 
No. 856 Texas 
No. 857 Utah 
No. 858 Vermont 
No. 859 Virginia 
No. 860 Washington 
No. 861 West Virginia 
No. 862 Wisconsin 
No. 863 Wyoming 


