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PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION Of METROPOLITAN AREAS: 1975 

This report presents population projections to 
1975 for metropolitan areas as defined in the 
1960 Census. These metropolitan area pro­
jections, together with those for the nonmetro­
politan portion of each State, are consistent with 
the State projections previously published in 
report No. 375 of this series, and with the national 
projections in report No. 381. The projections 
also take into account estimates of metropolitan 
and non metropolitan population change to 1965 
and thus are consistent with estir1!ates presented 
in report No. 371. 

The basic geographic unit employed in de­
veloping these projections was the metropolitan 
State economic area (SE A), because the available 
data on gross migration are for these areas. 
However, many of the data presented in this 
report are in terms ofthe more familiar standard 
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), since 166 
SMSA's as defined in 1960 are coterminous with 
their metropolitan SEA counterparts. There are 
two major differences between SMSA' s and metro­
politan SEA's; (1) in New England the town is 
used in defining SMSA's, whereas the county is 
the fundamental unit used in defining all SEA's; 
and (2) 25 of the smaller SMSA's (under 100,000 
population in 1960, or without a central city of 
50,000) are not classed as metropolitan SEA's. 
The latter are included with the nonmetropolitan 
portion of each State. See page 10 below, 
Definition of metropolitan residence_, for a more 
detailed discussion. 

The projections were developed by a cohort­
component method whereby births, deaths, and 
gross Ol1t- and in-migration were projected 
separately. Two main series are presented, 
differing according to the natiorial fertility 
assumptions employed. For analytical purposes, 
projections assuming no net interarea migration 
are also shown. The alternative fertility 
assumptions correspond to those developed as 
Series B (medium high) and Series D (low) for the 
national population projections. Differences of 
SEA fertility rates from national rates are taken 
into account. A single set of projected national 
mortality rates by age and sex was used for all 
areas. 

Migration assumption I from the State pro­
jections was used for both series, with some 
important extensions needed for projecting the 
population of areas smaller than States. However, 
the technique employed here is basically similar 
to that used for the State projections. In general, 
the interarea migration assumption is of continu­
ation of migration rates within the range observed 

during the periods 1955-60' and 1960-65. Net 
immigration from abroad to each SE A was pro­
jected separately. A detailed discussion of the 
assumptions and techniques employed in pro­
jecting births, deaths, and migration will be 
found below under Methodology. 

The projections are not intended as predictions 
but rather as illustrative of the population dis­
tributions which would develop on the basis of 
the assumptions regarding future births, deaths, 
and migration. Thus the actual future population 
reached may differ substantially from the pro­
jected figure. Deviations of future actual fertility 
and mortality rates from those projected for this 
report could be substantial, but the greater source 
of variation may be expected from the migration 
component. See Limitations of the data, below, 
for a more complete discussion of these factors. 

The projections assume a constant metropoli­
tan territory, based on boundaries as defined in 
1960. Historically, the metropolitan population 
has grown through reclassification, as well as 
by growth within a fixed territory and the re­
classification of territory as to metropolitan 
status will undoubtedly continue. Indeed, since 
1960 significant additions have been made to 
metropolitan territory. It is none the less useful 
to present projections for an unchanging territory, 
and the discussion which follows deals with pro­
jected population change assuming constant 
boundaries of metropolitan SEA's as defined in 
1960. 

INDICATED CHANGES 

Metropolitan population change.--By 1975,136 
million Americans are projected to be living in 
State economic areas classified as metropolitan 
in 1960, if migration trends of the recent past 
were to continue (low fertility). This would be 
an increase of 15 milli.on, or 12.3 percent, over 
the 121 million estimated for 1965 (table A).I 
Natural increase would account for 10.6 million 
of this growth, with net in-migration accounting 
for the remaining 4.4 million. 

IFoI' illustrative I-D is 
discussed in the text shown in text tables 
and figures. The fertility as[]\l1l1Ption of Series 
I-B is a higher alternative, although the current 
national level of births is close to the Series D 
projeGtion. The Roman numeral I relates to the 
migration asswnption from the State prOjections in 
report No. 375 of this fJeries. See Methodology for 
a discussion of the fertility, mortality, and 
migration asswnptions. 



Tl1ble A "ESTIMATES Ai'lD C'kOJECTIONS OF THE METROPOLITAN POPULATION, REGION, WITH COMPONENTS 
OF CHANGE: 1965AHD1975 

(1'opulfltIOTJ in tholillandEi as of .July L Area:ol il,:3 defilwd in [I"e text ror exp.lo.nation. 
Projeotions COYJGJ.stenL with Series 

lJr.d. Lcd 

but at a mueh 
and division 

about 64 percent of the 
population is to be 

met:ropolitan State economic areas 
This is an increase of one percentage 
over the 63 percent value reached in 1965. 
:rate of inerease is slower than that observed 
from 1940 to 1960, when increases of almost 
four percentage poInts were registered in each 
decade, 

TableB.--PERCENT OF rHE POPULATION IN METROPOL· 
ITA~I AREAS, BY ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF MET­
ROPOLITAN RESIDENCE: 1940 TO 1975 

-::;erritory as defined in 1960. 
Projection (~on8is·tent with Series I-D) 

:Estimates: 
194-C.l.,.~. ~ .. ~ .... " ~ !> ,~ .. ~ '" '" 

1950 lii .. $ 0) fI ii!l *~, Oli <l< t;'"" 0::>'; 

1960.,. Ii! <1<" II' It' Iii" ~ (,lo '" "'., (,\" 

1965.~$~0.Q~~a~.~~o 

NIl. Not 8va:Llable. 

a:r'eas 

(NA) 

62.1 
62.8 

areas 

55t-l 
:59,0 
63,() 
(NA) 

(NA) 

Cbange)" 
1965 to 1975 

Componcnt.':J of' 
Ghan[~(' 

from 1965 
to IS for the. whereas 
the values for 1940-60 are for thE, SMSA's as 
defined in 1960. 2 This consideration does not 
seriously the since the per-' 
cent in for the two universes 
differs by only one percentage point, and the 
increase tn the percent metropolitan from 1950 
to 1960 is almost identl.cal (table B). Thus, the 
two universes are Similar enough to permit 
comparison. 

The foregoing comparison of past with projected 
metropolitan change is somewhat obscured by the 
fact that areas which were added to mEitropolitan 

between 1940 and 1960 are included in 
growth rates for the period 194:0-60, 

but new areas to be added in the future are not 
included in computing rates for the projection 
period 1965-75. On the basis of recent experience, 
over a 10- or l5-year period this problem may 
not be severe. A comparison of change in per­
cent metropolitan using the 1950 definition of 
metropolitan residence with the same statistic 
using the 1960 definition illustrates this point 
(table C). The percent metropolitan based on the 
1950 definition increased from 56.1 in 1950 to 

59.3 in 1960, a gain of 3.2 percentage points. 
Although somewhat less than the intercensal gain 
of 4.0 percentage points using the 1960 definition, 
the gain is still much greater than the one-point 
gain projected fOT the period 1965-75. This 
slowdown in the rate of metropolitan growth was 
alTeady very noticeable during the period 1960-65, 
and to a substantial degree the projections are 
an extension of that estimated trend. 

2T11e ,sMSA figureD for 1940 have be(m retro-
Jected to 1940 on a constant -area basis, 
SJVlSA'" were not identified :tn 
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Table C.-·POPULATION IN STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, BY ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS 
OF METROPOLITAN RESIDENCE: 1950 AND 1960 

(Population in millions) 

Year Total 
population 

1950_~.e8 •• &~ •••• eG.Gco •• oD •••• $ 151.3 
1960 ••••• 00 •• 0 ••••••••••• 500 •••• 179.3 
1960 minus 1950DDD_ ••• ~D.D.o •• o. 28.0 

Metropolitan population 

1960 1950 
territory territory 

(212 areas) (169 areas) 

89.3 84.9 
112.9 106.3 

23.6 21.4 

Percent metropolitan 

1960 
territory 

(212 areas) 

59.0 
63.0 
14.0 

1950 
territory 

(169 areas) 

lThese changes in percent metropolitan are for constant territory. For a changing territory, the in­
crease in percent metropOlitan is 6.9 percentage points (63.0 in 1960 minus 56.1 in 1950). 

The metropolitan population is still projected 
to grow more rapidly from 1965 to 1975 than the 
nonmetropolitan population, 12.3 percent as com~ 
pared with 7.9 percent. Past differentials in 
these growth rates have been much greater, 
however. For example, from 1950 to 1960 
metropolitan population growth (1960 SMSA defi­
nition) was at the rate of 26.4 percent while 
nonmetropolitan was 7.1. U sing the 1950 defi­
nition, the rates are 25.3 and 9.8. 

Although growth rates for the nonmetropolitan 
population are projected to more nearly equal 
metropolitan rates in the future, it should not be 
inferred that differentials between urban and rural 
growth rates will similarly decrease. Although 
the bulk of the metropolitan population is urban, 
in 1960 about 40 percent of the nonmetropolitan 
population was also urban. The projected popu­
lation increase for nonmetropolitan areas will 
probably tend to concentrate in the more densely 
settled areas which tend to be classified as 
urban. The reduced differential between metro­
politan and nonmetropolitan growth rates indicated 
by the projections suggests only that the non­
metropolitan areas may receive a greater pro­
portion of the population growth associated with 
the urbanization process than was the case during 
the period 1940-60. 

A speculative analysis would indicate that this 
expected growth in nonmetropolitan areas can be 
classified as of two types: (1) cities on the 
outskirts of already established metropolitan 
areas will grow as satellites of the parent area, 
and (2) cities further from existing metropolitan 
areas will grow and, upon reaching 50; 000 popu-

·lation, will eventually become the central cities 
of new metropolitan areas. However, some of 
the smaller cities between 10,000 and 25,000 

population may also experience rapid growth. 
The projections presented in this report do not 
permit an analysis of these types of growth, as 
the nonmetropolitan portion of each State was 
projected as a single unit. 

Regional.--Past and projected trends in the 
proportion of population living in metropolitan 
areas vary considerably from region to region. 
The Northeast Region has been by far the leader 
with about 80 percent of its population being 
metropolitan (table D). During the period 1940-60, 
this proportion changed very little in the North­
east; and it is projected to decrease slightly 
for the period 1965-75. In the West the percent 
of the population living in metropolitan areas 
increased rapidly from 1940 to 1960, at an average 
rate of about 0.5 percentage points per year, but 
is projected to increase more slowly for the next 
decade, going from 71 percent in 1965 to 73 
percent by 1975, at an average annual rate of 

.0.2 percentage points per year. 

The South has traditionally had the lowest 
degree of concentration of its population in 
metropolitan areas. Since 1940, however, metro­
politan concentration has proceeded more rapidly 
in the South than in any other region, at an 
average gain of 0.7 percentage points per year. 
This average gain is projected to be only 0.2 
points per year to 1975, leaving the South at 49 
percent metropolitan in 1975, still the least 
metropolitan of the four regions. 

The differences in rates of metropolitanization 
between regions arise from differentials in net 
migration. Rates of natural increase and the 
trends in these rates are very similar for both 
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan population for 
all regions (table E and figure 2). 
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Table D.--MfTROPOLITAN POPULATION AS PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION, BY REGION, BY ALTERNATIVE 
DEFINITIONS OF METROPOLITAN RESIDENCE: 1940 TO 1975 

(As of April 1 for 1940, 1950, and 1960; and July 1 for 1965 and 1975. Projections for 1975 
consistent with Series I-D) 

Metropolitan definition and year 

1960 SMSA DEFINITION 

1940e$e.~~ •• D$o~e.0e$c.G~.o.eoa~90~o. 
1950o.~o~o.e •• e.~o~0.~.o.~.~DG.e~o.~. 
1960 •• $ooo.& ••• oo.ov.$ ••• ~oD.9 ••••••• 

Average a.'1nual change: 
1940-50 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1950-60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1960 SEA DEFINITION 

1950¢&w •••••••••• o.o •••••••••• s •••••• 

1960 ••••••••••••••• 0 .0 ••••••••••••••• 

1965.o ••• o •••••••••••••• o •••• o ••••• o~ 
1975 1

.0 ••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••• 

Average annual change: 
1950-60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1960-65 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1965-751 ••••••••••••• ~ •••• e •• o ••• 

Z Less than 0.05 percent. 
1 Projected. 

United 
States 

55.1 
59.0 
63.0 

+0.4 
+O.!, 

58.2 
62.1 
62.8 
63.8 

+0.4 
+0.1 
+0.1 

.Northeast North South West Central 

78.8 52.8 3,1,,5 62.0 
79.1 56.5 41.2 67.1 
79.0 60.1 2,.8.1 71.8 

(z) +0.2,· +0.7 +0.5 
(z) +O,!, +0.7 +0.5 

80.7 54.? 39.5 66.0 
80.7 58.3 !,6.2 70.5 
79.9 59.2 47.4 71.4 
78.9 60.4 49.3 73.0 

(z) +0.1,. +0.7 +0.5 
-0.1 +0.2 +0.2 +0.2 
-0.1 +0.1 +0.2 +0.2 

Table E.--AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF NATURAL INCREASE AND NET MIGRATION, FOR REGIONS, BY METROPOLITAN­
NONMETROPOLITAN RESIDENCE: 1950 TO 1975 

(As percent of initial population. As of April 1 for 1950 and 1960, and July 1 for 1965 and 1975. 
Projections consistent with Series I-D) 

Component of change, metropolitan- United North nonmetropolitan residence, States Northeast Central South West 
and period ' 

NATURAL INCREASE 

Metropolitan: 
1950-60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,6 1.2 1.7 2.0 1.8 
1960-65 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.2 0.9 1.3 1.5 1.4 
1965-751 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.8 O~6 0.9 1.0 1.0 

Nonmetropolitan: 
1950-60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.8 
1960-65 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.1 1.0 0.9 1.3 1.4 
1965-75 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.9 1.0 

NET MIGRATION 

Metropolitan: 
1950-60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• +0.9 +0.1 +0.5 +1.4 +2.5 
1960-65 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• +0.4 +0.1 -0.1 +0.7 +1.5 
1965-75 1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• +0.4 +0.1 -0.1 +0.5 +1.2 

Nonmetropolitan: 
(Z) 1950-60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• -0.9 (Z) -0.7 -1.6 

1960-65 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• +0.1 +1.2 -0.5 (Z) +0.6 
1965-751 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• -0.1 +0.5 -0.4 -0.2 +0.3 



Figure 2.··Average Annual Rates of Natual Increase and Net Migration 
by Metropolitan·Nonmetropolitan Residence, for Regions: 
1950 to 1975 

U.S. Total 

Northeast 

NorthCentral 

South 

West 

NATURAL INCREASE 

Period 
1950-60 

1960-65 

1965-75 

1950-60 

1960-65 

1965-75 

1950-60 

1960-65 

1965-75 

1950-60 

1960-65 

1965-75 

1950-60 

1960-65 

1965-75 

-
NET MIGRATION 

Metropolitan 
Nonmetropolitan 

Note: As of April 1 lor1950 and 1960, and Julyl lor 1965 and 1975, Projections consistent with Series 1·0. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE I Bureau of the Census 

5 
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Rates of net migration present a different: 
picture. Here there is a great: varIation among 

and between the metropolitan and non­
metropolitan popu]arions. The metropolitan areas 
of the South and West have butdecHning rates 
of net The northeast and north 

low 

net to extent 
determines variation in rates of between 

increase 

with the 

is the greater con­
both metro-

rates from 1965 to 
be highest for metropolitan 

1 mHHon to 2 million inhabitants and 
lowest for areas of over 2 million (table 
Differentials are not great, however, with 14. 
percent [or the former and 11.1 
percent 

Tobie F.·· ESTIMATED AND PROJ ECTED POPULATION OF 
METr';:OPOLITAN AREAS, BY SIZE: 1965 AND 1975 

(PufJula"G ion 
dci':L:rw(l :in 
Pr«) jeet e( 

1 ... 11 

ilncirH' 

or TIlCJ:'(')""<II ""' .. ,, .. 

,000,000 •• 
000, (100 •• ". 

(JOO ..... , 
OO(J, ••• ,"'" ,. 

of July 
'Lext for 
vIth Sf;ri{<~ 

The sma Her of the 
over m.illion tn 19(5) 1s more in the 
case of some individwll ilreas (table G). Of the 
lO areas in this classification only Los Angeles, 
San Francisco, and Washington are proJected to 

more rapidly than the national average for 
population. These three SMSA's 

are somewhat different from the other seven in 
that Washington can be classed as a special case 
because of its role as the Nation's Capital, and 
alI three are much more recent arrivals into the 

Table G.,·ESTIMATED AI'Il) PROJECTED POPULATION OF THE 10 LARGEST METFWPOLITAN 
AREAS: 1965 At~D 1975 

(Popu.latioIl in thou[3ands 
explanation. 

of July L Area:3 afl definGd ir) 
Pro,jections consistent wHh Series 

Gee -G0)xt for 

!vjetropolHan area 

.. ---------. 
All mctro]!olitan area" •••• " •••••••• 

1. New York, N~y~9 .. ~ .. M.~8@~~O*$~.~~~~~o 
2~ .Los Angele,s-Long BeaehJ Califl!!>.,~q,"'\11 
:l. 
4. Pa~ee*~&~ ... ueQaGG~0~ ... 
5~ 

6" 
7, 

Boston} 
San FI'ancis(j();\Ht .. ei>o>~:::::::::::::: 

8. Washington, D.C •••••••••••••••••••• 
9v Pittfltm,:rgh) $"'c'O.aIil~I>""'(It.JI9;)q('l~ •• i>.1'; 

10., St .. LouJrJ) Mo .. "$IPf'1 .. flt"<J .. t>'H'#"'&"''''e~l' 

lInc1ude8 Orange County, deleted in 1963. 
2 

121,4-58 136,466 

1,7,855 

11,366 078 
'1,877 893 
6,688 7,288 
~., 659 5,080 
3,987 4,17~ 
3,205 3,3:34 
:3,081 3,62:5 
2! 4·09 3,034 
2)3(35 2,:306 
2,198 t2, :356 

l1illialTl CounUe.s, Va., added in 1967, 
"E:xcludos Fro.nJdin Cou:nt.y, rio" addled in 196:3. 

+12.,', 

+25 .. 6 
+9.0 
+9.0 
+4·.7 
+",0 

+17.7 
+25.9 

-3.3 
+7.2 



of large SMSA's. In 1920, when New 
had a population of 5.6 million and 

2.7 million, these three cities were at 
the one-half million mark. 3 Without these 
areas, the remaining seven (all mature 
have a projected growth rate of 6.2 per-

op.ly half of the average rate for all metro­
n areas. The factor of maturity may well 
of great importance in differential growth 

s among SMSA's in future years. 

METHODOLOGY 

General.--These metropolitan projections 
developed with techniques and assumptions 

to those used for the State projections 
published in report No. 375 of this 

The projections for the metropolitan 
and the nonmetropolitan balance of each 

given here were adjusted to agree with the 
projections, just as the States had been 

to agree with the national projections 
in report No. 381. Thus, the national, 

and metropolitan area projections are 
consistent. 

The cohort-component method was used in 
the State and metropolitan projections. Each 

the components of change (births, deaths, 
migration, and net immigration from 

was projected separately. Interarea 
ation was developed by projecting gross 
and gross in-migration separately, with net 

being the resultant of these two flows. 
set of projected mortality rates was 

for all areas, but two alternative assump­
of fertility were employed, as with the State 

jections. All computations were carried out 
sex and by 5-year age greups. 

Only Series I of the two regular migration 
'OUll1~IL1LIUS from the State projections was de­

for the metropolitan prOjections, although 
assuming zero net interarea migration 
are shown in appendix table A-I. The 
small variation between migration 

and II from the State projections for 
States for 1975 did not justify the inclusion 

both series in this set of projections. 

BaSically, the projections start with the esti­
of the total population of areas for July 1, 

published in report No. 371 of this series. 

3The population of cities rather than SMSA' ,9 

been used for this comparison, s:i.nce SM.SA's 
not been del:i.neated in 1920. At that time the 
within the central city limits included. the 
majori ty of the urban population of a par­

metropoli tan area. 
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Since the 1965 estimates are for the total popu­
lation only, operationally the computations start 
with the April 1, 1960, Census data for each area, 
by age and sex, and are carried forward to 1965 
on the basis of separate projections of each of 
the components of change. At this point, the 
projections are forced into agreement with the 
estimates of the total population of metropolitan 
areas for July 1, 1965. The adjusted projections 
by age and sex for July 1, 1965 (which are now 
consistent with the current estimates) are then 
carried forward by 5-year periods to each 
projection date on the basis of the assumptions 
chosen concerning future births, deaths, and 
migration. 

The methods and assumptions used to derive 
the vari.ous projection series are described below. 

PrOjections of births.--Even at the nati.onal 
level, the number of births for future years cannot 
be projected with a high degree of certainty. 
Because of the wide range of possibilities of 
future fertUity, the national projections (report 
No. 381 of this series) provide for four alternative 
fertility levels based on different assumptions 
concerning completed fertility. For these metro­
politan prOjections, as with the State projections, 
two of the four national fertility levels, Series B 
and D, were chosen. Series B assumes an in­
crease over 1967-68 fertility levels, whereas 
Series D assumes that fertility levels will continue 
at roughly that level. 

In projecting births for metropolitan areas, the 
uncertainty concerning future fertility at the 
national level still exists. However, it is believed 
that factors which may affect future national 
fertility levels will not have an appreciable im­
pact on the fertility differentials that already 
exist among the various metropolitan areas. 
Consequently the approach here for the pro jections 
of fertility is not one of determining the future 
course of fertility in each specific area, but 
rather of distributing the number of births 
previously projected for the Nation to each area 
on the basis of some reasonable criteria. The 
criteria used were (a) the ratio of each area's 
general fertility rate (annual births per 1,000 
females 15 to 44 years of age) to the corresponding 
national rate, and (b) the size of the female popu­
lation of childbearing age in each area. 

The general fertility rate in 1960 was com­
puted for each area and the ratio to the corre­
sponding national rate determined. It was then 
assumed that the factors producing fertility 
differentials between the areas would gradually 
disappear within 50 years, and that by the year 
2010, each area's general fertility rate would be 
equal to the national rate, Starting with each 
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area-national ratio in 1960 and assuming the ratio 
will reach unity by 2010, the ratios for the inter­
mediate years to 1975 were obtained by linear 
interpola tion. 

Each area's fertility rate for each of the 
three periods; 1960-65,1965-70, and 1970-75, was 
derived by applying its projected area-national 
ratio to the previously computed national fertility 
rate (table H). This projected area fertility rate 
was multiplied by the corresponding projected 
number of females 15 to 44 years of age to 
yield the number of births for each projection 
period. (The projected number of females 15 to 
44 years of age for each area had been derived 
as part of another stage of the projection model, 
by carrying forward the 1960 female population 
by means of age-specific mortality and migration 
rates). The births projected for each area for 
each 5-year projection period were summed to 
State totals, and adjusted to add to total births 
from the State projections. 

TableH.--ESTIMATED ANDPROJECTED FERTILITY RATES: 
1960-65 TO 1970·75 

(Average annual number of births per 1,000 females 
15 to 44 years of age, for middate of each period) 

Period Series B Series D 

Estimate, 1960-65 •••••••••• 111.5 111.5 

Projections: 
1965-70 •••••••••••••••• 100.4 88.4 
1970-75 •••••••••••••••• 111.3 83.6 

Projections of deaths.--The survival rates by 
age and sex developed for the national projections 
(Series P-25, No. 381) were used for all areas. 
The projected national survival rates are based 
on the "high" mortality rates for the year 2000 
developed in t 957 by the Social Security 
Administration. 4 

Rates for each 5-year projection period were 
obtained by linear interpolation between the rates 
observed by age and Sex in 1962, and those pro­
jected for the period 2000-2005. To assure exact 
agreement between these projections and the State 
projections, the projected number of deaths for 
the areas of each State were summed and adjusted 
to agree with the number of deaths previously 
developed for the State projections. For a general 
discussion of the logic underlying the mortality 
assumptions, see report No. 381. 

4Social Security Administration, Illustrative 
United States Population Projections, by T.N.E. 
Greville, Actuarial Study No. 46, May 1957. 

The use of only one set of age-sex­
survival rates is not intended to deny 
area differences in mortality exist. It is 
however, that allowing for area differences 
mortality would have very little impact on the 
metropolitan population projections. 

Projections of migration. 

1. General.-- The procedure followed in pro­
jecting migration for metropolitan areas is 
basically similar to that used for the State pro­
jections (Series P-25, No. 375). Interarea 
migration was projected as two separate flows 
of gross out- and gross in-migration. Gross 
migration rates were projected to continue within 
the range observed during the periods 1955-60 
and 1960-65. Net immigration from abroad was 
projected separately. 

The metropolitan projections of migration are 
fully consistent with Series I of the State pro­
jections, with gross interstate migration projected 
for the States serving as input for the metro­
politan projections. Metropolitan projections 
consistent with migration Series II of the State 
projections were not developed, as the relatively 
small variation between Series I and II by 1975 
for most States did not justify the inclusion of 
both series for the metropolitan projections. 

In the State projections, out-migration was 
first computed using rates observed during the 
1955-60 base period, as adjusted to allow for 
observed net migration for the period 1960-65. 
The out-migrants for all States were summed to 
obtain a national migration pool, which then was 
allocated back to the States as in-migration, 
using proportions observed during the base period 
rather than rates. Under Series I, the rates of 
out-migration and proportions of in-migration 
were held constant over time, resulting in a 
general tendency for the resultant net interstate 
migration to approach zero over the long run. 
This occurs because States growing more rapidly 
than the national average (because of net in­
migration) contribute relatively more and more 
out-migrants since these are computed from rates 
applied to the expanding population. Since the 
proportion of the national migration pool received 
by a given State remains constant, and since this 
pool grows only as the nation grows, gross in~ 
migration to fast-growing States will not increase 
as rapidly as gross out-migration, and a de­
creasing rate of net in-migration will result. 
The reverse is true for States growing more 
slowly than the national average because of net 
out-migration. For a more complete description 
of the treatment of migration in the State projec­
tions, see the discussion under Methodology in 
report No. 375. 



2; Interarea migration.-- The basic geo­
graphic unit for the metropolitan projections was 
the metropolitan State economic area (SEA) and 
the nonmetropolitan balance of each State. Gross 
out- and in-migration were projected for each 
of these areas. The sum of out-migration from 
all areas of a State exceeds total out-migration 
from the State, since some migrants move within 
the State from one ar.ea to another. These "same­
State" migrants 5 were not considered in the State 
projections, but form a significant proportion of 
all .interarea migrants. Many areas received 
more in- migrants from the same State than 
from different States; these areas tend to be the 
smaller SMSA's in large and populous States. 
The large metropolitan· areas tend to attract 
more than their share of in-migrants from other 
$tates and less than their share of in-migrants 
from areas within the State. Thus, the Chicago 
metropolitan area attracted 64 percent of the 
in-migrants to Illinois from different States as 
compared with only 19 percent of the migrants 
from other areas of the State, during the period 
1955-60. For the smaller metropolitan areas 
in Illinois of Springfield, Rockford, Peoria, and 
Decatur, the situation was reversed; these areas 
received a larger share of "same-State" than of 
"different-State" migrants. Similar situations 
were observed in other large States. The pro­
portion each area received of the State's total for 
each of. the two classes of in-migrants varied 
according to size and type of metropolitan area. 

This situation suggested a separate compu­
tation of the two classes of migration. Ac­
cordingly, a "same-State" migration pool by age 
and sex was derived for each State in each 
projection period by first computing all out­
migrants for each area and summing to obtain 
a State interarea out-migration pool. This was 
done by multiplying the population by age and sex 
in each area at the beginning of each period by 
the rates of out-migration observed during the 
period 1955-60. From this pool the out-migrants 
to different States previously developed for the 
State projections were subtracted. The remainder 
represented a "same-State" migration pool, which 
Was allocated as in-migration to the various areas 
within the State by the proportions observed during 

period 1955-60 for such migrants. The 
nr"i"" .. ",4 in-migrants from different States (by 

and sex) developed for the State projections 
allocated to the various areas according to 

the proportions observed for the 1955-60 period 
for this class of in-migrants. 

moving between SEA I s wi thin the same 

9 

These two State pools of in-migrants provided 
the age and sex distribution needed for the allo­
cation of these two classes of migrants to each 
metropolitan area. The age and sex of out­
migrants by area were also derived from a State 
pool, in order to match the procedure used for 
in-migrants. The first .. computation of out­
migrants for each area was summed to obtain a 
State out-migration pool by age and sex as de­
scribed above. For each area, the out-migrants 
by age and sex were summed to obtain a single 
value representing all ages, both sexes. The 
ratio of this value to the corresponding all 
clas.ses value of the State out-migration pool 
was used to recompute the out-migrants from 
each area by age and sex. This procedure 
retained the original all classes out-migration 
total for each area but assigned the age and sex 
distribution of the State out-migration pool, 
matching the procedure used for in-migrants. 

It is apparent that the method just described 
of computing gross out- and gross in-migration 
makes only partial use of the age and sex detail 
for inter area migrants available from the 1960 
Census. Age-sex detail was available for all 
in-migrants to each area but was not shown 
separately for type of origin (same or different 
State). After considerable experimentation, no 
satisfactory way was discovered to make use of 
this detail, while retaining control over the area­
to-State proportions for in-migrants by type of 
origin, and at the same time take advantage Of 
the age-sex detail for interstate migrants already 
projected for the State. The distinctive pattern of 
variation by type of area in the area-to-State 
proportions for the two types of in-migrants was 
preserved, along with the age-sex detail of 
interstate migrants already projected for the 
States, at the expense of sacrificing some of 
the age-sex detail for interarea migrants. These 
1955-60 interarea migration data were also 
adjusted to allow for net migration observed 
during the 1960-65 period as reflected in current 
estimates of metropolitan population (see section 
4 below). 

. 3. Net immigration from abroad.-- The 
method used to project the net immigration com­
ponent for metropolitan areas was to apportion the 
value previously projected for each State in report 
No. 375. For the State projections net immi­
gration from abroad was allocated to the States 
separately, using as an overall total the level 
established for the national population 
projections--that is, 400,000 per year. The dis­
tribution to States was made on the basis of the 
1960 State of residence of the foreign-born 
population reported in the 1960 Census as living 
abroad in 1955. This information was not 
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computatIon beginning with Ap:rH 1, 1960, 
the 195:1.··60 as adjusted, now 
figureL'j closely tile I. 96:') 
independent current populaclon estimaws, 

As with the State 
adjustment used for 1960-6,';' 
was retaIned during the projection 
assigning some weight to the 
experience in the final area projections. ['rom 
1.965 to 1970, of the 
was usee!, and from 1970 to 1975, one-half. 
Thus, the migration assumptions represent 
blending of the 1955-60 gross migration 
perience with the more recent 1960-65 net 
migration estimates. These assumptions can 
be generally described as a continuation or 
recent migration trends within the ob-
served during the 1955-60 and 
This system of combinIng the migratIon experi.· 
ence of the two most recent periods takes 
advantage of the large amount of detailed daw 
available from the census for the Ini5·60 
period, while broadening and up-dating the base 
period of the migration projections. 
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Economic Projections, National Planning 
Association, 1666 Connecticut Avenue, Washing­
ton, D.C. 20009; May 1967. 

Dimensions of Metropolitanism, Research 
Monograph 14, by Jerome P. Pickard, Urban 
Land Institute, 1200 18th Street N. W., Wash­
ington, D.C. 20036, 1967. 

Population projections for individual metro­
politan areas are also often available from local 
sources. 7 For some of these projections the 
methodology parallels in some respects the 
methodology described here; for others the 
approach is quite different, involving an attempt 
to asses the economic potential of particular areas 
or to reflect specific economic development 
plans. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA 

These metropolitan projections are consistent 
with the State projections published as report 
No. 375 of this series, and with national pro­
jections in report No. 381. The limitations 
inherent in the State and national projections 
thus apply to the metropolitan projections as 
well. 

Since estimates of the population of metro­
politan areas as of July 1, 1965, provide the 
point of departure for the projections, the limi­
tations inherent in the postcensal estimates also 
apply to the projections. These limitations are 
discussed in detail on pp. 8-10 of report No. 371 
of this series. 

In preparing current estimates for years after 
1965, revisions were introduced for some States 
and areas which, if applied to the 1965 estimates, 
would have altered the estimate as originally 
published. The States of Hawaii and New York, 
and the metropolitan areas of Honolulu and 
Pittsburgh were substantially affected. Revised 
estimates for 1965 for these areas were not 
available when the metropolitan projections were 
developed. In these cases the projection is not 
in line with the 1960-67 trend. 

It should be noted that sample data obtained 
by means of the Current Population Survey suggest 
a somewhat more rapid rate of metropolitan 
growth than that shown by the postcensal esti­
mates. The differences in coverage between the 
two sources of data are discussed in report 
No. 371. 

7A bibliography of recently published State and 
local population projections is available from: 
Chief, Population Division, U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Washington, D.C. 20233. 

As already mentioned, these projections 
not be regarded as predictions but ra 
indications of the population distributions 
would develop on the basis of the a 
which were selected regarding fertility, 
and migration. Separate projections are made 
each of these components, and alternative ~U"UllHl_ 
tions of fertility provide a range for illu 
purposes. It is not claimed, however, that 
assumptions will necessarily demarcate the 
within which this variable will fall. 

Migration is the component with 
degree of uncertainty. Since the projections 
based on past trends, and rates of net 
are often high, a shift in the future away 
the levels of the base period can result 
considerable variation from the projected 
in the shortrun as well as over the long term. 
The separate treatment of gross out- and in­
migration in these projections, although advan­
tageous in many ways, cannot prevent this source 
of error. Any system which makes projections 
on the basis of past levels and assumed trends 
will obviously fail to predict a shift away from 
these trends during the projection period. This 
may be particularly noticeable in the short run. 
Net migration for local areas is subject to 
substantial variation every few years or even 
from year to year. 

There is already an opportunity to observe 
such short run deviations, since the projections 
employ the July 1, 1965 estimate as a point of 
departure, and do not take into account estimated 
changes since that date. For example, Seattle, 
Wash., is projected to have a moderate rate of net 
in-migration for the period 1965-75. Recent esti­
mates suggest that a greater rate ofJ;let 
in-migration has been experienced for the period 
1965-67. There is no way of knowing whether 
this recent growth is of a short term character 
or whether such growth will continue over the 
long term. 

Other SMSA's experienced unusual develop­
ments during the base period 1955-65, r"':::;lULL.llll 
in high rates of net migration. The 
of the continuation of past trends of 
results in extreme population projections 
will only be realized if there are also unusual 
developments during the projection period. Hunts­
ville, Ala., falls in this category. A rapid 
expansion of the federal space program resulted 
in phenomenal rates of growth from 1955 to 1965. 
A comparable impetus may not be forthcoming 
in the next decade. 

Interarea movements of military personnel 
present a special problem in using migration 
data for males of military age. A minimum 



adjustment has been introduced to allow for some 
of this movement, and it is believed to have 
improved the projections of total population for 
areas with large military installations. However, 
for those areas where the military population 
constitutes a high proportion of the total, the 
projections should be interpreted with caution. 

It is generally believed that interarea migration 
movements are significantly affected by differen­
tial economic opportunity and that any drastic 
changes in the economic advantages of one area 
over another will have substantial impact on the 
future size of migration streams and even on 
the direction of the net movement. Nonetheless, 
no explicit assumptions relating to this factor 
have been introduced. Considerable research 
by both public and private organizations is being 
directed toward these relationships g and future 
projections may introduce explicit assumptions 
in this regard. 

Future developments in fertility may also cause 
a departure from the projected population figure. 
At the national level, the difficulty of anticipating 
future trends led to the use of four alternative 
assumptions for the United States population 
projections in Series P-25, No. 381, by which 
these metropolitan projections are controlled. 
To simplify the use of the metropolitan pro­
jections, only two of these assumptions, Series B 
and Series D, have been used, and future national 
developments could well fall outside the range of 
these two series. The absolute level of popu­
lation, especially in the long run, could vary 

. considerably because of this factor, but the 
impact on the relative size of areas is less 
acute, since changes in the general level of 
fertility will tend to affect all areas in the same 
direction. Moreover, variations in future fertility 
are not expect,ed to cause as great a departure 
from the projected figure as may be the case 
with migration. 

The use of only one projected set of mortality 
rates does not imply certainty as to the future 
course of this component, but rather that future 
developments are not expected to affect the pro­
jections to as great a degree as the other two 
components. The use of one assumption avoids 

8Ira S. Lowry, Migration and Metropolitan 
QroWiill,,;. Two Analytical Models, Institute of 
Gov~rrunent and Public Affairs, U:b.i versity of 
C~l~fornia, Los Angeles, California, 1966; and 
Clcely Blanco, The Determinants of Regional Factor 
~bility, doctoral theSiS, Nederlandsche Econo­
mlsche Hoogeschool te Rotterdam, 1962 (privately 
printed) • 
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proliferation of projection series and allows 
greater attention by the user to the assumptions 
regarding migration and fertility. 

The projections are predicted on the general 
assumption that there will be no major war, 
severe economic depreSSion, or other similar 
catastrophe. It is further implicitly assumed 
that the approximate level and pattern of defense 
spending during the base period 1955-65 will 
continue, since no attempt was made to asses 
the possible regional impact of substantial changes 
in defense expenditures. The possible impact on 
migration trends of defense developments re­
sulting from American involvement in Viet Nam, 
for example, is neither explicitly nor implicitly 
taken into account. Also, no attempt has been 
made to adjust for the expected impact of such 
specialized regional programs as that for 
Appalachia, or any other regional development 
plans still forthcoming. 

RELATED REPORTS 

The table below lists the most recent Current 
Population Reports containing estimates or pro­
jections related to the metropolitan area 
projections in this report. 

Type of data and period covered 

U.S. projections, by age, sex, and color: 
1969 to 2015 ..........................•.. 

State projections by age, sex, and color: 
1970 to 1985 ............................ . 

U.S. estimates by age, race, and sex: 
1968 .•.•.....••..•••...••...•..•...••.••. 

State estimates: 1967 ....•....•....•....• 
State estimates by age: 1966 •••....•....• 

SMSA es timates (all areas): 1965 .•..•.•.. 
SMSA estimates (100 large areas): 1967 ... 

NOTES 

Series 
P-25 

report 
number 

381 

375 

400 
414, 
384 

371 
411 

Estimates presented in the tables of this 
report have been rounded to the nearest thousand 
without being adjusted to group totalS, which are 
independently rounded. Percentages are based on 
unrounded numbers. Average annual percent 
change in popUlation in tables 1 and 2 was derived 
by the annual compound interest formula 

n 
PI'" P 0(1 +r) but average annual rates of natural 

increase, net migration, and percent metropolitan 
i~the~~te;itables are simple a:rithmetfcaverages:-
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Table 1 .••• ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR REGIONS AND DIVISIONS, BY METROPOLITAN. 
NONMETROPOLITAN RESIDENCE: 1965 TO 1975 

{Numbers in thousB.nds$ As of 
nomic areas as defined in 

RIDIONS: 

NORTHEAST: 
New Engle.nd~~" .. ~<;,~~p"o 

Middle Atlantic ••••••• 

NORTH CENTHAJ": 
East North C antral. ••• 

West North CentraL .•. 

SOUTH: 

East South GentI'al.~ ~ ~" 
Metropolitan. # ~ ~" " ~ • 

NonmetropolJ:tan. 0 ~ ... ~ 

ltlest South Gentn.ll~ ~. ~ 

nlE;troDoli tan residence rel&.tes to metropolitan State eoo­
m:Licr,rtion as;umpt:lon from Lhe State projections; lett OX'S B. and D 

Total 

due to impact. of "Y.'{~8iduaP as:3iBI1JTJc.:;rrt in footnote l~ 
due to impact of lIresiduall! i;l.sr.iignment Ln footnote l.~ 

Change. 1965 to 1975 

Components 

Series 1-D 

Net 
rn:L·~ 

grnt,ion 

52 
290 

··23'1 

:2, :520 
3fl'7 

fuLl. 
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Table 2 ••• ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, 1965 AND 1975, 
WITH RATES OF CHANGE SINCE 1960 

(Numbers As of July 1, 
State 

as noted. Includes 166 of the 212 standard met.T"DCHlT.8·n statistical areas as defined in 
areas in New E,'ngland. The Roman numeral I migration assumption from tne 

represent national projections series. See text for 

Metropolitan area 

A bilene ~ Texas ..•....•........•.....•.•. ·•·••• 
Akron} Ohio., ..............•..•.•..•. · '., •...•• 

N.Y ................. . 

Baltimore, Md ..•................•.... •··•···•• 
Bat.on La ••. , •• , .•••..•.•••••••••••••.•• 
Bay City, .............................. . 
Beaumont-Port Art.hur, Texas .................. . 
Binghamton, N. Y .............................•. 
Binninghrun, Ala .....••.......•........ ········ 
Boston_Iawrence-Haverhill-wwell, Mass, 1, ••••• 

Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, Conn. 2 ....••..... 
Brockton, Mass. 3 •••••••.•.••• , •••••••••••••••• 

Buffalo, N.y ............... · .. · .. · .. ···· .. •·•· 
Canton, Ohio ............. ············,········· 
Cedar Rapids, IOvla .....••.••.••...... ·······,' 
Charleston, S. C ..•........•.........•.•••...•. 
Charleston, W. Va •••...••. , •••• , ••.•. ••••••••· 

Charlotte, N.C ............................... . 
Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga .......... , ..... ········· 
Chicago, Ill ........... ·.············· ~ ...... , 
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky .................. ········· 
Cleveland, Ohio ...............•...... ········· 
Colorado Springs, Colo ........... , .. ··••··•··· 
Co1umbi2, S. C .•....•...•••...•.........••.•... 

ColUlllbu8, Ga.-Ala ........ , ................... . 
Oolumbus} Ohio ...................... ····•····· 
Corpus Christi, Texas ................. · ... ···· 
Dallas, Texas ..... , ...... ··,·················· 
Davenport-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-IlL ...... . 
Dayton, Ohio .....•....... ,···················· 
Decatur, Ill ...........•. ········•········•··· 

Denve r, Colo .........•••. ·••·······••····•·••· 
Des Moines, Iowa ..................... ········· 
Detroit J llrich .........•.. ···• .•• ·•···•·•··•··• 
Duluth-Superior, Mirm. -Wis ... , ............... . 
Durhrun, ~J. C .... , , ........ , ............•.....•. 
E1 Paso, Texas .... , .......•..•....... ········· 
Erie, Pa ............••.•. ·····•·······••······ 

Eugene, Oreg •..•...•....•.. ···· •••• ··•····••·· 
Evansville, Ind. -Ky •.•.••..••••••.••••.••••••• 
Flint, Mich ............... ··.·.·.···.·•······· 
Fort Lauderdale-Hollywood, Fla ............... . 
Fort Wa~tne, Ind .................... ·.········· 
Fort Worth, Texas .................... ········• 
Fresno) Calif ............ ··················•·· 
Galveston-Texas City, Texas .................•. 
Gary-Harnmond-East Chicago, Ind .......•......•. 
Grand Rapids, Mich ..........•........... ·· •• ·· 
Greensboro-High Point, N.C ................... . 
Greenvi lIe, S. C .............................. . 
Hamil ton-Middletovm, Ohio .....•...... ········· 
Harrisburg) Pa ....................... ····•···· 

1, 

(census) I 

120 
514 
658 
262 
492 
137 
149 

172 
130 

1,017 
161 
217 
212 
292 

1,727 
230 
107 
306 
213 
635 

3,109 

654 
248 

1,307 
340 
137 
216 
253 

272 
283 

6,221 
1,072 
1,797 

144 
261 

218 
683 
222 

695 
llS 

929 
266 

3,762 
277 
112 
314 
251 

163 
199 
374 
334 
232 
573 
366 

140 
574 
363 
247 
210 
199 
345 

I 

Esti-

126 
545 
697 
288 
514 
lYI 
168 

187 
143 

109 
313 
221 
644 

3,205 

745 
296 

1,320 
356 
149 
248 
246 

312 
292 

6,688 
1,125 
1,871 

176 
289 

260 
769 
237 

1,288 
289 
757 
122 

1,075 
270 

3,987 
267 
123 
344 
255 

194 
199 
413 
4':,1 
259 
627 
404 

157 
596 
390 
267 
218 
208 
364 

Projections, 1975 

Series 
I-8 

152 
61.5 
772 
369 
560 
136 
214 

232 
16/+ 

260 
313 
389 

2,126 
320 
119 
348 
244 
677 

3,455 

905 
375 

1,400 
389 
171 
291 
236 

389 
315 

7,574 
1,231 
2,027 

199 
349 

279 
931 
259 

1,651 
325 
876 
134 

4).334 
264 
147 
416 
264 

243 
199 
468 
696 
307 
741 
505 

184 
671 
442 
320 
245 
239 
403 

Series 
I-D 

146 
592 
745 
352 
542 
132 
205 

224 
158 

250 
300 
373 

2,Ot,5 
306 
114 
334 
235 
652 

3,334 

874 
361 

1,349 
375 
165 
278 
228 

373 
303 

7,288 
1,185 
1,956 

192 
335 

268 
895 
248 

1,585 
313 
843 
129 

1,317 
276 

4,174 
255 
141 
395 
254 

234 
192 
449 
670 
294 
713 
485 

178 
61"; 
424 
307 
235 
230 
389 

Papule. tiOD change 
Average annual percent 

change 

1960 
to 

1965 

(, 

32 
40 
26 
22 
-1 
18 

15 
13 

199 
19 
20 
34 
28 

126 
25 

2 
7 
8 
9 

96 

92 
47 
13 
15 
12 
31 
-7 

40 
9 

467 
54 
75 
32 
28 

42 
86 
16 

205 
19 
63 

4 

146 
4 

225 
-9 
12 
30 

4 

31 
-1 
38 

107 
27 
54 
38 

17 
22 
27 
21 
8 
9 

19 

1965 to 1975 1960 
to 

1965 Series Series 
I-B I-D 

26 
70 
74 
80 
1,6 

(z) 
46 

45 
21 

345 
30 
23 
66 
69 

273 
64 
10 
34 
23 
34 

250 

160 
80 
80 
33 
23 
43 

-10 

77 
23 

885 
106 
156 

23 
60 

19 
162 

22 
363 

36 
119 

12 

295 
17 

347 
-3 
23 
72 

9 

255 
47 

114 
102 

27 
75 
52 
53 
27 
31 
38 

19 0.9 
47 1.1 
47 1.1 
64 1.8 
28 0.8 
-5 -0.1 
38 2.2 

37 1.6 
15 1.8 

280 3.5 
23 2.1 
13 1.7 
54 2.9 
53 1. 7 

192 1. 4 
50 2.0 

5 0.4 
21 0.4 
14 0.7 

8 0.3 
129 0.6 

128 2.5 
65 3.4 
29 0.2 
19 0.8 
16 1.6 
30 2.6 

-18 -0.6 

61 2.6 
11 0.6 

599 1. 4 
60 0.9 
85 0.8 
16 3.9 
46 2.0 

7 3.4 
126 2.3 
11 1.3 

297 3.3 
24 1.3 
86 1.7 

7 0.6 

242 2.8 
6 0.3 

187 1.1 
-12 -0.7 
17 1. 9 

1.8 
0.3 

40 3.4 
-7 -0.1 
37 1. 9 

228 5.5 
35 2.1 
86 1. 7 
82 1.9 

20 2.2 
48 0.7 
35 1.4 
40 1.5 
17 0.7 
22 0.9 
24 1.0 

1965 to 1975 

Series 
I-R 

1.9 
1.'2 
1.0 
2.5 
0.9 
(z) 
2.5 

2.2 
1.4 
2.5 
1.6 
0.9 
2.4 
2.0 

1.4 
2.3 
0.9 
1.0 
1.0 
0.5 
0.8 

2.0 
2.4 
0.6 
0.9 
1.4 
1.6 

-0.4 

2.2 
0.8 
1.3 
0.9 
0.8 
1.2 
1.9 

0.7 
1.9 
0.9 
2.5 
1.2 
1.5 
0.9 

2.5 
0.6 
0.8 

-0.1 
1.7 
1.9 
0.3 

2.3 
(z) 
1.3 
4.7 
1.7 
1.7 
2.3 

1.6 
1.2 
1.3 
1.8 
1.2 
1.4 
1.0 

Series 
I-D 

1.4 
0.8 
0.7 
2.0 
0.5 

-0.4 
2.0 

1.8 
1.0 
2.1 
1.2 
0.5 
2.0 
1.6 

1.0 
1.8 
0.4 
0.6 
0.6 
0.1 
0.4 

1.6 
2.0 
0.2 
0.5 
1.0 
l.l. 

-0.7 

1.8 
0.4 
0.9 
0.5 
0.4 
0.9 
1.5 

0.3 
·1.5 
0.4 
2.1 
0.8 
1.1 
0.6 

2.0 
0.2 
0.5 

-0.5 
1.3 
1.4 
(Z) 

1.9 
-0.3 
0.9 
4.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.9 

1.2 
0.8 
0.9 
1.4 
0.8 
1.0 
0.6 

Z Lass than 500 or 0.05 percent. 
lData shown for Massachusetts State Economic Area C. For SMSA's 1960 population was: Boston, 2,595,481; Lawrence-Haverhill, 

199
2
136; Lowell, 164,243. 
Data shown for Connecticut State Economic Area A. For SMSA's, 1960 population was: Bridgeport, 337,983; Stamford, 178,409; 

Norwalk, 96,756. 
3Data shown for Massachusetts State Economic Area D. For Brockton SMSA, 1960 population was 149,458. 
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Table 2 ••• ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF STANOARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, 1965 AND 1975, 
WITH RATES OF CHANGE SINCE 1960 .. Continued 

Includes 166 of the 212 standard areas as defined in 

The Roman nUJneral I migration assumption from the 

series. See text for 

1975 Population change 
Average armual percent 

change 

April 1, 
I Esti-

Metropoli tan area 1960 1960 
1965 to 1975 1960 

1965 to 1975 

(census) Series Series to to 
I-B 1-D 1965 

Series Series 1965 
Series Series 

1-B 1-D 1-B 1-D 

690 768 917 884 79 149 116 2.1 1.8 1.4 

............................. 500 571 676 646 71 104 74 2.6 1.7 1.2 

1,243 1,494 1,921 251 427 349 3.6 2.5 2.1 

255 260 272 5 12 2 0.4 0.5 0.1 

117 183 291 277 65 lOS 94 8.8 4.8 4.3 

698 739 821 789 42 82 50 1.1 1.1 0.7 

132 137 155 149 5 18 12 0.8 1.2 0.8 

Miss •.... , •.••..•.•......•.•...•••.•• 187 211 255 243 24 44 32 2.3 1.9 1.4 

, Fla ........... · ... •········· .... 455 499 602 579 43 ;L03 80 1.8 1.9 1.5 

, N.J .............................. 611 619 627 607 8 8 -12 0.2 0.1 -0.2 

Pa .........•.. ···················· . 2S1 270 255 246 -11 -15 -24 -0.7 -0.6 -0.9 

170 181 217 208 12 35 27 1.3 1.8 1.4 

1,116 1,247 77 131 8', 1.4 1.1 0.7 

114 140 13 26 20 2.4 2.0 1.6 

368 390 420 405 21 30 16 1.1 0.8 0.4 

145 135 145 139 -11 l.l 4 -l,!, 0.8 0.3 

278 288 316 305 10 28 17 O •• 0.9 0.6 

................................ 299 336 405 389 37 70 54 2,2 1.9 1.5 

127 232 355 340 105 123 108 12.1 4.4 3.9 

132 159 206 199 27 47 39 3.6 2.6 2.2 

104 112 127 122 8 15 10 1.4 1.3 0.9 

155 161 178 170 5 17 10 0.6 1.0 0.6 

Little Rock, Ark ..........•. 243 279 335 322 36 56 43 2.7 1.9 1.4 

) Ohio .........•........... ······ 217 240 293 281 22 53 41 1.9 2.0 1.6 

Beach, Calif ............... · . 6,743 7,877 10,271 9,893 1,135 2,393 2,016 3.0 2.7 2.3 

.-Ind ....•................ ·.··· . 725 771 853 820 46 81 49 1.2 1.0 0.6 

....... ~ ........................ 156 185 239 228 28 54 44 3.2 2.6 2.1 

111 119 143 138 8 25 19 1.3 1.9 1.5 

180 201 237 227 21 35 25 2.1 1.6 1.2 

222 260 332 318 38 71 58 3.1 2.4 2.0 

178 205 249 240 27 44 35 2.7 2.0 1.6 

627 688 796 764 61 108 76 1.8 1.5 1.1 

935 1,061 1,331 1,288 126 270 227 2.4 2.3 2.0 

1,194 1,231 1,351 1,302 37 120 71 0.6 0.9 0.6 

1,482 1,611 1,889 1,814 129 278 204 1.6 1.6 1.2 

31/+ 337 392 375 23 55 38 1.4 1.5 1.1 

102 112 135 129 10 23 17 1.8 1.9 1.4 

169 174 187 180 13 5 0.6 0.7 0.3 

................................... III 117 132 127 6 15 10 1.0 1.2 0.8 

400 ',35 515 496 35 80 61 1.6 1.7 1.3 

398 !t35 421 12 24 10 0.6 0.6 0.2 

660 803 775 42 100 72 1.2 1.3 1.0 

g68 104 183 135 2.2 1.7 1.3 

................................ 671 1,118 712 1.2 0.9 0.6 

161 267 195 1.8 1./+ 1.0 

46 46 34 3.6 1.6 1.2 

59 71 44 1.9 1.1 0.7 
10 21 15 1.6 1.6 1.2 
73 114 88 2.6 1.8 1." 
58 96 72 2.3 1.7 1.3 

54 135 116 3.0 3.1 2.7 

120 236 184 1.9 1.7 1.3 

20 4/, 34 1.8 1.8 IJt 

7 31, 21 0.4 1.1 0.7 

316 608 421 1.3 1.2 0.9 

155 327 280 4.1 3./+ 3.0 

-21 -1 -79 -0.2 (Z) -0.3 

2 8 3 0.3 0.5 0.2 

State Economic Area C. For was: Hartford, 549,249, New Britain, 129,397. 

State Economic Area A. For 1960 popu1a·tion was 102,861-

State Economic Area E. For SMEAts) 1960 population was: New Bedford, 143,176, Fall River, 138,156. 

Connecticut State Economic Area B. For SMSAts, 1960 population was: New Haven, 320,836, Waterbury, 185,548, 

For Pittsfield SMSA, 1960 population was 76,772. 
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Tobie 2 ••. ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS, 1965 AND 1975, 
WITH RATES OF CflANGE SINCE 1960··Continued 

Mei1r.opoli'wn area 

Pueblo, Colo.~.~ .. ~ ..... ~ ..... ,.~~.~·,,····~ 

San 
San 
Ean Calif ~ •. ~ ... ~ ......... . 
San Calii'~ •..•..... · .. ··· ~ ~ ..... '" ... . 
['>tinta Calif'. • . .• . ..........•.....•• ~ 
E:avann.ab

j 
Ga ••••••• ~ .............. "' ••• ., e' ••••••• 

Scranton, Pa ••.....•......... ~ ..•..........•• ~ 

Sea ttJe, Washq •......... ·•·····•···········•·• 
La •••••••••••••••• · ••• ••••••·•• ••• 

Petersburg, Fla .. ~. ~ ...... , ~.".'. ~ •. 
Terre Haute, Ind .. b •••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• # ••• 

Toledo.? Ohio. 0 ~ ~ ••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••• ~. ~ 

Tope};:a, Kans. ~ ~ . ~ •.. ~ • ~ • ~ ...................... , 
N.J ............... ··· .. ·• .. • .. ··· .. •• 

Tucson., ••........•....•..•.••• , ..•.. ~ ~ 0 • 

Okla .................................. . 
Ala ••••.•.••..••.......•• ···•·•· •• 

Utic8-fiome j N.Y~ ••••.• ~ •..•.•.....•..•..•.•••• 

Wilkes-Barre .... Hazleton, Pa •...•.•.••... ·.···• ~ 
Del.-H .. T ............... · .. ·· .. · .. . 

N.C ................ • ......... . 

York, Pa~ 9'" •••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••• 

Youngstown ... Warren, Cfnioe. ~ ................... .. 

Less than 500 or 0 ~ 05 percent. 

as noted. 

183 
822 
719 
119 
}1,2 

169 
2?'j 

1,08 
159 
586 
210 
503 
.191 

WE.' 
23') 
27,' 
147 
126 

131 
533 
250 
561.+ 
322 
772 
108 

45'7 
1M 
266 
;,66 
1+19 
109 
331 

150 

228 
190 
31,3 
no 
347 
366 
189 
583 
238 
509 

197 
1397 
739 
119 
160 
195 
283 

;.151 
J.73 
6"V~ 
226 

166 of the 212 standard metropolitan 
The Roman numeral I indicates 

text foY' 

57 
87 

206 ~.15 

105 295 
298 67', 
2,U 513 

75 141 
12 

-9 ·,,17 

71 200 
'7 24 

-6 -6 
.. 1 12 

-12 5 
7 13 

14 30 

173 16 25 

604 18 53 
331, 2" 60 
715 42 109 
.390 22 46 

101 285 
.. 1 " 

508 1+89 16 3" 
165 158 (5 15 
350 .338 .30 53 
396 380 1,1 89 
467 450 1/1' 33 
1M) 135 9 22 
~J91 376 15 Lt 5 

6 1" 

shown for Maine State Economic Area A~ For Portland 
shown for Rhode Island state Economic Area A. For Prov:ld(mce-P8'wtllc1<:et .• W;,rl"ic 
shown for Massachu.setts state Economic Area A. For 

J.j~ 1.0 
1.7 L5 
0.5 0.6 
0.1 0.7 

25 2.3 1.9 
37 2.'/ 2.2 

7 0.5 0.6 

81, 1.9 2.1 
2g 1.7 1.9 
rig LR 1.7 
211 l.ie 1.6 

1M 2.9 3.3 
2" .~ 1.7 1.4 

159 1.2 1.1 
[,f) 2.7 2.3 
88 2.3 1.5 

357 4.4 3.5 
21,0 1.9 2.3 
51,4 2.0 2.0 
455 6,3 4.7 
126 '1.2 4,7 

0.4 0.6 
-23 -0.7 -0.8 

150 1.2 1.6 
11 0.5 0,8 
_9 -1.1 -0.6 
4 .. O.l 0.5 

.·4 -0.8 0.2 
7 0.9 0.8 

2/+ 2.0 2.0 

19 2.2 1.6 
32 0.6 0.9 
1,$ 1.7 2.0 
80 1.4 1.'7 
32 1.3 1.3 

245 2.4 
:1 ..0.2 

16 0.7 0.7 
9 1.0 1.0 

41 2.1 1.7 
73 2.8 2.6 
17 0.6 0.7 
16 1.6 1.7 
30 0.9 1.2 

0.8 0.9 
3,7 
D.3 
".1 

1.2 
0.4 

-0,9 
0.1 

-0.2 
0.4 
1.6 

1.2 
0.6 
1.6 
1.3 
0.9 
2.5 
(z) 

0.3 
0.6 
1.3 

"2.2 
0.4 
1.3 
0.8 

0.5 
21.3 
0;3 
3.0 

-0.4 

to exclude 12,520 erroneously 
shown for Massachusetts state For SMSA I S j 

:population was: Worcester, 328,898; F1tchburg-Leominster, 



Table 3.--ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS 
AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE: 1965 TO 1975 

il;'; The Roman numeral I indicates the assumption from Lhe State D and 

GGries~ text for explanation, Name I3hown the first name of the title of corresponds 

Projections, 1975 1965 to 1975 

Series I-B Series I-D 

state economic area and 
i:letropoli tan-nonmetropoli tan Series Series 

residence I-B I-D Net 
change Births Births 

969 986 993 46 212 8 173 

183 197 209 20 42 J.2 34 

............ ~ .. 1B3 197 217 209 20 42 12 3/, 

'787 789 815 785 26 170 -4 139 

607 673 
$001 

771 126 156 73 44 97 127 1.3 

.................. 178 205 249 240 44 48 22 18 35 39 18 

t .• . .............. 178 205 249 240 44 48 22 18 35 39 18 

Nonmetropoli tan ..• , •...••.••••• 429 469 551 531 82 108 51 26 62 87 25 

390 404 441 425 3'7 91 44 -10 74' _10 

Nonmetropoli tan •..••.••.•..•.•• 390 404 441 425 37 91 44 -10 7!y -10 

MASSACHUSETTS .................... 481 593 -39 905 -41 

Metropoli tan .................... 463 576 -LrO 264 878 _21-2 

A. Springfield. 0 ••••••••••••• 

53 58 -2 32 93 -3 

D. Worcester ....•.•••••••••.• 48 122 69 -5 25 (;;.1 -5 

C. Boston •.••.••••.•••••••.•• 250 666 353 -63 129 -62 

D. Brockton ••..••.••.•••.•.•• 80 71[ 32 40 65. 5 ;f 39 

E. New Bedford ••••••••••••••• 3ge 421 24 77 48 -6 l.O ,3 -6 

F. Pittsfield •.......•.•.•.•• 142 147 8 29 16 -5 3 ,,4 -5 

Norunetropolitan •••••.••. , •••••• 135 159 18 
331 17[ 

11 27 1 

859 926 68 184 96 -21 34 150 -21 

719 756 1.4 146 84 18 119 -18 

719 756 44 140 84 18 119 -18 

l"a 169 24 38 12 -3 
171 

31 -3 

567 629 292 230 446 510 225 

408 /,80 230 158 316 390 15/+ 

159 77 78 128 129 76 

148 751 26 72 120 26 

173 78 54 116 140 53 

149 63 73 130 121 '71 

yORK ......................... 
1,9841 5081 507 

t1etropoli tan ••..•.••••••••••••• 1,
677

1 

150 159 

A. Buffalo ................... 
133 -75 -72 

B. Rochester .................. 
69 38 37 

C. Syracuse ••.•••••.•.••••..• 
59

1 

16 15 

D. Utica, ..................... 
37 3 J 

E. ............... 22! -6 -5 

F. 
?7 4 'e 

G. New City ............. 
1,281 

Nonme tropoli tan •.•.•••.•.••.••• 
306 

'Ill 587 5'75 

556 299 294 

8 6 
200 87 85 

31 22 2;! 
79 

i~1 
96 

23 17 

6 I l 

13'7 10:> 1.03 

72 -3'1 
15!. 2118 

-!I40 _,,3'1 

-303 -301 

A. 
-19 -11:\ 

B. 
1,02 -2 -3 

C. 28 -23 -23 

D. 25t'1 -191 361 -lil8 

E, Johnstown .•..... , .....•..• 
291 -35 40 -35 

F. Altoona, ...........•... 137 137 25 16

1 

-9 20 -9 

v. Wilkes-Barre ............ : : 31.7 345 52 /,3 -21 la -21 

H. Harrisburg ...•..••... , •.•• 3I~5 364 75 37

1 

1 61 1 

J. york ...................... 238 252 52 26. 1+2 

K. Lancaster •.....•... , .••.• 278 288 63 

3°1 
51 

L. .............. 2'15 283 50 34 -1 1.1 -1 

N. 429 4/.3 81 '~9 2 66 1 

Nonmetropoli tan. : : : : : : : : : : : : : : . 2,506 2,531.1 I,H9 273 -137 397 -137 

in New York stat.e I1f:wigncd to nonmetropoli Lan part of State. 3eo Series P-25, No. 371, page n, for a fun 

assignment in footnote 1. 
assigrummt in footnote 1. 
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Table 3 .•• ESTlMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS 
AND NON METROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE: 1965 TO 1975··Confinued 

(In T,h,"'"R",i,q 

D 
to 

As of July 
national 

State economic area and 1, 
metropoli tan-nonmetl'0Ijoli ~an 

resjdence (census) 

Akron •.....•.•.•• , .•....•• 
Can-Lon ••. ' .••••••••..•••.•• j 

H. YoungstOYITI •••••.•.••.••••• 

J. 
1 

~: Htm1.ington, if: V~: i: : : ::::: 
M. Lorain .•......•.•..•.•...• 
N. 
O. 

iiDJ'ingfj01(1. ............. . 

Nonmetropoli tan ••..•....•.••••• 

Bend •...••••• , ..•••• 
C. Fort 'v/ayne •......•..•.•.•. 
D. Indianapolis .....•......•• 
E. Evansville 2 ....•...•.•..•• 
F. Louisville, Ky. 2 

G, Terre Haute •......•....••• 
H. 

Noncmetropolitan .............. .. 

ILLINOIS ....................... .. 

IJR"pnnmc",',' i~~~j:::::::::: 

Chicago •....•...•....••.•. 
Peoria •.....••.••..•••.••• 

M;:5:: ::::::::: 

MICHIGAN ........................ . 
Metropoli tan ••....•..• " .•..•••.. 

A. Saginaw •....•...•....•.••• 
B. Grand Rapids .•.......•.••• 
C. Bay City ................. . 
D. Flint ................... .. 
E. Lansing •..••....•.....•.•. 
F. Detroit ••.•••....••...••.• 
G. Kalamazoo ••...•..••...•.•. 
H. Jackson ••••••••..••••••••• 
J. .AJm Arbor ....•.•.....•..•• 

Nonme tropoli tan •.•.•.......•••. 

VlISCONSIN ...................... .. 

A. Mi~: 4: : : : : : : : : : : : 
B. Madison •.....••..•.•..•••• 
C. and E. Milwaukee •..••..•• 
D. Racine •....••.......•••••• 
?'. Kenosha ................. .. 

Nonrnetropoli tan •.•....•.......• 

MINNESOTA ...................... .. 

9,706 
6,649 

457 
683 
695 

239 
232 
698 
166 
lIlt 
108 
111 

2,421 

10,081 
7,622 

151 

Less than 500. 
part only. 2 Indiana part only. 

The Roman numeral I indicates the migration 

.3Illinois part only. 

Name show is the 

1 
96 

7 
53 
25 
15 

374 

524 
249 

75 
12 ,7 
82 
-1 
14 

4 
15 

12 
137 

941 
663 
31 
52 
10 
55 

33 
26 

169 

343 
276 

-2 
278 

67 

15 
212 
13 
62 
33 
26 

495 

1,955 
1,387 

54 
98 
27 

107 
86 

890 
45 
32 
47 

568 

946 
421 

8 
68 

276 
40 
28 

525 

830 
449 

45 
404 
300 

4Wisconsin part only. 

1,028 
698 

51 
69 
67 
18 

192 

37 
52 

10 
95 

6 
21 
15 
11 

330 

49/, 
223 
50 
23 
25 
72 
18 
11 
13 
11 

271 

1,127 

17 
21 

681 
30 
18 
49 
13 

299 

797 
553 
19 
38 
10 
34 
30 

374 
17 
14 
16 

244 

446 
185 

5 
24 

127 
16 
12 

261 

384 
187 

25 
161 
197 

Net 
mi- change 

gration 

-68 
-49 
-18 

-32 
28 
-1 
3 

43 
-5 
-2 
-8, 
-2 

-60 

-217 

79] 
55.3 

22 
85 
47 
19 
20 

-2 
58 

4 
41 
19 
10 

238 

320 

I. 
35 
50 
-6 

9 
1 

10 
169 

754 
713 

10 
28 

599 
21 
7 

41 
'7 

41 

586 
413 

21 
35 

5 
37 
54 

187 
27 
12 
37 

173 

24.4 
171 

-3 
58 
71 
25 
20 

5Minnesota part only. 

896 
440 

120 I 40 
52 

141 
26 
23 
17 
21 

456 

328 
310 

lf90 
221 
49 
23 
24 
71 
18 
11 
13 
11 

269 
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Tobie 3.--ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS 
AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE: 1965 TO 1975--Continued 

(In t.housands. As of July 
D national 

execp~ atJ DoLed, The Roman numeral I indicate~, the 
[.>Cries. SeC:' tex L for exp'lana tion. Name f.lflown 

~o 

State economic area and 
metropol:l. tan-nonmetropol.l t,an 

res:ldence 
I-B 

Series 
I-D 

from the state 

Series I-B 

Compommts of change 

Net se, rieE I Net. 
cJumge Births Dea ths mi-

Net 
change 

JOllA .................. - ......... . 
Metropoli tan •.••..•..••••..•••• 

A. Sioux City ••.•••.•••••.••• ~ 
B. Omaha, Neb.l •.•.. " •..• ~ ••• 
C. Des Moines •..•.••••.•.••.• 
D. Davenport.1 ••••..•••.•••••• 

E. ~ffit~~rloo ••.•.•...........• 
F. Cedar Rapids ••.••.•••••••• 

Nonmetropoll tan ••.•..••.•.•••.• 

~lISSOtmI. ...................... .. 
Metropoli tan •...•.••••.• ," .•••• ~ 

. A. Kansas Clty2 •....•.•....•• 
B. St. Louis 2 

•••••••••••••••• 

C. Springfield •.....•..•••..• 
Nonmetropoli tan •.....•...•••.•• 

NORTH DAKOTA ................... .. 
Norunetropoli tan •.•...•......... 

SOUTH DAKOTA .................... . 
Nonmetropoli tan •••.••..•...•••• 

NEBRASKA .•••• , , , , , , •••••••••••••• " 
Metropoli tan •. , ....•...••..•.•• 

A. Lincoln •••...•.........••• 
B. Omaha.3 •••••••••••••••••••• 

Nonme tropoli tan •....•....•.••.• 

KANSAS. • •••• • ••••••••••••••••••• 

A. .. ............... . 
B. Kansas C1 ty J Mo. 1+ 

C. Topeka •.........•••••.•••. 
Nonmetropoli tan •....•••••••.••• 

DELAIIARE ........................ . 
t4et,ropoli'tan ••...••• , .. , ..... " 

A. Wllmington5 ••....•••.••... 
Nonmetropoli tan ••.••..•...••••• 

r1ARYI..A.ND.. •• • •.••••••••••••••••• 

A. and C. Baltimore •••..•.•• 
D. Distr:lct of.' ColuJllbi[16 •..•• 

Hoametropoli !~a.n •.•.••••.• , ..••• 

DISTRICT OF CODur~BIA ••••••••••••• 

VIRGINIA •.• 

Dintr.ic L' (~1" (j;i~~iJi;l e::::: 
Richmond ••.••.•••••••••..• 
Norfolk ••.•...••...•..•••. 

Net,./i:J ••••• '" ..... ~. 

A. • ........... .. 
IJ. .. ........... . 

lJo~;netro .. , •..•.. " , .•• , .. 
, POll tan •.•....•..•.•..• 

108 
83 

266 
119 
122 
137 

1,922 

4,320 
2,L.D9 

710 
1,573 

126 
1,910 

632 
632 

681 
681 

va 
329 
141 

1,.365 

41,6 
}07 
307 
139 

only. 

2,758 
862 
102 

86 
270 
131 
124 
149 

1,89t; 

~:;:~I 
740 

1,687 
lL.D 

1,925 

652 
652· 

686 
686 

1,459 
591 
161 
430 
868 

2,248 
876 
350 
377 
11,9 

1,373 

503 
'352 
352 
151 

3 5'~!' 

2>?9t~ 
1,g1~1 

73(, 

B02 
1102 
802 

~t.l.IY) 81J6C ial 

2,807 
934 

97 
95 

287 
151 
134 
171 

1. il?31 
4,870 
2,844 

799 

2,026 

677 
677 

702 
702 

2,706 
899 

93 
92 

276 
1/,5 
128 
16.5 

1,807 

4,692 
2, ?3e 

770 
1,804 

I&', 
1,955 

650 
650 

1,4<JO 
667 
170 
497 
813 

2,309 
936 
348

1 
,..30 
158 

1, 373 1 

592 
422 
422 
171 

1/+6 
228 

1,22~,1 

t'j.9 

?2 
-6 

9 
17 
20 
9 

23 
-24 

378 
278 

60 
188 

30 
101 

25 
25 

16 
16 

17 
87 

-25 

149 
98 
11 
71 
15 
51 

1141 
87 
87 
27 

825 
699 
272 

4Kansaf~ part 
P·q25) No. 375, 

559\ 

l~gl 
57 
30 
29' 
35 

367 

389 
31 

385 

150 
150 

157 
157 

,322 
153 

40 
113 
169 

496 
214 

81 

DO 
89 
89 
4J. 

890 
713 
4)1 
282 
17'7 

gration 

322 
91 
12 

9 
29 
1'+ 
12 
15 

231 

524, 
275 

79 
180 
16 

249 

64 
64 

75 
75 

166 
5'1 
16 
41 

109 

250 
80 
30 
35 
15 

171 

4'1 
33 
33 
14 

326 

72 
73 

93 
93 
93 

l,
il6

1 50 

121 16 
22 

136 

5Dr~lawarc 
A-7, page 

-189 
-29 
... lA 

-2 
-12 

.3 
-8 

3 
-159 

-70 
-35 
-29 
-21 

15 
-35 

-62 
-62 

-66 
-66 

-77 
8 

-7 
15 

-85 

-97 
-36 
-40 

11 
-7 

-60 

32 
31 
31 

(z) 

261 
238 

22 
216 

23 

18 
18 
18 

110 
lO€~ 

18 
73 
M3 

-1,2 
-1 
10 
10 

-52 
37 
-9 
6 
6 

14 
4 

16 
-89 

200 
171 

30 
118 

24 
29 

-2 
-2 

-12 
-12 

21 
76 
10 
66 

-55 

61

1 
61 
-2 
54 

9 
(z) 

89 
70 
70 
19 

652 
559 
192 
367 

93 

93 
93 
93 

-120 
-21\ 
-6 
-3 

-J.$ 
-94[ 

eorresponds 

SorieB I-D 

Components of eM,nge 

Net 
Births Deaths mi-

456 
157 
16 
17 
4'1 
25 
24 
29 

299 

788 
1,76 
136 
315 

25 
312 , 

123 
123 

128 
128 

262 
12.:'. 

33 
92 

138 

403 
174 

66 
77 
3J. 

229 

105 
72 
72 
33 

166 
166 
166 

gration 

320 
90 
12 

9 
28 
14 
12 
15 

230 

520 
273 

79 
178 

16 
248 

63 
63 

75 
75 

249 
79 
29 
34 
15 

170 

471 33 

331 lL, 

322 

135 

nnly. 

-188 
-JO 
-13 
-2 

-12 
3 

-8 
3 

-159 

-68 
-32 
-28 
-19 

15 
-35 

-61 
-61 

-66 
-66 

-76 
8 

-6 
15 

-85 

-94 
-34 
-39 

11 
-7 

-59 

31 
31 

;,56 
233 

22 
211 
23 

19 
19 
19 

11'1 
106 

17 
72 
47 

-·)9 

11 

-;52 
-8 

-10 
-35 

-163 
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Tobie 3 ••• ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS 
< AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE: 1965 TO 1975··ContinlJed 

(In thommnds. As of July excep·t, as noted. The llornan nwneral I ind1cates the 
D national pr'"J£:clOlOrm series. See text for explanation. Name ghown 

Lo 

assumption from the State 
the firnt Dmno of the tJ tIe of 

Projection.s, 1975 
f-------,----l-----<------

Sta to economic area and 
metropoli to n-nonmetropoli tan 

rm~:Ldenc(; 

NORTH CAHO['!NA. < ................ . 

A. 
D. 
C. GreenGboro .••••..••••••.•. 
D, Charlot t,e ...........•.•... 
E, Haleigh ......... , .....•... 
F, J)urh8Jil .•.•• , ••••.••••..... 

NomnE'tropoJ.:t tan .•..•....•.••.•. 

SOU'll) C'AHOLINA .................. . 

A. ................. 
B. Ga.} ••••••••••••• 
C. .. ............ . 
D. Greenvi.lle .......•..•.•... 

l'Jonmetropol:Ltan ••••.•..•. ~ ..... 

GEORGIA ......................... . 

A. 
B. 
c. 

I""'tlnn,",',,',"" 'lt~~~:2::::::: 

D. .. .............. .. 
E. .. .............. . 
P. and G. Macon ..•.•........ 

Nonmetropoli tan .......•.•...... 

FLORIDA ......................... . 

Pensacola •.•.•.••••••••... 
Orlando .•..•.......• , .•... 
West Palm Beach ...•....... 
F'ort Lauderdale .••••••••.. 

Nonmetropolitan .......•..••.... 

KEN'fUCKY ....................... · . 

'ohi~j:::::::: : 
W. Va. 3 ••••••• 
Ind. 3 ....••... 

Knoxville ......••.••••••.. 
Nonmetropoli tan ............... . 

ALABfJ,MA .................... •• .. • • 

E. Tuscaloosa ...•....••....•. 
F. Huntsville .........••..... 

Nonmetropol:Ltan ........••..•.•. 

1il9 
21,.'7 
272 
169 
112 

3,437 

136 
188 
180 

2,205 

4,952 
3,247 

455 
772 
935 
203 

4<6 
169 
314 
109 

1171 
1,876 

207 
267 
312 
195 
123 

3,687· 

50 
174 
337 
118 
183 

1,981 

SeI':1.eB 
J·B 

2/,<11 
320 
389 
2?,:1 
]/1·7 

?"OB7 

55 
187 
392 
140 
291 

2,180 

SerieG 
J.j) 

3TJ 

238 
307 
373 
2<32 
Ml 

3, ,)2!~ 

212 
55 
34 

199 
2,082 

It ,181 
1,914 

764 
496

1 
208 
4·05 ! 

2,268 

53 
180 
375 
135 
277 

2,092 

Net 

Series T-B 

ComponentE uf el1!.lngr..: 

Net 
m:l­

gration 

-99 
65 

g 
10 
20 
15 

6 
-164 

-131 
-16 

11 
-11 

26 
233 
1W1 

2 
79 
134 

202 
454 

-176 
-25 
-25 
-16 
-3 
-3 

-150 

-9 
-20 
-6 
18 

-16 
-15 
II 

-713 
-2 

-4.2 
_I, 

-12 
-7 

5 
58 

-76 

Net 
change 

1+39 
202 

:n 
40 
6J 
37 
1'1 

237 

192

1 

n 
I,G 

~~ I' 
]00, 

53J 

33~ I 
230 

4' 
15 

3 
25 

202 

98 
81 
40 

1 
(z) 

i~ I 
331 
157 

76 
61 
4 

16 
174 

277 
166 

8 
J 
5 

38 
16 
94 

111 

corTes-ponds 

Scrles I-D 

CornpOn()nt~l of change 

Net 
Bl..rths Deaths mi .. 

9?S 
252 

25 
1,2 
54 
67 
11.0 
23 

723 

920 
42il 

10 
262 
03 
29 
40 
!;-4 

092 

159 
180 
49 
22 
55 
96 

431 

590 
214 
126 

39 
10 

6 
33 

375 

719 
338 
143 

85 
44 
67 

380 

691 
J06 

< 114 
11 
33 
73 
23 
51 

385 

~/t2 

1J5 
16 
19 
2', 
27 
17 
12 

32g 

219 
GB 
24 

? 
18 
20 

151 

399 
169 

5 
107 
12 
12 
17 
17 

230 

145 
139 
19 
45 
41 
66 

266 

320 
109 

62 
22 

4 
15 

211 

381 
164 

61 
42 
24 
3'1 

217 

3/t O 
139 

65 
4 

16 
28 
12 
lL, 

201 

[{ration 

-94 
64 

6 
8 

10 
20 
15 

6 
-159 

-127 
-14 

12 
-10 
·9 
-6 

-113 

16 
76 
1 

125 
-26 

-2 
·20 
-3 

~59 

199 
450 

·171 
-24 
-24 
-16 

-3 
.3 
21 

-148 

-6 
-17 
-5 
18 

-15 
-14 
11 

·74 
-1 

-41 
-4 

-12 
·7 

5 
57 

-73 

Less than 500. 
Oarolina part only. 2Ceorgia part only. 3Kentucky part only. 4'rerlllessee part only. 5 Alabama part only. 



23 

Table 3 ••• ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS 
AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE: 1965 TO 1975··Continued ' 

(In thousands', As of July except as noted. The Homan numeral I indtcates the 
D nationaJ 

State ecoy,omic ares and 
metT()pol:lt<tn~nonrnetropol:lto.n 

residence 

.'3eriei3. See tex t for explanation. 

assumption from the state ,m, JPCT,j or" 
the fiI'st name of the title of 

1.965 to 1975 

Band 
corcccponds 

________ ' _________________________ + ___________ 1-' _________ 1 ___ --,------,+- -------,-----+----,--l----------I----,--Ic----,----II------~-,----+-----,-+-----

MISSISSIPPI ..•..•...• , .•.. , ••... , 

Nonmetropoli-lian .... , .... , .. , , .. 

Monroe, ....•..••. , ...•.... 
Nonmctropo1itan ...... , ..... , .. 

OKLAliOMA •.••••.•••••.•••. _ ••.••. 
Metropo1.i t~m ...•....•. ,. • .•.. 

A. and C. Tulsa .....•..•.... 
B. and D. Okl[Jhoma r;ity .•... 

Nonmctropoll tan. , .... 

TEXAS .. 

D. Waco",., •..•..• 
Al),;tin, .. , ........... , .•.. 

F. San Antonio, ......... , .. , 
O. Hous Lon. , .••. > •••••••••••• 

H. Deaumont .. , ..... ,., ..•.. , 

J. Amar:Lll,) ... ,., ...•..•.. ,' 
K. Wich:L ta FaIh; ....... , ... . 
L. Lubbock, ...••............ 
M. Galveston. . ............ . 
N. 
1'. 

Chr:l Gti ... , .. 

NonmctropoHI~o.n, ..•. , ... ", ... ,. 

MONTANA ' ••.•••• < ••• ••••••• • •• 

Nonmei,ropoJ i tan. , . .• . ....... ,. 

!DAIIO,., ....•••• ,., 
Nonme LY'opo.l j 

WYOMTNG ••• 
Nonrr.e l"rop,;i; t,;.n, 

COLORADO ..••.•.• , 
Mf;tropo1:i 

A. and D. Denver. 
D. (~o 1 oradn 
C. Fqebl0, 

NonmeLropoJi 

Z Less t,han 500. 

7J 
109 

-1313 

·7 

11. 
-w 

26 
JJ 

-JB 
2 

-36 

1/. 
-It; 
28 

US 
262 
-32 

21 
lrW 

-17 
-1'/ 

1.03 
LOS 

-'I 

-21 
?U 
20 

231 
208 
1'10 

3'7 
2J 
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labia 3.··ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION AND COMPONENTS OF CHANGE, FOR METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS 
AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE: 1965 TO 1975 .. Cantinu.d 

(In .L<.thousands. As of J\uy except as noted. The Roman numeral I indicates the mJ.:"r'HJ.on assumptIon from thf' State 
D nati.onal 
to 

State economic area and 
metropoli taTl-nonmctropoli tan 

residence 

UTAH ••••••••••••••••••.•••••••..• 

NEVADA .......................... . 

Norl1l1etrc'po1;. tan ............... . 

WASHINGTON ...................... . 
Metropolitan •..............•... 

A. and Seattle •... , .....• 
B. 
C. Portland, 
D. 

No:nmE)troP"li.tan ............... . 

OREGON ......................... . 

A. 
B. Eugene .•••.•••..•..••••.. 

Nonmetropoli tan ..•...••...••.. 

CALIFORNIA ..................... . 

A. Francisco ...•....•••. 
B. San Jose .....•...•....••• 
C. Sacramento .....••..•.•••. 
D. Stockton .•..•.•.•••••.... 
E. 
F. 
G. 

Fresno ..•••.•••.•••.•••.. 
Los 
San 

E. San Bernardino .•....••..•. 
J. Bakersfield ...•........•.. 
K. Santa Barbara ..•....•.•... 

Nonmetropoli tan ............... . 

ALASKA .......................... . 
Nonmetropoli tan ............ , .. . 

H.4WAII. ......................... . 
Metropolitan ...••.••.•..•...... 

A. Honolulu ...•......••••.... 
Nonmetropoli tan .•..•.•....•.•.. 

Z Less than 500. 
lWashington part only. 

series. See text for explanation. Name shown the first name of the title of 

891 
494 
383 
HI 
397 

285 
127 
127 
158 

94 
278 

1,052 

1,769 
891 
728 
163 
878 

15,717 
13,591 
2,783 

642 
503 
250 
366 

6,743 
1,033 

BIO 
292 
169 

2,126 

226 
226 

633 
500 
500 
132 

991, 
560 
440 
120 
434 

434 
232 
232 
202 

104 
267 

1,080 

1,938 
987 
793 
194 
951 

584 
274 
404 

7,877 
1,138 
1,016 

320 
244 

2,580 

267 
267 

710 
571 
57I 
139 

20regon part only. 

Projections, 1975 

632/ 355 
355 
27'1 

243 
1,080 

24,129 
20,706 

3'

755

1 1,392 
806 
334 
505 

10,271 
1,433 
1,431 

389 
385 

3,423 

328 
328 

812 
676 
676 
136 

311 
311 

777 
646 
646 
131 -2 

Series 1-8 

Components of 

88 
88 

185 
159 
159 

26 

803 
96 

104 
28 
24 

271 

14 
14 

64 
46 
46 
17 

1965 to 1975 

93 
61 
61 
32 

-10 
39 
53 

(z) 
7 

-22 
-48 

93 

~~ I· 19 
23 

92 
439 

-12 
-12 

-20 
-8 
-8 

-11 

44 
44 

67 
74 
74 
·7 

Band 
corresponds 

Series I-D----

148 
127 
127 

21 

62 
1.1"5 
45 
17 

94 
61 
61 
33 

-8 
39 
53 

(Z) 
7 

-21 
·47 

93 
69 
50 
19 
24 

·12 
-12 

·19 
·8 
-8 

-11 



APPENDIX A 
Table A.1 ••• PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE, 

ASSUMING NO NET MIGRATION (Series III): JULY 1, 1975 

(Numbers assume no net interarea miQr"tj"on 
at 400 J 000 per year 

state economic area and 

MAINE" • , • " • " •••••••• " •• " , " " , ••••••• " 
Metropolitan ••••••....•.•.••••.••••••.••.. 

A. Portland ....•.........•.......•...... 
Nonmetropoli tan .••....•...•.•....•........ 

NEW HAMPSHIRE" ••••• ""."" ••• ".", .. ,,,· 
Metropolitan ••.•••..•...•.••.••......•.... 

A. Marlchester ..•....•••.•..••.....•..• •· 
Nonmetropolitan .••..•.•••...••..•.••...... 

VERMONT" ................................ " • 
Norunetropoli tan ••.•.•••.•..•••...••••....• 

MASSAChuSETTS ............................. .. 
Metropolitan ••••••••.••.••.•..•.•.•.••.•.. 

A. Springfield ••.••.•.•..••••••••••.•... 
B. Worcester .•••.••.•...•..••••••••• ••·· 
C. Boston .•.••..••.••••••••.••••.. ·•••·· 
D. Brockton ..••.••••.••••..••••••••••.. · 
E. New Bedford ••.••••••••••.•••••..••• ·· 
• Pittsfield ......................... ·· 

Nonmetropolitan .•••••••••.•••••••••.••.•.. 

RHODE ISLAND ............................. • .. 
Metropolitan ..••.••••••••••••••.•••••••... 

A. Providence .•••.•.•.•..•.•..•••••. ·•·• 
Nonrnetropolitan .•••.••..•...••.••••••••... 

CONNECTICUT ............................... .. 
Metropolitan .•••.•••••..••••.•......•.•••. 

A. Bridgeport .•••..••.•.••....•••••••.•. 
B. New Haven .•..•.•...••.•.•.•••.•••.... 
C. Hartford .•••...•.•.•.•..••••.•• ··•·•· 

Nonmetropolitan ••...•••.•••.••.•••••.••... 

NEW yORK ........................... ••• .. • .. • 
Metropolitan ..•••.....•..••.••..••.••.•... 

A. Buffalo .••.••.•..••••.•••••..••. ··••· 
B. Rochester .•••....•••.•....•..•...•. •· 
C. Syracuse .•••••••.•••••••.•••••••••.•.. 
D. Utica ••••••.••••.••••.••..•..• •·•••·· 
E. Binghamton ••.•...•....•....••••• · ... . 
F. Albany .............................. . 
G. New York City .•.•••••••••..•....•• •·· 

Nonmetropolit8.l1 •••••••••••••.•••.••••.•.•. 

MEN JERSEy .......................... , , ..... . 

H~"""'V'''',,'' p;: 2:::::::::::::::::::::: 
Newark •••••.•••...••••••..••••• •··•· • 
Trenton ..••••.•••••.•••••.•.••• ••·•· . 
Philadelphia, Pa. 2 ..•••••••••.••••••• 
Atlantic City .•...••••.••.•...••.• ··· 
Wilmington J Del. 2 ••••.••••••••.•.••.. 
Paterson ••••.•••.•.•••••••••••....... 

City ........................ ·· 
Norrmet:roDc)1i i:an .......................... , 

PENNSYLVANIA ........... , ................... . 

enU'WeIDhi"', ..................... .. 
Scranton •.••....•.•.•.•••••••..• ·•·• . 
Pittsburgh .•••••.••.•••.••.•••••..••. 
Johnstown ••••.•.•..•••••••••••••.•••• 
Altoona .••••.••.•.•...•.•...•••.. ··· . 
Wilkes-Barre .•.••.•.•••••••••..••.•.. 
Harrisburg .•••..• , •.•.•.•..•.•.•.•... 
york .••.••••••.•..•.•••..••.•.••.•••. 
Lancaster .••.•...•.••••••••..••••• ·• • 
Reading .••••••.••..•••.•••..•••..•..• 
Allentown3 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

N011Ilietropolitan ..••..••..••.••.••.••.•...• 

220 
902 

761 
233 
233 
528 

462 
462 

181 

3,229 
2,525 

847 
793 
885 
704 

2,780 

Series D 

1,081 
212 
212 ! 
868

1 

733 
224 
224 
509 

444 
444 

5,$36 
5,677 

598 
655 

159 

961 
'787 
787 
174 

142 
350 
389 
269 
311 
292 
465 

2,685 

Letters Band D represent national nn,;oecT,j or:s series. 
projection period. See text for eXl'Lanal:wnJ 

State economic area and 
metropoli tan_nonmetropoli tan 

residence 

OHIO ................................. ••• .. •• 

B. Columbus •.....•.....•.••••.••.•.•.•. · 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
J. 

Cleveland ........•...•••••••••••••.•. 
Akron •••••••••.•••••••••• •·••••••••• • 
Canton .•..•.......•.•.•••••.••.•••••. 

. 'v~:;'::: :.:::::::::::::::: 
~: Huntington, W:' V~:;.::: : : : : : ::: :: : :: : : 
M. Lorain ......•....•..•.•••.••.•.•....• 
N. Springfield ....•••••••••••.•.••••..•• 
O. Lima .•.•....•.•...•..••.•.•..••.•• ··• 

Nonmetropoli tan ..........•.......•.•...... 

INDIANA .................................... . 
Metropolit8l1 .•••..•.....•..••..•••..•..••. 

A. Gary •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• 
B. South Bend ............................ . 
C. Fort Wayne .•..•••.•••••• ~ •••••••.•..• 
D. Indianapolis .•••••••••••••••.•••••••. 
E. Evansville 5 ...•..•••.••••••.•••.•.... 
F. Louisville, Ky. 5 ••••••••••••••••••••• 

u. Terre Haute •......•.•.•••...••.•.•... 
H. Muncie ••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••. 

Nonmetropolitan ••.••••••••••••.•.•••.••••• 

ILLINOIS •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••• • 

A. • •• i~~~ 6: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
B. • .......................... . 
C. • ........................... . 
D. .. ........................... , 
E. Springfield ......................... . 
F. st. Louis, Mo.6 ..••••••••••••••••..•. 
G. Decatur ..•...........•••••••••.•••• ·· 

Norunetropolitan ...•••••.•••••••..•.•...••• 

Metropolitan ..•.•.••.....••••••••...••...• 
A. Saginaw ••...... : .....•••.••••.•.•.... 
B. Grand Rapids •••.•..••.••••••.••••.... 
C. City ............................ · 
D. .. ........ , ................... . 
E. 
F. .. .... , .................... ,. 
O. Kalamazoo .......................... .. 
H. Jackson .••••.....••.. • •• ••·••••·•••·· 
J. Ann Arbor ........................... · 

Nonmetropolitan .•..••..••.••.•.•....•••••. 

t~i~:7::::::::: ::::::::: ::::: 
Madison •••••..•...•••••••.•.••••••• · . 
and E. Milwaukee .•••.•.••.•....•••.. 
Racine ...•..•.......••••.•.••• ·••·•• . 
Kenosha .........•..•.••.....••.•.•.•. 

Nonrnetropolltan ..•.•.•.••.••••••••••••••.• 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 

Series B 

241 
2,132 

622 
399 
591 

90 
1,041 

65 
282 
166 
127 

3,594 

267 
302 
849 
181 
138 
116 
132 

2,864 

263 
7,741 

334 
170 
585 
136 

2,718 

9,636 
6,915 

245 
457 
128 
492 
395 

4,610 
210 
156 
222 

2,720 

113 
98 

302 
149 
143 
169 

2,072 

Series D 

231 

385 

1,001 
62 

2'71 
160 
122 

3,458 

258 

174 
133 
ll2 

253 

562 
131 

2,622 

439 
122 
471 
379 

150 

46 
296 

127 
2,531 

3,908 
2,036 

241 

109 
94 

291 
143 
138 
163 

1,998 

2: lIncludes 259,000 l!residual!! in New York State asSi~ned to nonm,etI'opol:l tan 
aNew Jersey part only. 3Pennsylvania part only. Ohio part only. 

of State. See P-25 No. 371, page 11 for a full dlScusBion. 
part only. 6Illinois part only. 7Wisconsin part only. 

Minnesota part only. 9Iowa part only. 25 
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Tobie Aoj.··PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN STATE ECOHOMIC AREAS AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE, 
ASSUMING NO NET MIGRATION (Series III): JULY 1, 1975··Continued 

thousand.:; . assume no net interarea after 1965. Letters Band D 
thlcOueh()ut the projection per~_od. Net imra1pra,icm 

St,ate ecoDomie area and 
motropol-ttan-Donmctropol1tan 

residence 
S0.r:te~J II Series D 

State economic; area and 
tn(:')'L ropoJj tan_nonmetropol j tan 

residence 
.----,--------------1-----+---4\ 
MISSOUHJ. ••••••••••••••••.•• , 0 •• 0 •••••••••••• 

NORTH DAKOTA............ • ..•... 
Nonmet:ropol:i tnll ••.••.• " ••••••• , •..•.••..•. 

SOUTH DAKOTA ............................... . 
NODmcotropol:ltan ........••••.••.••.•• 0 ••••• 

NEBHN3l\A ................................... . 

Nonmetr-opo:titan .... , ..........••.•..•..•.. 

KANSAS ................................... .. 

A. . ........................... . 
n, Kansas Cii:,y, Mo.) ••..••••• , ••••••.•. 
C. Topeka ....•.•.••........•..• ~ ••••. ~ .. 

NonmetropoJj 'i,8n .•.•••• , •••••.••••••••••••• 

DELAWARE •••••••.••••••.•••••••••••••.••••••• 

MARyLAND ................................... . 

NorunetropoJ i tan .•.....••.•.••...••••••.... 

DISTRICT OF COLUl~BIA ........................ . 

.... D:C: ()::::::::::::::::::::: 

VIRGINIA ................................... . 

A. . ........................... . 
District of Columbia 7 •••• , • ~ ••••• ~ ••• 

RichJnond •...•....•......•..........•. 
Norfolk .....•......••.....••••.•••.•. 

NOllmetr,oDC,Htar1 .......................... . 

WEST VIRGINIA .............................. . 

Nonmet~o-politan, •......•.....•.....•...... 

NORTH CAROLINA ............................. . 
Metropo1i tan .• , ... T ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

A. Asheville ...•.•..•......•.•..•...•.•. 
B. Winston-Salem ....••............•.•••• 
C. Greensboro .•...•.•...••..•.•.••.•.... 
D. Charlotte ......••..•......••.•.•••.•. 

Id6 
1'/3 

1,520 

587 
1,08 
1,08 
179 

307 
,365 
226 
141 

4,303 

SOUTH CAROLINA.............................. 3,036 

............................ 
Ga. 9 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I:h,"rJ eBwr1 .•••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
Greenville ......•... ~ •..••..••....... 

Norunetropo11tan .•..•••••.......•..•••••••. 

999 

95 
308 
253 

2,037 

only. .3Kansas 
Virginia part 

part only~ 

Ie. 792 
2,788 

802, 

1'8,
37

1 "1.!t9 
2 J OO/t 

726'1 '726 

753

1 

'753 

165 

1,1; 65
1 

561; II 
392, 
392

1 
172 

GEOH.GIJ\, 

Dov ann Qh •••• , ••••••••.• 0 " •••••••• , • , • 

F. and G, MneoD,. 0'" •• , •••••••• ' •••••• 

NorllnetJ'o]lu:Lj tan ...... " . " ..... , . , . , ...... . 

FLOlUDA .................................... . 

I 
PenSH(;oJa .....•••••••...••••.••••••• 
Orlancio ...•..•... 0 •••••• ,.,., ••• , ••• 

F. WeRt Palm Beaell .••.••••• , •••• < ••••••• 

G. Fort Laude r·uu18 ••••.••••••• , ••••••.•• 
NODmetropoJ3tall ..•••••••••.•••. , ••... ' .•••• 

Nonmetropoljetan .......................... . 

TENNESSEE •• ~. ~ ••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1"letrC'DO.\l·'CaYL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. • ...................... .. 
F Monroe .• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nonrnetropoli.l0an ....•.•..•••.•.••••.•••..•• 

OKLAlIOMA ................................... . 
Metropolitan .•.•• * •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

A. and C. Tulsa ••.......•..•.....•.•••• 
B. and D. Okla.'l-lOmB City .... H •••••••••• 

Nonmetropo 1 i "Lan .••....•.•.•••••..••••••••• 

4Delaware part 
Caroljna part 

part only. 
part only. 

SerJ 88 

60 
201 
400 
135 
229 

2,284 

674 
1,574 

serieg. 

188 

2,640 

902 

415 

229 
59 
37 

176 
2,259 

~,199 
1,934 

771 
476 
265 
It 22 

2,266 

57 
193 
382 
130 
218 

2,188 

2,607 
241 
241 

2,366 

2,114 
311 

158 
126 

2,053 

1,517 

6District of Columbia 
llKentuclQ" part only. 



Tobie A·l,··PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS AND NONMETROPOLITAN BALANCE OF STATE, 
ASSUMING NO NET MIGRATION (Series III): JULY 1, 1975··Continued 

(Numbers in thousands. 
Net 

State 0(;onomic area and 
metropol.i.tan-nonmetropolitan 

residenc;e 

TEXJ\S ...................................... . 

Paso •••••••••••••.•••• '" ••.•••••• 
Fort INorth ... , ..•....•.••.••..••..••. 
and G. Dallas ....................••. 
Waco .••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••. 
Austin •.....•..•.........•••......•.. 

F. 'San Antonio, ............ '" ......... . 
G. Houston ..•••....••.•.•..•...••..•.... 
H. Beaurnont .. , .......•...•.......••.••.. 
J. Amarillo ...•......................•.. 
K. Yiichila [<'aIls ....•.....••••....•••••• 
L. Lubboek .•......... " ..•..•.••••••.•.. 
M. Galveston ..•.•••........•••.••.•••... 
N. Christl ...................... . 
P. 

Nonmetropol i tan ...............•.......•... 

MONTANA .................................... . 
Nor..:metropol:i.tan .................••..•.•..• 

IDAHO ••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••.••••• 
NOIlllet.ropol i.tan .. , ••...•.•..•..•••..•••..• 

'riYOMING •••.•••• '" ..••••.•••• " ••••••••••••• 
Norunet:ropoli tan .....................•.•.•. 

COLORADO ........ , .' •••••••••••••••.•••••••. 
Metropolitan. " ... , ....•...•.....•.•..•... 

A. and D. Donv(:J'." •.•••.••••••••••.•.•• 
Color8Qo Springs .•..•.•••.•.• " .. " .. 

C. Pueblo ....... , ..............•.•••.... 
Noruuetropoli tan ........ '" .............•.. 

NEW MEXICO ........... " .................... . 

ARIZONA .................................. . 

Series B 

157 
228 
183 
291 
14'1 

'5 J043 

816 
816 

800 
800 

3'18 
378 

'168 
'168 

364 

after 1965. LGt t()rs Band D 
tho projection period. See 

State economic area and 
l11e tl'opoli tan-nonrnetropolit,an 

residence 

. ....................... , ... . 
Nonmetrop,oli·tan .......................... . 

Metropolitsr, .•..•..•....••.••.•..••...•.•• 
fl.. and E. Seattle ...•.•••.......••..... 
B. Tacoma ............................... . 
C. Portland, Oreg. 1 •••••••••••••.••.•••• 

OREGON ...................... : • " ••• " ...... . 

B. Eugene ...•...........•..•...•....•••. 
Nonmetropolitan .. ' .....••.•......•••.•..•. 

364 CALIFORNIA ................................. . 
l'le·trcmO.lnan .••• '" •••.•••••••••• , •.•••••• 

A. Franci.sco ..........•..•..•..••.•. 
B. San ,Tose .•..........••.•.••...••••... 
C. Sacramento .......................... . 
D. stockton ....•....•••.•..••........••• 
E. Fresno ••.••.•...•..••.•••.•••.•••..•. 
F. Los .......••...•.•.••..••••• 
G. San •.••...•••••...••....•..... 
H. San Bernardino ......................... . 
J. Bakersfield ......•••••..•..••.. , .••.. 
K. Santa Barbara .••.••••.••. ~ ••..•••••.. 

NOJIDletropoli tan .••....••••••..••.•..•..... 

ALASKA .................................... .. 
Nonrnetropoli tan .•••.•••••••...•..•••..•... 

HAWAII •..•..••.•••.••..•••••..•..••.••.•••• • 

8. Tu.",con............................. 369 355 
_t_~o_nme_"_t_r_o;,.po_l_1_t._a_n_,,_._ •. _._ .. _._ •. _._._ .. _._._._._ .. __ ._._._ •. _ .. __ -L _____ 5_8_5..J. ____ ._.~~lL_~~~::.::::~~:':.:.~ . .: . .:...:.. ...................... . 

lWashing ton pn rot only. 20regon pur t unly. 

542 
1/~6 

533 

525 
289 
289 
236 

297 
3

J
085 

347 
347 

873 
712 
712 
161 

27 

167 

519 
139 
510 

503 
277 
277 
227 

113 
292 

1! 170 

215 
1,027 

307 
466 

2,967 

330 
330 

835 
681 
681 
154 
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Table A.2 .•• DISTRIBUTION OF 4,000,000 NET IMMIGRATION FROM ABROAD, BY METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS AND NONMETROPOLITAN 
BALANCE OF STATE, FOR THE 1O.YEAR PERIOD, JULY 1, 1965 TO 1975, ASSUMED IN THE PROJECTIONS 

State economic area and 
metropoli tan-nonmetropoli tan 

res:i.dence 

MAINE ............................ . 
Metropolitan •••••..••.•.••.••••• 

A. Portland .•..•.•.....••..... 
Nonmetropoli tan •••..•.••••.••••• 

NEW RAMP SHIHE .................... . 
Metropolitan •••..••.••....•....• 

A. Manchester •••.•.•.••.•.•.•• 
Nonmetropoli tan •••..••••.•.••••• 

VERMONT .......................... . 
Nonmetropoli tan ................. . 

MASSACHUSETTS ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan •••••••••••••••••••• 

A. Springfield .............. .. 
B. Worcester •••••••••••.•••••• 
G. Boston •.••.•••••.••.••••.•• 
D. Brockton ••••••••••.•••••••• 
E. New Bedford ................ . 
F. Pittsfield ••••••••..••••••• 

Nonmetropolitan •....••••••••.••• 

HllODE ISLAND, •••••• , ............. . 
Metropolitan •••••••••••••••••••• 

A. Providence ••• ~ ••••.•••••••• 
Nonmetropoli tan .................. . 

CONNECTICUT •••••••••••••• , ••• , •••• 
Metropolitan •••••••••••••••••••• 

A. Bridgeport ................ . 
B. New Haven .................. . 
C. Hartford .................. . 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••••• , •• , , •.••• 

NEW yORK ••••••••••• ; ............. . 
Metropolitan ••••••••••.••••••••• 

A. Buffalo •••••••••••••••••••• 
B. Rochester •.••••••••.••••••. 
C. Syracuse ••••••••.••.••••••• 
D. Utica ••••.•••••••••••••.••• 
E. Binghamton •••••••.••••.•.•• 
F. Albany ................... .. 
G. New York City ••••••••.••••• 

Nonmetropoli tan ••.•••••••••••••• 

NEW Jl'...RSEY ....................... . 
Metropolitan. •••••••••••••••••.•• 

A. jl.J.lentown 1 Fa,. 1 ••• " •••••••• 

B. Newark ••••••••••••••••••••• 
C. Trenton •••••••••••••••••••• 
D. Philadelphia, Pa.' ••••••••• 
E. Atlantic City •••••••••••••• 
F. Wilmington, Del. 1 •••••••••• 

G. Paterson, •••••••• " ••••••••• 
H. Jersey City •••••••••••••••• 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••••••••••••••• 

PENNSYLVANIA •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan. •••••••••••••••.••.• 

A. Erie •••••..••••••••.•••.•.• 
B. Philad<>lphl,'2 ............. . 
C. Scran.ton. ~ •••••••••.••••••• 
D. Pittsburgh ................ . 
E. Johnstown •••••••••••••••••• 
F. Altoona •••••••••••••••••••• 
G. 1tfilkes-Barre ••••••••••••••• 
H. Harrisburg ••••••••••••••••• 

J. York ...................... . 
K. Lancaster ••••••••••••••••.• 
L. Reading ................... . 
M. Allentown 2 ••••••••••••••••• 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••••••••••••.•• 

Less than 500. 
Jersey part 

7Minnesota part only. 
13District of Columbia part 

Net 

1$ ,000 
2,000 
2,000 

16,000 

10,000 
3,000 
3,000 
6,000 

7,000 
7,000 

151,000 
11+8,000 
15,000 
15,000 

100,000 
4,000 

12,000 
2,000 
3,000 

16,000 
13,000 
13,000 

2,000 

88,000 
76,000 
26,000 
21,000 
28,000 
12,000 

766,000 
724,000 
34,000 
18,000 
12,000 

7,000 
3,000 

12,000 
638,000 

42,000 

207 ,000 
170,000 

1,000 
60,000 
9,000 

15,000 
3,000 
1,000 

47,000 
34,000 
37,000 

119,000 
105,000 

2,000 
55,000 

2,000 
26,000 
2,000 
1,000 
3,000 
3,000 

1,000 
2,000 
2,000 
6,000 

14,000 

State economic area and 
metropolitan -nonmetropoli tan 

residence 

OHIO •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan •••••••••••••.•••• 0 • 

A. Toledo ••••.••.•.•.••.•••.•• 
B. Colwnbus •••••••••••• # ••• 0 •• 

C. Dayton ................... .. 
D. Hamilton ................. .. 
E. Cleveland •••..••••••.•.•••. 
F. Akron •••••••••••••••••••••• 
G. Canton •.•••••••••.•.•.••..• 
H. youngstown ............... .. 

J. Wheeling, W. Va. 3 •••••••••• 
K. Cincinnati:3 .•• , ............ . 
L. Huntington, ltl •. Va,:3 ....... . 
M. Lorain ••••••••••••••••••••• 
N. Springfield ............... . 
O. LiJ11.a ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••••..••...•... 

INDIANA .......................... . 
Metropolitan .................... . 

A. Gary ...................... . 
B. South Bend ................ . 
C. Fort Wayne ••••••••••••••••• 
D. Indianapolis ••••••••••••••• 
E. Evansville 4 ••.••••••••••••. 
F. Louisville, Ky. 4 ......... .. 
G. Terre Haute •••••••••••••• 0 • 

R. Muncie ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nonmetropoli tan., •••••••••••.••.. 

ILLINOIS ......................... . 
Metropoli ·:tan .................... . 

A. Davenport 1 Iowas ••••..••••• 
B. Roc1cf ord ••••••••••••••••. , • 
C. Chicago ................... . 
D. Peoria ••••••••••••••••••••• 
E. Springfield •••••••••••••••• 
F. St. Lou1s 1 Mo.S ••••••.••••• 
G. ,Decatur ••••••••••••.•.••••. 

NO'f'.Jlletropoli tan .................. . 

11ICHIGAN •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan ••••••••••••••••• , •• 

A. Saginav[ ••••••••••••.••••••• 
B .. Grand Rapids ............... . 
C. Bay City ••••••••••••••••••• 
D. Flint ..................... . 
E. Lansing •••••••••••.•••••••• 
F. Detroit ••••••••••••••••.••• 
G. Kalamazoo •••••••••••••••••• 
H. Jackson, ••••••.•••••.•••••• 
J. Ann Arbor •••••••••••••••••• 

Nonmetropoli tan •••••••• , .•...••• 

WlSCONSIN ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
tJJetropoli tan. ...................... . 

A. Duluth, Minn. 6 ••••••••••••• 
B. Madison .................... . 
C. and E, Milwaukee •.•••••••• 
D. Racine •••••••••••••••.••••. 
F. Kenosha •••••••••.•••••••••• 

Norunetropoli tan. .................. . 

MINNESOTA ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan. ••••.•••••••••••••.• 

A. Duluth? .................. . 
B. Minneapolis ................ . 

Nonmetropoli tan, ................ . 

IOWA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan ••••••••••••••••••.• 

A. Sioux City ... , ••••••••.•.••.• 
B. Onlalla, Nebr. 8 •••••••••••••• 
G~ Des Moines •••••••••..•••••• 
D. Davenport 8: ••••••••••••••••• 
E. Waterloo .................. o. 
F. Cedar Hapids .............. . 

Nonmetropoli tan •..•.•••...•...•. 

Net 
immi-

gration 

37,000 
119,000 

(',000 
9,000 
8,000 
1,000 

57,000 
9,000 
4,000 

10,000 

1,000 
9,000 

(z) 
4,000 
1,000 
1,000 

18,000 

LI-O, 000 
26,000 
13 ,000 
4,000 
3,000 
6,000 

(z) 
(z) 
(z) 
(z) 

13,000 

259,000 
241,000 

2,000 
3,000 

225,000 
2,000 
2,000 
5,000 
1,000 

19,000 

14/~,OOO 
120,000 

2,000 
7,000 
1,000 
4,000 
4,000 

92,000 
3,000 
1,000 
6,000 

24,000 

51,000 
35,000 
1,000 
5,000 

25,000 
2,000 

l~;ggg II 

;;ggg II 
4,000 II 19,000 

11,000 I 
15,000 I 

5,000 
1,000 

(z) 
2,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
·9,000 

State economic area and 
me tX'opoli tan-nonmetropoli tan 

residence 

MISSOURI. ........................ . 
Metropolitan .•......•.••.•.. , ..• 

A. Kansas City 9 ••••••••••••••• 

B. St. Louis9 ••••••••••••••••• 

C. Sl')ringfield •..•..•.•...•... 
Nonmetropoli tan •...•.•.•....•••• 

Nonmetropolitan ................ . 

N01nmc,trOl)()LitalJ ................ . 

Nonmetropoli tan ................ . 

KANSAS, ................... " ..... . 

B. Kansas .. ··M~:ii::::::::: 
c. Topeka ................... .. 

Nonmetropolitan ••............... 

DELAWARE., ••••••••••••••• ; ...... • • 
Metropolitan •••.•..•.•....•.•..• 

A. \Iilmington 12 .............. . 

Nonmetropoli tan •...•......•.•... 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA •••••••••••••• 

A. IJ" "hi nat.m"," 0:6: ij::::::::: 
MARYLAND ......................... . 

Metropolitan ••••..••..•..•.•...• 
A. and C • Baltimore ......... .. 
B. District of Columbia 14 •. '" 

Nonmetropoli tan ••....•..•.•.••• ~ 

VIRGINIA ......................... . 
Metropolitan .................... . 

A. Roano}:e ••.•••....•...••••.• 
B. District of Columbia 15 ••••• 

C. Hichmond ................. .. 
D. Norfolk ••.••.•.•.•.•..•.•.• 
E. Newport News ••••••••••••••• 
F. Lynchburg •.•.••.•.•.•.•..•• 

Nonmetropoli tan ...•••.•..•.•...• 

WEST VIRGINIA ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan •.•. " •.............• 

A. Wheeling 16 • ~ ••••••••••.•••• 
B. Huntington 16 •.•••••.••••••• 
C. Charleston ...•..•...•..•.•. 

Nonmetropoli tan •.•..••••.•.•...• 

, 
NORTH CAROLINA ................... ; 

Metropolitan •..•.•....•••.....•• 
A. Asheville ................. . 
B. Winston-Salem •.•..••••••.•. 
C. Greensboro ••.....•.•••••... 
D • Charlotte ••••..•••.•..••••• 
E. Raleigh ••••••••..••.•.•.•.. 
F. Durhmn ••••••••.•.••••.•.•.• 

Nonmetropoli tan •.•.•..•...•.•••• 

SOUTH CAROLINA ................... . 
Metropolitan ••.•••....•.•..•••.• 

A. Columbia •.••.•.••••.•.••.•• 
B. Augusta, Ga. 1 '7 ••••••••••••• 
C. Charleston •..••.•....••.•.• 
D. Greenville •.••...••.•.•.... 

Nonmetropoli tan •••••.•••••.••..• 

only. 5Illinois 
llKansas part 
Virginia part 

30,000 
23,000 
6,000 

16,000 
1,000 
7,000 

5,000 
5,000 

11,000 
7,000 
2,000 
5,000 
4,000 

25,000 
7,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 

18,000 

7,000 
5,000 
5,000 
2,000 

38,000 
38,000 
38,000 

54,000 
50,000 
29,000 
20,000 
5,000 

48,000 
40,000 

1,000 
23,000 
3,000 
7,000 
6,000 

(z) 
8,000 

5,000 
2,000 
1,000 

(z) 
1,000 
3,000 

25,000 
7,000 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 
2,000 
2,000 
1,000 

18,000 

14,000 
8,000 
3,000 

(z) 
3,000 
2,000 
5,000 

only. 

only. 
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Tabl. A.2 ••• DISTRIBUTION OF 4,000,000 NET IMMIGRATION FROM ABROAD, BY METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREAS AND NONMETROPOLITAN 
BALANCE OF STATE, FOR THE 10.YEAR PERIOD, JULY 1, 1965 TO 1975, ASSUMED IN THE PROJECTIONS-Continued 

State economic area and 
metropoli tan-nonmetropoli tan 

residence 
------
GEORGIA .......................... .. 

Metropolitan. •••••••••••••••••••• 
A. Chattanooga, Tenn,l .... H .. 

8. Atlanta ................... . 
C. Columbus l

,. eo •••••••••••••• 

D. Augustal~ ••••••••• " •••••••• 
E. Savannah ••••••••••••••• ,. o. 
F. and G. Macon •••••••••••••• 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••.••••••.••••• 

FLORIDA ......................... .. 
Metropolitan .................... . 

A •• racksonville •• ~ •••••••••••• 
B. Tampa ..................... . 
C. Miami ..................... . 
D. Pensacola .................. . 
E. Orlando ................... . 
F. West Palm Beach ........... . 
G. Fort Lauderdale •••••••••••• 

Nonmetropolitan ............... .. 

KENTUCKY ......................... . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. Louisville 2 •••••••••••••••• 

B. Cincinnati, Ohio2 ......... . 
C. Huntington, W. Va. 2 •••••••• 
D. Evansville, Ind. 2 ........ .. 
E. Lexington ................. . 

Nonmetropoli tan ............... .. 

TENNESSEE ........................ . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. Memphis •••••••••••.•••••••• 
8. Nashville ................. . 
C. Chattanooga 3 ............... . 
D. Knoxville ................ .. 

Nonmetropoli tan •••••••••••••••.. 

ALilBAMA ......................... .. 
Metropoli ten .................. .. 

A. Birmingham ................ . 
B. Columbus, Ga, 4 ............. . 
Q. Montgomery ............... .. 
D. Mobile .................... . 
E. Tuscalousa ••••••••••••••• o' 
F", " Huntsville •••••• " .......... .. 

Nonmetropoli t$1. ••••••••••••••••• 

MISSISSIPPI. ..................... . 
MetropOlitan ................... . 

A. Jackson ••••••••••••••••..•• 
Nonmetropoli tan ................. .. 

AllKANSAS ......................... . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. Little Rock .............. .. 
Norunetropoli tan •• , .............. . 

Net 
immi­

gration 

32,000 
25,000 

(z) 
8,000 
9,GOO 
3,000 
3,000 
1,000 
7,000 

168,000 
136,000 

5,000 
22,000 
$0,000 
2,000 
9,000 

10,000 
8,000 

32,000 

16,000 
7,000 
4,000 
1,000 

m 
1,000 
9,000 

14,000 
8,000 
2,OGO 
3,000 
1,000 
2,000 
6,000 

13,000 
9,000 
3,000 

(Z) 
2,000 
2,000 

(z) 
2,000 
5,000 

S,OOO 
1,000 
1,000 
7,000 

4,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 

Z Less than 500. 
lceorgia part only. 2 Kentucky part only. 

State economic area and 
metropoli tan-nonmetropoli tan 

residence 

LOUISIANA ....................... .. 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. Shreveport ............... .. 
B.. New Orleans ................. . 
C. Baton Rouge ............... .. 
D. Lake Charles •• , ••••••••••• 0 

E. Monroe ....................... ~. 
Nonmetropoli tan ............... .. 

OKLAHOMA •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Metropolitan." •• "" •••••••••••• " • 

A. Tulsa •• o ••••••••••••••• " ••• 

B. Oklahoma 01 ty ............. . 
Nonmetropoli tan •• , •• " •. " • " •••••• 

TEXAS ............................ . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. El Paso ••. " •• " ............. . 
B. Fort Worth ............... .. 
C. and 0. Dallas ........... .. 
D. Waco •••• "."."" •• " ••• "" ••••• 
E. Austin ................... .. 
F ~ San Antonio ••••• "." •• " ••• ". 
G. Houston •••••••••••••••••••• 
ft. Beaumont"" ••• """."" ••• ,, •• ,," 

J. Amarillo .................. . 
K. Wichita Falls ............. . 
L. Lubbock ................... . 
M.o Galveston •• "."""" •••• ,, ••••• 
N.. Corpus Christi •• """ ••••• " .. . 
P. Abilene ................... . 

Nonmetropoli tan .•.• " •.• " " .•.•••• 

MONTANA .......................... . 
Nonmetropoli tan" " ... , • " " " " " • " " .. " " 

IDAHO ........................... .. 
Nonmetropolitan."."" ••• ""."" •• " • 

WYCl'1ING ......................... .. 
Nonmetropoli tan ••.•••••• " •.•.• " • 

OOLORADO ........................ .. 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. and D. Denver •• " •• ". ~ .... ,. 
B. Oolorado Springs ......... .. 
O. Pueblo ................... .. 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••••••••••••••• 

NEW MEXICO ....................... . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. AlbuQ.uerque."." ......... " ....... . 
Nonmetropoli tan ••• " .. 0 ............. " 

Net 
immi­

gration 

24,000 
19,000 
3,000 

12,000 
2,000 
1,000 

(Z) 
5,000 

20,000 
8,000 
3,000 
5,000 

12,000 

1$3,000 
112,000 

34,000 
5,000 

10,000 
2,000 
4,000 

26,000 
16,000 

2,000 

1,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
4,000 
2,000 

71,000 

8,000 
8,000 

6,000 
6,000 

3,000 
3,000 

31,000 
26,000 
16,000 
$,000 
1,000 
5,000 

19,000 
6,000 
6,000 

13,000 

3Tennessee part only. 4Alabama part only. 

state economic area and 
metropoli tan-nonmetropoli tan 

residence 

ARIZONA .......................... . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. Phoenix ................... . 
~. Tuscon •••.•••••.••••.•••••• 

Nonmetropolitan ................. . 

UTAH ............................. . 
MetropolJ.tan ................... . 

A. Salt Lake City ............ . 
B. Ogden ..................... . 

Nonmetropoli tan ••••...•..•.••••.• 

NEVADA .......................... . 
Metropolitan ................. .. 

A. Les Vegas ................. . 
Nonmetropoli tan ............... . 

WASHINGTON ....................... . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. and E. Seattle ........... . 
B~ Tacoma •••••••••• : •••••••••• 
C ~ Portland, Oreg.' .......... . 
D. Spokane.: ................ .. 

Nonmetropoli taIl ••••••••••••••••• 

OREGON ........................... . 
Metropolitan •••••••••••••••••.•• 

A. Portland6 ..... ~ ........... . 
B. Eugene ...................... . 

Nonmetropoli tan ............... .. 

CALIFORNIA ....................... . 
Metropolitan ................... . 

A. San Francisco •••••.••••..•• 
B. San Jose •...•.•.•••••..••.• 
C. Sacramento ••••.••••• , •••••• 
D. Stockton ................. .. 
E. Fresno •••.••.•...••.•.....• 
F. Los Angeles .............. .. 
G. San Diego ................ .. 
H. San Bernardino ••••• 0 ••••••• 

J. Bakersfield ............... . 
K. Santa Barbara •••••••••••••• 

Nonrnetropolitan ••••••••••••••••• 

ALASKA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nonmetropoli tan ••...•.••.•••••.• 

HAWAII ........................... . 
Metropolitan .................. .. 

A. Honolulu ••• """." •• "" •• " ••• " 
Nonmetropoli tan ••.••••••.••••••• 

Net 
immi­

gration 

56,000 
38,000 
25,000 
13,000 
18,000 

19,000 
14,000 
12,000 

2,000 
5,000 

7,000 
4,000 
4,000 
4,000 

SO,OOO 
61,000 
37,000 
15 ;000 
1,000 
7,000 

19,000 

23,000 
15,000 
-13,000 

2,000 
?,OOO 

904,000 
793,000 
199,000 

34,000 
22,000 
12,000 
15,000 

402,000 
45,000 
42,000 
8,000 

14;000 
111,000 

6,000 
6,000 

30,000 
24,000 
24;000 
6,000 

5washington part only. 60regon part only. 



APPENDIX B 
LIST OF COUNTIES IN tACH METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREA 

each statc; tho nGmO of tihl" largest coni-ral city (ALL counG it's tloL separately listed are included in tbe norlmotnJPojJ Lan portJon 
of ·Lhc area is 

f'1AINE 

N:EW IlAMPSIIIR1~ 

VERMlNT 

State; 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Middlesex 
Norfolk 
Suffolk 

Area P. (Brockton) 
Plymouth 

Bedford) 

RHODE ISLAND 

Area A (Providence) 

Providence 

CONNECTIOUT 

~ Haven) 
New 

~ (Hartford) 
Hartford 

NEW YORK 

~ (Buffalo) 
Erie 
Niagara 

~ (Rochester) 
Monroe 

Area C (Syracuse) 
Madison 
Onondaga 
Oswego 

Area D (utica) 
Herkimer 
Oneida 

~ (Binghamton) 
Broome 

NEw YORK--Continued 

Kings 
Nasmw 
New York 
Queena 
Hlcbnlond 
Rockland 
Suffolk 
Wc::stche-ster 

NEvi JFRSl~Y 

Area B (Philadelphia)4 
Bucks 
Chester 
Delaware 

Somerset 

Area F (Altoona) 
Blair 

Area G (Wilkes-Barre) 
Lu'Zorne 

PENNSYLVANIA--Continued 

Area J (Wheeling)6 
Belmont 

~ (Cincinnati)7 
Hamilton 

Area 1 (Huntington)!3 
Lw..lrence 

Area N (Springfield) 
Clarke 

Area 0 (Lima) 
Allen 

Area A (Gary) 
Lake 
Porter 

INDIANA 

Arca B (South Bend) 
St. ,Joseph 

Wayne) 

INDIANA--Cont 1nued 

Eaton 
Inghaln 

Area F (Detroit) 
Macomb 
Oakland 
Wayne 

Area G (Kalamazoo) 
Kalamazoo 



{ALl. 

MINNESOTJ\ 

(DU.111Lll)/Y 
Lout,; 

l(MA 

r1I,'1nOT1III 

t,y)'1 

LIST OF COUI'HIES IH 1't\CfI METfWPOl.lTAN ECONOMIC AREA~··Cf.HJtinued 
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LIST OF COUNTIES IN EACH METROPOLITAN STATE ECONOMIC AREA··Continued 

(All counties not separately listed are included i.n the nOllmetr'opC)llcan each Statej the name of the largest ce.ntral city 

MISSISSIPPI 

Area A (Jackson) 
Hinds 

ARKANSAS 

LOUISIANA 

Area A (Shreveport-) 
Bossier 

~\ Caddo 

Area B (New Orleans) 
Jefferson 
Orleans 
St. Bernard 

~ (Lake Charles) 
Calcasieu 

Area E (Monroe) 
Quachita 

OKLAHOMA 

~ (Tulsa)" 
Tulsa 
Osage 

~ (Oklahoma City)' 
Cleveland 
Oklahoma 

~ (Tulsa)3 
Creek 

Area D (01c1ahoma Oity)4 
Canadian 

TEXAS 

~ (EI Paso) 
El Paso 

~ (Fort Worth) 
Johnson 
Tarrant 

~ (Dallas)' 
Collin 
Dallas 
Ellis 

lExcludes that 
4Excludes that 
7Excludes that 
lOExcludes 

of the 

TEXAS--Cont inu ed 

Area D (Waco) 
McLennan 

~ (Austin) 
Travis 

Orange 

Area J (Amarillo) 
Potter 
Randall 

il1:JlsLK (Wichi"Ls Falls) 
Archer 
Wichita 

~ (Lubbock) 
I,ubbock 

Area M ( Galveston) 
Galveston 

~ (Corpus-Christi) 
Nueces 

Area 0 (Dallas) 6 

Denton 

~ (Abilene) 
Jones 
Taylor 

MONTANA 

melcrc'pO.L""an State 
areas 

IDAHO 

me·crcmou l,an State 

WYOMING 

rnelcrC'DO.LH,an State 
areas 

2 Excludes that 
that 
that 

COLOEADO 

Area A (Denver)7 
Adams 
Arapahoe 
Denver 
Jefferson 

Area B (Tuseon) 
Pima 

UTAH 

il:i:.fJti (Salt Lake City) 
Salt Lake 

Area B (Ogden) 
Weber 

N1"VADA 

Area A (Las Vegas) 
Clark 

WASHINGTON 

Area A (Seattle)9 
King 

Area B (Tacoma) 
Pierce 

JlJ::mL.Q. (Portland) 10 
Clark 

Area D (Spokane) 
Spokane 

Area E (Seattle) 11 
Snohomish 

ORJiXlON 

Area F (Los Angeles) 
Los Angeles 
Orange 

Area G 
San 

Diego) 

San Bernardino 

Area J (Bakersfield) 
Kern 

Area K (Santa Barbara) 
Santa Barbara 

AlASKA 

rnecrcmou·can State 
areas 

HAWAII 

Area A (Honolulu) 
Honolulu 
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