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ABSTRACT
Counts of the U.S. Higpanic population are available every ten years from the decennid

census, but for the years following or between censuses, estimates have to be created using data
and techniques that are expected to track changes in that population over time. Such estimates
are a recent development and there is currently no standard methodology that has been widdly
used, carefully documented, and rigoroudy tested. In this article, we describe an experimenta

methodology for estimating the Hispanic population of states and counties. Postcensa data on
births, deeths, and school enrollment are used for estimates of the total Hispanic population and
data from the two most recent decennid censuses are used for estimates of the age, sex, and
race digribution of tha population. We discuss the srengths and weeknesses of this
methodology and illustrate its gpplication by making estimates of the Higpanic population for

countiesin Horida



1. Introduction

The U.S. Bureau of the Census conducts a complete population count every ten years,
collecting detailed information on the population of the United States and its states, counties,
and subcounty areas. For the years following or between censuses, however, estimates have to
be created using data and techniques expected to track population changes over time. A
number of methods for estimating total population have been developed and thoroughly tested
(see[3, 11, 17, 20, 21, 22]), but methods for estimating particular ssgments of the population--
such as seasond residents, nursing home resdents, or low-income persons--are not nearly as
well edablished. For these edimates there is much less methodologicd uniformity and
experimentation with new definitions, techniques, and data sources is common (see [8, 12, 13,
14]).

The Hispanic population isa case in point. Persons of Hispanic origin comprise alarge
and rapidly growing segment of the U.S. population, but no widdly used, carefully documented,
and rigoroudy tested methodology for estimating that population has yet been developed. In
fact, little research has focused on how to make or evauate Hispanic population estimates,
epecidly for smdl areas. Given the importance of such estimates for many planning and policy
purposes, thislack of research poses a serious problem.

In this aticle, we describe an experimentd methodology developed for making
estimates of the Higpanic population by age, sex, and race for Florida and its counties on July 1,
1995. This methodology was based on an investigation of estimation techniques and data

sources that were expected to reflect postcensa (and intercensal) changes in the Hispanic



population over time.  Although it was developed specificdly for FHorida, we believe this
methodology can be modified and applied in other states aswell.
2. Hispanic Population Data in the U.S.

The avalability of comprehensive and rdiable data on the Hispanic population of the
United States is a recent phenomenon. The 1970 census was the firgt to collect information
directly on Higpanic ethnicity. The long-form questionnaire given to five percent of the
population asked respondents to report their “ Spanish descent” and nationd origin. Prior to
1970, data such as birthplace, parents  birthplace, mother tongue, language spoken a home,
and Spanish surname were used as proxies for ethnicity in the production of Hispanic estimates
[4]. Estimates based on these types of data were subject to a substantid margin of error.

In 1974, afederd Ad Hoc Committee on Racia and Ethnic Definitions was crested to
consder the limited avallability of useful racid and ethnic data in the federd dHatistica
information system. Recommendations from this committee were implemented on atrid bagsin
sdlected federd agencies in the spring of 1975. Following a time period for comment, review,
and revison, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) issued Directive 15 on May 12,
1977, defining a standard set of racid and ethnic categories to be used in dl federd data
collection initiatives [28]. Directive 15 required that ethnicity data be collected by “Hispanic
origin” and “not of Higpanic origin”. Following OMB guiddines, the 1980 census used both
long- and short-form questionnaires to collect information on Hispanic ethnicity from al
households; this was the firgt attempt to conduct a complete count of Hispanics in the United

States. The 1990 census followed the same genera guiddines as the 1980 census.



Postcensd (and intercensd) edtimates of the Higpanic population are less readily
available and less accurate than decennia census data. These estimates are produced by only a
few organizations and generdly cover only a few leves of geography and/or points in time.
They are based on a variety of data sources and techniques, which can lead to dramatic
differences in the estimates. For example, the Census Bureau estimated that there were 27
million Higpanics living in the United States on July 1, 1995 [7]. Forbes magazine reported a
much higher number: 32 million resdents of Mexican origin done, not including Cubans, Puerto
Ricans, and other Hispanic groups[16].

The Census Bureau uses a component method to produce estimates of nationd and
state populations by age, sex, race, and Hispanic origin [5, 18]. This method uses data series
reflecting births, deaths, and migration to update population characteristics from the most recent
decennid census. Birth and death data are supplied by the Nationd Center for Hedth Statistics
and date vitd datigtics agencies.  State-to-State migration estimates are based on tax return
data supplied by the Internd Revenue Service and records from the Socid Security
Adminigration.  Internationd migration estimates are based on a variety of adminidrative
sources, induding the Immigration and Naturdization Service, the Office of Refugee
Resettlement, the Puerto Rico Planning Board, and the Defense Manpower Data Center.

Using the component method for locd estimates is problematic due to the lack of
relevant birth, deeth, and migration data  Consequently, estimates of the Hispanic population
for smal areas are frequently made by extrapolating historica trends or developing dternative
methodologies. Severa approaches have been used by the Census Bureau, state demographic

agencies, and afew other organizations.



The Census Bureau began producing county estimates of the Hispanic population in
1992. They use a “top-down” methodology in which nationd estimates are created firs,
followed by state and findly by county estimates [19]. Nationd and state estimates are based
on the component method described above. County estimates are based on a three-step
procedure. First, age/race/sex data from the 1990 census are used to calculate the proportion
of each county’s population fdling into each age, sex, race, and ethnicity category (e.g., white
Higpanic mdes age 25-29 as a proportion of the tota county population). Since these
categories are exclusve and exhaustive, the proportions add to one. Second, these 1990
proportions are controlled to the current total population for each county, as estimated by the
Census Bureau using the Tax Return Method [1]. Findly, the resulting estimates by age, sex,
race, and ethnicity for each county are controlled to state-level age, sex, race, and ethnicity
estimates, with the additiona congraint that the county totals must remain the same as estimated
by the Tax Return Method. Unlike the method used br national and State estimates, the
method used for county estimates does not incorporate any data specificaly related to
postcensd changesin the Higpanic population.

Only afew state demographic agencies produce estimates of the Higpanic population at
the state or county level. Cdifornia and Texas illustrate two of the approaches currently used.
Demographers in Cdifornias Department of Finance have developed a *“bottom-up’
methodology that directly incorporates postcensa data on the Hispanic population at the county
level [6]. Using regression techniques, they create a smoothed annual series of birth, death, and
school enrollment data for each race/ethnic group in each county. Ratios are then calculated by

dividing the smoothed 1990 vaues for births, deaths, and school enrollment by the 1990



populations of each race/ethnic group. These ratios are gpplied to the smoothed postcensal
values for each data series to create three sets of updated population estimates by race and
ethnicity. These three estimates are averaged together to create a sngle estimate for each
racelethnic group in each county. As a find sep, the county race/ethnicity estimates are
controlled to a separate estimate of tota population and are summed to create a Sate totd.
Cdlifornia does not produce estimates of the age or sex digtribution of the race/ethnic groups.

The Texas State Data Center uses a cohort-component projection technique to develop
postcensa population estimates by age, sex, and race/ethnicity for the state and each county
[23]. The darting point is the modified 1990 census count, adjusted to account for large
ingtitutiona populations (e.g., prisons, univerdties). Postcensd birth and deeth data by age, sex,
and racelethnicity are used to “survive’ the starting population forward to the estimate date.
The survived population is subtracted from an independent estimate of totad population to
provide an estimate of totad net migration snce 1990. This estimate is distributed into age, seX,
and racef/ethnicity groups according to 1985-1990 county-to-county migration flow data, as
reported by the Census Bureau. Population estimates by age, sex, and race/ethnicity are then
obtained by adding the net migration estimates to the survived population, and adjusting for the
indtitutiona population. This method uses a combination of postcensa data (births and degths)
and extrapolated intercensa data (migration).

A number of private companies adso make Hispanic estimates for smdl aress (eg.,
Claiitas, Equifax Nationd Decison Sysems). Written descriptions of the edtimation
methodologies are seldom available, but persona communication with demographers working

for severd of these companies has indicated that edtimates are typicdly made usng



extrapolation techniques similar to those used by the Census Bureau; thet is, they are not based
on symptomatic indicators of postcensa changes in the Higpanic population.
3. An Experimental Methodology®

The Hispanic population in Horida has grown very rgpidly in recent years [25, 26, 27].
It more than tripled between 1970 and 1990, growing from 451,382 to 1,574,143. Its share of
total population amost doubled, from 6.6 percent to 12.2 percent. Growth rates at the local
level were even more dramatic: the Higpanic population more than doubled between 1980 and
1990 in twenty-nine of the state's 67 counties (Figure 1). In one county, the Hispanic
population grew from 1,089 to 12,866, an increase of more than 1,100 percent in just ten
years. At the other end of the spectrum, three counties lost Hispanic resdents during the
1980s.

(Figure 1 about here)

Given the tremendous voldility tha characterizes Floridas totd and Hispanic
population growth, a methodology that Smply extrapolates pre-1990 growth trendsis not likely
to provide accurate post-1990 estimates in many counties. We decided it was preferable to
develop a methodology based at least in part on data reflecting posicensal changes in the
Hispanic population.

3.1 Data Sources

We invedigated a number of data sources that we believed might reflect postcensd
changes in the Higpanic population. Severd (eg., drivers license records, Higpanic surname
indexes) were found to be incomplete or unreliable in Florida, but others were available annually

for dl counties and gppear to be useful for estimation purposes.



1) Hispanic and tota births[10].

2) Hispanic and tota deaths[10].

3) Hispanic and totd school enrollment in grades K-12 [9].

These data series reflect changes in three different segments of the population. Births
occur mostly to femades age 15-44. Deaths are distributed throughout the population, but are
concentrated most heavily among older persons. School enrollment is composed dmost entirely
of persons age 5-19. All three data series are expected to be correlated with changes in tota
population size. Table 1 shows Higpanic birth, death, and school enrollment data for Florida
and its counties in 1990 and 1995 (or 1994).2

(Table 1 aout here)

Seveard things sland out from this table. First, many of the birth, death, and school
enrollment numbers are very smdl, reflecting the smal number of Higpanic resdents in many
counties; twenty-six of Florida's 67 counties had fewer than 1,000 Hispanic residents in 1990.
Second, in some counties births, deaths, and school enrollment have followed sharply
contrasting trends since 1990. For example, Hispanic school enrollment in Alachua County
grew by 67 percent between 1990 and 1995, whereas deaths increased by 110 percent and
births declined by 9 percent between 1990 and 1994. Differences were even greater in some
other counties. Small numbers and diverging trends add a substantia degree of uncertainty to
the interpretation of the data.

3.2 Estimates of the Total Hispanic Population
We divided the estimation process into two distinct parts, one deding with the total

Hispanic population and the other dedling with the distribution of that population by age, sex,
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and race. For edtimates of the totd Higpanic population of each county, we used four

extrgpolation techniques based on 1980- 1990 population trends and nine estimation techniques

based on changesin birth, death, and schoal enrollment data since 1990:

1) LINE: the average annud absolute change in the Higpanic population between 1980 and
1990 is extrapolated to 1995.

2) EXPO: the average annua growth rate of the Hispanic population between 1980 and 1990
is extrapolated to 1995.

3) SHARE: Higpanic mpulation growth 1980-1990 as a share of tota population growth
1980-1990 is applied to totd population growth 1990-1995 and added to the 1990
Hispanic population.

4) SHIFT: the average annud change in the Hispanic share of total population between 1980
and 1990 is extrapolated to 1995 and applied to the estimate of totd population for
1995.

5) SCHOOL-PC: the percent change in Higpanic school enrollment from 1990 to 1995 is
applied to the 1990 Hispanic population.

6) BIRTH-PC: the percent change n Hispanic births from 1990 to 1994 is extrapolated to
1995 and applied to the 1990 Higpanic population.

7) DEATH-PC: the percent change in Hispanic desaths from 1990 to 1994 is extrapolated to
1995 and applied to the 1990 Higpanic population.

8) AVE-1: theaverage of estimates from techniques 5-7.

9) SCHOOL-RT: the ratio of the Higpanic population growth rate 1980-1990 / Hispanic

school enrollment growth rate 1980-1990 is applied to the school enrollment growth
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rate from 1990 to 1995 and muiltiplied by the 1990 Hispanic population. Thisratio was

truncated at 0.1 and 2.0 to reduce the impact of statistica outliers.

10) SCHOOL-SH: the percent change in the Higpanic share of total school enrollment
between 1990 and 1995 is applied to the Higpanic share of tota population in 1990
and multiplied by the 1995 estimate of total population.

11) BIRTH-SH: the percent change in the Higpanic share of totd births between 1990 and
1994 is extrapolated to 1995, applied to the Hispanic share of total populationin 1990,
and multiplied by the 1995 estimate of total population.

12) DEATH-SH: the percent change in the Hispanic share of total desths between 1990 and
1994 is extrapolated to 1995, applied to the Higpanic share of tota population in 1990,
and multiplied by the 1995 estimate of tota population.

13) AVE-2: the average of estimates from techniques 10-12.

Techniques 1-4 extrapolate 1980-1990 Hispanic growth trends forward to 1995.
Techniques 5-8 apply 1990-1995 growth rates in Hispanic births, deaths, and school
enrollment to the 1990 Hispanic population; these techniques are Smilar to those used by the
State of Cdifornia Technique 9 is based on the assumption that the relationship between the
Higpanic population growth rate and the Higpanic school enrollment growth rate is the same for
1990-1995 as it was for 1980-1990. Techniques 10-13 assume that the Hispanic share of
total population changes a the same rate as the Hispanic share of births, deaths, and school

enrollment between 1990 and 1995.°
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For some counties, these techniques produced estimates that were quite Smilar to each
other; for other counties, they produced estimates that were vasily different. Table 2 provides
severd examples.

(Table 2 aout here)

Manatee and Osceola Counties are located in central Florida and had about 10,000
Hispanic resdents each in 1990. In both counties, the birth, death, and school enrollment
techniques provided farly smilar estimates. For Manatee County, the three data series
produced estimates between 13,500 and 17,000, smilar to the estimates produced by the four
extrapolation techniques (11,500-16,200). For Osceola County, the three data series
produced estimates between 23,800 and 29,500; these estimates are higher than those coming
from the LINE, SHARE, and SHIFT techniques, but much lower than the EXPO estimate. In
both counties, the three postcensd data series tell afairly conastent story regarding changesin
the Hispanic population since 1990.

Putnam and St. Johns Counties are located in northeast Florida and had about 1,800
Hispanic resdents each in 1990. In these counties the birth, death, and school enrollment
estimates were not a al consgtent with each other. In Putnam County, estimates based on
death data were far lower than dl the other estimates; in St. Johns County, estimates based on
deeth data were far higher than al the other estimates. In these counties, the three postcensal
data seriestdl very different stories regarding Hispanic population growth since 1990.

How can reasonable population estimates be made in the face of such diversty? One
gpproach is to take an average of dl the estimates or some subgroup of the estimates, perhaps

after deleting severd outliers [21]. Another is to base the selection of the find estimate on an
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examination of the relevant data and the gpplication of professond judgment [20]. That isthe
approach we selected.

For each county, the nine estimates based on birth, desth, and school enrollment data
were evaluated according to how well they fit with each other, with the four extrgpolation
techniques, and with an independently produced estimate of totd population [2]. The find
estimate was the one judged to be the best according to these criteria. We aso made specid
adjustments in a number of counties to account for changes in inditutiond populations (eg.,
prisons, univerdties). Asafind step, the state Higpanic estimate was cadculated as the sum of
the county Hispanic estimates.

Table 3 shows the number of counties for which each technique was selected as the
find estimate. One of the four extragpolation techniques was selected in Sixteen counties and one
of the nine birth/death/school enrollment techniques was sdected in 51 counties. Technique 9--
based on the rdationship between population growth and school enrollment growth--appeared
to be the best of the thirteen techniques. It was selected in 31 counties, far more frequently than
any other technique. Even in counties where this technique was not chosen, it often produced
an edimae gmilar to the one that was sdected. We conclude that in this sample school
enrollment data generdly provided more redigtic indicators of Hispanic population change than
either birth or death data or the extrgpolation of past trends, and that school enrollment data
provided more redigtic estimates when adjustments were made to account for the historical
relationship between school enrollment growth rates and population growth rates.

(Table 3 aout here)
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A full evduation d the accuracy of these techniques cannot be performed until data
from the next decennia census become available. However, we can compare the sum of the
county estimates (2,037,000) with a couple of independent state estimates. The 1995 Florida
estimate produced by the Census Bureau using the component method was 1,955,000, about 4
percent lower than the experimenta estimate [7]. The 1995 Forida estimate based on the
Current Population Survey was 2,255,700, about 11 percent higher than the experimenta
estimate [24].* The methodology described here thus produced a state estimate similar to the
estimates produced by two independent and reatively well-established methodologies. This
does not prove the vdidity of the experimenta methodology, of course, but at least it providesa
bit of empirica support.

3.3 Estimates by Age, Sex, and Race

Estimates of the Hispanic population by age, sex, and race were congtructed using the
cohort-survivd method, which is a smplified verson of the cohort-component projection
method [15]. These estimates were based on the Census Bureau's 1980 and 1990 modified
counts of the Hispanic population by age, sex, and race.® Ratios of the population aget in 1990
to the population age t10 in 1980 were constructed for each age/sex/race category in the
population. We cdl these ratios “progresson rates’. These rates were applied to the
population by age, sex, and race in 1990 to produce projections of the population age 10 and
older in the year 2000.

The numbers for each age/sex/race cohort in 2000 and the corresponding cohort in
1990 were interpolated to 1995, providing a projection of the population age five and older.

The population younger than age five was projected by multiplying the childiwomean rétio in
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1990 (i.e, the ratio of children less than age 5 / femdes age 15-44) by the number of femdes
age 15-44in 1995. They were divided into maes and females using historicd ratios (52% mae
and 48% femde). The 1995 age/sex/race projection for each county was controlled to the
1995 edtimate of total Hispanic population described above. As afind step, the state estimate
was calculated as the sum of the county estimates.

Severa adjustments to this basic methodology were made during the actud production
of the age/sex/race estimates. Progression rates were found to be extremely variable across age
groups in many smal counties, casting doubt on their reliability. Consequently, for counties with
fewer than 160 Hispanic resdents in aracid category in 1980, we used date-leve progresson
rates ingead of county-specific rates;, for larger counties we used the county-specific rates
cdculated in the manner described above. For counties with more than 10,000 Hispanic
resdents in a racid category in 1980, we used separate progresson rates for males and
femdes, for amdler counties we used an average of mde and femae progresson rates. To
control for outliers, we constrained the progression rates for individua age groups to vary by no
more than 30% from the average for al age groups in that county. In two counties (Alachua,
Leon), we held the age/sex/race digtribution congtant at 1990 levels because of the influence of
large university student populations, which tend to retain a constant age structure over time. We
believe these adjustments improved the qudity of the find estimates.

4. Conclusion

We bdieve this experimenta methodology has the potentid to produce useful estimates

of the Hispanic population for states and local aress. It is based on data that reflect postcensal

changes in the Higpanic population and are avallable for most places. It can be extended to
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include other data series (e.g., drivers license files, Hispanic surname lists) and does not require
that the same types of data be used everywhere. It can accommodate a variety of techniques
for relaing symptomatic data series to changes in the Higpanic population, including severd not
discussed in this aticle (eg., rato-corrdaion). Prdiminay evidence has shown this
methodology to produce reasonable estimates of the total Hispanic population at the sate level

in Horida

Due to the experimentd nature of the methodology, however, estimates may be subject
to large errors, epecidly for individud age/sex/race groups and for places with smal numbers
of Higpanic resdents. Thorough empirica testing must be performed before we can draw any
firm conclusons regarding its generd vdidity.

The 2000 Census will provide an excellent opportunity for performing such tests. Are
some techniques generdly more accurate than others? Do characteristics such as population
gze and growth rate affect the reative accuracy of different techniques? Does the use of
symptomatic postcensal data (e.g., births, deaths, school enrollment) lead to more accurate
estimates than can be achieved by the extrapolation of intercensal trends? Doesthe gpplication
of professond judgment lead to more accurate estimates than can be achieved by the
mechanica gpplication of one specific technique or some combination of techniques? We
believe that future research will help us refine the methodology described in this article, making it
increasingly useful for producing postcensd estimates of the Hispanic population of states and

local aress.
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FOOTNOTES
1. All andyses and data management routines used in the production of these estimates were
conducted in SAS (verson 6.11 in a Windows NT environment) usng standard, built-in
agorithms.
2. We obtained these data in eectronic form directly from the source agencies. Birth and death
data were provided by the Horida Office of Vitd Statigtics (telephone 904-359-6963).
School enrollment data were provided by the Florida Department of Education (telephone:
850-487-2280). At the time we made the estimates, school enrollment data were available
through 1995 but birth and death data were available only through 1994; estimates of births and
deaths for 1995 were created by extrapolating 1990-1994 trends. All data used in this article
are available from the authors upon request.
3. For techniques which required the use of 1995 estimates of tota population by county, we
used the officid estimates produced by the University of Florida[2].
4. It should be noted that estimates based on the Current Population Survey (CPS) have been
adjusted upward to account for the estimated undercount in the 1990 census. Thisis part of the
reason the CPS Hispanic estimate for Florida is higher than the estimates produced by the
authors and the Census Bureau.
5. The Census Bureau produced a set of modified age, race, and sex counts following both the
1980 and 1990 censuses. These modifications were designed to correct for problems

regarding the age and race distribution of the population; they did not affect the counts of total

population [5].
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Table 1. Hispanic Births, Deaths and School Enroliment (K-12), Florida and Its Counties, 1990 and 1994 (1995).
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QTATF Rirthe Deathe Schnanl Enrallment

and County 1990 1994 % Ch. 1990 1994 % Ch. 1990 1995 % Ch.
FLORIDA 31,465 37,472 19.1 8,738 11,113 27.2 230,861 332,570 441
Alachua 98 89 -9.2 10 21 110.0 537 898 67.2
Baker 0 1 0 1 - 5 6 20.0
Bay 31 41 32.3 4 10 150.0 203 320 57.6
Bradford 2 3 50.0 1 2 100.0 30 26 -13.3
Brevard 152 245 61.2 45 61 35.6 1,321 2,284 72.9
Broward 2,720 3,755 38.1 353 596 68.8 14,853 27,825 87.3
Calhoun 3 2 -33.3 0 o - 8 26 225.0
Charlotte 41 56 36.6 20 15 -25.0 270 458 69.6
Citrus 13 12 -1.7 9 21 133.3 170 337 98.2
Clay 39 51 30.8 3 5 66.7 320 563 75.9
Collier 773 886 14.6 76 73 -3.9 4,495 6,280 39.7
Columbia 9 12 33.3 1 2 100.0 64 164 156.3
Dade 17,472 19,019 8.9 6,561 7,782 18.6 135,982 168,921 24.2
De Soto 61 93 52.5 3 12 300.0 313 690 120.4
Dixie 0 1 - 0 1 - 6 10 66.7
Duval 261 338 29.5 38 44 15.8 1,804 3,152 74.7
Escambia 86 86 0.0 4 14 250.0 282 512 81.6
Flagler 7 11 57.1 3 11 266.7 137 259 89.1
Franklin 3 0 -100.0 0 0O - 8 11 37.5
Gadsden 37 63 70.3 4 2 -50.0 243 513 1111
Gilchrist 1 2 100.0 1 0 -100.0 7 20 185.7
Glades 9 15 66.7 13 2 -84.6 86 219 154.7
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QTATF Rirthe Deathe Schonl Enrnllment

and County 1990 1994 % Ch. 1990 1994 % Ch. 1990 1995 % Ch.
Gulf 2 2 0.0 1 1 0.0 5 9 80.0
Hamilton 10 12 20.0 0 2 - 48 84 75.0
Hardee 184 179 2.7 11 17 545 1,406 2,316 64.7
Hendry 176 218 23.9 21 26 23.8 1,220 2,386 95.6
Hernando 38 39 2.6 16 27 68.8 430 702 63.3
Highlands 103 144 39.8 14 19 35.7 733 1,293 76.4
Hillsborough 2,021 2,428 20.1 518 676 30.5 14,931 23,998 60.7
Holmes 3 3 0.0 1 0 -100.0 19 19 0.0
Indian River 72 94 30.6 5 20 300.0 439 827 88.4
Jackson 6 8 33.3 0 o - 26 90 246.2
Jefferson 0 2 - 0 o - 9 5 -44.4
Lafayette 3 4 33.3 0 1 16 37 131.3
Lake 74 155 109.5 9 21 133.3 740 1,290 74.3
Lee 392 465 18.6 45 82 82.2 3,264 5,567 70.6
Leon 39 55 41.0 8 8 0.0 254 499 96.5
Levy 7 11 57.1 3 2 -33.3 93 117 25.8
Liberty 0 4 2 0 -100.0 24 40 66.7
Madison 0 4 0 1 - 3 27 800.0
Manatee 335 479 43.0 23 37 60.9 2,048 3,322 62.2
Marion 81 157 93.8 15 49 226.7 1,017 1,841 81.0
Martin 133 156 17.3 12 18 50.0 718 1,278 78.0
Monroe 145 151 4.1 53 68 28.3 1,074 1,505 40.1
Nassau 4 9 125.0 0 i 18 67 272.2
Okaloosa 66 93 40.9 7 11 57.1 599 884 47.6
Okeechobee 132 114 -13.6 15 11 -26.7 814 1,186 457
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QTATF Rirthe Deathe Schonl Enrnllment

and County 1990 1994 % Ch. 1990 1994 % Ch. 1990 1995 % Ch.
Orange 1,429 2,073 45.1 171 353 106.4 11,420 19,833 73.7
Osceola 255 443 73.7 41 81 97.6 3,451 6,843 98.3
Palm Beach 2,041 2,541 24.5 272 436 60.3 11,210 17,986 60.4
Pasco 163 252 54.6 22 47 113.6 1,299 2,374 82.8
Pinellas 222 393 77.0 72 92 27.8 1,275 2,839 122.7
Polk 494 638 29.1 59 72 22.0 3,019 5,519 82.8
Putnam 68 76 11.8 10 4 -60.0 429 849 97.9
St. Johns 19 22 15.8 2 8 300.0 123 360 192.7
St. Lucie 183 299 63.4 33 44 33.3 798 1,881 135.7
Santa Rosa 11 26 136.4 2 4 100.0 111 227 104.5
Sarasota 101 115 13.9 17 23 35.3 706 1,242 75.9
Seminole 300 425 41.7 46 84 82.6 3,369 5,466 62.2
Sumter 18 21 16.7 2 4 100.0 115 206 79.1
Suwannee 4 15 275.0 1 3 200.0 23 119 417.4
Taylor 3 0 -100.0 2 0 -100.0 7 25 257.1
Union 1 5 400.0 4 5 25.0 14 21 50.0
Volusia 302 356 17.9 53 77 45.3 2,330 3,794 62.8
Wakulla 1 0 -100.0 0 o - 7 9 28.6
Walton 3 5 66.7 1 2 100.0 21 71 238.1
Washington 3 -100.0 0 1 42 23 -45.2



Table 2. Higpanic Estimates by Technique for Sdected Counties

Technique

LINE

EXPO
SHARE
SHIFT
SCHOOL-PC
BIRTH-PC
DEATH-PC
AVE-1
SCHOOL-RT
SCHOOL-SH
BIRTH-SH
DEATH-SH
AVE-2

Manatee

12,544
16,211
11,540
13,067
15,286
14,488
16,594
15,456
13,557
13,936
17,026
16,130
15,697

County

Oscenla

18,755
44,223
18,690
22,967
25,512
24,723
28,556
26,264
23,778
24,667
29,472
28,359
27,499

Putnam &. Johns

2,235
2,843
2,023
2,296
3,341
1,936

422
1,900
1,853
3,303
2,460

462
2,075

2,293
2,479
2,247
2,270
5,567
2,277
9,035
5,626
2,920
4,921
3,007
9,374
5,767



Table 3. Didribution of Find Estimates by Technique
Technique Number

LINE 2
EXPO

SHARE 1
SHIFT
SCHOOL-PC
BIRTH-PC
DEATH-PC
AVE-1
SCHOOL-RT 31
SCHOOL-SH
BIRTH-SH
DEATH-SH
AVE-2

OO NOO® ~

o SR

Tota 67



Figure 1. Percent Change in the Hispanic Population of Florida Counties, 1980-1990
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