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June 2006 

 
 
 
 
Governor Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. 
 And Members of the Maryland General Assembly 
 
 
On behalf of the Task Force to Study Elderly and Retiree Migration Into and Out of Maryland, I 
respectfully submit our report. 
  
In November 2004, you appointed this 18-member Task Force and asked me to serve as its Chairman. 
As a result of discussions at the first meeting of the Task Force, five areas of subject matter were 
identified and Subcommittees and Chairmen assigned for each as follows:  State by State Comparison on 
Factors that Influence Elderly Migration co-chaired by Richard L. Strombotne, Ph.D. and Virginia 
Thomas; Definition and Characteristics chaired by Mr. Al Johnston; Cost Benefit, co-chaired by Memo 
Diriker, Ph.D. and Daraius Irani, Ph.D.; Migration and In-Migration chaired by Mark Goldstein; and, 
Literature Search and Review, chaired by Denise L. Orwig, Ph.D.  In addition, Members of the Maryland 
General Assembly appointed to this task force were Senator Thomas “Mac” Middleton and Delegate 
Jon Cardin. 
 
The Task Force was charged with oversight and assistance in preparing a comprehensive and objective 
study to be conducted by the Maryland Institute for Governmental Service, The Maryland Institute for 
Policy Analysis and Research, Loyola College of Maryland, and the Regional Economic Studies 
Institute.  In order to better understand the requirements for such a study, the Task Force undertook 
the collection and review of current research and publications on areas the members felt were 
significant to issues pertaining to elderly migration and the impact of that migration on the State of 
Maryland.  In addition, the task force had opportunities to consult with experts in a variety of fields 
relative to the proposed study including, Retirement, Elder Care, Gerontology, Economics, Taxes, 
Family Life and Relocation, among others. 
 
Primary goals of the Task Force were to define the age group or groups to be included in a study; to 
determine what age groups leave the state and which enter or return to the state and when; to ascertain 
what factors influence life choices made by those age groups and how those choices differ among the 
various age cohorts; to establish a formula to determine the cost benefit of societal contribution made by 
the elderly; to determine whether or not there are specific reasons behind migration into and out of 
Maryland and how the State might be able to impact or influence those decisions. 
 
Early in our work, it became clear through document discovery and discussions that topics related to 
the elderly and individuals reaching retirement age are among the fastest growing fields of study and 
employment in the Country.  It is estimated that over 70 million Americans will be over the age of 65 by 
2030, which will double the elderly population of today.  This Task Force believes that it is important for 
the State of Maryland to develop a thorough understanding of the issues facing this “graying” 
population in order to best meet the economic, medical, social and other requirements and wishes of this 
growing and changing element of our society.  Therefore, it is the recommendation of the Task Force to 
Study Elderly and Retiree Migration Into and Out of the State of Maryland, that the Governor and the 
General Assembly provide funding for a complete review and analysis of this topic in order to determine 
how Maryland can best benefit from and serve its elderly and retiring citizens. 
 
It is important to mention the tremendous contribution made by UMBC and UMBC’s Erickson School 
of Aging Studies; in particular, I would like to thank Dean J. Kevin Eckert.  In addition to invaluable 
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expertise, the university provided meeting space, technical and administrative support for the duration 
of the Task Force.   The Erickson School of Aging Studies also offered the time and expertise of several 
academic leaders in the field, including the nation’s most renowned expert on the aging population, Dr. 
Charles Longino, as well as the support and efforts of graduate students in the research and review of 
pertinent data.  Also, I would like to again thank Mark Goldstein from the Maryland Department of 
Planning for his exceptional dedication and expertise. He went above and beyond the call of duty in 
helping to pull this report together. 
 
I appreciate the vision and leadership you provided in establishing the Task Force.  I want to express my 
sincere thanks to the members for their active involvement and to the staff for their diligent work. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       Thomas R. Mann 
       Chairman 
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2.   EXECUTIVE SUMMARYAND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Maryland, like the rest of the nation, is facing a “tidal wave” of growth in its elderly population, 
particularly after 2010.  While it is true, as this report documents, that Maryland has some of the 
highest net out migration rates in the country for those between the ages of 55 to 74, it is also 
true that, statewide, these net out migration rates are relatively modest.  Therefore, the biggest 
impact from the elderly population statewide for this group will be from “aging in place.” 
 
For those elderly that are ages 75 and over, Maryland has one of the highest net in-migration 
rates in the nation as movement of this older group is typically governed by former residents 
returning, or moving to be near adult children for either health-related reasons or help in daily 
activities.  Here, too, however, the overwhelming impact on the State for this population will be 
from aging in place. 
 
While the statewide impact of elderly migration is not deemed significant, there is likely to be 
potentially important impacts on some Maryland counties due to elderly migration.  In particular, 
the Eastern Shore Region is expected to have significant additions to its elderly population 
through migration, especially for 55 to 74 year olds.  It is expected that these net gains through 
migration will come from both outside of Maryland and from other regions within Maryland, 
with the latter being the larger source of the elderly in-migrants. 
 
Areas with the largest net outflows of 55 to 74 year olds are expected to be jurisdictions in the 
Baltimore and Washington Suburban regions with a majority of this outflow winding up in other 
states, principally in the South.  The largest net outflows can be expected to come from 
Montgomery County, Prince George’s County, Baltimore City, and to a lesser extent, Anne 
Arundel and Baltimore counties.  It should be emphasized, however, that even in these 
jurisdictions; the majority of the elderly will age in place. 
 
While Maryland may not be losing a substantial portion of their elderly to other states through 
migration, it is to the benefit of the State to do as much as possible to keep the elderly from 
moving out of state.  An analysis of the benefits of elderly households concludes that there is a 
net benefit to keeping households in the State when compared to local expenditures. 
 
It is the recommendation of this task force that sufficient resources be allocated in the immediate 
future to more fully study what the impact will be to the State and its localities from the 
increasing elderly population in Maryland.  The ramifications of this increase are huge, from 
provisions of health care and other services, to housing choice and availability, to issues related 
to the expected future labor shortages due to waves of retirement.  
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3. FINDINGS 
 
A. Growth of the Elderly Population 
 
•It is projected that Maryland’s population ages 55 plus will expand by just under 800,000 
people between 2000 and 2020, an increase of 73.3 percent assuming migration rates that are 
similar to the recent past   
 
•The 55 + age groups will increase its share of the population from 20.0 percent in 2000 to just 
over 29.0 percent in 2020.   
 
•The largest increase, just under 380,000, is expected for those ages 55 to 64, an increase of 80.5 
percent. 
   
•Those ages 85 and over will almost double with an increase of 96.8% and a total gain of just 
under 65,000. 
 
•The continued active participation of a good portion of the elderly population ages 55 and over 
in the labor force will be a key ingredient to Maryland meeting its future labor force needs. 
 
 
B. Migration Patterns 
 
•Maryland, like many of the states in the New England and Middle Atlantic regions, has some of 
the highest net out-migration rates in the country for 55 to 64 and 65 to 74 year olds.  For 55 to 
64 year olds, Maryland’s net out migration rate is 32.8 per 1,000 base population (meaning a net 
loss of just under 33 persons per 1,000 in the base population), ranked 45th in the U.S.  For 65 to 
74 year olds, the State’s net out migration rate is 24.0 per 1,000 population, ranked 43rd in the 
U.S. 
 
•Still, the overwhelming majority of Maryland elderly residents do not move, but rather age in 
place.  For the entire study group, ages 55 and over, just 6.1 percent moved out of state over the 
most recent five-year period for which data is available (1995-2000), while an additional 5.1 
percent move to another county within Maryland.   
 
•States with higher net out-migration rates for 55 to 74 year olds include New York, New Jersey, 
Connecticut, Illinois, and Washington, D.C. 
 
•States with the highest net in-migration rates for the 55 to 74 age group tend to be in the Sunbelt 
states and include Nevada, Arizona, Florida, Georgia and North Carolina. 
 
•Since there are also elderly migrants who move into Maryland, the net loss to the state of 55 to 
64 year olds over the 1995 to 2000 time period was 3.3 percent of the base population while it 
was only 2.4 percent of the base population for those 65 to 74. 
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•In contrast to the 55 to 74 year olds, Maryland has strong net in-migration rates for those 75 and 
older.  For those ages 75 to 84, Maryland had a net in-migration rate of 7.6 per 1,000 base 
population, ranked 16th highest in the U.S.  For those 85 and over, Maryland’s in-migration rate 
was 30.5 per 1,000 base population, ranked fifth highest in the U.S.  Many migrants in these 
older age groups tend to move for health-related reasons and often move in proximity to adult 
children for help in daily activities. 
 
• Net in-migration of 75 to 84 year olds increased the base population by 0.8 percent.  For those 
85 and over, the base population was increased by 3.0 percent through net migration gains. 
 
•Migration patterns for the four elderly age groups studied vary significantly by jurisdiction in 
Maryland.  For those ages 55 to 64 and 65 to 74, losses are most prominent for Baltimore City, 
Montgomery and Prince George’s counties and include both interstate and intrastate losses.   
 
•The biggest gains in Maryland for the 55 to 74 group are in the Eastern Shore Region, 
particularly Worcester, Talbot and Queen Anne’s counties; and, St. Mary’s and Calvert counties 
in the Southern Maryland Region. 
 
•Most of the Eastern Shore gains are from other parts of Maryland (intrastate migration), but 
there are also smaller gains from outside of Maryland (interstate migration).  In contrast, net 
gains to the Southern Maryland Region are exclusively from intrastate migration 

 
•Baltimore, Howard and Montgomery counties had the largest total gains for those 75 and over.  
All of the Baltimore County gain is from intrastate migration.  Howard’s gain is from both 
intrastate and interstate migration and Montgomery County’s gain is from interstate migration. 
 
 

C. State-by-State Comparisons 
 
•There is no single overriding reason why the elderly decide to migrate.  Important reasons 
include climate, family or community ties, relative costs of living, tax burdens, personal health 
and availability of medical services. 
 
•Maryland’s mid-Atlantic coast location makes it an attractive migration destination for people 
living in more northern states, such as New York and New Jersey.  It is also a reason for many of 
Maryland’s elderly migrants to move to states to the south, especially Florida, but also North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Virginia. 
 
•Maryland’s thriving economy draws many migrants seeking employment.  However, the State’s 
relatively high cost of living is a factor influencing retirees and near-retirees to migrate to states 
with lower living costs.  Measured as the share of state and local taxes paid by individuals, 
Maryland has the highest share of any of the 50 states (i.e. the share of business taxes is the 
lowest).  States that attract the majority of Maryland’s elderly migrants have tax policies that are 
more favorable to retirees than Maryland’s. 
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•According to U.S. Census Bureau data on the percent of 2004 state income coming from 
different tax sources, Maryland ranks 41st in property tax, 10th in sales tax, 43rd for individual 
income tax and 20th in corporate income tax as a share of all taxes.  These rankings run from 
lowest to highest.  This listing does not include taxes paid to local governments. 
 
•Maryland’s maximum income tax rate of 4.75 percent is one of the lowest of all states that tax 
incomes.  Several states have lower flat rates.  However, taxes may or may not apply to 
retirement income, a matter that further complicates any discussion of factors affecting elderly 
migration decisions. 
 
 
D. Cost Benefit 
 
•For every new elderly household that leaves Maryland, on an annual basis: 
◊ 0.5 jobs are lost 
◊ over $70,000 in new income per household is lost 
◊ over $5,000 in state and local tax revenues are lost, and 
◊ over $1,500 in local tax revenues are lost 
 
• In general, revenues gained from elderly households exceed local expenditures for these 
households. 
 
•For the State, the largest expenditures are for Medicaid costs for long-term care.  State costs 
average $50,000 per patient per year. 
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4.  NATIONAL CONTEXT OF ELDERLY MIGRATION  
– Dr. Charles Longino 

 
Dr. Longino has made a career-long study of later life migration, and his book Retirement 
Migration in America (Second Edition) is a standard in the field.  He is considered the leading 
national expert on the subject.  In the points below, he has extracted relevant information on 
Maryland from the 2000 census.  His findings are drawn from the 5% public use microdata 
sample of the U.S. Census for persons age 60 and older.  The points he makes are nearly 
identical to those made in the more detailed analysis using a broader age category, 55 and older.  
This validation is reassuring. 
 
 
 

A.   Maryland in the National Context 
 

• Maryland received an estimated 33,957 migrants age 60 or older from other states and the 
District of Columbia between 1995 and 2000.  In that same time period it lost 46,008 to 
other states and D.C. 

 
• In 2000, the states that had originated 10 percent or more of Maryland’s older in-migrants 

were: D.C. (14.6%), VA (11.4%), PA (11.2%), NY (10.6%), and FL (10.4%). 

 
• And the leading states (over 10%) to which older Maryland out-migrants went in the 

same period were: FL (23.6%), VA (13.4%).   
 

• Out of the 33,957 migrants who moved to Maryland between 1995 and 2000, an 
estimated 4,194 of them were returning to their state of birth.  They made up 12.4 percent 
of the total in-migrating population age 60+.   

 
• Maryland was attractive to its older natives who were living elsewhere in 1995 and who 

were moving during that migration period, because 31.2 percent of them chose to return 
to Maryland over some other state. 

 
• Individual 1999 income that came to Maryland from older migrants who had moved there 

between 1995 and 2000 amounted to 1.064 billion dollars. 
 

• The 1999 individual income that left Maryland’s economy because of the out-migration 
of age 60+ persons in the same time period amounted to 1.761 billion dollars.  The 
largest transfers were to Florida and Virginia. 

 
• There was an annual net loss of income from the Maryland economy during this period 

due to in and Out-Migration of 696 million dollars. 
 

• Of the older migrants who moved into Maryland (1995-2000), their mean household 
income for 1999 was $65,350.  The national mean for interstate migrants that year was 
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$54,515.  Maryland’s mean migrant household income is the highest in the nation, except 
for Connecticut and Hawaii. 

 
• Of the older migrants who moved into Maryland (1995-2000), their median household 

income in 1999 was $43,700.  The national median for interstate migrants that year was 
$36,190.  Maryland’s median migrant household income was the highest in the nation, 
except for Alaska and Hawaii. 

 
• When household income is divided into quintiles nationally for all persons age 60+, a 

higher proportion of Maryland in-migrants are found in the top quintile (29.9%) and the 
bottom quintile (23.4%).  It is higher on both ends of the distribution. 

 
• That is, one-fifth of all persons aged 60+ nationally, have 1999 household incomes of 

over $76,900, while among Maryland in-migrants, nearly 30 percent have incomes above 
$76,900, and 23 percent have incomes below $14,200. 

 
 
 

B.   Maryland Counties in the National Context  
 

• When the top 100 county/county group national destinations for 60+ migration were 
ranked in the number of in-migrants, Montgomery County ranked 44th and Prince 
George’s County ranked 74th. 

 
• Montgomery County received an estimated 7,567 older migrants from other states 

between 1995 and 2000. 
 

• Prince George’s County received an estimated 5,358 older inter-state migrants during the 
same period. 

 
• When the leading 100 county/county group origins from which older migrants had moved 

were ranked, Montgomery County was 24th, Prince George’s County was 63rd and 
Baltimore County was 93rd. 

 
• An estimated 12,190 interstate migrants left Montgomery County, Prince George’s 

County lost 6,760, and Baltimore County lost 4,915 to other states, 1995 to 2000. 
 

• The largest net number of within-state migrants (3,148) is found in Baltimore County in 
2000, although that county had a negative net of 1,710 interstate migrants (3,205-4,915).  
Recent interstate migrants only made up 2.3% of the 60+ Baltimore County population in 
2000. 

 
• Somerset, Wicomico and Worcester County group led the state in overall Net-Migration 

of people over 60.  The Census Bureau clusters low density counties in the microdata 
files. The largest net number of interstate (49) and within-state (1,900) migrants 
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combined (1949 together), were found in this County group, a retirement location that is 
apparently much more visible to residents of Maryland than to outsiders. 

 
• Montgomery County had a negative net of 4,637 interstate migrants (7,553-12,190), but 

unlike Baltimore County it had a negative within-state net as well (-2,085).  Despite the 
greater loses than gains, recent interstate migrants make up 5.9% of the 60+ population in 
Montgomery County. 

 
• Prince George County demonstrates the same pattern with net interstate losses of 1,402 

and net within-state losses of 3,917, having 5.9% of its 60+ population in 2000 from out 
of state. 

 
• The City of Baltimore lost 3,018 more interstate migrants than it gained, and lost 7,652 

more within-state migrants than it gained between 1995 and 2000.  Only 1.3% of its 60+ 
population moved there recently from out of state. 

 
• The County Group with the largest net gain of interstate migrants (+507) was the rural 

counties of Caroline, Dorchester, Queen Anne’s and Talbot.  It also had a net gain of 
1,182 within-state migrants. 

 
• The counties with the largest proportion of interstate migrants in their older populations 

in 2000 were Cecil and Kent (7.4%) and Calvert and St. Mary’s (6.5%). 
 

• Other than Baltimore County, there were four additional counties/county groups that had 
a net surplus of over 1,000 within-state migrants: In descending order they were 
Somerset, Wicomico and Worcester (1,900), Carroll (1,856), Frederick (1,189) and 
Caroline, Dorchester, Queen Anne’s and Talbot (1,182). 

 
• The quintile income distribution for Montgomery County, which ranked 44th nationally 

among counties/county groups in receiving migrants from other states, is skewed to the 
upper end, with 33 percent in the top quintile.   

 
• The same income distribution for Prince George County, which ranked 74th nationally, is 

similarly skewed toward the upper end, with 32 percent in the top quintile. 
 

• Reflecting the state distribution, these two key counties also show a higher proportion 
than nationally of older migrants in the lowest quintile (with incomes under $14,200).  
Montgomery (24%) and Prince George (29%).  One could argue that Prince George has a 
bi-polar income distribution with peaks at both ends of the distribution. 

 



 12

5. GROWTH OF THE ELDERLY POPULATION IN MARYLAND 
 
This section of the report gives an overview of the expected growth in the elderly population in 
Maryland through 2030.  The elderly are defined here as those ages 55 and over. 
 
It is the aging of the baby boom generation – those born between 1946 and 1964 - that will cause 
the profound changes in all aspects of society that are anticipated over the next 20 plus years.  It 
is projected that Maryland’s population for those age 55 and over will expand by just under 
800,000 people between 2000 and 2020, an increase of 73.3 percent, assuming migration rates 
that are similar to the recent past   
 
This 55 and over group will increase its share of the population from 20.0 percent in 2000 to 29.3 
percent in 2020.  (See Figure 1.)  During this 20-year period, the largest increase, just under 
380,000, is expected for those ages 55 to 64, an increase of 80.5 percent.  (See Figure 2.)  The 
largest percentage increase will be for those ages 85 and over.  It is expected that this group will 
almost double in size, with an increase of 96.8 percent, and a total gain of just under 65,000. 
 

F ig u re 1.  P ercen t o f M arylan d 's P o p u latio n  fo r Ag es 55+  an d  65 + , 2000 to  2030
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F igure 2.  P ro jected  Popu lation  G row th  to  2020 fo r E lderly Age G roups in  M aryland
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While the elderly group as a whole will continue to grow after 2020 not all subgroups are 
anticipated to increase.  Over the 2020 to 2030 period, the population between the ages of 55 to 
64 is expected to shrink by about 111,000.  (See Figure 3.)  This is due to the fact that the baby 
boom generation was followed by the “baby bust” generation of shrinking births generally 
during the 1965 to 1977 time period.  Still, the share of the State’s population ages 55 and over is 
expected to be just under 30.0 percent in 2025 and 2030. 
 
As a result of the continuation of the aging of the baby boom generation, growth in the 65 and 
older population will also continue.  It is anticipated that the over 65 year olds will grow by an 
additional 300,000 over the 2020 to 2030 period and the share of the State’s population ages 65 
and older is expected to reach nearly 20.0 percent by 2030.  (See Figure 1.) 
 
It is this decline in the 55 to 64 year olds, who are much more likely to be in the labor force than 
those 65 and over, that has the potential to exacerbate the anticipated labor shortages that will be 
demographically driven after 2010.  Therefore, the continued active participation of a good 
portion of this elderly population in the labor force will be a key ingredient to Maryland meeting 
its future labor force needs. 
 
 

F igure 3.  P ro jected  Popu lation  G row th , 2020 to  2030  fo r E lderly Age G roups in  M aryland

-150 ,000

-100 ,000

-50 ,000

0

50 ,000

100 ,000

150 ,000

200 ,000

55-64 65-74 75-84 85+

S ource: M aryland D epartm ent of P lanning

 



 14

 
6. MIGRATION OF THE ELDERLY 
 
The elderly are defined for the purposes of this migration study as those aged 55 and over.  Since 
there are different migration characteristics of the elderly by age, the data is organized into the 
following groups for analysis purposes: 
 
 •“Near-old” (ages 55 to 64) 
 •“Young-old” (ages 65 to 74) 
 •“Old-old” (ages 75 to 84) 
 •“Oldest-old” (ages 85 and over) 
 
 Migration can be broken out into two broad movements: 
 
 •Interstate migration – the movement of people into and out of Maryland, and 
 

•Intra state migration – the movement of people from one county to another within   
  Maryland 

 
All of the migration data in this report comes from the 2000 Census, and presents a snapshot of 
where people lived in 1995 and in 2000. 
 
 

A. Statewide Elderly Migration  

Interstate Out Migration 
The overwhelming majority of Maryland elderly do not move, but rather age in place.  With a 
base population of just over one-million residents ages 55 and over, a total of just over 66,000 
(6.1%) moved out of State, while an additional 54,600 (5.1%) moved to another county within 
Maryland. (See Table 1, Part A.)  There were, however, significant behavioral differences 
among the different elderly groups 
 
 •Nearly 36,700, or over one-half (54.0%) of those that moved out of State were the “near 
old” (ages 55-64).  The out migration of this group represented 7.4 percent of the base population 
of 55 to 64 year olds.  
 
 •An additional 18,900, or 28.6 percent, of the elderly out migrants were in the “young-
old” group (ages 65 to 74), representing 5.8 percent of the base population of this group.  
Combined then, the two youngest of the elderly groups made up more than 80 percent of the 
elderly out migrants. 
 
 •Just over 8,200 of the “old-old” (ages 75 to 84) migrated to another state, representing 
12.5 percent of all elderly migrants but only 4.0 percent of the base resident population of this 
group. 
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 •For the “oldest old” (ages 85 and over), just under 3,300 migrated to another state, about 
5.0 percent of the total elderly out migration pool and representing 5.2 percent of this group’s 
base population.   
 

Intrastate Migration 
The intra state elderly migrants – those that moved from one county to another within Maryland 
– tended to be older than the interstate out migrants.  Less than one-half (44.9%)of Maryland’s 
intrastate elderly migrants were ages 55 to 64, compared to the 54.0 percent share that this group 
had of the interstate out migration.  (See Table 1, Part B.)  As a result, nearly 30 percent of intra 
state migrants (29.1%) were ages 75 and over compared to just 17.4 percent of interstate out 
migrants.   
 

Non Movers 
Non movers, those that stayed within their county of residence, made up nearly nine out of 10 
(88.8%) of the population base for those 55 and over.  (See Table 1, Part C.)  There was not a 
great deal of variability among the four age groups as non movers were highest for 75 to 84 year 
olds (90.7%) and lowest for those 85 and over (87.1%) as a percent of their respective base 
populations. 
 

Net Migration of the Elderly 
At the same time there was movement of Maryland elderly to other states, there was a smaller, 
but still significant, flow of elderly from other states to Maryland.  During the 1995 to 2000 
period, just over 45,900 elderly migrated into Maryland, yielding a net out migration (in 
migrants minus out migrants) for Maryland of just over 20,100 residents, or only 1.9 percent of 
the base population.  (See Table 2.)  As with interstate out migration, interstate inflows varied by 
age group, and tended to be older than the out migrants from Maryland.  As a result, the net 
outflow of just over 20,100 elderly Maryland residents was comprised of a net outflow of 55 to 
64 year olds (-15,715), and 65 to 74 year olds (-7,878) and net inflows of 75 to 84 year olds 
(1,576) and those 85 and over (1,914).  For 55 to 64 year olds the net outflows were 3.3 percent 
of the base population, and for the 65 to 74 group 2.4 percent of the base population.  The net 
gains for the 75 to 84 year olds amounted to 0.8 percent of the base population while the net 
gains for those 85 and over was 3.0 percent of the base population.     
 

Net Migration of the Elderly in Maryland Compared to Other States 
While it is true that the majority of the elderly in Maryland age in place and do not migrate, it is 
also true that Maryland has some of the highest net out-migration rates in the country for the two 
younger elderly groups. (See Table 3.)  For 55 to 64 year olds, Maryland had a net out migration  
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Table 1. Interstate and Intrastate Migrants and Non Movers in Maryland (1995 – 2000) 
 

A. Interstate Out-Migration (moving from Maryland to another state) 
     

Age Group 
Total Base 

Population * 
Interstate 

Out Migrants 

Percent of 
Total Elderly 

Interstate 
Migrants 

Percent of 
Base 

Population 
55 to 64 479,450 35,655 54.0% 7.4% 
65 to 74 327,655 18,862 28.6% 5.8% 
75 to 84 207,565 8,225 12.5% 4.0% 

85+ 62,820 3,280 5.0% 5.2% 
Total (55+) 1,077,490 66,022 100.0% 6.1% 

     
B.  Intra State Migrants (moving from one county to another within Maryland) 

     

Age Group 
Total Base 

Population * 
Intra State   
Migrants 

Percent of Total 
Elderly Intra 

State Migrants 

Percent of 
Base 

Population 
55 to 64 479,450 24,497 44.9% 5.1% 
65 to 74 327,655 14,180 26.0% 4.3% 
75 to 84 207,565 11,084 20.3% 5.3% 

85+ 62,820 4,812 8.8% 7.7% 
Total (55+) 1,077,490 54,573 100.0% 5.1% 

     
C. Non Movers (stayed within their county of residence) 

     

Age Group 
Total Base 

Population * Non Movers 

Percent of 
Total Elderly 
Non Movers 

Percent of 
Base 

Population 
55 to 64 479,450 419,298 43.8% 87.5% 
65 to 74 327,655 294,613 30.8% 89.9% 
75 to 84 207,565 188,256 19.7% 90.7% 

85+ 62,820 54,728 5.7% 87.1% 
Total (55+) 1,077,490 956,895 100.0% 88.8% 

* Note: the base population is an approximation of the 1995 population, which is the sum of people by 
age (based on age in 2000) who lived in Maryland in both 1995 and 2000 (non movers and intra state 
movers), AND who lived in Maryland in 1995 but moved to another state by 2000. 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 

 
 

Table 2.   Net-Migration for Maryland (In-Migration minus Out-Migration), 1995 - 2000 
 

Age Group 

Total 
Base 

Population * 
Interstate IN 

Migrants 
Interstate OUT 

Migrants 
Net Interstate 

Migrants 

Net-Migration 
Percent of Base 

Population 
55 to 64 479,450 19,940 35,655 -15,715 -3.3% 
65 to 74 327,655 10,984 18,862 -7,878 -2.4% 
75 to 84 207,565 9,801 8,225 1,576 0.8% 
85+ 62,820 5,194 3,280 1,914 3.0% 
Total (55+) 1,077,490 45,919 66,022 -20,103 -1.9% 
 
* Note: the base population is an approximation of the 1995 population which is the sum of people by age (based 
on age in 2000), who lived in Maryland in both 1995 and 2000 (non movers and intrastate movers), AND who lived 
in Maryland in 1995 but moved to another state by 2000. 
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Table 3.  Net-Migration Rates for Maryland and Top Ten and Bottom Ten States, 1995 - 2000 
(Rates are Net Migrants per 1,000 Population) 

 

Ages 55-64  Ages 65-74  Ages 75-84  Ages 85+ 

  Rates Rank    Rates Rank    Rates Rank    Rates Rank 
Maryland -32.8 45  Maryland -24.0 43  Maryland 7.6 16  Maryland 30.5 5 
                       
Top Ten     Top Ten     Top Ten     Top Ten    
Nevada 180.4 1    Nevada 132.7 1    Nevada 86.6 1    Nevada 88.0 1 
Arizona 136.1 2    Arizona 125.5 2    Arizona 51.5 2    Alaska 62.5 2 
Florida 108.2 3    Florida 97.8 3    Florida 22.8 3    Colorado 40.0 3 
South Carolina 60.6 4    South Carolina 45.6 4    Georgia 20.3 4    Maine 31.9 4 
Delaware 55.7 5    Delaware 39.4 5    South Carolina 17.3 5    Maryland 30.5 5 
Arkansas 43.6 6    North Carolina 25.7 6    Idaho 16.1 6    Virginia 29.8 6 
North Carolina 43.3 7    Idaho 23.1 7    North Carolina 15.1 7    Washington 27.7 7 
Idaho 38.3 8    Arkansas 22.5 8    Tennessee 13.2 8    Wyoming 27.4 8 
New Mexico 29.6 9    New Mexico 18.6 9    Utah 12.3 9    New 

Hampshire 
27.1 9 

Mississippi 28.8 10    Mississippi 18.3 10    Maine 11.9 10    Georgia 26.3 10 
                       
                       
                       
Bottom Ten Rates Rank  Bottom Ten Rates Rank  Bottom Ten Rates Rank  Bottom Ten Rates Rank 
Michigan -24.9 42    Minnesota -20.2 42    Massachusetts -8.3 42    Alabama -8.4 42 
California -26.6 43    Maryland -24.0 43    Arkansas -8.8 43    Hawaii -13.3 43 
Massachusetts -26.9 44    Massachusetts -25.2 44    Iowa -9.4 44    Mississippi -15.4 44 
Maryland -32.8 45    Michigan -25.3 45    Michigan -10.1 45    Kentucky -15.6 45 
Illinois -41.6 46    New Jersey -31.0 46    New Jersey -11.1 46    Arkansas -16.3 46 
New jersey -43.0 47    Illinois -36.9 47    North Dakota -17.0 47    Illinois -18.8 47 
Connecticut -45.8 48    Connecticut -38.4 48    Illinois -18.5 48    West Virginia -21.2 48 
New York -50.3 49    New York -53.6 49    Alaska -20.0 49    North Dakota -22.5 49 
D.C. -74.5 50    D.C. -58.5 50    New York -33.6 50    New York -40.5 50 
Alaska -77.1 51    Alaska -59.3 51    D.C. -63.7 51    D.C. -128.9 51 
 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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rate of 32.8 people per 1,000 residents, ranked 45th in the U.S. among the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia (where the number one ranking is for the state with the highest attraction 
rate, and 51 the greatest net out migration rate).  Only Illinois (-41.6), New Jersey (-43.0), 
Connecticut (-45.8), New York (-50.3), the District of Columbia (-74.5) and Alaska (-77.1) had 
higher net out migration rates for the near old. 
 
States with the highest net in migration rates for the near old are almost all in the Southeast or 
Southwest, including:  Nevada (180.4), Arizona (136.1), Florida (108.2), and South Carolina 
(60.6). The one exception to the Sunbelt geographic location of the top five receiving states is 
Delaware with a net gain of 55.7 migrants per 1,000 residents. 
 
For the 65 to 74 age group, Maryland’s net out migration rate of 24 per 1,000 residents is lower 
than the net out migration rate of 55 to 64 year olds, but is still ranked near the bottom (43rd) for 
all states.  Similar to the near old, most of the top losing states for the young old are located in 
the Northeast or Midwest states while most of the net gainers are in the Sunbelt states. 
  
Maryland experienced net gains for 75 to 84 year olds, with more elderly moving into Maryland 
than leaving.  As a result, Maryland had a net gain of 7.6 migrants per 1,000 population for this 
group, the 16th highest net migration rate in the country.  It is likely that these net gains are 
primarily a function of former residents returning, or others moving to be near adult children 
living in Maryland, for help in daily activities. 
 
For the oldest group, 85 and over, Maryland had a gain of 30.5 migrants per 1,000 residents, the 
fifth highest rate in the U.S.  Here too, the relatively small flows are primarily influenced by 
health care needs and a desire to be near relatives to help with daily care. 
 

Destinations of Maryland Out Migrants 
The destinations of Maryland out migrants are concentrated in a handful of states.  For all elderly 
migrants, three quarters (75.3%) go to just 10 states, while the top five account for well over one-
half (57.8%) of all out migrants. (See Table 4, Part A.)  These top five destinations, with their 
share of Maryland out migrants include: Florida (22.2%), Virginia (13.6%), Pennsylvania 
(9.6%), North Carolina (6.2%)and Delaware (6.1%). 
 
The destination states of Maryland out migrants are very similar for the four elderly age groups.  
Florida, Virginia and Pennsylvania are the top choices for each age group, although the amount 
of the flows does differ significantly by age group.  (See Table 5.) 
 

Where Maryland Gets Its Elderly From 
Maryland does receive some significant inflows of elderly at the same time that Maryland 
residents move out of the State, although they are well below the outflows in the aggregate.  The 
origin states of these inflows are also highly concentrated, with over three quarters (76.6%) 
coming from just 10 states and well over one half (57.4%) coming from five states.  (See Table 
4, Part B.)  For the most part, the majority of the in migrants are from bordering areas or the 
Mid Atlantic states.  The top five origins, with their share of total elderly in migrants to 
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Maryland include: District of Columbia (14.7%), Virginia (13.1%), Pennsylvania (10.9%), New 
York (9.8%), and Florida (9.0%). 
 
The in migration by age group shows some variation mostly for the older age groups.  For 55 to 
64 and 65 to 74 year olds groups, Virginia, Pennsylvania, the District of Columbia and New 
York are in the top four.  Florida becomes a more prominent part of the inflows for the 75 to 84 
and 85 plus groups, most likely as a result of return migration linked to health issues.   (See 
Table 6.) 
 

Net Gains and Losses 
When migration flows are viewed on a net basis – in migrants minus out migrants – the top 
destinations and origins become even more concentrated.  For instance, the 10,521 net loss of 
Maryland elderly migrants to Florida represents just over one-third (34.3%) of the total net loss 
to the 38 states where Maryland had a net loss of elderly migrants.1  The net loss to Florida is 
more than three times greater than the second largest net loss to Virginia (3,006), and larger than 
the combined net outflows to Virginia, Delaware, North Carolina, and South Carolina.  (See 
Table 7, part A.) 
 
Maryland had net gains of elderly migration from just 12 states, totaling just under 10,600.  Over 
four out of ten (42.2%) of this total came from one single location – Washington, D.C., and over 
nine out of 10 (91.2%) from the top three origins (Washington, D.C., New York and New 
Jersey).  (See Table 7, part B.) 
 
 

B. Characteristics of Maryland Migrants 
 
Income, labor force participation race and gender characteristics were derived for the elderly 
migrants.  Below are summaries of each: 
 
Median Income 
 •Median incomes of in migrants to Maryland decline with age, with incomes of those 85 
and over ($14,708) about one-half (51.3%) of those ages 55 to 64 ($28,695).  (See Table 8, Part 
A.) 
 
 •Median incomes of elderly out migrants from Maryland have a similar pattern, with 
incomes of those 85 plus ($15,516) 57.3 percent of the median incomes of 55 to 64 year old out 
migrants ($27,078).   
 

                                                        
 
 
 
1 The net loss to Florida is derived by subtracting the 14,654 Maryland elderly residents who moved to Florida from 
the 4,133 Florida residents who moved to Maryland. 
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 •Maryland elderly out migrants had higher incomes than elderly in migrants to Maryland 
for all groups except the near old.  For 55 to 64 year olds, it is estimated that the median income 
of in-migrants was $1,617 (or 6.0%) higher than the median income of out migrants.  Differences 
in labor force participation could possibly account for this difference. (See below.) 
 
 •The higher incomes for out migrants are greatest for 65 to 74 year olds ($2,628, or 
14.8%), and smallest for those aged 85 and older ($808, or 5.5%). 
 

Labor Force Participation 
 •The percent of those not in the labor force rises sharply with age.  In all cases, out 
migrants from Maryland have a higher percentage not in the labor force than in migrants to 
Maryland.  (See Table 8, Part B.) 
 
 •The biggest difference by far between out migrants and in migrants in labor force 
participation is for the 55 to 64 year olds.  Over one-half (52.5%) of Maryland out migrants in 
this age group are not in the labor force, compared to 41.9 percent for in migrants to Maryland.  
This large difference in participation is the likely explanation for the higher incomes for in 
migrants than out migrants for the near old.  Since Maryland is a high income State, it would be 
expected that out migrants would in the aggregate have higher incomes than in migrants, which 
is the case for those ages 65 and older. 
 
 •The share of out migrants from Maryland not in the labor force is substantially lower for 
those that move to nearby states compared to those that move further away.  For example, 45.1 
percent of Maryland out migrants, ages 55 to 64, who moved to Pennsylvania, were not in the 
labor force, compared to 62.0 percent for the same age group that moved to Florida.  This 
relationship is also evident, but to a lesser extent, for 65 to 74 year olds.  (See Table 8, Part C.) 
 

Race and Gender of the Elderly Migrants 
Migration for the elderly was broken out by race and Hispanic origin, as well as by gender for 
the four age groups. For migration by race: 
 
 •Virtually all of the net out migrants in the 55 to 64 and 65 to 74 age groups are white.  
There is a small gain of just over 1,100 for blacks.  (See Table 9.) 
 
 •For those ages 75 and over, both whites and blacks exhibited interstate gains.  For 
whites, net interstate gains for those 85 and over (1,097) were three times the gains for the 75 to 
84 group (357). For blacks, the interstate gains were just the opposite of whites.  Black 
gains for the 75 to 84 group (1,212) were 60 percent higher than for those 85 and older (755). 
 
 •Among intra state migrants, whites had the overwhelming share, with the older the age 
group, the higher the white share.  For those 55 to 64, just over three-quarters (75.1%) of the 
intra state migrants were white, and nearly one-fifth (19.7%) were black.  The Asian share of 
intra state migration was 3.4 percent. (See Table 9.) 
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 •For the oldest group, those 85 and over, nearly nine out of 10 intra state migrants 
(87.2%) were white and about one in 10 (10.1%) were black. 
 
 •For all age groups, the share of white intra state migrants is higher, and the share of 
other groups lower, than their share of the calculated base population.  For instance, for 65 to 74 
year olds, whites make up 80.8 percent of the intra state migrants but were 76.5 percent of the 
base population. 
 

Age and Gender 
 •There were more male than female net out migrants for the 55 to 64 and 65 to 74 year 
olds, with the differences much larger in the latter group.  The larger number of net male out 
migration is caused by a smaller number of male in migrants with nearly equal male and female 
out migrants.  For example, for 65 to 74 year olds, interstate male in migrants are only 72.3 
percent of female in migrants, while male out migrants are 99.6 percent of female out migrants.  
(See Table 10.) 
 
 •The net interstate gain of 75 to 84 year olds to Maryland is due entirely to females.  
Female net gains amounted to just under 1,800, while there was a net outflow of just over 200 
males. 
 
 •For the 85 and older group, net gains from females (1,501), were nearly four times the 
gains from males (395).  As a result of the longer life expectancy for females leading to many 
more females than males, both in and out migration for males was less than one-third female 
totals. 
 
 •There are more female intra state migrants than male intrastate migrants for each of the 
four age groups with the ratio of male to female migrants decreasing with age.  For 55 to 64 year 
olds, male intra state migrants were 94.5 percent of female intra state migrants.  For the 85 and 
older group, males were only 27.9 percent of female intra state movers. 
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Table 4.  Top Ten Destinations (Outflows) from Maryland and Origins (Inflows) into Maryland, for the Elderly Population, 1995 - 2000 

 
A. Top Ten Destinations for Maryland Elderly Out Migrants  B. Top Ten Origins for Elderly In Migrants to Maryland  
           

 Destination Out Flow Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent   Origins In Flow Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1 Florida 14,654 22.2% 22.2%  1 District of Columbia 6,748 14.7% 14.7% 
2 Virginia 9,012 13.6% 35.8%  2 Virginia 6,006 13.1% 27.8% 
3 Pennsylvania 6,348 9.6% 45.5%  3 Pennsylvania 4,998 10.9% 38.7% 
4 North Carolina 4,096 6.2% 51.7%  4 New York 4,480 9.8% 48.4% 
5 Delaware 4,025 6.1% 57.8%  5 Florida 4,133 9.0% 57.4% 
6 West Virginia 3,035 4.6% 62.4%  6 New Jersey 2,845 6.2% 63.6% 
7 South Carolina 2,586 3.9% 66.3%  7 California 1,717 3.7% 67.4% 
8 District of Columbia 2,276 3.4% 69.7%  8 North Carolina 1,659 3.6% 71.0% 
9 California 2,116 3.2% 72.9%  9 Delaware 1,352 2.9% 73.9% 

10 Texas 1,590 2.4% 75.3%  10 West Virginia 1,226 2.7% 76.6% 
 All Remaining States 16,284 24.7% 100.0%   All Remaining States 10,755 23.4% 100.0% 
  Total 66,022         Total 45,919     
           
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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 Table 5.  Top Ten Destinations for Maryland Out Migrants by Age Group, 1995 - 2000 
           
  A. Ages 55 to 64          B. Ages 65 to 74       
     Cumulative       Cumulative 

  Destination Out Flow Percent Percent    Destination 
Out 

Flow Percent Percent 
1 Florida 7,006 19.6% 19.6%  1 Florida 4,928 26.1% 26.1% 
2 Virginia 4,816 13.5% 33.2%  2 Virginia 2,525 13.4% 39.5% 
3 Pennsylvania 3,344 9.4% 42.5%  3 Pennsylvania 1,826 9.7% 49.2% 
4 North Carolina 2,447 6.9% 49.4%  4 Delaware 1,240 6.6% 55.8% 
5 Delaware 2,172 6.1% 55.5%  5 North Carolina 1,129 6.0% 61.8% 
6 West Virginia 1,726 4.8% 60.3%  6 West Virginia 896 4.8% 66.5% 
7 South Carolina 1,493 4.2% 64.5%  7 South Carolina 787 4.2% 70.7% 
8 District of Columbia 1,429 4.0% 68.5%  8 California 551 2.9% 73.6% 
9 California 1,086 3.0% 71.6%  9 Arizona 454 2.4% 76.0% 

10 Texas 985 2.8% 74.3%  10 District of Columbia 442 2.3% 78.3% 
  All Remaining States 9,151 25.7% 100.0%    All Remaining States 4,084 21.7% 100.0% 
  Total 35,655        Total 18,862     
           
           
  C. Ages 75 to 84          D. Ages 85 and Over     
               
     Cumulative       Cumulative 

  Destination Out Flow Percent Percent    Destination 
Out 

Flow Percent Percent 
1 Florida 2,121 25.8% 25.8%  1 Florida 599 18.3% 18.3% 
2 Virginia 1,173 14.3% 40.0%  2 Virginia 498 15.2% 33.4% 
3 Pennsylvania 824 10.0% 50.1%  3 Pennsylvania 654 19.9% 53.4% 
4 Delaware 451 5.5% 55.6%  4 California 188 5.7% 59.1% 
5 North Carolina 359 4.4% 59.9%  5 Delaware 162 4.9% 64.1% 
6 West Virginia 300 3.6% 63.6%  6 North Carolina 161 4.9% 69.0% 
7 California 291 3.5% 67.1%  7 District of Columbia 148 4.5% 73.5% 
8 District of Columbia 257 3.1% 70.2%  8 Wisconsin 145 4.4% 77.9% 
9 New York 255 3.1% 73.3%  9 West Virginia 113 3.4% 81.3% 

10 South Carolina 210 2.6% 75.9%  10 New York 111 3.4% 84.7% 
  All Remaining States 1,984 24.1% 100.0%    All Remaining States 501 15.3% 100.0% 
  Total 8,225         Total 3,280     
 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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 Table 6.  Top Ten Origins for In Migrants to Maryland by Age Group, 1995 – 2000 
           
  A. Ages 55 to 64          B. Ages 65 to 74       
     Cumulative       Cumulative 
  Origin In Flow Percent Percent    Origin In Flow Percent Percent 

1 Virginia 3,003 15.1% 15.1%  1 District of Columbia 1,535 14.0% 14.0% 
2 District of Columbia 2,894 14.5% 29.6%  2 Virginia 1,278 11.6% 25.6% 
3 Pennsylvania 2,096 10.5% 40.1%  3 Pennsylvania 1,216 11.1% 36.7% 
4 New York 1,700 8.5% 48.6%  4 New York 1,162 10.6% 47.3% 
5 New Jersey 1,271 6.4% 55.0%  5 Florida 1,026 9.3% 56.6% 
6 Florida 1,089 5.5% 60.4%  6 New Jersey 790 7.2% 63.8% 
7 California 1,031 5.2% 65.6%  7 North Carolina 494 4.5% 68.3% 
8 North Carolina 614 3.1% 68.7%  8 California 391 3.6% 71.8% 
9 Delaware 610 3.1% 71.8%  9 Delaware 386 3.5% 75.4% 

10 Texas 581 2.9% 74.7%  10 West Virginia 332 3.0% 78.4% 
  All Remaining States 5,051 25.3% 100.0%    All Remaining States 2,374 21.6% 100.0% 
  Total 19,940        Total 10,984     
           
           
  C. Ages 75 to 84          D. Ages 85 and Over     
               
     Cumulative       Cumulative 
  Origin In Flow Percent Percent    Origin In Flow Percent Percent 

1 District of Columbia 1,428 14.6% 14.6%  1 District of Columbia 891 17.2% 17.2% 
2 Florida 1,310 13.4% 27.9%  2 Pennsylvania 748 14.4% 31.6% 
3 Virginia 1,235 12.6% 40.5%  3 Florida 708 13.6% 45.2% 
4 New York 1,019 10.4% 50.9%  4 New York 599 11.5% 56.7% 
5 Pennsylvania 938 9.6% 60.5%  5 Virginia 490 9.4% 66.2% 
6 New Jersey 558 5.7% 66.2%  6 New Jersey 226 4.4% 70.5% 
7 North Carolina 420 4.3% 70.5%  7 West Virginia 196 3.8% 74.3% 
8 West Virginia 270 2.8% 73.2%  8 Louisiana 144 2.8% 77.1% 
9 Delaware 264 2.7% 75.9%  9 North Carolina 131 2.5% 79.6% 

10 California 252 2.6% 78.5%  10 Ohio 99 1.9% 81.5% 
  All Remaining States 2,107 21.5% 100.0%    All Remaining States 962 18.5% 100.0% 
  Total 9,801         Total 5,194     
 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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Table 7.  Top Ten Net Destinations (Outflows) from Maryland and Net Origins (Inflows) into Maryland, for the Elderly Population, 1995 - 2000 

 
A. Top Ten Net Destinations for Maryland Elderly Out-Migration *  B. Top Ten Net Origins for Elderly Migration Into Maryland * 
 

 Destination Out Flow Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent    Out Flow Percent 
Cumulative 

 Percent 
1 Florida 10,521 34.3% 34.3%   District of Columbia 4,472 42.2% 42.2% 
2 Virginia 3,006 9.8% 44.1%   New York 3,261 30.8% 73.0% 
3 Delaware 2,673 8.7% 52.8%   New Jersey 1,931 18.2% 91.2% 
4 North Carolina 2,437 7.9% 60.7%   Louisiana 389 3.7% 94.9% 
5 South Carolina 1,958 6.4% 67.1%   Connecticut 247 2.3% 97.3% 
6 West Virginia 1,809 5.9% 73.0%   Illinois 104 1.0% 98.2% 
7 Pennsylvania 1,350 4.4% 77.4%   Rhode Island 68 0.6% 98.9% 
8 Georgia 809 2.6% 80.0%   Indiana 60 0.6% 99.4% 
9 Arizona 802 2.6% 82.6%   Ohio 27 0.3% 99.7% 

10 Texas 684 2.2% 84.9%   Massachusetts 14 0.1% 99.8% 
 All Remaining States 4,645 15.1% 100.0%   All Remaining States 18 0.2% 100.0% 
  Total 30,694         Total 10,591     
 
* NET = Inflows minus outflows, or in migrants minus out migrants 
 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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Table 8.  Characteristics of Elderly Migrants, 1995 - 2000 
     
     

A.   Calculated Median Incomes of Migrants, by Age Group 
     

Age Group 
In Migrants to 

Maryland  
Out Migrants 

From Maryland Difference 
Ages 55 to 64 $28,695  $27,078 $1,617 
Ages 65 to 74 $17,725  $20,353 -$2,628 
Ages 75 to 84 $17,101  $19,315 -$2,213 

Ages 85+ $14,708  $15,516 -$808 
     
     

B.   Percent of Migrants Not in the Labor Force by Age Group 
     

Age Group 
In Migrants to 

Maryland  
Out Migrants 

From Maryland Difference (Pct. Points) 
Ages 55 to 64 41.9%  52.5% -10.6% 
Ages 65 to 74 82.1%  83.1% -1.0% 
Ages 75 to 84 96.2%  90.5% 5.7% 

Ages 85+ 97.8%  96.8% 1.0% 
     
     
C.   Percent of Maryland Out Migrants Not in the Labor Force by Destination 
     
 55 to 64  65 to 74  

Florida 62.0%  86.9%  
Virginia 47.6%  86.4%  

Pennsylvania 45.1%  73.4%  
North Carolina 58.3%  86.7%  

Delaware 56.9%  80.7%  
 
 
Source: Census 2000, Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMs) 
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Table 9.  Summary of Elderly Net Interstate and Total Intrastate Migration by Age Group and Race and 

Hispanic Origin for Maryland, 1995 - 2000   
        
 Interstate Migrants     

Ages 55-64 In Migrants Out Migrants Net Migrants  Intrastate Migrants Percent Base Population Pct^ 
White 13,735 29,784 -16,049  18,361 75.1% 72.4% 
Black 4,775 4,287 488  4,745 19.4% 22.3% 
Asian 753 862 -109  824 3.4% 3.4% 
Other 638 682 -44  530 2.2% 1.9% 

Hispanic * 661 580 81  488 2.0% 1.9% 
Total # 19,901 35,615 -15,714  24,460 100.0% 100.0% 

        
 Interstate Migrants     

Ages 65-74 In Migrants Out Migrants Net Migrants  Intrastate Migrants Percent Base Population Pct^ 
White 7,741 16,043 -8,302  11,435 80.8% 76.5% 
Black 2,516 1,875 641  2,162 15.3% 19.6% 
Asian 465 637 -172  387 2.7% 2.6% 
Other 269 307 -38  176 1.2% 1.3% 

Hispanic * 304 436 -132  179 1.3% 1.5% 
Total # 10,991 18,862 -7,871  14,160 100.0% 100.0% 

  
 Interstate Migrants     

Ages 75-84 In Migrants Out Migrants Net Migrants  Intrastate Migrants Percent Base Population Pct^ 
White 7,416 7,062 354  9,517 86.2% 82.1% 
Black 2,052 840 1,212  1,183 10.7% 15.1% 
Asian 187 185 2  271 2.5% 1.8% 
Other 112 136 -24  64 0.6% 1.0% 

Hispanic * 87 125 -38  75 0.7% 0.9% 
Total # 9,767 8,223 1,544  11,035 100.0% 100.0% 

        
 Interstate Migrants     

Ages 85+ In Migrants Out Migrants Net Migrants  Intrastate Migrants Percent Base Population Pct^ 
White 4,060 2,963 1,097  4,180 87.2% 83.6% 
Black 1,018 263 755  485 10.1% 14.5% 
Asian 27 14 13  79 1.6% 1.0% 
Other 66 35 31  48 1.0% 0.8% 

Hispanic * 47 34 13  19 0.4% 0.8% 
Total # 5,171 3,275 1,896  4,792 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Hispanics can be of any race, and are already counted in one of the four race categories 
# Totals will not match prior tables due to rounding of race data 
^ Base population is an approximation of the 1995 population. 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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Table 10.  Migration of the Elderly for Maryland By Gender, 1995 - 2000 * 
 
Age Group  Male Interstate Migrants  Female Interstate Migrants  Intra State Migrants 
  In Migrants Out Migrants Net Migrants  In Migrants Out Migrants Net Migrants  Male Female 
55 to 64  9,679 17,737 -8,058  10,222 17,878 -7,656  11,882 12,578 
            
65 to 74  4,611 9,411 -4,800  6,380 9,451 -3,071  6,342 7,818 
            
75 to 84  2,901 3,125 -224  6,866 5,098 1,768  3,675 7,360 
            
85+  1,203 808 395  3,968 2,467 1,501  1,044 3,748 
            
Total   18,394 31,081 -12,687   27,436 34,894 -7,458   22,943 31,504 
            
            
            
            
  Male Migrants as a Percent of Female Migrants      
            
Age Group  Interstate In Interstate Out Intra State        
            
55 to 64  94.7% 99.2% 94.5%        
            
65 to 74  72.3% 99.6% 81.1%        
            
75 to 84  42.3% 61.3% 49.9%        
            
85+  30.3% 32.8% 27.9%        
            
Total   67.0% 89.1% 72.8%               
 
* Totals will not match prior tables due to rounding of gender data 
 
Source: Census 2000 Migration Data 
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C. Migration of the Elderly – Maryland’s Jurisdictions 
 

Elderly migration among Maryland’s 23 counties and Baltimore City is broken down by four age 
groupings and by interstate (the movement between counties and other states) and intrastate (the 
movement between counties within Maryland) flows.  Below is a summary of the net 
jurisdictional migration streams by type of flow and age group. 
 
 
C.1 Interstate Migration 

Interstate: Ages 55 to 64 (Table 11, Chart 1) 
Statewide, Maryland experienced a net loss of 15,715 residents to other states in the “near-old” 
group between 1995 and 2000, about 3.3 percent of the base population for this group.  Sixteen 
of Maryland’s 24 jurisdictions experienced net interstate out-migration (with a total net loss of 
16,900), while eight had net gains totaling 1,185.   The bulk of these outflows were concentrated 
in a handful of jurisdictions: the four inner suburban counties of Montgomery, Prince George’s, 
Anne Arundel and Baltimore, plus Baltimore City and Howard County.2  Together, these six 
jurisdictions accounted for over eight out of 10 (82.6%) of the total net losses experienced by the 
16 jurisdictions.  Montgomery County (-4,576) by itself accounted for over one quarter (27.1%) 
and Montgomery and Prince George’s (-2,579) combined accounted for over four out of 10 
(42.3%) of the total net losses from the 16 jurisdictions. 

 
The net gains to the eight jurisdictions were rather modest, with all but one of these counties 
located on the Eastern Shore.  The bulk of these gains were seen in Worcester (435) and Talbot 
(311) counties, which combined made up nearly two-thirds (63.0%) of the combined gains to the 
eight jurisdictions. 
 

Interstate: Ages 65 to 74 (Table 12, Chart 2) 
For this “young-old,” group, Maryland had a smaller net loss (-7,878), which also represented a 
smaller share of the base population (2.4%) than for those ages 55 to 64.  Here, too, the 
overwhelming majority of jurisdictions (17) experienced net losses.  The pattern of these losses 
was also largely the same, with Montgomery County making up more than one-quarter (27.5%) 
of the net loss of the 17 jurisdictions (-8,309).  Montgomery and Prince George’s combined 
comprised nearly one-half (45.8%), while the same top six jurisdictions as the 55 to 64 year age 
group accounted for over eight out of 10 (82.3%) of the net out migration. 

                                                        
 
 
 
2 Maryland’s 24 jurisdictions can be organized based on historical development patterns.  The term “inner suburban” 
jurisdictions is sometimes used to refer Montgomery and Prince George’s in the Washington Suburban Region and 
Anne Arundel and Baltimore County in the Baltimore region which are adjacent to central cities (Washington, D.C. 
and Baltimore City respectively), and were the first major recipients of suburbanization beginning in the 1950s.  
“Outer suburban” jurisdictions are adjacent to inner suburban jurisdictions and were the recipient of the second 
wave of suburbanization beginning in earnest in the 1970s.  These would include Frederick County in the Suburban 
Washington Region, Carroll, Harford and Howard counties in the Baltimore Region, Calvert, Charles and St. Mary’s 
counties in the Southern Maryland Region, and Cecil and Queen Anne’s counties in the Upper Eastern Shore Region 
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The seven counties that experienced net gains of 65 to 74 year olds generally had much smaller 
gains than for the 55 to 64 year olds (totaling only 431) and were located for the most part in the 
Eastern Shore Region.  Cecil County’s net gain of 131 “young-old” residents was the highest 
total for this age group and represented 30.3 percent of the total net gain of the seven counties.  
One significant difference between the 55 to 64 and 65 to 74 age groups is that Worcester 
County had a slight net outflow (-19) for the latter group but had the largest net inflow of 55 to 
64 year olds (435) in the State. 
 

Interstate: Ages 75 to 84 (Table 13, Chart 3) 
Statewide, Maryland had a small net gain (1,576) of “old-old” residents during the 1995 to 2000 
period, representing 0.8 percent of the base population for this group. Sixteen of Maryland’s 24 
jurisdictions had net gains totaling 2,444.  The top gainers were a mixture of inner and outer 
suburban jurisdictions in the Baltimore and Suburban Washington regions in contrast to the two 
younger cohorts where the top gains were generally in the Eastern Shore Region.  This change in 
the geographic location of interstate net gainers in Maryland is probably best explained by 
previous out migrants returning to locations in which they had moved from in order to receive 
help in daily activities from adult children, or to move into institutional settings near family 
members.  The five top net gains  - Howard, Montgomery, Prince George’s, Frederick, and 
Harford counties, accounted for just over three quarters (75.8%) of the 2,444 net gain to the 
sixteen jurisdictions. 
 
Net losses from the eight jurisdictions (-868) were overwhelmingly from Baltimore City (-587), 
which accounted for just over two-thirds (67.6%) on the combined net loss.  All other 
jurisdiction net losses were below 100. 
 
 
Interstate: Ages 85 and over (Table 14, Chart 4) 
The statewide net interstate gain (1,914) for the “oldest-old” represented 3.0 percent of the base 
population for this group.  Nineteen of the 24 jurisdictions had net gains (totaling 2,345), and, 
similar to 75 to 84 year olds, the bulk of these gains went to the Baltimore and Suburban 
Washington regions as opposed to the Eastern Shore Region.  Montgomery County’s gain of 824 
accounted for over one-third (35.1%) of the net gain to the 19 jurisdictions, and Montgomery and 
Prince George’s (420) combined accounted for over one-half (53.0%). 
 
Baltimore City (-351) once again made up the overwhelming majority of the combined net 
interstate loss (-431) of the five jurisdictions with net losses.  Net losses for the four other 
jurisdictions were all under 30 each.  
 

C.2 Intrastate Migration 

 Intrastate: Ages 55 to 64 (Table 11, Chart 5) 
Nearly 25,000 Marylanders in the “near-old” group moved to another jurisdiction within the state 
during the 1995 to 2000 period, representing 5.1 percent of the base population of this group.  
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The chief characteristic of intrastate migration is that there are a handful of large net “losers” 
contributing to the net gains to most of the rest of the State.  Virtually all of the net losses came 
from Baltimore City (-3,986), Prince George’s County (-2,406) and Montgomery County (-
1,485).  Net gains were largest to the Baltimore and Eastern Shore regions. 

 
Within the Baltimore Region, the net gains were largest to Baltimore (1,560), Anne Arundel 
(648) and Harford (579) counties.  In the Eastern Shore Region, the largest net intrastate gains 
went to Worcester (1,087) and Queen Anne’s (596) counties.  The majority of the net gains to 
Baltimore and Anne Arundel counties came from within the Baltimore Region.  For instance, the 
primary inflows to Baltimore County were from Baltimore City. For Anne Arundel, the main 
source was Baltimore City with Prince George’s County as a secondary source.  For Harford 
County, the primary source of inflows was Baltimore County.   

 
For the Eastern Shore Region, the majority of inflows were from the Baltimore and Suburban 
Washington regions.  For Worcester County, this means the inner suburban counties of Anne 
Arundel, Baltimore, Prince George’s and Montgomery.  For Queen Anne’s County, the primary 
source of migrants was Anne Arundel and secondarily from Montgomery and Prince George’s. 
 
All of the above county-to-county migration streams follow long-established patterns of 
movement within the State, and are characteristic of migrants of all ages, not just the 55 to 64 
age group. 
 
 
Intrastate: Ages 65 to 74 (Table 12, Chart 6) 
Nearly 14,200 Maryland “young-old” residents moved to another jurisdiction in Maryland 
between 1995 and 2000, representing 4.3 percent of the base population of this group.  Patterns 
of migration for this group were very similar to the 55 to 64 age group.  Virtually all of the net 
outflows were from Baltimore City (-2,422), Prince George’s (-1,861) and Montgomery (-853) 
counties.  Baltimore County was once again the recipient of the largest net gain (886), although 
the total was only a little more than one-half the net gain of the “near-old” group. 
 
Other major recipients of net in migration include Worcester County and many of the outer 
suburban counties in the Baltimore and Washington regions, particularly Carroll, Frederick and 
Howard counties.  In almost all cases, net in migration totals for this age group are below the net 
gains in the 55 to 64 age group.  The two notable exceptions are for Carroll (703 vs. 445) and 
Frederick (439 vs. 383) counties. 
 
 
Intrastate: Ages 75 to 84 (Table 13, Chart 7) 
Just over 11,000 Maryland “old-old” residents were intrastate migrants in the 1995 to 2000 
period, or 5.3 percent of this group’s base population.  While eight jurisdictions had net 
outflows, the overwhelming majority came from Baltimore City (-2,945), Prince George’s (-
811), and to a lesser extent, Montgomery (-242) counties.  Far and away the major recipient of 
the “old-old” group was Baltimore County (1,783), whose gain was higher than any other elderly 
sub group for either interstate or intrastate flows.  The other major destinations were all outer 
suburban jurisdictions, including: Carroll (398), Frederick (315) and Harford (308) counties.  
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Major sources for this in migration were again adjacent counties: Baltimore City to Baltimore 
County; Baltimore County to Carroll and Harford counties; and, Montgomery County to 
Frederick County. 
 
 
Intrastate: Ages 85 and Over (Table 14, Chart 8) 
Just over 4,800 “oldest-old” Maryland residents moved to another jurisdiction during the 1995 to 
2000 period, the smallest number of any of the older groups.  However, this movement did 
represent 7.7 percent of the base population of the “oldest-old,” higher than any interstate or 
intrastate movement for any of the other elderly groups. 
 
Fourteen jurisdictions had net gains and 10 had net losses for those 85 and over, but there were 
only a handful of counties with anything but very small net flows either way.  The largest 
outflow by far was from Baltimore City (-1,480), which helped explain the largest net inflow to 
Baltimore County (757).  Other counties with more modest gains were Howard (255), Harford 
(231) and Carroll (166) counties.   
 
The 85 and over group, more than any other, includes the frail elderly, with migration decisions 
primarily based on seeking help with daily activities, health care assistance or moving to an 
institutional care facility. 
 
 
C.3 Total Domestic Migration 
 
Combining the net migration of both interstate and intrastate flows yields the total impact of 
elderly migration for each jurisdiction. 
 
Total: Ages 55 to 64 (Table 11, Chart 9) 
Fourteen jurisdictions experienced net gains from migration of the “near-old,” totaling 4,345 
residents.  At the same time, 10 jurisdictions had net out migration of 20,060 residents in this age 
group.3  
 
These net outflows were concentrated in a relatively small number of jurisdictions, principally in 
Montgomery (-6,061), Baltimore City (-5,794), Prince George’s (-4,985), and to a lesser extent 
Anne Arundel (-1,229) and Howard (-1,004).  For Montgomery, Baltimore City and Prince 
George’s, the net losses are the result of both interstate and intrastate losses, and combined, made 
up 83.1 percent of the total net loss of the 10 jurisdictions.  For Anne Arundel and Howard 
counties, interstate losses were greater than gains from intrastate migration yielding the total net 
loss.  In total, these top five jurisdictions accounted for 95.1 percent of the combined net loss of 
the 10 jurisdictions. 
 
                                                        
 
 
 
3 The difference, -15,715, (4,345 – 20,060) equals the total net interstate outflow form the State for 55 to 64 year 
olds during the 1995 to 2000 period. 
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Baltimore County is an example where interstate losses and intrastate gains nearly cancel each 
other out.  The County had a net interstate outflow of 1,740 and a net interstate gain of 1,560 for 
a net loss of only 180 over the 1995 to 2000 period. 
 
Counties with overall net gains in the “near-old” group were highest for Worcester (1,522) and 
Talbot (600) on the Eastern Shore, which combined accounted for nearly one-half (48.8%) of the 
total gains to the 14 jurisdictions with gains.  Both counties had gains from interstate and 
intrastate flows, with the bigger boost from intrastate migration.  In general, the Eastern Shore 
Region was the main beneficiary of “near-old” migration, accounting for three quarters (75.5%) 
of the 4,345 total net gain to the 14 jurisdictions. 
 
 
Total: Ages 65 to 74 (Table 12, Chart 10) 
Nine jurisdictions had net losses of 10,924 “young-old” residents, while 15 jurisdictions had net 
gains totaling 3,046 during the 1995 to 2000 period.4  As with the 55 to 64 age group, the net 
losses here were concentrated in Baltimore City (-3,415), Montgomery (-3,141) and Prince 
George’s (-3,112), making up nearly nine out of 10 (88.5%) of the total net losses from the nine 
jurisdictions.  Also, as with the “near-olds,” the net losses from these top three jurisdictions are a 
combination of losses from both interstate and intrastate outflows, although for the later group, 
intrastate losses exceed interstate losses, the opposite of what occurred with the 55 to 64 year old 
group. 
 
Worcester County (553) had the top net domestic gain for this group, as it did with the “near-
olds,” but with about a third of the total.  Overall gains for the “young-old” were a bit more 
spread out in general, with the Eastern Shore Region accounting for a bit more than one-half 
(57.0%) compared to three quarters of 55 to 64 year olds.  The few counties that had greater 
overall net gains of 65 to 74 year olds compared to the “near-old” group include Carroll (450 vs. 
-338), Cecil (289 vs. 70), Frederick (279 vs. 38) and Wicomico (273 vs. 24). 
 
 
Total: Ages 75 to 84 (Table 13, Chart 11)  
Only six jurisdictions had net losses of “old-old” residents, totaling 4,144, while 18 jurisdictions 
had a net gain of 5,720.5  Almost all of the net losses were from Baltimore City (-3,532), 
accounting for 85.2 percent of the net losses of the six jurisdictions.  Although the total domestic 
loss for the City was the result of both interstate and intrastate outflows, the overwhelming 
majority of the loss was due to intrastate out migration. 
 
Baltimore County (1,699) had the largest total gains of “old-old” residents, with all of it due to 
intrastate flows principally from Baltimore City (it did have a small interstate loss of less than 
100).  Most of the rest of the larger total gains for this age group were in the outer suburban 
                                                        
 
 
 
4 The difference, -7,878, (3,046 -10,924) equals the total net interstate outflow for 65 to 74 year olds during the 1995 
to 2000 period. 
5 The difference, 1,576, (5,720 – 4,144) equals the total net interstate inflow for 75 to 84 year olds during the 1995 
to 2000 period. 
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jurisdictions in the Baltimore and Suburban Washington regions, including: Frederick (609), 
Howard (534), Harford (516) and Carroll (392) counties.  Among these jurisdictions, intrastate 
migration was prominent for Carroll County while interstate migration was more of a factor for 
Howard County.  For Frederick and Harford counties, both migration streams contributed 
significant portions of the total. 
 
One major difference between total migration for the “old-old group and the two previous elderly 
groups is that the Eastern Shore Region was the recipient of a minority of migrants.  During the 
1995 to 2000 period, the Eastern Shore Region accounted for less than one out of 10 (9.0%) of 
the migrants for the 18 counties with net gains.  For the previous two age groups, the Eastern 
Shore Region accounted for a majority of net in migrants. 
 
 
Total: Ages 85 and over (Table 14, Chart 12) 
Six jurisdictions had net losses of 1,980 “oldest-old” residents, while 18 jurisdictions had net 
gains of 3,894 over the 1995 to 2000 period.6  As with the 75 to 84 age group, the overwhelming 
majority (85.2%) of the total net losses were from Baltimore City (-1,831), with most of the 
City’s net loss due to intrastate net out migration. 
 
Like the migration of the 75 to 84 age group, total net gains for the “oldest-old” were mainly in 
the Baltimore and Suburban Washington regions as opposed to the Eastern Shore counties.  The 
highest net totals were in Baltimore (825), Montgomery (808), Howard (478), Harford (282), 
Carroll (236) and Prince George’s (230) counties.  The source of these net gains differs among 
these counties, however, with intrastate gains accounting for all, or nearly all, of the net totals to 
Baltimore and Harford counties, and interstate gains accounting for all or nearly all of the total 
gains to Montgomery and Prince George’s counties.  There was a fairly even split between net 
interstate and intrastate migration gains to Howard and Carroll counties. 
 
These migration patterns for the “oldest-old” group derive from the nature of the type of 
migration of a generally frail group.  That is, both interstate and intrastate migrants are moving 
back to former locations or to nearby locations where adult children and other family members 
reside for help in daily activities and to deal with health-related issues. 

 

                                                        
 
 
 
 
6 The difference, 1,914, (3,894 – 1,980) equals the total net interstate inflow for those ages 85 and over during the 
1995 to 2000 period 
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Table 11.  1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64 
 
 In-Migration  Out-Migration  Net-Migration (In minus Out) 
 Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total 
MARYLAND 24,497 19,940 44,437  24,497 35,655 60,152  0 -15,715 -15,715 
            
BALTIMORE REGION 14,103 6,457 20,560  14,488 14,626 29,114  -385 -8,169 -8,554 
--------------------------------------------------- ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------ 
Anne Arundel County 2,705 2,148 4,853  2,057 4,025 6,082  648 -1,877 -1,229 
Baltimore County 5,533 1,435 6,968  3,973 3,175 7,148  1,560 -1,740 -180 
Carroll County 986 277 1,263  541 1,060 1,601  445 -783 -338 
Harford County 1,250 668 1,918  671 1,256 1,927  579 -588 -9 
Howard County 1,638 892 2,530  1,269 2,265 3,534  369 -1,373 -1,004 
Baltimore City 1,991 1,037 3,028  5,977 2,845 8,822  -3,986 -1,808 -5,794 
            
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 3,771 8,102 11,873  7,279 15,602 22,881  -3,508 -7,500 -11,008 
--------------------------------------------------- ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------ 
Frederick County 991 815 1,806  608 1,160 1,768  383 -345 38 
Montgomery County 1,327 3,934 5,261  2,812 8,510 11,322  -1,485 -4,576 -6,061 
Prince George's County 1,453 3,353 4,806  3,859 5,932 9,791  -2,406 -2,579 -4,985 
            
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 1,944 1,338 3,282  998 1,778 2,776  946 -440 506 
--------------------------------------------------- ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------ 
Calvert County 681 378 1,059  311 399 710  370 -21 349 
Charles County 602 439 1,041  500 798 1,298  102 -359 -257 
St. Mary's County 661 521 1,182  187 581 768  474 -60 414 
            
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 787 1,041 1,828  342 1,425 1,767  445 -384 61 
--------------------------------------------------- ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------ 
Allegany County 77 484 561  95 372 467  -18 112 94 
Garrett County 281 156 437  59 208 267  222 -52 170 
Washington County 429 401 830  188 845 1,033  241 -444 -203 
            
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 2,057 1,683 3,740  817 1,502 2,319  1,240 181 1,421 
--------------------------------------------------- ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------ 
Caroline County 212 170 382  117 116 233  95 54 149 
Cecil County 368 523 891  137 684 821  231 -161 70 
Kent County 124 191 315  95 80 175  29 111 140 
Queen Anne's County 897 273 1,170  301 407 708  596 -134 462 
Talbot County 456 526 982  167 215 382  289 311 600 
            
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,835 1,319 3,154  573 722 1,295  1,262 597 1,859 
--------------------------------------------------- ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------  ------------- ------------- ------------ 
Dorchester County 183 113 296  130 65 195  53 48 101 
Somerset County 161 189 350  61 77 138  100 112 212 
Wicomico County 304 368 672  282 366 648  22 2 24 
Worcester County 1,187 649 1,836   100 214 314   1,087 435 1,522 
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD.  
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Table 12.  1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74 

 
 In-Migration  Out-Migration  Net-Migration (In minus Out) 
 Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total 
MARYLAND 14,180 10,984 25,164  14,180 18,862 33,042  0 -7,878 -7,878 
            
BALTIMORE REGION 8,514 3,385 11,899  8,336 7,534 15,870  178 -4,149 -3,971 
----------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Anne Arundel County 1,377 876 2,253  1,051 1,670 2,721  326 -794 -468 
Baltimore County 3,314 957 4,271  2,428 2,471 4,899  886 -1,514 -628 
Carroll County 943 176 1,119  240 429 669  703 -253 450 
Harford County 714 342 1,056  404 588 992  310 -246 64 
Howard County 891 437 1,328  516 786 1,302  375 -349 26 
Baltimore City 1,275 597 1,872  3,697 1,590 5,287  -2,422 -993 -3,415 
            
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,924 4,638 6,562  4,199 8,337 12,536  -2,275 -3,699 -5,974 
----------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Frederick County 692 553 1,245  253 713 966  439 -160 279 
Montgomery County 742 2,296 3,038  1,595 4,584 6,179  -853 -2,288 -3,141 
Prince George's County 490 1,789 2,279  2,351 3,040 5,391  -1,861 -1,251 -3,112 
            
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 1,019 603 1,622  435 730 1,165  584 -127 457 
----------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Calvert County 402 159 561  171 217 388  231 -58 173 
Charles County 343 143 486  155 262 417  188 -119 69 
St. Mary's County 274 301 575  109 251 360  165 50 215 
            
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 424 617 1,041  247 837 1,084  177 -220 -43 
----------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Allegany County 58 263 321  76 279 355  -18 -16 -34 
Garrett County 108 112 220  17 162 179  91 -50 41 
Washington County 258 242 500  154 396 550  104 -154 -50 
            
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,066 995 2,061  481 677 1,158  585 318 903 
----------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Caroline County 146 77 223  112 42 154  34 35 69 
Cecil County 215 370 585  57 239 296  158 131 289 
Kent County 27 111 138  70 49 119  -43 62 19 
Queen Anne's County 369 210 579  141 183 324  228 27 255 
Talbot County 309 227 536  101 164 265  208 63 271 
            
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,233 746 1,979  482 747 1,229  751 -1 750 
----------------------------------------------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Dorchester County 127 51 178  151 53 204  -24 -2 -26 
Somerset County 73 35 108  80 78 158  -7 -43 -50 
Wicomico County 290 274 564  80 211 291  210 63 273 
Worcester County 743 386 1,129   171 405 576   572 -19 553 
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD. 
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Table 13.  1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84 
 
 In-Migration  Out-Migration  Net-Migration (In minus Out) 
 Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total 
MARYLAND 11,084 9,801 20,885  11,084 8,225 19,309  0 1,576 1,576 
            
BALTIMORE REGION 7,082 3,222 10,304  7,186 3,138 10,324  -104 84 -20 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Anne Arundel County 887 807 1,694  662 661 1,323  225 146 371 
Baltimore County 3,517 887 4,404  1,734 971 2,705  1,783 -84 1,699 
Carroll County 720 182 902  322 188 510  398 -6 392 
Harford County 704 391 1,095  396 183 579  308 208 516 
Howard County 605 584 1,189  478 177 655  127 407 534 
Baltimore City 649 371 1,020  3,594 958 4,552  -2,945 -587 -3,532 
            
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,660 4,505 6,165  2,398 3,473 5,871  -738 1,032 294 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Frederick County 495 515 1,010  180 221 401  315 294 609 
Montgomery County 729 2,560 3,289  971 2,176 3,147  -242 384 142 
Prince George's County 436 1,430 1,866  1,247 1,076 2,323  -811 354 -457 
            
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 618 703 1,321  299 331 630  319 372 691 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Calvert County 243 237 480  116 105 221  127 132 259 
Charles County 219 312 531  102 107 209  117 205 322 
St. Mary's County 156 154 310  81 119 200  75 35 110 
            
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 334 532 866  244 372 616  90 160 250 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Allegany County 14 244 258  84 167 251  -70 77 7 
Garrett County 112 36 148  20 53 73  92 -17 75 
Washington County 208 252 460  140 152 292  68 100 168 
            
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 698 513 1,211  519 450 969  179 63 242 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Caroline County 92 47 139  82 37 119  10 10 20 
Cecil County 212 225 437  52 182 234  160 43 203 
Kent County 98 93 191  56 71 127  42 22 64 
Queen Anne's County 122 63 185  154 44 198  -32 19 -13 
Talbot County 174 85 259  175 116 291  -1 -31 -32 
            
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 692 326 1,018  438 461 899  254 -135 119 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Dorchester County 29 42 71  97 34 131  -68 8 -60 
Somerset County 66 13 79  99 30 129  -33 -17 -50 
Wicomico County 225 112 337  110 151 261  115 -39 76 
Worcester County 372 159 531   132 246 378   240 -87 153 
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD. 
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Table 14.  1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over 

 
 In-Migration  Out-Migration  Net-Migration (In minus Out) 
 Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total  Intrastate Interstate Total 
MARYLAND 4,812 5,194 10,006  4,812 3,280 8,092  0 1,914 1,914 
            
BALTIMORE REGION 2,973 1,442 4,415  3,052 1,289 4,341  -79 153 74 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Anne Arundel County 269 305 574  277 213 490  -8 92 84 
Baltimore County 1,382 397 1,779  625 329 954  757 68 825 
Carroll County 334 123 457  168 53 221  166 70 236 
Harford County 331 129 460  100 78 178  231 51 282 
Howard County 413 314 727  158 91 249  255 223 478 
Baltimore City 244 174 418  1,724 525 2,249  -1,480 -351 -1,831 
            
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 908 2,836 3,744  1,057 1,440 2,497  -149 1,396 1,247 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Frederick County 185 197 382  128 45 173  57 152 209 
Montgomery County 458 1,819 2,277  474 995 1,469  -16 824 808 
Prince George's County 265 820 1,085  455 400 855  -190 420 230 
            
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 253 205 458  162 119 281  91 86 177 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Calvert County 71 44 115  51 43 94  20 1 21 
Charles County 139 113 252  62 40 102  77 73 150 
St. Mary's County 43 48 91  49 36 85  -6 12 6 
            
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 228 287 515  150 145 295  78 142 220 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Allegany County 7 162 169  52 43 95  -45 119 74 
Garrett County 94 22 116  10 16 26  84 6 90 
Washington County 127 103 230  88 86 174  39 17 56 
            
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 213 156 369  269 219 488  -56 -63 -119 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Caroline County 36 10 46  12 36 48  24 -26 -2 
Cecil County 26 75 101  20 58 78  6 17 23 
Kent County 44 37 81  62 54 116  -18 -17 -35 
Queen Anne's County 57 7 64  65 28 93  -8 -21 -29 
Talbot County 50 27 77  110 43 153  -60 -16 -76 
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 237 268 505  122 68 190  115 200 315 
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- 
Dorchester County 19 12 31  29 9 38  -10 3 -7 
Somerset County 20 14 34  7 1 8  13 13 26 
Wicomico County 112 154 266  35 58 93  77 96 173 
Worcester County 86 88 174   51 0 51   35 88 123 
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD.    
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Chart 1.  Net Interstate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 55 to 64
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Chart 2.  Net Interstate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 65 to 74
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Chart 3.  Net Interstate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 75 to 84
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Chart 4.  Net Interstate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 85 plus
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Chart 5.  Net Intrastate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 55 to 64
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Chart 6.  Net Intrastate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 65 to 74
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Chart 7.  Net Intrastate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 75 to 84
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Chart 8.  Net Intrastate Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 85 Plus
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Chart 9. Net Total Domestic Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions,1995-2000, Ages 55 to 64
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Chart 10. Net Total Domestic Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions,1995-2000, Ages 65-74
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Chart 11.  Net Total Domestic Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 75-84
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Chart 12.  Net Total Domestic Migration for Maryland Jurisdictions, 1995-2000, Ages 85 +
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7.  STATE-BY-STATE COMPARISON   
 
The State by State Comparison committee looked at two aspects of elderly migration.  One, what 
are the factors that are important in a person’s decision to move?  Two, how does Maryland 
compare with other states in regard to important decision factors? 
 
There are many sources of advice for persons planning to retire concerning the “Best Places” for 
retirement.  There are also many academic research papers that have considered the migration 
decision. The bibliography lists many of the sources of information of both types. Table 15 is an 
excerpt of a list of decision factors from an academic research paper. (Conway & Houtenville).   
Notice that it includes such diverse items as cost of living, crime, and education, along with a 
specific definition of each item.  An article from AARP Magazine titled “20 Ways to Pick the 
City that’s Best for You.” includes, among other factors, housing prices, local taxes, 
demographics, safety, healthcare, libraries and bookstores, local transportation, weather, food, 
and cell phone coverage. 
 
There is no single overriding reason why people decide to migrate.  However, the popular advice 
and the academic research both indicate the importance of moving to a place where the climate is 
nicer.  This helps to explain why two of the top three states sending elderly migrants to Maryland 
are New York and New Jersey; states with harsher winters than Maryland.  It also is a reason for 
the general popularity of Sunbelt states as destinations.  Of the top seven destination states for 
Maryland’s elderly out-migrants, Florida, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia are states 
to the south.  Climate does not explain Pennsylvania, Delaware, and West Virginia. The popular 
retirement destinations have other amenities as well, e.g., proximity to water front property. 
 
Economic considerations are also important factors in the migration decision.  They can come in 
many forms: cheaper homes, lower taxes (income, property, and/or sales), lower cost of living.  
In later years particularly, migration decision can be driven by health concerns: need to be near a 
relative who can provide care, good medical facilities, availability of doctors, etc. 
 
The whole array of taxes seen by individuals in the several states can be very complicated.  
Fortunately, there are a few cross comparisons between states that provide an overall view. One 
such comparison has been a report sponsored by the Council on State Taxation (COST) and 
conducted by Ernst & Young.  The 2004 report lists and compares state and local taxes paid by 
business in the various states.  Since the shares paid by business and individuals together have to 
total 100 percent, a low share paid by business means a high share is paid by individuals, and 
vice versa.  The COST study reports that at 33.7 percent, the share of state and local taxes paid 
by business is lower in Maryland that in any other state or Washington, DC.  The immediate 
implication is that individuals in Maryland pay a larger share of state and local taxes than in any 
other state.  (See Table 16.) 
 
Of the various taxes, the income tax comparison is the easiest one to make.  Seven states have no 
income tax and many others do not tax retirement income.  Table 17 lists major features of state 
taxes on non-retirement income and includes the low and high rates, the size of the tax brackets, 
and personal exemptions (.  Tax Policy Center need date).  However, these rates may or may not 
include retirement income, a matter that further complicates any discussion of factors affecting 
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elderly migration decisions.  The AARP Public Policy Institute report of “State Taxation of 
Social Security and Pensions in 2000,” provides information on tax treatments on the various 
forms of retirement income by the states.  For more information see:  http://research.aarp.org/ppi.    
 
A recent Kiplinger’s report estimated the tax burden on a retired couple with income of $60,000 
living in the capital city of each state, assuming they lived in a home valued at the median 
residential sales price.  Like all such single city comparison studies, this one has its problems, 
mainly that some capitals are much more desirable places to live than other places in the same 
state.  The listing gives Annapolis as one of the highest cost capitals in which to live.  See Table 
18.   
 
A different way of looking at tax burdens is offered by the US Census Bureau.  It has published a 
breakdown of the percent of 2004 state income coming from different sources, including 
property, sales, selected sales, individual income, corporate income, and other taxes.  The 
Committee has ranked (lowest to highest) the states for four types of income.  Maryland ranks 
number 41 in property tax, number 10 in sales tax, number 43 for individual income tax, and 
number 20 in corporate income tax. See Table 19.  Maryland receives 42.9 percent of its taxes 
from the individual income tax and 23.9 percent from the state sales tax.  This listing does not 
include taxes paid to local governments. 
 
The distributional effect of state tax policy should be considered for its effect on elderly 
migration decisions.  As reported in the 2003 study by the Institute on Taxation and policy 
Analysis titled. “Who Pays?  A Distributional Analysis of the Tax Systems in All 50 States,” 
Maryland has two regressive features, the virtually flat rate income tax and the fact that 
exemptions and deductions are not indexed for inflation.  The report cites four progressive 
features, including low reliance on the sales tax and that groceries are exempt from sales tax. 
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Table 15.  Definitions, Means, and Standard Deviations 

(Standard deviations in parentheses) 
 
 

 
Variable 

 
Definitions 

 
Means 

Standard 
Deviations

 
Dependent Variable 
ln(Flow) Natural log of the number of individuals aged 65 and over 

migrating from state i to state j between 1985-1990.   
4.485 (2.02a) 

 
 
Explanatory Variables 

1.  Miscellaneous Flow Characteristics 
Distance The distance between the geographic center of state i to state 

j “The cow flies.” 
1,034.30 (586.60) 

Border Equals one if state i and state j border one another, zero 
otherwise 

0.10 (0.29)

2.  Miscellaneous State Characteristics (state averages) 
ln(Pop) Natural log of the total state population in 1984 

 
14.95 (0.97)

Cost of Living Cost of living index created by McMahon (1991) for 1984. 
The United States average is normalized to 100.    

99.19 (5.68)

Household Income Median income of households for 1984. 
 

$22,379.
66

(1,203.19)

Crime Total offenses known to police per 100,000 resident 
population in 1984 

4,547.19 (1,203.19)

Sun Average percentage of possible sunshine for selected cities 
(states with more than one city were averaged). 

60.20 (7.67)

Heating Average normal seasonal heating degree days, for periods 
through 1984. Variable is used to estimate heating 
requirements. 

5,149.85 (2,057.04)

Cooling Average normal seasonal cooling degree days, for periods 
through 1984. Variable is used to estimate cooling 
requirements. 

1,162.28 (822.53)

3.  Measures of Publicly Provided Goods 
Education Per capita general, direct state and local spending on 

education in 1984 
$727.78 (159.94)

Hospital Per capita general, direct state and local spending on health 
and hospitals in1984.   

$184.52 (62.40) 

Welfare Per capita general, direct state and local spending on public 
welfare, minus medicaid spending on elderly recipients, in 
1984. 

$109.48 (48.69) 

Medicaid Total Medicaid spending on elderly recipients per elderly 
individual in1984. 
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Table 16.  COST Special Report: Total State and Local Business Taxes 
Business Taxes as a Share of Total State and Local Taxes and Private Sector GSP, FY2004 

(Dollars in Billions) 
 

State State & Local 
Business Taxes 

Total State and 
Local Taxes 

Percent of Total 
Taxes 

Eff. Tax Rate (%of 
Private Sector GSP) 

Alabama $ 4.4  $10.4 42.4% 4.0% 
Alaska 1.9 2.6 72.9% 7.6% 
Arizona 7.4 15.2 48.5% 4.7% 
Arkansas 2.8 7.3 38.3% 4.2% 
California 57.1 138.0 41.4% 4.5% 
Colorado 6.3 14.9 42.7% 3.8% 
Connecticut 6.0 17.4 34.3% 3.8% 
Delaware 1.6 3.0 51.9% 3.5% 
Florida 24.3 52.4 46.4% 5.0% 
Georgia 10.5 26.6 39.4% 3.8% 
Hawaii 1.9 5.0 37.3% 5.2% 
Idaho 1.4 3.7 38.8% 4.2% 
Illinois 21.7 48.4 44.9% 4.8% 
Indiana 8.4 19.9 42.0% 4.3% 
Iowa 4.0 9.2 43.2% 4.4% 
Kansas 4.2 9.3 45.6% 5.3% 
Kentucky 4.6 11.7 39.6% 4.2% 
Louisiana 7.2 12.8 56.3% 6.0% 
Maine 2.0 4.7 43.5% 5.8% 
Maryland 7.7 22.8 33.7% 4.4% 
Massachusetts 10.5 29.3 36.0% 3.9% 
Michigan 14.0 35.6 39.4% 4.3% 
Minnesota 8.6 21.8 39.3% 4.5% 
Mississippi 3.4 7.3 46.4% 5.7% 
Missouri 6.5 16.4 39.5% 3.8% 
Montana 1.1 2.5 46.4% 5.4% 
Nebraska 2.9 6.3 46.7% 5.2% 
Nevada 3.5 7.8 45.3% 4.5% 
New Hampshire 2.3 4.1 55.6% 5.1% 
New Jersey 15.4 39.9 38.7% 4.3% 
New Mexico 2.7 5.3 50.7% 5.9% 
New York 42.0 101.0 41.6% 5.7% 
North Carolina 9.6 26.1 36.6% 3.5% 
North Dakota 1.1 2.0 56.9% 6.2% 
Ohio 16.0 39.9 40.0% 4.5% 
Oklahoma 4.4 9.6 46.1% 5.4% 
Oregon 3.9 11.4 33.8% 3.7% 
Pennsylvania 18.2 45.9 39.7% 4.5% 
Rhode Island 1.7 4.2 41.6% 5.0% 
South Carolina 4.6 10.8 42.6% 4.3% 
South Dakota 1.2 2.0 62.5% 5.3% 
Tennessee 8.0 16.1 49.7% 4.5% 
Texas 41.5 68.9 60.2% 5.8% 
Utah 2.4 6.7 35.7% 3.7% 
Vermont 0.9 2.1 43.1% 5.0% 
Virginia 9.0 24.7 36.6% 3.6% 
Washington 11.9 23.7 50.1% 5.7% 
West Virginia 2.5 5.2 48.8% 6.5% 
Wisconsin 8.0 21.3 37.7% 4.5% 
Wyoming 1.7 2.3 73.2% 9.1% 
Washington, D.C. 2.1 4.0 53.7% 5.3% 
United States  $ 447.3 $ 1,039.6 43.0% 4.7% 
Source: E&Y calculations 
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Table 17.  State Individual Income Taxes 
 (Tax rates for tax year 2004 – as of January 1, 2004)  

 
- Tax Rates - - Income Brackets - - Personal Exemption - Fed. 

Tax 
State 

Low High 

# of 
Brackets 

Low High Single Married Child Ded. 
Alabama 2.00 5.00 3 500 (b) 3.000 (b) 1,500 3,000 300 * 
Alaska No State Income Tax       
Arizona 2.87 5.04 5 10,000 (b) 150,000 (b) 2,100 4,200 2,300  
Arkansas (a) 1.00 7.00(a) 6 3,000 27,500 20 (c) 40(c) 20 (c)  
California (a) 1.00 9.3 6 5,962 (b) 39,133 (b) 80 (c) 160 (c) 251 (c)  
Colorado 4.63  1 -- Flat Rate -- -- None --  
Connecticut 3.00 5.00 2 10,000 (b) 10,000 (b) 12,500 (f) 24,000 (f) 0  
Delaware 2.20 5.96 6 5,000 60,000 110 (o) 220 (o) 110 (o)  
Florida No State Income Tax       
Georgia 1.00 6.00 6 750 (g) 7,000 (g) 2,700 5,000 2,700  
Hawaii 1.40 8.25 9 2,000 (b) 40,000 (b) 1,040 2,080 1,040  
Idaho (a) 1.60 7.80 8 1,104 (h) 22,074 (h) 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
Illinois 3.00  1 -- Flat Rate -- 2,000 4,000 2,000  
Indiana 3.40  1 -- Flat Rate -- 1,000 2,000 1,000  
Iowa (a) 0.36 8,09 9 1,211 54,406 40 (c) 80(c) 40 (c) * 
Kansas 3.50 6.45 3 15,000 (b) 30,000 (b) 2,250 4,500 2,250  
Kentucky 2.00 6.00 5 3,000 8,000 20 (c) 40 (c) 20 (c)  
Louisiana 2.00 6.00 3 12,500 (b) 25,000 (b) 4,500 (l) 9,000 (l) 1,000 (l) * 
Maine (a) 2.00 8.50 4 4,250 (b) 16,950 (b) 4,700 7,850 1,000  
Maryland 2.00 4.75 4 1,000 3,000 2,400 4,800 2,400  
Massachusetts 5.30  1 -- Flat Rate -- 3,300 6,600 1,000  
Michigan (a) 4.0 (y)  1 -- Flat Rate -- 3,100 6,200 3,100  
Minnesota (a) 5.35 7.85 3 10,440 (l) 63,950 (l) 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
Mississippi 3.00 5.00 3 5,000 10,000 6,000 12,000 1,500  
Missouri 1.50 6.00 10 1,000 9,000 2,100 4,200 2,100 *(s) 
Montana (a) 2.00 11.00 10 2,199 76,199 1,740 3,480 1,740 * 
Nebraska (a) 2.56 6.84 4 2,400(k) 26,500 (k) 94 (c) 188 (c) 94 (c)  
Nevada No State Income Tax       
New Hampshire State Income Tax Limited to Dividends and Interest Income Only    
New Jersey 1.40 6.37 6 20,000 (r) 75,000 (r) 1,000 2,000 1,500  
New Mexico 1.70 6.80 5 5,500 (m) 26,000 (m) 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
New  York 4.00 7.70 7 8,000(n) 500,000(n) 0 0 1,000  
N. Carolina (o) 6.00 8.25 4 12,760 (o) 120,000 (o) 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
N. Dakota 2.10 5.54 (p) 5 28,400 (p) 311,950 (p) 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
Ohio (a) 0.743 7.50 9 5,000 200,000 1,200 (q) 2,400 (q) 1,200 (q)  
Oklahoma 0.50 6.75 (r) 8 1,000 (b) 10,000 (b) 1,000 2,000 1,000 *(r) 
Oregon (a) 5.00 9.00 3 2,600 (b) 6,500 (b) 151 (c) 302 (c) 151 (c) *(s) 
Pennsylvania 3.07  1 -- Flat Rate -- -- None --  
Rhode Island 25.0% Federal tax liability (b)       
S. Carolina (a) 2.50 7.00 6 2,400 12,300 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
S. Dakota No State Income Tax       
Tennessee State Income Tax Limited to Dividends and Interest Income Only    
Texas No State Income Tax       
Utah 2.30 7.00 6 863 (b) 4,313 (b) 2,325 (d) 4,650 (d) 2,325 (d) *(u) 
Vermont (a) 3.6 9.50 5 20,050 (v) 319,100 (v) 3,100 (d) 6,200 (d) 3,100 (d)  
Virginia 2.00 5.75 4 3,000 17,000 900 1,600 800  
Washington No State Income Tax       
West Virginia 3.00 6.50 5 10,000 60,000 2,000 4,000 2,000  
Wisconsin 4.60 6.75 4 8,610 (w) 129,150 (w) 700 1,400 400  
Wyoming No State Income Tax       
Dist. of  
Columbia 

5.00 9.50 (x) 3 10,000 30,000 1,370 2,740 1,370  

Source:  The Federation of Tax Administrators from various sources. 
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a) 14 states have statutory provisions for automatic adjustment of tax brackets, personal exemptions 
or standard deductions to the rate of inflation, Michigan, Nebraska and Ohio indexes the personal 
exemption amounts only. 

b) For join returns, the taxes are twice the tax imposes on half the income. 
c) Tax Credits 
d) These states allow personal exemption or standard deductions as provided in the RC.  Utah allows 

a personal exemption equal to three-fourths the federal exemption. 
e) plus a 3% surtax.  A special tax table is available for low income taxpayers reducing their tax 

payments. 
f) Combined personal exemptions and standard deduction.  An additional tax credit is allowed 

ranging from 75% to 0% based on state adjusted gross income.  Exemption amounts are phased 
out for higher income taxpayers until they are eliminated for households earning over $54,500. 

g) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals.  For married households filing separately, the 
same rates apply to income brackets ranging from $500 to $5,000; and the income brackets range 
from $1,000 to $10,000 for joint filers. 

h) For joint returns, the tax is twice the tax imposed on half the income.  A $10 filing tax is charged 
for each return and a $15 credit is allowed for each exemption. 

i) Combined personal exemption and standard deduction. 
j) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 

rates apply for income under $28,420 to over $112,910. 
k) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 

rates apply for income under $4,000 to over $46,750. 
l) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 

rates apply for income under $20,000 to over $150,000. 
m) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 

rates apply for income under $8,000 to over $40,000.  Married households filing separately pay 
the tax imposed on half the income.  Tax rate is scheduled to decrease in tax year 2006. 

n) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 
rates apply for income under $16,000 to over $500,000. 

o) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 
rates apply for income under $21,250 to over $200,000.  Lower exemption amounts allowed for 
high income taxpayers.  Tax rate schedules to decrease after tax year 2006. 

p) The tax brackets reported are for single individual.  For married couples fling jointly, the same 
rates apply for income under $47,450 to over $311,950.  An additional $300 personal exemption 
is allowed for joint returns or unmarried head of households. 

q) Plus an additional $20 per exemption tax credit. 
r) The rate range reported is for single persons not deducting federal income tax.  For married 

persons filing jointly, the same rates apply to income brackets ranging from $2,000 to $21,000.  
Separate schedules, with rates ranging from 0.5% to 10% apply to taxpayers deducting federal 
income tax. 

s) Deduction is limited to $10,000 for joint returns and $5,000 for individuals in Missouri and to 
$5,000 in Oregon.  

t) Federal Tax Liability prior to the enactment of Economic Growth and Tax Relief Act of 2001. 
u) One half of the federal income taxes are deductible. 
v) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals.   For married couples filing jointly, the same 

rates apply for income under $46,700 to over $$307,050. 
w) The tax brackets reported are for single individuals.  For married taxpayers, the same rates apply 

to income brackets ranging from $11,480 to $172,200.  An additional $250 exemption is provided 
for each taxpayer or spouse age 65 or over. 

x) Tax rate decreases are scheduled for tax year 2006. 
y) Tax rate is scheduled to decrease to 3.9% after June 2004. 

 
Source:  Tax Policy Center 
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Table 18.   Taxes on a retired couple with $60,000 income in state capitals 
 

City State Income Tax Property Tax Home Price Sale Tax Total
Dover DE $0 $543 $133,010 $0 $543 
Juneau AK* $0 $1,032 $240,000 $0 $1,032 
Frankfort KY $0 $274 $163,160 $840 $1,114 
Columbia SC $0 $518 $127,730 $1,000 $1,518 
Albany NY $0 $912 $120,490 $1,120 $2,032 
Lansing MI $0 $1,312 $116,900 $840 $2,152 
Jackson MS $423 $362 $113,410 $1,400 $2,185 
Cheyenne WY* $0 $1,007 $141,680 $1,200 $2,207 
Carson City NV* $0 $1,346 $165,620 $980 $2,326 
Denver CO $248 $1,141 $212,240 $1,008 $2,397 
Atlanta GA $66 $1,388 $162,000 $980 $2,434 
Baton Rouge LA $225 $600 $129,800 $1,680 $2,505 
Boise ID $399 $1,424 $145,950 $1,000 $2,823 
Richmond VA $26 $1,964 $139,270 $870 $2,860 
Springfield IL $0 $1,761 $86,680 $1,105 $2,866 
Sacramento CA $148 $1,669 $165,640 $1,085 $2,902 
Phoenix AZ $479 $1,309 $141,670 $1,134 $2,922 
Salem OR $777 $2,160 $139,330 $0 $2,937 
Indianapolis IN $1,013 $1,236 $117,690 $700 $2,949 
Honolulu HI $1,274 $939 $357,310 $800 $3,013 
Montgomery AL $948 $323 $125,850 $1,800 $3,071 
Salt Lake City UT $786 $1,190 $150,340 $1,320 $3,296 
Nashville TN $0 $1,666 $145,510 $1,650 $3,316 
Raleigh NC $455 $1,845 $194,380 $1,030 $3,330 
Columbus OH $243 $2,300 $136,010 $805 $3,348 
Oklahoma City OK $817 $900 $90,940 $1,675 $3,392 
Tallahassee FL** $160 $2,284 $131,680 $980 $3,424 
Olympia WA*    $0 $2,322 $156,280 $1,120 $3,442 
Austin TX $0 $2,332 $152,000 $1,155 $3,487 
Boston MA $872 $1,991 $260,850 $700 $3,563 
Des Moines IA $461 $2,324 $123,020 $840 $3,625 
Hartford CT $234 $2,561 $125,330 $840 $3,635 
Pierre SD $0 $2,565 $131,750 $1,080 $3,645 
Helena MT $2,339 $1,392 $145,880 $0 $3,731 
Jefferson City MO $589 $2,263 $140,860 $1,065 $3,917 
Washington DC $2,119 $1,036 $245,740 $805 $3,960 
St. Paul MN $1,383 $1,608 $139,320 $980 $3,971 
Topeka KS $1,114 $1,506 $91,930 $1,360 $3,980 
Charleston WV $1,661 $1,192 $104,240 $1,200 $4,053 
Santa Fe NM $897 $1,946 $329,610 $1,288 $4,131 
Lincoln NE $994 $2,345 $115,180 $910 $4,249 
Bismarck ND $635 $3,194 $144,570 $840 $4,669 
Providence RI $1,156 $2,831 $134,680 $980 $4,967 
Augusta ME $813 $3,604 $153,490 $700 $5,117 
Little Rock AR $2,241 $1,620 $117,370 $1,325 $5,186 
Concord NH $0 $5,279 $193,090 $0 $5,279 
Annapolis MD $1,238 $3,483 $275,560 $1,000 $5,395 
Montpelier VT $1,057 $4,065 $124,320 $700 $5,822 
Madison WI $1,320 $3,926 $159,690 $770 $6,016 
Trenton NJ $87 $5,788 $148,800 $840 $6,715 
Harrisburg PA $0 $6,551 $112,330 $840 $7,391 

 
    *State has no income tax.         **Florida has no income tax. The $160 figure includes an intangibles tax.       Source: Kiplinger 
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Table 19. Tax Sources (Pct.) of State Revenues and National Rankings- 2004 * 
 

State Property Sales 
Selective 

Sales* 
Individual 

Income 
Corporate 

Income Other 

Ranking 
by 
Property 
Tax 

Ranking 
by Sales 
Tax 

Ranking 
by 
Individual 
Income 

Ranking 
by 
Corporate 
Income 

Alabama 3.2 27 25.4 32 4.2 8.3 38 13 23 25 
Alaska 3.7 0 13.1 0 26.4 56.9 40 1 1 50 
Arizona 3.6 49.1 14.1 24.1 5.5 3.6 39 44 12 40 
Arkansas 9.3 38.5 14.1 30.2 3.3 4.6 44 37 19 14 
California 2.4 30.9 8.7 42.5 8.1 7.4 36 24 42 46 
Colorado 0 27.1 14 48.4 3.4 7.1 1 14 46 16 
Connecticut 0 30.4 17.2 42 3.7 6.7 1 21 41 21 
Delaware 0 0 16.1 32.9 9.2 41.8 1 1 24 48 
Florida 0.9 56.4 20.6 0 4.4 17.7 32 48 1 29 
Georgia 0.4 33.8 10.6 46.9 3.4 4.9 28 32 45 15 
Hawaii 0 49.4 14.8 30.4 1.5 3.9 1 45 20 5 
Idaho 0 39.2 13.8 34.3 3.9 8.8 1 38 27 22 
Ilinois 0.2 27.2 22 31.9 8.1 10.6 22 16 22 45 
Indiana 0.1 39.8 18 31.8 5.4 4.9 16 39 21 38 
Iowa 0 31.5 16 38.2 1.7 12.6 1 26 34 6 
Kansas 1.1 36.6 15 36.3 3.2 8 33 35 31 13 
Kentucky 5.4 29.1 18.2 33.3 4.5 9.5 43 18 25 30 
Louisiana 0.5 33.4 24 27.3 2.9 11.9 29 31 16 9 
Maine 1.6 31.7 15.3 40 3.9 7.6 35 27 37 23 
Maryland 3.9 23.9 18.4 42.9 3.6 7.3 41 10 43 20 
Massachusetts 0 22.4 10.3 52.9 7.8 6.6 1 9 48 44 
Michigan 11.6 32.8 12.3 27.3 7.7 8.3 48 29 15 43 
Minnesota 4.1 27.6 15.7 38.7 4.3 9.5 42 17 35 27 
Mississippi 0.8 48.4 17.7 20.7 4.8 7.6 30 43 11 34 
Missouri 0.2 32.3 16.7 40.8 2.5 7.5 23 28 40 8 
Montana 11.3 0 26.9 37.3 4.2 20.4 47 1 32 26 
Nebraska 0.1 41.9 12.7 34.1 4.6 6.6 17 41 26 32 
Nevada 2.8 47.8 32.9 0 0 16.5 37 42 1 1 
New 
Hampshire 24.6 0 33.6 2.7 20.3 18.7 49 1 9 49 
New Jersey 0 29.8 16.6 35.3 9 9.2 1 19 28 47 
New Mexico 1.3 36.1 14.9 25.2 3.5 19.1 34 34 14 18 
New York 0 21.9 14 53.8 4.5 5.8 1 8 49 31 
North Carolina 0 26.3 17.6 43.7 5 7.4 1 12 44 36 
North Dakota 0.1 29.9 24.4 17.4 4.1 24.2 18 20 10 24 
Ohio 0.2 35.1 12.9 38.7 4.7 8.4 24 33 36 33 
Oklahoma 0 24.8 11.6 36.1 2.1 25.4 1 11 30 7 
Oregon 0.3 0 12.3 70 5.2 12.2 26 1 50 37 
Pennsylvania 0.3 30.7 18.8 28.9 6.6 14.8 27 22 18 41 
Rhode Island 0.1 33.4 20.8 37.4 2.9 5.5 19 30 33 11 
South Carolina 0.2 40.1 14.2 35.8 2.9 6.9 25 40 29 10 
South Dakota 0 55.2 26.2 0 4.4 14.1 1 47 1 28 
Tennessee 0 61.3 15.7 1.5 7.3 14.2 1 50 8 42 
Texas 0 50.3 29.8 0 0 19.9 1 46 1 1 
Utah 0 37.2 13.9 40.4 3.5 5.1 1 36 39 19 
Vermont 25.4 14.5 24.4 24.3 3.5 7.9 50 6 13 17 
Virginia 0.1 20.9 15.7 52.1 3 8.1 20 7 47 12 
Washington 11 60.6 17.6 0 0 10.8 46 49 1 1 
West Virginia 0.1 27.2 28.6 28.5 4.8 10.7 21 15 17 35 
Wisconsin 0.8 31.1 15.1 40.3 5.4 7.2 31 25 38 39 
Wyoming 9.3 30.8 7.4 0 0 52.6 45 23 1 1 
U.S. Total 1.9 33.4 16.1 33.3 5.2 10.1     

*For rankings, 1 = lowest and 50 = high
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8.  COST BENEFIT  
 
A. Introduction 
The migration of elderly households into and out of Maryland has a significant economic and 
fiscal impact on Maryland’s economy.  Using conservative assumptions and data from the 
Maryland Department of Planning and the US Census, RESI of Towson University estimated the 
economic and fiscal impacts of the elderly migration streams on Maryland’s economy.  For ease 
of exposition, written summaries for the economic and fiscal impact of all elderly households 
(both in-migrants and out-migrants) are presented first, followed by the same analysis broken 
down into the four age groups: 55-64, 65-74, 75-84 and 85 and older.  Following the presentation 
of this material is a listing of some of the key differences in expenditures between elderly 
households and the average household.  The latter being the reference point used in the input-
output model.  A more detailed look at the methodology is presented in Appendix D.   

 

B. Economic and Fiscal Impact:  All Age Groups 
In order to quantify the economic impact of elderly households moving into (and out of) 
Maryland, RESI utilized the IMPLAN input/output model.  This model enumerates the 
employment and fiscal impact of each dollar earned and spent by the new households.’  

To quantify the economic impact of elderly households entering into an area, economists 
measure three types of economic impacts: direct, indirect, and induced impacts.  The direct 
economic effects are generated as these new households purchase goods and services from local 
businesses.  The indirect economic impacts occur as these local businesses purchase goods and 
services from other firms. In either case the increases in employment generate an increase in 
household income, as new job opportunities are created and income levels rise.  This drives the 
induced economic impacts that result from the households of the new businesses and new 
employees’ spending money in the area.   

We estimated that the average household income for all elderly households moving into 
Maryland is $49,774 ($53,812 for Households leaving Maryland) and that the average home 
price (for tax purposes) was $269,368 (MD Realtors Association).  However, depending on 
which county, the average home price ranges between $81,000 (Allegany County) and $514,000 
(Talbot County).  The household income for each age category was calculated by using the 
midpoints of each income range and then multiplying them by the average size of the households 
aged 60 years and older.  For state tax revenues, gross household income was multiplied by 83% 
to arrive at state taxable income and then by the state tax rate of 4.5%.  For each county, the state 
taxable income was multiplied by the local income tax rate. 

 

• For every new elderly household moving into Maryland, ½ of a job is supported, 
o over $65,000 in new income per household is created, 
o nearly $10,000 in state and local tax revenues are generated, 
o over $5,000 in local tax revenues are generated, and 
o over $800 in local tax revenue surplus is generated. 
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• For every new elderly household moving out of Maryland, ½ of a job is lost, 
o over $70,000 in new income per household is lost, 
o over $5,000 in state and local tax revenues are lost7, and 
o over $1,500 in local tax revenues are lost. 

 
 
 
C. Economic and Fiscal Impact:  Age-Groups 55-64 
We estimated that the average household income for elderly households aged 55-64 moving into 
Maryland is $61,561 and $59,396 for households leaving Maryland. 

• For every new elderly household moving into Maryland, over a ½ of a job is supported, 
o over $78,000 in new income per household is created, 
o nearly $11,000 in state and local tax revenues are generated, 
o over $6,000 in local tax revenues are generated, and 
o over $1,400 in local tax revenue surplus is generated. 

 
• For every new elderly household moving out of Maryland, over ½ of a job is lost, 

o over $70,000 in new income per household is lost, 
o over $6,000 in state and local tax revenues are lost, and 
o over $1,700 in local tax revenues are lost. 

 
 
 
D. Economic and Fiscal Impact:  Age-Groups 65-74 
We estimated that the average household income for elderly households aged 65-74 moving into 
Maryland is $43,086 and $47,788 for households leaving Maryland. 

• For every new elderly household moving into Maryland, nearly a ½ of a job is supported, 
o over $57,000 in new income per household is created, 
o nearly $9,000 in state and local tax revenues are generated, 
o over $5,000 in local tax revenues are generated, and 
o over $500 in local tax revenue surplus is generated. 
 

• For every new elderly household moving out of Maryland, a ½ of a job is lost, 
o over $60,000 in new income per household is lost, 
o nearly $5,000 in state and local tax revenues are lost, and 
o over $1,400 in local tax revenues are lost. 

 
 

 
 

                                                        
 
 
 
7 We excluded property tax revenue from the losses associated with out-migration as it is likely that the home will be purchased 
from the departing household. 
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E. Economic and Fiscal Impact:  Age-Groups 75-84 
We estimated that the average household income for elderly households aged 75-84 moving into 
Maryland is $40,262 and $49,016 for households leaving Maryland. 

• For every new elderly household moving into Maryland, nearly a ½ of a job is supported, 
o over $53,000 in new income per household is created, 
o over $8,000 in state and local tax revenues are generated, 
o nearly $5,000 in local tax revenues are generated, and 
o over $300 in local tax revenue surplus is generated. 
 

• For every new elderly household moving out of Maryland, a ½ of a job is lost, 
o over $64,000 in new income per household is lost, 
o over $5,000 in state and local tax revenues are lost, and 
o over $1,500 in local tax revenues are lost. 

 
 
 
F. Economic and Fiscal Impact:  Age-Groups 85 and over 
We estimated that the average household income for elderly households aged 85 and over 
moving into Maryland is $36,922 and $41,159 for households leaving Maryland. 

 
• For every new elderly household moving into Maryland, nearly a ½ of a job is supported, 

o over $54,000 in new income per household is created, 
o nearly $8,000 in state and local tax revenues are generated, 
o nearly $5,000 in local tax revenues are generated, and 
o over $200 in local tax revenue surplus is generated. 
 

• For every new elderly household moving out of Maryland, nearly a ½ of a job is lost, 
o over $64,000 in new income per household is lost, 
o over $4,000 in state and local tax revenues are lost, and 
o over $1,200 in local tax revenues are lost. 

 
 
 
G. Local Revenues and Local Costs 
When comparing local revenues and local costs, it appears that, on average, there is a surplus of 
revenues over local expenditures for elderly households.  Table 20 shows that, on average there 
is a local surplus for all elderly households in each jurisdiction, and for each of the four elderly 
age groups in each jurisdiction.  The calculated surplus in Table 20 includes the local income as 
well as property taxes generated by the elderly households. 

 
The surplus calculated in Table 20 only includes local expenditures on the cost side.  For the 
State, Medicaid expenditures for long-term care represents the single biggest budget item for 
elderly care.  The most recent data indicates that there are currently 35,000 seniors in long-term 
care supported by State Medicaid funds.  Per person costs for these elderly in long-term care is 
approximately $50,000 per person per year.  An overwhelming number of these elderly are over 
the age of 70. 
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55-64 65-74 75-84 85+ All
Allegany County 1,415 949 998 683 1,191
Anne Arundel County 4,111 3,525 3,587 3,190 3,829
Baltimore County 3,382 2,831 2,890 2,517 3,117
Calvert County 4,462 3,787 3,859 3,402 4,137
Caroline County 3,451 2,891 2,950 2,572 3,182
Carroll County 5,243 4,583 4,653 4,206 4,925
Cecil County 4,414 3,804 3,869 3,456 4,121
Charles County 4,133 3,428 3,502 3,025 3,794
Dorchester County 2,996 2,511 2,563 2,235 2,763
Frederick County 5,302 4,606 4,680 4,209 4,967
Garrett County 3,485 2,986 3,039 2,701 3,245
Harford County 4,090 3,431 3,501 3,055 3,773
Howard County 5,318 4,539 4,622 4,095 4,943
Kent County 3,688 3,195 3,247 2,913 3,451
Montgomery County 3,022 2,383 2,450 2,017 2,714
Prince Georges' County 4,010 3,289 3,365 2,877 3,663
Queen Annes' County 4,087 3,516 3,576 3,190 3,812
St. Mary's County 2,856 2,174 2,246 1,784 2,528
Somerset County 3,823 3,291 3,347 2,987 3,567
Talbot County 3,951 3,526 3,571 3,283 3,747
Washington County 3,859 3,328 3,384 3,025 3,604
Wicomico County 3,993 3,363 3,430 3,004 3,690
Worcester County 2,372 2,056 2,089 1,875 2,220
Baltimore City 1,636 1,106 1,162 804 1,381

* Local surplus = local revenues (income and property taxes) - local expendiues
Source: RESI

Table 20.  Net Local Suplus for Elderly Migrants*
(Dollars per household)

 
 
 

H. Household Expenditure Differences 
 
Driving the economic and fiscal impacts associated with elderly households moving into and out 
of Maryland are their household expenditures just as the US economy is driven in large part by 
household expenditures.  In order to translate the household expenditures into economic activity, 
the IMPLAN model uses household expenditures data for the average aged family in that income 
category.  This may understate some expenditures typically associated with elderly households 
such as medical expenses and overstate expense that are typically associated with younger 
families such as education.   

An examination of the consumer population survey (CPS) data reveals that indeed elderly 
households do spend more of their household income on health care 11.3 percent versus 5.9 
percent for all households, on average.  Table 21 below depicts the differences in the main 
categories of expenditures.  Outside of health expenditures, there does not seem to be any other 
dramatic differences in expenditure patterns by age. 
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   Table 21. Expenditure Shares by Type for Households 
 

 

 

Expenditure Category All households 55 and older  
Food 13.32% 13.25% 
Housing 32.07% 32.56% 
Apparel and Services 4.18% 3.12% 
Transportation 17.98% 16.01% 
Healthcare 5.93% 11.34% 
Entertainment 5.11% 4.89% 
Personal Products and Care Services 1.34% 1.47% 
Miscellaneous 20.07% 17.36% 
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APPENDIX  A 
 

LEGISLATION 
 
 
2004 Legislation Session – Maryland General Assembly 

 

HB 966 – Task Force to Study the Dynamics of Elderly and Retiree  

     Migration Into and Out of Maryland 

 
Synopsis:    
Establishing a Task Force to Study the Dynamics of Elderly and Retiree Migration Into and Out 
of Maryland; requiring the Task Force to oversee and assist in preparing a specified study 
addressing tax policies and benefits of the State and other states as applied to the elderly and 
retirees, etc.  
 
 
 
 
2005 Legislative Session – Maryland General Assembly 
 
 

HB 286 – Task Force to Study the Dynamics of Elderly and Retiree  

     Migration Into and Out of Maryland 

 

Synopsis: 
Altering the date by which the Task Force to Study the Dynamics of Elderly and Retiree 
Migration Into and Out of Maryland is required to report its findings and recommendations to the 
Governor and the General Assembly from December 31, 2004, to May 31, 2006; and extending 
the termination date of the Task Force from December 31, 2004, to May 31, 2006.  
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APPENDIX B – continued 
 
  Task Force Member Roster  
 

Ms. Annie Kronk    
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W:  410-267-0718  or  301-293-2163 
akronk1@erols.com 
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Task Force Staff 
Joan Kennedy  
Director, Community & Gov’t Relations 
UMBC 
1000 Hilltop Circle 
Baltimore, MD  21250 
W:  410-455-3737 or M: 443-286-8004 
jkcody@umbc.edu 
 

Deborah Adler  
Asst. Director 
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Executive Assistant 
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I. Task Force Sub-Committees 

Chairman, Thomas R. Mann, was appointed by the Governor to chair The Task Force on 
Elderly Migration into and Out of the State of Maryland.  Chairman Mann organized the 
Task Force members into five working Sub-Committees. The Task Force Sub-Committees 
were created based on subject matter and area of expertise of the task force members.  

Task Force Sub-Committees 
� Literature Review 
� Definition and Causation 
� Migration and In-migration 
� State-by-State Comparison 
� Cost Benefit 

 
II.  Task Force Activities  

Task Force Meeting Schedule: 

• September 30, 2004 
• October 21, 2004 
• November 29, 2004 
• January 10, 2005 
• April 26, 2005 
• June 6, 2005 
• July 11, 2005 
• August 1, 2005 
• September 12, 2005 
• October 3, 2005 
• December 5, 2005 
• January 11, 2006 
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APPENDIX C 
 

I.  Migration Data by Age, Race, & Hispanic Origin for Maryland and Jurisdictions 
 
Each of the following tables corresponds to one of the four elderly age groups: 55 to 64; 65 to 
74; 75 to 84 and 85+.  Races included are: white, black, Asian, other, Hispanic and non-Hispanic 
white.  

 
It should be noted that in the above groups “Hispanics” are not a racial designation but an ethnic 
designation.  Therefore, Hispanics can be of any race and are already counted in the race groups.  
Also it should be noted that combined with the “other race” category were “native Hawaiian and 
other Pacific Islander,” American Indian and Alaska Native” and those who designated 
themselves as being “two or more races.”  These three race groups were combined with the 
“other race” category because they made up an extremely small portion of the migration pool for 
the four elderly age groups of interest. 
 
Notes on the original data:   

1. These files come from Census 2000 long-form data, and all mobility data are derived 
from the residence five-years-ago question.   

 
2. All numbers are rounded per criteria of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Disclosure Review 

Board.   
 
 
Rounding specifications are: 

0 remains 0 
1 – 7 rounds to 4 
8 or greater rounds to nearest multiple of 5 (i.e., 864 rounds to 865; 982 to 980) 

Any number greater than 8 that already ends in 5 or 0 stays as is 

 

Note: because of rounding, sum of intrastate In-Migration and intrastate Out-Migration by 
county (i.e. the movement of people within Maryland) will not always sum to zero 
 
Limitations: 
� For in-migrants, a county must have a minimum of 50 unweighted persons coming into 

the county.  If there are insufficient in-migrants, univariate distributions may only be 
shown. 

� People migrating to and from Puerto Rico or any of the Island areas are treated as persons 
from abroad. 

� Only those persons in the fifty states and the District of Columbia are treated as domestic 
population. 
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White, Ages 55 to 64 Table C.1 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64, White   
          
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 18,335 13,735 32,070 18,361 29,784 48,145 -26 -16,049 -16,075
           
BALTIMORE REGION 10,125 5,025 15,150 10,775 12,670 23,445 -650 -7,645 -8,295
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 2,265 1,840 4,105 1,760 3,820 5,580 505 -1,980 -1,475
Baltimore County 3,545 1,110 4,655 3,175 2,925 6,100 370 -1,815 -1,445
Carroll County 960 260 1,220 455 1,025 1,480 505 -765 -260
Harford County 1,095 590 1,685 605 1,115 1,720 490 -525 -35
Howard County 1,115 685 1,800 1,035 1,990 3,025 80 -1,305 -1,225
Baltimore City 1,145 540 1,685 3,745 1,795 5,540 -2,600 -1,255 -3,855
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 2,230 4,000 6,230 5,295 12,040 17,335 -3,065 -8,040 -11,105
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 930 750 1,680 555 1,030 1,585 375 -280 95
Montgomery County 775 2,675 3,450 1,955 7,380 9,335 -1,180 -4,705 -5,885
Prince George's County 525 575 1,100 2,785 3,630 6,415 -2,260 -3,055 -5,315
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 1,570 1,050 2,620 800 1,645 2,445 770 -595 175
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 575 320 895 280 375 655 295 -55 240
Charles County 400 285 685 370 750 1,120 30 -465 -435
St. Mary's County 595 445 1,040 150 520 670 445 -75 370
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 760 950 1,710 268 1,365 1,633 492 -415 77
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 75 410 485 80 360 440 -5 50 45
Garrett County 280 155 435 58 205 263 222 -50 172
Washington County 405 385 790 130 800 930 275 -415 -140
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,915 1,560 3,475 729 1,454 2,183 1,186 106 1,292
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 210 140 350 74 94 168 136 46 182
Cecil County 350 485 835 130 680 810 220 -195 25
Kent County 105 180 285 90 75 165 15 105 120
Queen Anne's County 840 250 1,090 295 395 690 545 -145 400
Talbot County 410 505 915 140 210 350 270 295 565
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,735 1,150 2,885 494 610 1,104 1,241 540 1,781
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 140 105 245 115 50 165 25 55 80
Somerset County 150 135 285 45 65 110 105 70 175
Wicomico County 270 275 545 235 310 545 35 -35 0
Worcester County 1,175 635 1,810 99 185 284  1,076 450 1,526
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Black, Ages 55 to 64 Table C.2 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64, Black  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 4,748 4,775 9,523 4,745 4,287 9,032 3 488 491
           
BALTIMORE REGION 3,190 1,079 4,269 3,065 1,439 4,504 125 -360 -235
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 280 230 510 210 95 305 70 135 205
Baltimore County 1,740 275 2,015 655 175 830 1,085 100 1,185
Carroll County 20 0 20 55 4 59 -35 -4 -39
Harford County 130 39 169 60 65 125 70 -26 44
Howard County 275 90 365 180 155 335 95 -65 30
Baltimore City 745 445 1,190 1,905 945 2,850 -1,160 -500 -1,660
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,054 3,220 4,274 1,369 2,634 4,003 -315 586 271
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 24 35 59 14 59 73 10 -24 -14
Montgomery County 290 685 975 585 600 1,185 -295 85 -210
Prince George's County 740 2,500 3,240 770 1,975 2,745 -30 525 495
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 319 187 506 160 60 220 159 127 286
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 90 14 104 30 14 44 60 0 60
Charles County 170 150 320 100 28 128 70 122 192
St. Mary's County 59 23 82 30 18 48 29 5 34
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 4 85 89 28 43 71 -24 42 18
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 75 75 0 0 0 0 75 75
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 4 10 14 28 43 71 -24 -33 -57
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 101 88 189 70 22 92 31 66 97
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 19 19 28 14 42 -28 5 -23
Cecil County 8 24 32 4 4 8 4 20 24
Kent County 12 8 20 10 0 10 2 8 10
Queen Anne's County 28 18 46 4 0 4 24 18 42
Talbot County 53 19 72 24 4 28 29 15 44
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 80 116 196 53 89 142 27 27 54
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 34 4 38 12 14 26 22 -10 12
Somerset County 10 33 43 19 14 33 -9 19 10
Wicomico County 22 75 97 14 43 57 8 32 40
Worcester County 14 4 18 8 18 26  6 -14 -8
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Asian, Ages 55 to 64 Table C.3 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64, Asian  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 825 753 1,578 824 862 1,686 1 -109 -108
           
BALTIMORE REGION 540 177 717 437 317 754 103 -140 -37
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 120 44 164 65 60 125 55 -16 39
Baltimore County 180 14 194 70 50 120 110 -36 74
Carroll County 0 10 10 29 8 37 -29 2 -27
Harford County 0 10 10 4 60 64 -4 -50 -54
Howard County 230 79 309 49 79 128 181 0 181
Baltimore City 10 20 30 220 60 280 -210 -40 -250
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 235 474 709 315 505 820 -80 -31 -111
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 10 14 24 10 30 40 0 -16 -16
Montgomery County 135 375 510 155 370 525 -20 5 -15
Prince George's County 90 85 175 150 105 255 -60 -20 -80
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 14 52 66 4 10 14 10 42 52
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 44 44 0 0 0 0 44 44
Charles County 10 0 10 4 0 4 6 0 6
St. Mary's County 4 8 12 0 10 10 4 -2 2
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 4 8 12 24 12 36 -20 -4 -24
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 20 4 24 -20 -4 -24
Garrett County 0 0 0 4 4 8 -4 -4 -8
Washington County 4 8 12 0 4 4 4 4 8
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 14 18 32 14 0 14 0 18 18
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 4 4 10 0 10 -10 4 -6
Cecil County 4 10 14 4 0 4 0 10 10
Kent County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Queen Anne's County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 18 24 42 30 18 48 -12 6 -6
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
Somerset County 0 14 14 0 0 0 0 14 14
Wicomico County 8 10 18 30 10 40 -22 0 -22
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 8 8  0 -8 -8
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Other, Ages 55 to 64 Table C.4 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64, Other  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 549 638 1,187 530 682 1,212 19 -44 -25
           
BALTIMORE REGION 238 163 401 186 194 380 52 -31 21
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 34 37 71 14 54 68 20 -17 3
Baltimore County 72 29 101 68 28 96 4 1 5
Carroll County 4 10 14 0 20 20 4 -10 -6
Harford County 20 24 44 4 20 24 16 4 20
Howard County 14 34 48 4 34 38 10 0 10
Baltimore City 94 29 123 96 38 134 -2 -9 -11
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 241 406 647 293 407 700 -52 -1 -53
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 19 14 33 24 36 60 -5 -22 -27
Montgomery County 124 199 323 117 153 270 7 46 53
Prince George's County 98 193 291 152 218 370 -54 -25 -79
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 38 39 77 22 55 77 16 -16 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 20 4 24 0 15 15 20 -11 9
Charles County 18 0 18 18 14 32 0 -14 -14
St. Mary's County 0 35 35 4 26 30 -4 9 5
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 10 0 10 25 14 39 -15 -14 -29
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 -10 -10
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 10 0 10 25 4 29 -15 -4 -19
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 22 22 44 0 12 12 22 10 32
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Cecil County 0 10 10 0 0 0 0 10 10
Kent County 0 0 0 0 8 8 0 -8 -8
Queen Anne's County 18 4 22 0 4 4 18 0 18
Talbot County 4 4 8 0 0 0 4 4 8
          
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 8 8 4 0 4 -4 8 4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 0 0 4 0 4 -4 0 -4
Worcester County 0 4 4 0 0 0  0 4 4
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Hispanic, Ages 55 to 64  Table C.5 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64, Hispanic  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 505 661 1,166 488 580 1,068 17 81 98
           
BALTIMORE REGION 233 159 392 171 151 322 62 8 70
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 55 53 108 30 37 67 25 16 41
Baltimore County 33 44 77 74 20 94 -41 24 -17
Carroll County 20 0 20 0 0 0 20 0 20
Harford County 10 35 45 0 0 0 10 35 45
Howard County 70 23 93 19 60 79 51 -37 14
Baltimore City 45 4 49 48 34 82 -3 -30 -33
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 230 455 685 284 375 659 -54 80 26
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 10 0 10 14 20 34 -4 -20 -24
Montgomery County 130 340 470 105 205 310 25 135 160
Prince George's County 90 115 205 165 150 315 -75 -35 -110
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 20 39 59 8 8 16 12 31 43
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 10 4 14 0 0 0 10 4 14
Charles County 10 15 25 4 0 4 6 15 21
St. Mary's County 0 20 20 4 8 12 -4 12 8
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 15 20 35 -15 -20 -35
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 15 20 35 -15 -20 -35
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 18 8 26 10 22 32 8 -14 -6
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cecil County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kent County 0 0 0 0 14 14 0 -14 -14
Queen Anne's County 8 8 16 10 8 18 -2 0 -2
Talbot County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 4 0 4 0 4 4 4 -4 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Worcester County 4 0 4 0 4 4  4 -4 0
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Non-Hispanic Whites, Ages 55 to 64 Table C.6-1995-2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 55 to 64, Non Hispanic Whites 
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 18,085 13,340 31,425 18,106 29,389 47,495 -21 -16,049 -16,070
           
BALTIMORE REGION 9,985 4,920 14,905 10,670 12,570 23,240 -685 -7,650 -8,335
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 2,225 1,800 4,025 1,745 3,780 5,525 480 -1,980 -1,500
Baltimore County 3,515 1,080 4,595 3,150 2,915 6,065 365 -1,835 -1,470
Carroll County 945 260 1,205 455 1,025 1,480 490 -765 -275
Harford County 1,095 575 1,670 605 1,115 1,720 490 -540 -50
Howard County 1,080 670 1,750 1,020 1,945 2,965 60 -1,275 -1,215
Baltimore City 1,125 535 1,660 3,695 1,790 5,485 -2,570 -1,255 -3,825
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 2,140 3,740 5,880 5,155 11,775 16,930 -3,015 -8,035 -11,050
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 925 750 1,675 555 1,025 1,580 370 -275 95
Montgomery County 730 2,450 3,180 1,910 7,210 9,120 -1,180 -4,760 -5,940
Prince George's County 485 540 1,025 2,690 3,540 6,230 -2,205 -3,000 -5,205
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 1,570 1,025 2,595 800 1,645 2,445 770 -620 150
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 575 310 885 280 375 655 295 -65 230
Charles County 400 270 670 370 750 1,120 30 -480 -450
St. Mary's County 595 445 1,040 150 520 670 445 -75 370
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 760 950 1,710 268 1,355 1,623 492 -405 87
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 75 410 485 80 360 440 -5 50 45
Garrett County 280 155 435 58 205 263 222 -50 172
Washington County 405 385 790 130 790 920 275 -405 -130
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,905 1,555 3,460 719 1,439 2,158 1,186 116 1,302
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 210 140 350 74 94 168 136 46 182
Cecil County 350 485 835 130 680 810 220 -195 25
Kent County 105 180 285 90 70 160 15 110 125
Queen Anne's County 840 245 1,085 285 385 670 555 -140 415
Talbot County 400 505 905 140 210 350 260 295 555
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,725 1,150 2,875 494 605 1,099 1,231 545 1,776
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 140 105 245 115 50 165 25 55 80
Somerset County 150 135 285 45 65 110 105 70 175
Wicomico County 270 275 545 235 310 545 35 -35 0
Worcester County 1,165 635 1,800 99 180 279  1,066 455 1,521
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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White, Ages 65 to 74 Table C.7 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74, White   
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 11,446 7,741 19,187 11,435 16,043 27,478 11 -8,302 -8,291
           
BALTIMORE REGION 6,665 2,600 9,265 6,610 6,455 13,065 55 -3,855 -3,800
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 1,195 755 1,950 960 1,560 2,520 235 -805 -570
Baltimore County 2,450 780 3,230 1,875 2,260 4,135 575 -1,480 -905
Carroll County 910 160 1,070 235 415 650 675 -255 420
Harford County 685 295 980 385 540 925 300 -245 55
Howard County 695 285 980 425 650 1,075 270 -365 -95
Baltimore City 730 325 1,055 2,730 1,030 3,760 -2,000 -705 -2,705
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,385 2,370 3,755 3,460 6,765 10,225 -2,075 -4,395 -6,470
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 670 515 1,185 225 665 890 445 -150 295
Montgomery County 485 1,535 2,020 1,320 4,035 5,355 -835 -2,500 -3,335
Prince George's County 230 320 550 1,915 2,065 3,980 -1,685 -1,745 -3,430
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 900 520 1,420 359 680 1,039 541 -160 381
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 380 145 525 150 220 370 230 -75 155
Charles County 270 100 370 130 245 375 140 -145 -5
St. Mary's County 250 275 525 79 215 294 171 60 231
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 379 615 994 161 790 951 218 -175 43
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 49 265 314 40 255 295 9 10 19
Garrett County 105 110 215 12 165 177 93 -55 38
Washington County 225 240 465 109 370 479 116 -130 -14
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 953 970 1,923 427 674 1,101 526 296 822
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 125 70 195 95 44 139 30 26 56
Cecil County 160 375 535 48 230 278 112 145 257
Kent County 33 95 128 54 50 104 -21 45 24
Queen Anne's County 345 205 550 135 185 320 210 20 230
Talbot County 290 225 515 95 165 260 195 60 255
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,164 666 1,830 418 679 1,097 746 -13 733
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 119 44 163 125 54 179 -6 -10 -16
Somerset County 60 12 72 69 70 139 -9 -58 -67
Wicomico County 260 220 480 79 195 274 181 25 206
Worcester County 725 390 1,115 145 360 505  580 30 610
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Black. Ages 65 to 74 Table C.8 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74, Black  
          
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 2,169 2,516 4,685 2,162 1,875 4,037 7 641 648
          
BALTIMORE REGION 1,543 602 2,145 1,453 787 2,240 90 -185 -95
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 110 120 230 85 43 128 25 77 102
Baltimore County 815 125 940 390 165 555 425 -40 385
Carroll County 30 10 40 4 0 4 26 10 36
Harford County 18 18 36 24 14 38 -6 4 -2
Howard County 65 79 144 45 90 135 20 -11 9
Baltimore City 505 250 755 905 475 1,380 -400 -225 -625
          
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 359 1,780 2,139 480 994 1,474 -121 786 665
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 14 25 39 10 24 34 4 1 5
Montgomery County 130 445 575 195 220 415 -65 225 160
Prince George's County 215 1,310 1,525 275 750 1,025 -60 560 500
          
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 95 43 138 55 38 93 40 5 45
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 12 14 26 15 0 15 -3 14 11
Charles County 64 25 89 25 19 44 39 6 45
St. Mary's County 19 4 23 15 19 34 4 -15 -11
          
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 8 0 8 60 19 79 -52 -19 -71
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 30 0 30 -30 0 -30
Garrett County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Washington County 4 0 4 30 19 49 -26 -19 -45
          
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 97 32 129 57 4 61 40 28 68
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 25 4 29 18 0 18 7 4 11
Cecil County 40 0 40 10 0 10 30 0 30
Kent County 0 20 20 15 4 19 -15 16 1
Queen Anne's County 8 4 12 10 0 10 -2 4 2
Talbot County 24 4 28 4 0 4 20 4 24
          
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 67 59 126 57 33 90 10 26 36
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 12 4 16 23 0 23 -11 4 -7
Somerset County 10 20 30 10 4 14 0 16 16
Wicomico County 35 35 70 4 4 8 31 31 62
Worcester County 10 0 10 20 25 45  -10 -25 -35
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Asian. Ages 65 to 74 Table C.9 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74, Asian  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 387 465 852 387 637 1,024 0 -172 -172
           
BALTIMORE REGION 217 98 315 191 178 369 26 -80 -54
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 50 0 50 0 38 38 50 -38 12
Baltimore County 24 30 54 125 29 154 -101 1 -100
Carroll County 0 8 8 0 4 4 0 4 4
Harford County 4 0 4 0 23 23 4 -23 -19
Howard County 124 60 184 38 50 88 86 10 96
Baltimore City 15 0 15 28 34 62 -13 -34 -47
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 129 325 454 184 425 609 -55 -100 -155
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 4 20 24 10 0 10 -6 20 14
Montgomery County 90 220 310 65 260 325 25 -40 -15
Prince George's County 35 85 120 109 165 274 -74 -80 -154
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 10 8 18 4 0 4 6 8 14
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charles County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
St. Mary's County 0 8 8 4 0 4 -4 8 4
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 8 0 8 4 0 4 4 0 4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Garrett County 0 0 0 4 0 4 -4 0 -4
Washington County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 23 4 27 0 4 4 23 0 23
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Cecil County 19 0 19 0 4 4 19 -4 15
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 30 30 4 30 34 -4 0 -4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 30 30 0 10 10 0 20 20
Worcester County 0 0 0 4 20 24  -4 -20 -24
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Other Race, Ages 65 to 74 Table C.10 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74, Other  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 165 269 434 176 307 483 -11 -38 -49
           
BALTIMORE REGION 74 86 160 77 104 181 -3 -18 -21
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 14 4 18 4 28 32 10 -24 -14
Baltimore County 30 15 45 33 20 53 -3 -5 -8
Carroll County 4 0 4 0 4 4 4 -4 0
Harford County 0 29 29 0 4 4 0 25 25
Howard County 8 20 28 0 0 0 8 20 28
Baltimore City 18 18 36 40 48 88 -22 -30 -52
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 47 155 202 79 151 230 -32 4 -28
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 4 0 4 14 20 34 -10 -20 -30
Montgomery County 39 82 121 22 67 89 17 15 32
Prince George's County 4 73 77 43 64 107 -39 9 -30
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 20 12 32 10 15 25 10 -3 7
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
Charles County 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 8 8
St. Mary's County 10 4 14 10 15 25 0 -11 -11
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 14 4 18 10 33 43 4 -29 -25
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 25 25 0 -25 -25
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 -4 -4
Washington County 14 4 18 10 4 14 4 0 4
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 10 8 18 0 4 4 10 4 14
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cecil County 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 0 0
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 10 4 14 0 0 0 10 4 14
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Hispanic, Ages 65 to 74 Table C.11 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74, Hispanic  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 177 304 481 179 436 615 -2 -132 -134
           
BALTIMORE REGION 102 107 209 101 123 224 1 -16 -15
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 35 0 35 24 24 48 11 -24 -13
Baltimore County 24 29 53 29 44 73 -5 -15 -20
Carroll County 0 15 15 0 0 0 0 15 15
Harford County 4 49 53 14 0 14 -10 49 39
Howard County 14 10 24 10 10 20 4 0 4
Baltimore City 25 4 29 24 45 69 1 -41 -40
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 43 169 212 74 230 304 -31 -61 -92
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 0 0 4 20 24 -4 -20 -24
Montgomery County 24 115 139 15 115 130 9 0 9
Prince George's County 19 54 73 55 95 150 -36 -41 -77
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 24 0 24 0 0 0 24 0 24
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 24 0 24 0 0 0 24 0 24
Charles County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Mary's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
          
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 39 39 0 -39 -39
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 35 35 0 -35 -35
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 -4 -4
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 4 12 16 4 10 14 0 2 2
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 0 0 4 0 4 -4 0 -4
Cecil County 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 8 8
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 4 4 8 0 10 10 4 -6 -2
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 4 16 20 0 34 34 4 -18 -14
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 4 4 8 0 0 0 4 4 8
Somerset County 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 8 8
Wicomico County 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 -10 -10
Worcester County 0 4 4 0 24 24  0 -20 -20
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Non-Hispanic White, Ages 65-74 Table C.12-1995-2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 65 to 74, Non Hispanic Whites 
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 11,316 7,581 18,897 11,320 15,813 27,133 -4 -8,232 -8,236
           
BALTIMORE REGION 6,580 2,545 9,125 6,525 6,365 12,890 55 -3,820 -3,765
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 1,170 755 1,925 935 1,550 2,485 235 -795 -560
Baltimore County 2,430 755 3,185 1,850 2,210 4,060 580 -1,455 -875
Carroll County 910 145 1,055 235 415 650 675 -270 405
Harford County 680 280 960 380 540 920 300 -260 40
Howard County 685 285 970 415 640 1,055 270 -355 -85
Baltimore City 705 325 1,030 2,710 1,010 3,720 -2,005 -685 -2,690
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,365 2,280 3,645 3,430 6,675 10,105 -2,065 -4,395 -6,460
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 670 515 1,185 220 655 875 450 -140 310
Montgomery County 475 1,485 1,960 1,315 3,975 5,290 -840 -2,490 -3,330
Prince George's County 220 280 500 1,895 2,045 3,940 -1,675 -1,765 -3,440
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 885 520 1,405 359 680 1,039 526 -160 366
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 365 145 510 150 220 370 215 -75 140
Charles County 270 100 370 130 245 375 140 -145 -5
St. Mary's County 250 275 525 79 215 294 171 60 231
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 379 615 994 161 780 941 218 -165 53
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 49 265 314 40 245 285 9 20 29
Garrett County 105 110 215 12 165 177 93 -55 38
Washington County 225 240 465 109 370 479 116 -130 -14
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 948 960 1,908 427 664 1,091 521 296 817
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 125 70 195 95 44 139 30 26 56
Cecil County 160 370 530 48 230 278 112 140 252
Kent County 33 95 128 54 50 104 -21 45 24
Queen Anne's County 340 200 540 135 175 310 205 25 230
Talbot County 290 225 515 95 165 260 195 60 255
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 1,159 661 1,820 418 649 1,067 741 12 753
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 114 44 158 125 54 179 -11 -10 -21
Somerset County 60 12 72 69 70 139 -9 -58 -67
Wicomico County 260 220 480 79 185 264 181 35 216
Worcester County 725 385 1,110 145 340 485  580 45 625
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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White. Ages 75 to 84 Table C.13 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84, White  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 9,514 7,416 16,930 9,517 7,062 16,579 -3 354 351
           
BALTIMORE REGION 6,120 2,644 8,764 6,180 2,709 8,889 -60 -65 -125
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 815 735 1,550 615 595 1,210 200 140 340
Baltimore County 2,995 740 3,735 1,500 890 2,390 1,495 -150 1,345
Carroll County 700 185 885 320 190 510 380 -5 375
Harford County 665 370 1,035 360 165 525 305 205 510
Howard County 510 470 980 385 149 534 125 321 446
Baltimore City 435 144 579 3,000 720 3,720 -2,565 -576 -3,141
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,230 2,840 4,070 1,960 2,935 4,895 -730 -95 -825
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 490 505 995 170 210 380 320 295 615
Montgomery County 545 2,005 2,550 795 1,940 2,735 -250 65 -185
Prince George's County 195 330 525 995 785 1,780 -800 -455 -1,255
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 554 610 1,164 285 319 604 269 291 560
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 240 225 465 115 109 224 125 116 241
Charles County 159 235 394 95 100 195 64 135 199
St. Mary's County 155 150 305 75 110 185 80 40 120
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 324 524 848 214 349 563 110 175 285
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 14 240 254 75 160 235 -61 80 19
Garrett County 105 34 139 19 49 68 86 -15 71
Washington County 205 250 455 120 140 260 85 110 195
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 644 502 1,146 499 367 866 145 135 280
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 85 39 124 80 39 119 5 0 5
Cecil County 185 220 405 49 130 179 136 90 226
Kent County 95 89 184 55 49 104 40 40 80
Queen Anne's County 114 64 178 145 44 189 -31 20 -11
Talbot County 165 90 255 170 105 275 -5 -15 -20
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 642 296 938 379 383 762 263 -87 176
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 23 38 61 70 35 105 -47 3 -44
Somerset County 59 8 67 90 18 108 -31 -10 -41
Wicomico County 190 95 285 99 130 229 91 -35 56
Worcester County 370 155 525 120 200 320  250 -45 205
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Black, Ages 75 to 84 Table C.14 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84, Black  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 1,187 2,052 3,239 1,183 840 2,023 4 1,212 1,216
           
BALTIMORE REGION 747 453 1,200 762 338 1,100 -15 115 100
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 50 54 104 34 39 73 16 15 31
Baltimore County 445 115 560 175 49 224 270 66 336
Carroll County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Harford County 8 19 27 23 15 38 -15 4 -11
Howard County 54 50 104 25 10 35 29 40 69
Baltimore City 190 215 405 505 225 730 -315 -10 -325
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 294 1,485 1,779 319 349 668 -25 1,136 1,111
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 4 10 14 0 10 10 4 0 4
Montgomery County 85 410 495 150 104 254 -65 306 241
Prince George's County 205 1,065 1,270 169 235 404 36 830 866
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 64 92 156 14 8 22 50 84 134
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 14 14 4 0 4 -4 14 10
Charles County 60 70 130 10 4 14 50 66 116
St. Mary's County 4 8 12 0 4 4 4 4 8
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 35 20 55 -35 -20 -55
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 10 10 20 -10 -10 -20
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 25 10 35 -25 -10 -35
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 36 8 44 26 66 92 10 -58 -48
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 8 4 12 4 0 4 4 4 8
Cecil County 24 4 28 0 50 50 24 -46 -22
Kent County 0 0 0 4 16 20 -4 -16 -20
Queen Anne's County 0 0 0 14 0 14 -14 0 -14
Talbot County 4 0 4 4 0 4 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 46 14 60 27 59 86 19 -45 -26
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 4 0 4 19 0 19 -15 0 -15
Somerset County 4 0 4 4 15 19 0 -15 -15
Wicomico County 34 14 48 4 19 23 30 -5 25
Worcester County 4 0 4 0 25 25  4 -25 -21
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Asian, Ages 75 to 84 Table C.15 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84, Asian  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 259 187 446 271 185 456 -12 2 -10
           
BALTIMORE REGION 135 84 219 167 47 214 -32 37 5
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 23 15 38 10 4 14 13 11 24
Baltimore County 27 14 41 45 25 70 -18 -11 -29
Carroll County 19 0 19 4 0 4 15 0 15
Harford County 14 0 14 0 0 0 14 0 14
Howard County 40 55 95 65 14 79 -25 41 16
Baltimore City 12 0 12 43 4 47 -31 -4 -35
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 120 85 205 94 114 208 26 -29 -3
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 0 0 15 0 15 -15 0 -15
Montgomery County 90 75 165 14 70 84 76 5 81
Prince George's County 30 10 40 65 44 109 -35 -34 -69
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 4 10 14 0 0 0 4 10 14
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Charles County 0 10 10 0 0 0 0 10 10
St. Mary's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 4 4 0 10 10 0 -6 -6
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Cecil County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 -10 -10
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 4 4 10 14 24 -10 -10 -20
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Worcester County 0 4 4 10 14 24  -10 -10 -20
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Other Race, Ages 75 to 84 Table C.16 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84, Other  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 65 112 177 64 136 200 1 -24 -23
           
BALTIMORE REGION 45 16 61 44 38 82 1 -22 -21
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 0 0 0 0 16 16 0 -16 -16
Baltimore County 33 8 41 12 10 22 21 -2 19
Carroll County 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 -4 -4
Harford County 4 0 4 4 4 8 0 -4 -4
Howard County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Baltimore City 8 4 12 28 4 32 -20 0 -20
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 8 96 104 12 80 92 -4 16 12
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montgomery County 8 68 76 4 70 74 4 -2 2
Prince George's County 0 28 28 8 10 18 -8 18 10
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 4 4 8 -4 -4 -8
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charles County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Mary's County 0 0 0 4 4 8 -4 -4 -8
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 12 0 12 0 0 0 12 0 12
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Cecil County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 0 0 4 14 18 -4 -14 -18
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 4 0 4 -4 0 -4
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 -4 -4
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 10 10  0 -10 -10
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Hispanic, Ages 75 to 84 Table C.17 -   1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84, Hispanic  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 71 87 158 75 125 200 -4 -38 -42
           
BALTIMORE REGION 36 35 71 38 33 71 -2 2 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 0 0 0 14 4 18 -14 -4 -18
Baltimore County 14 0 14 10 14 24 4 -14 -10
Carroll County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Harford County 4 15 19 0 0 0 4 15 19
Howard County 14 20 34 0 0 0 14 20 34
Baltimore City 4 0 4 14 15 29 -10 -15 -25
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 19 52 71 33 74 107 -14 -22 -36
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Montgomery County 19 24 43 10 45 55 9 -21 -12
Prince George's County 0 24 24 23 29 52 -23 -5 -28
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 4 0 4 0 14 14 4 -14 -10
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Charles County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Mary's County 0 0 0 0 14 14 0 -14 -14
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 12 0 12 0 0 0 12 0 12
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Cecil County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 0 0 4 4 8 -4 -4 -8
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 4 0 4 -4 0 -4
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 -4 -4
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Non-Hispanic White, Ages 75 to 84 Table C.18-1995-2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 75 to 84, Non Hispanic Whites 
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 9,454 7,361 16,815 9,462 6,957 16,419 -8 404 396
           
BALTIMORE REGION 6,085 2,609 8,694 6,150 2,684 8,834 -65 -75 -140
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 815 735 1,550 600 595 1,195 215 140 355
Baltimore County 2,985 740 3,725 1,495 880 2,375 1,490 -140 1,350
Carroll County 700 185 885 320 190 510 380 -5 375
Harford County 660 355 1,015 360 165 525 300 190 490
Howard County 490 450 940 385 149 534 105 301 406
Baltimore City 435 144 579 2,990 705 3,695 -2,555 -561 -3,116
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 1,210 2,820 4,030 1,935 2,870 4,805 -725 -50 -775
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 490 500 990 170 210 380 320 290 610
Montgomery County 525 1,990 2,515 790 1,890 2,680 -265 100 -165
Prince George's County 195 330 525 975 770 1,745 -780 -440 -1,220
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 549 610 1,159 285 309 594 264 301 565
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 235 225 460 115 109 224 120 116 236
Charles County 159 235 394 95 100 195 64 135 199
St. Mary's County 155 150 305 75 100 175 80 50 130
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 324 524 848 214 349 563 110 175 285
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 14 240 254 75 160 235 -61 80 19
Garrett County 105 34 139 19 49 68 86 -15 71
Washington County 205 250 455 120 140 260 85 110 195
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 644 502 1,146 499 367 866 145 135 280
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 85 39 124 80 39 119 5 0 5
Cecil County 185 220 405 49 130 179 136 90 226
Kent County 95 89 184 55 49 104 40 40 80
Queen Anne's County 114 64 178 145 44 189 -31 20 -11
Talbot County 165 90 255 170 105 275 -5 -15 -20
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 642 296 938 379 378 757 263 -82 181
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 23 38 61 70 35 105 -47 3 -44
Somerset County 59 8 67 90 18 108 -31 -10 -41
Wicomico County 190 95 285 99 125 224 91 -30 61
Worcester County 370 155 525 120 200 320  250 -45 205
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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White, Ages 85+ Table C.19 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over, White  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 4,187 4,060 8,247 4,180 2,963 7,143 7 1,097 1,104
           
BALTIMORE REGION 2,615 1,235 3,850 2,650 1,193 3,843 -35 42 7
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 270 300 570 250 200 450 20 100 120
Baltimore County 1,195 360 1,555 515 315 830 680 45 725
Carroll County 325 125 450 130 49 179 195 76 271
Harford County 315 110 425 100 79 179 215 31 246
Howard County 395 265 660 135 95 230 260 170 430
Baltimore City 115 75 190 1,520 455 1,975 -1,405 -380 -1,785
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 710 2,025 2,735 915 1,265 2,180 -205 760 555
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 175 175 350 125 45 170 50 130 180
Montgomery County 380 1,490 1,870 415 930 1,345 -35 560 525
Prince George's County 155 360 515 375 290 665 -220 70 -150
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 245 175 420 120 109 229 125 66 191
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 70 45 115 45 35 80 25 10 35
Charles County 130 95 225 25 40 65 105 55 160
St. Mary's County 45 35 80 50 34 84 -5 1 -4
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 194 285 479 134 144 278 60 141 201
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 4 165 169 50 40 90 -46 125 79
Garrett County 95 20 115 10 14 24 85 6 91
Washington County 95 100 195 74 90 164 21 10 31
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 209 137 346 257 214 471 -48 -77 -125
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 34 4 38 14 35 49 20 -31 -11
Cecil County 30 70 100 19 54 73 11 16 27
Kent County 45 35 80 50 55 105 -5 -20 -25
Queen Anne's County 50 4 54 64 25 89 -14 -21 -35
Talbot County 50 24 74 110 45 155 -60 -21 -81
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 214 203 417 104 38 142 110 165 275
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 15 8 23 30 10 40 -15 -2 -17
Somerset County 20 10 30 4 4 8 16 6 22
Wicomico County 100 135 235 20 24 44 80 111 191
Worcester County 79 50 129 50 0 50  29 50 79
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Black, Ages 85+ Table C.20 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over, Black 
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 507 1,018 1,525 485 263 748 22 755 777
           
BALTIMORE REGION 345 179 524 332 89 421 13 90 103
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 0 0 0 14 10 24 -14 -10 -24
Baltimore County 180 35 215 85 4 89 95 31 126
Carroll County 10 0 10 39 0 39 -29 0 -29
Harford County 15 4 19 0 0 0 15 4 19
Howard County 10 40 50 4 0 4 6 40 46
Baltimore City 130 100 230 190 75 265 -60 25 -35
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 124 740 864 79 140 219 45 600 645
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 10 15 25 0 0 0 10 15 25
Montgomery County 29 300 329 34 45 79 -5 255 250
Prince George's County 85 425 510 45 95 140 40 330 370
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 4 29 33 39 4 43 -35 25 -10
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 0 0 4 4 8 -4 -4 -8
Charles County 4 15 19 35 0 35 -31 15 -16
St. Mary's County 0 14 14 0 0 0 0 14 14
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 10 0 10 -10 0 -10
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 10 0 10 -10 0 -10
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 10 16 26 10 0 10 0 16 16
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Cecil County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Kent County 0 4 4 10 0 10 -10 4 -6
Queen Anne's County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
Talbot County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 24 54 78 15 30 45 9 24 33
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4
Somerset County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Wicomico County 10 15 25 15 30 45 -5 -15 -20
Worcester County 10 35 45 0 0 0  10 35 45
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Asian, Ages 85+ Table C.21 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over, Asian 
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 80 27 107 79 14 93 1 13 14
           
BALTIMORE REGION 10 4 14 30 4 34 -20 0 -20
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 0 0
Baltimore County 0 0 0 30 0 30 -30 0 -30
Carroll County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Harford County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Howard County 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
Baltimore City 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 40 23 63 49 10 59 -9 13 4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Montgomery County 30 15 45 19 10 29 11 5 16
Prince George's County 10 4 14 30 0 30 -20 4 -16
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charles County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Mary's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 30 0 30 0 0 0 30 0 30
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 30 0 30 0 0 0 30 0 30
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cecil County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 



 Page 102

 
Other Race, Ages 85+ Table C.22 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over, Other 
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 49 66 115 48 35 83 1 31 32
           
BALTIMORE REGION 14 24 38 40 10 50 -26 14 -12
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 0 0 0 15 0 15 -15 0 -15
Baltimore County 10 0 10 0 10 10 10 -10 0
Carroll County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Harford County 0 20 20 0 0 0 0 20 20
Howard County 0 4 4 15 0 15 -15 4 -11
Baltimore City 4 0 4 10 0 10 -6 0 -6
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 35 38 73 8 25 33 27 13 40
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Montgomery County 20 10 30 0 10 10 20 0 20
Prince George's County 15 24 39 8 15 23 7 9 16
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charles County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Mary's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cecil County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Hispanic, Ages 85+ Table C.23 - 1995 - 2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over, Hispanic  
           
 In Migration Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 19 47 66 19 34 53 0 13 13
           
BALTIMORE REGION 0 10 10 15 0 15 -15 10 -5
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 0 0 0 15 0 15 -15 0 -15
Baltimore County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Carroll County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Harford County 0 10 10 0 0 0 0 10 10
Howard County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Baltimore City 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 19 29 48 4 24 28 15 5 20
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Montgomery County 4 29 33 0 20 20 4 9 13
Prince George's County 15 0 15 4 4 8 11 -4 7
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 0 4 4 0 10 10 0 -6 -6
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Charles County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St. Mary's County 0 4 4 0 10 10 0 -6 -6
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Garrett County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Washington County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cecil County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kent County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Queen Anne's County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Talbot County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Somerset County 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wicomico County 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 4
Worcester County 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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Non-Hispanic White, Ages 85+ Table C.24 - 1995-2000 Domestic Migration for Maryland for Population Ages 85 and Over, Non Hispanic Whites 
           
 In Migration  Out Migration Net Migration 
 Intra Inter Total  Intra Inter Total Intra Inter Total
MARYLAND 4,187 4,030 8,217  4,180 2,948 7,128 7 1,082 1,089
           
BALTIMORE REGION 2,615 1,235 3,850  2,650 1,193 3,843 -35 42 7
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Anne Arundel County 270 300 570  250 200 450 20 100 120
Baltimore County 1,195 360 1,555  515 315 830 680 45 725
Carroll County 325 125 450  130 49 179 195 76 271
Harford County 315 110 425  100 79 179 215 31 246
Howard County 395 265 660  135 95 230 260 170 430
Baltimore City 115 75 190  1,520 455 1,975 -1,405 -380 -1,785
           
WASHINGTON SUBURBAN REGION 710 2,000 2,710  915 1,260 2,175 -205 740 535
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Frederick County 175 175 350  125 45 170 50 130 180
Montgomery County 380 1,465 1,845  415 930 1,345 -35 535 500
Prince George's County 155 360 515  375 285 660 -220 75 -145
           
SOUTHERN MARYLAND REGION 245 170 415  120 99 219 125 71 196
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Calvert County 70 45 115  45 35 80 25 10 35
Charles County 130 95 225  25 40 65 105 55 160
St. Mary's County 45 30 75  50 24 74 -5 6 1
           
WESTERN MARYLAND REGION 194 285 479  134 144 278 60 141 201
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Allegany County 4 165 169  50 40 90 -46 125 79
Garrett County 95 20 115  10 14 24 85 6 91
Washington County 95 100 195  74 90 164 21 10 31
           
UPPER EASTERN SHORE REGION 209 137 346  257 214 471 -48 -77 -125
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Caroline County 34 4 38  14 35 49 20 -31 -11
Cecil County 30 70 100  19 54 73 11 16 27
Kent County 45 35 80  50 55 105 -5 -20 -25
Queen Anne's County 50 4 54  64 25 89 -14 -21 -35
Talbot County 50 24 74  110 45 155 -60 -21 -81
           
LOWER EASTERN SHORE REGION 214 203 417  104 38 142 110 165 275
------------------------------------------------------ -------------- -------------- --------------  -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------
Dorchester County 15 8 23  30 10 40 -15 -2 -17
Somerset County 20 10 30  4 4 8 16 6 22
Wicomico County 100 135 235  20 24 44 80 111 191
Worcester County 79 50 129  50 0 50  29 50 79
Prepared by the Maryland Department of Planning, Planning Data Services, from Census 2000 Migration Data DVD, October 2004. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

I.  What is IMPLAN? 
 
IMPLAN is an economic impact assessment software system.  The system was originally developed 
and is now maintained by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group (MIG).  It combines a set of extensive 
databases concerning economic factors, multipliers and demographic statistics with a highly refined 
and detailed system of modeling software.  IMPLAN allows the user to develop local-level input-
output models that can estimate the economic impact of new firms moving into an area as well as the 
impacts of professional sports teams, recreation and tourism, and residential development.  The model 
accomplishes this by identifying direct impacts by sector, then developing a set of indirect and induced 
impacts by sector through the use of industry-specific multipliers, local purchase coefficients, income-
to-output ratios, and other factors and relationships.   
 
There are two major components to IMPLAN: data files and software.  An impact analysis using 
IMPLAN starts by identifying expenditures in terms of the sectoring scheme for the model. Each 
spending category becomes a “group” of “events” in IMPLAN, where each event specifies the portion 
of price allocated to a specific IMPLAN sector. Groups of events can then be used to run impact 
analysis individually or can be combined into a project consisting of several groups. 
The overall expenditures by elderly households are defined as the group.  These expenditures are based 
upon the estimated household income of these types of households.  These expenditures are the direct 
economic impacts attributable to the households.  Once the direct economic impacts have been 
identified, IMPLAN can calculate the indirect and induced impacts based on a set of multipliers and 
additional factors.  
 
The hallmark of IMPLAN is the specificity of its economic datasets.  The database includes 
information for five-hundred-and-twenty-eight different industries (generally at the three or four digit 
Standard Industrial Classification level), and twenty-one different economic variables.  Along with 
these data files, national input-output structural matrices detail the interrelationships between and 
among these sectors.  The database also contains a full schedule of Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) 
data.  All of this data is available at the national, state, and county level. 
 
Another strength of the IMPLAN system is its flexibility.  It allows the user to augment any of the data 
or algorithmic relationships within each model in order to more precisely account for regional 
relationships.  This includes inputting different output-to-income ratios for a given industry, different 
wage rates, and different multipliers where appropriate. IMPLAN also provides the user with a choice 
of trade-flow assumptions, including the modification of regional purchase coefficients, which 
determine the mix of goods and services purchased locally with each dollar in each sector.  Moreover, 
the system also allows the user to create custom impact analyses by entering changes in final demand. 
This flexibility is a critically important feature in terms of the RESI proposed approach.  RESI is 
uniquely qualified to develop data and factors tailored to this project, and, where appropriate, 
overwrite the default data contained in the IMPLAN database.   
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APPENDIX D – continued 
 
 
Another major advantage of IMPLAN is its credibility and acceptance within the profession. There are 
over five hundred active users of IMPLAN databases and software within the federal and state 
governments, universities, and among private sector consultants.  Figure 1 provides a sampling of 
IMPLAN users. 

 

Figure 1:  Sampling of IMPLAN Users 
 

Academic Institutions  State Governments 
Alabama A&M University   MD Dep’t of Natural Resources 
Albany State University    Missouri Dep’t of Economic Dev. 
Auburn University    California Energy Commission 
Cornell University    Florida Division of Forestry 
Duke University    Illinois Dep’t of Natural Resources 
Iowa State University    New Mexico Dep’t of Tourism 
Michigan Tech University   South Carolina Empl Security 
Ohio State University    Utah Dep’t of Natural Resources 
Penn State University    Wisconsin Dep’t of Transportation 
Portland University                                                                                                                                              
Purdue University                                                                                                                                           
Stanford University   Private Consulting Firms 

Texas A&M University                Coopers & Lybrand 
University of California – Berkeley              Batelle Pacific NW Labs 
University of Wisconsin              Boise Cascade Corporation 
University of Minnesota                Charles River Associates 
Virginia Tech                 CIC Research  
West Virginia University                BTG/Delta Research Div. 
Marshall University College of Business             Crestar Bank 
                   Deloitte & Touche 
Federal Government                  Ernst & Young 
                   Jack Faucett Associates 
Argonne National Lab                  KPMG Peat Marwick 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Price Waterhouse LLP 
US Dept of Agriculture, Forest Service  SMS Research  
US Dept of Agriculture, Econ Research Service Economic Research Assoc.  
US Dept of Interior, Bureau of Land Mgmt  American Economics Group, Inc.  
US Dept of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service L.E. Peabody Associates, Inc.  
US Dept of Interior, National Parks Service  The Kalorama Consulting Group 
US Army Corps of Engineers   WV Research League 
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APPENDIX D – continued 
 

How Does the Proposed RESI Methodology Incorporate IMPLAN?   
 
The paradigmatic centerpiece of an economic impact study is the classification of impacts.  The 
economic impacts of a given event or circumstance (such as new households) are classified into three 
general groups: direct impacts, indirect impacts, and induced impacts.  In the case elderly households 
moving back to Maryland, the direct impacts include purchases of goods and services from local 
merchants by these households.  Indirect impacts measure the positive effect on the economy resulting 
from businesses selling goods and services to the households.  Induced impacts include the effects of 
increased household spending resulting from direct and indirect effects.  Put another way, direct 
impacts are the immediate impacts of the households’ presence.  Indirect and induced impacts are 
derivative, flowing from direct impacts.   
 
Indirect and induced impacts are estimated by applying multipliers to direct impacts.  Multipliers are 
factors that are applied to a dollar expended toward a particular use.  These factors estimate the total 
value of that dollar as it propagates through the economy.  For instance, suppose that a dollar is spent 
in a certain industry.  That dollar will increase the number of jobs in that industry by a certain amount.  
Furthermore, some of that dollar will go to pay the increased earnings in that industry, resulting in 
higher personal income.  In turn, consumers will spend some share of that increase in personal income.  
The ultimate impact of that dollar initially spent in that certain industry, therefore, is greater than its 
direct impact on the earnings of that industry.  Multipliers are industry-specific factors that estimate the 
value of a dollar spent in an industry, including not only its direct impacts, but also its indirect and 
induced impacts. 
 
RESI integrate the IMPLAN model into its methodology for conducting the economic impact analysis 
of the elderly households.  Specifically, RESI would develop a schedule of direct impacts related to the 
existence of these households.  The study team would then create sets of direct impact vectors, which 
would be input into IMPLAN.  The resulting runs would produce indirect and induced impacts related 
to those direct impact vectors. 
 
The primary advantage of the RESI approach is that it provides geographic and industry detail without 
sacrificing attention to the individual characteristics of the elderly households and the state.  The 
geographic and industry detail are provided by the IMPLAN databases, upon which IMPLAN models 
are constructed.  The attention to the unique characteristics and situation of these households are 
preserved because RESI will develop the direct impact vectors outside of the model, tailoring them to 
Maryland and the these households, and utilizing the IMPLAN runs to develop indirect and induced 
impacts, vis-à-vis those tailored direct impact vectors. 
 
The intimate relationship between the RESI impact model and the elderly households’ unique situation 
will be further preserved and enhanced by another aspect of the proposed RESI methodology.  To wit, 
RESI will tailor the operation of the IMPLAN model itself to Maryland and its Counties.  Using its 
extensive knowledge of the Maryland economy, RESI will augment the information contained in the 
IMPLAN model with detailed assumptions about parameters such as multipliers and output-to-
employment ratios.  
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APPENDIX D – continued 
 
RESI is uniquely qualified to assess the validity of the multipliers utilized by IMPLAN in terms of 
their applicability to these households contribution to Maryland’s economy.  RESI is perhaps the 
leading source of expertise and knowledge concerning the Maryland economy.  Through its work on 
other projects and developing state and county level economic reports, RESI has developed sets of 
multipliers for the Maryland economy.  Economic models (and, for that matter, practically all 
economic impact studies) rely on broader regional, multi-state multipliers, typically the RIMS II 
multipliers, produced by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the Department of Commerce.  RESI 
will examine carefully the regional multipliers used by IMPLAN.  RESI will ensure that they are 
appropriate for use in the methodology.  Where necessary, RESI will develop new multipliers that are 
tailored to Maryland. 
 
The integration of IMPLAN into the RESI methodology will enhance the credibility of the final study.  
When combined with RESI’s own outstanding reputation as one of the leading economic analysis 
firms in the Mid-Atlantic region, RESI believes that it is uniquely and eminently qualified to conduct 
this analysis for the task force. 

References 
2005 Department of Legislative Services, “Local Government Financing in Maryland, Fiscal Year 
Ending June 30, 2004” 
 

Estimating the economic impacts of Elderly households in Maryland  
 
The economic impact of elderly households in Maryland can be disaggregated into three portions-
direct economic impacts, indirect economic impacts and induced economic impacts.  These latter two 
impacts are often referred as spillover benefits. RESI will then estimate the spillover benefits of elderly 
households in Maryland using the IMPLAN model.  These spillover benefits are commonly defined as 
indirect and induced impacts and are derived from the direct economic impacts associated with these 
new households.  To estimate the spillover benefits, RESI will employ the IMPLAN model.  The 
model is based on the BEA multiplier tables and has been customized by RESI to reflect each 
County’s economy as well as the State’s economy.   
The IMPLAN model translates each dollar in direct economic activity into indirect and induced 
economic activity.  Indirect economic activity is defined as economic activity generated as a result of 
these households purchasing goods and services from local area businesses.  Induced economic effects 
arise out of the increase in income due to expenditures of these households that is spent in the local 
economy. 
 
 RESI has used this model extensively in many projects.  For example, the model was used to assess 
the economic contribution of the sand and gravel industry in Charles County as well as the economic 
impact of several proposed business parks in Charles County.  RESI has also used the model to assess 
the economic impact of golf tournaments, business relocation impacts, and construction project 
impacts. 
 


