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Note on Estimating Davenport Population, 1800, 1810, 1820 & 1830

Population estimates for the area that became the later Davenport, NY, are not available from published sources on a consistent basis for the years 1800-1830.  In 1800 and 1810, Davenport was still a part of the adjacent towns of Kortright (Delaware County) and Maryland (Otsego County).  Davenport was formed (“erected” in official language) from these two towns in 1817, but sometime between 1822 and 1835 the new town lost a significant part of its territory and population to what became Oneonta, NY, in Otsego County.  Many years later, in 1878, more land was transferred from Davenport to the adjoining town of Meredith.  

If one is to gauge accurately population trends over time, Davenport’s population should be reported for a comparable land area.  For the period 1800-1870, this area has been defined to include those parts of the Fitches Patent in Maryland and Kortright which became Davenport in 1817 minus Davenport’s Wallace Patent land lost to Otsego County sometime after 1822.  (The exact date—or indeed the legal mechanism—of the latter transfer was at the time and is today unclear.)  A second series of overlapping population estimates for the area excluding land lost to Meredith in the 1878 transfer, will be used for 1870 and subsequent years. 

This note describes the procedure used for making the 1800-30 estimates.  The population loss in the 1878 annexation was better documented at the time and will not be further discussed in this note.  (But see footnote “e” in Table B of the final population estimates shown below.)

What follows is relatively technical.  It describes in some detail a methodology for examining family names from Federal decennial censuses for three different towns and then determining the possible residents on that part of the land that subsequently changed townships.  The procedure is then to assign a probability estimate to each family, reflected the degree of certainty that the family household in fact lived on the land in question.  The final step is to combine household sizes and probabilities to arrive at an estimated total “probable population” for the transferred land at a particular date.

The method relies on several assumptions and is greatly limited by the fact that the early town censuses included the first name of only the household head.  Children’s, spouse’s, and other names were not shown.  Without knowing the names of family members, it is hard to trace households from census to census as household heads change through death, marriage or other events.

We assume, for instance, that if the same household (having identical first and last names) appear in the 1810 census, say, of Kortright and the 1820 census of the newly formed town of Davenport, then that household in 1810 was most likely living in what subsequently became Davenport.  The likelihood is strengthened if in 1820 there was no household with the same first and last name still living (in this example) in Kortright.  The likelihood is weakened in the opposite case if a household with the same first and last name (or even the last name only) still resided in Kortright.  But what if the 1820 household is headed by the namesake son of the 1810 household head, now living at a different location, and the 1810 household has by now dissolved or is now headed by a different family member? 

What one must remember in judging the various “likelihoods” (probabilities) is that movement of families in the early days was frequent and difficult to track.  The turnover of a town’s population between two decennial censuses was high.  Families would give up on one farm, move to another elsewhere, perhaps in a nearby town and often beyond.  A household would be joined by relatives with the same last names settling nearby, or would see sons (sometimes with an identical first name) establishing new households in the vicinity.  

Fortunately, we are not trying to trace individual families exactly but only whether a particular household in one year lived on a particular section of land that was later part of a different town.  Thus if the “John Doe” household of one year becomes the “John Doe Jr.” household (where the “Jr.” does not appear in the census listing) even at a slightly different location in a subsequent year, we are unconcerned as long as the two locations are in the same section of transferred land.

There is one further clue that can strengthen or weaken the belief that a family lived in a certain area.  The census takers recorded a number for each household showing the order in which the household was visited.  Because of travel and time constraints, household along the same crude road or path, or in the same general vicinity, tended to be visited in sequence.  

This of course was by no means always the case.  Census enumerators could have begun different days in different places or gone back much later to visit families missed earlier.  Nevertheless, if households can be identified with some certainty from census data as belonging in a particular location, there is a greater chance that other households visited about the same time (as indicated by the sequence of enumeration numbers) would have lived in the same vicinity.

This last clue leads to the definition of a “cluster” of households likely to have lived in the same general area.  The cluster consists of a sequence of enumeration numbers accompanying or interspersed with of two or more households believed on other evidence to have been residing in the area of interest.  Where to draw the boundaries for such a cluster is of course the question.  We have answered with a fairly narrow definition.  Assigned probabilities are fairly high (that is, between 0.8 and 1) for all households where census evidence supports the location.  Households visited immediately before or following this group could also be in the same locality but have been assigned a much lower “likelihood,” namely a probability of 0.25 or 0.5.  (This should become clearer in the discussion below of the Block II clusters in the attached spreadsheet table.)

The assigned “probabilities” for various combinations of circumstances are spelled out in Table A.  The exact probabilities chosen for each set of circumstances and clues are based on “informed judgement,” that is to say the investigator’s hunch or best guess.  They are set forth in such detail in order that other investigators may arrive at their own judgements and, if desired, rework the longer tables at the end of this note using an alternative set of probability estimates.  Even for the estimates reported here, some probabilities for individual households were adjusted based on the ​knowledge and judgement of Davenport Historian Emeritus, Mary S. Briggs.
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*A "cluster" is a group of names from either the Kortright or the Maryland federal census,


Taken in the order in which they were listed in the 1800 or 1810 census, whose first and last 


names as well as a large portion of intervening names correspond to one degree or another to


names listed in the census.  Such a cluster is believed likely to represent adjoining physical 


locations of those households listed.  This, of course, will not always be the case; hence 


uncertainty and the assignment in most cases of probabilities less than one.


#Pertains only to the Maryland (Otsego Co.) 1810 Census where fir first name initials only were

recorded.





**Marked "?" in the accompanying listing of names and probabilities.

Table A tells us, for example, that if the same family name and first name appear in both the 1810 Kortright census and the 1820 Davenport Census (“y” in columns 2 and 3), that household will be given a probability of 1.0 if, and only if, two further conditions are met.  These are that (a) the household is part of a “cluster” believed from census evidence to have resided in that part of 

Kortright which subsequently became Davenport (“y” in column 6) and (b) there was no family with the same first and last name reported in the 1820 Kortright census (“x” in column 11).  In the case of the 1810 Maryland census (where first names are replaced by initials), the 1810 Maryland initial corresponds to an 1820 Davenport first name (“y” in column 4 instead of 3), then the assigned probability is reduced to 0.95.  

If the same family does not appear to be part of an identified Davenport-associated cluster, that is, it does not appear closely associated (judging by its enumeration number) with families believed to be in an area destined for Davenport (“x” in column 7), then its assigned probability falls to 0.90.  Finally for this particular example, if the family is part of a designated cluster but a household with the same last name is found in the 1820 Kortright census listing (“y” in column 10), then the assigned probability falls further to 0.8.  (To see how these examples are reflected in Table A, observe the lines immediately opposite the probabilities 1.0, 0.95, 0.9 and 0.8.)

The probabilities and circumstances from Table A were used in estimating the Kortright (1800 and 1810) and Maryland (1810 only) origin of Davenport’s 1820 population.  The method was not applied to Maryland’s 1800 population because Maryland in 1800 was still part of the much more extensive town of Cherry Valley.  Unearthing the household names and enumeration numbers Cherry Valley residents in 1800 and matching them with 1810 Maryland and 1820 Davenport residents would have been possible but was beyond the capacity of the investigation.

A slightly different method was used for identifying 1820 Davenport households subsequently lost to Oneonta.  In this case we have several published reminiscences giving the names of “early Oneonta” settlers across the Susquehanna and near the mouth of the Charlotte River.  These were used to assign probabilities of 1.0 to 20 households in 1820 and 20, not necessarily the same, in 1830.  (While the land transfer to Otsego County may in fact have occurred prior to 1830, the 1830 census takers were not informed and all of the residents in question were counted in the 1830 Davenport census.)  There was less clear evidence for another group of 15-18 households, and these were assigned probabilities of 0.5.  For this latter group, in other words, the assumption was that about one-half became Oneonta residents and the other half lived on land that remained in Davenport.  

The method for identifying names and estimating “likelihoods” for those living on land lost to Oneonta is described more fully in “Davenport’s Population in the Early Years.”  Assigned probabilities are shown in Table A of this paper. 

Table B, below, shows the end result of the several calculations, and the footnotes provide further details.  As noted earlier, two overlapping population series are shown.  That for 1800-1870 gives Davenport’s population for the former Kortright and Maryland areas minus that subsequently lost to Oneonta.  The 1870-2000 population series also excludes those persons on land lost to the town of Meredith in 1878.

To encourage other researchers to examine and hopefully improve upon these estimates, the names of the possible Davenport-to-Oneonta transferees are shown in the paper cited above.  The much longer table at the end of this note lists all households in Kortright (1800 and 1810) and Maryland (1810) living on land likely to be included in the future town of Davenport (including that land in the Wallace Patent subsequently annexed by Oneonta).

Table B

Adjusted Davenport Population Totals, 1800-2000
1800
   About 459a
1810   842b
1820   1210c
1830

1598d

1840 2054

1850

2305

1860

2362

1870 2187

1870 alt.
2037e

1880

1939
1890

1789

1900

1620

1910

1427

1920

1313

1930 1197

1940      
1240

1950

1233

1960

1261

1970

1617

1980

1971

1990

2438

2000 2774

Source: Federal decennial Censuses of Population except where indicated by footnote.

   aPre-Davenport.  Kortright inhabitants in the area of the future Davenport estimated from the Kortright census, but Fitches Patent inhabitants guessed at about 50, based on 1810 estimate of 95.  (Fitches Patent in 1800 was part of Cherry Valley.)  Estimate excludes Wallace Patent residents (approximately 72) in lots later transferred to Oneonta. 

  bPre-Davenport.  Estimates based on 1810 Kortright and Maryland censuses.  Excludes Wallace Patent residents (approximately 163) in lots later transferred to Oneonta.

  cFrom first Davenport census but excludes Wallace Patent residents (approximately 174) in lots later transferred to Oneonta.  

  dExcludes Wallace Patent residents (approximately 180) in lots transferred to Oneonta, all of which were included in the 1830 Davenport census. 

  eExcludes 150 residents from the Houghtalling Hollow area in south-west Davenport annexed by Meredith in 1878.  The 1870 alternative estimate is consistent with years following while the census 1870 total is consistent with earlier years. 

The longer spreadsheet table or worksheet (Table D) at the end of the present note contains three blocks of names.  The first, Block I, consists of Davenport census names from the 1820 census and Kortright names from the 1800 and 1810 censuses.  First and last names of each household head, arranged alphabetically, are shown along with the number of family members and the estimated probability of having lived on land allocated to the future town of Davenport.  The block will be examined in more detail below.  

The second block is similar to the first except that 1810 Maryland households are shown and are arranged by the 1810 census enumeration number instead of alphabetically.  For Maryland in 1810, only the initials of the first names are available.  The final block of names contain all Davenport 1820 households not found in the table’s first two sections.

This final table is not intended as a finished product for publication.  It is merely a rearrangement of the analyst’s original spreadsheet and may at first seem confusing to the reader.  The place to begin an examination is with the list of last names in column C.  This list originated with Davenport’s first, 1820 census names.  For these known Davenport households, the first name of the household head appears in column B and the 1820 census enumeration number is in column A.

The next step of the investigation leading to the compilation of Block I was to examine the Kortright 1810 households for identical or similar names to those found in 1820 Davenport.  Thus the Jacob Banner household of Davenport in 1820 (census number 169) was exactly matched by a family of that name, No. 109, in the 1810 Kortright census.  Rather that repeating the first name, Jabob, the analyst chose merely to note “same” in the first-name column for 1810, column F of the spreadsheet.  “Same” was also used in a later step when the identical first name for the household head was found in the 1800 Kortright census.  1800 first names appear in column L. 

Next, the 1820 Kortright census was examined to learn of any other Banner families still living in that town.  There were none in this case (recorded with an “x” in column D), and the assumption was then made of a “100%” likelihood that the 1810 Jacob Banner family of Kortright was either the same or the direct antecedent of the 1820 Jacob Banner family in the new town of Davenport.  As already noted, a further assumption was made that the household did not move physically between the two dates, or if it did move it remained nearby on eventual Davenport land.  This cannot be proven and leaves a small margin for potential error.

The assumption of “100% likelihood” for the 1810 Jacob Banner household shows up as the number “1” in the 1810 probability column, column H.  When multiplied by the 1810 household size, 2 persons as shown in column G, the result of 2.0 is our estimate of the probable number of persons contributed by the Banner household to the 1810 Kortright total of those living on land that later became Davenport.

A later step was to repeat the search for Banners in the 1800 Kortright census.  There was a Banner family, but no known Jacob Banner (who could have been alive but not yet a household head in 1800 Kortright, and therefore unlisted in the census).  For the 1820 and 1810 Jacob Banner household, a question mark is shown in the 1800 column K of the worksheet, indicating that a Jacob Banner could have lived in 1800 Kortright.  If there had been a Jacob Banner household in 1800, the census number for that household would be given in column K.  If no Banner at all had been found in 1800 Kortright, column K would contain an “x.”

Continuing with the Banner family example, the worksheet shows two other Banner households, headed by a John and a Wilhelmus, living in 1820 Davenport.  Judging by the census enumeration numbers in column A, John may have lived close to or even next door to Jacob while Wilhelmus lived further away.  There was a Wilhelmus Banner reported in 1810 Kortright with a household size of 5.  For the same reasons as for Jacob, it was assumed that Wilhelmus Banner in 1810 lived with 100% certainty in what became Davenport in 1817, hence the probability of “1” in column H.

There was no John Banner household recorded for Kortright in 1810 but there was a Frederick Banner (household size of 3), living close to or adjacent to Jacob Banner (from the census identification numbers in column E).  This same household name also appeared in the 1800 Kortright census.  The Frederick Banner data could by rights have been reported on a separate line of the spreadsheet table.  To save space and since the Frederick Banner household was not found in either the Kortright or the Davenport in 1820, the Frederick Banner information was merged with the 1820 data on John Banner.  This is not meant to imply a necessary connection between the two households.

Although it is almost certain that the Frederick Banner household of 1800 and 1810 lived on land that was to become Davenport, the household fails to meet one Table A criterion specified for “100 %” certainty.  This was that there was no Frederick Banner household listed as 1820 residents of Davenport.  This is to say that there is a (very) small probability that a Frederick Banner still existed but was now located elsewhere and that the earlier Frederick Banner family had not in fact lived on land that became Davenport. 

Other criteria were met.  One was that the Frederick Banner household was part of a cluster of sequentially-numbered households believed with varying degrees of certainty to have been living in what became Davenport.  (The notion of a “cluster” will be illustrated further below in the discussion of Block II.)  Another criterion was that there was no Banner family reported from Kortright in 1820.  Because in this case only two of the three criteria were met, the Frederick Banner household was assigned, perhaps arbitrarily but rules are rules, a probability of 0.95 in both 1800 and 1810.  

(Other researchers, as already urged, are free to make their own judgements and to bring other evidence—property deeds, church and school records, burial data, wills, etc—to bear in modifying these probabilities.  One strong clue, for example, would be if a Frederick Banner of the right age died between 1810 and 1820 and was buried in a Davenport cemetery.  The change of one household probability from 0.95 to 1.0 in this example will not greatly change the final results, but a number of such changes could be more important.)

Let us digress briefly from this rather tiresome and laborious introduction to the worksheets and analytical method to point out how Table D can be used to make other informed guesses about the early Banner family of Kortright and Davenport.  A logical interpretation of the census data is that one of the early (1800) households in what later was to become Davenport was headed by Frederick Banner.  In that Banner family of eight, we know from the reported census data that there was the household head and a female, presumably Frederick’s wife.  The older male was of age 45 or more and the female, between 26 and 45.  In addition, the household contained three younger women, probably daughters, and three younger males, almost certainly the sons Wilhelmus, Jacob and John.  We can guess that Wilhelmus was the oldest boy since in 1810 he had a larger family than Jacob and that John was the youngest since he did not become a household head until after 1810.

Another point to note about the spreadsheet table is the large number of households that do not have an 1820 census identification number in column A.  These are families who showed up as part of a Davenport-probable cluster of names in either 1800 or 1810 but who had presumably moved elsewhere or had dissolved by 1820.  All of these households in earlier years have a “Davenport probability” less than 1.0 because there was no 1820 Davenport household headed by that particular person.

Thus, there was a Uriah Adams household in both 1800 and 1810 Kortright that was listed by the census within a cluster of others identified with the later Davenport.  There were no Adams household listed in either the 1820 Kortright or Davenport censuses, and the earlier Adams household is thus given a probability of 0.9.  

A neighbor of Frederick Banner in 1810 (but not in 1800) was Ammy Cleveland.  There was also a Curtis Cleveland household in both 1800 and 1810, but the location, judging by the census enumeration I.D. in both years, was not in a Davenport-related cluster.  There were no Clevelands reported in the 1820 Davenport census, but Curtis Cleveland’s name appeared in the 1820 Kortright census, thus eliminating the likelihood of that household having been living within Davenport’s later boundaries.  Ammy Cleveland’s household, however, was assigned a Davenport probability of 0.8, solely because of its apparent proximity to Frederick Banner and other prospective Davenport residents in 1810.

Another digression, this one related to the difficulties of these sorts of investigations.  In rechecking the Cleveland entries for the above illustration, it was discovered that the 1810 existence of the Curtis Cleveland household had not been picked up in the earlier compilation.  It had been assumed that the Ammy Curtis household had followed that of Curtis Cleveland (even though the 1800 census I.D. number of the latter family should have raised a warning flag), and the 1800 Curtis Cleveland household had been assigned a Davenport-likely probability of 0.8.  This earlier mistake has now been corrected, but it illustrates the problems of juggling names from several censuses for which name indexes (themselves containing occasional errors and misspellings) have been compiled, but for last names only.  It is a warning than only another thorough checking could catch whatever further errors may exist in the present worksheets.

Finally in Block I of the spreadsheet table, the reader may note that instead of an 1820 Kortright census I.D. number for Ammy Cleveland, there is only a question mark in column D.  This signifies that the name “Cleveland” but not “Ammy Cleveland” is found in that census.  If there had been no Cleveland’s at all in the 1820 Kortright census, the question mark would have given way to an “x.”

 Turning to the Maryland township names in Block II of the same spreadsheet-based Table D, it will be observed that initials only are available in place of 1810 first names and that no 1800 data are shown.  The 1800 material could with effort be compiled from the census records for the extensive township of Cherry Valley, but this chore has not yet been undertaken.  Instead, a guess has been made that the 1810 population of that part of Fitches Patent that subsequently was incorporated in Davenport had grown over the previous ten years at about the same rate as had the Korteight population in areas that became Davenport.  This suggested an 1800 Fitches Patent population of about 50.  (In 1810, the probable total was perhaps 95.)

Block II, in addition, is arranged not alphabetically but by the 1810 census enumeration number.  This arrangement permits a look at how clusters have been developed for Davenport-likely households.  As in Block I, the first step was to begin with a listing of 1820 Davenport names.  In the case of Davenport’s Samuel Brown in 1820, for example, the town of Maryland in 1810 had an “S. Brown—deemed not likely to have been a future Davenport resident because Maryland had several Brown families in 1820, including at least one Stephen Brown.  Other Davenport Browns are mentioned further down in the Block II listing, but again with no satisfactory match in 1810 Maryland.

It is not until we get to Maryland’s 1810 census number 136 (shown in column D) that names begin to match more closely.  That number is for an 11-person household headed by “C. Shaver.”  There was no C. Shaver in Davenport ten years later, but there were three other Shaver households, headed by John, Peter and William.  Furthermore, there were no Shavers listed in 1820 in the town of Maryland.  Maryland's C. Shaver family, therefore, was assumed to have been antecedent to the Davenport Shavers and assigned a ninety-percent probability of having resided on land that later became Davenport.  If there had been an exact match of first names, the probability would have been 1.0.  A match between a first initial in 1810 and the 1820 Davenport first name would suggested an 1810 probability at 0.95.

The C. Shaver family was followed in the 1810 census listing by three other Maryland families (Strader or Strayder, Craft or Croft, and another Craft), all of whom matched 1820 Davenport households to some degree.  The 1810 households numbered 136 through 139 were considered to compose a likely Davenport-bound “cluster” of neighbors.  But what about other households coming before or after this group in the census enumerator’s list?  We have no clear evidence for these one way or another.  The household names of the nearest potential “neighbors” did not appear on either the 1820 Davenport or Maryland censuses.  We have therefore guessed at a fifty-fifty chance that the most closely adjacent families (numbers 135 and 140) were located on future Davenport land.  (This is to say, we estimate that one of the two households lived on such land.)  Household number 141, following the cluster, was assumed likely to have remained in Maryland since a family of that name appeared in the 1820 Maryland census.  Preceding household numbers 133 and 134 (but not 132) could have been Davenport-situated as easily as number 135 except for their somewhat greater numerical (and hence locational?) distance from the No. 136-139 cluster.

In the case of the next identified cluster of three Bresee and one Spoor or Spurr family, 1810 numbers 151-154, the following adjacent number 155 (Dubois) was assigned a likelihood rating of 0.5 (no 1820 evidence one way or another).  The last name of the preceding household (J. Gunn, census number 150), in contrast, turned up in the 1820 Kortright census.  The 1810 Davenport probability for the adjoining J. Gunn household was therefore lowered to 0.25.  

In some cases, households with 1820 Davenport last names were found in both the 1810 Kortright and Maryland censuses.  Smith and Olmsted (sometimes Olmstead) are two examples.  There were 10 Smith families in 1820 Davenport (Elijah, Harvey, Jeremiah, Jeremiah Jr., John, John J. John P., Lydia, Peter P. and Seymour).  Six additional Smith households, including a Benjamin and a William, were listed in the 1820 Kortright census.

Four Smith families were found in 1810 Maryland (E., H., and two J.s).  None of the Maryland Smith names appeared in the 1820 Maryland census, but there was an Ichabod Smith (census number 85).  In 1810 Kortright there were 13 Smith households, headed by Benjamin, Benijah, Elizabeth, Henry, James, Jeremiah, Jenner, John H., John J., Noah, two Peters (household numbers 204 and 345), and William. 

Using membership in an 1810 cluster as further evidence, the thirteen Kortright Smith households from 1810 were assigned Davenport probabilities ranging from zero (Benjamin and William) to 0.5 (James and Noah) and on up to 0.95 (Peter) and 1.0 (Jeremiah and John J.).  None of the Maryland Smith families of 1810 were assumed to live in the Fitches Patent area transferred in 1817 to Davenport.  

This reveals another problem with the analysis when it comes to specific households.  The James Smith household of 1810 Kortright, on the periphery of a cluster and thus assigned a probability of 0.5, could have easily been replaced by the J. Smith household of Maryland given a zero probability.  What is hoped is that while the location of any one specific household may be in error to one degree or another, the probability estimate of the total population living in a broad area will be more or less accurate.

There were fewer Olmsteds than Smiths in 1810 Kortright and Maryland, only seven Olmsted families as opposed to seventeen Smiths.  In the case of the Olmsteds, however, there were none reported in the 1820 censuses for those two towns.  This implies that all Olmsted families either became part of the new Davenport, perhaps moved away or otherwise disappeared.  1820 Davenport was home to five Olmsted families, headed by Anson, Darius, John, and two Stephens.  This was a drop of two from the combined 1810 Kortright-Maryland total, suggesting that one or two household had either disbanded or had moved on.  

In 1810 Maryland there was an A. and a D. Olmsted, possibly standing for Anson and Darius.  Maryland also one other D., an S. (Stephen?), and a W. Olmsted.  Harvey and Noble Olmsted headed the two Kortright households.  All of the five Maryland Olmsted households seemed to have lived close to one another (census numbers 184-186 plus 188, 189) and were given a Davenport probability of 0.95.  Harvey Olmsted in 1810 lived, judging by census numbers, in the middle of a ten-household Davenport-associated cluster (nos. 153-162, including four Turner households).  The Harvey Olmsted household was also assigned a Davenport probability of 0.95, following the rules of Table A.  The Nobel Olmsted family, census number 500 and part of no Davenport-associated cluster, received a probability of zero.

Even if one of the six 1810 Olmsted households with a 0.95 probability had moved away or had disbanded by 1820 and thus did not reside in the 1820 Davenport, we are interested only in whether or not their 1810 residence was on land that became Davenport.  In each case of these six families the probability seems highly likely, though of course not completely certain.

The third and final block of the attached spreadsheet table shows the names, in alphabetical order, of 1820 Davenport families that do not appear in Blocks I and II.  These household names have been included for the sake of completeness.

Table C, following, gives the end results of the Kortright and Maryland household search and probability calculations.  910 residents of Kortright in 1810 are estimated to have lived in the area lost to Davenport in 1817.  On a comparable land area basis, the Kortright population for 1810 would be reduced from 2993 to 2083.  For Maryland, the Fitches Patent residents living in 1810 on what was to become Davenport territory totaled an estimated 95.  The 1810 Maryland population for a comparable, 1810 to 1820 land area would therefore be reduced from 1103 to 1008.

Following Table C are the nine pages of the spreadsheet Table D discussed so laboriously above.
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Estimate of Probable Pre-1820 Kortright and Maryland Residents

Residing in what Later Became Davenport











Township
Source

Year
        Population

         Households


 Household Size







No.

No.

  Avg. Size



Kortright               (spreadsheet)

1800
481

82

     5.85 pers/hh

     5.91





   (spreadsheet)

1810
910

154


















Maryland
   (guess)

1800
50

9

     5.56

     5.44





   (spreadsheet)

1810
95

17




















Total in What Became Davenport

1800
531

91

     5.82

     5.86







1810
1005

171
















































Census Population Totals



1800

1810

1820
1830



















Kortright


1513

2993

2545
2865





Maryland


NA

1103

1439a
1749





Davenport


NA

NA

1384
1778


















Population Totals Adjusted for 1810-1820 Comparable Areas














Kortright


1032

2083

2545
2865





Maryland


NA

1008

1439
1749





Davenport


531

1005

1384
1778


















Estimated Davenport Population residing in Wallace Patent Land Lost to Oneonta After 1822













(from separate calculations)



72

163

174
180


















Davenport After Loss to Oneonta =

459

842

1210
1598
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               Names in 1820 Davenport NY Census Corresponding to Names in 1810













    and 1800 Kortright Censuses and 1810 Maryland (Otsego Co.) Census, with Possible














                   Antecedent Families in pre-1820 Kortright and Maryland Censuses














  [Source: SuperCalc Spreadsheet compiled by Alan Strout from decennial Federal censuses]



























          I.   KORTRIGHT CENSUSES NAMES, ARRANGED ALPHABETICALLY






























                Kortright Censuses, 1800, 1810, and 1820










  Davenport Census

 ALL CENSUSES
1820

1810 Census



     1800 census




1820
 First Name
Last Name
  ID
  ID
 First Name
 No.
Proba-

   ID
 First Name
 No.
Proba-

ID No

 +  (Alt. Spelling)



Pers
 bility


  Name
Pers
 bility

 (A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)

(K)
(L)
(M)
(N)

x

Adams
x
122
Uriah
10
0.9

4
Same
6
0.9

x

Airs
x
x




38

2
0.9

126
Abial
Allen
113
332
Charles
11
0.5
*
73
Same
5
0.5

x

Allen
x
333
Robert
8
0.5
*
72
Same
4
0.5



Baker
x
430
Storm? A. J?
10
0.9

x




169
Jacob
Banner
x
109
Same
2
1

?




168
John
Banner
x
108
Frederick
3
0.95

46
Same
8
0.95

47
Wilhelmus
Banner
x
203
Same
5
1

?




x

Barden
x
x




33
Jacob
7
0.9



Billings
x
220
Erastus
9
0.9

x




34
Michael
Blinn
x
110
Same
6
1

x
"x" = No such

last name found

in 1800 census


178
Jesse
Boothe (Booth)
x
211
Joseph
8
0.95

x



192
Selah
Boothe (Booth)






x





Brando
x
328
John
2
0.9
*
x




x

Brazee
x
x




56
Andrew
9
0.5

x

Brazee
x
x




57
John C.
10
0.5

121
Christopher S.
Bresee
x
279
Lewis Brizee
7
0.95

19
Michael?
3
0.95

18
Aaron
Brewer
x
416
same
2
1

?




33
David
Brewer
x
101
same
5
1

13
Same
4
1

11
Elias
Brewer
x
415
same
5
1

12
Same
4
1

1
Francis
Brewer
x
121
Francis
12
0.95

3
Same
8
0.95

10
Peter
Brewer
x
417
David
8
0.95

?




x

Burch
x
493
Jesse
3
0.9

43
Nathan #
7
0.9

158
Huldah
Burgett
x
124
Conrad
5
1

x




x

Burghardt
x
x




49
Hendrick
7
0.5

x

Burghardt
x
x




50
Joachim
7
0.25



Candy
x
459
Caleb
5
0.9

x




x

Case
x
440
Lawrence
4
0.9

37
Zerus Jr.
9
0.9

x

Case
x
439
Lemos?
4
0.9

36
Zerus
3
0.9

133
David
Chapman
x
x




64
John
3
0.5

7
Anthony
Chrispell
x
117
same
10
1

27
Same
6
1

x

Cleveland
?
107
Ammy
5
0.8








Codger
x
132
Enoch
9
0.5

x




113
John
Cook
?
498
same
3
0.9

x




 (A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)

(K)
(L)
(M)
(N)

46
Christian
Couse
x
123
same
2
1

?
"?" = Same LAST name

in column (C) as a known

1800 resident

16
Hontice
Couse
x
114
same
2
1

?


151
John
Couse
x
115
same
5
1

?




Couse
x
126
Caly
8
0.95

?


60
Henry (Linus?)
Couse (Case?)
x
113
same
7
1

14
Same
10
1

227
Margaret
Couser
x
162
James
5
0.95

x




91
Andrew
Crawford
x
453
James
5
0.95

x




73
Christopher
Crawford
x
454
same
6
1

x




53
Abel
Darrin
x
88
Lebe
8
0.95

x




99
Seba
Darrin
x
89
Lebe Jr
4
0.95

x




?

Davis
?





111
Nathaniel
4
0.9

105
Ephraim
Davis (Daris)
x
112
same
4
0.95

20
Leon
5
0.95

x

Dean
x
224
Samuel
2
0.9

34
Silas
3
0.9

151
Ezra
Denning(Dennend)
x
95
same
3
1

44
same
5
1



Dennino
x
125
Thoril?
2
0.9

x






Deyo
x
90
Peter
7
0.9

x




145
Lambert
Dingman
x
x




65
Jacob
7
0.9



Dodd
x
452
Miles
1
0.9

x




x

Douglass
x
331
William
10
0.5

71
same
7
0.5

x

Ellis
?
318
William
5
0.9

63
same
4
0.9

36
Eunice
Emmons
x
420
Ira
5
0.95

x






Emmons
x
422
Asa
9
0.95

x






Fletcher
x
216
John
8
0.9

x




200
John
Francis
x
217
Tenley?
5
0.95

59
Selah
7
0.95



Fritz
x
428
John
8
0.95

x




147
William
Fritz (Fritts)
x
429
Christian
6
0.95

x




123
Abigail
Fuller
x
215
Daniel
10
0.95

?




x

Furman
x
227
John
5
0.9

143
Jacob
7
0.9

x

Furman
x
316
James
4
0.9

144
same
2
0.9

184
Adam
Gaddes
x
159
same
9
1

x




37
Joseph
Goodrich
x
207
same
6
1

113
James
5
0.9

176
Seth
Goodrich
x
208
same
10
1

?




?

Goodrich
x
408
Jared #
6
0.9

112
same #
6
0.9

?

Goodrich
x
4
Silas
7
0.5

180
same
5
0.5



Goodrich
x
206
George
10
0.95

?




x

Graves
x
294
Edward
3
0.9

42
Abner
2
0.9

82
Samuel
Green
x
323
same
5
1

x




48
David
Grummon
x
449
same
6
1

x




97
Philamon
Harlow
x
91
same
5
1

x




96
William
Harlow
x
92
same
2
1

x




23
Peter
Hoghtaling
x
448
same
13
1

25
same
7
1

75
John
Hogtalin
x
446
same
2
1

26
same
8
1

?

Hogtalin
x
444
John Jr.
9
1

21
John
2
1



Hogtalin
x
421
Peter A.
6
0.95

?




101
Abraham J.
Houghtaling
x
438
Abram Hogtalin
9
1

18
Abram
6
1

90
Charity
Houghtaling
x
447
Herman(us)
7
1

22
same #
8
1

x

Hubbart
x
x




5
James
4
0.9

188
Peter
Hunt
230
399
Peter
10
0.8

109
same
10
0.8



Jacobs
?
202
Joseph
7
0.25

x




180
Thomas
Johnson
?
6
Same
4
0.9

104
same
9
0.9



King
x
455
Samuel
2
0.9

x




(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)

(K)
(L)
(M)
(N)















x

Kirkpatrick
?
152
Alexander
2
0.25

214
William
6
0.25

x

Lathrop
x
x




1
Isaac
8
0.9



Linn
x
425
Lenard
5
0.9

X




44
Cornelius
Livingston
x
322
Same
5
1

X






Manson
x
451
Herman
5
0.9

X






Maybee
x
496
Stephen
7
0.5

X




182
John
McFarland
x
157




161
David
3
0.95

?

McFarland
x
157




162
James
6
0.95

182
John
McFarlin (McFarlan)
x
157
Same
8
1

81
same
4
1



McGuire (Macquire)
x
223
Hugh
4
0.5

x




x

McMicken
x
320
William
4
0.9

74
James
4
0.8

217
William
McMorris
x
327
same
7
1

x




223
William
Merrell (Merril)
x
319
William
7
1

x




191
Ira
Metcalf
x
214
Eliphlet
9
0.95

x




39
Christian
Mickel (Michael)
x
432
William
5
0.95

172
same
3
0.95

45
John
Mickel (Michael)
x
431
John Mickle
4
0.95

?




40
Simon
Mickle
x
427
same
7
1

?




100
Stephen E.(C.?)
Miller
x
437
same
5
1

29
Samuel
4
0.95



Millington
x
209
Joseph
5
0.9

x






Mitchel
?
111
William
5
0.8

?






Montgomery
?
86
William
2
0.5

x




62
William
Moon
x
87
same
5
1

x




111
George
More
?
445
Richard
3
0.9

28
same
5
0.9

4
Martin
Morenus
x





9
George #
6
0.95

28
Jeremiah
Morenus
x





10
Jeremiah
3
1

3
Thomas
Morenus(Mannas)
x
118
Thomas
6
1

2
same
4
1

x

Morris
?
x




45
Voss??
6
0.9

13
Crandall
Mosher (Mosier)
x
315
Cornelius Mosier
9
0.5

x




x

Myers(Miers)
x
382
John
10
0.9

15
Same
6
0.9

x

Newman
x
424
Joshua
5
0.9

253
Abner #
12
0.9

27
Gaius
Northway
x
127
same
12
1

x






Olin
x
497
James
6
0.5

x




115
Anson
Olmstead
x
156
Harvey
5
0.95

x




206
Darius
Olmstead
x
500
Noble
3
0

x




50
Calvin
Orr
x
435
same
4
1

?




49
Hugh
Orr
x
433
same
9
1

31
Same
10
1

61
Hugh Jr
Orr
x
434
same
7
1

?




51
Luther
Orr
x
436
Luther
3
1

30
Mathew
10
0.95

x

Owens
x
x




16
Charles
6
0.9

x

Palmatier
x
326
Nathan
7
0.9

203
Stephen
4
0.9

x

Palmer
?
93
Solomon
8
0.8

247
John
3
0.8

5
Andrew
Parish
X
116
same
3
1

?




19
Asa
Parish
x
375
Same
1
.95

?




X
Crune
Parish
x
376
Same
10
.5

?




216
Benjamin
Parker
x
324
William
5
0.95

?




112
Jonathon
Pierce
x
X




60
Eli
7
0.95



Pitcher
x
100
William
6
0.9

X




137
Pardon
Place
x
317
Same
8
1

X




x

Prentice
x





68
Daniel Jr.?
5
1

(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)

(K)
(L)
(M)
(N)



Price
x
119
Jacob
10
0.9

X




70
Gideon
Rathbone            (Rathbun)
x
460
same
6
1

X




59
Simeon
Rathbone (Rathbun)
x
461
same
5
1

X




8
Tunis
Reed
?
38
same
4
.8

?




213
William
Riddle
x
131
same
8
1

163
Same
3
1

x

Rogers
x
48
John
6
0

66
Nathaniel
6
0.9

x

Rouse
x





69
Simon
8
0.9

156
Henry
Rowe
?
99
same
8
0.95

X






Rowe
?
98
Caty
3
0.9

X






Salisbury
x
106
Henry
9
0.9

X




x

Sawyer
x
x




32
Joel
6
0.9

72
William
Shaver (Sherer?)
x
443
William L.
10
1

X




167
Joseph
Shellman
x
104
same
6
1

X




166
Peter
Shellman
x
105
same
4
1

X




x

Simmon
x
321
Peter
2
0.9

170
William
5
0.5

21
Elijah
Smith
?
94
Elizabeth
3
0.9

?




153
Harvey
Smith
x
222
Henry
5
0.95

?




171
Jeremiah
Smith
x
205
same
10
1

48
same
7
1

174
Jeremiah Jr.
Smith
x
249
James
8
0.5

?




102
John J.
Smith
x
103
same
2
1

?




136
John P.
Smith
168?
97
John H.
3
0.9

?




201
Lydia
Smith
x
219
Jener
6
0.95

?




170
Peter P.
Smith
x
345
Peter
11
0.95

47
Peter P.
7
1

154
Seymour
Smith
x





41
Peter J.
8
0.95

 ?

Smith
 ?





67
Joseph
9
0.9

?

Smith
?
204
Peter
9
0.9

96
same
10
0.9



Smith
x
342
Noah
13
0.5

80
same
4
0.5

71
John
Snyder (Snider)
x
442
George
5
0.95

40
George B.P.
5
0.95

189
Robert
Spence
x
221
same
6
1

x




226
Olive
Spencer
?
13
Philip
10
0.9

62
same?
4
0.9

164
Charles
Spoor(Spoore)
x
363
John #
4
0.9

91
same #
6
0.9



Stevens
x
155
Sylvanus
5
0.9

x






Stuart (Swart?)
x
456
Benjamin
1
0.9

x






Stuart (Swart?)
x
457
Silas
4
0.9

x




29
George
Swart
x
128
same
6
1

x




32
Sabastian
Swart
x
414
same
10
1

7
same
4
1

31
Thomas
Swart
x
413
same
4
1

?




30
William
Swart
x
129
same
6
1

8
same
4
1

30

Swart
x
418
Peter
2
0.95

6
same
3
0.95



Swart
x
130
Paulus
5
0.95

x






Sycondorf
x
450
Nicolas
8
0.9

x




x

Syple
x
419
John
6
0.9

11
same
3
0.9

x

Syple
x
120
George
7
0.9

17
Peter
3
0.9

215
James
Tait (Tate)
x
325
John Tate
5
0.95

x





Julius
Tobias
x
462
Jonathan
4
0.5

x




183
Benjamin
Turner
x
160
same
4
1

?




186
Paul
Turner
x
161
same
5
1

83
same
8
1

187
Paul Jr.
Turner
x
153
John
9
0.95

97
same
4
0.95



Turner
x
154
Ebenezer
7
0.95

?






Twitchel
x
441
Ebenezer
5
0.9

x




(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)

(k)
(L)
(M)
(N)



Twitchel
x
458
Jeremiah H.
6
0.9

x


















X

Tyner(Tigner)
x
x




37
William
3
0.9

X

Valentine
x
329
Benjamin
4
0.9
*
70
same
9
0.9

190
Aaron
VanHorn
x
212
same
4
1

x




26
James
VanValkenburg
x
x




55
Adam
6
1



Vroman
x
102
Adam
3
0.9

x






Vroman
x
210
Samuel
4
0.9

x




124
Barney
Wager
x
213
same
7
1

?




128
Cornelius
Wager
x
423
same
10
1

54
same
6
1

X

Walding(Waldron)
x
x




23
Jeremiah
5
0.9

X

Walding(Waldron)
x
x




24
Simon #?
6
0.9

181
William
Walker
x
158
same
8
1

82
same
9
1



Wallace
x
163
John
7
0.5

x




224
Joseph
Webb
?
286
Joseph G.
7
0.9
*
x




X

Webster
x
x




61
George
10
0.9

X

West
x
96
Asa
7
0.9

39
same
10
0.9

17
Lambert (Lamb)
Whitmarsh
x
426
same
4
1

x







































1800

1810





Estimate of Probable Kortright Residents





481

910
= sum of cols.(M) times (N)




Residing in what Later Became Davenport








       And cols. (G) times (H)





Probable Households




82

154
= sum of cols. (N) and (H)
































Note: Probabilities followed by an asterisk (*) have been modified by

         the judgement of Davenport Historian Emeritus, Mary S. Briggs.

























# = same 1st & last name in 1790 census.
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         Table D, Continued

















    II.  ARRANGED BY BLOCKS OF MARYLAND CENSUS NUMBERS IN NUMERICAL ORDER























  (Names in 1820 Davenport NY Census Corresponding to Last Names in 1810

  Maryland Census, Arranged by Blocks ("Clusters") of 1810 Maryland Census Numbers)














                                                                     Maryland Census, 1810 and 1820







 Davenport Census

 ALL CENSUSES
1820

1810 Census











1820
 First Name
Last Name
  ID
  ID
 First Name
 No.
Proba-









ID No

 +  (Alt. spelling)


(Initials Only)
Pers
 Bility









 (A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)


























69
Samuel
Brown
40,41
5
S
8
0









89
Robert
Crawford
77
34
S
4
0









91
Andrew
Crawford














73
Christopher
Crawford
















Spencer
?
64
F?
6
0











Spencer
?
76
S
7
0











Spencer
?
111
C
3
0











Spencer
102
118
E
6
0











Burnside
?
119
C.T.
8
0










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------















226
Olive
Spencer
?
124
A
8
0











Spencer
155
125
J
3
0











Spencer
?
126
E
3
0











Aylesworth?
207?
127
R
7
0











Spencer
?
128
S
5
0











Culver
x
129
J
7
0











Burnside
230
130
S
6
0









108
David P.
Brown
40
131
S
7
0









225
John
Brown
?
132
S
3
0











Shell
x
133
W
9
0











Groman
x
134
J
6
0










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

















Holmes
x
135
E
5
0.5









107
John
Shaver
x
136
C
11
0.95









106
Peter
Shaver
x













72
William
Shaver
x













142
Joseph
Strader (Strayder)
x
137
Y
9
0.95









141
George
Craft? (Croft?)
x
138
G
6
0.95











Craft
x
139
F
5
0.95











Larue
x
140
H
2
0.5










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

















How
172
141
P
6
0











Andrus
x
142
P
5
0









153
Harvey
Smith
?
143
H
5
0










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

















Gunn
105?
149
N
5
0











Gunn
?
150
J
10
0.25









132
John
Bresee
x
151
J
6
0.95









131
John C.
Bresee
x
152
J.C.
5
1









130
Henry
Bresee
x













121
Christopher
Bresee
x
153
C
5
0.95









164
Charles
Spoor (Spurr?)
x
154
S
2
0.9









 (A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
(F)
(G)
(H)











Dubois
x
155
Y
3
0.5










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

















Buckwith
x
156
Y
8
0











Spencer
218
157
A
8
0











Spencer
51
158
J
5
0









173
John
Smith
?
159
J
2
0









21
Elijah
Smith
?
160
E
6
0











Spencer
102
161
E
5
0











Weedam?
x
162
L
3
0











Houghton?
114
163
D
5
0










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

















Houghton
?
178
A
2
0











Cass (Case?)
81?
179
S
4
0











Witherill
x
180
J
6
0










(Richard?)
Hoose
144
181
R
6
0










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------















112
Jonathan
Pierce (Perce)
x
182
J
7
0.95









116
Daniel
Pierce (Perce)
x















Hayard
x
183
C
6
0.9









206
Darius?
Olmsted
x
184
D
6
0.95









115
Anson?
Olmsted
x
185
A
5
0.95











Olmsted
x
186
D
2
0.95









163
John
Wilbur (Wilber)
x
187
J
8
0.95









119
Gideon
Wilber (Willaber)
x













207
Stephen
Olmstead
x
188
S
9
0.95









208
John
Olmstead
x
189
W
7
0.95









117
Stephen R.
Olmstead
x















Warner
x
190
J
1
0.5










--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

















Warner
x
191
M
3
0











More
x
192
F
1
0









133
David
Chat(p?)man                                        
x
193
E
5
0











Lindsley
x
194
J
9
0











Knofton?
x
195
J
4
0











Spencer
102
196
E jr.
8
0









171
Jeremiah
Smith
?
197
J
6
0



























Estimate of Probable 1810 Maryland Residents in what Later Became Davenport














95
= sum of col.(G) times col.(H)






    Probable number of households

17
= sum of col. (H)




























Census Total
     Excluding "Davenport"











    Total MARYLAND Residents in 1810
 1103


1008












1820
1439a

1439



























Note: Probabilities followed by an asterisk (*) have been modified by

          the judgement of Davenport Historian Emeritus, Mary S. Briggs.
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Table D, Concluded






























         III. Additional Davenport Residents in 1820 Not Found Above or In

















          1810 Kortright or Maryland Federal Censuses
































1820
 Census
Last Name














ID No 
First Name
(Alt. or possible last name)














(A)
(B)
(C)














14
Eliphalet
Austin
Prob. dupl.: same age/size households













15
Eliphalet
Austin
Prob. dupl.: same age/size households













122
Alexander
Bane














218
James
Banter (Baxter?)














202
Ezekial
Beard














125
Garret
Blurty (Blurtes)














222
Samuel
Bowlin














80
Sarah
Bryan














157
Isiah
Burgett














6
Christian    (Abraham?)
Chrispell














57
Henry
Close (Closu)














197
Elmon
Colles














9
Frontice
Couse?














138
William
Craig? (Gregg?)














54
Seleh (Seba?)
Darrin














177
John
Davenport














162
William
Denend (Denning?)













146
Oliver
Dingman














149
Allen
Donalds (Donaley?)














148
Sterling
Donalds (Donaley?)














55
Daniel
Durham














58
Henry
Durham














56
Michael
Durham














68
Simeon
Durham














143
Jacob
Follock (Follett?)














194
Selah
Francis














92
William D.
Gale (Gales)














175
Seth Jr.
Goodrich














83
Phineas
Green














81
Adna
Hamilton














86
Peter
Hanson














98
James
Harlow














94
Job
Harlow














2
He(r?)man 
Hawkins












217

95
Simeon
Hendrickson














152
Daniel
Herrick












4,207-8,387,409

150
John
Hilton












323

87
James
Houghtaling














77
Michael
Houghtaling














88
Peter
Houghtaling












91,92

76
Peter J.
Houghtaling












91,92

78
Stephen
Houghtaling














165
Nathan
Kellogg














172
Nathan F.
Kellogg














93
Nathaniel
Kieze














1820  
 Census
Last Name














ID No 
First Name
(Alt. or possible last name)














(A)
(B)
(C)














67
Cook
Lavalle (LeVally)














63
John S.
Lavalle (LeVally)














109
John
Livingston














110
Peter
Livingston














127
Timothy
McCoy














134
Samuel
McCraney














144
John
McDougall (MacDouglas?)














221
John
McMurdy(McMurray?)














41
Philip
Mickel














211
Richard W.
Miller














38
Thomas W.
Morenus














12
Jonathan
Morral (Morrell?)














79
He(r?)man 
Munson












########

84
Agur
Northrup












########

52
Corbet
Orr














66
James
Orr














74
Joseph
Orr














155
James
Ostrander














160
John
Rener














64
Tibbets
Rathbone (Rathbun)














214
Hugh
Riddle














212
Robert
Riddle














210
Ephraim
Robinson












433-436

120
William
Rowsum(Rowsam)












433-436

114
Jacob
Schermerhorn












433-436

25
Abraham
Shaw














228
William
Shellman














229
Hosea
Shirts












460,461

20
Justus (Justice)
Sillaman (Silliman)












131

103
John Samuel
Sinstack (Sensiback)












131

42
Evert
Sixbee (Sigsbee)














43
Nicholas
Sixbee (Sigsbee)














209
George
Sornbarger














205
Henry
Sornbarger














142
Joseph
Strader














204
Andrew G.
TenEick














203
John V.
TenEick














104
Peter
Tarpenning














193
Chester
Tucker














118
Martin B.
VanBuren














129
Frederick
Wager














195
Gardner
Westcott














22
David
Whitmarsh














24
Samuel
Whitmarsh














35
Hallona
Winne





































1This self-contained Annex to “Davenport’s Population in the Early Years” presents the population estimating procedure in considerably greater detail and to some degree duplicates the summary paper. 


� Total taken from Maryland census listings, microfilm and original pages at Huntington Library, Oneonta, NY, transcribed by the author on August 24, 2001.


� Total taken from Maryland census listings, microfilm and original pages at Huntington Library, Oneonta, NY, transcribed by the author on August 24, 2001.
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