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THE BUSINESS SITUATION

{BE REXAS

John R. Stockton

Texas business activity in February showed a substantial
gain over January, which was reflected in most segments
of the economy. The index of business activity compiled
by the Bureau of Business Research remained practically
unchanged at 215 percent of the 1957-1959 base period.
The January value of the index, however, rose 13 percent
from December, and the fact that it retained all of this
strong increase in February is evidence that business has
definitely improved. The level of the business-activity in-
dex for the first two months of 1968 was above any level
reached in the past. The average for the first two months
of 1968 was 17 percent above that for the first two months
of 1967.

The chart below shows rather dramatically the extent
to which the level of business activity in Texas has im-
proved since the middle of 1967. This increase parallels
very closely the improvement in business throughout the
nation. National personal income advanced $7.5 billion in
February, the largest monthly increase in more than two
years. The increase in personal income was spread broadly
through most segments of the economy with the exception
of agriculture. No monthly figures are available for per-
sonal income in Texas, but the widespread increase in the
Texas barometers indicates that income payments were
undoubtedly higher in February than in previous months.

Wage increases account for a substantial portion of the
increase in personal income; some of this increase in wages
is accounted for by the increase in minimum wages, but in
general all types of wages increased.

Total employment in Texas rose from 4,146,400 in Jan-
uary to 4,171,800 in February, while the unemployment
rate in selected labor markets declined from 2.6 percent of

the labor force in January to 2.5 percent in February. Man-
ufacturing employment rose from 703,100 in January to
705,200 in February. The workweek in manufacturing rose
from 40.4 to 41.3 hours between January and February.

Employment in the United States in February totaled
75.6 million workers, an increase of 564,000 from January.
The workweek in manufacturing increased from 40.2 hours
to 40.7, another sign that business activity is rising. The
unemployment rate remained close to last year’s level, in-
dicating that job openings over the year about matched
the increase in the labor force,

Industrial production in the United States declined dur-
ing the first half of 1967, and recovered sharply during
the second half. January slipped from 162.0 in December
to 161.2 in January, and February remained virtually un-
changed at 161.3. The index of industrial production in
Texas, however, has been showing a much stronger rise
than that for the country as a whole. December was 163.0,
January 164.1, and February 168.4. The February index
was 3 percent higher than the January value and 10 per-
cent above that of a year ago. With manufacturers’ in-
ventories rising it appears that some of the product of
the factories is remaining unsold, A survey by the De-
partment of Commerce indicates that manufacturers are
planning to increase inventories by 2 billion dollars during
the first quarter of 1968. The building of inventories and
the increased consumer buying should keep the level of
industrial activity expanding through at least the first
half of 1968.

Industrial power consumption in Texas increased 6 per-
cent between January and February. Since these two series
are both measures of the level of industrial activity, it is
to be expected that they should move together.

TEXAS BUSINESS ACTIVITY

Index Adjusted for Seasonal Variation-1957-1959 = 100
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SOURCE: Based on bank debits reported by the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas and adjusted for
seasonal variation and changes in the price level by the Bureau of Business Research.
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Texas retail sales in February, according to seasonally
adjusted data, rose 6 percent from January, in contrast to
no change between December and January. This strong
rise in consumer spending is a favorable sign for business,
and it is significant that seasonally adjusted sales for the
nation rose only 1 percent in February. In spite of the poor
showing in January, the strong rise in Texas sales for
February puts the first two months of 1968 15 percent
higher than sales for the same period a year ago.

Retail sales are finally beginning to show the effect
of rising incomes, but at the same time it appears that
the increase in sales did not come at the expense of sav-
ings. Comprehensive figures on savings are not vet avail-
able, but mutual savings banks in the United States re-
ported a record increase in deposits for the month of
February.

Building in Texas surged upward in February, with an
increase of 12 percent over January. The first two months
of 1968 found building authorized 25 percent ahead of
construction for the first two months of 1967. Residential
congtruction for February, with an increase of 43 percent,
was far ahead of nonresidential, with a decrease of 22
percent. The record for the first two months of the year
is perhaps more significant; during this period residential
construction rose 59 percent over its value for the first two
months of 1967, while nonresidential merely maintained
its level of last year.

In spite of the strong increase in residential building,
the impact of higher interest rates is already threatening
this part of the economy. No one is predicting that credit
will be restricted as sharply as it was in 1966, but in-
creases in the cost of borrowing appear inevitable during
the months to come.

Housing starts for the nation as a whole in February
increased 8 percent over January, a rate considerably
below the rate in Texas. This lower rate of housing starts
in the remainder of the country is a forerunner of what
is likely to happen to residential building in Texas if the
inflationary pressures continue to mount,

It now appears that capital expenditures of business
concerns will add buoyancy to the business situation in
1968. The latest estimates of expected expenditures for
plant and equipment made by the Commeree Department
and the Securities Exchange Commission indicate that
outlays will rise $2.1 billion, to an annual rate of $64.8
billion. Outlays for the fourth quarter of 1967 were at an
annual rate of $62.7 billion, $1.8 billion above capital in-
vestment during the third quarter. Expenditures for 1968
are expected to rise 5.8 percent, compared to a rise of 1.7
percent in 1967. Manufacturing concerns anticipate an
increase of 4.6 percent from last year and nonmanufact-
urers are expected to spend 6.7 percent more than last year.

The increase in anticipated capital expenditures is one
of the most significant barometers of business. The data
quoted above are all for the United States. Since no data
are available on a state basis it is possible to analyze only
the relationship of capital expenditures in the United
States to those in Texas. It is clear that Texas has been
expanding industrially faster than the country as a whole.
For this reason any substantial inerease in expenditures
for new plant and equipment for the nation can be ex-
pected to foreshadow an expansion of Texas industry.
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SELECTED BAROMETERS OF TEXAS BUSINESS

{Indexes Adjusted for sessonal variation 1967-19459 = 100)
Percent change
Year-to-date
average
Year-to-date Feb 1968 1068
Feb Jan average from from
Index 1868 1968 1968 Jan 1968 1967
Texas business activity . 214.7* 2164 r 215.1 i + 17
Crude-petrolenm
production . ........ 136.0 % 131.8* 138.9 + 3 4+ 28
Crude-aoil runs to
i S S e 138.9 128.2 131.0 =+ 4 + 11
Total electric-power
A | I e B oL AT 2023 % 275" 219.9 = 2 + 13
Industrial electric-power
TR e revii e sl 206.4 ¥ 193.9 * 200.2 L 6 + 10
Bank debits ...........2314 230.9 231.2 T -+ 19
Ordinary-life-insurance
B e oy e 196.7
Building construction
authorized ...,...... 174.2 151.4 162.8 -+ 15 -+ 23
New residential ....175.4 122.4 148.9 - 43 -+ 59
New nonresidential .173.4  205.4 189.4 — 16 = 1
Total industrial
PIOGUEEION: e snnineas 168.4 * 164.1 * 166.3 4 2 + 9
Miscellaneous freight
carloadings in 5.W,
daatdet o 8220 80.3 81.2 + 2 — 1
Total nonfarm
empluyment v 1 36R: 1368 136.2 + 1 + 5
Manufacturing
employment . ...., .. 141.7% 141.2+* 141.5 bied + &
Total unemployment ... 64.3 BO.5 6.9 - 7 — 3
Insured unemployment . 45.9 45.8 47.4 - 6 — 10
Average weekly earn-
ings—manufacturing 136.7* 132.3* 134.5 + 3 + 7
Average weekly hours—
manufacturing ...... 1016 988* 99.9 + 3 — 1

* Preliminary,
** Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
r Revised.

The fourth quarter of 1967 turned in a record rate of
corporate earnings. The annual rate of $85.4 billion for
the fourth quarter was $1.4 billion above the previous high
of $84.0 billion in the third quarter of 1966. The record
fourth quarter improved the comparison with 1966 suf-
ficiently that 1967 was only 3.5 percent below 1966. For
the first three quarters 1967 was 5.4 percent behind the
previous year, No data are available for corporate earn-
ings for Texas, but there is every reason to believe that
the state followed the same pattern as the nation. Prospects
for a continued rise in corporate earnings look favorable.

The strength shown by both personal and corporate
income is a factor to be considered in evaluating the
prospects for an increase in income tax rates. At the
present time it appears that incomes have increased more
than would be absorbed by a 10-percent tax increase. This
fact will probably not be overlooked by Congress in con-
sidering the feasibility of a tax increase. Government ex-
penditures in 1967 increased 12 percent over those of 1966;
national defense expenditures increased 19 percent,

If a tax increase is passed by Congress it will be ex-
pected to produce at least three effects on the economy, all
of which will certainly be felt in Texas. A tax increase
would reduce the government’s deficit, absorb some of the
inflationary pressures that have been building up, and
tend to improve our balance-of-payments position with
respect to the rest of the world. Probably even more im-
portant iz the fact that it would indicate to the world
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business community that we are determined to restrain
the inflationary surge that is weakening the dollar.

Business activity has improved enough in recent weeks
that monetary authorities are tightening up on credit.
The recent advances in the rediscount rate by the Federal
Reserve Banks foreshadow increased interest rates. It is
to be expected that this trend will continue until a better
balance between governmental receipts and expenditures
has been achieved.

To many Texans the gold crisis seems far removed
from their field of interest, but the world is so closely
knit economically that even the remotest area cannot
escape the effects of an international monetary crisis.
The foreign trade of Texas business concerns is substantial,
although its size and importance is often not recognized.
The two-price system for gold trading is probably only
a temporary expedient that is expected to buy some time
to put into effect reforms in the United States economy.
The latest monetary crisis occurred in September 1931,
when Britain stopped selling gold for pounds. The present
situation is different in that the level of economic activity
is high, while in 1931 the world was already well into
the Great Depression.

“TED TEXAS CITIES

Percent change

Year-to-date
average
Year-to-date Feb 1968 1968
Feb Janr average from from
Index 1968 1968 1968 Jan 1968 1967
Abileme .......... 133.4 142.2 137.8 — 6 — &
Amarille ........200.2 198.5 199.4 + 1 + 13
Austin ...........250.4 236.5 243.0 + 6 + 26
Beaumont ........ 138.9 193.5 191.2 — 2 + 7
Corpus Christi ...166.8 158.8 162.8 + & + 16
Corsicana ........ 159.1 176.0 167.6 — 10 + 15
Dallee oo 242.7 252.8 247.8 — 4 + 17
El Pago: o i 129:8 147.7 138.6 — 13 + 8
Fort Worth ...... 170.7 158.8 164.8 -+ 7 + 20
Galveston ........ 128.9 139.2 134.1 - 7 + 14
Houston ......... 238.1 280.9 235.0 + 4 + 1%
Laredo ..... Py A 201.8 203.4 + 2 -+ 16
Lubbock ........ 163.1 187.0 165.1 —_ 2 4+ &
Port Arthur ...... 113.8 111.1 112.5 + 2 — b
Ban Angelo ......155.5 172.4 164.0 — 10 -+ 10
San Antonio ..... 213.4 195.4 204.4 + 8 -+ 23
Texarkana ....... 234.6 237.5 236.1 — 1 + 12
Moler v 168.¢ 168.2 160.6 — 3 + 9
Waeo ... e i 171.0 170.8 p + 10
Wichita Falls ....138.9 146.5 142.7 5 1L
** (hange is less than one half of 1 percent.

r Revized.
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It can be said in summary that business in Texas is
improving somewhat faster than in the country as a
whole. Both the state and the national barometers in-
dicate that improvement is to be expected during 1968, but
counterbalancing that good is the worry that inflation is
getting out of hand. Another deterrent to economic op-
timism is the uncertainty concerning the international gold
standard, and the steps that must be taken in the light
of this situation, which give cause for concern in spite of
the encouraging movements of the statistical barometers.

RETAIL-SALES TRENDS BY KIND OF BUSINESS
(Unadjusted)

Percent change
February from January

_Actual
Number of Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Jan-Feb 1363
reporting Normal from fro

2 m from
Kind of business stores seasenal* Jan 1968 Feb 1967 Jan-Feb 1967

DURAHLE GOODS

Automotive storest 554 — 2 + 5 + 19 + 17
Motor-vehicle
dealers ....... 194 + 5 + 19 4+ 16
Furniture and
household-
appliance
storest ....... 152 — 6 | + 22 + 14
Furniture stores . 95 — 4 -+ 22 + 14

Lumber, building-
material, and

hardware
dealers .......209 + 2 + 20 -+ 18 + 12
Farm-implement
dealers ....... 16 Feo -+ 26 —+ 14 + &
Hardware stores . 53 + 2 + 17 <+ 15
Lumber and
building-
material
dealers ....... 140 + 22 + 19 + 12
NONDURABLE GOODS
Apparel stores .,...289 — 21 e | + 11 + B
Family clothing
stores ........ 46 e — 4 + 6 + 4
Men's and boys'
clothing stores 5% — 23 -+ 19 -+ 18
Shoe stores ..... BT — 2 -+ 21 + 12
Women's ready-to-
wear stores ., . 105 — 4 -+ 10 + 6
Other apparel
REGrak o o B — 28 + 19 + 24
Drugstores ........218 — b - 7 4+ 5 + B
Eating and drinking
placest ....... 157 e + 3 e g @
Restaurants ... 99 o + 4 + 6 4 2
Food storest ....... 254 — & o =4+ 11 + 8
Groceries (without
meats) ....... 84 o e o TR
Groeeries (with
meats) ..i...0 376 + 1 -+ 12 + 8
Gasoline and service
stations  ...... 499 — 8 — 11 + 16 4 20
General-merchandise
storest .......192 — 9 — 8 4+ 8 =511
Dry-goods stores . 89 = & + 7 + &
Department stores 36 — 10 + 4 + 13
Other retail storesf.251 + 2 4 2 + 8 + B
Florists  ........ 46 418 -+ 20 - 20
Nurseries .,..... 14 + 84 e — 3
Jewelry stores .. 36 - 4 -+ B + 3
Liquor stores ... 86 — 1 4+ 13 + &
Office, store, and
school-supply
dealers ...._... 33 — 2 + & + 6

* Percent change of current month's seasonal average from preceding
month's seasonal average.

+ Includes kinds of business other than classifications listed.

#* Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
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REEF SHELL - A TEXAS RAW MATERIAL

A. M. Kerr*

Location of Shell

In the bays along the Texas coast, from the Louisiana
border south to the holiday resort of Corpus Christi, dred-
gers are operating night and day to extract from the
waters a raw material of great value to Texas industry.

Dead oyster shell, more generally known as reef shell,
and sometimes as mud shell, occurs in reefs from four to
twenty-five feet in thickness and of varying widths and
lengths, which are normally found from eight to ten feet
below the water's surface, but may oeccur at depths of
forty feet or even more. Known deposits of shell occur
in the Gulf areas farther offshere than Heald Bank, which
is more than thirty miles from Galveston Beach, and
though no commercial production of live oysters occurs
south of Corpus Christi, because of the arid conditions, it
is believed by some that the occurrence of dead oyster
shells does not cease there, Live reefs exist, too, in the
bays from Corpus Christi north, and these support the
Texas oyster industry, centered mainly in the Galveston

* Reader in economics at the University of Western Australia and
visiting professor of economics at The University of Texas, at Austin,
fall 1967,

Bay area. The largest of these live reefs in the Gulf area
is that running across Atchafalaya Bay, in Louisiana,
twenty-five miles long and up to a mile in width.

The principal bays on the Texas coast in which reef
shell occurs are shown in the accompanying map. In 1951
and 1952 a study of buried oyster reefs was made in three
large bays in the general area of Texas reef-shell pro-
duction. This study, which was made with the use of
probes operated manually, revealed the presence of many -
buried oyster reefs and disclosed some of their character-
isties. The modern reefs, usually long, relatively narrow
accumulations of shell in a prevailingly soft mud bottom,
have a tendeney to grow out into the bays at right angles.
They occur mostly at water depths of less than six feet
and many are partially exposed as long islands during
periods of low water. Operators of dredges in this area
have reported thicknesses of up to twenty feet in these
reefs, though in general they are much thinner than this
(Principal Reef Shell Bays Texas Coast—map),

The northernmost shell source in Texas is Sabine Lake,
which is not of great importance in terms of production,
since the annual take of reef shell is small and variable

PRINCIPAL REEF SHELL BAYS
TEXAS COAST
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from year to year. On the other hand, the Galveston-Trin-
ity area is the largest contributor of reef shell and at the
same time the most productive of Texas Bays for har-
vested oysters and fish, for various reasons. From almost
every point of view this is currently the most important
reef-shell-producing area in Texas,

Some distance south lies Lavaca Bay, which is generally
believed to have reasonably good reserves of dead shell,
although it produces no commercial oyster. Good reserves
of dead shell are believed to exist also in Matagorda Bay,
as well as live oysters, but this area produces no shell or
oysters at the moment, although it did yield some shell in
the early 1960’s.

It is generally agreed that San Antonio Bay, currently
ranking second to the Galveston-Trinity area in shell pro-
duction, holds good reserves of dead shell. It is a relative-
ly good oyster-growing area with many live oysters, but
the oyster take has been erratic because of occasional sa-
linity and disease problems.

Copano Bay, it is thought, holds modest to good re-
serves of dead shell. In it is a series of cross reefs, but
it has no commercial production of oysters because of high
salinity and pollution from salt-water effluent discharged
from nearby oil fields, Aransas Bay has live oysters, har-
vested commercially from reefs in the northern part of
the bay, which are partly dependent on the outflow of the
Guadalupe River. A considerable amount of shell was
taken from this bay in the 1930’s but no dredging per-
mits are issued for the area now. It is generally agreed
that modest to good reserves of shell remain.

Nueces Bay, which is very shallow and has no live reefs,
is nearly fished out for reef shell. The oyster industry
was defunct, in fact, before the dredgers moved in, and
the area now suffers heavily from pollution caused by
chemical effluent. Many oil pipelines run along the bed
of the Bay as, also, in Copano Bay. The survey ecarried
out by the state with probes in 1958 disclosed an estimated
8 million yards of shell, most of which has now been taken.
On the whole it seems that dredging, which has deepened
parts of the Bay and ereated new islands in other parts,
has improved the sporting and wildlife possibilities in this
area, despite a cut that was made across a bird-nesting
island in the spring of 1963, causing an outery from local
conservationists.,

In Corpus Christi Bay sonar probes carried out in the
mid-1960’s by the state revealed no major sources of shell.
Some dead shell exists there, but it is difficult for the
dredges to work, There are no living reefs in this bay.

Industrial Structure and Operations

At present some sixteen firms hold permits to dredge
shell in the region, some very large in scale of operations,
a few very small. The center of gravity of the industry in
terms of scale of operations is in the Galveston-Trinity
Bay area. Production of reef shell from all Texas bays is
shown in Table 1. Reef shell production by bay is shown
in Table 2.

In terms of overall production the industry enjoyed pros-
perous conditions in the 1920's, fell off markedly in the
early 1930°s, recovered in the late 1930’s, soared to new
heights in the early 1940’s, and then climbed steadily
until the mid 1950's, after which it has leveled off. In this
leveling-off process the center of gravity of the industry,
areawise, has been changing, with a decline in the relative
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importance of the Galveston Bay area and an increase in
the relative importance of the San Antonio Bay area,
Figures for production by bays are available only from
1959-1960 onward, but they show, significantly, that pro-
duction from the Galveston Bay area has fallen from a
peak of 8.8 million cubic yards in 1961-1962 to 7.2 million
in 1965-1966, while that from the San Antonio Bay area
has risen from 1.1 million in 1969-1960 to 2.7 million in
1965-1966. In the other bays no changes of significance to
the industry as a whole have occurred over this period.
Producers operating in the Galveston Bay area anticipate
that production will decline again in the current year um-
less some easing up on current restrictions ocecurs and
new areas are opened up to them (chart, Texas Reef Shell
Production Total—All Bays; Table 1, Texas Reef Shell
Production Total—All Bays; Table 2, Texas Reef Shell
Production by Bays).

The techniques of harvesting the shell are basically the
same although the equipment used varies greatly in size

Fable 1. TEXAS

Quantity ___Quantity
(thousands of (t.housnnr]s_cf
Year cubic yards)*  Year cubie yards)*
1912 535 1938-1940 2,102
1813 = 1940-1941 3,485
1914 BT6 1941-1942 5,196
1915 a04 1942-1943 5,486
1916 — 1943-1944 4,699
1917 1944-1945 3,456
1918 = 1945-1946 4,500
1919 452 1946-1947 5,482
1920 724 1947-1948 6,228
1921 T46 1948-1949 7,174
1922-1923 829 1949-1950 7,527
1923-1924 1,213 1950-1851 8,462
1924-1925 1,205 1951-1952 9,159
1925-1926 1,952 1952-1953 10,030
1926-1927 1,988 1953-1054 10,228
1927-1928 1,706 1954-1955 10,055
1928-1929 1,773 1965-1956 11,366
1929-1930 1,750 1966-1957 12,043
1930-1931 1,522 1857-1858 11,470
1931-1932 1,186 1958-1959 11,296
1932-1933 538 1858-1960 11.449
1933-1934 T68 1960-1961 11,701
1034-1935 808 1961-1962 : 12,131
1935-1836 1,628 1962-1963 11,634
1636-18387 2,206 1963-1964 11,763
1937-1938 2.147 1864-1965 12,095
1033-1939 2,256 1965-1966 11,548

{ Prior to 1959-1960 production figures related to revenue-received dates;
from 1869-1960 they related to actual production during the period
* One cubic yard equals 0.85-0.90 short tons,
Source: State of Texas, Parks and Wildlife Department.

Galveston- Mata- San Sabine

Year Total Trinity gorda Antonio Lavaca Nueces Lake
1959-1960 11,449 8,538 236 1,092 438 1,145 _—
1960-1961 11,701 8,230 146 1,677 464 1,184 —
1961-1962 12,131 B, T8 1 1,778 320 1,224 11
1962-1963 11,534 8,617 1,414 167 1,228 208
1963-1964 11,763 8,252 —— 1,922 320 1,060 199
1964-1966* 12,095 8,263 — 1,909 493 1,028 277

1966-1966 11,648 7,240 = 2,690 214 1,295 108

*In 1964-19656 Copano Bay also produced 125,000 cubic yards.
Source: State of Texas, Parks and Wildlife Department.
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and type. The operation centers around the dredge, a large
and cumbersome vessel. The largest dredge working this
part of the coast has a dry draft of eight feet and a wet
(operating) draft of thirteen feet, Since the bays are gen-
erally shallower than the wet draft the dredge has to cut
its own channel as it works its way through the reefs.
A circular cutter extends on a shaft from the bow of the
dredge, supported by a gantry. which enables the angle of
inclination to be changed so that the cutter can operate at
varying depths. Its limit of operation is forty feet.

The shell is broken loose from the reef and then sucked
from the cutter blades into a large tube by an eighteen-
inch pump, in much the same manner that material is
sucked into a vacuum cleaner. Since the dredged shell is
mixed with mud and sand, the mixture has to be washed
to separate out these elements. Usually about 30 percent
of the shell (and sometimes up to 50 percent, depending
upon the nature of the deposit) consists of fine particles,
less than half an inch in diameter. For many years opera-
tors lost the major part of these “fines” in the washing
operation, but the introduction of rotary washers in the
early 1950’s allowed a much greater recovery rate and
greatly contributed to an increase in the overall efficiency
of the operation.

The shell is separated into various sizes during the
cleaning process and then delivered via belt conveyors
through movable chutes into waiting barges, which are
moored each side of the dredge and which are usually
loaded in about six hours.

These steel barges, which run to two hundred feet in
length with a capacity of up to 2,000 tons, are constructed
locally at a cost of up to $100,000 each. They vary greatly
in size, however, and many smaller ones are still being
used.

The barges, when filled, are moored near the dredge
until a tug can pick them up. Tugs vary considerably in
size and cost but on the average they would be seventy-
foot vessels, costing about $250,000 each, with the larger
ones costing up to $500,000, The tug normally takes three
barges in a haul, pushing rather than towing, a rigid con-
voy in which all units are linked tightly together.

The dredge is usually the most expensive piece of equip-
ment, averaging from $500,000 to $750,000. The largest
dredge on the coast costs approximately $1,250,000, She
has a crew of ten to twelve men who work twelve-hour
shifts. Three crews are employed to each dredge, two on
the vessel, and one ashore at all times. Operations are
round-the-clock except when production difficulties are ex-
perienced.

The industry now directly employs about 1,000 persons,
a figure which has remained almost constant since 1959-
1960, Although during the most recent decade employ-
ment in the industry has probably declined by about 10
percent, production has increased, a fact which suggests
an increase in labor productivity to be expected under
normal circumstances, In fact, average production per em-
ployee in the larger firms in the industry increased from
9.0 thousand cubic yards in 1955-1956 to 10.8 in 1957-1958,
11.1 in 1959-1960, and 12.0 in 1961-1962. Thereafter it de-
clined to 11.4 in 1965-1966, a shift in the trend that may
be a reflection of more difficult shell-recovery operations,
of which the shell dredgers have been complaining in the
last five years. The total wage-and-salaries bill paid by
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the industry has inereased over the decade from about
$5 million to about $7.5 million; for the larger firms the
average individual wage has risen from $4,700 in 1955-
1956 to $7,000 in 1965-1966.

The capital equipment used in the industry has steadily
increased in value, but in quantity terms has changed little.
For instance, the industry as a whole now uses about
150 barges compared with 140 a decade ago, 12 dredges
as against 11, and 36 tugs against 35. These increases
are only marginal,

On the other hand, the value of capital equipment earned
and rented by the industry has almost doubled from 8§12
million to $22 million. For the major firms the rise in the
value of output has not quite kept pace with the rise in the
value of capital used, with the result that whereas in
1955-1956 $1.00 worth of capital equipment produced $1.10
in product value, it produced only %.90 in 1965-1966. In
recent years this ratio has not varied much, because price
increases have been sufficient to maintain the ratio of
value of output to value of capital used.

In summary, the industry is employing about 10 per-
cent fewer persons than ten years ago, and these em-
ployees are producing about 25 percent more in quantity
terms and about 65 percent more in value terms, are
being paid about 50 percent more per head, and are using
roughly the same quantity of capital equipment, now
worth about twice as much as previously. The figures sug-
gest that while these inereases have been recorded over
the last decade the rise has not been consistently spread
over the ten-year period, and in fact during the second
half of the decade the industry has been marking time
in many respects.

The Uses of Reef Shell

The industry plays an important role in the economy
of the Houston-Galveston region and in the state economy,
It provides a basic raw material without which some in-
dustries could not operate and has undoubtedly been a
major factor in attracting many establishments which have
provided part of the industrial base for the region’s rapid
growth in past years.

The first use to which reef shell was put, chronologi-
cally, was as unsurfaced street paving. In the early part
of this century the shell was a highly useful resource
in providing roads which, although unsealed, were eapable
of being used in all weathers. From other points of view,
however, these roads were unsatisfactory, since mud was
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mixed with the unwashed shell and this powdered and
blew away when dry and was therefore of no use as a
binding agent. The shell is now washed before being
brought to land and thus is relatively free from mud. In
addition, sand is forced into the shell voids thus readying
the material for rolling as soon as it is laid. Bituminous
or concrete surfacing can be applied as scon as rolling
is completed. In these ways the previous drawbacks asso-
ciated with shell as a road base have been removed and it
is still being used for this, its original function. Ready-
mix shell-aggregate concrete roads are considered more
flexible and better suited to the soft foundations of the
Gulf Coast area.

The second use for shell was in the manufacture of
cement, Its high calcium-carbonate content makes it ideal
for this purpose and it provides the raw material for four
large cement companies in the area. The original difficulty
in attempting to use oyster shell for cement production
was caused by the tendency of the shell to compact and to
form a solid mass in the vertical kilns used at that time.
The development of the rotary kiln provided the necessary
technological innovation to ensure the future of oyster
shell as a basic raw material for cement manufacture.
Cement produced in the Galveston area has been extensive-
ly used for buildings and road construction as well as for
the manufacture of concrete pipes and blocks and for
other specialized uses such as the cementing of oil wells.
The cost factor in the supply of raw material is important
in the cement industry, since the raw material constitutes
a large part of the finished product, and the cement com-
panies in the area have estimated the cost increases
which would result from using limestone as an alternative
raw material to be approximately 50 percent. This cost
differential is due to the cost of transporting the limestone
from the nearest available deposits in the Austin-San
Antonio area.

Another important use for reef shell in its raw form
is in the production of chicken and cattle feed. The high
caleium content makes the shell invaluable in the forma-
tion of eggshell with laying chickens and as roughage
in cattle feeds. For these purposes the shell is ground and
mixed with other feeds. So far the two companies operat-
ing in thiy area to produce chicken and cattle feed have
used over 5 million yards of shell to make more than
2.5 billion pounds of chicken feed. Houston is the seeond
largest producer of poultry-size oyster shell in the world.

The conversion of shell intoe lime has provided the
third major use of the produet and, as in the case of
cement. it was the use of a rotary kiln that made possible
the technological breakthrough. The main functions in
which the shell lime is used are these: as a purifier in
water treatment, as a neutralizing agent in oil refineries
{which take the caustic soda products by the lime-soda
process), as a purifying agent in rural sanitation, as an
element in the manufacture of dry ice (using the residual
CO, gas from the lime-soda process), and as a sweetener
of sour soil (caused by the leaching action of heavy rain-
fall coupled with poor drainage).

In 1934 soda ash was produced by the ammonia-soda
process, with dry ice as a resulting by-product. The dry
ice is used as a refrigerant in the storage and distribution
of perishables and the soda ash is used in the manufacture
of glass, the treatment of water, and the refining of oil.
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Used alternatively with caustic soda it produces aluminum
oxide from bauxite ore, a process which is the first step in
refining aluminum, It is used also in making bases for
plastics and eloth.

The lime derived from reef shell is used further to pro-
duece calcium hydrochlorite, an element in a cooking liquor
used in the manufacture of pulp; this process has revitalized
cut-over forest areas in East Texas, which now supply
wood for Champion Papers Incorporated, established in
1937. This company produces enameled paper and other
commercial paper, as well as fiberboard for paper boxes.
Mill trials at the company'’s plant have shown that lime-
stone does not lend itself to the process as well as oyster
shell.

In 1941 magnesium and chemical companies were es-
tablished in the area. The magnesium plants built at
Freeport soon outperformed all other United States war-
time magnesium plants and today this installation ranks
as the world’s largest, with a daily production rate of
over 500,000 pounds. Planned production expansion is to
650,000 pounds daily by early 1969, Magnesium is used
in the aircraft industry, in the aluminum industry, and in
the chemical, metallurgical, and associated industries, In
the chemical plant the lime from the: reef shell is used in
the manufacture of glycols, which are used to make anti-
freeze mixtures and humectants (agents which keep ma-
terials from drying out), and which are also important
as stabilizers in foam-type fire extinguishers, in liquid
window-washing compounds, and in drying natural gases.
Lime-based drilling muds are also used by oil-exploration
and oil-development teams. The lime is added to the
drilling mud as a weighting agent, particularly for deep
drilling.

The chemical companies using shell or lime produced
from shell without further treatment are not, of course,
the only industrial establishments whose growth can be
directly related to the availability of reef shell. For
example, a Philadelphia company built & magnesium-oxide
periclase plant in Freeport, to produce a material which
is shipped to Pennsylvania for conversion into special
high-temperature refractories for lining furnaces, A similar
plant was constructed in the area by a Missouri company
for the production of magnesium-oxide periclase, The raw
material from both of these plants comes from the nearby
chemical company.

Reserves and the Future
Quite obviously, continued reef-shell production in
quantity is necessary to supply a vital raw material to
these companies, The question whether this is likely or
even possible must now be considered.

It is probably true that no one has enough properly
classified data to be able to make a tolerably accurate
assessment of the shell reserves remaining in the major
producing bays, although without doubt individual dredging
companies have more information than they are willing to
digclose about specific areas they have probed. In addition,
private individuals, university researchers, and state and
federal government experts all have their own ideas con-
cerning the oecurrence of the reserves. These experts all
stress, however, that they are really only guessing and
that no one knows the true amount of commercially ex-
ploitable shell remaining in the bays.
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Coring, probing, and seismic surveying have been carried
out in the past but have not yet contributed the amount
of detail needed. The most effective method now available
for giving this detail would be the combination of acousti-
cal profiling and coring. Since coring alone would give
great detail but would require such frequent repetition
as to make the cost prohibitive, since seismic devices,
while they can cover a much greater area for the same
cost, do not disclose the exact quality or composition of
the reefs, and since probing also fails to reveal the com-
ponents present, the best solution seems to be the em-
ployment of acoustical or sonar techniques, with a limited
number of cores as data points in various parts of the
bays or reefs.

If the generalized results of previous surveys are taken
as a rough guide of the minimum amount of known shell
remaining in the Galveston-Trinity Bay area it could be
concluded, on the basis of present production trends for
the area and on the assumption that the state allows the
producers to harvest all the known shell, that enough
shell is left to support about ten years’ production. Most
producers would not agree with this estimate. The general
consensus among the Galveston Bay operators, who cur-
rently are working mostly in East Bay, is that about 40
to b0 million yards are left, enough to sustain production
for five or six years in this area,

This raizses the question of alternative producing areas.
Other bays, in particular San Antonio, are being worked
at a greater rate now, and reserves in the southern bays,
with the exception of Nueces Bay, do not seem to be
critically low. Fortunately the Intracoastal Waterway
allows relatively trouble-free transport of barges for most
of the year but it does increase the length of haul and
thus costs. Since three quarters of the demand for shell
is located in Galveston Bay area, production from alter-
native areas, in general, will have to find its way there.

It is obvious that a great deal of guess work is involved
in attempting to determine the position of shell reserves, It
is equally obvious that a thorough survey of the producing
bays should be made, a project which, in fact, has been
proposed in many different quarters at various times,

It is the question of reserves and the possibilities of
gaining access to other areas of reef shell for dredging
purposes which since the early 1960’s has led to the growth
of a controversy centered upon reef-shell dredging in the
Texas Bays, which has reached considerable proportions
in the local area,

The position of the producers and users is guite clear;
supplies are vital and their continued availability must be
assured. In the long term, satisfaction of this need can be
guaranteed only if the producers are allowed access to
areas denied them now. Even then, the supply of materials
beyond the next decade is in doubt and only a thorough-
going survey wil provide the answer. The users, of course,
side with the producers in their demands for an easing
of the dredging restrictions enforced by the Parks and
Wildlife Commission, which are embodied in the concept of
“controlled dredging.”

Aligned against the producers and users gre four main
groups, who all believe that their interests are threatened
by any further easing of restrictions; indeed, they argue
that the regulations should be made tighter or even that
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dredging should be prohibited entirely. First are the oyster
fishermen, who claim that dredging causes undue silta-
tion, thus killing the oyster, and that it removes the
culteh, thus preventing the spat from setting and building
up new reefs. The second group of opponents comprises
the sport fishermen and to a lesser extent ecommerecial
fishermen, who claim that fish both large and small prefer
live reefs to dead ones for feeding and thus conclude
that if it is correct that dredging kills the oysters then
fishing will suffer too. They point to the further fact
that the reefs which provide breeding and feeding areas
for fish and also act as breakwaters against storms and
strong currents, are gradually disappearing. The third
group is composed of the conservationists, who claim that
dredging is upsetting the balance of nature and destroy-
ing bhird feeding grounds, thus threatening the wvery
existence of the sea birds for which this part of the coast
iz noted. Some local government officials and local business-
men form what may be considered a fourth group, who
claim that the attractions of the coast are being adversely
affected in various ways, thus decreasing property values
and business opportunities, particularly in the tourist in-
dustry. ;

As recently as February 1968 a congressman from the
Houston district, Representative Robert C. Eckhardt, gave
support to the arguments of all four of these proups in
his charges against the dredgers of Galveston Bay. His
letter of protest to the general counsel of the U.S. Corps of
Engineers charged also that some of the dredging opera-
tions in the Bay were being conducted in “open defiance of
federal law,” and urged that his complaint be referred
to the Department of Justice in an effort to bring an
injunction suit in federal court against the dredgers
in sixty tracts of Galveston Bay.

The oil companies operating in the Gulf area have not
openly associated themselves with either side in the con-
troversy but as major users of some of the bays they
have a point of view.

Since the marshalling of public opinion against the
shell producers was quite effective and invelved diverse
interest groups widely dispersed among the community,
the dredgers were forced on the defensive and their main
efforts have been directed toward assembling expert opinion
to refute the charges brought against them., This they
have done quite effectively. To a lesser extent they have
tried to play down the importance of the oyster industry,
their main opponents, and to stress pollution from other
causes, particularly in the Galveston Bay area.

A more rational use of the resources of the bay, which
would involve in part the extensive survey already urged
above, could reconcile the apparently conflicting interests
of the present bay users. With an intelligent extension of
the procedure of “controlled dredging,” with improved
dredging techniques, with the transplantation of live oyster
teefs to more suitable parts of the bay, and with the re-
use of shucked oyster shells, it could well be that the
dredgers, the oyster fishermen, and the commercial and
sport fishermen would be able to operate together more
efficiently in the bay. This would in fact be a happy
solution which, if improved fishing resulted, would also
presumably benefit the fourth group—the businessmen,
property owners, and local government officials. Even so,
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the question of reserves of reef shell still remains
critical, and the future of the industry remains in doubt.
It is therefore appropriate to examine briefly the demand
and supply sides of the industry.

The rate of growth of the Houston-Galveston region
has been higher than that of the nation as a whole for
many years now; the region has enjoyed more than the
national average of fast-growing industries in the decades
of the 1940’s and the 1950's. Even so it was all-round
development which characterized the region in this twenty-
year period. Activity in the decade of the 1960's suggests
that this growth is still continuing, but even if the region’s
share of growth industries and all-round development in
the future dropped well below past levels it may still be
substantially above that of the nation as a whole. Since
national growth is expected to take place at a 4-percent
annual rate it may be concluded that the region’s demand
for reef shell for all purposes will remain firm for a
long time to come. If the dredgers can produce more
they will be able to sell more.

Reef shell has several competing or alternative raw
materials, such as caliche, gravel, and limestone, but
they do not pose a preat threat to the future demand
for shell.

Caliche, a soft caleareous rock, iz produced at several
points near the Corpus Christi area, in Kleberg, San
Patricio, and Bee Counties. It iz not used industrially
for lime production but is used as a concrete aggregate and
road metal, and for screenings. It competes with shell as
a base material, providing a white base as an alternative
to asphalt, which gives a black base. It has a high
plastic index, which reflects the presence of clay and
provides its binding qualities. Caliche, which is taken
directly from the deposit with a secarifier and loaded
on to the conveyance, sells for about 50 cents per yard,
while mined and crushed caliche sells for about 80 cents
per yard.

Where there are no striet paving specifications caliche
is used for road construction and is popular and widely
utilized as a base material, In this case it is a strong
competitor with reef shell, although because of supply
difficulties reef shell tends to be reserved for uses where
its higher quality is utilized, Where specifications are
more rigid caliche complements rather than competes and
is usged in conjunction with shell.

Gravel is also used as an alternative to shell but the
supply of gravel available locally is somewhat limited
and, having a low economiec density, it 1s an expensive
material to transport long distances. Since gravel is really
not adequate in supply to provide all the aggregate de-
manded, it is hardly a strongly competing product.

Both of these materials compete as aggregate but are
not used for industrial purposes. Since the demand pattern
of shell is changing, because of static supply and the in-
creasing demand for shell for industrial use, it may be
expected that increasing amounts for these alternative
materials will be needed in the future for construction
purnoses.

Limestone, the uses of which are more numerous, is
not a complementary product to shell but a directly
competing one. In all but a few cases the use of either
limestone or shell would give broadly the same result but
there iz no advantage in mixing them. The nearest avail-
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able limestone is found along the Balcones Fault in the
general area between Austin and San Antonio, and the
distance (approximately 150 miles) is sufficient to give
the shell producers a distinet cost advantage in the
Houston-Corpus Christi area, Even if the freight differen-
tial were removed it is doubtful whether it would be
possible for limestone suppliers to make any very great
inroads into the 11-million-cubic-yard shell market, since
the one-way haul of limestone would place a very severe
strain on the limited railway rolling stock available,

In short, the possibility that alternative raw materials
will eat into the reef-shell market in significant quantities
appears remote under present conditions; so the demand
side of their operations gives the dredgers little occasion for
alarm or apprehension. As suggested above, it is the supply
side that is the limiting factor to the expansion of the
industry.

Conclusion

The question of a continued supply of this raw material
cannot be divorced from the question of the rational use
of all the resources of the bays from which reef shell is
obtained. These bays are not merely entrepots; they are
multifunctional. They provide land-sea access for inter-
national, interstate, and intrastate traffic. Mineral re-
sources, in particular oil, and other natural resources,
in particular reef shell, are harvested from the shores of
the bays and beneath their waters. The waters of the bays
also yield a rich harvest of marine life—shrimp, other
crustaceans, scale fish of all varieties, and oysters. In
addition the bays sustain sea birds and other forms of
wildlife in their numerous breeding grounds and feeding
areas. Finally, they perform an aesthetic and social fune-
tion in the same manner as does any other popular ree-
reational area where citizens may relax in whatever way
they choose.

Since the water and the shoreline are limited in extent
and since all the methods of using them have been intensi-
fied, the diverse interests of bay users have tended to
come into conflict.

The acceptance and success of controlled dredging and
transplanting and the other methods mentioned above for
improving the chances of harvesting more reef shell must
be ensured. Therefore any governmental administrative
authority must have the confidence of all bay users. This
could be developed in part by the formation of a bay-users’
committee, in the context of the plans and activities of the
proposed Galveston Bay Area Authority. Proposals for bay
development and usage could be discussed by the com-
mittee and it would be hoped that in this way an overall
view of bay activities would be gradually developed and
accepted by all parties concerned with bays. But this
machinery will be ineffective unless bay users possess
a much greater knowledge of bay characteristics and re-
sources than they have at present. As already pointed out,
a detailed survey of the major producing areas must be
considered an integral part of any overall plan for use of
the bays. Until such a survey is completed the reef-shell
producers, the government, and the other bay users are
all making decisions based upon inadeguate knowledge.
Without such a study not even an intelligent guess as to
the long-term future of the supply of this raw material
can be hazarded.
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BUILDING REVIEW
FEBRUARY 1968

Francis B. May

After declining' 3 percent in January, seasonally ad-
justed econstruction authorized in Texas rose 15 percent
in February. At 174.2 percent of its average monthly
value during the 1957-1959 base period the index was
higher than for any other February in its history. It was
12 percent above the February 1967 level.

For the first two months of 1968 the average value
of the index of total construction authorized was 23 per-
cent above its value for January-February 1967. This
strong showing is a reflection of vigorous business activity
in the state and nation, It is a continuation of the high
level of construction permits issued during the last half
of 1967. Ready availability of credit during 1967 facilitated
a sharp recovery of the construction industry from its
1966 low level of activity induced by the credit crunch of
that year.

The February 1968 rise in total building permits issued
was due entirely to a large increase in residential permits.
After adjustment for seasonal factors the index of residen-
tial permits issued was 43 percent above that of the
previous month and 78 percent above the February 1967
value. At 175.4 percent of its average monthly value
during the 1957-1969 base period the residential index
was higher than for any other February in its history.
This is a tremendous recovery from the low level of permit
issuance during the last half of 1966, when credit was
extremely short. In October 1966 and again in December of
that year the index of residential construction authorized
reached its lowest values since June 1958, when the
homebuilding industry was depressed by the 1957-1958
recession,

The rise in residential building permits was scattered
over all categories of residential dwellings. With average
permits for the January-February period as the basis of
comparison, one-family dwellings were up 13 percent over
the first two months of 1967. Multiple-family dwellings
were up 234 percent. Within the category of multiple-
family dwellings the value of permits issued for the con-
struction of duplexes was up 51 percent over January-
February 1967. Permits for three- and four-family dwell-
ings were up 712 percent over the first two months of
1967. Permits for apartment buildings were up 247 percent.

The total dollar value of residential permits issued in
the state during the January-February period was $174.8
million. Of this total $98.4 million was for one-family
dwellings. This was 56.3 percent of the residential total.
In the multiple-family-dwelling category $69.3 million of the
$76.3 million of permits issued for this type of structure
was for apartment buildings, This $69.3 million was
90.8 percent of the multiple-family total and 39.7 percent
of total residential permits issued during the two-month
period.

During years when normal housing-market forces are
at work the value of residential building in Texas exceeds
that of nonresidential building. Thousands of people are
employed by the industry. Sales of appliances and home
furnishings .are greatly affected by the number of new
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homes bullt. It is small wonder that any severe shortage
of credit that greatly depresses the industry, as in 1966,
gives a severe shock to the state’s economy. Such a
shortage may develop again this year unless fiscal policy
is used by the federal government to dampen the fires
of inflation. The Bureau of Labor Statistics consumer
price index is rising rapidly. From a value of 114.7 percent
of its average monthly value during the 1957-1959 base
period it rose to 118.6 percent in January of this “year.
This was a B3.4-percent rise in the index and the twelfth
consecutive monthly high. Between January 1966 and
January 1967 the index rose from 111.0 percent to 114.7
percent, a 3.3-percent increase. Although the pace of
inflation does not seem to be accelerating, the steady in-
crease of 3.3 to 3.4 percent a year is disquieting. It means,
for example, that most of a 4.0-4.5 percent rate of return
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on savings is largely offset by the decrease in purchasing
power of the dollar due to higher prices of econsumer goods.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics January index of whole-
sale prices rose to 107.2 percent of its 1957-1959 average
value, a rise of 0.9 percent. Between January 1966 and
January 1967 the index rose 1.9 percent. It is estimated
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics that the February index
will rise to 107.8 percent. This means a rise of almost
1.0 percent in the index since December of last year, a rapid
rate of inerease for this broad-based, ordinarily slow-
moving, index.

A sharp upward movement of both the consumer price
index and the wholesale price index during the latter
months of 1965 and the early portion of 1966 triggered
the credit crunch of 1966. The same thing is likely to
happen this year, barring a tax increase of sufficient size
to dampen the fires of inflation. The recent increase in
the Federal Reserve discount rate to 5 percent is a fore-
warning. Although this was related to the gold erisis,
the gold crisis is not unrelated to our problem of inflation.

Nonresidential permits in the state, seasonally adjusted,
showed a decline of 16 percent in February. At 173.4 per-
cent of its 1957-1959 monthly average the index was 31
percent below its February 1967 level. The average
monthly value of nonresidential permits for both January
and February, because of a seesaw effect, was only 1.0
percent below that of January-February 1967. January
1967 permits were at a relatively low level of 131.5 per-
cent. The following February data jumped to 252.1 per-
cent, Just the opposite result occurred this year. January
nonresidential permits were at a relatively high 205.4
percent, dropping sharply to 173.4 percent in February. The
net result was a small year-to-year decline in activity
for the two months.

A 40-percent decline in the January-February total
value of permits for industrial buildings and a 51-percent
decline in the value of permits for educational buildings
offset rises in other categories to produce the decline in
nonresidential permits. Together these two types of struc-
tures ordinarily comprise approximately half of the total
value of nonresidential permits.

A third substantial category is permits for office-bank
buildings. Value of permits for this sector of nonresidential
building rose 59 percent for the first two months of the
year. It was not enough to offset the decline for industrial
and educational buildings.

Other categories of nonresidential permits that ex-
perienced increases in their January-February totals were
hotels and motels (219 percent), amusement buildings
(102 percent), churches (52 percent), hospitals and other
institutional buildings (187 percent), public works and
utilities (78 percent), and stores and mercantile buildings
(5 percent).

The total value of permits for additions, alterations,
and repairs rose 3 percent during the January-February
period. As the total stock of buildings rises this area
becomes one of increasing importance. The rise was due
to an inerease in permits for alterations and repairs to
residential structures. Permits for repairs and alterations
to nonhousekeeping structures during January-February
were at virtually the same level as during the first two
months of 1967.
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Permits issued for metropolitan areas during the Janu-
ary February period were up 25 percent over the com-
parable 1967 period. A glance at the table of construction
authorized in standard metropolitan statistical areas shows
that, among the major areas, Houston led the state with
a total value of permits issued of $87.9 million for the
first two months of the year. This total was almost
evenly divided between nonresidential permits ($39.2
million) and residential permits ($39.0 million). Dallas
was second wth a total value of permits of $65.8 million
for the first two months. Residential permits comprised
approximately two thirds of the Dallas total, amounting
to $43.9 million. Nonresidential permits amounted to
$16.8 million. San Antonio was third among the largest
standard metropolitan statistical areas with a January-
February total value of permits of $32.2 million, Of this
total $14.3 million was for nonresidential permits and
$15.8 million was for residential.

Among the state’s smaller standard metropolitan statisti-
cal areas Austin was the leader with a total January-
February value of permits of $20.3 million. Nonresidential
permits comprised $9.2 million of this total. Residential
permits contributed the remaining $10.3 millon. El Paso
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Percent change
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Classifieation " {thousands of dollars)  Jan 1968 Jan-Feb 1967
ALL PERMITE ..wvuivios 173,687 328,234 + 12 {- 25
New construction ...... 157,609 299,124 + 11 4 28
Residential (house-
keeping) ..:h.... 102,961 174,763 + 43 + 59
One-family dwellings 54,812 98,420 -+ 26 + 18
Multiple-family
dwellings ...,..... 48,149 76,343 + 71 +234
Nonresidential buildings 54,548 124,361 — 22 b
Hotels, motels, and
tourist courts ..... 3,286 6,060 + 18 <219
Amusement buildings 1,252 1,981 -+ 72 “+102
Churches ........... 2,445 2,680 — 61 + 52
Industrial buildings . 6,872 15,845 — 23 — 40
Garages (commercial
and private) ..... 2,242 2,670 -+ 69 +180
Service stations ..... 1,319 2,158 + BT — 33
Hospitals and
institutions ...... 3,527 11,774 — 57 +187
Office-bank buildings 17,851 21,448 --396 + B
Works and utilities ., 2,684 17,072 — Bl + 78
Educational buildings 5,344 17,642 — &7 — 51
Stores and mercantile
buildings ......... 6,546 15,853 — 30 + &
Other buildings and
Btructores ........ 1,180 2278 + T — &6
Additions, alterations,
Aand TEDAIE . ...ienennn 16,178 29,110 4+ 25 -+ 3
METROPOLITAN # vs.
NONMETROPOLITAN #t
Total metropalitan ...... 155,233 291,895 -+ 14 +— 25
Central cities ......... 117,733 228,207 + T + a4
Outside central cities .. 37,500 A3, AR5 -+ 43 4+ 2
Total nonmetropolitan .. 18,464 36,339 -+ + 25
10,000 to 50,000
population ....... 11,882 23,122 + 6 + 27
Less than 10,000
population ....... 6,572 18,817 - 1 + 22

t Az defined in 1960 Census and revised in 1968,
#* Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
# Standard metropolitan statistical area.
Source: Bureau of Business Research in cooperation with the Bureau
of the Census, T.8. Department of Commerce.
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The contention by some large banks that branch
banking would somehow benefit Texas is not supported
by the experiences of states where branching is prevalent.
Branch banking is an advantage only to the handful of
giant banks in each state that have the resources to
expand through branching into wvast banking empires,

In state after state, branch banking has resulted in
fewer banks and the concentration of money and credit
into the hands of a few large banks.

Onee branch banking is authorized, the big banks have
the best opportunity to establish branches. First of all,
they have the money and personnel to do the necessary
research to seek out the best branch locations. Once they
have established a branch, they have the resources to go
through a starvation period of several years or to set up
shop in a location that has little business now but may
have a good growth potential.

Consistently the push for branch banking legislation
comes from these huge institutions—not from the publie,
not from small business, and not from the thousands of
independent bankers who are of, by, and for the com-
munities or neighborhoods they serve.

Texas and Illinois are the top two guardians of free
enterprise in banking. Both states are relatively free of
extensive control by multibank systems, either giant branch
banks or extensive bank-holding companies.

The proponents of branching are few, but unfortunately
in many states they have been able to wield the finanecial
and political power to foist branching upon an unsuspect-
ing public. Simplistic and fallacious arguments are used
by these large institutions to make branching appear de-
sirable, Practical experience in branching states refutes
these arguments, however,

The fact is that the public is served less well under a
system of branch banking than under unit banking. Branch
banking is not progressive—it is a step backward toward a
monopolistic system of ownership that is destruetive of
the one real protection the public enjoys in our economy:
competition.

To some, branching may seem innocuous on a limited
secale, such as city or county. But once branching is intro-

* Pursuant to a poliey of presenting all views on controversial
subjects, the editors of Texas Business Review are glad to publish
thiz article written in reply to William 8. Towngend's “Concentration
and Competition in Texas Banking,” which appeared in the Review
for December 1967 (Vol. LI, No. 12), Mr., William R. Eanes, the author,
is president of the First National Bank in Georgetown, Texas.

(Concluded from p. 111)

was second wth a total of $15.8 million. Almost two
thirds of this total ($9.4 million) was residential permits.
The remainder ($5.5 million) was nonresidential permits.

It is apparent from these data that the state's con-
struction industry was in a healthy condition during the
first two months of the year. Continuation of this condi-
tion, especially for residential construction, depends on a
plentiful supply of credit. Unless a tax bill is passed,
continued availability of eredit for the latter part of the
vear, because of rapid domestic inflation, iz doubtful.
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duced to a state, efforts to extend the limits are unceasing.
Attempting to limit branch banking: once it has been
introduced is like trying to halt in midair after falling
from a cliff. In state after state, so-called limited branch
banking has been the opening wedge for wider branching
privileges. Statewise branching is the most malignant
variety. North Carolina provides a good example of the
radical and wundesirable effects created by branching
throughout a state,

The 210 commercial banks in North Carolina in 1957
has been reduced to the current 110. However, the state
is covered with 784 branches, with only five banks holding
over 65 percent of the total commercial bank deposits.

During the many years in which Pennsylvania has had
contiguous-county branch banking the number of banks
has declined from 1,117 to 543. It is true that the number
of branches in Pennsylvania has increased sharply during
the same period, from 113 to 1,404, but the number of
alternative sources of credit has been cut by more than
50 percent. Pressures for statewide branching are in-
creasing in Pennsylvania.

Virginia had contiguous-county branching until March
1962, when the restrictions were eased to permit branch-
ing by merger anywhere in the state. In the short time
this system has been in effect the number of banks in
Virginia has declined from 302 to 250, a drop of more
than 16 pereent. During the same period the number of
branches inereased from 320 to 605.

Figures from other states where branching is permitted
reveal similar experiences. Arizona has 19 banks and
284 branches; California has 184 banks and 2,674 branches;
Oregon has 49 banks and 288 branches; Rhode Island has
19 banks and 167 branches and Hawaii has 11 banks and
119 branches,

Bank merging goes hand in hand with branching as a
cause of concentration in banking. Bank consolidation
through mergers was carried almost to the ultimate
extreme in England recently when a three-way amalga-
mation that would bring the total number of banks in the
country to three was suggested. The proposed new insti-
tution would have total deposits of $16.4 billion and
5,800 branches. Its only competitors would be an $8.3-
billion bank having 3,600 branches and a $6.7-billion in-
stitution with 3,400 branches.

Remember that a branch is not a bank. Branches are
merely different mailing addresses of offices of common
ownership. They do not provide the public with genuine
options when shopping for banking services, Each time
an independent bank is merged into a large branch-
banking system the public loses an alternative source of
credit.

Texas has one bank for every 8,359 residents, which is
well ahead of the national average of one bank for every
13,000 persons.

Texas has a better bank-to-population ratio than all but
one of the 32 states in which statewide or limited branch
banking is prevalent, trailing only tiny Vermont. Almost
without exception, the states in which unit banking is
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prevalent have a bank-to-population ratio that is far higher
than that for any of the states in the branching categories.
The availability of alternative sourees of bank financing
bears importantly on the preservation of competition of
other sectors of the economy. The elimination of inde-
pendent sources of loans and banking services generally
by the introduction of branch banking in Texas would
adversely affect the interests and growth potential of small
business.

The competitive structure in Texas forces its banks to
be responsive to the needs of their communities in a way
that giant branching systems find unnecessary. Smaller
banks are small- and medium-sized businesses and their
customers are householders and small- and medium-sized
firms and consumers.

By and large, big banks are interested in big customers
and since branch banking is a vehicle to banking bigness,
it is easy to see that the smaller borrower in the smaller
town particularly would find his opportunity to secure a
bank lean restricted.

It would be dreaming to believe that with the intro-
duction of branch banking large systems would auto-
matically open offices in bankless communities. Large
branch-banking systems are not attracted to locations
that cannot support a bank. It is widely recognized that the
most risk-proof way of securing an immediately profitable
branch is to merge local, community banks into the
system.

Independent units competing on equal terms provide
a form of self-regulation as to cost and quality of goods
and services. Our right to choose between competitors in
the marketplace as well as between political candidates
at the polls is the mainstay of our freedom. This principle
applies especially to banking, because nothing that is
traded in the economy is so important as ecredit.

No one can contend that a single citizen of Texas is
without banking service; the most to be argued is that in
choosing to live in certain locations a person will find
himself slightly more distant from banking service than
the vast majority of residents. The “Bank-by-mail” ser-
vices offered by nearly every bank bring banking services
within reach of all. Almost every banking service can
be made available by use of the telephone or the post
office.

So branch banking will not increase the availability
of banking services, In fairness, it must be said that
those people who find themselves remote from one of the
1,146 banking locations in Texas cannot reasonably expect
that passage of a branch-banking bill would put a branch
bank in their neighborhoods.

A House Banking Committee study refutes the argu-
ment that large branching systems provide better services
than unit banks. The results of the study were sum-
marized as follows:

“Those who urge more extensive branching do so on
the grounds that large systems would open offices in places
now served only by small banks and so not as fully serviced
as places served by larger banks or their branches. On
this, our data indicates that banking services definitely
increase with bank size, It follows that services would
rise if large banks opened offices in places now served
only by small banks,
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“However, this would not necessarily be in the public
interest. Inspection of the particular cases where small
banks are less apt to provide the service than large ones
suggests that usuvally it is because there is little demand
for this service by the customers of the smaller banks.
Thus more extensive branching—conceivably, at least—
could result in the rendering of excessive services, that is,
a misallocation or waste of resources. For the principal
implication of our data iz that small banks as well as
larger banks, regardless of size and location, play a useful
role in our society. They service ‘neighborhoods.” It would
be wasteful for them to provide many services normally
offered by other classes of banks. There is no neighbor-
hood demand for the services in question, As a corollary
and most importantly, our data indicate that in general,
services are provided where demand for them exists.”

It is logical to assume that a worthy applicant will nor-
mally receive greater consideration for his loan appli-
cation from a group of neighbors who have known him
and his family for years than from the manager of the
branch of a giant banking system which has just come
into town.

The unit banking system offers the best opportunity
for service because it is based upon competition, which is
the keystone of our free-enterprise system. Competition
and the resultant services exist on two levels. First,
unit banks compete for individual customer business, so
that the customer gets better service. Also, the customer
has a choice of alternative sources of eredit and thus can
shop for a better rate of interest.

On the second level, city banks compete for the cor-
respondent business of the small banks. These small
banks benefit from the fair rates resulting from this
competition.

As the House Select Committee of Small Business has
said:

“With branch banking, banking loses its personal char-
acter. Local businessmen who have depended on the char-
acter and reputation of the community when they dealt
with unit banks resent having to fill in elaborate credit
information which the branch bank demands.

“Also, branch banks lose personal contact with the
community., This happens because branch officers are
rotated, and while this may be a sound personnel policy
for the banking structure as a whole it results in the
branch community having to do business with ‘strangers’.”

If the county is dominated by branches, the small
businessman may find that even if he travels many miles
and the bank in another community is also a part of the
branching system, the fact that he has been turned down
by one branch of the chain will mean that he eannot get
credit elsewhere from any member of that system.

Other things being equal, therefore, the growth of
branch-banking systems tend to diminish competition and
make it more difficult for a given businessman fo secure
loans. It cannot be emphasized too strongly that the extent
of independent alternative sources of supply of credit for
the would-be borrower is of the utmost importance to
maintaining a viable and healthy banking structure.

How vital the small bank is to the small businessman is
revealed in a recent survey. While 11 percent of small
borrowers borrowed from small banks with under $10
million in deposits, only a fraction of the large borrowers
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borrowed from this class of bank. Conversely, almost 95
percent of the large borrowers borrowed from banks with
total deposits of at least $100 million.

Even if it were true that branch banking produces
slightly better services than unit banking, Texas would
be paying a high price for such dubious efficiency.

In state after state, branch banking has resulted in
fewer banks and the concentration of money and credit
into the hands of a few large institutions.

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation has made a
comparative study of the sixteen states where statewide
branching is prevalent, the sixteen states in which limited-
area branching prevails, and the eighteen states where unit
banking is prevalent, The FDIC concluded:

“Concentration of deposits among banks is highest in
States in which statewide branch banking is prevalent;
in five of these States, the largest five banks held more
than 90 percent of the deposits of all banks in the State.
In only two of the States with limited-area branch bank-
ing, and in no State with unit banking, was as much as
50 percent of the deposits held by the largest five banks.”

Equally insupportable is the argument that a ban on
branch banking impedes the financial growth of a state
and restricts the growth of bank deposits. For example,
the statewide branching states of Virginia and North
Carolina both lag behind Texas in deposits per capita.
It’s difficult to argue with the economic success Texas has
enjoyed under the unit-banking system.

Let us not be fooled by the claim that large branch-
banking systems are needed to stimulate economic growth.
Banking is the handmaiden of business but it is not the
creator of business.

The banking system enables goods to turn over more
rapidly by inereasing the purchasing power of the com-
munity in question through the use of credit. It is obvious,
then, that in the banking market the existence of alter-
native sources of supply for the would-be borrower is of
the utmost importance.

The record of dynamic development in the states of
Illinois, Florida, and Texas, all unit-banking states, cer-
tainly indicates that independent banking is partner in
progress wth other segments of the economy, The record
in these and other states reveals that industrial and com-
mercial expansion can be achieved without having a state’s
finaneial structure dominated by large networks of branch
banks having their main offices in the largest cities.

As the Joint Economic Committee of the Congress in-
dicated in a 1959 report on “Employment Growth and
Price Levels,” a competitive structure in banking is as
crueial to growth and stability as is competition in other
sectors of our economy. If the number of alternatives
for both borrowers and depositors is substantially reduced
through mergers and absorptions into multibank systems,
the choices of customers and clients may not be able to
force efficient bank behavior.

More importantly, such a reduction in banking alter-
natives may reduce credit availability to what are some-
times called marginal-risk borrowers. Precisely because
new business and expanding businesses—of key importance
in economic growth—are generally marginal-risk bor-
rowers, decreased credit availability may affect both the
competitiveness and the growth of other segments of the
economy.
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“Independent unit banks, by their willingness to bear
substantial local risks, have accelerated the economic
development of the United States,” said a House of Rep-
resentatives report. “Most of our leading companies, it
should be recalled, were once small, and got started
because local banks had confidence in the ability of the
founders. Ideas and ability are to be found everywhere.
And who is so likely to recognize these as the local banker
who has the power to act on his intimate knowledge, and
who will benefit his bank and his community by develop-
ing a substantial customer and employer.”

. this is the only country left where most communi-
ties are served by home-owned and home-managed banks
which are aware of and responsive to the needs of the
people of their areas. Our independent banking system
has been a vital factor in the development of the United
States. Like yeast cells in a loaf of bread, each working
in its immediate area, our banks scattered throughout
the country have cooperated to produce the greatest and
most general economic development the world has ever
known.”

There is no need to change a banking system that has
obviously served Texas so well.

I
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PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF TOTAL RE Ir\!l SALES

Pe.rnent change

ek Feb 1968  Feb 1968  Jan-Feb 1968
. 1968p* from rom from

Type of store (millions of dollars) Jan 1968 Feb 1967 Jan-Feb 1967
o e P A e 1,449.0 s + 18 ST
Durable goods & ... B538.0 + 7 + 19 + 16
Nondurable goods .. 911.0 — B + 10 + 9

p Preliminary.

* Bureau of Business Research estimates based on data from the
Bureau of the Census,

# Contains automotive stores, furniture ktores, and lumber, building-
materiel, and hardware dealers.

*# Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
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Statistical data compiled Eg Mildred Anderson, Constance Cooledge, and Margaret Tannich, statistical assistants, and
or

Doris Dismuke and Mary ham, statistical technicians.

Indicators of business conditions in Texas cities pub-
lished in this table include statistics on banking, building
permits, employment, postal receipts, and retail trade.
An individual city is listed when a minimum of three
indicators are available.

The cities have been grouped according to standard
metropolitan statistical areas, In Texas all twenty-three
SMSA's are defined by county lines; the counties included
are listed under each SMSA. The populations shown for
the SMSA’s are estimates for April 1, 1966, prepared by
the Population Research Center, Department of Sociology,
The University of Texas at Austin. The population shown
after the city name is the 1960 Census figure, unless
otherwise indicated. Cities in SMSA’s are listed alpha-
betically under their appropriate SMSA’s; all other cities
are listed alphabetically as main entries.

Retail-sales data are reported here only when a mini-
mum total of fifteen stores report; separate categories
of retail stores are listed only when a minimum of five
stores report in those categories. The first column presents
current data for the various categories. Percentages shown
for retail sales are average statewide percent changes
from the preceding month, This is the normal seasonal
change in sales by that kind of business—except in
the cases of Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and San
Antonio, where the dagger (f) is replaced by another
symbol (f1) because the normal seasonal changes given
are for each of these cities individually. The second

column shows the percent change from the preceding
month in data reported for the current month: the
third eolumn shows the percent change in data from the
same month a year ago. A large variation between the
normal seasonal change and the reported change indi-
cates an abnormal sales month.

Symbols used in this table include:
(a) Population Research Center data, April 1, 19686.

(f) Average statewide percent change from preceding
month.

(71) Average individual-city percent change from pre-
ceding month.

(r) Estimates officially recognized by Texas Highway
Department.

(rr) Estimate for Pleasanton: combination of 1960
Census figures for Pleasanton and North Pleasanton.

{*) Cash received during the four-week postal account-
ing period ended March 8, 1968,

(¥) Money on deposit in individual demand deposit
accounts on the last day of the month.

(§) Data for Texarkana, Texas, only.

(**) Change is less than one half of 1 pereent.

(|[) Annual rate basis, seasonally adjusted.

(#) Monthly averages,

(X) Sherman-Denison SMSA: a new standard metro-
politan statistieal area, for which not all categories of data
are now available,

ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF CITIES

INCLUDED IN APRIL 1968 ISSUE OF

TEXAS BUSINESS REVIEW

Abilene (Abilene SMSA) Carrollton (Dallas SMSA) Fredericksburg
Alamo (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg Castroville Friona
SMSA) Cisco Galveston (Galveston-Texas City
Albany Cleburne (Fort Worth SMSA) SMSA)
Alpine Clute (Houston SMSA) Garland (Dallas SMSA)
Amarillo (Amarillo SMSA) College Station Gatesville
Andrews Colorade City Georgetown
Angleton Conroe (Houston SMSA) Giddings
Aransas Pass (Corpus Christi SMSA) Copperas Cove Gladewater
Arlington (Fort Worth SMSA) Corpus Christi (Corpus Christi SMSA) Goldthwaite
Austin (Austin SMSA) Corsicana Graham
Bay City Crystal City Granbury

Baytown (Houston SMSA)

Beaumont (Beaumont-Port Arthur-
Orange SMSA)

Beeville

Bellaire (Houston SMSA)

RBellville

Belton

Big Spring

Bishop (Corpus Christi SMSA)

Bonham

Borger

Brady

Brenham

Brownfield

Brownsville (Brownsville-Harlingen-
San Benilo SMSA)

Brownwood

Bryan

Caldwell

Cameron

Canyon (Amarillo SMSA)
APRIL 1968

Dallas (Dallas SMSA)

Dayton (Houston SMSA)

Decatur

Deer Park (Houston SMSA)

Del Rio

Denison (Sherman-Denison SMSA)

Denton (Dallas SMSA)

Dickinson (Gaveston-Texas City
SMSA)

Eagle Lake

Eagle Pass

Edinburg (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

Edna

El Paso (El Paso SMSA)

Elsa (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

Ennis (Dallas SMSA)

Euless (Fort Worth SMSA)

Fort Stockton

Fort Worth (Fort Worth SMSA)

Grand Prairie (Dallas SMSA)

Grapevine (Fort Worth SMSA)

ireenville

Groves (Beaumont-Port Arthur-
Orange SMSA)

Hallettsville

Hallsville

Harlingen (Brownsville-Harlingen-
San Benito SMSA)

Haskell

Henderson

Hereford

Hondo

Houston (Houston SMSA)

Humble (Houston SMSA)

Towa Park (Wichita Falls SMSA)

Irving (Dallas SMSA)

Jacksonville

Jasper

Junction

Justin (Dallas SMSA)
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ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF CITIES INCLUDED IN APRIL 1968 ISSUE OF
TEXAS BUSINESS REVIEW (Continued)

Karnes City

Katy (Houston SMSA)

Kilgore

Killeen

Kingsville

Kirbyville

La Feria (Brownsville-Harlingen-
San Benito SMSA)

La Marque (Galveston-Texas City)

Lamesa

Lampasas

Lancaster (Dallas SMSA)

La Porte (Houston SMSA)

Laredo (Laredo SMSA)

Levelland

Liberty (Houston SMSA)

Littlefield

Llano

Lockhart

Longview

Los Fresnos (Brownsville-Harlingen-
San Benito SMSA)

Lubbeck (Lubbock SMSA)

Lufkin

McAllen (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

McCamey

McGregor (Waco SMSA)

McKinney (Dallas SMSA)

Marble Falls

Marshall

Mercedes (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

Mesquite (Dallas SMSA)

Mexia

Midland (Midland SMSA)

Midlothian (Dallas SMSA)

Mineral Wells

Mission (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

Monahans

Mount Pleasant

Muenster

Muleshoe

Nacogdoches

Nederland (Beaumont-Port Arthur-
Orange SMSA)

New Braunfels

North Richland Hills (Fort Worth
SMSA)

Odessa (Odessa SMSA)

Olney

Orange (Beaumont-Port Arthur
Orange SMSA)

Palestine

Pampa

Paris

Pasadena (Houston SMSA)

Pecos

Pharr (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

Pilot Point (Dallas SMSA)

Plainview

Pleasanton

Port Aransas

Port Arthur (Beaumont-Port Arthur-
Orange SMSA)

Port Isabel (Brownsville-Harlinen-
San Benito SMSA)

Port Neches (Beaumont-Port Arthur-
Orange SMSA)

Quanah

Raymondyville

Refugio

Richardson (Dallas SMSA)

Richmond (Houston SMSA)

Robstown (Corpus Christi SMSA)

Rockdale

Rosenberg (Houston SMSA)

San Angelo (San Angelo SMSA)

San Antonio (San Antonio SMSA)

San Benito (Brownsville-Harlingen-
San Benito SMSA)

San Juan (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

San Marcos

San Saba

Schertz (San Antonio SMSA)

Seagoville (Dallas SMSA)

Seguin (San Antonio SMSA)

Sherman (Sherman-Denison SMSA)

Sinton (Corpus Christi SMSA)

Slaton (Lubbock SMSA)

Smithville

Snyder

Sonora

South Houston (Houston SMSA)

Stephenville

Stratford

Sulphur Springs

Sweetwater

Taylor

Temple

Terrell (Dallas SMSA)

Texarkana (Texarkana SMSA)

Texas City (Galveston-Texas City
SMSA)

Tomball (Houston SMSA)

Tyler (Tyler SMSA)

Uvalde

Vernon

Victoria

Waco (Waco SMSA)

Waxahachie (Dallas SMSA)

Weslaco (McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg
SMSA)

White Settlement (Fort Worth
SMSA)

Wichita Falls (Wichita Falls SMSA)

B U ‘f ,’51 ».
Percent change FPercent change
Feb 19658 TFeb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968
Feb from from 4 Feb from from
City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967

. ; MAR
el SlIRH i ial v e b e — 5 — 8 Randall: pop. 167.222 a)
Apparel stores + 12 + 40
Automotive stores ................ — 13 — 24 Betail sales onniraisnnansniasis i — 5 <+ 17
Lumber, building-material, and Automotive stores ,...,........... — 4 -+ 23
hardware dealers ............... He o + 2 General-merchandise stores ........ el =N
Building permits, leas federal contracts § 167,997 — &6 — a3 Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,193, 160 — B + 98
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 1,812,828 + 1 — 6 Bank debits (thousands) ........... % 5,080,236 =% B + 8
Nonfarm employment ({area) ....... 47,260 " L Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 59,000 L ¥
Manufacturing employment (area). 4,320 re L Manufacturing employment (area). 5,280 ¥ - b
Percent unemployed (area) ......... 3.5 + 17 Lh Percent unemployed (area) .......... 3.1 — 9 — 6
ABILENE (pop. 110,049 r)
1 D A Yy AR e — bt — b — 8
Apparel stores ..., .. ............ — 21% L 2 + 40
Automotive stores ................ A R — 24 AMARILLO (pop. 155,205 1)
Laumber, building-material, and
hardware dealers ............... +2t o+ 4 42 HEE BB ooouutomssbnubnsinmntiont = e e
Postal TeceiDts® .................... § 168612 4+ 4 e e Sl A e
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 165,997  — 65 — 93 Postal recefpts® ..........coc0eeiee. i B <R
Bk ot A A e e S s 121,822 — 15 ot Building permits, less federal contracts $ 2,130,660 + 12 +106
End-of-month deposits (thousands):.. $ 71,972 — & — 4 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $. 882,062 =4l o 18
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 19.6 — 10 — 4 End-ot-manth. depedits (thovsande)t.. 8 128129 = & e
Annual rate of deposit turnover.,.... 36.6 =5 =5 + 14

For an explanation of symbols see p. 115.

116

TEXAS BUSINESS REVIEW



Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Feb 1868 TFeb 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

Feb from from Feb from from
City and item 1963 Jan 1968 Feh 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967
Canyon (pop. 6,755 r) Nederland (pop. 15,274 r)
Postal Tecelpta® ..o iiiiidas 3 11,601 — B e Poatal Tecelpts® i iicvisvovassaiivis 8 13,964 — 19
Building permits, less federal contracts § 62,500 — B8 — 12 Building permits, less federal contracts § 161,703 — 156 + 49
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 8,637 + 4 + 7 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 6,959 — 1 — 6
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 7,041 — 4 = End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 5,600 — 3 + 8
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14.4 = 4 4+ 9 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14.7 - 6 — 11
AUSTIN SMSA ORANGE (pop. 25,605)
(Travis; pop. 258,406 a) Postal receipts* ... ..iiiieiiiinieins $ 36,790 + &
Retail sales ......... .. s i 8 iy 2L Building permits, less federal contraets § 56,740 — 65 — B3
Apparel stores ... iiiicisaiiees . =+ g id Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 38,400 — 12 -+ 2
Automotive stores ...........00.00 + 10 + 21 End-of-month deposits (thouzands)i., § 27,070 — 2 — 3
Drug stores ...... TR A e e = Al + 11 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.8 — ] 4+ 6
Eating and drinking places........ + 10 + 8 Nonfarm placements ,....... 179 19 Ly
Food stores ............ D - 3 - 17 ———— ——
Turniture and houschold- PORT ARTHUR (pD]). 65,676)
appliance stores ..., .00 c0000 { + 12 + 25 Postal receiphs® oo iwiiissaaimiae o s 3 61,979 — 26 =
Ruilding permits, less federal contracts $12,920,732 + 74 + 4 Building permits, less federal contracts § 203,684 + 50 — 4
Bank debits (thousands) ......... L. B 5,490,204 — 4 -+ 25 Bank debits (thousands) ............ ) 78,361 — 4 — 8
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 111,800 + 1 + 5 End-of-month depcsits (thousands)f.. § 47,118 i + 9
Manufacturing employment (area). 9,660 4+ 1 4+ 46 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 19.2 —: K —
Percent unemployed far_ea} ........ 1.6 — B —_ lﬁ_ Dort Nechos (DO[]. 8,696)
AUSTIN (pop. 245,295 1) Postal TeceiDis® .. . evermmviinms sl 14,000 — 27 e
L ey e — &} + & + 21 Building permits, less federal contraets 3 106,700 + 99 + 86
Apparel BtOres . ....cvcieerivievan — 21f ol + 13 Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 15,931 + 24 + 21
Automotive Btores .........osecaiss — 2f — 10 -+ 27 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 7,226 g -+
DIIOR BEOPEE oo tivales v vadivnaimsaisaisas — bt - 7 + 11 Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 26.3 + 24 4R
Eating and drinking places, .... — 9 - 8 -+ 13
B I R — &F Jl o cli T BROWNSYILLE-HARLINGEN-SAN BENITO SMSA
Furniture and household- (Cameron; pop. 1 124 a)
applisnce stores . .....o..0eaen — &f + 12 -+ 25 Beailsnlem s e smn e s — 411
Postal receiPts™ . caivisaieicarsaans $ 798,559 — 3 T BPRATE] mhOEBE e v e s s e — 1 + &
Building permits, less federal contracts $12,817,732 + 73 + 5 Automotive StOres ., ...........0n — & + 4
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 474,592 -1 + 28 Lumber, building-material, and
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 224,930 - 6 + 21 hardware dealers ............... + 4 - 72
Annual rate of depesit turnover...,.. 24.5 —_2 + 4 Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,194,615 +214 4631
3 T e = - = T Bank debits (thousands) ............ £ 1,508,000 =) + 16
BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR-ORANGE SMSA Nbntarm emilopiment. Tarea] oo 47,700 B st
(Jefferson and Orange; pop. 27 Manufacturing employment (area). 6,740 + 4 - 7
Retail sales ...ovivniaiine Vi AR + 4 -+ 11 Percent unemploved (area) ......... 5.0 e Sy
Appard]l stores Lo siaisas “+ T <+ 14 - —
Automotive stores ..........00na0 + 9 + 15 BROWNSVILLE (pOp. 48,040)
Dirug BLOPM o essssssans — 15 ) Betall gates il saiiaaaia — 5% S 1B o
Foaod- 8LOTes o cin s cn i —- ] S Postal credeipte® . oo $§ 5T.682 - 2
Furniture and household- Building permits, less federal contracts & 598,300 +126 <159
appliance stores ., ......... — 4 + 27 Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 40,069 - 19 + 11
Gasoline and service statioms,,.... =y AT End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 29,229 — 3 + 19
General-merchandise stores ........ ¥ — 1 AL Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.2 — 18 — B
Lumber, building-material, Nonfarm placements I e 464 4+ 09 — 1R
e B R e HARLINGEN (pop. 41,207)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,208,885 Ji, 3L == Retail sal D
Bank debits (thousands) ............ £ 5,676,004 A A " sl S R e ) == i =
it Automotive stores .......,.. AR — 2% + 3 4+ 1
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 112,000 =ik 4+ 2 .
Manufacturing emplovment (area). 34,500 - a4 o Postalreeeipte® oo oo il 3 57,416 #5
Percent unemployed l'm_'ea) '4.2 — 19 %, Building permits, less fedoral contracts # 1,497,020 SHATE
""""" Bank debits (thousands) .........,. § 48,308 — 10 ERas
BEAUMONT (pop. 127,500 r) End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 28,323 — 8 + 29
Roteil #ales oo i g FE oy 9 Annual rate of deposit turnover.... 19.9 Lo — &
Automotive stores ... — 2t 4+ 4 + 12 Nonfarm placements .............,.. 434 + 15 == g
Postal receipts* ....... § 167,864 — 11 > -
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 1,426,145 Ll — 24 La Feria (pop. 3,047)
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 204,392 — 13 + 6 Postal receipts® ... .civiiiiiiinns 2,811 — 20 i
End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. $ 128,570 251 g =g Building permits, less federal contracts § 300 Ti5
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 26.9 — 10 + 4 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 2,409 o g + 98
= e End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 2,056 — 17 + 20
GGroves (pop. 17,304) Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.7 - 7 -+ 49
Postal receipte® .............: e 10,667 — 27 e
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 118,923 + 20 + 72 Los Fresnos (pop. 1,289)
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 9,692 — 10 + 35 Poatal recelfta® o000 Lelisas i 5 1,724 + 14
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 5,279 + 2 BT Bank debits (thousands) ........... % 1,364 — 30 + 30
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.2 — 140 + 21 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. 3 1,591 —ii -+ 43
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 9.9 — 21 - 7

For an explanation of symhols see p, 115.
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968
Feb from from Feb from from
City and item 19638 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 1963 Jan 1968 TFeb 1967

Port Isabel (pop. 3,575)
Postal -recelpts® ooiarorisiiingi $ 4,828 4+ 18

( Collir
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 50,700 . —+167 H
Bank debits (thousands) ....... R 2,681 — 2 -+ 32
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 2,438 - 3 + 87 Retail sales ...ovvvivnnarennan. + 4 4 19
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... .. 12.6 + 9 - 2 Apparel stores ............. + 1 -+ 15
— S Automotive stores .......... s + 8 + 20
SAN BENITO (pop. 16,422) Drugstores: oo e i e e - 1 + 14
Postal receipts* ......... e § 11,188 " Eating and drinking places....... ST + 12
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 41,195 =+ 7% — 380 Flovists ..ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiann = I + 26
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 8,458 - 5 + 14 Food stores .........ciceoiiian, . i G + ¢
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 7,383 - + 18 Furniture and household-
Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... 10.8 ok — 5 appliance stores ............ o 4 + 37
Gasoline and service stations,,.... — 14 + 20
CORPUS General-merchandise stores ....., s - & + 7T
(NwacaE and g 4a) Lumber, building-material,
. Skdiani i ;. and hardware dealers ....... -+ 16 + 29
Retail snle.s ............ i 1 + 12 Office, atave. and sehool
Automotive stores ................ 3 -+ 13
supply dealers ................. i — 3 + 3
(‘é"ii::“l‘":er'ch;; R 11 : 12 Building permits, less federnl contracts $35,803,729 + 19 — 8
(- =Mercnandise stores ....... Fiy o . L
Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,668,002  — 64  — 15 E“‘}; debie {]thm“'azds’ """"" ARG o 8 Gl
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 4,598,304 4+ 8+ 16 s R e (8res) cv.e, S s R
/ anufacturing employment (area). 156,900 + 2 + 14
Nonfarm emqlny-ment (area) 85,400 — 1 + 2 Percent unemployed (area) 15 o _ o5
Manufacturing employment (area). 9,970 — b — 5
Percent unemployed (area) ....... 3.6 + 6 — 10 Carrollton (PDD. 9,832 r)
Postal receipts* ........... s 1 22,342 — 24 Wi
Aransas Pass (pop. 6,956) Building permits, less federal contracts § 316,700 o 48
Eoste] Feemiptat .uieisiiiituibinis ¥ BEEE — 36 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 9376 w4
Building 1?erm1t-s, less feﬂeml contracts § 109,726 4126 +131 Erd ot imontl deastis (thoussends)$. . $ 4126 — 2 + 3
Bank debits (thousands) ...... eeen § Padd w18 2T Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 23.9 + &8 -7
End-of-mounth deposils (thousands)i.. § 5,139 — 4 + 12
Annual rate of deposit turnover,,,. 13.6 — 13 + 13_ DALLAS (pop. 679,684)
s Retail sales ... ..., A L ] B s — 5ff - 1 =+ 11
Bishop (pop. 3,825r) Apparel stores ......... S W —19ff 4+ 1 + 16
Postal receipts®* .. .......... TR 3 4,842 -+ 24 s BIAATADEYE BHEE oo ] + 114t~ 7 + 18
Building permits, less federal contracts $ A2,000 _— 220 Bht s andl e s s ianen i s Lot a7 + 12
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 2,207 — 9 + 3 Pliptite oo R + 12ff  + 5 + 26
End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. § 2,633 — B + b Furniture and Honsehold:
Annual rate of deposit turnover. . ... 0.7 — & A appliance stores ......... . - Bft 4+ B + 47
3 General-merchandise stores ... .. — 1§t - s + 8
CORPUS CHRISTI (pop. 204,850 ) Lumber, building-material, and
3 nd i T e s P e — &f 4+ 2 4+ 13 hardware dealers ............. ) + 4t 4 15 + 16
Automotive stores ....... — 2f 4+ & + 13 " Postal receipts* ........ S . § 4,320,597 — 3
General-merchandise stores ........ = BF 3 + 14 Building permits, less federal contracts $17,690,022 4.8 + 83
Postal receipts® ..........q LR 296,477 — 4 B Bank dehits (thousands) ............ $ 5,728,878 — 21 4 16
Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,133,048 — T — 25 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 1,560,020 i + 7
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 313,810 — g + 21 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 44.0 — 14 + 8
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 147,855 — 4 + 6
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 24.9 — 3 + 13 Denton (pop. 26,844)
] Fostal receipts®* ... ......... Sp— | 76,344 ¥ cas
Port Aransas (pop. 824) Building permits, less federal contracts § 597,000 — 86 — 36
Bank debits (thousands) ,...... .. .. $ 815 4+ 9 + 23 Bank debits (thousands) ........ vove 8 BTASD - 2 + 21
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i., 8 852 - 1 du: g End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 28,451 + & 4+ 9
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 11.4 + 10 + 18 Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... 16.2 — 3 4 12
x | [ Nonfarm placements .......,, 139 — 8 + 23
Robstown (pop. 10,266) :
Postal receipls® .................... $ 10,330  — 22 Ennis (pop. 10,250 r)
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 165,762 + 39 +241 Postal recelpta® ... ..geussssisais, $ 16,259 + 19 _—
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 10,560 - 7 + 4 Building permits, less federal contracts 3 60,000 + 86
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 9,803 =5 * Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 6,975 — 16 — 3
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... 12.8 - 7 + 3 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 7,829 o + 11
= Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 10.56 — 13 — 12
Sinton (pop. 6,008)
Postal receipts* ............... R 7,489 — 18 Garland (pop. 50,622r)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 21,800 -+ 92 -+ 14 Postal receipts* ,........... Ty 2 68,691 — 28
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 5,631 — 21 -+ 27 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 1,896,301 -+ 21 -+ 17
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 5,019 -9 4+ 7 Bank debits (thousands) ............ g 52,604 - 1 -+ 25
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. .. 12.8 — 10 + 18 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $§ 23,186 — 8 + 16
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 26.4 W -+ 10

For an explanation of symbols see p. 115,
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Local Business Conditions

Feb
City and item 1968

Percent change

from

Jan 1868 Feb 1967

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

from

Local Business Conditions

City and item 1968

Percent change
Feb 1968 Feb 1068

from

from

Jan 1968 Feb 1967

Grand Prairie (pop. 40,1501r)

Poatel receipts® oiciinasssnnmaiss $ 55,049 — &

Building permits, less federal contracts $§ 5,456,874 +242 — 6

Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 21589  — 13 - 23 i R U ek o o

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 155607 4+ 5 + 19 Appael whopes il b i S e

Annual rate of deposit turnover,..... 17.0 — 15 - 4 Automotive SEOTES .........c.evees it T el
Fopd 8Lores ...\ ccuscimapi — b + 1

Irving (pop. 60,136 ) Building permits, less federal contracts $ 5,877,499 — 41 + 78
Poatal raceipts® .icsivioiisaiiania $ 89,756 + 1 Bank debits (thousands) ......,..... & 5,067,924 - 11 L
Building permits, less federal contracts # 3,227,041 - 63 117 MNonfarm employment (area) ....... 106,400 i L
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 56,074 = + 24 Manufacturing employment (area). 18,200 e — 10
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 25,080 — & 4 12 Percent unemployed (area) ......... 4.5 + 7 -+ 12
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 25.7 — b + B

: .I,ancasFer (pop. 7,501) EL PASO (pop. 276,687)
Building permits, less federal contracts $ T0,500 - 17 — 4 .
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 7,075 + 11 + B RO B0 -ommmnmennmnsnns = A1 e 2 = 1
End-of-month depesits (thousands)t.. § 4,607 —_ -+ 20 ADpazEl BloTen vssunanasin =28 S =2
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... 18.3 -+ 10 - 13 g A R L = & i 10
= Food stores ...... S s e — 6 — b + 1

MecKinney (pop. 13,763) Postal receipts* ..... . VN § 462,771 — 5
Boptst ) racaiilEN | e s s eios k] 21,435 —_ 3 G Building permits, less federal coniracts § 5,855,499 — 41 + 72
Building permits, less federal contracts § 82,548 — 87 -+ &6 Bank debits (thousands) ............ 8§ 414,014 — 21 + b
Bank debitz (thousands) ...... ..... § 10,892 — 24 S ok End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 221,641 + 10 — B
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 13,060 — 4 + 14 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 23.5 — 20 + 11
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 9.6 — 23 — 11
Nonfarm placement=z .. ............. 160 + 45 + 11

Mesquite (pop. 27,526) (Johnson and Taz
Postel recaipla®: Soirrsmesiain % 28,306 — 13 s
Building permits, less federal contracts § 679,176 = a7 s Retail sales ........ - + 25
Bank debits (thousands) . ........... 3 14,035 = + a7 Apparel stores .............. . — 18 + 28
End-nf-month deposits (thousandsif,, 8 9,227 — b 4+ 11 Automotive stores ,....... R & + 10 + 33
Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 17.8 e + 19 Drugstores ...,........ooooiil, . e 74 + 4

- ) Eating and drinking places........ + 2 =

Midlothian (pop. 1,521) Furniture and household-

Building permits, less federal contracts § 46,100 —+111 -+ 39 appliance stores ,............. i it + 4 - 20
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 8 1,332 = Ik + 24 Gagoline and pervice stations...... — 13 -*I— 24
End-of-month depnsits (thousands)t, . 8 2,007 + 17 + 28 General-merchandise stores ........ g — 14 —.l- 4
Annual rate of deposit turnover...,. 8.6 — 17 4+ 8 Lumber, building-material,

Pilot Point (pﬂp. 1,254) 5 “:'nd hard\:vare AREIEW. v -4 88 + 29
Building permits, less federal contracts § 12,700 — 36 B:nkm;:iet:n}::ol::n;:em} e, :i:'i:z'eﬁi: + i + g
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,415 — 12 4+ 8 Nanthrm omphsiment (arex;i """"" '2?'3'400 i ‘f A
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. S 2,002 o . Mt Sl ). 00561 o T
Annual rate of deposit turnaver. ..., 8.4 - 11 + 11 Boiosit u;lem 1 ’ ! Hreks

ployed (area) ......... 1.7 - 6 — 82

Richardson (pop. 34,390 1)

Postal receipts® .....oovimmmviiany .8 BRG4 + 18 s ;

Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,267,570 w4 — 66 Arlington (pop. 75,000 r)

Rank debits (thousands) ...... R 33,738 — 10 + 14 Retail sales ..... S = BF + 2 L 99

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 1%,588 — 3 -+ 27 Apparel stores ............. R — 21% — 15 -I|— 3z

Arnnual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.7 — & — 10 Postal receipts* ........ SO D o 8 142,595 o
o N Building permits, less federal contracts $ 2,760,100 + 17 + 24

SE&g"“ ille (pop. 3,745) . - Bank debits (thousands) ....... o TEL B — 4 -L-za
Postal raceipts® . .o..ccovimnsmains H 11,662 — 15 ae End-of-month deposits (th ds i
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 1,800 — 93 i, I g il

ui ¥ . # Annual rate of depoeit turnover...., 25.7 —
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 4,866 = a4 il : ¢ Ele
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i., $ 2,912 — 8 -+ 20
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.6 — 31 - 16_ Cleburne (pop. 15,381)

Terrell (pop. 13,803) Postal receipls® ........... wvsanrend  BLTER — 24
Postal receipts® ... v % 12,884 = 4 . Building permits, less federal contracts $ 48,550 127 — 73
Building plermits, less federal contracta § 64,750 — 13 — 35 Bank debits (thousands) ,.......... $ 15,809 s i 9
Bank debits (thousands) ...........§ 11,150 e =3 End-of-month depesits (thousands)f.. $ 13,942 - & 4 3
End-of-month depesits (thousands)t.. § 10,594 s 4 4 Annual rate of deposit turnover. . ... 12.8 I _i_ &
Annual rate of deposit turnover,..., 12.3 4+ 2 — 11

Waxahachie (pop. 12,749)

Postul meeeipte® oo cimsenasiois § 26,961 -+ 37 i Euless (pop. 10,500 r)

Building 1fe1'n'.uts, lesz federal contracts § 68,400 230 — 19 T S oL CL B 12,830 —
Banle debits (thousantle) oooonroony e S S Building permits, less federal contracts § 577,180 140 152
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 11,433 - 3 i Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 11,778 = + 18
Anniial vate of denoalt trnaver.. ... L End-of-month deposits (thousands)t..$ 4,632  — 5 4 14
Nonfarm placements ............... 76 — & = & T yate ot Fevanit e e 29.7 — 11 g
For an explanation of symbols see p. 115-
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968
Feb from from Feb from from
City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 1968 TFeb 1967

FORT WORTH (pop. 356,268) TEXAS CITY (pop. 32,065)

Betail sales ..iivivaiiininiiinnanian — 6%t 4+ 3 + 13 Postal receipts® ... ...ovriviiinnas | 43,665 St =
Apparel stores ........ ... — 287t — 20 + 217 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 417,375 + 3 + 98
Autometive stores ......... + otk o 14 + 4 Bank debits (thousands) ......... Lo 8 3T.400 + 2 + 3
Eating and drinking places........ = it ol 5 End-of-month deposits (thousandsjf., § 15,285 — 18 G
Gasoline and service stations...... — 4tt — 13 + 25 Annual rate of deposit turnover, ... 26.5 4138 e
Lumber, building material, and

hardware dealers ............. e kg 42 20 L -

Postal receipts* .......... T $ 1.27:_.010 i 4 +... HOUSTON SMSA

Building permits, less federal contracts § 8,872,585 +150 + 2 (Brazoria, Fort Bend, Harris, Liberty, and

Bank debits (thousands) ........,... $ 1,214,554 — 11 + 27 Montgomery; pop. 1,771,256 a)

End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 463,468 = e i gr e R + 1 4+ 15

Annual rate of deposit turnover. .., . 31.2 - 5 + 17 Apparel stores ............. i = if + 9

Grapevine (pop. 4,659 r) Automotive stores ........ = 1 + 18

Postal: receinte® o, s rimb iy $ 9,534 as DuElare e R

Builindg permits, less federal contracts § 65,990 — 30 — 91 Eating and drinking place-a e = el

Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 4,606 — 3 + 5 Yoo storesive oy e S5 2 prs

End-cf-month deposits (thousands)$.. § 4,101 — b — 6 Furmil:llret:ndt t::sehdd- i p 4+ 18

p " applian s10 N e e e L Tloipsd
Annual rate of deposit turnover..,.,. 13.2 5 + 7 Caseraltarihantiog ctoven. oo, + 12 ih
North Richland Hills (pop. 8,662) Liguor stores ...... e S =l +

Building permits, less federal contracts § 748,250 4508 == Lumber, building-material,

Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 11,680 Wk 4+ 19 and hardware dealers ,.......... + T + b

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . 5,445 s g Building permits, less federal contracts $47,840,567 + 17 + 44

Annual rate of deposit turnover..,,. 25.4 £l + 26 Bank debits (thousands) .......... ,. 915,426,852 + & + 20

Nonfarm emplovment (area) ....... 788,400 e + 4
White Settlement (pop. 11,513) Manufacturing employment (area). 184,850 ol b

Building permits, less federal contracts § 50,270 v 216 Percent ‘unemploved ((area) :saizat e = =l

Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,266 + 1 - 83

End-of-month deposits (thousandajt.. 3 2,544 — + 48 Baytown (pop. 38,000 1)

Annual rate of deposit turnover,..... 24.4 S + 80 Betadl sales o ooniiiainni s s 3

Automotive stores .......iiiiiaie. — 2t + 13 -+ 60
GALVE "HT\J-’I‘ICX_.-\S CITY SMSA Postal receipts* ..., ............. .. 8§ 468,918 — B
Iveston; pop. 166,016a) Building permits, less federal contracts § 632,740 -+ 33 — 29

Retail salés ... .ooviirmnennnnnsins o 2 4+ 6 + 18 Rank debits (shaushudel ot vves 8 it i s
e T s End-of-month deposits l’thousand.sli $ 30,530 - T + 8
T v e o + 18 + 34 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 21.9 — & -+ 28
Drugstores ....... AP SIS R S -— 5
e e Bellsire (pop. 21,1821)

Furniture and household- Postal receipts™ .......civvininnnaes § 222,119 — 28
mppliance StoTes . .ii.iiiis s, — 29 4 o9 Building permits, less federal contracts § 116,970 + 94 +657

Building permits, less federal contracts § 1, 144 079 -+ 31 -+ b6 Tank febts {thnussr.:da) """" = g N 5o

Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 2,462,496 4 iy End-of-month  deposits (t‘huusandsji $ 19,052 — 4 -+ 18

Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 57.200 . 4 Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 20.1 — 11 + B
Manufacturing employment (area). 10,430 4 S G

Percent unemployed (area) ......... 2.9 =T —r3h Clute (pop. 4,501)

i Postal receipts* ............c000uuns S 6,367 — 16
Dickinson (pop. 4,715) Building ?ermits, less federal contracts $ 8,200 — 08 — 78

Bank debits (thousands) ....,....... $ 9,813 & 50 4o B‘ank debits (t.hwsa.nds) A e | 3,508 — 16 4 38

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t. . § 5,906 + 18 115 End-of-month depos:t.s (thousands)t.. § 2,141 4+ 3 + 2

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 21.5 - 3 =+ 21 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... : 20.9 =-18 + 35

Conroe (pop. 9,192)

l(‘}cilll\:ifTON(pﬂp 67,175) s 0 Postal receipts* ............ ceieeenn § 25,151 - 1
Avnrel stose """""" o B = i 2% Building permits, less federal contracts § 58,000 — 76 +-142
Kitiiin i e e e 5: Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 22,313 — 8 + 54
S T e i i End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 16,236 = + 20

Bosty] recelntss & 1enave 5 Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 16.5 — § + 28

Building permits, less federal contracts § 693,204 -+ BT 41

Bank debits (thousands) ...,....... $ 116,987 — 18 114 . ‘Daytnn (pop. 3,367)

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . § 60.850 = i3 Building \:i'ermits. less federal contracts § 70,950 + B7 --373

eSS e S = o Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 6250 00— T 410

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 4,549 = 3 + 21
Ia Marque (pt)p. 13,969) Annual rate of deposit turncver,. ... 16.3 - T — 4

Postal receipts® .................... § 18,162 4 95 Deer Park (pop. 4,865)

Building permits, less federal contracte § 83,500 + 30 + 7 Postal receipts* ........ e eat -8 9,442 — 37

Bank debits (thousands) ......... S 12,671 — 17 + 2 Building psrmits, less federal contracts § 301,139 + 41 4+ 6

End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. § 8,004 — 4 + 12 Bank debits (thousands) .......,... § 6,840 — 48 e

Annual rate of deposit turnover, ., ,. 12.6 — 18 £ ] End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. % 4,127 — 13 + 22

- Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... 18.8 — 35 — 19

For an explanation of symbols see p. 116.
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change
Feb 1968 Feb 1868

Feb from rom Feh from from
City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 1863 Jan 1968 Feb 1967
HOUSTON (pop. 938,219) LAREDO SMSA
Ratatl anies (G iavadena sy e = Bft - 2 + 8 (Webb; pop. 75,863 ¢
Apparel stores ..............0000. 2 D e 9 Betaill Saleh e, voa s s s s + 1 — 8
Automotive stores .. ....iiviviiins = W + 2 + 18 Building permits, less federal contracts § 196,450 L109 — 55
Fating and drinking places........ = &P = 1 4+ B Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 668,316 — 2 i
Food:-stores .iiaih disn — BT -+ 16 Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 23,850 ¥ e
Lumber, building-material, Manufacturing employment (area). 1,350 S )
and hardware dealers ..... = i o= s 48 Percent unemployed (area) ........ 11.6 = b + 17
Building permits, less federal contracts $41,037,231 + 12 + 45
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,617,762 — 10 + 28
End-of-month deposits (thousands).. $ L81L,179 — 2 + 17 i‘AtSEDQ t(}"’l" 60,678) el .
Bubunl cats af etk tosieas 36.8 =0 [ BT o R i —_
£ oere i o Building permits, less federal contracts § 196,450 +108 — B3
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 52,325 — 12 + 19
Humble (pop. 1,711) End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $§ 34,213 F 4 + 8
Postal receipts® ............. T 3 8,178 — 5 i
G 3 Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 18.7 — 11 + 19
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 31,388 + 88 — 20 Woatars wlaserinis 818 4+ 38 + o2
Bank debits (thousands) ......... v 8 5,122 - i e i T S N o
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f,. $ 4,147 — & + 8 S
Annual rate of deposit turnover, ... 14.8 + 2 + 9 LUBBOCK SMSA
(Lubbock; pop. 175,839 a)

Katy (pop. 1,569) I T i s = ST
Building p_erm#tﬂ' less federal contracts § 40'5‘30 =3 — a3 Automotive stores . ...... ... e — 4 + 16
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 3,052 =—id + 5 Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,182,345  — 62 — 15
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. 3 3,107 . - 10 Bank debits (thousands) ...........$ 8,440,796 + @ 4+ 6
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. .. 11.8 — 14 - 2 Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 63,300 *% S

Manufacturing employment (area). 6,850 b -
La Porte (pop. 7,250r) Percent unemployed (arem) ........ 2.7 + 4 — 10
Building permits, less federal contracts § 80,000 - 1 —+900 o
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 5 5,183 + 1 =+ B
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 3,386  — 14 o LUBBOCK (pop. 155,200 1) Y
Annusl rate of deposit turnover..... 17.1 + 5 — 1 Retail sales ..... A At =izl Tt
Automotive stores ..... . — 2t = T + 16

Liberty (pop. 6,127) Postal receipts* ..... s e .. § 297,627 **
Postal receipts® . ......coiviiiiiies B 11,346 + 8 e Building permits, less federal contracts § 1.;3?24—"1 — 5;:) - ;f;
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 99,613 + 62 — 4 Bank debits {thmxsn‘nds} ....... S X g .Hz: — .2 + :
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 13,838 -9 + 23 Zondof-month depnslt.s’ e llng? : 28 i 10
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 11960 — 4 + 7 i Ui e RS : #
Annual rate of deposit turnover..,.. 13.6 — 8 + 14

: Slaton (pop. 6,568)

Pasadena (pop. 58,737) Postal receipts® . .....uveessess ST I :
Postal receipts* ......... P P o 3 77.665 | Building permits, less federal contracts § 0 winis cas
Building permits, less federal contracts § 8,891,257 4237 +117 Bank debits (thousands) ........... i3 5,468 — 28 + 24
Bank debits (thousands) .......,.... § 81,763 — B + 12 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 4,360 — 4 + 9
End-of-month depesits (thousands)f.. § 36,844 sl + 8 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14.7 — 27 -+ 18
Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... 26.1 — & + 2

Richmond (pop. 3,668) McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA
Portal ipeceipta®l oL i in e s siaay g 5,940 4 a3 ok (Hidalgo: pop. 180,686 a)

Building permits, less federal contracts § 105,600 + 78 4144 Hetiil BRlen i et - =il 4 18
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 8,896 — 22 + 13 ADDETE] BUGEEE + o oerme e se simeions % i + 10
End-of-month deposits (thomsands)f.. $ 11,247 + & + 18 i tone X o 1
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 9.8 — 24 L NI BhREe s e W . — L4

= - ool BEOTes i e e s e i ) + 3

Rosenberg (pop. 9,698) Furniture and household-

Postal TEeeiptsY . covvivvann s $ 13,968 — 10 appliance stores .......... verens i - 1 + 43
Building permits, less federal contracts § 24,900 — 73 ki Gasoline and service stations...... had + 8
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 10,807 = .8 + 1 General-merchandise stores ........ =~ 4 o
Lumber, building-material,
nd hardware dealers ........... + 17 -+ 57
out 9 %

Sou h Houston (pop. 7,253) Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,007,958 -+ a7 -+143

Poatal recelpta® o oooopciiiieaae § 12,619 + 18 : sl :
v i Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,334,676 — 3 -+ b
Building permits, less federal contracts § 63,265 — &6 — B0 N =
£ ) onfarm employment {aren) ....... 44,200 * <+ 4
Bank debits (thousands) ..........., £ 9,256 — b + 11 R
= Manufacturing employment (area). 4,030 — b - 2
End-of-month deposits  (thousands)f. . 3 6,465 o + 4 g _
: Percent unemployed (area) ......... 5.9 L + &
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 17.2 — 4 + 4

Tomball (pop. 2,025r) _ Alamo (pop. 4,121) . _
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 6,452 = ot Building ‘_D.P.Tmlfs. leas federal contracta § 21,430 528 -+ 23
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 10,610 — 9 = Bank debits (thousands) ........... £ 2.4%1 — 15 — B
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 7.2 — 25 — 44 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 1393 - =¥

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 19.9 — 8 - 7
For an explanation of symbols see p. 115. =
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Local Business Conditions _ Furosiib ol Local Business Conditions Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1968
Feb from from Feh from
City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 19638 Feb 195:

MIDLAND . 62,625
EDINBURG (pop. 18,706) a X

Building permits, less federal contracts § 200,675 + 21 + 78 gﬁ:‘;‘i Brzl::ipg """""""""" o 13;_2ng = ;; i 1:
Bank debits (thuunn_nds) ........ £ 24,0?9 + & -+ Building permits, less federal contracts § 836,580 4 o24 Sia
End-of-month deposits (thousandsii.. $ 14,5876 — & -+ 20 i
2 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 126,699 — 22 + 16
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.0 + 9 <+ 8 o
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 120,247 — 2 4 2
Nonfarm placements ............... 239 — 41 — 32 E
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.5 — 17 + 10
Elsa (pop. 3,847) Nonfarm placements . ............... 657 + B 4+ 6
Building permits, less federal contracts § 4,913 — 33 +186
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 2,748 4+ 2 + 25 Soic o
End-of-month deposits {thousands)t,. § 1,997 = + 18 ) ,Onhbb)\ S_“bA
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., . 16.2 + 10 + 3 (Ector; pop. 88,194 a)
Reta:l-palea: oo simsaiae i + 3 + 24
McALLEN (pop. 35,411 1) Building permits, less federal contracts $ 349,152 — 32 — 35
Rekndbaaleg: & L e R e — Bt — 5 + 17 Bank debits (thousands) ..... vaweses § 1,282,644 #= 3 5
Apparel stores ......... ol — 18 + 11 Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 58,400 bk d L
Automotive stores ............o0.0. — 2t — 5 + 17 Manufacturing employment| (area). 4,830 ke — 8
Postal recelpth® ooueio couisvnmaian ? 52,261 - 2 Percent unemployed (area) ......... 3.0 s — 23
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 507,075 4144 4305
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 5 45,784 — 16 + 14
End-of-month deposits (thousandsji.. § 31,967 - 1 =+ 23 ODESSA (]]0]]. 86,937 r)
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... s Retail salew, 1ovoiuisosivasing — Bt 3w dom
Nonfarm placements ................ Thd + 66 —~10 Postal receipis® e sl 10154 By
Building permits, less federal contracts § 849,152 — 32 — 36
Mercedes (pop. 10 943) Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ w2178 22— 9 4 9
Postal receipts* ...... % 7,449 3 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 65,752 — 1 — 3
Building permits, less federal contract.a § 24,792 + 60 ] Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.6 — NEST
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 7,086 =i & o @ Nonfarm placements ............... 432 — 12 + 29
End-of-month deposits (thousanda)t.. 3 5,135 + T ++ 24
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 17.0 = — 1B
Mission (pop. 14,081) SAN ANGELO SMSA
Postal receipts® . iiiiiiiiiiioie § 13,699 + @ (Tom Green; pop. 75,210 a)
Building permits, less federal contracts & 40,632 — 36 + 59 1y gy e e R e —- 7 + 16
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 14,217 — 15 4 11 Gusolitie and Setvice Stabiotl. . S + 4
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 11,318 = =+ 1h Building permits, less federal contracts § 870,455 + 55 -+ 84
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 15.0 =i s Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,004,502 £ + 3
= N 0 = Nonfarm employment {area) ........ 22,850 L Hn
PHARR (pop. 15,279 1) Manufacturing employment (area). 3.720 + 2 + 1
Poetal creceipta® Loy § 8,95% =15 Percenl. unemployed {area) ......... 2.3 — 21 — 32
Building permits, lese federal contracts § 27,698 -~ 51 415
Bank debits (thousands) ..........., & 5,277 — B — 4 =
End-of-month deposits (thousandsif. . § 5,184 — 6 — b = —
Annual rate of deposit turnover..,.. 11.8 - 7 L SAN ANGELO (Dl’lp. 98,815)
- —- BBl malan oo S o= BF e W 418
San Juan (pop. 4,371) Furniture and household-
Poatal: seesipts® il i il vomeinne 8 4,402 - 1 e applinnce stores ........... ..., ==t S + 4
Building permits, less federal contracts 8 15,087 + 4 PORLR] TEteiphEss . Lo e § 140,729 —. b an
Bank debits (thousands) ............ % 2,844 — s oof Building permits, less federal contractg § 870,355 =+ 66 -+ 84
End-of-month deposits (thousands):. . 8 3,736 - <4 40 Bank debits (thousands) ....... s & 77,085 —= 21 +i 7
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. .. 9.5 — 41 — 26 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 60,900 * + 10
— - —_ Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... .. 15.2 — 17 + 2
Weslaco (pop. 15,649)
Refail salen s s N s —=a + 3 + 11
Brof Fakapes orhigimein 1N T E — 6t — 1 o g 2 :
Postal receipts® .................... § 1543 — 9 SAN ANTONIO SMSA
Ruilding permits, less federal contracts § 23,088 + 48 4+ 74 (Bexar and Guadalupe; pop. 852,491 a)
Bank dehits |thmrsx?.nds'| ,,,,,,,,,,, $ 11,836 =] -+ 28 e e Ty % g 412
End-of-month deposlts. (thousands)t., § 11.9712 — 5§ -+ 27 ADPATE] BEOPEE voivnsssnnn B e < 10
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 11.8 — 2 4 e e = 4 8
= JE ki s g B e o LA + 1 + 5
MIDLAND SMSA Eating and drinking places. ....... SIS R
(Midland; pop. 66,487 a) General-merchandise stores ........ “ e 2/ -+ 17
Retailisades: e f o — 15 + 6 Lumber, building-material,
Building permits, less federal cuntra(-t.c $  H36,580 + 24 — 34 and hardware dealers ......,.... 4 37 + 41
Bank debits (thousands) .......... .. 3 1,665,876 — 1 + 13 Building permits, lece federal contracts $14,988, 336 — 14 - 1
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 58,400 *h = Bank debits (thousands) ............ $14,975,304 -+ 11 + 28
Manufacturing employment (area). 4,830 *h — 6 Nonfarm employment {area) ........ 265,500 ¥ 4+ 5
Percent unemployed (area) ,...... o 3.0 e — 23 Manufacturing employment {area). 30,650 e + 11
Percent unemployed (area).......... 8.3 4+ 3 — 6

For an explanation of symbols see p. 115.
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Local Business Conditions Pergentichange

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

"Feb 1068 Feb 1968

Feb from from Feh from rom
City and item 1968 Jan 1968 TFeb 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967
SAN ANTONIO (pop. 655,006 1) TYLER SMSA
Retail sales ..o — sy = 3 -+ 10 {Smith; pop. 99,881a)

ADPPRTel-EIOTes = s pui s — Bt e + 10 Bt aales\ oy et e S e By ¥ + 12

Automotive stores .......i.i.iio... i 2 + B Drugstores  .............. g e > = + 10

Eating and drinking places........ = + & Building permits, less lederal contracts § 244,605 — a0 — 86

General-merchandise stores ........ s 1\ AT + 16 Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 1,703,186 i + 9

Lumber, building-material, Nonfarm employment (area) 34,850 L - 2

and hardware dealers .......... — 4ff o 38 + 43 Manufacturing employment. (area) . 9,370 L - 2
Pogtel TEreinla®™ .. . .oorai e tais $ 1,330,630 + 18 re Percent unemployed (area).......... 2.8 — 18 — 20
Building permits, less federal contracts $14,477,525 — 14 — 2 T e TS
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,162,148 — + 36 TYLER (pop. 51,230)

End-of-month deposils (thousands)f.. $ 526,968 4 + 8 Retalll stiles oooiisienssessitns — Bt o -+ 12

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 26.5 s + 24 Drugstores ... — . b =i 7 + 10

Postal receipts* § 145,766 — 2 -+ 30

Schertz (pop. 2,281) Building permits, less lederal contracts § 244,695 — o7 — 88

Postal receiDts® . ..ivevssnsinasaiin $ 3,459 -+ a4 Ve Bank debits (thousands) ........... N — 1A + 12

Bank debits (thousands) ........... g 634 =1 dhiz R End-of-month deposits (thousandajf.. § 76,936 —= 3 o= B

End-of-month deposits (thousandsj)f., $ 1,045 — & — 2 Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 20.3 — 1 + B

Annnal rate of deposit turnover. ..., 7.0 — % 4+ & Nonfarm placements . .......c.0.00.. 480 =il 3 P

Seguin (DBD. 14,299) WACO SMSA

Postal receipts® .......i.iieiioieesn 8§ 10145  + 4 % (McLennan; pop. 151,871 a)

Building permits, less federal contracts $ 101,080 — 34 + & Retail sales ......000 P +- 19 + 41

Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 14,973 — 5 + 12 Apparel stores ....... - 11 +10

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 17,221 i 4+ 10 Automotive stores ...........000 + a0 -+ 29

Annual rate of deposit turnover...,. 10.4 — T g g Building permits, less foderal contracts § 1,188,692 — 44 130

Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 2,321,868 + 2 - 12

SHERMAN-DENISON SMSA«x Nonfarm employment {area) ....... 66,100 L + 8

(Grayson; pop. 80,857 a) Manufacturing employment (areua). 12,365 — 4 + 4

T e S e L e S e ] + 2 S Percent unemployed (area) ......... 4.0 - T — 13

Appnml :!’foma .................... —: 4+ 1 McGregor (pop. 4,642)

AUOMOoUNE IROEEe S e Rt s e e Building permits, less federal contracts § 0
Bul]d1ng3l>erm1ts, less federal contracts § 564,555 +112 — 49 Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 5,804 —at + 52
Bsu et (thousande)iisc st e e R End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 7,530  — & o
DENISON (pop. 25,766 r) Enual rate of deposit turnover...... 9.0 — 4 + 43
e R e B e —p e du + 12 WACO (pop. 103,462)

Automotive slores ... ...chiisenes — 2% -+ 9 + 14 : et e S T — B# 4+ 19 4 81
Pastal receipts® .......... e 3 31,326 -+ 11 0 BODETET SRR s s — 91% -1y + 10
Building permits, less federal contracts § 145,700 + 64 — T4 Automotive StOTe8 . ..i.eiinns.n.. — 2t & 30 439
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 22,781 — 19 <+ 11 Pestal FeesiptE® ot $ 270,481 LA
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 18,153 + 2 + 3 Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,177,942 — 45 +144
Annial rateal deposit turnover.... 152 —16 4+ 8 Bank debits (thousands) ............ § afiTusE  —im g
Nonfarm Dl“"—‘ment_’: -------------- 119 =l — -39 End-of-month depesits (thousandsji.. $ 101,034 — 4 4+ 4
SHERMAN (pop. 30,660 r) Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... 19.5 — 11 -+ 7
Retail sulef\ ................. WICHITA FALLS SMSA
Pu}:;:ioT;:e]:tsimmB N 4-9-_,87? ::_ i _10 (Archer and Wichita; pop. 126,794 a)

Building permits, less federal contracts § 388,855  -L142  — 26 Retail sades voosuaviniviii, = 3 - g
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 28000 —23 4+ 8 nnitine W inechiotd:
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 26,176 46 | SERHARCE SIORSE voosewesvuniiniens e e TN
Al ik ol deposit RrsveE 174 ~iag - Building permits, less federal contracts § 701,504 + 24 e B
Nonfarm placements . .............. 163 + 21 + 3 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 2,020,838 = ) =
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 49 000 Lo L
TEXARKANA SMSA Manufacturing employment (area). 4,565 3 + 4
(Bowie, excluding Miller, Ark.; pop. 70,413 a) Eoreeal Wnembioved ((BTe8). oo st 28 e =
Retail sales ........ it e s -+ 35 -+ 41
Building permits, less federal contracts § 721,062 + 83 4132 p ‘Iowa Park (pop. 5,1521)
Bank debits (thousands] ...,....... $1,37882 4+ 2 4+ 7 Building permits, less federal contracts. § v -
Nonfarm employment {area) ....... 41,300 s + & Bank debits (thousands) ........... 8 3,043 =D ==l

Manufacturing employment (area). 12,080 . + 20 End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. & 2.513 —_ 2 — b
Percent unemployed (area) ......... 2.9 —1n — 18 Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 10.3 — 12 + 5
TEXARKANA (pop. 50,006 r) WICHITA FALLS (pop. 115,340 1)

3105 T T [ S S D B — 5% 437 + 41 T e N S R e — Bf + 1 + 16

Postal reesipla® .o ssn § 98,884 4 4 Furniture and houzehold-

Building permits, less federal conlracts § 696,427 -+ 96 —+137 appliance BLOTEs .......vvevviaan — 6% - 6 — 3

Bank debits (thousands} ........... b 47,230 — 13 - 12 Building permits, less federal contracts $§ 631,394 4 15 )

End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 27,673 + 3 -+ 13 Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 146,266 — 18 o, 8

Annual rate of deposit iurnover..... 22.5 — 13 + 4 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 97,165 " - 1
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.1 — 13 4+ &

For an explanation of symhbols see p. 115.
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ALPHABETICAL LI§

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Local Business Conditions

STING OF NON-SMSA CITIES, WITH DATA

Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

Feb 1968 Feb 1968
Feb from from Feb from
City and item 1968 Jan 1988 Teb 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967
ALBANY (pop. 2,174) BRADY (pop. 5,338)
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 0 s Postal receipts* ............. ST 6,338 — 38
Bank debits (thousands) ....... e 2.557 — 36 + B Building permits, less federal contracts § 36,000 + B — 56
End-of-month depesits (thousands)t.. § 3,022 — 8 R Bank debits (thousands) ....... A 6,482 — 24 + 7
Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... T — 32 + 12 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 6,794 -z - B
Annual rate of depacsit t 5t S 11.4 - 27 15
ALPINE (pop. 4,740) = ol B
Postal receipts® ... .......... il % 8,362 4 39 : BRENHAM (pop. 7,740)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,000 — 87 — 95 Postal receipts® .......... veesvaens ¥ T390 — 18
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 4,404 — i 4 12 Building permits, lessfeﬁeral contracis $ 38,475 — T4 + B
Znd-of-month deposits (thousands)%.. 5,503 - 9 + 20 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 14,877 — 14 + 10
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 8.1 — b — 6 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 15,874 - 1 4+ 2
Annual rate of deposit t s 10.8 — 13 T
ANDREWS (pop. 11,135) pL Rtowe uen £
Poatal reeeipts® ..o imiaisessee P | 10,662 — 30 Sy BROWNFIELD (DDD- 10,286)
Building permits, less federal contracts §  §8,800 4+ 64 Posba] receiDte™ i s sinie sinmaimeimin s . & 13,528 — 20
Bank debits (thousands) ........... % 6,987 — 10 + 12 Building permits, less federal contmtl $  HL,675 4469 -+236
End-o-month deposita (thousands)t.. § 7477 —t B 0 Bank debits (thousands) ....... P | 20,202 — 3z + 8
Annunl rate of deposit turnover..... 11.4 — 11 4 24 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 14,995 — 11 + 2
ANGLETON (pop. 9,131) Annual rate of deposit tu_rnover ..... 152 — 25 4+ 8
Building permits, less federal contracts § 159,450 4161 + 3 BROWNWOOD (pop. 16,974)
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 16,705 =+ 16 =+ 854 Postal receibts* .. .....iinieseas ive 8 33,148 = 1@ :
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 12,318 — 15 = & Building permits, less federal contracts § 80,500 — 53
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 15.0 - 33 -+ 32 Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3% 18,087 g S
BAY CITY (pop. 11,656) End-of-month deposits {thousands}t‘. $ 13,501 L + 1
Postal receipts® .........ooe.. el 19,183 ke 15 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.1 — 15 + 6
Building permits, less federal contracts § 87,500 — 6 -1 Nonimrm placemente oo 280 =2 it M
Bank debits (thousands) ...... et TS ) — 19 b BRYAN (pop. 27,542)
End-of-month deposits Lthou*!andsri .3 28,729 - 2 + & Postal receipt® ... ....0ivirenrians . 5 43,965 -+ 12 o
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 8.9 — 17 + 8 Building permits, less federal contracts § 768,833 + 18 231
Nonferm placements -. . o reaaas 69 el Bank debits (thousands] .......... .8 45883 — 13 -+ 28
BEEVILLE (pop. 13,811) End-of-month deposits (thousands):.‘ $ 25,821 - 4 9
Postal receipte® .......... Sy« AREEY | o= 1B NS IRiE O Cononle BENOME e =4 e
Building permits, less federal contracts § 124,653 + 49 +198 Nontaym wlacement |- o nior =, o 258 e i€ = a4
Bank debits (thousands) .,..... cene § 18,411 — 13 + 17 CALDWELL (pep. 2,202r)
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 17,081 w414 Postal 1eceiDts® .........eeirien.s. $ 3Bl —11 :
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 9.5 — 14 + 4 Bank debits (thousands) ......... .8 2,826 oy P
Nonfarm placements ............... 76 — & + 4_ End-of-month deposits (thuusandﬁ]t 3 4,627 o 4 2
BELLVILLE (pop. 2,218) Annual rate of depnmt_harnover ..... 7.3 - 5 L
Building ;.rgrmits,imsfedera] contracts $ 155,394 -+ 168 +493 CAMERON (pop. 5,640)
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ B3l = £ 4 Postal Teceipts® ........oveieeeeres. § 11,728 4 48
End-of-month deposits Ilthnuaands}t., 3 6,144 - 8 + 11 Building permits, less federal contracts § 35,600 + 44 e
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. 10.4 — 5 — & Bank debits (thousands) ........... H 5,082 — 22 el E
BELTON (pop. 8,163) End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 5,703 = 5 -
Postal receipts* ............. Wy H 24,098 + 43 Annual rate of deposit turnover.... 10.4 — 17 +
Building permits, less federal contracts § 61,000 +205 ~iNa CASTROVILLE ( (il
: op. 1,508)
End-of- th de i ds )i F = e d
70 MR Gtienis Uhowandil. ¥ 0148 S Sl Building permits, less federal contracts $ 400 cee 4820
BIG SPRING (pop. 31,230) Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,025 =3 - i3
Retal] anles ooz e e — &Y — 1 — 6 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 1,278 — 4 + 7
BostRl etBipY| ..., $ 42,213 — 4 e Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 9.4 — 2 - 17
Building permits, less federal contracts § 39,083 — G0 —. 57 =
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 43,487 = g CISCO (‘Dﬂp- 4,499)
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. g 26,518 =5 ) Se=l Postal r\ec.emts* Veasei e e ivaes B 6,439 — 8 P
Annual rate of ‘deposit turnover.. ... 19.3 =1 o vd Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 4,758 — 8 14
Nontarm DIRoCmEnts. oo 267 + 84 + 80 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 3,969 — 3 — 4
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14.2 — B 15
BONHAM (pop. 7,357) < u:
Postal receipts® ............... coon § 9433 3 COLLEGE STATION (pop. 11,396)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 22,600 —_ 61 — BT Postal receipts* ..., T e S | 41,122 — 85
Bank debits (thousands) ........... k] 11,030 + 7 + 32 Building permits, less federal contracts § 180,519 222 — 44
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 9,448 o + 10 Bank debits (thousands) ............ 5 8,201 + 8
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.8 + 10 -2 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 6,252 + 27
BORGER (pop. 20,911) COLORADO CITY (pop. 6,457)
Postal receipts* ....... A ¥ 24,475 — 14 Postal Teceibts® . oorerenrnenrnennn. [ 6,657 — 26 !
Building permits, less federal contracts § 103,600 + 13 857 Bank debits (thousands) ..... . S 5,597 — 49 + 12
Nonfarm placements ..... (s 59 - 2 -+ 24 End-of-month deposits (t]wuuandsji 7.142 = g + 3
= Annual rate of deposit turnover, ... 9. —
For an explanation of symbols see p, 115. = it $ i 12
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Local Business Conditions

"Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

"Feb 1963 Feb 1968

For an explanation of symbols see p, 115.

APRIL 1968

Feb from from Feb from from
City and itemy 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 19€8 Jan 1268 Feb 1967
COPPERAS COVE (pop. 4,567) GATESVILLE (pop. 4,626}
Postel receipts® ... ..veenisianes 5 6,664 - 21 Postal receipts® ... ...oivvvrivsrnnns 1 6,185 — 29
Building permits, less federal contracts § 85,078 -+ 26 +154 Bank debits {thousends) ........... ¥ 6,857 ~— 14 + &
Bank debits {thousanda) ........... $ 2,078 — 15 -9 End-of-month depesits (thousands)i.. % 6,574 - 2 + &
End-of-month deposite (thowsands)t.. § 1,877 -1 + 45 Annual rate of deposit turnowver,.... 10.8 — 14 **
Annual rate of deposit turnover, ..., 13.2 — 22 — a7 GEORGETOWN (pop. 5,218)
CORSICANA (pop. 20,344) Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 5,947 - 9 + 12
Retail 6les . ....ceverrieenennnnnn. — 5 - & — 2 End-of-month deposite (thousands)i.. ¢ 766  — 2 + 13
Postal reesipte® ......... ... g 37,218 + 22 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 9.2 - 12 w— &
Building permits, less federal contracts § 191,388 +239 — 4 . GIDDINGS (pop. 2’821)
Bank debits (thousands) ........... ¥ 25185 — 29 + 9 Postal receiBts* . .0vvervreerrerrnees $ 6,876 — 3
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 22,761 5 =1 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 9,800  48%0  — 18
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 129 — 24 + 11 Bank debits (thousands) ........... [ 4,975 -+ 3 4 22
Nonfarm placements ,.............. 171 + 30 - 4 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 5,087 — 4 + 4
CRYSTAL CITY (pop. 9,101) Annusal rate of deposit turnover...... 11.4 + 7 + 18
Building permits, less fedeval contracte § 87,500 - 41 — 27 GLADEWATER (pop. 5,742)
Bank debits (thousands) ........... ¥ 4,129 — 23 + 17 Postal recaipts® . .....uveerrerinins. 3 5,951 — 38
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. & 3,476 + & + 6 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 53,461 — 72 — 38
Annual rate of deposit turnover.... 14.% - 23 + 1 Bank debits (thowsand)s ............ $ 5,067 — 18 + 12
DECATUR (pop. 3,563) End-ofemonth de})osita' (thousandsit, ., ¥ 4,682 - 1 — 4
Building permits, less federal contracts $ a . Annugl rate of deposit turnever..... 12.5 — 14 4 1B
- Bank debits {thousands} ........... $  4365. — § 1 36 Nonfarm employment (area) ........ 83,800 * "
X Manufacturing employment {area}. 5,810 b + 3
End-of-month deposits (thousands)¥.. § 4,669 + 4 -1 P . .
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14 — 10 4 37 ercent unemployed fares) ......... 5 -4 —-n
DEL RIG (peop. 18,612) GOLDTHWAITE (pop. 1,383)
Postal receipie® ..., . ..c00iiiiiann $ 22,803 — 23 Postal receipts® ,................... § 3,884 + 12 e
Building permits, less federal contraets § 573,018 +138 Bank debita {thousands} ........... F 4,006 — 15 4 17
Bank debits (thousends) ........... $ 15,842 — 14 + 7 End-of-month depozits (thousands)f.. § 3,759 -— 36 -~ 82
End-cf-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 19,382 b 4+ 11 Annual vate of deposit turnover. ., ... 10.2 + 6 + 36
Annusl rate of deposit turnover..... 8.9 — 18 - 2
GRAHAM (pop. 8,505)
EAGLE LAKE (pop. 3,565) Postal recelpts® .......vviivneeon.., $ 14,585 + 11
Benk debits (thousands} ............ ] 5,045 + 7 + 37 Building permitg, less federal contracts $ 23,350 +297
End-cf-month deposits (thousandsit,, 3 5,743 — 14 -+ 11 Bank debits (thousands) e 8,870 — 26 4+ 7
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 5.8 + 10 + 21 End-of-month deposits {thouszands)}.. 3 10,190 - 1 LEd
Annual rate of deposit turnover . ... 16.5 — 24 4+ &
EAGLE PASS (pop. 12,094)
Postal recelpts* .................00, $ 13,308 — 1 GRANBURY {pop. 2,227)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 95,260 s -+ 81 Postal recelpta® ... ... .. $ 4,845 — 17 .
Bank debits (thousands) ........... ¥ 8,804 - 11 + 16 Bank debits (thowsandz) ............ $ 2,666 + 6 + 20
End-of-month deposite {thousands)t.. $ 5,387 + 11 -+ 17 End-of-month deposita {thousands)}.. $ 3,040 - + 18
Annnal rate of deposit turnover, ... 20.7 — 13 + Annual rate of depogit furnowver. .. ... 101 + 7. + &
EDNA (pop. 5,038) GREENVILLE (pop. 22,134 r)
Postal Peceipte® ..., § 7,245 — 14 Retail BEIEE v vvneanrenrsrennsrnsass I 4+ 28 + 35
Building petmits, less federn] contracts § 242,065  -}182 Postal receipts® ................o.. § 48459 + a7
Bank debits (thouwsands) ............ 3 7,008 Ve 4+ b Building permits, less federal contracts § 517,950 4406 + 53
End-of-month deposita (thovsandsii., 7,308 + 3 Bank debits (thowsands) ........... § 26200 - 12 4 19
End-of-month depesita (thousands)y.. & 18,960 + % + 14
FORT STOCKTON (pop. 6,373) Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.8 - 7 4 6
Postal receipts*® ................0 .. $ 11,193 + 6 Nonfarm placements ,.............. 18% + 36 + 31
Building permits, iess federal contracts $ 22,375 - 73 - 98
Baznk dehits (thousands) ........... $ 8,236 — 16 4 19 HALLETTSYILLE (pop. 2,808)
End-of-month deposits‘ (thousends)f.. § 8,840 - + 1 Building permits, le=s federal contracts § 52,260
Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... 1.2 — 18 + 20 Bank dehits (thousends) ........... $ . 8365 - 1 + 13
FREDERICKSBURG (pop. 4,629) End-of-month depositii (thousands)f. . § 6,793 — 3 4+ 3
Postal receidts® .................... $ 8991 10 Annual rate of deposit turnover...... . -8 4n
Building permits, less federal confracta ¥ 52,015 + T8 — 62
Bank debits {thousands) ............ s 1982 —20 4+ 2 ‘HALLSVILLE (pop. 684)
Endof-month deposits {thousands)f.. $ 10,328 -+ 2 4+ 7 g:;tfd::rth{t:;::;:s)( et : ;i:i
. - -of- 2. o X
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.% -— 20 Annual rate of depestt turnover. .. ... 16.6
FRIONA (pop. 30491
Building permits, less federal contracts % 91,200 — 33 HASKELL (pop. 4,016)
Bank debits (thousands} ........... H 8,447 — 41 + 9 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 2,600 625 — 88
End-cf-month deposits (thousandsii.. # 5,823 — 3 4 4 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 3,787 -~ 29 - 10
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 17.2 — 39 + 10 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 5,541 — & + 13
Anpual rate of deposit turnover. ...... 79 — 28 -1
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions _ ) Percent change

Feb 1868 Feb 1968 . . Fel: 1968 Feb 1468
Feb from Fab from
City and item 1968 Jan 1968 ﬁb 1967 City and item 1868 Jan 1963 F\eb 1967
HENDERSON (pop. 9,666) KIRBYVILLE {pop. 2,021r)
Postal receipts* ....... e E 17,488 — 9 . Postal receipts* ....... ... . ......... E] 4,694 — 25 Vi
Building permits, less federal contracts § 93,000 4318 106 Bank debits {thousands) ......... .8 2,313 -~ 13 + 9
Bank debits (thousands} ........... ¥ 11,557 — 39 -+ 35 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f, . § 4,090 b A
End-of-month deposite (thousands)i.. $ 1h 0BT hid — 25 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... £.8 — 13 + 11
Annoal rate of depesit turnover..... 9.2 — 37 + B4
"""""" ] T LAMESA (pop. 12,438)
:{ﬁ:}fiiggs? (pop 9,5841‘) $ 20,636 L v Postal meim’?* """" T § o 14528 -
Buildin ita, less federal contracts 273,400 283 _ 2 Bailding ?ermm, less federal contracts $ 17.828 — 6% — 34
wilding permits, cts § : + Bank debits {thousands) ........... .§ 20,426 — 20 - 18
Bank dehity (t.huusa‘nds) ,,,,,,,,,,,, % 28,647 — 22 + 18 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 18,522 I - 5
End-of-month del"m"ts_! (thousands}t.. 18,789 — 6 + 4 Annual rate of deposit turnover, ..., 12,8 ~— 27 -+ 23
?_n_r}l'.la.l rate of deposit furnover. .. ... 1\?.._8 - 19 + 1t Nonfarm placements ........... s 69 4+ 15 + 25
HONDO (pop. 4,992) -
Building permits, less federal contracts § 4,850  — 91 - 3§ LAMPABAS (pop. 5,6701)
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 3,645 — 11 + 2 Postal receipts® ... ............ e 3 9,028 + 8
Endof-month deposita (thousands)I $ 4,148 — 2 4+ 2 Building permits, lees federal contracts § 27,500 — 75 - 5
Annual rate of deposit turnover.. ... 10.4 — 10 LLN Bank debits (thowsands) ........... § 6,845 — 24 bk
: .- End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 7,312 — 4 -k
JACKSONVILLE (pop. 10,309 r} Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 1.0 — 20 - 7
Fostal receipts® .. ... ....... ... .. § 24,747 — 15
Building permits, lass Tederal contracts § 16,600 — Eh — b4 LEYVELLAND (pop. 12,117 1)
Bank debits {thousands} ............ % 17,150 ** + 10 . Posatal reeceipts® ... ...l veaeed B 11,6864 w8
End-of-month depesits (thousands}jf.. $ 12,049 - 6 + 8 BulMing permits, less faderal contracts $ 124,174 — 76 +265
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... . 14.6 + 2 + 1 Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 17,532 — A4 4. 27
JASPER (pop. 5,1"2"0 ) End-of-month deposits {thousande}f,. $ 13,237 + 2 + 12
Postal receipts® ......... ... ... ... $ 14,864 - . Annual rate of deposit turnover...,. 18.4 — 48 + 17
Building permits, less federal cuntracts S 47,365 +423 20
Bank debits (thousands) ...... . ... $ 13,228 - 18 :Iq—- 17 LITTLEFIELD (pop. 7,236)
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 9488 4+ 1+ 11 Postal receipts* .................... Boos218 0 — 40
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.8 + 6 ﬁuil:ing Dermit:' less fiederal contraets § 5,600 +a1 — T
ank debits (thousands} ......... o B 11,206 — 22 + 15
JUNCTION (pop. 2,441) End-of-month. deposits (thousands)f., § 10,582  — 6  + 11
Building permits, less fedeval contracts $ 21,000 474 +278 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.3 —_— 21 + 3
Dank debits {thousands} ............ ¥ 2,148 — 18 —+ 17 R
End-cf-month deposita {thowsandsit. . § 2,672 -1 + 13 LLANO (pop. 2,656)
Annual rate of deposit turnover. . .... 7.0 — 15 <+ 8 Postal receipts* ..... e B 3,523 — a4 L
JUSTIN (pop. 622) . . Building permits, less federal contractz § 8,000 — 45 <500
Postal receiptu® .......... e § 1,126 - 2 Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 4,062 4o 18 + 44
Building permits, lesy federal contract § 17,500 + 1% End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. § 4,223 — 5 -1
Bank debifs (thousands) ........... $ 491 — 13 -+ 12 Annual rate of deposit turnover.. ... 140.9 + 18 + 45
End-cf-month deposits (thousands)f., 3 553 - 3 - 7 .
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .., .. 18.7 — 15 + 18 LOCKHART (pop. 6,084)
KARNES CITY (]JO[J. 2.693) Pos‘ta! reccipt%* bt % 8,687 - 8
Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,000 — 04 +188 Building ?ermn;s, less federnl contracts § 75,107 + 83 + 40
Bank debits (thousands) ,........... $ 5,267 - 5 S Bank debits (t‘housa.nds) ............ § 6,208 - 11 -+ 14
End of-month deposits (thousands)t,. $ 4147 — a0 End-of-month deposxta_ (thousandsj}.. § 7.452 — 3 + 2
Annusl rate of deposit turnover. ... a3 _ 7 — s Annual rate of deposit turnover..... - 9.8 — 8 + 10
KILGORE . 10,092
Postal remlpfsspop,) $ 20,491 — 5 LONGVIEW (pop. 40,050)
Bullding permits, less federal contracts 3 26,300 Y — a9 Poatal receipts® ... .......... . 79,800 - 9 ..
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 14,280 - 13 4 3 Building permits, less federal contracts § 938,000 - 9 — 22
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. 3 13,168  — 2 " Bank debits (thensands) ......... % AR~ 9 417
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 12.0 - 11 + 2 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 44,547 e + B
Nonfarm employment (arvea) ....... 13,200 e P Annual rate of deposit turngver. . ... 20.8 - 8 + 1
Manufacturing employment (area) 8,510 v + 3 Nonfarm employment {area) ....... 33,200 b A
FPercent unemployed {ares) ........ 2.5 — 14 — 11 Manufacturing employment (area}. 8,810 e + 3
Fercent unemployed (arez} ..... 2.5 - 14 - 11
KILLEEN (pop. 34,000 r)
Postal receipts* ........ eveieeea... § 0 BLB03 - 11
Bank deblis (thousands ............ $ 18880  — 10 + 8 LUFKIN (pop. 20,756 )
End-of-month deposits “(thousands)t.. § 12,412 -1 + 12 Postal receipts* ......ovvvvivviiiun 80 30276 -1
Annual rate of deposit turnover 18.0 — 4§ —_ 7 Building permits, less federal confracts ¢  §43,53% .»-|—209 +278
KINGSVILLE (pop. 25,297 Nonlfarm placements ......... ... ... 61 10 42
Postal receipts® . ............ P $ 21,811 + 7
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 289,225 + 75 413 McCAMEY (pop. 3,350 r)
Bank debits {thousands) ........... k4 15,421 — 4d — 4 Postal recelnta* .................... $ 3,728 + 22 ..
End-pf-montk deposits (thousands)f.. & i%,252 4+ 7 + 9 Bank debits (thouaands) ............ 3 2,011 - 8 + 17
Annua] rate of depazit turnover. ... . 10.% — 29 — b End-of-month deposits (thousands)jf.. § 2,029 + 9 + 21
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.4 — 17 *+

For an explanation of symbuls see p. 115.
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Feb 1968 Feb 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Feb 1968 TFeb 1968

. Feb from from : Feb from from
City and jtem 1968 Jan 1968 Feb 1967 City and item 1968 Jan 1968 Feh 1967
MARBLE FALLS (pop. 2,161) OLNEY ({pop. 4,200 1)
Bank debits (thounsands) ...,........ § 2610 - 23 + 12 Building permits, less federal contracts § o
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. 3 2,782 + 8 4 &4 Bank dehits (thousands} ............ % 4,440 - 23 — b
Annual rate of deposit turnover,..,.. 116 - — 27 — 4 End-nf-month deposits {thousands)i.. § 4,961 — 3 — 1
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 10.6 — 24 — B
MARSHALL {pop. 25,715r1)
Postal receipts® ............... coee % 89,765 o PALESTINE (pop. 13,974)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 646,880 + 81 +356 Pogtal receipts® ..... e $ 17,119 — 22 .
Bank debits {thousands) ........... § 23,289 — 18 + 7 Building permits, less federel contracta § 105,500 4 78 +107
End-of-month deposits (thousandsif.. § 30,761 4+ 8 + 18 Bank debits (thousands} ............ ¥ 14106 — 11 + 11
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 9.4 — 17 — 5 End-cf-month deposits {thousends)t.. $ 18,029 e + 9
Nonfarm placements .........oiaens 221 + 9 — 04 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 9.4 - 10 + 6
MEXIA (pop. 7,6211) PAMPA (pop. 24,664)
Postal receipts* ............. NP | 8,520 + 2 Retail sales ...... PRI — Bt + 2 + 7
Building permits, less federnl contracis $ 64,000 L + 76 Autometive atores . ... ....0....- . — 2% + 3 + T
Bank debits {thousands) ............ % 5,849 - 12 + 12 Poatal receipts®™ .......... veirrenees § 86,018 -- 15
End-of-month deposits {thousandsit., $ ‘6,178 - 4 4 11 Bank debits (thousanda} ........... $ 29,843 — 18 =+ 10
Annual rate of deposit tmrnover...... 11.1 — 41 + 2 End-of-month deposits {thousands)f.. $ 22,621 b + 8
| Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 16.0 — 11 + 8
MINERAL WELLS (pop. 11’053) Nonfarm placements ........... PR 100 -+ 20 2z
Peatal reseipta* ..., .. ... .. [ 42,440 Ve Ve
Building ?ermits, less federal contracte §  F04,750 4328 + 58 §££I§m§1gt:l: 20,977) rvae.e. § 0 84,340 13 ves
Bank debits {thousa‘nds) ........... $ 23,624 — B -+ 33 Building permits, less federal contracts § 472,226 1216 4289
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 16,138 + 3 + 17 Nonfarm placements .. . 203 + 39
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 17.9 — 2 N L e
Nanfarm placements ............... 116 + & + 45 PRCOS (pop' 12,728)
- Postal receipts* ........ PP 3 14,386 LL .
MONAHANS (pop. 9,252r) Bank debits (thousands) ....--..... .$ 19,348 — 24 0
Postal receipts* ... ... .o.iiiiaan § 11,820 -+ 4 . End-of-month deposits (thounsandai}.. $ 11,470 - T — 8
Building permity, less federal contracts § . 500 — 98 — 99 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.2 — 20 + 11
Bank debite (thouzands) ............ H 18,726 —_ 14 —+ 1 Nonfarm placements .........c.cu0n G4 - 21 =+ 10
End-of-month depasits (thousands)f. . § 7,643 — 14 — 4
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 16.0 — 13 + 2 PLAINVIEW (pop. 23,703 1)
- Poatal receipts® ........ P § 39,332 kil
MOUNT PLEASANT (pop. 8,027) Building permits, less federal contracts $ 225,260 — 94 — 54
Postal receipts® .. ... .. ... ... $ 12,362 — 14 .. Bank debits (thousands) ........ .3 49,469 — 30 + 18
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 50,400 — 25 + €% End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. % BR,E4T - T 4+ 9
Rank debits (thousands) ......... .8 14,182 - 11 + 28 Annual rate of deposit turnover.... 19.8 — 26 + 9
End-of-month deposite {thousands)}t.. § 9,757 - — 10 4+ & Monfarm placements ...... 215 4 32 - 7
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 16.5 — 5 + 14 — - -
PLEASANTON (pop. 5,053r)
MUENSTER {(pop. 1,190) BRuilding permits, less federn] contracts § 35,600 N + 32
Postal receipts® ... ... o0 % 2,268 — 48 . Bank debits (thousands) ....... .... 3 4,083 — 20 + 15
Building permits, loss federal contracts § ] e RN End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 4,486 + 2 + 7
Bank debits (thousands} ........... 3 &858 -~ 16 + 22 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 11.40 — 21 4+ 9
End-of-month depoaits {thousands)t 2,509 - 3 + 22
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 12.1 - 17 = QUANAH (pop. 4,564)
Postal receipts® ............ viireea § 5,419 b
MULES,HOE (pop. 3,871) M Building permits, less federal contracts $ 17,000 — 95
Bank debits (thcusn:nds) ............ % 12,048 — 38 - 10 Bank debits (thousands) ......... 3 4,330 — 19 - 8
End-of-month l:lepomts‘ {thousande)3. . .$ 5,988 - 7 — 16 End-of-month deposits (thuusands}t $ 6,104 -1 + 14
annual rafe of deposit turnover..... 15.8 - a2 + 20 Annual rate of deposit turtiover. ' 9.5 - 16 — 14
NACOGDOCHES (pop. 15,450 r)
Postal TeceiDtE® ... .veereeesinannnn $ 29,883 — 12 RAYMONDVILLE (pop. 9385) :
Building permits, less federal contracts § 213,523 — 14 + 85 Postal receipts® ....... e o § 9,680 — 8 =
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 26,010 — 3 + 1 Building permits, less federal contracts § 28,900 - 13 + 7
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 26,771 — 8 + 18 Bank debits (thousands} ............ % 7518 - 8 + 7
Annuozal rate of depesit turnover..... 11.6 -3 — 18 End-of-month dEDOSits {thousands)}.. $ 11,096 - 2 + 26
Nonfarm placements ......... s 145 + 8 4 2 Anvual rate of deposit turnover..... 8.0 — 5 — 15
Nonfarm placements ............. T8 + 30 + 30
NEW BRAUNFELS (pop. 15,631)
Postal receipts* .......... e $ 27,997 — 10 REFUGIO (pop. 4,944}
Building permits, leas federal contracts § 912,820 4183 + &7 Poatal receipts® .......... R 5,197 — 17
Bank debitz (theusands) ..... IR 1 16,782 — 10 + 12 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 0 s
End-of-rnonth depesits (thousands)i.. § 15,579 - 2 + & Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 4,128 — 20 + 16
Annual rate of denosit turnover,.... 128 w0 4+ 4 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 8,610 L —_
Annuzl rate of deposit turnover..... 5.1 — 19 + 4

For an explanation of symbols see p, 115,
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Local Business Conditions : Percent change Local Business Conditions __ Percent change

Feh 1968 Feb 1968 Feb 1068 Feb 1968
Fel from {from Feb from from
City and item, ) 1968 Jan 1968  Feb 1967 City and item 1848 Jan LB68  TFeb 106T
ROCKDALE (pop. 4,481) ) SWEETWATER (pop. 13,914)
Postal TECEIPEE® . ..oovvvrrrrrrvnenns 3 6,236 — 1§ s Poetal receipts®* . ................... $ 28,697 + 21 A
Building permits, less federal contracts § 1250  — 8§ - gg  ~  Building permits, less federal contracts $ 93,350 -4
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,349 -~ 8 4 5 Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 14,522 — 328 4+ &
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 5,109 - + 7 End-of-month depesits (thovsandg)$.. § 10,104 — &0 + &
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 12.6 - P Annual rate of depesit turnover, ., ... 14.2 — 2B - 17
Nonfarm placements ............... 89 — 25 — 9
SAN MARCOS (pop. 12,713) TAYLOR {pop. %,434)
Postal reeeipts® ... ................. $  2L974 — Postal receipte® ... ... ...l 3 13,208 + 1
Building permits, less federal contracts § 186,000 + 81 — & Building permits, less federal contreets $ 14,960 — 30 — 78
Bank debits (thousands} .........,. $ 17,084 — 4 -+ 18 Bank debits (thowsands} ........... ¢ 10,170 — 21 + 9
End-of-month deposite {thousands)i,. § 12,488 — 18 + End-of-menth deposits (thousands)f.. 3 20,726 + 1 + 18
Annuzl rate of deposit turnmaver..,.,,. 14.8 — 1 4 4 Annual rate of depositt turnover,.... 5.9 — 20 - &
Nunfarm plecements ...,,.......... i 23 +180 +130
SAN SABA (pop. 2,728) TEMPLE (pop. 34,730 r)
PBOEtti:: recelph?* f """""""" $ 1,821 ** Beteil aales ..............coinniiass — Bt - 3 + &
uilding permits, less federal contracts § 0 Eating. and drinking places. ....... —- 9  + 4 4 14
Bank debite (thousands) ............ 45— — 3 Postal veeeipte® .................... § 59,013 — 12
E"""’f'm“‘h deposits (thousands)f.. % 514l — 4 * Building permits, less federal contracts $ 267,247 4+ 22 — 60
noual rate of deposit turnover...,. s —27 - 6 Bank debits (thousands) ............ ‘$ 89,338 —10 16
Nonfarm placementa ............... 187 4+ 2 4+ 3
SMITHVILLE {(pop. 2,933)
Postal receipts* ..................., $ 2E2  — 5 UVALDE (pop. 10,293)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 0 Postal receipts® ................v.. $ 20,260 -+ 51
Bank debits (thousavnds) ............ § 1,508 — 30 =+ 1% Bank debits (thousands) ,.......... $ 14,544 -9 - 3
End-of-month depnmts. (thousands)f.. § 2,568 + 2 + 4 End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. § 10,409 - + 15
Annuel rate of deposit turnover, ... kE: — 28 + 16 Annual rate of deposit turnowver..... 16.2 — 19 — 15
SNYDER (pop. 13,850_) : YERNON (pop. 12,141)
]E;asftal mwmt&f- """""""""" $ 13,682 — 2% + & Poptal receipts* .................... % 13,482 - 17
B““d“:f If’_“m“‘:’ less federal contracts § 83,500 178 4279 Building permits, less federal contracts § 71850 4231 - 85
E““"f ebite (thousands) ........... $ w8872 — 4 - 2 Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 17,720  — 26 4 22
and-o -month dEDOslts. (thousands)t. . § 17,259 — 11‘. - 8 End-of-month deposits {thousands)f.. $ 23,382 e + 11
nnual rate of deposit turnover,.... 11.1 + 6 Annual rate of deposit turnover. .... a1 — 23 + 11
Neonfarm placements ,.............. 79 + 26 + 25
SONORA (pop. 2,619) -
Bank debite (thousanas) ............ 3 2,775 — 23 + 7 YICTORIA (pop. 33,047)
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 4,158 — & hd Retail 88168 ©vrverrrrrrrresnnnnnons — B} + 3 + 11
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 7.8 - 17 . + 5 Automotive 5tOTS ... ........on... — 2t * + 21
: Building permits, less federal contracts § 272,459 - 8 4 44
Bank debits {thousands} ........... § 74,921 — 19 + 3
STEPHENVILLE (pop. 7359) End-cf-month deposits (thousandw$., § 91,868 — 2 4+ 2
Postal receipte® . .................. $ 13,815 . — 23 Annual rate of deposit turnover, ..., 9.7 — 16 + 1
Building permits, less fedeval contracts $ 57,000 — 53 + & Nonfarm placementa ............... 445 + 17 - 1
Benk debits (thousends) ............ § 9,593 — 22 + 9 ) i
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 11,751 + & + 18 .
Annusl rate of deposit furnover..... 14,1 — 24 + 2 LOWER RIO GRANDE VALLEY
) Cameron, Willacy and Hidalgo; pop. 335,450 a)
STRATFORD (pop. 1,380) Retail seleS ...oviiviiiiiiiasiinnnn 1 — & + 18
. 3 088 3 Apparel stored ....... 0ii00000a00 — 21f — 11 4+ 10
Postal receipts® .................... $ 10 + Automotive stoTes ... .viiiiiiiinas - 2% — & + 11
Building permits, less federal contracts § 118,875 =+21% DIUEEtores «oveerrosnsronrnennnnn. — 5t - & + 5
Bank dehits (thousands) ............ $ 9,263 - 21 =+ 38 TFood BEATEE - v reoesnsosseanens — 6t - 2 + B
End-of-month depoaita. {thousanda}i.. § 5,694 — 8 — 3 Furniture and household-
Annual rate of depcsit turnover..... 18.7 - 15 + 41 B — &t _ 3 + 45
Gasoline and serviee stations...... — 3t b + 4
. General-merchandise atores ........ - 9% — 20 =+ 1o
SULPHUR SPRINGS (pop. 9,160) Lumber, building-matarial,
Postal receipfs* .. ... .. iiiiieiiiins 3 24,612 - 2 and hardware dealers ,.......... + 2t 4+ 9 4 88
Building permits, less federal contracts § 241,510 +248 -+ &5 Postal receipte ... iiier i iioinniinn P - 2 s
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 19,5626 — 10 + 7 Building permits, less federal eomtracty =+120 +331
End-of-month deposits (thoussnds)f.. $ 16,617 - 4 4 B Bank debits (thousanda} ........... — 12 -+ 17
Annuval rate of deposit turnover..... 15.8 — B e End-of-month deposits {thousends)t. . — 4 + 24
Annua! rate of deposit turnover..... — 4 b

For an explanation of aymhbols gee p. 115,
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BAROMETERS OF TEXAS BUSINESS

(A1l figures are for Texas unless otherwise indicated.)

All indexes are based on the average months for 1957-1959 except where other specification is made; all except annual
indexes are adjusted for seasonal variation unless otherwise noted. Employment estimates are compiled by the Texas
Employment Commission in_cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor. The sym-
bols used below impose qualifications as indicated here: *—preliminary data subject to revision; r—revised data; #—
dollar totals for the calendar year to date; §—dollar totals for the fiscal year to date; t—employment data for wage and
salary workers only.

Feh Jan Feb Year-to-date average
1968 1968 1967 1968 1867
GENERAL BUSINESS ACTIVITY
Texas business activity (index) 214.7 ¢ 2154r 181.0 215.1 1835
Wholesale prices in U.8. (unadjusted index) ... 107.8 * 1072 r 106.0 107.5 106.1
Consumer prices in Houston (unadjusted index) . 116.7 et S
Consumer prices in U.S, (unadjusted index) 119.0 118.6 114.8 118.8 114.8
Income payments to individuals in U.S. (billions, at seasonall}’
adjusted annual rate) . $ 6584* $ 609" $ 6126r $ 6547 § 6115
Business failures (number) s S 37 44 40 41 37
Business failures (liabilities, thousands) $ 2,634 $ 4617 ¢ 4622 $ 3626 $ 4,205
Newspaper linage (index) 133.2 127.1 120.5 130.2 120.0
Ordinary-life-insurance sales ilndex) ................................... 196.7 1874 y 174.7
Miscellaneous freight carleadings in S.W. District (index)..___.. 82.0 80.3 83.4 81.2 822
TRADE
Ratio of credit sales to net sales in department and .
apparel stores ... 644 % 62.3 6571 63.4 64.1
Ratio of collections to outstandlngs 71 department and
apparel stores ... 345 % 355 * 339r 35.0 33.9
PRODUCTION
Total electric-power use (index)... 22237 217.5 : 1945 219.9 195.0
Industrial electric-power use (mdex) 206.4 * 193.9 183.4r 200.2 181.6
Crude-oil production (index) .. 136.0 * 131.8 * 1026 133.9 104.5
Average daily production per oil well (bbl.)_ 16.1 15.7 14.6 15.9 14.7
Crude-oil runs to stills (index)_ ... ... 133.7 128.2 119.1 131.0 118.3
Industrial production in U.S. (index) . 1613 * 161.2 * 15661 161.3 157.4
Texas industrial production—total Lmdex) T 168.4 * 164.1 * 1563.0r 166.3 153.0
Texas industrial production—total manuf: actures (mdex) PR 188.8 * 184.0 * 1736 r 186.4 173.1
Texas industrial production—durable manufactures (index) ... 213.9* 2104 * 1922r 2122 193.9
Texas industrial production—nondurable manufactures (mdex) 172.0 * 166.4 * 161.1r 169.2 159.1
Texas industrial production—mining (index) 1305 * 126.2 * 11497 128.4 116.0
Texas industrial production—utilities (index) _. 5 2122 * 2122 * 1968 212.2 193.7
Building authorized (index) .. R 174.2 151.4 1550 r 162.8 131.9
New residential building authorized (index) 175.4 122.4 9851 148.9 93.5
New nonresidential building authorized (mdex) 173.4 205.4 2521r 189.4 191.8
AGRICULTURE
Prices received by farmers (unadjusted index, 1910-1914=100) 245 246 242 246 242
Prices paid by farmers in U.S. (unadjusted
index, 1910-1914—100) 348 346 339 347 340
Ratio of Texas farm prices recewed to U.8. prices paid
by farmers .. p ______________________________ N 70 71 71 71 1
FINANCE
Bank debits (ndex) _ ... —cicsersnsanan 2314 230.9 191.9 gg;i égg‘g
Bank debits, U.S. (index) . 251.6 255.2 218.0 : .
Reporting member banks, Dallas Federal Reserve District
pLosmgs (millions) . % 5140 § 5145 $ 4768 $ 5143 § 4.72;
Loans and investments (millions) ... ... e . & 7656 $ 17668 $ 7032 § 'fggg g g’gzo
Adjusted demand deposits (millions). e % 32136 $ 3060 $ 2928 § 3, o 181'413
Revenue receipts of the state comptroller (thousands) . $295037 $186,230 $181,138 $ 205,6 S S ien 5408
Federal Internal Revenue collections (thousands)_. —— $705,069 $247,056 $592,669 $3,166,4968 $2,759,
Securities registrations—original applications .
Mutual investment companies (thousands).... ... $ 63,547 § 28,177 $ 42,338 § 187,3095 % 99,7088
All other corporate securities_.__......
Texas companies (thousands) . ... % 1005 $ TA47T7 $ 3122 3 ss,ggggz gé'{ggz
Other companies (thousands) ... % 6,144 $ 12275 § 9,595 $ 104, 11065
Securities registrations renewals
Mutual investment companies (thousands). ... $ 18221 § 9408 § 9,126 $ 10?,232? $ 8g,égg§
Other corporate securities (thousands) ... . I 0 $ 3006r $ 0§ . $ ;
LABOR
Manufacturing employment in Texas (Index). .o 141.7 : igég: igé‘ﬁ %gég }ggg
Total nonagricultural employment in Texas (index)... : }3?-3 . e ox 399 508
Average weekly hours—manufacturing (index) . i 1393 * 12631 1345 125.7
Average weekly earnings—manufacturing (index) .. 13‘;2 « 33215+ 31750r 33301 3,169.4
Total nonagricultural employment (thousands).-. 3,3 i iy e s e
Total manufacturing employment (thousands) .. 681.8 * Ly e Sy 9432
Durable-goods employment (thousands) ... ; 374.9 . 305-0 . 30L-81' 580 e
Nondurable-goods employment (thousands) s 306.9 305. 8r ; 3
lected labor-marke
Tawal “"2%5;;“?};;‘1{3;;;13‘2}" b 3,087.3  3,075.6 29869 30815 29850
Employment in selected labor-market areas (tbr:)ousandl?)t 2,940.1 2,933.0 2,823.1 2,936.6 2,8213
Manufacturing employment in selected labor-marke
areas (thgusands) 581.2 578.4 540.2 5179.8 537.2
1 ent in selected labor market areas
&y un?gllgu{.)s};\?d; = ay 7.9 80.9 86.0 794 85.6

Percent of labor force unemployed in selected
labor-market areas ... B 2.5 213 2.9 2.6 29
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SPAIN’S IRON AND STEEL INDUSTRY

by
Ronald H. Chileote
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This clear-cut, incisive geopolitical analysis of one of
Spain’s most important industries uses a multidisciplinary
approach in deseribing the development of the iron and steel
industry and its relation to the overall growth of the
national economy. The author discusses Spain’s historical,
geographical, economic, social, and political problems
relative to this industry. Some of the most significant
factors considered are the struggle between the government-
controlled industry and private firms, the forces of obso-
lescence, the location of raw materials and markets in
relation to facilities for production, and the changing
domestic and world markets for both raw materials and
the finished produets, Emphasis throughout is placed on
the potential disaster to an industry which does not adjust
to economic and political changes., The book is well illus-
trated with maps, charts, and tables and presents a
comprehensive classified bibliography.
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