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THE BUSINESS SITUATION

IN TEXAS

Robert H. Ryan

Business barometers, such as those which appear monthly
inside the back cover of the Texas Business Review, serve
much the same purpose as meteorologists’ barometers.
That is, they indicate with some accuracy current condi-
tions. Like measures of the weather, they may also point
toward conditions to come, but their forecasting value is
seldom unmistakably clear and =ometimes not clear at
all. These economic indicators suggest, with their ac-
companying uncertainties, that Texas business entered the
new year at a high level of activity and with rather good
assurance of stability.

In January industrial production in the state con-
tinued its long-term gains. Building authorizations re-
mained high, and retail sales were strong. Employment,
which e¢learly concerns more Texans than any other
bhusiness indicator, was scarcely below the level of the
booming Christmas season. Nevertheless, none of these
barometers registered notable inereases, a fact which made
it the more remarkable that the Index of Texas Business
Aectivity showed a striking upward movement.

Though the Texas cconomy at least sustained its
strong position in January, it is not clear at all that
business at large improved by 13 percent from December
to January, as the Index of Texas Business Activity
{charted below) indicates. This index, which measures
bank clearings adjusted for seasonal variation and for
changes in wholesale prices, is subject to occasional non-
significant fluctuations from month to month when finan-
cial activity is temporarily stimulated by the coincidence
of several economic factors. Suffice it to say that the
sharp upturn in the business-activity index for January
cannot be attributed to any comparable gain in actual
business apparent at this time. If any remarkable shift

in Texas businesss actually is under way, it probably can-
not be identified with certainty until mid-April.

The Index of Business Activity rose sharply not only
in the state as a whole but also in Texas’ largest cities:
Houston, —9 percent from December to January; Dallas,
417 percent; and San Antonio, +13 percent.

Nationally, January marked the beginning of the eighth
year of economic expansion since the upturn that began
in 1961. The acceleration of this growth, which began
both nationally and in Texas around the middle of 1967,
appears to be extending into the new year, with the
continuing stimuli of government spending and renewed
confidence in the construction industry. Although evidence
of labor shortages still persists in some areas and in
certain occupational lines, the competition for labor may
not be quite as high as it was in 1966. In Texas the
seasonally adjusted index of unemployment was up 5
percent from December 1967 to January 1968, but this
change represents little more than a rebound from the
exceptionally high level of business and employment
registered during the 1967 holiday season. Unemployment
continues to be a problem mainly among marginal workers,
those without marketable skills or experience.

Total nonfarm employment in Texas during January
held remarkably close to its high December level, accord-
ing to Texas Employment Commission estimates. The
month-to-month change in the number of wage and salary
workers was from 3,378,000 in December to 3,318,000
in January. Of that decline of 60,000 workers, cutbacks in
retailing employment accounted for 46,000 of the newly
jobless. Not surprisingly, the heaviest influence was that
of department stores, which laid off some 30,000 Christmas-
rush workers, most of whom were initially hired on a

TEXAS BUSINESS ACTIVITY
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temporary basis. In other areas of business there were
some gains in employment from December to January.
The number of manufacturing workers in Texas was
virtually unchanged, with increases in some industries
(for example, transportation equipment) being offset by
small seasonal declines in food processing, apparel manu-
facturing, and lumber and wood-product manufacturing.
In contrast with the strength of the employment pattern
for manufacturing, distributive industries, and services,
employment in Texas agriculture continued to fall in
January. Some seasonal drop from December to January
is to be expected in farming, but this January’s farm
work force was 16,000 fewer than that of January 1967.

Unemployment during January remained remarkably low
in most major Texas cities (1.7 perecent in Austin and
Dallas, 1.8 percent in Fort Worth and Houston). Only in
Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange and in the Rio Grande
Valley labor-market areas — Brownsville-Harlingen-San
Benito, McAllen-Pharr-Edinburg, and Laredo—was un-
employment greater than 5 percent of the civilian labor
force.

Average weekly earnings in Texas masnufacturing in-
dustries declined slightly from $116.62 in December to
$112.96 in January, a change due to a two-hour cuthack in
average weekly hours worked rather than to a drop in
hourly earnings. In fact, the average hourly rate for
manufacturing workers was up from $2.77 in December
to $2.81 in January.

The most serious and most basic economie problem
continues to be the rise in prices of goods and services,
which has resulted chiefly from increasing production
costs rather than from underproduction. Labor costs con-
tinued to rise during 1967 faster than productivity: in
fact, increases in productivity were lower than they have
been in most years since World War II. About the only
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relief from the upward pressure on the cost of living was a
slight decrease in retail food prices during 1967, a reflec-
tion of the decline in farm prices. Prices received by Texas
farmers for all farm produets broke sharply in 1967 to
register a twelve-month average of 241 index points, down
from 261 the preceding year and the lowest average value
since 1956 (1910-1914=100). But farmers were nearly alone
in their depressed condition. Manufacturing workers earned
more than ever before in 1967, a gain of more than 29
percent over their 1957-1959 average earnings. It was the
sharp wage increases in manufacturing industries and in
distribution costs that were largely responsible for raising
the Consumer Price Index for the mnation to new record
highs in ten of the twelve months of 1967,

Money during the past year has been much more
readily available to borrowers than it was during 1966.
Nevertheless, interest rates have continued to climb
even higher than they were during the tight money market
of the year before last. Corporate requirements for new
funds and the expectation of further monetary inflation
have prompted new security offerings, and the high yields
indicated for many of these offerings have tended to
increase interest rates generally.

The construetion industry has recovered from its 1966
setback and in Texas is running well ahead of early-
1967 levels. In January the value of urban building permits
issued was 40 percent higher than the total for January
1967, though down a fraction from December, since
slightly fewer new homes were projected for immediate
construction during the winter months.

Nationally mortgage lending by savings institutions and
other lenders appears to have continued its increase into

Percent change
Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Jan Dec Jan from from

Index 1968 1967 1967 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
Texas business activity.215.6* 190.7r 1859 + 13 -+ 16
Crude-petroleum

production ......... 131.8* 1254%* 1063r + B + 24
Crude-nil runs to stills.128.2 130.6 117.4 — B <+ 9
Total electric-power use 218.3*  216.9* 19551 + 1 -+ 12
Industrial electric-power

UE SR 193.0% 1859* 179.Tr - 1 + 7
Bank debits ........... 230.9 208.7 197.4 + 13 -+ 17
Building authorized ...151.4 156.7r 107.9r — 3 L 40

New residentinl .., .. 122.4 147.2 ¢ 8861 — 17 L 38

New nonresidential . .205.4 157.9r 181.5r <+ 30 + 56

Total industrial

production  ......... 163.7* 163.1* 162.0r b 4 7
Miscellaneous freight

earlnadings in 3.W.

digheiat  sasaidisis 80.3 218 0.9 — 2 -1
Total nonfarm

employment ..., .... 155.6 * 134.1* 1293 r + 1 -+ &
Manufacturing

employment ........ 141.0% 140.8* 132.7r o L 6
Total unemployment .. 60.5 f6.5 GB.4 + B + 2
Insured unemployment . 42.8 47.6 4.2 + 3 - 10
Averape weekly

carnings —

manufacturing . .... 1831.7% 134.3% 125.0 - 2 + b
Average weekly hours —

manufacturing  ..... 97.8% 101.1%*  100.0 - 3 — 2

* Preliminary.
** Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
r Revised.
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the final months of 1967 and probably the beginning of
1968. In Texas 1968 began with a considerable show of
strength in both residential and nonresidential building
categories. Industrial buildings and churches, especially
in and around the larger cities, were being scheduled for
construction at particularly high rates. In the residential
category both one-family homes and multiple-family struc-
tures were being projected in much higher volume than a
vear earlier. During January 1968, in fact, more residential
building permits were issued in Texas than in any past
January, though the month was somewhat lower than last
vear’s average month, January permits for one-family
homes and for apartment buildings were higher in the
Dallas Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area than in the
Houston SMSA, but together those two cities and their
environs accounted for well over one third of the new
housing units authorized for the entire state, leaving
out of account the rural areas, where building permits
are not issued. A more detailed analysis of the construe-
tion situation is given in “Building Review, January 1968,”
in this issue.

Texas industrial production in- January continued to
show slightly more strength than national industrial
production, according to Federal Reserve System econ-
omists, During the last decade manufacturing has ex-
panded much more rapidly in Texas than in the nation
as a whole. (Texas utilities, too, have shown extraordi-
nary impetus.) Output of durable manufactured goods in
Texas, for example, was 109 percent higher this January
than during the 1957-1959 hase period. The comparable
increase for the entire nation was only 68 percent. The
more rapid prowth in Texas reflects this state’s increasing
concentration of metal and machine industries, transporta-
tion-equipment manufacturing, and particularly the malc-
ing of electric and electronic equipment in Texas.

Even the petroleum-production industry has contributed
to the overall growth of the Texas industrial economy
during the past few months, and for the first time in
several years. Activity in this still vitally important

Percent nhs,ngg )
Jan 1968  Jan 1968

Jan Decr Jan from from
Tndex 1968 1967 1867 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
Abllerd: s ammsnme 142.3 120.2 152.8 } 18 — T
AMerile: asnassaenn 1887 169.2 170.3 +4=1F + 1T
Aasbime ainasnaans 2356.8 228.8 136.7 + 3 + 2§
Beaumont . ........... 19386 1700 176.0 + 14 <4 10
Corpus Christi ........ 159.0 152.9 140.5 -+ 4 -+ 13
GOSN e isrses 176.2 130.1 142.9 -+ 36 - 23
Dellam: coaserermiauieg 253.1 215.9 208.7 + 17 + 21
El Bagg i dvienaieg 147.8 117.0 130.7 + 26 -+ 13
Port “Worth  o.ooamseans 159.0 162.5 138.0 + 4 <4 158
Galveston . ,..........139.3 114.0 120.6 + 22 4 16
Houtbon oo 231.2 212.9 203.4 + 9 + 14
Laredo o0 i 202.0 178.7 179.2 -+ 13 -+ 13
TOBBOCE  ouicsnansainmais 167.1 134.8 163.4 + 24 = 2
Port APHRUE .ovoommnmne 111.2 114.2 108.8 — 3 + 2
San Angelo ...........172.5 142.1 130.8 + 21 + 14
San Antonio ..........195.5 173.6 172.2 -+ 13 - 14
Texarkana coee. 2378 2144 2071 -+ 11 | 16
i 171 7 R 163.4 140.0 152.0 -+ 17 + B
WHEO  sosepnemapm s 171.1 164.3 159.7 + 1 4+ 7
Wichita Falls ........ 146.6 126.7 142.7 -+ 16 + 3

** Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
r Revised.
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sector of the Texas economy has been depressed by a
long-term cost-price squeeze. Growing strength in petro-
leum prices since mid-1967 has resulted in the best
January on record for the Texas oil industry, at least in
terms of production. The average daily flow per well during
January was as high as any monthly production average
since September 1957. Another part of the energy-produc-
ing sector that moved upward to a new January record
this year was electric-power consumption, now more than
twice as high as in 1960. Although precisely comparable
measures of natural-gas consumption and electric-power
consumption are not available, it is fairly clear that the
electric-power industry in Texas has increased its sales
much more rapidly than have natural-gas utilities. The
use of electric power In industrial plants in Texas has
gained rapidly, but considerably less rapidly than electrie-
power use in homes and commercial buildings.

As Texas population and production grow, however,
virtually all energy industries, and other phases of the
economy as well, will be due for impressive expansion.

TOTAL ELECTRIC-POWER USE. TEXAS
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MARKET STRUCTURE CHANGES IN THE
. LIVESTOCK-MEAT INDUSTRY -

WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO TEXAS

Raymond A. Dletr:ch"'

During the last several decades pronounced changes
have occurred, in Texas and in the nation generally, in
the number, type, size, and location of firms in the live-
stock-meat industry.' Cattle feeding has increased sharply
with the advent of large-scale commercial feedlots. The
slaughtering industry is decentralizing and moving toward
the area of production. Packing-house branches have become
less prominent in the meat industry, and meat-merchant
wholesalers (jobbers) are increasing in size. Large-volume
grocery chains and affiliated grocery-retailing organiza-
tions have been increasing in number and size, as the
number and relative volume of business handled by small
independent retailers has been declining.

Increased cattle feeding within the last fifteen years
has been characterized by the advent of large-scale com-
merecial feedlots, a movement in cattle feeding toward

Percentage
Percentage distribution
1950 1960 1967 change in U.8.
1,000 1,000 1,000 _1960-67 1960 1867
Region and state head head head Percent Percent Percent
Southern lens‘. sy G 317 544 200.7 4.9 7.5
TOEAE . .pmrmionrras 161 245 674 B18.6 3.6 6.0
Oklahoma ....... 56 69 1740 209.1 1.3 1.5
North Central
Region! ....... 3,376 4,848 T.142 111.6 6.9 63.3
Corn Belt? ., .... 1,996 2,860 3,866 a3.7 46.5 44.3
Northern Flains® 909 1,312 2,385 162.4 20.7 21.1
Other North
Central ....... 471 BT0 891 89.2 10.9 7.9
Western Regiont .. 710 1,925 2,774 290.7 16.2 24.6
Arizona ........ B9 265 370 527.1 1.3 3.3
Colorado ........ 206 404 615 1498.5 4.7 b.5
California ...... 196 665 984 402.0 4.5 8.7
Other Western
States . .....0. 249 01 205 223.3 5.7 7.1
Other states ...... B8 445 519 488.8 2.0 4.6
United States ..... 4,380 7,685 11,279 156.9 100.0 100.0

1. Ohio, Indiana, Illincis, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Towa, Mis-
souri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas,

2. Ohio, Tndiana, Illinois, Iowa, and Missouri.

. North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas.

4. Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah,
Washington, Oregon, California, and Nevada.

Bource: Cattle on Feed, 118, Department of Agriculture, Crop Re-
porting Board, Statistical Reporting Service, selected issues.

-t}

the West and the Southwest, and a wider dispersion of
cattle-feeding aectivity within the United States. While
the number of cattle on feed in the United States almost
tripled between 1950 and 1967 (Table 1), the number on
feed in the Southern Plains (Texas and Oklahoma)
quadrupled. Other areas experiencing rapid growth in
cattle feeding include Arizona, California, Colorado, and
the Northern Plains states.

Texas annually produces large quantities of basic re-
sources necessary for cattle feeding. These include rela-
tively large supplies of feed grains—specially grain
sorghum-—a substantial amount of roughage, large volumes
of feeder cattle and calves, and generally adequate supplies
of water. The availability of necessary basic resources,
a rapidly growing population, rising incomes, and shifting
tastes and preferences in the Southern Plains suggest
that cattle feeding will continue to expand in Texas.

The size of feedlots in the Midwest, the West, and the
Southern Plains varies significantly (Table 2).» Farmer-
feeders with less than 1,000-head capacity held almost
two thirds of the January 1 cattle on feed in South
Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas in 1967. Small feedlots
in the Southern Plains and the Western states accounted
for 16 percent or less of the numbers on fe=d. Large
commercial feedlots with 1,000-or-more-head capacity were
most prevalent in California and Arizona, where they

Lot capacity Average head
Under 1,000 head Under 1, ,000 head per feadlot

Mo, of  Cattle No.of Cattle  Total Under Over
feedlots on feed feedlots on feed ne. of 1,000 1,000

Item (thousands) (thousands) feedlots head head
Southern Plains 8,200 101 328 743 3,428 32 2,265
Texas ...... 1,500 64 278 610 1,778 43 2,194
Oklahoma .. 1,700 37 50 133 1,660 22 2,660
South Dakota 10,081 347 18 43 10,100 a4 2,263
Nebraska ..... 22,044 TH4 336 514 22,380 36 1,529
Kansas ....... 12,907 275 93 311 13,000 21 3,844
Western
Region' . 4,098 434 T44 2,340 B,442 92 3,146
Colorado .... 840 1940 87 425 1,027 202 4,885
Arizona ... 22 5 [15] 36D 87 227 5,615
California .. 231 14 300 970 531 61 3,233
Other
Western .. 3,605 225 292 580 3,797 64 1,986

16 States? ., .52,830 1,851 1,620 3,951 54,850 37 2,599

* Assistant professor, Department of Agricultural Economics and
Sociology, Texas A&M University, College Station, Texas.

'D. E. Butz and G. L. Raker, Jr., The Changing Structure of the
Meat Feonomy (Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration,
Division of Research, Roston, 1960), pp. 24-93; R. A. Dietrich, W. F.
Williams, and J." E. Miller, The Tezas-Oklohoma Meat Industry
(U.B. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Economics Report 39,
Feonomie Research Serviee, July, 1963), pp. 3-27: W. F. Williams and
T. T. Stout, Eeonomica of the Liveatock-Meat I'ndustry (Macmillian
Co., New York, 1964), pp. 426-442,
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1. Montana, ldaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah,
Nevada, Washington, Oregon, and California.
2. Tncludes eleven Western states, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas,
Oklahoma, and Texns.
Souree: Cattle on Feed, Mt. An. 2-1 (1-67), U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Crop Reporting Board, Statistical Reporting Service,
January 1987.

*Comparable data were not available for much of the North Central
Region.
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held 98 percent of the cattle on feed. The average numher
of cattle per feedlot with 1,000-0r-more capacity was
highest in Arizona and Colorado, with approximately 5,000
head on feed; it was lowest in Kansas, with 21 head per
lot of 1,000-or-less capacity.

The number, size, and lot capacity of feedlots has
changed significantly in Texas since 1955. Texas feedlots
with 1,000-or-more-head capacity increased from 61 in
1955 to 278 in 1967 (Table 3). The capacity of these lois
increased from 160,000 head to 1,042,000 head.

Cattle and calves on feed in the Southern Plains are
lighter than those on feed in the North Central and
Western states (Table 4). During July 1, 1965, and
January 1, 1066, 25 percent or more of the cattle on
feed in the North Central and Western states weighed in

Table 3. SIZE AND CAPACITY OF TEXAS CATTLE FEEDLOTS.
JANTTARY 1, 1955-1067
(In thousands of head)

Less than 1,000 head

1,000-nr-more head

Total Total
Year Number capacity Number capacity
1845 G1 160 1,400 NA
10640 120 350 1,760 a NA
1965 2534 204 1,500 a NA
1967 278 1,042 1,600 NA

a Estimated by authorities in the livestock and cattle-feeding industry.
Source: *“Texas Cattle on Feed,” 1.8, Department of Agriculture,
Crop Reporting Doard, Statistical Reporting Service, selected issues.

Table 4. CATTLE AND CALVES D BY WEIGHT GROUPS,
JULY 1, 1965, AND JANUARY 1, 1986, TEXAS AND
SELE ED AREAS

Total
eattle

1,100 and
Under 900-1009  lbs. calves

500 BOO-684 TOO-BOD  lhs, and 48

] 1ha. 1bs. lbs. pounds over  Total feed
Month, year, Per- Per- Ter- Per- Per- Per- 1,000
and area cent eent eent cent  cent cent head

July 1, 1965

Bouthern Plains .15.0 AT.8 32.8 13.9 A 100.0 4349
TRRAE: oo raing e 16.4 39.0 30,5 13.6 o 100.0 354
Oklahoma ... 8.4 2.9 41.2 15.3 1.2 100.0 &5
Jowa .......en v 1 17.3 Gin g 239 7.2 100.0 1,596

Nebraska
California
North Central
Region! ...... 1.8 19.9 49.0 24.4 4.9 100.0 4,614
Western Region? &.1 25.4 43.4 22.5 3.6 100.0 2,266
Total 32 States® 3.7 22.7 46.1 23.3 4.2 100.0 7,515
January 1, 1966 :

17.0 50.4 25.9 6.5 106.0 283
20.4 11.5 20.3 2.8 100.0 1,029

Southern Plains .19.2 465 26.4 14.1 1.5 100.0 655
Texas: «voes i 19.8 9.9 25.7 13.5 1.1 100.0 626
Oklahoma ....17.0 341 29.5 16.3 2.1 100.0 129

Towa oovivenirs 2 24.9 30.3 17.8 4.9 100.0 1,642

Nehraska
California
North Central
Region' _..... 18.8 26.2 42.0 19.7 4.3 100.0 6,088
Western Region? 13.2 25.7 34.1 23.7 2.5 100.0 2,672
Total 32 States® 17.4 26.4 321 20.8 2.8 100.0 9,820

1. Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, lowus, Minnesota, Mis-
aouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas.

2. Muntana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizonn, Utah,
Nevada, Washington, Oregon, and California.

3. Tneludes North Central states, Western states, Texas, Oklahoma, Mis-
sissippi, Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky, Florida, Georgia, and
Pennsylvania.

Source: Cattle on Feed, T1.8. Department of Agriculture, Crop Re-
porting Doard, Statistical Reporting Service, selected issues.

8.9 47.3 26.0 6.5 100.0 1,227
26.5 4.8 245 2T 100.0 9562
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excess of 900 pounds. Only 15 percent of the cattle and
calves on fced in the Southern Plains, during the same
feeding period, however, weighed in excess of 900 pounds.
The Southern Plains, traditionally, consumes substantial
quantities of call or baby beef. This consumption pattern
is reflected by the weight ranges of cattle on feed and
average weights of steers and heifers sold out of first
hand for slaughter at Fort Worth and Oklahoma City.
The average weights of steers and heifers, grading U.S.
Good or higher, and sold out of first hand for slaughter
at fourteen selected markets in the United States for
1964 was almost 1,100 pounds (Table 5). This compares
with about 900 pounds of steers and heifers sold out of
first hand for slaughter at Fort Worth.

AVERAGE WEIGHT OF 51
OUT OF FIRST HAND FOR BLA HT

RS AND HEIFERS S0LD
‘R AT FORT WORTH AND

SELECTED MARKET DECEMBER 1964
Steers and

Steers! Heifers! heifers!

Market Pounds Pounds Pounds
Fort Warth . ................ 1,036 T8 D03
Oklahomn OBV oo rie s s 1,058 Hid 943
Chicaga ....ov0ne e HES 1,127
Denver .......i...- 5 o HELS 1,026
Kansas City i = Can 1,058
ETEREL.. oo cucrapieon s iy 859 1,056
Total 14 markets? ..., ... 1,122 943 1,071

1. Includes steers and heifers grading U.S. Good or higher.

2. The {fourtieen markets include Chicago, Cincinnati, Denver, Fort
Worth, Indianapolis, Kansas City, Oklahoma Cily, Omaha, 3i.
Louis, Sioux City, Sioux Falls, South St. Joseph, South St. 'aul,
and West Farpgo.

Changes in Livestock Marketing

Livestock marketing too has undergone much change
since 1950. These changes include the declining importance
of the terminal markets, the rise of auction marketing
in the early 1950's, and the more recent increase in direct
marketing.

The predominant change in livestock marketing sinece
1950 has been the decline of the terminal markets (Table
6). The proportion of slaughter livestock bought by packers
on terminal markets deeclined from 1950 to 1964 as follows:
cattle, 75 percent to 37 percent; calves, 57 percent to 19

Ta 6. PERCENT OF PACKER LIVESTOCK PURCHASES

THROUGH DIFFERENT MARKET OUTLETS, SELECTED YEARS
Yenr and market Cattle Calves Sheep Hogs
Terminal markets

19560 a 4.9 86.7 57.4 49.9

1960 45.8 25.4 ab.4 30.3

1962 42.6 23.3 35.4 29.3

1964 36.5 18.8 28.6 23.8
Direct, country

dealers, ete.

1860 an.6 42.5 54.0 61.0

1862 35.6 31.0 49.4 59.6

1464 44.6 31.7 a7.7 63.1
Auetion markets

1960 15.6 R2.1 10.6 5.7

1962 18.8 456.7 16.2 1L1

1964 18.9 49.56 13.7 13.1

a Percentages for these years are based on federally inspected slaughter
purchased at terminal public markets.
Seurce: National Commission on Food Marketing, Organizetion and
Competition in the Livestock and Meat Industry, Washington, D.C.
Technical Study No. 1, June 1966,
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percent; sheep, 57 percent to 29 percent; and hogs, 40
percent to 24 percent. The most important source of
slaughter livestock for packers in 1964 was producers
and country dealers. Auction markets also supplied sub-
stantial volumes of slaughter supplies in 1964.

Increased direct marketing has considerable impact on
other segments of the livestock-meat economy, including
producers, livestock marketing firms, and meat packers.”
Producers selling livestock direct avoid some of the
marketing costs such as yardage, commission charges,
and feed at organized markets. Transportation costs paid
by the producers may also be reduced, depending on the
distances to packing plants, buying stations, and public
markets,

Increased direct marketing has also had an influence
on price reporting by the Market News Service of the
U.8. Department of Agriculture and has raised questions
concerning the “true price” for livestock. Although the
price reports issued by the Market News Service include
country selling, most of the firms and individuals buying
and selling livestock still rely heavily on price reports
originating from terminal markets. If an increasing pro-
portion of slaughter animals by-pass organized markets in
the future, live-animal prices may eventually be based
directly on prices reported for meat sold at wholesale.

Increasing numbers of finished cattle from commercial
feedlots are being sold directly to packers on a liveweight,
consignment, or carcass basis. The National Commission
on Food Marketing reported that feedlots with 1,000-head-
or-more capacity in fifteen selected states' sold 71 percent
of their finished cattle on a liveweight basis directly to
packers in 1964. Less than 11 percent were sold through
auctions or terminal markets, The Commission also re-
ported that more than 13 percent of the total were sold
on some form of carcass basis. Feedlots in Texas sold
76 percent of their finished cattle directly to packers on a
liveweight basiz in 1964. Feedlots in Texas sold almost
17 percent on some form of carcass basis, with grade and
vield and also carcass weight accounting for about 7
percent of the total. These direct methods of selling appear
to be becoming more important as inereasing proportions of
slaughter cattle originate from feedlots.

Meat Packers

The number, type, size, and loeation of slaughtering
plants have changed dramatically in the United States
since 1955. Total slaughtering plants decreased 8 percent
in the United States from 1955 to 1965 (Table 7).

Slaughtering plants in this report include all establish-
ments with an output of 300,000 pounds or more liveweight
annually regardless of whether slaughter was a primary
function. They decreased in all major regions except the
Mountain region.

Decreasing numbers of slaughter plants, along with a
decline in the concentration of slaughter among the four
largest firms, indicates that medium-sized firms are be-
coming more prominent in the slaughter industry (Table

See Marketing and Tronsportation Sitwation (1.8, Department of
Agriculture, MTS-161, May 1966}, pp. 14-17, for a more detailed dis-
cussion of these changes.

‘Includes Towa, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Colorado,
Montana, Idahe, Utah, Nevada, New Mexico, Arizona, California,
Oregon, and Washington.
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Number of Plants Slaughtering Various Species

Cattle,
calves, Cattle, Cattle, Hoga,
hogs, Cattle calves, calves, sheep, Sheep
sheep, and and sheep, & and and
Region and state & lambs cales hogs lambs Hogs lambs lambs Total
South Central? 116 52 342 7 a7 2 2 588
TEXUR oeiviss 50 kS 121 b 3 0 On 212
Oklahoma ..... 17 16 37 1 3 [} 1] T4
North Central® | 240 244 417 b3 G4 1 (] 1,026
North Atlantiet . .1986 105 127 95 40 0 1 b64
South Atlantic® .. 59 25 204 9 48 0 0 536
Mountain® ....... 133 17 38 18 2 0 b 217
Pacific? ,..,...,.127 80 15 a5 1 0 0 228
United States ....871 523 1,143 217 182 3 18 2,967
Percentage Change 1955-1965
South Central —23.7 T70.8 14.1 16.7 105.6 b b 5.4
Texas ..o —24.2 43.5 —4.7  150.0 b 0 0 —2.8
Oklahoma .. 240.0 45.4 —28.8 b 200.0 1] ] 7.2
North Central 2.1 4 —6.1 —35.4 23.1 —B66.7 20.0 —B.7
North Atlantic b —30.0 —24.4 —26.4 —9.1 0 0 —17.8
South Atlantic —15.7 —24.2 —18.7 28.6 65,2 ] 0 —11.4
Mountain ..... 12.7 30.8 —0.5 83.6 100.0 0 b 17.3
Pacific ...... —3L.0 61.8 —B50.5 16.7 b 0 0 =181
United States —&.7 —1.0 =143 —1R1 A1.9 0 260.0 —8.1

1. Includes all plants with an output of 300,000 pounds or more live-
weight annually regardless of whether slaughtering is a primary
function. These figures, therefore, also inclide retailers, wholesale
meat distributors, and others who slaughter 300,000 pounds or
more liveweight annually.

2. Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana,
Oklahoma, and Texas.

3. Ohio, Indiana, Tllincis, Michigan, Wisconsin, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Minnesota, Towa, Nebraska, Missouri, and Kansas.

- Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Con-
necticut, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Marvland, Dela-
ware, and District of Columbia.

5. Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carclina, Georgia,
and Florida.

- Montana, Idaho, Wycming, Coloragdo, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah
and Nevada.

T. Washington, Oregon, and Califiornia.

a. One large slaughter plant in Central West Texas is generally con-
sidered by the meat trade to be a specialized sheep-and-lamhb slaugh-
ter plant.

. No plants indicated for 1955.

. No plants indicated for 1965,

Source: Number of livestock slaughter plants, March 1, 1956, and
March 1, 1666, U.8. Department of Agriculture, Crop Reporting
Board, Statistical Reporting Service, June 1955 and June 1985,

.

=3

oo

8). That is, firms with a national network of slaughter
establishments are accounting for a smaller proportion
of total slaughter, Medium-sized plants, on the other hand,
are accounting for an increasing share of the commercial
slaughter and are apparently realizing economies which are
not inherent in larger firms. Such economies or diseconomies
often center around management, labor, procurement, and
distribution. Economies in procurement are being realized
by constructing new plants near concentrated areas of
production.

Numbers of slaughtering firms accounting for 95 per-
cent of the federally inspected cattle increased about
14 percent from 1958 to 1964 (Table 9). Numbers of firms
accounting for 95 percent of the federally inspected calf,
lamb, and hog slaughter declined. The fact that cattle
production increased more than hog production hetween
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Pork, including

Lamb and
Beef and veal lard mutton _ Total meat
Year 1.4 5-8 1-4 5-8 1-4 5-8 14 5-8
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
1950 33.5 36 40.6 106 4.9 59 8719 72
19556 314 4.7 AR.2 15.0 61.4 £.6 35.2 9.3
1960 24.2 4.2 3.7 16.8 hd.1 7.0 29.3 9.5
1964 23.7 4.2 34.1 14.2 55.8 4.3 28.7 4.4

1. Ranked according to red-meat sales in 1963. Largest 4 companies
include Armour, Morrell, Swift, and Wilton. Companies in second
group include Hormel, Hygrade, Oscar Mayer, and Rath.

Source: National Commission on Food Marketing, Organization and
Competition in the Livestock and Meat Industry. Technical Study
No. 1 (Washington, D.C., June 1966).

Percentage

Type of firm 1958 1964 B change
Slaughtering firms Number Number Percent
(211 31 S, RO 239 T1as
Calves ovaansw v wen sy seeE 64 59 —T.8
Limnnibi o amvaamiidaiinass 21 20 —4.8
FIORE | vomi v v 4w disn a8 B 70 68 —2.9
Total firma! . .ovvmmvomons 217 252 16.1

Processing firms .......ccnvvave- 238 2560 5.0

1. Mumerous firms slaughter more than one species.
Source: National Commssion on Food Marketing, Organization and
Competition in the Livestock and Meot Industry, Technical Study
No. 1 (Washington, D.C., June 1966).

1958 and 1964 is probably the primary reason for the
larger number of cattle-slaughter firms in 1964 How-
ever, average output per firm among those producing
95 percent of federally inspected output rose about 30
percent for both cattle and hogs during the 1954-1964
period.

The percentage of total U.S. commercial slaughter
under federal inspection increased from 1950 to 1964
for all species slaughtered with the exception of sheep
and lamb. Changes in the proportion of federally inspected
slaughter (FIS) to total commercial slaughter from 1950
to 1964 by species were: cattle, T3 to 82 percemt; calves,
59 to 66 percent; and hogs, 82 to 86 percent. Federally
inspected sheep slaughter declined from 91 percent of the
total in 1950 to 89 percent in 1964. Numbers of federally
inspected slaughter plants, however, increased 25 percent
in the United States from 1955 to 1965 (Table 10). While
numbers of federally inspected slaughter plants increased
in all major census regions during the 1955-1965 period,
they increased most in the South Central Region, where
FIS plants increased almost 70 percent in Texas from
1955 to 1965. Generally larger percentage increases in
numbers of plants acquiring federal-inspection status re-
lative to increases in federally inspected slaughter suggest
that most of the slaughter plants qualifying for federal
inspection are primarily medium-sized establishments.
Such firms often seek federal-inspection status so they can
merchandise meat and meat products in interstate com-
merce. Large national firms ordinarily possess established
brands or trade marks on which they often rely for

“Natlonal Commission on Food Marketing, Organization and Com-
petition in the Livestock and Meat Industry, Technieal Study No. 1
{Washington, D.C., June 1966), p. 15.
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Number of Plants Slaughtering Various Species

Cattle,
calves, Cattle, Cattle, Hogs,
hogs, Cattle calves, calves, sheep, Sheep
Region and sheep, and and sheep, & and and
state? & lambs calves hogs lambs Hogs lambs lambs Total
South Central 1% 26 22 bl U] 2 ] 80
Texas ..... 11 14 T 4 1 0 Oa anv
North Central 34 117 36 6 a7 ;& 2 233
North Atlantic 17 28 8 29 12 0 1] o4
SBouth Atlantic 3 10 11 3 6 (0] 0 33
Mountain .... 16 9 [ 10 2 0 1 44
Pacific ,..., 19 44 4 18 1 0 0 86
United States 108 234 87 71 64 3 3 570
Percentage Change 1955-1965
South Cen-
tral —13.6 225.0 22,2 66.7 500.0 b 0 53.8
Texas 10.0 133.3 40.0 300.0 b 0 0 68.2
North
Central —37.0 4.1 24.1 —68.4 146.7 0 —50.0 2R.0
North
Atlantic 0 6A.6 —42.9 3.6 —14.3 0 0 3.8
South
Atlantie —25.0 100.0 0 b 100.0 ] L] 43.5
Mountain 6.7 125.0 —14.3 2333 b a a 5L.7
Pacific —45.7 109.6 100.0 —10.0 b Q Q 10.3
United
States —2h.5 96.6 T.4 —2.7 93.9 2000 200.0 25.3

1. Includes all plants with an output of 300,000 pounds or more live-
weight annually regardless of whether slaughtering is a primary
function. These figures, therefore, include retailers, wholesale meat
distributors, and others who slaughter 300,000 pounds or more live-
weight annually.

2. The regions are defined in footnotes to Table 7.

a. One large slaughter plant in Central West Texas is generally con-
sidered by the meat trade to be a speeialized sheep and lamb
slaughter plant.

b. No plants indicated for 1855,

Source: Number of Livestock Slanghter Plonts, March 1, 1965, and
Mareh 1, 1965, U.8. Department of Agriculture, Crop Reporting
Board, Statistical Reporting Service, June 1965 and June 1965.

merchandising much of their fresh-meat and processed-
meat items. Smaller FIS packers, who generally do not
possess established packer trademarks, ordinarily rely
on such terms as “U.S. Choice” and “U.S. Good” to
compete with firms which possess established brands.

Specialization by FIS plants is becoming more pro-
nounced as plants specializing in cattle, calf, and hog
slaughter almost doubled in numbers from 1955 to 1965
(Table 10). However, the degree of specialization is not
evident for total slauphter plants, including federally
inspected and nonfederally inspected plants, compared %o
FIS plants, as shown in Tables 7 and 10. These results
indicate that the degree of specialization by nonfederally
inspected plants iz somewhat lower than that of federally
inspected plants.

FIS plants specializing in cattle and ecalf slaughter
more than tripled in the South Central Region and more
than doubled in Texas and Oklahoma during the 1955-
1965 period. It is interesting to note that FIS hog slaughter
increased considerably more in the South Central Region
than in any other region. However, even with such a large
percentage incease, only six FIS specialized hog-slaughter
plants were operating in the South Central Region during
1965.



Prepared-Meat Plants

Processing or prepared-meat plants, concentrated primar-
ily in the North Central and North Atlantic Regions, are
becoming increasingly more important in most regions
of the United States (Table 11). The total number of pre-
pared-meat plants was about the same in 1963 as in 1954.
Total and average sales, however, increased about one
third, indicating that the average output per plant has
increased sharply.

Although the numbers of plants and average sales
increased at about the same rate in Texas, this dual
growth did not occur in many other areas. Numbers of
prepared-meat plants increased 5 percent in the Pacific
Region, but total and average sales increased about 50
percent. Prepared-meat plants, however, appear to be
decreasing in importance in the Mountain Region, where
both numbers and total sales decreased during the 1954-
1963 period.

Packer Branch Houses®

Packer branch houses decreased both in numbers and
in total and average sales in most major census regions
from 1954 to 1963 (Table 12). Sales per packer branch
declined more than 8 percent in the United States from
19564 to 1963, when total sales of packer branches de-
creased relatively more than did numbers.

Indications are that packer branches will probably
continue declining in numbers and sales, since national
and regional packers are merchandising an inecreasing
proportion of their products on a direct basis, Sales of
packer branches, in most areas, are oriented primarily
to pork and prepared-meat items. Packing-house branches
in the Texas-Oklahoma area merchandise primarily fresh
and cured-pork products, but some also sell beef, veal,
and lamb.

Meat-Merchant Wholesalers

Meat-merchant wholesalers increased more, relatively,
in numbers and volume of sales from 1954 to 1963 than
did any other type of meat handler. Similar growth oc-
curred during the 1948-1958 period.! Meat-merchant whole-
salers increased almost 20 percent in the United States
from 1954 to 1963 (Table 13). They also increased 45 per-
cent in the Mountain states and more than 30 percent in
the West Coast Region. Numbers in the South Central
Region increased about 14 percent, but less than 10
percent in both Texas and Oklahoma, where packers are
performing many of the wholesaling functions.

Total sales of meat-merchant wholesalers increased
substantially more than numbers during 1954-1963, there-
by increasing the average sales per wholesaler (Table
13). The largest increase in average sales oceurred in the
North Central, Mountain, and Pacific Regions. Numerous
firms in these areas have acquired federal-inspection status
and are merchandising meat throughout the United States.
It is interesting to note that in 1963 about 45 percent
of the U.S. wholesaler sales occurred in the North Atlantic

Table 11. MEAT-PROCESS
NUMBER OF ESTABLISHMEN
BY CENSUS R
PERCE

*ARED-ME /
AL AND AV
AND 5, FOR 1963
NTAGE CHANG

1954-1463

Average Sales v

Percentage Percentage
change change change
Region and state? 1963 1954-63 1963 195_4-6.'{ 1963 1954-63

Number of Plants Total sales!

Percentage

1,0 1,0
Number FPercent dollars Percent dollars Percent

South Central ..... 132 i 120,878 20.7 916 19.9

Teathie oot it} 7.8 50,271 15.4 1,078 71
North Central ..... 427 3.9 745,680 23.7 1,746 19.0
North Atlantic .... 456 0 759,865 34.0 1,666 33.9
South Atlantic .... 140 —.7 166,051 23.8 1,186 24.7
Mountain .,,...... 23 —16.7 17,637 —6.7 705 11.9
Pacific ............ 155 5.4 291,523 53.1 1,881 45.3

United States ......1,335 1.4 2,101,634 0.2 1,674 28.4

1. The 1954 sales were adjusted to represent 1968 prices by the Con-
sumer Price Index, 1957-1959 = 100.
2. The regions are defined in footnotes to Table 7.
Source: Census of Manufactures, Industry Statistics.

Table 12, 'KER HRANCH HOUSES: NUMBER OF
ESTABLISHMENT TOTAL AND AVERAGE SALES, BY CENSUS
REGIONS, FOR 1963, AND PERCENTAGE CHANGES, 1954-1963

Number of Plants Total Sales! Average Sales!

Percentage Pearcentage Fercentage

Region and change change change

state? 1963 1954-62 19632 1854-63 19632 1954-63

1,000 1,000

Number Percent dollars  Percent dollars  Percent
South Central 59 —20.5 345,173 —27.9 3,878 —8.3
North Central 122 —8.2 396,933 —30.5 3,264 —24.2
North Atlantie 195 —20.4 937,870 —25.1 4,810 —b.9
South Atlantic 124 —2.4 495,740 —4.3 3,908 —2.0
Mountain  .... 12 43,8 34,240 7.0 2,568 —19.7
Pacific ...... ib —7.9 235,082 5.8 6,741 14.8
2,445,988 —20.5 4,239 —8.5

United States 577 —13.1

1. The 1854 sales were adjusted to represent 1963 prices by the Con-
sumer Price Index, 1957-1959 = 100.
2. The regions are defined in footnotes to Table 7.
3. Preliminary.
Source: Census of Business, Wholesale Trade.

Table 13. MEAT-MERCHANT WHOLESALERS': NUMBER OF
ESTABLISHMENTS, TOTAL AND AVERAGE SALES, BY CENSUS
REGIONS, TEXAS, FOR 1863, AND PERCENTAGE CHANGES,
1954-1963

Number of plants Total sales? Average sales?

Percentage Peorcentage
change change change
Region and state® 1863  1954-63 1963 1954-63 1963 1954-63

1,000 1,000
Number Percent dollars Percent dollars Percent

South Central 604 14.4 367,686 a3 09 20.1

TEXESE -t vnn s 269 6.6 174,951 31.6 670 23,4
North Central .1,307 15.5 1,466,251 B6.3 1,122 64.3
North Atlantie 1,909 14.6 2,550,922 0.4 1,221 31.3
South Atlantic 471 29,0 346,996 60,0 737 24.1
Mountain ..... 181 44.8 118,738 117.0¢ 356 49.8
Pacific . ...... GO8 34.0 740,084 89.0 1,060 41.1
United States 5,170 18.7 5,370,657 64.4 1,038 38.5

¢*Nonslaughtering establishments which process and distribute fresh
and processed meat and are affiliated with National Packers.

“Nonslaughtering firms which are primarily buyers of carcasses and
sellers of primal cuts. These firms are known as “breakers” or
“jobbers’’ and specialize in selling wholesale cuta.

Dietrich et al, The Texas-Oklahoma Meat Industry, p. 23. (Sec
footnote 2.)
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1. Meat-merchant wholesalers are generally referred to by the meat
trade as jobbers, hotel and restaurant supply houses, breakers, or
frozen-meat handlers.

2. The regions are defined in footnotes to Table 7.

Bource: Census of Business, Wholesale Trade,

3. The 1954 sales were adjusted to represent 1963 prices by the Con-

sumer Price Index, 1957-50 = 100.
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Region. That area is generally regarded as a beef-deficit
area, The regional concentration of meat-merchant whole-
saler sales was similar to that for prepared-meat plants;
the North Atlantic and North Central Regions accounted
for more than 70 percent of the merchant-wholesaler sales
during 1963.

Chanres in Food

The changing structure of the food-retailing industry,
including innovations in buying and selling at the retail
level, has sent reverberations throughout the slaughtering,
processing, and distributing industries. Supermarkets,
stores with $500,000 or more sales annually, accounted for
about 70 percent of the grocery sales in the United States
in 1963, compared with 40 percent in 18562 (Table 14).
Stores with sales under $500,000 annually are receiving
a smaller share of the procery business each year (Table
14}).

The number of grocery stores declined more than 12
percent in the United States from 1954 to 1963 (Table
15). This decline ¢an be attributed to the smaller number
of stores associated with firms of one to three stores, since
stores associated with larger firms inereased in numbers
between 1954 and 1963.

Numbers of grocery stores in Texas followed a pattern
similar to that of the United States (Table 15). Total
numbers of stores in the Southern Plains declined 17
percent from 1954 to 1963, but stores associated with firms
of four or more stores increased B0 percent. Total deflated
sales of retailers increased 25 percent during the 1954-
1963 period, while deflated sales per store rose more than
50 perecent. The rapid expansion of firms with eleven or
more stores in Texas is indicative of a growing population
and of rapidly expanding metropolitan areas.

Although grocery retailing is an industry with a large
number of units, the majority of the sales within that
industry are concentrated among a small proportion of
the stores. In 1963, 11 percent of the grocery stores
accounted for almost 70 percent of the total grocery
sales (Table 16).

The upsurge in numbers of large-volume retailers has
influenced the buying as well as the selling policies of
retailers. Many large-volume retailers have had to extend
their buying activities over a larger area to secure adequate
supplies of fresh meat consistent with their prevailing
weight, quality, and quantity specifications.

The growth of afliliated independents and chains be-
comes clear when grocery sales are analyzed by type of

Table 14. GROCERY-STORE SALES, BY SIZE OF STORE,
UNITED STATES, 1952-1963
Year Smalll Superette?  Supermarket? Tatal
Percent Percent Percent Percent
1952 a9 22 a9 100.0
1954 a4 20 46 100.0
1956 24 19 azZ 1000
1958 25 17 it 100.0
1960 20 15 G5 100.0
1963 18 13 69 100.0

1. Sales of less than 3150,000 a year.
2. Sales from $150,000 to $500,000 a year.
3. Sales of $500,000 or more a year.
Source: Progresstve Grocer, Groeery Business Annual Report, 1964,
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NUMBER AND
FIRM, IN THE

Item United States Texas
Number, size of firm,
and year Number Percent Number Percent
1954
1to3stores ..... . 260,364 93.2 16,044 a4.0
4 to 10 stores  ...... 2,171 B 229 1.2
11 or more stores .... 16,905 8.0 BO2 4.7
v -5 R ——— 279,440 100.0 17,075 100.0
1963
1to 3 stores . ...... 220,760 90.2 12,981 B7.2
4tollstores ...... 2,789 1.1 357 2.4
11 or more stores .... 21,289 8T 1,652 10.4
Tatal ........... 224,838 100.0 14,850 100.0
Sales, size of firm, 1,000 1,000
and year Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
1954
1todsgtores ,...... 19,502,204 56.6 1,252,767 63,4
4 to 10 stores  ..... 1,365,760 4.0 116,458 5.9
11 or more stores ..13,562,800 39.4 600,643 0.7
Potal sl 34,420,764 100.0 1,074,738 100.0
1963
1todstores ....... 25,307,245 48,2 1,467,868 51.9
4 to 10 stores ..., 2,537,677 4.8 186,311 6.6
11 or more stores . 24,721,088 47.0 1,174,832 41.5
i 1 T [ 52,560,900 100.0

2,825,002 100.0

Source: Census of Business, Retail Trade.

"AlL GROCERY STORES: DISTRIBUTION OF STORES
AND SALES VOLUME, BY SALES CLASSIFICATION,

UNITED STATES, 194 AND 1463
1964 1963
Sales size Stores Sales volume Stores Sales volume
Dollars Percent Percent Percent Percent

5,000,000 and over NA oL 2.1
2,000,000 - 4,999,000 NA 1.8 21.7
1,000,000 - 1,999 000 32.6 a 4.6 29.0
500,000 - 999,000 16.1 8.0 16.1
00,000 - 498,000 8.0 4.1 7.0
100,000 - 289,000 19.8 17.5 12.9
50,000 - 99,000 11.7 20.2 6.3
30,000 - 49,000 5.9 15,3 2.8
20,000 - 29,000 2.9 10.5 1.1
10,000 - 19,000 1.7 11.9 .8
5,000 - 9,000 4 5T 2

Liess than 5000 ...coovveann 4 .1 2.3 o
i s ] TN & 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. Pereentage fizures in thiz elassification for 1954 are for 31,000,000
and over and wnot 31,000,000-81,999,000.
h. Less than .06 percent.
Souree: Census of Dusiness, Retail Trade.

retailers (Table 17). Affiliated independent grocers have
expanded more in relation to sales than any other type
of retailer within the last two decades. Sales by affiliated
retailers increased from 29 percent of the total grocery
sales in 1847 to 49 percent in 1963. This rapid growth of
affiliated independents represents an effort by independent
retailers to affiliate with buying groups in order to pur-
chase commodities on a basis comparable to chains and
other large-volume retailers, Sales by unaffiliated inde-
pendents and chaing have provided a contrasting parallel
since 1947, Both proups accounted for approximately 35
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percent of the grocery business in 1947. However, the
movement from an unaffiliated to affiliated status by
many independent retailers has drastically decreased the
total sales volume of unaffiliated grocers, while sales by
chains, which represented 41 percent of the total in
1963, have been increasing at a fairly even rate since 1947,

Dramatic changes are taking place and will continue
to take place in the livestock-meat industry. It is evident
from the foregoing discussion that (1) the cattle-feeding
industry is expanding rapidly in the Northern Plains, the
Southern Plains, and the Western states; (2) medium-
gized, more speecialized, and more federally inspected
slaughtering plants are accounting for a large proportion
of the total slaughter; (3) large-volume retail and
affiliated stores dominate meat merchandising at the
retail level; and (4) meat-merchant wholesalers are ex-
panding in numbers and =ales volume, but packer branch
houses are declining in numbers and relative sales volume.

Increasing per capita incomes and population growth
have been a major factor for increasing the demand for
grain-fed beef. These trends are expected to continue.
Texas annually produces abundant supplies of feed and
feeder animals. Recent research findings show that the
Southern Plains area is favorably located for shipping
surplus fed beef to the South and the Southeast. Implica-
tions of these results are that Texas cattle feedlot opera-
tions will continue expanding both in numbers and in size.

Specialized cattle-slaughtering facilities have increased
in Texas during the last decade. More medium- or large-
velume, federally inspected, more specialized, and lower-
cost plants may be required as cattle feeding expands in
the Southern Plains. Small-volume packers, who are finding
it increasingly difficult to compete with large-volume
packers, will probably decline in numbers and in relative
salez volume.

Numbers and sales of packinghouse branches may con-
tinue to decline. Numbers and sales of processors or pre-
pared-meat plants, however, may continue to increase.

Meat-merchant wholesalers (commonly ecalled jobbers
or breakers), historically, have been most prevalent in
meat-deficit areas. The sales volume of meat jobbers or

Affiliated

Unaffiliated
Year Chains! Independents? Independents® Tatal
Percent FPercent Percent Fercent

1947 AT a4 29 100.0
1953 36 25 a9 100.0
1856 a7 14 44 100.0
1958 39 16 45 100.0
14963 41 10 49 100.0

1. An operator of 11 or more retail stores.

2. Independents: Operators of 10 or fewer retail stores.

3. Cooperative Retailers: Retailers (generally independents; who are
stockholder members of cooperative wholesale buying groups, such
as Certified Grocers, Associaled Grocers, or Voluntary Group Re
tailers, rvetailers who belong to voluntary merchandising groups
sponsored by wholesalers and who operate under a eommon name
such as IGA, Red & White, Spartan, Super Value, Clover Farms,
ete,

Source: Progressive Grocer, Grocery Business Annual Report, 1964,
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Building Review, January 1968
Robert B. Williamson

Building construction authorized in Texas during January
registered a moderate seasonally adjusted decline from
December but continued to show a very large growth
compared with a year earlier. The seasonally adjusted
Index of Building Construction Authorized in Texas, which
is derived from data on the total value of building permits
issued in Texas cities, stood in January at 151.4 percent
of the 1957-1959 base-period average. This level rep-
resented a decline of 3 percent from December but was
40 percent higher than in January 1967.

The sag from December in the total authorizations rate
reflected a decline of 17 percent in the seasonally adjusted
index of residential authorizations. The latter decline may
have been caused partly by bad weather conditions, which
seem to have had an especially adverse effect on resi-
dential building schedules during December and January,
Nonresidential building permits, on the other hand, showed
a large seasonally adjusted gain of 30 percent from
December.

Both residential and nonresidential building authoriza-
tions recorded very high year-to-year growth rates in
Texas during January. Residential building permits were
up 38 percent from January 1967, while the nonresidential
authorizations were up by an even greater margin, or 56
percent. Over the same twelve-month interval total authori-
zations in the standard metropolitan statistical areas of
the state grew relatively faster than those in nonmetro-
politan areas while the building permits in the SMSA
central cities grew even faster,

Within the nonresidential building eategory for Texas
as a whole, the types of construction that accounted for
the largest dollar increases from a year ago during
January were, in order, works and utilities, hospitals and
other institutional buildings, churches, and industrial build-
ings. The largest year-to-year declines occurred in the
authorizations for educational buildings and for service
stations and repair garages.

Some very large individual nonresidential authorizations
were issued during January. Two permits of around $5
million each were issued for telephone-plant additions in
Houston and San Antonio. Hospital buildings valued at
approximately $3 million each were approved in both
Corpus Christi and Plainview. And, although the values

(Continued from Column 1)

breakers in the Southern Plains will probably increase
relatively more than will numbers. Small breakers are
finding it increasingly difficult to compete with specialized
hotel and restaurant suppliers and may decline in numbers
and sales,

Further growth in cattle feeding, more specialized
shipper-type beef slaughterers in the Texas Panhandle,
and other far-reaching innovations in meat handling and
retailing are anticipated as the livestock-meat industry
adjusts to a rapidly changing economic environment.
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of individual church authorizations were generally smaller,
some fairly large church additions were approved in
Austin, Dallas, and San Antonio, The largest permit issued
for an industrial building in a reporting unit during
January was a 3$4-million permit issued to a Houston
newspaper. Other major nonresidential building projects
receiving approval were a $3.6-million building at the
Texas Woman's University in Denton and a $2.3-million
student-union building at The University of Texas at
El Paso.

The greatest gains in residential authorizations over
the twelve-month interval from January 1967 to January
1968 were for three- and four-family dwellings and
apartment buildings, although all major types of resi-
dential buildings showed gains. The year-to-year increases
in the values of authorizations for the different categories
of new residential construction were 6 percent for one-
family dwellings, 16 percent for two-family or duplex-type
dwellings, 515 percent for three- and four-family dwell-
ings, and 177 percent for apartment buildings. Townhouse-
type dwellings have become increasingly popular in Texas
urban centers. Depending upon the nature of the separating
walls used in the townhouses, they are classified as either
one-family or multiple-family dwellings in the authoriza-
tions statistics.

Some of the pgreatest growth rates for single-family
dwellings in Texas during January were recorded in the
East Texas standard metropolitan statistical areas of
Texarkana and Beaumont-Port Arthur-Orange, the two
SMSA’s of the Lower Rio Grande Valley, and the San
Angelo SMSA in West Texas. The largest absolute year-
to-year increases in single-family residential authoriza-
tions were recorded in the Dallas and Fort Worth SMSA‘s,
Duplex authorizations showed significant gains in the
Austin and San Antonio areas. Apartment approvals reg-
istered their largest year-to-year increases in the state’s
three most populous standard metropolitan statistical
areas, Dallas, Houston, and San Antonio. Five individual
apartment projects valued at more than $1 million each
were included among the apartment buildings authorized
in Texas during January. The largest was a $2.3-million
complex to provide 250 dwelling units in El Pasc. The
others were valued around 81 million apiece and each will
contain between 120 and 150 units. One each of these
four very large apartment projects will be located in the
cities of Corpus Christi, Fort Worth, San Antonio, and
Waco.

National trends in residential authorizations during
January parallel those for the state. The seasonally ad-
justed number of housing units authorized throughout the
nation during January reflected a decline of 16 percent
from December but was 18 percent larger than a year
earlier.

Mortgage credit supplies and interest rates may have
begun to ease during February., Up until February
average interest rates on conventional first mortgages
for new homes were still increasing in the Southwest region
and in the nation as a whole. The average rate for the
Southwest was T7.00 percent on February 1, compared with
6.95 percent in January and 6.75 percent a year earlier. The
national average of 6.75 percent on February 1 reflected
increases from a 6.70-percent level the previous month
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and a 6.60-percent rate in February 1967. Later reports
point to a possible reversal of the trend toward higher
mortgage rates, When savings deposits at savings and
loan associations failed to decrease as previously ex-
pected, mortgage rates charged by savings and loan
associations were reduced in some areas of the nation
during February.

Unusually rainy weather has prevailed over most of
Texas since early December and has slowed actual build-
ing activity within the state. The bad weather also may
have reduced the flow of building authorizations, since
any appreciable holdup of work in progress will tend to
slow the rate at which builders request permits for new
projects. Texas cities with record or near-record rainfall
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levels during January inecluded Abilene, Amarillo, Austin,
San Antonio, and Wichita Falls, Dallas, Fort Worth, and
gome other ecities had near-normal rainfall amounts in
December and January, but builders in these cities report
that they have experienced serious construction delays
because of the frequency and spacing of the rains. Most
types of building work from foundation pouring to roofing
have ben adversely affected by the wet weather, and it
appears likely that the unusually bad weather will last
through most of the winter, The official long-range forecast
for the period from February 15 to March 15 has called
for moderate to heavy precipitation in all areas of the
state and below-normal temperaturez in all except the
El Paso area.

Basic economic conditions favor the prospect of an
overall growth in Texas building during 1968, and this
prospect is reinforced by recent reports which indicate
that the backlog of planned building construction in Texas
at the start of the year was larger than the backlog at
the beginning of 1967. Although public buildings, and
especially those sponsored by the federal government,
showed the greatest backlog increases, such gains were
indicated for all of the major categories of both private
and public building construction.

ILDING AUTHORIZED IN TEXAS

ESTIMATED VALUES OF BI

Percent c;;lge
Jan  Janr Jan 1068 Jan 1968
1968 1967 Iifr;-cum “fr:‘om
(thousa‘nd% of dollars) Dec 1867 Jan 1967

Classification

ALL PERMITS ........... 164, Ed.'? 109,787 —+ 20 -+ 41
New construction ........ 141,615 96,581 + 24 + 47
Residential (house-
keeping)  ....eeiaen 71,802 51,903 4+ 8 + 38
One-family dwellinga) 43,608 41,520 + 20 (]
Multiple-family
dwellings ......... . 28,194 10,583 — & -+ 166
Nunresidential huildings, 69,813 44,878 -+ d4b + &6
Hotels, motels, and
tourist courts ...... 2,774 1,363 — 30 -+ 104
Amusement buildings . 729 115 — 76 -+ 534
Churches ........000. 6,235 2,545 b1o6 L 141
Industrial buildings .. 8,973 7,008 -4 82 - 28
Garages [commereial
and private) ....... 1,328 334 —347 —|— a1
Service stations ...... 889 1,846 — 2 54
Hospitals and
institutions  ........ 8,247 1,811 — 10 - 332
Office-bank buildings .., 3,597 3,498 + B7 —+ 3
Works and utilities .. 14,388 REZ —+425 —+—1,58%9
Edueational buildings.. 12,298 16,4986 + 38 — 25
Stores and mercantile
buildings ........ oo 9,307 7,692 + 28 + 21
Other buildings and
structures  ......... 1,098 999 + 1 -+ 10
Additions, alterations,
and repairs ............ 12,932 13,206 — 10 — '
METROPOLITAN va
NONMETROPOLITANY
Total metropolitan ....... 186,662 95,1495 + 19 o4
Central eities corenee 110,474 71,611 + 31 -+ 54
Outside ceniral cities ... 26,188 23,684 — 13 + 11
Total nonmetropolitan . ..... 17,885 14,592 + 24 <+ 23
10,000 te 50,000 population 11,240 9,590 <+ 40 <+ 14
Less than 10,000 population 6,645 4,702 + 3 + 41

r Revised.
1 As defined in 1960 Census and revized in 1968.
*% Change is less than one half of 1 percent.
Source: Bureau of Business Research in cooperation with the Bureau
of the Census, U.8. Department of Commerce.
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POPULATION ESTIMATES
FOR TEXAS COUNTIES APRIL 1, 1967*
Prepared by Population Research Center

Department of ‘SOcmlogy
The Umverﬁuty of Texas at

ustin

The population of Texas as a whole inereased at a lower rate
during the 1960-1967 period than it did during the 1950-1980 decade,
a trend it shares in common with the great majority of other states.
The average annual percent growth for the 1950-1960 decade was
2.2; the estimated rate for 1960-1967 is 1.8.¢ The state had an absolute
average annual increase of 186,848 between 1050 and 1960, while
the corresponding figure for 1960-1987 was 170,832, These absohite
figures indicate that the increase in each of the seven years of the
1960-1970 decade was approximately 7,000 fewer persons than the
absolute average annual increase over the 1050-1960 decade. Although
this decline may be partly attributable to changes in migration
patterns, the major reasom unquestionably iz the fall in the birth
rate in recent vears.

One of the interesting and important differences hetween the
1960-1967 period and the 1950-1960 decade is that in the latter period
only 44 percent of the counties gained absolutely in population,
whereas over the period from 1960 to 1967, 66 percent gained (Table
2). Thus, more counties are gaining population in this decade than in
the last, even though the rate of increase for the staie as 2 whole
is decelerating (2.2 percent wvs. 1.8 pergent). This indicates that an
important change has developed in the variation in rates of growth
for the rcounties between these two perieds. For example, it may be
noted (Table 3} that for 1960-1987, 94 percent of the gaining counties
were in the range of gain 0.0 to 3.0; for 1560-1960, 22 percent were
in this range. The remaining 6 percent of the gaining counties
in 1960-1967 had an increase of 4.0 or over, contrasted with 18 percent
of the eounties in 1960-1060 gaining 4.0 or over. Although there were
more gaining counties in 1960-1967, more of them were within a low
range of gain (0.0 to 3.9) than the fewer gaining counties in the
1950-1960 decade.

For the losing ecounties the contrast belween the proportions in a
low range of loss, -0.0 to -1.%, for the 1960-1967 period and the
1950-1960 decades is equally pronounced. In the 1950-1960 decade
64.9 percent of the losing counties lost between -0.0 and -1.9 percent;
for 1960-1967, 851 percent of the losing ecounties were within this
low ranee.

These factors jointly considered account for the owerall deceleration
of average annual gain in spite of the faet that a larger proportion
of the counties in the 1960-1967 period reeord a gain in population.
A greater proportion of the gaining counties in the 1960-1967 period
are in @ low range of growth compared with the 1950-1960 decade,
as well as a preater proportion in a low range of loss. For 1950-1960,
72 percent of the counties fall within a range of from 8.9 to —1.9;
and 91 percent of the counties in the 1960-1967 period fall within
this range.

This slowing down of the overall growth rate i3 necessarily
reflected in the state’s standard metropolitan statistical arems. Over
the 1950-1960 deeade the average annual growth of the total SMSA
population was 3.5 percent. For the 1960-1967 period this rate had
dropped to 2.2 percent. Only one SMSA lost population in the 1950-1360
decade, whereas six show a loss over the 1960-1967 period (Table 2). In
addition sixteen of the state’s twenty-three SMBEA’s (Sherman-Denison
was added this year) had lower average annual rates of growth for
1860-1967 than they had for 1950-1960. In other words, while the

(Continued p. 78)

* Comments and inguiries regarding the estimates should be addressed
to the Population Research Center, Department of Sociology, The
TUniversity of Texas at Austin.

**This scetion was written by Dr. Betty J. Maynard, assistant
professor of eociology and research associate with the FPopulation
Research Center at The University of Texas.
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1967 POPULATION ESTIMATES FOR TEXAS COUNTIES, WITH

AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES, 1960-1967

Enumerated Estimated Average annual Enumerated Estimated Average annual

population, population, Difference, percent change, population, population, Difference, percent change,
County April 1, 1960 April 1, 1967 1960-1967 1960-1967 County April 1, 1960 April 1, 1967 1960-1987 1960-1967
TRXAS TOTAL 9,679,677 10,838,502 1,258,825 1.8 Ellis 43,385 47,203 3,808 1.2
Anderson 28,162 31,197 3,035 1.6 El Paso 314,070 349,144 35,074 1.5
Andrews 13,450 9,492 —3,958 —4.9 Erath 16,236 17,511 * 1,276 117
Angelina 30,814 46,730 6,016 2.3 Falls 21,263 19,7566 —1,507 —-1.1
Aransas 7,006 9,462 2,456 4.3 Fannin 23,880 25,467 1,687 9
Archer 6,110 6,343 233 5 Fayette 20,384 19,662 * —22 —.BT
Armstrong 1,966 2,328 162 24 Fisher 7,865 7,898 ** 33 at
Atascosa 18,828 20,822 1,994 1.4 Floyd 12,369 13,272 903 1.0
Austin 13,777 14,629 62 .8 Foard 3,125 2,624 —501 —2.56
Bailey 9,080 9,960 870 1.3 Fort Bend 40,527 50,406 9,878 3.1
Bandera 3,802 4,263 ** 371 1.3 Franklin 5,101 5,764 663 15
Bastrop 16,425 17,611 GEE .6 Freestone 12,626 12,126 —400 -5
Baylor 5,893 5,936 42 i Frio 10,112 12,173 2,061 2.6
Bee 28,755 24,868 1,118 g Gaines 12,267 13,165 Bo8 1.0
Bell 04,097 114,131 20,084 2.7 Galveston 140,364 166,016 26,652 2.4
Bexar 687,181 822,377 136,226 2.6 Garza 6,611 5,820 —791 —1.5
Blanco 8,667 4,011 * 354 1.2% Gillespie 10,048 11,750 * 1,707 2.2%
Borden 1,076 036 —140 —2.0 Glasseock 1,118 1,513 395 4.3
Bosque 10,809 11,674 ** 765 1.0 Goliad 5,429 5,417 —12 —.0
Bowie 69,971 70,413 10,442 2.3 Gonzales 17,845 18,108 263 2
Brazoria 76,204 102,810 26,606 4.2 Gray 31,535 27,684 —3,851 —1.9
Brazos 44,895 47,875 2,980 9 Grayson 73,043 80,957 7.914 1.5
Brewster 6,484 7,220 T46 1.8 Gregg 69,436 77,542 B,106 1.6
Briscoe 3,677 3,694 117 B Grimes 12,709 12,468 —241 —.3
Brooks 8,609 9,248 639 1.0 Guadalupe 29,017 30,114 1,087 B
Brown 24,728 26,797 2,069 1.1 Hale 36,798 39,811 3,013 1.3
Burleson 11,177 10,519 — 658 —.9 Hall 7,822 7,358 36 A
Burnet 9,265 10,689 1,424 2.0 Hamilton 8,488 8,281 * —207 —.4f
Caldwell 17,222 18,382 1,160 9 Hansford 6,208 T,2T4 ** 1,066 2.3%
Calhoun 16,592 19,826 8,234 2.5 Hardeman 8,276 7.619 —@56 —1.2
Callahan 7,029 9,430 ** 1,601 2.5% Hardin 24,629 30,674 5,945 3.1
Cameron 151,098 139,124 —11,974 —1.2 Harris 1,243,158 1,640,674 297,416 3.1
Camp 7,849 8,400 5B1 1.0 Harrison 45,604 45,014 —B5E0 —.2
Carson 7,781 8,056 ** 1,175 2.0 Hartley 2,171 3,154 % 963 5.2
Cass 23,496 24,642 1,146 T Haskell 11,174 9,604 —1,480 —2.0
Castro 8,923 11,486 2,663 A6 Hays 19,934 23,568 3,934 2.6
Chambers 10,379 11,870 1,491 1.9 Hemphill 3185 3,712 527 2.2
Cherokee 38,120 34,622 1,502 6 Henderson 21,786 27,104 5,318 3.1
Childress 8,421 T.622 * —709 —1.4% Hidalgo 180,904 180,696 —308 —.0
Clay 8,351 8,428 78 | Hill 23,650 23,281 — 368 —.2
Cochran 6,417 6,904 487 1.0 Hockley 22,340 22,255 —8h —.1
Coke 3,689 3,352 —23a7 —1.0 Hood 5.443 5,734 * 291 St
Coleman 12,458 11,688 —E&70 —1.0 Hopkins 18,594 21,703 3,109 2.2
Collin 41,247 57,374 16,127 4.7 Houston 19,376 20,884 1,608 1.1
Collingsworth 6,276 b.564 —T12 —1.7 Haward 40,138 39,371 —T68 —.3
Colorado 18,463 19,069 6086 Nl Hudspeth 3,343 2,041 —402 —1.8
Comal 19,844 22,699 2,855 1.2 Hunt 39,399 45,396 5,997 2.0
Comanche 11,865 13,296 ** 1,431 1.6§ Hutchinson 34,419 26,275 —B,144 —13.8
Cancho 3,672 3,626 —47 —.2 Irion 1,183 1,171 ** —12 ) |
Cooke 22,660 25,064 2,504 1.5 Jack 7,418 7174 —244 —.b
Coryell 23,961 29,308 ** 5,347 2.9 Jackson 14,040 14,316 276 8
Cottle 4,207 3,608 —hB99 —2.2 Jasper 22,100 26,321 4,221 2.5
Crane 4,699 4,260 —439 —14 Jeff Davis 1,682 1,639 —43 —.4
Crockett 4,209 4,060 —149 —.5 Jefferson 245,650 253,067 7,398 4
Crosby 10,347 11,4560 1,103 1.4 Jim Hogg 5,022 4,990 —32 —.1
Culberson 2,794 3,408 * 614 2.8% Jim Wells 34,548 23,396 —1,152 -5
Dallam 6,302 6,350 48 1 Johnson 34,720 44,368 9,648 a5
Dallas 951,527 1,209,887 258,360 a4 Jones 15,299 19,736 437 B
Dawson 19,185 18,913 —272 —.2 Karnes 14,995 14,326 — 669 -
Deaf Smith 13,187 19,425 ** 6,238 5.5 Kaufman 29,931 32,737 2,506 1.3
Delta 5,860 6,065 * 205 B Kendall 5,880 6,864 * 976 2.2%
Denton 47,432 0,629 ** 23,207 B.TT Kenedy 834 952 * (3} 1.1
De Witt 20,683 20,274 —409 —.3 Kent 1,72% 822 = — 805 —101
Dickens 4,963 4,648 —315 —49 Kerr 16,300 21,714 4,914 3.6
Dimmit 10,095 9,524 —5&71 —.8 Kimble 3,043 4,310 #+ 367 1.3%
Donley 4,449 4,518 69 2 King 640 562 #* —T8 —1.9
Duval 13,398 14,247 #* 2490 .ot Kinney 2,452 2,343 —109 —.8
Eastland 19,526 18,807 —619 —.5 Kleberg 30,052 27,988 —2,064 —1.0
Ector 90,995 28,194 —2,5801 -4 Knox 7,857 7,849 —b0R —1.0
Edwards 2,317 2,465 148 9 Lamar 34,224 87,040 2,806 11
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Table 1—Continued

Table 1—Continued

Enumerated

Estimated Average annual Enumerated Estimated Average annual
population, population, Difference, percent change, population, ropulativn, Difference, percent change,
County April 1, 1860  April 1, 1867 1860-1567 1960-1967 County April 1, 1860 April 1, 1967 1960-196? 1960-1867
Lamb 21,596 21,832 —64 —.0 Bmith 86,350 90,881 13,651 21
Lampasas 9,418 #4803 % —425 -7 Somervell 2,877 2,548 ~—29 .2
La Salle 6,972 5,804 —167 —.4 Starr 17,187 15,841 2,804 2.2
Lavaca 20,174 20,219 45 Kl Stephens 8,885 8,568 * —317 —.3
Lee B,044 8022 —27 —.0 Sterling 1,177 1,183 —d44 —.4
Leon 9,951 10,465 512 7 Stonewall 3,017 3,023 * L] Bil3
Liberty 41,595 25,057 4,462 1.5 Salton 3,738 3,085 247 &
Limeslone 20,413 21,8092 1,479 1.0 Swisher 10,607 12,416 1,808 2.2
Lipacomb 3,404 3,945 538 41 Tarvant 538,495 616,973 77.478 1.9
Live Dak 7,546 7,264 —5B2 —1.1 Taylor 161,078 98,693 —2,583 -3
Llana 5,240 5,253 * 1,043 2 6% Terrell 2,800 2,299 —a01 —1.8
Loving 29 122 ## —104 —B.E Terry 18,286 19,084 748 G
Lubbock 156,271 176,539 19,563 1.7 Thrackmorton 2,767 2,539 238 19
Lynn 10,914 10,4613 —401 -5 Titus 16,785 17,612 727 6
MeCulluch 8,515 9,456 * g41 1.0 Tom Green 64,630 75,210 10,5850 2.2
MeClannan 150,001 151,871 1,780 o Travis 212,136 258,408 46,270 2.8
MeMuallen 1,116 1,091 == —95 .2 Trinity 039 7525 136 3
Madison £,749 8,116 1,467 2.6 Tyler 10,668 11,987 1,521 1.5
Marion 4,049 ¥,308 348 8 Upshur 19,793 21,753 1,560 1.3
Martin 5,065 5,042 #» 92§ —1 Upton 6,259 4,178 —2.067 —5.9
Mason 3,780 2,000 110 At Uwvalde 16,814 18,539 1,726 1.4
Matagorda 25,744 80,923 5,179 2.5 Val Verde 44,461 26,389 1,923 1.1
Maverick 14,508 20,081 5,353 4.6 Van Zandt 19,491 21,101 2,010 1.4
Medina 18,904 20,704 1,890 1.4 Vicloria 46,475 57,516 11,040 3.0
Menard 2,964 2,587 —a7 o Walker 21,475 24,625 3,050 1.9
Midland 67,717 66,487 —1,230 e Waller 12,071 14,926 2,335 2.0
Milam PERL 20,607 —1.656 —1.1 Ward 14,017 13,110 —L.807 -—1.8
Mills 1,487 4,705 *m 258 3 Washington 19,145 19,805 750 .5
Mitehell 11,255 11,491 *» 135 ot Webh £4,791 T, 863 11,672 2.2
Montugue 14,894 15,778 885 A Wharten 8,152 40,482 2,330 8
Mantgomery 26,539 42,409 15,570 6.4 Whesaler 7,947 7,172 —7 ~15
Moore 14,773 13,856 1,387 i Wichits 123,528 120,451 — 2097 —.4
Morris 12,676 11,717 —ERY —1.0 Wilharger 17,743 14,767 —4931 —.8
Motley 2,870 2,651 #+ 219 —1.1 Willucy © 20,084 15,730 —4,354 —3.4
Nacogdoches 28,448 30,713 2,667 1.3 Williamsan 35,044 27,229 2,125 9
Navarrao 24,423 34,873 450 2 Wilson 13,267 14,308 1,126 1.2
Newtun 10,574 11,477 # 1,106 1.4% Winkler 13,652 9,804 —3&,348 —4.5
Nolan 1,663 17,686 —1,277 —1.0 Wise 17,012 20,151 3,149 2.4
Nucces 221,573 232,940 11,367 q Waod 17,6532 19,932 2,278 1.7
Ochiltree 9,450 10,067 637 1.0 Youkum 8,032 7,735 —247 —.5
Oldham 1,998 2,451 w 503 3.4 Young 17,254 15,654 ~1,620 —1.4
Orange 80,457 72,470 12,115 2.8 Zapala 4,493 4,470 7 .2
Palo Pinto 20,516 25,384 4,868 5.0 Zavala 12,606 14,287 1,671 1.8
Panola 16,870 16,950 %0 1 NOTE: *Method 11 is the intermediate estimate.
Parker 22,380 28,301 5,421 R0 **Method III is the intermediate catimste,
feiniel 4,589 11,348 1,755 2.4 tMethod T estimate within 1.0 of this figure.
Pecos 11,957 12,251 324 -4
FPolk 13,461 14,844 + 983 1.0%
Potter 115,580 148,524 —8,258 —.8
Presidio 5,460 B.774 314 E ¢ Continued from p. 76)
g::;an 3?3!1}; 5?'32 - 24 ‘;:i 272 growth rates of both the state a._s a ‘whnle and the SM?A'S are slowing
Reagan 2,982 3'617 —'l65 —8 tdown, the SM‘.:‘,A'S are decelerating in rate of population growth maore
Real 3079 2b167 i ‘6 rapidly than is the state, though_ the growth rate for the SMSA’s
Red River 15’682 16.396 7?4 'E (2.2 poreent) is 0.4 percentage puints greater than that for the atate
Binies L 3 * (1.8 percent} as & whole, With 71 pervent of the state’s .total popuia-
e_ FribAL 15,214 —2,438 —21 tion now residing in the twenty-three SMSA's, this discrepancy ia

Refugio 10,274 10,525 —450 —6 not lkely again to approach the 1.3 percentape-point difference between
Roberts 1,075 1,115 40 5 BMEA’s and the state tutal, as oceurred in the 1950-1960 decade. The
Rabertson 16,157 15,662 —h#5 -6 abvious conelusion from s consideration of these facts is that the
Rackwall 5,878 6,385 507 1.2 population growih of Texas counties during the current decade shows
Runnels 15,016 13,262 -1,754 —1.8 considerably less variation than that of the previcus ten-year period.
Rusk 16,421 35,690 —931 -3
Babine 7502 8,078 774 14
San Augustine 7,722 8,147 425 .8
PR 5,158 6,952 o2t 1.2 The Texas farm labor force consisted of 201,000 persons
San Patricia 45,021 47,234 2,813 o - :
San Saba 6,281 6.850 e Lo during the week of January 21-27, 1968, compared with
Schleieher 2,701 2,804 12 1% 221,000 for the corresponding period last year and 196,000
Seurry 20,289 15,076 —5,208 —4.2 in February 1968. Of the 201,000 employed in January
Seha ckelford 2,990 3.710 —280 —1-2 1968, 162,000 were family workers and 39,000 were hired
Shely 20,470 21,820 1,141 pt
Shermzan 2,645 3,400 ** 795 38 (SES-USDA),
73 TEXAS BUSINESS REVIEW



Population estimates for Texas counties have been prepared by the
Population Research Center of The University of Texas at Austin
every wvear since 1960.) Methods for making these estimates have
varied during this time. In the most recent years three methods have
been used, methods based respectively on the scholastic census, vital
statistics, and passenger-car registrations.? These three methods, and
an innovation by which the U.8. Bureau of the Census yearly estimate
for the total population of Texas was used, constituted the bases for
generating the 1066 estimates. The same procedure has been followed
hiz year lor estimating the population of Texas counties and the
standard metropolitan statistical areas.

As in the previous vears in which these three methods have heen
used, Method I, based on the scholastie census, has produced the
more reliable estimate. Tt tends to yield county estimates intermediate
between those resulting from Method II (based on vital statistics),
which tend: to produce the lowest eounty estimates, and those from
Method TT1 (based on car vegistrations), which tends to produce the
highest county estimates.

This vear Method II produced the smallest estimate for 226 eounties.
Method III produced the largest estimate for 221 counties and Method I
produced the intermediate estimate for 208 counties. In addition to the
208 times that Method I produced the intermediate estimate, for 24
additional counties the average annual growth rale for the Method 1
estimate differed from the rate of the intermediate estimate (Method II
or III) by less than one percent., This means that for 91 percent of
the counties the estimate resulting from Method T was either inter-
mediate or variant only minimally from the inlermediste growth rate.

The innovation of using the U.S. Burean of the Census total
Texas population estimate as instituted last year has been followed
again this year, and for the same reasons. The Population Tesearch
Center's stale total, produced by summing the county estimates, has
consistently produced a total state estimate that is appreciably lower
than that arrived at by the 1.5, Bureau of the Census?® Since the
Bureau of the Census has access {o superior scurces of data (that is,
school enrallment fipures rather than scholastic census), the Population
Research Center's state figure has been brought into congruence with
the Bureau's state total. After preparation of lhe estimates in the usual
manner for each county and selection of the intermediate figure, each
county figure was multiplied by an adjustment factor in order to
produce & congruence of the overall state total between the estimates
of the Bureau of the Census and those of the Population Research
Center. The adjustment factor for the 1967 data is 1.02773320. This
factor is generated by taking the July 1 provisional state estimate for
1667 issued by the Buremu, adjusting it to make it consistent with
the April 1 data of the Population Research Center, and caleulating
the ratio of the Bureau of Census figure and the Population Research
Center state total. As a result of this adjustment almost 300,000
people have been added to the 254 county estimates of the Population
Resesrch Center. Because of this adjustment only the 1966 and the 1967
estimates can be compared. Comparisons of the 1968 and 1967 estimates
with any prior estimates are not wvalid.

DESCRIPTION OF 1 ITIE

Method I. The Method T estimates in Tables 1 and 2 are based on
the following formula: M=L+[ (II) (D 1+ (J—Kl . .Each variahle in this
formula is described below:

1See “Population Estimates for Texas Countics, Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas and Urbanized Areas, April 1, 1961," Teras
Business Review, XXXVI (January 1962}, pp. 7-8; “Population Esti-
mates for Texas Counties, 1961 and 1962, Texeas Business Review,
XXXVII (April 1963), pp. 78-88; “Population Estimates for Texas
Counties, 1963, Teras PBusiness Review, XXXVIII (Mnmh 1964),
pp. 69-72; “Population Estimates for Texas Counties, 1964, Texas
Business Revigw, XXXIX (March 1965), pp. 76=79 ; “Population Esti-
mates for Texas Counties, 1965," Tewas Business Review, XL (Ma‘rch
1966), pp. ®8-91; and “Population Estimates for Texas Counties,
April 1, 1968, Teras Business Review, XLT (January 1967), pp. 12-15.

iPart of the data necessary for the preparation of these estimates
was supplied through the cooperation of the Texas Edueation Agency,
the Texas State Department of Health, and the Texas Highway Depart-
ment, These agencies, however, are not to be held responsible for the
estimates presented here.

31,8, Bureau of the Census, “Estimates of the Population of States:
July 1, 1966, with Provisional Estimates for July 1, 1967." Current
Population Reporta, Population Estimates, Series P-25, No. 380.
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A = Number of potential scholastics for year X. For example, the
potential scholastics for 1967 (year X in this case) are persons
horn during 1960, plus persons 0-10 enumerated in the 1960
federal census.

B = Number of potential scholasties dying between birth or 1960
and year X, If A is a particular potential scholastic cohort,
the number of deaths of A persons up to year X is subtracted.
For example, suppose A, is persons 2 years of age in the
1960 federal census and X is 1964, Then the deaths of A,
are the number of persons 2 years of age who died in 1960,
plus the number 3 years of age who died in 1961, plus 4-year-
olds who died during 1962, plus b6-year-olds who died during
1963. B is thus the number in eohort A dying between 1960
and 1963 (inclusive), plus the number in A, dying hetween
1960 and 1963, ete.

C = Number of persons 6-17 years of age enumerated in the 1860
federal census.

A—B
Cc
E — Number of persens enumerated in scholastic census for 1960,

F = D=xE, giving expected number of scholastics in year X with no
net migration of scholasties,

@
I

- Actual number of scholasties enumerated in scholastic census
for wear X.

H =G F, the increase or decrease of scholastics attributable to
migration.

I — Migration multiplier, which is taken as the ratio of the total
population to the number of persons 6-17 years of age in 1960.

J = Number of resident births between 1960 and year X (for example,
when X is 1967, it is the number of births during 1960, 1961,
1962, 1983, 1964, 1965 and 1966).

K = Number of resident deaths hetween 1960 and year X.
L — Resident 1960 population according to the federal census of 1960.
M = FEstimated population for year X.

The ecrucial factor in the estimation formula is the migration
multiplier. The firet step taken in the computation of a migration
multiplier for each Texas county is to determine the 1960 potential
number of persons 6-17 years of age (henceforth relerred to as
scholastics), miven the ape composition of the county's population in
1950, and the births and deaths in the county during the 1950-1960
decade. Tn this instance the 1960 potential number of scholastics is
all persons (-7 years of age in 1850 plus all persons born between
April 1, 1950, and April 1, 1954, Subtraction of the estimated number
of deaths of potential scholastics from the total yields the expected
number of scholastics in 1980, The difference between the number
of expected scholastice in 1960 and the number of persons 6-1T years
of age enumerated in the 1060 flederal ecensus is indicative of mnet
migration. For example, if the 1960 expected number of scholastics in a
eounty is 150, but the number of persons 6-17 years of age enumerated
in the 1980 federal census is 200, then the estimate of mnet migration
of scholasties over the decade 1950-1960 is Bi.

Since the total net migration over the years 1850-1960 iz known
for each eounty, the division of total net migration by the estimate
of scholastic net migration yields a migration multiplier for each
eounty (referred to as the “obtained” migration multiplier). For
example, if the 1950-1960 total net migration is 500 and the estimated
scholastic net migration is 125, then the obtained migration multiplier
is 4.00 (that is, a gain of one scholastic from migration represents
a gain of four migrants of all ages). In most eases this operation
yields a plausible multiplier. However, the problem case is the county
with a wvery small migration. To illustrate, if a county gained only
two scholastics from wmigration, it may have lost a few persons as
far as total migration ie concerned. In such a case, it is not possible
to compute a migration multiplier. Then there may be cases when a
county gained three scholasties from migration but gained 30 from
total migration. In such a case, the obtained migration multiplier
would be 10.00, but this extremely high wvalue is likely to reflect
nothing more than minor errors in the estimates of deaths of potential
scholasties, inaccuraeies in the 1950 federal census enumeration, and/or
inaccuracies in the enumeration of the 1960 federal census.

Rather than use extremely high or extremely low obtained migration
multipliers for some counties (most of which have a very small
population), it was decided to compute a state total (the sum of all
counties) of estimated scholastic net migration and total net migration.
The division of the latter by the former yields a state obtained migra-
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1967 POPULATION
METROPOLITAN STATI CAL
ANNUAL GROWTH RA

FOR TEXAS STANDARD
5, WITH AVERAGE
1960-1567%

Standard

metropolitan Enumerated Estimated Av. annual
statistical population, population, Difference, per. change
ares April 1, 1960 April 1, 1967 1960-1967 1960-1967
Total <eae vvvs. . 6,611,665 7,704,751 1,098,086 2.2
Abilene!  Liioihieen. 120,877 118,429 —1,948 —.2
Amarille? .......... 149,493 167,323 17,530 1.6
Austind cosevoranns 212,136 258,406 46,270 2.8
Beaumont-Port

Arthur-Orange! .. 306,016 825,627 19,511 &
Brownsville-

Harlingen-San

Benito? 161,005 139,124 —11,974 —-1.2
Corpus Christit ..... 266,694 280,174 13,680 T
Dallasg” ..1,119,410 1,424 415 306,005 4.4
El Pasc® ...... 314,070 349,144 35,074 1.5
Fort Worth® ........ 573,215 660,341 87,126 2.0
Galveston-

Texas City® _..... 140,364 166,016 25,652 2.4
HaStatill .o siingaes 1,418,323 1,771,256 352,933 3.2
Laredo'? ............ 64,701 75,863 11,072 Z:2
Lubbock W, .00 156,271 175,839 19,568 1.7
MeAllen-Pharr-

Edinburg™ ........ 150,404 180,506 —308 —.0
Midland® ........... 67,717 66,487 —1,230 —.3
Odessal ... oo 90,005 #E8,104 —2,801 —.4
Ban Angelo’? 64,630 TH210 10,680 2.3
San Antonio'® ... ... 716,168 52,491 136,323 25
Sherman-Denison™ ... 73,043 80,857 7,914 1.5
Texarkana, Texas?® .. 59,471 T0,413 10,442 2.8
T, s 826,350 99,851 13,631 2.1
WEBORL ooy 160,081 161,871 1,750 2
Wichita Falls®® ... .. 129,838 126,794 —2,844 —.2

#1867 population estimates for SMSA's are the intermediate-method
eztimate for the cbunty comprising the SMSA. In the ease of SMSA's
containing two or more counties, estimates by all three methods were
summed independently fur each county and the intermediate total for
each county was used as the SMSA estimate. Method 1 proved to be
the intermediate for all counties except Denton in the Dallas SMSA.

Counties in each SMSA (italicized counties have been added since
1960) : 'Jones and Taylor; ZPotter and Randall; Travis; “Jefferson and
Orange; *Cameron; *Nueces and San Patricio; Collin, Dallas. Denton,
Ellis, Kaufmaen, and Rockwall; *KEl Paso; *Johnson and Tarrant ;
""Galveston ; "Braozorin, Fort Hend, Harris, Liberty, and Montgomery;
2Webb; '“Lubboek; “Hidalgo; “Midland; “4Ector:; "7"Tom Green:
""Hexar and Guadalupe; "Grayaon; FBowie (excluding Miller, Arkan-
sas) ; @8mith; 2MceLennan ; @Areher and Wichita,

tion multiplier of 4.35, which corresponds very closely to the 1960
ratio of the total population of the state to the number of persons
6-17 wears of age, the ratio being 4.26. Further analvsis of 1960
census figures revealed that the ratio of total intercounty migrants
{persons who in 1960 did not reside in the same county as 1955) to
intercounty migrants 6-17 years of age is 4.254

These comparisons suggest a fairly close relationship hetween the
obtained migration multiplier and the ratic of the tctal population
to persony 6-17 years of age. Further substantiation iz found by inspec-
tion of the two figures for individual counties. Generally, counties
with a high obtained migration multiplier alse have a high age
ratin, and the reverse also i3 generally true. Moreover, there is
wenerally a close agreement between the age ratio and the obtained
migration multiplier in ecounties with a large population, where
minor errors are least likely to create extremely high or extremely
low obtained migration multipliers. Finally, in a large proportion of the
eounties the ratio of the total population to persons 6-17 vears of age
is betwern 3.35 and 5.36, values within 1.00 of the obtained migration

48ee U.S. Bureau of the Census, 17.5. Cenaus of Population: 1960,
PC(1})-45D (Washington: U.8. Government Printing Office, 1062),
Table 100. Figure on migrants of less than five years of age were
estimated (by assuming the same proportion of migrants as among
the 5-8 age group), and figures for the 6-17 age group were estimated
from census data on age grouns 5-3, 10-14, and 16-19.
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Table 3

DISTRIBUTION OF TEXAS COUNT

ANNUAL PERCENT GROWTH OF

Average annual Number of Percent distribution

pereent growth eounties of counties
Gains :
G0 and O%eX e e A 2 0.8
A0 20 Bl Clenii e sREEE ee ] 3.1
2.0 to 3.9 19.3
0.0 to 1.9 42.5
SBubtotal 65.7
Losses :
—1.49 to —0.0 29.1
—3.9 to —2.0 2.3
—5.9 to —4.0 e 1.6
Over —6.0 ..iviveivrnnnaans o 0.8
Subtotal losing counties ............. a7 343
Gegtid Tobl 0GR e 254 100.0

multiplier for the state as a whole. All of these obserwations clearly
suggest that the use of the rativ of the total population to persons
6-17 yeurs of nge as the migration multiplier is justified.

Although the major question in the use of Method I is the migration
multiplier, several other possible sources of inaceuracy exist. The
formula assumes the accuraey of the 1960 federal census and each
annual scholastic census for the years 1960-1067. It further sassumes
the reliability of the following vital statisties for the years con-
gidered : deaths of potential seholastics, total deaths, and total births.

Although minor changes may be made in the future, the basic features
of the estimation formula of Method I will be retained in making

annual population estimates up to the year of the next federal
census, 1970,

Method II. The second method generates a 1967 estimate based on
the ratio of the 1960 ecensus population to the 1959 number of resident
births and deaths times the 1966 number of resident births and
deaths. The formula for a Method II estimate is: P o= [P,/ (B, + D) ]
(B, +D,), where P_ iz the 1967 population estimate, P, is the
1960 census population, B,  is the number of resident births in 1959,
D, is the number of resident deaths in 1959, B,, is the number of
resident births in 1966, and D,, is the number of resident deaths in
1966,

Method II assumes Lhat the numbers of resident births and deaths
registered for a county are reliable, and it further assumes that
neither the birth rate nor the death rate of the county has changed
substantially between the census year and the estimate year.

Method 111, Estimates based on the third method are ecomputed by
multiplying the ratio of the 1960 census population to the number of
1960 passenger-car registrations times the number of 1967 passenger-
car registrations.® The formula for the Method IIT estimate is: P, =
(P/CplC, where I, is the 1967 estimate, P, is the 1060 census
population, C,; is the number of passenger cars registered in 1960,
and C, is the number of passenger cars registered in 1967.

Method TTT assumes that the ratio between passenger cars and popu-
lation remains constant. It also assumes either no irregularitiezs in
registration (persons registering their ears in a county where they are
not residents) or no change in either the amount or kind of such
irregularities,

5The actual registration vear 1960 was from April 1, 1959, to March
31, 1960, and actual registration year 1967 was from April 1, 1968,
to Mareh 31, 1967,

éMost of the growth figures reported in this paper are reduced to an
average annual basis. The average annual pereent growth (PR) is
computed as follows:

(BrR)/T
(P, + F}/2
where PR is the average annual percent growth, P, iz the population
size at the beginning of the period, P, is the population size at the
end of the period, and T is the number of wyears in the perind. This
formula gives a much more realistic average annual growth rate than

does the simple interest formula:
(PP /T
2 o8

FR = 0.

PR = 100.
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O61-1967,

TEXAS AND THE U.8.

TEXAS UNITED STATES!

Cows & Calves born Cows & Calves born i
Year heifers 2 as % of cows Calves heifers 2 as o of cows Calves
yrs. & older 2 yra. & older born yrs. & older 2 yrs. & older born

Jan. 1 Jan. 12 Jan. 1 Jan. 12

- 1,000 head Percent 1,000 head 1,000 head Percent 1,000 head
1961-65 5,402 2% 4,469 48,976 e 42,325
1861 4,984 .= 4,137 46,598 a6 40,180
1962 5,100 86 4,386 47,664 a7 41,441
1963 5,600 "2 4,617 44,968 g6 42,268
1964 5,726 81 4,638 ah.441 ’7 43,809
1965 5,692 32 4,667 51,219 86 41,928
1966 5,588 24 4,695 hi), 420 &6 43,526
19673 3,670 26 4,876 4,483 a7 43,647

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Stn.t.i.ét{eul Reporting Ser.vice,_a.r;anihe Texas Department of Agrieulture, Crop and Liveatock Reporting

Servive.
1. Includes all fifty states.

2. Not strictly a calving rate. Figure represents calves horn expressed as percentage of January 1 inventory of cows and heifers 2 years old and

aver.
%. Preliminary.

i AND 1967

i, OTHER STATES, THE UNITED STATES

DBreeding ewes
1 year and older

January 1
He-year
average
1961-65 14966 1967
1,000 head
TexXmns s R AR 3,833 3,158 3,190
18 Western states ............... 14,0087 12,134 11,816
856 mative states ........... ... 5,837 4,707 4,302
Alaska ....... - T L 10
United States .19,941 16,850 16,218

" Lambs saved per
100 ewes 1 year and
I

Lambs saved’

older—Jan. 1

S-year

average
1966 1967 1961-65 1986

Number

g2 5 2,814 2,590
91 28 12,415 10,993
104 106 6,043 4,882
87 70 6.2 6.0
o4 4% 18,463 15,881

1967
1,000 head
2,392
10,584
4,849
7.0
15,040

1. Lambs living July 1 or sold be_fare July 1 in the native states
Source: U.8. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service, and the Texas Department of Agriculture,

and lambs docked or branded in the Western states,

Crop and Livestock Reporting

Service,
PRODUCTION OF ORANGES AND GRAPEFRUIT!
By States
e PRODUCTION
1,00{ hoxes? Equivalent tonsg
Average Indicated Average Indicated
Crop and state 1961-65 1966 1967 1961-66 1966 1967
ORANGES
EARLY, MIDSEASON, AND
NAVEL VARIETILS?
California ....coviiaviiis 13,740 17,400 10,000 515,200 652,000 375,000
Florida ...........
Bl aeisilssse 45,620 78,200 56,400 2,053,000 3,510,000 2,588,000
Temple ......... 3,660 5,000 4,400 164,600 225,000 198,000
Other ..cenvnvnn 41,860 73,200 52,000 1,885,400 2,284,000 2,340,000
TEXAB  siaysvnsnnaion 655 1,700 1,000 29,454 THAE00 45,000
Arizona  ....o..00e0- T68 a 260 a0dl 28,800 a 32,200 33,800
Louisiuna ....oeen.s a9 [} b 2,660 h h
Total above varieties 60,5842 95,160 638,300 2,625,114 4,279,700 2,991,800
VALENCIAS )
California 15,960 20,000 10,000 BHR, 600 TH0,000 375,000
Florida ..... 40,040 66,300 42,000 1,842,000 2,984,000 1,590,000
Texas 297 1,100 GO0 13,365 49,500 40,600
Arizona ... z 1.240 3,050 2,800 46,600 114,000 105,000
Total Valenein ...i.cviereaiissrinansas ’ 6R,437 90,450 55,700 2,600,465 3,897,500 2,410,500
ALL ORANGES 29,700 7,400 20,000 1,113,800 1,402,000 750,000
California .....
Florida ...... R6,560 144,500 98,400 3,895,000 6,503,000 4,428,000
Texas ..... 952 2, 1,900 42,318 126,000 85,500
Arizona . .... 2,008 a 4,910 3,700 TH,800 a 146,200 138,800
Louisiana ........... 50 b b 2,660 h b
17.8. All Oranges 119,279 188,610 124,000 5,129,579 8,177,200 5,402,300
GRAPEFRUIT 1,620 43,600 32,500 1,343,600 1,858,000 1,381,000
Florida, Al ...vevvivrnismnsiosmansisssinnias N
Seedless  iiviriaiai s i 21,780 a0,100 22,500 926,400 1,279,000 956,000
PIRIC. i b s b (o s aa i s o ceip i m 4B 2,420 11,500 9,000 A57,R00 480,000 AR2,000
AVRIEET . o e m i in iR ST e e 13,360 18,600 13,500 G67,600 790,000 574,000
Ofher: o eien vk yuis o s Saves S wae 9,240 13,500 10,000 418,200 574,000 425,000
TROUEE" o s ke i v 1,814 600 2,800 72,660 224,000 112,000
AUPTBOIR. 4 w0 biciie s &0 dex 0 bt T o e A 2,720 1,680 3,000 27,080 53,800 96,000
California, All . 3,764 5,000 4,400 122,980 163,400 143,500
Desert Valleys 2,104 2,700 2,600 BT, 340 26,400 83,200
Other Areas ....... 1,660 2,300 1,800 55,640 17,000 60,300
7.8, All Grapefruit ..... W U B e 39,018 5F>,83U 42,700 1,626,220 2,294,200 1,732,600

1. Crop vear begins with bloom of year shown and ends with completion of harvest the following year. Includes quantities not harvested, or har-
vested but not utilized on aecount of economie econditions, and quantities donated to charity.
2. Net content of hox varies. Approximale averages are as follows: oranges—California and Arizona, 75 lhs.; other states, 90 lbs. ; grapefruit—~Cali-
fornia Desert valleys and Arizona, 64 lba.; other California areas, 67 lbs.; Florida, 85 Ibs ; Texas, 80 lhs

5. Navel and miccellaneous varieties in California and Arizona. Early and

Includes small quantities of tangerines in Texas and Louisiana.
a. Includes small quantities of tangerines prior to the 1964-1985 season.

h. Production too small to warrant guantitative estimate.

Sourve: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Statistical Reporting Service,

Service (table modified by Burean of Business Research).
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midseason

and Texas

varieties in

Department  of

Agriculture,
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Florida and Texaz, All wvarieties in Louisiana.

Reporting
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BUSINESS ACTIVITY INDEXES FOR TWENTY TEXAS CITIES

ABILENE BUSINESS ACTIVITY CORPUS CHRISTI BUSINESS ACTIVITY

Index Adjusted for Seasonal Variation-I1957-1959 « 100 Indes Adjusted for Seasoral Variation=i957-195« 100
aso 150 150 350
o f— 300 300 — 300
250 250 230 250
200 200 200 — = 200
150 - 150 150 150
.Y i
100 A 100 o sl o TS b
0 i il 0 50 + e 50
i 3 I | 1
l i =t = I t —
. -ie 0 3 : 1 a
1955 1954 1957 1956 1PSP 1940 1981 1942 1PA3 1964 1985 1988 1967 1948 1955 1954 1957 1958 1989 1980 1941 1982 1983 1944 1965 1988 1967 1988
NOTE: Shaded areas indicate periods of dacline of toral buslness activity in the United States NOTE: Shaded arean indicate periods of decling of toral buslaess activity in the United States.
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(continued)
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Commission preliminary data.
r Revised to preliminary Federal Power Commission data.
** Change i3 less than one half of 1 percent,
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(continued)
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J ¥ 1 AL RETAIL -] N I
Percent change
—_ = Antlerpated
January Jan 1968 an 1968 " * D " March
- : 1968 p* y Drmm frnlr:}lﬁ Labor-market area J-‘Lz\gr‘;8 1;3; .];aglé'i:_r l.‘;)él.,s
e of store illi i 1867 J 967 -
= R oL e i i Abilene ... e . 37,580 38,406 37,085 37,635
L T 1,447.0 — 17 10 _-'-\ma.;l':illu ............. 59,016 5?,0?5 5:3,750 59.1;2
Durable goods # .......... : 508.0 — 12 Austin .. , ............ 110,260 111,876 103,960 111,32
Nondurable goods ............ B38.0 — 22 9 Beaumont-Port Arthur-
=S Orange ....i.iovciae- 113,300 113,400 108,100 113,800

o Preliminaty. Brownsville-Harlingen-

s P o T — e the B San DBenito ..... . 37,640 538,410 37,020 33,030
“‘fe“;‘e"c S Seeieh e DAReE on dalairom Lhe. Tiikean Corpus Christi ........ 86,350 87,040 84,140 86,670
Bra0he Can e, 7111y SN 622,900 633,730 590,080 530,040

Z Contains automeotive stores, furniture atores, and lumber, building- El Paso cooismiveeisi 106,890 107,400 108,420 107,790
material, and hardware dealers. Fort Worth ........... 273,300 278,000 256,100 275,100
Galveston-Texas City 57,390 58,185 54,240 7,450
Hoaston oeoresvssmses TR6,T10 T46,970 713,350 744,050
- T - Laredo i iuvveriiasinss 23,265 23,1580 22,490 23,425
ELE( CONSUN [
o o 4 Longview-Kilgore-
— = = — Gladewater . 83,280 33,520 23,005 33,405
ercent change

—— R Lubboek ....... 63,280 64,095 62,615 63,160

Jan*  Dec* Janr  TTrg 1968 Jan 1968 -
1968 1967 1967 3% pealnteh MeAllen .............. 43,960 45,190 42,670 44,400
Use Thousands of kilowatt hours Dec 1967 Jan 1967 Midland-Odessa  ....... B8, TRS 09,640 GH,660 58,940
San Angelo ........... 22,716 28,060 22,120 22,760
Commerecial ...1,145,0658 1,141,289 1,058,090 L + 8 San Antonio .......... 265,380 266,720 257,090 269,600
Industrial ......4,296,846 4,360,002 4,001,847 - 1 + 7 TEXRTKATIE -0 vosmias wosins 41,065 41,710 37,865 41,186
Residential . L,R35,106 1,697,176 1,444,786 -+ 15 + 27 TRLEE v i wa v e 34,550 34,880 34,680 34,856
Other . ........ 175,117 169,852 141,750 -+ 3 |- 24 Waen i i vresasss BB,2EB 57,045 556,465 56,950
TOTAL: v 7.452,686 7,268,319 6,646,273 + & + 12 Wichita Falls ........ . 48,120 A0L115 49,005 49,370

Total, labor-market

* Preliminary based on reports of 10 electric power companies reported BTBAN oo s 2,932,970 2,972,665 2,825,850 2,962,435
to the Bureau of Business Research and leveled to Federal Power Total, Texas .. 3,889,000 3,949,300 3,731,000 8,919,000

* Preliminary.
r Revised.

Source : Texas Employment Commission.
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A58 MANPOWE TRENDS: HOURS AND EARNINGS®

Av. Weekly Earnings Av. Weelly Hours Av. Hourly Earnings
Jan.+ Dee. Jan. Jan.t Dec. Jan. Jan.t Dec. Jan,
Tndustry 1968 1967 1967 1068 1967 1967 1865 1067 1867

FOR TEXAS

MANUFACTURING—TOTAL ... ..iiniiieinininans 2112.96 $116.62 3107.27 40.2 421 41.1 $2.81 $2.77 32.61
Durable goods ... .00 e o 122.40 110.66 40.8 43.1 41.6 2.85 2.84 2.66
Lumber and wood products,.... 20.35 T4.27 AT 43.2 42.2 1.91 1.86 1.76
Furniture and fixtures ......... 90.29 T79.20 8.0 41.8 20.8 2.08 2.16 1.99
Stone, elay, and glass products. i ) 96,70 00,98 352 41.b 40.8 2,34 2.33 2.22
Primary metal industries ........ — B 132.72 126.36 41.4 42.0 41.9 3.18 3.16 A3.03
Fabricated metal products 121.33 113.78 41.2 43.8 43.1 2.77 2.17 2.64
Machinery, except eleetrical . ... 126.85 1158.43 41.3 44.2 43.7 2.88 2,89 2.71
OQil-field machinery ...., 1347.81 128.04 12.1 14.6 44.0 312 3.09 2.91
Transportation equipment PR - 164.11 132.52 41.7 44.8 40.9 3.45 3.44 3.24
Nondurable goods ....... ........... i 8.7 10961 102.87 9.4 40.9 4.5 2.76 2.68 2.54
Food and kindred products 96,08 9141 40.8 41.8 41.7 2,36 2.52 2.24
Meat packing ...... i 101.82 101.0%9 40.8 41.9 43.2 2.4 2.43 2.34
Textile-mill products T0.65 6.6 411 41.7 42.9 1.94 1.91 1.78
Broad-woven goods oA 3 82.71 7012 41.6 42.2 43.0 1.98 1.496 1.84
Apparel and other finished textile produets.......... B1.23 fi5.60 G020 344 37.7 a8.0 1.78 1.74 1.60
Paper and allied products. .. coveviiecvriorsrrnnans » 120.47 116.96 41.4 44.8 41.7 2,89 2.80 2.80
Printing, publishing, and allied industries.. 114.562 10314 173 AR 28.2 2,03 2.99 2.70
Chemicals and allied produects . ............ 149.04 148.33 11.5 42.0 42.5 A.64 2.67 .49
Petroleum refining and related industries, .. 166.71 147.07 43.1 41.9 40.1 4.90 3.94 3.69
Leather and leather products .. .......... ..., G5, 530 71.21 59.21 408 42.9 38.9 1.67 1.68 1.53
NONMANUFACTURING

MIATOE oo A S O g A A b vwnans LHSER 139.73 137.69 42.5 42.6 43.3 3.306 .28 .18
Crude petroleum and natural gas.. IS .. 144568 141.53 139.97 42.4 42.5 43.2 3.41 1.43 3.24
Sulphur ........000000 L. 154,51 14816 2 42.1 41.5 45.6 3.67 3.57 3.45

Public utilities - <« 120.39 119.99 40.4 40.4 39.9 2.98 2.97 2.84

Whoalesale trade 5 e 114008 115.60 42.1 42.5 42.5 2.7 2.92 2.58

Rl TEnAe oovowimn wmin ity ammn 55 A S R e T4.23 7370 878 376 470 1.99 1.96 1.56

FOR THE MAJOR MARKETS
AMARILLO

Manufacturing—total . ceeaws 8341 94.28 9210 AE.6 a0.1 A9.7 2.42 2.41 2.52
Durable goods . ....... ... e e AN 856.11 94.17 D430 393 A0.4 41.0 2.42 2.30 2.80
Nondurable goods - BEA2 694.43 90,01 479 8.9 38.3 2.42 2.44 2.35

AUSTIN

Munufacturing—total BT.60 20.69 ¥2.42 395 40.4 40.4 2.22 2.22 2.04
Durable goods .....c0vinen .. B4.85 A6.53 75.90 A6 41.6 41.3 2.09 2.08 1.84
Nondurable goods 90.53 .60 58,31 38.2 20.0 BHA 2.37 2.40 2.23

BEAUMONT-TORT ARTHUR-ORANGE

Manulacturing—total 16207 143,51 129.65 41.1 40.2 ar.g A.70 3.57 3.43
Durable goods . ...... b R Lo 13421 123,88 121.54 4.0 48.0 e 3.45 2.26 A3.16
Nondurable goods 158.80 161.66 182.75 41.4 41.1 37.5 .79 A.69 .94

CORPUS CHRISTI

Manufacturing—total ... . i il i 134.82 157.17 125.40 42.4 44,0 4]1.%8 321 %19 2.00
Durable gouds . 19,89 114.63 111.35 40.4 42.3 42.5 2.72 2.71 2.62
Mondurable Foods .o icinicncairrreinassinrerirsaes 152.14 152.77 1536.84 43.1 43.4 41.4 3.53 3.52 3.27

DALLASB

Manufacturing—total ... .o i iiiiiiii i s L0OKE.54 114,57 140,41 40.5 42.9 40.9 2.68 268 245
Durable goods : . 117.03 126.98 107.16 41.5 Ad.4 0.9 2.32 2.56 2.62
MNondurable goods Q026 92.63 H4.82 A8.5 40.1 40.7 2.36 2.41 217

EL I'AS0O

Manulacturing total G2 G872 T4.69 36.8 26.5 38.7 1.90 1.01 1.93
Durable goads ....... . 9004 a1.68 9420 36.9 38,2 40.0 2.44 2.40 248
Nondurable moods G3.72 64,62 ffi.64 A5.6 6.1 383 1.79 1.79 1.74

FORT WORTH )

Manufacturing—total 126.24 133.15 120,38 41.%8 43.8 41.5 3.02 3.04 2.85
Durable goads ., ... T .. 134.73 141.32 125.59 12.5 44.3 42,3 317 4.19 a.04
Nondurable goods 95,80 104.74 94.24 491 42.0 40.1 2.45 2.47 235

GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY

Manufacturing—total . 170.83 162.96 151.16 12.6 42.0 41.4 4.01 3.88 .66
Durable goods ....0000 178.61 161.36 119.57 44.1 42.8 0.8 4.08 3.77 3.34
Nondurable gonds 16850 168,44 158.84 42,2 41.8 42.7 4.00 3.91 872

HOUSTON )

Manufacturing—iotal c... 13408 18734 130.36 42.3 43.6 42.6 ey g 3.15 308
Durahble goods . ......... . ; .. 126,42 135.48 128.97 42.0 44.2 42.6 3.01 3.02 2:91
Nondurahle posds . 143,56 142.586 138.98 2.6 42.9 42.5 3.37 3.33 3.27

LUBBOCK

Manufacturing—tolal 92.67 92.64 91,37 431 43.7 45.1 2.15 2.12 2.12
Durable poods . ......... o 9289 95.06 4,16 41.2 42.3 44.0 2.24 2.20 2.14
Nondurable goods 93.07 92.41 87.99 45.4 45.3 41.9 2.05 2.04 2.10

SAN ANTONIO " .

Manufacturing - total BR.75 20,85 =540 404 42.0 41.7 217 2.14 2,06
Durable goods Lt — < o 90.92 91.38 2617 41.9 42.56 43.3 2.17 2.156 1:99
Nondurable goods ... eurivriiarraniinnagoaaiiia. BE.62 B9.02 Hb.68 4.1 41.6 408 2.16 2.14 2.10

WACO ) 5,

Manufacturing—total ... 0o i i e 103.63 99,88 92.03 40.8 40.6 40.9 2.54 2.46 2.25
Durable goods <. 127.75 121.09 108.63 43.9 43.4 42.6 2:91 2.78 2.5
Nendurahle goods . 81.563 T80 a8.2 A8.1 a7 2.17 143 2.01

ICHITA FALLS

wﬁmmfﬁntuﬁng total a7.78 86,32 30.7 39.9 41.3 2.91 2.20 2.09
Durable goods . .....o.... ; . 89,12 H9.54 40.4 41.3 42.0 2.39 2.40 2.87
Nondurable gonds T2.96 T2.09 A8 s 40.5 1.96 1.82 1.8

* Figures cover production workers in manufacturing and mining indusiries only and nonsupervisory employees in other industry divisions. Earnings
averages include promium pay for overtime, holidays, and for late-shift work
+ Preliminary-—subject to revisions upon receipt of additivnal reports. "
Source: Texas Employment Commission in cooperation with the 108, Bureau of Labor Statisties.
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LOCAL BUSINESS CONDIFIONS

Statistical data compiled by: Mildred Anderson, Constance Cooledge, and Margaret Tannich, statistical assistants, and

Doris Dismuke and Mary Gorham, statistical technieians,

Indicators of business conditions in Texas cities pub-
lished in this table include statisties on banking, building
permits, employment, postal receipts, and retail trade.
An individual eity 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, 1968, prepared by
the Population Research Center, Department of Sociology,
The University of Texas at Austin. The population shown
after the city name iz 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, Housten, and San
Antonio, where the dagger (7) is replaced by another
symbol (§1) 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 ecurrent month; the
third column 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, 1967,

() 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 January 12, 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 percent.

(|} Annual rate basis, seasonally adjusted.

(#) Monthly averages.

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

ABILENE (ABILENE SMSA)

ALAMO (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)

ALBANY

ALPINE

AMARILLO (AMARILLO SMSA)

ANDREWS

ARANSAS PASS (CORPUS CHRISTI SMSA)

ARLINGTON (FORT WORTH SMSA)

AUSTIN (AUSTIN SMSA)

BAY CITY

BAYTOWN (HOUSTON SMSA)

BEAUMONT (BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR-
ORANGE SMSA)

BEEVILLE

BELLAIRE (HOUSTON SMSA)

BELLVILLE

BELTON

BIG SPRING

BISHOP (CORPUS CHRISTI SMSA)

BONHAM

BORGER

BRADY

BRENHAM

BROWNFIELD

86

BROWNSVILLE (BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-
SAN BENITO SMSA)

BROWNWOOD

BRYAN

CALDWELL

CAMERON

CANYON (AMARILLO SMSA)

CARROLLTON (DALLAS SMSA)

CASTROVILLE

CISCO

CLEBURNE (FORT WORTH SMSA)

CLUTE (HOUSTON SMSA)

COLORADO CITY

CONROE (HOUSTON SMSA)

COPPERAS COVE

CORPUS CHRISTI (CORPUS CHRISTI SMSA)

CORSICANA

CRANE

CRYSTAL CITY

DALLAS (DALLAS SMSA)

DAYTON (HOUSTON SMSA)

DECATUR

DEER PARK (HOUSTON SMSA)

DEL RIO
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ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF CITIES INCLUDED IN MARCH 1968 ISSUE OF
TEXAS BUSINESS REVIEW (Continued)

DENISON (SHERMAN-DENISON SMBA)

DENTON (DALLAS SMSA)

DICKINSON (GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY 8MSA)

DONNA (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)

EAGLE LAKE

EAGLE PASS

EDINBURG (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)

EL PASO (EL PASO SMSA)

ELSA (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)

ENNIS (DALLAS SMSA)

EULESS (FORT WORTH SMSA)

FORT STOCKTON

FORT WORTH (FORT WORTH SMBSA)

FREDERICKSBURG

FRIONA

GALVESTON (GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY SMSA)

GARLAND (DALLAS SMBA)

GATESVILLE

GIDDINGS

GLADEWATER

GOLDTHWAITE

GRAHAM

GRANBURY

GRAND PRAIRIE (DALLAS SMSA)

GRAPEVINE (FORT WORTH SMBSA)

GREENVILLE

GROVES (BEAUMONT-FORT ARTHUR-
ORANGE SMSA)

HARLINGEN (BROWNSYILLE-HARLINGEN-
SAN BENITO SMSA)

HABKELL

HENDERSON

HEREFORD

HONDO

HOUSTON (HOUSTON SMSA)

HUMBLE (HOUSTON SMSA)

HUNTSVILLE

IOWA PARK (WICHITA FALLS SMSA)

IRVING (DALLAS 8MSA)

JACKSONYVILLE

JASPER

JUNCTION

JUSTIN (DALLAS SMSA)

KARNES CITY

KATY (HOUSTON SMSA)

KILGORE

KILLEEN

KINGSLAND

KINGSVILLE

KIRBYVILLE

LA FERIA (BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-
SAN BENITO SMSA)

LA MARQUE (GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY SMSA)

LAMESA

LAMPASAS

LANCASTER (DALLAS SMSA)
LA PORTE (HOUSTON SMSA)
LAREDO (LAREDO SMSA)
LEVELLAND

LIBERTY (HOUSTON SMSA)

MARCH 1968

LITTLEFIELD

LLANO

LOCKHART

LONGVIEW

LOS FRESNOS (BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-
SAN BENITO 8MSA)

LUBBOCK (LUBBOCK SMSA)

LUFKIN

McALLEN (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG EMSA)

McCAMEY

McGREGOR (WACO SMSA)

McKINNEY (DALLAS SMSA)

MARBLE FALLS

MARSHALL

MERCEDES (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)

MESQUITE (DALLAS SMBA)

MIDLAND (MIDLAND SMSA}

MIDLOTHIAN (DALLAS BMBA)

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 S3MSA)

PALESTINE

PAMPA

PARIS

PASADENA (HOUSTON SMSA)

PECOS

PHARR (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)

PILOT POINT (DALLAS SMBA)

PLAINVIEW

PLEASANTON

PORT ARANBAS

PORT ARTHUR (BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR-
ORANGE SMSA)

PORT ISABEL (BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-
S3AN BENITO SMSA)

FORT NECHES (BEAUMONT-PORT ARTHUR-
ORANGE SMBA)

QUANAH

RAYMONDVILLE

REFUGIO

RICHARDSON (DALLAS SMSA)

RICHMOND (HOUSTON SMSA)

ROBSTOWN (CORPUS CHRISTI SMBSA)

ROCKDALE

ROSENBERG (HOUSTON SMSA)

SAN ANGELO (SAN ANGELO SMBSA)

SAN ANTONIO (SAN ANTONIO SMBA)

SAN BENITO (BROWNSVILLE-HARLINGEN-
SAN BENITO SMSA)
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SAN JUAN (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA) SWEETWATER

SAN MARCOS TAYLOR

SAN SABA TEMPLE

SCHERTZ (SAN ANTONIO SMSA) TERRELL (DALLAS SMSA)

SEAGOVILLE (DALLAS SMSA) TEXARKANA (TEXARKANA SMSA)

SEGUIN (SAN ANTONIO SMSA) TEXAS CITY (GALVESTON-TEXAS CITY SMSA)
SHERMAN (SHERMAN-DENISON SMSA) TOMBALL (HOUSTON SMSA)

SILSBEE TYLER (TYLER SMSA)

SINTON (CORPUS CHRSTI SMSA) UVALDE

SLATON (LUBBOCK SMSA) VERNON

SMITHVILLE VICTORIA

SNYDER WACO (WACO SMSA)

SONORA WAXAHACHIE (DALLAS SMSA)

SOUTH HOUSTON (HOUSTON SMSA) WEATHERFORD

STEPHENVILLE WESLACO (McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA)
STRATFORD WHITE SETTLEMENT (FORT WORTH SMSA)
SULPHUR SPRINGS WICHITA FALLS (WICHITA FALLS SMSA)

Percent change Percent change
Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1968
Jan Tom from . ’ Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dee 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967

AMARILLO (pop. 155,205 r)

Retail sales ....cvvvieeiiiniinininas — 18¢ + 1 + 21
L e S T oy Automotive stores ..............., — 5} + 21 + 27

Apparel SEOTES ...........e.evenns — 51 -+ 8 Postal receipts* .................... § 873,474 i

AGEOMAE0. BEOTEE v eriis e atiin 4. g — 18 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 1,898,068 -+ 26 + 33

Generalimerchandise: sbores: = i i e Bank debitzs (thousands) ........... $ 441,870 -+ 18 -+ 18
Building permits, less federal contracts § 484,007 — B8 — &8 End-of-month depoesits (thousands)f.. $ 134,204 — 4 o
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 1,694,004 de 4 — 11 Annual rate of deposit turnover.,.,.. 38.7 + 17 + 17
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... AT560 + 2 + 1

Manufaecturing employment (area). 4,300 - e
Percent unemployed (area) ......... 3.0 + 20 - 3

Canyon (pop. 6,755 r)
ABILENE (pop. 110,049 r) Postal receipts® ... ..o i £ 13,818 + 12
Building permits, less federal contracts § 503,800 il -+ 58
Retail wales oot — 18f - = Bark debits (thousands) ............ $ 8,338 — B — 26

Apparel stores ................... — 46t  — 51 e B End-of-month deposits (thousands)f,. 7,307 4+ 3 — 4

Automnotive stores ................ = + 8 18 Annual rate of deposit turmover..... 18.9 - 5 — 23

General-merchandise stores ........ — 54T — 41 — 5
Postal receipts* ...........ciiiienin $ 188,194 ~+ B cas
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 479,997 — 58 — 68
Bank debitz (thousands) ............ $ 143,847 =+ 17 — B o _

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 76,922 — 6 + B
Annual rate of deposit turnmover. .. .. 2.7 + 14 — 12 :
Roetadl BRIAG ., ioiains snnn msninasrss — 26 + 16
Apparel aloves .. ..ccaivarrraennsy — 47 + &
Automotive stores ................ - 1 + 2R
Eating and drinking places........ 4+ 2 &
Retail sales ................oc.oil, + 4 + 21 Hood whutey s e — 13 + 7

Automotive stores ................ + 21 + 27 Furniture and household-

General-merchandise stores ........ — b6 — 3 appliance stOres ......oovvevnrns, — 23 4 7
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 2,401,868 -+ 68 + 37 General-merchandise stores ........ — 60 + 30
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3$ 4,773,168 + 5 + 14 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 7,409,681 — 18 + 44
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 59,000 + 2 = B Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,711,388 + 2 + 25

Manufacturing employment (area), 5,270 + 2 — 8 Nonfarm employment {area) ....... 110,300 o & + 5
Percent unemployed (area) .......... 3.4 + & = Manufacturing employment {area). 9,540 + 11 + 36

Percent unemployed (area) ........ 1.7 b — 29

For an explanation of symbols see p. 86,
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967

AUSTIN (pop. 245,2951)

Retail sales .......... — 18¢ — 26 + 16
Apparel stores ..... T — 467 — 47 + b
Automotive StOTeB . .v.cvrviiiranis — bf — 1 - 25
Eating and drinking places,....... — 4f + 2 e
Food stores .......coivcveicvnainy — 117 — 13 + 7
Furniture and household-

appliance astores ............... — 21% — 23 + 7
General-merchandise stores ........ — b4 — 60 + 30

Postal receipts* . ........ .. oo g 775,782 + 9

Building permits, less federal contracts § 7,406,681 — 15 -+ 45

Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 481,146 + 8 -+ 27

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 238,114 + 8 + 24

Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 25.1 + 2 4+ 1

Retall males ., .o.oiiisvnvivairaveny — 23 4+ @
Apparel stores ............. o — 63 + 7
Automotive stores ..... —— + 10 + 8
Food stores .......ccecvvinannuans i — & + &
Furniture and household-

appliance stores . .............00 — 23 -+ 12
Gaspline and service stations...... + 2 + &
General-merchandise stores . ....... — 64 + 1
Lumber, building-material,

and hardware dealers ........... Vi + 2 -+ b

Building permits, less federal coniracts § 2,132,006 + 12 + 32

Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,482,476 — 1 + 2

Monfarm employment (area) ....... 113,300 = — 4
Manufacturing employment (area). 14,800 + 1 -+ 14

Percent unemployed (area} ......... 5.2 -+ 30 e

BEAUMONT (pop. 127,500 r)

Retadl males i riamnawiae — 18+ — 25 -+ 10
Apparel stores .............0000000 — 46t — 68 + 7
Automotive stores ................ — Bf + 9 +4 15
Lumber, building-material, and

hardware dealers . .............. — &5t + 15 + 10

Postal receipts* ... ... ... ... ... .l0 $ 230,676 + 6

Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,416,560 + 47 4135

Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 236,756 + 11 + 11

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 133,729 - 2 + 7

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 29.9 + 8 + 3

Groves (pop. 17,304)

Postal receipts® ............. P, | 16,958 + 10 .

Building permits, less federal contracts § a9,237 + 8 — B4

Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 10,781 — 1 -+ 88

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f., § 5,181 — 2 -+ 11

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 24.7 - 3 + T2

Nederland (pop. 15,274r)

Postal recelpts® ... viivrnnirinann, 3 24,307 -+ 34 i

Building permits, less federal contracts § 190,253 +238 +649

Bank debits (thousands) ........... 8 7.500 -+ 19 -+ 2

End-of-month deposits (thousands)}., 3 E,T70 L + 8

Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 15.7 + 15 — 4

ORANGE (pop. 25,605)

Postal receipts* ....... B S 79,306 — 27 s

Building permits, less federal contracts & 162,395 — 59 —+146

Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 43,710 + 3 — &

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 27,695 — 3 — B

Annual rate of depusit turnover..... 18.6 + 4 — 4

Nonfarm placements .........c0000n 164 -+ 12 -+ 16

For an explanation of symbols, see p. 86,
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

. Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1867

PORT ARTHUR (pop. 66,676)

Postal receipts® ....... c0000iiee.. B 717,674 - 10

Building permits, less federal contracts § 196,233 — 19 — 69

Bank debits (thousands) ............ % 78,848 — B + 3

lind-of-month depesits (thousands)f.. § 47,221 + 2 - 7

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.3 — & o=

Port Neches (pop. 8,696)

Postal receipta®* ....cciiiiiaviiiaies 3 20,834 -+ 25 eR

Building permits, less federal contracts § 53,528 — 14 + 14

Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 12,800 — 14 =+ 1

End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. 3 7,401 + 2 — 10

Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 21.2 — 17 -+ 12

OWN | Hi

Retatl'sales vicivoiiamiivnaiinriegy — 12 + 27
Apparel stores ................... — 44 — 1
Automotive stores ........... ..... - 3 -+ 32
Dragatoresd:  cosauscswss canvsieiiiies — 17 + 10
Lumber, building-material, and

hardware dealers ............... — 24 -+ 60

Building permits, less federal contracts 699,580 — 18 -+121

Rank debits (thousands) ............ ¥ 1,651,672 — 3 + 12

Nonfarm employment {area) ....... 87,650 + 2 + 2
Manufacturing employment (area). 6,430 s -+ 2

Percent unemployed {area) ......... 5.2 + 18 —- 18

BROWNSVYILLE (pop. 48,040)

Betall males cusccsenisin e — 1Bt — 19 - 31
Automotive stores .. ..... ... — 5f — 16 -+ 40

Postal receipts®* .. ... .. .. ..., ) 59,366 — B 0

Building permits, less federal contracis § 264,600 -+ 17 <+ 80

Bank debits (thousands) ............ ] 49,338 - 2 — 3

End-of-month deposita (thousands)f.. § 30,190 = 5 + 19

Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... 18.7 == 8 — 22

Nonfarm placements ......... R — 426 - 3 — 14

HARLINGEN (pop. 41,207)

Retail sales ..... R R — 18f — 9 + 22
Automotive stores .......... I—— — 5% + 7 + 26
Lumber, building-material,

and hardware dealers ........... — &f — 28 + 658

Postal receiple® oisiiiininueaiing 8 BT7,320 — 18

Building permits, less federal eontracts § 899,950 — 31 -}222

Bank debits (thousands) ........... 5 54,630 + 10 + 15

End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. $ 31,001 — 5 + 30

Annual rate of deposit turnover.... 20.6 + & + 7

Nonfarm placements ............... 376 — 32 — 14

La Feria (pop. 3,047)

Postal receipts* ...... TR T | 3,796 - 2 .

Building permits, less federal contracts & 1] S o

Bank debits (thousands) ........... H 2,620 417 -4 81

End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 2,485 + 16 - 45

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 13.8 + 12 -+ 31

Los Fresnos (pop. 1,289)

Postal receipts®* ....._ ...... AT ] 1,269 — 9 s

Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 1,926 4 18 + 28

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 1,686 — 17 -+ 36

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.5 -+ 26 — 11
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions Percentichange

Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1068
Jan from from Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1867 Jan 1967

Port Isabel (pop. 3,575) DALLAS SMSA
Fogtal recelpts® ..ovuossisasineas g 4,606 + 13 (Colli an, and
Building permitls, less federal contracts § 1,200 — 03 — BB
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 2,641 — 10 + 22
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. 8 2,613 — 15 + 34 Retail sales ..........co0i0an : — 14 + 18
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 11.6 + 2 — 13 Apparel stores ...... — 52 + &

- Automotive stores + 5 28
SAN BENITO (pop. 16,422) Drugstores ............ T, — 27 + 18
Postal recelpte™ . .vvivireivrrnans L THITT -~ 2 Eating and drmkmg pla.ces — 18 — 2
Building permits, less federal contracts § 23,230 — 58 4 87 Elovists oot i — 39 + 85
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 6,769 — 4 4+ 2 Food wtores: [0 aiseiiiae - 1 + 14
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 7,711 — 3 + 20 Furniture and houschold-
Annual rate of deposit turnover, ... 10.4 — 3 — 16 appliance stores ................ — 29 tn pa 1
Gusoline and service stations.,.... + 9 + 17
CORPUS CHRISTI SMSA General-merchandise stores ........ AT — B8 + 2
. : Lumber, building-material,
' pop. 2sl,1i4 a) and hardware dealers ...... — 15 4+ 17
Retail sales ..... S it S — 11 + 15 Office, store, and school
Automotive stores e — 3 + b5 supply dealers ................. — 4 — 21
Drugstores ............ N =L — — 17 + 8 Building permits, less federal contracts $29,981, 612 — 20 + 18
General-merchandise stores ...... e — 49 s Bank debits (thousands) ...,..., ... §80,664,384 + 4 18
Building permits, less federal wntractq 2 7,445,077 — 304 176 Nonfarm employment (aren) ...... - 622,900 *x + 7
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 4,405,200 + 4 + 9 Manufacturing employment (area). 154,500 | + 11
Nonfarm employment (area) ........ 26,400 ¥ + 4 Percent unemployed (mrea) ......... 1.7 4 21 - 11
Manufacturing employment {area). 10,480 Lk bt d
-Pel'(.ent unemployed (area) ..... T 3.4 {- 21 4+ 3 Carrollton (pop. 9,832 1)

Aransas Pass (pop. 6,956) Postal receipts® . .............., o 05 27,338 + 3 Ve
EORtal YOoRTDEEY .o erini s 3 8,382 - 1 T Building permits, less federal "““tmclﬂ § 317,500 — 60 + 35
Building permits, Jess federal contracts § 48,710  — 51 + 66 Bank debits (thousands) ...... <% 9452 — & — 12
Bank debits (thousands) ............ g 7,336 + 15 4 28 End-of-month deposits [thou.aands)I g 5,807 4+ 7 4 22
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 5,371 — + 12 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.1 = 8 — 29
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .., 15.7 + 20 + 30 i

Bishop ( 825 1) — DALLAS (pop. 679,684)

s M BAE6L & R = . SRR T Y
T SorT e e R R : Apparel stores .........iiiieiua. — B17} — 50 + 5
Building permits, less federal contracts § 0 o r A . A 9
i utomotive stores ............. ... 1274 + 5 -+ 29
AN 0K (Phamwrendi) i civi h &8y S8 =4 Florists . .ooovvenesseeninnnnnns. — 40t — 30  — 3
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. 8 2 804 == g ** P
Annual rate of deposit turnover 10.2 + 12 — 10 Furuitiee @i hoseholl.
""" ’ arplance stores .......iiiiiii.n — 1877 — 28 + 21
= General-merchandise stores ........ — B3tT — B9 + 2
CORPUS CHRISTI (pop. 204,850 r) Lumber, building-material, and
Retail sales ...........oooooiiiinn, — 187 — 21 =+ hardware dealers ............... - 27f — 11 + 3
Drugstores . ...ocmiessien o BBE = 3T + 8 Postal receipts* ........... corervead 5986400 — 15 o
Postal receipts* ... ............. re ® 329,255 + 2 Building permits, less federal contracts $15,215,911 — 29 + 9
Building permits, less federal contmcts $ 7,048,638 378 197 Bank debits (thousands) ......... ... % 7,289,143 4+ 12 + 22
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 344,665 -+ 12 -+ 14 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 1,567,275 — 18 4 8
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 154,056 = il + Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 50.9 + 10 + 12
Annual rate of deposit tarnover. ... . 26.7 + 10 + &

Port Aransas (pop. 824) Renton Goan. 26:844)

Bank debits. (thonsands) ...e.esrie. 3 T e ol Postal receipta® ............. Sk ke o 63,993 — 23

; : ; i Building permits, less federal cuntrncts % 4,167,000 - b4 —+T756
End-of-month depositzs (thousands)f.. 2 B6l o + 3

Annual rate of deposit turnover. . ... 0.4 + 11 — 15 At Hehin VRARRHOE) sk o B PREE: o= b o B

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. 3 26,968 — 4 + 5

— Annual rate of deposit turnover, ..., 16.7 — 5 — 3

Robstown (pop. 10,266) Monfarm placements ........ T 151 + 30 + &

Postal receipts* .............. T | 11,457 — 13 i ' = :

Building permits, less federal contracts 3 112,210 +192 Ennis (pop. 10,250 r)

Bank debits (thousands) ............ ¥ 11,399 + 4 — 3 Postal receipte® . ...oooreornrenns L& 10621 + 24

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 10,066 + 1 + 2 Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 8,581 o 24 i of

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 13.7 T — 4 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 8,009 | + 10
— Annual rate of depogit turnover. .. ... 121 =+ 25 — 13

Sinton (pop. 6,008) -

Postal receipts* ... ... ... ... ....... 3 12,797 -+ 55 o Garland (pop. 50,622 r)

Building permits, less federal contracts § 11,375 395 — 02 Poatal receipde® coonenannaiial 3 90,192 — 8 3

Bank debits (thousands) ........... 8 7,164 <+ 18 + 8 Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,661,560 -+ B0 + 6

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . # 5,542 — 13 + 10 Bank debits (thousands) ............ ] 56,769 -+ 21 + 21

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14.3 -4 28 — 8 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 24,655 — 10 -+ 12

Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 26.2 -+ 22 **

For an explanation of symbols see p. 86,
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1868 Jan 1963

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Jan from from Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
Grand Prairie (pop. 40,150 r) Waxahachie (pop. 12,749)
Postal receipts* ... ..............0..s E 71,456 — 1 i Tostal TeceiPE® . .ovvvenresnsessnins 3 22,956 + 8 't
Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,584,884 =+ 16 — 26 Building permits, less federal contracts 8 20,750 — 38 — BT
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 24723 + 8 + 21 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 14,789 + 8 o
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 14,814 o + 17 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 11,838 + 2 4 12
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 20.1 + B + & Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 15.1 + 9 e
Nonfarm placements ...........000.. 80 4 & — 13
Irving (pop. 60,136 r)
Postal receipts* ..........c00000000. 8 99,734 ¥* =
Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,981,940 + 9 4+ 3 4
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 61,720 + 13 + 25 Il
End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. $ 27,317 = + 23 Retail sales ... — 36 + &
Annusl rate of deposit turnover,.... 271 + 8 + 10 Apparel stores ...........0000.00, — 59 — 11
Food  BEOTOR ... cvre i ysin e o — @ -+ 10
Lancaster (pop. 7,501) Building permits, less federal contracts § 9,884,573 4119 4 48
Building permits, less federal contracts § 84,800 + 8 — 34 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,689,500 + 18 +:11
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 6313 — 3 4 8 Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 108,900 il e
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 4,775 + 8 + 29 Manufacturing employment (area). 18,270 T — 8
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.7 — 6 - 17 Percent unemployed (aren) ......... 4.2 +:14 E
McKinney (pop. 13,763) EL PASO (pop. 276,687)
Fostal Teceipta® ..o\ ..o vinneibingeais $ 15736 = 89 - 7 T A —18t  — 36 + 6
Building permits, less federal contraeta $ 641,270 —~ 9 s Apparel stores .........iieeiiiins — 46t — B& — 1]
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 14,047 + 25 + 14 Foad: stores: ioodosvii fu i — 11t " B + 10
End-of-month deposits (thousands).. $ 13,649 4+ 1 + 14 Postal TeceiDts® . ...oieerieniaina, . % 498,857 — 7 s
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.4 + 22 o A Building permits, less federal contracts $ 9,884,673 4119 -+ 48
Nonfarm placements ............... 110 + & + 39 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 521,300 + 18 + 14
End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. $ 200,930 - 10 — 6
Mesquite (pop. 27,526) Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 29.6 + 18 + 13
Postal reeeipts* ............000nnnn L] 41,425 + 20 .
Building permits, less federal contracts § 924,430 -+ 86 — 36 3
Bank debits (thousands) ......... o 14,106 - 2 — 29 ;
End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. $ 9,697 + 4 -+ 17 jonnson & 1ra 1)
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 17.8 i B — 87 Belail srles .oooswsdiias o — 12 + 14
Apparel stores ............. A b — 49 + 18
Midlothian (pop. 1,521) Automotive stores ............000 = — 3 + 14
Building permits, less federal contractz & 21,800 ' bs Drugstores .....oiereerinanens A el 3 o
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 1,494 =l 417 Eating and drinking places........ = it 2
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. 1,719 —_ 2 4+ 4 Gasoline: and pervica atations...... 15 o2
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 10.8 L 4+ 13 General-merchandise stores ........ — 66 D
Lumber, building-material,
5 i and hardware dealers ........... — 21 4 12
Pilot Point (pop. 1,254) Building permits, less federal contracts § 7,769,691 ~ — 38 — 20
Building yeruits; Jos faderal fontracts § 0 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $16,222,668 — 5 4+ 11
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,608 -2 -9 Nonturen SmBRyTaent (RE0) .o0nvor,  STESD + 3 15
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 2,021 — & —. B Manufacturing employment (area). 90,550 wx 4 15
Annual rate of deposit turnover....., 9.4 o B —' & Percent unemployed (area) ........ i 1.8 4 20 — 10
Richardson (pop. 34,390r) Arlington (pop. 75,000 r)
Toatal Peckipli® Uinaiaisiing, ¥ gmaal e ke Retail malen ..ouvismvmiisismmais . —18 =— 1 +2
Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,816,723 — 63 -+ 61 Poatal masibta®: :orasasnas s .. 8 140,780 s 1 .
Bank debits (thousands) ...........$ 37,413 + 28 o Building permits, less federal contracts $ 2,366,750 — 44 + 10
End-of-month depezits (thousands)f,.. 3 18,037 — 2 <+ 26 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 74,183 + 4 L 13
Annual rate of deposit turnowver..... 24,8 -+ 24 — 23 End-of-month deposits (thousands)?.. § 22,249 - F -+ 13
== Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 27.4 + 2 — 4
Seagoville (pop. 3,743)
Postal receipts® ..............co.an $ 7,479 — 35 i Cleburne (pop. 15,381)
Building ?erm:ts. less federal contracts § 0 Poatal receipts® . .............. o0 BRMR2 + 5
Bank debits (thousands) ............ k3 7,322 4+ 43 -+ 23 i i 5 e 16150 = g o g
Endofamonthe deposts: (Hhonsatidalt., & 2,053 o 4 18 Building p'em’}.xta. less fed.e‘rﬂ contracts § ’ b
A S 00,7 T 4 18 Bank dehits (thousands) ........... § 17,045 + 7 s
Anni ¥ End-of-month deposits (thousands)..$ 14628 — 3 -+ 6
N Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 13.8 + 7 + 5
Terrell (pop. 13,803)
Postal Teceipts* ........ovooiiiiinins $ 14,083 — 14 Euless (pop. 10,500 r)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 74,500 4147 — 15 Postal receipts* . ... .ccovernreiirann 1 12,320 — 21 i
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 11,104 - 11 — 9 Building permits, less federal contracts § 240,150 + 73 + 20
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 10,929 — 4 + 11 Dank debits (thousands) .......... .. 3 12,109 + 3 + 14
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.0 — 8 — 15 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 4,884 — B + 13
B Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 33.4 + 23 - 18
For an explanation of symbols see p. 8B, —
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1963 Jan 1968 Jan 1968
Jan from fro Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 196? City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967

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

Retail sales ...........q. MR MR — 26T — 22 + 4 Postal receipts* ..., % 45,196 &+ " was
Apparel stores ... i s + 20 Building permits, less federal contracts § 405,521 + 81 — 8
Eating and drinking places........ - W o+ 1 - B Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 36,495 + 13 + 29
Gasoline and service stations,..... — &7t + 16 + 34 End-of-month depesits (thousands)}.. $ 18,559 o + 10
Lumber, building material, and Annual rate of deposit turnover.... 248.5 + 2 + 9

hardware stores .......... G -+ 9t — 21 - 7

Postal receipts* ... ......0000i0nn ... 81,225,120 — 13 e TSR

Building permits, less federal eontracts § 3,554,348  — 39 — 32 : o SRR

Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 1,357,461 4 2 + 16 (Brazoria, Fort Ben |

End-of-month deposits (thousands)jf.. § 471,427 - + 9 Montgomery; poy St 1 a)

Annual rate of deposit turnowver..... 33.0 + 2 + 6 Retail 88168 ..o ooore e e " + 12

Apparel stores ..........0... 0. — 56 + 8
Grapevine (pop. 4,659 r) Automotive stores ................ + 6 4+ 17

Postal receipts™ ....ocviiiiinian s 9,457 — 8 W Drugstores ........ P — —_ 9 — 3

Builindg permits, less federal contracts $ 94,042 — 43 -+ T Eating and drinking places,....... — 3 -+ 12

Bank debits (thousands) ............ & 4,736 + 14 — B Food: atords oo e — 12 + 6

End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 4,308 4+ 2 + 2 Furniture and household-

Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 18.3 -+ 10 — 12 appliance stores ......... B — Bl + 9

e General-merchandise stores ........ — 54 - T
North Richland Hills (pop. 8,662) TAQUOT SLOYes ,................. vie — 48 M

Building permits, less federal contracts $ 124,130 + 21 -+ 17 Lumber, building-material,

Bank debits (thousands) ........... ] 11,650 -+ 20 + 3 and hardware dealers ......... o + 8 -+ 12

End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § H.606 + 3 — B Building permits, less federal mntmcta $40,015,05 H -+ 49 -4 87

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 25.2 -+ 18 Lt Dank debits (thousands) ............ $71,946,000 — 3 -+ 10

Nonfarm employment (area) ....... T36,700 L + 3
White Settlement (pop. 11,513) Manufacturing employment (area). 134,550 + 3 + 4

Building permits, less federal contracis $ 2,375 — 93 — 01 Percent unemployed (area) ........ 1.8 + 12 — i1

Bank debits (thousands) ............ ) 5,190 4+ 5 + 72

End-nf-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 2,632 4 1 + 47 Baytown (pop. 38,000 1)

Annual rate of deposit turnover...,.. 23.8 — 1 + 16 Retail sales ....o.vviiiverriossnnrgans

Automolive stores .. ...vivieiinnn — &% + 7 + 25
GALVESTON-TEXAS ( ISA Postal receipls® ......... e $ 57,647 + 10
valveste pop. 166 ) Building permits, less federal eontracts § 477,824 4249 }- 11

Retail sales ........................ cor —B8 b Benk deuits (thousaiide) ... pnen®  BRART 2R D
Apparel stores .............. B de i End-of-month deposits (thousands)i, . $ 32,911 + 8 + 9
g e —— - — 13 + 20 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 23.1 + 22 -+ 23
Drugstores ..... R R e B 45 — 25 + 19 =
Food stores ....... e —16 - 2 Bellaire (pop. 21,182r)

Furniture and household- Postal receipts* . ....... . viiiiininn $ 258,896 - 1B
appliance stores ..... N TR o — 25 4+ 2 Building permits, less federal contraets § 60,306 A +JO4
Lumber, building-material, Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 48,608 + 22 -+ 30
and hardware dealers ,.,........ s e — 2 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i, § 19,767 - + 19

Building permits, less federal contracts $ 873,811 + 2 — 2D Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 22.5 -+ 19 4+ B8

Bank debits (thousands) ...,........ § 2,407,428 + B 17

Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 57,400 + 8 4+ 4 Clute (pop. 4,501)

Manufacturing employment (area). 10,380 + 2 + 6 Building permits, less federal contracts & 218,100

Percent unemployed (area) ......... 3.5 + 9 — 8 Bank debits (thouzands) ............ $ 4,179 4+ 6 -+ 30

= - — End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 2,076 - 2 + 2
Dickinson (pop. 4,715) Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., . 23.9 + 9 + 27

Bank debits (thousands) ..........., 13 8,013 -9 + 15

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 5,026 — 4 — 4 Conroe (pop. 9,192)

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.9 — B -+ 17 Postal receipts* ....... . | 30,708 — 1B .

= - — Building permits, less federal contracts $ 243,000 — 11 216

GALVESTON (pop. 67,175) Bank debits (thousands) ..... ceenn 8 28,010 + 13 + 45

Retail sales ................ — 18% — 23 L 11 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t., § 16,308 + b5 -+ 22
Apparel stores _................., — 467 — 51 + & Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 17.3 + 9 + 20
Food BLOres . .c.vvvivevnnnrnnres . — 117 — 18 — 4

Building permits, less federal sontracts $ 441,990 e B — 98 Dayton (pop. 3,367)

Bank debits (thousands) ...... .. % 139,618 + 15 + 186 Building permits, less federal contracts § 45,0562 — 18 — 70

End-of-month deposits {thm:sandsu § 63,624 — 15 4 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 6,746 -+ 24 4 13

Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. .. 24.2 + 15 + 7 End-of-month deposits fthousands}i .8 4,877 + 2 + 10

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 17.5 -+ 19 e
La Marque (pop. 13,969

Postal receipts*q....c.l.)..lf ......... )..$ 24,550 s Deer Park (pop. 4,865)

Building permits, less federal contracts § 25,800 — 8 — 55 Postal receipts® .......... cieeeeenie 8 B098 =

Bank debits (thousands) ...........$ 15,857 4 33 4 19 Building permits, less federal contraets § 212,900 <+ 31 + T

chas e _depDSits (‘thuuﬂanﬁa}i. " 2,994 e R Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 12,898 + 82 -+ 34

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.1 + 28 + 10 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 4,743 =20 + 26

. Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 28.9 -+ 75 4 &

For an explanation of symbols see p. 6.
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1965

Jan {rom from Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
HOUSTON (pop. 938,219) LAREDO SM
Bl BRIBE nowepiormmmmssh e — 267% — 18 + 11 (Webb; pop. 75,863 )
Apparel stores ....... T — 48t% — BB + 2 Boteil sales ooisoieorsaae v — 40 -+ 18
Automotive stores .......iiiee.n — 14ttt o B + 15 Building permits, less federal contracts § 94,085 — 69 — 84
BEating and drinking places — 2t — 3 + 12 Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 678,756 4 13 + 12
Food stores — 14%% — 11 a1 Nonfarm employment {area) ....... 23,150 e + 3
Liquor stores — 49+F — 47 4 1 Manufacturing employment (area). 1,330 + 4 + &
Lumber, building-material, FPercent unemployed {area) ........ 12:8 -+ 4 + 7
and hardware dealers ........... + 9t + 9 + 17
Postal receipts® ............oeoon... $ 3,352,453 — 9 LAREDO (pop. 60,678)
Building permits, less federal contracts $36,478,031 - 57 --113 Prstal Teselpts™ ... vsnressrsnssrnss $ 61,412 — 19
Dank debits. (thonsandd) wsveivvenpnd GRITOOE - o 8 1B Building permits, less federal contracts § 94,085  — €0 — 84
End-of-month deposits. (thousands)f.. § 1,848,740 =l% + 11 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 50,706 + 14 + 14
Annual rate of deposit turnaver.. .., 38.2 4 4 4+ 2 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 32,488 — 8 o B

. T Annual rate of deposit turnover,..,. 21.1 4 15 + 12

Humble (pop. 1,711) Nonfarm placements ,.......... oo 455 == + 18
Postal receipls® . ..........0. ... i B T.618 — T s
Building permits, less federal contracts 3 16,000 — T4 — 57 LUBBOCK SMSA
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 5,169 - 3 ~+ 24 (Lubboek: pop. 17! "

End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 4,434 *x + 18 o X
Annual rate of deposit turnover,. .. 14.0 *k £ Retail sales .........coneiiiiinninnn — 34 <+ 3
- — Building permits, less federal contracts § 2,443, IUJ -+ b + 99
3 1 ** ;
Katy (pop. 1,569) Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 3,236,412 + 2
e 5 i Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 63,300 — 1 4+ 1
Building permits, less federal contracis § 58,908 Cr i 4 4
s - y i Manufacturing employment (area), 6,800 - 2 — 3
Bank debits (thousands) ........... ] 3,562 4 19 + 4 P i s ) 2.6 e 30
: i i ercenl. unemplo; £ ) il —
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f..§  5.082 w Lo e 3
Annual rate of deposit turnover...., 13.8 -+ 18 — 1
N LUBBOCK (pop. 155 2007r)

La Porte (pop. 7,250 r) el e et U S
Building permits, less federal contracts § 81,200 - 85 + 18 os. I re&.exp::_& i ¥
Bank debits (thousands) o $ 5132 + 18 + 17 Building permits, less federal contracte £ 2,427,705 -+ T3 104

' § | Bank dehits (thousands) ............ $ 419,445 + 24 4+ 3
End-of-month deposits fthousands}T 3,916 + 7 -+ 14 Ein P e T )18 144895 - L1
nd-of- . 44,891 — T
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 16.3 ~ B — 7 PR el 5_ fousAnc # o
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 323.4 -+ 24
Liberty (pop. 6,127 ==
ADELLY (pop. 6,127) . Slaton (pop. 6,568)
Postal receipta® . ....... 0., $ 14,614 + 49 5
e . : Postal Tecalphe? vovwsson s esies 3 11,472 -+ 68
Building permits, less federal contracts § 61,315 — 206 g : 2
; Building permits, less federal contracts § 6,000 i + 22
Bank debits (thousands) ...... o § 15,190 + 20 + 19 i gt
i ; Bank debits {(thousands) ...... 4 A 7,578 + 16 + B
End-of-month deposils (thousands)t.. § 12,410 -+ + 9 ;
A I rate oF AGUASEE THERE 14,6 + 15 + oy End-of-month deposits |thou=mnds|i = 4,542 + 1 + 2
nnual rate of deposit turnover..... i 5
il Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.1 + 13 + 3

3

Pasadena (pop. 58,737) McALLEN-PHARR-EDINBURG SMSA
FOSEATl FetBite® .o ealiire s sl e s s § 108,808 —. 2 o Hidal 180 596

algo; 1 2db 3
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 1,007,011 qeg — 29 (Hidalgo; pop. 180,596 a)
Bank debits {thousands) ............ 3 H8,ER3 + 4 + 20 Retall sales .........000. R — 15 + 16
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 348,227 — T + 11 Apparel -stores: . iwsssossnaasns — 48 -+ 14
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 28.9 + 9 - 8 Antomotive stores ... ... 00l Vi 4+ 4 -+ 24
S e Food stores ] — 10 — 4

R":h‘mond (pop. 3,668) Gasoline and service stations...... — 2 + 2
Postal reeeipte® ... 3 H,341 -+ 19 i Cencral raereharidine. slorel - v — AT & B
Building D‘ermita. less federal contracts § 59,400 —_ 5‘% 277 Lumber, building-material,

Lfank debits (thouszlmds} ........... $ 11.;162. -+ 48 - 20 sl Rarduire daals s s A — 97 1+ 24
End-of-month depumts. {thousands}f.. § 10,598 - 1 + 10 Histlding betmits, 1es fedatal contmc‘ts § 734,879 = e R
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.9 - 47 -+ 11 Bank debits (thousands) ..ee.iwesine $ 1,375,416 W =i

Rosenberg (pop. 9,698) Nonfarm emt:loymerlt (avea) ....... 43,850 + 3 + *f
Postal reecipts® .................... § 18781 + 19 Manufacturing employment (area). B -
Building permits, less federal contracts § 92,180  — 27  — 33 Percerit unemuloved (area) .oeorpn By 2 B
End-of-month deposite (thousands)yt.. $ 11,189 — T -

— Alamo (pop. 4,121)

South Houston (pop. 7,253) Building permits, less federal contracts § 8,410 = — 5
Postal receipts® ... § 15,202 — 22 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 2,843 + 88 + 25
Building permits, less federal contraets 3 183,946 4511 4152 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 1,540 TV 4 4
Bank debits {thousands) ............ 5 9,693 + 2 + 11 Annual rate of deposit turnover,.... 21.8 + 66 -+ 16
End-of-month deposits (thousands)¥, . & 6,433 = -+ 10
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ., .. 18.0 Lk + 2
LI Ea Donna (pop. 7,522)

Tomball (pop. 2,025r) Postal receipts® .........oiiiiiianns § 6908 + 17 -
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 6,855 + 12 — 27 Building permits, less federal ontracts 3 135,995 — 66
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 10,805 -+ 70 + 6 Bank debits (thousands) ........ P 4,662 + 20 -+ 23
Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 9.6 -+ 10 — 10 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t. . & 5,014 — 3 -+ 8

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 8.4 - 20 + 12
Far an explanation of symbols see p. B6.
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968  Jan 19638

Jan from Iro Jan from from
City and item 1963 Dec 1067 Jan 196'? City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
it . 62,625
EDINBURG Cpop: 18,70d) ifﬁiﬁ:n gl ’ ) : — 18F — 19 + 2
S B Lo B § Swms R BL Postal TeceiDts .. .....ioeenioneni.ns § 178,868 o+ 4 49
Building permits, less federal contracts § 165,675 — 5B — 39 PR i i
8 = DBuilding permits, less federal contracts § 673,340 e o -+ 10
Bank debits (thousands) ............ B 23,205 + 42 + 4 -
A s Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 162,306 + 10 -+ 8
End-of-month deposits (thousands).. § 15,005 [ -+ @ 9 b
P End-of-month deposits (thousands)%.. § 123,199 — 8 + B
Annual rate of deposit turnover 18.3 + 20 — 12 Aranel fabs ob Sivedt it 161 A s
Nonfarm placements ............... 407 -+ H4 + 11 N - i
Nonfarm placements . ... 623 |21 + 11
Elsa (pop. 3,847)
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 7,318 — 6l i
Bank debits (thousands) ...... FEEee 1 2,703 + & + 18 I ) ). B8
End-of-month depmit:@ (thousands)%., § 2,078 - 11 = I R - T
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... .. 147 + 11 — 14 Gorigra] MErehandise. GEORaE .o Y — &
—— Building permits, less federal contracts $§ 512,557 -+ 96 4 4
McALLEN (pop. 35,411 1) Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 1,237,704 ¥ + 1
Retail sales ...... ST A R = agf o 1 + 21 Nonfarm employment (area) 58,800 + 1 .
Automotive stores ........ I — B ot + 25 Manufacturing employment| (area). 4,840 + 1 — 5
Postal Teceipts* .............. ool (BBBAR + 2 Percent unemployed (area) ......... 3.0 -+ 20 — 9
Building permits, less federal contraets $ 207,600 — 17 — 67
Bank debits (thousands) ............ 3 54,797 + 20 + 16 ODESSA (pop. 86,937 1)
End-nf-month deposits (thousands)f.. $§ 32,448 - 3 -+ 26 _
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 190 412 — 7 Retall sales: cuviuis R S =dey SR o
N R T 453 Gl i General merchandise stores ....... — 84T — 64 — 6
Postal receipts*® ... .. .. o 140,045 - 2 e
L = Ruilding permits, less federal oontract.s $ 512,557 |- 96 + 4
Mercedes (pop. 10,943) Rank debits (thousands) ........... $ 114,056 4+ 11 4+ T
Pogtal wecedpte® oociuveeine ok B,548 ** i End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . § 66,661 L — 2
EBuilding permits, less federal contracts 4 15,476 — 89 + 6 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.4 + 10 +
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 7,313 + 7 <+ 10 Nonfarm plecements ,.............. 401 + 7 + 46
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. 8 4,814 — 2 + 17
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.1 + & — T
Mission (pop. 14,081) {
Postal receipts* ................... § 14,490 — 2 Retail sales ...ovoviiviivianiiinian — 22 - 3
Building permits, less faderal contracts § 63,188 275 -L167 Apparel-atores wesweiveissmsiss — 32 =112
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 16,654 4 21 4 15 Gasoline and service stations....... — 12 — 9
End-of-manth  deposits (thousands)f.. § 11,463 — 1 A 1§ Building permits, less federal contracts § 561,818 4 24 + 9
Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. ... 16.8 -+ 20 — Bank debits (thousands) ......... L. 3 959,196 + 1 + 9
= Nonfarm employment (area) . 22,700 4+ 2 + 3
PHARR (pop. 15,279 1) Manufacturing employment {nrea,] 3,660 23 + 2
Postal receipts® .. ..ovrnrrrnnnnnnns 3 18,568 1+ 61 Percent unemployed (area) ......... 2.9 |4 — 3
Building permits, less federal contracts § 64,850 — 24 41 =
Bank debits (thousands) .......... ¥ 5,697 + 10 = o .
End-ofomonth depostts (CRoussndi)t,. 8 5512 4 8 = 5 SAN ANGELO (pop. 58,815)
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... . 12.%7 + 2 + 8 Retail ‘sales . ...ovvviioisisins e — 187 — 22 + 3
- = = — Apparel stores ... ... ..., — 46+ — 32 -+ 12
San Juan (pop. 4,371) Furniture and household-
Postal receipts* .. ........0c00ievnnn E S 4,112 — 15 appliance stores ..........., .... — 1t — 12 — 9
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 14,480 146 — 19 Postal receipte® . ...oiniiiiiviiniiiis 140,407 — B
Bank debits (thousands) ............ ] 4,564 -+ 44 ~ BB Building permits, less federal contracts & 561,818 -+ 24 + 9
End-of-month deposits (thousands|f.. § 3,426 -+ 12 .22 Bank debits (thousands) .......,.... 3 096,911 + 24 + 15
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... 16.1 -~ 33 -+ 39 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 60,999 -7 4+ 2
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 18.4 -+ 24 + 9
Weslaco (pop. 15,649)
Postal Teeelpts® . . ..viiivieiinees o b 18,614 + 7 .
Building permits, less federal contracts 8 56,887 — 51 + 63 ANTONIO 8
Bank debits (thousands) ........... g 12,666 + 24 + 23 { B¢ dalup )
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 12,283 == A + 28 Rebail :Bales. oo smes i ames i — 20 + B
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.0 + 20 — 14 Apperel stores 1 Aoz
Automotive stores ....... % + &
IIDLA Drugstores — 15 + 2
Midland; pop 1) General-merchandize stores " — BO 4 6
Retail sales s — 19 + 2 Lumber, building-material,
Building permits, less federal cnntraots & 673,240 + 4 + 10 and hardware dealers ........... EEC | -+ 51
Bank debits (thousands) . 3 1,685,268 — 4 + 2 Building permits, less federal contracts 317,276,162 130 160
Nonfarm employment {(area) ....... 58,800 + 1 L Bank debits (thousands) ............ $13,488,092 + 3 -+ 10
Manufacturing employment (area). 4,840 + 1 — B Nonfarm employment (area) ........ 265,400 % + &
Percent unemployed (area) ......... 3.0 <+ 20 - B Manufacturing employment [area). 30,675 <+ 4 + 10
i Percent unemployed (area).......... 3.2 + 19 — 3

For an explanation of symbols see p. 86,
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1968
Jan from from Jan from from
City and item 1964 Dec 1867 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
SAN ANTONIO (pop. 655,006 r) T'YLER SMSA
Betgil saled oo udseiiviiniih me b — 21t} — 19 + B k pop. 99,881
ADDRTEl SEITES +vetrie venme v nne — 41t — 45 4= & Retail sales: ooz o — 14 #x
Automotive stores ..........0.0.... . — 3% 4 1 [ Apparel stores i s — 50 + 5
General-merchandise stores ........ — 4814 — 50 + 6 Drugstores oo e — 87 + 9
Lumber, building-material, Building permits, less federal contracts 8 348 625 - 6 — 61
and hardware dealers ,,........ — 1tf 4+ 16 + 54 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,730,076 fe + 4
Postal receipts®* ... ......... vresves §1,277,519 — 11 - Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 24,650 o *E
Building permits, less federal cclnt,racts £16,572,614 +1a7 +175 Manufacturing employment (area). 9,180 + 3 — 5
Bank debils (thousands) ........... § 1,184,872 + 10 + 16 Percent unemployed farea).......... 8.4 + 48 + &
End-of-month deposits {thousands)i,. § 525,388 — 4 | 10 -
Annual i over. . ... 26.6 -+ I + 3 :
1 rate of deposit turn | TYLER (pop. 51,230)
Retail 8AleS. oo oo s — 15% — 14 g
Schertz (pop. 2:281) Apparel stores 5 — 4&F — 50 4+ 5
Postal receipts® ....covervsvnrrrrnss 3 A.653 — 18 Drugstores ............ — 26% — g + B
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 701 + 27 + 10 Ruilding permits, less federal contracts 8 335,625 - 7 — 52
End-of-month deposits ithousands)i.. § 1,116 c: I + 3 Bank dehits (thousands) ........... & 155,875 4+ 21 + 8
Annual rate of depesit turnover.... 7.6 + 21 s i End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 78,527 — 8 + &
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.8 + 19 + 4
Seguin (pop. 14,299) Nonfarm placements ............... 50T + 10 — B
Postal recelpts™ ... . . icciasieenaas kS 22,422 4+ 11
Building permits, less federal contracts § 154,541 — 10 75
Hank debits (thousands) ............ # 16,414 4 8 . 15 \
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 17,331 + 3 = o) Bl SAT0H o uoe e s s e — 17 103
Annual rate of deposit turnover.., ..’ Ll i B il Anperel stores wiomivusie s — 51 + 9
Automotive alores ..........0...... — 4 + 4
1 > 0N S Building permits, less federal eontracts § 2,138, 950 +2d6 227
- - Bank debils (thousands) ........... 3 2,284,908 — 2 4 4
. 'I - -I _ .. .. i ' _' J _ L4 Nonfarm employment (area) 5:3.-300 4+ 2 + E
Abomabie Btomess o _ + s Manufacturing employment im'nnl 12,850 + 2 + 7
Building permits, less federal contracts 3 268,006  — 32 — 68 PR TN (B e B 3 =B
Bank dehits {thousands) ............ § 003,724 —+ 10 + 14 McGregor (DOD- 4,642)
- N Building permirs, less federal contracts § 0 -, €
DENISON (pop. 25,766 r) Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 8,399 + 68 + 70
Postal receipta® ... ..., . .. .coiiiaan % 36,225 - 7 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . § 7.921 —+ 4 -+ 11
Building permits, less federal contracts § 91,028 — 48 — 56 Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. ... 13.0 + 71 + 60
Bank debits (thousands) ........... B 28,028 - 17 4 3 -
BEnd-ol-month deposita (thousands)f.. § 17,784 = B 4 8 WACO (pop. 103,462)
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 1.1 -+ 19 + 21 Retail sales ... ... .. .......vu.n — 18% - 17 + 3
Nonfarm placements ............... 134 + 22 — 35 Apparel stores — 467 —. &1 4+ 9
Automotive stores ........00000000 — Bt — 4 + 4
= & Poatal meeeipte® o seinasiiane e $ 275,384 — B
SHERMAN (pop. 30,660 r) Building permils, less federal contracts § 2,125,200 +384 4807
Postal TeceiDIs® . overnrirernrenneras $ 52,100 — 10 Bank debits {thousands) ...... — § 188,601 + 1 + B
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 160,977 — 80 — 73 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 105,002 *= A + 10
Bank debits (thousands) ......... coo$ 49,208 4 1F + 6 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 21.9 == 2 o
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 26,337 i + 4
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 21.7 + 17 — 4 WICHITA J .S .
Nonfarm placements ............... 115 — 4 |- 22 (Arcl and Wichita: poi 2(3.704 &
Retail sales ........ooiviiiiiiin.. — 44 -1
A QAT A Building permits, less federal contracts § 564,645 — 27 -+ 29
: ey Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 2,085,000 — 2 -1
elading hiilie : 10] Uyzla &) Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 49 100 S o
Retail mﬂp“ """""""""" > — 36 + 1 Manufacturing employment (area). 4,520 E 4+ 4
Building permits, less federal mntrar-ts 8 393,975 =133 -+~138 Percent unemployed (avea) ......... 2.1 Wk — 34
Bank debits (thousands) .. 8 1,358,244 + 2 - 11 N )
Nonfarm emp‘loyment (ares} ....... '11.q5.0 + 2 L. § Towa Park (DO]J- 5’152 1_)
Manufacturing employment (area). 12,860 L -+ 28 s -
Diriait CALABlova (aisa, e 39 110 T Building plerm::ts. less federal contracts 3 0 s s
Bank debits {thousands) ........... ¥ 3,676 -+ 4 L B
- End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. § 1,580 — 5 — 10
TEXARKANA (])OD. 50,006 l') Annual rate of deposit tornover, .. .. 11.7 4 4 -+ 15
Retall aales :owvensdiiisvar il ias — 18} — 37 Ll
Postal receipts® 103,656 + 4 WICHITA FALLS (pop. 115,340 1)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 355,475 —+156 +114 . Retadl salel -.ococonmponimmes i — 187 — 44 - 1
Bank debits (thousands) ........... £ 112,285 — 8§ -+ 16 Building permits, less federa] contracts $ 548,595 — 27 L 34
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 26,6565 — 4 + 3 Bank debits (thousands) ....... .... $ 179,23R + 13 + 4
Annnal rate of deposit turnover..... 25.9 L 7 -+ 10 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. 8 07,235 — 11 P
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 20.5 4 12 + 1

For an explanation of symbols see p. B6.
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ALPHABETICAL

Local Business Conditions

LISTING

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

OF NON

Local Business Conditions

-SMSA CITIES, WITH DATA

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Jan from from Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
ALBANY (pop. 2,174) BRADY (pop. 5,338)
Building parmits, less federal contraets 3 0 e Postal receipts™ .. . .oiiiiiiiaiiiinen B 8,858 - 23 -
Bank debits (thousands} ........... 3 4,008 4 22 4 89 Building permits, less federal contracts § 34,000 +101 — 63
End-cf-month deposits (thousands)?., $ 4,048 -9 —_ Bank debits (thousands) ............ 8 8,581 -+ A5 + 2
Annual rate of deposit turnover..., 11.3 + 22 - 38 End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. § 6,902 =z B — 9
— — — = Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 14.9 + 17 + 9
ALPINE (pop. 4,740)
Postal receipts® .............. e ® BHE o4 s BRENHAM (pop. 7,740)
Building permits, less federal contracts % 15,270 —393 -+ Postal receipts® ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiin 5 18,340 + 30 “iE
Bank debits (thousands) ........... % 4,739 + 7 + 15 Building permits, less federal contracts § 146,672 — 75 +125
End-of-month deposits (thousands)z.. $ 6,072 ). R + 19 Bank debits (thousands) ...... sie o ] 16,714 - 11 -+ 14
Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 9.6 i oy End-of-month depuosits (thousands)i.. § 16,060 — & -+ 4
—_— e = Annual rate of deposit turnover.,... 12.4 + 4 -+ 14
ANDREWS (pop. 11,135) ;
Postal recelpts® .......iviioiiiiiaes $ 14,584 + 39 BRU“*\FIELD (pop. ]9236)
Building permits, less federal contracts § 4,000 — 81 — 98 Fosta]l receipts® ..........ccooei, 14,088 = 1 .
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 7796 + 16 S Bank debits (thousands) 29,790 + 42 T 8
End-of-monlh deposits (thousandsii.. § 7,567 L6 — 8 End-of-month deposits (thousands|f,. § 16,549 — 8 G
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 128 - 24 = 14 Annual rate of depesit turnover. ... 20.3 + 38 =
BAY CITY (pop. 11,656) BROWNWOOD (pop. 16,974)
Postal receipte® .oiciiaivasiianas 3 20,208 — 14 Postal 7eceipts® . ..oyivvunnerrnenness 3 27,085 1
Building permits, less federal contracts 8 LRI — B4 + 42 Building permits, less federal contracts & 170,700 192 4253
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 2 26,/54 |- 13 + 9 Rank debits (thousands) ........... $ 21,491 19 g 8
End-of-month depesits (thousands)f.. 8 20,367 — 3 + 7 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 13,483 = = i
Annual rate of deposit turnover. . ... 107 + 13 + 2 Annual rate of deposit turnover, .. 12,9 .13 + 12
Nonfarm placements ......oo.o.oii.. 69 + 28 — 22 Nonfarm placements .......... — 10t 4+ 5 e
BEEVILLE (pop. 13,811) .
Postal receipts® ... . .iiiiviiinn TR 18,849 =S} . BRYAN .(pup. 27,542)
Building permits, less federal contracts 8 90,208 + 2 — Bh Pos,t“} reuewt&_* """""" = A =gl
Binik dobits (TBOUSENAS) oo oo % 15,435 o4 - 18 Building Ifrermlts. less federal contracts 2 654,110 — 23 + 1
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. 8 16,474 | — 11 Banl: dehits {thmtsa‘“ds' """""""" 8 ‘52'2,2? 25 1?} il
Annual rate of deposit turnover. . ... 11.0 - 9 + 10 ]ind—nf—month deposit.? {hGusandsyL. 8 27502 e + 14
T T o 21 _ 9 . A nnual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.2 -+ 10 + 14
Rl Nonfarm placements ........c.c.o.. 272 + 10 + 2
BELLVILLE (pop. 2,218) = B
Building permits, less federal contracts & 58,000 — 26 10 CALDWELL (pop. 2,202 r)
Bank debits (thousands) ............ b 5,647 — 10 - T Postal reeelpts® ....coiiiiiians PR 3,521 — 14 s
End-of-month depesits (thousandsif.. § 6,354 + 4 4 f Bank debits (thousands) ....... P 3,164 — 4 - 7
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... 149 = 18 — 16 End-of-month deposits (thousands)t, . § 4,662 —. i} - 1
= — Annual rate of deposik turnover, ... a.0 — - 9
BELTON (pop. 8,163) -
Pns‘tn? veesTphe® i i e % 18,022 I 58 CAMERON (pup. 5,64—0)
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 20,000 — 51 — T0 E 4 =
End-of-month deposits [thousands}f.. $ 10,285 #q Fobtd] reselniel - omemmmennirory § 12510 4+ 59
£ £ e G £ Building permits, less federal contracts § 24,700 s 648
Bank debits (thousands) .........,. ] 6,567 ok — &
BIG SPRING (DOD' 31’230) End-of-month deposita (thousands)t, . § 6,002 - 7 —_ 2
Postal receipta® ............... ceeee 30 BBA4Y + 3 Annual rate of deposit turnover, .. .. 12.6 + 2 — 2
Building permits, less federal contracts 3 9,238 +177 — T8
Bank debits (thousands) ,..,........ 3 46,278 b — 10
Fnd-of-month deposits (thousands)t., § 27,426 e, o i CASTROVILLE (pop. 1,508)
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ..., 20.0 L f i oy Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 1,066 = *x
Nonfarm placements R 145 + 8 O End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 1,435 + 3 L2
— Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 9.6 4+ 1 i
BONHAM (pop. 7,357) .
Postal receipde® ...iioi.iiiiaiio $ 14,408 + 8 CISCO (pop. 4,499)
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 37,000 -+194 -+ hi Postal TeceiDts® «.vuiverrrnnnnenn s, g 8,251 =y .
Bank dehits (thousands) ........ . 10,267 4+ 13 - B Dank debits (thousands) ........... $ 5,160 — + 14
End-of-month deposits (thousandsii,. § 9,711 ” = 15, End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 4,078 - 3 L
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ., 12.6 + 12 *¥ Annual rate of deposit turnover...,. 14.9 — 3 + 10
BORGEL {pop; 20,11) COLORADO CITY (pop. 6 457)
Postal reeeipts® ... ... . ............ 3 31,784 -+ 2 s
Building permits, less federnl contracts § 41,800 —1721 L 94 Fostal degmIBal sy e il =15 I
Nnfarm n}aner;wuns o o o e 7 He Bank debits (thousands) 6,744 + 46 g
i U S : ; End-of-month deposits (thousands)t.. $ 7,363 + 5 i
Firran explmstion sfymbel s by SE inm{al rate of deposit turnover..... 11.3 + 31 — 12
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1963 Ja,n 1968

Lecal Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1468

. . Jan from Jan frorm from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1368 Dee 1967 Jan 1967
COPFPERAS COVE (pop. 4,567) GATESVILLE (pop. 4,626)
Poatal receipts*® ... ... ... 4 9,764 — b . Tostal receipts® ... ... iiir i innnan 3 13,158 + 18 Ve
Ruilding permits, less Pederal eontracts $ 27,888 — B4 — 41 Bank debits {thousands) ........... % 7400 A -_— 3
Bank debits (thousands) ..... veerrs & 2,454 — 15 A7 End-of-menth deposits (thousands)i.. § 7121 W + 8
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. % 1,886 + 21 —+ 40 Annual rate of deposit turnowver..... 12.5 *=* — 7
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 17.0 25 + 3 GIDDINGS (pop. 2,821)
CORSICANA (pop. 20,344) Postal receipts® ................ o B 7,749 + &
Retail =sales ....... .....c... cc.iiennn - 18% — 35 — B Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,008 — 71 — 49
Pratal reeceipts* . ..... ... ... el % 70,190 — 53 N Bank debits (thowsands) ........... % 4,731 — 2 — 2
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 56,404 — 43 — 40 End-of-month deposits  (thousands)f.. § 0,228 - 3 + 4
Bank debits {thousands) ........... 3 35,304 -+ 39 + 24 Annual rate of deposit turngver, .. ... 10.9 HeH - 5
End-of-month deposits (thousanda)f.. $ 23,984 - 7 — 3
Annual rvate of deposit turnover..... 17.60 o 38 + 21 GLADE“_'TATER (pop. 5,742)
Nonfarm plaoements ______________ 138 e — 39 Pastal veceipts* ... ... o000 . % 7,214 — b
...... Building permits, less federal conbeacts § 190,708 474 488
CRANE (pop. 3 ,T96) Bank debits (thousand}s ............ $ 6,195 + 23 + @
Building permits, less faderal contracta § 2,000 — &7 +100 End-of-month deposits (thousands)E, . $ 5,049 + 3 + 2
Banl debits (thousands) ............ $ 1,025 + T Anvual rate of deposit turnover...,. 148 + 16 + 5
End-of-maonth deposits  (thousands)f.. § 2,812 ** + 1 Nonfarm emplopment (area} ........ 33,300 L %
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 12.9 Manufacturing employment (area). 8,730 . + 2
CRYSTAL CITY (pop. 9,101) Percent unemployed {avea) ......... 2.9 + 21 b
Building permits, less federal contracts § 63,564 + 30 + 15 GOLDTEWAITE {(pop. 1 383)
Bank dchits {thousands) ........... 3 5,479 —+ 43 + 21 Postal receipts* ........... . 3 5,128 + 14 .
End-of-month deposits fthousnnd%}‘r . R 1,270 - B + & Bank debits (thousands} ........... 3 4,537 + 2 — 12
Annyal rate nf depogit turnover.... 1.2 + 41 + 1% End-of-month deposits  (thowsanda)g. . § 5,240 — 6 + 4
DECATUR (DOD 3 563) Annual rate f;f deposit turnover. .. ... n.é 4+ 2 — 15
Building permits, lesa federad conteacls § 40,000 - a4 . GRAHAM (pop. 8 505)
Bank debitzs {thousands) ........... F 4,805 + 13 + = Pogtal receipts® ... ... ..ol L 3 18,400 - B0
End-of-month deposits  (thousands)t. . § 4,508 - — B Building permits, less federal contraets § £,400 — EBh — &8
Annual rate of depoeil turnover..... 12.6 -+ 17 + & Bank debits (thousands) ........... % 12,158 -+ 19 + B
) Fnd-of-month deposils (thoosands}f.. § 10,326 - 4 4 1
DEL RIO (pop. 18,612) Annual rate of deposit turnover .. .. 12.4 + 20 + 2
Building permits, less federal contracts § 245,070 . RE +109
Bank debits (thousandsy ........... $ 18,562 + 16 + 17 GRANBURY {pop. 2,227
End-of-month depasits (thousands)). . § 19,398 — 2 + 1 Postal receipts® ... ... ... ..., 3 B.230 + 14 .
Annual rate of deposit lurnover..... 11.4 - 16 + 8 Bank debits (thouwsands) ......... 1 2,406 - 3 + 18
End-of-month depo=sity fthousands}I 3 2,020 —_ 8 + 8
EAGLE LAKE (pop. 3,563) Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... .. 9.4 — 2 + 4
Bank debits {thousands) ............ ] 4,731 — 2 + 14 L
End-nf-month deposits (thousand=)i.. § 6,648 =+ 10 + 17 i};ﬁErl::::i‘tLE (mp' 22,134 1‘)$ 38871 _ an
Annual rate of depasit turnover..... 8.9 - ° " Building permits, less federal contracts $ 181,600 +154 — 20
Bank debits {thousands) ........... § 29,686 b 3
EAGLE PASS (pop. 12,094) End-of-month deposits (thousands)y..$ 18,372  — 12 i 8
Posf:n? recelptﬁ‘\" """""""""" $  le.zdy + 10 Annual rate of depocait turnover..... 18.1 ER-] —
Building permits, les federal cuntracts § 04,508 - 8l — 15 Nonfarm placements ............... 106 — 18 — 12
Bank debils (thousands) ........... 3 9,844 4+ 8 4 1%
End-of-month depesits (thousandsiy, . § 4,847 — 5 — 4 HASKELL (pop. 4,016)
Annual rafe of deposit turnover.... 8.7 + & + 20 Building permits, less federal contracts § 400 — 98 .
- Benk debits (thousends) ........... $ 5,385 + & + 11
FORT STOCKTON {pop. 6,373) End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 5,926 b + R
Postal reeeipds® ... ... ... ... L3 12,152 4+ 1 . Annual rate of depesit turnover ...... 11.0 4 4 4
Building permits, less federal contracts § 81,500 + 20 1B NI OON e s Do
Bank debits {theusands) ........... $ 8802 4+ T 4+ 14 HENDERSON (pop. 9,666)
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 8755 — 3 _ 3 Poar:ta! recemta?* .................. . 19,504 + 10
Annual rate of deposit turmover. ... 152 - 8 + 16 Building rllermlts, less federal contracts § 22,250 — 29 — 40
Bank dehits {thousands) ........... 1 18,818 -+ B9 4+ B8
FREDERICKSRURG (mp- 4,629) ind—of—lmur‘l;h gesomts. {thousand=)}f. . $ 15,0427 — @ - a7
Fostal, receipts® .o ooomoe 3 12,577 - B nrual ra o. epogit turnover..... 14.6 + 62 4147
Building permits, less federal eontracts § 20,210 — 45 — §2 HEREFORD {(pop. 9,581 r)
PBank debits (thousands) ............ g 13,712 + 19 + 7 Postal weceipts* ... ... ... ... ... % 25,356 — 19
End-of-month deposits, (thousandeii.. % 9,981 — 4 — 1 Building permits, les= federal contracts 3 97,500 — a2 — 41
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.1 + 1% + 5 Bank debits {thousands} ............ H 57,118 - 1B + 12
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . § 17,890 — 3 =
FRIONA (pop. 3,0491) Annual rate of depogit turnover...... 24.6 + 12 + 10
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 135,700 + 89 HONDO (pop. 4,992)
Bank debits (thousands) ........... 3 14,329 + 40 + 21 Building permits, less federal contracts § 128,700 —+131 .
End-of-month deposits (thousandsii.. § 5,995 — 3 — 5 Bank debits (thowsands) ............ % 4,098 + 3 + 11
Annual rate of denosit turnover..... 28.3 + 34 -+ 23 Badof-month deposits {thonsands)f, . § 4,240 % Lis
Annual rate of depnzit turnover..... 11.8 + 4 + &
For an explanation of symbels see p. 86,
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Local Business Conditions Percent change
Jan 1868 Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1968

Jan from from Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 Cily and item 1568 Dec 1967 Jan 1987
HUNTSVILLE (pop. 11,999) LAMESA (pop. 12,438)
Postal receipts® ........ ... ... ... § 21,645 - 9 Posital receipts® ,............i..... § 15,126 + 2
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 68,900 — 49 — 87 Building permits, less federal contracts § 58,150 +130 + 7
End-of-inonth deposits (thousands)t.. § 13,471 - 7 + 5 End-of-month deposits (thousands)$.. $ 19,478 + 3 — 19
JACKSONVILLE (pop. 10,509 1) Nonfarm placements ......... e 111] - T 4 &2
Pogtal receipts® ... oo § 26,380 — 13
Building permits, less federal contracts § 109,000 - 9E% 527 LAMPASAS (pop. 5670r)
Bank debits (thousands} ............ § 17,052 + 6 + 4 Tostal receipte* ... ... ...l § 7,585 — 16
End-of-mmmth deposits (thousands)f.. § 12,772 + @ -+ 11 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 110,000 +259 +203
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 16.% + 1 — 4 Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 0.056 + 18 40
3 End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 7,588 — 8 + T
g::tsa.{ Eaf‘eipif‘o?-, 5,120 r) ,,,,,,,,, 3 18,011 — 4 Annual rate of depcsit turnover..... 18: + 15 -
Building permits, less federal eontracts § 9,050 — 8% — 5
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 18,072 + a7 LEVELLAND (pop. 12,117 1)
End-of-month depesits {thousands)f.. $ 8,407 + 3 Postal receipte® ..............iiias § 18,764 + 34
Ruilding permits, leas federal contracts $ 509,122 -+382 — 27
JUNCTION (pop. 2,441) Banl debits {thousands) ........... $ 27151 + 86 + 2
Building permits, less federal contracts § 5,400 + 54 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. $ 12,529 A8 + 7
Bank debits {thonsandsy ............ § 2,625 4+ 14 4 24 Annval rate of deposit turnover.... b
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 3,187 -_— & -+ 9
Annuzl rate of deposit turnover... ... .2 + 12 + 12 LITTLEFIELD (pop. 7,236)
‘ Postal receipts™ ... ...... ... ... ... $ 2,560 — 27
‘3 UST IN_(p"p' 622) . Bank dcbits (thousands) ............ $ 14,302 + a7 — 5
Powtal rec:ewts' ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, [ 1,576 4 1% End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 11,270 1+ 4 + 10
Bank debits {thousands) ........... ¥ L,143 + 0 - ¢ Annual rate of deposit tnrnover..... 15.5 + 3 — 13
End-of-month deposits {thousands)f.. § 378 + & — &
Annual vate of deposit turnoever...... 15.1 + B + 1
LLANO (pop. 2,656)
KARNES CITY {(pop. 2,693) Postal receipts® ... . ... . .. oiel. 3 5,533 + 8
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 36,000 4943 Building permits, less federal contracts $ 11,000 - 7
Bank debils {thousands) ............ $ 8,481 - 2 — 18 Bank. debils {thousands) ............ § 3,601 — 4 + &
End-of-menth deposits (thousandsif.. § 4,252 o7 - 1 Fnd-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 4,572 -4 — 1
Annual rate of depesit turnover..... 10.0 — 5 — 14 Annnal rate of deposit turnover..... 9.2 — A4 8
KILGORE (pop. 10,092) LOCKHART (pop. 6,084)
Postul recetpts* ... ....... e % 19,821 — & vas Postal reecipta® .. ... ..iirineans 3 2,072 + 58 .
Ruilding permits, less federal contracts § 81,501 +424 +143 Building permits, less federal contracts § 41,060 -+ 30 — A0
Bank debits (thousands) ............ % 15,216 + 18 42 Rank debits (thousands) ............ I3 000 <+ 10 — 4
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f.. $ 13,418 — 2 + 1 End-of-manth deposits (thousands)f.. $ 7,708 T + 3
Annual rate of deposit turhover...... 13.5 + 17 — 3 Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. .. 10.7 + @ 14
Nonfarm employment (area) ....... 33,300 b e
Manufacturing employment {avea). 8,780 b + 2
Fercent unemploved (area) ...... .. 2.9 4+ 8t Htr LONGVIEW (pop. 40,050)
.. Poutal reeeipts* ....... deriiaaianaaa § 9,477 &
KILLEEN (pop. 34,000 1) Ruilding permits, less federal contracts $ 1,026,000 — 24 4 85
Postal receipls® ....... e $ 68,755 — 14 Bank debits (thowsands) .......... L A L R
Bank debits (thousands ............ § 20733 R T End-of-month depesits {thousandsjt.. § 45472 — 5 + 25
End-of-month deposits {thousands)f.. § 12,555 _ 4 18 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 22.2 + R + 3
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 191 — 1 o4 12 Nonfarm employment (avea) ....... 33,300 h b
R Manufacturing employment (ares). 8,750 et + 2
KINGSLAND (pop. 150) Percent unemploved (area) ......... 2.9 + 21 .
Postal receipte® ............ ... ... ¥ 2,132 4111 —
Bank debits (thousands} ........... $ 2,280 — 14 + 18 LUFKIN (pop. 20,756 1)
End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . $ 1,578 + 1 + 52 Poatal receipts* ... iiieennn.. $ 41,204 =
Annual rate of-deposit turnover, . ... 17.4 — 17 -— 27 Building permits, less federal contracts § 272,880 + ™ -+123
— Nonfarm placements ................ 68 + 19 — 44
KINGSYVILLE (pop. 25,2%97)
Postal receipts® . ..., ... ... ... 3 25,562 — 27
Building permits, less federal contracts § 185,276 — 17 — 68 M':CIAME,:Y *(p"p‘ 3,350 r)
Bank debits (thousands) ........... & 21,887 L 28 4 34 Postal recefpts® ... ........ e B0 BB 45
End-nf-munth deposits (thousands)t.. $ 17.071 _ ® _ 5 Building ?errmts. legs federal contracts § a .
Annual rate of deposit turnever. .. .. 4.8 + 3 + a7 Bank debitz (thousands) ....... ..... % 2,214 + 15 + 2
o End-of-month depasits (thousends)f. . § 1,861 4 n <+ 11
KIRBYVILLE (pop. 2,021r) Annual ratel of deposit furnover..... 14.9 + 8 -1
Postal receipte® ... .. ... iiea g 5,620 ek
Bank debits {thousands) ........... 3 2,660 + 8 + 9 MARBLE FALLS (pop. 2,161)
End-af-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 4,063 — 3 — 3 Eank debits (thowsands) ............ % 3,373 + 32
Annusl rate of depowift turnover..... 7.4 + 10 + 11 End-of-month  depogits (thousands)t.. § 2,638 + @ =+ 10
Annual rate pf deposit turnover... ... 18.0 + 81

For an explanation of symhbols see p, 86,
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Local Business Conditions Percent change Lgcal Business Conditions Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1968 Jan 1868 Jan 1968
Jan from from Jan from frem
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
MARSHALL (pop. 25,715 1) PALESTINE (pop. 13,974)
Paostal receipts® ............. PPN ] 40,271 — 7 e Postal receipte® .......coiniviniiann 3 24,667 - 27 s
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 483,720 + 33 142 Building permita, less federal contracts § 58,282 — A8 — A5
RBank debits (thousands) ........... ¥ 28,495 + 14 + 22 Bank debits {thowsands) ............ 3 15,868 + 2 + 20
End-oi-mmonth deposits (thousands)i.. § 23,478 — 12 + & End-of-month deposits (thowsands)}. . § 18,04R " + 2
Annual rate of deposit turnover...... 1.3 —+ 15 — 18 Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 10.5 #h + 16
Nenfarm placements ............... 202 b — 40

PAMPA (pop. 24,664)
MEXJA (pop. 7,62171)

Pastal reeeipts* ... ... ... . ... ... ... § 39,362 -2 .

Pretal rec,eipt.s.‘ ................... $ 9,485 hid . Rank debits (thousands} ........... 3§ 34,613 + 4 + 8
Building permits, less federal'contracts § o can s End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 22,455 _ g + 7
Bank dehits (thousands) ........... $ 6,663 + 2 - Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.0 + 1z - 4
End-of-month deposits (thousands)t. . § 6,416 + 3 + @ Nanfarm placements ............... a3 + 14 — 40
Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 18.7 -+ 48 <+ 25

PARIS . 20,977
MINERAL WELLS (pop. 11,053) PARIS (bop. 20577 o s 4
Postal receipta® SRS §  ansal - — 22 o Building permits, less federal contracts $ 113,569  — 67  — €8
Building ?ermlts, less foderal contracts § 115,300 — 6 - Nonfarm placements .....o.orro... 200 _ a + 31
Bank debits (thounsands) ............ & 24,870 e + 18
End-of-month deposits (thousands)}.. $ 15,625 — B + 12
Annusal roate of deposit turnover. ..’ .. 18.3 e + 2 PECOS (]JO[J. 12!728)
Nonferm DIACEmEnts . ....o...oveeess 107 + & + 14 Postal receipts* ...... .. caveraareaa o B 13,883 — B

Bank debits {thousands) ............ 3 25,568 + 47 + 42
MONAHANS (pop. 9,252 r) End-of-month deposits (thousands)f. . § 11,918 - 3 + &
Paztal receibts® .. .ovveirneiranen.n. § 14703 + 7 Annual rate of depesit turmover..... T e R
Building permits, less federal contracts $ 27,660 - _ 22 Nonfarm placements . .............. Rl + 12 + 65
Bank debits (thousands) ............ § 12,409 + 20 + 4
End-cf-month deposits {thousands}f.. $ 8,475 + @ + z PLAINVIEW (pop. 23,703 1)
Angual rate of deposit turnover...... 18.4 4+ 12 +4 & Postal receipts* ..... ... ....... ... 5 43,202 + o

Building permits, less federal contracta § 3,522,800 e s
MOUNT PLEASANT (pop. 8,027) Bank debits {thousands} ........... $  TLOl% + 23 *
Pastal receipts® .. ... iieriiniiee $ 13,069 — & End-of-month deposite (thousanda)t. . § 31,025 — & + &
Building permits, less federsl contracts § 67,000 +262 + 46 Annuel rete of deposit turnover..... 26.7 + 18 — &
Bank debits (thousands) ......... .03 18,021 + 26 + 21 Nonfarm placements ............... 163 - 81 + 4
End-of-month depesits (thousands)}.. § 10,881 - 2 + 17
Annual rate of depvsit turnover..... 17.4 + 23 + 2 PLEASANTON {pop. 5,053 1)

Ruilding permits, less federal contracts $ 3,000 — 93 — B3
MUENSTER (pop. 1,180} Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 5,132 + 20 4+ 1o
Postal receipts® ......... b, F 3,171 -+ 44 End-of-month deposits (thousands)).. § 4,415 bl -+ 2
Building permits, lesa federal contracts 3 0 ces ces Annual rate of depomit turnaver..... 14.0 —+ 21 + &
Bank debits (thousands) ........... § 3,668 + @ + 2
i]nd—of;mur‘:zh fdepm;it‘s {thousandatf.. § 2.16582 ‘; + ﬂ QUANAH (pop. 4,564)

nnual rate of depasit furnover...... . + - Postal receipts® .................... $ T8 411

Euilding permits, less federal contracts § 332,000 —+502 .
MULESHOE (pop. 3,871) Bank dehits {thousands} ........... § 5987 w1
Bank debits {thousands) ...... vaaers B 15,943 + &3 — 1 End-of-menth deposits {theusands)f.. $ 8,168 _ B .
End-of-month deposits {thousands)f.. § 9,627 — B — 14 Annual rate of deposit turnover. .. .. 11.2 e *
Annual rate of deposit turmover..... 22.9 -+ &t o 10
NACOGDOCHES (pop. 15,450 1) RAYMONDVILLE (pop. 9,385)
Postal receipts* 3 34.211 N Postal recelpta® ... ... ... ... -] 4,617 + &

. PEIPES T e e o Building permits, less federal contracts § 44,650 +157 + 86

Building permits, Jess federal contracts § 247,908 +147 + 11 Bank dchits (thousands) % 156 16 + 28
Bank debits (thousand=) ............ ] 26,818 + 3 e Lo Tt ' -
End-of-month deposits (thousands}t.. $ 28,091 + 7 + 24 End-of-month deposﬂ,s. (thousands)f.. 11,328 — & -+ 23
Annual rate of depesit turnover, ... 11.8 bl — 20 Annusl rate of deposit turaover..... 8.4 —- 13 +
Nonferm placements ......... . 1056 -+ 62 — 28 Nunfarm placements ...... renrrres 60 -z — 1
NEW BRAUNFELS (pop. 15,631) REFUGIO (pop. 4,944)
Fostal receipts® .................... § 272 40 Postal receipts® .......... ceecena 800 6055 — 3
Building permits, leas federa) contracts $ 322,737 + 82 +144 g““d“‘g 1_’91"“1’;:; less ;:d"m contracts : 305»422 Wi o
Bank debits {thousands) ............ $ 18688 4 68— 6 ank debits (thousands) ............ 5.1
End-ef-month deposits (thousands)d. . § 15,870 4 + 7 End-of-month deposita {thousandsi¥.. § 9,680 — 3 + 12
Annnal rate of deposit turmowver. ... 14.1 + 6 w13 Annnal rate of depmsit turnover..... 6.3 + 2 4+ 12
OLNEY (pop. 4,200 r) ROCKDALE (pop. 4,481)
Building permits, less federal cuntracts £ 25,000 e + 15 Paostal receipts® ............. [EE 7,419 + o e
Bank debits (thousands) ............ $ 5,783 4 17 LLJ Building permits, less federal contracts 3 28,755 4363 + 3
Brndwf-menth deposits (thousands}i.. $ 5,138 + 8 + 2 Bank debits (thousands) ............ & 5,810 % + 14
Annunl rate of depoit turmover...... 13.9 + 17 * End-of-month deposits {thousands)%,, $ 5,087 — 2 4+ 1

Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 13.8 e + 10

For an explanation of symbeols see p. 86,
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Local Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968 Jan 1963

Lecal Business Conditions

Percent change

Jan 1968  Tan 1968

X X Jan from from Jan from from
City and item 1968 Dec 1967 Jan 1967 City and item 1068 Dec 1967 Jan 1967
SAN MARCOS (pop. 12,713) TAYLOR (pop. 9,434)
Postal recelpts* ............ ..., .3 2063 — 20 . - . .
Building pevmits, less federnl contracts § 142,600  — 19 -7 Postal reoeipts® ... AN 5 130l -1
Bank debits (thousands) .......... $ 17 552 + 12 £ 26 Buildingz permits, less federal contracts § 21,400 - Y 4240
End-of-month depesits (thousands)f.. 5 15,228 + 14 + 25 ank debits (thousands) ...........§ 12,878 16 i
Annual rate of deposit turnover 16.0 + s 4 o7 End-of-month deposits (thousands)i.. § 20,493 - 4 + 12
""" . Annual rate of depositi turnover..... 7.4 + 17 — 11
SAN SABA (pop. 2,728) Nonfarm placements ............... 10 — 5§ — 29
. Ly
Postal receipls® .. ... . ... ... ... ] 3,086 — 44 =
Luilding permits, less federal contracts § 32,760 ce —+71% TEMPLE (pop 34,730 )
Bank debits (thousands) .......... . § 6531 - 3 + b ) e .
End-of-month deposits (thousands)..$ 5,367  — G o Retail sales ...ooovviiins =1 -2 41
Annual rate of deposit furnover., ... 14.2 — 8 + 3 Baling: and drinking places........ -4 -9 "
Postul receints® ..., .. oL oo B (9,871 - 17 .
SILSREE (pop 6,27T) Building permils, less federal contracts § 218,180 + T8 -— i9
- E i andg) ...l E ;
Building permits, less federal contracts § 8,300 .. — 9 Nzﬁlf(af:‘blmlazih;;l&::da) ¥ 42’?;2 + : + 1;
Bank debits (thousands) ........... $ 8,908 + 58 + 54 v R + +
End-of-month deposits {thousands)i., § 8,504 + 33 -+ 25
Annual rate of deposit turnover. ... .. 12.4 -+ 18 -+ 22 UVALDE (DDD. 10'293)
SMITHVILLE (pop. 2,933) Postal receipis® .....o.o000.n ciead B 17,177 + 12
Postal receipts® ......ooooroeennn. .. 3 4,068 _ 3 Building permits, less federal contracts § 130,485 + 44 4213
Building permits, less federal contracts § 164,500 Ca . Bank debits {thousands) ........... § 18,407 + 10 — 8
Renk debits (thousands) ............ § 2888 4 34+ 10 End-of-month deposits (thousands}t.. § 11185 4+ 2 4 16
Eind-of-month deposits [thousandsi?.. § 2,523 _ q + = Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 26.0 + & — 14
Annual rale of deposit turnover, ... 18.5 + 25 + 7
SNYDER._(- _____ 13;;6)_ R T YERNON (pop. 12,141)
o \pop. 13, ) Postal receipts® .................... § 18872 — 3
uilding IJ‘QI'ITIItS, less federal contracts § 30.(:00 _ 25’} + @b Building permits, loss federal contracts $ 21,725 + 19 _ a5
Bank debits {thousands) ........... §  17.576 - 2 - 4 Bank debits (thousands) ...........§ 25,800 — 4 + 18
End—of-munth ?eoumtfs‘ (thousands)¥. . & 19,302 + 2 - *z Fnd-of-month deposits {lhousands}i,. § 23,584 - @ + 9
nnunl rate of deposit turnover..... 1.0 - ¢ Annual rate of deposit turnover..... 11.8 -2 47
— Nonfarm placements .., ............ 63 + a1 — 1B
SONORA (pop. 2,619)
Building permits, less federal contracts § i} ce T
Rank debits (thousanes) ............ % 3,096 -+ 14 <+ 10
End-of-menth deposits  (thousands)f, | 3 4,400 — % + 1 VICTORIA (pop. 33’047)
Annunal rate of deppsit turnover. . ... a4 4+ 15 4+ 1z Relail sales ... .. ... .. 0iiniinnnnn — 18% — 20 -+ 13
Automoetive stores ., ... ... ... — 5% — 4 + 31
STEPHENVILLE (pop. 735%) Postal reeeipte® ... ... ... ..., $ 61,024 — 14
Postal veacints® ..o\ 5 15,407 + 1 Building permits, less federal contracts § 289,300 - &1 — BT
Building permits, less federal contracts § 121,500 -+ 22 . Bunk debits (thousands) ........... § el + 1 — B
Fank debits (thousands) ............ 5 12228 + 15 5 Find-of-month deposits {thousands)f.. § 03854  — 5 4 4
End-of-month deposits (thousands)i. . $ 11077 e we Annual rale of depnsit turnover..... 11.4 + 18 - 7
Annual vatg of deposit turnover.. ... 1.3 Y 3 Nonfarm placements ........ ... ... 881 — 8 yE
STRATFORD {pop. 1,380) WEATHERFORD (pop. 9,759)
Pestal reeeipts® ... 00 [ 3,027 + 4 Postal reeeipts® ..o oierieeninans LB 31,198 — 1
Tuilding 1‘1ermit8. less federal contracts § 37,800 — 5l — 21 Building permits, less federal contracts § 43,350 _ 28 _ 339
e R B B L I
Annual rate of deposit turnover... .. 21.9 + A + 17
SULPHUR SPRINGS (pop. 9,160) LOWER RIO GRANDE VALLEY
Retail 58168 - ovnn oo el (Cameron, Willacy and Hidalgo; pop. 335,450 a)
Automotive 5t0TeS ... ieea. . — &f + 15 + 22 Retail 58165 o oooone e T - 14 + 21
Postal recelpte® ... ... 8 19,887 - 9 s Appare]l atores ... ol .. — 45t - AT + 3
Builling parmits, less federal cantracts § 69,289 - 37 — 86 Automotive stores ....... e, — 5t h + 27
Bank debits ithousands] ........... § 21824 + =8 + 12 DeEEtores o .orr e e — oGt _ 18 + 7
End-vf-month deposits (thousands)f.. § 20,319 I Food SEOMS .....viieeriiiniann. -1 -1 4 2
Annual rate of deposit turnover..,.. 12,8 + 7 - 2 Furniture and householde
- ) appliance stores ................ — 21t — a5 -+ 33
SWEETWATER (pop. 13,914) Gasoline and service stations...... - 1f = 1 4 1
Poslal receipis* ... ... ... 0. § 23,162 4 23 General-merchandise stores ,....... — B4t — 46 -+ 7
Building permits, less federal contracts § 1,000 — a8 — 82 Lumber, building-material,
Bank debits (thousandsy ............ [ 20,275 + 48 — 4 and hardware dealers ......... V. — 5t — 25 - 4%
End-of-month deposits {thousandsif.. § 14,480 + #1 4+ 24 Building permits, less federal eontracts — 48 — 17
Annual rate of doposit turnover. .. ... 19.0 + 22 — 14 Bank debit: (thougands) ........... £ 12 + 11
Nonfarm placements ... . ......... 118 Wk + B End-of-month deposits {thousands)%.. — & -+ 21
Annual rate of deposit turnover... .. 16.8 + 8 - &

For an explanation of symbols see n. 86
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BAROMETERS OF TEXAS BUSINESS

(All 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 adjusied for seasonal variation unless otherwise noted. Employment estimates are compiled by the Texas
Employment Commission in cooperation with the Burean of Labor Statistics of the 1.8, Department of Laber. The sym-
bols used below impose qualifications as indicated here: *—preliminary data subject to revision; r—revizsed 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.

Jan Dec Jan
1268 1087 1987
GENERAL BUSINESS ACTIVITY
Texas business activity (Index) 2156 * 190.%r 185.9
Wholesale prices in U.S. (unadjusted index’ . e, 107.1 * 1068 106.2
Consumer prices in Houston {(unadjusted indexy . 116.9 — 113.0
Consurner prices in U.8. (unadjusted index) 118.6 118 2 114.7
Income payments to individuals in U.S. (billions, at seasonally
adjusted annual rate) § 651.2* $ 6493 * $ 6i04r
Business fallures (number) 44 32 34
Buginess failures (ligbilitieg, thousands) $ 4,617 $ 2,164 $ 3,788
Newspaper linage (index) ... 127.1 125.8 118.5
Ordinary-life-insurance sales (index} 196.7 206.2 1619
Miscellaneous freight carloadings in 8'W, Distriet (ndex) 803 81.8 80.9
TRADE
Ratio of credit sales to net sales in department and
apparel stores 62.3 * 586 * 62.4r
Ratio of collections to outstandings in department and
apparel stores ... 35.5 * 3T 339r
PRODUCTION .
Total electric-power use (index) 2193* 216.7 * 195.5 1
Industria) electric-power use (index) 193.0 * 195.9 % 179.Tr
Crude-olt production (index) - 131.8* 125.4 106.3r
Average dally production per oil well (bbl.) 15.7 14.8 14.3
Crude-oil runs to stills (Index) 128.2 130.6 1174
Industrial production in U.8, (index).. 1612 ¥ 1618 * 158.2r
Texas Industrial production—total (Index) . 163.7 * 163.1 " 1529r
Texas industrial production—total manufactures (index) ___ 183.1 * 1854 * 1725
Texas industrial production—durable manufactures (index) .. 2094 * 2120 * 18551
Texas industrial production—nondurable manufactures (index) 16586 * I67.7* i671lr
Texas industrial production—mining Undex) 1264 * 1214+ 117.0r
Texas Industrial production—utilities (index) .. 2119 " 2118~ 1805
Building authorized (index) _. . 151.4 18571 107.9r
New residential building authorized (index)... 122.4 1472r 885r
New nonresidential bullding asuthorized ({ndex) .. 205.4 151.9 1315r
AGRICULTURE
Prices received by farmers (unadjusted index, 1910-1914=—100) 246 247 241
Prices paid by farmers in T.8. (unadjusied
index, 1910-1914—100) 346 345 340
Ratio of Texas farm prices received to U.S. prices paid
by tarmers 71 T2 71
FINANCE
Bank debits (index} o iienen n 230.9 208.7 197.4
Bank debits, U.5. (index} 255.2 244.1 222.0
Reporting member banks, Dallas Federal Reserve Distrlct
Loans (millions) . - $ 5,145 $ 5,218 $ 4,828
Loans and investments (mllhons) O S X1 $ 1,728 $ 7,053
Adjusted demand deposits (millions). $ 3,060 $ 3278 $ 2911
Revenue receipts of the state comptroller (thousands). $186,230 $145,951 $181,687
Federal Internal Revenue collections (thousands) $247,056 $348,187 $249,321
Securitles registrations—original applications
Mutual investment companles (thousands) ... § 28,177 $ 17,994 $ 15,850
All other corporate securities
Texas companies (thousands) $ 7477 $ 36,086 $ 7,694
Other companies (thousands) $ 12,275 $ 19,863 $ 1,074
Securities registrations renewals
Mutual investment companies (thousands). ... § 9408 $ 10,865 $ 20,452
Other corporate securities (thousands) - & 3,106 % 351 $ 586
LABOR
Manufacturing employment in Texas (ndex> 1410 * 1408 * 1327 r
Total nonagricultural employment in Texas (index)... - 1356 * 1341 * 12931
Average weekly hours—manufacturing (index) — g7.8* 1011 * 100.0
Average weekly earnings—manufacturing (index)_.. 131.7 * 1343 * 125.0
Total nonagricultural employment (thousands)........ . 33184 * 33783 * 3,1637r
Total manufacturing employment (thousands)... §79.2* 679.1 * 639.1r
Durable-goods employment (thousands) ... 3741 Me* 3413r
Nondurable-goods employment (thousands) 305.1 % 3007.5* 20781
Total nonagricultural labor force in selected labor-market
areas (thousands) 30756 1,097.6 2,983.1
Employment in selected-market areas (thousands) . ... 2,933.0 2,862.5 2,819.4
Manuofacturing employment in selected labor-market
areas (thousands) §578.4 hBT.5 534.2
Total unempiloyment in selected labor-market areas
(thousands) 80.9 70.2 85.2

Percent of labor force unemployed in selected
labor-market areas 2.6 2.3 2.9
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With the urgent recommendation of Governor Connally this educa-
tional research publication was prepared by the Bureau of Busi-
ness Research under the sponsorship of the Coordinating Board for
the Texas College and University System, and developed with the
advice and cooperation of the Planning Agency Council for Texas
and its agency representatives.

It presents a series of economic forecasts from the present to the
year 1990, with a series of charts and tables presenting data on
various facets of the Texas economy—population, the work force,
industry in its varied forms, natural resources, and agriculture and
ranching. These facts are useful guidelines for those interested
in measuring the future growth potential of Texas.
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