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ABSTRACT 

This report was developed because of the need for data conce rnlng 
the exempt motor carriage of fresh and frozen fishery products. In order 
that the required information could be obtained, questlonnaires were 
sent to both shippers and motor carriers. 

The development of the fishery exemption, particularly as it relates 
to the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 and the Transportation Act of 1958, IS 

briefly discussed. The terms used are defined, and the fmdmgs from the 
Shipper's Questionnaire and from the Motor Carrier Questlonnaire are 
reported. Included also is a summary of the fmdmgs. 
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STUDY OF EXEMPT TRUCKING OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISH 
AND SHELLFISH IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE 

INTRODUCTION 

Tr ansportation has been one of the key 
fa ctors in the development and growth of the 
fi s hing industry. The highly pe rishable nature 
of the industry ' s fresh and frozen products 
requires a transportation system dedicated 
to the peculiar needs of the shippers and 
receivers, for without this vital link in the 
chain of distribution, the industry's markets 
would be restricted to the immediate pro­
ducing areas along the coasts, lakes, and 
rivers. 

The bulk of fresh and frozen fishery 
products was once carried by the railroads 
and mainly in express service. Improved 
highways and motor equipment, coupled with 
the accelerated abandonment of rail 
passenger service, have contributed to a 
decided trend toward the use of motor 
trucks to move fishery products. Although 
motor vehicles used in interstate trans­
portation for hire were brought under regu­
lation by the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission (ICC) in 1935 (United States Code, 
Title 49, Chapter 8), the Congress provided 
for the exemption from economic regulation 
of truck transportation of fresh and frozen 
fishery products and certain agricultural 
products .1 

Little information is available concerning 
the exempt carriage of fresh and frozen 
fishery products by these exempt motor 
carriers. Unlike regulated carriers, the 
exempt carriers are not required to submit 
reports to the ICC. Hence there are little 
basic data available concerning their oper­
ations . Sub stantial amounts of fresh and 
frozen fishery products, however, are being 
moved by such carriers. 

There is pressing need for data to solve 
the many critical problems arising in this 
area of transportation so important to the 
fi s hing industry. The data needed relate 
b o th to the shipper and to the motor carrier. 
T h o se d ata relating to the shipper involve 
such questions as: What quantity of products 

1 There are two types of regulation: economic and safety. Eco­
nomic regulation pertains to rates , routes, and services. Safety 
regulation pertains to such items as hours of work and condition 
of the equipment. 
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does he ship and what are his special 
requirements? Those data relating to the 
carrier involve such questions as: What 
products does he carry? What stops does 
he make? What are his rates? 

These questions - -and many more - -needed 
answers that could be supplied only by the 
shippers and the carriers themselves. Ac­
cordingly, a Shipper's Questionnaire was 
submitted to a representative sample of 
fresh and frozen fish and shellfish proc­
es sors and wholesalers, and a Motor Carrier 
Questionnaire was submitted to carriers 
that served the shippers who responded to the 
preceding que s tionnai re. 

The purpose of this report is (1) to sketch 
the development of the fishery exemption, 
(2) to define certain of the terms commonly 
used in connection with the fisheryexemp­
tion, (3) to give the findings of the Shipper's 
Questionnaire, and (4) to give the findings 
of the Moto r Car rie r Que s tionnai re . 

It might seem more logical to define the 
terms first, but they will have more mean­
ing after the development of the fishery 
exemption has been discussed. The various 
topics treated therefore will be presented 
in the order just listed. 

A s ummary is included for the convenience 
of those who may not have time to study the 
detaile d findings . 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FISHERY 
EXEMPTION 

The transportation of fish and shellfish 
in interstate commerce by motor vehicle 
has always been exempt from economic 
regulation by the ICC. This exemption, how­
ever, has not come about automatically, 
for it has resulted only after long, continuous 
efforts by the fishing industry. To understand 
the developments, one must be acquainted 
with the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 and 
the Transportation Act of 1958. 

Motor Carrier Act of 1935 

The birth of the exemption took place in 
the original act, as the exemption was a 
part of that act. This point, however, had 
to be clarified by a number of early inter­
pretations. Later, problems arose concerning 
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was used to tran port none empt com­
modity, all of th ub equ nt op ration o! 
that vehicle were ubJect d 0 ICC re 
hon Irrespective of the type o! commodltJ s 
subsequently tr n .. port d h r On 
consider atIon, In the second 
Case,' the Comml Ion tt mpt 
lish Its "channels of commerce prinCiple, 
stating "the leglSlahve hi tory mdlcat 
that the benefits of he e emption e r 
intended for the farmer by aHordm r lIe! 
In the transportatIon of hi produc I to 
the point where they fast enter he ordln ry 
channels of comme rce. I \\' Ith re pect to 
fishery products, It concluded that ' only 
fish and shellfish, dead or alive, a taken 
from the water, are within the purview o! 
this exemption." CommiSSioner Lee du­
sented from the majority OplnlOn, .tatIng· 
" ... it should be noted that Congres did 
not limit the meaning of the word 'fI sh I a 
was done in the case of 'ag rlcultural COm­
modities' (not including manuCactu red prod­
ucts thereof). On the contrary, b y the paren­
theticalphrase (including shellfISh), Congress 
indicated that all 'fish' falls withm the 
exemption." Several years after the se cond 
Monark Egg Case, the ICC attempted to 
enjoin a motor carrier from transporting 

! McItor Carrier Act, .9 U.s.C. 301, .9 Stat. 543. 
179 Colt&. Recoccl 1219i, 12197, 12199, 12200, 12205, 12213, 

UtiO and 122'll. 
• 79 Co~. Recor4 122m. 
'Monark E.a Corp. Contract Carrier APPUcmon. loll M..C.C. 615 

DDcided ~ 'I, 19«1. 
• .. )'('c,C. III, 4eIi ... OaIIkr %. 1~ 
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produc t, all .'iub equ nt movements 
the vehicle ere none empt.Lt ThIS deCI-

Ion was soon follo ed m another F d­
e ral District Court wherein he Cour t 
rea oned that the Commls lon's mterpre ­
tatlo n of the phrase "I f such motor vehlc e. 
are not u ed In carrying any other 
property or pas engers for compenllatlon" 
was 

so unreasonable .nd SO cr/pph ••. [0 [be fr.. !lie rs ( It 
carnaRe of [he pnv,leQed commocliue.s, .... eve" ~ruy to 
[he general polley f the Iqpslalloo. [M( II cannD( be (rue 
letPslanve intent. II 

It was thus fmally estabhshed that a motor 
vehicle transporting exempt commodl Ie. 

T ICC vs. Love. TI F. PP. 63, deC1ftd I*,ch 29, ltu am,,.,.. 
lTl F. 2(d) 224. 

1 49 ,,",-C.C •• ~, decided s.~, 2:1, 1949 • 
t 52 M.C.C. 578, dea"-l . 11 1 , IlHil. 

11 ICC vs. Dllllll, 166, F. ~ (d) US, declded FdInIary S, 1~ 
U ICC vs. Service Truclang CompAny, 91 F. SuIl'PL 5m, ~ ... 

May 5.1950. 



was exempt from ICC regulatIOn so long as 
a regulated product was not tran::.ported 10 
the same truck at the same time. 

Trip-leasing of exempt trucks on return 
hauls. - -Another legislative development of 
great signlficance to the hshery exemption 
pertained to the practice of tnp-Ieasmg 
exempt trucks on return hauls. Pnor to 
1951 the Commission's regulatlOns per­
mitted the leasing of trucks for s10gle 
tnps and this was known as a "trip-lease." 
The retentlOn of this practice was of great 
lmportance to the agricultural and fIshery 
industnes and to regulated motor earners, 
depending upon the occaslonal use of exempt 
carner equlpment, slnce It enabled exempt 
earners to lease their vehicles to regulated 
carriers for the transportation of a regu­
lated commodlty back to the exempt ca rrie r' s 
source of exempt traffic. In 1951 the ICC 
attempted to requlre that future leases of 
motor vehlcles be forapenodofnotless than 
30 days, but 10 the hght of the vigorous oppo­
sition that developed, Congress 10 19')6, ex­
cluded exempt earners from the tnp-leasmg 
regulations upon certaln condltions.12 The ef­
fe ct of thls exemption from the 30 -day leas10g 
regulahons, was that upon completion of a 
movement of exempt commodlties, a motor 
vehicle may then be trip-leased to a regulated 
carner for transportation of a regulated com­
modity 1n any dlrect ion and in one or more of 
a series of movements , loaded or empty, in the 
general direct10n of the general area 10 whlch 
such motor vehlcle is based. 

Developments concernmg transportatlon 
of new fishery products.--There was llttle 
controversy concerning the fishery exemp­
hon for several years follo'wlOg the fore­
going decisions. The widespread development 
of cooked and breaded fishery products 1n 
the 1950's, however, touched off a new wave 
of controversy. On November 28, 19,)"}, the 
Bureau of Motor Carriers of the ICC lssued 
Administrative Ruhng No. 98, ,"hich stated, 
in 1tS opmion, that the transportatlon of 
cooked hsh or shnmp dld not corne wHh10 
the exemption.13 It als 0 held, howeve r, that 
breaded flsh or shnmp, lf uncooked, carne 
wlthin the exemptlOn. A petitlon was hIed by 
the fishery mdustry in 1957, requestmg that 
Admimstrative Ruhng '0 . 90 be rescmded 
on the grounds that 1t was lnconsistent WIth 
the definition of the flsher' e. emptlOn, as 
set forth in the 10 4 0 1!onark Egg Case.1( 

12 Public La.,., 957 (S. 81~) 84th Conltress, 2d S Slon , approved 
:\u~ust 3, 1956, became effective by CofTUllisSlO1l order APril .. , 
1957. Sect. 204 (f) (';;). 

IS The preface of Adnunistralll'e Rult ' . 9 states:" Ibe f 1-
lo .... ·ing IS an admirustrallve ruli of the 8.Jre.au of. lator Carriers. 
made in re5lXlnSe to quesllc ns propoJUndt'd by t~ public. Indlall 
.... ·hat is deemed bl' the &re.1u to tile correct appbc II nan 
lnterpretallOO of the Act. Ruli 5 f IS kind are tentatl\e and 
proVlsional and are mad In t~.e absenc of aulhorttatl\ e deciSions 
ulXln the subject by the ComnUssl .. 

I( This peuuc n, .IC-C- .. 1S .... as larer .. '} ra"'Il as t rna! er 
.... as resoh'eJ b ' e[l.lcm~nt f the Trans rtatlon A r 1 

j 
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or which had been the subject of Commission 
or Court proceedings.15 Listed as" not 
exempt" were cooked or fried fish and shell­
flsh, fish sticks, clam juices or broth, 
croquettes, deviled shellfish products, 
dinners, fish cakes, andcannedandpreserved 
products. Simultaneously with the release 
of Ruling No. 107, the Senate was holding 
a series of hearings on the problems of the 
railroads, during which a concerted drive 
was being made for the repeal or drastic 
revision of the exemption. The fishery indus -
try countered this drive with a request for a 
codification ofthe fishery exemption to reflect 
past court and Commission decisions. It urged 
Congress to reaffirm those decisions that had 
indicated that the method of preservation 
(freezing, for example) is the criterion be­
tween exempt and nonexempt fishe ry products 
rather than that some frozen products were 
exempt but that othe r frozen products that had 
been cooked, fried, or otherwise prepared 
were not exempt. Similar testimony was pre­
sented by the fishing industry in the House on 
H.R. 5823. In addition to its opposition to the 
ICC's request that the fishery exemption be 
restricted to the initial movement from the 
point of production, the industry appealed to 
the Hous e for a restatement of the definition of 
"fish (including shellfish)," as follows: 

Fish or shellfish, and fresh or frozen products thereof con­
taining seafood as the basic ingredient, whether breaded, cooked 
or otherwise prepared (but not including fish and shellfish which 
have been treated for preserving, such as canned, smoked, 
salted, pickled, spiced, corned or kippered products). 

Following the conclusion of both the House 
and Senate hearings, new bills were prepared 
and introduced by the chairmen of the respec­
tive subcommittees presiding at the hear­
ings. Senator Smathers introduced S . 3778, 
on May 8, 1958, which provided for the adop­
tion of Administrative Ruling No. 107, as the 
line of demarcation between exempt and non­
exempt commodities, except that (1) frozen 
fruits, berries, and vegetables and (2) all im­
ported agricultural and fishery products 
would be subjected to ICC regulation. 

On June 5, 1958, Congressman Harris 
introduced H.R. 12832, which was substan­
tially the same as S. 3778, except that the 
House bill additionally provided that the 
exemption applied to "fish or shellfish and 
fresh or frozen products thereof c ontaining 
seafood as the basic ingredient, whether 
breaded, cooked, or otherwise prepared," 
as requested by the fishery industry . On 
June 3, 1958, S. 3778 was reported by 
Senator Smathers I subcommittee with an 
amendment deleting the provIsions that would 
have regulated the transportation of all im­
ported property, and subjected only im ­
ported bananas, coffee beans, cocoa beans, 

11 Thl s ruling contained a preface similar to that shown in 
Foomote 1 on page 1. 
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tea, hemp, and wool, to ICC regulation. This 
bill also regulated the transportation of frozen 
fruits, berries, and vegetables but specifically 
exempted from such regulation the transpor­
tation of "cooked or uncooked (including 
breaded) fish or shellfish when frozen or 
fresh." Both S. 3778 and H. R. 12832, contained 
"Grandfather" provisions .16 However, the 
Senate bill provided that any carrier who was 
in bona fide operation January 1, 1958, shall 
receive operating authority from the ICC upon 
submission of proof of bona fide operations on 
that date, whereas the House bill provided a 
critical date of June 1, 1958. After conference, 
a critical date of May 1, 1958, was agreed 
upon. The conferees also provided that the 
term fish (including shellfish) "shall be 
deemed to include cooked or uncooked (includ­
ing breaded) fish or shellfish when frozen or 
fresh (but not including fish or shellfish which 
have been treated for preserving, such as 
canned, smoked, pickled, spiced, corned or 
kippered products)." It should be noted that 
"salted" fish, which was once included in the 
list of preserved nonexempt seafoods, was de­
leted from the preserved fish category in this 
bill. Thus, S. 3778 was enacted into law on 
August 12, 1958.17 

During the course of debate on the bill in 
the Senate, Senator Smathers, sponsor of the 
bill, was asked by Senator John F. Kennedy 
of Massachusetts whether products such as 
codfish cakes, deviled crab, fish with sauce, 
fish dinners, and similar seafood products, 
would be exempt under the bill, even though 
they were shown as "not exempt" in Inter­
state Commerce Commission Ruling No. 107. 
Senator Smathers answered: "The answer to 
that question is in the affirmative, 'Yes' It 
was our intention that the items be exempt. 
We could not write into the law, Mr. President 
(President Pro Tempore of the Senate), all 
these various items which have seafood in 
them. If we had, the bill would have had to 
be longer than some of the tax laws. As best 
we could we made references to these sub­
jects in the report and in the colloquy on 
the floor. I am very happy to say 'Yes' it is 
our understanding such products would be 
exempt under the provisions of the bill." 

16 The term "Grandfather" when used in connection with motor 
car rier certificates is commonly understood to refer to a certificate 
granted to a carrier that was in operation when Congress regulated 
those operations for the first time. 

17 Sect. 7. Transportation Act of 1958, Public Law 85-625. 85th 
Congress. 2d Session. The pertinent proviSions stated: "That 'the 
words 'property consisting of ordinary livestock. fish (including 
shellfish). or agriculrural (including horticulrural) commodities 
(not including manufacrured products thereof)' shall not be deemed 
to include frozen fruits, frozen berries, frozen vegetables. cocoa 
beans, coffee beans, tea. bananas, or hemp, and wool imported 
from any foreign country and wool tops and noils. or wool waste 
(carded, spun, woven or knined) , and shall be deemed to include 
cooked or uncooked (including breaded) fish or shellfish when frozen 
or fresh (but not including fish and shellfish which have been 
treated for preserving, such as canned, smoked. pickled. spiced. 
corned, or kippered products." 



Mr. KENNEDY. "In other words, seafoods 
which are preserved, such as canned or 
smoked fish, for example, are not exempt, 
but fresh or frozen seafoods which are 
perishable are exempt?" 

Mr. SMATHERS. "The answer is 'Yes '. 
The factor which governs whether the ar­
ticle is exempt or not exempt is how perish­
able it is. If the seafood is canned as is true 
with respect to some salmon and other fish 
of that nature, then the item does not need 
an exemption, because it can be held to 
await the service of regulated carriers. 
When the food is perishable or in a perish­
able state, obviously flex ibility is needed." 
Exempte~ and nonexempt fishery prod­

ucts. - -In Vlew of the enactment of this legis-
1ation' the Bureau of Motor Carriers on 
September 26, 1958, issued Administra'tive 
Ruling No. 110 listing the "exempt" or "not 
exempt" status of the commodities affected by 
the Transportation Act of 1958. The status of 
fishery products in the various forms in 
which they are currently shipped, as shown 
in Administrative Ruling No. 107 and as modi­
fied by Ruling No. 110, are shown below: 

Exempt Fishery Products: 
Fish (including shellfish, frogs, turtles, 

and whale meat) 
beheaded 
breaded 
cakes 
cooked (or fried) 
croquettes 
deviled (crabs, clams, or lobsters) 
dinners 
filleted 
fresh 
frozen 
gutted 
hermetically sealed in containers for 

cleanliness only 
Preservation attained by refrigera-

tion 
juice or broth (clam) 
live 
meat (crab meat or lobster meat) 
offal (inedible portions of fish not 

further processed) 
round (in - the - round) 
salted (but not when salting is used as 

a tr.eatment for preserving) 
shelled or in the shell 
stew 
sticks 

Nonexempt Fishe ry Products : 
Fish (including shellfish) 

canned (hermetically sealed in con­
tainers as a treatment for pre­
serving) 

corned 
kippered 
meal 
oil 
pickled 
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salted 
spiced 
shells, oyster 

Pend~ng problems affectlllg the fishery 
exemptlOn. - -Desplte the clarification of the 
fishery exemption by the Transportation 
Act of 1958, there are several problems 
presently pending before the ICC that stem 
from the "Grandfather" clause of the Trans­
portation Act of 1958. These problems could 
indirectly nullify much of the effectiveness 
of the exemption. 

Many of the formerly "exempt" carners 
transporting frozen fishery products also 
hauled frozen fruits, berries, and vegetables 
to balance their operations and, in many 
instances, hauled these products In mIxed 
loads with fish. Since frozen fruits, berries, 
and vegetables are now subject to ICC regu­
lation, these carriers are seeking authority 
under the "Grandfather" clause to continue 
hauling such mixtures. Of the approximately 
900 carriers who filed "Grandfather" appli­
cations, approximately one-half are seeklllg 
authority to transport frozen commodities 
and 97 (21 percent) of those appllcatlOns 
include frozen fish and shellfish. As of 
March 15, 1960, 11 of the 97 applicatlOns 
had been withdrawn by the applicants, and 
52 had been heard by the Commlssion. 

A propos ed report was filed by an examllle r 
in 27 of the cases that had been consldered 
by the Commission, with the folloWlllg re­
sults: 

1. Authority to mix fish with frozen frUlts, 
berries, and vegetables was recommended 
in nine cases. 

2. Authority to mix fish was denled III 

seven cases due to lnsufhClent proof of 
prior mixtures 

3. No "Grandfather" authority was recom­
mended in six -:ases due to fallure to prove 
bona fide or continuous ope rations. 

4. The apphcants abandoned the applica­
tions in two cases. 

5. One apphcant was found to possess au­
thority as a common carner to transport fish. 

6. One applicant amended the apphcatlOn 
to exclude the mixture of fish. 

7. One examine r denled the mlxtu re po r­
tion of the apphcatlon on grounds that the 
Transportation Act of 1958 did not permlt 
such a grant. The Department of Inter or 
al".d others have intervened in thlS case and 
have taken exceptlOn to thlS fllldlllg 

Another controversy arising from the m.x­
ture practlces of "Grandfather" carner5 
conce rns the s tat.us of cooked frozen ve ge­
tables, such as french fned potatoes, onIon 
rings, cooked squash, and othe r frozen vege­
tables. The ICC and certaIn regulated mo or 
and rall carriers contend hat hese vege­
tables were manufactured products and thu 
were not "exempt" pnor to the enactment 



of the Transportation Act of 1958. The 
importance of this issue to the fishery 
industry lies in the fact that frozen fish 
often moves in mixed loads with these 
cooked vegetables, particularly french fried 
potatoes or onion rings. These mixtures 
by "Grandfather" carriers would be pro­
hibited if this interpretation of the former 
agricultural exemption is upheld. The number 
of carriers available to serve the industry 
on these mixed loads would be thus sub­
stantially reduced. 

Of equal importance to the fishery mdus­
try is the disposition of the "Grandfather" 
applicatlOns filed pursuant to the Trans­
portation Act of 1958, since issuance of 
"Grandfather" certificates to all exempt 
carriers transporting formerly exempt com­
modities on May 1, 1958, was not made 
"automatic." On the contrary, "Grandfather" 
applicants are required to prove: 

l. That they were engaged m "bona fide" 
operations as a for-hire carrier on May 1, 
1958. 

2. That they serve the points and terri­
tories for which authority is sought on, be­
fore, and after May 1, 1958. 

3. That these operations were conducted 
"continuously and substantially" and were 
not interrupted, except for reasons beyond 
the applicant's control. 

A review of the many decisions released 
thus far by the ICC in these cases reveals 
that a conslderable number of these applica­
tions have been denied or dismis s ed and that 
the scope of authorities being recommended 
or granted are substantially less than the 
scope of operations claimed to have been 
conducted by the applicants prior to the 
enactment of this legislation. The principal 
reason for these differences in the opinions 
as to the s cope of bona fide operations ap­
pears to be the Commission's strict appli­
cation of principles established in connection 
with "Grandfather" applications filed pur­
suant to the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 
involving general commodities of a non­
perishable nature. 

The transportation characteristics, dis­
tribution practices, and patterns of move­
ment of frozen agricultural and fishery 
products are substantially different than 
those of nonperishables; therefore, the ship­
pers may very well lose the flexibility a n d 
other advantages of formerly exempt oper­
ations unless the specialized nature of these 
services is recognized. To properly evaluate 
the direct and indirect effects of the legis-
1ative repeal of an exemption from ICC 
regulation, the fishery industry should c are­
fully observe further developments with re­
spect to the services, rates, and operating 
rights of formerly exempt carrier s . 

The findings of this survey should be vi ewed 
in the light of the foregoing observations and 
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developments in the fishery exemption. Par ­
ticula r thought should be given to the question 
of whether the growlng and changing needs 
of the fishery industry during the past decade 
could have been met unde r ICC regulation 
as readily and as satisfactorily as has been 
the case under the exemption. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Certam terms used in this study are de­
fmed as follows: 

Exemp( commodlty: a product that is trans­
ported by motor vehicle, and is not subject 
to ICC economlC regulatlOn. 

Exempt carrler: a carrier that possesses 
no ICC authority to transport regulated 
commodlties. 

Exempt carriage: the unregulated move­
ment of exempt products by any type of 
carrler. 

Regulated carner at exempt rates: a 
carner that operates pursuant to an ICC 
certlficate or permit, but transports truck­
loads of exempt commodlties (fIsh) in exempt 
carnage at unpublished rates over any route. 

Regulated carner at tanff rates: a regu­
lated carner that transports fIsh as a regu ­
lated commodity m accordance with ICC 
authonty over pres cnbed routes, and at 
published tariff rates. 

Private carner: a person or firm that 
transports its own products in its own 
vehlcles. 

It should also be understood that the mlX­
ture of a regulated commodity, such as frozen 
citrus concentrate, for instance, in a vehicle 
wlth an exempt commodity, subject the entire 
vehicle to ICC economic regulation. The 
carrier, therefore, would be required to 
have operating authority over particular 
routes or within a certain territory and 
published tariff rates applying on both the 
regulated and exempt commodities. A regu­
lated carrier, however, may transport a full 
truckload of fresh or frozen fish either at 
exempt rates and without regard to operating 
restrictions contained in its certificate, or 
transport it in accordance with its operating 
authority and at its published tariff rates. 

INFORMATION FROM THE SHIPPER'S 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

In sending questionnaire s, the following 
procedure was used : 

l. A list was made of 1, 500 f i rms that 
ship fishery produ cts in 27 fish-producing 
states. 

2 . The names of 353 firms were selected 
from that list for sampling, and a ques­
tionnaire was sent each . 

3. Of the 353 firms, 182 that did not ship 
in interstate commerce, 12 that had dis ­
continued bus ine s s, and 4 that could not 



furnish information on volume shipped were 
eliminated. There were 155 firms left. 

4. Information from the Shipper's Ques­
tionnaire submitted b y these 15 5 firms was 
used in this study. 

The findings were analyzed from the stand­
po int of (1) f irms, (2) quantity of produ c t, and 
(3) transportation. 

Firms 

T ype of firms interviewed. - -Firms inter ­
viewed con sis tin g of proprietorships, 
partnerships, and corporation.s were asked to 
rank their b usiness activities in order of 
importance based on the weight of products 
shipped. Most of the firms called them­
selves "producers" first, "distributors" 
se cond, and "wholesalers" third. The rank­
ings the firms gave themselves is shown In 
table 1. 

Table 2 gives ranking by categories of 
business activities. The following is an ex­
planation of these terms. Classical defini­
tions do not necessarily pertain. In the 
fishing industry, for example, a "producer" 
is thought of as a fisherman or possibly a 
boat owner. For the purpose of this study, 
however, the termsmaybe defined as follows: 

Producer: One who collects fish or shell­
fish delivered to him at a port from his own 
fishing vessel or vessels and from other 
fishing vessels. He may be a dock owner or 
a buyer at a port auction. 

Processor: One who does something more 
to the fish or shellfish than what is incidental 
to harvesting. Examples of such incidental 
treatment would include beheading shrimp at 
sea, or beheading and gutting varieties of fish 
that are not normally sold in the round . The 
processor, in contrast, may fillet, bread, 
cook, and package. 

Distributor: One who usually sells proc­
essed fish to others who resell, such as 
wholesalers. 

Wholesaler: One who sells to retailers, 
restaurants, and hotels. 

Other: One who is not included in the 
above categories . Others include brokers, 
importers, exporters, buy-and-sell truckers, 
and firms that are predominantly canners. 

Most firms did not confine themselves to 
one business activity only. A total of 55 
firms (36 percent) of the 155 firms forwhich 
information is included in this study were 
engaged in one business activity; 59 (38 
percent) were in two activitie s; and 41 (26 per­
cent) were engaged in three or more. 

Types of shippers.--For the years 1956, 
1957, and 1958 data were obtained on the 
quantity of fishery products handled by type 
of shipper; that is, those who shipped fresh 
only, frozen only, or both (table 3). The 
number of firms shipping only fresh fishery 
products decreased in number, and their 
share of the total weight shipped in 1956, 
as compared with 1958, decreased . The 
number of shippers of only frozen products 

Table l .--Activities ranked by proportionate share of business 

First Second Third 

Producer 59 Distributor 27 Wholesaler 
Processor 40 Processor 18 Distributor 
Wholesaler 25 Wholesaler 17 Processor 
Distributor 19 Boat owner 17 Boat owner 
Boat owner 7 Producer 17 Producer 
Other 5 Other 3 Other 
Retailer 0 Retailer 2 Retailer 

Table 2.--Activities ranked by class ification 

Type of 
business 

Producer ••........................ 
Processor ........................ . 
Wholesaler ....................... . 
Distributor ...................... . 
Boat owner ....................... . 
Other •............................ 
Retailer .......•.................. 

7 

First 

59 
40 
25 
19 

7 
5 
o 

Second 

17 
18 
17 
27 
17 

3 
2 

Third 

3 
5 

19 
5 
4 
3 
2 

19 
5 
5 
4 
3 
3 
2 



remained s t eady, but the share of the total 
w e i ght shipped in 1956, as compared with 
1958, inc reased s ignifi cantly from 38.8 per­
cent in 195 6 to about 43 percent in 1958. The 
number of fi rms shipping a combination of 
fresh a nd f rozen p r oducts increased, but 
their s h ar e o f t he total weight shipped in 
1956 a s compa r ed w ith 1958, remained the 
same. 

S ize of firms . --Dur ing 1958, of the total 
weIght of f i s hery products shipped, 4 firms 
shipped about 25 p e rcent, 14 firms about 50 
percent, and 34 f irms about 75 percent . The 
remaining 25 p e rc ent was shipped by 121 
fIrms. Sum marized in clas s inte rvals of 10, 
as shown in t ab l e 4, the first 10 firms shipped 
43 percent of the to t al w e i ght, the first 20 
about 59 percent, a n d so on. 

Quantity 

Quantity of fishery products shipped. - -The 
total weight of fresh and frozen fish and 
shellfish products shipped by the 155 firms 
increased by 14.4 percent between the years 
1956 and 1958 (table 5). The principal in­
crease in those years was in the shipment 
of frozen fishery products--an increase of 
22.2 percent. The movement of fresh fish 
products showed little change. 

There should be caution in relating table 5 
figures tu production figure s. The totals of 
table 5 repre sent movement between points. 
There can be duplication. A shipment from 
point A to point B, for example, would be 
included in the statistics. Later, all or a 
part of that shipment could be inciuded in a 

Tabl e 3 .--Shipment of f ishery products by type of shipper, 1956, 1957, and 1958 

1 9 5 6 1 957 1 9 5 8 
Type of 

Number Percent Number Percent Number 
shipper Thousand Thousand 

of Thousand total of total of 
firms pounds weight firms pounds weight firms 

Fresh and f r ozen : 
Fresh ...........•.... - 138,956 23. 2 - 142, 037 25 . 9 -
Frozen .......•..•.... - 158,116 26.4 - 164,569 22.4 -

Total .. . ..........• 58 297, 072 49. 6 61 306,606 48 .3 64 

Frozen only ......•..... 45 232 , 327 38 .8 43 260,541 41.0 44 

Fresh only ...••........ 49 69,299 11. 6 49 68,339 10.7 47 

Grand total ....•... 152 598,698 100 . 0 153 635,486 100.0 155 

Tabl e 4 .--Fishery products shipped by 155 firms, 1958 

[By size in class intervals of ten] 

Firms Total shipped Relative 

pounds 

152,387 
183,287 

335,674 

293,723 

55,763 

685,160 

part Subtotal by group of subtotal 

Thousand Thousand 
Number pounds pounds Percent 

1 - 10 ...................................... 295,438 295,438 43 .1 
11 - 20 ...................................... 110,770 406,208 59.3 
21 - 30 ...................................... 84,718 490,926 71.7 
31 - 40 .. .................................... 56,450 547,376 79 . 9 
41 - 50 ...................................... 39,496 586,872 85 . 7 
51 - 60 ...................................... 28,650 615,522 89 .8 
61 - 70 ...................................... 21,530 637,052 93.0 
71 - 80 ...................................... 14,990 652,042 95 . 2 
81 - 90 ...................................... 10,000 662,042 96.6 
91 - 100 ...................................... 8,586 670,628 97 .9 

101 - 110 ...................................... 5,312 675,940 98.7 
111 - 155 ...................................... 9,220 685,160 100.0 

8 

Percent 
total 

weight 

22.2 
26 . 8 

49.0 

42 .9 

8.1 

100.0 



Table 5.--Fresh and frozen products shipped 
by firms interviewed, 1956-58 

[In thousands of pounds] 

Product 1956 1957 1958 

movement from point B to C. These data 
may also include imports, since there is no 
way to separate the statistics for domestic 
and imported products in the records sub­
mitted by the respondents to the shippers I 
questionnaire. 

Fresh ............. 208,255 
Frozen .......... .. 390,443 

Total ........... 598,698 

210,376 
425,110 

635,486 

208,150 
477,010 

685,160 

Quantity shipped by type of product . - -The 
fresh and frozen categories of fishery prod­
ucts shipped were further analyzed by types 
of products as shown by table s 6 and 7. Mo re 
than half of the fresh products shipped in 
1956 and in 1958 were whole, beheaded, and 

Table 6 .--Fresh and frozen fishery products shipped by firms interviewed 

[In thousands of pounds] 

Product 

Fresh products: 
Whole, beheaded and gutted ................................... . 
Fillets, steaks, and portions ................................ . 
Shrimp ...................................•....... ........ ..•.. 
Other shellfish ........... .................•................. . 

Total fresh products ..............•......................... 

Frozen products: 
Whole, beheaded, and gutted ......................•............ 
Blocks .. > ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• 

Fillets, steaks, and portions: 
Raw ••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Breaded, uncooked .........................•.....•...•..•..•. 
Breaded and cooked .......................•................•. 

Total fillets, steaks, and portions ..........•............ 

Fishsticks: 
Breaded, uncooked ....................... ............. · ..... · 
Breaded and cooked .................................. ·.······ 

Total fishsticks .•.....•..........•...............•..• · ... 

Shrimp: 
Raw .......................... ··.············· .•..........•.. 
Breaded, uncooked ...................... ····················· 
Breaded and cooked .................. ·················· · ····· 

Total shrimp ..................•.... · ...... ·····•·········· 

Other shellfish: 
Raw ••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 
Breaded, uncooked .•.........•.. ·····················•······· 
Breaded and cooked ................ ·························· 

Total other shellfish ................. ·•·················· 

Other fish specialties ......................•................. 

Total frozen products .•............•..•..................... 

9 

I 

1956 1957 

116,612 117,477 
42,774 44,977 
14,120 12,509 
34,749 35,413 

208,255 210,376 

39,184 43,421 
19,403 17,300 

124,641 132,452 
4,114 4,482 

19,370 20,965 

148,125 157,899 

19,857 20,595 
22,431 27,404 

42,288 47,999 

66,429 76,336 
34,810 36,575 

784 731 

102,023 113,642 

22,257 24,562 
1,084 914 
1,510 1,237 

24,851 26,713 

14,569 18,136 

390,443 425;110 

1958 

116,423 
42,561 
13,965 
35,201 

208,150 

51,571 
16,180 

141,607 
7,995 

28,108 

177,710 

28,174 
23,580 

51,754 

88,879 
40,875 

759 

130,513 

24,953 
1,077 
1,013 

27,043 

22,239 

477,010 



Table 7 . --Number of firms shipping fresh and frozen fishery products 

Product 1 5(, Li57 1958 

Fresh products: 
Whole, beheaded and gutted ......................................... . 58 58 68 
Fillets, steaks, and portions ...................................... . 16 15 2r 

Shrimp ........................... ·.·.······························ . 
Other shellfish ................................ ··········· ......... . 

16 17 
25 38 3 

Total fresh products ............................................. . 115 1;c7 147 

Frozen products: 
Whole, beheaded, and gutted ............................ . ..........•. 32 3J 37 
Blocks ........................................................... · .. 7 5 8 

-

Fillets, steaks, and portions: 
Raw • •••••••• •••••• ••••••• .•••••••••••••••••. ••••• ••·•·•••• •··••• • . 37 37 20 
Breaded, uncooked .... . ......... ...... ... .... ................... .. . 10 1 10 
Breaded and cooked ............................................... . 11 11 11 

r------+------+-------
Total fillets, steaks, and portions ....... , .................... . 58 58 41 

Fishsticks: 
Breaded, uncooked ......•...... .. . ....... ........... .. ....... . ..... Ie .1.1 1 
Breaded and cooked ................................................ ~~------~-----4--------5 6 8 

Total fishs ticks ............................................... . 15 .7 19 
F====*====~==== 

Shrimp: 
Raw •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.••.••••••••••..••••.•••.••.•• 33 32 37 
Breaded, uncooked ................................................ . 17 17 22 
Breaded, cooked and prepared dishes ......... . .................... . 

~------+-------~-------
5 5 7 

Total shrimp .......... ........... ... .. ......................... . 55 54 66 
F=====F===~~==== 

Other shellfish: 
Raw •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•••.••• 32 281 34 
Breaded, uncooked ................................................ . B ~I B 
Breaded and cooked .........................•...................... ~ ____ ~+-______ +-____ ~ 3 3 

Total other shellfish . .. ....................................... . 43 40 5 

8 8 13 Other fish specialties ............................................. . 
F====F====I=== 

Total frozen products .........................•................... 218 215 229 

gutted fi sh. The weight ofthis product shipped 
decreased slightly £rOIn 1956-58. Only about 
10 percent of the frozen fish were of this cate­
gory (whole, beheaded, and gutted fish). The 
largest aInount of all frozen products shipped 
in both 1956 and 1958 and the greatest increase 
in the weight of frozen products shipped be ­
tween 1956 and 1958 were in frozen fillets, 
steaks, and portions. The increas e wa s 
29,585,000 pounds. The next large s t increase 
was 28,490,000 pounds of shriInp products, in ­
cluding raw, breaded uncooked, and breade d 
cooked. 

The number of firIns shipping the various 
types of fresh and frozen products i s shown in 
table 7. In both 1956 and 195 8 the largest num­
ber of firIns (58 and 68 re spect ively) shipped 
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fresh whole, beheaded and gutted flsh. AInong 
the firIns shipping frozen products m 1958 , 
Inore handled frozen shriInp than any ot her 
product. In 1956 there were 55 firIns shlpping 
shriInp products. The shippers of f r ozen 
fillets, steaks , and portIons decreased fr oIn 
58 in 1956 to 42 in 1958. 

QuantIty shlpped under re gulatIon and ex ­
eInption. - -About two-thirds of the shipInents 
of fresh and frozen fishery products , b oth 
in 1956 and m 1958, were Inade under exeInpt 
rates. About one - fifth we re Inade under 
r egul ated r a t es ; and about one -tenth by 
pr ivate c a r r iage or b y Ineans of the ship­
pers I own truc ks . 

The total amount shipped by all types of 
carriers increased froIn 598,698 , 000 pounds 



in 1956 to 685,160,000 pounds in 1958 , or 12. 6 
percent. Trucks were used in both 1956 and 
in 1958 to carry about 93 percent of the 
total amount of products shipped. The rail­
roads carried 7 per cent , with 4 percent 
carried by railway express and 3 percent 
by railway freight. 

The exempt carriers I share of the tot'3.1 
shipments increased slightly in 19 58. The 
regulated carriers, both in 1956 and 1958, 

carried more under exemption than under 
their certificated routes at tariff rates. The 
percentage relationships of total weight of 
shipments by types of carriers are shown 
in table 8. 

Most shlppers indicated that there were 
no changes In the lr use of exempt carners 
between 1956 and 1958 and that they did not 
anticipate a change in thls use 1D 1959 (table 
9). Thirteen shippers antic ipated anincrease 

Table 8 .--Tota1 shipments of 155 firms by type of carrier used, 1956- 58 

Carrier 

Exempt motor . l carrler .............. 

Regulated motor carrier at exempt 
rates l ..................... ... ... 

Regulated motor carrier at tariff 
rates 2 ...•.............. ... ...... 

Owned or leased trucks 3 •••••••••••• 

Private motor carrier at exempt 
rates l ........................... 

Railway Express 2 .........•......... 
Rai12 ..........•....•.............. 

Air2 ............................... 

Total .......................... 

l Shipped in exempt motor carriers . 
2 Shipped in regulated carriers . 
3 Shipped in private carriers . 

1956 

Thousand Percent 
pounds of total 

231, 313 38 .7 

121,643 20 . 3 

94,060 15 . 7 

70, 051 11. 7 

39,671 6 . 6 

23,960 4 . 0 
18,000 3 . 0 

- -

598,698 100.0 

1957 1958 

Thousand Percent Thousand Percent 
pounds of total pounds of total 

249,798 39 .3 286,136 41.8 

134, 231 21.1 150,883 22 . 0 

97, 808 15.4 88,221 12 . 9 

70,143 11.0 70,491 10.3 

41,048 6 . 5 47,188 6.9 

24,458 3 . 9 24,170 3.5 
18,000 2 . 8 18,000 2.6 

- - 71 -

635,486 100 . 0 685,160 10l;.C 

Table 9 .--Changes in types of transportation used, 1958 vs. 1956 and anticipated 
changes in 1959 

[Number of firms] 

1958 vs . 1956 Anticipated 
1959 vs . 1958 

Carrier 
No Increase Decrease No Increase Decrease 

change in 1958 in 1958 change in 1959 in 1959 

Owned or leased trucks ............ 31 1 2 29 1 -

Regulated trucks at tariff rates .. 20 2 6 17 1 5 

Regulated trucks at exempt rates .. 56 5 4 54 3 J 

Other private trucks at exempt 
12 1 r ates .........•.......... ······ . 17 2 2 -

Exempt carriers l 80 8 6 69 

~I 
2 .................. 

33 3 Railway express ...•........... ···· 39 3 5 

l May include carriers that may be subject to ICC regulation for the first ~e ~y -he Trans ­
portation Act of 1958 ("Grandfather" carriers). 
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in the use of exempt carriers in 1959. This 
was by far the greatest amount of change 
indicated, the next being three firms expect­
ing to use more regulated trucks at exempt 
rates . The greatest decrease anticipated in 
1959 was in regulated carriers at tariff 
rates. 

Trans portation 

Distribution trends.--The greatest inter­
state movements of fresh and frozen fishery 
products, during each year of the survey 
period 1956-58, was within the Midwest 
territory. The next greatest occurred from 
New England to the Middle Atlantic, followed 
by the movement within the Pacific terri­
tory. Table 10 and the map in appendix A 
give territorial delineations. 

The largest total movements in 1958 orig ­
inated in the New England territory, followed 
by the Middle Atlantic, Midwest, Pacific, 
South, and Southwest in that order of im ­
portance. In the years 1956 and 1957, the 
Midwest territory ranked second, and the 
Middle Atlantic third, whereas the other 
territories were of the same relative im ­
portance. 

For territorial receipts from all origins, 
the Midwest and Middle Atlantic areas were 
well ahead of other territories. Also these 
two territories were the only ones where re ­
ceipts were greater than originations, except 
in the Mountain region, where there were 
small receipts, but no firms shipping fishery 
products were included in the survey sample. 

During the survey period, the percentage 
relationship in the weight of receipts to 

Table 10 .--Intra- and inter-territorial movement of fresh and frozen fishery products 
1956-58 

[In thous ands of pounds] 

Origin 

Year Destination 
New Middle 

South 
Mid- South-

Pacific 
Total 

England Atlantic west west receipts 

New England •.•.... 9,755 2,832 7,080 6,724 2,014 1,006 29,411 
Middle Atlantic ... 61,026 26,357 35,221 23 ,751 24,519 9,052 179,926 
South ...•......... 29,097 15,155 21,022 6,114 3,225 4,103 78,716 
Midwest ....•...... 34,922 33,629 16,475 64,064 20,822 17,379 187,291 

1956 Southwest •....•... 11,455 12,002 3,821 4,552 3 , 690 7,495 43,015 
Mountain .......... 1,030 1,378 765 1,785 450 9,089 14,497 
Pacific .•.••...... 10,651 6,774 2,486 - 488 1,000 44,443 65,842 

Total ..•...... 157,936 98,127 86,870 107,478 55,720 92,567 598,698 

New England .. ..... 10,236 3,712 7,004 7,024 2,021 976 30,973 
Middle Atlantic ... 64,174 29,253 34,099 27,894 24,402 10,588 190,410 
South ............. 28,150 17,177 21,052 6,580 3 ,227 3,802 79,988 
Midwest ........... 36,544 35 , 608 18,017 68 ,565 20,800 19,260 198,794 

1957 Southwest ......... 14,285 13,340 3,970 4,976 3,703 7,345 47,619 
Mountain .......... 1,075 1,645 837 2,136 450 8,962 15,105 
Pacific ..•........ 12,046 7,849 2 ,583 493 1,044 48,582 72,597 

Total ......... 166,510 108,584 87,562 117,668 55,647 99,515 635,486 

New England ....... 10,703 5,352 9,419 7,126 1,821 1,215 35,636 
Middle Atlantic ... 63,349 34,597 36,017 28,237 26,150 11,498 199,848 
South ...•......... 31,432 20, 698 21,239 6,883 3,659 5,953 89,864 
Midwest ........... 37,009 39,445 19,383 65 ,138 20,860 19,465 201,300 

1958 Southwest ......... 17,205 16,201 4,338 4,928 3,732 9,570 55,974 
Mountain .......... 1,375 2,105 972 2,212 450 5,729 12,843 
Pacific ........... 14,512 10,474 2,885 496 1,302 60,026 89, 695 

Total ......... 175,585 128,872 94,253 115,020 57,974 113,456 685,16C 

Note.--For delineation of territories, see map in appendix A. 
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shipTIlents declined frOTIl 183 percent in 1956 
to 155 pe r cent in 1958 in the Middle Atlantic, 
whereas the relationship in the Midwest held 
firTIl at about 175 percent (table 11). The 
relationship reTIlained at about 20 percent in 
the New England territory. There were in­
creases in percentage relationship during 
the survey period in the South, Southwest 
and Pacific territories froTIl 91 to 95; 77 to 
97; and 71 to 79 percent, respectively. 

The percentage relationship of shipTIlents 
to receipts has generally TIloved toward 100 . 
It would be erroneous, however, to conclude 
that the general TIloveTIlent is becoTIling TIlore 
local. The intra-territorial TIloveTIlent has 
reTIlained fairly constant, but patterns of 
TIloveTIlent have changed. Increases in TIlove­
TIlent of frozen products and a shift away froTIl 
the fresh-only shippers are probably two 
iTIlportant factors bringing about a change 
in the distribution patterns. It was noted 
earlier in the report that there has been 
little change in the total aTIlount of fresh 
fish and shellfish TIloved, but the TIloveTIlent 
of frozen fishery products during the period 
of the survey increased by 22 percent. F irTIls 
that shipped only fresh fish originated about 
one-third of the total fresh f i sh in 1956, but 
shipped only one -fourth in 1958, leaving the 
increase to the shippers of both fresh and 
frozen fishery products. 

Transportation practice s of shippe rs. -­
The interviewed shippers reported that the 
great TIlajority of their custoTIlers do not 
spe cify routing. Eighty-seven firTIls reported 

that they receIved no InstructlOns from 
their customers, whereas only 19 Indicated 
that all of their customers specify the car­
rier to be used. Twenty-flve other firms 
reported that they receIved InstructlOns on 
SOTIle shipments, but most of these speclfled 
that this affected only 5 to 25 percent of 
their shipments. Eighty-slx shippers re­
ported that they used a bill of ladmg for 
exempt carriage, whereas 45 indicated that 
they do not. 

In the per iod 1956-58, no significant change 
took place in the relationship of the number 
of firTIls which ship fishery products "f o.b. 
plant" to those which ship on a "delivered" 
basis. The relationship is usually equal. 
FirTIls shipping "i.o.b. plant" do not pay 
transportation charges. 

Shippers were questioned about the range 
in weight of their TIlost COTIlmon less-than­
truckload shipTIlents. The predommant lowest 
less -than-truckload shipments were 100 to 
500 pounds; and the highest 5,001 to 10,000 
pounds. The predoTIlinant lowe s t truckload 
shipTIlents were 10,001 to 20,000 pounds; 
and the highest 20,001 to 25,000 pounds 
The lowest weight reported was 20 pounds 
and the highest, 50,000 pounds (table 12). 

A total of 121 firTIls, 78 percent of those 
surveyed, reported that they shIp flshery 
products throughout a full 12 -month period 
The greatest number of firTIls doing so are 
located in the South, and the next largest 
nUTIlber are located in New England (table 13). 
The heaviest seasons reported in each of the 

Table 11.--Relationship of territorial receipts to territorial shipment, 1956-58 

[In thousands of pounds] 

Percent of 
Year Area Origin Destination amount received 

to amount shipped 

New England .............•... 157,936 29,411 18.6 
Middle Atlantic ..........•.. 98,127 179,926 183.4 
South ..•.................... 86,870 78,716 90.6 1956 
Midwest ..................... 107,478 187,291 174.3 
Southwest ................... 55,720 43,015 77.2 
Pacific .............••...... 92,567 65,842 71.1 

New England ................. 166,510 30,973 18.6 
Middle Atlantic ..•.......... 108,584 190,410 175.4 
South ..........•..•....•.... 87,562 79,988 91.4 1957 Midwest •............••••.... 117,668 198,794 168.9 
Southwest •............•..... 55,647 47,619 85.6 
Pacific .•......•............ 99,515 72,597 73 .0 

New England •...•.•..•....... 175,585 35,636 20.3 
Middle Atlantic ........••... 128,872 199,848 155.1 
South ..•.•.•....•....... ·· .. 94,253 89,864 95.3 

1958 Midwest ..•.•.••..•.......... 115,020 201,300 175.0 
Southwest .....•......•...... 57,974 55,974 - .6 
Pacific .....•..•......•. ··· . 113,456 89,695 79.1 
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Table 12 .--Range i n weights of fishery products shippedJ by number 
of firms 

Lowest weights Highest we ights 
Size of 

loads Number 
Pounds Pounds 

Number 
of firms of firms 

o to 100 33 0 to 5J OOO 19 
Less than 101 to 500 36 5J OO1 to 10JOOO 40 
truckloads 501 to lJOOO 20 10JOO1 to 20 J OOO 19 

lJOO1 to 6J OOO 28 over 20 J OOO 2 

0 to 5J OOO 3 Less than 10JOOO 3 

5J OO1 to 10JOOO 12 10J001 to 20 J OOO 13 
Truckloads 10JOO1 to 20 J OOO 32 20 J 001 to 25 J OOO 20 

20J OO1 to 25 J OOO 13 25J OO1 to 30J OOO 10 
over 25 J OOO 1 over 30J OOO 9 

Table 13 .--Number of firms shipping fishery products 12 months a year 
and their heaviest shipping seasons J by areas 

Firms shipping Heaviest shipping season 
Area 

12 months a year 
Winter Spring Summer Fall 

New England ...•... 32 4 4 5 5 
Middle Atlantic ... 17 8 4 10 4 
South ............. 33 18 16 13 23 
Midwest •.......... 13 2 6 2 3 
Southwest ......... 10 1 2 3 8 
Pacific ........... 16 10 9 4 6 

Note .--Some firms may ship during one or more seasons . 

shipping territories were summer and fall 
in New England, summer in the Middle 
Atlantic, fall in the South, spr ing in the 
Midwest, fall in the Southwest, and winter 
in the Pacific territory . 

Concerning stopoffs requi re d by s hippers, 
it 'was found that three stopoffs are the most 
predominant; 31 firms reporte d that require­
ment. About one -third of the firms re ported 
on this item require from 4 to 15 stops 
(table 14). 

Table 14. -- Number of stopoffs required 
by firms interviewed 

Stopoffs Firms 

1 13 
2 23 
3 31 
4 14 
5 8 
6 4 
7 1 
8 3 

10 1 
12 1 
15 1 
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When asked to state the range in weights 
of shipments delivered at stopoffs enroute, 
the f irms reported that the most frequent 
of lowest weights were 500 pounds, 1,000 
pounds, and 5,000 pounds (table 15). Of the 
highest weights reported, one weight, 10,000 
pounds, predominated in frequency far above 
the othe rs . 

Special requirements of shippe rs. - - The 
most frequently mentioned special require ­
ments for handling fishery products were 
refrigeration, equipment, and service, in 
that order. Sixty-one of the 77 firms men ­
tioning refrigeration s p ecified a particula r 
temperature, as follows: 

00 F ................ .. .... . ...... 48 
50 F. .... .. ................. .. ... 6 

10 0 F . ..... .. .. .......... .... .. ... 5 
150 F . .......................... .. 2 

6 1 

One fir m repo rte d a 320 F . re qu i reme nt 
fo r fre sh fi s h. F ive firms stated the y r e quir e 
c ertain specific me chani c al uni ts ; f ive r e­
quired r e -icing serv ice ; three spe c ifi ed only 



Table 15. -- Lowest and highest weights per 
stopoff delivered, by firms 

Lowest weights Highest weights 

Number of 
Pounds Number of 

firms firms 
Pounds 

1 5 1 100 
1 20 1 125 
1 25 1 500 
6 100 1 1,000 
5 200 2 2,000 
2 250 9 5,000 
3 300 3 6,000 

18 500 2 7,000 
1 600 2 8,000 

16 1,000 30 10,000 
1 1,200 5 15,000 
2 1,500 6 20,000 
6 2,000 2 25,000 
2 2,500 2 30,000 
4 3,000 2 50,000 
3 4,000 

18 5,000 
1 8,000 
4 10,000 

that the product be kept frozen; one required 
a precooled truck; and one specified merely 
that temperatures at time of loading be 
maintained. 

The second important requirement per­
tained to equipment specifications. The re­
quirements given by a number of firms are 
as follows: 

Table 16.--Equipment requirements reported 
by firms 

Equipment 
Number 

of 
firms 

Floor racks.......................... 5 
6 - inch insulation, floor and ceiling. 4 
6- inch insulation, sides............. 2 
4 - inch insulation, sides............. 1 
Sides trips .• '.' • . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . 1 
Tight doors.................. . . . . . . . . 1 
Air circulation around load.......... 1 
Ample insulation..................... 2 
Special equipment.................... 3 
Out- of - town trucks must have "hold-

over-plates" to be plugged into 
220-volt service................... 1 

The equipment lists submitted by motor 
carriers show that most of these requne­
ments are met and treated as standard 
items of service by carriers handling frozen 
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products. Four shippers mentioned the carry­
ing capacity and SIze of traIlers as speCIal 
requirements. One shIppe r prohIbited load­
ing beyond a point 8 to 16 inches from the 
ceiling of the trailer. One firm required 
adequate insurance coverage for a shIpment 
Forty-one stated they had no specIal reqUl re­
ments other than those usually provided by 
refrigerated carriers for handlmg perish­
ables. 

Thirteen firms specifIed special service 
requirements, these are: 

Table 17.--Service requirements reported 
by firms 

Service 

Good service, generally ........... . 
Rush Shipments due to perishability 
Keep schedule ..................... . 
Keep crabs alive ..............•.... 
Two driver operation .............. . 

Number 
of firms 

6 
J 
2 
1 
1 

Seventy-nine firms reported that regu­
lated carriers presently authorized to serve 
them could not adequately distnbute then 
fresh and frozen fishery products wIthin 
the scope of the requirements of thelr 
certificates. Six answered that they could 
do so, and 33 answered that they did not 
know whether they could or not. Of those 
who answered in the negative, 54 fnms 
advanced service as the reason, includmg 
inabihty or unwillingness to serve speCIfIC 
points or territories (particularly off-line 
points), lack of flexibility, lack of through 
service, inconsistent pickups, inadequate 
scheduling (partIcularly for multIple stops), 
and lack of se ·vice on holidays Twelve fIrrns 
stated that regulated carriers would handle 
fish as a return haul only. Three shIppers 
found that regulated carriers refused to 
handle their less-than-truckload shIpments 
Seven shippers stated that regulated carne rs 
lacked equipment when needed, and one found 
that thIS is particularly true when heavy 
volumes of meat are movlng. Anothe r shlppe r 
found that regulated carners lack the neces­
sary equipment licensed to travel through the 
West and Northwest. Five shippers stated 
that regulated carner costs were too hIgh. 
Others stated reasons were that the regu­
lated carriers lack the necessary tralned 
help and that they are "too independent. ' 

ComparIson ofmotor carrier servIces --To 
compare the serVIces of the exempt and pn­
vate carriers with those of regulated carners 
(whether haulmg flsh under exempt Or regu­
lated rates) for the year 1958, a se nes of ques­
tIons were asked of shippers and receIver 
A complete hst of questions and a tabulatlOn 
of responses are given In table 1 . 



Table 18 .--Number of replies t o ques t i ons concerning regulated and 
exempt carriers 

Question 

A. Was supply of trucks adequate to 
meet your needs? ..... . .. . ....... . 

B. Was equipment adequate to meet 
you r needs? .• . . ..... . . . . . ........ 

C. Generally would you consider that 
your products were delivered sat­
isfactorily as to not being de -
frosted? . . •.......•............•. 

D. If "C" is no, did you have diffi­
culty in recovering damages f r om 
the carrier? . . . ..... . ...........• 

E. Do these carriers carry insur ance 
protection against defrosting? ..• 

F. Do you carry your own insurance 
protection against defrosting? .•. 

G. Were there any restrictions im-
posed on your shipments, such as : 

Limited points served? . ....... . 
Limited a r ea served? .......... . 
Limited number of stopoffs ? ... . 
Limited to pooling with other 

shippers freight to make full 
truckload? •.. . ... . ..........•. 

H. Are there times when your l ess ­
than- truckload rates are not 
greater than truckload rates? .. . . 

I. Are rates based on net we i ghts for 
your: 

Fresh products? •............... 

Frozen products? .......•.•..... 
J. Do rates fluctuate as supp ly of 

trucks fluctuate? . . •..•.. . .....•. 

The services of exempt c a rrier s were more 
sati s factory with respect t o s u pply oftrucks, 
ade quacy of equipment, p oints a n d areas 
served, stopoffs, consolidation o f le ss -than­
truckload serVIces, rates on les s - than-truck­
l oad shipments, and the basis of weight on 
w h ich freight charges are computed . 

In keeping products frozen to the re­
c e ivers I satisfaction, the service s of exempt 
c arriers were slightly more satisfactory 
than those of other carriers . Mo r e shippers, 
however, carry ins urance against defrosting 
when using exempt c a rrier s than when using 
regulated carrier s . Both t ype s of carriers 
appeared to be e qu a l with re spect to stability 
of rates, irrespective of the supply of tru cks, 
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Answers gi ven 

Regulat e d 
carriers 

Yes 

31 

76 

67 

4 

20 

9 

61 
56 
51 

56 

24 

20 

17 

4 

No 

55 

9 

5 

5 

2 

66 

23 
24 
30 

24 

48 

34 

40 

79 

Yes 

114 

114 

87 

1 

Exempt 
carriers 

No 

2 

o 

2 

2 

37 13 
(25 do not know ) 

24 57 
( 2 do not know ) 

10 
7 
3 

5 

107 
109 
109 

109 

58 35 
( 6 do not know ) 

69 19 
(1 does not know ) 

52 15 

3 109 

insurance coverage against defrosting, and 
payment of claims . 

Seventy firms (77 percent of 91 firms 
that used regulated carriers) stated that 
there were occasions when regulated carrier 
equipment was not available. Of these firms, 
52 used exempt carriers as an alternative 
on those occasions; 13 used private carriage; 
and 15 delayed or cancelled the order and 
used other modes of transportation. These 
alternatives were generally not more costly 
and proved to be as satisfactory as the regu­
lated carriers. Five firms claimed that the 
alternative service available to them was 
"bette r" than that provided by the regulated 
carriers. 
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The following table, showing the advantages in using exempt carriers 
cited by the firms reporting~ should follow Table 19) page 17. 

Table 19a.--Advantages cited for use of exempt carriers 

Advantages cited 

Flex! ble service 
Dependable service 
Lower ra.tes 
Availability of trucks 
Unlimited operation 
Regular service 
Through service 
Fast service 
Experience in handling perishables 
Good equipment 
More control 
FUll insurance coverage 
Refrigerated less-than-truckload service 
Personal interest in serving 
Charge on net weight 
Less "red tape" 
Advantage of mixing loads 
Fewer claims 
Less interference 

Number of 
citations 

62 
38 
15 

8 
8 
5 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

5455 





Only 13 ( 12 percent of a total of 106 firrns) 
reporte d that there were occasions when 
exempt trucks were not available when needed' 
9 of these firms held shipments until the; 
became available. Other alternatives used 
were as follows: three used regulated car­
riers, two used private carriage, two used 
other modes, and one cancelled the order. 
These alternatives were generally not more 
costly and were as satisfactory as using 
exempt carriers. 

Of all shippers surveyed, 56 (37 percent), 
found no advantage in us ing re gulated ca r­
r iers as compared with only 4 shippers 
( 3 percent) who found no advantage in the 
use of exempt carriers. The advantages in 
using regulated carriers and the frequency 
with which each advantage was given are 
cited in table 19. Twenty-six firms re­
p orted no dis advantages in using regulated 
carriers, whereas 83 reported no disad­
vantages in using exempt carriers. 

Table 19.--Advantages cited for use of 
regulated carriers 

Advantages cited 

More scheduled and regular service 
More reliability .....•............ 
More flexible service ..........•.. 
Better equipment ................. . 
Faster service .......•... ......... 
Less interference by states ...... . 
Less expensive ................... . 
Standard rates ................... . 
Same service to all shippers ..... . 
Larger area of service ........•. r. 
Adds to supply of trucks ......... . 
More control over drivers ........ . 
Better safety ...................•. 
More terminal facilities ......... . 
More convenient locations ........ . 
None other available .....•........ 

Number of 
citations 

12 
7 
6 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Disadvantages reported in using regulated 
carriers and the frequency at which they 
were reported are given in table 20. 

The disadvantages in using exempt car­
riers are given in table 21. 

Sixty-three shippers obtained exempt 
trucks direct from the exempt carrier by 
telephone, 10 obtained them through carrier 
representatives, and 27 worked through 
brokers. Others reported as follows: two 
obtained theirs through regular truckers, 
two through truck stops, two through dealers, 
one through daily pickups, one through ship­
per, and one by oral request of the truck 
owner. 

The most important factors in selecting 
any type of carrier, in the opinion of the 
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Table 20 .--Disadvantages cited for use of 
regulated carriers 

Disadvantages cited 

No desire to haul fish regularly .. 
Lack of equipment when needed .... . 
Higher rates ............... . ..... . 
Lack of through service .......... . 
Inflexible operations ............ . 
Slow service ..................... . 
Scarcity of less-than-truckload 

service ........................ . 
Not dependable for pickups ....... . 
No specialized handling for 

perishables .................... . 
Delays for safety checks ......... . 
Only want "easy" loads ........... . 
Frequent claims ...............•... 

Number of 
citations 

16 
13 
10 

9 
8 
4 

4 
3 

2 
1 
1 
1 

Table 21. --Disadvantages cited for use of 
exempt carriers 

Disadvantages cited Number of 
citations 

Lack of financial backing........ 2 
Unreliable. . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Lack of equipment ................ 1 
No tracing............. .......... 1 
No maj.ntenance program......... .. 1 
No scheduled service.... ......... 1 

firms surveyed, were service, responslbllIty, 
equipment, and dependability . Only seven 
firms mentioned cost as a factor. Following 
is a list of the factors cited and the number 
of firms reporLng on each. 

Table 22.- -Factors cited in selecting 
type of carrier 

Factors Number of 
citations 

Service...... ... .. ... ............ 67 
Responsibility.............. ..... 47 
Equipment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 
Dependabili ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 
Cost............................. 7 
Personnel........................ 2 

The great majority of firms (88) have not 
found that a lack of satisfactory public 
transportation prevented them from market­
ing their products many parttcular area . 
However, 20 firrns reported that they have 
not been able to obtain public transportation 
between pomts given m table 23. 



On y a few fl rms h ad an opmlOn on the 
eiiec of the T ransportatlOn Act of 1958 
.lpon he dlstnbutlOn of their products. Two 
f ~m reported they found that rates were 
In reased, another firm reported that it 
was forced to look for other carriers, and 
a third one reported that the Act reduced 
ret.lrn hauls for exempt carners. 

Private carrier operations by fIshery 
flrms.--Thlrty-nine of the 155 shippers sur­
ve ed reported that they owned or leased 
motor t~ucks In 1958 to dIstribute a part 
of heir fIshery products m mterstate com­
merc.e. 'These firms shipped 210 mIllion 
pounds of Lshe ry products In 1958, which 
was about one -third of the total weight of 
flshe ry products shipped by all fIrms sur­
veyed. These firms owned 42 tractor-trailer 

nits and 127 straight trucks. They also 
leased, as a customary practice, an addi­
tlOna~ 22 tractor-trailer units. Concerning 
the latter, three fIrms reported that they 

leased the equipment on a regular perma­
nent bas is, and two obtained the equipment 
on a trip-lease arrangement. Two firms re ­
ported that they leased equipment on a daily 
basIs, one on a weekly, and one on a monthly 
basis. The principal reasons for leasing 
trucks are shown in table 24. 

Only two firms reported that they trans­
port products of other firms in their trucks 
on the forward haul. One reported that it did 
so regularly, and one reported that it per­
formed this service on about 50 percent of 
ItS trips. 

Most of the firms reported that they 
transport their own property on return 
hauls. Seventeen firms reported that they 
do this on every trip, 4 reported that 
they have return hauls from 60 to 95 
percent of their trips, and 7 have re ­
turn hauls on less than 50 percent of 
their trips. Supplies transported were cans, 
bait, boxes, barrels, frozen foods, frozen 

Table 2J .--Lack of public transportation reported 

From To 

'1e· .... port News, Va.···· 
Tampa, Fla .......... . 

Wilkes -Barre, Pa . j San Francisco, Calif . 
Midwest 

Olympia, Wash ....... . Arizona 
Philadelphia, Pa .... . Califor nia ; Rocky Mountain Area; Deep Southwest ; 

.an Francisco, Calif . 
Portland, Maine ..... . 
Cambridge, JI'\:1 •••••••• 
Galesville, Md ••••••• 

North Midwest 
Nevada 
Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 
New Orleans, La.; Texas 

j",w Orleans, La ..... . 
Gloucester, Mass .... . 

Indianapolis, Ind .; Milwaukee, Wis.; Chicago area 
New Jersey 

lorth Carolina ...... . Midwest 
~ he 1 tor., ·,vash ....... . Dallas, Tex. (frozen oysters) 

Table 24 .--Reasons given for leasing trucks 

Reasons for leasing trucks 

Be er service ............................................ . 
Lower cost .......... ...•................................... 
Lnc of Jblic carriers for short distances ............... . 
Poor express service ...................................... . 

eqliipmen more accessible when needed ................. . 
Driver-salesman routes .................................... . 

o her tr nsportation for live ~ rabs .................... . 
18 ed prOOuc s shipped ................................ . 
ip estop ............................................ . 

r-round operation to hold good drivers ................. . 
essary for consolidation of shipments .................. . 

~ss nv stm n when leased ............................... . 
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Number of 
fiTIJlS 

26 
U 

J 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 



fruits and vegetables, and frozen fishery 
products. 

Vehicles of 10 firrns returned empty on all 
trips, 4 returned empty from 51t095percent 
of the time, and 5 reported that they retu rn 
empty at 50 percent or less of the time. 

Four firms leased their e quipment to 
others for the return trip, doing so 5, 20, 
40, and 95 percent of the time, respectively. 
One firm operated as an exempt carrier on 
15 percent of the return trips. 

Most of the private and leased carriage 
was limited to a service area ranging within 
a few hundred miles of the owner's or 
leas eholde r' s plant. Nineteen firms reported 
this range of activity. Two firms operated 
east of the Mississippi, one throughout the 
West, three along the east coast, one through­
out the United States, and four reported 
delivering to a radius of 1,000 miles. 

INFORMATION FROM THE MOTOR 
CARRIER QUESTIONNAIRE 

A second questionnaire entitled Motor 
Carrier Questionnaire was submitted to car­
riers found to be serving shippers who re­
sponded to the preceding questionnaire. Thes e 
shippers were asked to give the names and 
addresses of motor carriers with whom they 

had dealt in the past . Completed question­
naires were received from 33 out of 201 
carriers contacted. Fifteen were from exempt 
carrier s ; 14, regulated carriers; 2, private 
carriers; and 2, truck brokers. Seven of the 
15 exempt carriers, 2 of the 4 private car­
riers and truck broke rs, and 8 of the 14 
regulated carriers had filed "Grandfather" 
applications with the ICC under provisions 
of the Transportation Act of 1958. "Grand­
father" rights are discussed on page 
Of the remaining carrier s contacted, 136 
either handled little or no fish, did not 
operate interstate, or did not furnish the 
information requested . Eight others had dis­
continued business, and 24 could not be 
located. In view of the insignificant number 
of private carriers and truck brokers re­
sponding, the re sults obtained from them 
are not presented. 

Equipment, employees, and service areas 
Exempt and regulated carriers used the 

permanent lease of tractors, and the owner­
ship of trailers and trucks as a predominant 
method for obtaining their use. Table 25 
gives a breakdown of the equipment oper­
ated b y exempt and regulated carriers as 
reported to the survey. 

Table 25 .--Ownership of equipment operated by exempt 
and regulated carriers 

Exempt carriers Regulated carriers 
Ownership 

Tractor Trailer 

Permanent lease ..... 147 
Trip lease .•••.....• 40 
Owned ..............• 67 

Most of the carriers surveyed began haul­
ing fishery products between 1950 and 1956. 
There was no significant change in the size 
of motor vehicle fleets in 1958, the survey 
year, as compared with the 2 preceding 
years. 

Exempt carriers employed 86 nonoperating 
employees and 774 drivers in 1958. Regu­
lated carriers employed 463 nonoperating 
employees and 1,007 drivers. 

Table 26 gives a record of the number 
of terminals operated by each type of car­
rier. The most common number of terminals 
operated by regulated carriers in 1958 was 
4; the greatest number was 14. The most 
common number operated by exempt car­
riers was 1, and the largest number 
was 7. 

Carriers were requested to indicate the 
territories in which they "actively oper­
ated" in 1958. Most exempt carriers indicated 

123 
40 

183 

19 

Truck Tractor Trailer Truck 

4 689 466 0 
0 0 550 0 

15 242 862 109 

Table 26 .--Number of terminals operated by 
exempt and by regulated carriers 

Terminals Exempt Regulated 
operated carrier carrier 

0 1 0 
1 7 1 
2 2 2 
3 2 1 
4 0 3 
5 0 1 
7 1 2 

11 0 2 
12 0 1 
13 0 1 
14 0 1 





maintained by exempt and regulated carriers 
for each vehicle ope rated was: 

$100,000 for personal injury to anyone 
person; 

$300,000 for personal injury arising in one 
accident ; and 

$100,000 for property damage. 

The regulated carriers had the largest amount 
of coverage. Four carriers maintaine d from 
$1 m illion to $5 million for each of the 
foregoing types of coverage. 

All carriers had cargo insurance. Most 
exempt carriers had a maximum coverage 
of $25,000 per load, whereas most regulated 
carriers had a larger coverage of $30,000 
per load. The amounts of insurance main­
tained for cargo were reported to be gen­
erally sufficient to cover the value of loads 
transported; in those instances when it was 
not sufficient, carriers generally obtained 
additional insurance. Approximately the same 
number of carriers had coverage for me­
chanical ?reakdown and failure of refrigera­
hon equIpment as those who did not have 
this coverage. All carriers maintained pro­
tection against theft, nondelivery, collision, 
and upset of vehicles. More regulated car­
riers had insurance protection against "all 
risks" than did exempt carriers. 

!ive exempt carriers reported having 
paId a total of $7,633 on fishery claims 
dur ing 1958. The largest exempt carrier 
reported a loss of $26 , 000 caused by fire in 
1958. Ten regulated carriers paid $9,396 on 
fishery claims. The most common causes 
for such claims for both types of carriers 
were shortage, defrosting, and breakdown, 
in that order. Five carriers reported that 
shortage claims constituted 100 percent of 
all claims they paid . 

Weights carried, stops, and rates 

The lowest weight of fishery products 
most frequently handled in less -than-truck­
load quantities by all types of carriers was 
100 pounds, but ranged up to 500 pounds. 

Two to five stops were performed most 
frequentl y by all types of carriers, with 
three stops being the most predominant. 
The range was from 1 to 25 stops for all 
carriers, but' one regulated carrier trans­
porting fresh fish and oysters stated that 
he was required to make from 30 to 50 stops 
in transit. Most exempt carriers had no 
restrictions on the number of stops, whereas 
the regulated carriers were evenly divided 
on this issue. 

The maj0rity of all three types of carriers 
used uniform bills of lading generally issued 
by the shippers. More exempt carriers issued 
special drivers' instruction sheets than did 
regulated carrie rs. 

Both exempt and regulated carriers gen­
erally used rate sheets, and virtually all 
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carriers responded that they charged ship­
pers the same rate for the same serVlces 
rendered. The rate lnformation furnlshed 
b y carriers was not sufh ciently compre­
henslve to reveal any slgnih cant trends or 
conclusions on the relationship between rates 
of exempt and regulated carriers. 

SUMMARY 

In the Motor Carrier Actof 1935 , Congress 
exempted truck transportatlon of fresh and 
frozen fishery products from economlC regu­
latlon by the ICC. The Transportation Act 
of 1958 brought about clarification of several 
aspects of exemption over whlch confusion 
had developed since passage of the 1935 Act. 
Since passage of the two Acts, pressing need 
developed for information concerning the 
exempt carriage of fresh and frozen fishery 
products. Unlike regulated carriers, exempt 
carrier s have not been required to submlt 
reports to the ICC from which data might be 
obtained . This study was undertaken to obtam 
needed information, and for this purpose two 
questionnaires were prepared . A Shipper's 
Questionnaire was presented to a selected 
number of fresh and frozen fish and shellfish 
processors and wholesalers, and a Motor 
Carrier Questionnaire was presented to car­
riers that served the shippers. 

Information from the Shipper's 
Questionnaire 

Inf.)rmatlon from 155 shippers was ana­
lyzed from the standpoint of: 

1. Firms 
a. Firms interviewed- -conslstIng of 

proprietorships, partnershlps, and cor­
porations - -called themselves "producers" 
first, "distributors" second, and "whole­
salers" third. Most firms dld not confine 
themselves to one activity; about a third of 
the firms were in two activities, and a 
fourth, were in three or more. 

b. During 1958, out of the 155 flrms, 4 
firms shipped one-quarter of the fish, 14 
firms shipped one -half, and 34 firms 
shipped three -quarte rs. 

c. During 1956-58, firms that shipped, 
fresh fish only accounted for about one­
tenth of the quantity of f l sh shipped, those 
that shipped frozen only accounted for about 
two-fifths, and those that shipped both 
fresh and frozen accounted for nearly one­
half . 

2. Quantity of products 
a. During 1956-58, the amount of fresh 

fish shipped remamed constant at about 
200 million pounds pe r year . The amount 
of frozen fish shipped , however, mcreased 
about 20 percent to about one -half bllhon 
pounds per year. 

b. During this period, shlpments of 
fresh fish were about 120 mlllion pounds ; 



that they operated nationwide, whereas most 
regulated carriers indicated the Midwest. The 
distribution of responses is given in the fol­
lowing table: 

Table 27 .--Number·of exempt and regulated 
carriers in area of operation 

Area of operation Exempt Regulated Total 

Nationwide ......... 5 4 9 
New England ........ 4 5 9 
Middle Atlantic .... 4 8 12 
South .............. 3 6 9 
Midwest •........... 4 10 14 
Southwest .. ........ 2 4 6 
Mountain .......•... 2 3 5 
Pacific ..........•. 2 4 6 

Commodities transported 

Information was obtained about the various 
types of products transported by exempt, 
regulated, and private carrieTs. Among 15 

various products, fishery products we re 
carned most frequently by exempt carners 
in the forward haul. On the other hand, 
regulated carners most frequently carried 
meat products m the forward haul. Both 
exempt and regulated carriers reported that 
they most frequently transport fishery prod­
ucts on the return haul. The list of products 
and the frequency of carners in the for ­
ward and return movements are given in 
table 28. 

Carners were asked what weight of fresh 
and frozen fishery products they trans ­
ported in 1958. The exempt carners trans ­
ported the largest amount of both fresh and 
frozen products, carrymg 64 percent of the 
combmed total weight of exempt and regu­
lated carriers. Slxty percent of the com ­
bmed total welght of frozen fishery products 
carried byboth exempt and regulated carriers 
was transported by exempt carriers. (table 
29) 

Insurance and claims 

The predominant coverage of public lia ­
bility and property damage msurance 

Table 28.--Products carried on forward and return hauls 
by number of carriers 

Exempt carriers Regulated carrie rs 
Products 

Forward Return Forward Return 

Fishery products ................... 13 10 2 8 
Poultry ............................ 3 2 - 2 
Eggs ............................... 3 1 - -
~at products ............... ....... - 2 7 1 
Dairy products ............ ..... .... - - 2 -
Frozen fruits and vegetables ....... 2 1 1 1 
Fresh fruits and vegetables ........ 2 2 - 2 
Citrus juice ••...........•.....•... - - 1 -
Exempt commodities ................. - - - 2 
Green coffee .... " ................. - 1 - -
General commodities .... ............ - - 2 1 
Lease ••.•.••.•..•. ....•............ - 3 - -
Frozen foods •....... ............... - - 3 -
Canned goods ................ ....... - - 1 -
Rubber products .....•....•.••..••.. - - 1 -

Table 29 .--Weight of fishery products transported by carriers --1958 

Exempt carrier Regulated carrier 

Product Thousand Thousand 
pounds 

Number pounds 
Number 

Frozen .....................•.. 134,251 12 90,093 10 
Fresh ..•....•••............... 37,129 6 7,330 5 

Total ..............•........ 171,380 18 97,423 15 
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maintained by exempt and regulated carriers 
for each vehicle operated was: 

$100,000 for personal injury to anyone 
person; 

$300,000 for personal injury arising in one 
accident; and 

$100,000 for property damage. 

The regulated c arriers had the largest amount 
of coverage. Four carriers maintained from 
$1 million to $5 million for each of the 
foregoing types of coverage. 

All carriers had cargo insurance. Most 
exempt carriers had a maximum coverage 
of $25,000 per load, whereas most regulated 
carriers had a larger coverage of $30,000 
per load. The amounts of insurance main­
tained for cargo were reported to be gen­
erally sufficient to cover the value of loads 
transported; in those instances when it was 
not sufficient, carriers generally obtained 
additional insurance. Approximately the same 
number of carriers had coverage for me­
chanical breakdown and failure of refrigera­
tIOn equIpment as those who did not have 
this coverage. All carriers maintained pro­
tection against theft, nondelivery, collision, 
and upset of vehicles. More regulated car­
riers had insurance protection against "all 
risks" than did exempt carriers. 

Five exempt carriers reported having 
paid a total of $7,633 on fishery claims 
during 1958. The largest exempt carrier 
reported a loss of $26,000 caused by fire in 
1958. Ten regulated carriers paid $9,396 on 
fishery claims. The most common causes 
for such claims for both types of carriers 
were shortage, defrosting, and breakdown, 
in that order. Five carriers reported that 
shortage claims constituted 100 percent of 
all claims they paid. 

Weights carried, stops, and rates 

The lowest weight of fishery products 
most frequently handled in les s -than-truck­
load quantities by all types of carriers was 
100 pounds, but ranged up to 500 pounds. 

Two to five stops were performed most 
frequentl y by all types of carriers, with 
three stops being the most predominant. 
The range was from 1 to 25 stops for all 
carriers, but one regulated carrier trans­
porting fresh fish and oysters stated that 
he was required to make from 30 to 50 stops 
in transit. Most exempt carriers had no 
restrictions on the number of stops, whereas 
the regulated carriers were evenly divided 
on this issue. 

The maj0rity of all three types of carriers 
used uniform bills of lading generally issued 
by the shippers. More exempt carriers issued 
special drivers I instruction sheets than did 
regulated carriers. 

Both exempt and regulated carriers gen­
erally used rate sheets, and virtually all 
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carriers responded that they charged ship­
pers the same rate for the same serVIces 
rendered. The rate informatIon furnIshed 
by carriers was not sufficiently compre­
henslve to reveal any significant trends or 
conclus ions on the relationship between rates 
of exempt and regulated carriers. 

SUMMARY 

In the Motor Carrier Act of 1935, Congress 
exempted truck transportation of fresh and 
frozen fishery products from economic regu­
latIon by the ICC. The Transportation Act 
of 1958 brought about clarification of seve ral 
aspects of exemption over which confusion 
had developed since passage of the 1935 Act. 
Since passage of the two Acts, pressing need 
developed for information concerning the 
exempt carriage of fresh and frozen fishery 
prod:rcts. Unlike regulated carrie rs, exempt 
carners have not been required to submit 
reports to the ICC from which data mIght be 
obtained. This study was undertaken to obtam 
needed information, and for this purpose two 
questionnaires were prepared. A Shipper's 
Questionnaire was presented to a selected 
number of fresh and frozen fish and shellfish 
processors and wholesalers, and a Motor 
Carrier Questionnaire was presented to car­
riers that served the shippers. 

Information from the Shipper's 
Que stionnaire 

Information from 155 shippers was ana­
lyzed from the standpoint of: 

1. Firms 
a. Firms interviewed- -consisting of 

proprietorships, partnershIps, and cor­
porations - -called thems elves "produce rs" 
first, "distributors" second, and "whole­
salers" third. Most flrms dId not confine 
themselves to one activity; about a third of 
the firms were in two activIties, and a 
fourth, were in three or more. 

b. During 1958, out of the 155 firms, 4 
firms shipped one -quarter of the fish, 14 
firms shipped one-half, and 34 flrrns 
shipped three -quarte rs. 

c. During 1956-58, firms that shIpped, 
fresh fish only accounted for about one­
tenth of the quantity of flsh shipped, those 
that shipped frozen only accounted for about 
two-fifths, and those that shipped both 
fresh and frozen accounted for nearly one­
half. 

2. Quantity of products 
a. During 1956-58, the amount of fresh 

fish shipped remained constant at about 
200 million pounds per year . The amount 
of frozen fIsh shipped, however, mc reased 
about 20 percent to about one -half bIllion 
pounds per year. 

b. During this period, shipments of 
fresh fish were about 120 million pounds; 



fresh fillets, steaks, and portions about 
43 million pounds; and fresh shellfish, 
about 49 million pounds. Dur ing 1958, 
shipments of frozen fillets, steaks, and 
portions were about 180 million pounds; 
frozen fishsticks, about 52 million pounds; 
and frozen shellfish, about 160 million 
pounds. 

c. Both in 1956 and 1958, about two­
thirds of the shipments of fresh and frozen 
fishery products were made under exempt 
rates. About one-fifth were made under 
regulated rates; and about one -tenth , under 
private carriage or by means of the ship­
pe rs' own trucks. 

3, Transportation 
a. During 1956-58, the greatest inter­

state movements of fresh and frozen fishery 
products occurred within the Midwest terri­
tory, The next greatest occurred from 
New England to the Middle Atlantic, fol ­
lowed by the movement within the Pacific 
territory. 

b. The number of firms that ship their 
products "i.o.b. plant" and thus do not pay 
transportation charges was about equal to 
the number that ship on a "delivered" basis. 
Most firms did not specify routing. The 
predominant lowest truckload shipments 
were 10,000 to 20,000 pounds; and the 
highest, 20,000 to 25,000 pounds. Most 
firms shipped throughout the year and 
required three stopoffs. 

c. The most frequently mentioned 
special requirements for handling fishery 
products were refrigeration, equipment, 
and service, in that order. 

d. In comparison with regulated car­
riers, the services of exempt carriers 
were more satisfactory with respect to 
supply of trucks, adequacy of equipment, 
points and areas served, stopoffs, con­
solidation of less -than-truckload services, 
rates on les s -than-truckload shipments, 
and the basis of weight on which freight 
charges are computed. 

e. Thirty-nine of the 155 shippers sur­
veyed owned or leased motor trucks and 
transported about one -third of the total 
weight of fishery products shipped by the 
155 firms. Only two firms reported that 
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they transport products of other firms 
on the forward haul, and most transport 
their own property on return trips. Most 
of the private and leased carriers were 
limited to a service area within a few 
hundred miles of the plant. 

Information from the Motor Carrier 
Questionnaire 

Information from the survey of motor 
carriers were analyzed from the standpoint 
of the service provided by all carriers. 

1 . Equipment, employees, and service 
areas. - -Exempt and regulated carriers used 
the permanent lease of tractors and the 
ownership of trailers and straight trucks 
as a predominant method for obtaining their 
use. Exempt carriers employed 86 non ­
operating employees and 774 drivers in 1958. 
Regulated carriers employed 463 nonoper ­
ating employees and 1,007 dr ivers. Most 
exempt carriers operated nationwide, where ­
as most regulated carriers operated in the 
Midwest. 

2. Commodities transported. --On the for­
ward haul, fishery products were carried 
most frequently by exempt carriers; and 
meat products, most frequently by regu ­
lated carriers. On the return haul, fishery 
products were carried most frequently by 
both types of carriers. The exempt carriers 
transported the largest amount of both fresh 
and frozen products, carrying 64 percent of 
the combined weight of exempt and regulated 
carriage. 

3. Insurance and claims. - -Regulated car­
riers had the largest amount of insurance 
coverage. Four carriers maintained from 
$1 million to $5 million for each of personal 
injury to one person, for personal injury 
ar i sing in one accident, and for property dam­
age. All carriers had cargo insurance. The 
most common cause for claims were short­
age, defrosting, and breakdown, in that order. 

4. Weight carried, stops, and rates.--The 
lowest weight of fishery products most fre­
quently handled in less -than-truckload quan­
tities was 100 pounds . Three stops were the 
most predominant. Virtually all carriers 
charge the same rate for the same services 
rendered. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 

Branch of Economics 
Washington 25, D.C . 

For use in connection with: 
Budget Bureau No. 42 -5823 

and 42- 5824 

INSTRUCTIONS TO INTERVIEWER 

STUDY OF ETIMPT TRUCKING OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISH AND SHELL FISH (Forms 1 and 2) 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the Survey is to ascertain the significance of exempt trucking 
in the transportation and distribution of fresh and frozen fishery products . The 
information developed will be used by the Bureau in connection with regulatory 
and legislative events concerning the fishery exemption from Interstate Commerce 
Commission regulation. 

SCOPE 

The survey covers: (a ) Fresh and frozen fish and shellfish; (b ) moving in 
inter-state or foreign commerce, (c) via motor trucks . 

DEFINITIONS 

1. Exempt Carrier - A carrier which is "exempt" from I. C. C. rate and certif­
i cate regulations (but subject to Safety and Drivers' Hours of Service regulations ) . 
The exemption stems from the carrier's transportation of agricultural and fishery 
commodities whi ch are exempt from I.C.C. regUlation. 

2. Regulated Carriers. A carrier which transports non-exempt commodities 
and holds a common carrier "certificate" or a contract carrier "permit". These 
carriers are i dentified by means of a number preceded by the letters "MC". 

3 . Private Carrier. This term is used to identify a Shipper (a meat packer, 
for instance) which owns or leases trucks for the transportation of property which 
it owns. Private carriers often become exempt carriers by hauling exempt commod­
i t i es on the return trips to their origin points. 

4. "Grandfather" Carrier. The Transportation Act of 1958 regulated frozen 
fruits, berries and vegetables, and fresh bananas - commodities which were exempt 
prior to August 12, 1958. This law provided that persons who previously trans­
ported these exempt commodities may obtain an I.C.C. certificate to continue that 
same operation. This proviSion is generally referred to as a "Grandfather" pro­
vision and thus the carriers complying with its conditions are known as "grand­
father" carriers. 

5. Tariff and Tariff Rate. These terms, as used in this questionnaire, mean 
a tariff and rate published by a regulated carrier and filed with the I.C. C •. 
The term should not be confused with a "Tariff" or rate which may be issued by an 
exempt or private carrier on a typewritten or printed sheet which is not filed 
with the I. C. C. The difference between a regulated tariff rate and an exempt 
rate is that tariff rates must be filed with the approved by the I . C. C., and 
cannot be filed, changed, or cancelled on less than thirty days' notice to the 
public, except under certain conditions. A rate published to apply between two 
points is applicable to all shippers moving traffic between those two points . 
Exempt rates can be changed at will and different rates can be charged to 
different shippers for the same transportation services . 

6. Trip-Lease. The term "trip-Lease" refers to an arrangement whereby a 
trucker leases his vehicle and driver to a carrier for one-way transportation, 
generally for the purpose of obtaining a pay-load back to his base of operations. 

( continued ) 
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7. Permanent Lease. This term is generally used to describe an arrangement 
whereby an owner of a truck, which he often drives himself, leases his vehicle to 
a carrier under a long-term lease, generally for one year. 

8. Exempt Commodities. Commodities which fall wi thin the term "ordinary 
livestock, fish (including shellfish), or agricultural (including horticultural) 
commodities (not including manufactured products thereof)" are listed in the 
Bureau of Motor Carriers' Ruling #107 and 110. These commodities, generally 
referred to as "exempt" commodities, presently include - insofar as pertinent 
herein - the following commodities: 

A. FISH AND SHELLFISH. 

All fresh or frozen fish and shellfish in various forms 
Breaded fish and shellfish 
Cooked fish or shellfish 
Cakes 
Canned, but ~ when placed in hermetically sealed containers for 

cleanliness, where preservation is attained by refrigeration. 
If canned as a treatment for preserving, such as products 
generally known as "canned goods", they are not exempt. 

Clam juice or Broth 
Croquettes 
Devilled crabs, clams or lobsters 
Dinners, containing fish or shellfish 
Frogs 
Stews - oyster or clam 
Sticks 
Turtle and Whale meat. 

NOTE: The following fishery products are not exempt:-

Smoked, salted, pickled, spiced, corned, kippered or canned products, 
where these products are treated for preserving; oyster shells; fish 
meal and scrap, and fish oils. 

B. AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS. 

Fruits and vegetables, fresh, dried, or dehydrated 
Eggs - fresh, frozen, or powdered. 
Horticultural commodities 

Nuts - shelled or unshelled 
Milk and cream - fresh, frozen or powdered. 
Poultry - fresh or frozen 
Rabbits - fresh or frozen 

NOTE: The following products are not exempt:-

Meat and meat products 
Dairy products - such as cheese and butter and (after August 12, 1958) 
frozen fruits, berries and vegetables. 

C. MIXED TRUCKLOADS. 

The mixture of different commodities in the same truck often raises a 
question as to the status of the commodities. The rule is that if one 
pound of a non-exempt (regulated) commodity is transported in the same 
truck and at the same time with an exempt commodity, the exempt commodity 
loses its exemption. The carrier must then have a certificate authorizing 
it to transport both the regulated and the exempt commodities and must 
have a rate published on both commodities between the points being served. 

#### 
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Serial No. Interviewer 

Date 

UNITED S'.l'A'rES DEPAll'L'MENT Ol~ 'J'Jill Hfl'ERIOTl 
Bureau of Commercj_al F_lsheries 

Branch of Economics 
Hashington 25, D. C. 

Budeet Bureau No . 42- 5824 

Approval Expircs June 30, 1959 

STUDY OF ElOO-lPT TRUCKING OF FRESH MID FROZEN FISH AND SHELLFISH 

FORM 1 

SHIPPER'S QUESTIONNAIRE 

There will be no public disclosure of individual returns. Your reply will be used 
for statistical purposes under conditions which would not reveal the operations of 
any single firm. All information will be kept confidential. 

Firm name 

Name and title of person interviewed __________________________________________ _ 

Local address _____________________________ Telephone number __________________ _ 

Headquarters address ______________________________________________________ _ 

PART I 

Shipper's Operations 

1. Rank the business activities of your firm in order of importance based on the 
weight of products shipped. 

Processor ------ Distributor ________ _ Carrier ________ _ 

Wholesaler ________ __ Retailer -------- Other 

Boat owner ________ _ Producer 

2. Do you hire motor transportation other than leased trucks to distribute fresh 
and frozen fishery products outside of your State? Yes No 

If yes, please complete Part I. If no, go to Part II. 

3. List the exempt, private, and regulated motor carriers you regularly use: 

Name Address 

4. A. What was your total volume of fishery products shipped: 

(1) Of fresh fish and shellfish 

(2 ) Of frozen fish and shellfish 

(3 ) Total (Line (1) plus Line (2)) 
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1956 1957 1958 
nnthousa~of pounds} 



I,. I . ShON the pf2centage of ~he to a' fresh p. frrz_n f1 
"uestiJn 4. A. l:ne '; above at which you st.1~ If. 
nnd did n<)t. I ,)' finy trunoportatlon charges. 

____________ ~ercent 1~56 percent. 195'1 ___ --'P' 

c. Sho ..... percentuge of the total fresh plus frozen fish and sh llflG,1 
(Question 4. A. line (3) above) for each of t.he tolloving llctf> t.YJ: 1\ 
of fishery products shiPP<!d: 

FRESH: 
(1) Whole fish, beheaded, and gut.ted fish 

(2) Fillets, steaks, portions, etc. 

(3) Shrimp 

( 4) Other shellfi sh ----cr---:-=--,--­
(specify) 

FROZEN: 
(5) Whole fish, beheaded, and gutted fish 

(6) Elocks 

(7) Fillets, steaks, portions, etc: 
(a) Ra ..... 

(b) Breaded, uncooked 

(c) Breaded and cooked 

(8) Fish sticks: 
(a) Breaded, uncooked 

(b) Breaded and cooked 

(9 ) Shrimp: 
(a) Raw 

(b) Breaded, uncooked 

(c) Breaded and cooked, and other 
prepared dishes 

(10) Other shellfish ---r----:-::,--,.--­
(specify) 

(a) Raw 

(b) Breaded, uncooked 

(c) Breaded and cooked, and other 
prepared dishes 

(11) Other fish sp~cialties, viz. dinners, 
patties, pies, etc. 

Total 
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4. D. Show percentage of the total fresh plus frozen fish and shellfish 
(Question 4. A. line (3) above) that was shipped by: 

(1) Your own or leased trucks 

(2) Regulated trucks at tariff rates 

(3) Regulated trucks at exempt rates 

(4) other firms I private trucks at 
exempt rates 

(5) Exempt carrier (including 1958 
"Grandfathers") 

(6) Railway Express 

Total 

1956 1957 --r-p e r c e 

100 100 

1958 
n-t-

100 

Estimated 
1959 
-r-

1.00 

E. Of your total exempt carriage what percentage was shipped to each of the 
folloving area-s-:---

From * -----------------------------
To New England 

To Mid-Atlantic 

To South 

To Mid-West 

To Southwest 

To Mountain 

To Pacific 

Total 100 100 

1958 
n~ 

100 

5. What were your total transportation costs, and what percentage of total sales 
did the transportation cost represent: 

1956 1957 1958 

Transportation costs ($) 

Percent of total sales (1)) 

6. What percentage of your total customers specify routing or carrier? 

____ percent, 1956 _____ percent, 1957 ____ percent, 1958 

7· Into what range of weight do your most connnon shipments fall: 

Less than truck load Ibs. to Ibs. ------------- ------------------
Truck load -------------

________ Ibs. to _______________ ___ Ibs. 

8. Do you use a Bill of Lading for shipment s made in exempt carriage? Yes No 

9. How many months a year do you ship? What is your heaviest season? 

.. Us s'~parate sheet for multiple ol10ro tions. 
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PAwr II 

Shippers owned or leased truck operations 

Did your company own or lcase motor trucks to distribute your fresh and frozen 
fishery products outside of your State dur lng 1958? Yes No 

If yes, please complete Part II. If no, go to Part III. 

1. What is the scope of your truck operation? (Area, routes, territories, etc.) 

2. A. How many vehicles do you own? Nwnber Type or capacity 

B. How many vehicles do you usually 
lease? 

C. Describe the leasing operation, such as one way trip, monthly, and 
if limited to certain territories. 

3. Why do you own or lease equipment? 

4. A. Indicate utilization on the return trip of the equipment you operate: 

5· 

Products carried 

Haul own property -'" 
Lease equipment -'" 
Become an exempt carrier ___ '" 

Other -'" 
Return empty -'" B. On the outbound movement do you regularly haul other firms' products 
in the trucks that you operate? Yes No 

If yes, how often and how does this volume compare with yours? ________ _ 

If there have been any significant changes in the number or types of equip­
ment you operate or scope of operations in the past three years or if you 
expect any changes in truck operations next year, please describe. 
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PART III 

Service Requirements 

1. What are your special requirements for equipment that is used in transporting 
your fresh and frozen fishery products, such as temperature maintenance, air 
circulation, loading capacity, etc.? 

2. What percentage of your mixed truckload shipments contain cooked, breaded, 
and prepared specialty products? percent 

3. How many stop offs are required for the usual truckload shipment which you 
originate? 

What is the range in weight of shipment for each stop off? 

lbs. to __________ lbs. 

4. Could regulated carriers presently authorized to serve you, adequately 
distributeyour fresh and frozen fishery products within the scope of their 
certificate? Yes No D:m't know 

If no, why? 

PART IV 

Comparison of Motor Carrier Services 

1. Please answer the following concerning regulated carriers: 

A. Was supply of trucks adequate to meet your needs? 

B. Was equipment adequate to meet your needs? 

C. Generally would you consider that your products were 
delivered satisfactory as to not being defrosted? 

D. If "c" is no, did you have difficulty in recovering 
damages from the carrier? 

E. Do these carriers carry insurance protection against 
defrosting? 

F. Do you carry your own insurance protection against 
defrosting? 

G. Were there any restrictions imposed on your shipments 
such as: 

Limited points served? 

Limited area served? 

Limited number of stop offs? 

Limited to pooling with other shippers freight to 
make full truck load 

H. Are there times when your LTL rates are no greater 
than TL rates? 

I. Are rates based on net weights for your: 
Fresh products? 

Frozen products? 
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A. Hus supply of tnlcks adequate to meet y r needs? 

B. Was equipment ndequute to meet your n dB? 

c. Generally would you consider th t your products \lere 
del1vert1d satisfactory as to not being defron T 

D. If "c" is no, did you have difficulty 1n reeo ring 
damaGes from the l'arrier? 

E. ]):) these carriel's carry 1nauronc protection 0. ainat 
defracting? 

F. ]):) you curry your 0\10 insurance protection against 
defrosl1ne? 

G. Were there Hny restrictions imposed on your ehi nt.1I 
such us: 

Limited points oerved? 

Limited area serwdT 

Limited number of stop offs? 

I.iJni t,'d to tnlck loads T 

Urni ted to pooling vI th c.tt.er IlhiJ: rs r i ht to 
make f'ull truck 1 d7 
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than TL rates? 

I. Are rates b oed on ne~ 
Fresh products? 

Frozen p ducts? 

s f r your: 
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J. Do rates fluctuate as supply of trucks fluctuatc? 

K. Were there occasions ~hen exempt trucks ~ere not available? 

If yes, ~he.t did you do? 

Was alternative means more costly? 

As satisfactory? 

19513 
Yca-- 110 

L. What are the advantages to your firm in using exempt carriers? 

M. What are the disadvantages to your firm in using exempt carriers? 

3 . Ho~ do you obtain exempt trucks? 

4. What factors do you feel are the most important in selecting carriers? 

5. Is there any area in which you ~ould like to market your products, but have 
not been able to do so, because of the lack of satisfactory public 
transportation? Yes r~o 

If yes, explain _____________________________ __ 

6. If you have principal movements to any of these selected metropolitan areas, 
please complete the following: (Use separate sheet for multiple operations) 

Current 

Destinations 

New England: 
Boston, Mass. 

Mid-Atlantic: 
Baltimore, Md. 

Blli'falo, N • Y • 

New York, N.Y. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Washington, D. C. 

South: 
Atlanta, Ga. 

Miami, Fla. 

Principal 
Origin products 

(See footnote at end of question.) 

Exempt Regulated 
Estimated carrier 

1958 weight rate* 
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IA:!stinations 

~!id-Hest : 
Chicago, Ill. 

Cincinnati, O. 

Cleveland, O. 

Detroit, Mich. 

Kansas City, Mo. 

Milwaukee, Wis. 

Minneapolis,Minn. ____ __ 

St. Louis, Mo. 

Southwest: 
Dallas, Tex. 

Houston, Tex. 

New Orleans, La. 

Mountain: 
Denver, Colo. 

)?acif'ic: 
Los Angeles,Cal. 

San Diego, CaL 

San Francisco,Cal. ____ _ 

Seattle, Wash. 

Other: 

Principal 
products 

Estimated 
1958 weight 

Exempt 
carrier 
rate* 

Current 
Regulated 

carrier actual Tariff 
rates charged* rate* 

( if known 

* If not in gross weight, indicate gross weight of unit used. 

If the regulation of the formerly exempt carriers by the Transportation Act of 
1958 has had any affect on the distribution of your products, please describe: 

General remarks that the respondent would like to make ______________________ ___ 
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S.:!rial No . Interviewer --------
Date ----------------

UNITED STATES DEPAR'fMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 

Branch of Economics 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Budget Bureau No. 42-5823 

Approval Expires June 30, 1959 

STUDY OF EXEMPT TRUCKING OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISH AND SHELLFISH 

FORM 2 

MOTOR CARRIER QUESTIONNAIRE 

There will be no public disclosure of individual returns. Your reply will be used 
for statistical purposes under conditions which would not reveal the operations of 
any single firm. All information will be kept confidential. 

Firm name ____________________________________________________________________ _ 

Name and title of person interviewed ________________________________________ ___ 

Local address Telephone number ______________ __ 

Headquarters address 

PART I 

Operations 

1. What type of business do you operate? 

Exempt Carrier Private Carrier Truck Br okerage 

Regulated Carrier MC No. Effective date ------------------
1958 "Grandfather" Applicant MC No. 

other 

2. When did your Company begin hauling fishery products? 

Prior to 1935 Between 1935 and 1950 Between 1950 and 1955 

Between 1956 and 1958 

3 • A. How many vehi cle s do you curren tly operate? 

(a) Permanent lease 
(b) Trip lease 
(c) Owned 

Tractors Trailers Straight trucks 

B. Were there any significant equipment differences in 1958 as compared to 
1956 and 19577 Yes No 

If yes, explain ______________________________________________________ __ 

4. FUrnish details of preser.t equipnent on attached Sheet. (Appendix A) 

5· What is the 1958 average number of employees, including owner-operator 
drivers, used f or your entire operation? 

Drivers Non-operating ________ __ 
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6 . List your termjnals or offices operated during 1958. 

7. Check below the Areas in which you actively operated in 1958. 

Nationwide 
New England-----------
Mid-Atlantic 
South --------

Mid-West 
Southwest----------
Mountain 
Pacific -------

8. A. In 1958 did you generally haul fishery products as a return or a backhaul 
movement? Yes No 

B. What was the most important commodity on your 

Primary movement? 

Return movement? 

9. A. Approximately how many pounds of fishery products did you haul in 1958? 

Frozen __________________________ Ibs. 

Fresh _____________ Ibs. 

B. Were there any significant differences between the quantities of fishery 
products hauled in 1958 as compared to quantities hauled in 1956 and 1957? 

Yes No 

If yes, explain ______________________________________________________ _ 

c. If both fresh and frozen fishery products were hauled in the same 
vehicle at the same time, how were they usually separated? 

10. A. What was the total quantity and revenue of all your traffic for 1958? 

11. 

Ibs. ---------------------- $_----------
B. Of the above totals show the percentage comprised of fish and shellfish. 

Pounds percent Dollars percent 

c. Were there any s~gnificant differences between the proportion of fish and 
shellfish to total quantities and revenues in 1958 as compared to the 
proportion in 1956 and 1957? Yes No 

If yes, explain ________________________________________ ~-------------

What were your over-all operating ratios 

1957, and 1958? 1956 __ " 1957 'f., 

(operating expenses) for 1956, 
(operating revenues) 
1958 __ " Don I t know 

12. What are the maximum limits of your public liability insurance? 

(a) Personal injury - one person 
(b) Personal injury - one accident 
(c) Property damage 
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fustinatlons 
Mid-Hest: 
Milwaukee, Wis. 

Principal 
OrieIn products 

Minneapolis, Minn. __ 

St. Louis, Mo. 

Southwest: 
Ihllas, Tex. 

Houston, Tex. 

New Orleans, La. 

Mountain: 
funver, Colo. 

Pacific: 
Los Angeles, Cal. 

San Diego, Cal. 

San Francisco,Cal. ____ _ 

Seattle, Hash. 

Other: 

l>s ~ [rna tr'd 
1258 wcleM 

Exumpt 
carriur 
rate" 

G u r r e n t 
Regulated 

carrier actual 
rates ohare-ert .. 

* Lf not in gross weight, indicate gross weight of unit used. 

General remarks that the respondent would like to make 

46 

Tariff 
rate" 



~ 
-J 

- ---~- - - --- u = 

Serial No. 

E Q U I P M E N T 

Trailer Floor Mechanical 
or Insulation racks or VIall Movable Side Bunker refrigerator 

straight Loading capacity Thickness extruded strips curtain doors blower Make Model 
truck Mf'r. Year length Width Height Type Walls Floor Ceiling floors 
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Year 

1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 

1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 

1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 

1959 ]j 
1960 1/ 

1/ Net weight 
'];./ Revised 

NEW YORK CITY SALT-WATER MARKET RECEIPTS 
OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISH AND SHELLFISH 

BY PRINCIPAL MODES OF TRANSPORTATION, 
1947 - 1960 

Motor 
Freight 

140,067 
143,464 
147,721 
142,618 

140,173 
144,644 
145,038 
140,460 

141,239 
137 ,990 
147 ,516 
143,834 

139,300 
140,000 

(thousands of pounds) 1/ 

Railroad 
Freight 

20,400 
16,400 

9,102 
7 ,730 

8,903 
8,134 
7 ,196 
6,448 

6,293 
4,781 
5,271 
5,319 

10,000 
9,800 

Railway 
Express 

10,100 
9,100 
8,801 
6,896 

6,645 
8,870 
5,724 
5,424 

4,801 
4,664 
4,031 
3,925 

2,600 
2,200 

1/ Preliminary 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
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Total 

170,567 
168,964 
165,624 
157 ,244 

155,721 
161,648 
157 ,958 
152,332 

152,333 
147 ,435 
156,818 
153,078 

151,900 
152,000 
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Appendix 'E' 
NEW YORK CITY 

PERCENT OF SALT-WATER MARKET RECEIPTS 
OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISHERY PRODUCTS 

CARRIED BY PRINCIPAL MODES OF TRANSPORT 

1947-1960 
100~---------------------------------------------. 

90 
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80 

70 

60 

(,) 50 
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W 
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10 -- __ ~ al roa relg \ 

" ,---'- ----.. , ........... r..,-- .--~---____ , 
• ••• • • • • - --.-.. • • • • • • • • • • • ~~ r. - - -•••••••••••• 
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Year 

1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 

1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 

1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 

1959 2:..1 
1960 3/ 

NEW YORK CITY FRESH-WATER MARKET RECEIPTS 
OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISH AND SHELLFISH 

BY PRINCIPAL MODES OF TRANSPORTATION, 
1947 - 1960 

(number of boxes) 1/ 

Motor Railroad Railway 
Freight Freight Express 

47 ,643 26,170 288,492 
56,496 16,780 296,788 
70,685 41,732 218,791 
91,747 23,420 207 ,715 

113,113 17 ,453 174,168 
105,02l 22,236 207,810 
125,841 24,114 185,664 
204,633 25,049 101,958 

222,800 22,420 54,700 
240,200 19,300 32,500 
243,400 21,100 17 ,200 
200,300 20,300 20,100 

214,500 27,000 18,700 
226,800 30,400 11 ,000 

1/ Weight varies, but average is estimated at 50 pounds a box 
'1:../ Revised 
1/ Preliminary 

Source: D,S. Bureau of Conunercia1 Fisheries 
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Total 

362,305 
370,064 
331,208 
322,882 

304,734 
335,067 
335,619 
331,640 

299,920 
292,000 
281,700 
240,700 

260,200 
268,200 
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Appendix 'E' 

NEW YORK CITY 
PERCENT OF FRESH-WATER MARKET RECEIPTS 
OF FRESH AND FROZEN FISHERY PRODUCTS 

CARRIED BY PRINCIPAL MODES OF TRANSPORT 
1947 -1960 

100~----------------------------------------------. 

90 
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60 . 
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Source: u. S. Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
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