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The major objective of this research was to develop a general 

descriptive and statistical base of information concerning agricultural 

cooperatives private motor vehicle operations in the Pacific Northwest 

states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington.  The specific objectives 

of the study were:  (1) to determine the number, sizes, types, and distri- 

bution of motor vehicles owned or leased by size and type of agricultural 

cooperative; (2) to identify and analyze the characteristics of transpor- 

tation personnel responsible for managing vehicular operations; (3) to 

analyze vehicular maintenance practices, maintenance record keeping and 

control procedures; and (4) to analyze motor vehicle operating practices 

and characteristics, operating costs, and record keeping control procedures. 

A mail survey questionnaire was designed for primary data collection. 

The questionnaire was mailed early in June of 1976 to 403 agricultural 

cooperatives in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington.  There were 173 

usable questionnaires returned. 

Frequency tables and cross-classification tables were developed in 

this study to interpret the questionnaire data.  A computer program 



known as the Statistical Package for Social Sciences was used to tabulate 

and analyze the survey data. 

The predominant results of the study indicated that 82 percent of 

the 173 respondents reported using some form of motorized equipment. 

Forty-two percent of the respondents reported using some type of for-hire 

carrier.  For-hire carriers often were used to supply specialized equip- 

ment to supplement vehicle operations on a short-term basis. 

Approximately 36 percent of the motor vehicles identified were straight- 

trucks or truck tractors.  Most vehicles were owned by the respondents. 

Leased motor vehicles were used primarily by marketing, fruit and vegetable 

or purchasing cooperatives.  The predominant fleet size by type of vehicle 

was under 10 vehicles, except in the case of a few large purchasing 

cooperatives that were responsible for operating in excess of 50 vehicles. 

The use of short or long-term lease agreements were justified by 

cooperative personnel for purposes of obtaining the use of specialized 

equipment on a seasonal basis. 

As to motor truck mileage, only seven percent was interstate.  In 

most cases, interstate mileage comprised less than 25 percent of the 

total cooperative motor truck mileage.  The average interstate trip was 

approximately 268 miles, but less than 11 percent had loaded backhauls. 

Only 19 percent of the persons responsible for cooperative transpor- 

tation activities were transportation managers.  The results suggest that 

transportation managers were only employed when sufficient activity in the 

transportation sector existed.  It seems, however, the existence of 

transportation managers was not always contingent on cooperatives operating 

extensive motor vehicle fleets. 

Almost all professional drivers were bonded.  However, there was 

considerable variation as to bond amounts.  Most drivers had more 



transportation driving experience than years employed by a cooperative. 

This implied that some movement of drivers between places of employment 

exists. 

The various programs to train, monitor and evaluate professional 

drivers were concentrated in a few marketing and purchasing cooperatives. 

When the cooperatives elected to own or lease their own vehicles, 

the majority of the cooperatives maintained motor vehicles in their own 

garage. 

Most cooperatives only maintained those reports and records necessary 

to monitor current expenses.  On balance, it appeared there was a general 

lack in reporting ability among most cooperatives concerning their 

transportation costs. 
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MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATIONS OF 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVES 

INTRODUCTION 

The Problem 

Motor transportation plays a vital role in the acquisition and distri- 

bution of many commodities and supplies in agricultural cooperatives.  A 

recent study of the transportation activities of 65 nationwide grain 

cooperatives reported shipments of 71 million tons of products, valued at 

8.7 billion dollars (Farmer Cooperative Service (F.C.S.), 1974).  More 

than 79 percent of all outbound tonnage shipped by these cooperatives was 

transported by three types of carriers:  rail (30 percent), cooperative- 

owned trucks (27 percent), and various for-hire motor vehicle carriers 

(22 percent) as illustrated in Table 1. 

For-hire motor carriers, owned and/or leased vehicles, or a combination 

of both are used to meet the motor vehicle transport requirements of many 

agricultural cooperatives.  In 1966, 37,000 motor trucks were owned or 

leased by 8,593 agricultural cooperatives in the United States (Farmer 

Cooperative Service, 1967).  An average of 4.3 trucks or equivalents were 

operated per cooperative.  Moreover, the number of motor trucks owned or 

leased by agricultural cooperatives increased by 12 percent between 1960 

and 1966. 

Cooperatives who meet their own transportation needs with owned or 

leased equipment incur substantial costs.  For example, in 1971 the esti- 

mated total fixed cost to operate a truck-tractor and trailer unit designed 

to haul bulk milk was $10,879 per year per vehicle, with a variable cost of 

$10.38 per driving hour per vehicle (Economic Research Service (ERS), No. 



Table 1.  Outbound Shipments from 65 U.S. Farmer Cooperatives, by Type of 
Carrier, 1971 

Type of Carrier Tons Shipped Percent of Total 

Rail: 

Regular service 

Piggy Back 

Cooperative Owned Trucks: 

Trucks for Hire: 

Common Carriers 

Exempt Haulers 

Contract Carriers 

Co-op Trucking Associations 

Buyers' and Sellers' Trucks 

Farmer Owned Trucks 

Other Types of Carriers- 

Total 

a/ 

20,611,146 

463,184 

19,044,994 

5,564,092 

3,092,995 

1,738,992 

764,658 

3,993,003 

363,238 

15,473,075 

71,109,377 

29 

1 

27 

8 

4 

2 

1 

6 

1 

21 

100 

a/ 
— Other carriers included railroads, barges, and pipeline operations. 

Source:  Farmer Cooperative Service, Report No. 96, Page 5, 1972. 



919, 1971).  Based on a seven-day week and hauling payloads of 43,700 pounds, 

the cost per loaded cwt. trip mile ranged from a low of 13 cents to a high 

of 29 cents.— 

This range in costs was attributed to the total number of trips taken 

and the total miles driven per trip.  The results of this study indicated 

as one-way trip mileage per trip increased, total cost decreased from 0 to 

100 miles.  Total costs started to level off between 100 and 300 miles, and 

then maintained a consistent level up to 800 miles (Figure 1). 

There is evidence many cooperatives frequently do not exercise manage- 

ment control over motor vehicle operations to insure minimization of their 

motor-transportation expenses.  In one study, serious concerns were 

raised regarding the type of control exercised by cooperative management over 

private motor vehicle operations (F.C.S., No. 58, 1968).  This study found 

that many agricultural cooperatives generally do not maintain adequate 

reporting systems for controlling their motor vehicle operations.  The 

study suggests by developing records and reports cooperatives may be able 

to identify various problems.  Areas suggested for further development were 

maintenance programs and operations, vehicle replacement programs, and the 

allocation of vehicle expenses.  It is suggested cooperatives may be able 

to significantly improve their ability to exercise control over their motor 

vehicle operations by development of such reporting systems. 

It appears when motor transportation is not the primary business of a 

cooperative, but is considered more of a support activity for sales and/or 

customer service operations, the number of personnel assigned to manage 

transport activities has tended to be neglected.  A nationwide study of 

— Cost per loaded cwt. trip mile is the cost to haul 100 lbs. one mile. 



agricultural cooperatives operating private motor trucks reported the 

following:  of 5,168 respondents, only 14 percent of 745 cooperatives had 

someone assigned to handle traffic and transportation on either a full or 

part-time basis.  Fewer than 2 percent (87) had someone assigned to handle 

transportation matters on a full-time basis (F.C.S., No. 44, 1964). 

There also is evidence many agricultural cooperatives operating motor 

vehicles lack the transportation management knowledge and experience neces- 

sary to efficiently operate and maintain a fleet of motor vehicles.  A study 

of five agricultural cooperative petroleum haulers identified the need for 

increased transportation management skill.  "The trend towards larger 

delivery units has created widespread interest in the mechanics and 

economics of bulk product distribution by farmer cooperatives.  Efficient 

and economical operation of bulk product trucks is essential to provide 

adequate service at low cost to members and patrons.  A system of recording 

operating costs and adequately measuring performance of such trucks is 

necessary" (Camp, 1965). 

Pacific Northwest agricultural cooperatives must operate efficiently 

to be competitive and viable under today's rising and inflated cost patterns. 

Efficiency and reduced cost may exist through improved management of motor 

vehicle operations.  Research is needed to provide cooperative management 

with benchmarks or standards for evaluating and controlling their vehicular 

operations and maintenance functions. 

Information developed on the motor vehicle operations of Pacific 

Northwest agricultural cooperative should help to promote economy, effi- 

ciency, and upgrade the general level of performance of vehicular operation 

with the possibility of increasing returns to member patrons. 



Objectives of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to develop a general descriptive and 

statistical base of information concerning the private motor vehicle 

operations of agricultural cooperatives in the Pacific Northwest.  The 

specific objectives of the study were:  (1) to determine the numbers, 

sizes, types and distribution of motor vehicles owned and leased by size 

and type of agricultural cooperative in the Pacific Norhtwest; (2) to iden- 

tify and analyze the characteristics of transportation personnel responsible 

for managing vehicular operations; (3) to analyze vehicular maintenance 

practices, maintenance record-keeping and control procedures; and (4) to 

analyze motor vehicle operating practices and characteristics, operations- 

cost, record-keeping and control procedures. 

Scope of the Project 

This research project was the first of a two-phase study.  The first 

phase involves a mail survey questionnaire of all known agricultural coop- 

eratives in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington.  The findings of phase 

one serve as the basis for information gathering in the second phase.  In 

phase two, a representative sample of the cooperatives surveyed in phase 

one is to be selected through indepth analysis by conducting personal 

interviews using the case study method.  Data in phase two are to be 

obtained and developed through personal interviews using the case study 

method. 

The first phase of the study developed a general inventory of the 

numbers, types, and sizes of vehicles owned and leased by respondent 



cooperatives.  General descriptive information was developed concerning 

types and characteristics of organizational structures.  The intent was 

to analyze data with respect to levels and lines of responsibility for 

managing the vehicular operations and maintenance activities.  Data also 

were gathered on general characteristics of motor vehicle operation and 

maintenance practices.  Specific areas surveyed included intrastate and 

interstate mileage, backhaul practices, routing schedules, and associated 

operating statistics.  Data also were obtained on preventive maintenance 

programs and repair practices.  Finally, information was obtained on record- 

keeping and management reporting systems, cost accounting and control 

processes, vehicle specifications, and selection and replacement practices. 

General Procedures 

Survey Questionnaire Design 

In this research, a mail survey questionnaire was designed for primary 

data collection purposes.  The initial part of the questionnaire consisted 

of questions seeking general information on gross sales, types of business 

activity, number of full and part-time employees, organizational structures, 

and use of for-hire carriers.  The remainder of the questionnaire basically 

2/ 
was divided into seven sections:— 

2/ 
— The survey questionnaire used in this study is presented in Appendix C. 



(1) Types and sizes of motor vehicles operated; 

(2) Leasing; 

(3) Intrastate vs. Interstate mileage; 

(4) Transportation personnel: , . . .. 

(5) Professional drivers; 

(6) Maintenance; 

(7) Operating records, reports, and expenditures. 

Some of the questions in the questionnaire were patterned after 

questions included in a 1971 survey of "Over-The-Road Costs of Hauling 

Bulk Milk" (Kerchner, 1967), a 1965 survey of "Petroleum Tank Truck 

Operating Costs" (Camp, 1965), a 1964 survey of "Motor Operating Costs 

of Farmer Cooperatives" (Camp, 1967), and several partial surveys conducted 

by the Farmer Cooperative Service.  Other questions were developed through 

direct consultation with the management of Oregon agricultural cooperatives, 

Questions dealing with common subject areas were grouped together in 

order to minimize any possibility of confusion or misinterpretation by the 

respondents.  Each of the questionnaire's sections was briefly defined, 

and/or the respondents were referred to the questionnaire's Appendix for 

definition of key terms. 



Questionnaire Pretest and Administration 

The questionnaire was pretested in April and- May of 1976 with five 

Oregon-based agricultural cooperatives.  The final survey questionnaire uti- 

lized in this research was mailed early in June of 1976 to 403 cooperatives in 

Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington.  The questionnaires were mailed either 

to a cooperative's general manager or to its known transportation manager. 

3/ A letter accompanied the questionnaire explaining the purpose of the study.— 

In addition to the letter, a return postage-paid envelope was included 

with each questionnaire in order to encourage response.  A follow-up 

reminder letter was sent to all nonresponding cooperatives approximately 

two and one-half weeks after the original mailing.  A second questionnaire 

was mailed two and one-half weeks after the reminder letter to all coopera- 

tives that had not yet responded.  A final reminder letter went out three 

and one-half weeks after the second questionnaire was mailed.  Nine weeks 

was the total elapsed time allowed for cooperatives to respond to the 

questionnaire.  When data were missing on returned questionnaires, phone 

4/ 
interviews were used.— 

Analytical Techniques 

Frequency tables and cross-classification tables were contructed in 

this study to help interpret the data collected.  The frequency tables 

provide ranges and relative frequencies for specific variables under 

analysis.  Cross-classification tables were used to identify statistical 

3/ — See Appendix C for a copy of the letter. 
4/ 
— In several cases, the respondents were unable to extract the necessary 

data from available records.  Consequently, it was necessary to code 
this information as "missing data" for purposes of analysis. 



relationships existing between two or more specified variables. A computer 

program known as the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences was used 

to construct the frequency and cross-classification tables. 

Literature Review 

Presently, a limited amount of literature exists on the operating and 

maintenance costs and practices of agricultural cooperative private motor 

vehicle fleets.  Several studies relating to the present research effort 

were conducted by the Farmer Cooperative Service in the early 1960's 

(Bauser, 1963; Camp and Holroyd, 1967; Camp, 1964; Camp, 1965; Camp and 

Kriekel, 1968; Byrne, 1964; Bauser, 1961). These studies determined which 

farmer cooperatives had someone assigned to handle traffic and transportation 

on either a full-time or part-time basis.  They also included a general 

review and analysis of information available concerning the various aspects 

of leasing compared to outright purchase of motor trucks.  A determination 

of motor truck operating characteristics and costs for a selected sample 

of 20 U.S. farmer cooperatives were also included in these studies.— 

Finally, these studies included a determination of the number, type, and 

distribution of motor trucks owned or leased by farmer cooperatives in the 

United States.  In addition, the studies developed information on general 

procedures and forms cooperatives could use in exercising greater control 

over their motor truck fleet operating and maintenance expenses. 

— These 20 cooperatives operated fleets of 25 or more of which 50 percent 
or more of the total trucks' mileage was "over the road" such as hauls 
other than for local pickup and delivery and movements from fields to 
local concentration points.  It should be noted that previous and subse- 
quent F.C.S. studies found the majority of truck operations of farmer 
cooperatives to be local in nature (Bauser, 1963; Camp, 1967). 



10 

These Farmer Cooperative Service studies did not include detailed 

analysis of vehicular operating, maintenance, and transportation management 

practices of agricultural cooperatives as proposed in the present research. 

These studies tended to emphasize nationwide average figures for the 

analysis of truck-tractors, straight trucks, and full-trailers and semi- 

trailer vans, tanker or other types of bodies.  The present research encom- 

passes and analyzes information on these types of trucks and equipment 

with passenger vehicles, pickups and forklifts being given consideration 

as well. 
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£ per cwt. per loaded 
trip mile 

.25 

AVERAGE COSTS 

Total 

Fixed 

Labor 

Variable plus subsistence 

.10 

.05 
\ 

100    200    300    400    500 

One-Way Trip Miles 

600 700 800 

Figure 1.  Estimated average costs of transporting bulk milk, 47,300 pound 
payload, one driver,1969 (7-day week operation).  (Breaks 
result from subsistence paid to driver for required layover.) 

Source:  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Neg. ERS 7956-70 (10). 
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II.  ANALYSIS OF MOTOR VEHICLE OPERATIONS 

Survey Response Rate 

A total of 173 agricultural cooperatives, or approximately 43 percent 

6/ 
of the 403 surveyed, returned usable questionnaires (Table 2).—  A dis- 

cussion of the limitation of data is presented in Appendix B. 

Profiles of Responding Agricultural Cooperatives 

Type of Business Activity.  Of the total responding agricultural coop- 

eratives , 61 percent or 106 were either farm supply cooperatives or a com- 

bination of marketing and farm supply cooperatives.  These two types of 

business activities were closely related in terms of marketing and trans- 

porting similar products, such as petroleum, fertilizer, general hardware, 

and exempt agricultural commodites.  The remaining 39 percent were pre- 

dominantly marketing cooperatives which were involved in collecting and 

distributing one type of commodity such as milk, fruits and vegetables or 

grain products. 

Gross Sales Volume.  Approximately 80 percent or 139 of the 1973 

responding cooperatives reported annual gross sales under $10 million 

(Table 2, Appendix A). Nine percent (17 cooperatives) reported annual 

gross sales between $10 million and $25 million; five percent (9 cooper- 

atives reported annual gross sales ranging from $25 million to $75 million; 

— (a) Initially, there were 490 potential cooperatives identified for the 
mail survey.  However, 87 were deleted from the mailing list because 
(1) they were not agricultural cooperatives; (2) they were no longer 
in business; or (3) they were branches of some other cooperative in 
the mailing list, 

(b) Of the 173 responding cooperatives, one was located outside of the 
stipulated four Pacific Northwest states.  Supplementary information 
is on Table 1, Appendix A. 
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Table 2.  Number of Questionnaires Mailed, and Survey Response Rate 

Type of Cooperative 
a/ 

Ques tionnaires 

Mailed   Respondents— Response Rate 

Marketing: 

Dairy  

Fruit and Vegetable.. 

Grain  
c/ Livestock and Wool— . 

TOTAL  

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply—   

Marketing and 
Farm Supply^.'  

Other- , 

228 

15 

Number 

22 5 

69 17 

56 32 

13 2 

160 56 

86 

20 

11 

Percent 

23 

25 

39 

15 

29 

47 

73 

TOTAL RESPONDING COOPERATIVES-2-'  403 173 43 

a/ 
— Based on the predominant business of the cooperative.  Many marketing 

cooperatives also purchase supplies and provide services for members. 
Many purchasing cooperatives also market products and provide services 
for members. 

— Represents usable returned questionnaires included in main tabulation. 

c/ — Livestock and Wool:  A marketing cooperative which frequently provides 
hauling, selling and bargaining information, and general supplies for 
livestock producers, such as turkey, chicken or cattle operations. 

— Farm Supply Cooperative: Any cooperative that purchases and/or distri- 
butes farm inputs and provides related services to farmers. 

e/ — Marketing and Farm Supply:  A marketing cooperative which also purchases 
supplies and provides services similar to the farm supply cooperative. 

f/ — Other Cooperatives:  Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining asso- 
ciations, cooperative transport operations and consumer cooperatives. 

A/ Source:  Part E of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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and only 2 percent (3 cooperatives) reported annual gross sales in excess 

of  $75 million.— 

Type of Organization and Operation of Branches.  Of the 173 responding 

cooperatives, 55 percent (95 cooperatives) were centralized local cooper- 

atives and 34 percent (59 cooperatives) were centralized local cooperatives 

8/ 
and members of federated regional cooperatives (Table 3, Appendix A).— 

— A Regional Federated, Farm Supply Cooperative was responsible for a 
$491,008,000 gross sales volume.  The next highest gross sales volume was 
a regional centralized marketing and farm supply cooperative with a 
reported gross sales volume of $162,000,000.  Therefore, the realistic 
gross sales volume ranged from $5,422 (for a branch operation) to 
$162,000,000 with the exception of the one cooperative. 

8/ 
— Organizational classification of cooperatives 

(a) Centralized Local Cooperative: A local cooperative association which 
is owned by its member patrons and usually has branches located only 
in its home state. 

(b) Centralized Local Cooperative and Member of Regional Federated 
Cooperative:  A local centralized cooperative which is also a member 
of a federated cooperative. 

(c) Warehouse or Distribution Center:  The main function involves assem- 
bling, storing, and distributing products.  The warehouse or distri- 
bution center is designed to service cooperative members, not the 
general public. 

(d) Regional Centralized Cooperative:  A cooperative that usually services 
a multi-state area.  It often has branches located in more than one 
state.  The cooperative is owned by its members, similar to a centra- 
lized local cooperative.  Control and authority are centralized in 
the organization's headquarter offices. 

(e) Branch of Regional Centralized Cooperative:  Any wholly owned outlet 
operated by the regional centralized cooperative- 

(f) Regional Federated Cooperative:  A cooperative composed of existing 
local cooperatives on a single or multi-state basis.  Its function 
is to service its member cooperatives.  Its branches may be located 
in a single or multi-state area. 

(g) Branch of Regional Federated Cooperative:  Any wholly owned outlet 
operated by the regional federated cooperative• 

(h) Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, 
cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 
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Of the remaining 19 cooperatives, eight were regional centralized or 

federated cooperatives, six were branches of either type of regional coop- 

eratives, and five were cooperatives which did not conform to the established 

9/ 
types of organizational structures defined in the questionnaire.— 

In addition, 48 percent, or 83 responding cooperatives, operated 372 

branches.  The regional federated and regional centralized cooperatives (5 

percent of the respondents) accounted for 45 percent of the reported branches 

operated.  Regional cooperatives comprised a small portion of the respon- 

dents.  However, the operation of branches allowed them to service extensive 

geographic areas (Table 4, Appendix A).  Additionally, 55 percent (203) of 

the branches were operated by 12 cooperatives having gross sales volume in 

excess of $25 million. 

Number of Employees.  The 173 responding cooperatives employed 10,850 

individuals as of January 1, 1976.  Of these, 69 percent were full-time 

employees, while 31 percent were part-time employees (Table 5, Appendix A). 

Private Vehicle Ownership and For-Hire Carriers Usage 

Approximately 82 percent of the responding cooperatives reported using 

some type of motorized equipment (Table 3).—  In addition, 42 percent of the 

9/ 
— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, 

cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. •'■ 

I 
Motor vehicle equipment includes straight-trucks, truck-tracto 
full- and semi-trailers, pickups, and passenger vehicles. 



Table 3.  Usage of Private Motor Vehicles and For-Hire Carriers by Type of Responding Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Responding 
Cooperatives Cooperatives Owning or Leasing Vehicles   Cooperatives Using For-Hire Carriers 

Number 

Marketing: 

Dairy 5 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 17 

Grain 32 
Livestock 

and Wool _2 

TOTAL 56 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 86 
Marketing and 

Farm Supply 20 

TOTAL 106 

Other^ 11 

ALL RESPONDING , 
COOPERATIVES-    173 

A 

15 

23 

_1 

A3 

72 

18 

90 

44 

142 

Percent 

80 

88 

72 

50 

78J 

84 

90 

85 

82 

82 

b/ 

b/ 

Number 

2 

7 

14 

_1 

24 

30 

15 

45 

_4 

73 

Percent 

40 

41 

44 

50 

43- 

35 

75 

42 

16 

42 

b/ 

b/ 

a/ 

b/, 

Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations and consumer 

cooperatives. 

These figures are total percent responses and not a summation figure.  Therefore, column figures will not add 
up to the total percent figure. 

Source:  Question 2-b of the survey questionnaire, Appendix c. 
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respondents reported using some form of for-hire motor vehicle carrier 

service.—  Approximately 43 percent, or 24 marketing cooperatives, used 

some type of for-hire carrier. About 42 percent, or 45 purchasing coopera- 

tives, reported using some type of for-hire carriers. However, among the 

purchasing cooperatives, 75 percent of the time marketing and farm supply 

cooperatives reported using for-hire carriers.  Only 35 percent of the 

cooperatives in the farm supply category reported using for-hire carriers. 

Caution should be exercised when interpreting the percentage variations 

between farm supply and marketing and farm supply cooperatives.  The data 

should not be viewed as implying for-hire carrier services are used more 

or less by marketing and farm supply cooperatives as compared to farm supply 

cooperatives.  The data suggest greater expectation exists for marketing 

and farm supply cooperatives to use for-hire carrier services as compared 

to farm supply cooperatives. 

Usage of Four Types of For-Hire Carriers.  For-hire motor truck 

carriers were ranked in order of usage by the 73 cooperatives reporting 

using their services. 

The findings revealed the following combined rankings:  common carriers 

— (a) Exempt Carriers are those in stipulated types of operations such as 
trucks used exclusively for transporting unmanufactured agricultural 
commodities, newspapers, etc.  The exempt carrier is not subject to 
I.C.C. Regulation. 

(b) Contract Carriers are operated under continuing contracts with one 
or more shippers, to render a service designed to meet the distinct 
needs of individual customers. 

(c) Common Carriers are available to the general public to transport, 
at published rates, a given type of freight between points which 
they have authority to serve under I.C.C. regulations. 

(d) Other Carriers are identified as trucks rented from subsidiaries 
and independent trucking firms. 
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were ranked first or second 93 percent of the time; exempt carriers were 

ranked first or second 87 percent of the time; and contract carriers were 

ranked first or second 83 percent of the time (Table 4, Part A). 

There seemed to be no considerable variation from these rankings when 

the results were broken down by type of cooperative.  Common carriers 

probably were used more than exempt or contract carriers, due to the 

relationship between cooperative transportation needs and the specific 

hauling characteristics of each type of for-hire carrier.  Common carriers 

probably were used when a high degree of coordination of time and place of 

pick up and delivery could be easily arranged between the cooperative and 

the common carrier.  Contract and exempt for-hire carriers probably were 

used respectively as greater flexibility was needed with respect to the 

area being serviced, time of pick up and delivery, and day-to-day fluctu- 

ations in hauling requirements of the cooperative. 

Reasons for Using For-Hire Carriers.  The 73 cooperatives using for- 

hire carrier services were asked to rank, in order of importance, the 

reasons why they used for-hire carriers.  The results of Table 4, Part B, 

indicate that 83 percent of the respondents stated "the for-hire carriers 

were used to supplement our private vehicle fleet" first or second.  "Less 

expensive than owning" and "specialized equipment needs" were next in 

importance being ranked first or second, 74 percent and 72 percent, 

respectively.  "Increased service to customers" was ranked last with 56 

percent of the respondents ranking it first or second. 

These findings suggest management personnel of some cooperatives have 

rationalized that using for-hire carriers specialized vehicles to supplement 

private vehicle operations on a short-term basis may be, in some cases, 



Table 4 (Part A).  Ranking of Usage of For-Hire Carriers, by Responding Agricultural Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Percentage Distribution of Ranking of Usage 

Type of    . 
Carrier Used- 

Number   , 
Responding— First Second Third Total 

Exempt 

Contract 

Common 

Other 

Number 

39 

28 

41 

12 

----- Percent - - - - - 

82 5 12 

46 43 11 

51 42 7 

75 8 17 

100 

100 

100 

100 

a/ 

b/. 

Type of carriers included the following:  (1) Exempt carriers are those in stipulated types of operations such 
as trucks used exclusively for transporting unmanufactured agricultural commodities such as newspapers or 
exempt agricultural products.  The exempt carrier is not subject to I.C.C. regulations; (2) Contract carriers 
are operated under continuing contracts with one or more shippers, to render a service designed to meet the 
distinct needs of individual customers; (3) Common carriers are available to the general public to transport 
at published rates.  Under I.C.C. regulations, they have been granted authority to haul specific products 
between certain points. (4) Other carriers identified were independent and wholesaler fleets. 

There was one grain cooperative and one farm supply cooperative that didn't operate private motor trucks but 
did use for-hire carrier services.  Additionally, one farm supply cooperative was unable to rank usage of 
for-hire carriers. 

c/ 
— Source:  Question 2-b of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

<o 



Table A (Part B).  Ranking of Reasons for Using For-IIire Carriers, By Responding Cooperatives Using For-Hire 
Carrier Service, January 1, 1976 

Reasons for 
Using For-Hire Carriers 

Cooperatives 
Responding— 

c/ 
Percentage Distribution of Rankings—  

First     Second     Third     Fourth Total 

Number Percent 

Supplements Private Fleet 
Capacity 

Less Expensive than 
Owning Vehicle 

Specialized Equipment Needs 

Increased Service to Customers 

Other^- 

29 

39 

43 

23 

12 

59 24 10 100 

64 10 8 18 100 

28 44 23 7 100 

13 43 35 9 100 

58 8 33 0 100 

a/ 
Other reasons were as follows:  (1) Requirements to train and maintain driving personnel and equipment were 
excessive because drivers and equipment were only used seasonally; (2) Larger for-hire truck-tractor operations 
have much larger capacity for hauling products on long-haul operations; (3) We need private vehicle ownership 
and for-hire carrier services to keep a balance in rates charged and availability of equipment, and (4) Poor 
service exists in receiving grain hopper care from railroads, therefore, for-hire carrier trucks were the only 
alternative to get grain out of the terminal. 

b/ 

c/ 

One dairy cooperative, four farm supply cooperatives, and one other cooperative did not provide or rank reasons 
for using for-hire carriers. 

— Source:  Question 2-C of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

K) 
O 
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less expensive than owning. 

Further research is needed to determine the type of decision-making 

techniques used by cooperatives to analyze whether vehicles should be owned 

or leased, or transport needs should be contracted to for-hire carriers. 

More information is subsequently needed about all facets of for-hire 

carrier operations as they relate to servicing of agricultural cooperative 

transport requirements.  For example, information is needed about the 

contractual agreements between the for-hire carrier and the cooperative, 

servicing schedules, and cost of special services. 

This additional information should be instrumental in developing a 

basis from which objective guidelines can be developed.  The results of 

this further research should help cooperative management personnel to decide 

under what marketing situations for-hire carrier services or private vehicle 

operations are needed. 

Descriptive Characteristics of Fleet Operations.  The distribution of 

types, sizes, and ownership of transportation equipment operated by the 

respondent cooperatives is presented in Table 5. 

Eighty-nine percent, or 154, of the 173 responding cooperatives 

reported operating a total of 3,968 motor vehicles.  There were no vehicles 

operated by 19 of the responding cooperatives.  The breakdown of specific 

12/ 
type of motor vehicle is as follows.—  Nearly 64.1 percent of the identi- 

fied vehicles consisted of trailers, forklifts, pickups, passenger cars, 

and other vehicles.  The remainder of the vehicles operated by the responding 

12/ — The term motor truck will be used throughout the remainder of this 
thesis to refer to straight-trucks and/or truck-tractors unless 
otherwise specified. 
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Table 5.  Number of Motor Vehicles Operated by All Responding Agricultural 
Cooperatives, January 1, 1976 

Type of Vehicle Number of Vehicles Percent of Total Vehicles 

Straight-Trucks 1,093 

Truck-Tractors 332 

Trailers 611 

Pickups 593 

Forklifts 837 

Passenger Cars 375 

a/ 
Other Vehicles1' 127 

ALL MOTOR VEHICLES- 3,968 100.0 

a/ 
— Other vehicles include panel trucks, scoop loaders, sweepers, farm 

tractors, airplanes, swamp buggies, and other miscellaneous equipment. 

— Source:  Response of 154 cooperatives to questions 3 through 8 of the 
survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

27. .6 

8. .3 

15, .4 

14. .9 

21. ,0 

9. .5 

3. .3 

13/ cooperatives were used for over-the-road hauling operations.—  Straight- 

trucks accounted for 27.6 percent of the total vehicles operated and 77 

14/ percent of those vehicles were used for over-the-road purposes.— 

13/ — Over-the-road is used in the context of this section as a term for 
explaining where the motor vehicle would be used.  In the case as pre- 
sented here, over-the-road refers to those vehicles which will be 
engaged in hauling goods chiefly over paved roads for instrastate or 
interstate transit. 

14/ — Straight-trucks, unlike truck-tractors, were primarily designed to service 
local transit of goods.  Long-haul situations requiring considerable 
traveling time and hauling capability seem to be conducive to truck- 
tractor and trailer operations rather than straight-truck operations. 
This is due to truck-tractors' larger engine capabilities and larger 
hauling capabilities. 
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MOTOR TRUCKS 

Presented below is a discussion of the types of body design, gross 

vehicle weight capacities, ownership characteristics and fleet size of 

motor trucks operated by responding cooperatives.— 

Body Design 

Among the surveyed cooperatives reporting motor trucks in their 

transport operations, 32 percent were straight-trucks with flatbed bodies, 

24.1 percent were straight-trucks with tanker bodies and 20.6 percent were 

straight-trucks with other types of bodies.  These included bulk-feed 

trucks, bulk fertilizer spreader trucks and various utility bodied trucks 

(Table 6). 

Of the 1,425 motor trucks operated by respondent agricultural coop- 

eratives, 23.3 percent were truck-tractors.  Of the total number of motor 

trucks operated by the surveyed cooperatives, 76.7 percent were straight 

trucks.  This may be short-haul rather than long-haul intensive. A high 

proportion, 71.6 percent, of straight-trucks operated by cooperatives had 

bodies other than the traditional van body.  This tends to suggest that 

cooperatives place a certain amount of emphasis upon using "specialized" 

hauling equipment, such as refrigerated vans and general tankers. 

The fruit and vegetable marketing cooperatives relied primarily upon 

van and other bodied straight-trucks and truck-tractors.  The results 

suggest that straight-trucks were used to haul loose or crated vegetables 

from field to warehouse or processing sites.  Truck-tractors were used to 

— Gross vehicle weight:  The empty weight of the vehicle plus the desig- 
nated weight of the load it is designed to carry. 



Table 6.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Motor Trucks by Type of Cooperative and Body Type, January 1, 1976. 

Type of 
Cooperative Motor T: rucks Reported 

Percentage Distribution 
Refr 

Vans  Tankers      ted 

of Motor 
igera- 
vans 

Trucks 

Flatbeds Others2^ 
Truck 
Tractor 

Total 
Percenta 

Number Percent Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

23 

107 

1.6 

7.7 

17 

8 

26 

0 

17 

0 

5 

21 

0 

17 

35 

54 

100 

100 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

76 

24 

5.3 

1.7 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

68 

96 

12 

4 

8 

0 

100 

100 

TOTAL 230 16.3 5.; ̂  6.5 1. 7 42. 6 12.6 30.9 100.0 

Purchasing: 

c/ Farm Supply- 804 56.4 5    23 1 32 14 25 100 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 379 26.5 4    38 5 27 11 15 100 

TOTAL         1 ,183 82.9 4.9^ 27.5 2.6 30.1 12.8 12.8 100.0 

Other^ 12 .8 8    25 

5.1^ 24.1 

33 33 0 0 100 

ALL MOTOR 
TRUCKS         1 ,425 100.0 2.5 32.0 13.0 23.3 100.0 

a/ Other vehicles identified were bulk lime trucks, tire trucks, tool trucks, crane trucks, liquid fertilizer and 
petroleum haulers (these were flatbed trucks with tanks attached to the bed), bulk feed and straddle or bin 
carriers  (these are special types of truck bodies used in the fruit and vegetable industry). 

b/ ., 

c/ 

The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summaLion of column figures.  Therefore, the 
column figures will not add up to the total percent figures. 

One farm supply cooperative reported 210 straight-trucks and 165 truck-tractors for a total of 46.6 percent, or 
375 of the 804 motor trucks reported by farm supply cooperatives. 

—' Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer 
cooperatives. 

— Source:  Question 3 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 
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haul canned products between warehouses or to distant markets. 

The dairy cooperatives relied primarily upon vans, tankers, and 

refrigerated van straight-trucks with considerable usage of truck-tractors. 

This particular mix of motor truck usage by dairy cooperatives was attri- 

buted to the ability of tankers to haul bulk milk.  Additionally, refriger- 

ated and nonrefrigerated vans were used to haul processed milk products. 

The grain and livestock and wool marketing cooperatives primarily 

used flatbed straight-trucks for hauling bulk grain products or for 

hauling livestock. 

The use of tankers and various specialized straight-trucks by grain 

cooperatives is attributed to their petroleum, bulk fertilizer, and bulk 

animal feed distribution activities.  This implies grain marketing coopera- 

tives were involved to some extent with the same type of products purchasing 

cooperatives handled.  However, because of the nature of the grain coop- 

eratives' business activity, they considered themselves grain marketing 

cooperatives instead of farm supply or marketing and farm supply purchasing 

cooperatives. 

Approximately 83 percent of the 1,425 motor trucks reported were 

operated by both farm supply cooperatives and marketing and farm supply 

cooperatives.  With respect to both types of cooperatives, more than 50 

percent of their straight-trucks were tankers or flatbed bodied straight- 

16/ 
trucks.—  Tank trucks were used primarily for hauling petroleum and 

16/ 
— Because the combination of farm supply and marketing and farm supply 

cooperatives tend to haul similar products such as petroleum, fertilizer, 
general hardware and agricultural exempt products, the motor vehicle 
statistics for those two types of cooperatives will be aggregated for 
purposes of analysis in this section. 
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anhydrous ammonia, while flatbed trucks were used for pick up and delivery 

of various hardware and farm supply items.  These cooperatives also used a 

variety of other straight-trucks for purposes of hauling bulk fertilizer, 

bulk animal feed, and miscellaneous bulk supplies.  Truck-tractors accounted 

for 25 percent (204) of the motor trucks used by the respondent farm supply 

cooperatives.  Truck-tractors accounted for 15 percent (57) of the motor 

trucks used by the responding marketing and farm supply cooperatives. 

This suggests that the purchasing cooperatives collectively may have 

greater expertise in operating vehicles capable of long-haul transit of 

products, as compared to all other cooperatives surveyed.  This probably 

exists due to the purchasing cooperatives' business activity demands. 

In most cases, truck-tractors were more adaptable to long-haul transport 

services to meet their transport service requirements. 

Gross Vehicle Weight 

Table 7 shows the percentage distribution of straight-trucks owned or 

leased by gross vehicle weight.—  Of all straight-trucks operated, 60 

percent were greater than 24,000 pounds gross vehicle weight capability, 

34 percent were between 8,000 and 23,999 pounds weight capacity, and 6 

percent were less than or equal to 7,999 pound capacity. 

—The use of the term gross vehicle weight was not considered for truck- 
tractors.  Truck-tractors were usually used to pull a load, such as a 
semi- or full-trailer, while straight-trucks usually haul a load on their 
own axles.  For most cases, the truck-tractors used by the responding 
cooperatives were capable of similar load weights due to state and 
federal highway weight restrictions imposed upon trailers.  The real 
difference in truck-tractors exists in engine size and type, trans- 
mission size and type, and other supportive equipment.  Based on pre- 
test observations, it was decided to delete this data due to the 
difficulty respondents probably would experience in obtaining and 
reporting data. 



Table 7.  Motor Trucks Operated by Respondent Cooperatives, By Type of Motor Truck and Gross 
Vehicle Weight, January 1, 1976 

b/ 

a/ 
Type of Bod>^ 

Percentage Distribution of Gross Vehicle Weight by Type of Body—1 

Under             8,000 to            Over 
7,999 lbs. 23,999 lbs. 24,000 lbs. Total 

Van 

Tanker 

Refrigerated Van 

Flatbed 

Other 

All Trucks^- 

38 

2 

0 

5 

8 

Percent 

15 

19 

3 

47 

42 

34^ 

47 

79 

97 

48 

50 

60^ 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

— Type of 
packaged 
enclosed 
lizer; ( 
spoilage 
Examples 
vehicles 
bodied t 

— Gross ve 

bodies include:  (1) Van—an enclosed bed designed to protect commodities, such as 
freight or loose freight, from environmental elements; (2) Tanker—a completely 
bed designed to haul liquid or loose bulk commodities such as petroleum or ferti- 

3) Refrigerated Van—a van unit with refrigeration designed to keep products below 
temperature; (4) Flatbed—a bed design that has collapsible or noncollapsible sides, 
are grain trucks, livestock trucks, and machinery haulers; and (5) Other includes 
used for bulk feed and fertilizer delivery, utility trucks, and grain or straddle- 

rucks. 

hide weight is the empty weight of the vehicle plus the designated weight of the 
load it is designed to carry. 

c/ 
— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not summation column figures. 

Therefore, the column figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

— Source:  Response of 131 cooperatives to question 3 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

^1 
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All reporting cooperatives operated more than 80 percent of their 

vehicles in either the 8,000 to 23,999 pounds or 24,000 pounds and over 

gross vehicle weight range (Table 8).  This situation suggests if coopera- 

tives elected to operate straight-trucks, they would be more inclined to 

operate straight-trucks of greater gross vehicle weight capacity. 

The emphasis on using straight-trucks with gross vehicle weight 

capacities in excess of 8,000 pounds is probably related to the nature of 

the product hauled.  Most nonmanufactured agricultural products have two 

distinct qualities:  bulkiness and product density.  These two qualities 

of agricultural products, assuming substantial volumes of products were 

to be moved, would naturally be more conducive to larger gross vehicle 

weight trucks if normal agricultural operations were to be maintained. 

Ownership 

Agricultural cooperatives leased only 5 percent of their straight- 

trucks (Table 9).  However, straight-truck vans were reported as being 

leased 23 percent of the time.  This leasing activity was predominantly 

associated with fruit and vegetable cooperatives and farm supply cooper- 

ative transport operations.  Truck-tractors were reported as being leased 

33 percent of the time.  Truck-tractors were leased primarily by grain 

cooperatives and both types of purchasing cooperatives. 

Fleet Size 

Of the responding agricultural cooperatives reporting motor trucks 

used in their firm's operations, 62.9 percent, or 77, of the 131 

responding cooperatives reported operating less than five vehicles. 



Table 8.  Percent Distribution of Straight-Trucks, By Type of Cooperative and Gross Vehicle Weight, 
January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Under 
7,999 lbs. 

Gross Vehicle Weight- 

8,000 to 
23,999 lbs. 

Over 
24,000 lbs. 

Total 
Percent 

Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 13 

Fruit and Vegetables 9 

Grain 6 

Livestock and Wool 0 

TOTAL 7.0*' 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 9 

Marketing and Farm St ipp iy 
c/ 

TOTAL 6.0^' 

Other^ 16 

ALL MOTOR TRUCKS- 
e/ 

6.2 

0 

49 

32 

9 

31.0 

42 

24 

35.6 

42 

35.0 

87 

42 

62 

91 

62.0 

49 

76 

58.4 

42 

58.8 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100.0 

100 

100 

100.0 

100 

100.0 

a/ 

b/. 

Gross vehicle weight is the empty weight of the vehicle plus the designated weight of the load it is de- 
signed to carry. 

—'The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the 
column figures will not add up to the total percent figures. 

c/ — Response was less than 1 percent. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations,cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

e/ — Source:  Response of 131 cooperatives to question 3 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

ho 



Table 9.  Number and Percent Distribution of Motor Trucks, Owned or Leased, By Type of Cooperative 
and Body Type, January 1, 1976 

STRAIGHT TRUCKS TRUCK-TRACTORS 

— Leasing was defined as exclusive of all short-term plans such as trip leasing or leasing arrangements for 30 days or less. 

—Other vehicles include bulk feed and fertilizer trucks, utility trucks, and grain or straddle-bodied trucks. 
c/ — The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the column figures will not 

add up to the total percent figures. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 
e/ 
— Source:  Response of 131 cooperatives to question 3 and 4 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

Type of Total Va ns 
di' 

Tan kers Refrig Veh. Fla tbeds Othe & Tot al Total 
Cooperative Strc ight-Trucks Owned Lease Owned Leased Owned Leased Owned Leased Owned Leased Owned Le ased Truck-Tractors Owned Leased 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Marketing : 

Dairy 15 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 0 0 100 0 8 100 0 
Fruit and 
Vegetables 50 78 22 0 0 0 0 95 5 100 0 94 6 57 95 5 

Grain 72 0 0 56 44 0 0 100 0 100 0 96 4 6 83 17 
Livestock 
and Wool 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 159 H^ 11 78 22 100 0 99 1 100 0 99 1 71 94 6 

Purchasing : 

Farm Supply 600 51 49 95 5 79 21 96 4 93 7 92 8 204 57 43 
Marketing an d 
Farm Supply 322 93 7 100 ^0 100 0 99 1 100 0 99 1 57 66 33 

TOTAL 922 72c/ 28 98 2 90 10 98 2 97 3 96 4 261 59 41 

Other^ 12 100 0 100 0 0 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 0 0 0 

ALL MOTOR TRUCKS^l ,093 77^ 23 95 5 92 8 97 3 97 3 95 5 332 67 33 

o 
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Approximately 27 percent (34 cooperatives) operated motor truck fleets 

between five and 15 vehicles.  Only 9.8 percent (12 cooperatives) operated 

in excess of 15 motor trucks (Table 10). 

Types of cooperatives owning or leasing at least one truck varied 

somewhat.  More than 81.9 percent of the reported purchasing cooperatives 

operated motor truck fleets of less than 10 vehicles.  Farm supply and 

marketing and farm supply cooperatives were responsible for 19 of the 24 

respondents operating motor truck fleets in excess of 15 vehicles. 

Within the marketing group, 8 percent, or one fruit and vegetable 

cooperative operated a fleet in excess of 25 vehicles.  Grain cooperatives 

had 5 percent, or one cooperative operating a motor vehicle fleet between 

20 and 25 vehicles, with no respondents operating fleets in excess of 25 

vehicles.  Dairy cooperatives and livestock and wool cooperatives operated 

the fewest actual number of motor trucks, but each respective type had at 

least one cooperative operating a fleet in excess of 10 vehicles. 

To illustrate the relationships which exist between gross sales 

dollar volume and type of cooperative relative to motor truck ownership, 

a cross tabulation analysis was constructed (Table 11).  The results indi- 

cated approximately 65.3 percent of the motor trucks were operated by less 

than 10.9 percent of the respondents in the over $10 million gross sales 

category. 

The results indicate that purchasing cooperatives with the largest 

fleets were among the three respondents having gross sales volumes in excess 

of $75 million.  All other cooperative trucks were primarily operated by 

respondents with gross sales dollars between one million dollars and $25 

million. 



Table 10.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Motor Trucks Ovmed or Leased, 
By Type of Cooperative and Size of Fleet, January 1, 1976 

Percentage of Coopera tives by Number of Motor- -trucks 
Type of 

Cooperative 
Responding 
Cooperative 

Number 
1 to 5 5_ to 10 10 to 15 15 to 

Percent 
20 20. to 25 11 to 100 100 and up 

Total 
Percentage 

Marketing". 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

4 

13 

50 

76 

0 

8 

50 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

100 

100 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

19 

2 

84 

50 

11 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

100 

100 

TOTAL 38 76. ^ 7.9 5.3 5.3 2.6 2.6 0.0 100.0 

Purchasing," 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

71 

16 

TOTAL 87 

Other^7 6 

ALL RESPONDING . 
COOPERATIVES2-' 131 

55 

44 

55.0^ 

100 

62.9 hi 

28 

31 

26.9 

 0_ 

20.5 

10 

0 

7.9 

0 

6.8 

5 

0 

4.5 

0 

4.5 

0 

6 

1.0 

0 

1.5 

0 

3 

2.3 

0 

2.3 1.5 

1 100 

6 100 

2.3 100.0 

0 100 

100.0 

a/ 
— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, 

cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 

— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure. Therefore, the column 
figures will not add up to the total percent figures. 

c/ 
— Source:  Response of 131 cooperatives to question 3 and 4 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 11.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Motor Trucks, By Type of Cooperative 
and Annual GroHS Sales, January 1, 1976 

Percentage Distribution of Motor Trucks by Annual Gross Sales 

Type of      Total     Under . Over    Total 
Cooperative Motor trucks  $.5m  $.5m to $lm^  $1 to $5in  $5 to $10m  $10 to $25ni $25 to $75m  $75m   Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 21        12        0 0 0 0 88        0      100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable     107 0        5 19 6 b/ 70        0      100 

Grain 54        11        4 13        21 43 8        0      100 
Livestock 
and Woo]       24 8        0 0 0 92 0        0      100 

c/ 
TOTAL 206        5.3-     3.4        13.1       8.2        22.3        47.6       0      100.0 

Purchasing : 

Farm Supply 804 3 7 31 3 4 0 52 100 
Marketing an d 
Farm Supply 374 £/ £/ 4 11 7 8 69 100 

TOTAL 1,183 2.1^ 5.0 22.4 5.6 5.0 2.5 57.4 100.0 

Other^ 12 16 17 50 0 17 0 0 100 

ALL MOTOR 1,39^ 2.6*' 4.8 21.3 6.0 7.6 9.1 48.6 100.0 

TRUCKS!/ 

— m stands for "millions." 
b/, — Less than 1 percent response. 
c/ 
— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column.  Therefore the column 

figures will not add up to the total percent figures. 

— Other Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

e/ 
— Five respondents were unable to give their respective gross sales.  Therefore, this number is short 30 trucks. 

— Source:  The response of ]3i cooperatives to question 3 and 4 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. W 
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Dairy marketing cooperatives reported 88 percent of their motor trucks 

were operated by one cooperative with reported gross sales between $25 

million and $75 million.  Fruit and vegetable marketing cooperatives 

reported 70 percent of their trucks were operated by five respondents with 

reported gross sales between $25 million to $75 million.  Seventy-seven 

percent of the grain marketing cooperatives' trucks were operated by 27 

cooperatives which reported gross sales dollars between one to $25 million. 

Ninety-two percent of the livestock and supply marketing cooperatives' 

trucks were operated by one cooperative in the $25 million bracket. 

There is a natural relationship between annual gross sales dollars 

and the relative number of motor trucks.  One would expect the number of 

vehicles to increase as the gross sales increased because increased sales 

implicitly assumes that either the number of customers and/or the amount 

purchased by already existing buyers will be greater.  In both cases, 

however, there should be an increase in the marketing services of the 

cooperative to obtain and maintain these sales volumes.  Such marketing 

services usually include some form of transportation services to make 

products more available to the consumer. 

In summary, there were 1,425 motor trucks operated by agricultural 

cooperatives, of which 77 percent were straight-trucks.  The primary weight 

category was in excess of 8,000 pounds.  Leasing of vehicles was primarily 

associated with straight-truck vans and truck-tractors.  The predominant 

fleet size was less than five motor trucks except for a few larger cooper- 

atives using extensive motor truck fleets.  Cooperatives with the largest 

reported annual gross sales dollars for their respective type of category 

were responsible for operating an extensive portion of the total motor 
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trucks identified. 

The results of this section suggest a few areas need further research 

to accurately understand the motive of motor truck usage in agricultural 

cooperatives.  A few of the key areas that need further analysis are: 

(1) Research is needed to determine what factors in agricultural 

transport operations affect the decision of whether to operate a 

straight-truck or truck-tractor. 

(2) Research is needed to determine how efficiently existing straight- 

trucks are used in terms of gross vehicle weight capacities. 

(3) Research is needed to determine the decision-making criteria for 

determining if a motor vehicle will be owned or leased. 

(4) Research is needed to determine the relationship that exists 

between size and type of motor truck operations and annual gross 

sales. 

This research should help cooperative personnel decide under what cooper- 

ative transport situation motor trucks are required, and what size and 

type of ownership of motor truck is needed. 

TRAILERS 

The following is a discussion on whether trailers were:  (1) full or 

semi-trailers; (2) types of respective body design; and (3) whether the 
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trailers were owned or leased.— 

Body Design 

There were 611 trailers identified, of which 72.9 percent were semi- 

trailers and 27.2 percent were full trailers. (Table 12).  Refrigerated 

vans and general van bodies were the only type of trailers reported by 

cooperatives as being less than 10 percent associated with full trailers. 

Purchasing cooperatives were the primary users of trailers, operating 

70.8 percent, or A86, of the 611 reported trailers.  Fruit and vegetable 

marketing cooperatives were the second leading users of trailers, operating 

25 percent, or 69, of the 611 reported trailers (Table 13).  While pur- 

chasing cooperatives seemed to operate all types of trailers, fruit and 

vegetable cooperatives' trailer operations were a little more specified. 

They used van, flatbed and other bodies such as the straddle body design. 

These statistics suggest fruit and vegetable transport operations 

required a specific type of trailer capable of easy truck-tractor inter- 

change and storage capability for fresh produce.  Purchasing cooperatives 

appeared to have no specific preference for any type of trailer.  They 

operated all types of trailers; therefore, it may be concluded they tended 

to require trailers designed to haul different products, in different 

forms, for both over-the-road and local hauling operations. 

18/ 
— Semi-trailer:  A trailer equipped with one or more axles and constructed 

so that a substantial part of its weight and load is carried by a truck- 
tractor. 

Full-trailer:  A trailer constructed so that practically all of its 
weight and load rests up on its own wheels and which is usually towed 
by another motor vehicle. 



Table 12.  Full and Semi-Trailers Operated by Respondent Cooperatives, By Type of Body, 
January 1, 1976 

:otal Trailers 
Operated 

Percentage Distribution of Trailers by Type of Body 

Type   ,      1 
of Body^' Full-Trail. *&           S, 

Percent 
2mi-Trailers— 

Total 
Percentage 

Percent of 
All Trailers 

Number 

Van 187 9 91 100 30.7 

Tanker 146 41 59 100 23.9 

Refrigerated Van 26 0 100 100 4.2 

Flatbed 89 29 71 100 14.6 

Other 163 40 _ 60 100 26.6 

TOTAL TRAILERS- 611 27. 1^ 72. ^ 100 100.0 

a/ 

b/ 

c/, 

d/ 

Types of bodies include:  (1) Van - an enclosed bed designed to protect commodities, such as package freight or 
loose freight, from environmental elements; (2) Tanker - a completely enclosed bed deisgned to haul liquid or 
loose bulk conmiodities, such as petroleum or fertilizer; (3) Refrigerated Van - a van unit with a refrigeration 
unit designed to keep products below spoilage temperatures; (4) Flatbed - a bed designed with collapsible or 
noncollapsible sides.  Examples are grain trucks, livestock trucks, and machinery haulers.  (5) Other - Includes 
vehicles used for bulk feed trucks, fertilizer trucks, utility trucks, and grain or straddle-bodied trucks. 

Full-trailers are constructed so that practically all of their weight and load rests upon their own wheels. 
They are usually towed by another vehicle.  Semi-trailers are equipped with one or more axles and are constructed 
so that a substantial part of their weight and load is carried by a truck-tractor. 

The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  Therefore, the 
column figures will not add up to the total percent figures. 

Source: The response of 49 cooperatives to question 4 of the survey questionnaire. 



Table 13.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Full and Semi-Trailers, By Type of Cooperative 
and Type of Trailer, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Total Full- 
Trailers 
Number 

Percentage Distribution of Full Trailers 

Total 
Van  Tank.—  Ref. Van  Flat.  Other Percent 

Percent 

Percentage Distribution of Semi-Trailers 

Total Semi- Total 
Trailers   Van Tank.  Ref.  Veh.  Flat.  Other Percent 
Number 

Percent 
of Total 
Trailers 

Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

16 

0 

16 

25 

0 

25b/ 

0 50 25 100 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 50 25 100 

25 

53 

29 

107 

25  72 

17 

24 

20.6-/17.8 

32 

38 

49 

35 

100 

100 

100 

100 

1.9  26.2 33.5  100.0 

4.0 

11.3 

4.7 

 ^ 

20.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

e/ 
Other- 

ALL TRAILERS- 

88 2 65 

55 20 5 

143 9.1^ 42.0 

0 0 0 

159 10. £' 37.7 

0 9 

0 11 

0  9.8 

_g o_ 

0  13.8 

24 

64 

100 

100 

39.1  100.0 

0      0 

37.8  100.0 

256 

87 

343 

 2_ 

452 

50  22 

25  11 

43.4-/19.5 

37.8-/18.8 

8 £/ 19 100 56.4 

6 38 20 100 23.3 

7.3 10.3 19.5 100.0 79.7 

0 0 2 0 .3 

6.0  13-4 24.0  100.0 100.0 

a7 
—Tank (Tankers); Ref. Van (Refrigerated Vans); Flat (flatbeds):  Refer to table 12 for definitions of these types of trailers. 

-The figures in this column are total percent response, not a summation column figure- Therefore, the column figures will not add 
to the total percent figures. 

—Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 

— Source:  Response of 49 cooperatives to question 5 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

00 
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For dairy and grain cooperatives, the results suggest the following: 

dairy cooperatives seemed to rely quite heavily on usage of tanker semi- 

trailers.  This is attributed to their need for transporting bulk milk. 

Grain cooperatives, however, expressed interest in flatbed and other 

bodies such as grain trucks, and bulk fertilizer trucks.  The difference 

for grain cooperatives was attributed to their need to haul nonliquid 

bulk products.  This type of product is more conducive to flatbed trailers 

than to tanker body trailers. 

Ownership 

A description of the extent and type of ownership of trailers by the 

responding agricultural cooperatives is presented below.  Collectively, 77 

percent of the trailers were owned, while 23 percent were leased.  Full 

trailers were owned 8 percent more than semi-trailers (Table 1A). 

The distribution of the leasing operations indicated that farm supply 

cooperatives were the predominant users of leased serai-trailers.  Marketing 

and farm supply cooperatives were the predominant users of leased full- 

trailers. 

A review of the data indicated tankers and other bodied trailers 

were the primary types of full-trailers leased.  Vans, tankers, and other 

bodied trailers were the primary types of semi-trailers leased.  One 

regional centralized marketing and farm supply cooperative and one regional 

federated farm supply cooperative were responsible for leasing the majority 

of the full-trailers.  One regional federated farm supply cooperative was 

responsible for leasing the majority of the semi-trailers.  Based upon 



Table 14.  Number and Percent Distribution of Full and Semi-Trailers, Owned or Leased, 
By Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative Trailers Operated 

Number Percent 

Marketing 

Dairy 25 4.1 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 69 11.3 

Grain 29 4.7 
Livestock 
and wool 0 0.0 

FULL-TRAILERS 
Owned 

a/ 
Leased— 

Percent 

TOTAL 123 20.1 

99 1 

0 0 

0 _0 

99b/ 1 

SEMI-TRAILERS 
Owned Leased 

Percent 

100 

TRAILERS 
Owned Leased 

Percent 

100 

100 0 100 a/ 

100 0 100 0 

0 0 0 0 

100 0 100 a/ 

Purchasing 

Farm Supply 344 56.3 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 142 23.3 

TOTAL 486 79.6 

0ther-/ 2 .3 

ALL TRAILERS- 611 100.0 

84 16 

44 56 

64^ 36 

0 0 

82^ 18 

57 43 64 36 

99 1 77 23 

78 22 71 23 

100 0 0 0 

74 26 77 23 

a/ 
— Leasing was defined as exclusive of all short-term plans such as trip leasing or leasing arrangements for 

thirty days or less. '' 

— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  Therefore, the column 
figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

c/ 
— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 

consumer cooperatives. 

— Source:  Response of 49 cooperatives to question 5 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

O 
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these findings, it appears that leased trailers were predominantly used 

by a few purchasing cooperatives which required specific types of trailers 

for individual firm needs.  This suggests leasing is a reflection of the 

specific transportation needs of a few agribusiness firms.  The remaining 

cooperatives electing to operate trailers appeared to own their trailers 

when their transport activities called for the services of a trailer. 

Fleet Size 

The percentage distribution of trailer fleet size according to type of 

cooperative is shown in Table 15.  The findings indicate 71.4 percent of 

the 49 responding cooperatives operated less than five trailers in their 

transportation fleet. The remaining 14.3 percent of the cooperatives 

operated between five and 15 trailers.  Only 14.3 percent reported 

operating trailer fleets in excess of 15 trailers.  Generally, two marketing 

and 12 purchasing cooperatives, or 28.6 percent, of the respondents 

operated trailer fleets greater than five vehicles. 

The relationship between gross sales volume and type of business 

activity in relation to trailer ownership was the last comparison tabu- 

lated (Table 16).  Farm supply cooperatives and marketing and farm supply 

cooperatives, the predominant users of trailers, reported 81.1 percent of 

their trailers were operated by purchasing cooperatives reporting annual 

gross sales in excess of $75 million.  The remaining marketing cooperatives 

indicated a strong relationship between trailer ownership and annual gross 

sales at a much lower volume, specifically at the $25 million to $75 

million annual gross sales level. 

When the nature of the cooperative is conducive to trailer operations. 



Table 15.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Trailers, By Type 
of Cooperative and Size of Fleet, January 1, 1976 

Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives by Number of Trailers 

Type of Re spending Total 
Cooperative Coo peratives 1 to 5 5 to 10 10 to 15 15 to 20 20 and jyi£ Percent 

Percent 
Marketings 

Dairy 3 33 33 0 33 0 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 13 61 8 •  15 8 8 100 

Grain 5 80 0 0 0 20 100 
Livestock 
and Wool 0 

21 

0 

62. .W 
0 

9. ,5 

0 

9. 5 

0 

9. ,5 

0 0 

TOTAL 9. 5 100.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 16 82 6 6 0 6 100 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 11 72 0 9 9 9 100 

TOTAL 27 77.S-^ 3.7 7.4 3.7 7.4 100.0 

Otlier^- 1 100 0 0 0 0 0 

ALL RESPONDING . 
COOPERATIVES^' 49 6.2 8.2 6.1 8.2 100.0 

a/ 
— The figures in this column are total percent figures, not a summation figure.  Therefore, the column figures 
will not add up to the total percent figure. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

c/ 
— Source:  Response of 49 cooperatives to question 5 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 16.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Trailers, By Type of Cooperatives 
and By Cooperative Annual Gross Sales, January 1, 1976 

Total 

Percentage Distribution of Trailers by Annual Gross Sales 

Type of Under 

$.5a/ 
Over Total 

Cooperative Trailers $.5 to $lm $1 to $5m $5 to SlOm S10 to S25m $25 to $75m $75 Percent 
Number Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 25 32 0 0 0 0 68 0 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 69 0 6 30 2 0 62 0 100 

Grain 29 0 0 3 7 14 76 0 100 
Livestock 
an d  Wool 0 0 0 0  0_ 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 123 6.5^ 3.2 18.0 2.5 3.2 66.6 0.0 100.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 344 1 1 6 2 2 0 88 100 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 142 2 0 2 7 15 10 64 100 

TOTAL 486 1.& .6 4.9 3.5 5.8 2.9 81.1 100.0 

Other^ 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ALL TRAILERS- 611 2.3b/ 1.2 7.5 3.2 5.6 15.7 64.5 100.0 

a/ 
— m stands for "million." 

—The figures in this column are total percent figures, not a summation figure.  Therefore, the column 
figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

d/ — Source:  The response of 49 cooperatives to question 5 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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then annual gross sales volume will be strongly related to the number of 

trailers.  As sales increase, marketing services shall affect an increase 

in transportation activities, which in turn can increase the need for 

trailers. 

In summary, 611 trailers were operated by 49 responding agricultural 

cooperatives.  The primary users of trailers, the purchasing cooperatives, 

utilized all types of trailers.  The fruit and vegetable cooperatives, 

the second leading users of trailers, relied primarily on vans, flatbeds 

and other bodied trailers such as straddle-trailers.  Only 23 percent of 

the trailers were leased.  This represented a few select cooperatives. 

The predominant trailer fleet size was between one and five trailers. 

As similarly identified in the motor truck section, the cooperatives with 

the largest reported annual gross sales were chiefly responsible for 

operating extensive portions of the total trailers identified. 

The results of this section suggest a few areas need further research 

to accurately understand the nature of trailer use in agricultural 

cooperatives.  A few of the key areas are: 

(1) What factors or criteria are used by cooperative personnel 

in deciding if a full or semi-trailer will be used in their 

cooperative trailer transport operations? 

(2) What decision-making criteria are used by cooperatives to 

determine if trailers will be owned or leased? 

(3) A determination of the economic relationships that exist 

between annual gross sales volume and annual cooperative 

gross operating expenses as they relate to the size of 

cooperative fleets. 
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As in the case of motor trucks, this additional information on trailers 

will be used to develop guidelines as to when they should be used, the type 

and size of trailer needed, and the type of ownership agreements needed. 

PICKUPS AND FORKLIFTS 

Those respondents who operated pickups and forklifts were requested 

to report the gross vehicle weight capacities of these types of vehicles. 

The respondents also were asked to indicate whether the pickups or fork- 

lifts were owned or leased. 

Gross Vehicle Weight 

Gross vehicle weight classifications for pickups and forklifts will 

help to determine if ownership is noticeably influenced by the respective 

vehicles' weight capacities. 

The percentage distribution of vehicles, by gross weight is presented 

in Table 17.  Most respondents were inclined to operate pickups and other 

19/ vehicles in the less than or equal to 7,999 pound category.—  The distri- 

bution of forklifts indicates a predominant emphasis in the 8,000 to 23,999 

pound category, in which 48 percent of the total forklifts were operated. 

Secondary emphasis of forklift usage was in the less than or equal to 7,999 

pound category, in which 44 percent of the reported forklifts were operated. 

While the primary use of pickups was in the less than or equal to 7,999 

pound weight category, the range in percentage response was from 69 percent 

(grain cooperatives) to a high of 100 percent (other cooperatives)(Table 18). 

19/ — Other vehicles:  include panel vans, jeeps and tractor loaders.  Twelve 
vehicles were used by one farm supply cooperative as utility pickups 
with specialty beds for tire, gas and general hauling needs. 



Table 17.  Pickups and Forklifts Operated By Respondent Cooperatives, By Gross Vehicle 
Weight, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Vehicles 

PICKUP 

FORKLIFT 

OTHER 

hi 

Percentage Distribution of Gross Vehicle Weight by Type of Vehicle 

Total 
Vehicles 

Under 
7,999 lb 

a/ 
s— 

8; ,000 
,999 

to 
lbs. 24 

Over 
,000 lbs. 

Total 
Percent 

Percent 

593 75 22 3 100 

837 44 48 8 100 

43 97 3 0 100^ 

a/ 
Cross vehicles weight is the empty weight of the vehicle plus the designated weight of the load it is designed to 
carry. 

— Pickup trucks are vehicles with an open box type of body, specifically designed to carry light to intermediate 
loads.  Forklifts are off-road vehicles specifically designed to load, unload, and stack freight.  Other vehicles 
include scoop loaders, tractor loaders and specially  designed pickups. 

c/ — Source:  Response of 100 cooperatives to operating pickups .  Response of 87 cooperatives to operating forklifts 
of question 6 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

ON 



Table 18.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Pickups and Forklifts by Type of Cooperative 
and Gross Vehicle Weight, January 1, 1976 

GROSS VEHICLE WEIGHT-'' GROSS VEHICLE WEIGHT- 

Type of Total Percent of Undc :r 8 ,000 to Over Total Percent of Under 8,000 to Over 
Cooperative Pickups Pickups 7,9991bs. 23, ,9991bs.    24 ,0001bs. Forklifts Forklifts 7,9991bs. 23,9991bs. 24,0001bs. 

Number Percent Percent Number Percent Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 2 .3 0 100 0 1 .1 100 0 0 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 48 8.1 83 7 10 404 48.3 28 64 8 

Grain 55 9.3 69 27 4 17 2.0 12 65 23 
Livestock 
and Wool 3 

108 

.5 

18.2 

0 

72. 2^ 

100 

21.3 

0 

6„5 

3 

425 

.4 

50.8 

0 100 

64.2 

0 

TOTAL 27. £' 8.3 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 350 59.0 72 27 1 172 20.5 70 24 6 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 115 19.4 84 12 4 213 25.5 64 33 3 

TOTAL 

Othe .c/ 

ALL VEHICLES- 

465 

20 

593 

78.4 

3.4 

100.0 

75.1^ 

100 

75.^ 

23.7 

0 

22.4 

1.2 

_0  

2.2 

385 

27 

837 

46.0 

3.2 

100.0 

66.8^ 

44 

43.7 
b/ 

28.8 

_56  

47.7 

4.4 

_0  

8.6 

a/ 
— Gross vehicle Weight is the empty weight of the vehicle plus the designated weight of the load it is designed to carry. 

—The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the column figures will not add up to the 
total percent figure. 

c/Other includes cooperative wareliouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 

—Source:  Response of 100 cooperatives to operating pickups.  Response of 87 cooperatives to operating forklifts of questlcn 6 of the survey 
questionnaire. Appendix C. _    ^ 
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In the 8,000 to 23,999 pound weight category, grain marketing cooper- 

atives and farm supply cooperatives were the predominate users with 27 

percent of their total operated pickups being in this weight category. 

Fruit and vegetable marketing cooperatives were identified as the pre- 

dominate users of pickups having gross vehicle weights in excess of 

24,000 pounds (Table 18). 

Fruit and vegetable cooperatives accounted for approximately 48 

percent, or 404, of the 837 forklifts reported.  Farm supply cooperatives 

and marketing and farm supply cooperatives accounted for the majority of 

the remaining forklifts operated. 

Three observations in this section were: 

(1) A large number of the forklifts were operated by a small 

number of firms in the fruit and vegetable industry.  They 

operated 48.3 percent, or 404, of the 837 forklifts iden- 

tified. 

(2) The fruit and vegetable cooperatives operated forklifts 

chiefly in the 8,000 to 23,999 pound capacity.  This 

represents approximately 64 percent of their identified 

forklifts.  Farm supply cooperatives and marketing and 

farm supply cooperatives indicated their chief emphasis 

was in the less than or equal to 7,999 pound weight category. 

This represents 70 percent and 54 percent of their identi- 

fied forklifts, respectively. 

(3) Although grain cooperatives operated less than two percent 

of the identified forklifts, they exhibited the strongest 

propensity to operate forklifts in the greater than or equal to 

24,000 pound weight category. 
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Finally, the distribution of other vehicles is mainly limited to farm 

supply cooperatives which operated other vehicles of under 7,999 pounds. 

Pickups, regardless of type of cooperative business activity, were 

associated with the lightest weight category.  In relation to weight 

category, distribution of forklifts was strongly influenced by the type 

of cooperative. 

Based on the findings, follow-up interviews, and the influence of the 

above three conditions, a logical explanation for the variation in fork- 

lift operations is as follows:  when warehouse needs for stacking and 

high maneuverability increase, the usage of lightweight forklifts would 

tend to increase.  This situation is predominantly characteristic of farm 

supply and marketing and farm supply cooperatives' warehouse operations. 

On the other hand, the usage of heavier gross vehicle weight forklifts 

capable of less maneuverability will probably be observed in warehouse 

operations that exhibit extensive operating areas, reduced stacking 

operations and where vehicles were mainly used for transporting bulk 

commodities.  This situation is indicative of fruit and vegetable and 

grain cooperative warehouse operations. 

Ownership 

Ownership patterns in pickups and forklifts were used to determine 

the extent of agricultural cooperatives' involvement in owned or leased 

pickup and forklift operations. 

To obtain the necessary statistics, the surveyed cooperatives were 

requested to indicate whether they owned or leased pickups and pickups. 

The percentage distribution of owned or leased pickups and forklifts is 
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shown in Table 19.  For all reporting cooperatives, 97.5 percent of the 

pickups were owned and 2.5 percent were leased, while 83.7 percent of the 

forklifts were owned and 16.3 percent were leased. 

As the results illustrate, the occurrence of leasing is mainly attri- 

buted to forklift operations.  The primary users of leased forklifts were 

fruit and vegetable cooperatives.  They had leased 27 percent of their 

forklifts.  The remaining leased vehicles were primarily accounted for by 

the purchasing cooperatives. 

Pickups were primarily owned and operated extensively by a wide cross- 

section of the cooperatives surveyed.  Forklifts were operated by a select 

few of the cooperatives surveyed. 

Fleet Size 

An analysis of the pickup and forklift fleet sizes of the respondent 

cooperatives will enable measurement of the relative strength of each 

respondent's use of pickups and forklifts.  To obtain these statistics, a 

breakdown of the percentage distribution of pickups and forklifts by type 

of cooperative was made (Table 20 and 21). 

Of the responding cooperatives, 84.0 percent operated less than five 

pickups while 67.8 percent operated less than five forklifts.  These 

results indicate that pickups and forklifts were chiefly concentrated in 

the one to five fleet range. 

Marketing and farm supply cooperatives exhibit the strongest propensity 

to operate larger pickup fleets.  Specifically, 40 percent (seven cooper- 

atives) operated pickup fleets between five and 20 and over vehicles. ' 



Table 19.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Pickups and Forklifts, Owned or Leased, 
By Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Total 
Pickups 
Number 

Percent of 
all pickups 

Pickup     , 
Owned  Leased— 

Percent 

Total 
Percent Forklifts 

Number 

Percent of 
all Forklifts Owned Leascd- 

Percent 

Total 
Percent 

Ma rke ting: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

2 

48 

.3 

8.1 

100 

98 

0 

2 

100 

100 

1 

404 

.1 

48.3 

100 

73 

0 

27 

100 

100 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

55 

3 

108 

9.3 

.5 

18.2 

100 

100 

99. 7^ 

0 

0 

.3 

100 

100 

100.0 

17 

3 

425 

2.0 

.4 

50.8 

100 

100 

. 74.4^ 

0 

0 

100 

100 

TOTAL 25.6 100.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

350 

115 

465 

59.0 

19.4 

78.4 

98 

94 

2 

6 

3.0 

100 

100 

100.0 

172 

213 

385 

20.5 

25.5 

46.0 

99 

88 

1 

12 

100 

100 

TOTAL 97.<£/ 93.0^ 7.0 100.0 

Other^ 20 

593 

3.4 

100.0 

100 

97.5*' 

0 

2.5 

100 

100.0 

27 

837. 

3.2 

100.0 

96 4 100 . 

ALL VEHICLES 83.7^ 16.3 100.0 

a/ 

b/ 

cl 

d/ 

Leasing was defined as exclusive of all short term lease plans such as trip leasing or leasing arrangements for thirty 
days or less. 

The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore the column figures 
will not add up to the total percent figure. 

Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

Source:  Response of 100 cooperatives to operating pickups.  Response of 87 cooperatives to operating forklifts of 
question 6 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

Cn 



Table 20.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Pickups by Type of Cooperative and Size of Fleet, 
January 1, 1976. 

Percentage Distribution of Coopertalves by Number of Pickups 
Responding 
Cooperatives   1 to 5   5 to 10 10 to 15 15 to 20 20 and over 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Total 
Percent 

Number 

Marketing: 

Dairy 1 

Fruit and 
Vegetable 13 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

16 

1 

TOTAL 31 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 

Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

50 

18 

TOTAL 68 

Othcr^  1_ 

ALL COOPERATIVES 
RESPONDINC 100 

100 

92 A 

io 22 

83. S3-' 8.8 

00 0 

84.0^ 9.0 

Percent 

77 15 8 

88 6 6 

100 0 0 

83.9^ 9. 7 6.5 

2 

_6 

2.9 

_0 

4.0 

0 

0 

_0 

0.0 

0 

_6 

1.5 

_0 

1.0 

2 

_6 

2.9 

_0 

2.0 

100 

0 100 

0 100 

j) 100 

0.0 100.0 

100 

100 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

a/ — The figures in this column arc total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the column 

figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

c/ 
Source:  Response of 100 cooperatives to question six of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 21.  Percent Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Forklifts by Type of Cooperative and Size of Fleet, 
January 1, 1976. 

Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives by Number of Forklifts 
Responding Total 

Cooperative  1 to 5 5 to 10 10 to 15 15 to 20 20 and over Percent 
Type of 

Cooperative 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

Number Percent 

1 100 0 0 0 

16 6 44 19 6 

8 62 25 13 0 

1 100 0 0 0 

26 30. 8*' 34. 5 15.4 3.9 

0 

25 

0 

0 

15.4 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

Other^ 

44 93 4.5 0 0 

ii 64.3 7.1 7.2 0 

58 86.2^ 5.2 1.7 0 

3 33 33 33   

2.3 

21.4 

6.9 

100 

100 

100.0 

100 

ALL OTHER C00FER- 
ATIVES RESPONDING 87 67.8^' / 14.9 6.9 1.2 7.2 100.0 

a/ 

b/ 

c/ 

The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the 
column figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

Source:  Response of 87 cooperatives to question 6 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 
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Fruit and vegetable cooperatives and farm supply cooperatives also exhibited 

some tendency to operate larger fleets.  However, their percentage break- 

downs were not quite as pronounced as the previously identified marketing 

and farm supply sector.— 

The breakdown of forklift fleets, by type of cooperative, exhibited 

considerable fluctuation (Table 21).  Of the fruit and vegetable cooperatives, 

41 percent (7 cooperatives) operated forklifts in the five to ten fleet 

category.  The remaining categories were comprised of 19.6 percent and 25 

percent, respectively. 

The overall forklift operations suggest that a propensity to operate 

larger fleets existed for fruit and vegetable cooperatives and purchasing 

cooperatives.  The dairy, livestock and wool, and other cooperatives 

indicated the one to five forklift fleet category was still the predominant 

fleet size used. 

The overall pickup fleet situation suggests most agricultural coop- 

erative fleets were limited to one to five vehicles.  Larger pickup fleets 

were restricted to a few fruit and vegetable marketing cooperatives, and 

purchasing cooperatives.  Based on the review of the data in Tables 20 and 

21, the bulk of the cooperatives surveyed operated small pickup fleets. 

The exception was a few firms which individually operated extensive fleets 

of pickups or forklifts. 

The relationship between gross sales dollar volume and type of coop- 

erative as they relate to pickup and forklift ownership was examined.  A 

20/ 
— One farm supply cooperative was responsible for operating approximately 

27 percent of the total pickups identified. 
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cross-tabulation of these variables was developed.  Tables 22 and 23 

illustrate the percentage distribution. 

Thirty-two percent of the respondents which operated in excess of 

five million annual gross dollar sales were responsible for operating 69.5 

percent of the pickups and 75.1 percent of the forklifts. 

In summary, 593 pickups and 837 forklifts were operated.  Pickups 

were predominantly associated with the under 7,999 pound weight category. 

Forklifts usage was influenced by the type of cooperative to determine the 

respective weight cateogry.  Pickups were only leased 2.5 percent of the 

time, while forklifts were leased 16.2 percent of the time.  Fruit and 

vegetable cooperatives were the chief users of leased forklifts.  Pickup 

fleets were predominantly less than five vehicles, while forklift fleets 

were chiefly less than ten vehicles.  The majority of the pickups and 

forklifts were operated by cooperatives reporting annual gross sales in 

excess of five million dollars. 

The results of this section suggest a few areas need further research 

to accurately understand the nature of the pickup and forklift operations 

in agricultural cooperatives.  A few of the key areas are: 

(1) What factors or criteria are used by cooperative personnel 

in deciding when a pickup versus a small straight-truck 

will be used in the firm in its transport operations? 

(2) How efficiently are existing pickups and forklifts being 

used in terms of gross vehicle weight? For example, are 

forklifts of over 24,000 pounds capacity being used for 

heavy loads or for predominantly light loads? 

(3) What factors or criteria are used by cooperative personnel 



Table 22. Percentage Distribution of Pickups, By Type of Cooperative and Annual Cross Sales, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Total Under 
Pickups  $.5 M. 

a/ 

Percentage Distribution of Pickups by Annual Cross Sales 

$.5 to $1 H.   $1 to $5 H. $5 to $10 H.    $10 to $25 M. 
Over 

$25 to $75 M. $75 M. 
Total 

Percentage 

Number 

Marketing: 

Dairy 2 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 48 0 

Grain 55 2 
Livestock 
and Wool 3 0 

TOTAL 108 2.8*/ 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 350 7 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 112 1 

c/ 
Other^' 18 6 

ALL PICKUPS-/ 593 4.9^ 

- M. Stands for Million in dollars. 

Percent 

0 0 0 

2 19 8 

0 7 40 

_0 0 0 

0.9 12. 0 24. 

3 31 6 

_3 6 20 

12 39 39 

2.7 23. 1 12. 

0 

2 

44 

100 

26.0 

5 

25 

 6 

12.8 

0 0 100 

69 0 100 

7 0 100 

_0 0 100 

34.3 0.0 100.0 

0 48 100 

11 27 100 

_q 0 100 

9.9 42.9 100.0 

b/ 

c/ 

d/ 

The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the column figures will not add up to the total 
percent figure. 

Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 

Source:  The response of 100 cooperatives to question 6 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

On 
ON 



Table 23.  Percentage Distribution of Forklifts By Type of Cooperative and Annual Gross Sales, January 1, 1976. 

Type of Total Under 
Cooperative   Forklifts  $.5 M. 

a/ 

Percentage Distribution of Forklifts by Annual Gross Sales 

$.5 to 1 M.    $1 to $5 M.     $5 to $10 H.    $10 to $25 M. $25 to $75 H. 
Over 
$75 M. 

Total 
Percentage 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

Othe: 
c/ 

Number 

1 

404 

17 

 3 

425 

172 

211 

383 

27 

d/ 
ALL FORKLIFTS-  837 

0 

0 

0 

_0 

0^ 

4 

0 

0.8^ 

Percent 

0 100 0 

4 18 8 

0 29 41 

0 0 _0 

3.8 18. 6 9.2 

10 

rs 

12.8 

_0 

7.8 

17 

_3 

9.1 

81 

16.3 

4 

I 

5.8 

19 

7.9 

0 

2 

12 

100 

3.0 

12 

n_ 

11.5 

 0 

6.8 

0 

68 

18 

0 

65.4 

0 100 

0 100 

0 100 

0 100 

0.0 100.0 

0 53 100 

I 57 100 

3.9 55.1 100.0 

_0 0 100 

35.1 25.3 100.9 

a/ 
— M^ stands for Million in dollars. 

— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation column figure.  Therefore, the column figures vill not add up to 
the total percent figure. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 

d/ 
Source:  The response of 87 cooperatives to question 6 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

en 
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to determine whether a pickup or forklift will be owned 

or leased? What factors influence fruit and vegetable 

cooperatives to have a pronounced increase in forklifts 

as compared to all other cooperatives using forklifts? 

(4) A determination of the economic relationships that exist 

between annual gross sales volume and annual cooperative's 

gross operating expenses as they relate to the size of the 

cooperative fleet. 

As in the case of previously identified vehicles, this additional 

information on pickup and forklift operations will be instrumental in 

developing objective guidelines.  The results of this further research 

should help cooperative personnel in deciding under what cooperative 

transport situations pickups or forklifts are required.  Additionally, 

the type, the size, and the type of ownership of the pickup or forklift 

may also be determined. 

PASSENGER CARS 

The final type of motor vehicle analyzed in this study was the 

passenger car.  Those cooperatives which operated passenger cars were 

requested to indicate the type of body design of the passenger car. 

Additionally, the respondents were requested to report whether the 

passenger cars were owned or leased. 

Body Design 

The percentage distribution of passenger cars operated by model type 

is shown in Table 24.  There were 375 cars and nine other vehicles used 



Table Ik. Passenger Cars Operated by Responding Cooperatives by Type of Body, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Vehicle 

Percentage Distribution of Passenger Cars by Type of Body 
Total                     .                     ,. 

Vehicles            Compact—         Intermediate^-         Full-size^- 
Total 

Perceittaj>e 

Number 

Passenger Cars 375 b/ 19 81 100 

Other^  9_ 22  0_ 78 J100 

ALL VF-HICLES^- 384 0.6 -18.5 81.9 

- Type of passenger cars:  compact cars are cars such as Volkswagen Beetles or Ford Pintos.  Intermediate cars are 
cars such as Dodge Darts or Ford Mustangs.  Full size cars are cars such as Chevrolet Honte Carlos or Chevrolet 
Impalas. 

b/ 
- Response was less than one percent. 

c/ — Other vehicles included panel trucks, jeeps and van pickups used as passenger vehjcles. 

— Source:  response of hk  cooperatives to question 7 of the survey questionnaire. 

en 
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21/ 
by all responding agricultural cooperatives.—  Of the identified passenger 

cars, 81 percent were full size and 19 percent were intermediate size. 

Less than one percent were compact cars. 

Ownership 

As was the case with all previous vehicle categories, an analysis was 

developed for the ownership patterns of passenger cars by respective type 

of respondent cooperative.  The distribution of passenger cars by type of 

cooperative is shown in Table 25.  The findings indicate 82.4 percent of 

the passenger cars were owned and 17.6 percent were leased. 

Farm supply cooperatives were responsible for 85.2 percent or 319 

of the identified passenger cars.  Fruit and vegetable and marketing and 

farm supply cooperatives were responsible for operating 7.7 and 2.9 percent, 

respectively, of the remaining passenger cars.  A breakdown of these three 

significant respondent categories indicated the following:  Fruit and 

vegetable cooperatives had the highest percent responses of all respondents 

in owned compact and intermediate passenger cars, with 3 and 23 percent, 

respectively.  Farm supply cooperatives exhibited its greatest leasing 

occurrence with intermediate passenger cars (18 percent).  The bulk of the 

passenger cars operated by farm supply cooperatives were full-sized, owned 

vehicles.  Marketing and farm supply cooperatives primarily owned full- 

sized passenger cars. 

21/ — Other vehicles included panel trucks, jeeps or vans, and specialty 
designed pickups used for passenger service.  Question 8 of the survey 
questionnaire identified 84 other types of vehicles operated by 6 
cooperatives.  There were 18 scoop loaders, 1 sweeper, 18 tractors, 47 
chemical field applicators, 1 boom truck, 2 swamp buggies, 2 helicopters, 
and 1 airplane. 



Table 25.  Number and Percentage Distribution, By Type of Passenger Cars, Owned or Leased By Type of 
Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Total 
Cars 

Operated 
Compact 

a/ 
Owned  Leased— 

Intermediate 
Owned  Leased 

Full-size 
Owned Leased 

Total 
percent 

Owned     Leased 

Number Percent 

irketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vegetable 29 3 0 23 0 70 4 96 4 

Grain 
Livestock 

4 0 0 0 0 100 0 100 0 

and Wool 4 0 0 0 — _0_ 100 0 100 0 

)TAL 37 2. 1^1 0. 0 18. 9 0. 0 73. 0 5.4 97. 6 2.A 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

Other^ 

ALL PASSENGER CARS 

319 

11 

330 

 8 

375 

»/ 0 2 18 78 2 80 20 

0 0 0 0 li 9^ 91 _9 

0.3^ 0.0 1.8 17.3 78.5 2.1 80.3 19.7 

0 0 0 22 78  0 78 22 

0.& 0.0 3.5 15.5 78.0 2.5 82.4 17.6 

—Leasing was defined as exclusive of all short-term plans such as trip leasing or leasing arrangements for thirty 
days or less. 

— Response was less than one percent 
c/ The figures Jn this column are total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  Therefore, the column 

figures will not add up to total percent figures. 

Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer 
cooperatives. 

e/ — Source:  Response of 44 cooperatives to question 7 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

d/ 
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The distribution of ownership of passenger cars indicated a primary 

trend toward private passenger car ownership.  The predominant operation of 

passenger cars was attributed to farm supply cooperatives.  Secondary 

emphasis was attributed to fruit and vegetable and marketing and farm 

supply cooperatives. 

Fleet Size 

The percentage distribution of passenger car fleet size by type of 

cooperative is shown in Table 26.  Approximately 88.6 percent, or 39, of 

the 44 responding cooperatives operated between one to five cars.  Only 

11.4 percent (5 cooperatives) operated in excess of five passenger vehicles. 

The secondary patterns of emphasis seemed to indicate that fruit and 

vegetable cooperatives operate larger passenger car fleets with 12 percent 

equally in the five to ten and ten to 15 passenger car fleet category. 

One farm supply cooperative operated in excess of 200 passenger cars 

which accounted for more than 80 percent of the passenger cars identified. 

Those cooperatives operating passenger cars generally elected to maintain 

fleets of less than five vehicles.  A few fruit and vegetable cooperatives 

and farm supply cooperatives appeared to operate passenger car fleets of 

greater than five vehicles. 

An analysis was developed to examine the possible relationships which 

may exist between gross sales volume and type of cooperative as they relate 

to passenger car ownership.  The percentage distribution of the operation 

of passenger cars by gross sales dollar volume and type of cooperative is 

presented in Table 27. The findings indicate that the operation of 

passenger cars generally increased as gross sales volume increased.  Those 



Table 26.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Passenger Cars By Type of Cooperatives and Size of 
Fleet, January 1, 1976. 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Responding 
Cooperatives 1 to 5    5 to 10    10 to 15    15 5o 20    20 and over 

Total 
Percentages 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

0 

8 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

11 

1 

TOTAL 20 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

13 

8 

TOTAL 21 

Other^ 3 

Number Percent 

0 0 0 0 0 

8 75 12 12 0 

11 90 10 0 0 

1 100 0 0 0 

20 85. & 10. 0 5. 0 0.0 

84 

100 

90. $! 

67 

0 

0 

0 

33 

0 0 

0 100 

0 , 100 

0 100 

0.0 100.0 

6 100 

Q 100 

9.5 100.0 

0 100 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPERATIVES- UU i.(£' 4.6 2.2 4.6 100.0 

a/ 
— The figures in this column arc total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  Therefore, the column 

figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

b/ 
Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, and cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

c/ 
— Source:  Response of 100 cooperatives to question 6 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

0\ 



Table 27.  Percentage Distribution of Cars, By Type of Cooperative and Annual Gross Sales, 
January 1, 1976 

GROSS SALES VOLUME 
Type of Total 

Cooperative Cars 

Marketing: 

Dairy 0 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 36 

Grain A 
Livestock 

and Wool A 

TOTAL Uh 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 321 
Marketing an d 
Farm Supply 11 

TOTAL 332 

Other- 8 

ALL CARS- 383 

Under 

$„5H. 
a/ 

O.O^ 

0 

0.2- 

$.5 to $1M.  $1 to $5M.   $5 to $10M. 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0 

9 

0o3 

_0  

0.2 

0 

6 

0 

0 

4.5 

2 

9 

2.1 

75 

3.9 

11 

25 

11-4 

1 

28 

1.8 

25 

3.4 

Over 

$10 to $25M.   $25 to $75M.    $75M. 

6 

50 

100 

18.2 

Total 
Percent 

0 0 0 

77 0 100 

25 0 100 

0 0 100 

65.9 0.0 100. ( 

1 0 96 100 

9 36 9 100 

1.2 1.2 93.1 100.0 

0 0 0 100 

3.1 8.6 80.6 100.0 

M. stands for Million in dollars. 

Response was less than 1 percent. b/ 

c/ 
— The figures in this column are total percent figures, not a summation of column figures. Therefore, the column 

figures will not add up to the total percent figure. 

—Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, and cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

e/ 
— Source:  Response of 44 cooperatives to question 7 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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cooperatives operating at the highest gross dollar sales volume for their 

respective type of cooperative had the largest passenger car fleets. 

These observations on annual gross sales seem to correspond to previ- 

ously identified trends in the motor truck section.  As explained earlier, 

if the nature of the cooperative's business activity is conducive to the 

operation of passenger cars, then the trend towards increased sales will 

usually call for an increase in marketing services.  This trend in marketing 

service will usually effect an increase in transportation activity or, in 

this case, passenger cars. 

In summary, 375 cars were owned or leased by responding agricultural 

cooperatives.  The full-size body type was the predominant passenger car 

used.  Over 82 percent of the cars were owned.  The leased vehicles were 

predominantly associated with a few farm supply cooperatives.  The pre- 

dominant fleet size was less than five vehicles except for a few very 

large farm supply cooperative fleets.  The majority of the passenger cars 

were operated by the cooperatives reporting annual gross sales in excess 

of five million dollars. 

These results suggest a few areas need further research to accurately 

understand the nature of the passenger car operations in agricultural 

cooperatives.  A few of the key areas are: 

(1) What factors or criteria are used by cooperative personnel 

in deciding when a passenger car will be used in firm 

transport operations? 

(2) What factors or criteria affect the decision to operate 

a compact, intermediate or full-size passenger car? 

(3) As discussed in all previous motor vehicle sections, what 
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factors or criteria are used by cooperative personnel to 

determine whether a passenger car will be owned or leased? 

(4) A determination of the economic relationships that exist1 

between annual gross sales volume and annual cooperative 

operating expense as they relate to the size of the 

cooperative fleet. 

This additional information shall be instrumental in developing guide- 

lines for cooperative personnel.  From such information, guideline state- 

ments can be made for the use of passenger cars in transport operations, 

the type of passenger car needed, and the type of ownership agreements 

needed. 

LEASING 

Short-Term Leasing Agreements 

Twelve cooperatives reported using short-term agreements (Table 6, 

Appendix A).  Short-term agreements were for 30 days or less.  The respon- 

dents were either fruit and vegetable or purchasing cooperatives.  The two 

primary reasons for using short-term leases were: 

(1) To supplement the firm's equipment during peak seasons. 

(2) To obtain, on a short-term basis, specialized equipment 

such as refrigerated van or straddle-trailers, forklifts, 

and passenger cars. 

The respondents did not report service or capital requirements as 

significant reasons for using short-term lease agreements. It appears 

short-term lease agreements were used to supplement transportation 
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requirements during seasonal fluctuations in demand.  These agreements 

also were used to satisfy the need for specialized equipment. 

Long-Term Leasing Agreements 

There were 29 cooperatives reporting that long-term lease plans were 

used in their transport operations (Table 28).  A long-term lease is any 

leasing agreement that is designed to service the cooperative for longer 

than a 30-day period.  Each respondent was asked to list the reasons for 

using such long-term agreements, and the relative importance of these 

reasons.  The predominate first or second ranked reasons for using long- 

term lease agreements were:  "Leasing allows our cooperative to take 

advantage of using specialized equipment on a seasonal basis, that other- 

wise would have to be bought and maintained year round;" and "Leasing is 

less expensive than owning and operating private motor vehicles." The 

reason "Leasing motor vehicles reduces the magnitude of our cooperative's 

administrative burden (cost)" was most often ranked second through fourth in 

importance.  When mentioned by the respondents (11 responses), the reason 

"Leasing enables our cooperative to supplement its private motor vehicle 

fleets when its capacity is reached during peak demand periods" was ranked 

first or second. 

Those cooperatives using long-term leased vehicles indicated that 

seasonal use of specialized equipment made leasing preferable to owning 

the vehicles.  These observations suggest leasing is not a general charac- 

teristic of most transport operations.  The actual usage of a short- or 

long-term leased vehicle is contingent upon three primary characteristics 

of agricultural cooperative operations.  One, the degree of specialized 
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Table 28.  The Relative Importance of Using Long-Term Lease Plans as 
Ranked by Responding Agricultural Cooperatives, January 1, 1976 

Reasons for 
Leasing 
Vehicles 

Responding a/ 
Present Ranking 

Total 
Cooperatives First  Second Third Fourth Percent 

Less Expensive than 
Owning the Vehicle 

Enables Cooperative to 
Use Specialized Equipment 

Supplements Peak Trans- 
portation Needs of the 
Cooperative 

Reduces Administrative 
Burden of Cooperative 

Other Reason: b/ 

Number 

11 

13 

11 

14 

3 

Percent 

42    25 

54    31 

36    36 

25 

15 

28 0 

14    36     21 .  29 

67    33      0     0 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100^ 

i/ 

b/ 

Only 22 of the 29 cooperatives which reported leasing vehicles responded 
to this question. 

Other Reasons: Leasing from affliated firms, such as cooperative 
subsidiaries or cooperative transport operations, was easier than 
owning the motor truck. No real reason for leasing, "but just is 
a part of our transportation program." 

c/ 
— Source:  Response of 22 cooperatives to question 10A of the survey 

questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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equipment needed in a cooperative's transportation operation; two, the 

influence of seasonal fluctuations in transportation demands upon the 

cooperative's motor truck capability to meet transportation demands; and 

three, the capability of cooperatives to obtain and use leased vehicles. 

Although the data in this study were not designed to answer these questions, 

further research on these leasing issues will help to better understand 

when and how many vehicles should be leased by a specific type of cooper- 

ative. 

Leasing of Professional Motor Truck Drivers 

Leased professional motor truck drivers were used by three farm supply 

cooperatives.  The leased professional drivers were independent trucking 

personnel who were used during peak agricultural product hauling periods. 

The leasing of professional drivers was not a widely reported policy of the 

respondents.  This leasing practice was usually done under special trans- 

portation situations.  This leasing practice occurred when there was a 

shortage of drivers but a surplus of trucks. 

The results suggest leasing of professional drivers was not viewed as 

a practical means for solving long-term transportation needs for motor 

truck drivers.  Instead, this specific leasing policy was used only for 

short-term, one-time usage of professional drivers under abnormal trans- 

portation situations. 

Intrastate vs. Interstate Mileage of Motor Trucks 

To obtain the necessary statistics on intrastate and interstate 

mileage, the questionnaire instructed each respondent to list the number 
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22/ 
of miles traveled by their motor trucks.—  Information was collected on 

the following:  percent of miles traveled in each state, percent intrastate 

and interstate mileage, number of interstate trips, percent of interstate 

trips with backhauls, and type of commodity hauled on the interstate trip 

backhaul.  The intent was to describe where and how much motor trucks 

traveled, although the full impact of interstate shipments could be based 

more on poundage shipped than on miles traveled. 

Total Miles Driven by State 

The percentage distribution of total motor truck mileage driven in 

all states surveyed by type of cooperative is presented in Table 29.  There 

23/ 
were 28,498,529 total motor truck miles reported for the Pacific Northwest.— 

Motor truck travel varied considerably by type of cooperative when analyzed 

on a state basis.  Dairy and fruit and vegetable marketing cooperatives 

reported 100 percent of their motor truck mileage was done exclusively in 

Oregon and Washington.  Livestock and wool marketing cooperatives reported 

88 percent of their motor truck mileage was done in Oregon.  The purchasing 

cooperatives indicated motor truck mileage was associated with all states. 

On the whole, most Pacific Northwest cooperatives reported little motor 

truck mileage in other states such as California or central Midwest states. 

22/ 
— Intrastate is defined as motor truck mileage within the home state of 

the cooperative, also referred to as "short-haul operations."  Inter- 
state is defined as motor truck mileage outside of the cooperative's 
home state, also referred to as "long-haul situations." 

23/ — One cooperative was responsible for a considerable portion of the 
reported mileage.  This cooperative was located outside of the Pacific 
Northwest.  Since this cooperative reported operating an extensive 
portion of its motor truck mileage in the Pacific Northwest, it was 
included in the study. 



Table 29.  Total Miles Driven According to State and Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

 Percentage Distribution of Miles Driven by State   
Type of             Miles . Total 
Cooperative Driven— Idaho Montana Oregon Washington Other— Percentage 

Number Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 760,425 0 0 96 4 0 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 1,233,987 c/ 0 47 53 0        • 100 

Grain 1,413,400 2 6 4 88 0 100 
Livestock 
and Wool 150,000 0 10 88 2 _0_ 100 

0 100 

33 100 

2 100 

TOTAL 3,557,812 .8^ 2.9 41.5 54.8 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply^ 17,167,798 9 24 14 20 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 7,666,450 11 11 26 50 

TOTAL 24,834,248 9.6^ 20.0 17.7 29.2 

Other^ 106,519 8 19 50 23 

23.5 100 

0 100 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPFRATIVESS/   28,498,579       8.5-      20.9      20.9        17.8 20.4 100 

_ 
— These figures include total intrastate and insterstate miles driven. 

— Other states included California, Utah, and many central states not identified. 
c/ 
— Response was less than 1 percent. 

—The figures in this column are total percent responses, not summations of column figures.  Therefore, 
the column figures will not add up to total percent responses. 

e/ — One regional federated farm supply cooperative incurred 10,659,000 motor truck miles.  This firm was based outside 
of the Pacific Northwest region.  The firm's mileage was reported in the other state category.  This reflects why 
the other state category is responsible for a significant portion of identified farm supply cooperative's mileage. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer 
coooeratives. 

^Source:  Questions 12 and 13 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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The data indicated cooperatives were more likely to report motor truck 

mileage in an adjacent state.  For example, Oregon-based cooperatives would 

report mileage in Washington or Idaho.  No motor truck mileage would exist 

between Oregon-based cooperatives and Montana destinations.  This obser- 

vation suggests at some distance motor truck transportation becomes 

infeasible.  Further research is needed to determine when motor truck 

operations become an infeasible transportation mode based upon distance 

traveled.  The research should determine the influence of different types 

of motor trucks and types of cooperatives on distance feasibility of 

motor truck operations. 

Miles Driven Intrastate vs. Interstate 

The percentage distribution of intrastate vs. interstate motor truck 

mileage by type of cooperative is presented in Table 30.  Of the approxi- 

mately 28.5 million miles driven, 7 percent (2,095,908 miles) were reported 

as interstate miles.  The large majority (94.3 percent ) of the coopera- 

tives' motor truck mileage was intrastate. 

Idaho cooperatives exhibited the largest percentage of interstate 

mileage (7.5 percent), while Montana cooperatives reported the least inter- 

state mileage (.2 percent).  The purchasing cooperatives were the primary 

reporters of interstate mileage (13.8 percent of their reported mileage). 

A rather small percentage of the total motor truck mileage was reported 

as interstate mileage. Further investigation revealed that 72 percent 

(1,509,054 interstate miles) was attributed to four regional cooperatives 



Table 30.  Percentage Distribution of Intrastate vs. Interstate Motor Truck Mileage, By Type of 
Cooperative and State, January 1, 1976 

Intrastate 
Miles 

Interstate 
Miles 

Percent Distribution of Intrastate and In terstate Mileage by State 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Id 

I.A.^ 

a ho 

I.E.^ 

Montana 

I.A.  I.E. 

Oregon 

I.A.  I.E. 

Washi. 

I.A. 

ngton 

I.E. 

All States 

I.A.  I.E. 

Numb er Percent 
Marketing: 

Dairy 727,425 32,650 0 0 0 0 96 4 100 0 96.7 4.3 
Fruit and 

^ Vegetable 1,194,880 39,107 0 0 0 0 94 6 100 96.8 3.2 

Grain 1,348,400 65,000 100 0 100 0 100 0 95 5 95.0 5.0 
Livestock 
and Wool 147,000 2,700 0 0 100 0 98 2 100 0 W.l i-J 

TOTAL 3,417,705 139,457 lOO^ 0 100 0 95.6 4.4 96.0 4.0 96.0 4.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 5,287,108 1,221,690 89 11 99 1 60 40 93 7 82.2 18.8 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 6,935,989 730,461 85 15 99 1 86 14 90 10 90.5 9.5 

TOTAL 12,223,098 1,952,151 87. ^ 12.6 99.0 1.0 63.0 37.0 90.6 9.4 86.2 13.8 

Other^ 102,208 4,311 100 0 100 0 97 3 100 0 96.0 4.0 

ALL MOTOR     . 
TRUCK MILEAGE- 15,743,011 2,095,908 92. $! 7.5 99.8 .2 95.9 4.1 97.3 2.7 94.3 5.7^ 

a/ 
— "I.A." stands for Intrastate mileage traveled within a state. 

— "I.E." stands for interstate mileage traveled between states. 
c/ 
— Response is less than .5 percent, therefore, figure was rounded to nearest percent, in this case zero. 

— Seven respondents were unable to break down motor truck mileage as to Interstate or Intrastate travel.  Response 
was included in number of miles but not in percent distribution calculations. 

The figures in this column are total perce 
will not add up to total percent response. 

Other include? 
cooperatives. 

e/ 
— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  The column figures 

—Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer 

R/ ^  There were 10,659,000 motor truck miles attributed to one regional farm supply cooperative which were deleted 
from this table to enable an accurate determination of the intrastate and interstate mileage of the remaining 
responding cooperatives. 

— Source:  Questions 12, 13, and 14 of the survey questionnaite. Appendix C. ~~l 
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24/ 
(3.0 percent of the respondents).— 

Based upon these statistics, it seems most agricultural cooperative's 

transport operations were intrastate or short-haul in nature. 

Magnitude of Interstate Mileage 

Interstate movements have been identified as a minor part of most 

responding cooperative's transport operations. 

Overall 85.8 percent of the marketing cooperatives and 70.7 percent of 

the purchasing cooperatives reported no interstate motor truck transport 

(Table 31).  Of those cooperatives reporting interstate mileage, the 1 to 

25 percent interstate mileage category relative to total motor truck 

mileage was the predominant response.  Only 6.5 percent of the respondents 

indicated interstate mileage was sufficient to be placed in the three 

other mileage categories. 

It seems 3.6 percent of the respondents reported greater than 50 percent 

interstate mileage.  However, their total reported mileage was rather 

small as compared to those respondents reporting interstate mileage in the 

1 to 25 percent category. 

Even when interstate operations were used, it seems interstate operations 

did not comprise a major proportion of the cooperative's total motor truck 

mileage effort. 

The prior sections concerning motor truck mileage have concentrated 

on number, type of mileage (intrastate vs. interstate), and in which state 

24/ 
— The percent response of respondents was based on four cooperatives 

divided by the 131 cooperatives which reported operating motor trucks. 



Table 31.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Interstate Mileage As A Percent of Total 

Mileage and by Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Interstate Mileage as a Percent of.Total MileageS/ 

Responding Total 
Cooperatives None   1 to 25  25 to 50  50 to 75   75 and over  Percentage 

Percent 

5 80 20 0 0 0 100 

17 82 12 0 0 6 100 

32 91 6 3 0 0 100 

2 50 50 0 0 0 100 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Interstati 
Miles 

Number 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

32,650 

39,107 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

65,000 

2,700 

TOTAL 139,457 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing 
and Supply 

1,221,690 

730,461 

TOTAL 1,952,151 

Other-7 4,311 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPF.RATIVF.si' 2,095,908 

56        85.8^  10.8      1.7       0       1.7 100 

86 75      19        3        2        1 100 

20 55      35        5        0        5 100 

106 70.7-'' 21.7 3.8 1.9 1.9 100 

11 82  9_ _0_ _0_ _9_ 100 

173 76. ^ 17.3 2.9 1.3 2.3 100 

a/ 
— The percent responses In this table are the percent of cooperatives reporting interstate mileage as a percent 

of total mileage in various categories.  The breakdown Is not of interstate miles between the ranges. 

— The figures in this column arc total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  The column 
figures will not add up to total percent responses. 

c/ —Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

— Source:  Question 13 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

On 
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motor truck mileage was traveled.  In these last sections the discussion 

will focus on what interstate mileage was used for and how each cooperative 

25/ 
elected to schedule its respective motor truck mileage.— 

Interstate Trips 

The interstate trips reported by responding cooperatives is presented 

in Table 32.  For the 2,095,908 interstate miles, there were 7,810 inter- 

state trips reported, for an average of 268.4 miles per round trip.  The 

marketing cooperatives had an average of 59.8 miles per interstate trip. 

Dairy and fruit and vegetable cooperatives reported an average mileage of 

653 and 328.6 miles per interstate trip, respectively.  The 2,162 inter- 

state trips reported by grain cooperatives averaged 30.1 miles per round 

trip.  The extensive number of grain cooperative interstate trips was the 

predominate influence on the reduction of the overall average miles per 

round trip for the marketing sector. 

The purchasing cooperatives had an average of 362.4 miles per inter- 

state trip.  The marketing and farm supply had an average of 423.2 miles 

and farm supply cooperatives had an average of 333.8 miles per round trip. 

The round trip mileage was quite larger for the purchasing cooperatives as 

compared with the marketing cooperatives. 

This pronounced difference between marketing and purchasing cooper- 

atives' average motor truck mileage may be related to the type of 

25/ — Scheduling is used in the context of this discussion to explain how 
motor trucks were dispatched.  Specifically, the motor trucks were dis- 
patched on a fixed route.  This involves fixed times of delivery, 
pickup and service, or a random route which involves no fixed times of 
delivery, pickup and service to customers. 



Table 32.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Reporting Interstate Trips by Number, Average 
and Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Average No. of  Number of Interstate Trips  
Type of         Interstate  Miles/Inter-   Responding 1     50    100    250    500    Total 
Cooperative Trips    state Tripa/  Cooperatives  None to 50 to 100  to 250  to 500 and up Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 50      653.0 5        80    0     20     0      0      0      100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 119      328.6 17        88    6      0     6      0      0      100 

Grain 2,162       30.1 32        91    3      0     0      0      6      100 
Livestock 
and Wool         0       J) _2        0_  _0_    0    _0_    _0_    _0_      0 

TOTAL 2,331       59.8 56       89.2-/' 3.6   1.8    1.8    0.0    3.6     100 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply     3,660      333.8 86        50    6      2     5      2      5      100 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply     1,726      423.2 20        55    5     10    10     20      0      100 

TOTAL 5,386      362.4 106       75.5^ 5.7   3.8    5.6    5.6    3.8     100 

Other^  93       43.4 11        63    7     6    _0_    _0_   _0_     100 

ALL RESPONDING . 
COOPERATIVES!/    7,810      268.4 173       79.6^ 6.5   2.9    4.0    3.5    3.5     100 

—The average figure is the total number of interstate miles reported for each cooperative divided by the number 
of interstate trips. 

—The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  The column figures 
will not add up to total percent responses. 

c/ — Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

— Source:  Question 14-b of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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transportation operation of the respondent.  The marketing cooperatives 

carried exempt commodities, such as milk, grain or vegetables, to pro- 

...    . , 26/ cessing or shipping points.— 

The purchasing cooperatives generally moved farm supply products from 

a central location, such as a cooperative warehouse, to several local 

member locations.  It seems marketing cooperatives were shipping out of an 

area to one specific location, at a predetermined mileage.  Purchasing 

cooperatives were shipping from one location to several cooperative locations 

over extensive geographic areas.  Therefore, the purchasing cooperatives 

reported higher average mileage per interstate round trip because they had 

a large geographic area to service and more deliveries to make than most 

marketing cooperatives.  Although the current data was not designed to 

explain "why" differences in mileage occurred by type of cooperative, 

further research is indicated in this area. 

Interstate Backhaul  Trips and Commodities Hauled 

The breakdown of interstate trip backhaul loads is presented in 

Table 33.  Overall, 10.3 percent (803) of the 7,810 interstate trips had 

some form of loaded backhaul.   This is regardless of a particular type of 

cooperative.  The marketing cooperatives reported 4.4 percent (203) of 

their interstate trips had backhauls.   The primary reporter was the fruit 

and vegetable cooperatives with 75.6 (90) of their interstate trips having 

loaded backhauls.  The purchasing cooperatives reported 12.3 percent (665) 

of their interstate trips had backhauls.  The primary reporter was the 

26/ 
— Exempt commodities are nonmanufactured agricultural products which are 

not regulated by the Interstate Commerce Commission. 



Table 33.  Percentage Distribution of Interstate Backhaul Trips by Type of Commodities Delivered 
and Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Cooperatives 
Responding 

Trips 

Interstate Backhaul-^ 

Commodities 

Member's Exempt Other 
Total 

Percentage 

Number Number Number Percent Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 1 50 0 .0 0 0 0 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 2 119 90 75.6 100 0 0 100 

Grain 3 2,162 13 .6 100 0 0 100 
Livestock 
and Wool _0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 100 

TOTAL 5 2,331 103 4.4— 100 0 0 100.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 19 3,660 190 5.2 80 19 1 100 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply _8 1,726 475 27.5 82 18 0 100 

TOTAL 27 5,386 665 12.3^ 81.0 J8.5 .5 100.0 

Other£/ _3 93 35 37.6 98 0 2 100 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPERATIVES^' 354' 10.3^ 7,810 803 94.4 6.1 .5 100.0 

a/ 
— Percent backhaul trips is the number of "loaded" backhnul trips divided by the total Interstate trips reported. 

— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of total column figures.  The column 
figures will not add up to total percent figures. 

c/ 
—Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and consumer 

cooperatives. 

— Tliere were five respondents using interstate mileage that were unable to report the number of interstate trips 
and bnckhaul trips. However, tliese cooperatives usually reported very few interstate miles. Therefore, their 
influence on the data identified in this table is quite small. 

e/ — Source:  Question 14-b, parts 1,2,3 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

to 
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marketing and farm supply cooperative with 27.5 percent (475) of their 

interstate trips having loaded backhauls. 

In terms of type of commodity delivered, the results indicated the 

following:  hauling of member's own goods represented 94.4 percent of the 

total commodities delivered; exempt agricultural products represented 6.1 

percent of the loaded backhauls and other goods such as manufactured 

products represented .5 percent of the loaded backhauls.  The marketing 

cooperatives were exclusively reporters of member's goods on backhauls. 

The purchasing cooperatives were the primary users of exempt commodities 

(18.5 of their reported backhauls) in their transport operations.  The 

results suggest that backhauls are very limited as to type of product 

usually hauled. Also, the results indicate most cooperatives are not 

very intensified in interstate backhauls. 

The existence of presently limited backhaul capability is an interesting 

situation.  It is most likely one major factor in determining the economic 

feasibility of motor truck operations at various interstate trip distances. 

Further research is needed to determine the specific economic and organi- 

zational costs and benefits of backhaul operations on cooperative services 

and operating costs. 

Type of Routing Patterns 

Non-predetermined routing techniques were used for 57.8 percent of 

the miles reported.  Predetermined routing techniques were used for 37.4 

27/ 
percent of the reported mileage.—  The types of routing patterns used 

27/ 
— Throughout the remaining part of the thesis, non-predetermined routes 

will be referred to as random routes and predetermined routes will be 
referred to as fixed routes. 
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for motor truck miles driven are reported in Table 34.  Other routing 

techniques, which were combinations of fixed and random routing patterns, 

28/ 
were used for 4.8 percent of the reported motor truck mileage.— 

The distribution of fixed and random routes by type of cooperative 

indicated routing techniques varied considerably.  The results suggest 

dairy and other cooperatives had the highest percentage of fixed routing 

patterns with 64 and 62 percent, respectively.  The remaining types of 

cooperatives preferred, to some degree, random routing techniques.  It 

seems as the nature of a cooperative changes from a highly structured 

business activity, such as a warehouse or processing plant, to a more 

customer oriented operation so does the type of routing schedule used. 

The occurrence of fixed routing techniques diminishes considerably as 

cooperatives become more customer oriented, while random routing increases, 

The data compiled on intrastate and interstate mileage suggests the 

following: 

(1) The bulk of the surveyed cooperatives indicated their transport 

operations were limited to their home state. 

(2) The majority of the interstate mileage was reported by a few 

regionally based purchasing cooperatives. 

(3) Interstate movements by motor truck operations were limited 

to adjacent states.  For example, Oregon cooperatives reported 

mileage in Washington and Idaho but not in Montana. 

28/ 
— Fixed routes were defined in the questionnaire as those routes which 

involved fixed times of delivery, pickup and service.  Random routes 
were defined in the questionnaire as those routes which involved no 
fixed time of delivery, pickup and service. 



Table 34.  Percentage Distribution of Fixed, Random and Other Routing Patterns by Type of 
Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Miles 
Reported 

Missing 
Obscr- 
vat ion; 

Type of Routing Patterns 

b/ Fixed 
a/ 

Random— Other 
Total 

Percentage 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

drain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

d/ 
TOTAL 

Othe 

ALL RF.SPONDINC 
COOPERATIVES^.' 

Number 

760,075 

1,232,987 1 

1,'.63,400 2 

150,000 _0 

3,606,462 4 

17,292,098 6 

7,666,454 0 

24,958,552 6 

106,519 3 

28,671,553 13 

64 

49 

32 

43.6- 

41 

26 

36.4- 

62 

37.4 c/ 

Percent 

36 

51 

68 

91 

56.4 

51 8 

74 0 

58.1 5.5 

38 0 

57.8 4.8 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100.0 

100 

100 

100.0 

100 

100.0 

— Fixed Routes (predef.crmincd routes) involved fixed tines of delivery, pickup and service to customers; 
Random Routes (non-predetermined) involved no fixed time of delivery, pickup and/or service to customers; 
Other Routes involved some combination of fixed and random routing patterns. 

— These respondents reported motor truck mileage.  However, they were unable to break mileage down by 
percent fixed, random or other routing patterns. 

c/ 
— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of total column figures.  The 

column figures will not add up to total percent figures. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

e/ 
— Source:  Question 15 of the survey questlonnnire, Appendix C. 

00 
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(4) For most respondents, the percent interstate mileage was 

less than 25 percent. 

(5) The average interstate round trip was more than 268 miles. 

The cooperative member's own goods were the primary 

commodities on backhaul interstate trips. 

(6) Random routing techniques were responsible for 57.8 percent 

of the reported motor truck miles.  The predominate ware- 

housing or processing operations, such as dairy and other 

marketing cooperatives, were primarily associated with fixed 

routing schedules.  The customer oriented operations, such 

as purchasing cooperatives, were primarily associated with 

random routing schedules. 

(7) Interstate motor truck operations were limited in most 

cooperative transport operations.  It seems a mileage 

boundary existed where interstate operations became an 

infeasible transportation alternative.  The limited avail- 

ability of backhauls and the specific nature of the 

cooperative's transport needs were probably the predominant 

influence on mileage boundaries. 

(8) Based upon pretest interviews, it was discovered that respon- 

dents experienced extreme difficulty in providing mileage 

breakdown of intrastate mileage as to number of trips, 

average mileage per trip, and other identified utilization 

factors.  It was reasoned that this data be left to future 

study on a case-by-case basis. 



84 

The following are a few areas which need further research.  This 

research will assist in the understanding of intrastate and interstate 

movements in agricultural cooperatives: 

(1) What factors affect the decision to use intrastate vs. 

interstate movements? 

(2) Why does the average mileage of interstate trips vary 

considerably as the type of cooperative changes? 

(3) What factors in a cooperative's transportation operation 

affect the decision to use fixed vs. random routing 

techniques? 

These are but a few of the transportation mileage issues that could 

be researched further.  The intent is to develop guidelines for cooperative 

managers.  The guidelines should help managers in deciding what type of 

motor truck operation (intrastate or interstate) to use under various 

cooperative transportation situations. 

Transportation Personnel 

The third major objective of this thesis was to identify and analyze 

the characteristics of transportation personnel responsible for managing 

vehicular and maintenance activities.  The respondents were asked to 

provide a profile of the individual(s) responsible for transportation 

activities.  The profiles included: 

(1) The distribution of time spent by responsible personnel on 

transportation activities. 

(2) The age of the individual responsible for transportation 

activities. 
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(3) The number of years the individual responsible for trans- 

portation activities had been working for the cooperative. 

(4) The number of years of transportation experience of the 

individual responsible for transportation activities. 

(5) The number of years of education completed by the individual 

responsible for transportation activities. 

(6) The official title of the individual responsible for 

transportation activities. 

Management Personnel 

The profile characteristics of the individual(s) responsible for 

transportation activities is shown in Table 35.  Of the 154 cooperatives 

reporting some form of transportation equipment, 38.2 percent (66 cooper- 

atives) had someone responsible for transportation activities.  The average 

individual spent 35 percent of his working hours on transportation matters. 

He was 42 years old.  He had been working for the cooperative for approxi- 

mately 11 years.  He had been involved in transportation activities for 

approximately 14 years, and he spent approximately 13.2 years in school. 

An analysis by offical title of transportation individual(s) revealed 

a great deal of variability.  The "General Manager" or "Assistant Manager" 

was identified as the predominant person responsible for transportation 

activities.  Of the identified 95 individuals, 72 percent (69 persons) 

were in this official title category.  They spent between an average of 

10 to 25 percent of their time on transportation matters.  The general or 

assistant manager ranged in age from 39 to 49 years old.  They had between 

7 and 15 years experience with their cooperative. They had fewer years 



Table 35.  Distribution of Profile Characteristics of IndIvldual(s) Responsible for 
Transportation Activities by Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Average Average Average Average Average Years 
Type of Cooperatives Personnel Time Age of Years Years of Education 
Cooperative Rcspnnd infi 

Number 

Reported 

Number 

Spent Personnel Working F.xperience Completed 

Number Number Number Number Number 
Mnrketing: 

Dairy 
T.M.-' 
C.M.^ 

3 
1 100 56 34 34 12 
2 10 45 13 9 14 

Fruit and 
Vegetable 11 

T.M. . 
M.M.^ 

6 75 47.0 1.1.5 17.2 12.7 
/. 56 42.5 15.0 16.3 12.0 

CM. 7 25 39.5 11.9 6.3 15.0 
Grain 12 

M.M. 2 3 63.0 19.0 19.0 12.0 
CM. 16 12 39.0 7.0 11.0 14.7 

Livestock 
and Wool 1 
CM. _1 25 

31. 7^ 

49.0 15.0 ■30.0 12.0 

TOTAL or AVF.KACF. 27 39 43.0 11.2 13.1 13.8 

Purchasing: 
Farm Supply 23 

T.M. 3 95 45.7 15.5 30.0 13.0 
M.M. 3 70 38.7 12.7 12.7 12.0 

CM. 30 25 43.2 12.0 16.9 13.6 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 12 

T.M. 6 98 41.8 9.5 11.7 13.7 
CM. _9. 

3^ 
42.7 7.Z. 10.3 13.3  ■ 

TOTAL or AVF.RAOE 35 51 42.8 11.2 15.6 13.4 

Othcr^ 6 
T.M. 1 90 30.0 6.0 2.0 14.0 
CM. _4 2jj 44.3 11.3 15.5 15.0 

ALL RESPONDINC 
3^ COOPFRATIVF.s!/ 66 95 42.0 11.0 14.0 13.2 

a/ T.M. stands for Transportation Manager or Traffic Manager. 
b/ M.M. stands for Miscellaneous Management personnel, such as Warehouse Manager, Dispatcher or Drivers. 
c/ CM. stands for General Manager of the firm or the Assistant Manager of the firm. 
d/ The figures in this column are total average responses, not a summation of column figures.  The column 

figures will not add up to total average figures, 
e/ Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, roopcratIvc transport operations, and 

consumer cooperatives, 
f/ Source:  Question 17 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

00 
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transportation experience than all other official title respondents, but 

they had more educational experience.  Additionally, 84 percent of the 

identified general or assistant managers were employed by cooperatives with 

reported annual gross sales of less than $25 million (Table 7, Appendix A). 

The opposite extreme as to time spent on transportation activities was 

found among the transportation or traffic managers.  Overall, 19 percent 

(18 persons) were in this category.  They spent between 75 and 100 percent 

of their time on transportation issues.  They were generally older than 

all other official title categories.  They had worked longer for the 

cooperative and they had more transportation experience than all other 

official title categories.  Transportation and traffic managers reported 

less educational experience than all other official title categories. 

Approximately 76.5 percent of the transportation managers were employed 

by cooperatives reporting annual gross sales in excess of $25 million (Table 

7 (part A), Appendix A) . 

As to fleet size, 41 percent (17 individuals) were employed by cooper- 

atives operating more than 10 vehicles (includes all types of vehicles) 

(Table 7 (Part B), Appendix A).  There were 29 percent (9 individuals) 

reported by cooperatives operating less than 25 vehicles.  Only 18 percent 

(3 individuals) were reported by cooperatives operating between 25 and 50 

vehicles. 

The results suggest transportation managers were primarily associated 

with cooperatives reporting in excess of $25 million, while emphasis was 

not concentrated on one fleet size by employed transportational managers. 

A probable reason for these observations is as follows:  Since the 

transportation managers are specialized personnel, trained to deal with 
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transportation issues, sufficient activity is necessary to make their 

employment profitable.  Large gross sales volume cooperatives would usually 

need more transportation services than smaller cooperatives because of the 

increased customer and service requirements.  This situation makes employ- 

ment of transportation managers more economically feasible than in smaller 

cooperatives.  The results, however, did identify eight individuals were 

associated with firms operating less than 50 vehicles. 

Although these reporting firms did not use an extensive amount of 

vehicles, sufficient transportation services were still needed.  These 

firms were most likely heavily supplemented by alternative transportation 

modes, such as for-hire motor carriers, barges or railroads to meet 

transportation requirements.  The major distinction to be drawn here is 

the transportation manager would be employed when sufficient activity in 

the transportation sector exists.  The existence of transportation managers 

does not always relate to an extensive motor vehicle operation. 

The miscellaneous managers, such as warehouse foremen, drivers, or 

accountants, accounted for 10 percent (9 persons) of responsible trans- 

portational personnel. This category closely paralleled the average figures 

presented earlier. 

Reasons for not hiring transportation managers is presented in Table 

36.  The overwhelming answer was "Insufficient Activity to Make the Hiring 

of a Transportation Manager Profitable." No surveyed cooperative indicated 

a full or part-time transportation manager would be hired in the next five 

years. 

There were 95 persons identified as responsible for transportation 

activities.  There were 18 qualified full-time transportation managers. 



Table 36.  Reasons Why Responding Agricultural Cooperatives Do Not Hire Transportation 
Personnel, January 1, 1976 

Reasons for Not- 
Using Transportation 
Managers  

Respond ing 
Cooperatives 

Tercentage Distribution of Rankings 

First    Second     Third     Fourth 
Total 
Percent 

Insufficient Activity to 
Make Position Profitable 

Number 

103 86 

Percent 

11 3 100 

Duties Were Assigned 
to Other Personnel 59 21 58 21 100 

Inconsistent With the 
Organizational Structure 

Other Reasons— 
a/ 

46 

11 

13 

64 

29 

27 

54 

0 

100 

lOO^ 

a/ 

b/ 

Although "Other Reasons" responses to this question were rather vague, they tended to incorporate the 
previous identified reasons in some way.  For example, they were not in the transportation activities, 
or they did not use motor trucks, is the same as insufficient activity. 

Source: The response of 111 cooperatives to question 18 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

00 
ID 
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This suggests the bulk of cooperative transportation decisions were made 

by individuals whose time and experience was chiefly spent in nonrelated 

transportation activities. 

Other Transportation Personnel 

In addition to the specific individuals responsible for transportation 

activities, related statistics about other employed personnel engaged in 

transportation activities were solicited in the questionnaire. 

The percentage distribution of all identified transportation per- 

sonnel is shown in Table 37.  There were 1,366 transportation employees 

identified among all cooperatives.  The breakdown of total transportation 

personnel is shown in Table 38.  Approximately 80 percent were full-time 

29/ 
and 20 percent were part-time.—  Professional drivers were identified as 

30/ 
responsible for 76 percent of the total transportation personnel identified.— 

The distribution of all responding cooperatives indicated 32.4 percent 

did not have any transportation personnel, 39.3 percent hired between one 

and five individuals and 28.3 percent hired over five persons.  The fruit 

and vegetable and purchasing cooperatives were the primary users of 15 or 

31/ 
more individuals.—  Cooperatives reported that 12.6 percent (1,366 divided 

29/ 
— Full-time is any employee that works more than 30 hours per week.  Part- 

time is any employee that works less than 30 hours per week. 

30/ 
— Professional drivers are any individuals primarily responsible (full- 

time) for driving straight-trucks or truck-tractors for a respective 
cooperative. 

31/ 
— Two purchasing cooperatives were responsible for employing 38 percent 

of the total transportation personnel identified.  Additionally, they 
reported 52 percent of 1,038 drivers identified. 
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Table 37.  Distribution of Transportation Personnel Employed as Full-Time 
or Part-Time Personnel By Responding Agricultural Cooperatives, 
January 1, 1976. 

1 

Type of 
Transportation 
Employee 

Full-Time5-' 
Employees 

Part-Time- 
Employees All Employees 

Number Number Number Percent 

Transportation Manager 19 6 25 1.8 

Traffic Managei 9 1 10 0.7 

Dispatcher 22 9 31 2.3 

Garage Foreman 19 3 22 1.6 

Mechanic 70 14 84 6.2 

Driver 852 186 1,038 76.0 

Clerical 49 35 84 6.1 

Other^ 53 19 72 5.3 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPERATIVES^-' 1,093 273 1,366 100.0 

PERCENT OF ALL 
RESPONDING COOPERATIVES 

c/ 
80. (F7 c/ 

20.0^' 100.0 

b/ 

c/ 

Full-Time is any employee that works "more" than 30 hours per week. 

Part-Time is any employee that works "less" than 30 hours per week. 

The figures in this column are total percent response, not a summation 
of column figures. The column figure will not add up to total percent 
figure. 

4/ 

e/ 

— Other personnel included assistant and store managers, various garage 
personnel, and accountants. 

Source:  Question 19 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C, 



Table 38.  Percentage Distribution of Cooperatives Using Transportation Personnel by Number of 
Personnel and Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

All Percenta ge Distribu tion of Cooperatives 

Type of Trans portatlon Responding 
by Numb er of Ti rans portatii an Personnel 

Total 
Cooperative Personnel Cooperat ives None 1 to 5 5 to 15 15 to 25 25 to 50 50 and up Percentage 

Number Percent Percent 
Marketing: 

Dairy 19 1.4 5 40 60 0 0 0 0 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 264 19.3 17 18 23 29 6 18 6 100 

Grain 59 4.3 32 60 31 6 3 0 0 100 
Livestock ; 
and Wool 13 .9 _2 50 0 50 0 0 0 100 

TOTAL 355 25.9 56 44.6^ 26.7 17.9 3.6 5.4 1.8 100 

Purchas tug: 

Farm Supply 882 64.5 86 23 46 23 3 1 2 100 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 116 8.5 20 20 45 20 10 5 0 100 

TOTAL 998 73.0 106 22. 6^ 46.3 22.6 4.7 1.9 1.9 100 

Other^ 13 .9 11 64 36 0 0 5 5 100 

ALL RESPONDKi'; 
COOPERATIVKS^-' 32.4a-' 1,366 100.0 173 39.3 19.7 4.0 2.9 1.7 100 

— The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  The column 
figures will not add up to total percent figures. 

—Other Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

c/ 
— Source:  Question 19 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 
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by 10,085) of their labor force was transportation personnel.  The major 

emphasis of most respondents was under 15 transportation individuals. 

This indicates transportation personnel were probably not a major component 

of the total respondent's labor force.  This is a natural observation since 

agricultural cooperatives are in the business of servicing farmers, not 

the transportation business.  Cooperatives only use motor vehicle equipment 

as one way of providing additional service to their member patrons. 

Professional Drivers 

Each respondent was requested to indicate the following:  the number 

of years each professional driver had been employed by the cooperative, 

and the number of years driving experience of each driver. 

Years Employed by the Cooperative 

The number of years employed by type of cooperative is presented in 

Table 39.  Of the 852 identified full-time professional drivers, 57.4 

percent (489) were reported for this question.  The predominant nonrespon- 

dents were associated with one fruit and vegetable and one farm supply 

cooperative.  The primary reason for not responding was information would 

be too difficult to obtain from existing records. 

For the 489 drivers reported, there were 50.4 percent (66) of the 

32 / 
cooperatives which reported using professional drivers.—  Approximately 

43.7 percent of the drivers were employed for less than five years, and 

32/ 
—This percent calculation was based on the following:  The total 

responding cooperatives were divided by the 131 cooperatives reporting 
motor trucks. 



Table 39.  Response of Agricultural Cooperatives Using rrofesslonal Drivers by Number of 
Years F.mployed and Type of Cooperatives, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
CoopcratIve 

Years Employed by Cooperative 
RespondIng 

Cooperatives 
Drivers 
Reported 

Less 
than 5 

6 
to 10 

11 
to 15 

16 
to 20 

21 
to 25 

25 
to 30 

More    Total 
than 30  Percent 

Marketing: 

Number Number Percent 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

Purchasing: 

3 

5 

5 

_0 

13 

13 

77 

12 

 0 

102 

42 42 

34 35 

58       9 

45.1 
a/ 

0 

18 

33 

 0_   0_ 

26.6  19.6 

8 

12 

0 

0 

6.5 

8 

0 

0 

0 

) .8 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0.4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100.0 

Farm Supply 
MarketIng and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

Othe 
c/ 

ALL  RFSPONDINC 
COOPF.RATIVKSJ/ 

41 

10 

51 

_2 

66 

169 42 28 12 12 3 2 1 100 

215 44 23 12 10 8 2 1 100 

384 42.4^ 27.0 12.0 11.6 4.0 2.0 1.0 100 

3 67 _33_ 0 0 0 0 0 100 

48^ O.I*' 27.2 13.1 10.2 3.4 1.6 0.8 100 

a/ 
— The figures in tilts column are total prrcent responses, not a summation of column figures.  The column 

figures will not add up to the total percent responses. 

—There were 852 drivers identified.  One farm supply and one fruit and vegetable cooperative was responsible 
for the majority of the unaccounted drivers. 

— Other includes roopemtivc warehouses, bargaining nssocInt ions, cnoperative transport operat ions, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

— Source:  Response of 66 cooperatives to question 20-A of the nurvey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

4^ 
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50.5 percent of the drivers were employed between six and 20 years.  Only 

5.8 percent were employed for more than 21 years.  The results indicate 

that most marketing cooperatives reported drivers employed less than 20 

years, with purchasing reporting approximately 9.9 percent more of their 

drivers in the 21 to over 30 years employed ranges. 

The questionnaire as presently designed is not suited to answer why 

various types of cooperatives did or did not have professional drivers in 

various year categories.  This issue should be referred to future research. 

However, one probable explanation for the difference in years employed would 

be one of job security.  If we can assume purchasing cooperatives may be 

more interstate mileage and customer service oriented, while marketing 

cooperatives may be more intrastate or local haul and production oriented, 

we may be able to conclude the following:  The marketing cooperatives may 

not be able to consistently sustain a sufficient amount of transportation 

activities from short-haul operations to warrant full-time usage of pro- 

fessional drivers.  As compared to purchasing cooperatives, the usage of 

long haul customer service operations designed to meet farmer or cooperative 

members needs may insure more job security.  The reason is a more consistent 

basis for professional drivers usage may exist in the purchasing cooper- 

atives.  This is only one possible explanation for the difference in 

professional drivers years employed by cooperative.  Future research should 

be designed to address this problem. 

Years of Driving Experience 

The years of driving experience are shown in Table 40.  Of the 852 

identified full-time professional drivers, only 26.7 percent (228) were 



Table 40.  Response of Agricultural Cooperatives Using Professional Drivers by Number of 
Years Driving Experience and Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Ri espon ding Drivers 
Years Dr Ivlng Experience 

Type of Less 6 11 16 21 26 More Total 
Cooperative Coi nperntlves Reported than 5 to 10 to 15 to 20 to 25 to 30 than'30 Percent 

Numb er Number Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 2 6 33 33 0 0 17 0 17 100 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 6 77 29 33 21 13 3 0 1 100 

Grain 5 12 50 17 33 0 0 0 0 v 100 
Livestock 
and Wool _0 _0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 

TOTAL 13 95 37.7^ 26.8 22.4 6.0 4.0 0.0 3.1 1U0 

Purcliaslng: 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

Other--'' 

31 

_9 

40 

2 

103 

-21 
130 

3 

45 22 16 10 4 2 

55 15 6 24 0 0 

48. 2^ 20.4 18.7 13.1 3.1 1.5 

67 0 0 0 0 0 

1 

0 

0.8 

33 

100 

100 

100 

100 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOrF.RATlVEs!/ 55 228 c/ 47.I-'  21.2  15.2 10.7 3.2 1.1 1.3 100 

a/ — The figures In this column are. total percent responses, not a summation of total column figures.  The 
column figures will not add up to total percent figures. 

— Other Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

c/ 
— There were 852 drivers Identified.  The two purchasing and one fruit and vegetable cooperative were 

responsible for the majority of tlte unaccounted drivers. 

— Source:  Question 20-B of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 

0\ 
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reported for this question.  The predominate unaccounted drivers were 

reported by one fruit and vegetable, one marketing and farm supply and a 

few farm supply cooperatives.  As identified in the prior section, the 

reason for unaccounted drivers was due to the difficulty of obtaining 

information from existing records. 

It seems the emphasis of years of driver  experience has shifted some- 

what to the upper year categories.  Although a considerable portion of the 

professional drivers had under 10 years experience (68.3 percent), the 

results did suggest a slight increase in the respective number of years 

driving experience of professional drivers as compared to years employed 

by a cooperative.  This is a natural observation for the following reason. 

It is assumed that professional drivers are career and not transitory 

individuals, and secondly, that an individual would most likely not spend 

his entire working life with one firm.  If these conditions do exist, then 

it would be expected professional driving experience of drivers to be 

greater than years employed by any one firm. 

The results of this section revealed the following: 

(1) Relatively few cooperatives engaged the services of a full- 

time transportation manager. 

(2) Drivers were very well established in most cooperatives in 

terms of years employed and years driving experience. 

(3) Of the cooperatives using drivers, approximately 12 percent (11 

cooperatives) were unable to supply data about the past driving 

records of their drivers.  Of the 131 cooperatives reporting motor 

trucks, only 66 cooperatives reported using professional drivers. 

This suggests a few cooperatives allocate responsibility of 
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driving motor trucks to nontransportation oriented personnel. 

Secondly, it seems there was a normal distribution of drivers across 

all years employed category.  Most drivers had more transportation 

driving experience than years employed.  This implies some movement of 

drivers between places of employment. 

The most interesting observation was 11 of the 66 cooperatives reporting 

drivers were unable to report the past driving histories of their employees. 

This implies two possible situations. Either the expertise in reporting 

systems for obtaining such data does not presently exist, or more funda- 

mentally and most likely, the cooperative personnel find the information 

not important enough to maintain. Further research is needed to examine 

the effects, if any, for not maintaining such reporting systems. 

Further analysis is needed in the following areas:  (1) What size of 

transportation operations in terms of number of vehicles or volume of 

product moved is needed to make the various identified transportation 

personnel economically efficient employees.  (2) Research is needed to 

evaluate present monitoring and evaluation systems used in the selection 

of transportation personnel.  It is the intent of this future research to 

develop objective guidelines for cooperative managers.  The guidelines 

could assist managers in making decisions on when it is economically 

efficient to hire specific types of transportation personnel, and on what 

types of reporting systems to use to monitor and evaluate subsequent 

personnel. 
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Bonding of Professional Drivers 

In addition to years working for the cooperative and years transpor- 

tation experience, various other questions were asked about certain aspects 

of cooperative transport operations which affect professional drivers.  One 

such area was the number of bonded professional drivers.  The response was: 

75 to 100 percent were bonded for some amount. Most cooperatives reported 

a bond amount of around $15,000.  This figure should be qualified by one 

observation.  There were eight respondents indicating blank policies, 

these policies included all employees under the $100,000 policy.  The 

majority of the cooperatives reported bonding drivers for less than 

$10,000.  This wide range tended to increase the average amount insured, 

when in actual practice the drivers were insured at a much lower level. 

Professional Driver Programs 

The distribution of various professional driver programs is presented 

in Table 41.  The purchasing and fruit and vegetable cooperatives were 

responsible for the bulk of the driver training programs, license inspection 

programs, and fleet safety programs.  Of the 154 cooperatives using trans- 

portation equipment, only 4.6 percent (7 cooperatives) used driver training 

programs.  The data indicate 33.1 percent (51 cooperatives) inspected 

driver's licenses regularly, while 20.8 percent (32 cooperatives) had a 

formal fleet safety program.  Finally, 13.6 percent (21 cooperatives) 

33/ reported using tachographs— in their motor trucks.  There were 118 

33/ 
— Tachograph:  a mechanical instrument used to record factors such as 

mileage, speed, and time on motor trucks. 



Table 41.  Response of Cooperatives Using Various Types of Professional Driver Programs 
by Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
CooperatIve 

Driver 
Training 
Program 

License 
Inspection 
Program 

Fleet 
Safety 
Program 

Use o 
Tacho 

f 
graphs 

Number of 
Tachographs 

Number of , 
Accidents^ 

fl 7. II X a % a % 0 7. II % 
ALL RF.SPONDIMC 
COOPERATIVES 7 100 51 100 32 100 21 100 118 100 140 100 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

0 

1 

0 

14 

2 

6 

4 

12 

0 

4 

0 

13 

2 

3 

10 

14 

2 

21 

2 

18 

10 

18 

7 

13 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

0 

0 

1 

0 

_q 
14 

4 

_0 

12 

8 

_0 

24 

1 

0 

5 

2 

_0 

15 

3 

0 

8 

14 

_0 

38 

11 

_0 

34 

9 

_0 

29 

2 

_0 

30 

1 

_0 

21 

Purchasing 

Farm Supply 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 

4 

2 

57 

29 

28 

_9 

55 

17 

23 

_4 

72 

J13 

6 

_6 

29 

29 

59 

M 

50 

15 

57 

53 

41 

38 

TOTAL 6 86 37 72 27 85 12 58 77 65 110 79 

Other^7 0 0 2 4 0 0 1 4 7 6 0 0 

PERCENT OF ALL 
RESPONDING 
COOPERATIVES^' 4, .<£' 33. .1*' 20. .8*' 13 .<£' .8^ . 91^ 
a/ 
—Other Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 

consumer cooperatives. 

This is calculated as 
and not on the 173 responding cooperatives. 

— This is calculated as a percent of the 154 cooperatives identified as operating some form of motor vehicle 

c/ 
— This percent Is calculated as a percent of the total 1,425 motor trucks identified in the survey. 
d/ 
— This Is the average number of accidents for those 154 cooperatives operating motor vehicles. 
e/ 
— The number of accidents was based on a five year time span. 

— Source:  Questions 2IC through 21G of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

O 
O 
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reported motor trucks with tachographs, or .8 percent of the identified 

motor trucks.  The purchasing cooperatives reported 65 percnet (77) of 

the tachographs, and fruit and vegetable cooperatives reported 18 percent 

(21) of the tachographs.  There were 140 reported accidents by professional 

drivers in the last five years.  Purchasing cooperatives reported 79 percent 

(110) of the accidents, while marketing cooperatives reported 21 percent 

(30) of the accidents. 

Programs to train, monitor, and evaluate professional drivers' per- 

formances were concentrated in a few marketing and purchasing cooperatives. 

It seems at the present time many transportation activities are left to 

chance in many cooperative transportation operations. 

One may conclude from this analysis the current state of the art of 

transportation management is rather obscure in many agricultural cooper- 

atives.  The only exceptions are the regional cooperatives which have 

set up their own transportation departments. 

The relative obscurity of various teaching, training, and monitoring 

programs of transportation personnel indicates a need for further research. 

A few of the transportation issues are as follows:  (1) research is needed 

to determine what criteria is used in deciding when and for how much a 

driver will be bonded; and (2) the size of transportation vehicle fleet 

or product movement to make various identified professional driver programs 

economically efficient programs. 

The intent of this research would be to develop guidelines for agri- 

business managers.  These guidelines could assist in the decision on when 

and what type of professional driver programs should be implemented in 

various types of transportation situations. 
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MAINTENANCE 

The third objective of this thesis was to analyze vehicular maintenance 

practices, maintenance record keeping and control procedures.  Once cooper- 

atives have made the decision to own or lease a motor vehicle, the main- 

tenance of such vehicles becomes a critical factor in determining the work- 

time efficiency of the transportation vehicle.— 

Maintenance Location 

In order to distinguish where maintenance work was being done on motor 

vehicles and the degree of management effort which was being contributed to 

various maintenance operational control programs, responding cooperatives 

were requested to indicate where the maintenance of motor vehicles was 

done in respect to their own garage or various types of outside contract 

garages.  The responding cooperatives were requested to indicate if preven- 

tive maintenance programs, planned vehicle replacement programs and vehicle 

performance standard programs were used by management.  The results are as 

follows: 

The cooperatives reported some form of maintenance work was usually 

done at each of the specific maintenance locations surveyed (Table 42). 

The private firm garages were clearly the most important maintenance 

location in respect to motor trucks, trailers, pickups and forklifts. 

34/ — Work-Time Efficiency is defined in this section as the ratio of breakdown 
time to the actual running or working time of the vehicle.  When a vehicle 
has an exceptionally large maintenance cost and subsequent down time, 
it is usually not being utilized efficiently.  This situation tends to 
create extensive cost outlays for the unit, which in turn tends to 
diminish the revenue producing power and profitability of the unit. 



Table 42.  Response of Agricultural Cooperatives Using Different Types of Motor Vehicles by 
Maintenance Location, January 1, 1976 

 Type of Vehicle  
Maintenance Straight 
Location Trucks Tractors Trailers Pickups Forkllfts Cars  

Percent of Total Cooperatives Operating Respective Vehicle- 

Cooperative's Own Garage        83.3        69.6       68.2        89.0        86.6        50.0 

Contract's Cargage-' 48.4        63.0       56.8        43.0        35.4        56.3 

Vehicle Dealership's Oarage     32.5        39.1       29.6        35.0        28.1        53.1 

Manufacturer's Garage 6.3        19.6       22.7        11.0        12.2        15.6 

Lessor's Garage 4.7        21.7       13.6        4.0        6.1        12.5 

rl 
Other's Garage^ 3.2 2.2        4.6 2.0        2.4 3.1 

a/ 
— Contract Garage:  an independent garage other than the place vhere the vehicle was purchased.  The 

cooperative often sends out specialty work to these garages which is not done at the cooperative's 
own garage (I.e., filling stations, welding shops, etc.) 

— The figures are based upon the response of 126 cooperatives using straight-trucks, 46 cooperatives using 
truck-tractors, 100 cooperatives using pickups, 82 cooperatives using forkllfts, and 32 cooperatives using 
passenger cars.  There were 28 missing cases reported for all vehicles Identified. 

c/ 
— Other garages were identified as subsidiaries  garages or independent mechanics  garages. 

Source:  Question 22 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

O 
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The contract garages were the second predominately used garages.  Coopera- 

tives reporting passenger cars had ranked contract garages first in usage. 

The manufacturer's garages and lessor's garages were used in truck-tractors, 

trailers, forklift, and passenger car transport operations.  The use of 

manufacturer garages was attributed to specialty work which was not handled 

by the privately owned garages or repairs which were under warranty.  The 

lessor's garages were used when the firm leased under a option that 

maintenance work would be done at the lessor's garage. 

Of the responding cooperatives, 96 percent ranked the usage of their 

own garages as first or second, while 81 percent ranked contract garages 

as first or second.  Of those cooperatives using other types of garages, 

73 percent had ranked second or third the vehicle dealership's garage. 

Then 69 percent ranked second or third manufacturer's garage, while 60 

percent had ranked third of fourth the lessor's garage.  The other garages, 

such as independent contractors had been split between first or fourth 

ranking with respective percents of 36 and 46 (Table 43). 

The results of this section suggest if a cooperative elects to own or 

lease a motor vehicle, the majority of the vehicles will be maintained in 

the cooperative's own garage.  A plausible explanation for this is as 

follows:  there is evidence to suggest these garages were used for light 

maintenance work such as oil changes, tire rotations and small engine 

tune-up jobs.  As the job required more intensive labor and machine require- 

ments, such as engine overhauls, transmission repairs, or general body 

repairs, the occurrence of maintenance at locations other than a cooper- 

ative's own garage increased.  This is due mainly to the economic relation- 

ships between labor and equipment efficiency in garage facilities. 
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Table 43.  Response of Agricultural Cooperatives to the Importance of Types 
of Maintenance Locations for Maintaining All Motor Vehicles, 
January 1, 1976 

Maintenance 
Location 

a/ Ranking By All Cooperatives—1 

Total 
First   Second  Third  Fourth  Percentage 

Cooperative's Own Garage 

c/ 
Contract's Garage— 

83 

47 

13 

34 15 

b/ 100 

100 

Vehicle Dealership's Garage 27 59 14 100 

Manufacturer's Garage 11 48 21 20 100 

Lessor's Garage 

d/ 
Other's Garage—' 

26 14 11 49 100 

36 18 0 46 100^ 

a/ 
— The figures are based upon the response of 126 cooperatives using straight- 

trucks, 46 cooperatives using truck-tractors, 100 cooperatives using pickups, 
82 cooperatives using forklifts and 32 cooperatives using passenger cars. 
There were 28 missing cases reported for all vehicles identified in this 
question. 

— Response was less than .5 percent. 

c/ — Contract Garage:  an independent garage other than the place where the 
vehicle was purchased.  The cooperative often sends out specialty work to 
these garages which is not done at the cooperative's own garage (i.e., 
filling stations, welding shops, etc.). 

— Other garages were identified as subsidiaries' garages or independent 
mechanics' garages. 

e/ — Source:  Question 22 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C. 
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Maintenance Programs 

In addition to where work on the motor vehicles was done, the responding 

cooperatives were requested to indicate the type of maintenance programs 

used to monitor the activities of their motor vehicles.  Programs such as 

preventive maintenance, vehicle replacement, and vehicle performance 

standards are exhibited in Table 44.  Of the responding cooperatives, 65.6 

35/ 
percent used preventive maintenance programs.—  Only 31.2 percent used 

some form of planned vehicle replacement program, while 23.4 percent had 

indicated some form of vehicle performance standards. 

The purchasing cooperatives and fruit and vegetable marketing coopera- 

tives were again the primary reporters using some form of preventive main- 

tenance programs.  Grain and dairy, however, were quite strong in using 

these programs in reference to total cooperatives reported using motor 

trucks. 

The results suggest most cooperatives have some form of preventive 

maintenance programs.  However, several firms did not use vehicle replace- 

ment or vehicle performance standard programs.  This suggests a void in 

effective evaluation programs of vehicles performance and selection may 

exist in many agricultural cooperatives. 

A few of the areas that need further investigation are as follows: 

(1) How efficiently are present private garage facilities and maintenance 

programs being used by cooperatives'?  (2) What size of vehicle transport 

35/ 
— This percent is calculated by dividing the number of cooperatives using 

each type of program by the 154 cooperatives identified as using motor 
vehicles. 



Table 44.  Response of Cooperatives Using Various Type of Mnintenance Programs by Type 
of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPERATIVF.S 

Market ing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Gra in 
Livestock 
and '.tool 

TOTAL 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
MarketInp, and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 
a/ 

Othcr- 

PFRCENT OF ALL 
RF.SPONDINC 
COOPERATIVES- 

Preventive Maintenance ProRroms  Vehicle Rewlacement Programs Vehicle Performance Standards 

Number 

101 

10 

9 

_2 

24 

Percent 

100.0 

10 

9 

24.0 

c/ 

58 57 

15 15 

73 73.0 

4 

65.0^ 

4 

Number 

48 

5 

4 

_1 

12 

27 

7 

Percent 

100.0 

11 

8 

 2_ 

25.0 

56 

15 

71.0 

4 

Number 

36 

_0 

7 

23 

_5 

28 

1 

Percent 

100.0 

20.0 

64 

14 

78.0 

2 

31. 
,b/ 23.4 

b/ 

Other Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

—These percent figures are based on the number of Identified cooperatives using eacli type of respective 
program.  This is divided by 1.34 cooperatives identified ns operating some type of motor vehicle. 

c/ 
— Source:  Questions 23, 24, and 25 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

O 
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fleet or volume of product movement is necessary to make a firm garage and 

various identified maintenance programs economically efficient to use? 

The intent will be to help determine when and what type of maintenance 

location and programs should be used under various types of transportation 

situations. 

Transportation Records, Reports, and Operating Expenses 

The last objective of this research project was to analyze motor 

vehicle operating practices and characteristics.  The intent was to analyze 

operational record keeping systems and actual operational costs.  Each 

respondent was requested to indicate the type of transportational records 

and reports maintained.  The responding cooperatives were requested to 

indicate the total operating expense, transportation expenses, and leasing 

expenses.  Subsequent breakdown of these expenses for each respective type 

of vehicle category operated by the responding cooperatives were also 

requested. 

Transportation Records and Reports 

The most prevalent types of records or reports used, regardless of 

vehicle category, were the major vehicle cost control records and reports. 

The most commonly used records were fuel records, maintenance reports, 

vehicle mileage reports and some type of motor vehicle cost reports 

(Table 45).  These types of records and reports were primarily used in 

motor truck or pickup operations.  Most records and reports that would be 

considered supportive records and reports were usually considered not 

important enough to be maintained by a major portion of the responding 

cooperatives. 
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Table 45.  Transportation  Records and Reports Used by All Responding 
Agricultural Cooperatives, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Report 

Number of Cooperatives Responding by Type of Vehicle  
Straight  Truck                             Passenger 
Trucks  Tractors Trailers Pickups Forklifts Cars 

Driver Repair Request 40 

Dispatch Record 18 

Fuel Record 66 

Shop Ticket Record 47 

Maintenance Report 41 

Vehicle History Folder 17 

Vehicle Tonnage Report 23 

Vehicle Mileage Report 67 

Tire Record 21 

Motor Vehicle Cost Record 38 

Fleet Cost Control Report 12 

Other2-' 6 

16 

17 

30 

21 

19 

18 

26 

30 

16 

19 

16 

4 

Number 

14 30 

16 2 

9 53 

16 38 

16 34 

11 13 

17 3 

17 34 

10 14 

19 30 

13 10 

5 5 

23 

3 

31 

30 

28 

14 

1 

7 

4 

20 

7 

3 

11 

2 

17 

13 

12 

7 

2 

11 

5 

12 

7 

3 

a/ 
— Other reports identified were income tax reports, total delivery expenses record, 

general ledger of Interstate Commerce Commission running log, and miscellaneous. 

Source:  Question 26 of the survey questionnaire, Appendix C, 
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The results imply the cooperatives will only maintain those reports 

and records that monitor current expenses.  Such records or reports are 

fuel and maintenance records or summary reports of transportation operations 

for tax purposes. 

A plausible explanation of why this occurs is as follows: A cooperative 

will only use more technical records and reports when its perceived cost 

to assemble information is less than the expected benefit received from 

using the information in the records and reports. 

It is quite natural to see that most additional records and reports 

were reported by the larger motor vehicle fleet cooperatives. This is 

because as the firm gets bigger several things happen.  First, it increases 

its ability to maintain the service of more vehicles.  Then it can use more 

specialized transportation personnel.  Once this happens, there are forces 

in the cooperative which make it conducive to develop more specialized 

transportation records and reporting systems.   However, as the fleet 

size goes down the above situation will tend to reverse automatically. 

In accordance to these observations, some very important questions 

are raised that need further research.  Specifically, a few of the issues 

are as follows: 

(1) What types of records are really important to insure 

cooperative personnel of having the necessary information 

to evaluate effectively motor vehicle transport operations? 

(2) What is the total cost to design and maintain these various 

designated records and reports under different cooperative 

situations? 
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(3) What size of vehicle transport fleet or volume of product 

moved is necessary to make usage of the records or 

reports an economically efficient procedure? 

The intent is to determine when and what type of records or reports 

are needed in relation to various types of transportation situations. 

Cooperative Operating, Transportation, and Leasing Expenses 

This section is designed only to identify trends in types of reported 

expenses and any type of problem in reporting associated expenses. 

Of the 173 cooperatives returning usable questionnaires, only 70 

percent were able to report cooperative operating expenses (Table 8, 

Appendix A). 

Of the 154 cooperatives reporting that some type of motor vehicle was 

used in their firm's operations, only 71 percent (110 cooperatives) were 

able to estimate their total transportation expenses (Table 9, Appendix 

A). 

Of the 29 cooperatives reporting that some type of vehicle was leased, 

only 22 were able to estimate their total transportation leasing expenses 

(Table 10, Appendix A). 
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The respondents were requested to report total operating and overhead 

36/ 
expenses.—  However, in most cases the respondents were only able to 

give current operating expenses for aggregate transportation and leasing 

expenses.  The allocation of overhead expenses seemed to be beyond the 

respondents' ability to report at this time. 

The aggregate transportation expenses by type of vehicle exhibited 

two distinct situations.  One, most cooperatives reported estimated figures. 

Secondly, when aggregate transportation expenses were known, the cost was 

only reported for motor trucks and forklifts.  Very few cooperatives were 

able to report expenses for pickups, trailers, and passenger cars. 

Additionally, there was generally a lack in reporting ability of most 

cooperatives concerning transportational expenses.  It is not being 

suggested that present cooperative accounting systems are at fault. 

Provided with enough time and money, the data could be quite available. 

However, it seems most cooperative personnel have decided the cost to 

obtain such data would be prohibitive.  The justification for this obser- 

vation is simply based on the general lack of reporting ability of 

cooperatives. 

of: I 
— 1.  Operating expenses:  Expenses directly chargeable to individual 

vehicles which vary directly with vehicle miles traveled and tonnage 
hauled, such as over-the-road expenses of drivers and road service, 
fuel, oil, maintenance (labor and parts), tire and tubes, driver and 
helper wages and body repair (labor and parts), etc. 

2.  Overhead expenses:  Expenses directly chargeable to individual 
vehicles which do not vary with vehicle miles traveled or tonnage 
hauled, such as depreciation, taxes, licenses, permits, insurance, 
and interest on investment, fringe benefits, utilities, office and 
garage supplies, garage rental, and traffic or transportation 
management personnel salaries and related expenses etc. 
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Except for the few large federated or centralized cooperatives which 

were able to maintain extensive reporting systems, most cooperatives were 

only doing what was necessary to get by.  It seems most supportive information 

about transportation activities was judged to be nonproductive.  Additionally, 

very little factual information of past vehicle cost performance is available 

at the present time to cooperative personnel. 

Areas which need further research are: 

(1) Research is needed to determine why there is a general lack 

of reporting accuracy of transportation expenses. 

(2) Research is needed to determine the respective profits of each 

type of vehicle in reference to different types of cooperatives, 

annual gross sales volume and fleet sizes. 

(3) Research is needed to obtain a conceptual framework for 

developing motor vehicle reporting systems in various 

types of transportation situations. 
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III.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary of Objectives 

The significant challenge of managing motor vehicles has frequently 

been alluded to by cooperative personnel (Camp, 1967; Miller, 1974). 

Little empirical evidence exists to suggest there is a uniform transpor- 

tation management system in most cooperatives. 

The major objective of this research was to develop a general descrip- 

tive and statistical base of information concerning agricultural coopera- 

tives private motor vehicle operations in the Pacific Northwest states of 

Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington.  The specific objectives of the 

study were:  (1) to determine the number, sizes, types and distribution of 

motor vehicles owned or leased by size and type of agricultural cooperative; 

(2) to identify and analyze characteristics of transportation personnel 

responsible for managing vehicular operations; (3) to analyze vehicular 

maintenance practices, maintenance record keeping and control procedures; 

and (4) to analyze motor vehicle operating practices and characteristics, 

operation costs, and record keeping control procedures. 

Summary of Analytical Procedures 

A mail survey questionnaire was designed for primary data collection. 

The questionnaire was mailed early in June of 1976 to 403 agricultural 

cooperatives in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington. 

The questions were either open-ended or involved a ranking of the 

general importance of an issue.  The areas surveyed were:  (1) the type 

of cooperative responding; (2) the types of motor vehicles operated; 

(3) the type of interstate versus intrastate operations used; (4) the 
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type of transportation personnel and specific characteristics of transpor- 

tation managers used; (5) the types of maintenance activity and programs 

used; and (6) the type of transportation records, reports, and motor 

vehicle cost breakdowns reported.  Frequency tables and cross-classification 

tables were developed in this study to interpret the questionnaire data. 

A computer program known as the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

was used to tabulate and analyze the survey data. 

Summary of Private Motor Vehicle Operations and Practices 

General Profile of Respondents 

Of the 403 cooperatives surveyed, 173 returned completed questionnaires. 

Of these 173 cooperatives, only 154 reported using some type of motor 

vehicle. 

Sixty-one percent of the respondents were purchasing cooperatives. 

The remaining 39 percent were marketing cooperatives such as fruit and 

vegetable, grain and dairy cooperatives. 

Approximately 80.4 percent of the respondents reported annual gross 

sales under $10 million.  Only 7 percent of the respondents reported gross 

sales above $25 million.  These respondents were chiefly fruit and vegetable 

and purchasing cooperatives. 

Ninety-one percent of the respondents were either centralized local 

cooperatives or local cooperatives which were members of federated regional 

cooperatives.  There were only six reported regional centralized or federated 

cooperatives identified in the study.  There were 372 branches operated by 

approximately 48 percent of the respondents.  The regional cooperatives 
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were responsible for operating 45 percent of the reported branches. 

There were 10,850 hired employees.  Fruit and vegetable cooperatives 

were primarily associated with part-time employees.  Purchasing cooperatives 

were associated more consistently with full-time employees. 

Summary of Motor Vehicle Operations 

Approximately 82 percent of the respondents reported using some type 

of motorized equipment.  Whereas 42 percent of the respondents reported 

using some form of for-hire motor carrier.  Approximately 43 percent of the 

marketing cooperatives reported using some type of for-hire carrier.  About 

42 percent of the purchasing cooperatives reported using for-hire carriers. 

However, the data does suggest greater expectation exists for marketing and 

farm supply cooperatives to use for-hire carrier services as compared to 

farm supply cooperatives. 

Common carriers were the primary type of for-hire carrier used to 

service transport operations.  Exempt and contract were used as greater 

flexibility was needed with respect to areas being serviced, time of pickups 

and day-to-day hauling requirements. 

The primary reason given for using for-hire carriers was to supplement 

the cooperative vehicle fleet.  Reasons such as "less expensive than owning" 

or "allows use of specialized equipment" were important but they were not 

mentioned as much as the previously identified reason.; 

Overall, the results suggested for-hire carriers are used to supply 

specialized equipment to supplement vehicle operations on a short-term 

basis. 
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Summary of Motor Truck Statistics 

There were 3,968 motor vehicles reported.  Straight-trucks accounted 

for 27.6 percent of the total vehicles operated and 77 percent of the 

motor trucks identified.  The primary weight category for a motor truck 

was in excess of 8,000 pounds.  Leasing of vehicles was primarily associated 

with straight-truck vans and truck-tractors.  The predominate fleet size 

was less than five motor trucks except for a few larger cooperatives using 

extensive motor truck fleets.  Cooperatives with the largest reported annual 

gross sales dollar for their respective type of category were responsible 

for operating an extensive portion of the total motor trucks identified. 

Summary of Trailer Statistics 

Approximately 15 percent of the total vehicles identified were trailers. 

Of the 611 trailers, 72.9 percent were semi-trailers and 27.1 percent were 

full trailers.  The 611 trailers were operated by 49 cooperatives.  The 

primary user of trailers, the purchasing cooperatives utilized all types 

of trailers.  The fruit and vegetable cooperatives, the second leading user 

of trailers, relied primarily on vans, flatbeds and other bodied trailers 

such as straddle-trailers.  Only 23 percent of the trailers were leased as 

compared to 72 percent being owned.  Leasing was predominantly restricted 

to a few cooperatives. As similarly identified in the motor truck section, 

the cooperatives with the largest reported annual gross sales were chiefly 

responsible for operating extensive portions of the total trailers 

identified. 
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Summary of Pickup and Forklift Statistics 

Approximately 15 percent of the identified vehicles were pickups and 

21 percent were forklifts.  Pickups were predominately associated with the 

7,999 pound weight category.  Forklift usage was influenced by the type of 

cooperative to determine the respective weight category used.  Pickups were 

leased only 2.5 percent of the time as compared to forklifts which were 

leased 16.2 percent of the time. 

Fruit and vegetable cooperatives were the chief users of leased fork- 

lifts.  Purchasing cooperatives were the chief users of leased pickups. 

Pickup fleets were predominately less than five vehicles, while forklift 

fleets were chiefly less than 10 vehicles.  However, a few purchasing 

cooperatives were responsible for operating fleets in excess of 20 fork- 

lifts and pickups.  Finally, the majority of the pickups and forklifts were 

operated by cooperatives reporting annual gross sales volume above five 

million dollars. 

Summary of Passenger Car Statistics 

Approximately 9.5 percent of the vehicles identified were passenger 

cars and 3.3 percent were other vehicles.  There were 375 passenger cars 

and 127 other vehicles identified.  Approximately 81 percent of the passenger 

cars were full size, 19 percent were intermediates and 11 percent were 

compacts.  The other vehicles included panel trucks, Jeeps, scoop loaders, 

tractors, field fertilizer applicators, swamp buggies, and airplanes. 

Approximately 82 percent of the passenger cars were owned, while almost 

100 percent of the other vehicles were owned.  Farm supply cooperatives 
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were responsible for the bulk of cars and other vehicles identified.  The 

leased passenger cars also were reported primarily by farm supply coopera- 

tives.  The fleet size of passenger cars operated by marketing cooperatives 

was usually under five vehicles.  However, a few farm supply cooperatives 

were responsible for operating extensively larger fleets.  Finally, the 

majority of passenger cars were operated by the cooperatives reporting 

annual gross sales in excess of filve million dollars. 

It seems the usage of specific types of bodies, such as vans or 

tankers for straight trucks and trailers, and the respective gross vehicle 

weight capability of the various identified vehicles is primarily dictated 

by the nature of the cooperative's specific business activity.  The 

type of cooperative determines the product, the market and other marketing 

considerations.  This in turn specifies the distinct conditions under which 

the transportation operation must operate. 

If the summaries of all vehicles identified are put together, the 

following is suggested.  The type of vehicle utilized is contingent on the 

nature of the cooperative.  The more specialized the vehicle, the more 

likely it would be leased.  However, this is contrary to what cooperatives 

said they were using leased vehicles for.  It seems the general vehicles, 

such as straight-truck vans and truck-trailers were leased more than 

vehicles such as straddle-bodies, straight-trucks, or refrigerated vehicles. 

Therefore, further research should examine carefully why specific vehicles 

are leased and why what cooperatives say they do is not what they actually 

do in terms of leasing. 
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Summary of Leasing Arrangements 

For those 12 cooperatives reporting using short-term lease agreements, 

the two primary reasons given for this were:  (1) leased vehicles were used 

during peak seasons to supplement their general needs; and (2) to obtain, 

on a short-term basis, specialized equipment for the cooperative.  It appears 

short-term lease agreements were used to supplement transportation require- 

ments during seasonal fluctuations in demand.  These agreements were also 

used to satisfy the need for specialized equipment. 

The primary reason for those cooperatives who reported using long-term 

lease agreements is to gain access to specialized equipment.  Although other 

reasons were mentioned, this seems to be the most important reason.  The 

statistics of this section suggest that the occurrence of leasing is not 

a general characteristic of most transport operations.  The actual usage 

of short or long-term leased vehicles is contingent upon three primary 

characteristics of agricultural cooperative operations.  One, the degree of 

specialized equipment needed in operations; two, the influence of seasonal 

fluctuation on transportation needs; and the ability of cooperatives to 

obtain and pay for leased vehicles. 

The practice of leasing professional drivers was not common.  The 

results suggest leasing of professional drivers was not viewed as a prac- 

tical means for solving long-term transportational needs for motor trucks. 

Summary of Intrastate vs. Interstate Mileage 

There were over 28 million motor truck miles reported.  Only 7 percent 

of these miles were designated as interstate motor truck miles.  The bulk 
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of the surveyed cooperatives indicated their transport operations were 

limited to their home states.  The majority of the interstate mileage was 

reported by a few regionally based purchasing cooperatives.  Interstate 

movements were usually limited to adjacent states.  For example, Oregon 

cooperatives reported mileage in Idaho and Washington but not in Montana. 

For most respondents, the percent interstate mileage was less than 25 per- 

cent.  For those reporting in excess of 50 percent interstate miles, their 

total mileage was rather small as compared to those respondents in the under 

25 percent interstate mileage category.  This statistic suggests even when 

interstate operations are used in a cooperative's transport operation, it 

will not usually comprise a major portion of the total miles traveled. 

The average interstate trip was in excess of 268 miles.  Marketing 

cooperatives averaged around 60 miles per trip as compared to purchasing 

cooperatives average round trip of 362 miles.  The cooperatives member's 

own goods were the primary commodities on backhaul interstate trips.  The 

use of exempt commodities was predominately limited to farm supply operations. 

The results suggest that backhauls are very limited as to type of product 

usually hauled.  Also, the results indicate most cooperatives are not very 

intensified in interstate backhauls.  The limited availability of backhauls 

is most likely one'of the determining economic factors effecting the 

feasibility of motor truck operations at various interstate trip distances. 

No pre-routing techniques were used for 57.8 percent of the miles re- 

ported.  Fixed routing techniques were used for 37.4 percent of the reported 

miles.  The predominant warehousing or processing operations, such as 

dairy and other marketing cooperatives, were primarily associated with fixed 

routing schedules.  The customer oriented operations, such as purchasing 
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cooperatives, were primarily associated with random routing schedules. 

Finally, interstate motor truck operations were limited in most cooperative 

transport operations.  It seems a mileage boundary existed where interstate 

operations became an infeasible transportation alternative.  The limited 

availability of backhauls and the specific nature of the cooperative's 

transport needs were probably the predominant influences on mileage boun- 

daries. 

An-analysis of intrastate operations was not made in this study. 

The reason for this was the difficulty of interviewers in identifying 

where mileage was driven in short-haul operations.  Further research 

will have to be conducted on a case-by-case basis to fully understand 

intrastate operations in agricultural cooperatives. 

Summary of Transportation Personnel 

Of the identified 95 individuals responsible for transportation activities, 

72 percent were general or assistant managers.  Nineteen percent were 

transportation managers and 9 percent were other types of transportation 

personnel.  Transportation managers spent over 25 percent of their time on 

transportation activities while general managers spent between 6 and 25 

percent of their time on transportation matters.  Transportation managers 

had a clear edge in years of transportation experience and years employed 

as compared to all other individuals identified.  The results suggest that 

the bulk of managers and assistant managers were associated with cooperatives 

reporting annual gross sales under $25 million, while transportation 

managers were primarily associated with cooperatives reporting annual gross 

sales in excess of $25 million.  It seems the existence of transportation 
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managers was not always related to a big motor vehicle fleet.  If the 

cooperative had sufficient transportation activity in other transportation 

modes it would hire a transportation manager.  For those cooperatives not 

reporting transportation managers, the primary reason given for not hiring 

such individuals was insufficient activity to justify individual's existence. 

Professional drivers accounted for the majority of the remaining types 

of transportation personnel identified.  Of the 852 drivers identified, 489 

drivers (57.4 percent) were identified as to number of years working for 

the cooperative.  Only 228 drivers (26.7 percent) were identified as to 

number of years driving experience.  The primary reason given for nonresponse 

was information would be too difficult to obtain from existing records. 

The professional drivers were primarily reported by fruit and vegetable 

and purchasing cooperatives.  The professional drivers were usually employed 

for more than five years by a cooperative and an even greater number of 

years transportation experience existed for most professional drivers. 

Of the cooperatives using drivers, approximately 12 percent were not 

able to supply data about the past driving histories of their drivers. 

This suggests either the reporting systems do not exist or the cooperative 

personnel find the information unimportant to maintain. 

Another interesting observation is 131 cooperatives reported motor 

trucks, but only 66 cooperatives reported using professional drivers. This 

suggests a few cooperatives allocate responsibility of driving motor trucks 

to nontransportation oriented personnel.  Almost all drivers were bonded, 

but considerable variation in bonding policy and amount exists.  A few 

select purchasing cooperatives and fruit and vegetable cooperatives were 

responsible for using the bulk of the reported training, inspection and 
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monitoring programs of professional drivers.  Approximately 33.1 percent of 

the respondents using motor vehicles inspected drivers' licenses, 20.8 

percent had a fleet safety program and only 4.6 percent had a driver training 

program.  The use of tachographs was associated with purchasing, fruit and 

vegetable and grain cooperatives.  Over 80 percent of the reported accidents 

in the last five years were reported by purchasing cooperatives. 

Based upon these findings, one may conclude the current state of the 

art of transportation management is rather obscure in many agricultural 

cooperatives.  The only exceptions are the regional cooperatives which have 

set up their own transportation departments. 

Summary of Maintenance Locations and Programs 

The cooperative owned garages, regardless of type of vehicle operated, 

were clearly the predominate place for cooperatives maintenance work. 

However, as the job requires more labor and machine requirements, such as 

engine overhauls and transmission repairs, it has been suggested that 

occurrence of maintenance at other identified maintenance locations increases. 

Approximately 65 percent of the cooperatives reported using preventive 

maintenance programs.  However, a considerable drop in usage occurred with 

other maintenance programs identified.  Only 31.2 percent used a planned 

vehicle replacement program and less than 24 percent indicated some 

form of vehicle standards existed.  This suggests a void in effective 

evaluation programs of vehicle performance and selections may exist in 

many agricultural cooperatives. 
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Summary of Transportation Records, 

Reports and Operating Expenses 

The predominate response was for cooperatives to maintain vehicle 

fuel records, maintenance reports, vehicle mileage reports, and some type 

of motor vehicle cost reports.  All other supportive records and reports 

were used very sporatically by responding cooperatives.  Less than 70 

percent of the respondents reported their annual cooperative operating 

expenses.  Only 71 percent of the cooperatives reporting motor vehicles 

were able to report respective expenses.  Overall, there seemed to be 

considerable difficulty on the part of the respondents to identify private 

motor vehicle transportation costs. 

The results of this study seem to suggest two distinct types of trans- 

port operations exist in agricultural cooperative private motor truck 

operations.  The first type of operation was the integrated long-haul and 

short-haul operations.  This would usually entail some portion of truck- 

tractor trailer operations and some straight-trucks and other vehicles such 

as forklifts and pickups.  Secondly, there is the exclusive short-haul 

operations.  This would be predominately represented by straight-truck 

operations and other vehicles such as forklifts and pickups.  The integrated 

transit systems which were characteristic of larger regional cooperatives, 

were usually able to make use of more sophisticated management services. 

These firms which reported the greatest proportion of the interstate miles 

also reported the greater percent of the transportation managers, training 

programs for professional drivers, maintenance programs, and overall 

superior accounting systems. 

While on the other hand, the local or short-haul systems, characteristic 
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of the smaller localized cooperatives, exhibited a distinct decline in 

management specialization.  They were variable in their arrangement 

and usage of training and monitoring programs of professional drivers. 

These cooperatives, it seems, gave little attention to future maintenance 

and possible ways to evaluate and control motor vehicle costs.  Instead, 

vehicles were usually only maintained on a day-to-day basis.  Finally, 

there was a general trend towards maintaining only those records and reports 

which were necessary to satisfy state and federal taxation requirements. 

Finally, the size of the cooperative influences the type of transit - 

operations, which in turn influences the nature of the management system. 

In the case of the smaller cooperatives, it may be a case of economics 

for not being as sophisticated as the larger cooperatives.  It is not that 

they are opposed to using more sophisticated transportation systems, it is 

merely because they perceive themselves not large enough to economically 

afford such transportation systems.  As stated earlier several times, if a 

cooperative perceives its additional costs to develop various transportation 

programs to be greater than the possible benefit it will receive, it will 

almost always decline to become involved in such systems.  The only exception 

to this situation would be when some governmental or other agency required 

some type of system to be maintained before certain services would be 

offered to the cooperative. 

Implications for Further Research 

It is possible that many individuals in the transportation industry 

would probably argue that managing a principle long-haul operation is very 

different from a principle short-haul operation.  However, the study suggests 
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the basic functions of management, such as control of vehicle expenditures, 

monitoring personnel training, and operational and personnel programs, 

should be based upon one management principle.  That is, doing the best job, 

at the lowest cost, in order to service their customers in the best way. 

The major difference in the two types of transportation operations is not 

the basic functions which management has to contend with, but the techniques 

and procedures they will use to reach the desired goals of the cooperative. 

Once the key areas of management control have been identified, it becomes a 

task of developing an appropriate procedure for management operations. 

This research study has identified the need for further study in the 

following transportation areas.  The intent of this research is to better 

understand the nature of the cooperatives' transportation operations.  The 

areas are as follows: 

(1) Research is needed to determine the type of decision-making 

techniques used by a cooperative to analyze whether vehicles 

(motor trucks, trailers, pickups, forklifts, or passenger 

cars) should be owned or leased, or should transport needs be 

contracted to for-hire carriers. 

(2) Research is needed about all facets of for-hire carrier 

operations as they relate to servicing of agricultural 

cooperatives transport requirements. 

(3) Research is needed to determine what affects the decision to 

operate a straight-truck or a truck-tractor, or semi vs. 

full trailer, a pickup vs. a straight-truck, and a compact 

vs. intermediate vs. a full-size passenger car. 

(4) How efficiently are existing straight-trucks, pickups and 



128 

forklifts being used in terms of gross vehicle weight? 

(5) Research is needed to determine the relationships which 

exist between size and type of motor vehicle operation and 

annual gross sales volume and annual cooperative operating 

expenses. 

(6) Research is needed to provide a detailed profile of the 

transportation management function which presently exists 

in long vs. short-haul transport operations.  Research 

should identify the significant differences in management 

operations of long vs. short-haul operations. 

(7) What factors affect the decision to use intrastate vs. 

interstate movements and fixed vs. random routings? 

(8) Why does the average mileage of interstate trips vary 

considerably as the type of cooperative changes? 

(9) What size of transportation operation in terms of number of 

vehicles or volume of product moved is needed to make the use 

of various identified transportation personnel, management 

programs for professional drivers, use of private garages, 

various maintenance programs, and various transportation 

records and reports economically efficient to use in the trans- 

port operation? 

(10) Research is needed to evaluate the present monitoring and 

evaluation systems used in the selection of transportation 

personnel. 

(11) Research is needed to determine what criteria is used to 

decide when and how much a driver will be bonded for. 
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(12) Research is needed to determine how efficiently present 

private garages facilities and maintenance programs are 

being used by cooperatives. 

(13) What types of records are really important to insure 

cooperative personnel of having the necessary information 

to evaluate effective motor vehicle transport operations. 

(14) What is the total cost to design and maintain these 

various designated records and reports under different 

cooperative situation? 

(15) Research is needed to examine why there is a general lack 

of reporting accuracy of transportation expenses.. 

(16) Research is needed to obtain a conceptual framework for 

developing motor vehicle reporting systems in various 

types of transportation situations. 

Once these transportational issues are identified and described in 

detail, a more descriptive guideline can be presented.  The intent of this 

future research should be to help individuals responsible for transportation 

activities become more efficient in their operation of private motor 

vehicle fleets. 
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Table 1, Appendix A.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Responding ART Icultural Cooperatives 
by State, January 1, 1976 

IDAHO 
NUMBER 

STATE RESPONDING 

OF-ECON 
NUMBER 

WASIIINCTON 
NUMBER 

TOTAL 
NUMBER 

Tota.l Number of 
Cooperatives SurvcyecP' 

/ 
fi2 139 64 136 403 

Total Responding 
Cooperatives 21 52 35 64 172^ 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

Percent Response of 
Cooperatives per State 34^ 37 54 47 

Percent of Total 
Responding Cooperatives 12* ' 30 20 37 100 

d/ 

Source:  Part 1 of the survey questionnaire-. Appendix C. 

One respondent was based outside of the four Pacific Northwest states surveyed in this research.  Tills coop- 
erative, however, operated several branches throughout the Pacific Northwest. 

These percent responses in this row are the number of cooperatives surveyed per state divided by the number 
of cooperatives responding per state. 

These percent responses in this row arc the number of cooperatives responding per state divided by the total 
173 responding cooperatives. 

04 
CM 



Table 2, Appendix A.  Type of Cooperntivc by Annual Gross Sales Volume, 
January 1, 1976 

GROSS SALES VOLUME 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Under 

$.5 M 
$.5 
to $1 M 

$1 to 
$5 M 

$5 to 
$10 H 

$10 to 
$15 M 

$15 to 
$20 M 

$20 to 
$25 M 

$25 to 
$75 M 

Over 
$75 M 

Missing 
Cases 

Total 
Respondents 

NUMBER 

Marketing: 

Dairy 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 

Fruit & Vegetable 0 2 7 2 0 1 0 5 0 0 17 

Grain 2 3 11 10 2 1 2 1 0 ,0 32 

Livestock & Wool  1_ 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 

TOTAL 5 5 19 12 3 2 2 7 0 1 56 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 20 17 V> 5 4 2 0 0 • 2 2 86 

Marketing and 
Farm Supply 1 2 6 4 1 2  0_ 0 1 1 20 

TOTAL 21 19 40 9 5 A 0 2 3 3 106 

Other-2/ 3 1 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 11 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPERATIV'KS 29 25 fi2 23 9 6 2 9 3 

3b/ 173 

PERCENT 
Percentage of 
all Cooperatives 17^ 15 36 13 5 3 1 5 2 3 lOO-^ 

a/ 
Other cooperatives include cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperat ives. 

— There were 5 missing cases in which responding cooperatives were unable to supply information concerning annual gross 
sales volume. 

c/ 
— The figures in this row are total percent responses, not a summation figure; therefore, the column figure will not add 

up to percent figure. 

— Source:  Parts A and C of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 3, Appendix A.  Type of Cooperative by Organization Classification, 
January 1, 1976 

a/ 
Organization Classification— 

Type of L.C. 
Cooperative L.C.    M.O.R.F.  Other   R.C.   B.R.C.   R.F.     B.R.F. Total Respondents 

Marketing: 

Dairy 3020000 5 

Fruit 6 Vegetable       11        3       1     1      0      1        0 17 

3 0 2 0 0 0 0 

11 3 1 1 0 1 0 

17 14 0 0 1 0 0 

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Grain 17       14       0     0      1      0        0 32 

Livestock & Wool 1100000 2 

31 1 0 1 3 

9 0 2 0 I 

40 1 2 1 6 

1 1 0 0 0 

59 5 3 2 5 

3'.. 1 2. 9 1. 7 1. 2 2.9 

TOTAL 32       18       3     1      1      1        0 56 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 47       31       1     0      1      3        3 86 

Marketing & Farm Supply  7_  9_     0_   2_  0_  l_  1_ 20 

TOTAL 54       40       1     2      1      4        4 106 

Other-                   9        110      0      0        0 11 

AggregntP total of 
Responding Cooperatives   95       59       5     3      2      5        4 173 

Percentage distribution 
of responding Cooperatives 54.9^'    3'i. 1     2.9    1.7     1.2    2.9      2.3 100 

— Organizational Classification: 
L.C. = Localized Centralized Cooperative 
L.C.M.O.R.F. = Localized Centralized Cooperative and Member of Regional Federated Cooperative 
R.C. ~ Regional Centralized Cooperative 
B.R.C. = Branch of Regional Centralized Cooperative 
R.F. = Regional Federated Cooperative 
B.R.F. = Branch of Regional Federated Cooperative 

b/ 
Other cooperatives include cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooporatives. 

c/ 
—The figures in this row are total percent responses, not a summation figure; therefore, the column figures will *-' 

not add up to percent figures. trt 
On 



Table 4, Appendix A.  Number and Percentage Distribution of Branches Operated by Type of Cooperative, 
Annual Gross Sales Volume, and Organizational Classification, January 1, 1976 

Annual 
Type of Brandies Gross Sales Branches Organizational Branches 
Cooperative Reported Volume Reported Classification Reported 

Number Percent Number Percent N umber Percent 
Marketing: 

Dairy 5 1 Less than $.5H 7 2 Loc.Centr.Coop or 
Fruit and 

$.5M to n^' 
Loc-Centr.Coop and 

Vegetable 25 7 14 4 and Member of Reg. 
Federated Coop.— 204 55 

Grain 48 13 $1 to $5M 42 11 v 
Livestock 
and Wool 1 £/ $5 to $10M 48 13 Reg. Cent. Coop, 

or Branch of Reg. 
Cent. Coop.-' TOTAL 79 21 $10 to $25M 57 15 72 19 

Purchasing: 
$25 to $75M 46 12 

Farm Supp] y 15 t, Reg. Federated 
Marketing 
Farm Suppl 

and 

y^ 161 43 
More than $75M 

ALL BRANCHES^ 

158 

372 

43 

100. 0 

Coop, or Branch   . 
of Reg. Fed.Coop.^ 

ALL BRANCHES^ 

96 26 

TOTAL 176 17 372 100.0 

Other-/ 117 31 

ALL BRANCHES ;
h/ 372 100.0 

17 
b/ 

Response was less than 1 percent. 

One Regional Federated, Farm Supply Cooperative had gross sales in excess of $75 million and operated 93, or 
25 percent, of the total branches Identified. 

c/ 
— Other Included cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 

consumer cooperatives. 
d/„ 

f/ 

"M" stands for millions. 

Local centralized cooperative and local centralized cooperative and member of regional federated cooperative. 

Regional centralized cooperative or branch of regional centralized cooperative. 

& Regional federated cooperative or branch of regional federated cooperative. 

— Source:  Response of cooperatIvcs to Part C of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 5, Appendix A.  Type of Cooperntlve by Full-Tlme and Part-Time Employees, January 1, 1976 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Part-Tim' 
Employees 

a/ 
Full-Tim 
Employees 

b/ 

Total   F.mployees  Hired 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Market and 
Farm Supp]>"—' 

TOTAL 

Othcr^ 

TOTAL EMPLOYEES 

/ 

1,605 

101 

200 

1,91.1 

1,015 

396 

1,111 

49 

3,374 

Number 

PF.RCENl" EMPLOYEES^-' 
tl 31 

e/ 

309 

1,441 

260 

 23 

2,033 

3,331 

1,745 

5,076 

317 

7,4 76 

69 

Number 

317 

3,096 

361 

223 

3,997 

4,346 

2,141 

6,487 

366 

10,850 

100 

Percent 

2.9 

28.5 

3.3 

2.0 

36.7 

40.1 

19.7 

59.8 

3.4 

100.0 

100.0 

Part-time employees:  Individuals that work less than 30 hours per week for the firm. 

Full-time employees:  Individuals that work more than 30 hours per week for the firm. 

One. regional federated farm supply cooperative reported 1,951 total hired individuals.  Of the total 
reported, approximately 89 percent were full-time employees. 

— Other Includes cooperative warehouses, hargnlnlnp, associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

e/ 
— The figures in this row are total percent responses, not a summation figure.  The column figures 

will not add up to the percent figures. 

— Source:  Response of cooperatives to question B of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 
CM 
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Table 6, Appendix A.  Short-Tern Vehicle Leasing Agreements Used by Type 
of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of Total                Firms Using 
Cooperative Cooperatives Short-Term Lease Plans 

Number Percent 

Marketing: 

Dairy 0 0 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 5 42 

Grain 1 8 
Livestock 
and Wool 0 0 

TOTAL 6 50 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 3 25 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply 2^ r7 

TOTAL 5 42 

Other2-'' _1  8 

ALL RESPONDIHG 
COOPERATIVES^' 12 100 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, 
cooperative transport operations, and consumer cooperatives. 

— Source:  Questions 9-A and 9-B of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 7 (Part A), Appendix A.  Distribution of Management Transportation Personnel by Annual 
Gross Sales Volume, January 1, 1976 

Individual (s)  Annual Gross Sales Volume  
Responsible for          Less       $1       $5        $10       $25       More Total 
Transportation than $1M    to $SH    to $10M    to $2SM    to $75M    than $75M Responding 

Number 

Transportation or 
Traffic Manager 0 0        2 2 6 7 17 

General or Various 
Types of Assistant 
Managers 17 IS        10 13 8 3 69 

Misccllaneous 
Managcrsji/ _0 _1. _3 _3 _0 J^ _9 

TOTAL 
INDIVIDUALS 17 19        15 18 14 12 95 

a/ 
—Miscellaneous managers includes professional drivers, garage foremen, and firm accountants. 

Source:  Question 17 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table 7 (Fart B), Appendix A.  Distribution of Transportation or Traffic Managers by Size of 
Fleet and Type of Cooperative, January 1, 1976 

Type of Size of Fleet  
Cooperative Less than 25 25 to 50    50 to 100 100 to 150    More than 150 Total 

Number 

Marketing: 

Da Iry 1 1 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 4 116 

Grain ' 
Livestock 
and Wool _ _ _ _ _   

TOTAL 4 10 1 17 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 12 3 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply _ 2 _ i 3 6 

TOTAL 0 2 0 2 5 9 

0ther'-/ 1 _! 

TOTAL 
INDIVIDUALS 5 3 0 3 6 17 

a/ —Other Includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

Source:  Question 17 of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

O 



Table 8, Appendix A.  Total Annual Cooperative Operating Expenses by Type of Cooperatives, 
January 1, 19 76 

Percentage DisLribi ution of Responding Cooperatives by Total Annual Operating Expenses 

Type of No SIT to 
Sioor1-' 

SIOOT S200T $300T $400T $500T S750 to More Total 
Cooperative Response. to $200T to $3001 to $400T to $500T to S750T $1M h.1 than $1M Percent 

Percent 

Market ing: 

Dairy 40 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 20 100 

Fruit and 
Vegetable 35 0 0 0 6 6 12 6 35 100 

Grain 32 13 9 22 3 6 6 3 6 100 

Livestock 
and Wool 50 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 100 

TOTAL 33. ^ 9.9 5.4 16.1 3.6 5.4 7.0 3.6 16.1 100.0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 27 19 16 6 12 3 10 5 . 2 100 

Ma rke ting and 
Farm Supply JLL_ 10 10 5 0 _5_ 5 10 30 100 

TOTAL 26.4^ 16.9 15.1 5.7 9.4 3.8 9.4 5.7 7.6 100.0 

Other*7 55 18 9 9 0 0 0 9 0 100 

ALL RLSPONIHNG 
COOPERATIVES0./ 30.6-c/ 14.4 11.6 9.2 7.0 4.1 8.1 5.2 9.8 100.0 

a/,. 

b/ 
T stands for "thousands" in dollars. 

M stands for "millions" in dollars. 

— The figures in this column are total percent responses, nut a summation of column figures.  The column figures 

will not add up to the tolal percent figures. 

ci/„ Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, and 
consumer cooperatives. 

Source:  Question 27-A of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 2/ 



Table 9, Appendix A.  Total Annual Transportation Private Vehicle Expenses by Type of Cooperatives, 
January 1, I'l/B 

Percentage Distribution of Responding Cooperatives 
by Total Annual Transportation Expenses 

Responding      $1 to    $100,000    $200,000    $300,000    $400,000  More than 
Cooperatives   $100.000 to $200,000 to $300,000 to $400,000  to $500,000  $500,000 

Type of 
Cooperative 

Marketing: 

Dairy 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 

Grain 
Livestock 
and Wool 

TOTAL 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 
Mnrketlnp, and 
Farm Supply 

TOTAL 

Other^ 

ALL RESPONDING 
COOPERATIVLS0-' 

3 

10 

19 

_1 

33 

60 

ii 

74 

 3 

110 

67 0 0 33 0 0 

70 0 0 0 10 20 

100 0 0 0 0 0 

100 J)_ 0 0 0 0 

87. ?-' 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 6.1 

84 12 0 2 

57 29 0 0 

78.9^ 15.2 0.0 1.6 

100  0_ 0 0 

82.7^ 10.0 0.0 1.8 

0 2 

0 14 

0.0 4.3 

0 0 

0.9 2.7 

a/ 

hi 

The figures in this column are total percent responses, not a sumraatlon of column figures.  The 
column figures will not add up to total percent fifures. 

Other includes rooperatlve warehouses, bargaining associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

Source:  Question 27-B of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 



Table .1.0, Appendix A.  Total Annual Transportation Loosing Expenses by Type of Cooperativu, 
January 1, 1976 

Percentage Distribution of Responding Cooperatives 
by Total Annual Transportation Leasing Expenses 

Type of Responding More than 
Cooperative Cooperatives    $1 to $100,000  $100,000 to $200,000  $200,000 to $400,000   $400,000 _ 

Number Percent 

Market ing: 

Dairy 0 0 0 0 0 
Fruit and 
Vegetable 5 60 40 0-0 

Grain 2 50 50 0 0 
Livestock 
and Wool 0  0_  0_ 0 0 

TOTAL 7 57.I- 42.9 0 0 

Purchasing: 

Farm Supply 8 75 12.5 12.5 0 
Marketing and 
Farm Supply        _6 83 17 0 0 

TOTAL 14 78. U- 14.4 7.2 0 

75 

83 

78.4- y 

100 

72.7- y 

Other^ _l 100 _0 J)^ 0 

ALL RESPOIiDlNC 
COOPERATIVESLcV       22 72.7-' 18.2 4.5 

a/ — The figures in this column arc total percent responses, not a summation of column figures.  The 
column figures will not add up to total percent figures. 

— Other includes cooperative warehouses, bargaintnp, associations, cooperative transport operations, 
and consumer cooperatives. 

c/ — Source:  Question 27-C of the survey questionnaire. Appendix C. 

4^ 
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APPENDIX B 

Limitation of the Data 

Inferences drawn from the data contained in this thesis should be 

made carefully since the data may not represent the typical motor vehicle 

operating practices among all agricultural cooperatives in the Pacific 

Northwest. 

Therefore, it is suggested that anyone wishing to use this data in 

future research or for extrapolation purposes should contact either the 

author or Dr. Harvey A. Meier. 
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Department ol 
Agtccullurol and 

Resource Economics 

Dear Sir: 

Oregon 

University 
147 

Corvallis, Oregon 97331      iso:> 

vide your cooperative and others with assistance in 
for improving operating and iTiaintenance practices 
vehicle fleet operations; and  (2)  identifying 

n/H     IIC inn     i/ciK i r-11 T a \-    rr\e+     a n rl     nQV-fn «*oia nr n     i-arrwAc 

The movement of agricultural products and supplies by farmer cooperatives in 
their own transportation equipment is increasing in volume and ir.oortance. The 
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Oregon State University, with 
approval of the Agricultural Economics Departments of Idaho, Montana and Wash- 
ington, has undertaken a study to determine the number, types and operating 
characteristics of motortrucks and other transportation equipr.ent owned or leased 
by farmer cooperatives in the Pacific Northwest. 

This study is intended to proviu 
(1) identifying alternatives for 
associated with private motor vehicle fleet operations; and (2) identifying 
alternatives for developing and using vehicular cost and performance records. 

Such a long range study requires a great amount of input. To this end, we seek 
your frank answers to questions related to the operation of your private motor 
vehicle fleet. Your answers to the questions contained in the enclosed question- 
naire are most important to the success of this study. !f you feel tnat some 
other person in your cooperative is more familiar with your firm's vehicular 
operations, please feel free to ask him to complete the questionnaire. The 
information asked for will not be used in any way that will reveal the identity 
or operations of your cooperative. 

We have pre-tested this questionnaire with several cooperatives and while it may 
appear lengthy, the responding firms have reported that the total tirce required 
to complete the questionnaire has been very reasonable. Thus far, those compltt- 
ing the questionnaire indicate they have gained additional insight into their 
operations". "" 

When the study is coinplctcd and published we will provide you with: (1) a copy 
of the final publication; and (2) a confidential report summarizing your firm's 
vehicular operations which can be compared to the aggregate resulU presented in 
the final publication. 

We will greatly appreciate your cooperation in filling out and returning the 
questionnaire "to us by July 19, 1976. A pre-a:idressed rut'jrn envelope which 
does not require postage is enclosed for your convenience. As you coinplete the 
questienna ire, should you experience any prolilems in interpreting a question, 
please feel free to coll collect my research associate, iir. Robert Utterback. 
Phone (503) 751-29-12. 

Sincerely,   /  ////' 

tm^/r tWJM 
Harvey A.- W'ifr,  Ph.D. - 
Assistant Professor 
Extension AgriBusiness fconomist 

IIAM:md 
cnc. 



Department of 
Agricultural and 

Resource Economics 

Oregon 
University 

148 

Corvallis, Oregon 97331     (MOI 754-2942 

Dear Sir: 

The movement of agricultur 
their own transportation e^ 
Department of Agricultural 
approval  of the Agricultyr'a 
ington, has undertakeina study 
characteristics of mowrtru 
by farmer cooperative Vi t 

retuprin®the 
rn enveloft>/wiich 

nee.\] As yoiA*Cmplete the 
nterpretite^a question, 

Mr../!w^rt Utterback. 

Harvey A. 
Assistant Professor 
Extension AgriBusiness Economist 

HAM:md 
enc. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURAL AND RESOURCE ECONOMICS 
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 
CORVALLIS, OREGON  97331 

COOPERATIVE PRIVATE TRUCK FL£ET TmiSPORTATIOfl STUDY 

CONFIDENTIAL 

I.    Name and address of person preparing questionnaire,   if different  from that 
above: 

Name Title 

Address   

City      County (i})-3 

State        Zip Code   

II.     Telephone number of person preparing questionnaire: 

Area Code   Number 

Please fill  in the  following questionnaire and return it  in the enclosed 
self-addressed  envelope to  the Department of Agricultural and Resource 
Economics,  Oregon State University,  Corvallis,  OR    97331. 

RtL&pOHieA ikouZd be btued on actuaJL >IZQ.O>UL>>,  but a 'izjuonabi.e. zitbncutt 
ii p-ie^eAAed to no amwe/T    Ij yowi Kuponie. JA utimatzd, plzaie. tnteA 
"E" ajteA thz 6iguA.e. izpoivttd. 

NOTE: T^-4 quzittonndViz -ii pltcodzd utitk tmcM. caie numbeAA &o>i OUA data 
pioceAAtng piogiam. Piztut dtiizgaAd tkeAc numbeAA uikan completing 
the. quutionncuAe.. 

APPENDIX:    Fo-t youA iiiionmation we havz aXtachzd an Appendix u)liich de^-tnei 
izveAaJL 0& thz teAmi aied tlvioughoat tkii qaz&tionna-iAz.    We iuggzit you 
bfUzily izviw thz Kppzndtx pitoi to complztbxg thz quzAtLonnattiz. 

(OVER) 
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GENERAL INFORmTION 

i\.   What was the total dollar sales volume of business from all operations of 
your cooperacive during ics 1975 fiscal reporting period? 

NOTE! Please indicate below your cooperacive's 1975 fiscal reporting 
period. 

From   19   to   19   
Montfi Moiitii 

In the following cable, please enter the number of full-time employees 
and part-time employees who were employed by your cooperative as of 
December 31, 1975? 

Employees Number 

a. Total full-time 130 01  mole 
kou.ii peA a'eefe)  ,, _ . „ 

b.    Tocnl parc-cime   [Leii -tlian SO 
hou/u, pcA wcefe) 

Total Employees 

How would  you  best  classify  Che  organizational  structure of  your  coopera- 
tive? 

NOTE-    EACH ORGmZAUOHAL STRUCTURE IS 6RIEFLV 0EF1HED IN THE ATTACHEP 
APPENDIX. 

NOTE:    A BRANCH IS DEFINED AS ANY WUOLLV OWNED OUTLET OPERATED EXCLUS1VELV 
HV YOUR COOPERATIVE 

(C/iecfc one oixty ofr the. dUu, iii-LccLtioiii 
LLitzd be£«u and on the. next page I 

LOCAL COOPERATIVE 

1-  CENTRALIZED LOCAL COOPERATIVE   ^u = i 

Please indicate the number of branch locations 
for which you are reporting.   . 

32 -  3<> 

2.      CENTRALIZED LOCAL COOPERATIVE AND MEMBER OF REGIONAL       , , 
FEDERATED COOPERATIVE   Lj , 1=2 

Please  indicate  the  number of  branch  locations 
for which you are reporting  . 

See continuaJU.on o^ cZaA&i.&A.ca.tLon on -the. ne.x£ page.. 



3.  OTHER (SPECIFY) 

(c.e., waAe/ioaie on. dLiXSu.bu.tion cenleA) 

Please indicate the number of branch locations 
for which you are reporting  . 

REGIONAL CENTRALIZED COOPERATIVE 

REGIONAL CENTRALIZED COOPERATIVE 

Please Indicate the number of branch locations 
for which you are reporting . 

CJ      31-3 

£Z7    >>■ 
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2-      BRANCH OF REGIONAL CENTRALIZED COOPERATIVE /  /  31 — 5 

li 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Please indicate the number of branch locations 
for which you are reporting  . 

REGIONAL FEDERATED COOPERATIVE 

REGIONAL FEDERATED COOPERATIVE 

Please indicate the number of branch locations 
for which you are reporting  . 

CD 

BRANCH OF REGIONAL FEDERATED COOPERATIVE   

Please Indicate the number of branch locations 
for which you are reporting . 

CD 

Please list the names and locations of those subsidiaries for which you 
are reporting.  A SUSSIPIARV IS A FIRM INPEPENOENTL/ MANAGED SV  ITS OWN 
MANAGERS , AND IN WHICH A CONTROLLING INTEREST IN THE COMPANV STOCK IS 
OWNED 8/ /OUR COOPERATIVE. 

NAME OF SUBSIDIARY 
LOCATION 

(City, County, State) 

(OVER) 
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Please indicate the type of business activity which accounts for at 
least 75 percent or more of your cooperative's total annual dollar 
sales volume.  TlNCLUDING BRANCHES AND SUBSIDIARIES),  NOTE:  Each 
p!ujnaA.y categoiy -Li delined -in the. attachzd Appendix. 

Type of Business Activity (Chedl one.-only) 

1. Marketing 

a. Dairy   / / 3S->1 

b. Fruits & Vegetables  / / 35—2 

c. Grain  / / 35 — 3 

d. Livestock & Wool   / / 3s^.h 

e. Poultry   / 7 35 — 5 

f. Other (SpzcU.&y)  

   /  / 35.6 

2. Farm Supply (Please list major farm Inputs 
marketed). /  /   35 — 7 

3 6-37 

3. Marketing & farm supply (Please list major farm    
inputs and commodities marketed).   /  /   35 — 8 

3 8-39 

4. other (Specify)    CZ7       3s =-9 

VEHICULAR OWNERSHIP 

Some o& the. hollowuig beAiti o& queAtiont, may not apply -to youA coopeAa£u/e. 
Uheji thib lb the. coie, we tuk that you move to another. queAtion In oideA to 
complete, the qautionnaiAe a* quickly ab poalble.    (dheAe. appiop/Uate, we 
have i.ruUca£.e.d the 4pec/c£ic question to which you. ihould proceed. 
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1.       Did  your  cooperative  (including  subsidiaries  and  branches)   own or   lease 
any i CirUcjiiC Zlucts, piefcupi, (Aucfe- txactonj,, .tlruXeAl, call, 01 facilkC-Lftti 
during the year ending December 31, 1975? EACH TYPE OF VEHICLE IS BRIEFLY 
DESCRIBED  IN TTHE ATTACHED APPENDIX. 

(Cliecfe one oaitj) 

YES  /  7 
<4 ] li: 1 

NO   /   7 
'.3= 2 

Continue to qaution 2 - A 

2-A. Did your cooperative (including subsidiaries and branches) use faOK-IUsiC 
motoxtlucti  dwling  t/ie i/Ca/i enduig December 31, 1975? 

(CJiecfe one oniij) 

YES  /  7  Tfien aiuwcA 2-8. 

NO  /  /  1(5 you ajuweAed VES to que-s.tton I 
.,^,= 2  above, tfien pioctzd  to Queitton 3, 

otlieAioiic. ikip to  (juei-tton 16. 

2-B. Please indicate, in order of usage, the types of for-hire motortruck 
carriers used by your cooperative during 1975. (I, 2, i . . . No. J 
bnuig uiid -the  mo.l-C.) 

(a) Type of Carriers Rank 

(1) Exempt Carrier    us 

(2) Contract Carrier    1,6 

(3) Common Carrier    1,7 

(4) Other ISpecij'i/l :   

(1) EXEMPT CARRIERS are those in stipulated types of 
operations such as trucks used exclusively for 
transporting unmanufactured agricultural commodities, 
newspapers, etc.  The exempt carrier Ls not subject 
to I.C.C. Regulation. 

(2) CONTRACT CARRIERS aro operated under continuing con- 
tracts with one or more shippers, to render a service 
designed to meet the distinct needs of individual 
customers. 

(OVER) 
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(3) COMMON CARRIERS are available to the general public 
to transport, at published rates, a given type of 
freight between points which they have authority to 
serve under I.C.C. regulation. 

(b) Please list the names of any agricultural cooperative trucking 
firms utilized by your cooperative. 

2-C. Please rank, in order of Importance, the reasons why your cooperative 
uses for-hire motortrucks.  (/, 2, 2 .   . .Wo. / oe^ng icinke.d the. moit 
imponxant.) 

Reasons Hank 

1. For-hire trucks are less expensive than owning and 
operating private trucks.   

{2} 20 
2. For-hire trucks are used to supplement our cooperative's 

private truck fleet when its capacity is reached during 
peak demand periods.   

21 
3. The use of for-hire trucks allows our cooperative to 

increase pick up and delivery service to its customers.     

l*.  The use of for-hire trucks allows our cooperative to 
take advantage of using specialized equipment on a sea- 
sonal basis that otherwise would have to be bought and 
maintained year round. 

5. Other ISpetU.^):   

6. Other {SpicLfa): 

7. Other [SpuoA-iy): 

II you. operated any type, ofa motoi vehicle, in 1975, thzn pioc.ee.d to 
question i_, otheAMXiie 6kip to queA-tion 2£ 
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TYPES-AND.SIZES OF f'OTOR VEHICLES 

In  the  following  table,   ploaso  outer  the  number  of  ■straii'lit  tmoks 
owned or   leased by your cooperatLve as of December 31,   1975,   by 
type of body and gross vehicle weight.    NOTE:     Pickupi o-ie not to be 
coniide.xe.d i-tyiiglit tiacki.    Ait iCiaig'/Lt C-tucfe-i,  pccfcupi,   fuick- 
txacto-ii,  fuiiieAi, COAJ,, and faikLi&ti ilwutd be ctaa-i^izd undeA 
t!\zii icipcctivo. catcgo-tiij,  (U noted! in queittom  3 tliAough 7.    Fo^ 
txampie.:    Ticuitu .towed bdiind tiuck-tnacto-ib ilwutd be -tepo-Ued 
an dill the iu.it tiaUZtn. and 4cmt-.C/tac£M categcu/  [qaution 5),  and 
not a^ pa/U o,< the fiucfe-.ttacto^ caXcqouj  [quution 41. 
If  your  cooperative did  not  own  or  lease  any  straight   trucks  as  of  year 
end   1975,   please  check  this  box.   /     /     T/ien COittuiue  to  quU-tion  4 

If your answer for any body  type  is NONE,   plctiie. ufUXZ 
the. iigwie. "0" -in t/ie apptopt-co-te anAuieA 4paee. 

STRAIQIT TRUCK 

TYPE OF  30DY 

CROSS  VEHICLE  WEIQIT- 
7,999  pounds 
and    under 

8,000 to 23,999 
pounds 

24,000  pounds 
and  over 

Owned Leased^ Owned Leased!/ Owned Luasedj£/ 

a.   Vans- 

2 3 -JO 

... _ >cr  
10-12 61-6 3 •tS-Sl 70 —72 n-i i 

4/ 
b.   Tankers- 

ii-j i 52-5- {3}l-3 22-11 13-15 61-66 

c.  Refrigerated vans 

J*- !C 5S-S7 1.-6 25-27 16-1 8 67-69 

d.   Refrigerated  tankers 

37-39 58-60 7-9 28-JO 19-51 MI-J 

e.   Flatbeds-5/ 

■.0-142 u 1 -S] 10-12 Jl-JJ 52-51 1-6 

f.  Other  (Specify) 
<• 3-". 5 61.-66 1 3-1 S 31-36 55-57 7-9 

g.  Other  (Specify) lt6-i>8 6 7—6 9 16-18 37-39 58-60 10-12 

1/ GROSS  VEHICLE WEIGHT:     Empty weight  of vehicle  plus   load weight. 
2/  LEASING:   Exccu-i-cue  of  all  short   term  lease  plans  such  as   trip  leasing or 

leasing  arrangements  for   thirty  days  or  less. 
2/  VAN:   An enclosed  bed  designed   to  protect  commodities,   such  as  packaged 

freight  or   loose   freight,   from environmental elements. 
4/  TANKER:   A  completely enclosed  bed  designed   to haul  liquid or  loose  bulk 

commodities  such  as  petroleum and   fertilizer. 
5/  FLATBED: A bed design  that  has  collapsible  or  non-collapsible sides. 

Examples  are  grain  trucks,   livestock   trucks,   and  machinery  haulers. 

Con-ttnue to quution 4. (OVER) 



4.     How many   truck-tractors were  owned  or  leased  by  your cooperative as  of 
December 31,  1975?    (Leaiuig i/tout'd ba. excdui-cve u,i cUX. bhoit tcun tease 
(igteemciiti sac/i as tiip tca-i-ing o-r Izcu-LnQ agxeemeat-4 ^o.t tkoUy dayi 
oi tzii.) 
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Truck-tractors owned (No.)  b.  Truck-tractors leased (No.) 

5.     In   the   following  table,   please  enter   the  number  of   full   trailers   and 
semi-trailers  your  cooperative  owned  or  leased   as  of  December   31,   1975, 
according  to body  type.     UeoS-uig  ikou.td be exciuS-tve cf, att iko-lt tt/im 
tease ag.ieejnents ^u-cJi ai .tix.p Izoiing oi tcaa-aig agtecmeivts jot tixixtij 
daiji oi te-s-s. I 

If  your  cooperative did  not  own or  lease  any   full  trailers  or  semi- 
trailers  as  of  year  end  1975,   please  check  this  box.   / /     Tlie.il 
cottUnae. to qixution b. 

If  your answer  for  any body  type  is fpfJE.   JJdeaiC iu.U,te 
t/ie (S^guAe "0" *« t/ie appiop-ttaxe cotumn. 

TYPE OF  DODY 
FUI.L- TRAILURS SEMI- TRAILERS 

Owned Uiased li Owncd Leased 2/ 

a.   Vans ^ 

19-21 1.-6 37-19 55-57 

b.   Tankers -' 

22-21. 1.0- ■.2 58-60 7-9 

c.    Refrigerated Vans 

25-27 LS-WS 61-63 10-12 

d.    Rcfricerated Tankers 

28-30 H S-i. 8 6»-66 13-15 

e.    natbedsi/ 

31-33 1.9-51 67-69 16-18 

f.  Other  (Specify) 31.-36 52-5H •{5}    1-3 19-21 

'   '   '     See  question 3's   footnotes   for  a definition  of Vans,  Tankers, 
Flatbeds  and Leasing Arrangements. 

Continue, to question 6. 
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6.  In the table below, please enter the number of pickups and forkllfts 
owned or leased by your cooperative as of December 31, 1975, accord- 
ing to the manufacturer's rated capacity. iLlOA-lng ihoaZd  be exc&M-tve 
0(5 utt iho-tt teA/n Izuz agiae/naiti iudi OA leA&ing agizzimnti &OK tiuMXy 
dayi oi Zza.) 

If your cooperative did not own or lease any pickups or forkllfts 
as of year end 1975, please check this box.  /  / T/ien pn.ocz.td 
to quzAtLon  7. 

If your answer for any item is NONE> PttMl WlLtZ -tliZ i-LguA.Z "0" 
■bi  t/ie appiopiMUz column. 

TYPE OF EQUIPMENT 

MANUFACTURER'S  RATED HAULING CAPACITY                           | 
1.5  tons 

and under 
1.6 to 

2.5  tons 
2.6   . 

tons and over 

a.   Pickups  owned 

22-21. 3 7-is 52-51. 

b.  Pickups leased 

2 5-2 7 '.0-'. 2 55-57 

c.   Forkllfts owned 

28-10 1.3-1.5 58-60 

d.   Forkllfts  leased 

11-31 1.6-1.8 61-61 

e. Other  (Specify) n-is 1.9-51 61.-66 

Continue to  quei-tton 7 

7.  In the table below, please enter the number of passenger cars owned 
or leased by your cooperative as of December 31, 1975, according to 
model classification. iLzcuing should bz  ex&M-u/e o^ all ihonx tzMn 
IZOAZ agizzmznti Auch. as Izaiing agizzmznti  jo^i tkOUy dayi OK IZM.) 

If your cooperative did not own or lease any cars as of year end 1975, 
please check this box. /  /  T/ien pAoczzd to quzA-tion S. 

If your answer for any item is NONE. ple-UZ uvtitz thz ilguAz "0" in 
tliz appropriate column. 

MODEL SIZE 

PASSENGER VDIICLES Compact— Intermediate^ Full  Sizei/ 

a.  Cars owned 

67-69 

— number ——— 
7-9 16-H 

b.  Cars leased 

to «-' 10-1 2 19-21 

c.  Other  (Specify) H-S ll-l 5 2 2-21. 

]_/   Includes Volkswagen Beetles, Ford Pintos, etc. 
7/ Includes Dodge Darts, Ford Mustangs, etc. 
3/ Includes Chev. Monte Carlo, Chevrolet Impala, etc. (OVER) 
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Please list below any type of vehicle(s) owned or leased by your cooperative 
at year end 1975 which were not identified in questions 3-7: 

LEASiflS. 

9-A. Did your cooperative (including subsidiaries and branches) use short 
term lease plans such as trip leasing or leasing arrangements for thirty 
davs or less to operate any of its motor vehicles during the year ending 
December 31, 1975: 

[Chzck  one only) 

YES  /  7      Then ptoceed to  9-8. 
29 =-l 

NO  /  /      Plcue. ikip  9-8 and  proceed -to 
29 =2       quzition 10. 

9-B. Briefly explain your cooperative's reasons for using short term leasing 
agreements to supplement its private vehicle operation. 

Consume to Question  10 
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10. NOTE:  I|$ IJOUA coopeAattve. izpoxtzd Iza&ing any vzliiciti   [in quUtioM  i 
tlixougk  7) excCai^uc. o^ aCL ilwit .teim £eaie agizumviCi, 6uck as  ttip 
Izaiing oi ZzMing  agAecjnettts faoi tltix.tij datji on. tzA&,  p£ease a.nuoe.'i  I0-A, 
othejuuiie skip to qaution  10-8. 

10-A. Please rank, in order of importance, the reasons why your cooperative 
leased motor vehicles during Che year ending December 31, 1975 (exclusive 
of all short term lease plans such as trip leasing, or leasing arrangements 
for thirty days or less).  ( ), 2, 3 . . .No. / be-6ig AAnfeed thz most 
■unpotvCaitf). 

NOTE: Legion.,  Lteizz, and  Laoie oAe b/iie.ity  denned -en Ltzmi   IS, 
19, and 20 on thz aXXaditd Appewitx. 

Reasons Rank 

1. Leasing is less expensive than owning and operating 
private motor vehicles.   

2. teasing allows our cooperative to take advantage of using 
specialized equipment on a seasonal basis, that otherwise 
would have to be bought and maintained year round. 

3. Leasing enables our cooperative to supplement its 
private motor vehicle fleet when its capacity is 
reached during peak demand periods. 

I*.  Leasing motor vehicles reduces the magnitude of our 
cooperative's  administrative burden.  (i.e. personnel 
requirements, garage requirements, accounting requirements, 
etc.) 

5. Other (Spec^i/)  

6. Other (Spe(U.^)_ 

7. Other [Spzcl^y)_ 

Cotvtcnue to qaejiixon  1.0-8 
10-B. Did your cooperative lease any full-time professional drivers 

for straight trucks and/or truck-tractors during the year ending 
December 31, 1975? 

(Check one only) 

Yes I      7  Then proceed -to 10-C 

No      /      /       P£ea4e iktp 10-C and proceed to 
""si       quu.tA.on II. 

(OVER) 
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10-C.  Please explain your cooperative's reasons for leasing full-tine drivers. 

11. In the following table, please list the principal commodities hauled 
by your cooperative's owned or leased straight trucks and truck-tractors 
EXCLUSIVE OF All SHORT TERM LEASE AGREEMENTS SUCH AS TRIP LEASING OR 
LEASING AGREETCNTS FOR THIRTY DAYS OR LESS,  and UturtCLU  the percent 
each commodity represents of total tons hauled during 1975. 

PRLNCIPAL  COMMODITIES   [Liit] PERCENT OF TOTAL TONS 
HAULED DURING  1975 

a. 

[PeAzuiiage. ihotrfd total 
to 100%) 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f.     All  other(s) 

Sk-SS 

57-59 

60_62 

63-65 

66-68 

69-71 

TOTAL TONS  HAULED   . 100% 

MOTOR TRUCK MIUAfiF 

12.     Please  list  the  total miles  traveled by  all  owned  or   leased  straight 
trucks  and/or  tmck-tractors  operated  by your  cooperative  during  1975, 
EXCLUSIVE OF ALL SHORT TERM LEASE AGREEMENTS SUCH AS TRIP LEASING OR 
LEASING AGREEMENTS FOR THIRTY DAYS OR LESS.    16 youA. A^ponie ii 

'        e^timaXzd, piexat uiteA "E" a&ttA the. faLquAi inponXzd. 

  [No.  orf mitu) 
{7}    1-9 

I^ !/ouA MtAporUie. ii ^i£, tlizn proceed to qaution 16, otiie/uu-iiz 
a/wweA qu.t&£Lon 13. 
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INTRASTATE VSt  IMERSTATE MOVSMENTS 

13.    Six states are listed below.  Please estimate the percentage of your 
cooperative's total miles , as reported in question 12, traveled in each 
state during the year ending December 31, 1975.  Estimates should be 
exclusive of all short term leasing apreemonts. 

If your answer for any item is NQNg., pCciMe iwuXi.  tlli.  a-iguAd 
"0"  in t.'iii uppxop-xldte. coluinn. 

STATE PERCENTAGE 

{P&nczntagui ihoiUd total to  /00a) 
a. California     

*       10-12 

b. Idaho     
    i )-is 

c-  0re8on        ,6-, a 

d. Montana     
    19.21 

e. Utah         ,,   ,      2 2-211 

f. Washington       2 5-2 7 

G.   All other  states   (SpecilSy)     

      2 6-3 0 

Total     100% 
Coatinue to qaUXlon  14. 

1':.   In the following table, please estimate the percent of your cooperative's 
total truck mileage for straight trucks and truck-tractors only» as reported 
in question 12, which represents intrastate movements (wi-t/iin a itntc) 
interstate movements (tiefroeoi bto-tzi) .     If your answer for any item is 
l>10NE< P-tdii w.tite. the.  ^iguAC "0" -in -die appropriate an-sweA Apace. 

A.  TYPE OF MOVEMENT PERCENT OF TOTAL MILES DRIVEN 
(PeAceniagei ihould total -to 100%) 

1. Intrastate (within a state) 

a. Movements between points within Washington          {^J 1_3 

b. Movements between points within a single 
state other than Washington.   (EXAItPT.E: an 
Oregon - based truck that travels only in 
Oregon, but is owned by a firm based in 
Washington.)       it-6 

2. Interstate (between states) 

a. A movement originating in Washington and 

going to another state   

b. A movement originating in another state and 
comini» to Washington.  (EXAMPLE: a firm based in 
Washington which has branches in other states, 

receives products from its out-of-state branches.)   JI-II 

[PanX  C -ii continudd on the.  nex-t page. 

(OVER) 
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A movement not coming into or out of Washington but 
still is considered an interstate movement. 

TOTAL   100Z 

If your cooperative's motortrucks were enRaged in interstate movements, 
then oniweA (juaiiion /4-S, othtLAMJie. p-toceed -to qu.tAti.on Z5 on -the. nixt. 
page. 

14-B. 1.  Please estimate the total number of interstate trips taken by all 
straight trucks and truck-tractors owned or leased by your coopera- 
tive in 1975, EXCLUSIVE OF ALL SHORT TERM LEASE AGREEMENTS, SUCH AS 
TRIP LEASING OR LEASING AGREEMENTS FOR THIRTY DAYS OR LESS, 

  (No. 0(S iAApi) 

What percent of these  interstate  trips   (beAuecn iiatti)   had 
RETURN LOADS or LOADED BACK-HAULS in either direction?   [ReXaAn 
loadi oi badi-luuuLi a,xz dii-uxed cu tho&i mouxjtg -en -C/ie oppoiitz 
dOitcXion od the. majo-l luwl.     If your answer  to  this question is 
yOj^, p£eaie uiteA the. frigwie. "0" and proceed to question 15 on 
•die ntxt page, otheAuiUe. aniweA tlvu question and paAX 3 0(5 question 
M-8 beZovi. . 

  (S 0(5 VUpi) 

3.     In  the table below,  please enter the percent of return loads or 
loaded back-hauls reported  in Part 2 above,  which are  represented 
by  the following CommodiXy ctcLi&J.&J.catlonA.     If your answer  to any 
item is UQI^, p-deoie znteA the. i-Lgivie. "0" in. -die opptop/LoaXe 
an&uxji Apace. 

PERCENT   OF  BACK-HAULS 
COMMODITY CLASSIFICATION (PeAcenXageA ikould total to 100%) 

a. Your own or members'  goods            32-3i« 

b. Exempt  agricultural  commodities, 
(o-dieA iiioit tkoie. ■bwoX.ve.d -in I/OUA 
own oi mmbeAb' goodi Liited above)         JS-J? 

c. All others  (-i.e.,  tsUp leobing,  non- 
exempt commodLU-Ot, etc.)   ,, ■,   . 

TOTAL     100Z 

Continue, to quution 15 
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15.     Please  estimate  the  percentage  of   total miles   traveled by  straight 
trucks  and/or  truck-tractors,   as   reported   in  question  12,  which  are 
represented  by   fixed  routes  and/or   random  routes. 

Feted .loiUci invoZve. &Lx£d timt-b oft dtLLveAij, pickup a>ui 
ivituccc.    Random xoatu  iiwotve. no i-Lxnd CirtH ciS dzLLveAij, 
pickup, o-i scivicz. 

ROUTE 

a. Fixed   route   .... 

b. Random  route   ... 

C.     Other   (Special/) 

PERCENT  OF  MILES 
(Pe-ice^age,* iiwuld total -to  1005) 

      "i-6 

TOTAL     100Z 

Continue   to question  16 

GEMERA1. TRANSPQRTATiag SERVICES 

16.     Did  your cooperative   (including  subsidiaries  and branches)   own  or 
lease  (THIS SHOULD  INCLUDE ^L ihoiA tvun icoie ptou   iuclt aj   tup 
icajoig,  ox -teajoig aq\i.vnz\\t^   j^O-X t'lLxtiJ daiji  on. tzii)   any barges, 
rail  cars,   ships,   tow or   tugboats,   and  pipelines  as  of  December   31, 
1975?   

YES    / /      Then an&uieA quea-tion 16-A bttcui. 

NO    / /      T/ien aniWi question  17-A. 
1 3=2 

16-A.     In   the   table  below,   please  enter  the   type  of   transportation  equipment, 
other  than notor vehicles,   owned  or  leased  by your  cooperative   in 
1975.     If  your  answer   for any  type  of  equipment   is  NQfj^   pidCLiii. 
wu-te Can juju-Ki "0" in tliu. appiopiixtz cotimm. 

NUMBER OF  BARCES,   RAIL  CARS,   SHIPS,   TOW ,\ND TUGBOATS, 
AND  PIPELINES  OWNED  OR  LEASED AS  OF DECEMBER  31,   1975 

Type of 
ownership 

Barses Rail cars Ships Tow and 
Tugboats Pipeline Dry cargo Tank Tank Hopper | Other Dry cargo Tank 

Owned 

«....,),-,«_ •} 

u-is 1 7-1 9 20-22 2 1-25 26-28 29-31 33-31. 3 5-37 38-1.5 

Leased 

4 6-1. 8 US-SI 52-514 55-57 58-60 6 1-6 3 ll"} 
1-3 

•.-6 7_li. 

(OVER) 
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TRMSP0RTAT10NA1 PFRSONNFL 
17-A.  Is anyone in your cooperative assigned the responsibility of over- 

seeing transportation activities? 

(Cliec/i one. only) 

YES /  /  T/icn proceed -to qaution  /7-8. 
is =-i 

NO /  7 Plza-iz  ifcip 17-8 cuxd pwczzd to 
15 = 2  qatition 18 

17-B.  Please provide the following information for those individuals 
who are responsible for overseeing transportation activities in 
your cooperative. ALL INFORmTION WILL BE HELD IN STRICT 
CONFIDENCE. 

1. Name   

Official Title 

Approximate percent of time spent overseeing transportation 
activities  %       Age   

17-19 20-21 

No. of years working for firm   
22   2 3 

No. of years of transportation related experience   

Major responsibilities of this individual: 

26 -  28 

Please indicate the highest level of education completed 

  No. of Years 
29 -  10 

2. Name   

Official Title   
3 1 

Approximate percent of time spent overseeing transportation 

activities  '/•     Age 
32 - 3U 

No. of years working for firm   

No. of years of transportation related experience 

Major responsibilities of this individual   

u i - * J 

Please Indicate the highest level of education completed 

No. of Years 



3.     Name 

Official Title   

Approximate  percent  of   time  spent  overseeing   transportation 

activities  Z        Age   
2-14                                                         s - 6 

No.   of  years working  for  firm   
7-8 

No. of years of transportation related experience 

Major responsibilities of this individual   

A.     Name 

Official Title   

Approximate percent of  time spent  overseeing transportation 

activities  7.     '  Age   
17.19 20-21 

No. of years working for fins  
22 - 2 ] 

No.   of  years of   transportation related  experience   

Major responsibilities of  this  Individual   

5.     Name 

Official Title   

Approximate  percent  of  time  spent overseeing  transportation 

activities % Age ________^___ 
32  -  )t. 35-36 

No. of years working for firm ^  
r? - 3 a 

No.   of years of  transportation related experience   

Major responsibilities of  this Individual   

P£eaie ikip to qu<U>-tton 19 
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TTTST 

11-13 

Please  indicate  the highest level of  education completed No. of yeai 

2 6-28 

Please  indicate  the highest  level of  education completed No. of yeai 

!• 1   -   1.3 

Please indicate the highest level of education completed No. of year 

(OVER) 
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18 NOTE.     If  your  cooperative  presently  does  not  employ  a   traffic,   transportation, 
or   fleet manager   (■t/itie ate  comnoi\   fxt.f.e.s   (,01  uidivi.dua.ti wko Cllt u,iuCLttiJ 
aiscgneti XJie. uiifc Ojj -Jupe-tuuuig  tunvifOttJ-tion actcv.ctce.1)   answer ques- 
tions   18-A and   18-B,   otherwise  please skip   to question  19. 

18-A.     Please  rank,   in order of   Importance,   the  reasons why  your  cooperative 
does not  employ  a  traffic,   transportation or   fleet  manager  at   the  present 
time.     {Slo.   1  uidiccUti moit impo/UaiU -itLciion,  Ho.  2 uevt important,  e-Cc.) 

Reasons Rank 

a. Insufficient   transportation  activity   to  keep 
individual  fully  employed     (12}   1 

b. Transportation  activities   are  assigned  to  other 
personnel within  the  cooperative        2 

c. The above indicated positions are not consistent with 
present levels and lines of responsibility within the 
cooperative's  organizational  structure        3 

d.     Other   (SpeoLiSy) 

13-B.     Does  your  cooperative  intend  to  employ  a  traffic,   transportation  or 
fleet  manager within the  next  5  years? 

YES   / / NO   / / DON'T  KNOW  / / 
5 = 1 s := 2 s = ] 

IF YOU MARKED YES, please check below whether the individual(s) will be 
employed full-time (spending 30 or more hours per week on transportation 
activities) or part-time (spending less than 30 hours a week on trans- 
portation activities). 

FULL-TIME   6 - 9 

PART-TIME    , - ! , 

Coatcnuc to CfUZ&tion  19 

19.  In the following table, please enter the number of Full-Time and Part- 
Time employees engaged In your cooperative's private motor fleet oper- 
ation as of December 31, 1975.  (Full-Time employees are those who spend 
30 or more hours per week on transportation activities, while Part-Time 
employees spend less than 30 hours per week.) 
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If  your answer  for  any  position  listed  belo-.;  is j\[Ot]£, 
.wlciiii I'.'tc-tc 6'ie jijo-ie "0" -in .;/ie appiopii/Ue. coiwmi. 

•- Number  of   full- Number  of   part- 
Title  of  position time  personnel time  personnel 

30 oi mote ZioittJ 
.pCA week dcu/ui pel iceefc 

16-19 u e-1. s 

a. Transportation  manaRor 
19-21 1.9-51 

b. Traffic  manncier 
22-2'. 52-5U 

. 5-u Dispatcher 
25-27 55-57 

,1. Garage  foreman 
28-30 5t)-60 

c. Mechanic 

L . Drivers   {dA.Lvi.1i oi ifiaiglit 
.fctuc/M,  -CAuck-CiactoM and 

3 1-) 3 61-63 

nV-ViCtjjti undi/l 
J<.-36 6<.-66 

!\- Clerical  staff 
37-39 67-69 

_h Other   [Spe.cif,u) 
nO-i.2 {"}>-• 

Other   (Spect^/l 
■. 3-'<5 1.-6 

,1 TOT,U.   EMPLOYEES 

Corvtinue. to queAtion 20-A. 

FU.l-TIML P^FFSSIOilAL l^IV-iRS 

20-A.     In  the  table  below,   please  enter  the  number  of  your  cooperative's  Full- 
Time  professional drivers,  only   those  employed   full-time  30 or more 
hours  per week,   to drive  straight   trucks  and   truck-tractors,   according 
to   their  years  of  employment with  your cooperative. 

YEARS   EMPLOYED   BY  YOUR COOPERATIVE 

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 30 &  over 

dumber of 
professional 
drivers 

mber  of  d , 

(OVER) 
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20-8.   In the table below, pleasu enter the number of your cooperative's 
Full-Time professional drivers, only those employed full-time to drive 
straight trucks and truck tractors, according to their total years 
of professional drivint; experience. 

TOTAL  YEARS   OF   PROFESSIONAL  DIUVIMC   EXPKKIENCE 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 30 and  over 

Number of 
professional 
drivers. 

-  numbeA oft d 

Continue fo queAti.cn  21-A 
21-A.  What percent of your cooperative s Full-Time professional drivers 

are bonded?  7. 
J5 — 37 

If your drivers are bonded answer question 21-B, otherwise skip 
to question 21-C. 

21-B.  Please estimate the average bond coverage, in dollars, carried on 
your professional drivers. 

21-C.  Does your cooperative conduct a professional driver training pro- 
gram?  (Usually this is a program designed to train new drivers 
how to operate fleet trucks, and/or involves periodic classroom 
instruction and road tests to acquaint all driver personnel with 
new driving regulations and vehicle modifications.) 

(Check one. only) 

YES /  7 ..6=1 NO 

21-P.  Does your cooperative inspect its professional drivers' 
annually or more frequently? 

licenses 

YES 

(Check one only) 

NO OO    i.7_2 

21-E.  Does your cooperative conduct an organized Fleet Safety Program? 
(Fleet Safety Programs usually are intended to prevent the occur- 
rence of personal injuries and vehicle accidents.) 

(C/ieck one only) 

YES /  / .,8 = 1 NO  L /   M = S 

21-F.        Do any  of  your  straight   trucks  and/or   truck-tractors  have mounted 
tachographs  (an iniiAwnejit aied to izcold dacZou iuc/t <u> mctzagz, 
ipttd, -tune,   ttc. I. 

I Check one only) 

YES NO 
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PLEASH  li ID I CAP.": THE hUfBUR OF VBIICLHS OPcR/'.TCD 
3Y VOUR COOPERATIVE  li-IUIICH TACHOGRAPHS ARE 
INSTALLED. 

  NO.    0^   VCkidtA 

2t-G.  How many moving accidents have been incurred by your full-time 
professional drivers over the last five years? 

 No. o^ accUdznti 

Cotituiue. to qatition 22 

MAINTENANCE 

27. In  the  table below,   please  rank who  is   reponsible   for maintaining 
(actual work)   each  type  of  vehicle  operated  by  your  cooperative 
according  to  their  contribution   to   total  maintenance work   (I,   2,   3, 
.   .   .  Wo.   / txLtug ■•uwikc.d ti'te lugknit.    The. xank-uigs ihouZd be made 
on a coiamn-bij-column bculi.    Pdcaie otter IJOUA. laiik-Lng and not thz 
nmnbat o.-j vzh-iciti]. 

If  your  answer  for  any   item  is (vJQtlJ^,  p£eaie wlVcte  t/ie  ^iguAZ  "0" 
in  tJit upp-XopxiaXz colu/nn. 

Responsible for 
maintenance 

Type of vehicle                 I 
Straight 
trucks 

Truck 
tractors Trailers Pickups Forklifts 

1 

Cars 

a.  The cooperative's 
own garage 

ss 61. {"•} l 7 i) 1 9 

b.  A contract 
garaged' 

59 65 8 i« :o 

c.  A vehicle 
dealer's garage 

60 66 8 i $ 21 

d.  A vehicle manu- 
facturer's garage 

61 67 1 0 1 6 22 

e.  A lessor(s) 
garage 

62 68 1 1 1 7 2 3 

f.  Other (Spec-i^i/l 
63 69 12 i a 21. 

a/ 
Contract garage:  an independent garage other than the place where the 
vehicle was purchased.  The cooperative often sends out specialty work to 
these garages which is not done ac the cooperative's own garage (i.e., 

filling station, welding shops, etc.). 

(OVER) 
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Does  your  cooperative have  a  schcduLed preventive maintenance and 
repair  program?   (This  usually  involves servicing and  maintaining 
vehicles  at  regular   intervals   in order to  reduce  the occurrence of 
breakdowns). 

(Cliecfe one onlij) 

YES    dJ   25=1 NO    CO   25=2 

24, Docs  your  cooperative  have a  planned  vehicle  replacement  policy? 
(Tdti cin'tcn ■LiwoLvu ■izpiacing vzliLclu uf.tXtiiiig ctttf-ca jucfi cw 
cjiguieoung tpzcldicatiom, age o^ ue/tttdc, and othzA. MziiioXz 
uXiU.zaXA.on oMXtrvia. uiabtiihzd bij tliz coopeAattue. 

(C/tecfe one onttj) 

YES ■ CU     26=1 NO  CZD     36^2 

25. Docs your cooperative use performance standards to evaluate its motor 
vehicle operations? (Performance standards are ZitabiLihzd levels of 
performance that vehicles ihoatd aXXauxduring their operation,) 

(C/iecfe one only) 

VES   l~l      2 7=! M   1~1       2 7 = 2 

OPERATING RECORDS AND REPORTS 

26.  In the foUowing table, please indicate with an (X) the types of opera- 
ting records and reports used by your cooperative. (1^ addLtionaS.  Aoom 
•o needed, p£e<ue oXtac/i an additional ihzeX.)    SEE TABLE ON NEXT PAGE 
FOR QUESTION 26. 

NOTE: Eadt izcold and izponX iA bxiz^ly dzfiinzd in thz aJXazhzd  Appendix. 
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If  your  answ 
]M.t a itas/i   I 

er  for any  type of  record or report   is NONE,   pilettbc 
-]   in ttit apptopicatc aiiiioeA  ipacti. 

Type of report 

Type of vehicle 
Straight | 
trucks 

Truck 
tractors Trailers Pickups Cars Forklifts 

1. Driver repair 
request 

pleaae nark (X)  or C- i     i 29      I 1.2 1 s 29 a <1S}1 

2. Dispatch record 

21                     1 <• 3 57 2 1 6      1 30 

3. Fuel record 

10 >.I4 59 3 17 1> 

4. Shop ticket 
record 

11     j k 5 i3 •» 18 » 

I 5. Maintenance 
report 

12 1.6 £0 5 19 33 

|6. Vehicle history 
folder 

13 ■•7 61 6 20 J* 

7. Vehicle tonnage 
report 

I» 1,9 (2 7 2 1 3 5 

8. Vehicle mileage 
report 

15 >.9 6) a 22 16 

9. Tire report 

J6 50 
C 9 

23 37          1 

10. llotor vehicle 
cost record 

37 SI 65 1 0 J". 38 

11. Fleet cost con- 
trol report 

39 52 EG 1 1 25 I1'          1 

12. Other (Specify) 3) 53 67 12 26 ko 

13. Other (Specify) ■.0 S* 66 1 3 27 ki 

14. Other (Specify) H 55 69 l1* 23 Uz 

ContLmi to qae^itiun 27- A 

(OVER) 
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27-A.  Please enter the TOTAL EXPENSES incurred BY YOUR COOPERATIVE (including 
its branches and subsidiaries) as reported in its 197 5 Annual Audit 
Report. 

1/ 2/ 
27-B.  Please enter the TOTAL EXPENSES (operating— and overhead— ) incurred 

by your cooperative's PRIVATE MOTOR FLEET during its 1975 fiscal reporting 
period.  If you cannot report your cooperative's total expenses for all 
of the folloying vehicle c.itegorics (straight trucks, truck-cracti.-rs, 
pickups, trailers, forkllfts, and cars), please circle those categories 
for which you are reporting.  (I ft' XAci tW/JOiuie i.i   i.itiin.i.i.i!d,   pcerue pat 
an "E" afJ.tcA the.  jJtguAC ■in.poite.d.) $  

27-C. .Please enter the TOTAL TRWSPQRTAT10N LEASING EXPENSES (including 
short term lease plans such as trip leasing or leasing arrangeirents 
for thirty days or less) incurred by your cooperative during its 
1975 fiscal reporting period. llf,   t/ie iciponbt Li   t!A-t.<jr\at<ld,   ptollC 
puX an  "E" a&te/t the.  (S-tguAe MpwUcd.) 

27-D.  In the table on the following page, please report or estimate the 
actual expenses incurred by your cooperative for each vehicle category 
listed during its cooperative's .1975 fiscal reporting period.  If you 
are unable to report the dollar amount for each type of vehicle category, 
please estimate the approximate percentage each vehicle category expense 
represents of your cooperative's total private motor fleet expenses as 
reported in question 27-B above. 

— Operating expenses :   Expenses, directly chargeable to individual vehicles 
which vary directly with vehicle miles traveled and tonnage hauled, such as 
over-che-road expenses of drivers and road service, fuel, oil, maintenance 
[labo-l  Olid paxti] ,   tires and tubes, driver and helper wages and body repair- 
llaboA. cuid panXi) , etc. 

2' 
— Overhead expenses :    Expenses directly chargeable to individual vehicles 

which do not vary with vehicle miles traveled or tonnage hauled, such as 
depreciation, taxes, licenses, permits, insurance, and interest in invest- 
ment, fringe benefits, utilities, office and garage supplies, garage rental, 
and traffic or transportation management personnel salaries and related 
expenses, etc. 



If  your  nnsuer  for  any   item is yQfJ^,   pl&aitl iiiU-tC  die  faguAC. "0" in  tilt 
(ipptop-tiafil column. 
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Vehicle  Category 
Total   motor  vehicle 
operating'   and 
overhead^.'   expenses 

a.     Straifiht   trucks 

do I. lam 
(IS)     1-7 

b.     Pickups 

a-.- 

c.     Truck-traccors 

1 5-21 

J.     Trailers 

22-28 

a.     Cars 

29-3 5 

f.     Forklifts 

J6-U 2 

g.     Other  (Specif:/) 

k ]-50 

Estimated  percent  ot" 
total  expenses   (reported 
In  Question  27-B)                 J 

5 i- -53 

pa 'cvnta je 

51.- -56 

57- -59 

60-62 

6 3 -65 

6E -ea 

69 -71 

100% 

1,2/ 
See question 27-B's footnotes for a definition of operating and overhead 
expenses. 

PLEASE ESTIMATE THE TOTAL TIf>E IT HAS TAKEN YOU TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE: 

{17} 1-6 

(OVER) 
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PLEASE ADD ANY ADDITIONAL COf-MENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE CONCERNING THIS 
SURVEY OR YOUR PRIVATE FLEET'S OPERATIONS INCLUDING PROBLEMS YOU FEEL 
SHOULD BE EXAMINED FURTHER. 

PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE TO 
THE DEPARTT-ENT OF AGRICULTURAL AND RESOURCE ECONOMICS, OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY, 
CORVALLIS / OREGON 97331. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 

YOU WILL BE PROVIDED WITH A REPORT SUMMARIZ- 
ING THIS STUDY AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. 
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APPRNDIX 

A.     ora;A,\'i:ATros'AL cussirrcATiON OF coonrrcATivcs.- 

1. Centralized Local Cooperative:  A local cooperative nssoc i :n i ■m wliicli 
is owned liy its niemiiei' patrons and usually has brandies located only 
in its home state. 

2. Centralized Local Cooperative and Member of RcKional Federated Coopera- 
tive:  A lec.il central iicil  cooperative which is also a member ot a 
federated cooperative. 

3. Warehouse or Pistribution Center: The main functions involve assembling, 
storini;, and <li st rihut ini; products. The warehouse or distribution center 
is designed to service cooperative members, not the general public. 

■1. licpional Centraliicd Cooperative:  A cooperative that usually services 
a multi-state area.  It often has branches located in more than one 
state.  The cooperative is owned by its members, similar to a central- 
ized local cooperative. Control and authority are centralized in the 
organi:ation's headquarter offices. 

5. Branch of Regional Centralized Cooperative:  Any wholly owned outlet 
operated by the regional centralized cooperative 

6. Regional Federated Cooperative:  A cooperative composed of existing 
local cooperatives on a single or multi-state basis.  Its function is 
to service its member cooperatives.  It may have its own brandies 
located over a single or multi-state area. 

7. Branch of Regional Federated Cooperative:  Any wholly owned outlet 
operated by the regional federated cooperative. 

B. TYPE OF Bl)Sr\'nSS ACTIVITY: 

S. Marketim; Cooperative:  Any cooperative that is predominantly engaged 
in assembling and/or distributing agricultural commodities. 

9. Farm Supply: Any cooperative that purcliases and/or distributes farm 
inputs and provides related services to farmers. 

10. Markctinfi and Farm Supply:  A combinarion of the above two. 

C. TYPE OF VEHICLE: 

11. Straight Truck: A self-propelled motor vehicle carrying its load on 
its own wheels and designed for the transportation of goods. 

12. Truck-Trnctor: A motor vehicle designed primarily for drawing truck 

trailers, and also constructed so as to carry part of the veighc and 
load of a semi-trailer. 

(OVER) 
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13. Pic'.up Truck:  A voliicle with an open hox type of lunly specifically 
3L'Mi|'.iii73 To-curry li);lit to inLcrmediacc loads. 

14. Car:  A self-propelled vehicle used for passenger transportation. 

J5. Scr.ii-Trai Icr:  A trailer equipp<-<l with one or more axles, and con- 
sTYucUd so that a suhstantia 1 part of its weii'.lit and load is 
carried by a truck-tractor. 

1G. I'u 11 Trai Icr:  A trailer constructed so that practically all of its 
weight and load rests upon its own wheels and which is usually towed 
by another motor vehicle. 

17. Pork 1 i fts:  An off-road vehicle specifically dcsifjucd to load, unload, 
and stack freight. 

D.  MiAsr. ,w,iu:i;.:;D.TS: 

18. Lessor:  An individual who possesses ownership of assets.  The 
individual contracts his rights to the use of said assets to other 
individuals for compensation usually through a lease agreement. 

19. Lessee: The individual who obtains the right to use assets of the 
Lessor for a specified time period, specific use, and at a specified 
rate of compensation. 

20. Lease: The contractual agreement between the Lessor and Lessee 
regarding use of a specific asset for a specific time period and 
a specific rate of compensation. 

L.   TRANSPORTATION I'CI'SON.'.'P.L: 

21. TrnCfic and Transportation Hnn.-ip.or:  These terms often are used inter- 
changeably in many firms.  In some instances; however, a transportation 
manager may be considered over the traffic manager in the organisational 
structure.  Their responsibilities include developing and administering 
rules and regulations conforming with general policies of the t'irn which 
cover supervising the operation and maintenance of the truck fleet. 

22. Dispntchcr:  The individual responsible for deciding what route a 
dTIver will use for delivering a load, and for coordinating shipping 
times to reduce dead time for all concerned parties. 

23. Garage Porcn.in:  The individual responsible for managing the shop 
which services, inspects, and repairs motor vehicles. 

24. Mechanic:  The individual responsible for repairing and inspecting 
vehicles. 

25. Professional Driver:  An individual primarily responsible (full-time) 
lor driving straight trucks and truck-tractors. 
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26. Driver Helper:  Assists the Driver in luiulinp,, unloading, and 
driviny. 

27. Clerical Staff:  Responsible for clerical work associated with 
motor fleet operating, and maintenance activity. 

OPIiRATINC RliCORDS AM) RHPORTS: 

28. Driver Repair Rot|uest:  A record used by drivers to call to the 
attention of maintenance personnel defaults observed in vehicles. 

29. Dispatch Record:  A record used to account for veliicle route schedul- 
ing, load time, approximate return time, and commodity hauled. 

30. h'ucl Record: A record of all fuel purchases for a vehicle. 

31. Shop Ticket:  A record listing the type of work and cost of work 
performed by a garage on an individual vehicle. 

32. Maintenance Report:  A periodic summary of all maintenance work 
performed on an individual vehicle or a number of vehicles. 

33. Vehicle History Polder:  A permanent record, by individual vehicle, 
of all repair and maintenance activity and operating performance 
data such as miles driven, commodity hauled, etc. 

34. Vehicle Tonnayc Report:  A report used to provide continuous informa- 
tion on the total weight which has been hauled by a vehicle over a 
specified time period. 

35. Vehicle Mileage Report:  Used to provide continuous information on 
the total miles driven by a vehicle for a specific time period. 

36. Tire Record:  Used to record information pertaining to each 
individual tire, i.e., date purchased, date and mileage rotated, 
date and mileage tire taken off vehicle. 

37. Motor Vehicle Cost Record:  A continuing record of total individual ■ 
vehicle cost and perrormance information. 

38. Fleet Cost Control Report:  A periodic summary report of all costs 
associated with a firm's motor vehicle fleet operations over a 
specified time period. 


