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FOREWORD · 

The bulk of the livestock marketed in the Corn Belt states is 
transported to market by motortruck. The war emergency made 
necessary greater conservation and efficiency in the use of all 
transportation · facilities. The Corn Belt Livestock Marketing 
Research Committee, with the cooperation of the Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics, undertook a research study of efficient trans
portation of livestock, other farm products, and farm supplies. 

This study was begun in the spring following the attack on Pearl 
Harbor. It was important tpen that information be obtained which 
would be helpful to farmers, truckers, livestock markets, the Office 
of Defense Transportation, and others interested in arriving at a 
sound basis for improving the efficiency with which transportation 
facilities, particularly trucks, were being operated. The study com
prised the following phases: 

·(1) Transportation arrangements in selected local communities 
to determine the facilities available, the volume of inbound 
and outbound traffic, the origins and destinations of ship
ments, and the type of carriers. 

(2) Livestock assembly in the country. 
(3) Extent to which trucks delivering livestock to markets were 

loaded to capacity. 
(4) Nature and extent of return loads. 
(5) Existing railroad facilities for handling livestock at shipping 

points in the country. 
The four phases of the study dealing with truck transportation 

of livestock were so planned that they could be conducted independ
ently. Representatives of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, and South Dakota actively 
participated in the project. Some confined their study to one phase, 
some to two, and others included all phases. Work on each phase 
was conducted according to plans developed by the Technical Com
mittee. The study of the availability of railroad loading facilities 
at country shipping points was made by the. Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics. 

When the proj ect was first undertaken the Committee assumed 
that each participating state would assemble the data into separate 
state reports for the immediate use of war emergency agencies and 
those concerned with the current livestock transportation problem. 
As the studies neared completion it became apparent · that the prin
cipal findings should be presented in a regional report. 

I. B. JOHNSON 

General Chairman 



SUMMARY 
In transporting livestock, many motortrucks were found to be 

operated inefficiently, both in assembling animals from farms and 
in hauling ·the loads to market. Inefficient assembly was often the 
result of lack of effective cooperation among farmers and truckers 
in planning marketing and transportation. In many cases, livestock 
could have been assembled from farms into loads with less travel 
if farmers had agreed with their neighbors to market on the same 
day, to sell ·less frequently and in larger lots, to sell Oat the same 
market, to engage the same trucker to haul the livestock, and to 
notify the truckers in advance and allow them some latitude as to 
day of marketing, so they could by properly planning the routes 
assemble full loads with minimum travel. 

The practice of hauling livestock to market in less than full truck 
loads was found to be rather common. Trucks which haul livestock 
relatively long distances to the larger markets were on an average 
loaded more nearly to capacity than were those which traveled 
short distances to local markets. The large size motor-trucks 
were more generally loaded to capacity,or carried loads that 
were a greater percentage of their capacity, than the smaller 
trucks. Loads 100 per cent of the normal net capacity of the 
vehicles were carried by 29 per cent of the pickup trucks, 39 per cent 
of the standard trucks, and 54 per cent of the semi-trailers and truck
trailers. Loads less than 50 per cent of their· normal net capacity 
were hauled by 31 per cent of the pickup trucks, 16 per cent of the 
standard trucks, and 4 per cent of the semi-trailers and truck-trailers. 
Lighter than capacity loads are recommended in cases where the 
truck bodies are so s~alI that loading to c'apacity weight results 
in overcrowding the animals. This is not uncommon when trans~ 
porting calves, hogs, and sheep in trucks without decks. . Over
crowding tends to increase death losses, bruising, crippling and 
shrinkage. 

Return loads were hauled by 62 per cent of the pickup trucks, 
55 per cent of the · standard trucks, and 39 per cent of the semi
trailers and truck-trailers. Of the trucks hauling cargo on the 
return trip, loads of 100 per cent or more of normal net capacity 
were carried by 18 per cent of the pickup trucks, 22 per cent of 

. the standard trucks, and 45 per cent of · the semi-trailers and truck
trailers. 

Standard trucks are the most common type used for hauling live
stock, ·comprising 83 per cent of those for which data were obtained. 
Thirteen per cent was semi-trailers and truck-trailers, and 4 per 
cent pickup trucks. Pickup trucks were more commonly used by · 
farmers than by for-hire haulers. Of all trucks included in the 
study, 43 per cent had floor areas of from 80 to 99 square feet, and 



28 per cent had floor areas of from 100 to 119 square feet. More 
than one-half of the trucks were 1940 and 1941 models. Three per 
cent was 1933 model or older. At the Kansas City market, trucks 
operated 100,000 miles or more . comprised 16 per cent of those 
studied in 1942, but 48 per cent of those included in 1943. 

The proportion of the livestock transported by rail increased in 
1942 and 1943 compared with 1941. Cattle received by truck at 68 
public stockyards comprised 70 per cent of the total in 1941, 64 
per cent in 1942, and 58 per cent in 1943. Truck receipts of hogs as 
percentage of total receipts, at these markets were 70 per cent in 
1941, 69 per cent in 1942, and 67 per cent in 1943. The proportion of 
calves and sheep received by truck decreased relatively little. In 
addition to increasing the number of stock cars loaded, the cars 
were loaded to heavier weights, and larger proportions of hogs and 
sheep were moved in double-deck as compared with single-deck ears. 

Pickup trucks and small standard trucks are especially suited for 
local hauling, for assembling small lots of animals and for hauling 
on unimproved roads. The larger trucks are best suited for hauling 
longer distances, provided road conditions are satisfactory. 

In assembling livestock, trucks . should be routed so that sizeable 
loads can be picked up with a minimum of travel. Pickup service 
in an area may need to be limited to one or a few days per week. 
Assembling small lots of livestock from farms for delivery to local 
points at which transfer is made to larger trucks for transporta
tion to market is often advisable. Capacity loads should be hauled, 
and cross-hauling should be avoided insofar as possible. Livestock 
trucks, after being thoroughly cleaned and disinfected, may be used 

. to haul return loads of fertiliz·er, seed, feed, lumber, farm machinery, 
and other products. Cargo for the return trip that requires an undue 
amount of travel for distribution should be discouraged. During the 
emergency, consideration should be given to converting a higher 
proportion of the long-distance movement of livestock from truck 
to rail, provided the railroads ' can handle the increased volume and 
transportation by rail is not disadvantageous' to the shipper. 

Informal interested groups can serve to promote the efficient use 
of livestock trucks. They can adopt rules for farmers and truckers 
to follow with respect.to ordering trucking service, listing the live
stock to be marketed, routing of trucks for assembly of loads, and 
time of shipment. Cooperative shipping or transportation associa
tions may be set up where they will increase marketing efficiency. 
Trucking efficiency in an area may also be increased and transportation 
costs reduced by clearing houses set up by truckers to direct ~he truck
ing servic" 



Trucking Livestock 
In The Com Belt Region 

By CORN BELT LIVESTOCK MARKETING RESEARCH COMMITTEEl 

THE LIVESTOCK TRANSPORTATION PROBLEM 
The entry of the United States into the W.orld War in December 

1941 set in motion factors that profoundly affected the national 
economy and the normal life of the people. Industrial activity was 
largely shifted from peacetime pursuits to the production of war 
materials and other goods that would directly contribute to the war. 
The output of agricultural products was materially increased. The 
large production of war materials and food products, combined with 
the movement of troops, resulted in an increased demand for trans
portation and gradually brought about shifts in the use of transpor
tation facilities. 

Coincident with the increased volume of farm production, some 
transportation facilities have been curtailed. Transportation by 
motor vehicles has been most affected. Following the entry of the 
United States into the war, production of trucks and automobiles 
for civilian use was discontinued, and some of the new vehicles then 
in stock were requisitioned for military purposes. Most sources of 
the pre-war supply of natural rubber were cut off, and the existing 
stockpile was largely reserved for use by the armed forces. . The 
manufacture of repair and replacement parts for motor vehicles 
was restricted and, although some production has been resumed, 
output has continued below the pre-war normal. Many mechanics 
and truck drivers entered the armed services or went to work in war 
industries. Coastal shipping was drastically curtailed because of 
the shortage of shipping facilities for this purpose, and the hazards 
created by enemy submarines. The air service, both passenger 
and cargo, was restricted insofar as civilian use was concerned. 
Because of this curtailment of motor vehicle, water, and air trans
portation, more traffic has been shifted to rails, thus adding to the 
transportation burden of the railroads. Railroads are handling this 
larger volume of traffic with no appreciable increase in operating 
equipment. 

'The report was prepared by Knute Bjorka In collaboration with the other members of the 
committee. The personnel of the committee Is listed on the inside cover of this report. 
The Committee II'ratefully acknowledll'eB the cooperation of farmers, truckers, railroad 
officials, operators at markets, and others who furnished the information on which this 
report Is baaed. 
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Efficient utilization of transportation is desirable at all times but 
it becomes essential during a great emergency. During recent years 
the transportation of livestock by motortruck has become of para
mount importance. Practically all local and short-distance hauling 
of livestock is by motortruck, and trucks are used to a considerable 
extent for longer hauls. 

Some general information as to transportation of livestock by 
motortruck was available when this country entered the war. Data 
on truck and rail receipts have been released currently since 1916 
at several of the larger public markets and for shorter periods at 
more than 60 markets (34).2 In the Corn Belt, considerable detailed 
information was obtained as to the means of transportation used in 
1940 for delivering livestock to markets of various types, and for 
moving livestock from these markets (32). But to appraise prop
erly the adequacy of trucking facilities, to ascertain the efficiency 
with which the trucks were operated, and to make recommendations 
for effective utilization of the transportation service, much additional 
information was needed. 

Rail statistics, on the other hand, are fairly complete and are 
reported in considerable detail. This applies equally to the equip
ment maintained, to the facilities available, and to operations. 
Regarding railroad equipment for transporting livestock, data are 
available as to the number of stock cars in use and under repair. 
Information relating to stockyards and other facilities for handling 
livestock at local shipping points is not available from rail statistics 
but was assembled and analyz'ed for the roads operating in the Corn 
Belt (33). On operations pertaining to livestock transportation by 
rail, data are made available currently as to the number of cars 
loaded, classification of loadings by single- and double-deck, weight 
of loads, state of origin and state of destination of shipments. 
Movement of Livestock a Phase of General Transportation Problem 

Studies of general transportation arrangements, inc! uding both 
inshipments and outshipments of products, were made in 9 counties 
in Missouri (24, 25, 26) ; 12 counties in South Dakota (30); 1 county 
iIi Minnesota (19); 2 areas in 2 counties in Iowa (11, 12, 13, 14, 15) ; 
2 counties in Illinois (3, 4, 6) and 1 township in an Indiana county 
(7). Although these studies covered short periods, the information 
assembled revealed general transportation arrangements which prob
ably were .applicable over wider areas, · and at other times. 

The general studies on transportation show that in shipments com
prised a large variety of commodities, and that the products came 
from many points and were distribut~d--to-a-large number of re
ceivers. Likewise, outshipments iI}cl'iided a variety of commodities, 
were ~sl!embled from many shippers, and were moved to many 

'Numbers in ~arentheses refer to Literature Cited, palre 54. 
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destinations. Of the outshipments, livestock was an important com
modity in a considerable part of the region. During one week in 
the summer of 1942, 42 per cent of the tonnage moving out of 9 
counties in Missouri was livestock (26). In three of these counties, 
livestock constituted more than half of the total products hauled out. 
During the fall and winter, livestock represents an even greater pro
portion of all products moved out of these counties. 

Transportation within the counties studied was mainly by motor
truck. Motortrucks also were generally used for moving products 
both in and out of a county if the distances involved were relatively 
short. As distances increased, rail transportation was used to a 
greater extent. Products such as lumber and coal received from 
distant points, were usually transported by rail. Duplication of 
service was common, both in assembling and in distributing products. 

To balance evenly the movement of products in opposite directions 
between given points so that transportation facilities can be fully 
utilized is difficult. The lack of balance of movement applied to 
both motortruck and rail transportation. Even when the volume 
of products moving in each direction is approximately the same, 
those moving i:o. one direction may not lend themselves satisfactorily 
to the same means of transportation as those moving in the opposite 
direction. Some transportation equipment is not suitable for carry
ing return loads. Such products as petroleum, soft drinks, milk, 
and eggs are transported in containers that occupy as much space 
when empty as when fully loaded. 

The trucking equipment used for hauling livestock, although gen
erally of specialized nature, does lend itself to transporting some 
other products. Among these are farm machinery, feed, seed, fer
tilizer, lumber, fencing material, and miscellaneous goods shipped 
in wooden or fiber containers. After the livestock is unloaded, 
motortrucks should be thoroughly cleaned to prevent the spread . of 
animal diseases. This should be done whether they are to be used 
for return loads or for hauling other livestock. To the extent that 
return loads can be carried, they contribute to the better utiliz·ation 
of transportation facilities. 

HOW LIVESTOCK IS TRANSPORTED 
Since the advent of motortrucks, the transportation of livestock 

has undergone a revolutionary change. Nearly all livestock is now 
moved from farms by motortruck. A large ·proportion is trans
ported by truck the entire distance to market or to packing plant, 
either in a .single movement, or by stages. Most of the livestock 
delivered to markets or to packing plants by rail is first moved to 
local railroad shipping points or to assembly markets by motortruck: 
Some of the livestock arriving at the markets by rail are forwarded 
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from there by truck. This is in sharp contrast to the method of 
transportation used about a quarter century ago when the animals 
were delivered to the local shipping point by wagon or on foot, 
loaded on stock cars, then shipped to market by rail. 

For the Corn Belt, 20 per cent of all livestock marketed in 1940 
(in terms of carlot equivalents) was moved from farms in the 
farmers' own trucks, 63 per cent by hired truckers, 15 per cent by 
the buyers who took possession at the farms, and 2 per cent by other 
means (on foot and in wagons) (Table 5) (32). The proportion of 
the livestock delivered by each means varied considerably among 
different states. For-hire haulers were dominant in all states except 
Michigan. Farmers were second in importance, and buyers third. 

Since the advent of motortrucks, two significant trends apparently 
have been under way: (1) An increase in the volume of livestock 
picked up at farms by for-hire truckers; and (2) an increase in the 
volume of livestock transported by dealers who take possession at 
farms. Specific data showing the nature of these trends and the 
periods over which they have operated are not available but indica
tions are that they have been developing over a period of years, and 
that they probably have been closely associated with the increase 
in livestock trucking. 

Transporting Livestock to and from Various Types of Markets 
The extent to which truck and rail methods of transportation are 

used to deliver livestock to various types of markets varies. Varia
tions also occur in the extent to which these means are used for 
moving livestock from these markets. In the Corn Belt in 1940, all 
of the livestock received by local cooperative associations was de
livered by motortruck (Table 1). Delivery of livestock by truck to 
yards of dealers, to concentration yards or local markets, and to 
auctions, comprised more than 90 per cent of their respective totals 
(combined on basis of carlot equivalents). Slightly smaller propor
tions of the livestock bought direct at packing plants were delivered 
by motortruck. 

In 1940, motortruck receipts at the terminal public markets in 
this region represented 72 per cent of the total (34). Rail trans
portation was more important for delivering sheep and lambs to 
most markets than for delivering other species of livestock. The 
proportion of livestock delivered by motortruck a~d by r~il varied 
among states, and among individual markets. In general, the data . ~/ 
show that the proportion transported by motortruck decreased as 
distance to market increased. - --

Motortrucks were used f~r transport~ per cent of the live
stock from auc!i2rts.,and 75 per cen"tk6m assembly yards of dealers 
i~ ~..GorIf-'Belt in 1940. S~:ments by truck from concentration 

.. _yards or local mar~~!~~rised only one-fourth of the livestock 

. -.-
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TABLE 1 - A·PPROXIMATE PERCENTAGE OF ALL LIVESTOCK COMBINED ON BASIS OF 
CARLOT EQUIVALENTS, TRANSPORTED TO AND FROM MARKETS OF VARIOUS 

TYPES IN THE CORN BELT REGION, 19401/ 

Types of markets 

Local cooperative associations 
Dealers 
Concentration yards or local markets 
Auctions 
Packing plants, direct 
Terminal public markets 

100 
95 
92 
92 
87 
72 

o 
5 
8 
8 

13 
28 

48 
75 
26 
87 
'l./ 
31 

52 
25 
74 
13 
'l./ 
69 

1/ Data for local cooperative associations, dealers, concentration yards or l.ocal markets, 
auctions, and packing plants where purchases are made direct are from "Marketing Live
stock in the Corn Belt Region" by Corn Belt Livestock Marketing Research Committee, 
S. Dak. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bul. 365, tables 53, 54, 57, and 59-62. Data on receipts at terminal 

. public markets are from "Driven-In Receipts of Livestock, 1942," U.S. Food Distribution 
Administration, February 1943"; and on shipments from these markets from "Marketing 
and Transportatlon ·Sltuation", Bureau of Agricultural Economics, May 1944. 

In converting number of head to carlot equivalents the following factors were used: 
Cattle, 32· calves; 51; hogs, 90; and sheep and lambs, 220. These factors represent for 
each species the estimated average number of head shipped per rail stock car' (combining 
'single-decks and double-decks) In the United States In 1940. 

'l./ Not transported from packing plants. 

9 

moved out. Of the livestock moved from assembly points of local 
cooperative associations, about half was transported by truck and 
half by rail. Less than a third of the livestock shipped from terminal 
public markets was moved by motortruck (35). 

The extent to which truck and rail were used for transporting 
livestock from the various types of markets apparently is associated 
with the distances the livestock is moved. From many of the 
auctions the animals go mainly to nearby packing plants, and to 
farms in the community. Dealers dispose of some livestock to these 
outlets, but they also consign some to the terminal public markets. 
It is more common for dealers than for other agencies or markets 
to operate their own trucks. These they use extensively for hauling 
the livestock to markets as well as for local assembly. SQme cooper
ative associations also operate their own trucks, but many forward 
the livestock they handle by rail. At concentration yards or local 
markets a considerable part of the volume of livestock assembled 
is shipped by rail to packing plants, some of which are located rel
atively far away. 

Distances from which Markets and Agencies Receive Livestock 
From the data showing the proportion of the livestock received at 

different types of markets in the Corn Belt in 1940 (32), it was 
possible to ascertain the approximate average distances from which 
livestock of different species was received at these markets. The 
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average distance from which all livestock combined was received 
at a given type of market was ascertained by weighting the average 
distance for each species by the volume handled (in terms of carlot 
equivalents) that year.s 

The average distance from which the various markets and agencies 
in the region receive livestock varies greatly. In 1940, it ranged from 
9 miles for local cooperative associations to 79 miles for packing 
plants at which some or all of the livestock was bought direct 
(Table 2). Concentration yards or local markets "received their 
livestock from an average distance of about 49 miles, auctions about 
40 miles, and dealers about 31 miles. Corresponding information is 
not available for livestock received at the terminal public markets 
but the average distance is probably somewhat greater than for the 
other types of markets. 

TABLE 2 - APPROXIMATE AVERAGE DISTANCES FROM WHICH LIVESTOCK WAS RECEIVED 
AT VARIOUS TYPES OF MARKETS AND AGENCIES IN THE REGION, BY SPECIES 

AND COMBINED, 19401/ 

Sheep and All livestock 
Markets and agencies Cattle Calves Hogs lambs combined 

Miles Miles Miles Miles Miles 

Local cooperative associations 9 9 9 11 9 
Dealers 35 24 16 101 31 
Concentration yards or local markets 46 29 50 60 49 
Auctions 48 33 28 38 40 
To packers direct 80 73 77 115 79 

1/ Based on data from "Marketing Livestock in the Corn "Belt Reglon,' by Corn Belt 
Livestock Marketing Research Committee, S. Dak. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bul. 365, tables 63-67, 
pp . 175- 78. 

Average distances from which the various markets received live
stock were found to vary among species. In general, dealers obtained 
their hogs from areas neal'er by than they did other livestock, but 
calves received at concentration yards or local markets came the 
shortest average distance. The relatively greater average distance 
from which hogs were received at concentration yards or local 
markets probably reflects purchases made in other areas by dealers 
who delivered to these yards either by motortruck or by rail. Packers 
who bought direct got their sheep and lambs from greater distances 
than they did other species of livestock. Some of these came from 
western ranges. 

In estimating the approximate average distance from which live
stock was received at each type of market, the following were used 
to represent the various mileage ranges: Less than 10 miles, average 

'For details on method of weilrhtinlr"" footnote, Table 6. 
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6 miles; between 10 and 25 miles, average 17.5- miles; between 25 
and 50 miles, average 37.5 miles; and between 50 and 100 miles, aver
age 75 miles. For distances of more than 100 miles the average 
was estimated for each type of market, by states, on the basis of the 
probable origin of such receipts. This gives rather rough and 
arbitrary results which should be recognized when these averages 
are used. 

The average distance from which livestock was received at markets 
of different types varied among states (Table 6). Markets in Indiana 
received livestock from relatively short distances, but those in South 
Dakota, Missouri, and Illinois obtained theirs from relatively greater 
distances. Apparently, the variation in the average distance from 
which individual markets of a given type receive livestock is in
fluenced by the volume handled, the availability of supplies in 
adjacent territories, the existing competition for livestock from other 
buyers, and possibly other factors. 

Combination Truck Pickup and Rail Transportation 
Some railroads operating in Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin, and Missouri 

have inaugurated a combination truck-pickup and rail-transporta
tion service for livestock. By this arrangement, the 'railroads agree 
to accept livestock in less than carload lots at specified shipping 
points for movement to specified destinations, usually to terminal 
public markets. The railroads offer to have the livestock_collected 
from farms within a radius of 10 miles of the shipping point without 
cost to the shippers, provided the lots weigh 1,000 pounds or more. 
They contract with local truckers to assemble the livestock and to 
deliver- it to the railroad stockyards at the shipping points. If the 
farmers within this zone deliver their own livestock to the station, 
they are allowed for this service 3 cents per hundredweight which 
is deducted from the rail rate between the shipping point ,and destina
tion. Besides individual farmers, some local cooperative associations· 
and other assemblers of livestock have made use of this arrangement. 
The pickup service is rather extensively used at a limited number of the 
railroad stations in the area. 

Motortruck Registration in the Region 
Records are available as to the number of motortrucks registered 

in each state but the vehicles generally are not classified as to type, 
or use to which they are put. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
for some time has estimated the number of trucks on farms each 
year, by states, but no attempt · has been made to classify these 
vehicles more definitely. The Bureau also has estimated the number 
of automobiles on farms. Automobiles are often used for trans-



12 MISSOURI EXPERIMENT STATION BULLETIN 479 

porting li,vestock, either directly or for pulling trailers that carry 
the cargo. 

Since motortrucks appeared in the field of transportation, the 
number in operation has continued to. increase, reaching its peak 
in 1941 before production for civilian ~se was discontinued. In the 
14 states in the Corn Belt region (the 12 North Central States, ' 
Kentucky, and Oklahoma), the total number of trucks registered 
increased from 414,480 in 1921 to 1,734,506 in 1941 (Table 7):' In 
1942, registration dropped to 1,677,039. Data on motortruck regis
tration do not show the number equipped with livestock rack bodies, 
but it is not improbable that the trend in the number of livestock 
trucks in operation during this period has been similar to the trend 
iIi the total number of trucks registered. 

In 1931, the total number of all motortrucks on farms in the 14 
states in the region was 410,147 (Table 8). The number decreased 
to 371,428 in 1933, but since that year has increased. In 1942, it 
reached 471,699. Farm automobiles in the region numbered 2,166,477 
in 1930, and continued to decrease to 1934 when 1,845,293 were 
registered. The number has since increased, reaching a peak of 
2,477,496 'in 1942. Farm motortrucks and automobiles make up only 

- a-part-·oi"-the motor-iaGilities used for hauling livestock. Only about 
20 per cent of the livestock marketed in the region move from farms 
in the farmers' own vehicles (32). 
Th~ y.rearing out of trucka-witMut replacement rapfdly·-red-uces.._. 

th-e--number available for service. The situation now apparently 
would have been more critical than it is had it not been for two 
factors that were in operation at the time the emergency developed: 
(1) The number of livestock trucks in operation was considerably 
in excess of requir.ements; and (2) many truck operators, in antici
pation of restriction in output and advances in price, had traded 
their old trucks for new ones. The old trucks turned in were not 
taken out of use, but were being operated by other owners. Asa 
consequence, the aggregate number of trucks · available was larger 
than was actually needed. The larger-than-normal number of re
placements during the 2 years just preceding the emergency also 
added to the average life expectancy of all trucks in use. 

Experiences during the winter of 1943-44 proved that livestock 
transportation facilities were more adequate than had been sup
posed. The heavy movement of hogs to market was handled expe
ditiously in · spite of the reduced number and the greater age of 
trucks. This was accomplished by loading trucks more nearly to 
capacity, by increasing the number of loads hauled during the 
week by for-hire truckers, and by utilizing many farmer-owned 

'Data .howin&, truck refriatration by states wen! furnished by the U. S. Publie Roads 
Administration. Oria-inaJ data were compiled from reports of State authorities. 
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trucks not previously used for hauling livestock for hire. The live
stock shipped by rail increased ' proportionately more than that 
handled by truck although the volume hauled by truck was consider
ably larger than that of a year earlier. 

Other changes in transportation practices might be made if the 
situation becomes more critical. Trucks could be withdrawn from 
longer hauls to market, and could be used to assemble livestock at 
rail loading points during periods of the year when the rail equip
ment is otherwise not fully utilized. Also, more livestock may be 
driven on foot to rail or truck loading points, although this would 
tend to increase shrinkage. In some areas, the shift to rail may be 
limited if local loading facilites are not available. 

LIVESTOCK TRUCKING FACILITIES 
Specific information relating to motortrucks, classified as to type 

of vehicle, body type, ownership, and use to which they are put in 
the different states has been negligible in the past. In all states, 
the licensing of trucks provIdes a record of the number in operation, 
as well as certain information used for determining license and tax 
rates. This information usually includes horsepower, weight, and 
age, and in some states whether the trucks are owned by farmers or 

. by 'persons in other occupations. The number of trucks of different 
types, such as standard, semi-trailer, truck-trailer, or pickup, may 
also be shown, but this information is of small value in ascertaining 
the number of vehicles used for livestock, or for any specific purpose. 
Motortrucks owned by farmers are so identified in some states 
because license fees may be lower for them than for commercial 
trucks. Information as to trucks used for hauling livestock would 
be materially improved if those with livestock rack bodies were 
classified separately. 

Of the 4,358 loads of livestock included in this study and delivered 
by motortruck to markets in the Corn Belt, 22 per cent was hauled 
by farmers (Table 9). The other 78 per cent of the . loads was 
hauled by for-hire truckers, by dealers hauling their own livestock, 
and by local cooperative associations. 

Types of Motortrucks Used for Livestock 
The types of motortrucks used for transporting livestock may be 

classified as: standard or straight trucks; semi-trailers or tractor
trailers; truck-trailers; pickup trucks; auto-trailers; and in some 
cases automobiles. The trucks particularly designed for hauling 
livestock have specially built rack bodies. However, some for-hire 
truckers operate trucks with box-bodies which are used for hauling 
grain and other products, as well as livestock. Trucks owned by 
farmers may have livestock racks, box-bodies, or beds of the pickup 
type, ' and are used for general-purpose hauling. A few of the large 
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livestock trucks have capacities approximately equal to those of 
railroad stock cars. Small home-made trailers which accommodate 
only one or a few small animals are often used by farmers. 

The standard truck is the most common type used by all kinds 
of haulers, including hauling by farmers. Of the livestock trucks 
studied, 83 per cent was standard, 13 per cent semi-trailers or 
truck-trailers, arid 4 per cent the pickup type (Table 9). Pickup 
trucks were operated by 17 per cent of the farmers who delivered 
their own livestock. Semi-trailers or truck-trailers are seldom 
operated by farmers, but 16 per cent of the trucks operated by for
hire truckers was of this type. In addition to motortrucks, farm 
auto-trailers are often used for hauling livestock to nearby markets. 
In Minnesota, 27 per cent of the vehicles delivering livestock to the 
local markets studied was auto-trailers. Data on auto-trailers are 
incomplete for many of the states and are therefore omitted from 
the general summaries. 

Pickup 

Standard 

Semi-trailer 
and 

Truck-Trailer 

II Owned by For-Hire Truckers II Owned by Farmers 

0" 20 

Percentage of Total Trucks 

F ig. I.-Motortrueks of different types and ownership used for hauling livestoek to market. 

The manufacturers' rated capacity of trucks used for delivering 
livestock to market varied from 1 to 3 tons. The 1~-ton truck was 
the most common, comprising 80 per cent of those for which rec;ords 
were obtained (Table 10). 

The weight of empty trucks is another index of size. The empty 
weight of the 2,069 trucks included ranged from less than 2,000 to 
more than 14,000 pounds (Table 11). Fifty-seven per cent of the 
number weighed between 6,000 and 8,000 pounds. 

Truckers commonly use removable, sectional decks when hauling 
hogs, calves, and sheep.~ For sheep, the deck usually covers the 
entire length of the truck but for calves and hogs, it generally does 
not extend over more than a third or a half of the bed. The deck 

'In some areas, the deck of" a truck is referred to as the "seeond-deck". "and the ftoor as 
"first deck". . . 
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is removed when cattle are hauled. The clearance between the floor 
and the deck on most trucks is 36 inches, but the range is from 30 
to 48 inches. The deck usually has a hinged gate in the rear which 
serves as an endgate. This gate can be dropped to the floor of 
the truck to serve as a runway when loading and unloading the 
deck, thereby avoiding the need for a special chute. Of the 
1,911 trucks hauling livestock for which data were available, 42 
per cent had no decks, 29 per cent had part decks, and 29 per cent 
had full decks (Table 12). In Kansas, 89 per cent of the trucks 
studied in the summer of 1942 was without decks. This contrasts 
with Indiana where trucks without decks comprised only 14 per cent 
of· the total. Obviously, trucks without decks are relatively more 
common in states where a considerable number of cattle are trans
ported than where transportation of small animals is more general. 
Trucks operated by farmers usually are not provided with decks. 

Forty-two per cent of the trucks for which data were available 
had floor areas of from 80 to 99 square feet, and 28 per cent had 
floor areas of from 100 to 119 square feet (Table 13). As the decks 
of many trucks are not full size, their area is on an average smaller 
than the average area of the floor. Of the trucks with decks, 15 
per cent of the decks was from 80 to 99 square feet, and 23 per cent 

. was from 100 to 119 square feet. Forty per cent of the trucks with 
decks had deck area less than 80 square feet. Only 12 per cent of 
the trucks had floor area less than 80 square feet. It should be 
pointed out that these data are not strictly comparable because 
both trucks with decks and those without are included in the classi
fication of the area of the floor, but only those with decks are 
included in the classification of the decks. 

Age and Mileage of Livestock Trucks 
More than half of the motor trucks used for transporting livestock 

was 1940 and 1941 models (Table 14) . The 1942 trucks made up 
only 9 per cent of the total. This small number was due to the 
limitation on sales of trucks in 1942. No trucks of the 1943 model 
were used. As the age of trucks increased, the number in operation 
generally decreased. Only 3 per cent of the trucks was 1933 or 
older models. As the average age of the trucks in use is greater 
than normal, it was to be expected that more than the usual repair 
service was required. 

The annual mileage of the 1,931 livestock trucks for which data 
were obtained, either for 1941 or 1942, ranged from less than 5,000 
to more than 100,000 miles (Table 15) . More than a third had oper
ated between 25,000 anq 50,000 miles per year. There is indication 
that livestock trucks were being operated more miles in 1943 than 
in 1941. The two surveys made at Kansas City by the Missouri and 
Kansas Stations showed that trucks operated 50,000 miles or more 
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during the year comprised 20 per cent of those included in 1942 
survey and 37 per cent of those included in 1943 survey. 

Number 
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Fig. 2.-Age of motortrucks hauling livestock, by states, 1942 and 1948. 

The small replacement of livestock trucks in 1942 and 1943 has 
resulted in a greater than normal total mileage operated by each 
truck. In 1942, 42 per cent of the trucks studied had been operated 
a total of less than 50,000 miles (Table 16). Of the trucks for 
which data were obtained .in 1943, only 22 per cent had been used 
less than 50,000 miles. Trucks with 100,000 miles or more of use 
comprised 16 per cent of those studied in 1942 but 48 per cent of 
those included in 1943. Nearly one-third of the trucks included in 
the study in 1943 had been operated more than 125,000 miles. 
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MEASURING LIVESTOCK TRUCKING EFFICIENCY 
The efficiency of transporting livestock by motortruck may be 

measured in several different ways. In this report, four measures 
of efficiency are used: (1) Percentage loan is of the physical capacity 
of the truck; (2) percentage load is of 0 DT normal gross capac
ity of the truck; (3) percentage load is of ODT normal net capacity 
of the truck; and (4) pounds hauled per mile.6 

The physical capacity of a truck refers to the number of animals 
that can be hauled safely without overcrowding. The gross capacity 
of a truck is the load-carrying capacity of the tires on the running 
wheels, as set forth by the ,Office af Defense Transportation (36). 
This is based upon the number of tires, and the manufacturer's 
rating of tires which takes into account both , their siz'e and the 
number of plies. The normal net capacity of a truck is its normal 
gross capacity minus the weight of the empty vehicle. Pounds 
hauled per mile are determined by dividing the net weight of the 
load by the number of miles traveled in assembling the livestock 
and on the one-way trip to market. 

Percentage Load is of Physical Capacity of Truck 
The maximum number of animals that comprise a safe load when 

hauling livestock varies with the size of the truck, the species of 
livestock, the si,ze or weight of animals, the distance transported or 
time in transit, the condition of the roads, condition of the weather, 
and the care exercised by particular truckers in handling the live
stock. However, standards recommended for safe loading must 
be based on the composite practices and judgments of a relatively 
large number of representative livestock truck operators. In Indiana, 
Kansas, Missouri, and Ohio, information was obtained from truckers 
as to the number of head of livestock of selected weights of the 
different species which they considered ,a safe load under favorable 
conditions. On the basis of these estimates, standard load factors 
in terms of square feet per head of livestock and pounds per square 
foot of space were determined (Table 3). 

As would be expected, the average space requi,red per head in
creases as the weight of the animal increases. ' A 150-pound calf 
requires 3 square feet of space, but a I,400-pound steer requires 
15 square feet. A IOO-pound pig requires 2 square feet of area, but 
a 350-pound hog needs 4.5 square feet. 

Truckers usually allow more space per head on the deck than 
on the floor. ' However, the requirements for sheep reported by the 
truckers were nearly the same for the floor and the deck. It was 
also found that more space per animal is usually allowed in the large 
trucks than in the smaller ones but this difference was not great 

"For detailed formulas used in computin&, the various efficiency measures see page 40. 
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TABLE 3 - LOAD FACTORS FOR VARIOUS SPECIES AND WEIGHTS OF LIVESTOCK BASED ON 
" TRUCKERS' ESTIMATES OF SAFE LOADS UNDER FAVORABLE CONDITIONS, BY 

LENGTH OF TRUCK BEDS ON STANDARD AND SEMI-TRAILER LIVESTOCK TRUCKS 

Average 
Species weight 

er head 
Pounds 

Calves 150 50 45 3.0 3.3 
300 60 5.0 
450 69 6.5 

Cattle 600 75 8.0 
800, 80 10.0 

1, 000 86 11.6 
1,200 90 13.3 
1,400 93 15.0 

Hogs 100 50 50 2.0 2.0 
150 60 60 2.5 2.5 
175 60 56 2.9 3.1 
200 64 56 3.1 3.6 
225 64 56 3.5 4.0 
250 64 56 3.9 4.5 
300 71 57 4.2 5.3 
350 78 58 4.5 6.0 

Sheep 60 30 30 2.0 2.0 
80 33 33 2.4 2.4 

100 37 37 2.7 2.7 
120 40 40 3.0 3.0 

Data developed at Agricultural Experiment Stations in Indiana, Kansas and Missouri. 

enough to justify the establishment of separate load factors for 
trucks of different sizes. 

Based on the standard area required for animals of different 
species and weight, a table showing the number of head of livestock 
that can safely be loaded in trucks of specified siz'es was prepared 
(Table 4). This should be regarded as a maximum standard for 
favorable conditions only. Under abnormal conditions, such as ex
"tremely hot or humid weather, or rough roads, smaller numbers of 
animals than are listed in this standard should be hauled. 

In Table 4, the loading standards are shown separately for floor 
and deck, because the length of deck commonly used varies widely 
'in the Corn Belt region. Full decks of sheep are commonly hauled 
but factors other than physical capacity may limit the load of hogs 
or calves on the decks. These factors are the weight-carrying 
capacity of the tires, road conditions, topography, weight of animals 
and even type of truck because certain trucks become topheavy 
when the deck is " heavily loaded. In such cases, the trucker may 
limit his load by using a short deck or by loading a longer deck more 
lightly than the standards prescribed. In most cases, third to half 
decks are used for hogs. " 

The number of head of animals that can be loaded safely . in a 
truck of a given size may be determined readily from Table 4. A 
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TABLE 4 - NUMBER OF HEAD OF LIVESTOCK OF SPECIFIED SPECIES AND AVERAGE WEIGHTS 
CONSIDERED A PHYSICAL LOAD FOR TRUCKS OF DIFFERENT LENGTHS AND STAND-
ARD WIDTH l/ BASED ON TRUCKERS'ESTIMATES OF SAFE LOADS UNDER FAVORABLE 

CONDITIONS 

Cattle and Calves (floor) 
W~ight of Qattle, IQ~ 

600 800 1000 1 200 '1400 
Number Number Number Number Number Number 

8 18 11 8 7 5 4 4 3 
10 23 14 10 8 7 6 5 4 
11 26 15 12 9 7 6 5 5 
12 28 17 13 10 8 7 6 5 
13 31 18 14 11 9 8 7 6 
14 33 20 15 12 10 8 7 6 
15 36 21 16 13 10 9 8 7 
16 38 23 17 14 11 ' 10 8 7 
17 41 24 19 15 12 10 9 8 
18 43 26 20 16 13 11 9 8 
20 48 29 22 18 14 12 10 9 
22 53 32 24 20 16 13 12 10 
24 58 35 27 22 17 15 13 11 
26 63 38 29 23 19 16 14 12 
28 68 41 31 25 20 17 15 13 
30 73 44 34 27 22 19 16 14 

Hogs (floor) 
Length of Weight of Hogs, lbs. 
Floor 2L 100 150 175 200 222 250 300 350 

Feet Number Number Number Number Number Number Number Number 

8 28 22 19 18 16 14 13 12 
10 35 28 24 23 20 18 17 15 
11 39 31 27 25 '22 20 18 17 
12 43 34 29 27 24 22 20 19 
13 46 37 32 30 26 24 22 20 
14 50 40 34 32 28 26 24 22 
15 54 43 37 35 31 27 25 24 
16 58 46 40 37 33 29 27 25 
17 61 49 42 39 35 31 29 27 
18 65 52 45 42 37 33 31 29 
20 73 58 50 47 41 37 34 32 
22 80 64 55 52 46 41 38 35 
24 88 70 60 5~ 50 45 41 39 
26 95 76 65 61 54 49 45 42 
28 103 82 71 66 58 52 49 45 
30 110 88 76 71 63 56 52 49 

SheeE and Lambs (floor or deck) 
Length of Floor Weight of Shee!:!, lbs. 

or Deck ~ 60 80 100 120 
Feet Number Number Number Number 

8 28 23 20 18 
10 35 29 26 23 
11 39 32 29 26 
12 43 35 31 28 
13 46 39 34 31 
14 50 42 37 33 
15 54 45 40 36 
16 56 48 43 38 
17 61 51 45. 41 
18 65 54 48 43 
20 73 60 54 48 
22 80 67 59 53 
24 88 73 65 58 
'26 95 79 70 63 
28 103 85 76 68 
30 110 92 81 73 
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TABLE 4 - NUMBER OF HEAD OF LIVESTOCK OF SPECIFIED SPECIES AND AVERAGE WEIGHTS 
CONSIDERED A PHYSICAL LOAD FOR TRUCKS OF DIFFERENT LENGTHS AND STAND-
ARD WIDTH BASED ON TRUCKERS'ESTIMATES OF SAFE LOADS UNDER FAVORABLE 

CONDITIONS ( Continued) 

Calves and HOI:!! !Deck) 
Length of Calves Hogs, lbs. 
Deck II 1501bs. 100 150 175 200 225 250 300 350 

Feet Number Number Number Number Number Number Number Number Number 

1) 
1/ 

V 

3 5 9 7 6 5 4 4 3 3 
4 7 13 10 8 7 6 5 4 4 
5 " 10 16 13 10 9 8 7 6 5 
6 12 20 16 13 11 10 9 7 6 
7 14 24 19 15 13 12 10 9 8 
8 17 28 22 18 15 14 12 10 9 
9 19 31 25 20 17 16 14 12 10 

10 21 35 28 22 19 17 15 13 11 
11 23 39 31 25 21 19 17 14 13 
12 26 43 34 27 23 21 19 16 14 
13 28 46 37 30 26 23 20 17 15 
14 30 50 40 32 28 25 22 19 16 
15 32 54 43 35 30 27 24 20 18 

Standard wldth .of livestock trucks Is 7.5 feet Inside ll1easurement. 
Outside length of floor or deck. In determining Inside area, Inside length which Is 6 Inches shorter, 
was used. 
Decks for hogs or calves usually extend for not more than a third or a half of the length of the floor. 
If longer decks are used, number for such may be determined by adding the numbers for 2 or more 
shorter decks--shown above. For a 16-foot deck, the numbers for an 8- foot deck "may be doubled. 

truck rack 12 feet long and 8 feet wide, outside dimensions, has 
inside measurements of 11.5 feet by 7.5 feet, or 86.25 square feet 
of area. If loaded with cattle· weighing an average of 600 pounds, 
the truck can accommodate 10 head. If the cattle weighed 1,000 
pounds per head, the truck could safely hold 7 head. If the same 
truck were loaded with hogs weighing an average of 225 pounds, a 
safe load on the floor would be 24 head. Thirty-five sheep at an 
average weight of 80 pounds would constitute a safe load on the 
floor in this truck. If a deck is used, the number of head it . can 
carry safely should be determined separately. 

Percentage Load is of ODT Normal Gross ,Capacity of Truck 
"The percentage a livestock load is of ODT normal gross capacity 

of the motortruck has significance primarily as it relates to the tire
carrying capacity of the vehicle. Normal gross capacity has been 
used rather extensively by the Office of Defense Transportation in 
its regulation of trucks and loads. According to the weight toler
ance allowed, full loads may vary from 100 to 120 per cent of gross 
capacity but loads in excess of 100 per cent are being discouraged, 
especially when trucks are equipped with poor quality tires. Of 
the livestock loads studied at markets, 7 per cent of the pickup 
trucks, 8 per " cen:t of the standard truoks, and 5 per cent of the " 
semi-trailers and truck-trailers were loaded in excess of 120 per 
cent ODT normal gross capacity, or in excess of the maximum 
weight the tires should carry (Table 17). 
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Normal gross capacity tends to make loads of light weight appear 
heavier than they actually are b caus the weight of the truck is 
included when applying this measur . With some trucks, this is a 
considerable proportion of th total weight. In Minnesota, it was 
obs rved that commercial semi-trailers when empty constituted on 
an average 48 per cent of normal gross capacity of the loads (20) . 
Empty commercial standard tru ks weighed 51 per cent of normal 
gross capacity, farm pickup trucks 76 per cent, and farm automobile 
trailers 30 per c nt. At the Kansas City market, the weight of 
empty pickup trucks averaged 64 per c nt of normal gross capacity; 
standard trucks, 49 p r cent; and s mi-trailers, 45 per cent (16) . 
In Table 17 it may b noted that only about 1 p r cent of t he pickUp 
and standard trucks and none of th semi-trailers had loads less 
than 50 per c nt of normal gross capacity. 

Percentage Load is of ODT Normal Net Capacity of Truck 
Motortrucks delivering livestock to markets were found to have 

loads ranging from I ss than 25 p l' cent to more than 120 p r cent 
of their normal net capacity. Tru ks of larger size were mor gen
erally load d to capacity, or carried larger percentages of capacity 
loads, than small r trucks. Loads of 100 per cent or more of the 
normal net capacity of the vehicles were card d by 29 per cent of 
the pickup trucks, 39 per cent of the standard. trucks, and 54 per 
cent of the semi-trail rs and truck-trailers (Table 18) . . Loads were 
less than 50 per cent of their normal net capacity on 81 per cent of 
the pickup trucks, 16 per c nt of the standard trucks, and 4 per cent 
of th semi-trailers and truck-trail rs. 
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30 

Percentage of Loads 

1"ig. S.-Standard tru<,ks 10ad"d with livestock to various percentages of normal net capacity. 

Pounds Hauled Per Mile 
Pounds hauled per mile may be used by t ruckers in comparing 

the efficiency with which different loads of livestock are hauled. 
The weight hauled per mile by the 1913 standard trucks included 
in this study ranged from less than 25 pounds to more than a ton 
(Table 19). Seventeen per cent of the trucks hauled less than 50 
pounds per mile. Loads ranging from 50 to 150 pounds per mile 
were more common, and were hauled by 61 per cent of the trucks. 
Less than 2 per cent of the trucks had loads that averaged 400 
pounds or more per mile. The two surveys of the Kansas City 
market by the Missouri and Kansas Stations show that the average 
weight of load hauled per mile by standard and semi-trailer trucks 
was a little heavier in December 1943 than in May 1942 (16). Data 
on loads hauled by pickUp trucks were not sufficiently complete to 
warrant comparison. 

It is not possible from these data to ascertain what proportion of 
the trucks. were efficiently operated. The weight hauled per mile is 
affected by the volume of livestock to be trucked in a given area, 
the capacity of the truck, the distance to market and condition of 
roads. This measure, however, Gan be applied by individual truckers 
in comparing the efficiency of specific loads both when assembling 
livestock locally and when hauling to a given market. It can also 
be used for comparing . the efficiency of operation of trucks of com
parable size which ~re performing substantially the same type of 
operation under comparable conditions. 
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LIVESTOCK TRUCKING PRACTICES 
Certain inefficiencies in transportation have been revealed by this 

study. These apply both to picking up livestock at farms, and to 
hauling livestock to market. When the study was first undertaken, 
the trucking situation was substantially the same as that which had 
prevailed for some years before the entry of the United States into 
the war. The number of livestock trucks in operation' was consider
ably in excess of needs, and the competition for business among 
truckers was keen. As a result, efficiency of operation was often 
sacrificed so that certain services might be furnished farmers and 
other shippers as a means of attracting patronage. 

When the United States entered the war it became apparent that 
difficulties with motor transportation might be encountered. It was 
obvious that the available transport facilities should be conserved 
through efficient operation and proper maintenance. Aside from 
voluntary attempts by truck operators, some conservation was forced 
by official orders, such as the rationing of tires and gasoline for 
civilian use, and the reduction in the speed limit for operating motor 

' vehicles. The Office of Defense Transportation which had been 
promoting truck conservation since its establishment, announced a 
livestock industry program on August 24, 1943. The objective of 

, tp.is program was to aid livestock producers,truckers, dealers, and 
processors to set up industry transportation plans locally for the 
orderly and continuous movement of livestock by motortrucks. In 
some communities, conservation arrangements had previously been 
developed. 

Practices in Assembling Livestock 
Inefficiencies in assembling livestock by truck were , found to be 

of many types. Some were due to the marketing methods employed 
by farmers, others to transportation arrangements followed by 
truckers. As much of the livestock marketed by farmers was sold 
in small lots, it was often necessary for the truckers in assembling 
loads to pick up animals at several farms. Frequently these farmers 
were widely scattered. Sometimes one farmer in a community pre
ferred one trucker and others someone else. Several of the farmers 
might sell livestock on the same day, or on consecutive days, and 
each might engage the service of a different trucker. This resulted 
in duplication of routing and cross-hauling. Often part loads were 
hauled, which required extra travel. Some truckers advised farmer~ 
to sell their , livestock at a distant market when t4e longer trip was 
more remunerative ' to the trucker. Livestock dealers operating 
trucks frequently traveled from farm to farm. to buy livestock, and 
the movement of livestock among local markets, often in small lots, 
r~quired considerable transportation. For trucke,rs to take farmers 
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who accompanied their livestock to market back to their own farms 
or to deliver their checks were not uncommon practices. 

When assembling livestock, slightly more than half of the 2,431 
loads for which records were obtained were made up of animals 
obtained from 2 or more farms, as indicated by the number of 
assembly stops made per . load (Table 21). Fifteen per cent of the 
trucks made 2 stops to complete loads, and 17 per cent made 5 or 
more stops. Ten or more stops were made in assembling 2 per cent 
of the livestock loads. Minnesota reported that one truck made 21 
stops to complete a load, and another truck made 24 stops. Illinois 
reported 15 stops made to assemble each of two loads and 16 stops 
to assemble a third. Ohio reported a load requiring 15 stops for 
assembly. These arrangements may not necessarily be wasteful in 
themselves but if the farmers could sell in larger lots fewer farm 
stops would · be needed to complete loads and less transportation 
would be required. 

When several farmers contribute livestock to a truckload trans
ported to a public market they may also require delivery to several 
different market agencies. Reports on loads of livestock consigned 
to different numbers of consignees are available for 806 loads from 
South Dakota (29), Kansas and Missouri (16). Of this number, 70 
per cent of the loads was delivered to one consignee, 18 per cent 
to two consignees, 8 per cent to three consignees, and 4 per cent to 
four or more consignees. When a load must be divided among two 
or more agencies, it takes additional time on the part of the trucker 
and may also involve some additional transportation. 

Duplication in pickup travel is wasteful of transportation. In 
Boone County, Mo., in December 1942 it was revealed that the aver
age pickup trip was 13.6 miles for an average load of 3,641 pounds 
(23). One-fourth of the pickup trips was made to assemble loads 
of less than one ton. Of the 150 loads picked up, 55 involved more . . 
than one shipment. . By rearranging the routing of the trucks, the 
pickup travel could have been reduced by 28 per cent. If the live
stock had been listed in advance, and if shipments had been dis
tributed among the truckers in such a way as to utilize the trucking 
service to best advantage, additional travel could have heen saved. 

The study in Martin County, Minn. showed that, ' of the 158 trips 
made by trucks limited to short-distance hauling (within a radius 
of 35 miles of the point of registration), 2 round trips were made 
to pick up 1 hog each, 6 trips to pick up 1 head of cattle each, 
3 trips to pick up 1 horse each (20). Two trips were made to pick 
up 3 hogs each, 2 were made to pick up 2 head of cattle each, and 
5 were made to pick up 2 horses each. The number of hogs picked 
up varied from 1 to 37, and of cattl'e from 1 to 14. The 50 com
mercial semi-trailers for which data were obtained made an average 
of 4.2 stops to complete loads (21). The average number of stops 
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made to obtain loads by the 273 standard trucks was 3.9. Over
lapping trips on the part of truckers hauling livestock in the' county 
during the week the study was made were common, and this indicates 
that more efficient routing in picking up livestock would have saved 
transportation. 

In Iowa, records were obtained of the hogs sold by 10 farmers 
residing in an area 4 miles square in Cedar County during a 7-day 
period in December 1942 (11). Some hogs were moved from the 
area every day during the week, including Sunday. Six of the ship
ments were less than 3,000 pounds each. The number of miles of 
truck travel required to pick up the hogs was greater than would 
have been necessary if the shipments had been consolidated into 2 
or 3 days, and if the trucks had been efficiently routed. In another 
area in that state, the livestock picked up per mile by one trucker 
ranged from 50 to 6,410 pounds for different loads, the average being 
730 pounds (15) . 

In Illinois, a survey during the summer of ,1942 involving 604 
trucks that delivered livestock to both terminal public markets and 
local markets showed that a large number made many stops and 
traveled considerable distances to assemble loads (1). Thirty-six 
per cent of the trucks made only one stop, driving an average of 4.1 
miles to complete the loads; 27 per cent made 2 to 4 stops and drove 
6 to 10 miles in loading; 12 per cent made 5 to 8 stops, and drove 
16 to 25 miles; and less than 3 per cent made 9 or more stops in 
picking up their loads. Nineteen per cent loaded at home, and 
about 2 per cent assembled the livestock by pickup trucks. The 
practice of selling small lots of livestock may be necessary but it 
increases trucking mileage. 

Practices in Hauling Livestock to Market 
Opportunities for conserving mileage in hauling to market the 

livestock picked up at farms, or at local points of assembly, are 
mainly those which provide for the loading of trucks more nearly 
to capacity. In some areas, unnecessary mileage is traveled by 
hauling to more distant markets when equally satisfactory markets 
are located nearby. The use of trucks not well suited to the particu
lar task, such as pickup or other small trucks for long-distance 
hauling, may also account for some waste in transportation. 

In Martin County, Minn., of 81 trips made by the class of trucks 
permitted ,to operate without restdctions in the state, 32 traveled 
short distances, the round trips ranging from 5 to 46 miles (20). 
These trucks were all loaded at less than capacity, the range being 
from 6 per cent to 98 per cent of normal net capacity. . A larger 
proportion of the trucks hauling livestock to more distant markets 
were loaded near to capacity or in excess of it. Out of 14 trips to 
p~cking plants, involving round trips of from 120 to 220 miles, 
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10 had more than 100 per cent normal net capacity load. Of the 49 
trips, involving round.:trip mileage of from 120 to 700 miles, 29 had 
loads in excess of 100 per cent normal net capacity. All but 4 of the 
others were loaded to between 80 and 100 percent of normal net 
capacity. 

In South Dakota, a survey made of 400 trucks delivering livestock . 
to 16 different markets in that state showed that 29 per cent had 
loads of less than 75 per cent of normal gross capacity (29). Large 
trucks were found to be more fully loaded than the smaller ones. 
Fifty-four per cent of the small trucks had loads of less than 75 per 
cent of tire capacity. Loads of 75 per cent or more of normal gross 
capacity were carried by 75 per cent of the medium-sized trucks . 
. A study of 201 trucks delivering livestock from Kansas to the 

Kansas City terminal public market in May 1942 showed that only 
40 per cent had loads that were equal to or in excess of 100 per cent 
normal gross capacity of the trucks (16). Some loads were very 
small. Three per cent of the trucks had less than 50 per cent 
capacity loads. Seventeen per cent of the total was loaded to less 
than 75 per cent of gross capacity. In December, 1943, only 7 per 
cent was hauling less than three-fourths of a load. 

In Illinois, studies of size of loads received at Chicago, National 
Stock Yards, Peoria, Springfield, Galesburg (two yards), and Bush
nell in the summer of 1942, showed that about one-third was below 
75 per cent of gross capacity. Fifty-seven per cent of the number 
was loaded to less than capacity. The studies showed that larger 
proportions of the trucks de~ivering livestock to the terminal public 
markets were fully loaded than were those delivering to concentra
tion yards or local markets. This may be accounted for by the fact 
that the smaller markets received their livestock from areas rela
tively nearby, whereas the larger markets draw from greater dis
tances. A second survey made at three of the public markets in 
Illinois in June 1943 shows that tru(:king efficiency had improved 
during the preceding 12 months. At Chicago, full loads of livestock 
were hauled by 93 per cent of the trucks compared with .67 per cent 
a year earlier (5). Full loads were hauled by 85 per cent of the 
trucks delivering livestock to National Stock Yards, having increased 
from 66 per cent in 1942. At Peoria, 74 per cent of the inbound 
trucks carried full loads in 1943 compared with 43 per cent 12 
months earlier. 

The study in Moniteau County, Mo., in May 1942, showed that, 
of 38 loads of livestock trucked to St. Louis and Kansas City, 8 were 
below 75 per cent of normal gross capacity (24). Of the total, 16 
were below 100 per cent capacity. The study in Boone County in 
the same state showed that 29 out of 64 trucks were loaded below 
their normal capacity (23). In Carroll County, Mo., 38 out of the 
96 . trips made by trucks hauling livestock to Kansas City were 
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loaded at less than capacity (25). Another survey covering 241 
trips made to the Kansas City market by Missouri livestock truckers 
hauling for hire in May 1942, revealed 93 trips with loads at capacity 
and above, and 42 trips with loads of less than 75 per cent of gross 
<:apacity (16). The other 106 trucks had loads ranging from 75 to 
100 per cent capacity. -Farmers in Missouri who hauled their own 
livestock were using trucks less efficiently than were the truckers 
who hauled for hire. Of 28 trips made by farmers to the Kansas 
City market, only 7 had loads of capacity or heavier, and 9 had loads 
of less than 75 per cent of normal gross capacity. The December 
1943 survey at the Kansas City market showed somewhat heavier 
loadings of both standard and semi-trailer trucks than in 1942 (16). 

Of the 105 trucks delivering livestock to the Cleveland market, for 
which data were obtained in Ohio, 21 had loads that were below 80 
per cent of the tire-carrying capacity, and a total of 70 trucks had 
less than 100 per cent gross capacity load (27). Thirty-one of the 
trucks had loads ranging from 100 to 119 per cent of the tire-carrying 
capacity, and 4 trucks had loads exceeding 120 per cent. 

The fact that some trucks are loaded below the normal carrying 
capacity of the tires does not necessarily mean that the livestock 
is transported inefficiently. If the area of the truck body is small in 
relation to the carrying capacity of the tires, the efficient load to 
haul may be somewhat below the weight the tires can safely carry. 
Bruising, crippling, shrinkage and death losses among animals are 
increased as a result of overcrowding. This is especially so when the 
weather is hot and humid. 

The Use of Trucks of Appropriate Size and Type 
The size and type of trucks most efficient for transporting live

stock in a .given area are dependent chiefly upon the volume of 
livestock produced or fed, the size of lots n·ormally sold by individual 
farmers, the area served, the distance to market, and topography 
and condition of roads. When livestock is produced, or fed, in 
relatively large volume, the number of head sold at one time is 
usually greater than when production is small or feeding negligible. 
In dairy areas in which sale for slaughter is confined primarily to 
veal calves and discarded dairy and breeding animals, the marketing 
of single animals or small lots is especially common. Lightproduc
tion and sale of small lots act to extend the area over which a 
trucker operates in assembling truckloads of livestock. 

Small trucks are well-suited for assembling livestock in small lots, 
and for delivery to nearby assembly points or markets. Farmers 
who sell a few animals at a time and haul their own livestock often 
use pickup trucks and automobil~ trailers. If delivery is to be 
made to distant markets, larger trucks are more desirable. Semi
trailers, truck-trailers, and large standard trucks are appropriate for 
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transporting livestock in large volume from places of assembly to 
market, especially if the distance is considerable. Large trucks also 
may be used advantageously for farm to market transportation of 
relatively large lots. At points distant from markets, and where the 
volume of livestock produced is light, particularly in areas in which 
topography and road conditions limit the use of large trucks for as
sembling livestock, it may be desirable to assemble the livestock 
from farms and deliver it to a central point, with small trucks and 
then transfer it to large trucks for movement to market. 

The kind of livestock to be transported must also be taken into 
consideration when deciding upon the type of truck that can be 
UI;Jed most advantageously. The physical capacity of a · truck will 
usually be as great or greater than its weight-capacity for cattle, 
but considerably below its weight-capacity for hogs, sheep and 
calves unless a deck is used. When small animals are hauled, it 
may be desirable to use a deck unless the distance to market is so 
short that the time and trouble involved in loading the deck is more 
than the saving in transportation justifies. Road conditions may 
also limit the use of decks. Some trucks with large livestock racks 
have relatively small weight-carrying capacity because their tires 
are small or of low quality. This might be overcome by equipping 
the truck with heavier duty or oversize tires. 

The condition of the roads constitutes a significant factor in de
termining the appropriate kind of truck to use. If the territory is 

. hilly and the roads winding and unimproved, it is necessary to use 
light trucks for assembling livestock, and probably also for hauling 
to market. But in territories in which the main highways are hard
surfaced, and the secondary roads and most of the farm driveways 
are normally in good condition, larger trucks can be used advan
tageously. Even in such cases some farms are located considerable 
distance from the main highway on unimproved driveways which 
are impassable at certain periods, especially following heavy rains. 
It may be necessary to drive livestock from these farms to a farm 
on an improved highway, or to have them picked up only when 
the roads are in usable condition. On poor or rough roads, decks 
tend to be impracticable. 

HAULING RETURN LOADS IN LIVESTOCK TRUCKS 
Many truckers hauling livestock to market try to obtain loads 

. for the return trip for the sake of the additional revenue. During 
the emergency, hauling return loads has been encouraged in order 
to help conserve truck transportation. The Office of Defense Trans
portation at first prescribed that trucks be loaded to from 100 per 
cent to 120 per cent of the tire-carrying capacity in each direction of 
the round trip if a return load is available. As many of the trucks in 
use are equipped with poor quality tires, loads above 100 per cent 
normal gross capacity are now being discouraged. 
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To assist in obtaining return loads, the Office of Defense Trans
portation encouraged truckers to establish Joint Information Offices 
in many of the larger market centers. The p.urpose of these offices 
was to assemble information on suitable cargo that might be avail
able for the return load. This arrangement did not prove satis
factory and the offices have been closed. The ODT now maintains 
load registration services in its district offices. 

Livestock trucks are not suitable for . hauling all kinds of cargo. 
Such products as feed, seed, fertilizer, oil, coal, lumber, and farm 
machinery are the more common products hauled on the return trip. 
From some markets, feeder livestock constitute a considerable pro
portion of the . return loads. 

The volume of livestock moving from a given area to a specific 
market may greatly exceed the volume of products to be moved 
back, especially during seasons of heavy livestock marketing. Then, 
too, some truckers deliver livestock to markets late in the evening, . 
early in the morning, at night, or on Sunday, when business houses 
are closed. Therefore, they are unable to get in contact with those 
who have products for the return trip. When orders for return loads 
are placed in the local areas from which livestock is moved instead 
of at the market, it may not be convenient for the offices at markets 
to assemble the necessary information for the truckers. 

Return loads, even if available, may be uneconomical from a trans
portation viewpoint, especially if the cargo is to be distributed to 
many points scattered over wide areas, which require considerable 

. travel. More time than is justified may also be required in as
sembling the load. 

The hauling of nonfarm products by livestock truckers is some
what restricted by Federal regulations and by the laws of some 
states. However, as an emergency measure, the Office of Defense 
Transportation had made provision whereby for-hire truckers may 
carry such cargo if the trucks are leased to a common carrier for 
such trips. Some truckers are not favorable to this arrangement. 

Extent of Return Loads 
From surveys made in both 1942 and 1943, it was found that 62 

per cent of the pickup trucks, 55 per cent of the standard trucks, 
and 39 per cent of the semi-trailers and truck-trailers delivering 
livestock to markets returned without loads (Table 20). Of the 

. trucks hauling cargo on the return trip, the weight carried ranged 
from a small amount to more than normal capacity loads. Full 
loads were more commonly carried by the larger trucks than by the 
smaller ones. Loads of 100 per cent or more of normal net capacity 
were carried by 18 per cent of the pickup trucks, 22 per cent of the 
standard trucks, and 45 per cent of the semi-trailers and truck
trailers. 
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Fig. 4.-Standard trucks' hauling return loads of various percentages of normal ne't capacity 
after delivering livestock to markets. 

Of the trucks hauling livestock to Kansas City from Missouri, the 
proportion having return loads, and the weight of the loads hauled 
in relation to the capacity of the trucks, were slightly greater in 
1943 than in 1942. In Illinois, the hauling of return loads from 
some of the larger markets was more common in 1943 than a year 
earlier. The proportions of the livestock trucks having return loads 
in 1942 and 1943 were 43 and 88 per cent, respectively, for Chicago, 
35 and 73 per cent for National Stock Yards, and 29 and 47 per cent 
for Peoria (5). In 1942, return loads from Springfield were hauled 
by 16 per cent of the trucks and at Galesburg . and Bushnell 10 
per cent. Corresponding data are not availabl,e for 1943. 

In South Dakota, about half of the 400 trucks delivering live
stock to 16 different markets in 1942 had return loads of 10 per cent 
or less of capacity (29). Twenty per cent had half-loads or more, 
and 13 per cent had loads equal to 75 per cent or more of capacity. 

Of the 166 trucks delivering livestock from Kansas to Kansas City, 
~1 per cent returned empty (16). Thirty-six per cent of the trucks 
had return loads equal to or iIi. excess of 75 per cent of normal gross 
capacity. Some, of the loads returned were small. 

OnlY 8 of the 22 trucks hauling livestock from Moniteau County, 
Mo., to St. Louis and Kansas City in 1942 had return loads equal to 
75 per cent or more of the normal gross capacity of the trucks (24). 
Livestock trucks hauling from Carroll County, .Mo. to Kansas City 
in June 1942 returned empty on 58 of the 96 trips 'reported. During 
the same time, 30 trips were made with empty trucks in the same 
direction to haul coal into Carroll .Cdunty and 6 trips were made to 
Kansas City with empty trucks to haul feed back to the county. 
About 16,500 truck miles could have been saved during the week 
if returning livestock trucks had hauled the coal and feed (25). 
Of 237 return trips from the Kansas City market by Missouri live-



TRUCKING LIVESTOCK IN THE CORN BELT REGION 31 

stock truckers in May 1942, 141 were made with empty trucks. Of 
the 96 trips with return loads, 50 were made with loads of capacity 
or greater, and 23 involved loads of 75 per cent or less of gross 
capacity. During this period, 8 Missouri trucks went to Kansas City 
without loads to bring back feeder livestock (16). 

Of 146 truckers hauling livestock to the Cleveland market from 
Ohio in October 1942, relatively few had return loads regularly (27). 
Only 14 per cent of the trucks returned from the market with loads 
75 per cent or more of the time. Two-thirds of the truckers had 
return loads on less than half of the trips. 

Of the 27 trips made from Martin County, Minn. to South St. Paul, 
only 9 had return loads (20). The loads were composed of beer, 
livestock, tankage, and machinery. Only one of the 22 trips made 
to packing plants brought back a load. Two-way loads were un
common in the case of local trips. Of 323 semi-trailer and standard 
commercial trucks delivering livestock to markets in Minnesota, 
only 42 per cent had return loads (21). The loads hauled in the 
semi-trailers averaged 65 per cent of normal net capacity and in 
standard trucks 80 per cent. . Only 30 per cent of the 148 farmer
owned trucks and trailers had return loads, Return loads in the 
standard farm trucks were 31 per cent of their normal net capacity, · 
in pickup trucks 92 per cent, and in automobile trailers 40 per cent. 

DIVERTING LIVESTOCK SHIPMENTS TO RAIL 
One way to save motortrucks during the emergency is to shift the 

transportation of more livestock to rail. In considering this possi
bility, the question was raised early in the study as to whether the . 

. railroads were in position to handle an increased volume of live
stock. Much of the equipment used by railroads for livestock is 
highly specialized. This applies to the facilities for assembling 
and loading at local shipping ' points, and to stock cars for trans
porting to market. The adequacy of railroad locomotives and labor 
to handle the increased volume of traffic also is important. 

Stockyard Facilities at Country Shipping Points 
Stockyards and other facilities are needed at loading points if 

livestock is shipped by rail. Delivery to these yards is generally 
by truck, although in certain sections some livestock is delivered by 
wagon or on foot. In addition, chutes for unloading the animals 
from the trllcks and other chutes for loading onto railroad cars are 
required. Weighing and watering facilities mayor may not be 
provided. 

A study by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics showed that 
of the 9978 towns on railroads for which information was available 
in the 14 states in the Corn Belt region, 72 per cent was provided 
with yards for handling livestock (Table 22) (33). The study was 
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based on reports from 43 railroad companies which operate 96 per 
cent of the railroad mileage in the region. 

Stockyards are available in a larger proportion of the towns in 
the western part of the region than elsewhere. In North Dakota 
and Kansas, more than 90,per cent of the towns have stockyards. In 
Michigan, Ohio, and Kentucky, on the other hand, stockyards are 
available in Jess than half of the towns. Towns in the territory 
adjacent to important markets are more often without stockyards 
than are those located farther away. This, however, does not neces
sarily apply to towns adjacent to cattle and lamb feeders who 
obtain their stock from western ranges either directly or through 
markets. In many of these towns, stockyards are more generally 
used for unloading the feeder animals received than for loading 
animals shipped out. Naturally, stockyards are more often missing 
in towns on branch lines with poor rail service than in those located 
on main lines with good service. 

Some stockyards apparently will need repairs if they are to be 
used more· extensively, but it was not possible to learn accurately 
the extent of the repairs needed. Many yards that are poorly drained 
and some of those located on unimproved dirt roads are not satis
factory for use in wet weather. Some of the stockyards located on 
branch lines that have poor rail service probably will not be used 
to any great extent. 

In the states along the western border of the region, abandon
ment of yards has been relatively small, and stockyard facilities 
apparently are adequate. Movement of cattle and sheep from the 
range areas of these states is primarily by rail because the distance 
transported is relatively great and much of the stock is sold in 
large lots. In Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa, Illinois, and Missouri 
the stockyard facilities in general are considered adequate even if 
transportation by rail should be greatly increased. In limited areas 
within these states, where relatively large numbers of stockyards 
have been abandoned, some replacements might be needed. As stock
yard facilities have been reduced most in certain parts of Michigan, 
Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky, it is in these states that the replace
ments probably .will be need.ed if rail transportation of livestock is 
materially increased. Short-haUl traffic is likely to continue to move 
by motortruck.' 

During the emergency, encouragement should be given to the shift
ing of transportation of some livestock from truck to rail. This 
applies particularly to livestock now moving great distances by 
truck. If this shift requires more yards in certain sections, they 
should be provided. Railroad officials, marketing agencies, and 
others interested in livestock marketing should watch developments 
~arefully. However, indiscriminate construction of stockyards at 
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country shipping points without regard to speci,fic needs should be 
discouraged. The building of stockyards by one railroad might 
encourage similar activity by other railro.ads operating in the same 
general area to protect their competitive position. 

Stock Cars 
Stock cars, which are designed especially for transporting live

stock, are mostly owned by railroads. On October 1, 1943, 54,091 
railroad-owned stock car~ were reported by Class I railroads in 
the United States. Of these, 1,608 were under repair and therefore 
were not usable. In addition, 2,886 stock cars were privately 
owned.1 Most railroads operate both single-deck and double-deck 
stock cars. Of the total number of cars, about fo.ur-fifths are single
deck and one-fifth double-deck. The ratio between single- and 
double-deck cars is not co.nstant because some are constructed with 
removable double-deck. The adjustment from single- to double-deck ' 
is a relatively simple operation. 
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Fi&'. 6.-Stock cars on line, Clus I rallroadJ, October 1, 1921-48. 

The number o.f railro.ad sto.ck cars has decreased sharply during' 
the last two. decades. ' In 1925, when transportatio.n o.f livestock by 
truck was o.f mino.r impo.rtance, the railro.ads had mo.re than 87,000 
sto.ck cars; by 1941 the number had decreased to. about 53,000 
(Table 23). The speed o.f trains is greater no.w than in 1925 but 
the average haul is lo.nger because the short-distance traffic mo.ves 
chiefly by truck. The average number o.f loads carried per car per 

'Data from Aaaoclatlon CY!. American RallroadJ. 
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month probably is smaller than the number carried bef()re the 
advent of motortrucks. 

Railroad stock c·ars are used in largest numbers in October, the 
period when cattle and sheep are being moved from western ranges 
in considerable volume (33). . In 1943, the highest weekly loading 
was 27,750 cars. This compares with 24,843 cars for the week of 
highest loading in 1942 and 22,805 for the highest week in 1941. 
The number of stock cars normally loaded, like the total number 
of all freight cars loaded, decreases from October to the end of the 
year, and foadings continue relatively light the first 7 months of 
the year. DuriRg that time only about half as many cars are loaded 
per week as during the peak week in October. 
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Fig. G.-Loadings of railroad stock cars in the United States, 1941-48. 

Thirty-seven per cent of all livestock cars loaded in 194~ was 
double-deck (Table 24). However, as they hold more than single
deck cars, the tonnage of livestock transported in double-deck cars 
amounted to 39 per cent of the total. 

The extent to which single- and double-deck cars are used varies 
greatly among the different species of livestock. Normally, about 
four-fifths of the cars loaded with sheep and goats8 and about two
thirds of those loaded with hogs are double-deck cars. Cattle and 
mixed loads of cattle and calves are shipped in single-deck cars. 

"This is the classification used in railroad statistics. 
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Both single and double-deck cars are used for calves, but of all 
cars used for cattle and calves combined only about 2 per cent 
are double-deck. 

Of all single-deck cars used in 1943, 82 per cent carried cattle and 
calves (Table 25). Hogs accounted for 15 per cent of the single
deck cars and sheep and goats for 3 per cent. Of the double-deck 
cars hauling livestock that year, 65 per cent was loaded with hogs, 
33 per cent with sheep and goats, and 3 per cent with calves. Of 
all cars loaded, including both single-decks and double-decks, during 
that year, 53 per cent was used for cattle and calves, 33 per cent 
for hogs, and 14 per cent for sheep and goats. 

Extent of Shift from Truck to Rail 
Some shift from truck to rail transportation of livestock has taken 

pl~ce since 1941. One indication of this is shown by the receipts at 
68 public stockyards (Table 26) (34). For cattle, receipts by truck · 
comprised 69 per cent in 1941, 64 per cent in 1942, and 58 per cent 
in 1943. Truck receipts of hogs as percentage of total receipts were 
70 per cent in 1941, 69 per cent in 1942, and 67 per cent in 1943. 
The proportion of calves and sheep and lambs received by truck at 
these markets decreased relatively less during the 2-year period. 
Of all livestock combined (in terms of carlot equivalents), receipts 
by truck comprised about 66 per cent in 1941, 62 per cent in 1942, 
and 59 per cent in 1943. In both 1942 and 1943, the total volume of 
livestock received at these markets was greater than for the pre
ceding year. 

In addition to the considerable increase in the number of stock 
cars loaded in 1942 compared with 1941, and in 1943 compared with 
1942, the volume moving by rail was also affected by loading both 
single- and double-deck cars to heavier weights, and by shipping 
larger proportions of hogs, and sheep and goats in double-deck as 
compared with single-deck cars. In 1941, single-deck cars of cattle 
and calves weighed an average of 22,536 pounds; in 1942, 23,290 
pounds; and in 1943, 23,954 pounds (Table 27) . The average weight 
loaded per car increased for all livestock except for calves loaded 
in double-deck cars where weights changed very little. Double-deck 
cars comprised 63 per cent of all stock cars loaded with hogs in 
1941 and 72 per cent in 1943 (Table 24). Of all cars used for sheep 
and goats, 80 per cent was double-deck in 1941 compared with 85 
per cent in 1943. . 

The extent to which the weight of loads carried by stock cars 
should be increased has definite limitations. As pointed out earlier, 
hea.vy loadings that crowd the animals are likely to increase bruis
ing, crippling, and death loss·es. Economizing on transportation, 
even during the emergency, should not be carried to the point where 
it increases either the loss of or injury to animals. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING TRUCKING 
EFFICIENCY 

The following recommendations are made by the Corn Belt Live
stock Marketing Research Committee for the purpose of promoting 
more efficient use of trucks without interfering with the farmer's 
choice of market. However, it is recognized that the transporta
tion situation may become so critical that some control of marketing 
of livestock may become necessary. 

Using Trucks Most Suitable for the Purpose 
(1) Pickup trucks and small standard trucks are especialiy suited 

for local hauling, for assembling small lots of animals for de
livery to local assembly and local shipping points, and for 
transportation to nearby markets. They may also be used for 
longer hauls on unimproved roads where operation of larger 
trucks is difficult. 

(2) Standard 1 %-ton trucks are suitable for assembling livestock 
from farms under most road conditions, and for hauling to 
markets where · the distances are moderate. 

(3) Large standard trucks, semi-trailers, and truck-trailers are 
especially suitable for hauling livestock from local assembly 
points to more distant markets. They can also be used ad
vantageously for assembling livestock from farms on good 
roads in areas where production is highly concentrated. 

(4) The use of full decks for sheep and part decks for hogs and 
small calves is desirable. Part decks can be used to ad
vantage for mixed loads containing a few head of cattle with 
small stock. 

Increasing Efficiency of Livestock Trucking Service 
(5) In assembling livestock locally every effort should be made 

to avoid trips for single animals or small lots. Whenever 
possible, trucks should be routed so that sizeable loads can 
be picked up with a minimum of travel. It may be advisable 
to limit the pickup service in an area to .one or a few days 
per week. 

(6) When shipments are in small lots, and especially where roads 
are unimproved, small trucks may be used for assembling 
animals from farms for delivery to local points at which 
transfer may be made to larger trucks for transportation to 
market. In some cases, farmers may be called upon to deliver 
the livestock to loading stations located on improv"ed roads. 

(7) Capacity loads should be hauled from farms or local points 
of assembly to markets, packing plants, or other destinations. 
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(8) Cross-hauling by trucks assembling livestock, and moving live
stock in directions contrary to the normal flow to market 
should be avoided insofar as practicable. 

(9) The typical livestock truck trip is a one-way haul without 
return load. However, livestock trucks, after being thorough
ly cleaned and disinfecteq., may be used to haul return loads 
of fertilizer, seed, feed, lumber, farm machinery, and other 
products. Cargo that otherwise would require an undue 
amount of travel for distribution should be discouraged unless 
delivery is made to a central point where it can be called for 
by the various consignees. 

(10) During periods when the movement of livestock is slack, live
stock trucks may be used for transporting other farm products 
or other cargo. During periods of heavy demand for livestock 
trucking facilities, some farm trucks, and commercial trucks 
without livestock rack bodies may be required for general 
livestock hauling. 

(11) Consideration should be given during the emergency to con
verting a higher proportion of the long-distance movement 
of livestock from truck to rail. The feasibility of doing so 
will depend upon many factors, such as railroad service to 
the market outlet, cost, convenience, and time in transit. 

Organizations for Promoting Efficiency 
(12) Efficient use of livestock trucks can be promoted informally 

by interested groups and by formal organiz'ations of producers 
and truckers. 

INFORMAL GROUPS: Committees or informal groups of farm
ers, truckers, livestock handlers, and other interested parties 
may promote efficiency in the use of trucks. Such groups may 
set up rules for farmers a,nd truckers to follow with respect 
to ordering trucking service, listing the livestock to be 
marketed, routing of trucks for efficient assembly of loads, and 
time of shipment. 

FORMAL ORGANIZATIONS : In some cases, livestock producers 
may set up cooperative shipping or transportation associations, 
if by so doing marketing efficiency will be increased. Truckers 
may increase trucking efficiency by setting up a formal clear
ing house to serve all truckers. 
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APPENDIX 
A-METHODOLOGY 

When the study of transportation of livestock, other farm products, 
and farm supplies was decided upon in April 1942, it was considered 
primarily of an emergency nature, designed to obtain information 
to serve as a basis for developing suggestions to conserve· trans
portation equipment, especially motortrucks. Therefore, it · was 
necessary to gather as quickly as possible information as to the 
efficiency with which trucking facilities were being used. The 
proposed study was submitted to the North Central Experiment 
Station Directors who met the following May. Upon approval of 
the project, plans for conducting the study were pushed ·as rapidly 
as circumstances permitted. 

Results of studies in the various states were made available to 
local and other agencies immediately. Although at the outset the 
development of a regional report, was not contemplated it appeared 
later that much of the information assembled had long-time as well 
.as emergency value and should be brought together into a single 
report. In the development of this report it was necessary to re
work some of the data to obtain uniformity. Although the data are 
limited at some points it is believed that they are representative of 
the specific situations analyzed, and that to a considerable extent 
they are typical also of other parts of the region. 

Personnel and Responsibilities 
The Technical Committee (with which the representative of the 

Bureau of Agricultural Economics cooperated) at once prepared a 
tentative statement outlining procedure and developed suggested 
schedules for use in obtaining informatioii. .Aftl'lr copies had been 
supplied to all of the members of the Committee, three area con
ferences were held, each of which was attended by the members of 
the Committee in that area and by the representative of the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics. The final plans for the study were 
modified by the Technical Committee in the light of suggestions 
offered at these conferences, and the revised outline and schedules 
were supplied tbe members of the Committee. 

Six general conferences were held by the whole Committee while 
the transportation project was active. Each conference was pre
ceded by a meeting of the Technical Committee. The conferences 
and meetings were devoted to questions pertaining to conducting 
the · study, developing methods of analysis, appraising the findings, 
and reviewing the two reports that were issued. 

Each member of the research committee was responsible for the 
work in his state. This involved deciding upon the phase of the 
study to be undertaken, planning the details of the project, as-
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sembling the information,preparing the state reports, and forward
ing summary tables and other material to the Bureau representative 
for use in the regional reports. The representative of the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics assembled the information from the states 

· and prepared the regional reports. Much of the information used 
· was summarized from the state reports. Additional data were ob

tained from the State representative on skeleton tables prepared 
for this purpose. 

Schedules Used and Methods of Obtaining Information 
Two generai types of schedules were used in obtaining data relat

ing to the methods of transporting livestock, and as to the efficiency 
with which the equipment was used. One was designed to obtain 
information from farmers, business men and others as to the nature 
of the transportation arrangements used in selected areas. · This 
information was used to ascertain the most effective method of as
sembling livestock in the country, hauling livestock and other farm 
products to market, and hauling supplies on the return trip. In the 
five states in which the general transportation arrangements were 
analyzed, the schedules were expanded to include information on 
the total in-bound and out-bound movements of all products. The 
other schedule was used to obtain information from truckers de
livering livestock to selected markets. This included information 
as to the kind and condition of trucks used, the siz·e and nature of 
loads hauled, the number of consignors, where and how livestock 
was assembled, the distances traveled, and the nature and amount 
of return load. The area study usually covered the period of a 
·week, and surveys at markets varied from one to several days. 

Analysis of the facilities used for handling livestock at railroad 
shipping points in the Corn Belt region was made by the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics. Information for this study was obtained 
from 43 railroad companies which operated 96 per cent of the 
railroad mileage in the region. Some information was obtained for 
9978 stations. For same railroads, data were obtained from pub
lished reports, and for others they were furnished on request. 

Preparation of Reports 
The 31 individual reports issued in the 10 cooperating states were 

prepared by the individual members of ·the committee in the states 
involved. The report on railroad facilities was prepared · by the 

· representative of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and was 
reviewed by members of the General Committee. . An 8-page pre
liminary report, issued in January 1944, was confined chiefly to 
recommendations for con,serving transportation equipment both 
duri.ng the emergency and during more normal periods. This report 
presents primarily the long-time phase of efficient transportatior 
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of livestock. The two regional reports were prepared by the Bureau 
representative and were submitted to members of the General 
Committee for review and comments. The suggestions made were 
taken into consideration in revising these · reports. . Both the pre
liminary processed report and the final printed report were issued 
by the Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station from which the 
cooperating states · and the Burea·u of Agricultural Economics ob
tained their . supply of copies. 

How Various Measures of Efficiency of Livestock Truck Operations 
are Computed 

These illustrations show how the formulas for computing the four 
efficiency measures recommended in this report should be applied 
to a specified load of hogs hauled in a given livestock truck equipped 
with a deck: 

Basic information about the truck: 
Truck rack: 

Floor ~imension (inside measurement), 
11.5 ft. by 7.5 ft.-area 86.25 sq. ft. 

Deck dimension (inside measurement), 
5.5 ft. by 7.5 ft.-area 41.25 sq. ft. 

Tires: 
2 front, 8 ply, size 7.00 by 20-

ODT rated capacity, 1,950 lbs. each, or 3,900 lbs. 
4 rear, 10 ply, size 7.50 by 20-

ODT rated capacity, 2,700 lbs. each, or 10,800 lbs. 

ODT rated capacity of truck 14,700 lbs. 
Weight of empty truck: ......................... 6,300 lbs. 

Load to equal ODT rated capacity of tires 8,400 lbs. 

Load carried and distance traveled: 
32 hogs, averl;l.ge weight 225 ibs., or 7,200 lbs. 
Distance to assemble load, and one-way trip to market, 115 miles. 

Physical capacity of truck loaded with hogs weighing 225 pounds 
(See Table 4): 

Floor area per head, 3.5 sq. ft.-area of floor 86.25 sq. f( or 24 hogs 
Deck area per head, 4.0 sq. ft.-area of deck 41.25 sq. ft. or 10 hogs 

Total capacity of truclr 34 hogs 
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Method of computing efficiency: 

Formula I.-Percentage load is of optimum physical capacity: 
Weight of load, exclusive of weight of truck 7,200 lbs. 

Optimum physical capacity-34 hogs at 225 lbs. 7,650 lbs. 
o or 94 per cent 

Formula 2.-Percentage weight is of ODT normal-gross capacity: 
Gross weight (truck & load) 13,500 lbs. 

ODT rated capacity of tires 14,700 lbs. 
or 92 per cent 

Formula 3.-Percentage weight is of ODT normal-net capacity: 
Net weight of the load 7,200 lbs. 

ODT net capacity 8,400 lbs, 
or ~6 per cent 

Formula 4.~Pounds hauled per mile: 
Net weight of the load 7,200 lbs. 

Miles traveled 115 
or 63 pounds . 
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B. - STATISTICAL TABLES 

TABLE 5 - MEANS BY WHICH ALL LIVESTOCK SOLD BY FARMERS, COMBINED ON THE BASIS 
OF CARLOT EQUIVALENTS,. WAS MOVED FROM FARMS, BY STATES, 194011 

In farmers' 
State Total own By other 

sold trucks means 

Carlots Carlots Carlots Carlots 

North Dakota 18,891 7,996 6,692 4,203 
South Dakota 37,120 20, 549 8,669 6,114 1,788 
Nebraska . 70,658 46,746 16,166 7,746 
Kansas 54,317 23,613 16,607 8,676 5,421 
Oklahoma 39, 593 15,419 9,268 7, 956 6,950 
Minnesota 104,397 64,.066 23 ,466 16,865 
Iowa 227,438 176,866 23,179 27,393 
Missouri 89,594 56,305 18,875 13,019 1,395 
Wisconsin 64,252 32,001 • 16,974 14,646 631 
Miclilgan 27, 629 8,520 11,828 7,281 
illinois 132,245 100,982 17,71-2 10,740 2,811 
Indiana . 86,030 59,826 18,376 7,411 417 
Ohio 71,044 32,825 . 19,62~ 18,591 
Kentucky 29,611 18,807 7,521 3,283 

Region 1,052,819 664,521 214,961 153,924 19,413 

Carlots % % % % 

North Dakota 18,891 42.3 '35.4 22.3 
South Dakota 37,120 55.3 23.4 16.5 4.8 
Nebraska 70,658 66.2 22 . 9 10.9 
Kansas 54,317 43.5 30.5 16.0 10.0 
Oklahoma 39, 593 38. 9 23.4 20.1 17.6 
Minnesota 104,397 61.4 22.5 16.1 
Iowa 227,438 77.8 10.2 12.0 
Missouri 89, 594 62,8 21.1 14.5 1.6 
Wisconsin 64,252 49.8 26.4 22.8 1.0 
Michigan 27,629 30.8 42.8 26.4 
nllnols 132,245 76.4 13.4 8.1 2.1 
Indiana 86,030 69.5 21.4 8.6 0.5 
Ohio 71 ,044 46.2 27.6 26.2 
Kentucky 29,611 63.5 25.4 11.1 

Region f , D52,819 6:1 .1 20.4 14.6 1.9 

11 The estimated number of head of livestock of each species sold by farmers in each State In 1940 
Is reported in, "Meat Animals - Farm Production and Income, 1935-41". U.S. Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics, April 30, 1942 .. The proportion of each species sold that year that were 
moved from farms by different means, is reported in "Marketing Livestock In the Corn Belt Reglo r," 
by Corn Belt Livestock Marketing Research Committee, S. Dak. Agr . Expt. Sta. Bul. 365, p. 166, 
November 1942. For each speCies, the total number of head sold, and the number of head sold by 
each means, were combined, after being converted to carlot equ,ivalents. 

In converting number of head to carlot equivalents the following factors were used: Cattle, 32; 
calves,. 51; hogs, 90; and sheep and lambs, 220. These factors represent for each species the 
estimated average number of head shipped per car (combining single-deck and double-deck cars) 
In the United States in 1940. 
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TABLE 6 - APPROXIMATE AVERAGE DISTANCES FROM WHICH LIVESTOCK WAS RECEIVED AT 
VARIOUS TYPES OF MARKETS: BY SPEOIES, AND BY STATES, 1940 (a) " ... : :';d od . 

Local Concentration To ,Retail 
State Cooperative Dealers yards or Auctions packers meat 

Assoc!ations local markets direct dealers 

M!les Miles Miles M!les Miles M!les 
Hogs 

North Dakota 16 14 37 25 78 11 
, South Dakota 13 33 32 43 53 21 

Nebraska 14 14 51 29 39 11 
Kansas (b) 28 88 20 77 10 
Oklahoma (c) 26 (c) 35 32 14 
Minnesota 7 11 36 (e) 80 8 
Iowa 9 11 32 (e ) 63 6 
M!ssour! 8 27 31 44 89 12 
Wlscons!n 8 8 114 (e) 96 6 
Mlch!gan 8 18 16 25 58 (e) 
m!no!s (e) 14 65 (e) 138 17 
Indiana 9 11 17 16 30 7 
Oh!o 10 15 19 16 61 8 

Reg!on 9 16 50 28 77 11 

Sheep and Lambs 

North Dakota 15 48 30 35 96 10 
South Dakota 9 85 (b ) 96 74 12 
Nebraska 20 14 (b) 43 119 10 
Kansas 19 299 (b) 26 70 8 
Oklahoma (c) (e) (c) 13 19 60 
M!nnesota 8 27 76 (e) 99 6 
Iowa 7 10 20 (e) 118 6 
M!ssourl 8 27 39 49 223 8 
Wisconsin 8 12 23 (e) 51 6 
Michigan 8 35 16 25 91 (e) 
Illinois (e) 139 120 (e) 23 (b) 
Indiana 8 6 17 18 16 6 
Oh!o 10 9 18 33 101 6 

Re~lon 11 101 60 38 115 24 

(a) Based on data from "Marketing Livestock In the Corn Belt Reg!on· by Corn Belt L!ves tock 
Marketing Research Committee, S. Dak. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bu!. 365, tables 63-67, pp. 175-178. Data 
not collected In this form !n Kentucky. 

In estimating the apprOXimate average distance from which livestock was received at each type 
of market, the follow!ng were used to represent the var!ous mUeage ranges: Less than 10 m!les, 
average 6 mUes; between 10 and 25 mHes, average 17.5 .mHes; between 25 and 50 mHes, average 
37.5 mUes; and between 50 and 100 mHes, average 75 mHes. For distances over 100 mUes, the 
average was estimated for each type of market, by States, on the basis of the probable orlg!n of 
such receipts. 
(b) None handled or sample too small. (c) None operating In State. 
(d) IncludeS. calves. (e) Data not collected In th!s form. 
(f) Includ&td w!th cattle'. 
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TABLE 6 - APPROXIMATE AVERAGE DISTANCES FROM WHICH LIVESTOCK WAS RECEIVED AT 
VARIOUS TYPES OF MARKETS: BY SPECIES, AND BY STATES, 1940 (a) - Cont'd. 

~'. '" __ . ·._.·N '~.~._~ 

Local Concentration To Retail 
State Cooper ative De~ers yards or Auctions packers meat 

Associations local markets direct dealers 
Miles Miles Miles Miles Miles Miles 

Cattle 

North Dakota 16 23 46. 54 84 12 
South Dakota 11 67 24 74 84 24 
Nebraska. 13 16 64 54 47 13 
Kansas (b) 87 (b) (d) 41 55 13 
Oklahoma (c) 14 (c) 49 39 19 
MInnesota 8 15 43 (e) 67 8 
Iowa 7 29 25 (e) 68 · 7 
Missouri 8 38 37 6.9 1.18 18 
Wisconsin 9 14 18 (e) 84 6 
J,{lchigan 10 . 25 21 29 ' 62 (e) 
nUnols (e) 18 88 ,(e) 30 25 
Indiana 7 13 16 22 26 10 
Ohio 8 23 26 36 87 8 

ReKlon 9 35 46 48 80 12 

Calves 
North Dakota 10 27 39 44 86 12 
South Dakota 8 62 (b) 65 47 10 
Nebraska. (b) 16 32 45 29 10 
Kansas (b) 239 (b) (f) 49 7 
Oklahoma (c) 13 (c) 21 36 14 
Minnesota 8 10 41 (e) . 81 8 
Iowa (f) (f) 19 (e) 69 7 
Missouri 8 30 38 75 156 10 . 
Wisconsin 9 11 23 (e) 88 6 
Michigan 8 15 16 25 53 (e) 
mlnols' (e) 23 20 (e) 28 17 
Indiana 8 8 16 14 17 8 
Ohio .11 9 18 19 52 9 

Reg12L .. _ 9 ~i ~9 33 '3 HI 
::a:::Akx=: ......... , ..... • ,,,,,"",-". ? -:- - "' -' 

(a) Based on data from "Marketing Livestock In the Corn Belt Region" by Corn Belt Livestock 
Marketing Research Committee, S. Dak. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bul. 365, tables 63-67, pp. 175-178. Data 
not collected In this form In Kentucky. 

In estimating the approximate average distance from which livestock was received at each type 
of market, the following were used to represent the various mileage ranges: Less than 10 miles, 
average 6 miles; between 10 and 25; mile's, average 17.5 .mlles; between 25 and 50 miles, average 
37.5 miles; and between 50 and 100 'miles, average 75 miles. For distances over 100 miles, the 
average was estimated for each type of market, by States, on the basis of the probable origin of 
such receipts. 
(bl None handled or sample too small. (c) None operating In State . 
(d) Include}!. calves. (e) Data not collected in this form. 
(f) 'Includd with cattle. 
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TABLE 7 - TRUCK REGISTRATIONS IN THE CORN BELT REGION, BY STA.TES, 1921-42 

Year N. DaII:. S. DaII:. Nebr. Kans. Okla. Minn. Iowa Mo. 

192i 2,423 8,277 '18,923 1)21,648 24,375 30,966 
1922 2,972 9,097 22,996 23 ,469 39,235 31,422 39,594 
1923 3,287 10,536 26,671 '26,556 18,576 48,783 36,265 46,258 
1924 4,682 11,206 31,266 39,940 27,047 37,823 40,918 51,144 
1925 '11 ,181 '13,887 37,003 '47,085 31 ,298 44,815 45,790 60,740 
1926 12,251 14,390 1 / 28,784 ' 49,903 49,983 71, 157 50,7'80 66,698 
1927 15,871 16, 533 '31,555 54,628 65,350 81,281 54,894 72,116 
1928 21,747 20,307 33,182 ' 61,902 64,293 89,7,84 61,019 76,248 
1929 25,954 '22,780 42,280 '73,694 60,390 99,696 69, 531 '85,443 
1930 27,636 "24, 977 ' 58,642 '83,139 59,384 108,070 72,190 '91,455 
1931 26,5,86 23,516 59,848 '80,484 54,585 108,435 78,414 ' 95,975 
1932 23,590 19, 542 52,294 71,778 44,884 101,650 74,882 99, 265 
1933 25,342 22,764 53 ,947 ' 72,404 65,957 99,130 69,490 ' 103,795 
1934 26,315 23,832 , 56,560 75,565 73,928 103,882 75,350 107,709 
1935 28,780 26,931 59,043 ' 80,068 82,855 105,861 80,529 115,819 
1936 29,650 28,216 60,595 '87,113 90,638 114,448 83,849 127,971 
1937 32,084 28,795 61,893 93 ,046 98,675 118,161 87,868 134,001 
1938 33,061 28,494 65,055 97,398 94,215 115,970 89,467 133,661 
1939 33,978 30,386 63,026 98,616 98,172 118,577 94,554 141,609 
1940 36,384 32,298 64,489 102,433 104,828 124,469 102,712 150,026 
1941 40,788 35,079 68,460 113,212 112,459 129,712 110,004 161,468 
1942 41 ,995 ,34,856 70,326 114,808 109,586 123,125 103,487 155,769 

Wlsc. Mich. m. Ind. Ohlo Ky. Total 

1921 21,264 49,765 79,907 43 ,317 9H,590 15,025 414,480 
1922 26,399 60,083 99,724 56,529 117,832 17,394 546,746 
1923 34,553 72,000 122,326 '73 ,228 141,900 20,543 681,482 
1924 50,039 83 ,475 140,808 84,969 164,800 23,275 791,392 
1925 66,296 '103,486 '161,234 94,856 167,000 26,627 911,278 
1926 80,288 '149,099 174,608 107,200 185,226 28,925 1,069,290 
1927 88,494 '155,992 ' 184,564 116,278 196,332 29,729 1,163,617 
1928 95,388 'la4,608 '190,356 117,093 198,705 "31,595 1,226,225 
1929 104,055 '175,944 203,335 125,349 206,432 34,132 1,329, ,015 
1930 105,110 '167,158 207,584 128,397 204,270 "35,841 1,373, 853 
1931 113,773 '152,635 201,509 129,826 '191 ,929 "34,969 1,352,486 
1932 108,047 123,273 177,820 122,019 167,492 31,621 1,218, 157 
1933 104,347 '121,639 '166,186 116,361 '158,189 "32,111 1,231,662 
1934 120,180 '123,405 '174,265 122\721 '159,845 "37,445 1,281,002 
1935 130,144 '127,283 '185,477 132,767 a.;170,938 "43,250, 1,369,745 
1936 144,653 '138,984 *203,098 137,809 il172,273 "51,840 1,471,137 
1937 141,208 W145,446 '214,379 140,292 '180,484 "59,341 1,535,673 
1938 136,484 138,941 215,663 127,670 183,694 63,676 1,523,469 
1939 142,907 145,503 225,592 136,648 184,223 69,285 1,583,074 
1940 149,251 W150,875 219,175 1~6,157 190,654 75,891 1,639,642 
1941 159,786 161,365 222,222 144,088 194,200 81,663 1,734,506 
1942 144,684 ~/142,387 220,607 138,648 199,325 77,438 1,677,039 

Note: Where no figure Is given, truck registrations have not been separately returned. 
• Include. busses. "Include. tractor seml-traners, commercial fuel traners, freight trailers or 
trailers. 1) Only 6-months' data reported, July 1 to December 1 as fiscal registration year ends 
June 30. V Light dellvery trucks classified with passenger cars. a.; For 15-months period ended 
March 31, 1936. Date of registration year changed from December 31. Figures include busses. 
iI For 9-months period ended December 31, 1938 - busses included. W Include. taxicabs . 
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TABLE 8 - ESTIMATED NUMBER OF TRUCKS OWNED BY FARMERS IN THE CORN BELT REGION, 
BY STATES, 1930-42 

Year N. Dak. S. Dak. o Nebr. Kans . Okla. Minn. Iowa Mo. 

1930 16; 990 14,816 26,045 33,648 23,930 36,557 32,669 20,132 
1931 18,046 15;785 34,775 37,745 22,863 39,229 32,558 21,492 
1932 17,309 14,439 34,054 36,379 20,469 38,928 33,875 22,458 
1933 15,286 11,647 28,709 32,300 16,338 35,273 30,926 23,029 
1934 16,371 13,158 28,160 32,365 23, 283 34,795 27,37£ 23,977 
1935 16, 947 13,346 28,223 33,551 25,283 35,943 28,181 24,773 
1936 .18,477 14,597 28,104 35,390 27,508 36,204 28,588 26,523 
1937 18,976 14,785 27,389 38,330 29,095 38,683 28,173 29,177 
1938 20,534 14,570 26,552 40,661 30,389 38,466 27,854 36,284 
1939 20,994 13,905 26,347 42,271 28,264 38,270 26,667 30,074 
1940 21,518 14,269 24,090 42,617 28,402 38,617 26,352 31,771 
1941 22,958 14,599 23,861 44,046 29,142 40, 077 27,219 33,456 
1942 25,656 15,224 24,646 48,455 30,027 41,248 28,051 35,846 

Wisc. Mich. m. Ind. Ohio Ky. Total 

1930 51,786 36,768 40,371 30,037 39,210 7,188 410, 147 
1931 50,873 35,270 41,102 30,687 38,811 7,813 427,049 
1932 53 ,473 32,511 39,697 30,639 36,467 7,833 418,531 
1933 49,161 26,380 34,853 28,430 31,823 7,273 371,428 
1934 46, 017 26,274 36,306 26,879 30,056 7,610 372,630 
1935 51,317 26,902 33,807 28, 119 30,371 9,137 385,900 
1936 53,749 28,002 35,612 30,138 32,649 10,812 406,353 
1937 57,717 30,854 38,792 31,007 32, 904 13,271 429,153 
1938 54,224 32,434 40,732 31,145 34,472 15,607 443,924 
1939 50,499 31,262 40,760 28,087 35,086 17,193 429,679 
1940 50,883 33,095 42,515 29,732 35,169 19,100 438, 130 
1941 51,044 34,550 40,986 29,410 36,415 21 ,401 449,164 
1942 52,410 37,275 41,333 30,835 37,092 23,601 471,699 

Numbers estimated by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 

TABLE 9 - TRUCKS USED FOR HAULING LIVESTOCK TO MARKETS, BY TYPE, OWNERSHIP, 
AND STATE l/ 

South Minne- IllI- Indi-
Type of truck Dakota K!:n:i!§ sota M1ssmn::1 nois ana Ohio Total 

July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. May Oct. 
1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 1943 1942 1942 

No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

BI farmers haull!!l{ own livestoCk 

Pick-up 3 3 7 29 5 15 20 71 4 15·7 
Standard Vi 23 15 51 23 20 32 496 48 779 
Semi-trailer 1 1 

Total 74 26 23 80 28 35 52 567 52 937 

By for -hire truckers 21 
Pick-up 1 2 6 16 3 1 29 
Standard 238 150 84 273 188 149 218 1,456 85 2,841 
Semi-trailer V 13 66 64 50 13 . 14 132 195 4 551 

Total 252 218 148 323 207 179 353 1,651 90 3,421 

All trucks 

Pick-up 4 5 7 29 11 31 23 · 71 5 186 
Standard 309 173 99 324 211 169 250 1,952 133 3,620 
Semi-trailer V 13 .66 65 50 13 14 132 195 4 552 

Total 326 244 171 403 235 214 405 2,218 142 4,358 

1/ Auto-trailers not included. 
21 Includes trucks owned by farmers which are used for hauling livestock for hire, by dealers, and by 
local cooperative associations. 
1/ Includes truck-trailers. 
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TABLE 10 - MANUFACTURERS' RATED CAPACITY OF TRUCKS USED FOR HAULING LNESTOCK, 
BY STATES 

South Minne- Mich- 1Il!- Jndl-
Rated Capacity Dakota Kansas sota Missouri igan nois ana Ohio Total 

July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. July Oct. May Oct. 
1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 . 1943 1943 1942 1942 

Tons No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

3/4 and less 57 9 6 32 16 27 23 63 12 245 
1 15 1 1 11 7 3 66 59 3 166 
1 1/ 2 290 134 128 288 197 171 66 173 1,677 112 3,236 
2 9 38 22 11 3 5 19 36 47 17 207 
2 1/ 2 2 17 3 11 1 1 1 48 9 93 
3 38 2 3 16 22 82 
Over 3 4 1 6 22 1 34 

Total 373 241 163 362 224 207 86 384 1,878 145 4,063 

TABLE 11 - WEIGHT OF EMPTY TRUCKS USED FOR HAULING LIVESTOCK BY WEIGHT GROUPS, AND 
BY STATES 

South Mlnne- Indl-
Weight of trucks Dakota Kansas sota Missouri ana Ohio Total 

July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. Oct. 
1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 

Pounds No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Less than 2,000 1 1 2 
2,000 to 3,999 32 4 4 38 14 23 8 123 
4,000 to 5,999 82 19 11 65 58 35 37 60 367 
6,000 to 7,999 213 118 74 182 144 131 254 63 1,179 
8,000 to 9,999 4 19 17 66 6 . 11 28 4 155 
10,000 to 11,999 5 21 22 9 4 5 12 2 80 
12,000 to 13,999 6 23 17 12 5 5 12 2 82 
14,000 and over 1 &4 23 31 4 j ~ 1 al 

Total 344 218 168 403 235 214 346 141 2,069 

TABLE 12 - NUMBER OF TRUCKS WITH AND WITHOUT DECKS HAULING LNESTOCK, BY STATES 11 

South Minne- Jndl-
Trucks having Dakota K!ya§ sota Missouri ana Ohio Total 

July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct .. Oct. 
1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 

No. No. No. , No. No. No. No. No. No. 

No deck 152 214 33 170 117 24 48 42 800 
Part deck 44 -20 111 91 17 92 131 50 556 
Full deck 141 7 20 142 9 16 167 53 555 

Total !37 m IU4 iDS m m m m I,m 
1/ Data for Missouri and Kanso.s, December 1943 are the decks usually used for hogs. 



48 MISSOURI EXPERIMENT STATION BULLETIN 479 · 

TABLE 13 - SQUARE FEET OF FLOOR AND DECK OF TRUCKS USED FOR· HAULING LIVESTOCK, 
BY SIZE GROUPS, AND BY STATES 

South Mlnne- Indl-
Area Dakota Kansas sota Missouri ana Ohio Total 

July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. May Oct. 
1~2 1~2 l~S 1~2 1~21/ 1~.3 1~2l/ 1~2 

Sq. ft. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 
~ 

Less than 40 19 8 6 28 7 19 39 3 129 
40 to 59 24 1 19 13 12 37 8 114 
60 to 79 26 1 9 11 5 153 16 221 
80 to 99 78 20 7 65 101 72 l,l86 73 1,602 
100 to 119 154 88 64 145 68 80 433 32 1,064 
120 to.139 33 9 25 58 7 8 118 10 268 
140 to i59 4 3 2 18 2 1 36 1 67 
160 to 179 11 21 10 15 6 5 58 3 129 
180 to 199 5 24 7 11 3 4 60 114 
200 and over 3 29 45 22 1 3 43 146 

Total 357 203 167 390 219 209 2,163 146 3,854 

~V 

Less than 40 6 4 4 5 5 24 
40 to 59 36 32 44 52 33 20 217 
60 to 79 8 18 20 17 28 21 112 
80 to 99 27 13 19 17 22 ~S 131 
100 to 119 78 28 12 58 9 16 201 
120 to 139 21 3 8 33 3 3 71 
140 to 159 2 2 3 10 2 4 23 
160 to· 179 7 . 11 9 10 2 1 40 
180 to 199 4 14 7 9 1 35 
200 and over 2 13 5 17 3 40 

:rotal 185 140 131 227 108 103 8~ 

J./ Data not assembled on decks. 
~/ Data for Missouri and Kansas, December 1~3 are the decks usually used for hogs. 

TABLE 14 - YEAR MODEL OF TRUCKS USED FOR TRANSPORTING LIVESTOCK, BY STATES 1/ 

South Mlnne-
Year Dakota Kansas sota Iowa Missouri Il1!nols Ohio Total 

July May Dec. Aug. July May Dec. Oct. Oct. 
1942 1942 1943 1942 1~2 1942 1943 1943 1942 

No. No. No. No • . No. No. No. No. No. No. % 
1926· or earlier 1 1 3 1 6 0.3 
1927 2 1 3 0.2 
1928 2 3 6 0.3 
1929 7 2 2 2 13 0.6 
1930 3 5 1 12 0.6 
1931 3 3 1 7 0.3 
1932 1 4 7 0.3 
1933 1 3 1 ' 1 8 0.3 
1934 4 1 3 2 1 5 2 4 1 23 1.1 
1935 9 1 1 14 3 1 8 10 10 57 2.7 
1936 18 12 S 19 6 9 14 22 11 114 5.5 
1937 . 16 12 4 26 12 18 13 17 14 132 6.3 
1938 42 16 9 43 9 22 10 15 6 172 8.3 
1939 39 20 21 40 17 25 29 · 19 11 221 10.6 
1~0 88 66 39 93 30 63 42 58 35 514 24.7 
1~1 111 70 62 114 18 67 65 57 43 607 29.1 
1~2 20 33 27 30 6 19 26 10 12 183 8.8 

Total 366 233 171 401 106 231 212 217 146 2,083100.0 

1/ Auto-trailers are not included. 
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TABLE 15 - MILES TRUCKS WERE OPERATED DURING ·YEAR PRECEEDING STUDlES BY MILEAGE 
GROUPS, AND BY STATES 

South Mlnne-
Operated during Dakota Kansas sota Missouri Indiana Ohio Total 

year July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. Oct. 
1942 · 1942 . 1943 1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 
U U ~ U U ~ U U 

Miles No. . No. No • No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Less than 5, 000 38 3 10 38 5 6 2 6 108 
5,000 to 9,999 28 12 6 40 15 16 17 27 161 

, 10,000 to 14,999 34 16 7 26 21 18 15 57 194 
15, 000 to 19,999 24 19 4 25 10 18 40 49 189 
20,000 to 24,999 41 21 3 32 23 13 76 6 215 
25,000 to 49,999 146 95 39 130 92 67 173 742 
50,000 to 74,999 23 40 27 37 ·27 46 13 213 
75,000 to 99,999 4 4 16 19 5 . 11 1 60 
100,000 and over 4 5 15 18 2 5 49 

Total 342 215 127 365 200 200 337 145 1,931 

1/ .Mileage operated In 1941. 
V Mileage operated In 1943 . 

·rABLE 16 - TOTAL MILEAGE TRUCKS HAD BEEN OpERATED AT THE TIME THE SURVEY WAS MADE, 
BY MILEAGE GROUPS, AND BY STATES 

South Mlnne- IllI- Indl-
Total operated Dakota Kansas sota Missouri nols ana Ohio 

July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. Oct. Oct. Total 
1942 1942 1943 ' 1942 1942 1943 1943 1942 1942 1942 1943 

Miles No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 
Less than 25,000 59 16 12 69 28 25 5 21 15 208 42 
25,000 to 49, 999 118 73 24 125 46 27 25 90 50 502 76 
50,000 to 74,999 88 64 . 23 91 58 34 24 100 48 449 81 
75,000 to 99, ?99 51 36 28 43 44 34 19 59 21 254 81 
100,000 to 124, 999 23 20 . 37 27 30 26 27 27 6 133 90 
125,000 and over 17 23 78 38 29 51 42 21 5 133 171 

Total 356 232 202 393 235 . 197 142 318 145 1,679 541 
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TABLE 17 - NUMBER OF TRUCKS HAULING LIVESTOCK TO MARKETS THAT WERE LOADED TO VARIOUS 
PERCENTAGES OF NORMAL GROSS CAPACITY, BY TYPES OF TRUCKS, 

AND BY STATES 

South Mlnne- Indl- Illi-
Load compared Dakota Kansas sota Iowa Missouri ana nois Ohio Total 
with capacity July May' Dec. Aug. Dec. May Dec. Oct. Oct. Oct. 

1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1942 1943 1942 1943 1942 
Percent No. No. No. N;o. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 

Pick-up trucks 
Less than 25.0 
25.0 to 49.9 1 1 
50.0 to 74.9 2 , 2 1 1 7 3 17 
75 .0 to 99.9 2 1 3 20 6 16 6 55 
100.0 to 119. 9 1 6 5 6 14 33 
120.0 and over 3 5 8 

Total 4 4 29 12 34 23 114 

Standard trucks 
Less than 25.0 2 2 
25 .0 to 49.9 10 1 1 6 1 4 1 24 
50. 0 to 74.9 72 27 9 54 17 43 30 19 13 11 295 
75.0 to 99.9 118 59 54 113 27 108 92 192 27 50 840 
100.0 to 119.9 75 48 39 123 17 73 65 155 210 27 832 
120.0 and over 34 9 7 27 5 16 16 55 3 172 

Total 309 144 110 323 67 244 205 422 250 91 2,165 

Semi-traller trucks (al 

Less than 25.0 
25 .0 to 49.9 4 4 
50.0 to 74. 9 1 3 3 2 3 1 1 14 
75 .0 to 99.9 5 26 33 20 3 4 8 17 7 1 124 
100. 0 to 119.9 4 18 36 27 12 6 3 15 124 2 247 
120.0 and over 3 5 4 3 1 1 2 19 

Total 13 53 76 50 16 13 14 37 132 4 408 

(al Includes truck-tra!1ers. 

TABLE 18 - NUMBER OF TRUCKS HAULING LIVESTOCK TO MARKET THAT WERE LOADED TO VARIOUS 
PERCENTAGES OF NORMAL NET CAPACITY, BY STATES 

South Minne- Indi-
Load compared Dakota ' Kansas • sota Iowa Missouri ana Ohio Total 
with capacity July May Dec. Aug. Dec. May Dec. Oct. Oct. 

1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 

Percent No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. N.o. 
Pick-ul! trucks 

Less than 25.0 3 3 2 2 12 
25.0 to 49.9 6 1 7 16 
50.0 to 74.9 2 7 3 8 23 
75. 0 to 99.9 1 5 7 14 
100.0 to 119.9 1 1 2 1 6 
120. 0 and over 7 4 9 20 

Total 4 4 5 29 12 34 3 91 

Standard trucks 

Less than 25.0 34 4 3 29 8 19 6 1 2 106 
25.0 to 49.9 - 47 18 4 42 11 33 22 14 8 199 
50.0 to 74.9 58 26 16 60 9 37 44 63 31 344 
75.0 to 99. 9 62 39 31 87 17 65 54 135 25 515 
100.0 to 119.9 43 25 17 73 11 48 41 93 18 369 
120.0 and over 65 32 22 24 11 42 38 116 12 362 

Total 309 144 93 315 67 244 205 422 96 1,895 

Seml-tuller trucks (al 

Less than 25.0 1 1 3 
25.0 to 49.9 3 2 1 1 7 
50.0 to 74.9 4 3 6 3 3 3 9 31 
75. 0 to 99.9 2 23 17 14 3 2 7 10 2 80 
100.0 to 119. 9 2 11 24 18 8 5 3 8 2 81 
120.0 and over 4 13 12 15 5 1 1 9 60 

Total 13 54 61 50 • 16 13 14 37 4 262 

(al InCludes truck-tra!1ers. 
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TABLE 19 - NUMBER OF STANDARD TRUCKS HAULlNG LIVESTOCK IN LOADS OF DIFFERENT ' 
WEIGHTS PER MILE, BY STATES l/ 

South Minne- Ind!-
Weight hauled Dakota Kansas sota M!s!!our! ana Ohio Total 

per mile 2./ July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. Oct. 
1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 

Pounds No. No. No. No. No: No. No. No. No. 

Less than 25 14 19 4 8 20 13 1 79 
25 to 49 27 54 14 63 37 25 6 11 237 
50 to 74 47 60 39 79 65 55 27 34 406 
75 to 99 47 45 38 59 45 44 42 23 343 
100 to 149 73 33 39 59 62 65 78 16 425 
150 to 199 38 11 17 16 23 27 64 2 198 
200 to 249 23 10 10 10 8 7 41 1 110 
250 to 299 11 2 2 6 4 7 14 1 47 
300 to 399 9 2 10 4 6 6 37 
400 to 499 4 1 1 1 2 4 13 
500 to 999 1 4 1 6 
1,000 to 1,499 2 3 
1;500 to 1,999 5 5 
2,000 and over 3 4 

Total 304 234 166 315 269 253 283 89 1,913 

l/ Data on pick-up trucks, semi-trailers, and truck-trailers omitted because of small samples. 
7./ Assembly plus one-way trip to market. 

TABLE 20 - NUMBER OF TRUCKS HAULING RETURN LOADS FROM MARKETS TO WHICH LIVESTOCK 
WERE DELIVERED THAT WERE LOADED TO VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF NORMAL NET 

CAPACITY, BY TYPES OF TRUCKS, AND BY STATES 

South Mlnne- Ill!-
Load compared Dakota Kansas sota Missouri nois Indiana Total 
with capa'clty July Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. Oct. 

1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 1943 1942 

Percent No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. 
Plck-u2 trucks 

No load 2 17 8 11 12 55 
Less than 25.0 3 3 
25.0 to 49.9 2 2 4 
50.0 to 74.9 2 1 5 
75.0 to 99.9 1 2 3 6 
100.0 to 119. 9 1 6 
120.0 and over 5 4 10 

Total 4 29 11 21 19 89 

Standard trucks 

No load 220 59 188 128 88 49 152 884 
Less than 2S.0 14 1 22 2 3 61 103 
25.0 to 49.9 16 2 24 8 1 4 34 89· 
SO.O to 74.9 11 S 29 9 9 10 8 81 
75.0 to 99.9 7 16 19 19 16 8 5 90 
100.0 to 119.9 IS 14 11 19 18 160 2 239 
120.0' and 'over 26 13 31 30 16 3 119 

Total 309 110 324 21S 151 231 265 1,605 

Seml,-trailer trucks (a) 

No load 10 43 33 5 4 17 .121 
Less than 25.0 S 2 9 16 
25.0 to 49.9 3 1 2 6 
50.0 to 74.9 2 2 1 2 7 
75.0 to 99.9 2 11 2 2 2 ~ 1 20 
100.0 to 119.9 15 3 1 110 129 
120.0 and over S 2 2 10 

Total 13 76 50 11 11 120 28 309 

(a) InCludes truck trailers. 
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TABLE 21 ~ NUMBER OF STOPS MADE TO ASSEMBLE LOADS OF LIVESTOCK TO BE HAULED TO 
MARKET, BY STATES 

South Mlnne- nll- Indl-
Assembly Dakota Kansas sota Missouri nols ana Ohio Total 

stops July May Dec. Aug. May Dec. Oct. Oct . Oct. 
. 1942 1942 1943 1942 1942 1943 1943 1942 1942 

No. No. No. No. No. No. No. . No. No. No. 
1 174 126 102 162 146 139 149 178 6 1,182 
2 49 30 30 39 38 

~1 77 63 6 364 
3 28 19 21 29 25 53 42 18 268 
4 19 20 10 30 27 23 39 28 9 205 
5 9 . 12 9 27 10 9 24 23 16 139 
6 5 6 22 8 7 20 14 13 95 
7 4 2 23 9 5 7 9 7 66 
8 3 4 6 1 3 10 5 4 36 
9 1 2 13 2 1 1 4 1 25 

10 2 3 7 1 7 1 21 
11 2 1 2 5 
12 5 1 1 9 

13 and over 8 5 1 16 
Total 279 222 189 373 269 253 395 368 83 2,431 

TABLE 22 - NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TOWNS ON RAILROADS THAT HAVE STOCKYARDS 
FACILITIES, BY STATES, 1942 

State stoc ards 
No. No. 

North Dakota 590 27 617 96 4 
South Dakota 358 65 423 85 15 
NebrUka 666 91 757 88 12 
Kansas 930 81 1,011 92 8 
Oklahoma 392 134 526 75 25 
Minnesota 536 166 702 76 24 
Iowa 898 182 1,080 .83 17 
Missouri 721 225 946 76 24 
Wisconsin 416 202 618 67 33 
Michigan 236 254 490 48 52 
nlinois 721 500 1,221 59 41 
Indiana 244 283 527 .46 54 
Ohio 304 324 628 48 52 
Kentucky 183 249 432 42 58 

Reglon 7,195 2,783 9,978 72 28 

Source: "Railroad Facilities For Handling Livestock at Shipping Points in the Corn Belt Region" 
.(33). 

TABLE 23 - STOCK CARS ON LINE OF CLASS I RAILROADS IN THE UNITED STATES, 

Year 

1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 ' 

Number 

82,370 
83,126 
81,542 
85,937 
87,618 
85,447 
84,878 
83,496 
84,493 
82,269 
79,845 
78,274 

OCTOBER 1, 1921-43 

Year 

1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
1937 
1938 
1939 
1940 
1941 

·1942 
1943 

Source: Car SerVice DiViSIOn, Association of American Railroads. 

Number 

75,126 
70,283 
67,512 
64,750 
60,210 
58,496 
56,008 . 
54,030 
53,176 
53,285 ' 
54,091 
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TABLE 24 - PERCENTAGE OF CARLOADS AND PERCENTAGE OF WEIGHT OF LIVESTOCK 
SHIPPED BY RAIL IN DOUBLE-DECK STOCK CARS, IN THE 

. UNITED STATES, BY SPECIES, 1938-43 

Percenta.re of carloads Percentage of weight 
Year Cattle and Hogs Sheep and All Cattle and Hogs Sheep and All 

calves goats livestock calves goats livestock 

% % % % % % % % 
1938 1.2 59.8 81.1 31.0 1.3 70.5 87.5 33.4 
1939 1.5 60.7 81.2 32.0 1.7 71.4 87.4 34.8 
1940 2.1 63.8 79. 7 35.5 2.3 73.9 86.3 38.1 
1941 2.2 63:1 79.5 34.1 2.4 73.3 85.2 36.7 
1942 1.6 68.8 83 .4 34.3 1.7 76.9 86.9 36.1 
1943 1.8 71.7 85.1 36.8 1.9 78.7 88.1 38.6 

Source: Bureau of Transport EconomIcs and Statistics, Interstate Commerce Commission. 

TABLE 25 - PERCENTAGE OF SINGLE-DECK, DOUBLE-DECK AND ALL RAILROAD STOCK CARS 
. COMBINED USED FOR DIFFERENT SPECIES OF LIVESTOCK IN THE 

UNITED STATES, IP38-43 

Rlnul.-n.ok oar~ Double-deck carS All cars combined 
Year Cattle Hogs Sheep Calves Hogs Sheep Cattle Hogs Sheep 

and and and and and 
calves goats I(oats calves I(oats 

% % % % %' % % % % 
1938 78.7 16.9 4.4 2.0 55.8 42.2 55.0 28.9 16.1 
1939 78.1 17.5 4.4 2.4 57.4 40.2 53.9 30.2 15.9 
1940 75.6 19.6 4.8 2.9 62.8 34.3 49.~ 35.0 15.3 
1941 77.4 17.4 5.2 3.3 57.5 39.2 52 .1 31.1 16.8 
1942 82.1 14.0 3.9 2.6 59.2 38.2 54.8 29.5 15.7 
1943 81.8 14.9 3.3 2.6 64.7 32.7 52.7 33.2 14.1 

Source: Bureau of Transport Economics and Statistics, Interstate Commerce Commission. 

TABLE 26 - TRUCK <DRIVE-IN) RECEIPTS OF LIVESTOCK AT 68 PUBLIC MARKETS, 
BY SPECIES, 1939-43 

Year Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep All species 
and lamb combined 1/ 

% % % % % 
1939 61.8 60.7 68.3 29.1 60.1 
1940 65.6 64.2 68.2 31.8 63.1 
1941 68.9 67.4 70.5 34.0 65.8 
1942 63.9 64.0 69.4 32.3 62.3 
1943 58.3 64.8 66.6 32.8 59.1 

Source: "Drive-in receipts of livestock, 1942", (34) 
1/ The various species ,of livestock were combined after converting to carlot equiva
lents. The following,factors were used: Cattle, 32; calves, 51; hogs, 90; and sheep and 
lambs, 220. These factors represent for each species the estimated average number of 
head shipPed per car (combining single and double-decks) in the United States in 1940. 

TABLE 27 - AVERAGE WEIGHT OF SINGLE-DECK AND DOUBLE-DECK CARLOADS OF 
LIVESTOCK SHIPPED BY RAIL IN THE UNITED STATED, BY SPECIES, 

1938-43 

Sin Ie-deck carloads Double-deck carloads 
Year Cattle Sheep Sheep 

and Hogs and Calves Hogs and 
calves oats goats 

Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds l'ounds Pounds 

1938 22,848 16,176 12,732 25,610 25,974 20,664 
1939 22,558 16,028 12,858 26,308 25,912 20,566 
1940 22,522 16,050 12,690 25,330 25,766 20,384 
1941 22,536 15,986 13,518 25,238 25,656 20,174 
1942 23,290 17,300 15,536 25,142 26,102 20,508 
1943 23,954 17,968 16,002 25,228 26,184 20,658 

Source: Bureau of Transport Economics and Statistics, Interstate Commerce Commission. 
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REPORTS OF STUDIES OF LIVESTOCK TRANSPORTATION 
AND LITERATURE CITED 

The publications listed below are reports on studies of livestock transpor
tation made by members of the Corn Belt Livestock Marketing Research 
Committee in 10 states in the Corn Belt region, and in the Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics in 1942 and 1943. 

Illinois 
(1) Ashby, R. C., "Market and return loads hauled by trucks in Illinois," 

Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station, AE-1915, August, 1942. 
(2) Research Staff in Agricultural Marketing, "Tire use expectancy of 

trucks hauling farm products-A graphic summary," Illinois Agri
cultural Experiment Station, AE-1949, Processed, October, 1942. 

(3) Ashby, R. C., and Parrish, B. D., "A survey of motor trucks in Douglas 
county, Illinois," College of Agriculture, University of Illinois, 
AE-1982, November, 1942. ' 

(4) Ashby, R. C., and Parrish, B. D., "A survey of motor trucks in Hender
son County, Illinois," Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station, 
AE-2000, Processed, January, 1943. 

(5) Ashby, R. C., "Market and return loads hauled by livestock trucks, 
1943, to three Illinois central markets," Illinois Agricultural Experi-
ment Station, AE-2092, August, 1943. ' 

(6) Parrish, B. D., "A survey of motor trucks in Douglas and Henderson 
counties, Illinois, October, 1943," Illinois Agricultural Experiment 
Station, AE-2139, December, 1943. 

Indiana 
(7) Haverkamp, L. J. "An analysis of farm transportation in Wayne 

township, Hamdton county, Indiana," Purdue University Agricul
ture Experiment Station, Department of Agricultural Economics, 
Mimeograph No. 30, October, 1943. 

(8) Wiley, James R., "Mail survey of trucks that haul livestock to the 
Indianapolis market," Purdue University Agricultural Experiment 
Station, Mimeograph No.8, March, 1943. 

(9) Wiley, James R., "Head of livestock in relation tp floor area of truck," 
Purdue University Agricultural Experiment Station, Manuscript, 
October, 1943. ' 

(10) Wiley, James R., "Death and crippled losses in shipping hogs to 
market," Purdue University Agricultural Experiment StatioIlf> 
Bulletin 318, November, 1927. 

Iowa 
(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

Thompson, Sam B., "Largest saving of livestock transportation 
requires group action," Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station and 
Iowa Agricultural Extension Service cooperating, Livestock Trans
portation Leaflet No.2, Mimeograph, December 7, 1942. 

Thompson, Sam B., "Conserving farm transportation," Iowa Agri
cultural Experiment Station and Iowa Agricultural Extension 
Service, Transportation Memo. No.8, Mimeograph, December 30, 
1942. 

Thompson, Sam B., "Saving tires and trucks in livestock hauling," 
Iowa Agricultural Experiment , Station and Iowa Agricultural 
Extension Service, Livestqck Transportation Leaflet No.3, Mimeo
grapp., February 22, 1943. 

Thompson, Sam H., "Wartime livestock transportation handbook," 
Iowa Agrfcultural Experiment Station and Iowa Agricultural Ex
tension Service cooperating, Livestock Transportation Leaflet Nos. 
4,5,6, 7, and 8 for Iowa counties of each ODT district serving Iowa 
including respectively Des Moines, Davenport, Sioux Falls, Omaha, . 
and Mason City, Mimeograph, 1943. ' 

Thompson, Sam B., "Conserving livestock transportation," Iowa Agri
cultural Experiment Station and Iowa Agricultural Extension 
Service, Reprint FE-63, Iowa Farm Economist, December, 1943. 
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Kansas 
(16) Haag, Herman M., Parsons, Franklin L., McCoy, John H., and Wilson, 

C. P., "Transportation of livestock by motor truck to the Kansas 
City market," Kansas Agricultural Experiment Station (in process). 
This report covers a joint study by the Kansas and Missour i Agri
cultural Experiment staitons. 

Kentucky 
(17) Phillips, C. D., "Conservation of farm to market transportation with 

special reference to truck transportation," University · of Kentucky, 
Extension Division, Processed, December, 1942. 

Michigan 
(18) Gunn, R. V., and Stark, D. H., "Livestock transportation in Michigan," 

Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station, Manuscript, July, 1943. 
Minnesota 

(19) Hanson, H. P., and Dowell, A. A., "Transportation of various com
modities by rail and truck into and out of Martin county," Divisions 
of Agricultural Economics and. Agricultural Extension, University 
of Minnesota, Processed, November, 1942. 

(20) Dowell, A. A., "Reducing livestock truck mileage," Minnesota Agri
cultural Experiment Station, Bulletin 369, June, 1943. 

(21) Dowell, A. A., "A study of livestock trucks at Minnesota markets," 
Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station, Miscellaneous Report 
2, June, 1943. 

(22) Dowell, A. A., and Cleland, S. B., "Reducing mileage in farm trans
portation," Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station, Bulletin 
373, December, 1943. 

Missouri 
(23) Haag, Herman M., "Transportation of livestock in the Boone county 

area with estimates of possible savings," Department of Agricul
tural Economics, University of Missouri, Processed, April, 1943. 

(24) Haag, Herman M., and Gray, Victor, "Transportation of certain com
modities into and out of Moniteau county, May 21-27,1942," Depart
ment of Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Extension Serv- . 
·ice, University of Missouri, Processed, July, 1942. 

(25) Haag, Herman M., and Carpenter, Miller, "Transportation of com
modities into and out of Carroll county, June 17-24, 1942," Depart
ment of Agricultural Economics, University of Missouri, Processed, 
July 1942. 

(26) Haag, Herman M., and others, Unpublished material on general trans
portation arrangements in nine Missouri counties, 1942, Department 
of Agricultural Economics and Agricultural Extension Service. 

Ohio 
(27) Henning, Geo. F., "Livestock trucking at Cleveland market," Depart

ment of Rural Economics, Ohio State University, Manuscript, 
August, 1943. . 

(28) Hammans, C. W., and Henning, G. F., "Livestock trucking situation 
in Ohio, 1943," Department of Rural Economics, Ohio State Uni-
versity, Mimeograph leaflet, September, 1943. . 

South Dakota 
(29) Cotton, W.P., "Transportation survey of some 400 trucks at 16 live

stock markets in South Dakota," South Dakota Agricultural Ex
periment Station, Agricultural Economics Pamphlet No.4, Mimeo
graph August, 1942. 

(30) Cotton, W. P., "Transportation of various commodities received and 
shipped by 644 business firms in 12 South Dakota counties, South 
Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station, Agricultural Economics 
Pamphlet No.5, Mimeograph, Au~st, 1942. . 

(31) Cotton W. P., and Anderson, Norris
j 

'Transportation facilities, needs, 
. and uses," South Dakota Agricu tural Experiment Station, Agri

cultural Economics Pamphlet No.6, Mimeograph, April, 1943. 
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Corn Belt Region 
(32) Corn Belt Livestock Marketing Research Committee, "Marketing 

livestock in the Corn Belt Region," South Dakota Agricultural 
£xperiment Station, Bulletin 365, November, 1942. 

United 
(33) 

(34) 

(35) 

States Department of Agriculture 
Bjorka, Knute, "Railroad facilities for handling livestock at shipping 

points in the Corn Belt Region," Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
Processed, February, 1943. 

Jordan, Edna M., "Driven-in receipts of livestock, 1942," U. S. Food 
Distribution Administration, Processed, February, 1943. 

" Marketing and transportation situation," Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics, MTS-21, Processed, May, 1944. 

Office of Defense Transportation 
(36) General Order ODT 3, reviscd (7 F. R. 5445), or General Order 

ODT 17 (7 F. R. 5678). 



NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL PUBLICATIONS 
No. 1. "Marketing Livestock in the Corn Belt Region," by Corn Belt Live

stock Marketing Research Committee, S. Dak. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bul. 
365, Nov., 1942. 

No.2. "Improving Farm Tenure in the Midwest," by Corn Belt Land 
, Tenure Committee, Ill. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bul. 502, June, 1944. 

No.3. "Trucking Livestock in the Corn Belt Region," by Corn Belt Live
stock, Marketing Research Committee, Mo. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bul. 
479, June; 1944. 
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