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Executive summary 

cultured 'blArine shrimp producers in the United states (U.S.) 
1(e . g., south. carolina, Texa5, etc .. ) and otbe:t" countries (e.g., 
Ecuador, Panama, etc.) bave att·empted to identify and develop 
whole (heads-on) shrimp market segments in the u.s and Europe. 
Past marketinq studies have gene.rally focused on V2'rious. U. s .. 
markets for headless (beads-off) marine shrimp. Consequently, 
there is a paucity of data on U.S. markets for whole marine 
shrimp. 

The objectives ot this research were (a) to describe 
existing :marine shrimp p1referenoes in the U. s. 'Wholesale :marJcet 
channel and (b) to identify critical. p 1roduct attributes in ·the 
wholesale :market. when sellinq heads-on marine shriln_p. Use and 
preference data was coll ected en o.s. seafood wholesalers, 
distributors, and other market channel me-mbers based on a 1989 
oil survey. 

A two-paqe questionnaire was designed and tested for a mail 
survey of marine ,shri~p usage and preferences. The Dun & 
Bradstreets Marketing service in Parsippany, New Jersey, was the 
:mailinq list source: . In June 1989, 6,021 questionnaires were 
wailed to seafood wholesalars, distributors and other :tn1yers in 
the U. s,.. The highest percentage of f iJ:JDs had mail.in9 addressee 
in the Northeast reqion, followed by the West region, the South 
and the Midwest. A total of 393 (6 . 4l) usable questionnaires and 
six unusable questionnaires we.re returned. The number of 
responses was generally consistent with tbe number of ma±linqs by 
:region. 

When asked to classify their business, 45.Zt chose 
wholesaler/distributo1r, 12 .. 7\ proc,es·sor, 10. 2i b~oker, 10 • 10l 
importer, 8.6% r~tailer, 6.8\ trader, 4.9t ex:porte.r and 1.6t 
others (e.g. restaurants, producers). The highest number of 
•proceasor1111 class if ioations was found in the south region . 

Most businesses have reported that their seafood sales in 
1988 were under $5 million. The averaqe percent contribution of 
shrimp sales to total seafood sales qeneraily decreased as the 
companies' sales volwne inoreased. For companies with annual 
sea~ood sales under $5 million, shrimp contributed to about S91 
0 1f gross sea:food sales in 1988 . Shrimp sales avera.qed a 54\: 
contribution to seafood sal.es of all compan~es responding. 

Wholesaler/distributors r 1eported the highest parce.nta9e, 
40\, of their shrimp were sold to white tablecloth restaurants 
outlets in 1988. In contrast, processors responses indicated that 
wbole5alers/distributors outlets were their major outlet, 52% o~ 
their 1988 sales. 
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34' o,f the business .reported purchas,ing of U. S . :farmed 
marine shrimp during t.he 12 months preaadinq this survey. The 
authors believe that soma o,f the respondents 11ay have assumed 
that farmed shrimp imported i nto tbe U.S •. was the same as "U.S. 
farmed shrimp." When asked if they would be interested in 
purchasing marine White shrimp farmed (cultured) in the U.S. , 46% 
said "maybe.", 4 3% said ''yas"' and. ll' said '11no11 • 

AS expected, heads-off shrimp products dominated the general 
purchases and reported. preferences ox sea~oocJ wholesalers .and 
others in. ·the market channel., Based upon shell-on shrimp product 
forms, the most commonly d.esi'red (requested) product was 
heads-off frozen :shrimp (28 .. lt) , head:s-01ff IQF ( 2,0 .. 3%) ., beads~oft 
fresh (16 . 9i), heads-on fresh (9.8t), heads-on tQF (s.3i), 
heads-on 'fro·zen (6 .. 4t), other products (5 . st) and live (4. 7'). 
The desired count sizes (i.e. number of beads-on individual 
shrimp par pound) for selected heads-on (i.e. fresh, frozen and 
IQF) shrimp products were was the following: 16~30 counts 
( 31.11;) , al l major counts ( 28. 3-') i, DlS counts ( 20. 6l) , l l-501 

counts (16*7~), counts greater than so (3 ~3t). 
Hben asked to indicated desired monthly quantities (pounds) 

of heads-on shrimp, 40.7' chose fresh, 40 . 0t IQF a.nd 19.lt 
frozen. Average month1y quantities d sired were the hi ghest for 
IQF shrimp. 

Although b_eads,-off (headl ess.) tnarine shrimp is obviously the 
do• inant product fo't"m in the D.S. wholesale sector, there appears 
to be some willingness. to purchase whole {heads-on) marine shrimp 
pr,od.uc.ts.. It is estimated that ·the la tant demand f ·or lJ'. :S • farmed 
marine shrimp by U.S. wholesal ers and distributors may range 
between 490,000 and 970,000 pounds per month. This report 
indicates that there are sev ral problems confronting U.S~ fal:lll-5 
wan~inq to target whola marine shrilnp buyers in the U.S. 
wholesaler sector. The most obvious is the do~inance of 
heaCls-off shrimp in the wholesale e ·ector. Even when buyers 
expressed i nterest in purchasing heads-on shrimp, it is asswned 
that 111any wanted t.o process thel!I i nto VArious heada-off' product 
forms. In addition, - sotne responden.ts may oe generally 
indifferent to the. actual source of the whole shrimp. 

The apparent latent demand for frozen and IQF whole shrimp 
should be considered by U.S • .shrimp fa:rsni;. . unfortunately, these 
are product forms that woul d appear to be the most vulnerable to 
other compe'ti tors like U.S. processors a.nd/or fo,re.iqn producers. 
For example, it appear~ that Latin American shrimp farmers wo~ld 
not have any major difficulties in marketing oo~patitively pri ced 

'"Mad or" counts were ,co,ns id,ered u 15 to 81 + • 



heads-on IQF shri~' in the u .. s .. In contrast, .fresh heads-on 
shrimp ~arketinq may be vuln~rable ta co•petition from the 
domestic shrimp f'isherias . The live shrimp miitr~et segment in the 
u.s. may warrnnt addi.tional :research as a potential outlet to 
suppl1ement :sBles of U .s. farJDs. Live shrimp would at least be a 
product form generally isolated from import competition and 
probably :much of the U. S. wild shrimp procluction . 
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In 198,e, 767 million po\JJnds cf shrimp (WHYS, 199«)) entered 
a. s . market channels... Much of the domestic and import·ed marine 
shrimp, :mainly Pena1eys spp .. , enter in9 the whol es.al. e :market 
cba_nnel:s in the U. S . was sold in various frozen he:adleas p·roduat 
·forms. Past. :ma.:r.ketinq studies .have 9enarally focus ad on lJ. s. 
markets for head.less (heil!lds-off )1 marine shrimp. In contrast, 
there is a p.a;uci ty of data 1;1n U.S.. markets . for whale marine 
shrimp, especially at the wholesal.e leval . 2 Moreover, cultu~ed 
marine shrimp producers in the u.s. (e~g., south carol:ina, Texas, 
etc. . ) l!l'!fld othe:r c:ountri es ( e. g • ., Ecuador 1 Pana.ma , ietc ... ) have 
~ttempted tc1 identify and developi whole (heads-on) s hri.mp mar~et 
segments in the o.s and !urope (Anonymous, 1990). 

'The objectives of this research were (a} to desor:ibe 
existing Nrine shrimp preferences in the wb.olesale market 
channel and (b) to identify critical product attributes in ·t.he 
whol1eaale market when selling beads~on marine shrimp. U&e .ancl 
preference data WBs collected on o .. s + ·seafood wholesale.rs, 
d i stributors and. otbers based. c,n a 1 '989 mail survey. 

Materials and Methods 

Mail surv~y 

A two-pa9e. questionnaire. was designed and tested for a mail 
su:rv·oy ·o.f marine slu"imp usage and preferences by tJ. S. whol esalers 
(see ff:xhibit l).. The survey questions ·consisted of the 
:re.spond.·ent 1 s mailinq address, shrimp product preference, and 
current p u rchases of :shrimp.. DUn & Bradstreets Marketing Service 
in Parsipp81nY', New Jersey, was the source· for the· mailing list. 
Companies listed under the Standard Industrial Classificl!!'iit.ion 
(SIC::) c-0de of 514699 "Fish & seafoods, nec 0 were selected for the 
survey r :s mail in.q 1 i:st a 

:tn kay 1989,, thirty-three (33) firms were randoml y selected 
for the seafood wholesalers survey pretest. A week a~ter the 
mail-out of questionnaires, a tel.ephone follow-up was conductied 
to see if the firms received a qtlestionnaires and t 10 encou.raqe 
them. to .return their survey4 Eight (24-%) cf tbe thirty-three 
( l 3 }1 f i:rms returned their qu.est.ionn.a!re and four ware re·tu.rned 
due. to ins.uff.icient addresses. The questionnaire did not need 
any major revisions. 

~ ilholesal~rs and/or distributors usually buy shrimp 
directly from importer.&, ·processors and/or Hb,a.ndlerst11 
(assemblers). shrimp handlers in the southeastern u.s .. , 
otte.n purchase and/or broker· heacls-on and he:ads-01ff shrimp 
directly .from prod.uaars (e . q . shrimp trawler operators) 
and sell the shrilnp to wholesalers. or prooes11Sors. 
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~n June 1989, 6,021 remaining questionnaires were :mailed to 
sea1cod wholesalers, distributors and other buyers in the u.s . 
The highest percent of firms had mailing addresses in the 
Northeast region, followed by the west region, the Soutb and the 
Midwest (Table 1). 'l'he hiqbe5t number of :rirms on the mailinq 
list were located in Florida and the fewest number were in 
WyOD11 ngr (Table lA) • 1 

Table 1. The Seafood Wholesaler Mailinq LJ.st. Addresses 
by Region, 1989 . 

Region Mailina;s 

Nortbea.st1 

west2 

Scuth3 

Midwest.'° 

2,2.32 
1,671 
l,645 

506 

Total 6,054 
Beturn~d Mailings5 58 
Total Completed Mailings 5,996 

(3 6. 9:t) 
(27. 6~) 
(27.2t) 

(8. Jt) 

(100 . 0t) 
Cl. O\J 

(99.0t) 

1eT,ME,MA,HH,RI,VT,DE,DC,MD,NJ,dY,PA,VA1 'W'V 
2AZ,CO,ID,NV,UT,WY,AX,CA,HI,OR,WA , NM,OK,'rX. 
3AL,FL,GA,NC,SC,AR,KY,LA,MS,MD,'l'N 
'IA,XS,HN,MT,HD,SD,NE,IL,IN,MI,OB,WI 
sinsuff icient address, fOJ."'Wal:dic.q address expired or no 
.forwarding address. 
Note: Tihe U.S. Bureau 1of the Census• Divisions and 
Reqions were ngt used in this study. 

A :microcompute.r data. entry program,, MPA Version J . a, sold by 
Detail Technologies Inc .. , was used to enter responses for each. 
1questionnaire. The responses werie entered based upon a 
standardized codinq procedure (see Appandices Exhibit 1). A 
cross tabu1ation or crosstahs microcomputer software, A-cross 
sold by Analytical Computer service-East, Inc .. , was. used to 
analy2e the questionnaire data. 

Results And Discus~ion 

Response Rat,e 

A tota.1 of 393 (6.41) usable questionnaires and six 
unusable questionnaires werie returned. Most ot the 
questionnaires, 74t,, weJ:'le received in the first. 30 days of the 
mailing (Tabl·e 2) • other marketinq researchers have reported! 
response rates under lOt for ~ail surveys of U.S. seafood 

3 All tables with its table number followed by the capital 
letter "A"' are in this report• s appendices. 
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wholesalers and brokers. For example, Harvey, et al. (1990)
reported that out of 920 wholesalers mailed questionnaires in the
Mid-Atlantic states, only 65 (7%) responded to their 1989 mail
survey regarding cultured hybrid striped bass.

Higher response rates might have been achieved by using
follow-up phone calls and/or mailings. Haby  and Cuenco (1987)
reported a response of 50% from their mail survey of 374
Southeastern seafood wholesalers and retailers when using follow-
up techniques. The pretest methodology used in this study also
indicates that response rates can be improved with follow-up
calls.

The highest percent of respondents had mailing addresses in
the Northeast region (34.4%) followed by the South (31.0%), the
West (23.4%) and the Midwest (11.2%) (Fig. 1). The number of
responses was generally consistent with the number of mailings by
region (see Table 1). At the state level, Florida had the
highest number of respondents (Table 1A). In contrast, 28 states
had three or fewer responses (Table 1A). Florida also had the
highest usable response percentage, followed by California and
New York (Table 1A).

Responses  bv Business Classification and Customer Locations

When asked to classify their business, 45.2% chose
wholesaler/distributor, 12.7% processor, 10.2% broker, 10.0%
importer, 8.6% retailer, 6.8% trader, 4.9% exporter and 1.6%
others (e.g. restaurants, producers) (Table 3). The largest
total number of wholesaler/distributors responding were in the
state of Florida (Table 2A). The highest number of processors
responding were in the state of Florida (Table 2A). Since none
of the businesses used in the mailing list were given specific
classifications by the list vendor, it is not possible to comment
on the response rate by different type of businesses. The
highest number of processor classifications was found in the
South region. In 1987, shrimp processors in the South Atlantic
and Gulf states represented 73% of reported 329 million pounds of
U.S. frozen processed shrimp products, (NMFS unpublished data,
1987).

Most wholesalers/distributors had customers in their
resident state and bordering states. As might be expected,
retailers reported that most of their customers were located in
their resident state (Table 3A). Wholesalers/distributors and
retailers reported that most of their customers were located East
of the Mississippi River (Table 4A). About 65% of the
respondents were located in the Northeast and South regions (Fig.

 "

Respondents reporting that the majority of their customers
were West of the Mississippi River had the highest percent,
58.6%, of answers to the question regarding interest in
purchasing marine white shrimp farmed in the U.S. (Table 5A).

6          
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Table 2. Date of Questi onnaires :Race i ved , J'une-Novelllbe.r, .1.9 S 9 4 

Prete.st Date; .. •wau 

JUNE S-9 
JUNE l-2 ... 1 6 
JUNE 19-23 

TOTAL 

Date: 

JULY 3-7 

... 

JULY 10-1.4 
JITLY 17-21. 
JOLY 24-28 
JULY Jl.-AUG: 4 
.AUG 7-11 
AUG 14-18 
AUG 21-25 
AUG 28-SEPI' 1 
SEPT 4~8 
SEPT 11-15, 
SEPT 18-22 
SEPT 2:5-29' 
OCT 2-6 
OCT 9-13 
OCT 16-20 
OCT 23-27 
OCT JO-NOV J 

TOTAL 

Total Ho~ Beceived: 
~--====--·--··====•· 

3 
2 
1 

Total No . Recei ved 
-==·===---===--.;;=: 

0 
3 

:i so 
116 

49 
18 
11 

5 
2 
5 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 

-.e ._ ____ --------

393 
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Table J. The Respondent's Cla5sification of Business by Regions, l9S9. 

Hew ·would ypu best describe your f ius seafood }n!r)S.etinq agt1yit1es? 

BUsines.s 
Cl~ssif ication Northeast Midwest South West All Regions 

Broker 18 1(9 •. 6%) 4 (6 .. lt) 20 (9.4t) 22 ( 13 I 3\) 64 (110. 2<') 
:Exporter 4, (a .. 1t) l (l. ·6\) ll (5 . 2\) 15 {9 . 0\) 31 ( 4,. 9t) 
W/D1 100 (53.St) ~Hi (561., Jl) 93 (4J.9l) 55 (ll. lt) 284 ( 45 .. 2.\) 
Plt"Qcessor ll (7 ~ O:f;') 4 (6 .. lt) 42 (19 . 9t) 21 ( 12 . 7:\-) so (12. '1'%) 
Importer 17 (91 

•• l:t) 4 (6 ... lt) 15 (7. lt) 27 (16.Jl) 63 ( 10 .. O\) 
Trader 12 (6 .. 4t) 3 ( 4. 7t) 11 (5 ~2t) 11 (10 . 2') 43 (' .. 8%) 
Retailer 20 (l0.7t) 12 (la.at) 17 (S. Ot) 5 (3. O·t) 54i (8. 6%) 
others l ('1 ! fi:l'l 10 LJ1. 1QJtt 3 [ .. 1-. 4._\l :4 1(2 .__-ill lQ ll1!i:U 
Totails 187 (29. 7\.) 64 (l0.2t) 212 (JJ.7\) 166 (26 . 4\) 629 (100.0') 

., Wholesaler /Di str ibut.or 
m Ncte: 'rher,e were multiple il:'ospo:nsos to the businass class.ificotio:n. question. Percentages 

were oaleulated based upon totals for a given column e.xcept for 11Tot.alsl'I .cateqoey :riO'W' . 

'rhres:e percentages are not consistent with percentages in .Fig. 1 due to multipl·e respcn5e& 
to the business cli!Jssific.ation question. The :sum o.t the actual percentaqe may not 1ex:aatl y 
equal l00 .. 10t due to rounding error .. 



~Yes~ ~nswers for this question by respondents with customers 
located East and West of the M~ssissippi River, and East of the 
Mississippi River were 4745t and 37.Jt, respectively (Tabl.e 5A). 

Response rates relative to the qUestion on the continent ot. 
the custoaer were low (Table 6A) . For all business types was the 
highest percanta9ed of cu·iiitomars were located. in North Am.erica, 
JO\, foll owed by Asia, 2ot (Table 6A}. 

For wholesal ers/brokers., the hi.qbest response rate was in 
the 5-9 employee ca:tegory . Most bus.iness responding to this 
survey employed fewer t han 50 people (Table 4) . Pr·ocessors had 
the hiqhest response rate, 35.4t , in the 20- 49 e•ployee cateqory. 
Exporters and "Otber••.i. types ot businesses usual ly had tbe 
lowest number of employees (Table 4) • 

. Reported Sea.food and Shrimp Sales in 19 8 tl 

Most businesses. have reported that their seafoOd sales in 
1:988 were under $5 million (Table 7.A & 9A). The average percent 
contr1bution 1of shrimp sales to total. seafood sales qenerally 
decreased as the company•s salas volume increased (Tabl e 7A} . 
F'or companies with annual seafood sales under $5 lllilli.on, 
shrimp contributeCI ·to abou.t 59t of gross seafood sales in 1988 
(Table 7A). Shrimp sales averaged a 54%· contribution to seafood 
sales of all. companies responding. If companies interested in 
purchasing shrilllp were m.ore likely tct1 respond t.o this surv·ey 1 

then these averages m6y over estimate the contribution of shrimp 
sales t;o seafood 01011.panies in the U .. s .. 

Businesses with sales V·olume l ess t.han $5 million q.anerally 
had fewer than 50 employees (Table 5). Tha larqast business 
group, wholesaler/distz-ibutor, raspondinq to this survey; 
generally reported 1988 s~a.food .sales cf less than $5 million 
(Tab1e 6). Processors also reported tha hiqhast percentage, 
56. 2\, in the l ·ess than $5 million sales rctnqe (Tabla 6) ~ 

Shrimp saJ. es averaged a.bout 3 6\ and 4 O t, respect! vely, ·of' 
total 1988 seatood sales for wholesaler/distributors a 'nd 
processors (Table 7). In the South ctnd West regions, shrimp 
sales avera9ed about 44l of seafood sales for wholesalers and 
di.stributors . Processors reported that shrimp sale.s averaged 
about 40t of total seafood sales (Tabla 7) with processors in the 
West region havinq the highest percent. 

Wholesaler/distributors had the hiqhest percentage, 40%, ot 
their shrimp sold to white tablecl oth restaurant outlets in i988 
(Table 9A). In contrast., processors responses indicated that 
wholesalers/distributors were their major outlet, 5·2l of their 
1988 5a1es (Table lOA). As other studies have indicated, the 
shrimp sales in the u. S. at the wholesale 15'ector are still 
dependent upon restaurant purcha~es. 

"-Restaurants and producers. 
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Table 4. Business Classifi cation vs. Number of Reported Employees in 1988. 

Number 0 ~usitHl!~S ClsH:i fii Ii 'iga:tign Total 
Employees Broker Exporter W'/D, Processor Importer Trader Retailer others Response.s2 

1 -4 27 42.9\ 10 33.J. 66 23 .. 6% 9 l l.4lt 21 Jl .. 9' ll 31 . 0t 1.8 34.0\ 7 70.0t 171 27 . ·6t 
5 ... 9 18 28.6t 4 13 .. ll 67 23 .. 9\ 8 lO.lt 15 :24. 2t 13 31 .. ot lS 28.li; 2 20.oi 142 22.9% 
10-19 s ., • 9\ 2 6 .7 \ 64 22.9\ l? 21 .5, 10 16.l' 16 14. 3.\ 9 15.ll 0 o.o\ 112 l8.1t 
20-49 lO 15.9l 1 23 .. 3\ 55 l9 . 6:t 28 35.4t 10 16 .. 1\; 4 9 . 5t 7 13.2\ I[] 0.0% 121.. 19.5\ 
50-99 2 J .. 2% 5 l6.7t 2 .. 2 7 .. 9% 10 12.1i 4 6.5\ 6 14. 3\ 2 3.8% 0 0.0% 51 B.2\ 
1001-24·9 1 1 .6\ 2 6 . 7t 5 1.8!1 6 7.6\ a J.'2t 0 10~0\ 3 5 .. 7\ 1 10 .. Q.\ 20 3.2% 
250-499 0 0.0\ 0 o.o\ 0 0.0% l J. .. 1t D 0 . 0\ 0 0 .. 10• 0 o.ot 0 0 • 10t 1. o.it 
500+ 2 o.o~ 0 0.2:1 1 o. 4i Q o.ot Q 0 .. 0:1; !;! 0 .01; Q O • ..Q:i Q O.Ol 1 Q .-2! 
Total 63 l0.2t JO 4.8:1!1 280 45.2:\ 79 12 , ,st 62 10 .. 0, 42 6 .. 8t 5J S.6\: 10 1.6% 619 100 . 0:t 

1Wholesaler/Distrihutor 
t-i 

2column percentage based on llTotal" for thia column, .,Total Responses" .. 
~Note; There were multipla responses to the business classification questione. The sum of the actual 

percontage may not exactly equal l OO.Ot due to rounding error. 



Tabl,e !L. Empl oyees vs. Reported. Shl"imp Sales Volume, 1988. 

Sales vo1ume 1 H11l1oa of 12011ai;:s 1 l,986 'l'Otal 
Mwn.ber of 
Employees <$5 $5 to $,9! . g $10 to $14.99 $·15 ta $)Q1. g >$20 .Response1 

1-4 06 35.21 10 19.2% 4 12 . 9, 1 25. rO:t 1 3.,, 102- 28.4.t 
5-9 71 29 .. lt 8 15.4\\ 3 g1. 7\- l 25, rOt 2 ., ,. ii 185 23 .• 7, 
10-19 SS 22 .. Sl ll 2lL421 6 19.4\ 0 O. rO\ 4 14 .• 3, 76 21.2t 
::r!IJ -~9 24 9.8t 16 l0.8• 12: 38 . 7% l 25. iOt 7 25.0t 60 lfi,. 7, 
510-99 7 2-9l 4 7.71; 2 6 . S\ 1 2S. 1Ct g .32. l\ ~3 6.4\ 
100-.249 1 0 .. 4t J 5.8t 2 64 5·t 0 Q11 10\ 5 17.91 11 3.lt 
250·-499 0 0 .. 01 0 o.ot 1 3 . 2\ 0 O. iot 0 f]r. 0\ 1 O.Jt 
50C}-t 0 0.01; _O 01 .0~ 1 -3 .2:\' Q O~ .. rOt o~ Oo11JJ l 0.3,! 
To,tal 244 68.0l 52 l4.5t Jl 8.6t 4 l~lt 28 7 .. 8% 3591 100~ ot 

~ ,column pereentage based upon totals for a g iven column except ·f ·or· "Total"' aateqor.Y row· • 
. Note:: Tho sum of the actual percentage may net exactly equa.l. 100 .. 0::t due to rot1nding 

error. 



Table 6 . Business Classification vs. Reported S~les Volume Level in 1988. 

~AllHi :!lszlY-1!1~ • H.illi.go~ Qf llQlliH:ri I 1288 
Business 
classificatir:m <$5 $5 to $9.9 $10 to $14.9 $15 to $19.9 

Broker 30 48.4% 16 25.8'.t 8 12.9\ 1 1.6\ 7 
Expcn:ter 10 37 . 10, 7 2 5. 9:\ 4 14.8% 1 l.7% 5 
w;o1 198 10 . 11 36 13.5% 22 B.'.3% J 1-1% 17 
Pr ocessor 41 56.2t 15 20.5t 6 8.2t 0 o.ot 11 
lmporter 26 43-3%' 13 21 . 7t 9 15 .0:t l 1 -7' 11 
Trader 20 48.8\ 6 14 .. 6\: 5 12..2\ 0 O.Oi\ 10 
Retailer 43 89.6% 2 4.2t 1 2.lt 0 0.0~ 2 
Others 1.0 2Q. 2s: g Qz2i 1 '~ = 1:i Q '212i 0 
'l'otal 368 62 . 6:\ 95 l6. 2t 5 16 9.5i 6 1.0, ,63 

1colwnn percentage base on "Totalu tor this column, "lf'o·tal Responses••. 
2Whol es al er/ 1"1 stributor 

>$20 

11. l\ 
18.St 

16.4t 
15.lt 
18 .• Jl 
24 .4 % 

4.2% 
Q .. Ql 

1 0-7t 

TOtal 

Re&ponses~ 

62 10 . 5t 
27 4-6' 

266 45 .. 2% 
73. 12"4' 
60 1.0.2% 
4l. 7~0' 
49 a.al 
:Ll Ji.9t 

598 100.0l 

Note~ There were multiple responses to the business classification questi·ons. The sum o f 
the actual percentage may not e~actly equal lOO~Ot due to roundinq error. 



Interes-'t in V"S' Farm~d Marine Shrimp 

J4t of the businesses reported pnrchasing of O.S. farmed 
marine shrimp durinq t h e 12 months precedinq this su:rv1ey ('rable 
SJ . Wbolesale:r/distri but.o:rs from the midwest bad th.a hi9hest 
%0esponse rate, l6l to the 11yes 11 category (Table 8) .. The supply 
of u . s. farmed marine. shrimp in 1988 was probably less than O. st 
of u.s. total shrhnp supplies. consequently, t h e authors believe 
that scm.e c 1f the respondents may have mi.stake:nly ~ssumedl t h.at 
f&rmed shrimp imported into the u.s,. was the same as 11u.s. farmed 
S:hrilnP·" This could be indicative of t h e U.S. shrimp farming· 
industry 1 s difficulties in differentiating U .. s . fa.rm.ed shrimp1 
from .sources and/or buyer indifferences r ·elative to the source. 

When asked if they w·ou1d be interes-ted i n purch asing m'arine 
white shrimp fil!l.-rned (cultured) in the 11. s ., 46t said "maybe", 43\ 
said " yes 11 al!ut ll\ said 0 nc 0 ('Fable! 9a),. Midwest respondents had. 
the biqhe.a.t response perce.otage for the "yeis: 11 category 1(61\) 
while Northeast buy·ers had the lowest res.ponse (Table 9a),. 
11Traders'Jlll and nerokersrn had ·the highest percentages relative to 
i nt.erest ( 1 .. e.. a u y.es 11 response) while u othe1;11 l!l.nd 11 B~rtB:rs." 
had ·the lowest re.spo:ns.e t'ates tc "y-es" ('!'able 9b) .. In 
colDparison, Wirth (198~) reported that 87\ of the responding Mid~ 
A.tlan't.ic seafood wholesalers were wil linq to purchase: 't1. S • 
cultured bybrid striped bass,. ·Perhaps the availability of both 
do·mes"tio and imported shrimp products. compared to other 
aquaculture species (e . q. hybrid st.riped. bass, etc.) may have 
accounted fo·r this ralat!ve lower lack of i.nterest in U. s. farmed 
shrimp. 

Produgt Forms· Pu&ghased_and BuY._e+ Pr_e.ter.ences 

As expected.,. heacls- off shrimp products dominated the general 
purchases and reported pre·ferenoes of :seafood wholesalers and 
others in the market channel... When asked to indicate the :raw 
shel 1-on shr::i.mp products purcha.:s·ed in 19 B 8 , fl 4 • 2t of those 
responding !n~ioated that they purchased heads-off frozen shrimp 
including individual l y quick frozen (IQFJ shrimp,. 18 .. 1'1 beads-off 
fresh, 13. ·6% he!!ids~on fresh,. J.l . 9\ heads~on frozen and IQF, and 
2. 2.% indicated live ab:rimp. Based upon shell-on sillri1t1p product 
forms, the most commonly desired (requested) p 1roduct was heads­
of f frozen s h rimp 1(28 .1.,) ,. h eads-of'f IQF ( 20. lt) , heads-off fresh. 
(16 . 9%), heads-on frQsb (9 .Bt), heads-on IQF (8~Jt), heads-on 
frozen ( ·6~4'), other products (5 .. 5') and live (4.-i·i) (Fig . 2) . 

Heads-on Shrimp agd Buyer P+eference.s. 

The desired c:ount siz.es i(i . e~ number 0£ heaids~on individual 
51lrimp per ·poun~} for 5elected be~ds-cn Ci ~ e ~ fresh, frozen and 
10.F) shrimp was the following: 16-30 counts (31 .. 1:\) ,, all maj 1or 
counts (2S.'.1t), 0-15 counts (20~6%), 31- ·50 counts (1.15 . 7%), counts 
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Table 7., BUsinese Claes1fioat1on by Region vs. Av·1,·u·a9"e (Mean)1 Percent contribution of 
Shrimp Sales to Reported 1988 Seafood Sales. 

~sti:mate the pergent contributtonsJ>f shrimp salies t ·o your 198.8 seafood e1les.1 

Business 
Clas·sification_ 
Brckar: 
Nutnher 
Responses Percent1 
Averag•e Percent2 

IXJ>orter: 
NUlllber 
'Responses Percent 1 

Avera90 Percenta 

W/D: 3 
Number 
Respo·nses Percent 1 

Avcr~ge Pe.rcent2 

Processor: 
Number 
Responsos Pe:roant 1 
Avorage Percent2 

:Importer; 
Number 
Responses Percent, 
Average Percent2 

NQrtheast 

ll 
(lo . St) 
29.2t 

1 
(1. 0%) 
20.0\ 

53 
(50.51) 
23.7t 

B 
(7 . 6i) 
8.8% 

ll 
(10.5%) 
4G.5t 

Boutb 

13 
(10.7\) 
55.6\ 

4 
(l. 3%) 
JJ..8\i 

55 
(45.St) 
44 . 2t 

19 
(15.7\) 

44 .. 8% 

Mi dwest 

1 
(2..2\) 
75.0t 

26 
(57.8%) 
30.7\ 

2 
(4.4t) 
7 .. 5\ 

2 
(4.4\) 
45 .. 0.\ 

West; 

9 
(10.St) 
54 . 4t 

6 
(7. Ot) 
68.3\ 

33 
c 38. 41)1 
44. 8, . 

10 
1(11.6%) 
62 .. 4-1: 

13 
(15.1%)1 
5·6. 5, 

All Region 

35 
(9.8t) 
4 ·6. 3,\ 

167' 
(46.St) 
35.7t 

39 
(10.9.t) 

4 10. ot. 

36 
1(10.1') 
50.2\-



or.able 7. Business Classification by Region vs. Averaqe (Mean) Percent 
contribution of Shrimp Sales to Reported 1988 seafood sales (Continued). 

Estimate the oor-eent.. contribujcions cf sbri:mg ules to your 1998 seafood sales? 

Bua.iness 
c1.ass.ification 
Trader; 
NWlbor 
Re spon:s·es fer cent 1 

Average Pe.rcant2 

Reta i ler: 
Number 
Responses Percent1 
Averaqe Percentz 

other:s: 
Number: 
Responses Percent1 

Average Pereent.i 

Gtand Total 4 

Numbet' 
Reeponses Percent 
Averaqe Percent 

7 
( 6 .. ,, J 
39 • .3% 

12 
(11.4\) 
31.2\ 

2 
(1 . 9%) 
.20 I 5\ 

105 
i(lOO . O') 

27.Jt 

South 

s 
(6 . 61) ,,4. at 

10 
(e .. J.t), 
28.0% 

2 
cl. 7\) 
42.51" 

121 
(100.0%) 

45.3% 

Midwest 

2 
(4. 4\-) 
so.ct 

9 
(20 .• Ot) 
l7.2t 

45 
(11001. o•) 

i~.-4, 

we at 

12 
{14 ,.0,) 
56.6, 

2 
(2. :JtJ 
52~5\: 

1 
(l.2t) 
20 . 0\ 

86 
( 1010. 01' 

52.8t 

All Region 

29 
(S . l') 
54.2\ 

33 
(91

• 2\) 
27 .. 7t 

6 
(l.7\)i 
25.2t 

357 
( 1001

• Ot) 
39. EU; 

1The percent of responses, "Number0 , compared to the "Grand Total" of the ,column. 
2Avera9e ot reported shrimp sales percent by outlet. 
lwholesaler/Dia.tributor 
4Combinod totals from the Northeast, south, Midwest, and West R99ion columns. 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business olassifioation question., The sum of 
the actual percentage may not exactly equal 100 . 0t due to rounding error. 



Table s. Business Classification b~ Region vs. 
Reported .Purchases of U.S. Farmed Marine 
Shrimp . 1989 ., 

During :the last 12 months did vou pyrchase 11arine 
shrimp farmed in the u.S&'.Z 

sci 
Northeast:, 
W/rY 
Processor 
Retailer 
110ther"4 

Total 

South~ 
w;ol 
Processor 
Retailer 
"Other114 

To,tal 

Midwest: 

13 14.8t 
4 30.St 
3 15.0t 

21 38.24 
41 23.Jt 

28 
12 

3 

i9 

30.4t 
29.3t 
18.8\ 
SA.1\ 
3?.2% 

68 77.3t 
9 69.2t 

15 75.0t 
31 56.4'.t 

liJ 69 ,, 9\ 

57 
27 
12 
30 

l.2 6 

62 .oi 
65 .. 9l 
75.0t 
40.51 
56. 5~ 

"I Don't 
Know" 

1 s .. ot 
o o~o• 
2 10 .. ot 
3 S.51 

1-2 6.8% 

7 
2 
.1 
4 

14 

7 .. 6t 
4.9% 
6.3t 
5.4t 

Total 
_Resconses2 

88 50 .. 0\ 
1.3 7.4, 
20 ll .4 ' 
55 Jl .3.1 

176 100.ot 

92 
41. 
16 
74 

223 

41.3t 
18.4, 
7.2\ 

33.2i 
100.0, 

W/D3 13 36 .. 1% 21 58. 3% 2 5&6.t 36 56.31' 
Processor l 75.0t l 25.oi 0 o.oi 4 6.3t 
Retailer 5 45.5l 4 36.4% 2 18.2t 11 17.2t 
•• Other114 __..9_..:60:::l-9 ... · •• 2;,,iit~--4-...;:3::..;0:..:..;. s~:t.-_.---:o_ ... o,.. • ..aO-.ii!.---=1=-=J--2!Lo:.-=-· ~3-l 
Total 30 46 .9i 30 46.9l 4 6.3% 64 100. 0% 

West: 
W/ol 19 35. 2t 31 57 . 4% 4 7 .. 4\ 54 3 1 . 2-I 
Processor 10 47.6t 9 42.9i 2 9.5% 21 12~1\ 
Retailer l 20 .ot l 60.0% 1 20.0% 5 2 .. 9! 
"Ot.ber••" ;:..3...:.4 __ ,.3,.6.,...-"6'-"\'--_s .. 5~-=5=-=9::;..;.=J,,,.,1-._--=4-... 4 .. =,;:3'"""~'-----91ioi13..._-=s=J=-.=.. • ..,8.,l 
Total 64 37.0\ 98 56.~' 1'1 6.41 J.73 100.0.t 
Gran ti 
'l'Otal5 2J.S 34. 3,~ 377 59.~t 41 6.4!; 636 _ioo .. ot 

1Businoss, Classification 
2Colwnn percentage based on iiGrand Tota1•1 for this 
column, "Total R,esponses 11 • All other ,percentages are 
calculated '"acro~s r ,ow11

• 

1wholasaler/Dis,tri butor 
4Brokers, Exporters, Importers, Traders and Others 
5Co:inbined totals from the Northeast, South, Midwest and 
West reqions . 
Note: There where multiple responses ~o, ~he business 
c lassif ioation questions. The sUJI of the aotual 
pe~centage may not exact1y equal 100.0~ due to rounding 
error .. 
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Table 8 . :Business Cla ssification by Reqion vs. 
Reported Purchas&s of tJ.S. Farmed Marine 
Sllri•Pt 1989 . 

ouring 'the last t2 months did you purchase marine 
shrimp fapn.ed in the U.S.? 

BC, 
Northeast; 
w;oJ 
Proc,assor 
Retailer 
"other"" 
Total 

South:. 

"Yes" 

13 14.St 
4 30.8\ 
3 15 . 0, 

2l~JJL 2t 
41 23 . 3t 

"Np'' 

68 77.Jt 
9 69.2.\ 

15· 75~0t 
31 56,4l 

l.2 J 69. 91: 

'11I Don't 
Know" 

7 8.01 
D 0.0% 
a i o .oi 
3 5 •. 51 

12 6.Bl 

Total 
Re:spons_es2 

8 18 50.0-t 
13 7.4t 
2.0 11.4t 
55 ;)1,J.t 

176 100.0t 

w;r1 28 J0.4% 57 62. 0 \ 7 7.6t 92 41.3t 
Processor l2 29.3% 27 65.9% 2 4.9\ 4.1 18.4t 
Retailer J 18.S\ 12 75 . 0t. 1 6.3t 16 7.2t 
"Othar~4 ~A.o,__.5~4~1.1.t __ _,;i!;l~P;...._~4~0~·~5~\'------""~'-----=5~.~4uis--__.7~4.._~3w3•*~2-.1 
Trotal 83 37. 2%' 126 56. 5\ 14 6 . 3:\; 223 100 .. 0%' 

Midwest: 
w;OS l l 3 16 • l t 21 5 s .. l % 2 s . 6 t 3 6 
Processor 3 ,5.0l l 25-0, 0 O.oi 4 
Reta i le·r 5 4 5 • 5 t 4 3 6 • 4' 2 1 B • 2% 1.1 

56.l\ 
16,.3% 

17.2% 
II Other u4 _y.::5~ ----=6;~2., .. 2._t._ __ 4 _ _,315..0""'"-~ a;;!;;,1~· ~--=O;....__,,O~-~O:;...:tL,. _ _,l.=..3::;.._2.,0A.lroo • ..,l..,'i 
Total JO 46.9~ 30 46.9% 4 6~lt 64 100 . 0% 

West: 
W/JY 19 3,5. 2% 31 57 .. 4t 4 7 .4l 54 31. 2% 
Processor 10 47 . 6\ 9 42.9% 2 9.St 21 12 . 1% 
Retailer 1 20.0\ 3 60.ot 1 20.0l 5 2 . 94 
"otber114 .::::!.'.1~A~.:r11l01116...,1~6;.;ii%i..---S~S'--_.5c,.;9::..; .. :....l111..ti..._ _ __14 _.,::!!4~·-=3~t!,__----=i9r..it.lr..__.S..,J....._, ¥-8\.a. 
Total 64 37.ot 98 5·6.Gi: 11 6~4\ 171 i.00 . 0% 
Gr.and 
Tota 115 .218 34 . l\ 377 59-.. JI 41 1,4\ 636 100 . 04 

1Businass Classification 
2column percentage .based on 11Grand TotalN ~or this 
column; "Total ·Responses" . Al l other perce:in;t:.a·ge:s are 
calculated ~·across. row" . 
SWbolesaler/Distributo.r: 
'Brokers, Exporters, Importers, Traders and. others 
Scambined tctals from the Northeast, Soutn, Mi dwest and 
west re9ions. 
Note: The.re where multi ple responses to the business 
classification questions. The. sum of the actual 
percentage may not exactly equal 1.00 e 0, due t o rounding 
arror. 
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greater than 50 (3.3%) (Table 10).greater than 50 (3.3%) (Table 10). Responses suggest that heads-Responses suggest that heads-
on shrimp buyers are generally not interested in purchasingon shrimp buyers are generally not interested in purchasing
shrimp counting fifty or more per pound.shrimp counting fifty or more per pound. In addition, theIn addition, the
highest percentage for four count ranges was in the 16-30 counthighest percentage for four count ranges was in the 16-30 count
range (Table 10).range (Table 10). The highest number of responses regardless ofThe highest number of responses regardless of
count size was recorded for fresh heads-on shrimp (Table 10).count size was recorded for fresh heads-on shrimp (Table 10).
IQF shrimp products had second highest number of total responses
(Table 10).

the largest group responding to
this survey, had the highest percentage response rate in the 16-
30 count range (excluding the "All Major Counts  category)
(Table 11). For wholesalers/distributors, fresh heads-on shrimp
had the highest total response rate, 42%,  followed by IQF whole
shrimp (Table 11).

When asked to indicated desired monthly quantities (pounds)
of heads-on shrimp, 40.7% chose fresh, 40.0% IQF and 19.3% frozen
(Table 12). Average monthly quantities desired were the highest
for IQF shrimp (Fig. 3). Buyers in the South region had the
highest response rate to this question and the highest mean
quantity desired (Table 12).

The mail survey results are generally consistent with recent
observations on the marketing of cultured marine shrimp in South
Carolina. For example in 1990, the major buyer of S.C. cultured
shrimp was a Gulf wholesaler purchasing fresh, heads-on, mainly
16-30 count shrimp (heads-on) in 20,000 to 40,000 pound
quantities. In contrast, some of the firms in the South Region
responding to this question were probably shrimp handlers

 in the Gulf and South Atlantic States willing to pay
only ex-vessel prices.

Estimates of Whole Marine  Demand

Crude estimates of the number of U.S. wholesalers or
distributors interested in purchasing whole marine shrimp were
prepared based upon response rates by region and the percent of
respondents claiming to be interested  in purchasing whole
shrimp (Table 13). Based upon these estimates, the highest
number of whole marine shrimp buyers are in the South Region,
166, followed by the Northeast Region, 145. As previously
discussed, some of the wholesalers in the South Region are
probably dependent upon purchasing shrimp directly from shrimp
trawlers.
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Figure 2. U.S. Farmed Marine Shrimp Products Desired 
by Respondents, 1989. 
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Table 10. Desired Count sizes of Selected Heads-on 
Shrimp fro• White Marine Sbrilllp CUltured 
in the U.S. 

Responsaa Regardless of 8µ1ine11 Classlticatiqo 

Hll~~-QD £1:!2Slu~ fS:l;t'.l!l 
count lQF Fresh Proze·n All 
ii~t:I ~ggygs; 

U-15 9 (16.l•l 20 (25.3•) 8 (17.Bt) 37 (20.6•) 
16- 30 16 (28.6•) 26 (32.9•) 14 (31.lt) 56 (31. l•l 
31-50 10 (17.9t) 12 ( l S.2•) 8 (17.8t) 30 (16.7•) 
>SO 2 (3.6t) 2 c 2 . s• > 2 (4.4t) 6 (3.3t) 
All 1 12 IJJ.2ll 12 (3~.lll lJ IZD,lil :a (~1.Jll 
Total' 56 (31.lt) 79 (43.9•) 45 (25.0t) 180 (100.0•l 

1.All aajo.r cou_nts wanted. 
'The totals in Table 5 are llilf. consistent vith total• 
in Table 61 due to multiple busin••• classification 
responses and/or non-reaponsea to a 9iven question. 
Note: There were multiple reeponsea to thi• question. 
Percentaqes were calculated based upon tot.ls tor a 
qiven colWllll except tor •Total• cateqory rov. The aua 
ot the actual percentaqe may not e~actly equal 100.0• 
due to rounding error. 
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Table 11. Count Size Preferences tor Selected H.eada-on Marina Shrimp Product•, 1989. 

IC you are interested in white shrimp culture in the U.S .. indicate deairod eounta? 

Bu.sineae 0-15 16-30 31-50 >50 All Major Total 
~lA§:li.C1SiAt1QD Cgynts BAD!; Bll:QQDlll4 

Heads-on, IQP': 
w;o' 9 ( 19. 6,) 14 (30. ''> 9 (19.6t) 2 (4.3\) 12 (26.lt) 46 (15.5t) 
Processor 0 (0. Ot) 1 (10. Ot) 2 (20.0t) 0 (O.Ot) 7 (70.0t) 10 (3.4t) 
Reta iler 2 (25 . Ot) 1 (12.5t) l (12.5t) 0 (O.Ot) 4 (50. Ot) 8 (2.7l) 
"Other"2 3 !11.:ill i ll:i.ill 3 (l!·:ill Q (O.Qll 1§ 161.511 26 11.211 
Total 14 (15.6t) 20 (22.2t) 15 (16. 7t) 2 (2.2t) 39 (43 .3t) 90 (30.3t) 

Reada-on, Presb: 
W/01 18 (26.lt) 23 (33.Jt) 11 (15.9t) 2 (2.9t) 15 (21.7t) 69 (23.2t) 
Processor 2 (16. 7t) 3 (25. Ot) 0 (0. Ot) 0 (0. Ot) 7 (58.Jt) 12 ( 4. Ot) 
Retailer 3 (23. lt) 5 (38 . 5t) 2 (15.4t) 0 (O.Ot) 3 (23.lt) 13 (4.4t) 
11ot.her .. 2 ~ (1§.71) 11! 133.311 i 11J.3ll Q (Q, !Ill 11 IJ6, 71) JQ (lQ.lll 
Total 28 (22.6t) 41 (33 .lt) 17 (13.7t) 2 (1. 6t) 36 (29.0t) 124 (41.8t) .. Heads-on, Prozen: .. 
11/01 7 (18.4t) 11 (28.9t) a (21. lt) 3 (7 . 9t) 9 (23. 7t) 38 (12.8t) 
Procesaor l (10.0t) 1 (10 . 0t) l (10.0t) 0 (O.Ot) 7 (70. Ot) 10 (3.4,) 
Retailer 1 (33.3t) 1 (33 .3t) 0 (O.Ot) 0 (O . ot) l (33.Jt) 3 (l.Ot) 
110ther"2 2 1§,Jll 12 1Jl.3ll § 11§,Qll Q (O,Q!) l~ liJ .au JZ 111!.lll 
Total 11 (13.3t) 23 (27 .7t) 15 (18.lt) 3 (3.6t) 31 (37.3t) 83 (27.9t) 

iil:ADsl :J:QSiA I 1 ~3 117.§ll B! (~8.3ll i2 11s. Bll 2 '~. !ll 126 (l:i.2ll 222 (lQQ,Qll 
1Wboleaaler/Distributor 
2erokera, Exporter•, Iaportera, Traders and Othara 
1Co.llbined totals from Heads-on IQF, fresh and frozen 
4Column percenta99 based on "Grand Total" tor this column, "Total Responses". 
Note: There were multiple responses to these question•. The aum ot the actual percentage 
may not exactly equal 100.0\ due to roundin<J error . 



Table 12. Desired Monthly Quantities oL Selected U. S. 
CUltured Heads- on White Shrimp Products by 
Region, 1989. 

It interested in head a-on shrimp ... quantities detired? 

Freab Frozen IQF 

Northeast: 
NUIDbe.r 6 1 1 
Percent' 35. 4t 3.lt 61.5% 
Mean 958 500 10,000 
Total 5,750 500 10,000 

MJ.dwest: 
NWlll>er 5 5 3 
Percent1 33.6t 48.9t 17.6t 
Mean 880 1,280 767 
Total 4,400 6,400 2,300 

South: 
Number 20 8 19 
Percent1 43.St 13.3t 42.et 
Mean 43,970 33,437 45,200 
Total 879,400 267,500 858,800 

Weat: 
NWlll>er 15 12 9 
Percent' 25. 3t 48.8t 25.9t 
Ma an 6,843 16,467 11,667 
Total 102,650 197,600 105,000 

Grand Total 2 
NWlll>er 46 26 32 
Perce.nt1 40.?t 19.3% 40.0t 
Me.an 21,569 18,154 30,503 
Total 992,200 472,000 976,100 

1Percentaqe• ot desired quantities ot heads-on vhite 
ahrimp products in each region. 
2collll>ined totals from the Northeast, Midwest, South 
and West regions. 
5Percentaqes of desired quantities of heads-on white 
shrimp products frOll the "Grand Total" 
Note: The •WI of the actual perce.ntage aay not exactly 
egual 200.ot due to rounding error. 
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Figure 3. Reported Monthly Quantities (pounds) of U.S. Farmed 
Shrimp Desired by Respondents, 1989 
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Sillpl• est.imatea of the whole marine ahrimp •desired" by th• 
wholesale sector in the 11.s. were generated (Table 1') based upon 
the nUJlber of est.illated buyer• (Table 13) and the quantities 
•desired" by buyers i n the Midwest Region (Table 12). The 
Midwest Region ave~agos were uaod in order to minimize the 
possibility ot overestimating the aggregate quantities desired. 
I n addition, quantities desired by responde nt.a in the South 
Reqion may have been influenced by the deaire of wholesalers to 
purchase large quantities of beads-on shriap a t ex-ve•••l "spot" 
market prices- Most s.c. shrimp farmers have been able to target 
buyers (e.q., secondary wholesalers, distributors, etc.) willing 
to pay prices substantially higher than local ex-vessel prices. 

seasonal quantities desired was extrapolated by multiplying 
the monthly estimates by three (3) months. A three month period 
was used in order to provide a cons.e.rvative ut.ilnate ot u. s. 
demand. Most faraa in the continenta1 U. S. usually have only a 
three •onth Fa1l harvest •window" for oa.rket size shri.Jlp. 
Important exception• would include o.s. taraa located 
in Hawaii a.nd PUerto Rico plus tarms freezing and warehousing 
their own production. 

The "Midpoint" estimate (Table 14) of whole 11.s. !armed 
shrimp daaired by wholesalers and distributors is near 7 . 3 
llillion pounds or only about l' of the total 1989 reported 11 .S. 
supply (lllll'S, 1990), 7,3.3 million pounds (heads-off weight 
equiva-1ent) . The quantities estimated in Table 14 are i ntended 
to approximate the e9greqate latent demand tor whole U.S . farmed 
marine shrimp by U.S. wholesalera and and others in the market 
channel in 1989. Amon9 other taotors , th ia estimation assumes 
that a significant number of the responding buyers were really 
interested in purchasing whole U.S. f~ed sbrilllp but were unable 
to find auppliers (e.g. Louisiana handlers) at accaptabl• prices 
tor both buyers and sellers. The actual uaa90 of domestic fresh 
whole shrimp i n the u.s. wholesale and processing sector 
regardless of the source is substantially h igher than the 2.2 
million pounds (about 9 million pounds when projected over a 12 
month period) estimat•d i n this report (Table 14) . Robert.a and 
Pawlyk (1986) estimated that Louiaiana proceaaors and handlers 
alone sold about 19 ail lion pounds of whole ("beads-on") s.hriap 
to wbole•alers and processors during 1984. 

There are several other major limitations to these 
projections besides the &tatistioal val idity of the osti10a tes 
when trying to determine the latent demand tor 11.s. farmed 
shrimp. 'or example, the price• that wholesalers and 
distributors are willing to pay tor 11.s. faraed sb.r~p have not 
been addressed. In addition, thl• survey only represent• a 
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Table 13. Estimated Total Number of U.S. seatood Wholesalers or 
Distributors Willing to Purchase Whole ("Heads-on") 
Marine Shrimp in 1989. 

Estimat ed Number of Wbolesalers/Distributors: 1 
Res ion 

Northeast Midwest South West All Regio·ns 

806 306 739 672 2,522 

Percent "Interested" in PUrchasing U.S. Farmed Shrimp; 
Region 

Northeast Midwest south West All Regions 

61% 40\ Sot 

Unadjusted Estimated Number of ffhole Marine U.S. Farmed 
Shrimc Buyers: 

Region 

Northeast Midwest South West Al l Regions 

291 185 332 270 1,078 

"Adjusted" for Biased Response; 2 

Region 

Northeast Midwest South West All Regi ons 

145 93 166 135 539 

1Esti mated number of wholesalers or distributors based upon 
number of mailings per region (Table 1 ) and percentage of 
businesses classified as wholesal ers or distri butors (Table J ). 
2Assumi ng that wholesalers and distributors interested in 
purchasing shrimp were more likely to respond to this survey, the 
number ot buyers was reduced by 50,. 
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'l'abl• 14. Estimated Aggre<}ate Quantitie• ot Whole Marine (•Heads-on•) Shriap "Desired" by 
u.s. seafood Wholesaler• or Dietributora, 1989 (In Thousands of Pounda). 

"LOW" l§:CIMATE1 

Northeast Midwest South We at All Region 

HQDlil\l.:.: I lbs.; 
Pr••h: 131 84 149 122 486 
Frozen: 189 i21 216 176 702 
IQF: ll!i 2! 133 121 !ll 
All Porm.s: !J§ a22 !2§ !Q§ l.1iJ.i 

Seaaonal Estimate' 1,308 837 1,494 l,218 4,857 

tlQDSibl:t: I Lbs,; "HIGH91 ~&:CltlAD (ll!Si! tj,mes the "IQ~ .. llllt111ASill 
Frosh: 262 168 298 244 972 
Frozo.n: 378 242 432 352 l, 404 
IQF: 233 141 2§6 216 863 
All Forms: 87~ aal 92!! Ila J.aJI 

seaaonal Eetimate2 2,616 1,674 2,988 2,436 9,714 

H2Dtbl)!1 Lbs.; "!fl12~INT" ES'l'rKA'l'B 
Freeh: 197 126 224 1,83 730 
Frozen: 284 182 324 264 1,054 
IQF: 12! :Ll.1 222 1§2 §!Z 
All Foras: §~~ !ll! 748 §22 ~.SJl 

Seaeonal Betiaate1: (IN 'l'llOUSA!lDS) 
Fresh: 591 378 672 549 2,190 
Frozen: 852 546 972 792 3,162 
IQf': aaa JJJ 600 !§§ l. I iS.J. 
All fOQL!lj 1.9§2 1.257 2.244 1.827 z . al!J 

'The Midweat Region quantities "desired" (Table 12) were used in the "LOw" eati•ate. 
' 11soasonnl" estimates were 3 tiaea tho monthly estimate.. 



"snapshot" of the u.s. shrimp market in the summer of 1989. If 
restaurant purchases of shri mp di d decrease in the future due to 
perhaps the u. s. economic r·ecession, then these agqre9ate de:mand 
estimates may need to be decr eased. 

conclusions 

Although heads-off (headless) mari ne shrilnp is obviously the 
dominant product form in the U.S. wholesal e market, there appears 
to some willinqness to purchase whole (heads-on) marine shrimp 
products. It is estimated that the nomi nal latent demand for 
U.S. farmed mari ne shrimp by U.S. wholesalers and distributors 
may range between .5 to l mi ll i on pounds par month. In 1990, 
s.c. commercial shrimp farmers were abl e to sell over 600,000 
pounds of fresh whole shrimp to wholesale buyers in about a 60 
day period at pri ces h i qher than the equivalent s.c. ex-vessel 
prices5• consequently, the s.c. marketing axperience appears to 
be consistent with the demand leve1s esti~ated in this report. 

This report indicates that there are several. problems 
conf ronti ng u.s. farms wanting to target whol e mari ne shri mp 
buyers in the U.S. wholesal er sector. The most obvi ous is the 
doninance of heads-off shri )l)p in the wholesale S·ector. Even when 
buyers expre.ssed interest in purchasi ng heads-on shrimp, it is 
assumed that many still wanted to process them into vari ous 
heads-off product forms. In addition, buyers may be generall y 
indifferent to the actual sou.rce o f t he whole shrimp. 

The apparent lat,ent demand for frozen and XQF whole shrimp 
should be considered by U.S. shrimp farms. Unfortunately, these 
are product forms that would appear to be the most vulnerable to 
other competitors like U.S. processors and/or foreign producers. 
For oxample, it appears that Lati n American shrimp farmers would 
not have any major difficulties i n mar keti ng competitively priced 
heads-on IQP shri~p in the U.S. Fresh heads-on shrimp marketing 
may be vulnerabl e to competition trom domestic shrilllp fisheries. 
The live shrimp market seglnent 1n the U.S. may warrant additional 
research as a potential outlet to suppl ement sales of U.S. ~arms. 
Live shrimp would at least be a product form general ly i solated 
from import competiti on and probably much of the U.S. wild shrimp 
production. The characteri stics o f the o.s. live shrimp market 
seg'm.ent needs to bo investigated. 

A total of 150 copi es o f thi s document was printed at a total 
cost o f $160.02. The unit cost was $1 .067 per copy. 

SThese higher prices may not necessarily be indicative of 
perc.eived higher quality (e.g., freshness, taste, ot.c.) 
for S.C. farmed shri mp by buyers. In some cases, higher 
pri ces were received due to "by passing" others in the 
market channel. 
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Table lA. Geographic Location of Respondents, 1989. 

Number Of Nutlber of Number of usable 
State Mail-outs Respondents Queetionnaires1 

Alaba111a 92 6 6 (l.5t) 
Alaska 45 2 2 (0.5t) 
Arizona 40 3 3 (0.8t) 
).rkansas 16 2 2 (0 .st) 
California 705 43 43 (10 . 9%) 
Colorado 40 3 3 (0.8\) 
Connecticut 78 4 4 (l.Ot) 
Delaware 21 2 2 (0.5%) 
Dist. Of Columl>ia 20 3 3 (0 . 8%) 
Florida 741 53 53 (13.5\) 
Georgia 119 13 12 (3.lt) 
Hawaii 84 5 5 (1.3%) 
Idaho 20 1 l (0.3\) 
Illin.ois 139 13 12 (3.lt) 
Indiana 25 1 l (0.3%) 
Iowa 20 3 3 (0.8%) 
Kansas 14 1 1 (0.3%) 
Kentucky 20 3 3 (0.8\) 
Louisiana 265 22 22 (5.6t) 
Maine 200 9 9 (2.3%) 
Maryland 193 18 18 ( 4. 6%) 
Massachusetts 384 11 11 (2 .8%) 
Michigan 97 6 6 (1 .5\) 
Minnesota 48 5 5 (1.3t) 
Mississippi 60 5 5 (1. 3%) 
Missouri 43 1 1 (0.3%) 
Montana 14 2 2 (0.5t) 
Nebraska 6 1 l (0.3t) 
Nevada 3 1 1 (0 . 3%) 
New H1l!!'lpshire 39 1 1 (0.3%) 
New Jersey 234 21 19 (4.8%) 
New Mexico 14 2 2 (0.5\) 
New York 557 27 27 ( 6. 9t) 
North Carolina 179 19 18 ( 4. 6%) 
North Dakota 3 1 l (0.3%) 
Ohio 67 8 8 (2. Ot) 
Oklaholll4 12 2 2 (0.5t) 
Oregon 75 3 3 (0.8%) 
Pennsylvania 177 25 25 (6.4\) 
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Table Geographic Location of Respondents, 1989
(continued).

State
Number of Number of Number of Usable
Mail-outs Respondents Questionnaires'

Rhode Island 95 3 3 (0.8%)
South Carolina 76 0 0 (0.0%)
South Dakota 0 0 0 (0.0%)
Tennessee 34 0 0 (0.0%)
Texas 267 18 18 (4.6%)
Utah 23 1 1 (0.3%)
Vermont 13 0 0 (0.0%)
Virginia 215 . 13, 13 (3.3%)
Washington 337 9 8
West Virginia 6 0 0
Wisconsin 73 4 4
Wyoming 6 0 0 (0.0%)
Total 6,054 399 393 100.0%

'Two or more questions other than the mailing address.
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Table 2A. The Reapondent•s Claeeification ot eueineaa by State, 1989. 

How would you btft describe your tigps seafood marketlna actiyit1es7 

State Bl!s~n~aa Cla11itication 
Abbreviation Broker &><porter W/D Procossor I•porter Trader Retailer 

llA 2 7.7, 2 7.7, g 34.6t 2 7.7t 2 7.7t 3 ll.5t 1 3.8t 
RI 1 25.0t 0 o.ot 2 50.0t 1 25.0t 0 o.ot 0 o.o• 0 o.ot 
NH 0 o.ot 0 o.o• 1 50.0t 0 O.Ol 0 o.o• 0 o.ot 1 50.0t 
KE l 9.lt 0 o.ot 7 63.6t 3 27.3t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
VT 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
CT 0 0.0% 0 o.ot 2 33.3\ 1 16.7t 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 2 33.3\ 
llJ 3 10.0t 1 3,3, 13 43.3t l 3.3t 2 6.7\ 1 3.3t 4 13.3t 
llY 3 5. 2\ 0 O. Ot 20 34.5\ 0 O.Ot 9 15.5t .7 12.lt 3 5.2\ 
PA 2 6.3t 0 o.ot 23 71.9t 0 o.ot 2 6.3t 0 o.ot 3 9.4\ 
DB 0 O.Ot 0 o.ot 2 100.0t 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
DC 0 o.ot 0 o.o• 3 75.0t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 1 25.0\ 

w HD 2 7.4\ 0 o.ot 11 40.7\ 3 11.ll 2 7.4t 1 3.7t 4 14.8t w 
VA 4 25.0t 1 6.3, 7 43.8\ 2 12.5t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 2 12.St 
WV 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ol 
llC 2 9 •. lt 0 0.0\ 12 54.5t 5 22.7t 0 o.ot 1 4.5\ 1 4. 5\ 
SC 0 o.o\ 0 o.o\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
GA 0 0.0\ 2 11.8\ 9 52.9\ 3 17 . 6\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 3 17.6\ 
PL 13 9.9\ 5 3.8\ 43 32.8\ 18 13. 7\ 12 9.2\ 8 6.1\ 9 6.9t 
llL l 5 .9\ 1 5.9\ 3 17 .6\ 3 17 . 6\ 1 5 ,9, 2 11.8\ 1 5.9\ 
TN 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 
KS 1 14 . lt 0 0.0\ 4 57.lt 2 28.6t 0 o.ot 0 a.at a o.ot 
KY 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 3 75.0t 1 25.0t 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 



Table 2A. The Re•pondent's Classitication of Business by State, 1989 (Cont inued). 

How would you beat descr i be your firms seoCood markg t ioa act i yitioa? 

State llYl~Dl&S s;:1111iiC.iati20 
Abbreviation Broker l:)(l)Orter W/D Proceaaor Iaporter Trader Retailer 

OH 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 8 57. l\ l 7.lt 0 o.ot 0 o.o\ 5 35.7t 
I N 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot l 100.0t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
MI l 6 . 7t l 6.7\ 6 40.0t l 6.7t 2 lJ . J t ]. 6.7t 0 o.ot 
IA 0 o . ot 0 o.ot J 60.0t l 20.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 1 20.ot 
WI 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 4 100.0t 0 o.ot 0 o . ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
MN l ll. lt 0 o.ot 2 22.2t l ll.lt l ll. lt l 11. lt 1 11.lt 
SD 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 0 0.0\ 0 O. Ot 0 o.o\ 
ND 0 o.ot 0 o.ot l 100.0t 0 o.o\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
HT l 50.0t 0 o.ot 1 50.0t 0 o.ot 0 O.O\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
IL l 5.Jt 0 o.ot 8 42.lt 0 o.ot l 5.Jt l 5.Jt 5 26.Jt 
MO 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 1 100.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
KS 0 o.o\ 0 0.0\ 1 100.0t 0 o.o\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot ... NE 0 o.ot 0 o.ot l 100.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot ... 
LA 2 5.4t 3 8.lt 17 45.9\ 10 27.0t 2 5.4\ 0 o.ot 1 2. 7\ 
AR l JJ.Jt 0 o.ot l 33.Jt 0 o.ot 0 o . ot 0 o . ot ]. J3.Jt 
OK 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 1 33 . Jt 0 o.ot 0 o . ot 0 o.ot ]. 33.Jt 
TX J 10. 0t 0 o.ot 12 40.0t 6 20.0t l 3. Jt 2 6. 7t 2 6.?.\ 
co 1 JJ.Jt 0 o.ot 2 66 . 7\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
WY 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
ID 0 o.ot 0 o.o\ l 100.0t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
UT l 100.0t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
AZ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot l 12.5\ l 12.5t 2 25.0t l 12 . St 0 o.ot 
NM 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 2 100.0t 0 O.Ot 0 o . ot 0 o .ot 0 o.ot 



... .. 

Table 2A. The Respondent•• Classification ot Buainess by State, 1989 (Continued). 

Dov vould you bgst describe your Cira• seafood •arket ina actiyit.ies? 

State BYl~Dlll ClA&&if1~at12D 
Abbreviation 8roker l?xporter W/D Proceaaor Importer Tra<ler Retailer 

NV 0 o.o• 0 o.o, 1 100.0, 0 o.ot 0 o.o, 0 o.ot 0 o.o, 
CA l5 11.9, 11 8.7\ 28 22.2• 8 6.3t 20 15.9, 11 8.7t 1 0.8, 
HI 0 o.ot 0 0.0% 2 18. 2t 1 9.lt 2 18.2, 2 18.2\ 0 o.ot 
OR 0 o.ot l 33.Jt l 33.3t 0 o.ot 0 o.o• 0 o.ot 0 o.o• 
WA 1 8.3t 2 16. 7t 4 33.3t 3 25.0t 1 8.3, 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
AK 1 11.1, 1 11. lt 0 o.ot 2 22.2t 1 11.lt l 11.lt 1 11. lt 

Total 64 
8. ' ' 31 4.2t 284 38. 4t 80 l0.8t 63 8.5, 43 s .8t 54 7.3, 



Table 2A. The Respondent's Claasitication ot Businesa by 
1989 (Continued). 

State, 

How W!i2Yl12 YOU 
actiyiti11? 

b~lt l211Qribe ~gyc fi.rms llD'ggsl mark1ting 

State IW1in~§ili s:11111f1sat1sm 
Abbreviation Others Total Responsea2 

MA 0 0.0\ 26 3.5t 
RI 0 o.ot 4 O.St 
NH 0 o.ot 2 0.3t 
l!E 0 o.ot 11 l.St 
VT l o.ot 0 o.ot 
CT 2 16.7\ 6 o.st 
NJ 0 6.7\ 30 4 . l t 
NY 0 o. ot 58 7 . St 
PA 0 o.ot 32 4.3\ 
DE 0 o.ot 2 0.3t 
DC l o.ot 4 o.st 
MD 0 3.7t 27 l.7t 
VA 0 o.ot 16 2.2t 
WV 0 o . ot 0 o . ot 
NC 0 o . ot 22 3 . 0t 
SC 0 o.ot 0 O. Ot 
GA 3 o.ot 17 2.3t 
FL 2 2.3\ 131 17.7t 
AL 0 11.8\ 17 2. 3t 
TN 0 o.ot 0 o . ot 
llS 0 o.ot 1 0 . 9\ 
KY 0 o.ot 4 0 . 5t 
OH 0 o.ot 14 l.9t 
IN 0 o.ot l O.lt 
KJ: 0 o.ot 15 2 . 0t 
IA 0 o.ot 5 0.7t 
WI 0 0.01: 4 O.St 
llN 0 o.ot 9 l.2t 
SD 0 o.ot 0 o . ot 
ND 0 o.ot l o.1t 
MT l o.ot 2 0.3t 
IL 0 5.3\ 19 2.6t 
KO 0 o.ot l O.lt 
KS 0 o.ot l O.lt 
NE 0 0 . 01: l O.lt 
LA 0 o . ot 37 5.0% 
AR l o.ot 3 0.4t 
OK l 33.3t 3 0.4\ 
TX 0 3.3t 30 4.lt 
co 0 o.ot 3 0.4t 
WY 0 0.01: 0 o.ot 
ID 0 o.ot l 0.1% 
Ill: g 2.21 i O.lt 
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Table 2.A. The Respondent's Cla••itication ot Business 
by State, 1989 (Continued). 

How would you best do1cribe your tirm,s seafood marketing 
activitiea? 

State baiD~& !::lllli.f1ea~1'2D 
Abbreviation Others Total Re•ponses2 

AZ 0 o.ot 8 1.1% 
NM 0 o.ot 2 0.3\ 
NV 1 o.ot 1 O.lt 
CA 0 o.st 126 17.lt 
Ill 1 o.ot 11 i.st 
OR 0 3J.Jt J 0.4t 
WA 0 o.ot 12 1.6% 
AK 0 Q.12l 2 1.~i 
Total 14 1.9% 739 100.0t 

'Wholesaler/Distributor 
2column percentage baaed on •Total" for thia column, •total 
Responses•. All other percentages are calculated "aero••" rows. 
Note: There we~e multiple responaes to tho business 
classitication questions. The sum of the actual percentage may 
not exactly equal 100.0t due to rounding error. 
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Table JA. Classification of customer LOcation vs . Business Type, 1989. 

Whe~~ ~;c~ tJJ~ ma;gtit~ Qt ~Qur custom§rs lQcateQ? 
Only In State & 

ausiness only In Adjacent Other Only Adjacent In state & Total 
Type State1 States2 states3 States' Other Stat.ass Responses6 

Broker 16 39.0\ 3 7.3% 2 4.9% 10 24.4\ 10 24.4\ 41 8.2% 
Exporter 3 37.5t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 5 62.St 8 l.6\ 
w;o' 128 53.3t 4 1.7% 8 3.3% 78 32.St 22 9.2t 240 48.3% 
Processor 15 3l.9t 4 a.st 8 17.0\ 11 23.4\ 9 19.lt 47 9.5\ 
Import.er 10 29 .4t l 2.9t l 2.9t 7 20.6\ 15 44.lt 34 6.St 
Trader 9 47.4t 0 0.0% 0 o.ot 5 26.3% 5 26.3\ 19 3 .8% 
Retailer 40 8l.6t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 6 12 .2\ 3 6.lt 49 9.9t 
Others 44 74.61 0 2.21 0 Q.Qt 9 15.31 6 10.2l :!2 11.9% 
Total 265 53.3\ 12 2.4\ 19 3.8\ 126 25.4t 75 15.lt 497 100.0t 

1110nly In State"-Customers are only in the business address state of the respondent. 
2 110nly Adjacent Staten-customers are only in states bordering business address state of 

tbe respondent. 
3"0ther states"-Customers are a combination of bordering and non-bordering states. 
4 "In State & Only Adjacent States"-Combination of customers in st.ate and .2lllY adjacent 

(bordarin9) states. 
5"In State & Other States"-Combination of customers in state and i'ront other states with at 

least one state n2t a border state. 
6column percentage based on "Total" tor this column, "Tot.al Responses". All other 

percentages are calculated "across" tho row. 
'wholesaler/Distributor 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business c lassification question. The sum of the 
actual percenta9e may not exactly equal 100.0t due to rounding error. 



Table 4A. Loc4tion (Region) of the SU.inesa with "In 
State ' Other stat.ea" custo•ara, 1989· 1 

B~ign gt: tbs: DY.1io1111 
8/c2 Nortbeaat South Kidwest West Total RI< ,.,._,., 

Broker 3 30. ot s s o . ot 0 o.ot 2 20.ot 10 13.2\ 
Exporter l 20.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.oi 4 ao. ot 5 6.6t 
W/rf' 5 21. 7\ 13 56.5\ 2 8.7l 3 13.0t 23 30.Jt 
Proceaaor 0 o.ot 5 55.6\ l 11.1\ 3 33.Jl 9 ll.8t 
l.l!port.r ' 26.7\ ' 26.7\ l 6. 7\ 6 40.0\ 15 19.7t 
Trader l 20.0t 2 40.0t 0 o.ot 2 40. Ot 5 6.6\ 
Retailer 0 o.ot 4 100.0\ 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 4 5.Jt 
others :i. ~2.a1 ~ ~Q.Ql g a.21 II ~.gs :l 6.61 
Total 15 19.7\ 37 48.7\ 4 5.3\ 20 26.Jt 76 100.0t 

••tn State and Other stataa•-cOWtbination ot custoMra 
in state a.nd from other states with at least one atate 
~ a border state. 
Busineas Classitioation 

3colwnn perce.n·taqe based on "Total 11 for this colwnn, 
"Total Responses". All other percentages are calculated 
•ac:roaa• rows. 
'wboleaaler/Diatributor 
Note: There ware mu.lt.lple response.a to the business 
claaaiticatio.n question. Th• aum of the actual percent­
age ••Y not exactly equal 100.0t due to rounding error. 
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Table 5A. Location (Region) of the Bu•inesa with "In 
State and only Adjacent Stat••" customers, 
1-989. 1 

R!:9:iOn of th• llllliDlll 
B/cl Northeast South Mid\leat West Tota1 

Responses3 

Broker 4 40.0\ 3 30.0t 0 o.o, 3 30.0' 10 8.3\ 
Exporter 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.o, 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
w;o• 42 54.5t 22 28 . 6t 6 7.St 7 9.1, 77 64.2t 
Prooeaaor 3 25 . 0t 8 66 . 7\ 0 o.o, l 8.3t 12 10.0t 
I mporter 6 85.7t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot l l4.3t 7 s.st 
Trader 2 40.0\ l 20.ot l 20.ot l 20.0t 5 4.2t 
Retailer 2 33.3\ l l 6.7t 2 33.3t l 16.7\ 6 5 .0t 
Other• g g.QS i ;2~.;2i i ~;2.;2i i JJ,Ji J 2.5\ 
Total 59 49.2t 36 30.0t 10 8.3t 15 12.~t 120 100.0t 

1"In State and. Only Adjacent Statea"-Colabination of 
in atate and lllllY adjacent (borderin9) atates. 
tau.in••• Classification 
1colu.n percentage based on "Total" tor this column, 
•Total Responses" - All other percentages are calculated 
•aero••• rows. 
'wholeaa1er/Distributor 
Note: There ware multiple response• to the business 
claaai flca.tion question. The sum ot the actual percent­
aqe may not exacUy equal 100.0t due to roundinq error. 
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Table 6A. Location (Region) of the Business with "Other 
states" customers, 1989 . 1 

8!!9i.!!D of the Business 
B/d Northeast South Midwest west Total 

Re.sponses3 

Broker l 50.0% 0 o.ot 0 o.ot l so.ot 2 10.5\ 
Exporter 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 0 0.0% 0 o.ot 
W/i>' 3 37.St 5 62.St 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 8 2.lt 
Processor 0 o.ot 4 so.ct 0 o.ot 4 50.0t 8 42.l't 
I mporter 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 1 100. ot 1 5.Jt 
Trader 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Retailer 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 
others I! Q,Q:I: I! g.gs I! Q,QS Q Q,Ql Q Q,Ql 
Total 4 21.lt 9 47.4% 0 o.ot 6 31.6% 19 100.0t 

• 11other States"-CUstomers are a combi nation of bordering 
and non-bordering states. 
2ausi ness Classific,ation 
3Column percentage based on "Total" for this column, 
"Total Responses". All other percentages are calculated 

"across" rows. 
4Wholesaler/Distributor 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business 
classification question. The sum of the actual percent­
age may not exactly equal 100.oi due to rounding error. 
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Table 7A. t.ocation (Reg ion) of th• Buaineaa v ith •only 
Adjacent states• Customer•, 1989. 1 

B/c" Northea!it 
B!:!IiRD 
south 

2, th1 IYliDlll 
llidwest We at Total 

Response.s3 

Broker 0 o. o\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot o o.ot 0 o.ot 
Expc>rter 0 o.ot 0 ·o.ot 0 o.ot o o.ot 0 o.ot 
W/ff 0 o. ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 0 o.ot 
Procaaaor o o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o. ot o o.ot 0 o.ot 
Importer o o.ot 1 100.0l 0 o.ot o o.ot l 100.0t 
Trader o o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot o o.ot 0 O.Ol 
Retailer o o.ot 0 o.ot 0 0.0\ 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 
Others g Q.Ot 0 2.2~ g g .!2!1 g g o!2ll g g,gi 
Total 0 o. 0\ 1 100.0t 0 o.ot o o.ot 1 100.0l 

1"0nly Adjacent state .. -custo11e.ra Aro only in atates 
borderinq business address state ot the respondent. 
2suain••• Clas•ification 
1coluan p•rcentage based on •Total" tor th is column, 
"Total Respo·nses•. All other percanta9•• ore calculated 
•acroaa• revs. 
'whol••aler/Distributor 
Note: There were multiple re.sponaea to the business 
classification que5tion. The SWI of th• actual p<>rcent­
a9a aay not exactly equal ioo.o• due to rounding error. 
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Table 8A. Location (Region) of the Business with Only
In State" Customers, 1989.'

Region of the Business
B/C2 Northeast South Midwest West Total

Responses3

Broker 2 12.5% 6 37.5% 2 12.5% 6 37.5% 16 7.1%
Exporter 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 1.3%
W/D4  38 29.7% 32 25.0% 26 20.3% 32 25.0% 128 56.6%
Processor 2 13.3% 6 40.0% 2 13.3% 5 33.3% 15 6.6%
Importer 1 10.0% 110.0% 1 10.0% 7 70.0% 10 4.4%
Trader 3 33.3% 2 22.2% 1 11.1% 3 33.3% 9 4.0%
Retailer 18 45.0% 10 25.0% 10 25.0% 2 5.0% 40 17.7%
Others 3 60.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 5 2.2%
Total 67 29.6% 58 25.7% 43 19.0% 58 25.7% 226 100.0%

'"Only In State "-Customers are only in the business
address state of the respondent.
2Business  Classification
3Column percentage based on ''Total'' for this column,
"Total Responses". All other percentages are calculated
"across" rows.

Note: There were multiple responses to the business
classification question. The sum of the actual percent-
age may not exactly equal 100.0% due to rounding error.
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Table 9A. Classification of custol!ler Relative to the Mississippi River vs. Business Type, 
1989. 

Where a.re the majority of your customers located? 

customer:s • LOS::A :t i S2D 
East & West Bast west 

Business Mississippi Mississippi Mississippi Total 
Classification River River River Response1 

Broker 21 33.3% 26 41.3\ 16 25.4t 63 l0.6l 
Exporter 14 58.3\ 5 20.8t 5 20.8\ 24 4.0\ 
W/D2 52 19.0t 168 61.St 53 19.4% 273 45.7 t 
Processor 32 42.7t 33 44.0t 10 13.Jt 75 12.6% 
Importer 27 48.2% 19 JJ.9t 10 17.9t 56 9 .4% 
Trader 18 45.0t 14 35.0t 8 20.ot 40 6.7t 
Retailer 4 7.5% 41 77. 4t 8 15.lt 53 8.9t 
others J 2J.1i 2 !2;l&§ii 3 23.1\ lJ 2.2-. 
Total 171 28.6t 313 52.4% 113 18. 9t 597 100.0% 

1Column percentage based on "Grand 1'otal " for this column, 11Total Response". 
2wholesaler/Distributor 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business classification quostion. The sum of 
the actual percenta9e may not exactly equal 100.0t due to rounding error. 
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Table lOA. Location (Re9ion) ot the BUsiness with CUatoaers £All of the Mississippi 
River, 1989. 

Business ReoJ.gn g' tbl D:lil1il.D11:1 
Clas•ification Northeast south Midwest WeBt All Region' 

Broker 13 50.0t 12 46.2t 1 3.8t 0 o.ot 26 7.St 
Exporter 1 20.ot 3 60.0t 1 20 . 0t 0 o.ot 5 l. 4t 
w;Ot 12, 61 . Jt 54 26.St 25 12 . 3\ 0 o.ot 204 58 . Bt 
Procossor 10 30.3t 21 63.Gt 1 3.0t 1 3.0t 33 9.St 
Importer 13 68.4t 5 26.Jt 1 5. Jt 0 O.Ot 19 s . 5t 
Trader 8 57. lt 5 35.7t 1 7.lt 0 o.ot 14 4 .0t 
Retailer 20 51.3t 9 23.lt 10 25.6t 0 O.Ot 39 ll.2t 
Other• ~ tZ.2i: ~ ~A.Ii l 14.~l g g.gt 2 2.Qi 
Total 193 SS.Gt 112 32.3t 41 11.St 1 0.3t 347 100.0t 

1Coluan percentage based on "G·rand TOtal• for this column, •Total Response•. 
'Wholesaler/Distributor 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business classification question. The SUJI 
the actual percentage may not exoctly equal 100.0t due to rounding error. 
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Table llA. Location (Re9ion) of the Business with Customers llllll.!; of the Mi ssissippi 
River, 1989. 

Business B~ion of the Business 
Clo.ssitication Northeast South Midwest west All Region 1 

Broker l 6.Jt 1 6.3t 3 18.8t 11 68.8\ 16 15.lt 
Exporter 0 0.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 5 100.0\ s 4.7\ 
11;02 3 6. 7\ 5 11.lt 7 1S.6t 30 66.7t 45 42.St 
Processor 0 o.ot 1 10.0t 2 20.ot 7 70.0t 10 9.4t 
Importer l io.ot 0 o .ot 0 o .ot 9 90.0t 10 9.4t 
Trader 1 16.7% 0 o.ot l 16.7\ 4 66.7\ 6 5.7t 
Retailer 0 o.ot 3 37.St 2 25 . 0t 3 37.St 8 7 .St 
Others 2 Q,Ql 0 0 .01 0 Q. Ql § l22.2i § s.11 
Total 6 s . 7t 10 9.4t 15 14.2t 75 70.st 106 100.0t 

1colurnn percentage based on "Grand Total" for this column, "Total Response" . 
zwholesaler/Distributor 
Note: There wore multiple responses to the business classification question. The sura of 
the actual percentage may n.ot exactly equal 100.0t due to roundinq error. 
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Table 12A. Classification ot customer R•lative to the Major Region va. 1ntereat in 
Purchasin9 Karine White Shriap Faz:ioed in the U.S. 

Hbltl At; 1.bll m1j12tl.t.~ 52, )!QUI: !d!St!2mll,.I 12;1t1~2 
East ADd J:lllt ot tbg Mi11i.11~i~~i B1llill: 

Northoaat South Midwest ~est All Reqion1 

Yes 7 18 .4\ 20 52.6\ 3 7.9\ 8 21.l\ 38 47.St 
No 4 40.0\ 0 o.o\ 0 o.o\ 6 60.0\ 10 12.5t 
(ial!t?!it 3 2.jl 16 :ia.ai 2 6 I :a~ 11 J!.!l 32 j;i2.Qi 
:J:gt.~1 1~ 12151: 3§ !5.!ll 5 !i.Jl 25 Jl.J~ ~!! l!2i212l 
N&M 7 lA,21 lli Jll.li 2 s I ii 12 j;g.~t; !2 52.Al 
1column percentage based on "Tota l " for this eolUJDn, "All Region". All other percentages 
are calculated "across" rows. 
2Mo and Maybe results coabined 
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Table 12A. (Continued) Claeeification of custo .. r Relative to th• Major R99ion vs . 
Interest in Purchasinq Karine Whit• Shri•p Farmed in the U.S. 

Hhll:I At~ tb~ msa:1g,1tlr: gS: :ir'.Si!Y.t: QUStOln!il!ll J.ggDit~Z 
lil~t II.I: tbll Hi111111ggJ, B:i.~~1: 

Northea•t south Midwest West Jill Region' 

Yea 1 2. 4t 5 12.2t 9 22.ot 26 6J.4t 41 58.6t 
NO 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot J 100.0t J 4 .·Jt 
l:Slll::bia g g,gl ~ 11.~l 1 ;l&§l ~2 ·Ii I Ai 2§ 37.ll 

~:,1 \ At,' 8 11. 4:. 1f 1.1~ .. ~·' 51 ltl: ?:Q l.Of:fl 0 3 J,4, 25 OL ' 10.J 9 

1Colua.n percentage baaed on •Total" for this column, "All Region•. All other percentages 
are calculated "acroaa" rows. 
1No and Maybe result.a cosibined 



.. ... 

Tabla 12A. (Continued) Claasification ot CUStoaer Relative to the Kajor Reqion va. 
Intaregt in Purchasing Marine W?lite Sbr110p Paraed in the U.S. 

l:iblCI ai:e !;b!I ma.jgi;:i ty: 2.1: ll:'.QYt '~;tszm!i!tl l52'1At~d7 
BAili g.: tbe H111illliEtl21 Rivei; 

Northeast South Midwest We&t All Re91on 1 

Ye.s 38 48.7t 27 34.6t 13 16.7t 0 O.Ot 78 37.3t 
No 16 61.5t 9 34. 6t 0 o.ot l 3.8t 26 12 .4t 
Hn~R~ 57 :ii. JI: 35 :a:a I Jl 1~ iz.sl 2 a.al 12li ~2.21 
total 111 :z:a.11 21 Ji.Qi 2§ 12.il 1 g.~l 222 122, Oi. 
liit12 23 Jili.2i ii JJ.§l · 1~ 2.21 1 g,111 1~1 i212l 
1co1u1nn percentage based on "Total" tor this colwn_n, "All Re.qion". All other porcent~ges 
are calculated "across" rows. 
2No and Maybe results coabined 



Ta.bl• 13A. Classification of Cuato••r Location v•. Business Type, 1989. 

!!1111:1 Act: tba •1jatit~ gf; ~ga,t g,gsto•ers l2!<~1!2Z 
North llSA Bu rope Aaia South Afrie<1 A5 Inter.' Total 

B/C1 America Only Aaerica Responses' 

Broker 3 23.lt 3 23.lt 0 O.Ot 2 15.4t l '·'' 0 O. Ot 0 o.ot 4 30.8t 13 8.9t 
Bx,porter 7 25.0t 3 10.7t 5 17 .9t 9 32.lt 1 3 . 6t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 3 10. ' ' 28 19.2\ 
14/il' 11 34 .4t 10 31.Jt 3 9.4\ 4 12.St 0 O. Ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 4 12.5\ 32 21.9\ 
Proceaeor 8 30. 8\ 4 15.4t 3 11.St 6 23.lt 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 5 19.2t 26 17.8\ 
Importer 10 34.St 5 17.2t 4 13.St 5 17.2t l 3.4t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 4 13.St 29 19.9t 
Trader 4 25.0t 3 18.St J 18 . St 2 12 . !t 0 o .ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 4 25.0t 16 11.0t 
Retailer 1 50.0 t 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 1 so.ot 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 0 O.Ot 0 o.ot 2 l.4t 
Other 2 a.gs ll 2. Q-i l2 ll. Ql g g.a! g g,Ql 0 O.Ql Q Q,g, l2 g.gi 2 Q,l!l 
Total 44 30. l t 28 19. 2\ 18 12.3\ 29 19 . 9t 3 2.1\ 0 o.ot o o.ot 24 16.4t 146 100.0t 

"' 1auaine•o Claaaitication 
0 2Column percentage based on "Total" for thl• column, "Total Responses". All other percentages 

are calculated •across" rows. 
'"International" customers are custo•er• in two or aore continents (e.g. cue tours in Asia and 
North Allerlca). 
4Auetralia • oceania 
'wbolaaaler/Diatributor 
Note: 11\er• vere aultiple responses to the buaineaa classification question. The •ua of the 
actual percentage ""Y not exactly equal 100. O' due to roundinq error. 



U1 ... 

Table 14A. Location (Re<;JiOn) of th• Business vi th "Internationa1•1 CUetomers, 1989. 

Business Bfgj.on gf tb1 .au.1inilll!fi 
Classif icat.ion Northeast South Midwest west All Re9ion2 

Broker 1 25.0t 0 0.0\ 0 0.0\ 3 75. Ot 4 16.0t 
l!xporter 0 0.0\ 0 O.Ot 0 O.Ot 3 100.0t 3 12.0t 
W/D' l 25.0t l 25.0t 0 0.0\ 2 50.0t 4 16.0\ 
Processor 1 20.0\ 2 40.0t 0 o.ot 2 40.0\ 5 20.0\ 
Im.porter 0 O.Ot l 25.0t 0 o.ot 3 75.0t • 16.0t 
Trader 0 o.ot l 25.0t 0 o.ot 3 75.0t 4 16.0\ 
Retailer 0 0 .0\ l 100.0\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot l 4. Ot 
Others 0 Q,Q% g a.al g a.al Q g,g1 Q a.at: 
Total 3 12.0\ 6 24.0% 0 0.0\ 16 64.0t 25 100.0t 

'"I.nte.rnational" customers are cuatomers in two or .ore continents (e.g. custo•ers in Asia 
and Horth Aaerica). 
1colu..n percenta9e based on •Total" for this coluan, "All Reqion•. All other percentage• 
are calcu.latod "across• rova. 
>wholesaler/Distributor 
Note: There wore multiple responses to the buaineea classification question . The sum ot 
the actual percentage may not exactly equal 100.0t due to roundin9 error. 



"' "' 

Table lSA. Location (Region) of the Business with "North America" customers, 1989. 

Bu.slness B~9.i.S2D S2t tb§ DY::1.in2~s 
Classification Nortbo.ast south Midwest West All Region' 

Broker 0 0.0% 2 66.7\ 0 o.ot l 33.3t 3 6.8\ 
Exporter 1 14.Jt 4 57.lt 0 o.ot 2 28.6t 7 15 . 9\ 
w;o' 2 18.2t 7 63.6\ 0 0.0% 2 18. 2% 11 25.0t 
Processor 1 16 . 7% 5 83.3\ 0 o.ot 0 o.ot 6 13.6\ 
Importer 1 10.0t 4 40.0t l 10.0t 4 40.0t 10 22.?t 
Trader l 25.0t 2 50 . 0t 0 0.0% 1 25.0t 4 9.1\ 
Retailer 0 o . ot 1 50.0\ 0 o .ot 1 50.0t 2 4.5t 
others 0 0.01 0 o.ot 0 0,01 1 lQQ,S!I 1 ~.~l 
Total 6 13.6t 25 56 . 8% l 2 . 3% 12 27.3% 44 100.0t 

tcolumn perce.nta9e based on .. Total" for this colutnn, "All Region". All other percentages 
are calculated "across" rows. 
2whol esaler/Di stributor 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business classification question. The sum of 
the actual percentage may not exactly equal 100.0l due to rounding error. 



"' .... 

Table l6A. Location (Reqion) ot the Business with "Asia" customers, 1989. 

Business B~!!l.QD gt tb§: DYS,iQ8S§ 
Classification Northeast south Midwest West All Region' 

Broker 0 o.ot 0 a.at 0 o.ot 2 100.0t 2 7 .1.t 
Exporter l 11.l:t 4 44.4\ 0 o.o\ 4 44.4\ 9 32.1% 
W/02 0 a.at 3 75.0t 0 o .ot l 2S.Ot . ·4 14.3% 
Processor 2 33.3t 3 so.o\ 0 o .ot 1 16.7\ 6 21. 4t 
Importer 0 o.o:t 1 50.0t 0 o .ot l so.at 2 7.lt 
Trader 0 a.at • l so.at 0 a.at 1 so.at 2 7. lt 
Retailer 0 O. Ot l so.at 0 o.ot 1 so.at 2 7.lt 
others 0 a .at !! Q,Q:li Q Q,!!! l J.QQ, !!:li ! 3.6t 
Total 3 10.7 \ 13 46.4\ 0 a.at 12 42.9\ 28 100.0t 

• 1column percent.ago based on "Total" for this column, "All Region". All other percentages 
are calculated "across" rows. 
2Wholesalcr/Distributor 
Note: There were multiple responses to tho business classification question. The sum of 
the actual percentage may not exactly equal 100.0t due to rounding error. 



Table 17A . Location (Region) of the Business with "Europe" Customers, 1989. 

Business B~gigc gf t h!! DJJliiD~lili! 
Classification Northeast south Midwest West All Reqion1 

Broker 0 o.o\ 0 o .ot 0 o.ot 0 O. Ot 0 O.Ot 
Export"r 3 60.0t l 20.0t 0 o.ot l 20.ot 5 26.3 \ 
w;o' l 25.0t 1 25.0t l 25.0t l 25.0t 4 21. lt 
Processor 1 33.3t l 

33 ·"' 
0 o.ot 1 33 . 3\ 3 15.8\ 

Importer l 25.0t l 25 . 0t 0 o.ot 2 50.0t 4 21.lt 
Trader 1 33.3t l 33 . 3\ 0 o.ot 1 33 . 3\ 3 15.8\ 
Retailer 0 o.ot 0 o . ot 0 o.ot 0 o .ot 0 o.ot 
Others 0 0.01 0 o . oi 0 0.01 Q Q,Ql g Q,Ql 
Tota·! 7 36.St 5 26. 3\. 1 5.3\ 6 31.6\ 19 100.0\ 

.... ... 
1Wholesaler/Distributor 
2column percentage based on 11Total" for this column, "All Re9ionn. Al l other percentages 
are calculated "across" rows. 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business classitication questi on . 
the actual percentage may not exactly equa l 100.0\ due to roundi ng error . 

Tho sum of 



Table 18A. Location (Region) of the Business with  Customers, 1989.

Business Resion of the Business
Classification Northeast South Midwest West All Region'

Broker 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 3 10.7%
Exporter 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 3 10.7%

1 10.0% 5 50.0% 0 0.0% 4 40.0% 10 35.7%
Processor 1 25.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 4 14.3%
Importer 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 5 17.9%
Trader 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 3 '10.7%
Retailer 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Others 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Total 2 7.1% 15 53.6% 0 0.0% 11 39.3% 28 100.0%

'Column percentage based on  for this column,  Region".
are calculated  rows.

All other percentages

Note : There were multiple responses to the business classification question. The sum of
the actual percentage may not exactly  100.0% due to rounding error.
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Table 19A. Reported Seafood Sales in 1988 vs. Average Percent Contribution of Shrimp 
sales to Seafood Sales by Region. 

B~91!ii!D Qf a:usi,ness LOcat.iQD 
Seafood Sales Northeast south Midwest West All Regions 

<~~ Mill.i.211; 
NUmber 54 49 2 1 25 149 
aesponse Percent1 (74.0\) (72.lt) (67.7t) (58 . lt) (69.3t) 
Average Percenta 94.7\ 43.3\ 29 . 8t 38.0t 59.lt 

~~-§~!~ HilliQDi 
Number 6 12 5 8 31 
Response Percent1 (8. 2t) (17.6\) (16.lt) (18.6t) (14.4\). 
Average Percent2 21.5\ 56.8\ 28.2\ 58.5\ 45 . 8% 

~lQ-~lj,2 Milli2n: 
Number 8 4 2 4 18 

"' Response Percent1 (11.0t) (5.9\) (6.St) (9.3\) (8.4\) .. Average Percent2 28.0t 60.8\ 27.5% 43.0t 38.6\ 

~15-~19 . 9 Mill.ism ii 
Number 1 l 0 0 2 
Response Percent1 ( 1. 4\) (l. St) (0 .0\) (O,O\) (0. 9%) 
Average Percent2 5 . ot 25 . 0t o.ot o.ot 15. 0t 

>S20 H1ll1S!Di 
Number 4 2 3 6 15 
Response Percent1 (5. St) (2. 9t) (9. 7\) ( 14.0%) (7. 0 \) 
Ave.rage Percent2 36 .8\ 22.5\ 12. 0t 62.St 40.2\ 

(Footnotes on next page.) 
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Tablo 19A. Reported Soafood Sales in 1988 vs. Avara9e Percent contribution of 
ShriDp Salee to Seafood Sales by Reqion (Continued). 

Region llt DYsi.ness LC>cat111D 
Seafood sales Hgrtheast South Midwest Welt All Regions 

ai.::1n~ l'.Qtal:3 
llulllber 73 68 Jl 43 
Response Percent (100.0t) (100.0\) (lOO.Ot) (100.0t) 
Average Percent 77.0t 45.8\ 27.7% 45. 7t 

'The percent ot r ·esponaes, t1Num.ber", coapared to the "Grand Total". 
2Average of reported ahriap sales percent by aaafood sales volume. 
'coabined totals from th• Northeast, south, Midwest, and west Re9ion coluans. 

215 
(100.0t) 

SJ.St 

Note: The swo of the actual percentage 11.ay not exactly equal 100.0t due to rounding 
error. 



"' .. 

Table 20A . Respondent's Report.ed Sal es Vol ume Level in 1988 by Region. 

Sal es Volume, B~gi.20 2f Business 1.!Qcatloo Tot.al 
Mi l lions Northeast South Midwest West Response1 

<$5 93 37.lt 81 32.3t 24 9 . 6\ 53 21.1t 251 6 8. 6t 
$5 to $9.9 13 25.0t 17 32 . 7t 7 l3.5t 15 28.St 52 14.2t 
$10 to $14. 9 14 45.2t 7 22 . 6\ 3 9 . 7\ 7 22.6t 31 a .st 
$15 to $19.9 2 so.at 1 25 . 0t 0 o.ot 1 25.0t 4 l . lt 
>$20 § 21.~' § Z! . 4t 6 21. 41 '10 ~5.7~ 28 2.21 
Total 128 35 . 0t 112 30. 6t 40 10. 9\ 86 23.5t 366 100 . 0% 

1col umn percentage based on "Total" for this colutnn, "Total Response" . All other 
percentages are cal cul ated "across" row. 
Note: The sum of the actual percentage may not exactly equal 100 . 0% due to rounding 
error. 

I 



Table 21A. Avora9e Report,ed Percent shrimp Sale• 
Di•tributors in 1988 by Reqion. 

by outlet for Wholesalers and 

Reg.loo 
Qutlets Northeaoi; South Midwest weat All Regions 

Hb1tg Iab!gglgtbl 
Number 50 36 24 28 138 
Response Percent 1 (23.5,) (18.0,) (30.0t) (25.2t) (22.8t) 
Average Percent2 41.9t 37.9t 35.6t 44.lt 40.2• 

Q~b~' B~'AW,IDtli 
Nuaiber 53 43 14 25 135 
Response Percent1 (24.9,) (21. 5t) (17.5t) (22.5,) (22.4,) 
Average PorcontZ 29.2, 30.2t 29.4, 24. 0' 28.6, 

~gACood Spggi~lt~ Shops: 
Number 34 28 10 15 87 

"' Response Percent' (16.0t) (14. 0t) (12 . St) (13.5,) (14.4,) .., 
Average Percont2 33.3, 23.lt 27.0t 14.0• 26.0t 

Qther: 
NUlll>er 16 14 8 5 43 
Response Percent 1 (7.5•) (7.0t) (10.0t) (4.5t) (7 .1•) 
Average Pereont2 29.2t 29.6\ 39. 6t 19.2t 30.1, 

su12omi\rket1 i 
Number 25 26 12 17 80 
Res·ponse Percent 1 (11. 1•> (13 . Ot) (15.0t) (15.3t) (13. ••> Average Pereent~ 28.8t 21.St 28.8\ 23.3, 25.3, 

(Footnotes on next pa90.) 
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Table 21A. Average Reported Percent Shrimp Sale• by out l et for Wholesaler 
and Distributors in 1988 by Reqion (Cont inued) . 

outlets 

l!LQi.' 
Nwnber 
Respon•• Percent1 
Avera9e Percent2 

Institution•; 
tlumber 
Response Percent1 
Average Porcent2 

Grand Total; ' 
Nu.her 
Response Percent 
Average Percent 

Northeast 

29 
( 13. 6\) 
22.0\ 

6 
(2.8\) 

7 .0t 

213 
( 100\) 
31.2\ 

South 

40 
(20.0\) 
44 .1\ 

13 
( 6. 5\) 
8.2\ 

200 
(100\) 
30.8\ 

Region 
Midwest 

6 
(7. 5\) 
13.3\ 

6 
(7.5\ ) 
s.2t 

80 
(100\) 
28.9\ 

16 
(1 4 .4\) 
39,4\ 

5 
( 4. 5\) 

s . 2t 

111 
(100\) 
28.8\ 

All Reqions 

91 
(15.1\) 
34.2\ 

30 
(5.0t) 

6.9\ 

604 
(100\) 
30.3\ 

1The percent of responses, "Number", compared to the "Grand Total". 
2Avera90 ot reported shrimp sales percent by outlet. 
'wholesaler/Distributor 
'combined totals fro• the Northeast, South, Midwe..at, and west R89ion coluans. 
Note: Thero where aultlple response• to the buain••• outlet questions. The au.a ot the 
actual percentage aay not exactly equal 100.0• due to rounding arror. 



Table 22A. Average 
Region. 

Reported Percent Shrimp Sales by outlet for Processors in 1988 by 

Region 
outlets Northeast South Midwest west All Reqions 

llb~~I I~~leclQth; 
Number 5 14 0 8 27 
Response Percent' (2J.8t) (15.1\) ( 0. Ot) (20.0\) (17.2\) 
Avorago Porcent~ 61.0t Jl. lt o.ot 36.5\ 38.2\ 

gth~t Restaurants; 
Number 4 16 l 6 27 
Raaponse Percant1 ( 19. 0\) (17.2\) (33.3\) (15.0\) (17 .2t) 
Average Percentl 33.8\ 16.2t 3.0t 17.5t 18.61' 

S11food ~lll!cial!;l! ~bQJ21i 
Nwobar 5 14 0 5 24 .. Reaponse Percent1 (23.8\) (15.lt) (O.Ot) (12.5t) (15.3\) ... 
Avera9e Percent2 18.0\ 36.6t o .ot 8.0t 13.0t 

Other; 
Number 3 8 l 4 16 
Response Percent' (14.3t) (8.6t) (33.3t) (10.0t) (10. 2t) 
Avarage Percent2 38.3t 34.St 7.0t 4.5t 26.0t 

5!.1121DlAl:kits: 
NUllber l 13 0 7 21 
Response Percent1 ( 4. 8\) (14.0t) (O.O\) (17.5\) (13.4 \ ) 
Avara9e Pe.rcent2 70.0\ 23.1\ 0.0\ 20. 4t 24.4\ 

(Footnote• on naxt page.) 
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Table 22A. (Continued) 
Regi on. 

Averaqe Percent Shrimp Sales by Outlet for Processor in 1988 by 

,Beg ion 
Outlets Northeast south Midwest Wost All Regions 

W/0: 3 

Number 3 22 1 8 34 
Response Pcrcent1 (14.3t) (23. 7\) (33.3\) (20.0t) (21.7\) 
Average Percent2 30.0l 49.9t 100.0t 60.0t 52.0t 

lnstitut;i.ons: 
Number 0 6 0 2 8 
Response Percent 1 (0. Ot) ( 6. Sl) (O.Ol) (5. Ot) (S. lt) 
Average Percent2 o.ot 7.3\ o.ot 3.St 6.4t 

!i;r;:swl ::C~tAl. i 4 

Number 21 93 3 40 157 
Response Percent ( 100\) (100%) ( lOOl) (lOOt) (100\) 
Average Percent 38.3t 27.9t 36.7\ 27.lt 29.3t 

1The percent of responses, "Nutuber", compared to the "Grand Total 11 
2Average of reported shrimp sales percent by outlet. 
3wholesaler/Distributor 
'combined t 'otals from the Northeast, south, Midwest, and west Region columns. 
Note: There were multiple responses to the business outlet question. The sum of the 
actual percentage may not exactly equ.al 100 . 0\: due to rounding error. 



MOTE : Thi• exhibi t includes data codes A2Ji on the queationnair:e 
.. i l•4 out in 1 989 . 

RXhibit 1. seafood Whol esaler survey, 1f8t 

We are aurvaying the use o f aarine ehriap cultured in the 
u.s. consequently, ve would like you to take ao•• time trma your 
busy schedule to answer a f ew questions about your operatio.n. 
you.r respon111 xill be treated a s confid1ntiol inCgraation. 
Please feel tree to use rough esti:aatas when responding to 
various questions. Those respondi nq t o thia survey will be mailed 
a free quid• to South Carolina s eafood suppliers. 

This seation i• located on 
Your Name : Dbaae XII Plus d1t1ba11 

Your Company Name : " " 
Your Position or Title: " " 

Your Buaineaa Phono Number : • " 
PAX Number: • " 

Your Mailing Address : • • 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-Z, iP,~~~~~-
rorwi f ( 1 01-104 ) 

(105) ,(10f) ,(107) , (108),(1 09 ) 
coding nuabera f o r the 51 states in tbe o.e . 

l. a. How wou,ld you ~ describe your tirm'• aeafood 
marketinq activities? (Please check .QnA item 

only) 
(110) 

1 Broker 2 ,Exporte r 

3 Wholeaalor/Diatributor 
(including: Packer & 
Freezing, Fishermen & 
Co111marcial Fishing Oper . ) 

• Proceaaor 5 Import.er -~t __ Trader 

!l ~~l Otber(Doacribe) : ~~--,,..--~:-,,...-~~~~~~-~ 
1 reataurant 7 cater crab fee4• 
2 auperaa.rk•t a c,at.erin9 
3 f i ab a t o r e 9 f i sberae.n/ ab.riap boat owner 
4 producer 10 coaaerci al f iabi n9 operati on 
5 retail er 11 breader/ a t utti n; 
' pactez 1 2 packer/ fr••ser 
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b. Where are th• -.ajority ot your cuatOW1era 
located? (Indicate gtates and/or cltl••l: 

( 112 > country 
l North l\lllerica 
2 USA Only 
J Europe 
4 Asia 
5 Australia ' oceania 

(113) u.s. Region 
l East & West Mi••issippi River 
2 West Missiaaippi River 
J East Miaaiaaippi River 

(114) state level 
1 Only In State 
2 onJ.y Adj acent States 
3 otbe.r Stat•• 
4 In State ' Only Adjacent States 

2. About how many people are employed by your firm? 

(115) 
1. 1 t o 4 
2 . 5 to 9 
3. 1 0 to 19 
4 . 20 to 49 
5. 50 to 99 

'· 100 to 2 4 9 
7. 250 to 49 9 
a. 500 ' over 

3. ouring the last 12 aont.hs did you purchaae/trade marine 
(DQt. freshwater) shrimp fap;ed (cultu~ed) in the United 
States? (Check .!lllll) 

(121 ) _,,i __ Yea _.z..__No 3 I don't k,now 

4. Are you interested in purchasing marine white shrimp 
formed (cultured) lo th• u. s. (Check Jlllll) 

(122) _,,l __ Yea _z_~NO _J~~M:ayba, ae.nd more 
infor.ation. 
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a. It yes, please i ndicate desired shrimp products, c ount 
siie (s) and quantities based on current ~arket prices 
(Please circle "Yes" or "No" for~ item): 

Si:te Ranges 
Sbi:iJIUi~ Ei:gi;lgs;::t (Sl:S2WlSi§l 
ouantities 
li!!!i!sl!i!sl 

Live (123) shrimp Yes No Maybe (1241 1125-1321 
Lbs/Month 

1 2 3 1. u/15 
2. 16- 30 
3. 31-50 

•• 51-80 
5. 81+ 
6. all major 

counts 
(133) Heads-on, It " ll~'I 11~~-ljil 

fresh •same as Lbs/Month 
&])ova 

(143) li~A51D:-QD, .. " (;l.jil (~f,5-1521 
frozen •same as Lbs/Month 

above 

(153) Reads- On, " " (J.~tl 11~~-l§il 
IQP •same .... Lbs/Month 

above 

(163) Bt:aSJ.'1~;:g,t:t, " " 11641 (165-1222 
tresh •same as Lbs/Month 

above 

(173) HG&asl;1-Qt,C, .. " 11741 1561-~621 
frozen •same as Lbs/Month 

a])ove 

(203) H.§ad:1-Q,t,t, " " 12041 (i:0:!-2 ~2 l 
IQP •same as Lbs/Month 

above 

Ot hei;: farmed Shrimp Products Needed (Desc.ribe Product and 
QUantities Needed): 
(213) P&D Raw (214-200) 
(221) P&D Cooked(222-228) 
(229) POD Raw (230-236) 
(237) PUD Cooked (238-244 ) 
(24 5) IQF P&D (2 46-252) 
(253) Shrimp Pieces (254-260) 
(261) Br eaded (262-268) 
(269) cooked shrimp (270-276) 
(277) Peeled Shrimp (561-569) Data fi l e on seafood2.oat 
(302) Peeled Block Frozen 
(303) Shrimp Tails 
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4. b. rt llQ, please indicate why you are not interested 
i n purchasinq o .s. farmed marine shrimp: 
(30 t) 

IF YOU DO l!Ql'. llARXET (I.E. PURCDSB OR SBLL) a1:!X 
SHRIMP, PLEASR SJCIP TO QUES'l'IO!I 7. 

5. a. If your firm currently purchases any of the marin§ (.D.R.1 
freshwater) shrimp products listed below, please estimate 
how much you purchased in 1988 for your clients, as well as 
the count size and country ot origin: 

Live Shrimp 

Heads- on, 

Amount 
Purchased 

[305-31111.bs/Yr. 

Fresh (Never frozen) 
(323-3291 Lbs/Yr 

Heads-on, Frozen & IQP 
(3t1-3471Lbs/Yr. 

Heads-Off, Fresh 
1352-36511.bs/Yr. 

Major Counts 
(Size) 

(3121 
1. u-15 
2. 16-30 
3. 31-50 
• • 51-80 
s. 81+ 
6. a11 aajor 

counts 

Major country 
of Origin 

1313) 
(31t )/(315) 
(316) 
(317) 
(318) 
(319) 
(320)/(321) 
(322) 

(330) -:'~~~~~l~l == 
• same as (332)/(333) 
above (33t ) 

(348) 
•same a.s 
above 

(366) 
* Sall.8 a& 
above 
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(335) 
(336) 
(337) 
(338) / (339 > 
(3t 0) 

(3t91 
(350)/(351) 
(352) 
(353) 
(35t ) 
(355) 
(356)/(357) 
(358) 

(~§71 
(368)/369) 
(370) 
(371) 
(372) 
(373) 
(37t )/(375) 
(376) 



Heads-Ott, Frozen & IQF(Sbell- On) 
15ZQ-578!1.bs/ Yr. ! f Qf l ...... .. 

above 

!iQ5l 
(40f)/(407) 
(408) 
(409) 
(410) 
(411) 
(412)/(4 13) 
(414) 

s. b. Plea•• rou9bly estimate the percent contribution of lll.l. 
your •hrimp products (e .q. shell-on shrimp, P,D , PUD's , 

etc.) to your total 1988 seafood sales: 
1415-417\) 

6. ot your total annual sale,s of head1-ott (shell-on) marine 
shrimp, please estimate the percenta9e (t) allocated to 
different outlets i n 1988 (the total 1bould oguol lOOl): 

! 411-42Ql t White Table 
Cloth Restaurants 

( 421-423>t Other Restaurants 

! f 24- 42flt Seatood speci alty 
Shops 

<t 30- t 32l t super111arketa: 

1433-f 35l t Wholesalers/ 
Distributors 

! 436-438) t Institutions 
(hospitals, etc.) 

! f 27-42tlt Other (Describe) :~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

7. Are you interested in purcbasin9 South carolina 
tar11tc:1 tiah or she1lfisb? (Please circle • vea• or 
"No• tor aas;b item) 

(43') Hybrid Striped Bass 
1 2 

QM1c,1t111: 
H•edes;l 

Yes No Maybe ':t:tR-:ttZl 
3 Lbs/Month 

(448) Redfiah (Red Drum) • sa.me as above lii2-i~il 
Lbs/Month 

(457) Crawfish • same a s a.bove l i~l-~i~I 
Lbs/ Month 

(4ll) Sott Shell Crawfish • same •• above 
Lbs/Month 

lilZ-iZil 

(475) Eaate.rn Oysters • same as above 
Bu/JContb 

l~ZQ-~Zll 

*D• t a r ile 
OD 

(504) Soft Shell Bl ue crabs 
Se&too42. 4at ..... as above l~Q~-~.lZ I 

Doz/Month 

(513) Littl• Neck Cl ams • same as above l~.li-~Z.ll 
clams/Kon 
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(522) Seed Clams for *same as above (523-530)
Culturing Clams/Mon

(531) Southern Bay Scallops *same as above (532-539)
Gal/Month

(540) Catfish *same as above (541-548)
Lbs/Month

(549) Marine Shrimp *same as above (550-557)
Lbs/Month

(558) Other farmed products needed

8. Please place a check by the range of values in which your
firm's total seafood sales in 1988 belong (Check one):

(559)
1 less than $5 million

2 $5 to $10 million

3 $10 to $15 million

4 $15 to $20 million

5 greater than $20 million

(560) Seafood firms specializing in other seafood
products

Please mail this guestionnaire  using the enclosed self-addressed
business reply envelope or write to us at the following address:

Fisheries Economics Program
SC Division of Marine Resources
P.O. Box 12559
Charleston, SC 29412

If you would like more information on this survey, please contact
Valvy Grant at (803) 795-6350. We thank you for your
cooperation.
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