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Who are we surveying?

• Motor carriers serving the food industry
– American Trucking Association fleet directory

• Current response rate: ~ 2% 

• Responsibility of recipient
– Transportation managers
– Owners
– Safety, security, quality managers



You can still participate!

• Contact me
– alan.erera@isye.gatech.edu

• Benchmarking Tool for Participants
– Excel spreadsheet-based
– See how your firm scores in security 

benchmarking areas



Security Competency Scores
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Research Questions

• Do better practices predict better perceived 
performance?  What competency separates poor versus 
good performers?

• Are there significant differences between the security 
competency of large and small transporters?

• What do transporters currently do well, and not so well? 



Competencies predict performance?

Competency Scores by Performance Self Rating
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Competencies that matter most!

Competency Scores by Performance Self Rating
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Performance Highlights
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Large vs. small carriers
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Large carriers more competent?
Competency Scores by Size
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What about the smallest firms?
Competency Scores by Size
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Where is most competency?
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What are carriers not yet doing?
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Preliminary Conclusions:

• Most transporters report a high level of security 
performance

• Security/productivity “win-win” technologies or 
processes not yet identified by industry

• Large firms not always more competent with 
respect to security


