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PURPOSE OF COVERAGE EVALUATION

The Bureau of the Census seeks to measure the ac-
curacy and completeness of farm counts and selected
data items for each census of agriculture through a
coverage evaluation program. This program provides an
independent check on the census results. Also, the pro-
gram aids in identifying problem areas associated with
coverage errors as a basis for improving the census mail
list, data collection, and data processing. The results from
this program are an important means of informing the
users of any known deficiencies which might affect their
interpretation and use of the data.

CENSUS AUTHORITY

The census of agriculture is required by law under title
13, United States Code, sections 142(a) and 191, which

IV INTRODUCTION

directs that the census be taken for 1978, 1982, and
every fifth year thereafter.

FARM DEFINITION

Since 1850, when minimum criteria defining a farm for
census purposes were first established, the farm defini-
tion has been changed nine times. The current definition,
first used for the 1974 final reports, is any place from
which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were sold
or normally would have been sold during the census year.
The previous definition was any place with less than 10
acres from which $250 or more of agricultural products
were sold or normally would have been sold during the
census year, or any place of 10 acres or more from which
$50 or more of agricultural products were sold or normally
would have been sold during the census year. A place not
having sufficient sales to qualify as a farm can qualify on
potential sales based on the inventory and production of
crops and/or livestock.
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1982 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

A brief summary is provided below as an introduction
to the census. A more detailed description of the pro-
cedures is in volume 1, appendix A.

History

The 1982 Census of Agriculture was the 22d nation-
wide agriculture census conducted in the United States.
The first agriculture census was taken in 1840 as part of
the sixth decennial census of population. From 1840 to
1920 an agriculture census was taken every 10 years.
Beginning in 1925, the census of agriculture was con-
ducted every 5 years. In 1976, Congress authorized the
census of agriculture to be taken for 1978 and 1982 and
every 5 years thereafter to coincide with the economic
censuses. This change in reference years provided for joint
processing operations and more data comparability among
the various censuses.

Data Collection

Before 1969, the census of agriculture was based on
a canvass of rural areas by enumerators and personal in-
terviews of farm operators. Beginning with 1969, cen-
suses have been conducted primarily by mail. The 1978
census was the only census to include a personal inter-
view of all households in a sample of area segments to
supplement the mailout/mailback enumeration. The
mailout/mailback enumeration, plus the area sample, was
used to improve completeness of coverage for U.S.,
regional, and State level statistics. The area sample did
not provide county estimates. Due to budget reductions,
an area sample was not part of the 1982 Census of
Agriculture.

Mail List

The mail list was comprised of all individuals,
businesses, and organizations readily identified in a cost-
effective manner as being associated with agriculture. The
preliminary census mail list was assembled from the
records of the 1978 census; administrative records of
various government agencies, primarily the Internal
Revenue Service and the U.S. Department of Agriculture;

and agriculture-related organizations. Lists of large and
specialized operations were obtained from trade associa-
tions and various State and Federal agencies. The total
number of records from all sources on the preliminary list
was about 19.0 million.

Because a name and address could appear on more than
one source list, a record linkage process was used to
remove duplicates from the preliminary list. Records on
the preliminary list not likely to be farms were included
in the 1982 Farm and Ranch ldentification Survey. These
records appeared on one source list or selected combina-
tions of lists which had yielded a low percentage of farm
operators in the 1378 census. These addresses were
mailed a short screening report form to identify their cur-
rent status. As a result of the Farm and Ranch Survey,
addresses with no agricultural operations were excluded
and new tenants and successors were added. The final
list contained approximately 3.7 million names and
addresses.

Report Form

The report form contained questions about land owner-
ship, land use, crops, livestock and poultry, market value
of agricultural products sold, expenses, and operator
characteristics. Regional versions of the report form,
listing crops and livestock commonly produced in each
region, were used. This enhanced the reporting of crop
and livestock data and reduced respondent burden.

Mailing and Followup

Report forms were mailed in late December 1982.
Nonrespondents were sent a reminder card and five
followup requests at 3- to 4-week intervals. Additional
mailings and telephone calls were made in low response
areas. Telephone calls were made to all nonrespondents
who were expected to have large operations (those with
expected sales of $100,000 or more). The data collec-
tion effort achieved a final response rate of about 86 per-
cent. The final nonrespondent farms were represented in
the census by a nonresponse adjustment procedure and
results are subject to sampling variability. A description
of the nonresponse adjustment procedure is included in
volume 1, appendix A, Statistical Adjustments.

Data Processing

Report forms with attached correspondence, remarks,
or missing data were reviewed prior to keying the data
onto magnetic tape. All report forms were then keyed and
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a detailed item-by-item computer consistency edit of the
data was performed. Telephone calls were made to
resolve conflicting data, verify large entries, or provide
missing information. The data items were tabulated and
reviewed by county to correct any remaining problems.

1982 COVERAGE EVALUATION PROGRAM
History

Coverage evaluation studies have been conducted for
each census of agriculture since 1945. Several procedural
modifications resulting from coverage evaluation findings
have been introduced into various censuses.

For the 1945 census and previous censuses, inter-
viewers were given the farm definition and instructed to
enumerate all places conforming to that definition. The
1945 coverage evaluation study showed that marginal far-
ming operations were a large proportion of the under-
counted (missed) farms. In the 1950 census, to improve
the coverage of these marginal operations, interviewers
were instructed to enumerate all places with specified
agricultural activities and the farm definition was applied
during processing.

The 1950 evaluation study found nonresident farm
operators to be a large share of the undercounted farms.
In the 1954 census, two new techniques were introduced
to reduce undercoverage.

a. Enumerators in selected counties drew the bound-
aries of each farm and each nonfarm tract on a town-
ship sketch.

b. A listing book was used to record the location and
identification of every residence and every agriculture
operation in each enumeration district.

A feasibility study using the 1964 evaluation sample
was conducted prior to the 1969 Census of Agriculture.
The study indicated that at least equal and perhaps better
coverage could be obtained with a mailout/mailback pro-
cedure. A discussion of this study may be found in the
1964 Coverage Evaluation publication. The mailout/
mailback method of data collection was first implemented
in the 1969 census.

Coverage evaluations for 1969 and 1974 indicated that
the source lists acquired for data collection by mail did
not provide adequate coverage of small farms with sales
of agricultural products of less than $2,500. In 1969 and
1974, 33 percent (+1.3)" and 27 percent ( + 1.2}, respec-
tively, of all small farms were undercounted at the U.S.
level. To reduce the sizable undercount of small farms,
the 1978 census was suppiemented by the Census of
Agriculture Area Sample (CAAS). This supplemental
survey reduced the undercount of small farms to about
7 percent (+1.5) at the U.S. level.

Numbers in parenthesises are estimated standard errors. See Accuracy
of the Estimates.

VI  GENERAL EXPLANATION

Objectives

Although the goal of each census is to count all farms,
it cannot realistically be attained. Complexity of farm
organizational arrangements, continuing changes in opera-
tional status, inadequacies of source lists, difficulty in
communicating census definitions and concepts, and
other factors can contribute to census error and incom-
pleteness.

The 1982 Coverage Evaluation program was designed
to provide estimates of various aspects of census
coverage at the U.S. and regional levels. The objectives
were:

a. To provide measures of accuracy of census farm
counts by a limited number of items, such as land
in farms, value of agricultural products sold, and
operator characteristics.

b. To provide selected undercount estimates of land,
value of sales, and major crop and livestock data on
undercounted farms.

Sample Design and Methodology

The 1882 Coverage Evaluation program consisted of
two parts—Area Segment Survey and Classification Error
Study.

Area Segment Survey—This survey was designed to
measure the number and characteristics of farms operated
by persons living in rural areas (areas with a population
of less than 2,500 inhabitants in the 1970 Census of
Population and Housing) who were not on the census mail
list.

Due to budget restraints, no survey was done to
measure the urban farms not on the mail list for the 1882
Coverage Evaluation program. However, the coverage
error model presented in Estimation Procedure includes
an estimate of the portion of urban farms not on the mail
list. The 1978 Coverage Evaluation program found that
less than 1 percent of all farms were urban farms not on
the mail list. (See appendix B.} Therefore, the lack of a
direct measurement for this portion of urban farms prob-
ably has little effect on the estimates in the coverage
evaluation.

This survey was based on a sample of 344 land area
segments. A segment is an area of land with boundaries
identifiable on a map and on the ground. Because of the
time requirements and the high costs of mapping land area
segments, a subsample of 344 segments was selected
from the 6,400 segments used in the 1978 Census of
Agriculture Area Sample (CAAS).

The CAAS was designed to supplement the 1978 cen-
sus mail list by providing State-level data for farms that
were not included on the mail list. The sample frame for
the CAAS was constructed using maps and data from the
1970 Census of Population and Housing. The sample
frame consisted of rural areas with a population of less
than 2,500 inhabitants. The CAAS was a stratified one-
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stage cluster sample with stratification by State and by
farm density ratio {the ratio of farm households to total
households}. Approximately 6,400 segments were
selected systematically across the United States, ex-
cluding Alaska and Hawaii. The sample was allocated to
the strata in a way that approximated an optimum alloca-
tion. The segments were selected with uniform proba-
bilities within each stratum, however, the sampling rates
varied substantially between strata. The average number
of farms per segment was 10 and varied by stratum from
none in low density farm areas to 12 in high density farm
areas.

In the 1982 Area Segment Survey, the 6,400 segments
used in the 1978 CAAS were stratified by geographic
region: Northeast, Midwest (formerly North Central),
South, and West; and number of farms identified in CAAS
as not on the mail list: 0, 1, 2 or 3, and 4 or more. Once
ordered within the 16 strata by farm density ratio and seg-
ment number, a measure of size based onthe 1978 CAAS
weights was assigned to each segment in a stratum. A
sample of specified size was then selected systematically
from each stratum with probabilities proportional to the
measures of size. Measures of size were used in the selec-
tion procedure to provide a sample for the 1982 Area Seg-
ment Survey in which each segment in each of the 16
strata had approximately the same overall selection proba-
bility. The measures of size provided an adjustment for
the variation of the 1978 segment selection probabilities
within each of the 16 strata.

In designing the sample, consideration was given to
cost, precision, the importance of regional estimates, and
availability of maps. The sample of 344 area segments
was chosen to provide an absolute standard error of
approximately 2.0 percent for the estimated proportion
of farms not on the mail list at the regional level. Strata
sample sizes within each region were based on an approxi-
mate optimum allocation of the sample, with the con-
straint that at least two segments be allocated to each
stratum. The segments used in the 1982 sample were the
segments adjacent to each selected CAAS segment. Adja-
cent segments were selected to avoid potential bias from
the previous census enumeration. The selection proba-
bility of a 1982 sample segment was equal to the selec-
tion probability of the adjacent CAAS segment. The overall
selection probability for each segment chosen for the
1982 Area Segment Survey was the product of two
factors: {a) the selection probability for the 1978 CAAS,
and {b) the conditional probability of selection for the 1982
Area Segment Survey. The final weight assigned to each
segment selected was the inverse of the overall selection
probability.

The data collection procedures were uniform across all
segments with extensive emphasis on completeness and
accuracy. Experienced enumerators were selected and
trained under the supervision of the Census Field Division
regional offices. Beginning in February 1983, enumerators
visited each household in the segment, and listed the
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name and address of the reference person (usually the
owner or renter) for each household. The enumerators
asked the reference person screening questions to deter-
mine if any person in the household was associated with
any agricultural operations in 1982. A farm was included
in a segment if the farm operator lived inside the segment
boundaries. A responsible person was asked the questions
if the reference person was not available for interviewing.

For those households having agriculture activity, an
evaluation report form (see appendix A) was completed
for each agriculture operation in the household. This form
was an abbreviated version of the census report form. It
contained questions about alternate farm names and ad-
dresses used for the operation, farm size, crops, livestock,
and various operator characteristics. If a household could
not be contacted by an enumerator, attempts were made
by telephone and mail to complete the evaluation report
form. Enumeration was completed by May 1983, and all
evaluation report forms were returned to the Washington,
D.C. office for processing.

Classification Error Study— This study was designed to
measure the number and characteristics of farms on the
census mail list, but overcounted or misclassified as non-
farms. Since the census mail list included farms operated
by persons residing in both urban and rural areas, the
Classification Error Study measured error for farms in both
urban and rural areas.

Classification error contributes to coverage error in the
census of agriculture. Coverage evaluation results from
recent censuses have shown that about 3 to 5 percent
of all farms on the mail list were misclassified as nonfarms.
Another 1 to 2 percent were nonfarms incorrectly
classified as farms or farms with more than one reportin
the census and were, therefore, overcounted. Classifica-
tion error may result from misinterpretation of census
definitions and instructions, incomplete reporting by
respondents, and errors in census processing.

The sample for the Classification Error Study was a
multistage sample selected from the census miail list of
3.7 million names and addresses. Addresses in Alaska and
Hawaii were excluded because of limited evaluation funds.
Also, farms with expected sales of $500,000 or more,
institutional farms, and a small number of complex organi-
zational units were excluded because all such farm opera-
tions received extensive census mail followup, telephone
followup, and report form review to ensure the accuracy
and completeness of their data. The first stage was the
selection of a systematic sample of about 4,700 names
and addresses from the census mail list with a sampling
rate that varied by census geographic region: 1in 187 in
the Northeast, 1in 1,250 in the Midwest and South, and
1 in 375 in the West. These rates resulted in a sample
with approximately equal numbers of names and ad-
dresses from each region. With consideration for cost and
precision, this sample was of sufficient size for acceptable
regional estimates of classification error.
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The census report forms mailed to the 4,700 sample
addresses were identified with a special identification
symbol on the report form name and address label. The
symbol was used only to separate the sample report forms
for photocopying after they were returned. The
respondents and processing staff were unaware of the
special symbol. After photocopying, the forms were
returned to regular processing. The photocopies of the
sample report forms were reviewed and classified into four
groups: 2,700 farms, 1,400 nonfarms, 500 nonre-
spondents, and 100 postmaster returns (PMR’s) unde-
liverable by the post office.

The second selection stage consisted of all nonfarm
cases, all PMR’s, and a 1 in 2 subsample of the farm
cases. The sampled farm cases were matched to the cen-
sus mail list for selection of all potential duplicates for
reenumeration since these cases were more likely to be
overcounted. Nonduplicated farm cases were system-
atically subsampled with rates varying by census geo-
graphic region: 1 in 5 in the Northeast, Midwest, and
South; and 1 in 7 in the West. These rates provided a level
of accuracy comparable to the Area Segment Survey. The
potential duplicates and the subsample of nonduplicates
resulted in about 300 farm cases chosen for reenumera-
tion.

Data for the Classification Error Study were collected
primarily by telephone interviews. For the telephone
reenumeration, experienced Census Bureau personnel
conducted intense interviews using the evaluation report
form. If a household could not be contacted by telephone
or if a telephone number could not be obtained, attempts
were made to obtain the information by mail.

The evaluation report forms were compared to the cen-
sus report forms to identify errors. The types of census
errors identified were: (a) farms misclassified as nonfarms;
{b) farms that were PMR’s in the census {not classified
in the census); {c) nonfarms incorrectly classified as farms;
and (d) more than one report form for the same farm,
where: (a) and (b) were misclassified farms and {c) and
{d) were overcounted farms.

Because the nonresponse adjustment procedure in the
census does not uniquely relate values to individual
nonrespondent addresses, the Classification Error Study
could not be used to measure error in classification of
nonrespondents. No further investigation was done for the
500 census nonrespondents in the study.

Processing

The principal processing steps for both the Area Seg-
ment Survey and the Classification Error Study were
similar. For both studies, the evaluation report forms were
reviewed and classified as farm or nonfarm according to
the farm definition. Forms that could not be classified as
farm or nonfarm were considered to be unclassified cases.
(See Nonsampling Error.)

Vil GENERAL EXPLANATION

The classified evaluation report forms were then
matched to the census mail list using information obtained
from the interviews, in particular, alternate names and/or
addresses. Area segment farms identified as farms on the
census mail list were classified as matched farms; non-
matched area segment farms were classified as farms not
on the mail list. Misclassified and overcounted farms were
measured by the Classification Error Study.

Following the matching, a final review was completed.
Coverage classification codes were assigned for types of
census errors. The data were then keyed, edited, reviewed
for accuracy and consistency, and tabulated providing
sample estimates and variances for publication.

Estimation Procedure

The coverage evaluation provides an estimate of the
undercount and the overcount. The undercount compo-
nent is available for farm counts and totals of various farm
characteristics, and the overcount component is available
only for farm counts. Any total (T) for some characteristic
of all farms in the United States can be represented as
the census published number (C) for that characteristic
plus the undercount (U) for that characteristic minus the
overcount (OV) for that characteristic; i.e.:

Equation 1:
T=C+U-0V

The undercount (U) can be split into a component con-
sisting of farms not on the census mail list (NML) and a
component consisting of farms on the census mail list that
were misclassified as nonfarms (MCF), substituting into
equation (1):

Equation 2:
T =C + NML + MCF - OV

The estimates of the overcount (OAV) and of totals of
characteristics for farms_on the census mail list mis-
classified as nonfarms (MCF) are unbiased sample esti-
mates from the Classification Error Study. An estimation
procedure for farms not on the mail list was chosen that
would account for the absence of coverage measures of
urban farms not on the mail list. This procedure assumes
that urban farms and rural farms not on the mail list have
similar characteristics, an assumption supported by infor-
mation from the 1978 Coverage Evaluation program.

The estimation procedure for farms not on the mail list
is based on a coverage error model that has the following
assumptions: a) both the census (List A), which is observ-
able, and the universe of the Area Segment Survey (List
B), which is not observable, attempt to accurately
enumerate the complete universe of farms and that farms
reported on either list are true farms; b} the event of being
missed by the census is independent of being missed in
the survey; and c) the probability of being missed by either
the census or the survey is the same for all farms within
a given size category. Since both lists may be incompilete,
each farm in the universe can be placed into one of the
cells in the following matrix.
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Area Segment Survey farms (List B)

Census farms {List A)
In the Out of the
survey universe survey universe

On the mail list Nqq Nq2

Not on the mail list N21 Noo

N11 = the number of farms on the mail list and in the
Area Segment Survey universe.

N12 = the number of farms on the mail list but not in
the Area Segment Survey universe.

Ngq = the number of farms not on the mail list but in
the Area Segment Survey universe.

No9 = the number of farms not on the mail list and not
in the Area Segment Survey universe.

Ne = Nq1 + Nq2, (the number of farms on the mail
list, i.e., the census total farm count).

The estimate of Nqg is:
Equation 3:

A _ A
N12=Nc — Nqq,

and the estimate of Ngo is:

Equation 4:
A _ A A
Ngg = Naq Ny

A
Ny
where Nl; 1 and NA21 are design based estimates resulting
from the match of Area Segment Survey sample farms
to farms in the census. The properties of this estimate and
its derivation are discussed by Wolter, {1983). (See
appendix B.)

The estin)\ate of Athe total number of farms not on the
mail list is N21 + N22. The component of the undercount
of some characteristic for farms not on the census mait
list (NML) is estimated by:

Equation 5:
N A A A A
NML = (N21 + N22) (S/N21)

A A
=S (NC/N11)

where NﬁL is the estimate of some characteristic of farms
not on the mail list and S is the unbiased sample estimate
of the total of some characteristic for farms not on the
mail list but in the Area Segment Survey universe. As an
estimate 9f\the total nun/‘\\ber of farms not on the census
mail list, NML becomes N2 1 (Nc/N1 ). The estimated total
T for some characteristic is obtained by rewriting T in
terms of the estimated components:

Equation 6:
A A A A A
T=C+ S (NJNyq) + MCF — OV

AGRICULTURE—SUBJECT SERIES

The estimates § and Nq 1 were computed independently
for farms with sales of less than $2,500 and for farms
with sales of $2,500 or more within each region and
summed to produce the region total. The estimates of U.S.
totals are the sum of the regional level estimates.

The estimates of the proportions for components of
coverage error are of the form:

a. Farms not on the census mail list {percent) =

A\
NML (100).
A
4
b. Misclassified farms (percent) = MCF (100,
4
c. Undercounted farms (percent) = 0 (100).
'%
d. Overcounted farms (percent) = dv (100).
_/‘\_
A A
e. Net coverage (percent) = U — OV (190,

A

3

Variance Estimation

Estimates in this evaluation study are based on indepen-
dent surveys —the Area Segment Survey and the Classifi-
cation Error Study. Estimates of the totals and their
variances are the sum of estimates from these two
separate surveys. The estimation of sampling variances
are discussed separately for each survey.

Area Segment Survey — As described previously in Sample
Design and Methodology, the sample for the Area Seg-
ment Survey was a one-stage stratified cluster subsample
of area segments selected with unequal probabilities from
1978 CAAS sample. Each farm identified by the survey
was weighted by the reciprocal of its probability of selec-
tion which was equal to the probability of selection of the
segment in which it was located. Sampling errors for the
unbiased estimates of totals for farm characteristics {i.e.,
N11—the estimated number of farms on the censys mail
list and in the Area Segment Survey universe, and S—the
estimated characteristic totals of farms not on the mail
list but in the Area Segment Survey universe) were esti-
mated assuming unequal probability sampling with re-
placement.

The sampling errors for the final survey estimates, of
totals for characteristics of farms not on the mail list (NML)
were estimated by using a Taylor s;\ries expansion to
approximga\te the ngnlinear estimator NML by a linear func-
tion of N7q and S, the variances of these component
estimates, and the covariance between these component
estimates. Regional variances for estimated totals are the
sum of variances for strata within each region. The U.S.
level variances are the sum of regional variances.
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Classification Error Study — As indicated in the description
of the sample selection for the Classification Error Study,
there are two stages of sample selection. All cases
selected at the first stage were divided into two groups
based on preliminary census mail return status: a} non-
farms and PMR’s, and b) farms. All cases in the first group
were selected for reenumeration and a subsample of cases
in the second group was selected for reenumeration.
Because census returns were edited after these two
groups were formed, the status of some returns in both
groups changed. Thus both undercounted and over-
counted farms were counted in each of the two groups.

Each case in both groups was weighted by the recip-
rocal of their probability of selection. Estimates of
classification error are the sum of separate estimates for
each of the two groups. Variances within each group were
estimated assuming a simple random sample was chosen.
Sampling errors of estimated undercount due to misclassi-
fication and overcount are the sum of the estimated
variances for estimates within each group plus the esti-
mated covariances between these separate group
estimates.

RESULTS
Estimates of Census Coverage

Estimates of census coverage were made only at
regional and national levels since evaluation samples were
too small to provide reliable estimates at State or county
levels. Estimates are based on a combination of the Area
Segment Survey and Classification Error Study samples.

The estimates produced in the coverage evaluation pro-
gram should be considered relative to the census
economic data as well as the farm count. Estimates of
the total number of undercounted farms or the proportion
of undercounted farms alone are not a complete indica-
tion of the quality of the census data. Consideration of
economic characteristics along with the farm counts may
be a better indication of census quality and may have a
greater impact on the user’'s needs. For example, while
the estimated net undercounted farm rate was 9.1 per-
cent for the United States, the undercounted farms ac-
counted for only 1.8 percent (+0.5) of the estimated
value of agricultural products sold and only 2.1 percent
{£0.3) of the estimated land in farms.

Regional estimates are presented in tables 1 through 4
to provide some indication of census coverage below the
national level. Because of the relatively high sampling
error, especially in the overcount component, caution
should be observed when drawing conclusions based
upon comparisons of regional estimates within and be-
tween tables. In addition, coverage for States or coun-
ties within a region may be highly variable.

Table 1 presents the number of farms by sales group,
standard industrial classification, size in acres, and
operator characteristics by components of coverage.
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Farms are classified as census farms, undercounted, and
overcounted farms. Overcounted farms are part of the
farms in the census. Table A presents selected U.S. values
from table 1 as a percent of estimated totals.

Estimates of net census coverage indicate that 90.9
percent of the estimated total farms were in the 1982 cen-
sus for the conterminous United States. Approximately
13.7 percent of estimated total farms were undercounted
and approximately 4.6 percent were overcounted resulting
in a net undercounted rate of about 9.1 percent for data
at the U.S. level. The gross undercounted rate was 17.6
percent (+£0.5) in 1969, 12.7 percent {+0.4) in 1974,
and 4.4 percent (£0.5) in 1978. The considerable
improvement for the gross undercount rate in 1978
resulted primarily from the inclusion of the area sample.
Because no area sample was conducted in 1982, the
gross undercount rate increased substantially. For com-
parisons of 1982 data with data from previous censuses,
see Clark, {(1984). (See appendix B.)

An estimated 71.4 percent of farms with value of
agricultural products sold of less than $2,500 were in the
census. About 35.4 percent (+2.7) of these farms were
undercounted and 6.8 percent ( + 2.8) were overcounted.
The gross undercounted farm rate for this group was 33.3
percent {+1.3) in 1969, 27.3 percent (+1.2) in 1974,
and 7.1 percent {+£1.5) in 1978.

For farms with value of agricultural products sold of
$2,500 or more, 99.5 percent were in the census. This
group was derived from table 1 by combining the $2,500
to $9,999 and $10,000 or more sales groups. About 4.2
percent (£0.7) of the $2,500 or more sales group were
undercounted and 3.7 percent (£ 1.4) were overcounted.
The undercounted farm rate for this group was 6.5 per-
cent (£0.4) in 1969, 6.8 percent (+0.3) in 1974, and
3.6 percent { £0.2) in 1978. Larger farms were more likely
to be included in census source lists, and received more
intensive followup and processing to ensure that they
were included.

Census coverage in the Midwest Region was substan-
tially more complete for all farms than in the Northeast,
South, and West. This is due primarily to the higher pro-
portion of larger farms in the Midwest which are more
likely to be included on the sources for the mail list.

The estimated number of overcounted farms was
113,623 or 4.6 percent. About four out of five over-
counted cases were nonfarms incorrectly classified as
farms. The remainder were farms with more than one cen-
sus report (reports duplicated for a single farm or multiple
reports for parts of a single farm).

The estimated number of undercounted farms was
336,498 or 13.7 percent. About 3 of 4 undercounted
farms were not on the mail list. The remainder were farms
misclassified as nonfarms. While about 21 percent of the
undercounted farms had value of agricultural products
sold of $2,500 or more, only about 5 percent were larger
farms with sales of $40,000 or more. Of the under-
counted farms, about 83 percent had less than 100 acres,
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Table A. Coverage Percents by Selected Characteristics and Components of Coverage

Estimated Estimated Esti
undercounted overcounted stimated net
farms’ farms undercount?
Characteristics Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard
error error error
Percent {percent} Percent (percent) Percent (percent)
Total ... 13.7 8.2 4.6 27.1 9.1 17.7
Farms by value of sales:
Lessthan $2,800. . . .. . .. .. . .. . 35.4 7.5 6.8 40.6 28.6 11.6
$2,500 0r MO . . . . ot e e 4.2 17.1 3.7 37.0 0.5 (3)
$2,600t0 $9,999 . ... ... 5.9 17.2 5.3 48.4 0.6 (3)
$10,000 0r MOre . . ... oo 3.4 28.4 2.9 55.6 0.5 (3)
Farms by standard industrial classification:
Crops {O1) . . o 7.0 12.4 6.9 38.3 0.1 (3)
Livestock (02) . .. . . .. e 18.5 9.2 3.0 35.9 15.5 12.6
Farms by size:
11089 ACresS . . . . ot e 23.7 8.4 6.3 33. 17.4 156.3
TO0 10499 8CreS . . . oo vt ittt 5.2 15.0 4.0 52.1 1.2 (3)
BO0 ACTES OF MOTE . . .\ ot i et ettt et e e e s 2.4 41.1 0.8 63 1.6 68.3
Farms by tenure of operator:
FUll OWNEIS . . . e e e e e 16.6 10.0 7.7 28.4 8.9 28.9
Part OWNEerS . . . . . o it e 7.7 15.2 0.2 80.6 7.5 15.9
TeNANTS . . . e e e 13.6 14.6 0.1 (%) 13.5 14.6
Farms by age of operator:
Under 35 years . . . . ..o 16.2 20.2 1.6 50.0 14.6 23.4
351054 Years. . ... 156.1 10.0 3.7 48.9 11.4 18.0
B years and Over . ... ... ... e 11.1 14.3 7.0 36.2 4.1 68.1
Farms by principal occupation of operator:
Farming . ... ... .. 7.3 16.8 1.6 26.3 5.7 22.8
Other . . . ... 20.9 8.7 8.1 33.8 12.8 22.8

'Referred to as missed farms in previous evaluation reports.
2Undercounted farms minus overcounted farms.
3Relative standard error is over 100 percent.

and about 3 percent had 500 acres or more. Of the under-
counted farms, about 72 percent were operated by full
owners, about 16 percent by part owners, and about 12
percent by tenants. About 3 of 4 undercounted farms
were livestock farms and 1 of 4 were crop farms.

The estimated relative standard error for the estimated
total farms in the United States is 1.8 percent, and ranges
from 2.7 percent to 3.7 percent in the regions. See Ex-
ample 1 in Accuracy of the Estimates. The estimated
relative standard error for the number of undercounted
farms is 9.4 percent at the U.S. level and ranges from 12.9
percent to 29.4 percent in the regions.

Table 2 presents estimates of selected characteristics
of farms not on the mail list and misclassified farms. Also,
the estimated total undercount and their relative standard
errors for these characteristics are given. These estimates
do not represent total error in the census for these
characteristics because detailed data for overcounted
farms could not be derived from the coverage evaluation
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sample and reporting error on correctly counted farms was

not measured.

The estimated number of farms not on the mail list was
259,944 and the estimated number misclassified was
76,554 for an estimated total of 336,498 undercounted
farms. The estimated undercounted acres were approxi-
mately 20.4 million with the average size undercounted
farm having 60 acres compared to 440 acres for the
average census farm.

Table B presents estimates of total undercount for
selected crop and livestock items from table 2 and ratios
of estimated undercount to estimated total by item. The
estimated total does not include an estimate of over-
counted farms. While the estimates of undercount prob-
ably understate the total error, the undercounted farm
estimates for these items are likely to contribute substan-
tially more to total error than other components such as
overreporting and underreporting of specific detailed data
for farms in the census.
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Table B. Selected Items for Census Farms and Undercounted Farms

Ratio of

undercounted

ltem farms to

Census Estimated estimated

Estimated published undercounted farms

farms? farms farms? {percent)

Cormn for graim . . ..o o ii farms 736 601 714 687 21 914 3.0
acres 70 874 981 69 769 530 1 105 451 1.6

Sorghum forgrain . .............. ... farms (3) 93,587 (3) (3)
acres ) 12,665,856 (%) (3

Wheat . . . . e farms 450,861 445,736 5,125 1.1
acres 71,481,200 70,864,672 616,528 0.9

Soybeans .. ..... .. ... farms 524,147 510,958 13,189 2.5
acres 65,706,137 64,791,074 915,063 1.4

Hay . oo e e e farms 1,131,767 1,049,865 81,902 7.2
acres 58,118,684 56,506,322 1,612,362 2.8

TODACCO . o o e e e e e e farms 189,213 179,103 10,110 5.3
acres 945,274 931,183 14,091 1.5

Cattle and calves inventory . ..................... farms. . 1,677,855 1,352,916 224,938 14.3
number 107,268,350 103,655,183 3,613,167 3.4

Hogs and pigsinventory . . . . ..................... farms. . 406,743 329,031 77,712 19.1
number 57,616,393 55,169,987 2,446,406 4.2

Hens and pullets inventory . . .. .. ................. farms. . 295,212 212,148 83,063 28.1
number. . 310,488,880 308,878,702 1,510,178 0.5

Note: Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

'Census published farms plus estimated undercounted farms.

2Referred to as missed farms in previous evaluation reports.
3No coverage error observed.

Table 3 presents estimates of the land in farms by sales
group and by components of undercoverage. The
estimated total land in farms was derived as the sum of
the census published acres and the coverage estimate of
undercounted acres. On this basis, it was estimated that
97.9 percent of the land in farms in the United States was
in the census, with an estimated relative standard error
of 0.3 percent. Undercounted farms accounted for 1.0
percent of the estimated total acres for farms with sales
of $2,500 or more, and 20.8 percent for farms with sales
of less than $2,500. The estimates for land in farms were
based only on sample estimates for undercounted farms
and do not represent total error, because reporting error
was not measured for either farms in the census or over-
counted farms.

Table 4 presents the estimates for the value of
agricultural products sold by sales group and by com-
ponents of undercoverage. The estimated total value of
agricultural products sold was derived as the sum of the
census published value and the coverage estimate of
undercounted value. On this basis, it was estimated that
98.2 percent of the value of agricultural products sold in
the United States was in the census, with an estimated
relative standard error of 0.5 percent. Undercounted farms
accounted for 1.7 percent of the estimated value of
agricultural products sold for farms with sales of $2,500
or more, and 18.0 percent for farms with sales of less than
$2,500. The estimates for value of agricultural products
sold were based only on sample estimates for under-
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counted farms and do not represent total error, because
reporting error was not measured for either farms in the
census or overcounted farms.

Accuracy of the Estimates

Two types of errors are possible in estimates based on
a sample—sampling and nonsampling. Also, there may be
a statistical bias in an estimator, but generally this bias
is small and decreases with increasing sample size. Sampl-
ing error occurs because observations are made only on
a sample and not on the entire population. Nonsampling
error includes all remaining error and can be attributed to
many sources, such as inability to obtain data for all cases
in the sample (nonrespondents, refusals, incomplete
report forms), response error, misinterpretation of defini-
tions and concepts, coding errors, processing problems,
interviewer interpretation, and analyst effects. The “‘accu-
racy’’ of a survey result is determined by the joint effects
of sampling and nonsampling errors. Extensive efforts
were made to minimize coding and processing errors
through the use of quality control and other verification
measures.

Sampling error—The sample used in this survey was one
of a large number of possible samples of the same size
that could have been selected using the same sample
design. Estimates derived from the different samples
would generally differ. The deviation of a sample estimate
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from the average of all possible samples is called the
sampling error. The standard error of a survey estimate
is a measure of the variation among the estimates from
all possible samples and thus is a measure of the preci-
sion with which an estimate from a particular sample
approximates the average result of all possible samples.

Estimates of sampling variability are expressed as
relative standard errors in tables 1 through 4. The
estimated relative standard error (percent) for a statistic
is derived by dividing the estimated standard error for the
statistic by the statistic and multiplying by 100. Estimated
relative standard errors are high for some regional
estimates and the data should be used with caution.

The sample estimates and the estimates of relative
standard errors permit the construction of interval esti-
mates with prescribed confidence that the interval in-
cludes the average result of all possible samples. If all
possible samples were selected, each of these surveyed
under essentially the same conditions, and an estimate
and its estimated relative standard error were calculated
from each sample, then:

a. Approximately 67 percent of the intervals from one
standard error below the estimate to one standard
error above the estimate would include the average
value of all possible samples.

b. Approximately 95 percent of the intervals from two
standard errors below the estimate to two standard
errors above the estimate would include the average
value of all possible samples.

For example, the estimated total number of farms in the
United States in table 1 is 2,457,017 with an estimated
standard error of 43,008 and an estimated relative stand-
ard error of approximately 1.8 percent (i.e., 43,008
divided by 2,457,017 times 100). The chances are about
2 out of 3 (67 percent) that complete coverage using the
same methods would yield between 2,414,009 and
2,500,025 farms. As calculated, the standard error does
not measure the effect of nonsampling errors.

The relative standard errors for the components of
coverage error in tables 1 through 4 may also be used to
calculate approximate standard errors of the estimated net
coverage error (i.e., undercount minus overcount}, the
estimated universe totals, and ratios of estimated com-
ponents of coverage error to the estimated universe totals.

The standard error of the estimated net coverage error
for each characteristic in table 1 may be estimated by the
formula:

Equation 7:

A A A_A A A
olE} = fU’ Vi2 + 0V2V,2,

where% is the estimated net cqverage error (0 - OAV), 0
is the estim/gted ur)‘dercount, OV is the estimated over-
count, and V, and V, are the estimated relative standard
errors of U and OV, respectively. The standard error for
each estimated total (T) in table 1 is equal to the standard
error of the estimated net coverage error. In tables 3 and

4 the standard error of the estimated total (?‘) is equal to
the standard error of the estimated undercount since the
overcount was not measured for the characteristics
appearing in these two tables.

Example 1—To compute the standard error of the net
coverage error for the total number of farms in the
Northeast Region, apply the formula as follows:

A

U = 36,256

S\fv = 5,998

U, = .145

A

0, = .a57

A A A

£ =0-0v-s02s8

o (B = /(36,2562 (.145)" + (5,998) (.457)2

= 5,928.8

A
The estimated relative percent standard error of E is
equal to:

AA
V(E)

AN
) (100
A
E
5,928.8
30,258

.196 (100)
19.6 percent

{100)

The standard errors of the estimated total (as computed
in Example 1) and the standard errors of each estimated
coverage error component (i.e., undercount, overcount,
or net coverage error) for each characteristic mayAbe
L,{sgd to approximate the standard error of the ratio R =
X/T, where X is the estimated coverage error compgnent
and T is the estimated total. The standard error of R can
be approximated by the formula:

Equation 8:

A A A AN A A
5B =V T2o®) (1- 2R + B,

AN
where o(X) is the estimited standard error of the
estimated coverage error (X).

Example 2 — To compute the standard error of the ratio
of the estimated net coverage error for farms to the
estimated total farms in the Northeast Region, apply the
formula as follows:

A

U = 36,256

&V = 5,998

£ =0 -8V = 30,258

T = 162,101

A A

R - BT = 187

o(/é\\ = 5,928.8 (from Example 1)

A

oR) = V (162,101)2 (5,928.8)% (1-374 + (18719

.030

Nonsampling error— One source of possible nonsampling
error in the coverage evaluation was the failure to classify
about 4 percent of the evaluation report forms. These
unclassified cases resulted from households that could not
be contacted after a minimum of three attempts, house-
holds that refused to be interviewed, and households that
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did not give the minimum information required for classifi-
cation. If the correct classification could have been deter-
mined, the unclassified group most likely would have been
spread throughout all coverage classification codes. If
errors were present in the unclassified group, it is likely
that they would be concentrated more heavily in the nifs-
classified and overcounted farm components since the
majority of the unclassified cases came from the Classifi-
cation Error Study. No separate adjustment was made to
the coverage estimates for the unclassified cases, thus
resuiting in a small downward bias in the estimates for
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misclassified and overcounted farms and a slight down-
ward bias for the estimated totals.

Another source of possible nonsampling error is related
to the nonresponse adjustment procedure. This adjust-
ment procedure makes the assumption that the respond-
ents and the nonrespondents have similar statistical
properties. The nonresponse adjustment represented
about 10 percent of the farms and about 4 percent of the
value of agricultural products sold in the 1982 census.
Further explanation of the nonresponse adjustment proce-
dure may be found in volume 1, appendix A.
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REGIONS OF THE UNITED STATES
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Table 1. Farms by Selected Characteristics and Components of Coverage

Estimated undercounted farms®

Estimated overcounted

farms
Characteristies Relative Relative
Census standard standard
Estimated published error Not on error
farms farms Number | (percent) | Misclassified | mail list Number | (percent)
UNITED STATES?
Total....ooeuiununns eeesiaseecans eeraans 2 457 017 2 234 142 336 498 9.4 76 554 259 944 113 623 25.9
Farms by value of sales:
Less than $2,500......... Cteebeteceeaseaenaeann . 748 964 534 606 264 982 10.9 51 119 213 863 50 624 37.8
$2,500 £0 $9,999. i ciiiiiniriicninnnonanas eieiea 561 772 558 456 33 128 18.1 12 999 20 129 29 812 45.9
$10,000 or more....... e ideaaisesesteiee e 1 146 281 1 141 080 38 388 29.3 12 436 25 952 33 187 54.0
$10,000 to $39,999........ eiai e P 511 283 506 688 22 345 46.0 6 687 15 658 17 750 71.7
$40,000 or more......... AP Ceereeeans P 634 997 634 392 16 042 28.4 5 749 10 293 15 437 81.7
Farms by standard industrial classification:
Crops (O1)............ e bereirnaeias et e e 1 029 546 1 028 417 72 253 13.1 24 123 48 130 71 124 35.8
Livestock (02) .. .uuivinnnerncnnneannnonnrons .. 1 427 471 1 205 725 264 245 11.2 52 431 211 814 42 499 34.8
Farms by size:
1 to 99 acres.......... 1 181 786 976 066 280 469 10.7 60 495 219 974 74 749 31.3
100 to 499 acres. 904 667 893 482 47 184 15.7 12 622 34 562 35 999 50.1
500 acres or more., 370 565 364 594 8 846 42.1 3 437 5 409 2 875 62.9
Farms by tenure of operator:
Full OWRETrS....ccveveecenecnsnan e ieeearaaes . 1 451 490 I 321 956 241 345 11.8 55 119 186 226 111 811 26.3
PAXt OWNEIrS....cvvvuruererererenseanaoananonnns . 707 976 654 917 54 684 16.5 13 185 41 499 1 625 80.4
Tenants..... PPN U 297 551 257 269 40 469 16.9 8 250 32 219 187 100.1
Farms by age of operator:
Under 35 years.........e00vvnnn it 415 493 355 185 67 120 24,1 10 437 56 683 6 812 49.0
35 t0 54 YeArS...itiiriiiacentoneiioaincniiian . 1 068 087 946 018 161 069 11.6 29 746 131 323 39 000 47.2
55 years and OVer........ceeeeecueurvnnncncnsnse 973 436 932 939 108 308 15.9 36 371 71 937 67 811 33.8
Farms by principal occupation of operator:
Farming............... e it 1 306 080 1 230 911 95 918 18.1 21 809 74 109 20 749 25.8
Other............. e eeieceeenar e . PRI 1 150 937 1 003 231 240 580 10.5 54 745 185 835 92 874 31.2
NORTHEAST
TOtALl.sseierenenenroanensoonaoasoonsans e 162 101 131 843 36 256 14.5 3179 33 077 5 998 45.7
Farms by value of sales:
Less than $2,500. . ...ccvueerinnansnccconnnns e 60 287 35 812 26 724 18.4 2 244 24 480 2 249 84.2
$2,500 to $9,999......... teeretacatsincasanans .. 33 330 30 626 5 516 24.3 374 5 142 2 812 68.3
$10,000 or more....... P 68 484 65 405 4 016 33.1 561 3 455 937 59.9
$10,000 to $39,999..0iciiiinncriininraianinnn . 24 512 23 650 1 237 56,6 187 1 050 375 99.9
$40,000 OF MOT@..evveereruenoasoroasnaneosacss . 43 972 41 755 2779 40,6 374 2 405 562 74.5
Farms by standard industrial classification:
Crops (01) .. iiniiirenineereeneconnnrann PN 58 461 51 531 10 679 22,1 748 9 631 3 749 53.4
Livestock (02)........ Gereecsrenseaasaas PP 103 640 80 312 25 577 17.0 2 431 23 146 2 249 84.2
Farms by size:
1 $0 99 38Cre8e.unerernenervncncvenannnsncnnrans 80 071 61 666 23 279 16.2 1 870 21 409 4 874 55.5
100 t0 499 acres...c..vvivinrinrionennasranns PN 73 152 61 680 12 596 23.6 1 122 11 474 1124 40.8
500 2CTeS OF MOT€....ssstuenreensnenrnenrnnnnnns 8 879 8 497 382 70.7 187 195 &) &
Farms by tenure of operator:
Full OWReIrsS.....ecveuaee. veerssacean Ceeieiaseas 98 186 81 941 22 056 17.2 2 244 19 812 5 811 47.1
Part owners......... e, e 44 719 39 968 4 751 27.4 935 3 816 % &
TenaNES . o vt iveiteranencienencocnsconsnaonnanos 19 196 9 934 9 449 28.3 (&) 9 449 187 100.1
Farms by age of operator:
Under 35 YJeRTS.. v vuvrvevmnreresvnnrnnenns e 28 752 19 589 9 725 21.5 187 9 538 562 74.5
35 t0 54 YRS .. u.ttiriietriiirntinaratiiaenas . 72 446 59 441 16 755 21.0 1 496 15 259 3 750 70.4
55 years and OVer........cceuveniarnensncannes .. 60 902 52 813 9 775 23,2 -1 496 8 279 1 686 36.8
Farms by principal occupation of operator:
Farming.......cvveneneens tecessensaceesnnacanans 85 400 75 004 11 520 22.3 1 309 10 211 1124 52.6
Other......... Chaseeeseressacscacsasnsaasennons 76 701 56 839 24 736 17.0 1 870 22 866 4 874 55.0

See footnotes at end of table.




Table 1. Farms by Selected Characteristics and Components of Coverage—Con.

Estimated undercounted farms! Estimated overcounted
farms
Characteristics Relative Relative
Census standard standard
Estimated published error Not on error
farms farms Number | (percent) | Misclassified | mail list Number | (percent)
MIDWEST*
Total...veevue.n. cecerveretr e e e P 962 991 932 437 65 554 29.4 25 000 40 554 35 000 51.5
Farms by value of sales:
Less than $2,500........... Ceieiaceereiaseeeenn 169 350 133 545 40 805 39.4 13 750 27 055 5 000 50.0
$2,500 t0 $9,999. ittt . 175 505 186 654 6 351 44.6 5 000 1 351 17 500 73.6
$10,000 or more......... Ceetesrenaaaa P 618 136 612 238 18 398 55.6 6 250 12 148 12 500 100.1
$10,000 to $39,999.....00unnnnn Cheieaiereeaaas 267 052 253 641 13 411 72.8 3 750 9 661 * (&3]
$40,000 OF MOTE..v.evvrernevmsranennennenonees . 351 084 358 597 4 987 60.6 2 500 2 487 12 500 100.1
Farms by standard industrial classification:
Crops (Ol) .. euiiirinonaereneroonanenannesaannns . 472 750 470 846 15 694 29.0 12 500 3 194 13 750 91.4
Livestock (02)..v.iivuevnrernanancan. teteceaeans 490 201 461 591 49 860 37.4 12 500 37 360 21 250 61.4
Farms by size:
1 to 99 acres........... i edeeiei ettt .. 340 888 307 278 56 110 33.6 18 750 37 360 22 500 58.3
100 t0 499 8CreS..uinieererreenenccianacanaoans 438 603 441 659 9 444 38.2 6 250 3 19 12 500 100.1
500 acres Or MOTe€.......... e Ceeneas . &) 183 500 &} €] ) [€) ) &)
Farms by tenure of operator: )
Full owners.......... Ceesenececnaanan teesiacsene 507 546 485 742 56 804 33.4 16 250 40 554 35 000 51.5
Part OWDerS.......oveenen.n et 321 949 315 699 6 250 44.7 6 250 6P (60] 62
TeNnantS8...veveosvonescaosans trareecreceneccennan . 133 496 130 996 2 500 70.7 2 500 (&) » (&)
Farms by age of operator:
Under 35 YEATS...veerevrseercancannnann P 202 848 183 426 20 672 66.8 5 000 15 672 1 250 100.0
35 to 54 years.......ce0e.n creererecrienan eean 403 276 388 733 29 543 39.1 11 250 18 293 15 000 85.0
55 years and OVer.......ceeeevemscnsoncorensenons 356 866 360 278 15 338 34.8 8 750 6 588 18 750 68.4
Farms by principal occupation of operator:
Farming.......... i eeseriasasas st e st seasens 621 057 602 873 23 184 59.6 10 000 13 184 5 000 61.2
Other......vooeneeenencns teeseeerseneeacans PPN 341 933 329 564 42 369 30.4 15 000 27 369 30 000 59.3
SOUTH
Total.eveeaeurrannernoaonn veesseenvans PN 1 009 096 896 125 175 471 12.9 - 37 500 137 971 62 500 35.9
Farms by value of sales:
Less than $2,500. . cceen.crenannnecroonncenans . 400 934 284 645 152 539 14.4 28 750 123 789 36 250 50.0
$2,500 10 $9,999. it itaeritt e aiiaiaiaaes 283 904 280 813 11 841 30.8 5 000 6 841 8 750 47 .4
$10,000 or more......... Ceeececeaiasencesnenens . 324 258 330 667 11 091 38.6 3 750 7 341 17 500 73.0
$10,000 to $39,999 . cvcieriinnnnnncnns PP 163 691 175 795 4 146 70.0 1 250 2 896 16 250 78.2
$40,000 OF MOT@. . vereerarsresuescosoossenacans 160 568 154 872 6 946 45,2 2 500 4 446 1 250 100.2
Farms by standard industrial classification:
Crops (01).ueeuseniesiienanonneeenennennoneaanns 355 934 378 301 30 133 22.2 7 500 22 633 52 500 42.0
Livestock (02)...i.iuuiieiinrenennnneneneoannaannn 653 162 517 824 145 338 14.5 30 000 115 338 10 000 39.5
Farms by size:
1 t0 99 8CreS.c.iiueucrrvorernresncocsonsnannns 561 719 433 949 146 520 14.4 31 250 115 270 38 750 47 .4
100 to 499 acres......vovvinunnnn. Gevetessaaean 330 0861 330 073 21 238 25.9 3 750 17 488 21 250 60.9
500 acres OF MOTC...isevevsevennaas Ceeasieaaaan 117 317 112 103 7 714 47.7 2 500 5 214 2 500 70.8
Farms by tenure of operator:
FUll OWNEIrS...veeerosssrassocenccscscossososnns . 632 724 575 184 118 790 16.2 28 750 90 040 61 250 36.5
Part owners.....c.oceevcerroacans eeerieesieeannn 267 922 232 534 36 638 22.4 3 750 32 888 1 250 100.2
Tenants.......... PN . 108 450 88 407 20 043 26.5 5 000 15 043 (G (6]
Fams by age of operator:
Under 35 years,........ Ceeereersitsetarsasannan . 133 202 116 259 21 943 26.3 3 750 18 193 5 000 61.3
35 t0 54 YEATS. i ..eitiieiietite it aneen 443 477 374 226 88 001 15.2 12 500 75 501 18 750 69.1
55 years and Over.......coeeeeececnencannns PR 432 416 405 640 65 526 23.8 21 250 44 276 38 750 47.0
Farms by principal occupation of operator:
Farming........ Ceeens teedsereresronans P . 434 736 406 883 39 103 19.8 7 500 31 603 11 250 36.8
Other............ eseeecaeanon Credetieeanaa . 574 360 489 242 136 368 15.1 30 000 106 368 51 250 43.0

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 1. Farms by Selected Characteristics and Components of Coverage— Con.

Estimated undercounted farms! Estimated overcounted
farms
Characteristics Relative Relative
Census standard standard
Estimated published error Not on error
farms farms Number | (percent) | Misclassified | mail list ¥umber | (percent)
WEST?
o 2 322 829 273 737 59 217 15.5 10 875 48 342 10 125 54.3
Farms by value of sales:
Less than $2,500. ... v e enninneneranas 118 394 80 604 44 915 18.5 6 375 38 540 7 125 75.1
$2,500 to $9,999....... PR 69 033 60 363 9 420 38.2 2 625 6 795 750 100.1
$10,000 OF MOT@..vuvrusriennnreinereenarveonnns .. 135 402 132 770 '4 882 27.5 1 875 3 007 2 250 47.1
$10,000 to $39,999............ P PPN 56 029 53 602 3 552 33.1 1 500 2 052 1 125 57.7
$40,000 or more............ Cieeteie s, 7% 373 79 168 1 330 49.7 375 955 1125 74,6
Farms by standard industrial classification:
Crops (01) .. v ureini i e ininienninns 142 361 127 739 15 747 27.6 3 375 12 372 1 125 74,6
Livestock (02)..ucuieinini i iinianennn.n 180 468 145 998 43 470 18.0 7 500 35 970 9 000 60.4
Farms by size: L}
1 to 99 acres........ feaeeiea it e 199 108 153 173 54 560 16.3 8 625 45 935 8 625 62.9
100 t0 499 acres....cocvviienvrncnineiaans P 62 852 60 070 3 907 42.2 1 500 2 407 1125 74.6
500 aCres Or MOre.......eeeeeevveanns e 60 869 60 494 750 70.7 750 3) 375 100.0
Farms by tenure of operator:
Full owners......... eeerereesaattieaeaararoasn 213 034 179 089 43 695 18.5 7 875 35 820 9 750 56.3
PATt OWNErS....covuecveuivnensnnncosnenans RPN 73 387 66 716 7 046 29.9 2 250 4 796 375 100.0
Tenants........ v N . 36 408 27 932 8 476 33.3 750 7726 ) 3)
Farms by age of operator:
Under 35 years............. P Crerereraaas 50 691 35 911 14 780 39.0 1 500 13 280 ) 3y
35 0 54 YeRTS. it vitiiintii it .. 148 887 123 618 26 769 17.8 4 500 22 269 1 500 61.3
55 years and OVer......ciceecsovsveceeonnoanncans 123 251 114 208 17 668 24,7 4 875 12 793 8 625 62.9
Farms by principal occupation of operator:
Farming.......... e eeresena e ae e oo . 164 886 146 151 22 110 30.3 3 000 19 110 3 375 40.0
[0 23 T o . 157 943 127 586 37 107 15.5 7 875 29 232 6 750 79.1
Note: Detail may not add to total due to rounding,
lReferred to as missed farms in previous evaluation reports.
2plaska and Hawaii excluded.
3No coverage error observed.
4Formerly North Central.
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Table 2. Selected Items for Estimated Undercounted Farms

(For further detail, see table B)

Undercounted’
Item Relative standard
error Not on
Number (percent) Misclassified mail list
UNITED STATES?
FarmSesesaseens et eesaesersavessesas st aasenasenbbennoonnannann 336 498 9.4 76 554 259 944
Land in fArMS...ceceessnocvarassancs etereiebenae e .acres.. 20 356 617 14.7 6 414 897 13 941 720
Average Size Of faAIMeeceveoscernrsinnoseereoacronnoons »..aCTES.. 60 17.4 84 54
Corn for grailb...ceceevaccccasas ersareseree e ceeececfRTMS .. 21 914 21.3 6 811 15 103
acres.. 1105 451 61.6 290 943 814 508
SOrghum fOr Gralle.coceececeososssosaccesssstossanonnssn ..farms.. 3) ) ) )
acres.. ) *) ®) )
Wheat...odeoees teeeeoenenttosaosassanaseratacanasnsenens ..farms.. 5 125 48.2 2 500 2 625
acres.. 616 528 73.7 537 500 79 028
Soybeans..................................................farms.. 13 189 36.0 6 250 6 939
acres.. 915 063 43.3 441 250 473 813
HBYooooretosasnsonssossancssosnssnsssscansanses seereeseassafarms.. 81 902 19.2 28 059 53 843
acres.. 1 612 362 19.4 477 120 1 135 242
TobaCCO.e s vevssn Ceteeesencctatnerane e ansaansernne farms.. 10 110 33.1 5 000 5 110
acres.. 14 091 36.3 5 125 8 966
Cattle and calves inventory..... Ceerereneseeeenonereanenestarms. . 224 939 12.5 38 870 186 069
number.. 3 613 167 19.4 596 314 3 016 853
Hogs and pilgS 1NVENRtOrye..vessvecrsrasscoconcsasononssas ..farms.. 77 712 24.3 8 436 69 276
number. . 2 446 406 58.4 164 059 2 282 347
Hens and pullets inventory.cecececeeeeececosns treenane veesseafarms.. 83 063 20.0 19 561 63 502
number. . 1 510 178 17.8 311 109 1 199 069
Value of agricultural products sold.......ccceevecannones $1,000.. 2 381 664 27.4 1 065 884 1 315 780
NORTHEAST \-
FAIMS . cvvteroasarossansnsnenns Ceieteraaatariaee [N s 36 256 14.5 3179 33 077
Land in farms.....ceeaveoe cereeaeen etsseseetssesnasnasesBCTES .. 3 157 255 19.1 412 522 2 744 733
Average S1Ze Of farMec.scecessoccacecenrecconrasossons ..acres.. 87 24,0 130 83
COrn fOr Zralh..ccccssecneacsoveaccacecosssosnonnsannones .farms.. 6 502 32.0 561 5 941
acres.. 132 077 33.9 44 693 87 384
SOrghum £Or EraiN.....oesevesesaeveeronasesssnnnnns veve...farms.. ) *) *) *)
acres.. ) ®) ) *)
Wheateoeveeonenns e ieeeensnenaaan eevesotescacesacenernone farms.. 586 3.9 ) 586
acres.. 7 036 3.9 & 7 036
Soybeans..... eeeeiataaaasan F PRI 3 3 Y- SO * ) ) )
acres.. ) (CD] (6] )
Hay.oerooooneoossannns veveen [ eesisesesvevesasssfarms. . 17 315 20.6 1 309 16 006
acres.. 424 578 23.1 71 995 352 583
T ODACCO . s e v s eevaoneenssnsssessasonsesasscaesoaseacacaneans farms.. 914 35.4 3) 914
acres. 1 780 72.4 ) 1 780
Cattle and calves inVentory...eeeeereeecsonsecncasens veo..farms.. 26 258 17.2 1 870 24 388
number. . 427 325 19.2 69 564 357 761
Hogs and PIigs InVentory.eeceacessssetocsoncncoanasens vee..farms.. 8 802 30.2 561 8 241
number. . 47 978 31.9 1 309 46 669
Hens and pulletsS 1nVERtOTrY..ctseeosecnneecensoorosoncarans farms.. 11 247 22.9 561 10 686
number. . 244 720 27.4 5 984 238 736
Value of agricultural products sold.......... erereraeeas $1,000.. 265 543 33.1 75 927 189 616
MIDWEST*
FArmS.sesvoeancensns RPN esieiaeiesiieeiaanaen, eeneareaeaes 65 554 29.4 25 000 40 554
Land in farms........ Cieereceens veseeeretveseeecenoas +....8CrE€S. . 2 843 689 28.7 1 688 750 1 154 939
Average sizZe Of farmec.ccrteveeeroecerocoaonsnssncasecans acres. . 43 41.0 68 28
Corn for grain....... PRI £ % o 7= 6 250 44.7 6 250 3)
: acres.. 246 250 65.5 246 250 )
Sorghum fOr ZraifN..s...cosecoessecronornacoeacananns ve.e..farms.. (69] *) ) )
acres.. (6] (G ) )
Wheat.....ouus. e essesssenees e ereeerier e esrevieaae farms.. 1 250 100.0 1 250 )
acres.. 100 000 100.0 100 000 )
Soybeans....eeeeerrsan teteerearasseceireseenn ceeenan eves.farms.. 5 000 50.0 5 000 3)
acres.. 428 750 58.0 428 750 )
Hay.eoouuo. eissaesaersteanen ereraeenes eeererananienn . .farms.. 15 831 35.1 8 750 7 081
acres.. 197 450 42.4 137 500 59 950
TOBACCO. c v snunanne erereseaaeaiaens eeeeiebesaeaaean farms. ) ) ) ¢)
acres.. (C] (€] (€] )

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 2. Selected Items for Estimated Undercounted Farms—Con.

(For further detail, see table B)

Undercounted®
Item Relative standard
error Not on
Number (percent) Misclassified mail list
MIDWEST® --Con.
Cattle and calves inventory...... etertrestaianan veveneefarms.. 43 623 42.0 8 750 34 873
number. . 1 132 344 52.5 267 500 864 844
Hogs and pigs INventory..escseesessescssasscrearacssssossafarns.. 27 845 59.6 5 000 22 845
number . . 1 944 065 73.3 103 750 1 840 315
Hens and pulletS INVERtOrY.e..sssesscececcvecsssnsessosss.farms.. 4 343 59.2 2 500 1 843
number. . 116 863 59.2 80 000 36 863
Value of agricultural products sSolde..socecocas vereessss.$1,000.. 688 861 47.5 293 027 395 834
SOUTH
Farms.oeeeesseess eeeseasecensesaesarreseesetrsrrrearnaaaaen tereeae 175 471 12.9 37 500 137 971
Land In farmMS..cccuceereecocerocrssssssacsstesrssssssacssssBCresS. . 12 326 630 22.5 3 127 500 9 199 130
Average Size of faIMeesessosrcoesosascossvssececscososanesdCreS.e 70 25.9 83 67
Corn £Or graif.c.esececsscivssceseseossncesnssasanssssssscfarms.. 8 925 34.8 ) 8 925
acres.. 726 887 90.8 (€9] 726 887
Sorghum £Or graiN..e.esceccssovosesscassossssssascasssesssfarms.. ) ) ) (6D]
acres.. *) *) ) )
WREAL v eeroseoesononsstocnssctsassasesvansacesacsossesassfarms.. 2 970 70.9 1 250 1 720
acres.. 506 307 87.6 437 500 68 807
SOYDEANS + e veverrsssasvsrscnocosasssocssssnssassocsssasses.farms.. 8 189 49.3 1 250 6 939
acres.. 486 313 63.4 12 500 473 813
: 2% bereesnnaeaans Cebsaseseceneateiaicasasaranan farms.. 41 290 34,2 15 000 26 290
acres.. 680 017 37.0 62 500 617 517
TObACCO. e s evssanansnonn eesreiessnearsantaaabeneranne vee.ofarms.. 9 195 36.2 5 000 4 195
acres.. 12 311 41,5 5 125 7 186
Cattle and calves INVERLOry..c..eecaveecccccnoereenncssss-ofarms.. 122 498 16.0 23 750 98 748
number. . 1 685 602 20.8 162 500 1 523 102
Hogs and pigs Inventory.ceccececveccececccsteccnnscssssonsafarms.. 35 406 23.5 2 500 32 906
number. . 413 332 29.3 57 500 355 832
Hens and pullets 1inventory....ceesececovesrens. veseresssecsofarms.. 49 869 30.3 15 000 34 869
number. . 801 607 28.0 155 000 646 607
Value of agricultural products SOLdesevesoannneonnnasosss$l,000.. 1 208 616 45.9 628 111 580 505
WEST? e
FarMSeseoacnscnconcaons Ceeerssiereitanerecenuen tesetasaseesernnan 59 217 15.5 10 875 48 342
Land 1N fArMSe.cvevecvecrosocsoccacsaorsoresnoronns teesessBCrES.. 2 029 043 25.5 1 186 125 842 918
Average size of farm......cvvencvicereveraccannn weonses ACTES, . 34 29.8 109 17
Corn fOr graif.iecessesvecaseserservocsoonsaassvensssesoosafarmas.. 237 99.6 ) 237
acres.. 237 99.6 ) 237
Sorghum £Or Eraifle.cecersecsrsvsesesetrarsossvesesnsosassofarms.. ) (¢2] (6] )
acres.. ) (D) (€] *)
WHEBL e sveacsuessvocsereonssssasnsessossvscsanssannsassessofBrms., 318 98.5 ) 318
acres.. 3185 98.3 *) 3185
SOYDOANS .+ v svosonvovorscrassnosssnssosnesnssessccsssnsseessfarms.. 3) (6] *) (D]
acres.. ) ) (S (&}
HRY.orerosaseansannanevooosssscacorennsasssnasososvecsnsvefBrma.. 7 466 27.3 3 000 4 466
acres.. 310 318 43.3 205 125 105 193
TOBACCO. ¢4 sesssesassusnssscacnsssorassssensessosssanssasssfarms,. ) &) (] )
acres.. 3) ) ) )
Cattle and calves 1nVeNtOry..eevececersccesnsoscrcosessssafarms.. 32 560 21.6 4 500 28 060
number.. 367 895 25.2 96 750 271 145
Hogs and pigs inventory.eeceecececeecrencecanss ceressseso.farms.. 5 660 38.3 375 5 285
number.. 41 031 43.0 1 500 39 531
Hens and pullets 1nventory......ceceesvesececcssaseassscasfarms.. 17 605 33.5 1 500 16 105
number.. 346 988 33.0 70 125 276 863
Value of agricultural products sold.....cceneee.. vevee...$1,000.. 218 643 24,1 68 819 149 824

Note: Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

lReferred to a&s missed farms in previous evaluation reports.

2Alaska and Hawail excluded.
3No coverage error observed.
‘Formerly North Central.
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Table 3. Land in Farms by Sales Group and Components of Coverage

Estimated undercounted farms?®
Item Census Relative Not on
Estimated published standard error Misclassified mail list
acres acres Acres {percent) acres acres
UNITED STATES?
Land in farms..........coeoveannn. 949 182 909 928 826 292 20 356 617 14.7 6 414 897 13 941 720
Sales group:
Less than $2,500......ceveerverrennnnnn 55 533 926 44 005 295 11 528 631 13.9 2 079 057 9 449 574
$2,500 to $9,999. . ..cnvenannn PN . 77 486 316 75 792 999 1 693 317 32.3 877 529 815 788
$10,000 OF MOT@.c.vvnerrnenennnns cerene 8l6 162 666 809 027 998 7 134 668 34.6 3 458 311 3 676 357
NORTHEAST
Land in farms..c..ceececevenrnonss 26 091 388 22 934 133 3 157 255 19.1 412 522 2 744 733
Sales group:
Less than $2,500. ... ccceeruineerencnnnns 5 172 447 2 764 630 2 407 797 23.2 212 432 2 195 365
$2,500 £0 $9,999 . iiiuiiiininnirannnana 3 299 133 3 139 641 159 492 48.4 59 279 100 213
$10,000 OF MOT@.eerarneearesonsnsencsss 17 619 808 17 029 842 589 966 35.7 140 811 449 155
MIDWEST3
Land in farms..... eeareerienaens 349 876 185 347 032 496 2 843 689 28.7 1 688 750 1 154 939
Sales group:
Less than $2,500...0cueercocinnncasecns 10 110 740 9 127 318 983 422 46.8 323 750 659 672
32,500 £0 $9,999 ccieiciiiniiinnnannnns 20 961 770 20 323 830 637 940 55.3 413 750 224 190
$10,000 Or MOTE.u.vssesvns Cereeerieanes 318 803 675 317 581 348 1 222 327 46.9 951 250 271 077
SOUTH
Land in farms.eeeceecceeaen ceeeen 305 031 962 292 705 332 12 326 630 22.5 3 127 500 9 199 130
Sales group:
Less than $2,500.....cueuenennesenacnns 30 647 214 23 645 374 7 001 840 19.9 1 032 500 5 969 340
$2,500 to $9,999....c0nun.. R cerenn 40 164 352 39 720 999 443 353 52,1 25 000 418 353
$10,000 OF MOTE.cevesuvreveoosnonscaanns 234 220 396 229 338 959 4 88l 437 48.7 2 070 000 2 811 437
WEST?
Land in farms........ creesenenenn 268 183 374 266 154 331 2 029 043 25.5 1 186 125 842 918
Sales group:
Less than $2,500. . .ceecercscroracccaans 9 603 526 8 467 953 1135 573 26.4 510 375 625 198
$2,500 £0 $9,999. ccinenccsccrancaassane 13 061 062 12 608 529 452 533 74,9 379 500 73 033
$10,000 OF MOTEeeerornncencscsansnssans 245 518 787 245 077 849 440 938 57.0 296 250 144 688

Note: Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

lReferred to as missed farms in previous evaluation reports.
2plaska and Hawaii excluded.
3Formerly North Central.
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Table 4. Value of Agricultural Products Sold by Sales Group and Components of Coverage

Estimated undercounted farms!
Ttem Census Relative
Estimated published standard Misclassified Not om mail
value value Value error value list value
($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) (percent) ($1,000) ($1, 000)
UNITED STATES?
Value of sales.v..envencenscnnans 133 401 614 131 019 950 2 381 664 27.4 1 065 884 1 315 780
Sales group:
Less than $2,500.csccceinrccarans ceeaes 678 749 556 286 122 463 12.7 27 096 95 367
$2,500 £0 $9,999. 0ttt riiinrsccncnnnnes 3 160 251 2 999 633 160 618 20.1 74 816 85 802
$10,000 OF MOLEsseresrennans APPSR ves 129 562 613 127 464 031 2 098 582 31.0 963 972 1 134 610
NORTHEAST
Value of saleS..c..ivevecveecannns 7 423 392 7 157 849 265 543 33.1 75 927 189 616
Sales group:
Less than $2,500..0cccvunn.. eerecanean 44 852 34 233 10 619 24,1 395 10 224
$2,500 t0 $9,99% e ceecnnannnan PO 183 366 161 274 22 092 26.5 2 296 19 796
$10,000 OF MOTEuseoencrennran teteeennes 7 195 173 6 962 342 232 831 37.7 73 236 159 595
MIDWEST 3
Value of saleS..veunvas [P 59 972 728 59 283 867 688 861 47.5 293 027 395 834
Sales group:
Less than $2,500.ccceeensncaccass esavs 153 569 145 508 8 061 41.1 8 061 ()
$2,500 t0 $9,99% ¢ ciittennrcnniinnnan .. 1 083 820 1 047 406 36 414 49.0 33 038 3 376
$10,000 OF MOTE.weoevarananan cevereneen 58 735 340 58 090 953 644 387 50.8 251 929 392 458
SOUTH
Value of saleS..ccuivnenavennns . 38 478 567 37 269 951 1 208 6l6 45.9 628 111 580 505
Sales group:
Less than $2,500..cc00enunececans ceeaes 380 660 302 877 77 783 17.8 14 778 63 005
$2,500 0 $9,999veiecnannnnn Ceteenaan 1 534 158 1 471 761 62 397 33.2 28 006 34 391
$10,000 OF MOTEavevsososonnnan [ 36 563 750 35 495 313 1 068 437 51.9 585 327 483 110
WEST?
Value of saleS.v.cuisienennenns ceen 27 526 926 27 308 283 218 643 24.1 68 819 149 824
Sales group:
Less than $2,500....0000vu.... ceeenaena 99 669 73 668 26 001 22.5 3 863 22 138
$2,500 £0 $9,99%.ccirriaannnnn ceereaan 358 906 319 192 39 714 41.0 11 476 28 238
$10,000 OT MOTEuveesorceranssoososonnnn 27 068 351 26 915 423 152 928 32.5 53 480 99 448
Note: Detail may not add to total due to rounding.
lgeferred to as missed farms in previous evaluation reports.

2plaska and Hawaii excluded.
3Formerly North Central.
“No coverage error observed.
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APPENDIX A.
Report Form and Listing Sheet

0.M.B. APPROVAL NO. 0607 0420. EXPIRES 12 84
NOTICE — Respanse to this inquiry is required by law (tite 13, U.8. Code). By the
same law your report to the Census Bureau is confidential. it may be seen only by swom
Census employees and may be used only for statistical purposes. Your report cannot be
used for purposes of taxation, investigation, or regulation. The law also provides that
copies retained in your files are immune lagal procass.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

o,

rorm 82-A90

,E?’ o T T
\82 @ CENSUS i 2
% Xg USE (K] T o1
ONLY
EVALUATION OF THE

016 Segment No. 017 Household No.[|°'8 Line No.

1982 CENSUS

OF AGRICULTURE I l 1 1 l L ] I l
IDENTIFICATION

1. Name First [Middle Teast
2.Name of spouse {First [Middle Teest
3.Mailing Rural route, box, number and street

address

City State ZIP code

4. Whatis your |Area code Narmber

telephone

number? l I - I ‘ l
5.Do you have an Employer Identification (El) Number?

El Number

019 1 [ Yes — Enter number ————» [ } l_l

2 [INo

HEEERE
ST F N OPERATIONAL STATUS

1.In the past two years have you received mail at any other address? (Include different ways mail
can be addressed to you at your present location.)

Mailing address
o020 1 ]Yes — Enter other address ——————»

City State ZiP code

2 ONo

2.For business purposes do you use any name, other than your own, for this agricultural operation?

Name

021 1 [JYes — What is the name and address? |Mailing address

2 UNo City State ZiP code

3.Which type of organization best describes your agricultural operation in 19827

022 1 UJ Individual or family operation {sole proprietorship), excluding partnership and corporation
2 (J Partnership operation, including family partnership
3 [J Corporation, including family corporation
s (] Other — Such as cooperative, estate, trust, etc. — Specify

4.At any time during 1982 were there any other individuals associated with the operation of this place?
(Include partners, children, relatives, managers, and other associated persons. Do not include
tandlords or tenants.)

023 1 1Yes — Fill table below
20No — GOtoitem5

4a. What is the full name and mailing address 4b. What is this 4c. What is this

of each person?

Name

Mailing address, city, State, ZIP code

person’s family
relationship to
the operator of
this place? (For
example: parent,
son, uncle, or not
related.)

person’s business
relationship to the
operator? {For
example: hired
manager, partner,
business asso-
ciate, other) —
Spacify

5.What is the name of the person primarily in charge of the
agriculture operation {person making the majority of the
management decisions)? (If a partnership or corporation and
several individuals share equally in the management decisions,
enter the name of the senior person or partner.)

Name of the person in charge

|
{
t
!
l
i

AGRICULTURE—SUBJECT SERIES




ACREAGE and OWNERSHIP as of December 31, 1982

On December 31, 1982, how many acres did you — None Acres

1. e reeesreaeeisisesereniessaantesssante s sbararneerannnrens g

2. Rentorlease FROM others? (include land worked on shares or share-cropped for
others; leased Federal, State, and railroad land, and land used rent free. Do not

044

include land used on a per-head basis under a grazing permit.) .................. ]
045
3. Rent orlease TO others? {include land subt d and land worked on shares or
share-cropped by others.) ........cccccecueenanns ad

046

4. ACRES IN THIS PLACE — ADD acres owned (item 1} to acres rented (item 2), then
SUBTRACT acres rented to others (item 3}, and enter your answer in thiS SPACe. e m——m

4a.ls _____ acres {number of acres from item 4) the correct number of acres that you
operated on December 31, 1982? .
S 047 1 [ Yes

2 [J No — Verify and correct items 1 through 4 as necessary

5. (If acres in item 2) What is the name and mailing address of each landlord and the number of acres
rented, used rent free, or worked on shares?

Name Mailing address, city, State, ZIP code Number of acres
048

049

6. (If acres in item 3) What is the name and mailing address of each renter and the number of acres rented?

Name Mailing address, city, State, ZIP code Number of acres
051

053

None 054
6a. Of the land you rented or leased to others (:tem 3 abovej,

how many acres did you own? e Acres

* LOCATION
7. In what county and State was the largest dollar value of your agricultural products raised or prod d?
County State
7a. Did you have agricultural operations in any other county or counties?

os5s 1 ] Yes — Enter the county and State name(s} and acreage

2 [ONo — Go to section 4
County State Number of acres

056

FORM 82-AS0 Page 2
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

18.
16.

17.

18.

. Soybeans for beans

CROPS HARVESTED FROM THIS PLACE IN 1982

Were any of the following crops harvested from this place in 19827 (Be sure to include

the landlord’s share and crops grown under contract. Do not include crops on land

rented to others.)

NOTE: If you do not have exact figures
from your records, please give
your best estimate.

. Fleld com for grain or seed {Report

quantity on a shelled basis in BUSHELS,
70 Ibs. ear corn or 56 Ibs. shelled corn =
1 bushel shelled corn.) ........cccoeeemineirnnnnerans

. Field corn for silage, cut for green chop or

dry fodder, hogged or grazed (Do not include
acres slready reported In item 1.)

Wheat for grain ...........cceeeiannercmnaiensnensenns
Other small grains for

Spocify crop name(s)

. Sorghum or milo for grain or seed (Report

harvested in either BUSHELS OR
HUNDREDWEIGHT)

. Sorghum for siiage, cut for green chop, dry

forage or hay, or hogged or grazed (Do not
include acres already reported in tem5.) .......

Cotton

. Tobacco — alltypes..............c.cvuvmrmenirnirecnnnns

Irish potatoes {(exclude home use]} ................

(exclude h use)

Sweetpotat

Hay — all kinds except sorghum hay (Include
gnln hay, grass silage, wild hay, etc. if two
or more cuttings were made from the same
land, REPORT ACRES ONLY ONCE but
roport total tons of all cuttings.) ...................

Vegetables, t corn, or
(exclude home use)

Berries for sale
{exclude home use)
Specify crop nameis)

andy

! for sale

Peanuts for nuts

Land in bearing and nonbearing
fruit. orchards, citrus or other
groves, vineyards, and nut
trees of all ages (Include

{and on which the fruit crop
failed. Do not Include
abandoned acreages.)
8pecify crop name(s)

Al other crops (Include
fleld seeds; sugar crops;
nursery products;
flowers, etc., grown in
the open ; sod; etc.)

Specify crop name(s)

Greenhouse products — Specify )

None

a

O

None

a.How many
acres were.
harvested
in 19827

b. How much
was
harvested
in 1982?

c. What was the
total dollar
value of sales
in 19827
{Include land-
lord share)

Dollars

I‘ Cents

101 102

104

106

i
i
|
!
i
1
!
I
|
|
H
!
i
T
|
l
|
i
!
]
l
|
{
i
!
T
|
|
§
i
I

Bu.i$

Bales | $

124

/10

Lbs.|$

128

/10

Cwt.[$

/10

Tons,
dry $

wl
k=4

),.,______._._-__._.,.._...__._._._._._.

s T e B e T T __JA_J__{

a. How many square

feet under glass

or other protection

in 19827

b. What was the total

dollar value of

greenhouse sales

in 1982?

Dollars

| Cents
RS

147

nag

$

!
1
|
1

FORM 82-A90
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LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY
Did you or anyone else have any of the following livestock or poultry on this place on
December 31, 1982? (Be sure to report all liv k and poultry on this pl on
December 31, 1982, no matter who owned them. Include as sold all livestock and
poultry fed on a contract or custom basis and taken from this place in 1982.)
a. b.How many |c. What was the
NOTE: If you do not have exact figures were sold in gross value of
from your reqords, please give INVENTORY 19822 sales?
your best estimate. Number on this place
December 31, 1982
s CATTLE None Daliars TConts
On December 31, 1982, how many — :
1.Cattle and calves of all ages were on this o 202 203 :
PlACE? oottt e e aes 0 $ X
Of these cattle and calves, how :
many were — t
204 205 206 1
a.Beef cows? (Include beef heifers that . !
had calved.) ....cccoemmreeeeceemrieniererennes a $ {
207 208 209 i
b. Milk cows? {Include dry milk cows and b
milk heifers that had calved.) ................ O $ |
T
c. Other cattle and calves? (include ne m nz |
heifers, steers, bulls, and calves.) .......... O $ ||
—
SUM OF a, b, AND ¢ MUST EQUALITEM 1. :
IF NOT, VERIFY AND CORRECT AS ;
NECESSARY |
I
2.What was the gross value of dairy :
products sold from this place in 19827 .... I |
|
* HOGS :
On December 31, 1982, how many — |
214 215 216 i
3. Hogs and pigs of all ages were on this ;
PlACEY .ceevrerrimaiirinnre e ireeenea st tieenasaseanes 0O $ I
—
|
¢ POULTRY |
i
Were any of the following on this place on |
December 31, 19827 — i
217 218 218 i
4._Hens and pullets of laying age? {(Exclude :
started pullets being raised for sale.) ........ O $ |
220 221 222
5.Pullets 3 months old or oider not yet of :
laying age? .....ccveccemnninnee | $ !
223 224 225 K
6.Broilers, fryers, and other meat-type i
chickens? {Include capons and |
r ters.) . [ $ |
T
7 . Other poultry raised in captivity? (Include 1
turkeys, ducks, geese, etc.) ....cccccceeereecennn O ;
Specify kind of poullrp I'
|
1
1
|
8.What was the gross value of eggs sold :
from this place in 19827 ......c..ccconurmernanes O X
T
* OTHER LIVESTOCK AND ANIMAL }
SPECIALTIES :
Were any of the following on this place on I
December 31, 19827 — 234 235 236 :
9.Sheep and lambs of all ages? ................... O $ !
237 238 239 |
10. Horses and ponies of all ages? ................. ] $ |
11. Other livestock? {Include goats, mules, :
fur-bearing animals, colonies of |
bees, fish in captivity except at fish 1
hatcheries, otc.) . O {
Specify what kimi) i
240 241 242 1
1
$ ]
243 244 245 ;
$ E
246 247 248 |
$ K
FORM 82-A90 Page 4
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Fm OPERATOR CHARACTERISTICS
{Complete questions 1 through 8 for the person listed in section 2, item 5.)
1. Do you (operator) live on this place? ........ccccceveaveciaceerianrnneneens 251 1 [J Yes : [ No

2. At what occupation did you (operator) spend the majority (50
percent or more) of your work time in 1982? For partner-

ships cc all bers of the partnership together. ........ 252 1 [J Farming 2 [J Other
253| + [J None
2 [11-49 days
3. How many days did you (operator) work at least 4 hours 3 [J 50—99 days
per day off this place in 19822 Include work at a
nonfarm job, business, or on someone else’s farm. + [J100—-149 days
{Exclude exchange farm work.) ......c.ooceeveireiiniinricncrcieecenenens s (] 150— 199 days

¢ [ 200 days or more

4. In what year did you (operator) begin to operate any part of
this pl ¥ S TP 256 ____ VYear

5. What is your {operator’s}age? .... 255 ___ Yearsold

256 | 1 [} White
2 [ Negro or Black

6. What is your {operator’s) race? ..........
s [J American Indian
+ [J Asian or Pacific Islander
s [J Other — Spoclfp
7. Sex of operator .... . 257 1 (] Male 2 J Female

8. Are you (operator) of Spanish origin or descent, such as
Mexican, Cuban, or other Spanish? 258 1 [] Yes 2 [ No

Em CENSUS STATUS

In January 1983, U.S. Census of Agriculture report forms were sent to farm operators
throughout the United States.

1. Did you receive an agriculture census form around the first part of 1983?

258 1 L] Yes — What was the name and address Census File Number
which appeared on that form and
the Census File Number (CFN), if
available? —>

Name

Mailing address

2[No

City State ZIP code

NOTE: If the CFN is not available, enter NA. If more than one census form was received, write additional CFN'’s,
names, and addresses in the ‘‘Remarks’’ space.

REMARKS

Section 8 PERSON COMPLETING THIS REPORT

Signature Date completed {Month/day/year)

CENSUS PERSONNEL: Ask column 9 of listing sheet afte: ~ompleting the interview for the last person
listed in each household.

FORM 82-430 Page 5 % U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1982—660-111
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0.M.B. NO, 0607.0420: EXPIRES 12/84

V XIaN3ddV 9V
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Form 82.A3 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
110.28.92) L|ST|NG SHEET BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
1982 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE - COVERAGE EVALUATION SURVEY
. . Agricufture | Are you o
What is the full name of the person Ask the following questions for ’ an
who owns or rents this place? What is the mailing address of this person? the person in column (3) q",?q"j?,'gz”e o A ;‘:;:._
hold associ-
in 1982 did in 1982 did In 1982 did 1 °YES” in  |ated with a
you produce you raise or you have columns (5), |separate
or sell any: sell any: any: (6), or (7), aplculturral
~crops such | ~cattle, ~nursery or '::I’:w Ygg . operation
as corn, —hogs greenhouse | 2 ) 0 |-List an
hay, or o ' products, umn {37 additional REMARKS
wheat, ~shesp, other 11 “NO™" In operations. (Name of eli
. . - gible respondent if not Date
L.ist the first, middie, and last name ~vegetables, |—poultry? agricultural | columns (5), g:,';’:’:s’”(?) reference person, when to call back, compteted
of the referance person of Enter the complete mailing address berrles, e o products? | (6). and (7), (3), (4). and talophone number, explanation, etc.)
§ this household, of the person in column (3) of truit? It "YES, mark "'NO @),
2 and other person(s) in the househoid (Exclude skip to Go to balow. Go to .
5 = with separate Ag. operations home column (8). column (8;. column (9). —~Complete Ag,
: 3 gardens.) questionnaire
2 5 B for each
$ 2 I’k YES,"’ operation.
) SKip to
3 £ ~End
2 - column (8). interview.
(5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
| @ (3) (4) YES | w0 [ YEST No | YES T No [YES'T No JYES T wNo (10) (11
| R | ) ]
1 l ; t t
—————————————————————————————————— ! I ] H |
l ! i I !
t ! [ | |
T 11 T T T
| ! ! 1 |
______________________________ ' ! ! | !
. ! ! i 1 1
I ! ! l 1
! | 1 1 !
! ! I 1 1
———————————————————————————————— | ! 1 1 '
1 ! 1 1 |
1 It L 1 Il
| | | 1 t
| i | 1 i
———————————————————————————————— ! 1 | 1 1
] | | 1 t
1 | | | !
T T T T T
1 | | ] |
L o e e 1 H l t l
] | 1 l 1
) | l I l
: . . H
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 ! ! i
“““““““““““““““““““““““““““““ | 1 i 1 1
I ! ! i |
! ! 1 L A
T T I i 1
1 1 | ! !
_________________________________ t 1 | l t
t i 1 I |
t ! ! | !
e 4 T H L4
' ! t 1 l
___________________________________ ! f I i t
i ! I | !
| ] 1 1 '
| i i 1 1
1 1 ! ! !
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" | ( | ! i
1 ! 1 ! !
H L | L L
! ! | 1 {
i ! I 1 !
e e e e e e = o e e 1 [ | ] 1
| I 1 ! i
I 1 1 ! |
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PUBLICATION PROGRAM

Preliminary and final results of the 1982 Census of Agriculture are
being published in a series of reports which provide data for each county
and State and for the United States, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands of the United States. The publications include statistics on number
of farms; land in farms; farm and farm operator characteristics; livestock,
poultry, and their products; crop production and value; selected expendi-
tures; irrigation; and standard industrial classification of farms.

Publication order forms may be obtained from Custemer Services
Branch (Publications), Data User Services Division, Bureau of the Census,
Washington, D.C. 20233, or from any U.S. Department of Commerce
district office.

PRELIMINARY REPORTS (AC82-01(P) to -56(P)

Preliminary reports are published separately for each county in the
United States with 10 farms or more, for each State, and for the United
States. These reports contain data for all agricultural operations with
$1,000 or more in actual or potential sales of agricultural products in
the census year, The reports include data on number of farms, land in
farms, size of farms, land use practices, farm operator characteristics,
sales, expenditures, machinery and equipment, livestock, poultry, dairy
products, and major crops harvested in the State.

FINAL REPORTS
Volume 1. Geographic Area Series (AC82-A-1 to -54)

State and County Data (A-1 to -50)—A separate report is presented
showing detailed data for each State and the counties within. These
reports include data on number and size of farms, tenure, age, and occupa-
tion of operators; types of organization; value of products seld; and
standard industrial classification of farms.

Summary and State Data (A-51)—This report contains detailed data at
the national and State levels.

Outlying Areas (A-52 to -54)—These reports present detailed data for
each area and subdivision in Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands of
the United States.

Volume 2. Subject Series (AC82-5S-1 to -3)

Graphic Summary (8S-1)-This report presents the Nation's agriculture
graphically illustrated by dot and multicolor pattern maps. The maps
provide displays en size and type of farm, land use, farm tenure, value of
products sold, crops harvested, livestock inventories, and other charac-
teristics of farms.

Coverage Evaluation {S8-2) —This report presents estimates of the com-
pleteness of the 1982 Census of Agriculture for the United States and
geographic regions, [t provides coverage estimates of farms, land, value of
products, selected characteristics of missed farms, and sample reliability.

Ranking of States and Counties ($S-3)—This report presents the ranking
of States and counties in order of importance for selected items for the
1882 Census of Agriculture. ltems ranked include: number of farms,
value of products sold, inventory of livestock and poultry, and produc-
tion and acreage of major crops. Comparative data from the 1978 Census
of Agriculture are included for most tables.

MICROFICHE

Microfiche are available from Superintendent of Documents, US.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402,

Final County Reports—A final report for each county and State, with tﬁe
same format and items as the published preliminary reports, is available
on microfiche only,

Volume 1 Reports—Published Geographic Area Series data are also
available on microfiche.

COMPUTER TAPES

Public-use computer tapes contain the same summary statistics that
are found in the published preliminary reports and the county data from
the volume 1 reports. Order forms may be obtained from the Customer
Services Branch, Data User Services Division, Bureau of the Census,
Washington, D.C. 20233 (telephone 301/763-4100). Uponrequest, special
sets of tapes of the State data in volume 1 may be obtained from the
Agriculture Division, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C. 20233.
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