Appendix C.
Statistical Methodology

THE SCREENING PHASE AND THE MAIL LIST
MODEL

The 1997 Census of Agriculture featured a pre-census
screening phase that surveyed selected records, by mail or
telephone, for presence or absence of agricultural activity.
Records selected for screening had a low probability of
qualifying as farms. All records responding to the screener
and reporting no agricultural activity were removed from
the census mail list. Eliminating nonfarm records from the
mail list reduced respondent burden and data collection
costs.

The screening phase included nearly 500,000 records.
Records were selected for screening using one of the
following criteria:

1) Records on selected agriculture specialty lists that
had no other list source,

2) Records identified by a mail list model as having a low
probability of being a farm.

Amail list model predicted the probability that an addressee
on the 1997 preliminary census mail list operated a farm.
The model defined groups based on combinations of
characteristics such as source(s) of the mail list record,
expected value of agricultural production, and geographic
location. Farm proportions were estimated for these groups
by calculating the proportion of 1992 census respondent
records that were farms which exhibited the characteristics
defined by the group. This proportion, also called the
in-scope rate, provided an estimate of the probability that
an addressee in the group operated a farm.

Each address record on the 1997 preliminary census
mail list was assigned to a model group by matching record
characteristics to model group characteristics. Records
belonging to the groups with the highest farm probability
were those more likely to be farms. Records with a farm
probability of approximately 30 percent or less were selected
for screening, along with records included on selected
agriculture specialty lists as noted above.

Before screening, the preliminary census mail list con-
sisted of 3,314,790 records. There were 478,298 records
selected for screening. Of these, 125,570 records were
determined to be nonfarms as a result of the screening
phase and were removed. These records were removed
from the final census mail list. The remaining 3,189,220
records received census report forms.
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CENSUS SAMPLE DESIGN

All name and address records on the final census mail
list were designated to receive a 1997 Census of Agricul-
ture report form. Two different types of census report forms,
sample and nonsample, were used to collect data. Sec-
tions 1 through 20 and 28 through 32 of the sample form
were identical to sections on the nonsample census form.
Sample form sections 21 through 27 contained additional
guestions on usage of fertilizers and chemicals, farm
production expenditures, value of machinery and equip-
ment, value of land and buildings, farm-related income,
and hired workers. There were 11 regional versions of the
nonsample form and 13 regional versions of the sample
form with listings of crops varying by region. These different
forms were used to reduce the response burden of the
census, while providing reliable information on a large
number of data items.

The sample form was mailed to all mail list records in
Alaska, Hawaii, and Rhode Island and to a sample of
records in other States selected from the final mail list. Mail
list records were selected into the sample with certainty if
they (1) were expected to have large total value of agricul-
tural products sold or large acreage, (2) were multi-unit
operations (i.e., separate farms producing under one com-
pany organization), (3) were in a county with less than 100
farms in 1992, or (4) had other special characteristics.
Farms with special characteristics were abnormal farms,
such as institutional farms, experimental and research
farms, and Indian reservations. Mail list records in counties
containing 100 to 199 farms in 1992 were systematically
sampled at a rate of 1 in 2; records in counties containing
200 to 299 farms in 1992 were systematically sampled at a
rate of 1 in 4; and records in counties containing 300 or
more farms in 1992 were systematically sampled at a rate
of 1 in 6. The remaining mail list records not chosen to
receive the sample form received the nonsample census
form. This differential sampling scheme was used to pro-
vide reliable data for the sample sections of the report form
for all counties.

EDITING DATA AND IMPUTATION FOR ITEM
NONRESPONSE

The census of agriculture complex edit and imputation
system is an automated computerized system that per-
formed the following functions:
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e Ensured reasonable relationships between/among data
items, values for various sizes of farms, combinations of
commodities, and economic interactions.

e Ensured necessary consistencies were present (there
were more than 70 distinct consistency requirements).

e Ensured climatic, geographic, legal, and physical con-
straints were met.

The system performed these and similar functions for
more than 900 data key codes for sample records and
approximately 850 data key codes for nonsample records.

For the 1997 Census of Agriculture, as in previous
censuses, all reported data were keyed and then edited by
computer. The edits were used to determine whether the
reports met the minimum criteria to be counted as farms in
the census. The complex edit and imputation system
provided the basis for deciding to accept, impute (supply),
delete, or alter the reported value for each data record
item.

Whenever possible, edit imputations, deletions, and
changes were based on component or related data on the
respondent’s report form. For some items, such as opera-
tor characteristics, data for that record from the previous
census were used when available. Values for other missing
or unacceptable reported data items were calculated based
on reported quantities and known fixed price parameters.

When these and similar methods were not available and
values had to be supplied, the imputation process used
information reported for another farm operation in a geo-
graphically adjacent area with characteristics similar to
those of the farm operation with incomplete data. For
example, a farm operation that reported acres of corn
harvested, but did not report quantity of corn harvested,
was assigned the same bushels of corn per acre harvested
as that of the last nearby farm with similar characteristics
that reported acceptable yields during that particular execu-
tion of the computer edit. The imputation for missing items
in each section of the report form was conducted sepa-
rately; thus, assigned values for one operation could come
from more than one respondent.

Prior to the imputation operation, a set of default values
and relationships was assigned to the possible imputation
variables. The relationships and values varied depending
on the item being imputed. For example, different default
values were assigned for several Standard Industrial Clas-
sifications and total value of sales categories when imput-
ing hired farm labor expenses. These values and item
relationships for the possible imputation variables were
stored in the computer in a series of matrices.

Each execution of the computer edit consisted of records
from only one State sorted by reported State and county.
For a given execution of the edit, the stored entries in the
various matrices were retained in memory only until a
succeeding record having acceptable characteristics for
the same sections of the report form was processed by the
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computer. Then the acceptable responses of the succeed-
ing operation replaced those previously stored. When a
record processed through the edit had unreported or
unacceptable data, the record was assigned the last accept-
able ratio or response from an operation with a similar set
of characteristics. Once each execution of the computer
edit for a State was completed, the possible imputation
variables were reset to the default values and relationships
for subsequent executions. An edit run usually consisted of
10,000 or more records.

After the initial computer edit, all keyed reports not
meeting the census farm definition were reviewed to ensure
that the data had been keyed correctly. Edit referrals were
generated for 17 percent of the reports included as farms;
they were reviewed for keying accuracy and to ensure that
the computer edit actions were correct. If the results of the
computer edit were not acceptable, corrections were made
and the record re-edited.

CENSUS ESTIMATION

The 1997 Census of Agriculture used two types of
statistical estimation procedures to account for whole farm
nonresponse and sample data collection. The procedures
were necessary because some farm operators did not
respond to the census despite numerous attempts to
contact them, and estimates for certain data items were
based on a sample of farm operators rather than a full
enumeration.

Whole Farm Nonresponse Estimation

Whole farm nonresponse to the census occurred when
a response was never received for a record. If the record
was a large farm, as defined by value of production or
acreage, or a unique farm operation, intensive telephone or
personal followup was conducted during census process-
ing to obtain a response. If these attempts failed, either the
NASS survey database, the census historic database, or
other more current sources were used to impute data for
the record.

During mail list development, the State Statistical Offices
(SSO0s), in an effort to reduce respondent burden, identified
records that participated in multiple NASS surveys and/or
situations where there were special reporting relationships
between an enumerator and a respondent. These records
were referred to as tagged records. The SSOs had full
responsibility for the data collection for these records,
including imputation of data for the record if a response
was not obtainable.

Whole farm nonresponse that occurred within the remain-
ing universe of records was accounted for by a statistical
weighting procedure. The weights of the responding farms
were adjusted to account for farms that did not respond.
The information needed for this process was obtained from
the 1997 Nonresponse Survey. The SSOs conducted the
nonresponse survey using computer-assisted telephone
interviewing (Blaise-CATI) or personal enumeration when
telephone contact was not possible. Alaska and Rhode
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Island were not eligible for the survey because all nonre-
spondents were subject to extensive followup. In these
cases, data were collected by telephone or other methods.
The nonresponse survey collected information from a
sample of census nonrespondents to determine farm sta-
tus and estimate the proportion of farms in the nonre-
sponse universe. The information was then used to esti-
mate the number of nonresponding farm operations by
State and county.

The 1997 Nonresponse Survey consisted of a stratified
systematic sample of the nonresponse records within each
State. The sample was selected near the end of the census
follow-up operations. Five strata were defined to be homo-
geneous on probability of farm status and were based on
screener status, total value produced, and list source(s) of
the mail list record.

Based on survey results, estimates of the proportion of
census nonrespondents operating farms were made for
each stratum in the State. The estimates were applied to
the total number of census nonrespondents in that stratum,
providing a State estimate of the number of census nonre-
spondents that operated farms. The number of census
nonrespondents that operated farms was then derived for
each county by stratum. This estimation procedure assumed
that the distribution of farms in a stratum by county was the
same for census nonrespondents as for census respon-
dents.

Within each stratum in a county, a noninteger nonre-
sponse weight was calculated and assigned to each eli-
gible respondent farm record. Census respondent farms
that were designated as large farms or tagged records or
as farms that exhibited “rare” commodities were ineligible
to represent nonrespondent farms and were excluded from
the nonresponse weighting procedure. These records were
assigned nonresponse weights of 1.0.

The noninteger nonresponse weight is the ratio of the
sum of the estimated number of nonrespondent farms from
the nonresponse survey and the number of eligible census
respondent farms, divided by the number of eligible census
respondent farms. Stratum controls were established to
ensure that this weight never exceeded 2.0. For the
published tabulations of the complete count items, the
noninteger nonresponse weight was randomly rounded to
an integer weight of either 1 or 2 for each record. For the
sample count items, the noninteger nonresponse weight
was used in the calculation of the final sample weight.

Table A quantifies the effect of the nonresponse estima-
tion procedure on selected census data items. The per-
centages in this table are percents of the census values
contributed by nonresponse estimation. These indicate the
potential for bias in published figures resulting from nonre-
sponse to the census. The estimates provided in this table
do not reflect the effect of item nonresponse to individual
census data items. The effect of this item nonresponse is
discussed in the “Census Nonsampling Error” section.
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Sample Estimation

Sample data estimation determined the population totals
that would have resulted from a complete census for the
items in sections 21 through 27 of the sample form. The
estimates were obtained from a weighting procedure that
assigned a weight to each respondent record containing
sample items. For any given county, a sample item total
was estimated by multiplying the data items for each farm
in the county by the corresponding sample weight and
summing over all sample records.

Each respondent sample farm was assigned a sample
weight for use in producing estimates for all sample items.
For example, if the weight given to a sample farm had the
value 6, all sample data items reported by that farm were
multiplied by 6.

The noninteger sample weight is calculated for each
respondent sample farm by multiplying the noninteger
nonrespondent weight by the sampling factor. For pub-
lished tabulations of the sample count items, the noninte-
ger sample weight was randomly rounded to an integer
weight for each record. For certainty farms, the sampling
factor equals 1 so the sample weight is just equal to the
nonresponse weight. Sampling factor calculation for non-
certainty farms is described below.

Within a county, the weighting procedure for non-certainty
farms was performed in three steps using three variables.
The first variable contained eight 1997 total value of
agricultural production (TVP) groups. The second and third
variables, Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code and
farm acreage, contained two groups. The three sets of
groups were:

TVP SIC Acres

$1 to $999 01, 08 All crops 1 to 69
$1,000 to $2,499 02 All livestock 70 or more
$2,500 to $4,999

$5,000 to $9,999

$10,000 to $24,999

$25,000 to $49,999

$50,000 to $99,999

$100,000 or more

The first step in the estimation procedure classified the
sample records into 32 mutually exclusive initial strata
formed by the three variable groups. The total and sample
farm counts were expanded to account for nonresponse.
Each cell containing sample farm records was assigned an
initial sample factor equal to the ratio of the total farm count
to the sample farm count. This factor was approximately
equal to the inverse of the probability of selecting a farm for
the census sample.

The second step in the estimation procedure combined,
when necessary, the 32 initial strata to increase the reli-
ability of the weighting procedure. Any stratum that con-
tained less than 10 sample farms or had a factor greater
than twice the mail sample rate was collapsed with another
stratum. The mail sample rate was either 2, 4, or 6,
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depending on whether the county hada 1in2,1in4,or1
in 6 sample selection rate. The collapsing occurred within
the 32 initial strata according to a specified collapsing
pattern. After the collapsing process was completed, new
total farm counts and sample farm counts were computed
from each final strata and used to calculate final sample
factors.

The final step calculated the noninteger sample weight
as the product of the final sampling factor and the nonin-
teger nonresponse weight. As described previously, the
noninteger sample weight for each record is randomly
rounded to an integer weight which is used in published
tabulations. For example, if the final weight for a farm was
7.2, then the record would be rounded to either 7 or 8.

CENSUS SAMPLING ERROR

The sample for the 1997 Census of Agriculture was only
one of a large number of possible samples of the same size
that could have been selected using the same sample
design. In this context, “sample” refers to the sample for
both the nonresponse survey and the selection of farms to
receive sample forms.

The standard error, or sampling error, of a survey
estimate is a measure of the variation among the estimates
from all possible samples. It is a measure of precision - that
is, how well an estimate from a particular sample approxi-
mates the true population parameter. The percent relative
standard error of an estimate is defined as the standard
error of the estimate divided by the value of the estimate,
then multiplied by 100. The true population parameter can
be defined or conceptualized several different ways. One
way is to think of the true population parameter as the
average result of all possible samples (selected using a
given sample design). A second way is to think of the true
population parameter as the figure obtained from carrying
out a complete enumeration of the population.

If all possible samples were selected, each of the
samples surveyed under essentially the same conditions,
and an estimate and its standard error calculated from
each sample, then:

1. Approximately 90 percent of the intervals from 1.65
standard errors below the estimate to 1.65 standard
errors above the estimate would include the true
population parameter.

2. Approximately 95 percent of the intervals from 1.96
standard errors below the estimate to 1.96 standard
errors above the estimate would include the true
population parameter.

The following example illustrates the computations nec-
essary to produce a confidence statement for an estimate.
Assume that the estimate of number of farms for a State is
94,382 and the relative standard error of the estimate is 0.1
percent (0.001). Multiplying 94,382 by 0.001 yields 94, the
standard error; therefore, a 90-percent confidence interval
is 94,227 to 94,537 (i.e., 94,382 plus or minus 1.65 x 94).
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If corresponding confidence intervals were constructed for
all possible samples of the same size and design, approxi-
mately 90 percent of these intervals would contain the true
population parameter. Similarly, a 95-percent confidence
interval is 94,198 to 94,566 (i.e., 94,382 plus or minus 1.96
X 94).

Census items were classified as either complete count
or sample count items. All farm operators were asked the
complete count items. Examples of complete count items
were: land in farms, harvested cropland, livestock inven-
tory and sales, crop acreage, quantities harvested and
crop sales, land use, irrigation, government loans and
payments, conservation acreage, type of organization, and
operator characteristics.

Only a sample of farm operators were asked the sample
count items. These items appeared only in sections 21
through 27 of the sample form. Sample count items were
included under the following section headings: commercial
fertilizers, chemicals, production expenses, farm machin-
ery and equipment, value of land and buildings, farm-
related income, and hired workers.

Variability in the estimates of complete count items was
due only to the nonresponse survey estimation procedure.
With regard to the estimates of sample count items,
variability was due to both the nonresponse survey estima-
tion procedure and the census sample selection and
estimation procedure. Therefore, variability in the sample
count item estimates tends to be larger than the variability
in the complete count item estimates. Percent relative
standard error is a common measure of variability.

Table B provides the generalized reliability estimates of
the estimated number of farms in a county that reported
complete count and sample count items. The top half of the
table shows the percent relative standard errors for esti-
mated number of farms in a county that reported a com-
plete count item, and the bottom half relates to sample
count items. These reliability estimates are derived from
regression equations. Separate regression equations were
used to produce each section of table B. Each regression
equation was fit with the estimated number of farms in a
county reporting an item as the independent variable and
the relative variance of that estimate as the dependent
variable for the appropriate counties in the State. To
illustrate the use of this table, assume that the estimate of
the number of farms reporting hogs and pigs for a particular
county, as given in county table 15, is 89. Since hogs and
pigs is a complete count data item, refer to the first part of
table B and use the estimated percent relative standard
error of the estimate from the row with farm count equal to
or just less than the estimated number of farms, 89. For this
example, the percent relative standard error of the estimate
comes from the row for 75 farms reporting. For sample
count items, follow the same procedure using the second
part of table B. For counties with fewer than 100 farms in
the 1992 Census of Agriculture, variability in sample count

1997 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service



item estimates came only from nonresponse survey esti-
mation procedures. The estimated relative standard error
for a sample count item in these counties may be obtained
using the first part of table B.

Use caution when referring to the “Sample Count Item”
section of table B to make inferences on counties. Some
counties may have been sampled at the rate of 1in2 or 1
in 4, but the reliability estimates shown were computed
using only data from counties sampled at the rate of 1 in 6.
Therefore, the reliability estimates shown would likely be
overstated (or conservative) if the county was actually
sampled at a higher rate.

Table C presents the percent relative standard error of
selected State data items for all farms, and table D
presents the percent relative standard error of selected
State data items for all farms with sales of $10,000 or more.

Table E presents the standard error for percent change
in State totals from 1992 to 1997. The general purpose of
the percent change estimate is to provide a relative
measure of the difference in a characteristic between
censuses. The relative change for a given characteristic is
defined as the ratio of the difference of the 1997 and the
1992 estimate for that characteristic to the 1992 estimate.
This ratio is multiplied by 100 to obtain the percent change.
The standard error of a percent change estimate is the
standard error of the ratio multiplied by 100.

Table F presents the percent relative standard error for
State and county totals for selected data items. The
percent relative standard error of the estimate for the same
item differs among counties in the State. Reasons for this
are differences among counties in the (1) total number of
farms, (2) number of large farms included with certainty, (3)
size classifications of the farms sampled, (4) amount of
nonresponse, (5) general agricultural characteristics, and
(6) specific characteristic being measured.

The farm counts and related estimates displayed in
tables A through F relate to unadjusted census totals.
These totals are the same as the “Census total” displayed
in the first column of table G (which will be discussed later
in this appendix).

For most of the tables in this appendix, and also many of
the tables throughout the publication, there is a footnote
that reads “Data are based on a sample of farms.” The
table entries that this footnote relate to are estimates of
totals. To illustrate, suppose that the entry “other farm-
related income” is shown with this footnote and has some
number of farms given. This number given would represent
an estimated total number of farms with “other farm-related
income,” based on the farms that were in the sample. This
number should not be interpreted as the number of farms in
the sample that have “other farm-related income.”

CENSUS NONSAMPLING ERROR

The accuracy of the census counts is affected jointly by
sampling errors (described in the previous section) and
nonsampling errors. Extensive efforts were made to com-
pile a complete and accurate mail list for the census, to
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design an understandable report form with instructions,
and to minimize processing errors through the use of
quality control measures. Nonsampling errors arise from
many sources, including respondent or enumerator error or
incorrect data keying, editing, or imputing for missing data.
These nonsampling errors are further discussed in this
section. Nonsampling error due to mail list incompleteness
and duplication as well as misclassification of records on
the mail list is called coverage error. The section titled
“Coverage Evaluation” discusses the evaluation studies
conducted to measure the extent of this error in the census.

Respondent and Enumerator Error

Incorrect or incomplete responses to the census report
form or to the questions posed by an enumerator can
introduce error into the census data. To reduce reporting
error, detailed instructions for completing the report form
were provided to each respondent. Questions were phrased
as clearly as possible based on previous tests of the report
form. In addition, each respondent’s answers were checked
for completeness and consistency by the complex edit and
imputation system.

Item Nonresponse

As information flowed from data collection to tabulation,
various types of item nonresponses were identified on the
census report forms. Nonresponse to particular questions
on the census report form that logically should have been
present created a type of nonsampling error in both com-
plete count and sample count data. In this case, informa-
tion from a similar farm was used to impute for these
missing data items. The resulting data may have been
biased if the characteristics of the nonreporting respon-
dents were different from those of reporting respondents
for those items.

Processing Error

All phases of processing for each census report form
were potential sources for the introduction of nonsampling
error. An automated check-in recorded that the report had
been returned and excluded from further followup mailings.
Approximately one-third of the mail returns were reviewed
to resolve questions dealing with multiple reports, respon-
dent remarks, or no reported data. The remaining mail
returns (about two-thirds) were batched and sent directly to
data keying, along with some of the reviewed cases
containing farm data. Keyed records were transmitted,
formatted, and run through the complex edit and imputation
system. About one-fifth of all forms edited were clerically
reviewed for inconsistencies, omissions, or questionable
values. While reviewing these forms, the edit review staff
determined if the action taken by the computer edit and
imputation system was correct. Edited records were tabu-
lated to the county level. Each county was reviewed and,
when necessary, individual records were corrected prior to
publication.
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Developing accurate processing methods is compli-
cated by the complex structure of agriculture. Among the
complexities are the many places to be included, the
variety of arrangements under which farms are operated,
the continuing changes in the relationship of operators to
the farm operated, the expiration of leases and the initiation
or renewal of leases, the problem of obtaining a complete
list of agriculture operations, the difficulty of contacting and
identifying some types of contractor/contractee relation-
ships, the operator’s absence from the farm during the data
collection period, and the operator’s opinion that part or all
of the operation does not qualify and should not be
included in the census. During data collection and process-
ing of the census, all operations underwent a number of
quality control checks to ensure as accurate an application
as possible.

COVERAGE EVALUATION

Coverage Overview

The primary objectives of the census of agriculture are
to accurately count U.S. farms, measure commaodity pro-
duction and sales, and measure demographic characteris-
tics of farm operators. Since 1945, an evaluation of census
coverage has been conducted for each census of agricul-
ture to provide estimates of the completeness of census
farm counts. These results help to identify problems and
focus improvements for future censuses.

According to coverage evaluation results, the past five
censuses of agriculture included an average of 92 percent
of U.S. farms and 98 percent of agriculture production.
Complete enumeration of agricultural operations satisfying
the farm definition of $1,000 or more in agricultural sales is
complicated by the variety of arrangements under which
farms are operated, the multiplicity of names used for an
operation, the number of operations in which an operator
participates, and the difficulty in classifying those opera-
tions just around the $1,000 sales range. In 1997, exten-
sive efforts were made to compile as complete and accu-
rate a mail list as possible, while reducing the duplication
and number of nonfarm operations on the list.

The 1997 coverage evaluation program was designed to
measure four components of error in the census farm
counts. These components include:

1. Undercount due to farms Not on the Mail List (NML)

2. Overcount due to farms Duplicated or enumerated
more than once (DUP)

3. Undercount due to farms Incorrectly Classified as
nonfarms (ICU)

4. Overcount due to nonfarms Incorrectly Classified as

farms (1CO).

The first component, mail list undercount, is by far the
largest component of coverage error. Duplication, though
occurring far less frequently, can involve larger farms and
have a larger impact on acreage and sales estimates. The
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last two components involve the misclassification of either
farms or nonfarms. Misclassification can arise from errors
in either reporting or processing the data.

Table G - Coverage Estimates - illustrates the effect of
coverage adjustments on census farm counts by demo-
graphic characteristics, land in farms, and total value of
sales. The coverage total is defined as the net difference
between undercounted and overcounted farms. The adjusted
census total is the sum of the census total and the net
coverage total. The relative standard error is shown for the
final census coverage adjusted number. This number will
be similar to the relative standard error for the census
number, except when the coverage total is negative or
close to zero. The coverage adjustment percentage shows
the coverage total as a percentage of total census adjusted
farms for that characteristic.

The 1997 Census of Agriculture is the first census to
include all four components of coverage error in table G.
Previous publications only included the coverage error
component due to farms not on the mail list (NML).
Because of this, caution should be taken when comparing
coverage estimates from table G with previous years. In
addition, the coverage total is a negative number for some
characteristics. This means that the number of farms
overcounted for this characteristic was greater than the
number of farms undercounted.

Area Frame Surveys to Measure Mail List
Undercoverage

Names and addresses collected in the 1997 June
Agricultural Survey and 1997 Fall Area Survey were used
to estimate the undercount due to farms not on the census
mail list (NML). These names were matched to the census
mail list, and those that did not match were contacted by
telephone or person. The enumerator verified whether the
operation had reported in the census, and if not, a census
of agriculture report form was completed.

The percentage of farms missed in the census varies
considerably by State. In general, farms not on the mail list
tended to be small in acreage, production, and sales of
agricultural products. Farm operations could be missed for
various reasons, including the possibility that the operation
started after the malil list was developed, the operation may
be so small as not to appear in any agriculture-related
source lists, or the operation may have been falsely
classified as a nonfarm prior to mailout.

Classification Error Survey to Measure Three
Types of Coverage Error

The remaining three types of coverage error were
measured by the Classification Error Survey. This survey
was used to estimate the number of farms counted more
than once (DUP), the number of farms misclassified as
nonfarms (ICU), and the number of nonfarms misclassified
as farms (ICO). A sample of census of agriculture respon-
dents was selected for reinterview to determine their
farm/nonfarm status and collect information to identify
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potential duplication. The farm classification from this inter-
view was compared with the classification on the census of
agriculture report form. Any differences between these two
classifications were reconciled to determine the true farm
status. Each operation was reviewed for duplication by
matching the additional information received from the
reinterview (landlords, tenants, other names, etc.) to the list
of census respondents. Potential duplication was reviewed
and discrepancies reconciled.

In general, the classification error rate is higher for small
farms close to the $1,000 agricultural sales requirement.
This rate is also higher for farms with small acreage (less
than 49 acres), higher for tenant farms than for full- or part-
owner farms, and higher for farms where farming is not the
operator’s principal occupation.

Coverage Estimation

The adjusted census total, T, is estimated as the census
farm count, C, plus undercount and minus overcount
adjustments. Undercount includes 1) farms not on the mail
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list (NML) and 2) farms incorrectly classified as nonfarms
(ICU). Overcount includes 3) nonfarms incorrectly classi-
fied as farms (ICO) and 4) farms duplicated in the census
(DUP). Altogether, the adjusted census total is:

T =C + (NML + ICU) - (ICO + DUP).

In some States, estimates of misclassification of farms
owned by operators having rare demographic characteris-
tics were based on particularly small sample sizes. Where
such small sample sizes occurred, a form of small area
estimation was used in which data from similar States
contributed to that State’s estimates. In these cases, the
coverage totals are weighted totals of the direct State
estimate and the direct estimate from the region. Direct
estimates were used to the largest extent possible, based
on the amount of survey cases available for the particular
item being estimated.
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Table A. Percent of State Totals Contributed by Whole Farm Nonresponse Estimation: 1997

Percent of total

Item
Farms ot i s number
Landinfarms .. ..ooiuini i acres
Estimated market value of land and buildings® ................... $1,000
Market value of agricultural products sold .........ccovvueivnnnn. $1,000
Harvested cropland. . ....ovieerininieiiiiiiiinienineeennnnns acres

10.6
6.6
6.4
4.2
5.7

Corn for grain or seed
Wheat for grain
Livestock and poultry inventory:

Cattle and calves...........

Hogs and pigs

Layers 20 weeks old and older

Item Percent of total
................................. acres 5.4
5.7

............................... number. . 7.8
number. . 2.7

number. . 2

1Data are based on a sample of farms.

Table B. Reliability Estimates for Number of Farms in a County Reporting a Complete Count
Item or Sample Count Item: 1997

Farms

Relative standard error
of estimate (percent)

Relative standard error

F A
ams of estimate (percent)

COMPLETE COUNT ITEM

Number of farms reporting:

PN

NwWwhT obwooo

=

SAMPLE COUNT ITEM

Number of farms reporting:

PREENN A

NWWAO NOTOWON
Nwook obNwkR

=
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Table C. Reliability Estimates of State Totals for All Farms: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Relative Relative
standard standard
Item error of Item error of
estimate estimate
Total (percent) Total (percent)
FARMS AND LAND IN FARMS FARM PRODUCTION EXPENSES!?
Farms........ ...number.. 57 916 .4 | Total farm production eXpenses ..........c.eeevuennens farms. . 57 922 4
Landinfarms ............ ...acres.. 15 111 022 .3 $1,000. . 4 011 772 A4
Average sizeoffarm .......ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin acres. . 261 .6 Average perfarm .....coeeeieiiiiiieineiiinnenns dollars. . 69 262 6
Livestock and poultry purchased ..........ccooviuenn. farms. . 14 780 1.6
. $1,000. . 282 253 1.1
MARKET VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL Feed for livestock and poultry .........ccooviuiininn. $fla6r8(s) Sig Z?g 1%
PRODUCTS SOLD Commercially mixed formula feeds ................ farms. . 16 811 15
$1,000. . 533 016 6
Seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees ........cceviiiiiinn. farms. . 38 483 7
Total SAleS (SEE tEXE) « v vvvrrrrureeeeeeeeeeeennsnnnnnn farms. . 57 916 4 . . $1,000. . 254 268 7
$1,000 5 229 977 2 Commercial fertilizer «...ueeeiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnns farms. . 41 337 N
AVErage Perfarm «ouueeeueeeerneeennneeennnns dollars. . 90 303 5 . . $1,000. . 451 832 7
Agricultural chemicals .......covviiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn. farms. . 36 541 8
Farms by value of sales: $1,000. . 291 799 .8
Less than $1,000 (SEE teXt) +vvuvrnerneennernannns farms. . 7 545 7 Petroleum products ....ooeviiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 53 806 5
$1,000. . 1285 9 $1,000. . 192 729 6
$1,000t0 52,499 . iuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e farms. . 5 477 7
$1,000. . 9 169 7 EleCtiCity v oo eeeeeee e i i ineneeeneanaanenns farms. . 39 997 7
$2,500t0 54,999 . ..iiiiiiiiiii e farms. . 5 710 7 $1,000. . 56 716 .8
$1,000. . 20 426 7 Hired farm labor ........ ..., farms. . 16 964 14
$5,000t0$9,999 . ..iiiiiiiiiiiii e farms. . 6 579 7 $1,000. . 248 070 .8
$1,000. . 47 283 7 Contract 1abor . ..ovvvviniiiiiiiiii i farms. . 3 726 3.4
$10,000t0 $19,999 . iuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e farms. . 6 658 .6 $1,000. . 17 334 3.0
$1,000.. 95 482 N Repair and maintenance . ......oovvviieeennnnnennns farms. . 47 778 .6
$20,000t0 $24,999 ...ttt farms. . 2 099 9 $1,000. . 257 352 7
$1,000. . 46 832 9 Customwork, machine hire, and rental of machinery
and equUIPMENt .« ..ttt iinieennnaenennaans farms. . 19 743 1.3
$25,000t0 $39,999 ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e farms. . 4 101 .8 $1,000. . 58 005 1.6
$1,000. . 130 184 .8 INterest . ..ovuiuin i farms. . 27 599 1.0
$40,000t0 $49,999 ...ttt farms. . 1 956 1.0 $1,000. . 272 608 1.0
$1,000.. 87 355 1.0 Secured by realestate ........oeviiiiniiiiinaans farms. . 21 382 1.2
$50,000t0 $99,999 . ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 5 728 .8 $1,000. . 184 350 1.2
$1,000.. 410 171 .8 Not secured by real estate ........covvuevennnnnns farms. . 14 862 15
$100,000t0$249,999 .. viiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 6 772 7 $1,000. . 88 257 1.2
$1,000. . 1 084 271 7
$250,000 10 $499,999 ... .ottt farms. . 3 307 - Cashrent.....ovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienenans farms. . 16 729 13
$1,000. . 1154 721 - $1,000. . 358 739 1.0
$500,000 OF MO+ vt vvuvvrnnneeesnnesssnnnnennns farms. . 1 984 - Property taXeS. . vvueetiiieeeennneesnnneesnnnaennns farms. . 55 473 5
$1,000. . 2 142 798 - $1,000. . 138 472 9
Sales by commodity or commaodity group: All other farm production expenses..........coovvueen farms. . 52 467 5
Crops, including nursery and greenhouse crops. .... farms. . 40 750 5 $1,000. . 313 484 .6
$1,000. . 3 246 617 3
L] = farms. . 33 540 5
$1,000. . 2 982 707 3
Cornforgrain co.oeveiiiniiiiiiiinanenn, $f1ag8(s) 1 5% g?; g NET CASH RETURN FROM AGRICULTURAL
WHEAL. .. euee ettt eieeeeeenean farms. . 10 563 5| SALES FOR THE FARM UNIT (SEE TEXT)?!
$1,000. . 91 903 3
SOYbEANS . vttt e farms. . 28 024 5
$1,000. . 1 344 904 3
Sorghum for grain ........co.eveiiiiiiiin. farms.. 112 24| AIFAIMS ¢t e eee et e et e et e e et aeeaeeaneanns number. . 57 922 4
$1,000.. 2 090 19 $1,000. . 1 163 605 9
Barley ....ooiiiiiiii $f1ag&s).. 1‘518 28 AVErage Perfarm vuu.eueeeeeeeneeneenneennennnns dollars. . 20 089 1.0
OalS . eniiiiii farms. . 643 L2 Farms with net gains? ........ovveveennrennennns. number. . 31 555 .8
) $1,000.. 1185 20 $1,000. . 1 396 731 7
Other grains .......oouveiuiiiiiieiieinns $flag8(s)'- 26 ggg l.g AVErage NEt gain vuv.evueerneeneeneenneennennnns dollars. . 44 263 1.1
Farms with netlosses ...........cooviiiiiiinin.s number. . 26 367 1.0
Cotton and cottonseed ........ccvuiiniiinnennen farms. . - -
$1,000. . 233 126 1.4
TODACEO « v oo $f1a?rg(s), 2 011 ; Average netloss......vveiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiinennt dollars. . 8 842 1.7
$1,000. . 28 408 1.1
Hay, silage, and field seeds ..............cvee farms. . 9 580 5
$1,000. . 46 774 .6
GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS AND OTHER
Vegetables, sweet corn, and melons ............ farms. . 1125 9 FARM-RELATED INCOME
$1,000. . 43 622 .6
Fruits, nuts, and berries ..........coiiiiiiin, farms. . 536 1.4
$1,000. . 11 885 1.9
Government Payments ......oveeeeenineeennneeennnns farms. . 30 295 5
Nursery and greenhouse Crops .........cceeuuees $flag&s) ll(l) é?? lg $1.000. . 188 508 3
OtNET CIOPS -« v eeeeeeeee et ene e eeeeaneneen farms. . 299 1.5 | Other farm-related income® .................cooooiie. farms. . 16 093 1.6
$1,000. . 22 343 5 ) i $1,000. . 92 792 3.2
Customwork and other agricultural services .......... $fa\rms. . 5 282 2.8
i i 1,000. . 33 706 5.3
Livestock, poultry, and their products ... $f1ag8(s) 1 ggg ggg g Gross cash rent or share payments ................. farms. . 6 458 2.8
Poultry and poultry products.......cooveeeeinnnn. farms. . 1 379 .8 . . $1,000.. 43 618 5.1
$1,000. . 515 456 1| Forest products, excluding Christmas trees and
DNy PrOAUCES . « v v e eeeeeeeeeneeeeeeennennnens farms. . 2 749 7 maple ProductS . ...veuevuie it farms. . 1136 6.6
$1,000.. 255 784 5 . $1,000... 6 825 98
Cattle and CaIVES .« . vvne e farms. . 21 585 ‘5| Other farm-related income sources.................. farms. . 6 495 2.4
$1,000.. 331 134 3 $1,000... 8 642 55
Hogsand pigs.......covvneninininiininenennnn, farms. . 6 623 5
$1,000. . 843 002 2
Sheep, lambs, andwool .........cooiiiiiiinnen farms. . 1 896 .8
. i $1,000.. 3 812 2.1 | COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION
Other livestock and livestock products (see LOANS
05 ) farms. . 3 181 7
$1,000. . 34 172 .8
Value of agricultural products sold directly to
individuals for human consumption (see text) .......... farms. . 2 767 8 L= farms. . 3 356 .6
$1,000. . 12 953 1.0 $1,000. . 149 820 4

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table C. Reliability Estimates of State Totals for All Farms: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Relative Relative
standard standard
Item error of Item error of
estimate estimate
Total (percent) Total (percent)
LAND IN FARMS ACCORDING TO USE TENURE OF OPERATOR
AllOPErators . .uuviiuetiiinneeninneeennneeennnnennns farms. . 57 916 4
Totalcropland .....oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 53 256 4 acres 15 111 022 3
acres 12 848 950 B FUIOWNETS +eveeetiee e eiieeeeeieeeeniaeeennnnes farms. . 33 840 5
Harvested cropland ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiin, farms. . 47 613 5 acres 3 624 043 5
acres 11 716 704 B PAMtOWNETS « ettt etee e eiieeeetiaeeeniaeeeanas farms. . 19 019 5
Farms by acres harvested: acres 9 981 173 3
1109 @CTES vevuereininineieeniaeneniaanans farms. . 5 935 B I =11 = N farms. . 5 057 6
acres. . 28 565 7 acres 1 505 806 5
101019 aCreS vvvirvii i it iieanaenns farms. . 5 314 7
acres 71 493 7
201029 ACTES . vvvvie it iieiiaeineaen f;:rrrg:.. 8? 8421% ; OWNED AND RENTED LAND
30049 aCIES . vvvviri i i i it ineaan farms. . 5 127 7
acres 193 216 7 Land OWNed.....ovuviiniiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 53 116 4
acres 8 200 611 4
SO0 99 ACIES vttt farms. . 7040 7 Owned land iNfarms .....ooevviiiinienienennnens farms. . 52 859 4
acres. . 494 959 7
1000 199 BCIES 4+ v v vvvsarrrarennanaannans farms. . 6 053 7 acres 7219 208 4
acres 849 739 .7 | Land rented or leased from others ..........o.evvnen.. farms. . 24 282 5
20010499 ACreS . v viererenerenenennnnnnnnnnns farms.. 7 196 7 acres. . 7 944 726 3
acres 2 306 945 7 landlords. . 90 095 4
50010999 8CreS...vvvuniiiiniiiiiii farms.. 4 350 5| Rentedorleased landinfarms .........c..oveeunnn.. farms. . 24 076 5
acres. . 3 024 716 5 acres. . 7 891 814 .3
1,000 ACTES O MOME. ... ?JP;:“ 4 66(2) g;g _ | Land rented or leased to Others ...........coeeuenenns farms. . 10 097 .6
acres 1 034 315 .8
Cropland:
Pasture orgrazingonly .......coveiiiiiiiinennan. farms. . 18 876 5
acres. . 621 266 .5 | OPERATOR CHARACTERISTICS
Othercropland .......c.ooviiiiiiiiiiiiinennnnnn, farms. . 12 737 5
acres 510 980 .6
Operators by place of residence:
Totalwoodland ... oeeeeei e farms. . 28 861 5 On farm operated.. ... 44 066 5
acres 1 283 246 .5 Not on farm operated. .. 9 670 6
Pastureland and rangeland other than cropland and NOETEPOMEA 4 et eteeeeeaeeeneernerneesneenaesnaesnennn 4 180 6
woodland pastured.........coiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 10 219 5 - .
acres 364 067 ‘6 | Operators by principal occupation:
Land in house lots, ponds, roads, wasteland, etc. ....... farms. . 39 772 5| Farming 26 993 S
‘ acres 614 759 B OHNEI Ceentit e 30 923 5
Irrigated land . .o.ovveiii it farms. . 1 753 .7 | Operators by days worked off farm:
acres 250 050 5 Y22 33 959 5
. 200 dayS OF MO . vvvvineteennneeennseeesnneeennnaennns 24 216 5
Acres irrigated: X
1109 ACTES «uvveeennnreeannneeeeanseeennaaanns farms. . 737 1.2 | Operators by sex:
L= farms 54 695 4
acres 1 840 16
10049 ACTES + e e veeeeeeeeenaeeennaeeennnans farms. . 250 1.8 acres 14 711 758 3
acres. . 6 145 20 Female .......covuiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms 3221 .8
501099 ACTES ¢ v vveeeveeeeuaeeennaeeennaeenns farms. . 142 2.2 acres 399 264 9
acres 10 170 2.3 | Average age of OPErator «...veveerneeueerneeneennannns years 52.8 6
10010199 ACreS. v v vire it iniieeinennennnn farms. . 232 14
acres 32 108 15
20010499 8CreS. v iveiiiin i it iiaeaas f;:rrrg:.: 79 :2”2? %% FEARMS BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
50010999 8CreS. v vviiniiiiii it farms. . 100 .8
1.000 ACTES OF MOTE « v« v eee e e gﬁgn 65 lg% Z Individual or family (sole proprietorship)................ farms. . 49 293 5
! acres 55 314 _ acres. . 10 821 789 4
Partnership «.ooeeveiniiiii i farms. . 5 235 6
Harvested cropland irrigated ...............c.eve.e. farms. . 1719 7 ) acres. . 2 187 125 4
Corporation:
acres 248 383 5 b
Pasture and other land irrigated .................... farms. . 59 39 Familyheld ...ooovniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiias farms. . 2 797 7
acres 1667 4.0 acres. . 1 946 569 3
More than 10 stockholders .. .. farms.. 59 2.9
Land under Conservation Reserve or Wetlands 10 or less stockholders ... - farms... 2738 7
Reserve Programs..........coooviiiiiiiiinniinnn, farms.. 7 722 -6 Other than family held ..., farms. . 221 1.9
acres 364 177 .8 acres. . 67 093 18
More than 10 stockholders . ... farms.. 24 4.7
10 or less stockholders ... . . farms.. 197 2.0
Other—cooperative, estate or trust, institutional, etc. .... farms.. 370 1.6
VALUE OF LAND AND BUILDINGS 1 P acres. . 88 446 1.3
Estimated market value of land and buildings........... farms. . 57 922 4 | HIRED FARM LABOR 1
$1,000 30 852 897 6
Average perfarm .....ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinn, dollars. . 532 663 .8
AVErage PEracre ...veeeeeenneeennneesnnnneennns dollars. . 2 064 .8 | Hired workers by days worked:
150 dayS OF MOMe . vvvvineeeninneesnnneennnnaennns farms. . 6 214 21
workers. . 14 476 1.6
Lessthan 150 days «.ovvveevninneennnneennnnneenns farms. . 15 273 1.5
VALUE OF MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT 1 workers. . 48 667 19
Estimated market value of all machinery and INJURIES AND DEATHS
[T 0 o 44 T=T o farms. . 57 921 4
$1,000. . 3 709 854 .8 R
| Farm-related injuries:
Average perfarm ....oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinn dollars. . 64 050 9 Operator and family MEMbers « ... .vueeeenenenne.. farms. . 586 13
number 657 1.3
Hired workers ......ovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnan, farms. . 214 1.4
number 534 .9
AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS 1
Farm-related deaths:
Operator and family members ...........covvuvinns farms. . 26 -
number 26
Commercial fertilizer ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. farms. . 41 241 7 Hired WOrKers ....ovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 6 -
acres on which used. . 9 088 706 .6 number. . 6 -

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table C. Reliability Estimates of State Totals for All Farms: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Relative Relative
standard standard
Item error of Item error of
estimate estimate
Total (percent) Total (percent)
FARMS BY SIZE LIVESTOCK
Cattle and calves iNVENtOry.....oovvvinneeninneennnnns farms. . 23 025 5
number 976 701 4
BeefCOWS vuvviiii it farms. . 15 164 5
number 277 797 .5
L109ACTES ovvvniniiii i f:cr:'r;:.. 13 igg g MilKCOWS .« o ittt ittt iiicii i farms. . 3 216 7
’ number 131 630 5
10049 aCIES v vviii ittt i it farms. . 13 987 .6
acres 384 068 .6
B0T0BY ACTES +vveerreeeeiaeeenaaaennanannnnans farms. . 4 397 7 | Catle and Caves SOld ......oouvviiieeiiie hJﬁ{&?' . Gg% ggg 2
acres 257 236 7 $1,000 331 134 3
70099 ACTES v v vvvveereetnenneenaeniaennannnanans farms. . 6 293 6 | Hogs and pigs iNVENTOMY ... .ve'eeeeneeeneenneennns. farms. . 6 442 5
acres 517 708 6 number 3 972 060 2
1000 139 ACTES .t vvunvrreraerneennrensenneenaenns farms. . 5 458 7 | HOgs and Pigs SOId. .. v evveenreeneeneeineeneennnn. farms. . 6 623 5
acres 634 918 7 number 7 584 642 2
$1,000 843 002 2
Sheep and lambs of all ages inventory................. farms. . 1927 .8
number 54 227 1.3
O (o I A =T = farms. . 3 765 7 | Sheepand lambs SOl ... vvueereereenenneeaennanns farms. . 1 814 8
acres 591 660 7 number 45 792 2.0
18010219 ACIES . vuvirir i iiiiiin i iieiiienenanans farms. . 2 587 .8
acres 511 884 .8 | Horses and ponies inVentory ..........ceeeeieennennens farms. . 9 176 6
22010 259 ACTES . .t virir it eieiineneeienaaaaaes farms. . 1975 .9 number 58 628 7
acres 470 232 .9 [ Horses and ponies sold......ouvvuiineineinnnnnennens farms. . 2 342 .8
26010499 ACTES. .. vuvirir it eieniiieiiieneaaanes farms. . 6 537 7 number. . 10 117 1.2
acres 2 356 769 7
50010 999 ACTES. .\ vvviritiniiiiiiiininiieienennanes farms. . 5 268 .6
acres 3 645 156 5 POULTRY
Layers and pullets 13 weeks old and older inventory
1,000 10 1,999 ACTES + v venvereeesereseranannnnnns farms. . 2 753 2 =T =) farms. 1 846 .8
acres 3 704 157 1 number 22 731 425 2
2,000 @CreS OF MO .\ vvuvererenennennennnanasnnennnn farms. . 713 - Layers 20 weeks old and older ...........c.evveen. n f;rg;sr. . 20 61% 471(8)2 g
acres 2 017 784 - Umber. . :
Broilers and other meat-type chickens sold............. farms. . 204 2.2
number. . 10 391 178 21
SELECTED CROPS HARVESTED
FARMS BY NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM Cornforgrain or seed ...ovvvviieerennneennnneeennnns farms. . 30 642 5
acres. . 5 473 792 3
bushels. . 652 547 322 3
Corn for silage orgreen chop......covvviiiiininnnnn farms. . 3 365 7
acres. . 102 464 5
tons, green. . 1 639 160 5
Oilseed and grain farming (1111) ....covuvvennneeennn. farms. . 30 336 S| Wheatfor grain ... eeneeeennneeennneeennnaeanns farms. . 10 658 5
acres 11 624 417 .3 acres. . 545 027 4
Vegetable and melon farming (1112) .....oovvuvvnnenn. farms. . 492 14 bushels. . 29 209 090 4
acres 71 454 9| OatsSforgrain vveeeeeeeeennneeennneeennneeennnaeannn farms. . 1739 9
Fruit and tree nut farming (1113) ...vvvvvnevneineennen. farms. . 390 16 acres. . 23 551 11
acres 23 494 2.3 bushels. . 1 445 213 1.0
Greenhouse, nursery, and floriculture production L] o =TT farms. . 2 017 7
G farms. . 982 1.1 acres. . 8 507 1.0
acres 53 400 17 pounds. . 17 275 291 11
Other crop farming (1119) ....vvvueiiinneennnneeennn farms 5 399 .6 | Soybeansforbeans.......oeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiann. farms. . 28 056 5
acres 630 568 .6 acres. . 5 003 186 3
Beef cattle ranching and farming (112111) ............. farms. . 8 831 .6 bushels. . 210 645 005 3
acres 876 174 .7 | Potatoes, excluding sweetpotatoes........ccovevueiuens farms. . 115 2.6
Cattle feedlots (112112) v.vvvvneiinenninnenneennennnn farms. . 1 986 .8 acres. . 4 041 4
acres 247 705 .9 cwt. . 1 010 898 4
Dairy cattle and milk production (11212) ............... farms. . 1921 .8 | Hay—alfalfa, other tame, small grain, wild, grass
acres 446 447 .7 | silage, green chop, etc. (seetext) ...ovvvviireinennnns farms. . 22 923 5
Hog and pig farming (1122) ....cvvvvniiniineinieennen farms. . 3 432 .6 acres. . 674 789 5
acres 874 007 4 tons, dry. . 1 756 825 5
Poultry and egg production (1123) ......vvviueeennnnns farms. . 673 9 Alfalfahay «.o.eeriniiiiiii i i i i farms. . 14 384 5
acres 92 485 5 acres. . 331 998 5
Sheep and goat farming (1124) ...oovvvvvniineinnennnn farms. . 663 13 tons, dry.. 1 025 634 5
acres 23 831 2.4 | Vegetables harvested for sale (see text) ............... farms. . 1125 9
Animal aquaculture and other animal production (1125, acres. . 30 139 7
B farms 2 811 Bl Landinorchards...o.oeeeeiieiiinnennnneeennnnnnnns farms. . 571 1.3
acres 147 040 12 acres. . 5 835 21

1Data are based on a sample of farms.

2Farms with total production expenses equal to market value of agricultural products sold are included as farms with gains.
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Table D. Reliability Estimates of State Totals for Farms With Sales of $10,000 or More:

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Relative Relative
standard standard
Item error of Item error of
estimate estimate
Total (percent) Total (percent)
FARMS AND LAND IN FARMS FARM PRODUCTION EXPENSES!?
Total farm production eXpenses ........c.oeeeeeiuennes farms. . 32 560 5
...number.. 32 605 5 $1,000. . 3 863 199 "
-acres. . 13 537 803 3 Average Perfarm ......eeeeueeeeuneeennneeennnn dollars. . 118 649 .6
............................. acres 415 .6
Livestock and poultry purchased ............coouenn. farms. . 9 859 1.8
$1,000. . 273 232 1.1
Feed for livestock and poultry .........coovvuvinnn. $farms.. 14 976 1.3
1,000. . 804 689 5
MARKET VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL Commercially mixed formula feeds ................ farms. . 10 036 1.8
PRODUCTS SOLD $1,000. . 526 754 6
Seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees ..........coiiiinn.. farms. . 29 187 7
$1,000. . 249 924 7
Commercial fertilizer ..........cooviiiiiiiii, farms. . 29 077 7
Total sales (SEe teXt) v vvuerrerneeneeinenennerneennnn farms. . 32 605 5 $1,000. . 441 162 7
$1,000.. 5 151 814 2 Agricultural chemicals ..o, farms. . 27 104 7
Average perfarm .....oceeeiiiiiiiiiiiinennann. dollars. . 158 007 .6 $1,000. . 286 544 .8
Petroleum products .....vveiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiea farms. . 32 129 5
Farms by value of sales: $1,000.. 182 311 6
$10,000t0 19,999 ...uvniiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, farms. . 6 658 6 EleCtriCity oo vuevin i farms. . 27 179 7
$1,000. . 95 482 .6 $1.000 52 719 8
$20,00010 $24,999 ...euuniiiiiiiiiiiiiin farms. . 2 093 2 Hired farm labor .........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, farms. . 13 165 15
$25,000 to $39,999 S 8 o 3 $1,000.. 245 681 8
’ RATRARE R . : Contract abor .....ovviiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 2 759 37
$1,000. . 130 184 .8 $1.000 16 483 31
$40,000t0 $49,999 ....uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii $f1ag&s).. 8% ggg %g Repair and maintenance .......ocveeverneeneennenns farms. . 30 032 6
’ o . $1,000. . 236 806 .8
Customwork, machine hire, and rental of machinery
$50,000t0 $99,999 ..ottt farms. . 5728 .8 and eqUIPMEeNt «..vetieiintinnerneeneennennens farms. . 13 995 1.5
$1,000.. 410 171 .8 $1,000. . 54 666 1.7
$100,000 10 $249,999 ...oiviiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 6 772 7 INterest .. ovueie it farms. . 20 501 11
$1,000.. 1084 271 7 $1,000. . 252 819 1.0
$250,000 10 $499,999 ...ttt farms. . 3 307 - Secured by realestate ........coviiiiiiiiiiin., farms. . 15 240 1.4
$1,000.. 1154 721 - $1,000. . 166 437 1.3
$500,000 O MOT€ . e vvvviiiniiiienieieennnnns farms. . 1 984 - Not secured by real estate ........cooevveeiuenne. farms. . 12 792 1.5
$1,000.. 2 142 798 - $1,000. . 86 382 1.2
Sales by commaodity or commaodity group:
Crops, including nursery and greenhouse crops..... farms. . 29 116 5 Cashrent. ..o iniiii ittt farms. . 14 910 1.3
$1,000.. 3 204 366 3 $1,000. . 356 867 1.0
[ - U3 T farms. . 26 894 5 PropPerty taXeS . v v vt vie ettt iiinerneeneeanenns farms. . 31 164 6
$1,000.. 2 955 888 3 $1,000. . 110 893 1.0
Cornforgrain cooeeveevneiniiniineinennnnn farms. . 23 471 5 All other farm production expenses..........c..ocvue.. farms. . 32 552 5
$1,000.. 1 503 044 .3 $1,000. . 298 401 .6
Wheat.....oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinae farms. . 9 643 5
$1,000.. 90 465 3
Soybeans.....iiiiiiii e farms. . 24 319 5
$1,000.. 1332 254 | NET CASH RETURN FROM AGRICULTURAL
. SALES FOR THE FARM UNIT (SEE TEXT)!
Sorghumforgrain .....o.covvviniiniineennnns farms. . 104 2.3
$1,000. . 2 073 1.9
Barley .o e $farms. . 45 4.1
1,000. . 146 4.2
[ farms. . 531 13 AlTAMMS .. n;{"é’&; 1 Zg% ggg g
$1,000. . 1 105 2.1 [ d ’“ i 37 894 1'0
Other grains ..o.vveeiniiinenneineeneennns farms. . 534 1.0 Average perfarm .............o.ooeiiinnns ollars. . )
$1,000... 26 801 6 Farms with net gains2 .......co.vuiieieiennenenenen number. . 25 499 .8
$1,000. . 1 385 788 7
Cotton and cottonseed .........ccveeiuiiineinnnn $farms.. - - Average net gain .....eeeeieiiniiierneeneennenns dollars. . 54 347 1.0
1,000. . — -
TObACCO «vvi ittt farms. . 1 167 .8 Farms with netlosses ...........coviiiiiiinine. number. . 7 061 2.4
$1,000.. 25 310 11 $1,000. . 151 965 1.8
Hay, silage, and field seeds .................... farms. . 5 159 .6 Average Netloss. ....oevveiieiiiiiiiiniiininnenns dollars. . 21 522 3.0
$1,000.. 37 459 7
Vegetables, sweet corn, and melons ............ farms. . 757 1.1
$1,000. . 42 698 .6 | GOVERNMENT PAYMENTS AND OTHER
Fruits, nuts, and berries ........covvieiiinnnn, farms. . 272 1.8 | FARM-RELATED INCOME
$1,000. . 11 298 2.0
Nursery and greenhouse Crops ........c...ccuv... farms. . 739 1.2
$1,000.. 109 480 .6 | Government payments ......oeeeeeinerneeneennennens farms. . 21 586 5
Other CropS «.vvveevneieeneennennennerneennns farms. . 244 1.6 $1,000. . 167 617 3
$1,000.. 22 233 .5 | Other farm-related income® ..........covuviiininnens. farms. . 10 580 1.8
 and ofh el | . $%L,OOO. . 67 249 3.6
Livestock, poultry, and their products .............. farms. . 16 472 5| Customwork and other agricultural services .......... arms. . 4 305 31
$1,000. . 1 947 449 2 $1,000.. 31 449 55
Poultry and poultry products. . ..........eevne... farms. . 895 9 Gross cash rent or share payments ................. farms. . 2 763 4.1
$1,000. . 515 124 1 ' ) $1,000.. 23 356 68
DNy PrOAUCES . vseeeeeeeeeeeeeannnnnnnss farms. . 2 584 7| Forest products, excluding Christmas trees and
$1,000. . 255 352 5 maple products ......oovviiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 602 9.0
Cattleandcalves .......oovvviiiiiiiiiiininnn. farms. . 12 272 5 : $1,000.. 4 664 12.4
$1,000. . 303 477 3 Other farm-related income sources.................. farms. . 5 494 25
HOgS @and Pigs . v eeeeenennenneennennennennnnns farms. . 5 610 5 $1,000.. 7779 47
$1,000.. 840 510 2
Sheep, lambs, and wool .........coooiiiiiiinan. farms. . 850 1.1
$1,000.. 2 565 3.1
Other livestock and livestock products (see COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION
1= farms. . 1 302 1.0| LOANS
$1,000.. 30 421 9
Value of agricultural products sold directly to
individuals for human consumption (see text) .......... farms. . 1373 R 1) - farms. . 3 159 .6
$1,000. . 10 807 1.1 $1,000. . 149 609 4

See footnotes at end of table.

C-12 APPENDIXC

1997 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service



Table D. Reliability Estimates of State Totals for Farms With Sales of $10,000 or More:

1997 —cCon.

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Relative Relative
standard standard
Item error of Item error of
estimate estimate
Total (percent) Total (percent)
LAND IN FARMS ACCORDING TO USE FARMS BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION
Total cropland farms 31 544 5 Individual or family (sole proprietorship)...........o.o0. farms. . 26 050 5
...................................... . . acres 9 404 219 4
acres 12 049 099 3 PAMNEISHID « e ueeveneneeteneneeneneneeteneaanenenes farms. 3 780 7
Harvested cropland ...........coviiiiiiiiiiaiin.., farms. . 30 984 .5 acres 2 086 852 4
acres 11 366 961 -3 | corporation:
Cropland: , Family NI . v veeeeneeneneeeeeeiaianaanns farms. 2 439 7
Pasture or grazing only .........coooeiiiuiiiiaann, farms. . 9 654 .6 acres 1 911 139 3
acres 405 894 7 More than 10 stockholders .....vvevnenernenennnn. farms. 53 3.1
Total woodland farms 16 038 5 10 or less stockholders ... farms. 2 386 7
acres 822 500 .6 Other than family held ...........ocoviiiiiiiinn, farms 169 2.0
Pastureland and rangeland other than cropland and acres 62 891 1.9
woodland pastured. . ...ooviiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 4 937 .6 More than 10 stockholders ........c.covvvueiuenne. farms 20 4.6
. acres 231 376 7 10 or less stockholders .........cooevniiieninnnn, farms 149 2.1
Land in house lots, ponds, roads, wasteland, etc. ....... f:gg:" 45‘11 ggg g Other—cooperative, estate or trust, institutional, etc. .... farms.. 167 2.3
Irrigated land .. oovvevin i e farms. . 1 426 7 acres. . 72 702 14
acres 247 837 5 1
Harvested cropland irrigated ............coovvvvnnn. farms. . 1415 .7 | HIRED FARM LABOR
acres 246 393 S
- Hired workers by days worked:
Pasture and other land irrigated .................... ;acrrrg:.. 1 4‘31‘11 33 150 dayS OF MO . vvvvieeeninneeennneennnnaennns farms. . 5213 21
: workers. . 13 402 1.6
Land under Conservation Reserve or Wetlands Lessthan 150 days «..ovvvvvineiniiinennennennenns farms. . 11 499 1.6
RESEIVE PIOGIAMS .. v ettt eveereeneerneennennennns farms. . 3 083 7 workers. . 40 364 21
acres 136 779 .9
INJURIES AND DEATHS
VALUE OF LAND AND BUILDINGS 1 Farm-related injuries:
Operator and family members ...........covvuviinns farms. 406 1.5
. - number 457 15
Estimated market value of land and buildings........... $ffg83" 26 73% ggg ? Hired WOTKErS «.vuvuiieiiin i iiiniienennan farms. 194 14
Average perfarm .....coveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinaen. dollars. . 822 981 .8 number 511 8
AVErage Peracre .....eveeveeeneennenneeneennens dollars. . 2 007 .9 | Farm-related deaths:
Operator and family members ............coovvuenn. farms 18 —
1 number (D) (D)
VALUE OF MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT Hired Workers .....ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnan, farms 4 -
number (D) (D)
Estimated market value of all machinery and
120 U] 0T34 T=T 3 farms. . 32 559 .5 | FARMS BY SIZE
$1,000.. 3 209 236 .8
Average perfarm ......ocieieiiiiiiiiiiiinenenen dollars. . 98 567 0 B (0T = o 1 008 1.1
10 to 49 acres .. 2 519 .8
50 to 69 acres .. 1 468 9
AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS 1 70to 99 acres .. 3 074 .8
100 to 139 acres. . 3 412 .8
Commercial fertiizer ........o..vevieiiiiiiiiiinnin.. farms. . 29 043 .7 | 140 to 179 acres.. 2704 9
i 180 to 219 acres. . 2 032 9
acres on which used. . 8 824 966 7 220 to 259 acres. . 1 694 10
260 to 499 acres. . 6 062 7
TENURE OF OPERATOR 500 to 999 acres. .. 5 182 6
1,000 to 1,999 acres . .. 2 738 2
All OPEIAIOrS « v vvveeeeeeeeeaneneneaeaeenenenenenns farms. . 32 605 5 2,000 8CreS OF MOME. .. vvvvvvinininiiiiiteirttii e 712 -
acres 13 537 803 .3
FUILOWNETS 0 eeeteeeeeeeeeeeeaaainnnanens farms. . 12 696 6 | FARMS BY NORTH AMERICAN INDUSTRY
acres 2 333 502 .6 | CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
PAMOWNEIS .o f:crgz.. 9 7%3 %g% g Oilseed and grain farming (1111) ....oovvieeienieiiinnniinnns 21 680 5
L2 farms. . 3728 .7 | Vegetable and melon farming (1112) 249 18
acres 1 453 934 ‘5 | Fruitand tree nut farming (1113).......... 124 2.7
Greenhouse, nursery, and floriculture produ
67 S 604 1.3
OWNED AND RENTED LAND Other crop farming (1119) .........ouen.. .. 1 693 8
Beef cattle ranching and farming (112111) . 1 813 .8
Cattle feedlots (112112) ....vvvvnuenn.. 757 1.2
Land owned.....ovuiiniiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i faacrrrgz 6 352 26232 i Dairy cattle and milk production (11212) . 1832 ‘s
: ‘= | Hog and pig farming (1122) ............ 2 868 6
Ownedlandinfarms ........ooviiiiiniiiiininnn. f;(:rrrgz 5 Sﬁ ggz i Poultry and egg production (1123) .. o 521 ‘9
7 | Sheep and goat farming (1124) . ...vvvviuiiniineeneennennennes 59 3.9
Land rented or leased from others .................... farms 20 011 5 | Animal aquaculture and other animal production (1125,
acres. . 7 767 906 3 1129) i e 405 1.6
landlords. . 82 841 4
Rented or leased land infarms .........c..oooeenn... farms. . 19 909 .5 | LIVESTOCK
acres... 7726 441 3 Cattle and calves iNVeNtOry. . ...vueeeeneeneneneenennnn farms. 12 402 6
Land rented or leased to others.................oouee farms. . 4 243 7 number 803 565 4
acres 564 524 9 Beef COWS ..vniiiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. 7 207 .6
number 193 482 .6
MiIKCOWS .o veii it farms. 2 733 7
OPERATOR CHARACTERISTICS number 130 124 5
Operators by place of residence: Cattleand calves sold .......ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiinnns farms 12 272 5
ON farM OPErated .. v vvveeereeeereeeenaeeennaeeennnanns 25 300 5 number 590 195 4
Not on farm operated 5243 7 Hogs and pigs inventory $%a?£g Sog gg; g
Not reported ......... 2 062 .6 | 109S ana pigs INVENIOTY ..cvveeevennntennienennnnnes ;']umber 3 048 202 :2
Operators by principal occupation: Hogs and pigs sold.....coviuiiniiiiiiiinniinennenns farms 5 610 5
Farming .... . 21 076 5 number 7 555 519 2
Other .... 11 529 .6 $1,000. . 840 510 2
Operators by days worked off farm: Sheep and lambs of all ages inventory................. farms. . 862 11
A 16 141 6 number. . 32 039 2.0
9 950 6| Sheepandlambssold........covuiiniiiiininninnns farms. . 809 1.1
number. . 29 667 31
Horses and ponies inventory .........coeeeveeinennenn. farms 3 483 7
3% ggg 1'? number 26 399 1.0
" | Horses and ponies SoId. .. ovveevveeenennennnennennnns farms 1 001 1.1
Average age of Operator ....o.vvuiineiiiiinenneinennns years. . 51.9 number. . 6 971 15

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table D. Reliability Estimates of State Totals for Farms With Sales of $10,000 or More:

1997 —cCon.

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Relative Relative
standard standard
Item error of Item error of
estimate estimate
Total (percent) Total (percent)
POULTRY SELECTED CROPS HARVESTED —Con.
Layers and pullets 13 weeks old and older inventory Oats for grain ..o.eueeuniiin i galcrpgg.. 21 égg 1:?
(6= o farms 811 11 bushels. . 1 321 298 11
number 22 703 080 2] TODACEO  + v e ettt e e e e et e et e aeae farms. . 1167 .8
Layers 20 weeks old and older ............cooovvnn. farms. . 781 11 acres 7 287 1.1
number. . 20 588 629 2 pounds. . 15 188 332 1.2
Soybeans forbeans........coeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien. farms. . 24 329 5
i - i acres 4 933 262 3
Broilers and other meat-type chickens sold.............nufranrgésr:: 10 382 égg g(li bushels. . 208 333 338 3
Potatoes, excluding sweetpotatoes..........covuenuenn farms. . 77 3.0
acres. . 4 012 4
SELECTED CROPS HARVESTED - cwt. . 1 006 706 3
Hay—alfalfa, other tame, small grain, wild, grass
silage, green chop, etc. (seetext) c..oevuevievinennenn. farms. . 12 385 6
Cornforgrain orseed .....oevievieiininninnenneennnn farms. . 26 009 5 acres 483 373 5
acres 5 401 784 .3 tons, dry 1 355 148 5
bushels 645 996 189 .3 Alfalfahay ...oovveviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i farms. . 8 849 6
Corn for silage orgreen chop......ccovvviiiieineennnn farms. . 3 048 7 acres 260 786 6
acres. . 98 919 5 tons, dry 849 142 .6
tons, green. . 1 593 950 .6 | Vegetables harvested for sale (see text) ............... farms. . 757 1.1
Wheat for grain ..o.oveeiiniiii i iiiieineneenns farms. . 9 679 5 acres 29 282 7
acres. . 532 868 A Landinorchards.......ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin., farms. . 193 2.1
bushels. . 28 703 750 4 acres 4 430 25

1Data are based on a sample of farms.

2Farms with total production expenses equal to market value of agricultural products sold are included as farms with gains.
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Table E. Reliability Estimates of Percent Change in State Totals: 1992 to 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

All farms Farms with sales of $10,000 or more
Item
Percent change from Standard error Percent change from Standard error
1992 to 1997 of estimate 1992 to 1997 of estimate
Farms ....... . number.. 7.7 11 -11.1 1.3
Landinfarms ............ ...acres.. -3.3 .9 -4.0 9
Average size of farm .o v ittt it i i e e acres 4.8 1.6 8.1 9
Estimated market value of land and buildings?:
Average per farm dollars. . 53.9 2.6 575 3.0
Average per acre dollars. . 48.0 2.4 47.2 2.4
Estimated market value of all machinery and equipment:
Average perfarm . ... ittt ittt dollars. . 155 2.1 20.8 25
Farms by size:
(0 BT = N -18.6 1.2 -27.1 1.6
10 to 49 acres .. =17 13 3.4 1.9
50to 179 acres . —6.4 .8 -11.0 1.0
180 to 499 acres .. -14.1 11 -16.8 11
500 to 999 acres .. -12.2 11 -12.7 1.0
1,000 to 1,999 acre! . 2.5 2 2.4 2
2,000 @CTES OF MO .+t vveisenneenernsenaeesesnsasesasenssesesnsessensensnnns 37.1 - 36.9 -
LI €= Vo100 - T o farms. . -8.4 11 -10.6 1.3
acres -3.9 .9 -3.9 9
Harvested cropland . ....c.oueee i ii ittt ittt farms. . -12.2 1.1 -10.2 1.3
acres -1.0 .9 -3 9
Irrigated 1and ... e e e e et farms. . 6 1.2 15 1.3
acres 3.8 .8 3.8 .8
Market value of agricultural products sold . .......cooviviiiiiiiiiiiinninan, $1,000.. 12.9 .8 135 .8
Average perfarm . ... e i et e dollars. . 22.4 1.7 27.7 2.1
Crops, including nursery and greenhouse Crops ........ocevviiiiuenenenen $1,000.. 20.3 .9 21.2 9
Livestock, poultry, and their products. ........coeviiiiiiiiiiiiiinenennn, $1,000.. 25 .6 2.8 5
Farms by value of sales:
Lessthan $2,500 . ... uuuiuininiiiiti ittt i e 16.4 1.3 (X) (X)
$2,500 to $4,999 .. . -16.6 1.2 (X) (X)
$5,000 to $9,999 . -18.3 1.2 (X) (X)
$10,000 to $24,999 -17.7 1.2 -17.7 1.2
$25,000 to $49,999 . -17.0 13 -17.0 1.3
$50,000 to $99,999 ... -14.4 17 -14.4 1.7
$100,000 to $249,999... -11.6 1.2 -11.6 1.2
$250,000 to $499,999... . 7.1 - 7.1 -
$500,000 OF MOTE & e v vuettit it eetenees e enetesteseneneneaeesesenenenennns 51.9 - 51.9 -
Total farm production eXPenSEST . ....ueiuvii e iineieiineieienernenenn $1,000.. 10.1 .9 104 9
Average perfarm . ...t i i et dollars. . 19.3 1.8 24.2 2.1
Net cash return from agricultural sales for the farm unit (see text)! ............. farms. . -7.7 1.2 -11.1 1.3
$1,000. . 21.0 1.6 21.8 1.6
Average perfarm ... ..ot i et it e dollars 311 24 37.0 2.7
Operators by principal occupation:
L U001 113 P -14.4 1.0 -14.7 1.1
[ 14T -1.0 13 -3.7 1.8
Operators by days worked off farm:
S -4.1 13 -6.7 1.7
200 dAYS OF MM .« vttt ettt eeeeeeeesneenseaneaneenesneenssaneaneenennenn -4.0 1.3 -5.8 1.8
Livestock and poultry:
Cattle and calves INVENLOTY . .vvuutie ittt ineiieenerneenaenns farms. . -11.4 11 -15.3 1.2
number -12.3 .9 -14.1 9
Beef COWS « ittt i i e farms. . -9.6 11 -13.4 13
number -5.5 1.2 -7.8 1.3
MilK COWS . o v et ettt ettt farms. . -18.7 13 -20.5 1.3
number -8.9 1.0 -9.1 1.0
Cattle and calves sold......ouvuiiiiiiiiii ittt farms. . -10.9 11 -15.1 1.2
number -12.6 7 -14.6 7
HOQGS and Pigs iNVENTONY .« v ee e et eitineiei i i eieeneeneeneennennns farms. . —46.3 7 —44.5 .8
number -14.0 5 -13.2 5
HOgs and Pigs SOl .. v vttt ittt ittt it farms. . —47.3 7 —44.8 .8
number -13.4 .6 -12.7 6
Sheep and [ambs INVENLOTY . .. v et iii it eiii i enenaenns farms. . —24.5 1.1 -31.5 1.3
number -25.1 15 -28.1 1.9
Layers and pullets 13 weeks old and older inventory (see text) .............. farms. . -21.4 1.1 —22.6 1.4
number 2.1 3 2.2 3
Broilers and other meat-type chickens sold .........ccoviiiiiiiineiinnnes farms. . 8.5 35 — 3.7
number -50.7 11 -50.7 11
Selected crops harvested:
Corn for grain Or SEEA .« v vve ettt ittt eie it enaneeneeneennenns farms. . -17.2 1.1 -13.3 1.3
acres. . —6.1 .8 -5.4 .8
bushels. . -19.0 .6 -18.6 .6
Corn for silage or green chop . ...v.eiiiiiine i it iiiiei i farms. . -16.7 12 -18.0 1.2
acres. . -7.6 1.0 -8.1 1.0
tons, green. . -15.7 9 -15.9 9
Wheat for grain ... e ueee ettt it ittt farms. . -17.6 1.1 -14.3 1.2
acres. . 5 .9 2.3 9
bushels. . 16.6 1.0 18.2 1.0
[ LS (oo - 13 farms. . —40.1 9 —40.5 1.0
acres. . —43.3 .9 —43.6 9
bushels. . —44.5 .8 —44.8 9
Soybeans for beans . .....v.e ittt i e e e farms. . -16.4 1.1 -10.7 1.3
acres. . 5.8 .9 7.2 1.0
bushels. . 8.0 9 9.1 9
Hay—alfalfa, other tame, small grain, wild, grass silage, green chop, etc.
[(CTET 53 ) farms. . -5.7 1.1 -10.7 1.3
acres -1.7 1.2 -5.9 1.2
tons, dry 2.6 1.2 -3.6 1.2
Vegetables harvested for sale (SEe teXt) . ovvuerneene i iiinenneennnnnens farms. . -13.6 14 -10.5 1.7
acres -11.0 11 -10.3 11

1Data are based on a sample of farms.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

. : Average market value of land Estimated market value of all

Farms Land in farms Average size of farm and buildings per farm! machinery and equipment!
Geographic area Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of
Total estimate Total estimate Total estimate Value estimate Total estimate
(number) (percent) (acres) (percent) (acres) (percent) (dollars) (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana . 57 916 4 15 111 022 3 261 .6 532 663 .8 3 709 854 .8
Adams. 1 093 .6 208 653 9 191 1.1 386 965 4.8 60 678 5.0
Allen ....... 1 440 7 276 385 9 192 1.1 487 172 5.5 72 163 5.3
Bartholomew 577 3 166 612 .6 289 7 673 626 6.0 45 681 3.6
Benton................ 433 5 256 820 .6 593 7 1 377 939 3.7 65 444 7.2
Blackford.............. 303 5 85 958 1.1 284 1.2 475 311 4.4 18 174 6.2
Boone ... . 611 5 228 328 7 374 .8 912 026 2.2 50 623 4.6
Brown ... 173 4 21 707 2.6 125 2.7 286 938 5.9 4 320 6.1
Carroll ... 563 3 218 170 4 388 5 892 164 2.7 52 946 2.8
CasS voveiiininininnns 700 5 205 380 .8 293 9 608 898 6.1 43 635 4.2
Clark 647 4 108 773 9 168 1.0 378 203 7.9 21 392 85
Clay . 520 4 159 441 9 307 1.0 489 489 4.9 34 248 6.6
Clinton... 585 4 236 320 .6 404 7 877 712 4.3 66 330 5.2
Crawford . 410 5 61 320 1.3 150 14 219 120 9.8 8 469 8.3
Daviess 1101 .6 217 131 8 197 1.0 361 590 3.0 64 546 5.0
Dearborn.............. 679 4 81 383 11 120 1.2 315 397 8.9 16 807 1.1
Decatur .. 654 .5 198 614 7 304 9 686 923 3.2 53 798 6.2
De Kalb .. 785 4 162 936 8 208 9 354 733 51 33 977 8.6
Delaware 635 4 173 443 7 273 8 585 061 3.1 40 985 4.3
Dubois.........ouunn 812 3 191 053 .6 235 7 393 152 4.0 49 468 4.0
Elkhart............o.. 1335 4 182 771 7 137 9 376 179 4.4 63 882 4.9
Fayette .. 420 7 106 737 1.4 254 1.6 454 627 6.6 22 357 9.0
Floyd .... 310 4 28 708 2.2 93 2.3 345 271 10.4 9 407 22.6
Fountain . . 550 5 204 554 9 372 1.0 756 142 5.2 54 646 8.2
Franklin............... 776 4 138 635 9 179 1.0 350 732 7.1 36 811 9.0
Fulton ...oovvvvnnennn. 622 5 170 645 8 274 9 414 617 4.2 42 306 5.1
Gibson 579 3 232 839 5 402 6 744 849 3.9 59 664 5.6
Grant 575 3 192 292 6 334 7 766 578 3.2 56 591 6.6
Greene .. 878 4 205 628 8 234 9 326 884 4.9 41 230 7.8
Hamilton .............. 591 5 140 813 8 238 9 788 291 5.2 36 434 4.7
Hancock .....oovvvnnn 549 5 163 704 7 298 .8 820 486 2.8 48 254 5.1
Harrison ... 1 108 4 161 378 .8 146 9 247 454 4.9 41 209 5.4
Hendricks .. 631 5 167 228 7 265 .8 756 625 6.3 42 201 6.4
Henry.... ... 770 5 177 601 9 231 1.0 434 342 5.0 36 392 3.6
Howard ...........ou. 486 4 147 750 7 304 8 773 005 3.8 39 164 5.3
Huntington ............ 651 5 184 137 .8 283 9 516 640 4.2 52 236 5.8
Jackson.... ... 809 5 201 006 9 248 1.1 442 245 5.6 52 408 5.7
Jasper... 618 4 282 915 .6 458 7 812 357 3.7 58 650 5.3
839 5 179 794 .8 214 1.0 388 377 4.1 38 505 4.2
796 5 126 379 9 159 1.1 232 524 4.3 27 830 6.2
Jennings.....oivinnnn. 605 5 130 373 1.1 215 1.2 322 546 7.3 38 771 10.2
Johnson . e 526 5 135 563 1.0 258 1.2 723 711 4.6 34 806 7.6
Knox ...... ... 584 4 280 628 .6 481 7 945 362 4.9 65 687 3.4
Kosciusko. . 1 130 4 246 907 .6 219 7 401 682 4.0 55 967 3.6
Lagrange .. 1 392 5 189 932 .8 136 9 331 512 4.1 50 585 4.6
Lake....covvvuiiniinn, 442 4 148 872 .8 337 9 936 590 8.7 28 693 7.5
La Porte ... 749 5 247 756 7 331 9 735 780 3.7 67 913 3.7
Lawrence .. 875 4 170 811 1.2 195 1.2 257 659 10.5 34 686 14.2
Madison ... ... 738 4 223 751 7 303 .8 744 224 3.6 60 811 6.0
Marion.......coovvnn, 225 5 29 034 1.9 129 2.0 679 205 8.9 9 337 5.1
Marshall . 865 5 201 637 9 233 1.0 439 129 4.3 44 428 5.6
Martin ... 335 5 70 105 1.4 209 1.5 316 036 13.3 13 526 9.4
Miami.... ... 678 3 197 198 .6 291 7 551 451 3.8 44 019 35
..... ... 473 4 62 149 1.5 131 1.6 295 504 10.5 13 017 8.2
681 4 273 258 .6 401 7 781 847 4.3 60 348 6.7
601 5 133 958 1.0 223 1.1 556 216 6.7 32 549 8.2
381 5 207 315 7 544 .8 1 055 528 4.4 48 106 8.1
942 4 181 963 1.0 193 1.1 354 512 3.5 42 051 6.5
252 .6 29 880 1.4 119 1.5 235 744 6.0 5 386 7.4
531 .6 123 343 1.3 232 1.4 262 223 6.4 22 644 8.1
569 5 107 265 1.2 189 1.3 325 083 12.8 19 482 9.5
471 5 188 816 9 401 1.0 691 386 5.7 34 431 8.2
484 4 84 251 1.2 174 1.3 230 083 7.8 17 005 13.1
288 5 84 237 1.4 292 1.5 377 386 11.9 17 070 115
476 4 134 505 .8 283 9 651 204 4.6 34 046 7.8
Posey ....iiiiiiinnn, 437 5 195 305 7 447 9 739 931 3.4 60 880 4.9
Pulaski .. 531 5 236 332 7 445 .8 727 287 3.3 51 212 8.4
Putnam . . 794 5 195 377 .8 246 9 518 222 5.2 37 884 4.6
Randolph e 851 4 223 817 7 263 .8 485 559 5.2 56 884 5.2
Ripley «.ooviviiiiiinn 821 5 159 460 9 194 1.0 347 165 6.2 39 412 5.7
Rush ....oooviiiinn, 663 .8 227 874 .8 344 1.1 835 721 3.0 56 050 5.2
St. Joseph . 666 4 154 142 7 231 .8 537 115 7.2 45 757 6.2
Scott ...... ... 348 7 57 372 1.5 165 1.7 298 828 8.7 12 282 8.2
Shelby ... ... 641 4 200 661 7 313 .8 794 434 29 59 227 6.7
Spencer .....oiiinien. 638 5 172 687 .8 271 9 411 276 4.1 44 156 3.8
Starke ... 410 5 135 643 .8 331 9 522 279 6.8 31 980 9.8
Steuben . 581 5 123 953 1.0 213 1.1 380 311 5.2 24 097 4.8
Sullivan..... 473 5 176 895 .8 374 9 603 165 3.9 42 625 6.8
Switzerland. . e 541 .6 67 881 1.4 125 1.5 238 061 6.6 13 692 8.4
Tippecanoe ........... 665 4 241 539 7 363 8 955 334 4.0 49 451 4.5
Tipton . 415 4 158 440 7 382 .8 1 093 274 4.3 48 037 5.2
Union.. 268 5 82 500 1.3 308 1.4 562 855 4.6 21 272 7.4
Vanderburg 271 4 72 112 1.1 266 1.2 661 549 9.1 21 601 12.4
Vermillion ... e 249 3 118 065 .8 474 9 728 321 13.8 27 302 14.0
Vigo.vuiviiniinninnnn 455 5 114 889 1.2 253 1.3 532 292 5.0 30 290 9.7

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

—Con.

. : Average market value of land Estimated market value of all
Farms Land in farms Average size of farm and buildings per farm! machinery and equipment!
Geographic area Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of
Total estimate Total estimate Total estimate Value estimate Total estimate
(number) (percent) (acres) (percent) (acres) (percent) (dollars) (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Wabash............... 762 5 188 230 .8 247 9 545 956 5.6 67 972 9.1
Warren ... 378 5 184 653 7 489 9 936 710 4.0 41 121 4.6
Warrick ... 356 4 98 549 1.2 277 1.2 494 724 6.5 25 306 7.5
Washington . 914 4 181 298 9 198 1.0 269 647 5.0 37 918 6.5
Wayne.......oovvennn. 814 5 172 860 9 212 1.0 411 831 4.2 43 798 5.5
660 .3 195 901 .6 297 7 651 072 4.8 58 331 6.8
620 5 272 072 5 439 7 957 254 3.8 63 220 4.2
787 5 165 067 8 210 1.0 393 792 5.3 38 876 6.8
Average market value of all : Average market value of
machinery and equipment per Market Valéje of agricultural agricultural products sold per Farm production expenses!
farm? products sold farm
Total farm production expenses
Geographic area Farms Value
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of
Value estimate Total estimate Value estimate estimate Total estimate
(dollars) (percent) ($1,000) (percent) (dollars) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana ....... 64 050 9 5 229 977 2 90 303 5 57 922 4 4 011 772 4
Adams........... 55 515 51 95 237 .6 87 134 9 1 093 7 82 215 1.9
Allen ....... 50 148 5.4 89 877 .8 62 414 1.0 1 439 .8 60 745 1.9
Bartholomew 79 308 3.7 46 702 .6 80 939 7 576 7 34 427 3.1
Benton..... 150 793 7.3 79 373 5 183 310 7 434 .8 51 356 3.4
Blackford 59 979 6.3 25 295 9 83 481 1.0 303 1.0 19 207 3.0
Boone .... 82 988 47 81 519 5 133 419 7 610 7 60 028 1.6
Brown .. 24 547 6.4 2 203 1.9 12 733 2.0 176 1.8 2 002 4.8
Carroll .. 93 876 2.8 116 937 3 207 704 4 564 5 83 763 1.0
CasS vevvrrineninnenes 62 425 43 77 559 5 110 799 7 699 7 56 196 2.0
Clark ovovviuininan. 33 012 8.5 21 878 1.0 33 815 11 648 .6 16 770 5.2
Clay . 65 862 6.6 42 549 8 81 824 9 520 .8 32 276 3.0
Clinton 113 385 52 106 004 4 181 203 .6 585 .6 75 387 25
Crawford. . 20 655 8.3 3 502 2.9 8 541 2.9 410 .8 3 975 7.4
Daviess......ocvvnunnn 58 678 5.0 117 889 5 107 075 7 1101 7 107 796 13
Dearborn 24 752 11.2 8 965 2.2 13 203 2.3 679 7 6 642 9.7
Decatur ... 82 386 6.2 82 874 5 126 719 7 653 7 63 221 2.3
De Kalb... 43 283 8.6 38 669 .8 49 261 9 785 7 28 864 3.0
Delaware . 64 544 4.3 52 625 .6 82 874 7 635 6 39 876 2.3
Dubois.....covviuinnn 60 997 4.0 144 151 3 177 526 4 811 6 137 339 9
Elkhart.........ocount 47 851 4.9 124 038 5 92 912 7 1335 .6 96 862 1.8
Fayette . 53 230 9.0 26 419 1.4 62 903 1.6 420 1.0 20 781 3.9
Floyd..... 30 247 22.6 3 716 3.0 11 986 3.0 311 .8 2 852 9.6
Fountain .. 99 357 8.3 49 371 8 89 765 1.0 550 7 40 388 2.9
Franklin............... 47 376 9.0 31 237 1.0 40 253 11 777 7 23 593 3.9
Fulton .. 68 016 52 55 452 7 89 151 .8 622 7 40 923 3.4
Gibson. . 103 047 5.6 69 056 4 119 268 .6 579 .6 50 020 2.1
Grant... 98 419 6.7 62 549 5 108 781 .6 575 .6 43 229 2.9
Greene ... 46 959 7.9 77 483 4 88 249 5 878 .6 67 192 1.3
Hamilton 61 752 4.7 59 491 5 100 662 7 590 7 42 544 2.8
Hancock .. 88 055 5.1 55 797 .6 101 634 8 548 .8 39 294 1.9
Harrison .. 37 158 5.5 46 049 5 41 561 7 1109 6 41 536 1.9
Hendricks . 67 092 6.5 49 154 .6 77 899 .8 629 6 37 945 2.7
47 323 3.7 52 177 .8 67 763 1.0 769 7 38 875 3.4
80 585 53 62 587 .6 128 779 7 486 7 39 899 2.3
80 239 5.8 69 752 .6 107 146 7 651 N 46 742 1.8
64 622 5.7 92 711 5 114 599 7 811 6 93 578 1.1
94 749 5.4 111 015 4 179 636 .6 619 .6 76 403 1.6
45 894 4.2 83 241 5 99 215 7 839 .6 74 367 1.8
34 963 6.3 23 445 1.2 29 453 1.3 796 7 18 014 4.0
Jennings.............. 63 873 10.2 45 214 7 74 734 9 607 7 40 577 4.4
Johnson .. 66 297 7.7 46 342 7 88 103 .8 525 7 34 050 33
Knox ..... 112 477 35 101 195 4 173 280 5 584 .6 75 737 1.6
Kosciusko . 49 573 3.6 146 062 3 129 259 5 1129 5 123 303 9
Lagrange ............. 36 366 4.6 103 278 5 74 194 7 1391 .6 83 668 15
Lake....oovuininninnn, 64 917 75 47 827 7 108 206 8 442 .6 34 712 59
La Porte .. 90 551 3.8 95 814 5 127 922 7 750 7 71 666 14
Lawrence . 39 641 14.2 22 317 1.0 25 506 11 875 .6 20 308 55
Madison .. 82 399 6.1 77 512 .6 105 030 7 738 .6 55 411 2.1
Marion.......oooviunn 41 681 52 32 681 5 145 247 8 224 1.0 17 298 3.4
Marshall .. 51 362 5.7 62 187 .8 71 892 9 865 7 44 444 2.7
Martin .. 40 375 9.4 23 997 1.0 71 632 11 335 .8 21 446 6.0
Miami. .. 64 925 35 74 763 5 110 270 .6 678 .6 58 182 2.6
Monroe ..... 27 404 8.2 8 406 1.8 17 771 1.8 475 7 7 550 10.9
Montgomery........... 88 486 6.8 85 081 5 124 935 .6 682 .6 62 899 2.8
Morgan ............... 54 159 8.2 34 315 9 57 096 1.1 601 .8 24 078 5.1
Newton ... 125 932 8.1 84 301 5 221 262 7 382 7 56 869 2.4
Noble... 44 688 6.5 58 841 .8 62 464 9 941 6 40 698 25
Ohio.. 21 371 7.5 3 764 2.2 14 935 2.3 252 1.0 3 217 10.8
Orange ... 42 644 8.2 22 143 1.2 41 700 1.3 531 7 18 636 6.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

—Con.

Average market value of all . Average market value of
machinery and equipment per Market value of agricultural agricultural products sold per Farm production expenses!
farm? products sold farm
Total farm production expenses
Geographic area Farms Value
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of
Value estimate Total estimate Value estimate estimate Total estimate
(dollars) (percent) ($1,000) (percent) (dollars) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
OWeN..ovvvvninennnnn 34 238 9.5 16 417 1.2 28 853 1.3 569 .6 13 727 8.1
Parke 73 101 8.3 43 384 8 92 110 9 471 7 35 997 5.3
Perry 35 133 13.1 13 184 14 27 240 14 484 7 11 323 8.4
Pike . 59 271 115 20 050 1.2 69 620 1.3 288 7 17 205 8.6
Porter 71 227 7.8 42 227 8 88 712 9 478 .8 28 314 3.4
Posey ... 139 313 5.0 59 770 .6 136 774 8 437 .8 42 529 2.1
Pulaski .. 96 445 8.5 98 057 4 184 665 7 531 7 73 362 1.8
Putnam .. 47 773 4.7 48 773 7 61 427 .9 793 7 38 645 2.6
Randolph 66 923 53 67 766 .6 79 631 .8 850 .6 51 795 2.2
Ripley «....oovviinain, 48 005 58 56 909 .6 69 317 .8 821 7 50 662 21
Rush .........ooiaie 84 539 5.3 85 928 7 129 605 1.0 663 .8 60 643 2.1
St. Joseph 68 498 6.2 55 178 .6 82 849 7 668 .6 40 479 2.8
cott .. 35 091 8.3 9 183 1.5 26 388 1.6 350 1.0 8 399 8.9
Shelby . 92 397 6.7 66 936 .6 104 425 7 641 7 46 281 3.1
Spencer .............. 69 319 3.8 51 896 7 81 341 .8 637 7 41 617 1.7
Starke ..., 77 999 9.9 33 138 7 80 825 9 410 .8 23 611 3.7
Steuben . 41 475 4.8 25 641 1.2 44 133 1.3 581 7 20 288 5.6
Sullivan..... 90 116 6.9 43 806 7 92 614 9 473 .8 33 063 2.7
Switzerland. . 25 308 8.4 13 331 1.7 24 641 1.8 541 .8 9 260 7.3
Tippecanoe ........... 74 251 45 79 502 5 119 552 7 666 7 60 210 3.0
Tipton ....viiiiinenn. 115 473 5.3 65 838 5 158 646 7 416 N 44 779 2.2
Union....... 79 670 7.4 25 709 1.1 95 929 1.2 267 11 17 617 3.3
Vanderburgh 80 005 12.4 20 875 1.0 77 030 1.1 270 1.0 16 303 8.2
Vermillion ... . 109 646 14.0 30 490 7 122 449 7 249 7 24 988 7.6
Vigoevuiviiiinnennnnn 66 718 9.7 26 017 1.1 57 180 1.2 454 .8 20 484 4.4
Wabash............... 89 320 9.1 97 747 5 128 276 7 761 N 74 384 1.6
Warren 108 499 4.7 57 996 5 153 429 7 379 .8 41 617 2.4
Warrick ..... 71 083 7.5 23 671 1.2 66 491 1.3 356 .8 20 020 5.8
Washington . 41 440 6.6 40 119 7 43 894 8 915 .6 35 631 2.2
Wayne......ocovvnennnn 53 872 55 51 021 8 62 680 9 813 .6 39 326 3.0
Wells .. 88 380 6.8 74 294 5 112 567 .6 660 .6 51 711 2.3
White . . 101 804 4.3 118 603 4 191 296 .6 621 7 88 137 1.7
Whitley 49 398 6.9 51 930 7 65 985 9 787 7 37 495 3.6
Farm production expensest—Con.
Livestock and poultry purchased Feed for livestock and poultry Seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana . 14 780 1.6 282 253 11 25 765 1.1 818 113 5 38 483 7 254 268 N
Adams.......... 497 8.1 8 800 9.9 627 5.3 30 284 3.7 765 3.7 3 341 6.3
Allen ....... 289 11.6 6 239 5.3 463 8.9 8 781 11.7 1 035 2.8 4 829 6.7
Bartholomew e 150 13.6 918 2.8 244 9.8 2 458 10.6 432 4.6 3 083 6.4
Benton................ 49 37.2 738 16.5 84 27.0 916 12.4 404 3.0 4 513 3.9
Blackford.............. 58 16.7 1 142 11.6 109 13.4 2 525 7.0 200 3.4 1 428 6.1
Boone . 192 11.8 2 430 8.1 287 8.7 6 614 2.2 420 4.7 4 223 3.1
Brown . 34 15.3 110 5.8 82 8.5 308 3.7 72 8.0 92 18.8
Carroll . 184 11.7 6 717 2.7 255 9.3 20 512 2.3 428 4.0 4 299 3.0
Cass civiiiiiiiiiians 192 12.9 3 527 3.9 364 8.5 8 709 8.1 489 4.1 3 748 4.2
Clark ..ovvvuiiniinnnn. 135 18.1 755 8.4 324 9.3 1 266 3.9 335 7.2 1 326 7.7
Clay... 160 13.6 1972 7.3 254 9.3 6 578 3.4 385 4.5 2 371 5.8
Clinton. 140 16.0 3781 4.2 224 11.8 17 575 13 483 3.5 4 731 4.4
Crawford . 86 22.6 238 28.9 215 9.2 588 18.6 147 14.7 97 14.7
Daviess 467 6.9 10 054 3.4 683 5.0 50 466 2.0 695 4.7 3172 6.6
Dearborn.............. 118 20.5 468 46.5 378 8.9 834 325 271 10.2 284 17.0
Decatur . . 262 9.7 5 006 3.7 316 8.6 11 975 4.4 519 3.5 3 719 5.2
De Kalb.. 153 15.7 1 901 15.2 268 11.2 4 680 7.4 425 4.4 2 127 5.6
Delaware e 122 17.3 1 486 35.1 188 13.0 2 987 10.2 428 5.2 3 562 6.4
Dubois.....covvvuinnn, 341 7.3 14 686 3.2 540 5.1 81 418 1.1 516 51 2 651 5.0
Elkhart..........coooun 664 6.1 11 021 8.7 920 3.8 34 576 3.6 849 3.9 2 902 5.6
Fayette 98 20.4 1 429 13.7 225 10.8 2 366 13.4 271 7.4 1323 8.3
Floyd .... 41 33.5 266 59.9 148 14.3 236 18.8 150 14.0 119 12.8
Fountain . e 115 19.1 738 18.5 195 13.2 2 610 20.4 405 51 3 731 5.6
Franklin............... 243 11.9 1 454 20.5 419 7.9 4 097 10.8 513 4.6 1 537 7.4
Fulton ... 204 13.3 2 638 11.7 262 10.9 5 028 4.0 519 3.8 2 979 4.8
Gibson. 139 155 1 954 115 210 11.6 4 850 5.2 457 4.1 4 458 2.8
Grant.... 70 22.0 1 314 2.2 161 14.9 2 846 3.6 402 4.2 3 859 4.3
Greene .. e 170 15.5 5 168 5.2 470 6.9 31 905 .6 412 6.6 2 026 9.2
Hamilton ...........u. 114 20.5 943 30.6 283 10.8 2 931 111 377 4.9 3 967 4.4
Hancock ... 154 14.4 997 9.5 228 8.8 3 686 2.5 405 43 3 349 5.0
Harrison . 282 11.0 5 044 3.0 536 6.3 17 215 3.4 514 6.1 1 295 10.2
Hendricks .. 127 19.2 957 12.6 277 11.0 2 915 49 447 5.1 3 265 5.2
Henry.... e 192 15.1 2 070 6.8 322 10.2 2 349 19.1 562 3.9 3 341 3.2
Howard ............... 93 19. 2 409 15.3 222 10.1 6 910 6.7 419 3.2 2 817 4.6

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Farm production expenses!—Con.
Livestock and poultry purchased Feed for livestock and poultry Seeds, bulbs, plants, and trees
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Huntington ............ 124 17.2 3 657 2.3 239 111 5 275 9.8 453 52 3 393 3.8
Jackson.... 229 11.9 6 281 9.4 459 59 23 004 21 521 4.0 3 493 7.9
Jasper ... 119 16.8 6 903 35 157 13.7 11 954 4.2 523 2.8 5 009 4.4
...... 237 10.0 8 059 4.0 297 8.6 32 382 1.8 563 42 2 891 4.6
Jefferson.............. 121 19.5 417 29.0 389 8.1 1 289 8.1 493 45 1 427 4.7
Jennings 164 15.2 5 129 4.2 337 7.9 12 010 15 309 75 1 788 13.6
Johnson . 129 19.1 1154 9.5 209 11.8 2 262 5.6 368 6.1 2 367 4.9
Knox ...... 145 14.3 7 547 2.9 232 111 8 997 3.0 468 4.4 6 101 3.3
Kosciusko . . 335 9.4 10 466 2.7 555 6.8 47 207 17 677 3.9 3 899 4.5
Lagrange 808 4.8 13 261 4.8 1024 3.1 23 338 4.1 983 35 2 490 6.1
Lake....covvvniiniinn, 79 24.4 1070 39.6 178 14.4 2 094 17.7 298 6.6 3 007 6.7
La Porte ... 136 17.1 2 981 4.9 262 111 8 454 2.7 548 4.3 4 566 2.3
Lawrence .. 257 12.3 3 283 4.9 533 6.1 2 550 7.4 329 8.4 1 202 13.0
Madison ... e 134 17.0 2 140 8.1 221 11.7 1 986 3.4 581 3.9 7 188 2.7
Marion.......oovuvnn 35 31.8 170 20.6 80 15.8 1 068 7.3 143 8.6 1 354 4.7
Marshall .............. 171 15.2 1515 9.2 278 11.4 4 929 8.2 613 3.1 3 033 3.4
Martin ... 118 19.2 1761 17.1 204 10.6 10 369 4.2 197 6.3 726 12.8
Miami. ... 209 12.2 4 893 23.6 346 8.2 10 346 6.0 540 3.5 3 526 5.3
Monroe ..... 169 13.2 660 35.9 291 8.3 965 27.8 220 9.6 435 23.1
Montgomery 179 13.3 3 981 12.8 297 9.5 9 757 10.8 489 4.6 5 141 4.3
Morgan .......oevennn. 160 14.9 1162 13.3 315 8.7 1783 4.7 382 6.1 2 152 8.4
Newton .. 70 22.7 4 537 3.4 116 16.2 12 261 2.7 335 3.4 3 612 4.6
Noble. . 272 11.7 2 885 11.6 400 8.0 6 112 7.0 626 3.8 2 903 7.7
Ohio... . 30 32.6 323 68.7 123 11.9 214 17.5 152 8.4 176 7.5
Oorange .....ovvvnnnnnn 111 19.7 1772 34.1 228 10.7 5 134 3.6 211 9.5 977 10.8
154 15.9 1 499 9.2 314 9.1 1752 8.0 253 9.1 1043 16.0
121 16.9 2 084 19.1 212 10.7 2 289 8.3 333 4.2 2 838 5.7
132 15.9 1 086 6.0 304 7.6 2 945 75 280 7.2 460 29.9
72 29.5 606 13.9 100 251 4 192 6.2 208 10.7 1227 15.8
68 235 551 9.9 109 17.9 1616 205 359 4.8 2 461 53
POSEY v.viiiiiiiiiin, 80 19.7 1 267 9.6 143 13.7 3 876 2.7 347 3.6 4 494 3.0
Pulaski .. 110 16.9 4 325 1.4 186 12.9 15 851 51 407 4.1 4 323 5.9
Putnam .. 238 12.8 1917 11.6 413 8.2 4 555 3.9 444 59 3 534 9.4
Randolph 167 13.0 2 360 8.2 284 10.3 8 415 9.1 630 35 4 054 5.7
Ripley «..oovviiiiann, 239 115 10 624 2.6 433 6.5 11 049 27 547 45 2 513 5.6
RUSH «evveveiieennns 229 9.9 5 080 9.1 344 7.1 8 208 45 518 41 4 461 4.4
St. Joseph . 99 245 630 24 198 15.1 4 397 8.2 490 3.9 2 843 5.1
Scott ...... 73 23.8 87 35.1 163 14.0 191 27.3 191 8.9 761 11.7
Shelby ... 127 16.3 1383 6.5 231 11.3 3 048 6.9 480 4.1 4 115 3.3
Spencer .......oeinnn. 204 11.9 3 480 5.7 268 10.2 10 242 4.8 420 6.3 2 564 4.3
Starke ....iiiiiiiiaen, 44 311 240 20.4 101 20.1 497 29.4 237 9.1 1 881 4.5
Steuben 56 255 1 041 11.0 179 14.8 2 329 25.2 299 5.4 1 437 8.7
Sullivan..... 48 27.8 1 031 38.0 165 15.1 2 009 9.6 345 5.4 3 196 4.6
Switzerland. . e 52 27.8 201 53.5 199 14.1 909 13.7 326 6.2 404 7.9
Tippecanoe ........... 185 14.1 1 934 15.1 263 11.4 7 331 59 503 4.9 4 058 5.8
Tipton ..vvveerneinn... 76 16.7 1318 10.4 113 14.5 4 797 1.0 352 3.6 3 069 5.4
Union....... 62 15.9 578 12.2 113 115 2 812 16.2 213 4.8 1 259 5.8
Vanderburgh 32 32.2 278 13.5 78 21.0 894 42.9 197 6.2 1 550 9.5
Vermillion ... e 66 275 1 014 4.7 78 24.8 2 679 29 211 5.6 2 516 24.9
Vigo.vvivniiiinnnnnnn 87 19.5 571 9.0 173 12.0 1 043 10.1 291 7.1 2 288 9.4
Wabash.........coouvnn 217 10.6 11 053 6.1 277 9.1 19 785 2.8 508 45 3 511 5.3
Warren 67 24.1 1 030 3.8 162 12.7 8 968 5.6 272 5.8 2 765 4.3
Warrick ..... 29 38.3 487 30.2 156 12.4 1297 24.6 232 7.6 1681 6.8
Washington . 190 15.3 2 626 7.5 506 6.1 11 019 1.9 420 7.1 1 482 4.4
Wayne......covvnennnn 194 14.4 1628 15.6 369 9.6 5 815 6.0 498 5.1 2 650 4.9
Wells .. 99 18.6 2 923 1.9 180 13.9 8 748 4.2 552 3.6 3 700 4.4
White . . 145 14.7 8 535 2.3 200 12.4 18 581 1.2 511 3.4 5 149 5.6
Whitley 142 16.4 3 411 15.1 198 12.8 6 239 9.0 436 4.9 2 560 9.7
Farm production expensest—Con.
Commercial fertilizer Agricultural chemicals Petroleum products
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana . 41 337 7 451 832 7 36 541 .8 291 799 .8 53 806 5 192 729 .6
Adams.......... 772 4.2 5 420 6.2 779 3.7 3 782 6.3 1 049 1.2 3 055 3.7
Allen ....... 1 040 2.9 6 372 5.0 953 4.0 4 253 8.7 1 363 1.4 3 352 4.9
Bartholomew e 451 4.4 5 715 3.5 407 5.0 3 418 51 509 2.7 2 299 5.2
Benton................ 397 29 8 195 5.2 393 4.1 6 736 5.0 425 2.0 2 677 3.7
Blackford. 190 4.5 2 148 7.4 191 6.0 1738 6.4 278 3.8 960 3.7
Boone . 413 5.0 7 391 3.3 416 5.0 5 236 3.3 569 2.3 2 819 2.2
Brown ... 94 7.2 153 10.1 68 9.3 83 21.6 169 2.1 143 7.8
Carroll . .. 440 4.8 8 905 3.6 430 4.6 5 516 4.5 525 2.8 3 534 35
Cass civiiiiiiiiinans 518 4.5 6 744 3.9 498 3.9 4 619 4.9 637 2.6 2 702 25

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Farm production expenses!—Con.
Commercial fertilizer Agricultural chemicals Petroleum products
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Clark ooovvvninininn. 388 59 2 218 6.8 324 7.7 1 405 10.3 606 23 953 10.1
Clay . 405 5.0 4 688 6.5 350 6.2 2 456 8.3 484 2.7 1 849 5.0
Clinton.... 486 35 8 185 3.0 444 51 5 003 52 553 22 3 448 4.7
Crawford. . .. 205 9.9 351 11.0 89 214 213 58.8 350 4.7 271 9.4
Daviess......oevvnunnn 827 3.7 7 720 54 684 4.8 3 925 53 1034 1.6 2 982 3.2
Dearborn.............. 428 6.6 708 15.8 229 11.7 325 31.0 657 1.8 476 9.8
Decatur ... 533 3.2 7 466 4.5 516 3.6 4 953 6.2 633 13 3 550 4.9
DeKalb... 439 4.5 3 102 7.4 422 54 2 353 75 685 2.6 1 453 6.2
Delaware . 414 59 5 275 3.7 391 6.4 3 943 4.1 552 3.1 2 059 2.7
Dubois. . 577 4.2 5 658 53 486 53 2 857 4.4 774 1.7 3 540 2.8
Elkhart. . 887 35 5 508 4.7 900 4.1 3 038 5.8 1 254 1.6 3 887 4.9
Fayette . 289 6.7 2 698 11.4 241 8.8 1677 9.7 392 3.3 1314 8.3
Floyd ..... 177 10.7 212 16.4 110 13.3 136 19.0 311 .8 198 11.7
Fountain .. 421 4.9 7 188 55 395 55 4 705 5.9 508 2.6 2 175 3.9
Franklin............... 601 4.0 2 881 8.4 530 4.8 1 661 8.8 745 13 1391 6.3
Fulton .....covvvninnn, 511 4.3 5 953 5.0 496 4.7 3 526 6.2 607 1.6 2 295 4.2
Gibson. . 440 3.8 9 269 3.6 449 4.6 5 751 4.3 553 2.1 2 957 4.2
Grant... 434 5.1 5 899 3.9 392 6.1 4 344 4.2 541 29 2 352 3.5
Greene ... 536 5.5 4 258 6.8 420 7.1 2 352 7.3 832 2.0 2 737 3.5
Hamilton 370 5.0 4 755 5.4 377 5.1 3 230 7.2 502 3.0 2 033 3.8
Hancock .......ouvnnn 401 4.5 5 057 3.8 408 51 3 841 4.1 477 3.5 2 176 3.3
Harrison .. 713 4.5 2 672 9.3 484 6.4 1 794 13.6 1 022 1.7 1 436 4.5
Hendricks . 476 5.1 5 487 5.4 417 5.8 3 723 5.5 610 1.8 1 909 4.4
Henry. 534 4.9 6 193 51 477 6.4 3 443 6.4 696 2.5 2 450 4.8
Howard . 399 4.5 5 412 6.6 404 3.8 2 973 4.9 466 1.9 1 825 3.2
Huntington 481 5.0 5 672 5.5 440 5.4 4 182 5.9 604 25 2 424 3.0
Jackson... 597 3.8 5 524 5.7 485 53 3 696 6.3 760 1.6 4 092 3.8
Jasper .. 511 2.6 10 010 4.6 499 35 6 195 4.4 576 2.4 3 649 35
....... 580 4.0 4 572 5.5 611 4.1 3 075 4.6 792 2.1 2 156 3.6
Jefferson.............. 627 3.4 2 629 6.5 476 53 1 440 7.6 741 2.2 1 165 4.6
Jennings ......ooennn. 371 7.3 3 235 10.7 255 10.6 1617 13.9 520 3.6 1617 11.0
Johnson .. 416 4.6 3 929 45 363 7.3 2 898 5.6 510 21 1 755 5.0
Knox ..... 474 3.1 11 611 3.2 424 5.4 6 512 5.9 543 2.6 3 666 3.2
Kosciusko . 695 4.4 6 555 5.7 610 59 4 354 6.1 1016 21 3 829 4.0
Lagrange 1028 35 4 656 4.3 907 3.9 2 929 6.3 1321 13 3 359 3.2
Lake....oovvininninnn, 319 6.7 3 819 75 310 7.0 2 909 8.2 432 1.4 2 400 8.0
La Porte .. 572 3.8 8 594 52 544 4.1 6 477 4.2 696 2.6 4 320 4.6
Lawrence . 517 52 2 494 8.9 297 9.3 1014 1.1 811 23 1394 7.7
Madison . 573 4.1 8 044 4.8 516 4.6 4 999 4.6 708 1.9 2 643 3.1
Marion........ooeeuenn 132 8.3 773 14.1 121 9.3 519 7.6 185 6.8 589 11.5
Marshall .............. 684 3.7 6 571 4.3 630 3.9 3 989 55 804 1.9 2 519 5.6
Martin .... 207 9.7 1 487 25.4 153 14.1 797 9.3 299 3.6 660 7.6
Miami. .. 555 3.3 6 967 5.1 527 3.3 4 112 5.3 652 1.6 2 824 4.8
Monroe ..... e 307 6.8 916 27.7 164 10.8 333 16.3 455 2.3 491 12.0
Montgomery ........... 554 3.9 8 213 45 452 55 5 745 4.8 648 1.6 2 960 6.4
Morgan .........oounn. 405 6.7 3 367 8.7 369 6.8 2 682 8.1 544 3.4 1 347 5.9
Newton ... 330 3.7 6 824 8.7 325 4.7 5171 4.8 353 3.5 2 232 5.6
Noble... 679 29 4 807 6.7 602 4.2 3 048 6.8 844 2.1 2 203 5.9
Ohio.... . 202 5.8 284 19.8 157 8.5 149 8.4 219 5.1 166 10.0
Oorange .....oovvvnnnnnn 298 8.0 1778 9.5 173 10.7 999 9.1 464 3.4 686 5.5
356 6.2 1771 11.3 225 12.4 1 089 17.8 521 2.7 956 13.6
330 5.0 5 904 6.7 277 6.2 3 019 5.6 458 2.1 1 847 6.8
354 5.8 1 358 22.2 256 7.7 384 27.8 460 2.3 655 10.5
216 9.5 3 084 18.8 197 12.1 1 268 14.2 268 5.1 744 7.9
345 6.2 4 252 5.8 325 6.5 2 716 6.6 433 3.0 2 106 6.8
357 4.2 8 352 4.1 324 5.0 4 842 2.6 420 1.9 2 274 2.7
437 3.7 8 002 5.4 406 4.6 5 308 4.2 494 2.6 3 284 3.9
491 54 5 432 4.2 449 6.9 3 108 6.8 756 1.9 1913 4.3
Randolph . 655 34 6 960 4.1 617 3.8 5 393 6.4 772 23 3 072 4.6
Ripley «.oovvviiiiinnn, 635 4.4 4 120 6.4 540 3.9 2 202 7.1 793 1.8 2 601 3.8
Rush ......oovviuinen, 549 3.8 8 129 3.8 507 4.6 4 920 5.8 640 1.7 3 367 3.7
St. Joseph 472 4.3 5 394 6.0 439 52 3 669 6.6 625 1.7 2 631 6.0
Scott ..... 239 7.2 1 480 15.1 175 11.2 1072 14.8 326 3.9 460 8.1
Shelby.... 470 53 6 908 8.3 453 4.9 4 607 6.2 572 3.0 2 967 4.4
Spencer ......oeiiiain. 461 51 5 435 4.8 397 6.0 3 003 3.9 622 1.6 1 938 34
Starke .......oiial 241 8.1 4 038 34 199 59 2 338 6.8 345 6.1 1815 6.6
Steuben .. 296 7.0 2 095 6.9 272 7.7 2 271 12.6 489 4.1 1 283 75
Sullivan ... 359 55 6 964 52 310 6.5 4 400 4.1 447 3.2 1616 5.1
Switzerland. . . 393 4.4 775 10.5 291 75 465 9.7 495 3.8 663 8.3
Tippecanoe ........... 534 4.1 7 848 4.9 518 4.0 5 423 7.6 636 1.7 2 973 35
Tipton ...ooveiinia. 333 5.0 5 759 5.3 358 3.7 4 395 5.3 396 25 2 333 5.2
Union....... 211 5.1 2 482 4.9 215 4.8 1 339 6.1 248 3.1 1242 5.9
Vanderburgh 222 4.8 2 708 11.6 196 7.0 1743 8.5 257 2.7 1 022 10.2
Vermillion ... . 222 5.3 3 379 12.6 190 7.2 4 210 6.4 249 7 1161 12.8
Vigoevuiviininnennnnn 282 7.1 3 331 7.8 252 8.5 2 158 12.4 414 2.2 1371 7.6
Wabash............... 515 4.3 5 299 3.0 452 55 3 578 5.0 679 2.4 2 928 2.1
Warren ... 276 6.0 4 996 4.5 267 6.6 3 818 55 361 29 2 105 3.7
Warrick ... 262 5.6 4 462 11.0 214 9.1 1 815 10.1 338 3.2 1 389 9.4
Washington . 515 6.5 3 213 5.7 323 7.9 1 644 55 825 2.1 1 567 6.3
Wayne......oovvvennn. 523 5.3 4 763 6.2 447 6.7 3 114 10.1 707 3.1 2 212 6.1
513 4.1 6 490 4.1 512 4.9 3 929 5.6 595 3.0 2 647 3.8
495 4.7 9 241 5.3 490 4.6 6 691 5.7 583 29 3 403 4.0
458 5.6 4 217 7.1 468 6.0 3 021 6.3 717 3.0 1784 4.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Farm production expenses!—Con.
Electricity Hired farm labor Contract labor
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana 39 997 7 56 716 .8 16 964 1.4 248 070 .8 3 726 34 17 334 3.0
Adams.......... 707 5.0 1128 53 307 10.2 3 625 7.3 47 26.8 126 14.8
Allen ....... 931 4.0 864 75 332 10.8 3 582 18.0 50 29.8 319 2.9
Bartholomew 399 4.5 485 55 195 10.9 1874 1.7 30 359 108 10.8
Benton................ 358 6.4 422 75 195 11.4 1 749 3.7 47 33.7 265 57.0
Blackford.............. 184 6.6 255 4.1 76 12.9 997 3.8 9 324 57 43.7
Boone ... e 509 3.8 713 4.3 192 111 3 744 5.7 49 235 256 11.0
Brown ... 103 7.0 46 10.3 34 16.0 138 10.6 23 19.5 23 22.0
Carroll . 469 4.2 1026 3.1 226 9.9 4 756 1.7 53 26.2 809 4.8
CassS viviiiininininins 561 4.2 722 4.4 268 10.3 3 330 4.8 71 246 529 251
425 7.0 248 8.0 174 13.6 991 9.7 47 33.6 101 24.0
405 5.2 375 5.3 143 13.0 1 650 10.2 59 215 107 15.1
433 5.5 816 5.7 277 9.7 3 883 3.0 40 37.3 185 18.4
212 10.5 68 14.8 76 18.1 159 30.8 24 41.6 6 43.6
567 6.3 1 058 5.1 249 10.3 3 055 3.2 89 19.7 572 9.0
Dearborm.............. 467 6.3 152 11.1 149 17.9 156 325 20 56.9 (D) (D)
Decatur .. 518 4.2 930 6.2 198 115 4 741 5.9 60 25.3 226 23.7
De Kalb.. 424 6.0 440 8.0 164 15.7 1 552 5.1 39 41.7 162 12.3
Delaware 462 4.6 590 7.0 172 12.9 2 204 7.2 47 30.6 236 21.3
DUDOIS .+ v e e evvannns 651 3.2 1 598 3.1 266 8.7 6 128 3.9 25 - 104 -
Elkhart............ou. 940 4.0 1815 4.6 412 8.0 4 218 7.6 103 21.1 243 18.4
Fayette 328 5.3 320 9.7 111 17.2 767 14.3 17 43.5 31 25.1
Floyd .... 165 13.6 73 16.6 50 32.4 153 8.0 45 33.8 57 54.8
Fountain . . 422 4.5 442 7.2 128 15.9 1 154 3.6 40 36.4 218 22.4
Franklin............... 517 4.9 558 10.6 189 14.8 840 3.6 15 47.9 19 41.0
Fulton .........oouee 465 4.5 651 4.7 215 125 1272 1.6 22 26.4 32 20.7
Gibson. 454 4.2 706 8.7 231 10.1 2 821 6.5 65 18.7 207 134
Grant.... 387 6.9 615 7.1 156 14.0 1 593 15 15 50.9 28 9.5
Greene .. 578 54 843 7.1 242 11.6 3 788 2.0 70 27.2 61 35.6
Hamilton .............. 431 59 547 4.6 170 15.6 6 782 24 63 27.8 624 13.8
Hancock .............. 429 53 557 7.2 146 12.0 2 000 6.2 38 27.2 95 41.2
Harrison ... 682 4.9 525 7.6 334 10.6 1 495 8.3 38 29.2 62 11.9
Hendricks .. 440 6.7 419 5.6 187 14.2 1 538 22 38 31.7 153 28.3
Henry.... 498 6.1 441 8.1 244 11.9 2 327 15.1 86 234 215 259
Howard ............... 369 4.8 446 53 142 14.2 1822 15 20 35.0 188 21
Huntington ............ 498 4.7 648 3.0 190 12.2 3 298 1.1 23 44.0 143 7.9
Jackson.... 570 5.0 2 348 3.1 229 115 11 719 1.8 36 34.3 689 2.0
Jasper 442 5.4 1021 4.2 235 10.4 4 246 1.8 60 27.3 182 35.3
Jay...... 599 51 901 4.3 284 10.4 1 827 2.0 47 28.6 210 10.1
Jefferson.............. 563 5.2 353 115 325 9.0 1213 7.1 67 245 87 19.1
Jennings.....ovvinnen. 326 9.5 575 3.1 146 17.3 2 824 5.7 33 38.4 231 6.4
Johnson . e 343 7.4 429 5.9 123 15.0 3 364 1.2 47 31.8 523 3.6
Knox ...... e 447 5.6 750 3.7 201 9.6 5 784 3.3 58 26.6 686 255
Kosciusko. . 735 4.2 1 561 3.0 347 10.4 10 844 5.4 80 23.9 273 21.2
Lagrange 846 4.3 1 451 3.1 330 9.7 9 902 1.2 55 27.7 483 62.9
Lake..... 270 9.8 466 9.0 178 13.9 3 044 20.0 44 36.1 302 14.5
La Porte ... 542 4.8 1 301 6.6 206 10.2 5 100 4.8 38 26.4 209 14.4
Lawrence .. 467 6.7 296 6.9 218 12.5 927 15.0 8 70.9 68 12.5
Madison ... e 604 4.0 613 5.2 195 13.1 4 928 6.6 45 313 199 125
Marion ....oveeuuneenn. 168 6.3 291 5.0 85 16.3 6 700 45 4 - (D) (D)
Marshall .............. 572 4.8 698 6.8 237 12.5 2 892 27.5 46 34.1 123 28.6
Martin . 210 10.3 263 12.1 79 23.2 464 7.8 26 43.7 62 39.0
Miami. . 519 4.7 757 5.8 233 11.4 3 497 4.6 30 34.3 133 17.0
Monroe e 307 7.4 181 18.2 73 22.7 553 9.8 28 43.9 58 57.0
Montgomery 505 4.8 827 6.2 202 13.0 2 618 10.5 45 325 264 15.3
Morgan ............... 409 6.1 353 6.9 178 15.0 1 882 5.0 74 25.6 152 17.0
Newton .. e 296 6.4 807 11.9 142 13.1 3 543 1.6 42 27.4 71 6.2
Noble. . 593 5.2 733 5.2 219 12.7 2 375 9.5 62 27.4 72 21.7
163 7.6 80 11.0 80 15.0 269 22.0 21 30.7 64 12.1
247 10.6 296 6.3 136 15.4 1 441 11.6 28 43.2 125 15.2
307 6.5 169 7.4 133 17.5 684 29.1 37 46.0 65 65.7
323 5.2 501 9.6 167 13.0 1719 10.0 51 29.4 177 23.2
340 6.5 216 7.2 119 17.9 420 28.7 25 40.8 42 25.0
185 11.6 180 14.6 88 22.2 1 019 27.9 5 - 37 —
300 5.8 461 6.7 107 15.0 1421 16.1 31 324 147 19.0
Posey ....oiiiiiiinan, 346 4.6 544 3.5 161 11.9 2 589 1.2 34 30.0 154 22.8
Pulaski .. e 441 4.2 1 013 4.4 231 9.9 5 540 3.1 37 34.7 71 29.2
Putnam . . 579 5.4 609 5.4 230 12.6 1 490 5.2 69 26.4 186 7.9
Randolph e 660 3.9 708 5.8 293 9.2 2 487 53 39 29.9 87 14.6
Ripley «.ooviviiiiiinn 603 4.7 835 4.3 274 11.0 2 197 3.3 61 24.2 178 9.5
Rush ...... 561 3.7 793 4.3 242 10.6 3 057 11.6 30 25.6 49 22.2
St. Joseph . e 467 6.1 798 5.4 120 17.8 3 819 10.7 78 26.3 245 32.7
Scott ...... e 205 8.9 119 11.0 105 12.9 386 6.5 32 29.6 25 11.9
Shelby ... e 479 4.1 764 8.5 215 11.0 3 467 3.4 19 38.0 131 12.4
Spencer .....ooiiinnen. 451 51 512 5.0 222 10.2 2 099 3.3 34 25.2 190 27.6
Starke ... 216 11.2 338 9.1 165 13.3 1 802 2.7 36 35.8 75 22.1
Steuben . 306 8.5 360 6.8 116 15.8 1 011 11.6 24 47.0 53 61.5
Sullivan..... 320 7.4 550 30.2 147 14.3 1 517 4.7 60 27.5 423 29.9
Switzerland. . e 345 7.0 229 9.4 195 10.5 846 7.8 60 24.7 202 32.1
Tippecanoe ........... 482 5.9 892 7.0 207 12.6 3 795 4.8 50 31.6 456 6.8

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Farm production expensest—Con.
Electricity Hired farm labor Contract labor
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Tipton ...oiininine. 309 5.6 544 6.7 132 13.4 4 455 .6 17 - 701 -
Union....... 222 4.8 333 53 93 13.0 632 12.2 7 40.3 9 18.2
Vanderburgh 188 5.7 261 12.3 103 16.0 1234 18.5 14 40.9 39 7.5
Vermillion ... 210 8.1 208 13.2 72 22.6 1271 1.0 12 69.1 21 9.7
Vigo.ovevinininnnnnnnn 308 6.4 298 59 94 16.2 1319 7.0 19 30.1 97 2.6
Wabash............... 547 4.5 1 065 3.1 246 10.1 5 406 6.7 64 25.7 448 5.0
Warren .. e 299 5.5 571 4.1 120 14.0 3 055 3.4 14 45.0 294 1.5
Warrick ..... 233 6.1 302 11.8 86 19.1 819 15.4 26 38.0 63 23.9
Washington . 608 5.0 581 5.0 247 12.5 1699 8.1 52 28.6 130 28.4
Wayne.....ooevuvnenen 605 4.9 699 5.6 230 11.7 1 564 8.6 24 38.4 75 24.1
484 5.0 729 7.5 173 13.3 2 197 9.5 49 28.6 109 20.7
460 5.9 1123 1.9 167 10.9 5 123 9 43 325 250 44.1
477 6.9 518 6.8 143 16.7 1791 5.0 22 47.2 74 225
Farm production expensest—Con.
. . Customwork, machine hire, and rental of machinery and
Repair and maintenance equipment Interest
Geographic area Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value

Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana ....... 47 778 .6 257 352 7 19 743 13 58 005 1.6 27 599 1.0 272 608 1.0
Adams.......... 966 2.7 4 249 5.8 470 7.8 904 14.4 560 7.0 4 559 7.4
Allen ....... 1132 2.9 5 462 59 465 8.4 858 8.1 512 7.7 3 792 7.9
Bartholomew 460 4.2 2 619 4.7 179 13.2 408 6.6 276 7.7 2 988 13.8
Benton................ 383 25 3 837 5.0 220 11.7 1 360 9.3 324 6.9 3 877 7.4
Blackford.............. 251 5.3 1 200 5.6 109 10.8 546 6.3 166 7.9 1728 5.8
Boone ... . 512 3.8 3 810 3.1 247 9.5 1 160 6.4 318 6.7 4 359 54
Brown ... 145 4.3 214 7.9 32 16.1 36 239 51 12.2 168 14.6
Carroll . 486 3.7 5 237 6.1 198 11.4 1015 9.9 337 6.9 5 044 6.1
CassS viveviininininins 598 3.8 3 558 4.6 281 10.2 976 8.1 374 7.8 3 809 7.1
Clark ..ovvviiiniinnen. 527 4.5 1 474 8.7 179 16.0 225 26.1 241 11.2 1 658 10.2
Clay 426 4.6 2 160 6.7 161 12.3 426 24.0 238 8.9 2 361 13.4
Clinton. .. 522 3.3 4 069 4.4 227 10.3 770 9.5 341 7.5 5 475 8.2
Crawford . 305 6.9 548 13.6 80 23.0 48 26.3 120 16.8 316 20.4
Daviess.. 887 3.4 4 620 3.7 374 9.4 710 8.5 522 6.9 5 096 7.0
Dearborn 514 5.0 766 9.2 155 16.7 (D) (D) 145 17.5 501 23.1
Decatur . . 556 3.0 3 384 5.0 234 11.0 1 037 7. 416 6.6 3 843 6.9
De Kalb.. 589 4.2 1 838 5.7 218 14.4 622 18.4 306 10.2 2 261 9.0
Delaware 478 4.8 2 733 6.1 226 11.5 677 10.7 285 8.8 3 077 7.7
Dubois.....covviuinn, 677 3.6 3 892 4.7 308 9.1 881 9.4 384 6.9 3 916 5.1
Elkhart... 1 095 3.1 5713 4.2 545 7.7 1 098 9.1 813 5.0 6 249 5.2
Fayette 327 5.6 1 512 11.7 140 17.9 362 17.4 291 6.6 2 486 10.9
Floyd .... 248 8.2 353 15.6 48 34.4 23 32.3 43 32.6 91 44.2
Fountain . 446 4.1 2 782 8.2 200 13.6 470 14.8 264 9.7 3 396 13.3
Franklin............... 657 34 2 431 125 230 11.9 248 18.1 332 9.0 1 927 13.1
Fulton .....oovvvninn, 563 3.2 3 010 7.8 238 12.3 1 384 26.8 343 8.0 3 880 10.1
Gibson. 489 3.7 3 551 4.8 184 12.6 603 9.4 299 8.0 4 194 4.8
Grant.. 480 4.2 2 700 4.6 182 12.8 819 15.6 293 8.8 4 525 6.8
Greene .. 719 3.9 2 615 6.5 264 11.1 586 10.3 344 9.7 2 557 10.8
Hamilton ..........out 433 51 2 978 11.7 213 13.1 642 23.2 258 11.2 3 037 10.9
Hancock .....oovvvnnn 455 3.9 2 886 4.2 170 11.1 670 14.0 287 8.3 3 368 5.6
Harrison ... 909 3.1 2 138 6.5 276 12.1 316 17.3 366 8.6 1 756 10.3
Hendricks 536 3.6 2 493 5.4 236 12.8 675 19.6 244 10.5 3 238 9.0
Henry. . 559 4.7 2 664 5.4 332 9.5 884 9.2 291 9.9 2 785 8.9
Howard ...........ouu 395 3.7 2 866 4.6 211 11.3 846 7.7 272 8.1 2 892 8.0
Huntington ............ 543 3.7 3 021 6.4 237 11.1 889 14.5 358 7.3 3 906 5.7
Jackson.... 735 2.7 6 150 3.2 307 10.2 658 12.3 407 7.0 2911 9.1
Jasper... 530 3.2 4 677 4.4 257 9.6 1 025 10.0 372 6.9 4 855 4.3
Jay...... 748 2.9 3 108 6.4 274 10.1 655 13.9 487 5.9 4 827 5.6
Jefferson.............. 665 34 1539 7.0 204 13.7 308 17.6 296 10.7 1792 10.2
Jennings 520 3.9 2 443 9.0 113 19.6 148 20.7 263 10.6 2 218 9.6
Johnson . 445 4.8 2 276 6.5 188 14.5 776 12.8 288 8.8 3 690 9.2
Knox ...... 520 3.2 4 970 4.0 158 15.1 1172 7.3 357 7.5 5 062 5.1
Kosciusko. . 921 35 7 310 4.3 522 7.3 1 807 6.8 558 6.5 6 133 4.7
Lagrange 1 088 3.0 4 482 4.8 489 8.1 787 7.4 802 5.0 5 034 5.2
Lake..... 367 5.0 2 486 9.5 134 18.0 614 21.3 200 12.5 1 893 15.0
La Porte ... 598 4.2 5 295 3.7 263 9.8 1232 6.8 329 8.2 4 739 6.7
Lawrence .. 655 4.7 1 479 8.8 225 13.1 283 20.7 278 111 1 603 16.8
Madison ... 644 3.3 3 844 5.8 239 11.2 985 22.8 372 8.2 3 982 6.3
Marion......ooviinn 165 6.5 1622 3.9 39 27.7 (D) (D) 78 17.4 588 10.7
Marshall . 704 3.6 3213 7.7 342 9.1 1 603 4.5 456 7.6 3 354 7.8
Martin . 253 7.4 925 11.2 87 24.0 144 17.4 132 17.0 1 328 18.0
Miami.... 590 3.0 3 839 5.6 270 10.3 739 13.2 371 6.2 4 341 6.8
Monroe ..... 332 6.9 695 14.0 131 18.4 123 29.7 114 16.1 672 18.0
Montgomery ........... 578 3.6 4 168 5.1 236 11.7 905 17.6 391 7.2 4 783 6.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Farm production expenses!—Con.
: : Customwork, machine hire, and rental of machinery and
Repair and maintenance equipment Interest
Geographic area Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Morgan ........oeuunnn 459 51 1 889 9.9 205 13.3 465 8.3 289 9.4 1 687 11.9
Newton .. 321 4.0 3 024 3.3 140 14.3 603 29 235 9.3 3 063 11.6
Noble.. 769 2.9 2 847 52 343 9.8 1 046 15.5 443 7.7 3 382 12.6
Ohio... 204 59 330 10.1 63 18.6 51 13.1 94 15.0 379 14.8
Orange ......oovuennnn 416 53 1 145 6.9 135 15.8 236 15.2 177 14.1 1 009 13.8
458 3.9 1274 12.4 194 15.1 212 217 229 12.3 993 14.4
397 4.7 2 560 10.0 175 13.7 546 17.6 236 9.2 4 187 10.5
430 3.6 831 10.5 164 135 173 29.6 187 12.3 931 14.2
212 10.5 1 025 15.2 85 26.2 308 41.6 155 14.3 884 15.9
362 51 2 491 7.9 119 15.2 417 4.6 208 8.9 1921 6.8
Posey ....iiiiiiinnn, 365 3.8 3 064 4.5 181 12.2 432 8.0 227 9.5 2 767 6.7
Pulaski .. 434 4.2 4 572 4.3 203 11.6 865 8.9 351 6.0 4 318 6.0
Putnam . . 698 3.2 2 740 7.2 231 12.6 613 29.8 316 9.6 3 259 8.1
Randolph 719 3.1 3 209 4.4 367 7.7 902 8.3 502 5.4 4 537 7.7
Ripley «.ooviiiiiiiinn 702 34 2 709 5.7 210 13.3 533 13.7 332 9.5 2 230 8.9
Rush ....oovvniininn, 608 2.9 3 832 4.7 275 8.9 949 15.0 422 6.3 5 251 8.3
St. Joseph . 566 3.6 2 994 5.6 219 14.6 567 19.5 308 9.7 3 297 6.4
Scott ...... 297 6.1 723 11.0 107 15.0 153 17.6 132 15.2 864 14.5
Shelby... 531 3.1 3 818 7.1 214 11.6 604 135 306 7.1 3 956 7.3
Spencer .....oiiueinn. 569 31 2 674 4.9 233 10.6 555 15.0 303 9.0 2 313 5.8
Starke ...iiiiiiiinenn. 351 5.8 2 000 7.6 156 14.5 791 13.1 205 11.9 2 002 11.2
Steuben . 460 5.1 1 964 16.6 182 14.0 477 19.4 220 115 1 494 12.0
Sullivan..... 383 5.7 2 495 5.6 177 13.1 451 15.3 227 10.0 2 819 10.2
Switzerland. . 470 4.3 1019 9.8 128 17.3 137 13.9 235 11.8 1 085 15.4
Tippecanoe ........... 547 3.0 4 021 5.7 233 115 1 048 7.9 355 8.1 5 676 11.2
Tipton ...ovviiiiiinenn. 331 5.8 3 227 4.2 174 12.3 854 10.3 193 10.7 2 922 5.1
Union....... 237 3.9 1 540 7.0 86 13.7 240 14.4 145 8.6 1 473 8.0
Vanderburgh 237 4.8 1216 10.3 62 22.6 111 10.1 106 14.4 1 324 14.0
Vermillion ... . 193 9.8 1 876 11.2 106 16.0 486 26.8 104 18.6 1224 12.5
VigQo.ooiieiiiiininnnns 382 3.8 1 808 6.6 79 18.5 239 16.8 221 9.4 1 662 10.4
Wabash. . 590 3.8 4138 5.9 288 9.5 802 7.9 396 7.1 4 442 6.2
Warren 335 45 2 605 5.7 134 15.0 381 11.7 255 75 2 936 6.8
Warrick ..... 307 5.1 1629 12.4 127 16.9 296 16.2 171 10.5 1 349 19.6
Washington . 774 3.2 2 618 6.5 282 11.3 626 21.8 422 7.9 2 673 6.9
Wayne......ooevvennn. 647 4.7 2 930 6.1 352 10.1 823 14.8 317 10.1 3 461 7.8
525 4.7 3 254 5.1 237 10.8 855 12.9 374 8.0 3 816 9.3
523 4.7 4 584 3.9 285 9.3 1 051 10.1 349 8.9 5 277 3.1
643 4.6 2772 6.7 245 10.7 791 13.4 287 10.6 2 823 7.4
Farm production expensest—Con.
Cash rent Property taxes paid All other farm production expenses
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Indiana ....... 16 729 1.3 358 739 1.0 55 473 .5 138 472 9 52 467 5 313 484 .6
Adams. 290 115 6 109 9.9 1 064 1.4 2 071 3.7 1011 2.2 4 761 5.7
Allen .. 296 10.9 3 876 7.6 1 396 1.2 3 118 4.2 1281 2.1 5 048 4.4
Bartholomew 206 9.2 4 690 115 545 2.1 1 250 4.4 535 2.6 2 116 4.2
Benton................ 218 11.7 9 419 8.8 401 3.6 1 472 7.2 426 2.0 5 181 5.0
Blackford.............. 94 121 2 109 6.6 303 1.0 756 7.2 268 3.9 1 619 3.3
Boone ... . 227 8.5 11 039 3.7 576 2.0 2 094 5.0 564 23 4 140 4.1
Brown . 7 32.9 33 25.5 176 1.8 230 6.0 158 3.1 228 6.6
Carroll . 204 9.1 8 432 35 555 11 1 901 4.1 555 1.5 6 060 2.9
Cass civiiiiiiniiinns 227 9.8 7 034 4.3 659 2.0 1 768 5.0 655 2.4 4 420 3.6
Clark ..ovvviiiniinnnn. 103 16.7 1471 16.0 633 1.7 1 307 8.1 603 2.8 1371 6.6
Clay . 147 13.4 2 033 19.7 492 2.5 1181 5.2 460 3.5 2 068 5.0
Clinton. .. 244 7.5 10 045 7.6 544 2.7 2 124 8.3 563 2.0 5 299 3.7
Crawford . e 23 40.6 40 24.3 389 3.1 572 8.2 346 5.1 461 11.8
Daviess....ocvuiinienn, 210 10.7 4 296 6.0 1 069 1.3 2 445 8.1 1 024 2.2 7 625 7.1
Dearborn.............. 103 21.9 320 18.8 656 1.9 945 9.5 597 3.7 599 7.1
Decatur . . 238 10.5 6 158 10.0 611 2.4 1 610 5.9 614 2.1 4 621 6.4
De Kalb.. 157 15.7 2 371 19.2 769 15 1 539 6.6 635 3.2 2 464 12.8
Delaware .. 216 9.9 6 443 4.5 613 1.3 1522 5.1 532 3.9 3 083 3.4
Dubois.....cvvviuinn, 279 8.5 2 731 7.2 780 1.8 2 024 3.3 757 2.1 5 255 3.1
Elkhart. .. 414 8.1 4 430 7.5 1 269 13 3 175 3.8 1 266 1.6 8 988 3.3
Fayette 109 20.0 1 558 24.2 399 2.8 1 088 12.0 376 3.4 1 849 9.9
Floyd .... 31 40.8 144 32.2 311 .8 473 7.8 258 6.8 318 10.3
Fountain . e 160 13.4 5 444 7.1 525 2.1 1 498 7.5 504 2.6 3 838 6.9
Franklin............... 193 14.3 1634 20.7 738 1.9 1129 8.9 684 2.7 1 788 5.9
Fulton ... 274 8.3 3 994 7.6 579 2.6 1 574 5.6 576 2.7 2 706 7.4
Gibson. 197 9.4 3 042 6.5 546 2.4 1 607 6.9 544 2.3 4 051 4.4
Grant.... 271 8.2 7 207 9.3 549 2.0 1 839 8.8 495 3.4 3 291 5.0
Greene .. .. 152 13.5 1 306 11.9 819 2.0 1 939 6.1 771 29 5 051 3.0
Hamilton .............. 217 125 4 559 5.9 543 3.2 1741 9.7 546 2.4 3 775 5.8

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Farm production expenses!—Con.
Cash rent Property taxes paid All other farm production expenses
. Farms Value Farms Value Farms Value
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate estimate Total estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent)
Hancock .............. 189 9.4 6 282 4.9 524 1.8 1 566 8.4 493 3.1 2 765 8.4
Harrison .. 171 14.1 1 530 115 1 069 15 1 586 4.4 962 2.6 2 672 3.3
Hendricks . 231 11.9 6 506 4.3 617 13 1708 10.0 588 2.8 2 958 35
Henry..... 265 9.5 5 215 9.6 724 24 1701 7.9 671 33 2 797 9.6
Howard ............... 188 11.3 4 674 4.6 464 21 1274 53 425 3.1 2 547 3.3
Huntington ............ 212 9.9 5 612 8.3 622 1.3 1 426 6.3 600 2.8 3196 3.3
Jackson. .. 207 11.4 2 857 14.7 785 11 1 378 5.7 729 2.8 18 778 1.3
Jasper .. 304 8.1 8 440 6.7 581 2.4 1771 10.8 572 1.9 6 466 4.8
Jay....... 208 11.0 3 588 9.0 809 1.4 1912 5.8 745 3.2 4 204 6.1
Jefferson.............. 134 16.3 1 398 21.8 767 1.7 1 280 53 696 29 1 676 7.8
Jennings ...oouvinennnn 127 17.7 2 540 15.3 590 1.7 928 8.0 555 2.7 3 274 55
Johnson .. 202 10.9 4 435 8.9 485 35 1 096 6.4 469 35 3 097 5.4
Knox ..... 220 9.8 5 968 9.3 551 2.7 1870 5.1 555 2.2 5 041 2.5
Kosciusko . 317 9.8 5 363 8.9 1127 5 3 521 5.2 1029 2.2 10 180 1.4
Lagrange ............. 310 9.8 3 140 8.8 1 368 9 3183 3.8 1279 1.7 5172 3.6
Lake...... 191 13.0 5 530 10.5 416 3.0 1 685 10.6 409 23 3 391 7.6
La Porte .. 301 7.8 9 164 4.2 705 21 2 428 4.3 692 2.6 6 808 3.2
Lawrence . 86 235 937 6.6 854 13 1351 6.1 794 2.6 1 428 7.0
Madison .. 286 85 7 522 6.4 700 21 2 113 55 690 22 4 225 3.7
Marion.......oovvunn 60 18.0 823 9.8 219 2.3 465 11.2 203 33 2 071 9.6
Marshall .. 332 10.0 4 096 7.1 830 1.6 2 061 5.6 829 1.5 3 847 4.4
Martin 40 315 734 27.4 325 3.0 704 9.5 286 5.6 1 023 17.7
Miami. .. 277 7.3 6 632 7.1 628 2.3 1 648 53 640 2.0 3 927 3.7
Monroe ..... 56 27.8 179 215 454 2.6 607 10.0 383 53 683 8.5
Montgomery........... 261 8.3 7 030 9.2 629 2.7 1 954 6.7 655 1.6 4 553 4.3
Morgan .......oevennn. 135 12.5 2 059 8.6 584 2.0 1 076 11.7 547 2.6 2 021 7.3
Newton ... 169 11.7 3 997 6.2 331 4.6 1 876 27.3 356 2.7 5 246 3.2
Noble. 229 12.8 2 696 12.5 912 14 2 189 4.8 813 2.6 3 400 5.7
Ohio.... 34 29.8 110 7.3 246 15 255 6.2 208 54 366 5.4
Orange ..oevenvnnenss 52 25.6 903 5.1 525 1.2 785 6.2 429 45 1 350 3.9
Owen 33 314 118 54 569 .6 1 007 9.2 449 43 1 096 115
Parke 198 10.6 4 440 10.0 449 25 1 502 10.8 399 43 2 385 10.2
Perry 91 19.6 277 25.6 483 7 663 8.7 471 1.7 883 85
Pike . 142 15.3 1074 12.1 256 53 519 235 223 75 1 039 24.7
Porter 166 10.3 4 057 10.1 465 1.6 1135 6.3 402 3.9 2 562 6.5
POSEY v.viiniiiiiiin 168 10.9 3 059 11.0 401 3.3 1 380 9.0 421 22 3 435 4.1
Pulaski ... 211 8.7 7 310 4.9 511 1.9 1534 5.8 492 23 7 043 3.2
Putnam ... 202 12.1 4 613 8.3 763 1.8 1 696 7.0 708 29 2 980 6.1
Randolph . 307 8.2 3 789 53 809 17 2 186 5.4 754 2.7 3 634 5.6
Ripley «.oovvviiiiinnn 207 11.4 3721 8.3 798 1.4 1 487 5.6 752 25 3 663 7.0
Rush ..... 235 10.1 6 427 5.8 651 1.4 2 241 51 641 1.7 3 878 5.7
St. Joseph 305 8.4 4 443 6.9 620 3.0 2 070 5.8 631 1.7 2 683 3.9
Scott ..... 73 15.9 1 006 17.8 340 2.7 511 8.4 303 5.1 560 5.6
Shelby.... 227 9.9 5 906 6.8 626 1.4 1 651 6.0 592 2.5 2 954 3.7
Spencer .....oiiinaen. 182 11.9 2 574 7.7 618 18 1 289 4.1 619 1.4 2 749 5.9
Starke ....viiiiiinann. 119 14.5 2 883 8.5 352 5.2 1 050 12.5 389 3.1 1 861 11.0
Steuben .. 141 11.8 1 746 11.0 549 2.4 1 209 8.0 519 3.2 1 517 8.2
Sullivan.... 124 16.1 1972 9.5 473 .8 1 402 5.2 403 4.4 2 218 3.3
Switzerland. . 79 221 487 16.4 523 2.3 569 5.6 462 4.4 1 270 10.3
Tippecanoe ........... 257 8.4 7 573 10.6 641 1.8 2 053 7.6 618 2.4 5 128 4.9
Tipton «.vevininiinen. 207 9.8 6 117 4.9 388 3.0 1 640 6.7 376 35 2 647 3.9
Union....... 112 11.1 1621 11.5 243 3.4 712 5.3 249 2.9 1 343 6.8
Vanderburgh 100 16.2 1973 15.1 252 3.4 596 14.5 237 4.5 1 354 11.8
Vermillion ... 95 20.2 2 397 15.3 246 7 775 16.4 249 7 1772 8.7
Vigooovvuvininiinennns 85 18.4 1 670 135 424 25 837 8.2 389 35 1791 8.5
Wabash 200 10.4 5 356 9.8 730 1.8 1 805 59 655 2.8 4 769 3.6
Warren 132 12.6 3 518 7.8 350 2.8 1094 55 365 25 3 480 3.9
Warrick 100 16.0 2 028 16.2 348 15 857 12.1 336 33 1 546 6.6
Washington 126 15.8 1 349 8.6 908 .9 1684 5.0 848 22 2 720 4.3
Wayne 166 12.6 3 705 10.6 781 1.9 2 268 43 732 3.0 3 618 55
226 10.1 7 361 7.1 645 17 1 503 4.8 611 2.8 3 450 4.4
250 8.6 9 823 59 561 3.6 2 095 7.8 565 25 7 209 2.8
162 12.1 2 421 10.5 750 1.9 2 061 6.5 701 34 3 011 111
Net cash return from agricultura{ sales for the farm unit Total cropland Harvested cropland
(see text)
Farms Value Farms Acres Farms Acres
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
Indiana ....... 57 922 4 1 163 605 9 53 256 4| 12 848 950 3 47 613 51|11 716 704 .3
Adams........... 1093 7 13 609 15.8 992 7 191 192 9 909 7 179 996 1.0
Allen ....... 1439 .8 29 796 4.6 1 342 7 246 668 9 1192 .8 230 054 9
Bartholomew 576 7 11 811 5.4 542 4 146 039 7 506 5 138 189 7
Benton..... 434 8 25 926 6.0 416 .6 247 562 .6 409 6 241 562 .6

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Net cash return from a(gsré%utlgi(rgl sales for the farm unit Total cropland Harvested cropland
Farms Value Farms Acres Farms Acres
Geographic area

Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
Blackford. . 303 1.0 4 897 7.6 279 7 76 593 11 227 1.0 69 696 1.2
Boone .. 610 7 19 920 5.6 556 .6 212 137 7 515 7 206 132 7
Brown .. 176 1.8 114 61.1 165 .6 10 381 2.2 141 11 6 668 2.7
Carroll .. 564 5 32 003 2.6 497 .5 198 014 5 474 5 186 176 5
CasS viviiiiiiiinninnn 699 7 20 304 4.1 627 .6 179 249 7 570 7 170 009 7
648 .6 2 835 17.6 593 5 75 586 9 499 7 58 120 11
520 .8 9 343 11.0 482 .6 134 623 .9 440 7 126 260 1.0
585 .6 26 282 4.9 543 .6 222 586 .6 514 .6 217 580 6
410 .8 —740 48.8 382 .6 29 601 1.4 295 1.0 12 726 1.8
1101 7 9 511 9.3 1 008 .6 188 972 .8 899 7 168 261 .8
Dearborn.............. 679 7 -419 82.1 635 .5 44 856 1.4 578 6 29 435 1.9
Decatur ... 653 7 19 293 6.2 593 .6 170 873 .8 558 7 159 475 .8
De Kalb... 785 7 8 479 11.3 733 .5 135 205 .8 511 .8 104 717 1.0
Delaware . 635 6 13 114 5.5 586 .6 159 571 7 526 7 152 438 7
Dubois....ooviiiiiinn 811 .6 6 308 11.9 728 4 138 274 7 656 5 118 376 7
Elkhart.........ooooun 1335 .6 24 287 6.7 1185 5 160 160 .8 1 049 .6 143 324 9
Fayette . 420 1.0 4 814 19.4 377 9 85 029 1.6 348 1.1 75 806 1.7
Floyd ..... 311 .8 —422 59.2 286 .5 18 472 2.8 244 .8 12 750 4.1
Fountain .. 550 7 13 711 9.9 501 7 177 202 9 468 7 162 606 1.0
Franklin............... 77 7 5 776 15.6 728 5 91 558 1.0 677 .6 74 811 1.1
Fulton .. 622 7 14 873 6.4 570 .6 151 322 .8 523 7 140 458 9
Gibson 579 .6 16 327 7.6 541 5 211 810 5 506 .6 198 806 5
Grant... 575 .6 18 750 4.9 541 5 178 082 .6 486 .6 172 544 .6
Greene ... 878 .6 7 646 14.2 805 5 146 620 9 737 .6 120 576 9
Hamilton .............. 590 7 16 946 8.4 539 .6 126 509 .8 487 7 120 531 .8
Hancock ....oovvuennn. 548 .8 15 977 6.3 505 .6 155 422 7 482 7 152 356 7
Harrison .. 1109 .6 3 522 17.3 1 030 .5 109 853 .9 857 .6 75 449 11
Hendricks . 629 .6 11 211 8.8 581 .6 150 491 7 537 7 140 890 7
Henry..... 769 7 11 947 8.5 702 .6 161 322 .9 644 7 151 430 1.0
Howard ............... 486 7 18 296 5.0 453 .5 137 933 7 436 .6 135 655 7
Huntington ............ 651 7 23 613 4.0 600 6 168 886 .8 542 7 160 643 8
Jackson... 811 .6 1 538 59.5 741 6 157 403 1.0 663 7 139 436 11
Jasper 619 .6 29 956 3.6 570 5 257 576 .6 549 .6 248 730 .6
Jay....... 839 .6 7 898 15.6 792 6 157 345 .9 659 7 140 899 9
Jefferson.............. 796 7 3 813 18.8 765 5 80 534 9 705 .6 61 469 1.0
Jennings .. 607 7 4 883 19.7 552 .6 91 446 13 458 9 79 439 14
Johnson .. 525 7 11 490 7.7 465 7 121 046 1.0 425 .8 114 775 1.0
Knox ..... 584 .6 26 057 3.8 528 .6 255 766 .6 511 .6 243 509 .6
Kosciusko . 1129 5 20 968 5.0 1011 4 210 148 7 846 .6 188 205 7
Lagrange 1391 .6 18 174 7.0 1 267 .6 156 233 .8 1 107 .6 127 875 9
Lake...oovvvinniinnnn, 442 .6 13 510 11.5 414 6 138 929 8 377 7 132 551 .8
La Porte .. 750 7 27 337 3.9 694 .6 226 816 7 651 7 212 940 7
Lawrence . 875 .6 2 694 39.3 779 .6 100 355 1.2 661 7 64 725 1.2
Madison 738 .6 21 865 55 693 .5 208 843 7 654 5 202 098 .8
Marion. ... 224 1.0 15 113 3.2 194 1.0 24 102 2.0 168 13 21 822 22
Marshall .............. 865 7 15 396 6.0 794 6 176 837 8 716 7 160 601 9
Martin ... 335 8 3131 26.8 302 8 46 451 1.6 262 1.1 35 897 1.8
Miami. . . 678 6 16 994 6.7 639 4 175 108 6 588 5 165 003 6
Monroe ... 475 7 696 80.0 425 6 36 214 1.9 362 8 22 807 2.3
Montgomery ........... 682 6 23 708 5.8 611 6 243 976 6 574 7 232 300 6
Morgan .........oovunn. 601 .8 7 345 16.5 545 7 110 972 1.0 481 .8 101 157 1.1
Newton ... 382 7 28 858 6.3 353 7 192 801 7 340 7 184 854 7
Noble... 941 .6 17 616 5.4 883 5 147 016 1.0 729 7 126 941 1.1
Ohio.... 252 1.0 806 58.7 241 7 15 949 1.5 229 .8 9 358 1.6
Oorange .....oevvvnnnnnn 531 7 3 649 17.3 491 7 77 911 1.3 410 9 54 994 1.4
Owen 569 .6 2 708 33.9 506 7 70 022 13 430 .9 52 250 15
Parke 471 7 9 184 12.7 427 7 146 125 9 390 .8 136 104 9
Perry 484 7 2 041 314 443 .6 44 187 1.6 388 .8 28 278 2.1
Pike . 288 7 2 662 23.6 266 7 70 123 15 227 11 63 185 1.7
Porter 478 .8 14 020 6.7 442 5 122 766 .8 407 6 117 591 9
POSEY v.vviiiiiiiinnnn 437 .8 14 991 6.2 409 .6 180 104 7 386 7 175 881 7
Pulaski ... 531 N4 25 080 4.1 500 .6 216 338 7 482 7 207 706 7
Putnam ... 793 7 9 022 10.2 701 .6 152 919 .9 616 7 136 146 9
Randolph . 850 .6 14 778 8.0 799 5 202 017 7 707 .6 187 956 .8
Ripley «...oovviiiintn. 821 g 4 386 233 769 .6 123 794 1.0 705 .6 106 398 11
Rush ......coovvieinnn, 663 .8 23 465 5.0 621 .8 207 225 9 594 9 198 032 9
St. Joseph 668 .6 15 461 9.0 615 5 139 661 .8 563 .6 131 004 8
Scott ..... 350 1.0 1161 34.8 307 9 41 364 15 255 1.2 33 879 1.7
Shelby.... 641 7 20 418 6.7 601 5 185 603 7 560 .6 180 102 7
Spencer .........oou.n. 637 7 7 875 7.2 599 5 142 200 .8 542 7 124 768 9
Starke .... 410 .8 8 384 7.7 386 7 116 495 .8 320 1.0 103 811 9
Steuben 581 7 5 226 19.3 535 6 99 218 1.0 366 1.0 71 944 12
Sullivan...... 473 .8 10 858 6.7 438 6 154 407 .8 397 .8 146 668 .8
Switzerland. . 541 .8 3 392 13.2 516 7 33 929 1.7 496 7 20 701 2.1
Tippecanoe ........... 666 7 19 845 7.1 612 5 220 806 7 582 .6 213 122 7
TIPON ©ueeiieeennnnn 416 7 20 444 6.3 388 6 147 636 7 376 6 146 096 7
Union....... 267 11 6 515 8.2 251 7 68 968 13 236 .8 63 111 1.3
Vanderburgh 270 1.0 4 446 9.8 259 .6 66 532 1.2 243 .8 64 540 1.2
Vermillion ... 249 7 7 055 17.2 234 .5 101 027 .8 225 .6 95 431 .8
Vigo...... 454 .8 6 070 13.6 408 7 99 012 1.2 374 9 93 732 1.3

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Net cash return from a(gsré%utlgi(rgl sales for the farm unit Total cropland Harvested cropland
Farms Value Farms Acres Farms Acres
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate Total estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) ($1,000) (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
Wabash. .. 761 7 23 280 4.1 683 .6 163 227 .8 584 .8 150 107 .8
Warren . 379 .8 16 331 7.2 335 .8 162 247 7 315 .9 153 224 8
Warrick ..... 356 .8 3 687 21.4 323 N 80 901 13 283 .8 73 939 13
Washington . 915 .6 1392 47.9 838 .5 125 278 1.0 689 .6 90 019 1.2
Wayne......ooevvennn. 813 .6 13 599 8.0 743 .6 142 427 .9 616 7 123 991 1.0
Wells ...oovviiininines 660 .6 22 817 6.6 612 4 182 069 7 575 5 175 631 7
White . .. 621 7 28 145 3.7 578 .6 253 021 .6 543 7 244 828 .6
Whitley .....oooiiiintn 787 7 11 712 8.7 720 .6 138 872 9 574 .8 119 639 9
Irrigated land Livestock and poultry
Cattle and calves inventory Beef cows inventory
Farms Acres
i Farms Total Farms Total
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
Indiana .. 1 753 7 250 050 5 23 025 5 976 701 4 15 164 5 277 797 5
Adams........... 15 8.5 190 24.6 425 14 15 212 15 46 4.5 373 4.8
Allen ....... 39 5.4 1167 6.1 362 17 19 838 1.5 87 3.4 1 648 2.4
Bartholomew 30 35 5 953 11 220 14 6 736 1.8 165 1.7 2114 2.0
Benton................ 2 - (D) (D) 81 3.0 3 865 3.2 56 3.7 1341 4.2
Blackford.............. - - - - 54 3.6 1769 6.0 34 4.5 (D) (D)
Boone .. 5 11.8 (D) (D) 186 1.9 6 292 2.7 152 2.2 2 303 2.8
Brown .. 4 14.7 8 19.5 72 25 2 087 2.8 60 2.9 (D) (D)
Carroll .. 8 9.4 507 4.7 151 1.7 6 084 1.7 91 2.4 1 596 2.6
CassS voveiiininininins 21 5.6 1 596 23 260 1.6 12 323 2.0 180 21 3 934 3.2
Clark 19 6.8 257 2.4 342 1.1 14 056 1.3 286 1.3 6 794 1.5
Clay . 1 - (D) (D) 200 17 7 421 22 149 21 2 711 3.0
Clinton 7 11.9 185 12.9 105 2.6 2 484 43 72 3.4 (D) (D)
Crawford 3 22.0 6 21.4 267 1.2 8 926 2.0 226 1.4 4 418 2.4
Daviess 19 5.6 1 628 1.7 571 1.1 20 298 1.5 266 1.8 4 803 3.2
Dearborn 21 6.5 84 15.5 426 .9 11 046 2.0 362 11 4 864 1.9
Decatur ... 4 17.0 4 17.0 281 14 16 193 1.6 164 2.1 3 750 2.3
DeKalb... 14 75 560 3.2 163 19 8 762 1.8 68 33 749 4.2
Delaware . 13 6.4 288 6.3 145 22 4 857 35 93 2.9 1591 5.2
Dubois.... 15 6.9 491 71 467 .9 26 807 1.2 376 1.0 9 535 1.6
Elkhart.........ooouee 135 2.1 23 524 1.3 757 .8 42 719 1.0 153 2.3 1932 3.0
Fayette . 3 14.8 (D) (D) 226 1.7 9 201 2.6 194 1.9 3 647 2.7
Floyd ..... 7 9.4 12 12.6 164 13 3 332 1.8 144 15 1632 2.0
Fountain .. 4 17.6 484 18.0 235 1.6 9 075 2.6 196 1.8 4 303 2.6
Franklin............... 20 6.3 222 133 452 9 16 193 1.4 341 1.2 5 207 1.8
Fulton .....covvvninnn, 37 34 9 913 25 241 1.6 10 394 2.0 133 24 2 302 3.4
Gibson. . 23 4.9 2 416 1.6 151 1.9 6 620 2.1 108 24 1 870 2.9
Grant... 6 12.0 24 13.8 134 2.1 4 728 1.9 86 2.8 1131 3.0
Greene ... 5 8.3 596 1.8 546 .8 21 561 12 466 1.0 10 091 1.4
Hamilton 13 8.2 717 2.0 154 2.0 4 267 2.4 100 2.6 1 480 3.0
Hancock ......ovuvnnn 16 7.3 515 8.0 139 23 3 437 29 103 2.7 1 341 3.4
Harrison .. 17 6.9 64 11.3 678 .8 24 294 15 578 9 10 520 1.4
Hendricks . 7 10.2 28 11.8 219 1.7 7 176 3.0 163 2.0 2 918 4.0
Henry..... 8 10.1 1 052 9.2 325 14 11 078 1.9 234 1.7 3 243 2.0
Howard ............... 4 16.2 58 17.9 137 2.1 5 000 2.4 79 29 792 4.1
7 11.2 20 15.1 154 2.0 7 070 1.7 101 2.6 1 417 2.8
11 8.7 518 5.8 398 1.2 18 996 15 282 1.6 4 802 2.6
57 3.0 16 523 1.8 132 2.3 10 734 12 100 2.7 2 230 3.1
7 9.7 202 10.7 225 18 8 873 2.0 101 3.0 1 136 5.2
25 59 335 3.7 413 11 14 068 1.7 364 1.3 6 546 2.0
Jennings.............. 8 10.0 671 10.6 317 13 9 529 1.9 256 15 3931 2.1
Johnson .. 8 8.6 1241 3.6 188 1.8 8 884 25 120 2.5 2 092 5.7
Knox ..... 70 2.4 13 687 1.4 184 1.7 10 379 1.6 136 2.1 3 652 2.4
Kosciusko . 46 2.9 12 476 1.8 397 11 26 429 1.0 185 1.9 3 216 3.0
Lagrange ............. 71 3.0 23 478 1.8 925 .8 39 275 1.0 91 2.8 1 205 4.2
Lake...oovvuinininnnn, 38 4.1 6 211 23 88 29 3 204 2.8 49 4.3 714 54
La Porte .. 111 2.2 27 090 1.4 234 1.8 24 980 11 120 2.8 1 675 3.8
Lawrence . 14 7.4 2 968 11.4 582 .8 27 336 2.0 498 9 13 425 2.0
Madison .. 10 52 936 1 213 17 6 485 1.7 154 2.0 2 299 2.0
Marion.......oovviunn 41 3.7 263 3.1 42 4.2 965 6.3 24 5.7 297 6.3
Marshall .. 25 5.5 4 662 4.6 313 1.5 15 452 1.7 148 24 2 350 4.0
Martin .. - - - - 218 1.4 8 017 2.3 178 1.7 3 502 2.6
Miami. .. 16 5.7 1 867 7.7 243 13 14 578 2.0 139 1.9 2 074 2.9
Monroe ..... 13 6.9 91 224 275 1.2 10 717 2.3 232 14 5 329 2.2
Montgomery........... 12 8.2 870 5.7 247 1.6 8 701 2.0 187 1.9 3 813 2.2
Morgan ............... 5 11.9 35 9.4 279 15 9 063 2.2 220 1.8 3 724 2.3
Newton ... 24 4.9 7 324 12 90 2.7 3 660 3.6 79 3.0 (D) (D)
Noble... 26 51 4 244 2.2 335 1.3 16 262 1.7 144 2.2 2 236 3.1
Ohio.. 20 6.6 390 4.8 150 1.7 3 327 2.6 133 1.9 1712 2.8
Orange ... 3 13.9 (D) (D) 311 1.3 12 965 2.4 257 15 5 644 25

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Irrigated land Livestock and poultry
Cattle and calves inventory Beef cows inventory
Farms Acres
. Farms Total Farms Total
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
7 10.7 93 3.0 309 1.2 10 917 2.0 264 14 5 040 2.1
17 7.4 803 8.7 221 1.6 9 518 21 176 1.8 3 637 2.7
11 7.9 187 11.0 347 9 12 521 1.6 314 11 5 868 1.9
2 17.2 (D) (D) 107 25 3 509 3.4 87 2.9 1 597 3.7
39 3.9 6 827 3.3 124 21 4 416 2.2 84 2.7 1 347 3.7
Posey .. 19 25 3 445 i 99 24 4 040 2.8 63 3.2 1112 3.7
Pulaski ... 53 3.1 10 999 17 138 22 6 106 3.0 88 3.0 1293 4.1
Putnam ... 6 12.5 50 18.5 379 1.2 12 155 1.5 300 1.4 5 256 1.7
Randolph . 8 10.5 90 6.1 230 1.6 7 862 2.6 151 2.1 1 850 2.9
Ripley «..covviiiiinnn. 21 5.5 80 5.8 410 1.2 15 012 1.8 331 1.4 5 548 2.3
Rush ....oooviiiinn, 2 26.8 (D) (D) 232 1.8 14 194 1.4 127 25 3211 2.1
St. Joseph 61 3.0 12 941 1.6 170 1.9 6 440 2.6 78 3.1 724 4.3
Scott ..... 8 9.3 70 13.1 177 1.8 4 675 2.4 147 2.1 (D) (D)
Shelby . 12 7.8 1672 1 205 1.7 6 283 2.3 130 2.4 1 978 2.8
Spencer .....ooiiinnen. 6 13.7 142 18.5 316 1.3 14 051 1.9 259 1.5 6 343 1.7
Starke ....iiiiiiinann. 51 2.9 10 795 2.2 63 3.7 1 702 4.0 39 4.8 (D) (D)
Steuben 17 7.1 1 225 53 166 1.9 9 257 2.5 72 3.2 1 110 4.8
Sullivan.... 29 4.7 5 575 3.1 153 2.1 5 386 2.8 128 2.3 2 467 3.1
Switzerland. . e 35 5.8 140 8.1 287 1.4 7 809 2.4 247 1.6 3 903 3.0
Tippecanoe ........... 32 4.3 3 689 1.5 202 1.7 7 761 1.6 155 2.0 3 626 2.1
Tipton ..o, 3 17.0 (D) (D) 69 3.2 2 004 3.6 35 4.8 (D) (D)
Union....... . 5 12.3 40 12.1 124 2.0 4 259 2.6 90 2.6 1581 3.4
Vanderburgh 10 10.4 (D) (D) 57 34 1 808 4.3 36 4.6 364 6.6
Vermillion ... 3 12.7 (D) (D) 102 2.0 4 442 2.8 85 2.4 (D) (D)
VigQo.vviiiiinininnnnn 15 7.3 357 21 138 24 3 050 3.6 116 2.6 1 307 3.6
Wabash 15 7.1 782 7.1 195 1.9 22 465 11 80 33 1138 4.3
Warren 1 - (D) (D) 127 24 5 000 2.8 112 2.6 (D) (D)
Warrick 11 8.7 27 10.5 144 1.9 4 630 24 117 2.2 1 596 2.8
Washington 6 9.7 7 8.3 565 .8 30 138 13 456 1.0 11 227 1.7
Wayne 10 8.6 314 10.4 374 1.2 16 425 1.6 245 1.6 4 606 24
3 17.2 4 17.2 111 22 8 287 1.4 37 4.2 420 4.9
14 5.7 2 333 25 173 2.0 6 965 2.1 129 2.4 2 518 2.9
8 10.2 718 4 222 1.8 9 534 2.0 77 35 1 109 3.4
Livestock and poultry—Con.
Milk cows inventory Hogs and pigs inventory Sheep and lambs inventory
. Farms Total Farms Total Farms Total
Geographic area

Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
3 216 7 131 630 5 6 442 5 3 972 060 2 1 927 .8 54 227 1.3
261 1.9 5 968 1.8 261 1.8 105 431 14 27 6.0 1143 15.0
135 2.8 3 919 2.4 127 2.7 49 783 2.0 46 4.9 897 8.3
Bartholomew . 15 5.3 1125 4.4 45 3.1 24 052 15 29 4.7 609 8.5
Benton................ 5 10.5 250 8.6 18 4.9 6 982 29 11 9.3 866 15.3
Blackford.............. 2 24.0 (D) (D) 27 53 33 458 1.4 12 9.0 217 9.1
Boone .... 14 9.4 316 135 93 25 69 682 7 23 5.6 608 8.8
Brown .. 6 8.2 (D) (D) 8 10.3 203 15.8 7 9.1 189 1.1
Carroll .. 17 6.1 538 6.5 163 1.4 255 176 4 29 4.6 751 6.3
Cass v.veviiiinininns 17 6.6 1122 2.3 113 2.3 72 036 .8 42 4.6 1 502 7.4
Clark vovovvinininan. 16 59 732 52 26 4.9 3 506 34 11 7.8 330 9.3
Clay.... 9 9.1 690 1.7 52 35 18 415 1.7 11 9.2 278 11.7
Clinton.... 1 33.7 (D) (D) 119 1.9 181 579 5 31 5.2 860 8.5
Crawford. . e 16 7.2 272 8.1 13 9.0 948 115 3 17.2 (D) (D)
Daviess......oevvunnn 209 2.2 3 110 22 303 1.6 154 715 1.2 39 5.0 776 9.0
Dearborn.............. 13 7.2 490 4.3 29 52 1 868 8.0 16 6.9 394 9.6
Decatur . 22 6.2 1126 4.9 145 2.0 147 844 7 21 5.9 591 6.3
De Kalb... 31 4.7 2 727 2.0 47 4.0 18 355 25 24 5.9 584 8.4
Delaware . 11 7.9 569 5.4 63 3.1 24 502 13 26 6.1 506 7.1
Dubois....viviiiinnn, 33 3.8 2 753 21 177 1.6 110 646 9 20 6.6 791 18.8
Elkhart........coo..... 348 1.3 18 297 11 184 2.0 73 951 1.2 50 41 889 5.1
Fayette . 14 9.5 631 11.3 65 3.8 24 878 2.7 17 8.9 460 15.0
Floyd ..... 5 11.1 55 135 14 5.6 1 864 3.1 4 11.6 (D) (D)
Fountain .. 9 10.9 172 17.5 46 4.3 25 918 1.5 11 8.6 258 12.6
Franklin... 30 4.2 1831 2.9 101 2.4 38 620 2.4 32 4.7 667 5.6
Fulton .....oovvininnn, 34 4.6 1 606 3.2 74 2.8 33 912 1.0 26 5.8 570 10.5
Gibson. . 21 5.0 963 3.7 61 2.8 38 267 7 7 11.1 197 13.8
Grant... 8 8.4 982 2.6 65 2.6 27 858 1.3 19 6.7 390 8.0
Greene ... 24 5.1 871 4.2 56 3.4 96 385 3 18 6.2 1 820 7.0
Hamilton 5 11.8 294 7.5 58 3.4 24 010 1.7 38 5.0 900 7.2
Hancock .....ooovvnnn 9 9.8 114 18.5 61 3.1 54 942 1.1 45 4.3 1 521 6.9
Harrison .. 35 4.4 1 560 3.9 46 3.9 5 953 3.6 10 8.9 395 14.4
Hendricks . 19 5.7 559 55 50 4.0 25 011 1.9 33 5.1 845 8.0
Henry... 19 6.5 984 4.1 65 3.4 18 097 29 36 5.2 1 076 10.2
Howard ... 16 7.8 611 8.6 96 2.2 73 259 1.0 8 11.3 251 14.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Livestock and poultry—Con.
Milk cows inventory Hogs and pigs inventory Sheep and lambs inventory
X Farms Total Farms Total Farms Total
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
Huntington ............ 16 4.1 1 049 35 83 2.7 36 854 1.8 36 4.7 652 5.6
Jackson... 34 4.3 2 717 2.3 67 3.3 34 410 1.9 10 9.6 896 4.6
Jasper .. 5 9.7 199 2 80 2.6 93 813 5 9 9.1 201 12.1
....... 61 3.7 2 082 2.7 126 2.3 53 052 15 36 5.0 670 85
Jefferson.............. 26 5.6 826 6.1 21 6.8 3 699 8.3 14 7.9 248 11.9
Jennings .. 10 8.3 387 6.2 50 4.0 11 430 4.3 7 13.2 270 22.8
Johnson .. 11 6.6 1134 2.8 41 4.4 14 037 2.0 11 10.2 580 319
Knox ..... 7 10.0 234 11.4 84 25 44 215 .8 7 11.7 111 155
Kosciusko . 74 3.0 3 482 24 129 2.0 102 998 7 56 35 1951 10.1
Lagrange ............. 528 1.2 11 396 13 259 1.8 69 338 15 63 3.9 1243 7.6
Lake....covevniininn, 16 6.4 826 4.4 26 5.0 9 435 1.1 11 9.5 208 13.3
La Porte .. 47 4.0 5 365 1.8 57 3.6 27 110 1.5 27 5.7 780 4.2
Lawrence . 16 7.1 741 8.0 32 5.1 4 218 8.4 18 6.9 190 9.8
Madison . 6 10.6 104 10.3 63 3.0 26 111 13 33 4.5 785 5.6
Marion.......ooovuvnn, 3 20.4 90 23.4 8 9.1 764 4.7 9 111 312 12.6
Marshall .............. 81 3.3 4 589 2.6 89 3.2 15 124 3.2 44 4.4 1 708 7.1
Martin .... 16 7.7 166 9.5 43 4.4 24 716 3.0 5 10.7 75 20.4
Miami. .. 38 3.3 2 547 2.3 107 1.9 99 543 .8 24 5.5 808 8.4
Monroe ... ... 11 9.1 354 10.1 16 6.3 279 10.7 15 6.9 308 7.7
Montgomery ........... 6 10.2 51 12.5 69 3.0 91 444 5 38 51 1 240 10.1
Morgan ......oovvennn. 13 8.3 256 5.3 50 4.1 10 515 25 32 5.4 927 7.2
Newton ... 1 36.9 (D) (D) 19 3.8 22 013 1 14 8.1 293 9.1
Noble... 104 2.7 4 716 2.2 75 3.0 43 481 15 40 4.5 1243 6.1
Ohio.... 5 14.2 135 18.6 6 12.3 (D) (D) - - - -
orange ....o.vvvnnnnnns 23 6.3 713 7.9 45 4.4 16 330 2.9 8 11.5 262 13.7
Owen 16 75 410 10.5 34 4.6 12 934 1.6 21 6.0 551 5.7
Parke 32 55 1228 51 50 3.9 25 025 24 17 6.8 183 8.3
Perry 11 8.4 769 4.7 51 3.6 28 890 1.8 9 9.9 90 11.4
Pike . 4 14.8 200 14.6 18 7.2 5 986 4.8 4 14.4 70 16.4
Porter 16 52 950 2.8 51 33 14 134 26 21 6.0 558 9.8
POSEY v.vviiiiiiiiin 16 6.5 1 036 54 31 45 12 359 23 6 10.9 101 15.2
Pulaski ... 17 7.1 1 406 4.0 75 2.9 54 160 1.2 13 9.2 486 9.7
Putnam ... 12 8.2 333 7.4 93 2.6 40 026 15 53 3.9 1163 5.0
Randolph . 24 51 845 51 97 2.6 50 936 1.2 31 54 1 039 8.4
Ripley .... 19 6.7 970 4.3 94 28 33 316 25 25 59 875 9.5
Rush ....ooovviinnnn, 32 5.6 1525 3.8 158 2.0 109 134 9 23 6.8 634 10.7
St. Joseph 43 3.8 2 222 3.4 64 33 27 430 17 17 8.1 293 9.8
Scott ..... 2 14.8 (D) (D) 16 7.4 1 253 18.6 11 9.4 217 11.1
Shelby.... 18 7.0 781 7.3 49 3.1 63 453 7 25 5.6 677 8.0
Spencer .......ooiinnn. 22 6.4 1183 7.0 75 3.0 48 437 1.4 10 10.1 219 10.0
Starke .. 1 34.4 (D) (D) 32 5.2 2 268 3.4 7 11.2 70 14.8
Steuben 48 3.4 2 618 2.6 31 5.1 6 859 6.1 7 10.1 187 12.7
Sullivan..... 11 8.2 362 7.7 35 4.9 13 898 3.1 12 9.6 272 18.1
Switzerland. . 22 6.9 622 7.9 23 5.9 (D) (D) 7 11.7 96 11.5
Tippecanoe ........... 6 12.8 239 6.9 70 2.7 90 874 5 39 3.8 1 941 8.0
TIPON ©uevevieeennnns 3 19.3 (D) (D) 57 3.0 56 821 8 14 8.5 445 7.3
Union....... 10 8.3 508 6.9 53 3.0 28 912 2.4 7 9.7 180 111
Vanderburgh 8 7.3 478 7.3 12 6.4 3 804 7.7 6 11.8 81 16.4
Vermillion - . 1 - (D) (D) 15 6.5 24 205 8 9 8.5 352 8.5
Vigo...... 6 12.7 149 20.7 34 4.9 15 563 1.6 7 11.6 126 10.6
Wabash.........ocuvnn 39 43 2 079 35 119 2.3 127 954 .8 29 5.3 1 650 12.5
Warren 2 19.7 (D) (D) 16 7.4 (D) (D) 9 9.6 163 13.3
Warrick 9 7.2 586 5.9 32 5.0 11 829 4.9 7 9.9 95 44
Washington . 52 35 2 410 2.4 73 3.0 17 299 2.1 15 7.7 510 11.7
Wayne......ooevvennnn 53 3.7 2 764 2.9 90 2.7 36 397 1.7 41 4.4 1 015 5.1
Wells ... 22 4.8 1703 2.6 80 25 65 972 11 14 7.1 172 9.0
White ... 9 9.0 606 3.6 102 2.1 110 596 5 24 6.4 519 7.9
Whitley «...ovviiinnnn 43 43 2 197 3.4 96 2.7 59 829 1.3 38 5.0 934 5.9
Livestock and poultry—Con.
Layers 20 weeks old and older inventory Broilers and other meat-type chickens sold
X Farms Total Farms Total
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
1785 .8 20 613 402 2 204 2.2 10 391 178 21
81 3.3 942 178 4.3 14 8.8 357 530 11.0
50 4.9 19 780 19.0 7 11.0 380 13.5
11 8.0 204 8.0 1 24.5 (D) (D)
4 16.9 127 318 - - - -
Blackford.............. 6 11.4 (D) (D) - - - -
Boone .... . 17 6.9 680 10.9 - — — —
Brown .. 8 10.1 234 14.4 1 29.5 (D) (D)
Carroll 16 6.6 636 8.1 - - — —
Cass ... 12 9.5 381 16.7 3 20.8 (D) (D)

See footnotes at end of table.

C-28 APPENDIXC

1997 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service



Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

—Con.

Livestock and poultry—Con.

Layers 20 weeks old and older inventory Broilers and other meat-type chickens sold
. Farms Total Farms Total
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent)
Clark ooovviuininin. 15 6.8 (D) (D) 1 - (D) (D)
Clay . 14 7.0 (D) (D) 1 - (D) (D)
Clinton.... 15 7.4 (D) (D) - - - -
Crawford. . . 18 6.7 350 9.1 - - - -
Daviess......ocvvnunnn 59 4.4 1 061 45 2 27.3 (D) (D)
Dearborn.............. 18 6.8 783 10.3 - - - -
Decatur ... 9 105 214 14.3 - - -
DeKalb... 16 7.1 382 8.5 3 13.2 150 20.4
Delaware . 22 6.8 686 9.6 - - - -
Dubois. . 37 31 2 841 959 (L) 2 - (D) (D)
Elkhart. . 88 3.2 77 185 5.2 45 43 3 005 354 45
Fayette . 5 16.7 190 24.9 - — — —
Floyd ..... 5 12.2 75 14.5 1 17.3 (D) (D)
Fountain .. 8 10.8 118 12.2 - - — —
Franklin............... 26 55 906 8.6 2 21.6 (D) (D)
FUlton «.vueeevnnnnnnn. 14 8.4 (D) (D) 3 20.8 (D) (D)
Gibson. . 10 8.6 167 10.4 - - - -
Grant... 9 9.5 (D) (D) - — — —
Greene ... 29 5.2 671 8.8 2 14.7 (D) (D)
Hamilton 15 7.9 393 11.4 2 26.4 (D) (D)
Hancock .......ouvenn 13 9.5 261 115 - - - -
Harrison .. 36 4.4 (D) (D) 10 6.3 1 952 978 2.4
Hendricks . 17 6.8 257 7.9 - - — —
Henry. 17 7.8 404 11.4 1 31.8 (D) (D)
Howard . 13 8.6 5 357 221 1 28.6 (D) (D)
Huntington 13 6.1 65 334 L) - - - -
Jackson. .. 22 6.3 (D) (D) - - — —
Jasper .. 7 12.4 (D) (D) 1 34.3 (D) (D)
....... 42 3.6 1 779 966 (L) 1 33.2 (D) (D)
Jefferson.............. 20 6.9 276 7.0 - - - -
Jennings ....oeiiinenn. 13 8.6 (D) (D) - - - -
Johnson .. 15 7.7 218 11.8 - - - -
Knox ..... 9 10.0 141 17.4 - - - -
Kosciusko . 30 4.6 2 461 526 (L) 5 14.1 (D) (D)
Lagrange 207 20 258 050 1.2 32 5.7 1 870 836 7.0
Lake....oovvviininnn, 15 8.3 999 18.6 - - - -
La Porte .. 26 6.5 782 11.0 4 16.8 (D) (D)
Lawrence . 22 6.0 318 6.8 - - — —
Madison . 21 6.0 479 75 2 26.3 (D) (D)
Marion.......cocvuennn. 2 26.7 (D) (D) - - - -
Marshall .............. 25 6.1 (D) (D) 8 11.0 (D) (D)
Martin ... 12 8.3 (D) (D) - - E e
Miami. .. 25 4.9 529 5.7 5 11.7 260 14.2
Monroe ..... . 12 8.1 226 12.8 - - - -
Montgomery........... 19 8.4 456 14.9 - - - -
MOrgan «....eevunnnnn. 10 11.2 181 12.3 1 35.7 (D) (D)
Newton ... 3 17.1 (D) (D) 1 38.8 (D) (D)
Noble. .. 32 5.5 997 8.8 3 21.1 (D) (D)
Ohio.... ... 4 16.1 102 23.8 1 37.0 (D) (D)
orange ....ovvvvvenenen 15 7.4 (D) (D) 1 36.0 (D) (D)
22 6.7 563 7.4 - - — —
17 8.8 444 12.2 1 37.7 (D) (D)
17 7.0 460 7.1 - - - -
3 16.8 66 21.2 - - - -
19 5.1 288 6.3 2 135 (D) (D)
7 9.5 153 11.4 - - - -
10 9.0 (D) (D) 1 27.9 (D) (D)
26 5.9 504 7.1 - - - -
Randolph . 12 7.8 (D) (D) 1 30.2 (D) (D)
RIPIEY +vveeeeriinnns 27 5.8 1014 9.1 - - - =
Rush .......covvinin, 10 12.0 355 17.3 2 26.8 (D) (D)
St. Joseph 26 55 (D) (D) 6 10.3 852 11.0
Scott ..... 17 8.0 343 9.9 - - - -
Shelby.... e 5 11.9 179 17.3 - - - -
Spencer .....coeeinenn. 4 13.3 (D) (D) - - - -
Starke ..., 12 9.2 892 13.8 2 28.4 (D) (D)
Steuben .. 11 8.8 262 15.0 1 29.7 (D) (D)
Sullivan ... 6 13.1 99 14.7 - - - -
Switzerland. . . 20 6.8 462 9.3 2 21.0 (D) (D)
Tippecanoe ........... 17 6.6 (D) (D) 2 14.7 (D) (D)
Tipton ..o, 4 145 (D) (D) - - - -
Union....... 4 15.1 (D) (D) - - - -
Vanderburgh 3 18.1 (D) (D) - - - -
Vermillion ... . 5 11.2 70 12.4 - - - -
Vigoooviuvininiinennns 12 9.3 450 15.4 - - - -
Wabash............... 13 9.0 (D) (D) 2 24.7 (D) (D)
Warren ... 1 34.3 (D) (D) - - — —
Warrick ... 7 12.0 103 14.0 2 21.6 (D) (D)
Washington . 30 5.1 69 439 4.6 5 6.4 2 023 254 L)
Wayne......ooovvennnn 16 8.4 471 10.2 2 25.6 (D) (D)
Wells .ovviiiniininns 20 5.5 170 689 22 2 225 (D) (D)
White . 14 7.1 (D) (D) 2 25.3 (D) (D)
Whitley . 14 8.0 (D) (D) 2 25.7 (D) (D)

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Selected crops harvested
Corn for grain or seed Corn for silage or green chop
. Farms Acres Quantity Farms Acres Quantity
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Tons, green (percent)
Indiana 30 642 5| 5473 792 3 652 547 322 3 3 365 7 102 464 5 1 639 160 5
Adams.......... 69 9 70 784 1.0 9 626 844 1.0 121 2.6 3 135 21 47 680 2.0
Allen ....... 845 1.0 85 866 1.0 11 597 698 1.0 73 3.8 1 874 3.9 28 224 3.3
Bartholomew 367 .8 67 794 .8 7 684 825 .8 24 4.4 786 35 12 363 35
Benton................ 382 7 120 732 .6 15 810 028 .6 8 8.0 203 7.6 3 285 7.3
Blackford.............. 159 15 28 065 1.2 3 450 962 1.2 4 14.6 84 20.4 1 000 16.5
Boone ... 379 1.0 98 481 .8 11 738 962 .8 14 7.7 642 9.0 15 390 6.6
Brown ... 37 4.2 1 840 5.0 184 079 45 2 - (D) (D) (D) (D)
Carroll . 376 7 103 130 5 14 569 784 4 27 3.3 974 6.0 15 598 10.2
CassS voviiiininininins 419 1.0 84 862 .8 11 328 965 7 25 5.2 909 3.6 17 416 2.9
Clark ..ovvvniiniinnnn. 176 1.7 16 708 1.5 1 527 244 1.4 19 4.4 677 4.8 11 161 3.9
Clay.. 332 1.0 64 916 1.0 7 078 022 1.0 26 4.9 923 29 14 391 2.3
Clinton... 423 .8 108 819 .6 13 735 695 .6 8 12.2 71 14.6 981 14.2
Crawford . 31 5.0 713 5.0 52 805 4.9 8 10.7 244 9.7 4 690 21.4
Daviess 639 1.0 89 873 9 8 742 059 9 177 2.3 2 987 2.2 43 805 1.9
Dearborn.............. 150 1.9 7 361 3.5 638 892 3.6 20 5.9 623 6.6 7 710 5.8
Decatur . . 441 9 83 777 .8 10 437 791 .8 49 3.8 2 231 2.2 37 572 25
De Kalb.. 324 1.2 36 636 1.2 4 327 664 1.2 37 4.1 1971 2.5 29 599 2.4
Delaware 356 1.0 63 858 7 7 273 557 7 15 6.4 563 5.1 7 919 4.7
Dubois....ovvuiininnn, 440 .8 59 549 .8 5 451 897 8 56 29 2 896 1.9 42 627 2.0
Elkhart................ 695 .8 64 955 1.0 8 539 274 1.0 319 1.4 10 826 1.4 192 227 1.4
Fayette 235 15 38 122 1.8 3 917 276 1.8 17 8.3 554 55 7 072 4.6
Floyd .... 58 25 3 264 7.9 280 902 11.2 3 16.2 (D) (D) (D) (D)
Fountain . 363 1.0 79 676 1.0 8 655 044 .9 22 6.2 401 10.1 5 908 9.5
Franklin............... 387 1.0 35 220 13 3 511 824 1.4 60 3.1 1 876 2.3 23 769 2.2
Fulton ...........oouee 396 9 70 435 .9 8 901 341 .9 44 4.0 1584 4.4 23 854 4.4
Gibson. 385 .8 95 804 .6 10 528 687 .6 25 4.0 814 52 12 552 4.6
Grant.... 337 9 71 940 7 9 648 372 7 7 8.6 750 2.7 13 140 2.7
Greene .. 292 1.2 51 262 1.2 4 787 550 1.2 39 3.9 1 062 52 12 687 7.0
Hamilton .............. 300 1.2 57 296 9 7 205 479 9 8 7.3 257 59 5 666 6.1
Hancock .............. 347 1.0 71 651 .8 8 934 774 7 17 6.4 329 6.0 5 230 6.2
Harrison ... 249 15 18 929 1.8 1 221 649 1.8 39 4.0 1434 4.4 13 731 4.4
Hendricks .. 307 1.2 66 663 .8 8 034 070 9 9 8.2 242 12.0 3 865 9.8
Henry.... 441 1.0 70 172 1.0 8 580 044 1.0 27 5.2 882 3.9 11 087 4.1
Howard ............... 347 8 64 341 .8 9 159 882 .8 20 6.1 842 4.2 15 358 35
Huntington ............ 394 9 64 040 .9 8 383 839 9 27 4.7 683 4.8 10 956 7.1
Jackson.... 439 1.0 59 118 1.3 5 987 878 14 42 3.8 1 890 24 29 824 1.6
Jasper 465 .8 138 246 7 17 532 560 7 26 4.1 1 007 2.0 19 292 1.9
Jay...... 441 1.0 55 697 1.0 6 464 525 1.0 40 3.7 1 350 27 22 892 2.3
Jefferson.............. 194 1.8 11 714 21 1 029 827 1.9 20 6.2 769 4.1 8 530 51
Jennings......ovvinnen. 234 15 32 757 1.6 3 385 159 1.7 23 5.4 761 7.6 10 830 7.8
Johnson . 286 1.2 59 275 1.1 7 051 574 1.2 27 4.8 965 29 18 575 2.1
Knox ...... 421 .8 109 195 .6 11 954 848 .6 19 5.0 578 2.6 10 665 1.9
Kosciusko. . 584 .8 93 186 7 12 224 215 7 76 2.9 3 019 2.3 52 684 2.6
Lagrange 817 .8 61 262 1.1 7 350 203 1.0 484 1.2 5 230 1.3 84 709 1.2
Lake..... 249 11 68 344 9 8 926 139 .8 18 5.8 429 5.6 7 812 6.1
La Porte ... 454 1.0 113 242 7 15 190 619 7 64 3.5 3 176 2.1 59 964 1.9
Lawrence .. 210 1.6 18 610 2.2 1 729 070 1.8 37 4.4 1 056 5.8 14 125 7.0
Madison ... 471 .8 95 169 .8 12 384 287 7 13 7.3 478 5.9 6 285 3.7
Marion.......coovvvenn, 64 2.9 9 248 2.5 1 095 409 2.7 8 9.9 164 17.6 2 230 21.0
Marshall .............. 540 .9 84 829 1.0 10 473 157 1.0 86 3.2 3 092 3.1 48 174 3.1
Martin . 120 2.2 16 105 2.2 1 328 087 2.1 12 9.5 322 8.2 5 276 9.5
Miami. . 442 7 73 862 7 9 579 147 7 41 3.0 2 655 4.3 49 363 5.5
Monroe 93 2.4 6 047 3.8 588 191 3.9 19 6.6 370 9.0 5 746 8.5
Montgomery 449 .8 115 932 7 12 580 944 .6 23 5.9 336 6.9 4 974 7.1
Morgan ............... 275 13 50 799 1.2 6 149 122 1.2 8 3.9 186 1.2 2 970 9
Newton .. 305 9 106 200 7 13 665 526 7 17 6.7 539 9.6 7 382 10.7
Noble. . 519 9 58 456 1.2 7 102 292 1.2 92 2.9 2 198 2.7 34 896 2.8
Ohio. 28 5.3 2 066 2.6 170 353 2.7 5 13.6 113 21.2 1 578 17.3
Orange ......oovvvvnnn 148 2.0 22 017 1.8 1 828 735 1.8 17 7.2 686 5.9 11 155 5.6
Owen 192 1.6 20 534 1.9 2 310 391 1.8 19 5.7 587 6.1 7 602 6.3
Parke 271 1.2 66 914 1.0 7 285 614 1.0 26 6.0 654 6.5 11 047 7.0
Perry 137 1.9 8 232 29 735 609 3.1 11 8.5 423 8.8 5 471 8.9
Pike . 152 1.7 29 996 1.9 2 547 963 1.7 9 9.6 226 10.6 4 088 12.1
Porter 288 9 60 976 9 8 186 659 9 20 5.9 541 9.5 6 887 4.3
Posey ....ciiiiiiinnn, 311 1.0 81 561 .8 8 707 068 .8 20 5.5 709 4.0 9 448 4.8
Pulaski .. 412 .8 106 040 7 13 303 268 7 26 5.7 1 074 4.1 21 106 4.2
Putnam . . 324 1.2 63 661 1.0 7 076 555 1.0 23 5.3 539 3.8 8 211 3.3
Randolph 530 .8 78 429 .8 8 769 232 9 28 4.5 885 4.9 13 595 5.9
Ripley «.ovviviiiiiinn 431 11 48 345 1.2 4 630 138 13 38 4.5 1 499 5.8 27 250 6.1
Rush ...... 516 1.0 95 585 9 12 282 075 9 42 4.2 1 783 2.1 27 635 2.2
St. Joseph . 370 1.0 69 251 .8 8 685 397 .8 43 3.6 1 402 3.4 23 303 35
Scott ...... 94 25 9 693 2.3 816 533 2.2 9 8.6 206 7.8 3 502 9.1
Shelby ... e 420 9 92 051 7 11 069 155 7 21 6.5 646 5.8 8 899 6.4
Spencer .....ooiiinann. 319 1.2 55 715 1.0 5 134 350 9 20 6.5 739 51 13 217 5.0
Starke ... 233 1.4 59 664 1.0 7 059 966 1.0 11 7.9 183 9.3 3 342 114
Steuben . . 252 1.4 32 152 1.3 3 704 294 13 37 4.2 1 477 3.4 24 019 3.7
Sullivan..... 299 1.1 69 759 9 7 114 423 9 13 6.7 377 5.8 4 319 4.0
Switzerland. . e 71 3.6 4 304 4.2 396 013 3.9 15 7.7 470 6.4 5 178 5.9
Tippecanoe ........... 393 9 104 188 7 11 677 362 7 12 8.3 696 8.8 10 274 9.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Selected crops harvested
Corn for grain or seed Corn for silage or green chop
. Farms Acres Quantity Farms Acres Quantity
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Tons, green (percent)
Tipton ...ovvinininen. 316 9 70 977 7 9 957 250 7 4 12.3 120 19.9 2 350 18.8
Union....... 183 1.2 33 895 13 4 465 355 1.4 13 6.8 326 6.2 5 950 7.2
Vanderburgh 162 13 31 645 13 3 319 954 13 8 6.9 191 6.3 3 390 4.5
Vermillion ... 185 9 47 354 9 5 058 426 9 13 5.9 286 6.6 3 923 4.7
Vigo.ovevininiininnnnn 236 14 43 440 15 4 432 944 1.4 7 10.9 221 18.1 4 026 22.8
Wabash... 407 11 69 202 9 8 999 887 .9 51 37 1761 27 30 274 3.0
Warren ... 243 1.2 75 814 7 8 234 505 .8 13 8.6 506 14.1 7 370 15.1
Warrick ..... 191 1.3 33 671 15 3 491 964 15 15 7.2 499 6.8 6 300 7.9
Washington . 269 14 34 083 15 2 991 977 15 47 34 2 435 1.8 34 213 2.0
Wayne.....coevuvnenen 406 11 55 693 11 6 822 792 11 54 3.6 1853 33 31 894 35
433 .8 75 280 7 10 086 371 7 23 4.5 931 3.2 13 747 3.0
458 .8 118 282 .6 15 653 945 .6 20 4.3 606 3.6 9 500 3.2
385 1.1 48 496 1.0 6 220 240 9 41 4.1 1 516 4.4 21 193 4.3
Selected crops harvested—Con.
Wheat for grain Oats for grain
. Farms Acres Quantity Farms Acres Quantity
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent)
Indiana .. 10 658 5 545 027 4 29 209 090 4 1739 9 23 551 11 1 445 213 1.0
Adams. . 285 1.6 11 593 1.7 697 543 15 134 2.7 1 390 35 86 789 35
Allen ....... 528 1.3 29 837 1.2 1 730 562 1.2 162 2.6 2 157 25 135 995 25
Bartholomew 141 1.6 7 670 1.2 389 617 11 5 8.8 140 2.6 6 956 24
Benton................ 31 4.1 2 055 27 121 581 21 18 5.7 323 43 18 662 4.4
Blackford.............. 54 3.3 3 207 1.7 164 802 1.7 5 111 63 10.7 4 350 9.5
Boone .... 97 2.3 4 109 21 255 032 21 9 10.8 116 12.9 5 438 12.0
Brown .. 4 13.7 (D) (D) (D) (D) - - - - - -
Carroll 128 1.6 4 185 1.6 271 548 17 18 4.8 231 2.7 12 421 2.3
Cass ... 142 21 5 110 1.7 296 410 1.7 12 7.7 304 35 17 539 4.2
Clark ..ovvviiniinnnn. 102 2.4 5 898 1.7 244 767 1.5 6 12.5 44 11.2 1 800 12.6
Clay.. 97 25 4 529 1.8 209 535 1.6 4 14.6 28 18.4 1 364 17.0
Clinton 128 2.1 4 732 2.1 297 499 2.1 10 8.8 138 6.6 8 612 7.6
Crawford .. 2 18.0 (D) (D) (D) (D) 5 12.3 82 13.6 2 470 9.9
DaviessS....vvuiinienn, 138 2.2 11 650 1.3 582 711 1.3 8 115 66 8.1 3 840 7.1
Dearborn 62 3.2 1135 3.8 44 602 3.9 7 11.0 71 13.3 3 364 13.7
Decatur . .. 206 1.6 9 023 1.6 497 771 15 16 75 196 7.6 10 505 6.9
De Kalb... 218 1.6 11 254 1.6 601 969 1.7 30 55 361 6.1 18 351 6.7
Delaware . 103 2.4 4 404 3.1 236 433 3.3 23 55 348 3.7 21 339 4.2
DUbOIS. .\ evveernennn 202 1.4 9 845 1.3 418 040 1.2 7 7.2 104 46 1 942 8.2
Elkhart............oo 162 2.0 3 861 2.8 195 209 2.7 83 3.2 826 3.4 50 194 35
Fayette . 125 2.6 4 237 2.5 229 285 2.4 7 12.6 111 12.4 6 560 10.8
Floyd ... 29 3.8 454 7.1 18 815 7.7 1 20.4 (D) (D) (D) (D)
Fountain . 76 3.1 3 205 3.1 176 712 3.1 15 7.7 325 7.3 23 468 7.7
Franklin............... 190 1.6 4 382 25 205 680 25 24 5.1 206 6.3 11 117 6.1
Fulton ...........ouee 95 24 2 727 2.6 138 209 2.6 9 8.5 115 4.7 9 762 21
Gibson. . 254 1.1 30 044 7 1 648 691 7 - - = - - -
Grant... 104 2.2 4 218 22 236 283 22 11 7.9 227 10.8 17 005 12.8
Greene ... 67 3.0 3 272 2.8 151 052 3.0 5 14.1 96 18.4 6 160 21.2
Hamilton 108 24 3 759 33 229 494 3.8 6 10.1 83 4.2 3 120 7.6
Hancock .............. 109 2.2 4 535 1.8 265 542 1.6 22 6.1 248 6.5 14 995 7.7
Harrison .. 117 2.3 5 831 2.0 247 832 1.8 13 7.5 145 8.6 4 708 8.9
Hendricks . 100 24 5 086 15 283 757 15 8 10.1 155 9.5 8 410 10.1
Henry..... 87 2.9 3 091 2.6 175 749 2.6 20 7.1 239 75 15 599 85
Howard ............... 95 21 2 835 23 180 442 23 15 6.7 261 47 19 253 4.9
Huntington ............ 213 1.6 8 692 1.9 470 345 1.9 32 4.3 585 3.8 30 927 4.7
Jackson. 178 2.0 7 351 21 326 469 21 6 12.6 43 12.6 2 553 10.5
Jasper . 58 3.1 1 901 4.3 89 844 41 12 2.9 213 8 14 142 5
Jay....... 172 1.8 7 218 1.6 367 008 15 53 3.9 792 6.0 51 833 5.7
Jefferson.............. 48 3.6 3 247 1.7 125 080 1.6 7 11.8 65 135 3 110 13.8
Jennings .....eeeennnn. 59 3.8 2 222 3.3 95 464 3.4 4 13.6 59 17.6 1 529 17.3
Johnson .. 106 25 4 516 25 251 496 25 6 9.9 87 7.8 5 910 5.6
Knox ..... 307 11 34 287 .8 1 884 175 .8 - — - - — —
Kosciusko . 156 1.9 6 528 2.2 338 512 1.9 34 4.7 508 4.2 29 532 3.5
Lagrange . 166 2.1 3 993 2.0 208 074 1.9 223 2.0 2 106 2.2 147 534 2.3
Lake....covvvniiniinn, 70 2.6 3 101 2.4 167 974 2.3 23 5.9 270 6.4 19 430 6.7
La Porte .. 114 2.5 4 186 2.4 234 245 2.6 26 6.3 343 6.8 20 161 6.0
Lawrence . 51 3.3 2 538 2.8 112 692 2.2 7 9.6 133 10.0 7 000 10.7
Madison .. 117 2.3 5 232 2.1 317 658 2.0 13 7.0 130 6.4 9 236 5.4
Marion......cooovvenn, 15 6.1 491 5.5 26 856 6.0 - - - - - -
Marshall .............. 145 2.3 5 158 1.9 275 315 1.9 44 4.5 627 4.1 35 656 4.6
Martin ... 31 4.7 2 165 2.9 102 654 2.8 1 40.6 (D) (D) (D) (D)
Miami. .. 125 1.8 5 706 1.6 325 933 1.7 15 5.3 209 4.9 13 192 4.8
Monroe . 23 5.6 439 7.3 19 971 7.5 6 10.5 78 9.6 3 400 7.4
Montgomer 121 2.1 5 893 2.4 334 942 1.4 14 7.9 176 8.6 12 968 9.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

—Con.

Selected crops harvested—Con.

Wheat for grain Oats for grain
. Farms Acres Quantity Farms Acres Quantity
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent)
Morgan ........coeuunnn 72 3.1 3 969 3.2 184 452 3.2 4 15.3 49 17.3 2 244 12.5
Newton ... 36 4.0 1 560 34 90 608 3.7 13 7.0 163 9.1 12 396 9.2
Noble... 206 1.8 6 481 2.0 352 768 21 49 4.0 564 41 35 481 4.1
Ohio.... 5 12.2 110 2.8 (D) (D) - - - - - -
Orange ......oovuenenn 34 4.4 3 719 1.8 199 457 1.7 4 16.9 75 18.5 4 590 18.2
Owen 58 3.3 2 414 4.0 113 683 3.9 8 9.5 161 11.0 5 485 12.5
Parke 91 25 8 599 17 425 794 1.6 6 115 80 13.3 2 360 111
Perry 36 4.8 706 6.2 26 627 6.9 7 12.2 51 13.9 1 900 16.1
Pike . 66 3.1 4 942 29 234 460 3.0 2 18.6 (D) (D) (D) (D)
Porter 111 21 3 964 2.8 226 428 27 28 4.6 482 39 29 569 4.6
POSEY +vveerrnnnennns 263 1.2 34 300 9 1 955 081 8 2 23.0 (D) D) (D) (D)
Pulaski ... 76 2.9 2 486 2.6 137 128 2.8 14 5.0 334 3.5 18 918 3.8
Putnam . 97 25 5 086 2.2 281 428 1.9 15 7.6 228 10.9 12 674 10.2
Randolph . . 215 1.6 9 422 1.7 527 826 1.6 53 3.8 687 4.1 50 176 4.5
Ripley «.ooviviiiiiinn 161 2.0 5 292 1.9 218 313 2.1 20 7.1 172 9.0 6 585 8.6
RUSh «ovveeeiinnn 204 1.8 7 884 1.9 486 735 1.9 18 75 245 9.0 13 725 10.9
St. Joseph 108 2.4 4 073 3.1 205 029 3.0 15 7.4 144 8.9 9 657 8.8
Scott ..... 34 4.2 1 800 3.3 69 890 3.3 - - - - - —
Shelby.... 121 2.3 6 710 2.1 371 207 2.1 11 8.9 123 8.1 8 000 7.0
Spencer .....ooiieinn. 157 2.0 12 781 1.2 621 523 1.2 3 16.5 29 15.2 1 636 224
Starke ..., 17 6.0 616 4.4 25 943 3.2 3 16.5 25 15.8 2 105 15.9
Steuben 126 2.2 4 483 2.0 227 402 2.1 33 4.4 529 48 31 744 5.0
Sullivan...... 103 2.4 9 049 2.1 419 649 1.6 2 18.9 (D) (D) (D) (D)
Switzerland. . 19 6.6 453 25 22 821 2.0 4 15.7 17 16.3 935 10.5
Tippecanoe ........... 122 2.2 6 350 22 383 049 23 16 6.4 310 57 19 290 6.3
Tipton 59 3.0 3 246 23 220 251 21 10 7.3 105 7.1 8 390 6.5
Union 82 2.6 2 517 3.2 142 143 3.0 9 10.3 86 11.0 6 295 11.9
Vanderburgh 108 2.0 7 217 19 373 972 1.8 - - - - - -
Vermillion ... 48 3.0 1728 2.8 94 013 29 7 10.3 78 12.7 4 880 17.1
Vigo.iveviiiniininnnnn 69 34 3 365 26 181 224 24 - - - - - -
Wabash............... 193 1.8 8 460 1.7 483 278 1.6 21 6.9 344 8.0 17 971 8.0
Warren ... 57 35 3 854 5.9 199 864 4.0 13 7.1 391 3.2 28 983 25
Warrick ... 73 2.9 5 867 21 259 451 2.0 - - - - - -
Washington . 92 2.7 4 097 2.8 155 855 3.0 7 10.7 52 14.8 3 005 22.7
Wayne.... 149 21 6 044 2.6 345 231 25 32 5.0 818 17.4 46 525 16.9
180 1.6 7 831 14 478 562 13 21 5.6 285 3.9 18 869 3.2
111 2.3 3 961 1.8 235 425 1.7 21 5.0 479 3.1 43 944 2.6
238 1.6 12 588 1.6 693 544 15 24 6.0 399 4.7 22 507 4.2
Selected crops harvested—Con.
Soybeans for beans Hay—alfalfa, other tame, small grain, wild, grass silage, green chop, etc. (see text)
. Farms Acres Quantity Farms Acres Quantity
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Tons, dry (percent)
Indiana 28 056 5| 5003 186 3 210 645 005 3 22 923 5 674 789 5 1 756 825 5
Adams........... 649 1.0 85 457 11 3 665 042 1.0 407 1.4 10 073 1.9 30 345 1.9
Allen ....... 773 1.0 102 944 11 4 440 568 1.0 448 15 10 510 1.9 28 736 1.9
Bartholomew 332 .8 58 378 .8 2 470 848 .8 225 13 5271 21 13 900 2.0
Benton................ 377 7 116 750 .6 5 298 827 .6 71 31 2 074 2.3 6 546 2.3
Blackford.............. 176 14 38 889 1.4 1 577 874 1.3 67 3.0 1 402 3.8 4 200 4.8
Boone .... .. 359 1.0 98 462 .8 4 304 167 .8 188 1.9 5122 2.6 14 409 2.6
Brown .. 15 6.8 1 022 6.5 43 345 6.0 108 1.7 3 221 2.8 6 628 2.9
Carroll .. 352 .8 73 613 .6 3 686 483 .6 125 1.9 2 787 25 8 750 2.6
Cass viveiiiiinininns 416 1.0 71 078 .8 3 368 654 7 224 1.8 6 306 2.6 20 939 2.8
Clark 214 15 26 368 14 923 446 14 316 1.2 11 241 2.1 25 961 1.9
Clay . 322 9 52 915 11 2 046 732 11 194 1.7 6 122 2.7 14 197 3.0
Clinton 429 8 102 392 7 4 759 377 7 104 2.7 1 849 3.9 5714 4.1
Crawford 12 8.1 968 7.2 27 410 51 273 11 10 362 2.0 21 106 2.3
Daviess 331 1.5 54 040 1.1 1 972 280 11 518 1.2 10 897 1.7 23 175 1.8
Dearbom. ............. 115 2.3 6 785 35 214 862 3.6 469 8 13 380 1.9 28 652 2.3
Decatur . .. 398 1.0 62 057 9 3 006 111 9 221 1.6 5 393 2.1 14 717 2.3
De Kalb... 375 1.0 50 246 1.1 1 982 863 11 203 1.7 5 659 2.3 16 420 2.7
Delaware . 301 9 77 999 8 3 301 621 7 175 1.9 3 602 2.3 10 802 2.4
Dubois.... 325 11 38 911 1.0 1 531 790 9 419 1.0 16 215 12 40 261 1.5
Elkhart.........ooveun 424 1.2 42 251 1.2 1819 951 12 688 9 22 047 12 60 449 1.3
Fayette . 210 1.7 29 014 2.1 1 247 880 2.0 201 1.9 5 517 3.2 16 794 3.6
Floyd ..... 44 2.9 4 228 6.5 131 023 6.8 187 1.2 4 685 2.1 10 654 25
Fountain .. 327 11 75 286 1.1 2 966 173 1.0 198 1.8 5 146 2.8 13 116 3.0
Franklin............... 271 1.3 22 139 15 878 169 15 448 9 11 670 1.4 29 076 1.6
Fulton .....covvvninnn, 377 1.0 57 125 11 2 430 917 1.0 223 1.7 5 951 25 18 773 2.7
Gibson. . 384 .8 85 338 .6 3 252 986 .6 123 2.2 4 562 25 11 268 2.4
Grant... 378 .8 91 265 7 4 223 302 7 139 2.1 3 459 3.0 9 112 2.4
Greene . 264 1.3 44 818 1.2 1 586 204 12 550 .8 21 797 1.4 47 316 1.6
Hamilton .. 314 11 56 282 9 2 598 856 9 175 1.9 3 201 2.3 10 044 2.6

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

—Con.

Selected crops harvested—Con.

Soybeans for beans

Hay—alfalfa, other tame, small grain, wild, grass silage, green chop, etc. (see text)

. Farms Acres Quantity Farms Acres Quantity
Geographic area
Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative Relative
standard standard standard standard standard standard
error of error of error of error of error of error of
estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent) Bushels (percent) Number (percent) Number (percent) Tons, dry (percent)
Hancock .............. 345 1.0 73 661 .8 3 288 860 7 151 21 3 300 2.9 8 812 3.2
Harrison .. 208 1.7 23 913 1.8 647 390 1.8 622 9 24 281 13 53 958 14
Hendricks . 306 1.2 64 551 .8 2 786 357 7 267 1.4 6 489 2.6 18 629 2.4
Henry..... 433 1.0 70 678 11 3 212 483 11 286 15 6 674 2.8 18 635 3.6
Howard ............... 348 8 64 600 .8 3 176 575 .8 137 21 3 061 4.6 7 926 4.0
Huntington 445 .8 80 190 9 3 424 401 .8 168 1.9 4 397 2.3 12 908 2.9
Jackson... 422 11 64 134 1.2 2 478 796 1.2 351 1.3 9 121 2.0 23 269 21
Jasper .. 428 .8 100 441 7 4 269 993 7 110 24 2 625 35 7 036 4.2
Jay....... 484 1.0 69 516 1.1 2 713 945 1.1 248 1.7 6 780 2.6 18 246 25
Jefferson.............. 219 1.7 33 164 1.2 1 006 561 13 419 1.1 11 375 18 21 946 2.2
Jennings 233 1.5 38 660 1.6 1 415 431 1.4 262 1.5 6 305 2.2 16 224 2.3
Johnson .. 276 1.2 46 312 1.2 2 060 791 11 190 1.8 5 225 35 15 547 3.6
Knox 401 9 107 839 .6 4 170 570 .6 155 2.0 4 865 2.2 11 488 2.4
Kosciusk 521 9 71 941 9 3 199 532 .8 380 1.2 11 851 1.4 34 144 1.5
Lagrange 222 1.8 32 666 1.3 1 412 842 1.3 888 .8 22 071 11 66 143 1.2
Lake...oovvevniininn, 251 1.1 55 698 9 2 277 975 9 155 1.9 3 754 2.8 12 263 3.0
La Porte .. 411 1.1 76 809 9 3 296 709 .8 276 1.6 10 490 1.9 34 871 2.0
Lawrence . 165 1.7 20 293 1.7 723 627 1.6 572 .8 24 104 15 61 233 1.7
Madison .. 476 .8 97 000 .8 4 595 354 .8 218 1.6 3 884 2.3 10 770 2.3
Marion......ooovuvnnn 59 31 9 482 2.6 379 779 2.7 63 3.4 1 357 7.9 3 473 7.9
Marshall .............. 454 11 55 686 11 2 380 064 1.0 331 15 10 776 1.9 33 925 2.0
Martin .... 84 2.8 12 623 2.3 446 583 2.2 204 15 6 838 2.4 13 320 2.3
Miami. .. 452 7 76 551 7 3 493 602 7 221 14 7 456 1.9 19 607 2.1
Monroe ... 73 2.8 5 228 4.8 203 068 5.7 310 1.0 11 487 2.1 26 898 2.3
Montgomery ........... 425 9 106 616 7 4 369 010 .6 223 1.7 5 557 3.3 16 259 3.0
Morgan ..........ouen 238 15 39 978 1.2 1 780 192 13 282 15 7 085 1.9 18 648 24
Newton . 278 1.0 74 694 .8 3 330 517 .8 69 3.2 1 423 3.9 4 185 4.0
Noble. 437 1.0 48 990 13 2 071 311 1.2 389 1.2 11 470 17 35 135 1.9
Ohio.... 17 6.7 1704 3.9 74 464 3.6 176 1.4 5 071 24 10 759 2.6
Orange .......coouvnnnn 126 2.2 17 977 2.0 681 285 21 325 1.2 12 170 21 26 687 24
OWeN...ovvvvinenennnn 165 1.8 18 068 20 667 238 2.0 318 1.2 11 652 1.7 25 348 1.9
Parke 243 13 55 717 9 2 203 740 1.0 214 1.6 6 085 2.6 14 647 24
Perry 102 24 7 164 45 253 157 4.3 335 1.0 12 249 1.6 30 751 1.8
Pike . 144 1.7 27 609 1.8 930 563 1.9 91 29 2 857 4.5 5 483 51
Porter 270 1.0 47 866 1.0 2 032 430 1.0 152 1.8 3381 2.7 9 848 3.0
POSEY v.vviiiiiiiinn 311 1.0 82 709 .8 3 169 805 .8 95 25 2 717 3.1 7 443 3.1
Pulaski 372 9 83 250 .8 3 465 847 .8 130 23 3 556 3.0 12 174 3.0
Putnam ... 330 1.2 58 850 1.0 2 496 232 1.0 372 1.2 10 346 1.7 26 133 1.7
Randolph . 563 7 96 447 .8 3 940 478 .8 223 1.6 4 631 2.2 12 646 2.6
Ripley «.oovuvviiiiinnn, 421 11 45 078 1.3 1 608 347 13 374 13 8 829 2.3 22 501 2.2
Rush ..... 473 11 88 600 9 4 229 922 9 216 1.8 6 007 2.1 17 923 2.0
St. Joseph 339 1.0 45 696 1.0 1 864 996 11 214 1.7 5 832 2.2 17 926 2.2
cott ..... 118 2.2 19 156 2.0 661 614 2.0 151 2.1 3 946 3.0 9 837 3.4
Shelby.... 404 9 78 870 .8 3 533 601 7 199 1.7 3 784 3.0 9 582 3.7
Spencer .....oiiinnen. 293 13 53 838 1.1 1 912 968 11 319 1.2 11 415 2.0 26 503 2.4
Starke ....iiiiiiinaen. 185 1.6 25 900 1.4 970 785 1.2 93 29 2 448 3.7 6 649 4.6
Steuben .. 212 1.6 25 120 1.7 977 891 1.7 201 1.7 9 598 2.8 27 897 2.9
Sullivan ... 279 1.2 65 830 9 2 438 033 .8 139 2.1 4 533 3.1 11 632 3.2
Switzerland. 53 4.3 4 478 4.4 165 769 3.9 327 1.3 9 503 2.6 22 830 3.1
Tippecanoe . 398 9 95 325 .8 3 884 537 .8 230 1.6 5 516 2.4 15 063 2.6
Tipton «.vevininiininn 320 8 70 257 7 3 490 850 7 59 35 1 029 6.2 3 155 6.2
Union....... 163 14 24 261 1.7 1 130 507 1.7 124 2.0 3 223 2.9 8 921 2.9
Vanderburgh 163 1.3 29 518 1.4 1 080 061 1.3 73 2.8 1 348 3.3 3 635 2.9
Vermillion ... 169 11 42 563 1.0 1 580 906 1.0 94 2.1 3 943 2.0 9 921 2.8
Vigoooviuvininvinennns 234 14 43 874 1.3 1 531 631 13 146 2.3 3 488 3.0 7 801 4.0
Wabash... 428 1.0 65 519 1.0 2 824 776 9 197 1.9 5 553 25 16 290 2.7
Warren . 229 1.2 70 243 9 2 999 843 8 128 2.3 3 694 3.4 9 810 35
Warrick ..... 172 15 34 408 14 1 275 474 13 131 2.1 5 504 7.7 11 547 7.2
Washington . 213 1.6 30 036 15 1 033 746 1.6 515 .9 21 895 15 55 114 1.6
Wayne.....ooovvnenens 383 11 51 196 1.2 2 344 595 1.2 367 1.2 10 801 1.6 30 519 1.7
486 7 87 566 7 3 778 911 7 128 2.1 3 257 2.6 11 556 2.2
426 9 108 409 .6 4 805 806 .6 178 1.9 4 423 2.4 13 856 2.2
404 11 51 150 1.0 2 234 118 .9 255 1.7 6 883 2.1 16 880 21
Selected crops harvested—Con.
Vegetables harvested for sale (see text)
Farms Acres
Geographic area
Relative Relative
standard standard
error of error of
estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent)
Indiana ....... 1125 .9 30 139 7
Adams........... 11 10.2 38 14.8
Allen ....... 25 6.9 167 9.4
Bartholomew 27 4.3 730 3.0
Benton..... - - - -
See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Selected crops harvested—Con.
Vegetables harvested for sale (see text)
i Farms Acres
Geographic area

Relative Relative
standard standard
error of error of
estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent)
Blackford.............. 4 13.8 (D) (D)
Boone ... . 5 14.8 37 19.1
Brown ... 9 9.6 34 121
Carroll . 11 8.0 66 13.3
[ 11 8.3 650 1.3
Clark vooovvvninininn. 28 5.1 476 2.4
Clay... 2 22.7 (D) (D)
Clinton... 8 10.3 65 19.3
Crawford . cee 6 14.8 18 17.1
Daviess.....covvininn, 39 51 735 9.0
Dearborn.............. 11 9.7 37 13.8
Decatur .. 9 10.1 52 12.6
De Kalb.. 12 7.8 150 10.0
Delaware eee 12 6.8 1 000 .3
Dubois................ 3 16.9 (D) (D)
Elkhart..........oooue 62 3.6 1 338 1.8
Fayette - — - -
Floyd .... 20 4.5 98 4.2
Fountain . e 5 14.1 14 225
Franklin............... 16 6.5 57 10.9
Fulton .........o.ouee 12 7.0 447 35
Gibson 28 4.8 1 003 5.3
Grant 9 8.9 (D) (D)
Greene .. v 7 9.9 18 13.7
Hamilton .............. 11 9.5 207 12.6
Hancock ...ovvvnnnn.. 9 10.9 61 16.4
Harrison ... 18 6.9 171 2.7
Hendricks .. 15 75 120 34
Henry.... 9 10.0 281 6.2
Howard ............... 14 5.8 674 2.4
Huntington ............ 4 14.4 (D) (D)
Jackson.... 25 59 713 6.6
Jasper... 9 8.5 393 9
Jay...... . 8 9.4 (D) (D)
Jefferson.............. 10 10.2 38 18.3
Jennings ...vvvinniennn 2 23.4 (D) (D)
Johnson . 13 9.1 50 16.2
Knox ...... 66 3.0 5 055 2.3
Kosciusko . . 17 6.6 356 1.9
Lagrange 38 4.7 1182 1.4
[ 29 4.9 1 256 4.4
La Porte ... 24 54 1125 1.3
Lawrence .. 5 10.4 28 5.7
Madison ... 15 6.8 1 220 2.1
Marion................ 17 6.0 487 4.0
Marshall . 12 8.8 45 14.4
Martin ... 1 48.8 (D) (D)
Miami.... 4 13.6 11 8.1
Monroe ..... 5 13.9 7 16.3
5 12.2 49 9.5
20 6.8 221 10.6
8 9.4 384 1.9
12 8.7 145 11.4
5 10.1 17 12.9
4 12.7 11 4.9
4 12.7 5 13.2
20 7.9 148 12.6
3 16.8 (D) (D)
19 5.8 900 3.5
POSEY tiiiiiiiiiiiiinn 3 23.4 12 26.0
Pulaski .. 4 16.7 5 20.1
Putnam .. 9 11.3 28 15.3
Randolph e 8 7.4 409 2
RIipIEY «vvevneennnennns 16 6.6 196 3.9
Rush ................ 2 - (D) (D)
St. Joseph . 22 5.7 480 6.6
Scott ...... 4 12.7 16 225
Shelby ... 13 8.5 171 1.7
Spencer .....oovinnen. 7 12.3 14 19.3
Starke ... 14 8.2 278 235
Steuben . 11 9.5 304 145
Sullivan..... 29 4.9 1785 4.1
Switzerland. . eee 5 15.3 9 17.4
Tippecanoe ........... 10 8.1 94 21
Tipton . 10 6.3 861 4
Union. . — - - —
Vanderburg 7 10.1 114 2.3
Vermillion ... eee 2 14.4 D) (D)
Vigo.vviviiiniinnennnn 8 9.2 80 13.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table F. Reliability Estimates for the State and County Totals: 1997 —Con.
[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]
Selected crops harvested—Con.
Vegetables harvested for sale (see text)
i Farms Acres
Geographic area

Relative Relative
standard standard
error of error of
estimate estimate
Number (percent) Number (percent)
Wabash 5 15.7 15 17.0
Warren 4 16.9 28 28.6
Warrick 4 13.1 (D) (D)
Washington 19 6.2 242 3.5
Wayne 12 8.8 68 8.6
4 13.0 (D) (D)
14 6.8 169 6.0
7 12.8 16 16.1

1Data are based on a sample of farms.
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Table G. Coverage Estimates: 1997

[For meaning of abbreviations and symbols, see introductory text]

Adjusted census

Item Relative
standard Coverage
error adjustment
Census total Coverage total! Total (percent) (percent)
2 L1 number. . 57 916 8 771 66 687 19 13.2
Landinfarms ............ ...acres.. 15 111 022 332 773 15 443 795 2.1 2.2
Average size of farm...... ..o i acres 261 38 232 (X) (X)
Farms by size of farm:
LeSSthan L0 @CTES . .vuiuininiiiit it ittt eieieeeeneneneneaeenenennnns 4 183 2 306 6 489 9.9 35.5
10to 49 acres .... 13 987 3 906 17 893 4.4 21.8
50to 179 acres ... 19 913 2 197 22 110 3.1 9.9
180 acres or more 19 833 362 20 195 15 1.8
Farms by value of sales:
LesS than $2,500 . e vuiutntntieneintntneititeneneneneeeentneneneetenencnenes 13 022 5 634 18 656 5.5 30.2
$2,500 to $9,999 .. 12 289 1 598 13 887 3.5 115
$10,000 or more 32 605 1 539 34 144 1.7 4.5
Market value of agricultural products sold .........cocoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiat, $1,000.. 5 229 977 -823 5 229 154 13 -
Farms by type of organization:
Individual or family .. 49 293 8 723 58 016 2.1 15.0
Partnership, corporation, or othe 8 623 48 8 671 3.4 .
Farms by tenure of operator:
Full owners 33 840 6 882 40 722 2.8 16.9
Part owners 19 019 1 425 20 444 22 7.0
Tenants ...... 5 057 464 5 521 4.2 8.4
Operators by place of residence:
(@3 £ U4 g o] 0 =T = (o PP 44 066 6 373 50 439 2.2 12.6
Not on farm operated . 9 670 1 106 10 776 3.9 10.3
Not reported ....... 4 180 1 292 5 472 8.6 23.6
26 993 1471 28 464 2.0 5.2
30 923 7 300 38 223 29 19.1
54 695 7 657 62 352 1.9 12.3
3221 1114 4 335 10.4 25.7
57 744 8 739 66 483 1.9 13.1
172 32 204 44.1 15.7
Operators by years on present farm:
A Y AIS OF BSS vttt tttttttteetetenetenanesesnnessennssssenssesanssssannsasnn 5 482 1 484 6 966 5.6 213
5 years or more . . 43 011 6 504 49 515 2.0 13.1
N0 0 =T T 4 (=T 9 423 783 10 206 6.1 7.7

1 See text in Appendix C regarding coverage estimates.
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