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I. Introduction

Past experience has shownthat segmentsselected ~n residentialt industrial
or cODJllercialareas to estimate numbersof fanns, fann labor, livestock in-

"ventories and other economiccharacteristics are generally difficult to
enumerateproperly. In the "SRSLandUse Frame"such areas are classified
as urban and exclude virtually all land used for agricultural purposes.
The small sampleused in such areas causes segmentsto have large expansion
factors. Hencet these segments, even whenem.uneratedproperly, maycontrib-
ute significantly to the variance of such estimates as nunber of farms,
livestock inventories and fann labor. In the "Master SampleFrame"no
stratum corresponding to that of the "SRSLandUse Frame"exists. Built-up
areas. are generally included in the nonopenCOWltrystrat1.lli. ' This stratum
includes incorporated and unincorporated towns. Boundaries for such places
are corporate limits as they existed in 1945. These still often include
considerable crop or rangeland based on current uses. Samplesegments
selected in such areas are hard to enunerate because of the large numberof
occupied dwellings or boundaries that are difficult to identify. Also, for
the open coW1trystratunt rapid expansion of urbanization and industrial·
activities have taken place in areas that were once open cOWltryarea.

Within concentrated residential or industrial areas, it is difficult to
determine the actual presence or absence of farm operators without inter-
viewing someoneat each residence. This procedure is very time consuming
and'costly. Em.uneratorsare reluctant to ask respondents questions pertain-
ing to agriculture in such residential or industrial areas.

These problemswere sufficiently difficult to warrant investigation of an
alternative procedure for associating farms with samplingunits, other than
the residence criterion, for residentIal and industrial areas. Oneproce-
dure suggested is the weighted residence (or headquarter) teclmique where
a stratun of built-up areas are not allocated segments. Farmoperators who
reside in these areas are associated with one or morearea segments in the
other strata on the basis of the portion of their operation (or land) in
each segment. For example, supposea farm operator lives in downtownDes
f.bines and operates a l60-acre fam in one of the several possible open
COlUltrystrata segmentsin Marshall CoWlty. For this fam, 120 acres was
included in samplesegm~ntA and 40 acres in samplesegmentB. His fann
headquarters data wouldbe associated only with the open cOlDltrystrata
with segmentA on the basis of 120/160and segmentB on the basis of 40/160.
This wouldgive his operation an unbiased expected value. It reduces the
variabili ty since very few large operations wouldbe totally included in
any individual segment.



2

This procedure has several operational aspects that need study Wlder
regular survey conditions. First, one DU.1Stbe able to identify the exact
location. of any fann operator's residence in the residential or industrial
areas to detennine if they are in an area (or the stratlDn) not saq>led.
Second, respondents for segmentsin the sampledstrata whoare identified

,as residing in the strat\Dltnot sampledJII.lSt be interviewed to obtain in-
fonnation covering this entire operation as well as that part included in

. the open COWltrysample segment. Thus, he must be able to define and re-
port info,nnation for his entire fanning operation (that could be in several
locations) as a single Wlit. This research project studied these prob1ens
in several states, using both types of frames discussed, in connection with
the JWleEnumerativeSurvey. Canparisons of estimating teclmiques for the
June,EnumerativeSurvey (JES) procedure and the weighted residence procedure
for the open country,strata (called OCin this report) are madefor certain
item~.

II. Objectives

Thepurposes of this study'were to (1) investigate whether fann operations
for operators residing in built-up areas could be associated with open country
stratun segmentswhere the actual fannland was located, (2) detennine the
operational feasibility of this alternative scl1eme whichwouldrequire more
precise location identification of fann operations and additional survey
materials, (3) detemine whether or not this alternative schemeis more
efficient than the onecurrently being used, and (4) determine whether the
OCprocedure tested is workableand will serve as a reasonable replacement
for the usual JES procedure•.

III. SurveyProcedures

A. SurveyArea

Four states were selected for study (Florida, Ohio, Oregonand PeJUlSylvania).
.Sane of the criterion considered in choosing these states were:

(1) The study soould be conducted in states where the estimated
numberof fams seemedto differ betweenthe official Ct-op
Reporting Boardand the June EmunerativeSurvey.

(2) "Master SampleFrame"state!$ and "SRSLandUse Frame"states
should be included.

(3) States in whichboth a large and small nt.unberof fann operators
are expected to live in nonopencountry areas should be included.

(4) As muchgeographical spread as possible should be included.
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B. SUrveyCities

Within each state, survey'cities were drawnwhichhad built-up areas. The
following 'Wereconsidered whenselecting the cities:

(1) ApproximatelySO cities were to represent the entire state.

(2) The rwmberof nonresident farm operators (operators living
in residential areas) for the 1964Censusof Agriculture
was considered as it related to cotmties and cities within
these areas.

(3) Themagnitudesof the differences, by districts within
states, betweenthe numberof fanos as estimated by the
JES and the 1964Censusof Agriculture adjusted for trend.

(4) The numberof samplingunits by stratum and substratlDn
for the tlSRSLandUse Framettfor counties.

(5) The m:anberof highly residential, conmercial, and
industrial cities.having 10,000 or morepopulation.

Cities were selected with regard to the ttSRSLandUse Frame"or "Master
SampleFramettboundaries. All cities with a population greater than a
specified numberwere cmsen. A sample.of smaller cities was taken when
necessary to fill out the survey city list. Here again, the plan was to
s~lect representative cities throughout each state. In the process of
delineating well-defined boundaries for these survey cities, manysmaller
cities l'tlerefoWldto be included within the overall botmdaries. The follow-
ing describes the criteria for selection of cities within each state.

(1) Florida - The Florida survey cities included all cities
and unincorporated areas with a population of 10,000 or
moreas determinedby the 1960Census. The resulting
sampleconsisted of S4 cities •.

(2) Ohio - In Ohio, 46 cities with a 1960population of
'ZO";1J'00or morewere chosen. In addition, a randan
sampleof 12 cities was drawnfran the 68 cities with
a population between10,000 - 19,999. A total of 58
ci ties were selected in Ohio
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(3) Oregon- The "SRSLandUse Frame"utilizes population
characteristics to help classify areas as the agri -urban
or residential areas. There were 25 cities of at least
'7,500 population (1960 Census)which included the defined
conmercial and industrial strata. These cities were
selected with probability 1, along with nine other cities
falling in the 5,000 - 7,499 population category. Con-
sidering the total numberand sizes of cities in Oregon,
only 34 cities were selected to represent the state.

(4) .Penns~?vania- The five cities with population (1960 Census)
of 10 ,000 or morewere included in the cities selected.
Of the 96 cities falling in the 10,000 to 99,999 population
range, 45 were selected. This gave a total of 50 cities.
The selection was doneby grouping these cities according
to SRSJES districts and randanly selecting one-half for'
the sample.

C. Preparation of Materials

Eachstate was sent a list of their survey cities and requested to get large-
scale mapsfor each. States obtained maps.fran several sources, such as
Chambersof Ccmnerce,banks, utility companiesand local govermnents. The
mapssent in by the states varied greatly in size and detail.

The residential, conmercial, and industrial areas of a metropolitan area
were outlined in green to indicate the desired lxnmdaries for the nonopen
country areas (or built-up strat1.Dn). In delineating boWldariesaround the
survey cities certain criterion were followed:

(1) All boundarylines Dn.1Stbe placed on features completely
identifiable on the ground, like roads, railraods, rivers,
and other waterways. City limits and similar tmclear lines
were used only in extremecases wherewell-defined bo1.U1.daries
were not available.

(2) In "SRSLandUseFrame"the botmdarieswere to include at
least the city stratun as defined by the frame. This in-
sured a canparison of both procedures of estimation for city
resident faDmoperators.

(3) Lines were to be drawnto exclude all agricultural operations
fran defined city areas.
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(4) The boundary lines could be extended beyondcity limits
of the selected ,cities to include as muchcontiguous
.urbanized area as poss,ible while excluding all farming
operations. 1'lJJs, manysmaller cities, unincorporated
and corporated urban areas, were included within the
ci ty areas.

The fieldwork for this survey was to ,be carried out in conjunction with
the 1968JES. The following table gives the infonnation that was to be
obtained dependingon farm operator's residence.

' ..~
I" •

~,'" .'

Operator
lives

JES
Obtain ,

Wo~tion on
Operator

lives

oc

Obtain
information on

" ' •• ~, • J

..••
:Livestock in tract: .•

: Outside segment
but inside non-
open cOWlt'ry
stratl.m1

··:Livestock in tract··:Gather sameinfor-
:mation as for farm
:operator living in-
:side segment. Then
:the total livestock
:and labor wuld be
:prorated back into
:this segmentprior '
:to expansion.
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The regular JES enumerationprocedures were changedslightly for these
states so information could be obtained to satisfy the requirements of
both surveys (JESand DC). Resident fann operators were interviewed wi. th
the samequestiormaires in both surveys.

Theyel.lOwquestionnaires used to interview the nonresident fann operators
had an extra instruction box. If a nonresident fann operator lived outside
the nonopencountry area, the enunerator completed.additional questions for
the yellow questionnaire. However,if a nonresident fann operator lived. .
within the nonopenCOWltryarea the em.uneratorcompleteda green question-
naire. The green questiormaire was identical to the blue questionnaire
except for the color of ink. State office personnel copied acreage and
livestock data for these tracts on a yellow schedule for inclusion with the
JES analysis. The green questionnaires were retained for the OCanalysis.

TwoState Statistical Offices (SSO)carried out the procedures as instructed
but the other two did not •. The Florida SSOdid not feel that they could
han,dlethe additional 'WOrkalong with the regular JES-workload. Theyagreed
to get the namesand addresses of the nonresident farm operators during the
JESperiod and do the interviewing at a later date. The dates of their OC
fieldwork were mid-July through August. The OregonSSO rewrote the in-
structions to emuneratorsto fit their conception of the field'WOrkrequire-
ments without consulting RaDpersonnel to see if they concurred. Oregon
was requested to do somefurther 'WOrkat a later time to obtain the required
survey data. Theydid what checking they could prior· to the DecemberEnumer-
ative Surveyand carried out the OCfield'WOrkafter the DecemberEmunerative
Survey (DES).

Doingthe ~rk at a late date meantdata for livestock and labor questions
could not be obtained. To help provide data, all fann operators whose
address on the yellow questionnaire indicated they might live in a nonopen
country area were contacted. Enumeratorsdetermined their residence location
and their total fann acreage. This acreage did not changemuch. Operators
reported acreages as of JWle1 in the event that it had changed. The ratio
of land in the tract (inside samplesegments in open cotmtry) to land in
total operation was the proration value used for estimating nonresident fam
operators. The ratio was the only datumto be expandedfor each questionnaire.
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D. Check-in and Handling Procedures for Data

All questiormaires and mapswere checked in upon arrival at the R&DBranch.
Lists of possible city resident tract operators were madefrom the JES yellow
questionnaires for Florida and Oregon. Copies of these lists were sent to

III the respective states for further checking. The lists were used to record
_the findings as the information camein from these offices.

The eru.unerator's plotting of the location of farm operators' residences on
the city mapswere checked. Anyt.mplotted tract operators were plotted if
the address was sufficient. Whentract operators could not be plotted and,
the enumerator said they were inside the bo\.Uldary,this was assumedto be .
right. Tract operators' residences falling in the open country area were
excluded from the nonopencountry area. Anyplotted residences located in-
side the nonopencountry area but outside the "SRSLandUse Frame"city
stratun boWldarywere identified and excluded from.the OCexpansion. This
was done so comparisonsof the tw estimation procedures 1«)uldbe canparable.

In Ohio, the Master SampleState, a different approach was used. Tmse JES
segmentswhich fell within .the NOCarea were excluded from the JES estimate
because they are analogous to the city stratum of the land use frame. Fam
operators residing in the nonopencountry areas were prorated back to seg-
ments in which their operation was located in the open cOlUltry.

All pertinent information for each tract was listed by segmentam district
and segmentexpansions made. District and state totals, SE's and CV's were
computed.

IV• Analysis

A. Fam NtDnbers

~Theplanned analysis was completed for nunbers of fams only. Very few fann
..operators were foW1dto reside in cities for Oregon. Ohio and Pennsylvania.
In every case the tract operator residing in the city was classified as a
fann operator •.

State

Florida :
Oregon ...•.......•....•.. :
Ohio .........•.•••..••... :Pennsylvania •.••••••••..• :..

Ntunberof open country tract
operators residing in city

185
48
11

7
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, Table I showsa canparison by states of the numberof segments, estimated
munberof farms, standard error and CV of these estimates for both the JES
and at procedures. In looking at these tables one sees that in general:

(1) TheOCestimates generally exceed the JES estimate by a
small amount. '

(2) The standard errors of the estimates were about the same.

(3) Differences at the state level are not significant •.
(4) The CV's for the OCprocedures were generally less than

the JES. ,

Similar data for geographic districts in the states are given in Tables 3
through 6.

Table I. - Estimated numberof farms, standard errors and coefficients
of variation for JES and OCprocedures by states,

June 1968
: Number JESprocedures : OCprocedures ,

State : f: :Standard:Coefficient : :Standard:Coefficient
: 0 :Bstimate: : of :Bstimate: : of .
:segments: : error : variation error : variation
··· Ntlnber Nl.Inber Number Percent Number NlDnber Percent···Florida ••••• : 525 33,695 2,498 7.4 36,817 2,590 7.0

Ohio •..••••. : 350 144,009 10,229 7.1 148,293 11,274 7.6
Pennsylvania: 350 89,521 5,550 6.2 89,825 2,553 6.2

',', ',' ,Oregon•••••• : 350 32,974 2,982 9.0, , 32,360 2,854 8.8
, .:~1 " ,,';~(:~g,'~ ·.'

""~t.;'f' •
" .~~. Total ••••• : 1,575 300,199 12,271 4.1 307,295 13,145 4.3..

~\'-

However,tests on the differences between the district estimates results in
a nllltber of significant differences. The fOll9W1ngtable sOOwsthe resul,ts
of these tests. '
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Table 2. - Mean,standard deviation, and t-test of district
differences for estimates of nllDherof fams (OC-JES)

State

· ....
; Number ; Mean ; Standard; T-test ; Significance
: of :difference :deviation : value:!"!o:I' JES-/!OC:H....: JI~.I'oc
:districts: (f scr. t-WSa :HA:f'JES#'OC:H;.:)i~<1oc· ..··Florida ••••• : 19
: 1/ 20

Oregon•••••• : - 15
: 1/ 16

Pennsylvania: - 14
Ohio •••••••• : 9

113
156
15

-38
22

416

35
3146

121
11

413

4.906 ** **4.161 *" ""1.608 n.s. n.s.
-.311 n.s. n.s. '
2.016 n.s. "1.153 n.s. n.s.

'., ,~'

-------------------------, -. ------
1/ Includes (City Stratum JES - 0 (the corresponding OCdistric1)1in

computation.
" Significant at the 5 percent level.** Significant at the 1percent level.

These data indicate the OCprocedures did not give significant differences in
Oregon, Pennsylvania or Ohio. Whenone considers the type.of agriculture in
these states, this conclusion seemslogical. Agricultural operations in these
states are JOOregeneral and the operators usually live on or very near
their operations. In Florida, evidence seemsto point to someimprovement
using the OCprocedure. Agriculture in Florida includes sane general fanning

. operations, but has a preponderanceof citrus and vegetable operations.
These require large inputs of labor and equipment. Manyare large corporate
operations with the CMlerand operator living in the city. There are also
manysmall operators wholive in the city and contract for their fann labor
management.

The results for Florida point the wayto makeimprovementsin someof the
other important estimates of SRSsuch as fann'labor and livestock inventories
by using a similar technique. There has been somequestion raised as to
whether the labor and livestock' of operators living in city areas are being
located in area segmentsso they are represented fully in the JES survey
resul ts. This problemarises in a few states and localities other than in
Florida. The following sections look at the partial data gathered on these
i terns to see howthe two survey procedures compare.
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B• Livestock Inventories

The infor.mationin this section comparesthat portion of both procedures
which estimates the samepopulation (city residing fam operators). It
comparesthe city strata estimate (excluding any agri-urban strata) of the
JESwith the fanning operations prorate:lback to the segments in the DC,
dependingon the location of the operators residence. Proration of live-
stock and computationsof estimates, SEts and CV'swere madein the same
manneras those for numbersof fams.

Tables 7-10 give the JES and ex:: estilmates by states for the city residing
fam operator population. TheJaS and OCare canparable for Ohio and
Pennsylvania. The data for Florida and Oregonare incaoplete due to the
time lag in data collection.

In Ohio, the four JBSsegmentsin the city area having fann operators did
not expandto as manyfann operators as the 11 farmers having operations
'prorated back to OCsegments. Twoof the JES fanners bad somelivestock
whichaccounted for about one percent of the total estimated cattle, about
two percent of the sheep, and about one-half of one percent of the hens
and pullets. The two OCfanners prorated back to the open COWltryhad
fewer livestock.

Nofann operators were fO\Dldin the Pemsylvania JES city strata while the
ex:: fanners prorated back to the open COlDltrydo showsomelivestock.

In Oregon, the tw JBSfarmers found in the city expandedto manyJOOrefann .
operators than the 15 farmers prorated back to the OCestimate. Here again,
no livestock were found in the JBScity stratum, while somewere located by
the OCprocedure.

In Florida, the JESprocedure foundno fann operators or livestock for the
10 samplesegments. Onthe other hand, the OCestimate represents 10 percent
of the state total estimates for cowsand heifers, and total cattle represent
5.7 percent and 5.6 percent of the estimated state total, respectively.

These tables indicate the procedure does find JOOrefarm operators. These
operators are JOOrea~t to have livestock, and often have larger actual
m.unbers. The OCest:unates are not drastically influenced by small changes
in actual livestock found in the survey. The OClivestock estimate for city
residing fann operators then has a broader base and might be expected to be
IJX)restable than the JES city stratum estimates.

Unfortunately, insufficient labor data were gathered in Florida to warrant
analysis.
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Table 4.- Expandednunber of fams, standard errors and coefficients
of variation for JES and OCprocedures, Ohio,

J1.Ule 1968

: JES procedure OCprocedure: Number: :
Districts: of : ~. :S~d :Coet:E'icient: . :Standard :Coefficient

:segments:EstJ.mate: error: of :Est1JJ1ate:error: of
: : variation : . : : variation··: Number Number Number Percent Number NLunber

. ,',1.

..·10•.•••:
20 ••••• :
3'0 ••••• :
40 ••••. :
SO.' •••• :

. 60 .•••• :
70 •••.• :
80 .••.• :90••.••:

·State .
total

48
41
42
46
50
'27
37
30
29

350

21;472
14,370
23,168
14,555'
13,846
8,116

14,428 .
18,361.
15,694

144,009

2,592
1,633
3,153
1,758
1,686
1,223
1,·859
8,204
2,666

10,229

12.1
11.4
13.6
12.1
12.2
15.1
12.9
44.7
17.0

7.1

23,929
14,494
22,811
14,555
14,400
8,116

13,350
18,361
18,278

148,293

3,712
1,653
3,196
1,758
1,712
1,223

"1,829
8,204
3,392

11,274

Percent

15.5
11.4
14.0
12.1
11.9
15.1
13.7
44.7
18.6

7.6
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Table 5. - ExpandedJUJnberof fa~, standard errors and coefficients
of variation ,for JES and OCprocedures, PemsylVUlia,

. JWl8 1968

·; N\.unber JES procedure :
Districts: of : . :Standard:Cbeifficictnt: :St_yrd:Coefficient

:segments:EstlD)8te:error: ~f. :Estiaate : error: of.
: : " : : var1ation : : : variat10n

"

..

•
; Number
··01•••••: 1

06.~•••: 3
10 ••••• : 81
15 •.••••: 11
20••••• : 13
25••••• : 20
30 ••••• : 25
35 ••••• : 113
10••••• : 14
71••••• : 14
12••••• : 12
73••••• : 17
14•••••: 10
1S••••• : 10

N\.unber

, 6,111110 '
20,756.
3 683'", ,

2, g59
5,288
9,801

25,681,
3,560
3,524
1,063
3,519
1,488
1,302

Number
3,492

110
1,101

115
741
130

1,503
1,453
1,009

111
298

1,511
501
431

Percent

52.0:
100.0

8.2
19.4
25.2
13.8
15.3
5.1

28.3
21.9
28.0
42.9
34.1
33.1

Number

6,111
170

20,786
3,693
2,959
5,433
9,852

25,735
3,592
3,524
1,063
3,519
1,488
1,302

3,492
170

1~6~
11$
11:1
7'%9

1,505
1,451
1,016

711 '
29.

1,511
507
431

Pe:rcent

52.0
100.0

8.2
19.4
25.2
13.4
15.3
5.6

28.3
21.9
28.0
42.9
34.1
33.1

.",.~;,,:\~.t:
,.

State
total 350 89,521 5,550 6.2 89,825 5,553 6.2
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Table 6.- Expanded number of fanns, ,standard errors and coefficiepts
of variation for JES and ex:: procedures, Oregon, ,

J\D1e 1968
• •· • JES procedure ex: procedure: Number : •.

Districts: of: ':Standard :Coe:£ficient : . :Standard :Coefficient
:segments:Estimate: error: ~f :Est1D1ate: error: ~f.

: : varlation : : : varlatlon··: Nt.Inber Number N1.Dnber Percent NlJDber Number Percent
··02 •.••• : 7 132 85 64.6' 132 85 64:6

06 •• ·.•• : 3
04 ••••• : 3. 504 504 100.0 504 504 100.0
10 ..... : 16 3,070 537 17.5 3,150 525 16.7
15••••~: 78 16,222 1,741 10.7 16,921 1,828 10.8
20 ••.•• 0 : 48 2,900 454 15.7 3,058 464 15.2
2S •.•••• : 11 1,217 271 22.1 1,254 269 21.4
30••••.: 65 1 ,273, 283 22.2 1,303 284 21.8
3S ••••• : 6 1,159 96 8.2 1,159 96 8.2
70 ••••• : 3 550 550 100.0 550 550 100.0
71•••••: 16 2,327 195 34.2 2,380 790 33.2
72 •••.. : 36 801 414 51.7 845 433 51.2
73 ..•.. : 14 256 98 38.3 261 99 31.9
74 ••••• : 12 136 105 77.4 141 105 74.8
75 ••••• : 14 483 274 56.6 485 273 56.4
91•.•••: 4 212 212 100.0 212 212. 100.0
92 •. 0 •• : 2
95 •..•• : 2 1,733 20- 1.2

State 350 32,974 2,982 9.0 32,360 2,854 8.8

;:;~:~~ total
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Table 7. - JES total open segment expansion and city strattm expansion: OCcity resident fann
operator expansion with standard errors and coefficients of variation, Ohio

JES open segment expansion JES city stratun : ex:: estimates for city· :resident farm operators·Item · State · : Stratum: · · ·· · · · OC ·· estimate. : S.E. · C.v. :estimate: S.E. : c.V. :estimate : S.E. : C.v.'· ·· · · ·· · · . . · · . ··· Number NtIDber Percent N\uber Number Percent Number NlIDber Percent,··NUmberof farms••••• : 144,009 10,229 7.1 2,183 1,057 48.4 6,467 2,460 38.0All hogs & pigs ••••• : 2,550,155 348,459 13.7 0 0 0 0 0 0Cows & heifers 2+••• : 909,14.1 122,264 13.4 6,604 4,596 69.6 649 445 68.6All cattle & calves.: 2,396,078 422,456 17.6 25,527 18,387 72.0 1,~20 1,237 68.0~k cows ••••.••...•: 504,554 87,566 17.4 2,327 2,327 100.0 0 0 0All sheep~~••••••••• : 1,067,844 188,824 17.7 22,890 19,451 85.0 0 0 0Hens & pullets oflaying age .•.•••••• : 11,819,230 2,959,200 25.0 46,540 46,540 100.0 18,123 13,528 74.6··

••••tn



Table 8.- JES total open segment expansion and city stratum expansion: OC city resident farm
operator expansion with standard errors and coefficients of variation, Florida

° : OC estimates for city· JES open segment expansion JES city stratum° :resident farm operators 1/·Item ° State · : Stratun: · · 0 ·· · 0 · OC 0 °
estimate · S.E. · C.V. o 0 • S.E. · C.V. • . ° S.E. · C.V.· ° °estlJDate· · :estimate: ·· · • ... · ·· · · • • · · 0 ··· NlDber NtJnber Percent NlmIber NI.Inber Percent Number Number Percent

°·NUmberof farms ••••• : 33,695 2,295' 6.8 3,357 358 10.1All hogs & pigs ••••• : 336,010 41,249 12.3 1,551 1,089 70.2Caws & heifers 2+••• : 927,524 104,560 11.3 53,106 17,638 33.2All cattle & calves.: 1,654,834 172,720 10.4 92,823 31,337 33.8Milk cows •••••••.••• : 220,712 57,110 25.9 471 356 75.6
All sheep: ••••••••••• : 1,890 835 44.2 0 0 0Hens & pullets of :laying age ••••••••• : 9,813,984 2,280,881 23.2 0 0 0··

1/ The 1ives~ estimates are based on data from only part of the questiOJDlaires.
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Table 9.- JES total open segmentexpansion and city stratlJD expansion: OC city resident farm
operator expansionwith standard errors and coefficients of variation, PennsylVania

Item
• JES open segmentexpansion : JES city stratlln : OCestimates for city· • :resident farm operators
: State: : : StratllD: : : OC: :
· estimate: S.E. : C.V. :estimate: S.E. : C.V. :estimate: S.E. : C.V.· .··

·.

··lbDber of fams ••••• :
All hogs & pigs •••••:
COws & heifers 2+••• :
All cattle & calves.:Malt cows ••••••••••• :
All ~ ••••••••••• :
Hells • pullets of :
laying aee•••••••••: 13,713,820

··
89,521

365,325
777,530

1,481,413
635,226
274,947

Ntlnber Percent NlIDberNlDber .Percent' Number NLmIber Percent

5,051 5.6 534 153 28.748,156 13.2 0 0 059,921 7.7 7,316 4,582 62.699,332 6.7 12,189 6,860 56.355,833 8.8 • 0 064,839 23.6 0 0 ftu

3,116,920 22.7 0 0 0
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Table 10. - JES and OC estimates for city resident fann operators and livestock with standard
errors and coefficients of variation, Oregon

JES open segment expansion JES city stratum : OC estimates for city
:resident fann operators 1/

Itan · · : Strattln: · · ·State · · · · OC ·estimate · S.E. · C.V. :estimate : S.E. · C.V. :estimate: S.E. · C.V.· · · ·· · · ·· · .. · · . ·
lbnber Nt.Jnber Percent NtmJber Nt.Inber Percent Ntlnber NlIIIber Percent··NlIIIberof fanms ••••• : 32,976 2,295 7.0 1,733 1,001 57.7 355 141 39.8All mgs & pigs ••••• : 95,864 20,739 2L6 0 0 0 5 5 100.0Cows & heifers 2+ ••• : 786,778 81,740 10.4 0 0 0 3,289 1,536 46.7All cattle & calves.:2,082,453 310,618 14.9 0 ° ° 9,876 4,224 42.8Milk cows •••.•••..•• : 81,384 18,307 22.5 0 ° 0 702 478 68.1All sheep •••••••••.•.: .299,614 65,425 21.8 0 0 0 3,057 3,056 100.0Hens & pullets of ··laying age ••••••••• :2,589,247 638,977 24.7 0 0 0 0 0 0

1/ Livestock .estimates are based. on data from only part. 9f the questionnaires.
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v. Sunlnary

Fam operators residing in city areas can have their operations associated
with the OpencOlDltrysegmentswhere the operations are physically located.
This OCprocedure requires more effort and coordination on the part of the
State Statistical Offices. This additional task does provide the State
Supervisor with an opportLmity to supervise certain parts of the em.uneration
JOOredirectly. It also requires sane additional enumerator time and travel to
complete the questiomaires; h01\lever,the costs of not having to enumerateand
drawsegments in .the b1.1i.lt-upareas wouldbe saved. This project did not pro-
vide the necessary canparative cost data to detennine the cost advantage or
disadvantage of the newprocedure•.

It was found that in sane states est:imates will not be affected significantly.
But in somestates such as Florida, where a large n\lllberof fam operators
live in the city, morereliable estimates maybe obtained by using the ex:
procedure rather than the JES procedure.

Additional research as a pilot study wouldbe appropriate to detennine the
effectiveJ?8ss of this technique in tems of costs and variances.
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