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This study examines the practicality of collecting Social
Security Numbers (SSN) and Employer Identification Numbers
(EIN) in the Area Frame for use in overlap checking in
multiple frame surveys. SSN's and EIN's were collected on
the June Enumerative Survey and the December Enumerative
Survey in two states -- South Dakota and Virginia
beginning in 1982. The study was extended to three
additional states -- North Dakota, Ohio, and Tennessee
during 1983 and 1984. The Area Frame survey units were
matched against List Frame units using the SSN (and EIN) to
determine the feasibility of using SSN's in the overlap
check. Also, response rates between survey years were
compared in an attempt to determine whether collection of
SSN's has an adverse effect upon overall survey response
rates. Although the study was not designed to make
statistical tests of significance, the match procedures and
data comparisons indicate that SSN's are indeed a valuable
tool for overlap checking, and that survey response rates
are not adversely affected.
Social Security Number, Employer Identification Number,
overlap, nonoverlap
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SUMMARY Special studies were conducted in five States -- North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Tennessee, and Virginia, to
determine the importance and practicality of using Social
Security Numbers (SSN) in overlap checking for multiple
frame surveys. Response rates in the Area Frame were also
examined to determine whether collection of SSN's would
adversely affect overall survey refusal rates. The studies
began with the 1982 June Enumerative Survey in South Dakota
and Virginia and were extended to North Dakota, Ohio, and
Tennessee during 1983. Analysis of the data collected
indicated the following:

• Collection of Social Security Numbers (SSN) apparently
does not adversely affect overall survey response
rates. Although there are refusals to the SSN
question, most of these are also refusals to all
survey questions.

• Some enumerators are reluctant to ask the SSNquestions unless they are strongly encouraged. The
proportion of reports in the "inaccessible" response
code category for SSN is relatively large, indicating
this may be a "convenience" category.

• The proportion of Area Frame records with SSN's does
increase substantially from the initial survey to
subsequent surveys. However, a practical upper bound
of 70-90 percent will take several years to accomplish
using current procedures.

• The match of Area Frame records to List Frame recordsusing the SSN provides a substantial number of matches
(5-20 percent) which are not considered as "matches"

.when making the usual overlap checks. Some reasons
for misc1assification are current software system
constraints (e.g., only one SSN assigned to a
partnership record), and "not following all" manual
overlap review procedures as outlined in the
instructions. However, definite additional overlap
was found in one State using the SSN match, and there
are several instances where additional overlap is
suspected. The SSN match provides another convenient
tool for identifying potential overlap.
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RECOMMENDATIONS Recommendations regarding the collection and use of Social
Security Numbers (and Employer Identification Numbers) are
as follows .

• Social Security Numbers provide a powerful tool for
li-nking files. This is also true for matching Area
Frame Records with List Frame Records. It should be
an Agency goal to obtain and maintain a SSN for every
name on the List and Area frames; and to collect SSNls
in most SRS surveys. A high proportion of List Frame
and Area Frame records with SSN is needed to make the
overlap check really effective in all States.
Enumerators should be encouraged strongly to collect
SSN's, but not at the expense of obtaining a refusal
for other survey information .

• Specific instructions for the use of SSN in overlap
checking need to be developed. The Mail Maintenance
System (MMS) could be expanded to provide a listing of
the area records matching a list record on SSN/EIN and
not cross-referenced to that list record. This
listing with the other MMS Automated
overlap/nonoverlap procedure outputs would be used in
making the final overlap determination. All new
SSN/EIN's obtained during the survey proper could be
matched against the LSF and the matching LSF record
printed. This would require keying the SSN/EIN's and
segment/tract as the questionnaires are received.
SSN/EIN I s should be used as an aide in the overl ap
determination as are address, telephone numbers, etc.,
and not considered as a factor for absolut~ Poverlap or
nonoverlap determinations.
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INTRODUCTION

COLLECTION AND USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS
IN THE AREA FRAME
Dwaine Nelson
Loren Nordhausen
Henry Power

The use of the Social Security Number (SSN) as a match
variable to determine overlap/nonoverlap status of area
frame records in multiple frame sampling is not a new
concept. As early as 1971, Young indicated in a feasibility
study [IJ conducted in Tennessee and Oklahoma that: SSN's
could be reported with relative ease; about ten percent of
the respondents either hesitated or showed hostility toward
the SSN question; enumerators differed in their abilities to
obtain SSN numbers; and use of the SSN in overlap checking,
when combined with conventional methods, resulted in more
overlap determinations than use of only conventional
methods. Subsequent unpublished studies on the use of
different List Frame questionnaire versions in Tennessee and
South Carolina in 1976 and 1977 indicate that inclusion of
SSN's on questionnaires did not significantly affect
response rates. Based upon the results of these studies
alone, one might conclude that SSN's are beneficial to the
Statistical Reporting Service's operational procedures.
Considering the previous studies, one logical question is
"Why hasn't SRS moved more rapidly toward the collection and
use of SSN's"? Following the 1981 study, Tennessee is the
only State Statistical Office (SSO) which has collected
SSN's in the Area Frame surveys for use in overlap
determination. Probably the single most important reason is
the concern over the possible effect on survey response
rates. The studies conducted earlier were done in southern
or southwestern states where survey refusal rates are
generally much lower than some areas of the United States
such as the Midwest. Also, overall refusal rates have
tended to increase during the last 10-15 years, along with a
concern for the privacy of individuals. These factors have
caused a reluctance to change any procedure which could
possibly have a negative effect on response rates, no matter
how small. Another reason SSN's have not been collected and
used for overlap checking is the question of whether a SSN
match would actually gain much over the conventional
procedures. The Tennessee study was conducted 14 years ago,
and the general feeling was that instructions and methods
for determining overlap have improved since that time.
Also, even if SSN's proved to be beneficial, there was a
concern that drastic changes would be needed in operating
instructions.
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1982 STUDY --
SOUTH DAKOTA AND
VIRGINIA

Agency policy for the past several years has been toencourage the collection of SSN's on list frame
questionnaires. This policy has evolved probably because of
the recognized need to use SSN as a cross-reference to
other government list sources, and because of
recommendations from the earlier studies. However, Agency
policy has not mandated the collection of SSN's on list
frame questionnaires, nor even encouraged it on Area Frame
surveys. The concern over response rates in the Area Frame
surveys and the need to identify advantages/disadvantages of
using SSN in overlap procedures were the primary reasons
additional studies were required. Accordingly, plans were
developed to begin a new study during 1982 in South Dakota
and Virginia.
South Dakota and Virginia were selected for the study
primarily because they represented different geographic
areas and both SSO's had a high number of records on the
List Frame master with SSN's. In order to increase this
number of records with SSN's even further, a computer tape
with names and SSN's was obtained from the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASeS). A listing of
the names with SSN's that did not already exis~ on the List
Frame master was then created. The South Dakota and
Virginia SSO's matched these alphabetically-sorted lists of
names against their LSF master and coded a transaction to
insert the SSN whenever a match was found and the SSN was
missing from the LSF master. The number of SSN's added as a
result of this process is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Numbers of ASCS Names Supplied And SSN'S~dded, South Dakota And
Virginia, 1982

SSO
No. of Names Supplied

to SSO
No. Of New
SSN I S Added

Total SSN'S :Total No. of list
On List Frame: Frame Records

South Dakota
Virginia
* Approximately

6,155
7,361

1,886
* 3,000

87,537
85,093

94,756
143,495

Virginia also obtained SSN's from ,1 county estimates survey
sample selected from the List Frame master, which yielded
1,608 SSN's out of 2,149 mail returns. The survey response
rate on one-half of the sample which asked for SSN was 40.5
percent, compared with 41.3 percent for one-half without the
request for SSN (Table B-1, Appendix Bl. Therefore, asking
for the SSN in the Virginia survey did not affect the survey
response rate significantly. Also, approximately 75 percent
of those reporting from the "SSN" sample reported a Social
Security Number (Table B-2, Appendix Bl.
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For the Area Frame, in the 1982 June Enumerative Survey,
South Dakota and Virginia interviewers attempted to obtain
Social Security Numbers and Employee Identification Numbers
from operators (Part A questionnaire Exhibit A-1, Appendix A).
Collection of SSN's and EINls in this initial effort varied
considerably by enumerator. In Virginia collection of these
items ranged from a low of 1 completion out of 43 tracts for
one enumerator to a high of 46 out of 55 for another (Table
B-3, Appendix B.) The SSN's and EIN's collected in the Area
Frame were then matched against the corresponding fields on
the List Frame master. A summary of the results is shown in
Table 2.
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Table 2. SSN's/EIN's Collected on the 1982 June Enumerative Survey And Matched With
The List Frame, South Dakota And Virginia

SSO

South Dakota
Virginia

No • Ag • :
Tracts

(A)

1,057
1,082

Area Records
with SSN' s
Or EIN's

(8)
297
509

Percent of
: Ag Tracts
: with SSN' s

or EIN's
(C)= (8)/(A)

28.1
47.0

Area Records
Matching

List Frame
(D)

238 1/
259 I/

Percent of Area
Records With

SSN/EIN Matching
List Frame

(E)= (0)/(8)
80.1
50.9

1/ All were matches on SSNI/ 254 on SSN; 5 on EIN

The Washington D.C. staff reviewed the matches based SSN to
determine the correct overlap/nonoverlap (OL/NOL) classifi-
cation for the area frame records. A breakdown of the 238
matches, (column (0) in Table 2), for South Dakota, compared
with the State Statistical Office OL/NOL deter-
mination, follows:

SSO Original Number
Overlap Deter- Of Matches
mination Count

Coded NOL 13
" 0

" 14

Coded OL 0

" 193

" 9

" 5

Findings Based Upon
SSN Match

Found as NOL
Found as OL
Found as inactive record or record in a
different class (i .e., '40L)
Found as NOL
Found same record that SSO determined
as OL

Found a drop record cro~s-referenced to
same record that SSO determined as OL
Found a different record that SSO deter-
mined as OL (3 were similar but in a
different class; 2 were similar, with
SSN'S miscoded on LSF)

" 4 Found a drop record not cross-referenced
to another record
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A review of the data for South Dakota indicated that:
• In no instance did the SSN match identify overlap

where the SSO had coded as nonoverlap. Using SSN as
an auxiliary method to determine OL/NOL would not
result in additional overlap records for South Dakota .

• In some cases, area records were determined to be
overlap, but not to the list record indicated by the
SSN match. This may indicate a slight discrepancy in
the LSF master.

The 1982 June Enumerative Survey overlap/nonoverlap test
using SSN/EIN in Virginia revealed five new overlap records
which were missed in the regular overlap review procedures.
Some of the explanations given for missing these matches in
the regu 1ar procedures were the fo 11owi ng: II Too many
similar names on LSF master", II name sort not where
expected", "different given name", and "farm name entered
differently on LSF." In any event, the match on SSN would
have resulted in identifying additional overlap records.
SSN's were asked again in the 1982 December Enumerative
Survey (DES) in the two States. A response code box for
obtaining the SSN was added to the DES questionnaire so that
additional analysis could be done on the types of problems
encountered in collecting SSN's. Parts of the DES
questionnaire which contain questions on SSN, SSN response
code, and regular DES response code are shown as Exhibit A-2
in Appendix A. The specific categories for the SSN responsecode fo11ow:-- New SSN

Veri fied SSN
Did not know

Not Asked
Refused
Inaccessible

A summary of the SSN response codes from the DES is included
in Appendix C. SSN's were collected for approximately 40
percent of the tracts in South Dakota and 65 percent in
Virginia. This difference in reporting is accounted for in
the categories of "Don't know SSNII, "SSN not asked",
IIRefused", and IIInaccessible." Some observations co~cerning
the data in Appendix C are as follows:

• Although South Dakota showed a 15.4 percent refusal
rate on SSN, approximately 80 percent of those who
refused on SSN also refused on all survey items. In
Virginia the refusal rate on SSN was 2.2. percentonly eight reports .

• In both states there was a relatively large number ofreports in the IIDon't know", "Not asked", and
"Inaccessible" categories. It is interesting to note
that enumerators were not "absolutely required" to ask
the questions on SSN, and some enumerators definitelytook this course of action.
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1983 STUDY --
NORTH DAKOTA, OHIO,
SOUTH DAKOTA,
TENNESSEE, AND
VIRGINIA

• Operations with a positive number of cattle or hogs
tend to show a slightly higher response rate on SSN's
than those with no livestock.

• Refusal rates for SSN's tend to be higher for the
larger economic classes than for the small ones.
However, the refusals on SSN also include regular
survey refusals.

• For all operations reporting SSN's, the response rate
for operations in the larger economic classes appears
to be as high as the smaller operations.

The 1982 OES in South Oakota revealed no new overlap records
based on the SSN/EIN match. The match program was run for
Virginia and the output provided to the State office for
review. The actual percent collected for Virginia is
probably higher than the table value (20 percent) because
all SSN/EIN's apparently had not been posted to the master
at the time of the analysis.

Three additional States -- North Dakota, Ohio, and Tennessee
-- were added to the study in 1983. The questions relating
to SSN which were asked in the 1983 June Enumerative Survey
(JES) are shown in Exhibit A - 3 of Appendix A. One
significant change which was made to the 1983 questions and
enumerator instructions was the enumerator option of whether
to ask the SSN questions. Beginning with the 1983 JES, the
questions on SSN were always supposed to be asked, and
therefore the SSN response code box no longer contained the
"did not ask" category.
The five States in the study were directed to enter all 1983
JES names and addresses into the Area Frame format of the
new Mail Maintenance System. Entering names to the new
system would put all Area Frame records in a common format
for maintenance, allow use of some automated procedures in
overlap checking, and make analysis efforts much easier.
After the 1983 JES, the List Frame records and Area Frame
records were matched using SSN's and EIN's. A summary of
the results of the match is presented in Table 3. The third
and fourth categories in Table 3, JES ag tract name and
address records with and without SSN/EIN, indicate that
SSN's/EIN's were collected for approximately 20 to 70
percent of the records, depending upon the State. The
percent for Tennessee is substantially higher than other
States because Tennessee has been collecting SSN's on the
JES for years. The actual percent collected for Virginia is
probably higher than the table value (20 percent) because
all SSN's/EIN's apparently had not been posted to the master
at the time of the analysis.
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In reviewing the records in Table 3 which classified into
the latter two categories, matches but not previously
determined to be overlap, it is evident that an automated
transfer of overlap codes based on SSN/EIN for these records
is impossible. The most prevalent causes for overlap
determination errors based solely on SSN's are partnership
operations. Only one SSN per record is maintained on the
LSF; thus, some partnership list records match individual
Area Frame records using SSN'S, but not using manual
procedures. Other causes include incorrect keying of
SSN/LSF identification numbers, making list name changes
without zeroing out the SSN, dropped list records, etc.
Therefore, although the number of matches in these
categories may appear alarmingly high, most of the matches
do not result in additional overlap determination. However,
the match on SSN should prove worthwhile if ~ additional
overlap, or other discrepancies, are discovered.
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Table 3. Summary of 1983 June Enumerative Survey Record Counts and Results ofSSN/EIN Match with List Frame Records -- North Dakota, Ohio, South
Dakota, Tennessee, and Virginia

:srATt.
N Oak :. Ohio SOakCategory

Total JES Ag Tracts
Total JES Ag Tract
N&A Records 11

1,268 1,218

1,832 1.715

1,068

1,!500

Tenn
1,525

1.824

Va
1,092

1.413-----------------------------------------------------------.----------.----------.--N&A Records With No SSN/EIN 1,123 958 999 532 1.136
% of N&A Records 61 56 67 29 80
N&A Records With SSN/EIN 709 757 501 1.292 277
% Of N&A Records "-

39 44 33 71 '£1 20-----------------------------------------------------------~._----------------------N&A Records With SSN/EIN Not Matching
List Records 164 443 :02 688 149
% of N&A Records With SSN/EIN 23 59 20 53 54
N&A Records Matching List Records And
Previously Determined To Be Overlap 470 215 ,~87 529 68
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN 66 28 58 41 25
N&A Records Matching List Records And
Previously Determined to be Overlap
With Different List Records 28 11 10 33 12
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN 4 1 2 3 4
N&A Records Matching List Records
And Not Previously Determined
To Be Overlap 47 88 102 42 48
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN 7 12 20 3 17

11 JES Ag Tract N&A Record is an Area Frame name and address record associated with
a JES agricultural tract. There may be multiple N&A records for a tract if the
tract has a farm name or has more than one individual operator.

'£1 Does not represent all N&A records with SSN/EIN. All SSN's/EIN's were not posted
to Master at time of analysis.
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The SSN Response Code (item code 91~ on the JES) is ofquestlonable value for other than lndividually operated
tracts, which comprise approximately 85 percent of all
agricultural tracts. For partnership tracts, multiple codes
would be necessary to properly record the information
concerning the collection of SSNls. The problem with one
response code box is illustrated by the following question:
"What codes are to be entered for a partnership tract when a
new SSN is obtained for one partner, the SSN is verified for
another partner, and it is inaccessible for another partner"?
A cross tabulation of the 1983 JES Respondent Code versus
the regular JES response code for individually operated
tracts, by State, is presented in Appendix D. In reviewing
these tables and the 1981-83 JES refusal rates (Table 4),
asking for SSNIS does not appear to have any negative effect
on the survey refusal rates. However, some operators
refused to give SSNls but did provide other survey
information. Also, it is interesting to note that the
"inaccessible" category for operators is relatively high in
most States. Although one might expect some inaccessible
reports for operators, this might be a convenient category
for either the operator who doesn1t want to refuse outright,
or for the enumerator who may not want to ask the question.
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The SSN questions on the 1983 December Enumerative Survey
(DES) questionnaire were the same as those asked on the June
Enumerative Survey (JES). The format of the questionnaire
is shown as Exhibit A-4 in Appendix A. The comparison of
DES respondent type to SSN response codes, by States, is
shown in Tables E-1 through E-5 in Appendix E. These tables
indicate the same type of relationship as the 1983 JES;
however, the percentage of records with SSN's generally
increased, as '~uld be expected.
Table 5 shows the results of matching DES records with List
Frame Records, which is also similar to the relationships
for the 1983 JES. There are a substantial number of records
which match on SSN but were not called overlap by regular
procedures. Although most of these "matches" would probably
still be considered nonoverlap, the process certainly
identifies "matches" which should be reviewed again.
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Table 5. Summary of 1983 December Enumerative Survey Record Counts and Results of
SSN/EIN Match with List Frame Records -- North Dakota, Ohio, South
Dakota, Tennessee, and Virginia "

Category

Total DES Ag Tracts
Total DES Ag Tract
N&A Records 1/

S T A" T E
N Oak Ohio

702 833

1,045 1,250

SOak

760

1,074

Tenn

691

904

Va

438

629

-

N&A Records With No SSN/EIN
% of N&A Records
N&A Records With SSN/EIN
% Of N&A Records
N&A Records With SSN/EIN Not Matching
List Records
% of N&A Records With SSN/EIN
N&A Records Matching List Records And
Previously Determined To Be Overlap
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN
N&A Records Matching List Record And
Previously Determined to be Overlap
With Different list Records
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN
N&A Records Matching List Records
And Not Previously Determined
To Be Overlap
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN

563
54

482
46

103
21

312
65

20
4

47
10

580
46

670
54

410
61

193
29

10
1

57
9

664
62

410
38

89
22

238
58

9
2

74
18

267
30

637
70

363
57

229
36

20
3

25
4

297
47

332
53

200
60

90
27

11
3

31
10

1/ DES Ag Tract N&A Record is an Area Frame name and address record associated with
a JES agricultural tract. There may be multiple N&A records for a tract if the
tract has a farm name or has more than one individual operator.
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1984 CONTINUING
STUDY

The study was continued in the same five States for the 1984
June Enumerative Survey. The questionnaire format is shown
as Exhibit A-5 in Appendix A, and the comparisons of SSN
code to regular response code is shown in Tables F-1
through F-5 in Appendix F. The results of matching Area
records to List Frame records is <;hown in Table 6.
For comparison to an earlier survey, it is probably better
to compare JES to JES and DES to DES, rather than JES to
DES. Moreover, comparisons of percentages are the most
meaningful, especially for North Dakota and Virginia. The
record counts in Table 7 and Appendix F for North Dakota and
Virginia are much lower than the previous year because the
20 percent new sample had not been added to the Name and
Address Master as of August, 1984.
Compared to June 1983, the percentage of records with
SS~/EI.N (Table 6) increased substantially for all States
except Tennessee. However, Tennessee is already at a
relatively high level (70 percent) because they have been
collecting SSN's for years. The increase in the percentage
of records with SSN's is encouraging and demonstrates that
progress is being ma'de. The data in the tables included in
Appendix F indicated similar relationships to previous
surveys for comparisons of SSN Response Code to Respondent
Type. Although some SSN refusals continue, it is
interesting to note that the overall refusals rates on SSN
'in most States is lower for 1984 than for 1983. This
relationship also generally holds for refusals on SSN alone,
i.e., SSN refusals other than regular JES refusals. Overall
refusal rates for the JES and DES surveys for 1981 - 1984
are shown in Table 7. Comparison of the data in Table 7
would seem to indicate that collection of SSN's do not
adversely affect overall response rate. In fact, overall
refusa 1 rates have tended to stay at the same 1eve 1 or
actually decreased since the SSN cuestions were added.

14



Table 6. Summary of 1984 June Enumerative Survey Record Counts and Results of
SSN/EIN Match with List Frame Records North Dakota, Ohio, South
Dakota, Tennessee, and Virginia

Category

Total JES Ag Tracts
Total JES Ag Tract
N&A Records 11

STATE
N Oak Ohio SOak

1,273 1,198 1,124

1,387 1,712 1,647

Tenn

1,532

1,884

Va

1,027

972---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
N&A Records With No SSN/EIN
% of N&A Records
N&A Records With SSN/EIN
% Of N&A Records

745
54

642
46

729
43

983
57

960
58

687
42

569
30

1,315
70

495
51

477
49---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

N&A Records With SSN/EIN Not Matching
List Records 110
% of N&A Records With SSN/EIN 17
N&A Records Matching List Records And
Previously Determined To Be Overlap 456
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN 71
N&A Records Matching List Record And
Previously Determined to be Overlap
With Different List Records 24
% of N&A Records with SSN/EIN 4

484
49

300
31

24
·2

173
25

387
57

16
2

723
55

505
38

26
2

27257

159
33

14
3

N&A Records Matching List Records
And Not Previously Determined
To Be Overlap
%. of N&A Records with SSN/EIN

52
8

175
18

111
16

61
5

32
7

1/ JES Ag Tract N&A Record is an Area Frame name and address record associated with
a JES agricultural tract. There may be multiple N&A records for a tract if the
tract has a farm name or has more than one individual operator.
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Table 7. JES/DES Refusal Rate for Agricultural Tracts -- North Dakota, Ohio, SouthDakota, Tennessee and Virglnia

Survey N Oak Ohio SOak Tenn Va
Period No.: Pct. No. Pet. No. : Pct. No.: Pct.: No.: Pct.
81 JES 73 5.82 65 5.41 215 19.96 23 1.57 9 0.88
82 JES 1/ 61 4.84 76 6.57 138 13.21 15 0.99 11 0.99
83 JES '£/ 56 4.43 68 .5.58 124 11.74 13 0.85 6 0.55
84 JES 69 5.43 69 5.76 109 9.82 16 1.04 6 0.58-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
81 DES 26 5.19 47 5.92 137 20.12 17 2.25 4 0.99
82 DES 38 7.92 52 7.04 116 17.12 11 1.56 4 1.08
83 DES 44 6.27 55 6.60 92 12.11 5 0.72 3 0.68

Y South Dakota and Virginia started collecting SSN/EtN information during the
1982 JES.

y Ohio, North Dakota and Tennessee started collecting SSN/EIN information
during the 1983 JES.
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-I , 1 OF 2
JUNE 1982
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I ••••• ...-eoooo _ -=-1a.c.-- to daisAarw, II •••••• W'Y aDd _ nq1Iirwd by law. H_. cooper.tion iI ..cry ilnPO""1I ill order to Bublish
~ KI''''C plulled lIIis IprUIa UId aarrall !ivtSlock Ill1111ben.FKU about )'OW farm or rUlCh ..uJ be kept CONFIDENTIA1.
•••• ued oaIy ill combillalioo 1r1dt IiIIIiIar rcporu froc GlIlcr prodllCllfl.

c.ntr-------------
I.•••••••••

••••••••••r. _
TNCtLetter. _

ClIft" - Petal •• IIIclt 0.' ••••• 1

~ M)L C eIOL o MOL C MOL ., -CIO 010 COi. OOL

•
L I •••• to _kt AIle thai.••U" yaur (IIw..,..,O#'.~_ ud IIddrcu complclc IIDlI~

••• _ of , •••• ReftCII
.O,..tIoft:....... ,-0,..- -----------a.-) IFinr) (IiIiM_)•......------------

OPIUTION 011 '.IITNllUHIP NAMI
TA

tcJq} (!IMI) (ZIp) L
•••• Il1o.:_( __ ••••) _

tA.C.J g OPIUTO" NAMI.:....1':-:: l:;r"'"_.:. ' ~

110 0 • c.....

IlltllhliiltMl1y """"'.1 ~ EJ. II 1M opcmioIIlIIUMlI __ : ""~;p 0#'joiIU • 1 0 ••.••..•...•..... Intef Code •...•M."... L.- . J 0
,., ••••••• _. Odw $MI. fO ,. ~ 4,J

Ie. I"" lib to ~ )'OW (.111/10#' •• ~ I»'f-.)sociaIlKlIrity 1I1111lbcr(11(SSN) 10 uaist ill -Wti duplicatioa frtllll
_ IiIIs or farm opcruOl'l. 1f)'OW opcnsioe bas aD anpIGyet' 10. lhis would also be hetpflll. Disclosure of )'OUrIGCiaI
~ __ II WOoIUII&ary&ad Is CIOlIKled...., \Jlc JlMfllllIII&IaorilJ or Tide 7. Scuoa ~. or \Jlc U.S. Code ..

•• 0.- 1M opcrlllor 01 daia lr'KI •••••• IIDE • OUTSIDE \be ••••••• '

- C •••• J" c..•..-.4 COllI"' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 111_ " I
OUTIIDE C· lAw ••• c..•••• ,.,."'1.

S. Aft IMn .., ••• ..- II¥laI illiU ~ .110 opIrIIIe II ,.. or ~,
'ID 0 . ~~ _
/AIIII" II'«f ••• ,.." /D •••••••• I.J

6. Do,. 0fIInU Iud ..., u, ocJJe _ or Iud _ •••••••• diu \Jlc _ •• ed ...."

1100 • ~ n:a 0 • Allie" MOt_ "., ,.,.., •• ,., .......-'.
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-I

_CTION • - PARTNERSHIP 0" JOINT OPEJItATION
~" 10 , __ ".,. to dt«t bolr. _ -

b .".tioll.~ or JobU1

o \'U. eo..dIIw. 0 NO· Goto S«tioII D.

••••••• JCN Indtcltecl thII .,.ratloft .,. I partMrahlp or )oIftt ImntefMftt.

Do·.o pIftDer1lhan 8qllllJy ill c1tJ'-lO-dIJ' cIIdIiou1

o YB· COfUiMr IIw oIdat • tlw ..,..,.

o NO • TIw ".",.. tJwt -.tar ""'" 0/ tlw ttq.,.., MUJoIU Ir tIw ""'IN.

~tIN Mo ••••Off/ •• IMP ", •• t ,. tlw CNII _t11tl "'_ .,..,~
*isioIII IN tIw oIfIGt. M"'" corrKtiolls 1/ ~.J

2. Now I would 1i1t. 10 r-t!ylltlM'l/y) 1M ocber ,.noa(1) •• this pIftD«IIUp
01' joint Iud opcratlnl llTUlCancDt.
(Ezdwdl LmtdIoNl·TlNllfl, C'lSA 'Pt IN W,., cnJ."." IS.)

•••••
(FInIJ

1':0111 ',rtn,rl I
"••••...,""""1

2 OF 2

-
•••••••

(LM) iFiI#) (MiMIt)

AlIdNu
(If"",. IN $nwt)

fOt1)

PhoM N•••••• ( ) I
(04_ C046

•••• N•

•••••• j

(lAM) (FIntJ (MitItUe)

AddwMI
(If"",. IN SIrwt)

fOt1)

•••••• N••••••• ( ) 117
(04_ CoM)
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APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT A-2

•••••

DECEMBER 1982
ACREAGE & livestock

Enumerative Survey_-:.-::_=-_ ~ 1~:~T"':-1

,..~
0.11.1. N•••••• __

c.a.'M117 ,

1 OF 3

~ to this Nr"WY II ¥Ohmtary and DOCr.quired by "w. HOWC¥t:r, coopcralioa II very imponut hi ordn to -..blish
-acru,-c plantcd to wheal Ind rye ud ClIlTCftIU"'ntock and poultry aumben. Facu about }'OUI'farm or razach will be kept
COHFIDENTIA1. aDd UMCI oaIy ill combillaUoD with IimiJar rcporu froal ocher prodllCGl.

Countr.-------------_

letmentNUmMr: _ Tract
Letter:

Caw. Met' ~ 0" •••••,
::lIfOL =1f0L o IeOL 401' I·OOL ~OL
010 = 10 010

______________ hrw ltapolUhrtt 114111_1 ,Ita "".,...

1. 1MId to .ake 111ft that we u•••,our (I1v OfII'nIOT'J) II&IDCud IdcIreu CIOIIIplcteud ClllITICl.

Name of
'arm, •••nctl
., Operation:

Name of
O,.,.tor:

••.....:----------~'*.",SlrwtJ

(Zip)

Phone
NumMr': C )

o lD

L&.D. -- -------

, lD

•.•....--- -- ----

INSIDI Cl-l\
OUTIIDI Cl -tJ 8tfDCtt*

III hIM, '"i1 "., ••..
O/lUii~ o~«I OJoillt()r.,.,..,. OM•...,. '-I

/lftJi",-..II, ,."..,«1. Ig)
2. H~ II dUa tnc1 opcraLId !lOW' hnrwrslljp", JoUII .20 .••••••••••••• '1IfTP COOl

M.".,.lAIftJ • IC

iF_ .so..,A 0.*01. 0../1. OrIWrSt.,a •• to "- JJ. '
2&. To IlIist hi icIaItifyltll du~ica1ioD with our Lilli of Farm opcralOfi. I woWd 1lkt to

(rcortl/wrl!yj yOW (Uld/or Iny par1ftcn) IOCtAL IECUIIIITY HUMU"CSI {SSNJ.
11,0..' o~'.'io" lias." c,"plo~ ID (£JDJ. this would also be bclpflll. DisdoNn of
JOur lCKiai scaarity !lumber is YOIunLarl aDd i&collecsed UDder the GaIcraI AuUIGriry
01 Tilli 7, Sel:UoaDM, of tbe U.s. Code.

to«t ail MI, ~: New SSN • 0-1 Not liked 0..
Verirled SSN' 0-2 .., •••• 0·, ..1IfTP COOl
Did •••••• CJ.J ~ CJ.6

,. Jtuw tIN ...,.,,,, •• :

CJ - ••• CJ • 0wt6I* ••• ~". ••••

J. Does die op.nlar IIOWIIw

INSIDE., OUTSIDE the nen

20
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-2
,

IICTION A - 'ARTNERSHI' OR JOINT O'I""TION
M(/~ 101#11:1 ,.,~ '0 dwck box.

b ",.,.IIM ,."MnAtp • joIN.

o YII. ClilNIt6Iw. 0 ••0· GoHI !«111M ••

..,., ,.., IndIc.teclW • .,.,.tJon .11 • pel1M,.",p or Joint.~,!*,L

Do ell IWUIIft lUre equaIJy •• da, •••• , •••••• ,

o YII. ~ 1M oIt/at •• .",..,.,.o ••0· TAlJWfIIIr ., _ka ..., ., 1M.}'-Io ., dIrir/OIU II tltI ~ltI'.

~O~ "'OWl! 0Il/~ /MIf IftU$l,. 1M tHW ""k/III "'Oft tMy-lo-4M,
_iIifHu tI' tJ" oIdat. JI,b tfNNftiolu 1/1tiICGU17.

2. JlIow r would Bite 10 ~,/id~"'ill) tile ocher pcnoD(s) III this ~ or
joilll IaDdopcrltinlllT&nlcmrnl.
~1udt lA"dloNl·Ttll."'.cwsA n"t M ,IIIn aop .,.,.""",rr1I1.}

2 OF 3

-

••••••• a.-. Fint JlitJdk)

AddrHe
(MtHI# tI' s..t)

1011- 1M'. - ZIp CM)

~ ( ) -u••••
fA,., CM) • CATTLI HOOI CHICKINI

I - - ..,
•••• N• --...--------1
••••••• a.-. F•• MIIJtJJIJ

AddNe.
(11- ., SDwt)

tDtJ'- St." - ZIpeM)

:::"C • -fA,., CM) • CATTLI HOOI CHICUNI

• - •• •••'.'.N.----~------,
N •••••0... F1nt MiIItIII)

I
Add,.••

(MOIl• ., ",.,)

~-St_-~c..J

:=J ) -
fA,., CMJ • CATTLI MOOS CMalNS

~ lIP 117 ..,
LLN. ------- ____ 1
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-2

IECTION N - "1"ONDINT CODE

0..,. •••............................... 1 §} ~
"OUI •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 10
Other (Sp«i/y J •••••••••••••••• Inter Code _
Obllr'#.d Dete Only. ".fuIII .............•• B
Obllr'#.d Dete Only. No lII.apondtnt .•.••• 1

£,,," "."" 01rapoltd,,11 if 1101'II, o"",,or M~.

CONCLUDE '/toTElt VIEW'

EaumcralOf Dale--------------- ---------

100

22
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-3 1 OF 3

JUNE 1983
ACREAGE & LIVESTOCK

Enumerative Survey
u.s. DIIlLl>._.1
41 ,-"a.l1urt

1-
",ment Number: T,.ct Letter. County: _

o
&MID

OPIUTlON 0" PA"TNIIlSW"NAill
LI.A.

--

1. I •••• 10 makr sure that we lulve your (rlw"""'01'" _ ad addral_plct. ad cornet.

Name of
'a"",".ftCI\., O,.'atloft: _

NalM ofOperator: _
0..-1 (Tlntl (MittMlt6J..".0: _
(CiIYI

•••••••• No. ( ) _

fA,. c..1

OPIUTOIl NAill

I~-- I•.- I•.- I•.- I
8=~:1} tntorc •• Fi 1
o M-'-lAIW • J

o NO • c.n.w.

J. Doe tIM openaor of dUa cncs live INSIDE or OUTSIDI tIM •••••• '

o ••••101 • .,.,., Jilt c.. •• Mil C'OIIdIIw. ) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,,_ 1 I
o OUTSIDE • ~wr I ill OMII •• MiI,o 10,... Z•

•• Are dlcre aD)' CItbcr ••••• 1Mq I. this 1l0UlCb0lcSwe.o operaI.t. r_ or ,..m!
o \'D •~ f'rr-
fA-,,, II'«t •• "." /D.p. '"'" S.I

5., Do )'OU openar Iud udcr aD)' ••• __ or •••• IfrUItIMIII otIlcr dwa tIM OM Ibled allow'

o NO • c..n.w.
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APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT A-3

~. 10/__ ~ I. dI«t 6cur.

" •••• ioII ,.n-w, 01 jofIIIMNI 0IW81u., _~,

2 OF 3

C YO. Coal"'.

lattler JOU Indluted till. operation•••• paftnershipor~"t .~m...\.
C YU· eOllSitW 1116oIMst • 1M .,.,....

C NO • nt ~,.., oJ,lw ~ 111M ""'01.
(0,.,--1", 1Ito_ 011/'" ptI~ ",1ISt ,. ,. _ ",uu., ",orr~..-y
_isioIu ", 1116oIdal.MM. COI'I'«tKHU fI '*-1.J

2. Now r would like to (WrfhliMtI'IhJ eM ocMr pII'IOII(l) Ia dlia panMnbjp
or joiat IucI opcradAl arranplDlDL
(bel'" uN/lord-f._I, cull '",,,,.,., crop -,.-a.J

1':0"1 ..•rtllen

,,.,.,.., """"'J

N•••••
(l.MtJ (FintJ (ItIitltlkJ

~ (It...".,$uwfJ

,... f )
fCJt7J (SuHJ (Zip eo.) fA,.. eM}

""" 10
UN. CATTLI MOOI IUCI

I - - ------------
N•••••

(lMIJ iT"'J (ItI it/tIJJtJ

Add,.. ••
(It..." ", SuwlJ,...( )

(CJIyJ (St_ (ZipeM) fA,.. eM}

La, 10 UN. CATTU MOGI IUCI• - - ------------
,

••••••• a.-J (IlInIJ (ItIiMId

AdcIrHa •(It"'01~,...( )
(DIyJ ($IMeJ (Zip c..J fA,.. ~

""". UN. CATTU MOOS IlICI• ., 117 .,-----------
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-3

IIcnON N - •••• N.
('fJIr T...-.M4 VirJI'lIMI Orlly)

To wist in idcnliryin. duplication ••ith our Usu or rlnll opcl'aton.1 wou1clUb to (ncwdl-tbJ,our
(MdI"'."1 IM"",n; SOCIAL SECU"ITY NUMIE"(S) (SSN).If)'Ollr operation h].llllllllploycr ID
(£/D;. tbis _ould also M helpful. DiJcJosureof yow aocjaJMCl.IrityDumberia"ohllUIIYaad iacoillcted

.•••. dlc CieDcraJAudIoricJ 01 Tide 1. s.cuo. 22001. 01 &1M U.s. Code.

o He.SSN •.•••••••••••••••••• ,}o Verified SSN' .••••••••••••••• 2o Non-Verified SSN' •••••••••••• 3 •••••••••••••••• Codeo "'.cce.alble .•••••.•.•••••••••C] Refueed ••••••••••••••••••••••

HCTION 0 - RESftONDENT CODE

3 OF 3

-

aespondent Cock: Oper.tortM.n •••••••••••••••••••••a,ou••.........................
OtMr (Sp«iJy ••••
Ob•• ".~ D.t. Only. R.fu•• ' ..••.••
Ob•• "ed D.ta On'y. No " •• poMeftt

CO"'CLUD£ INTEAVIEW

a.d' eM

8 i} In" Code,.,_0 _
04
01 .

Enumerator 0.••-------------------- ----------
NOTES: OfficeU••-1CIO
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APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT A-4

~
c",p -,

Illf9llr1inl
hen! DECEMBER 1983 •••••••••••

:='ticIl ••••••••• Acre age & Lives tock t:.;.~t:"~==-
-W-DIIIUI_.1 ENUMERATIVE SURVEY ~.124027~~~..". _ AL.'L.""'~ .._
"'pour 10'" ...,., II ¥OfUDIary u4 DOl f8qllinld by Jaw, HOWt¥tI, cooperation II YCf7 fmporwd III order 10 lltabUsh-"'p planted to whell and r)'e 8M currall livestock &lid poultry DUlllbcrs. Facts about ,our 'anD or rucb wW be kept
CONFIDENTIAl •••••• oaI)' ill CDlDbiIIatioa wit.ll JlmiIar rcporII (l'OIII 0Lbcr prod-..

I-=- ••••• ••••••• ,... :':1 rn.., ----- -----
Ieg ••••••t NulftMr. T•• ct L..en.r: Coumr.

&MID
0

(hIN IllfllJOlft/nlt if tlV/".."t ,",, 0"""''') ()pIratioD or ParIMnIlip
J. IDftd to IIlAh IUI'I &bat we baYC ,., )lame SlicUr

(lJw Optralor'sllWlW ADd ad.dr-eu
_p&eIc aDd IlOI'nCl.

••••••• of
'.mI, Ranetl• O,.,.u.n: _

1 OF 3

••••••• ofOpefator: ------ •......---a..t) (FnrJ (MiM.)

hi J"., IlUIlfWI _.

AdcIreM: _
~0tI1# ., Su.t)

n OHIlATOA NAIll

, IM__ ID L----=---.! t.:nu
~NOO' ~QIN'

o .IMitlidwll, ""..,. 0 .JoiItII1 .,... 0 .II•••• -.tJ
httIlYithI.n, ",.,.,. • J§) I_,.,r".,p,ip IN.jofItt. 2 ••..•••••.•.. 1IfTP COOl _, _11•••• __ • J .

o .,... 0 .0IdIlI* ••• It! tAil "., •• Jww IIw ~ IIMI:
J. DOlI 11M opnIOr aow •••

"SIDE or OUTSIDE 1M hcI7 ~=~~ _I•• , I
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APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT A-4

ACTION" - '''RTNERSHI' 0 •• JOINT OPERATION
A~. 10f«lt /MI. UI eMIt 6a&.

" .".,..,_ ,.mwnNp or joItfI.

o Ya· 0MI6Iw. 0 NO·Go 10 s.:aa. •.
lertler JOY Indlcal" "'Ie operatiOfl .a •• pertnerslllp « joint ~

I. Do aD pu1Da'I share equally ill day-co-da, daioaa?

o Ya· CMIidIr 1M oId.It • 1M ..,.,.,.

o HO· 7Ir,."". tItM __ ",., of*~ ~..."".*..,.,or.
o,..tor __ " /." p6fr "."" btr ," CJfW wwklllf __ .,..,..
~ IN ,,. oIIh6I. N.u &OI'r'«IioIu 11-"" ).

2. Now r would Ule to r-thIW",'(b} die 0dMr pwIOD(.) Ie dalapanMrIIIip or
Joial Iud opel'lliUI lIT&I1IftIICDt.
(IlJ«/IlM u1ld/fH'd· rr".1I'. teA ,., or ••• D'f¥ ~ •••••• )

Total Pattnel"l
lit

2 OF 3

-

H•••• a.-. "", M~

AdchN
(II"" or SlIM)

iCily - SUtr - ZIp CM) ,

~( ) -
e.w. OW) aM •• CATTLI HOGa CtfIQlIN. •••••••

2 - - •••
•••• H. ---- -------
H ••••

(lMt. FInt MiIltIItIJ

••••••• (IIOfII•• SlIM)

(CJ/y- $I.,. - ZIp c•• )
PhoM ( ) -H 111ft_

fA,...OW) aM ID CATTLI MOOS CHlClClNS "'11'
3 - - ••

••• .N. --- ------ .•...•.
H••••

(lMt. ",. MiIltIItIJ ~

•••••••• (lt0fll •• $11M)

(CJ/y- SI«r - ZIp OW)

"..... ( ) -N IIIftIMr
(A,.. OW) ••••• CATTU NOOa CtflCll~ ...•.,

4 ~ .., M7

u.N. ------------
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APPENDIX A

EXHIBIT A-4

.ICTJON 0 - LLN.

(TENNESSEE ONL Y)
To auist ill idaltify;nl dupUatioa with our Iisu of fann opcn101'1, I woukIlikt to (~/-tb) ,our
(Md/or MI, pM".,,,) aoCIAL SECURITY NUMIER(S) (SSN). If your operatioa bas aD employer lD
fE/D), this would abo be belpful. OiJdosun of your IOCi.Il MaUlt)' Dumber ia vohmWy ud is coUecud
adcr the GeDcraI Autllorit)' of Tille 7. s.:tioa 2204, of the U.S. Code.

3 OF 3

~

Ne. 55N•.•..•••••••••••.• "J
Verified SSN•.•••••••••••••• 2
Non-Vertfled 55NI ••••••••••• S ••••••••••• 1M ••. Code
Inacc ••• lble .••••••••••••••• 4
R.fuNd ••••••••••••••.•••• 1
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APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT A-S 1 OF 3

JUNE 1984
ACREAG E & LIVESTOCK

Enumerative Survs)' _
~

Croll
file$lOf1inl8...,

. ItIWticaI ""-'"••••
u.s. o.c.""""t

. ." AeriCluhll",

-..-.
IOGOO _ '411

c.a. " .•••••

011"'_8_1 1,- ,

letmenl Number. TncI Lener. Countr: _

I •
OperlUon or 'IrlMl"lhlp Nam. - IUcker Vertned a

t. I ••• to mate sure that we 111ft ,our (rlw.,.,.,,,,'1) fWD. ud llddr•• _pIcte ud CDrnCl•

••••••• ••'111ft, ,,1ftCII••. Operadon: _

•••••••••Operator. _
(FntJ (ltliIItJJ16J (UItJ Operllor Name - IlIcker V.rtfled a

MdrHa: _
(••• ", SnwrJ

(CIty}

Phone No. C ) _

fAIN CoM}

1-_-" I
I

g ~-::::::;:: fl o. IftterCodoI __- 1
o M_,ffI L.- •11

J. Doe the OplS'alorollilil tIW:I 1M INSiDI ••. OUTSfDliM •••••• '

o INSIDI • EiwrJ" eo. •••MII~. } •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.,_ , I
o ~DI • Eiwr , ill eo. •••MIl ,. •• /'reIl. ----- •.••

. 4•.ArelMr. u, ocIlcr pencJIIIlhiDa Ia lIIiIlMMtIloId, do .,.,.. • r... •..•••,

tI

C NO • CcIlrtiIw. C YII • E1IwN- _
,...,. IIW:I •• "." ID. ,. •••••• 1.)

So Do JOII opcraIt !aDd \11Ida' IDJ ocIlcr •••• or !aDd arnaa-- ocIlcrdlu tile _ •••• ....,.,

C NO • CMtMw.
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APPENDIX A
EXHIBIT A-S

-
ACTION' - PARTNEIIlSHIP 0" JOINT OPERATION

~q~10/..,~ to dwt boz.

b ••.• _ ".nMf'Sllip tNjoUIt alld op6NtUtl .,.,..,,-.u1

2 OF 3

o YU· Ctllllill ••

Ealfle, rou indicated ttlla o,eraUon .a •• partnerahlp or JoInl .rrangement.

. 0 yo. ~ tJw oItJGt • tJw .".,...,.

o ••0 • TAl pcnrwr tut _ta ",., 0' tlw .y-"" tl«isiotU if rill.".,...,.

to",,'tN sAo"," OIl/en pc,' "'list bt tlw _1fIMu., "'OII.~
*isioIu tN tJw oItIGl. M.b con'«liotU #I '*-'7.J

2. ~ I woWd 1a&1 to (vm.!,litlftl#l,J 11MOlbcr penoa(l) •• tbia ~
or joinllallcl O1)C'l"alin,ltTaAltlMDC.
f~ l.MdJonJ..T,_,. caA ,.. iN'" aop ~.J

..J,.rtner Nama - Sticker VlrtflecI

•••••••
(Ftr#J (M~J a-tJ

Add,. ••
,...", IN SDwfJ,....( »

(C/t:J) (SM,.) (Zip CC*j fA_ ~j

LIP 10 Ia.u. .,.
I ---- -----
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APPEND IX A

EXHIBIT A-5

IECTION 0 - LS.N.

To usiJt ill idcnlifyilll duplicalion ,.,jllt our Iisu o( rarm ~Ilan. I ,.,ouId Iik. 10 (~/W1ri/~) ,.our
(.Ifd/O' ."y ~mwfJ) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMIER(S) (SSN). UJOW operalioa Iw an employCl' 10
fUN}. litis ,.,ould aho be helpful. Oisd01ure of)'Ollr soda! MClIrity awnbel is \'O'W1lary and is ~Ilectld

-1IDder Ule Ciencral Aulllorily of Tille 7. Section ~. of tbe U.s. CoM. e_

-c/" I.Face ,.,.lSIcliclD • 10(~/IMU~) EIN/SSN •••• ber(s).

30F.3

o New SSN' ..••••••••••••••••• '}o V.rlfled SSN•..•••••••••••••• 2
o Non.v.rlfiedSSN' .••••••••••• 3o macc••• ,bl•.•••••••• ; ••••••••o •••fuMCI ••••••••••••••••••••• 5

••.••••..•. Inter Code r_'2 _

, lEenON Q - IlES'ONDENT COOl

lespondent Code: Oper.'orIM •••••• r ••••••••••••••••
apo.u ••.• ~••••••••••••••••••••••
Ottlef fSP«ih J '"
Ob•• rved Da'. On', .••• fuu' ..•••••
Ob.erved Da" 0"" . No It••••••••

CMri eo.

Ot}01
01
Ooto •

•••• , ••••••• Code r_o _

bw __ oI~1 1/-1M""."""",. _

CONCLUDE ~Vl£W

lDuDMnItOl' DIlle _

NOTlS:
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APPEND IX B
Table B-1. COunty Estimates Survey Sample Fram List Frame Mester, Virginia, May

1982
Sample
Oeser iption

Sample
Size

Mai l-
out

Tabulated
No. %1/

:Not Tabulated
No. : %1/

Total
:No. %1/

Social Security' 8,250
No Social Security' 8,250

8,220
8.211

2,149
2,103

26.1 1,180 14.3
25.6 - 1,289 15.7

3.329 40.5
3,392 41.3

Total 16,500 16,431 4,252 25.9 2,469 15.0 6,721 40.9
1/ Percent of mailout

Table B-2. Social Secur ity Nmt>ers And Their Affect On Response Rates To The
1982 COunty Estimates Survey, Virginia, May 1982

Group
Mai l-
out

Total
Response

Soc. Sec. ,
Reported

No. : % 1/

Soc. Sec. #
Blank

No. % 1/

Social Security 8,211 2,149 1,608 74.8 541 25.2

1/ Percent of total response.
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APPENDIX B
Tab1e B-3. Collection Of Social Security No.'s From 1982 June Enumerative Survey,Virginia- Enumerator Tracts Reported Percent of Tracts Didn't Know:Interviewed SSN Reporting_SSN SSN Refusal BlankCode No. No. Percent No. No. No.

1 33 21 64 3 1 82 19 6 32 1 123 60 21 35 34 54 67 45 67 225 46 29 63 11 66 50 24 48 267 39 27 69 4 88 22 8 36 14. 9 72 33 46 21 1 1710 61 33 54 25 1 211 31 26 84 512 29 13 45 3 1313 63 21 33 17 2514 44 20 45 12 1 1115 40 1 3 3 3616 43 1 2 8 1 3317 92 25 27 1 6618 22 6 27 1619 1 1 10020 55 46 84 4 4 121 101 31 31 1 69-- 22 4 3 75 123 22 9 41 1324 15 8 53 2 525 43 8 19 34 1--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Total 1,074 466 43 178 15 415
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APPENDIX C
Tab 1e C-1. Sunmary Of SSN Responses, 1982 December Enumerat ive Survey, South Dakota

and Virginia
Category South Dakota Virginia

No. Reports % of Total No. Reports : % of Total
New SSN's obtained 107 15.8 85 22.8
Verif ied SSN I s 161 23.8 159 42.7

Total Records with SSN m ~ m ~
Don't Know SSN 168 24.8 37 9.9
SSN Not Asked 66 9.8 23 6.2
SSN Refused 104 15.4 8 2.2
SSN Inaccessible 70 10.4 60 16.1

Total Ag Tracts 676 100'":0 31! 100:0
SSN Refusals by Survey

Response Code:
1 - Operator 17 16.3 6 75.0
2 - Spouse 1 1.0 0
3 - Other 2 1.9 0
4 - Refusal 82 78.9 2 25.0
5 - Inaccessible 2 1.9 0

Total 1N 100'":0 "S" mr:-cr
SSN Inaccessible by Survey

Response Code
1 - Operator 7 10.0 3 5.0
2 - Spouse 4 5.7 10 16.7
3 - Other 10 14.3 38 63.3
4 - Refusal 6 8.6 0
5 - Inaccessible 43 61. 4 9 15.0

Tota 1 70 100.0 60 100 .0
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APPENDIX C
Table C-2. SSN Refusals And Inaccessibles By Operation Type, 1982 December

Enumerative Survey, South Dakota and Virginia
Category South Dakota

No. Reports % of Total 1/
Virginia

No. Reports: % of Total 1/
Refusal - Individual

- Partnership
- Managed

Total Refusals
Inaccessible - Individual

-'Partnershi p
- Managed

Total Inaccessible
Positive SSN Responses
by Operation Type:
Individual
Partnership
Managed
Total

84
20
o

104

56
14
o

70

222
45
1

268

15.3
16.0

15.4

10 .2
11.2

10.4

40 .5
36.0
33.3
39.6

7
1
o
8

52
6
2

60

205
33

6

244

2.2
2.2

2.2
16.6
13.3
15.4
16.1

65.3
73.3
46.1
65.6

- Positive SSN Responses By Presence
of Cattle or Hog Data:
Zero Hogs 225 39.0 205 63.9
Positive Hogs 43 43.4 39 76.5
Zero Cattle 90 32.4 142 62.8
Positive Cattle 178 44.7 102 69.9

1/ The percentages represent the percentage each category represents of the total reports
within that category. For example, the percent refusals for individuals is calculated by
dividing the individual refusals by total individuals.
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APPENDIX C.
Table C-3. Refusals On SSN By Sales Index, 1982 December Enumerative Survey, South Dakota

And Virginia
Category South Dakota Virginia

No. Reports % of Total No. Reports : % of Total
S 1,000 - $ 2,499 84 16.4 6 2.3

2 ,500 - 4,999 a a
5 ,000 - 9 ,999 a 1 7.7

10 ,000 - 19,999 1 3.7 0
20,000 - 39,999 3 9.6 0
40 ,000 - 99 ,999 8 14.3 a

100 ,000 - 199,999 6 20.7 0
200 ,000 - 499,999 2 25.0 0
500 ,000 + a 100.0

Total 104 15.4 8 2.2

Inaccessibles on SSN by JES Sa 1 es Index:
$ 1,000 - $ 2,499 61 11. 9 47 18.0

2,500 - 4,999 1 25.0 1 5.9
5 ,000 - 9,999 a a

10 ,000 - 19,999 2 6.4 2 28.6
20 ,000 - 39,999 0 1 9.1
40 ,000 - 99 ,999 2 3.6 0

100 ,000 - 199,999 4 13 .8 0
200 ,000 - 499,999 a 0
500 ,000 + 0 0

Total 70 10 .4 51 15.5

Positive SSN Responses
by JES Sales Index:
Less than $999 1 50.0 26 60.5
$ 1,000 - $ 2,499 188 36.7 166 63.6

2 ,500 - 4,999 2 50.0 12 70.6
5,000 - 9,999 3 50.0 11 84.6

10 ,000 - 19,999 18 66.7 5 71.4
20,000 - 39,999 14 45.2 7 63.6
40 ,000 - 99,999 24 42.9 14 100 .0

100 ,000 - 199,999 14 48.3 2 66.7
200 ,000 - 999,999 3 37.5 1 50 .0
500,000 + 1 100.0 0

Total 2.68 39.6 244 65.6

36



APPENDIX D
Tab le D-1. 1983 JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, North Dakota
SSN Response Type

:Non- : ..
JES :New Verified :Verified :Inaccessib-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble :Refusal Total
.operator # 517 27 2 110 73 729

% 48 .14 2.51 0.19 10.24 6.80 67.88
Spouse # 47 1 a 24 a 72

-, % 4.38 0.09 0.00 2.23 0.00 6.70
Other # 17 a a 140 5 162

% 1.58 0.00 0.00 13.04 0.46 15.08
Refusal # 2 a a 10 39 51

% 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.93 3.63 4.75
No Respon-
dent # 1 a 0 57 2 60

% 0.09 0.00 0.00 5.31 0.19 5.59
Total # 584 28 2 341 119 1074

% 54 •38 2.60 0.19 31 .75 11.08 100.00

-- Table D-2. 1983 JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For
Individually Operated Tracts, Ohio

SSN Response Type. Non- . :. .
JES :New Verified : Verifi ed :Inaccessi-: :
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal: Total
Operator # 576 1 1 100 68 746

% 55.70 0.10 0.10 9.67 6.58 72 .15
Spouse # 61 a a 65 8 134 '

% 5.90 0.00 0.00 6.29 0.77 12.96
Other # 10 a a 61 5 76

% 0.97 0.00 0.00 5.90 0.48 7.35
Refusal # 1 a a 9 49 59

% 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.87 4.74 5.71
No Respon-
dent # a a a 16 3 19

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.54 0.29 1.83
Total # 648 1 1 251 133 1034

% 62..67 0.10 0.10 24.27 12.86 100.00
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APPENDIX 0
Table 0-3. 1983 JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, South Dakota
SSN Response Type
: Non- :

JES :New Verifi ed: Verified :Inaccessi-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal Total
Operator 1/ 144 189 2 188 9 532

% 16 .49 21.65 0.23 21 .53 1.03 60.94
Spouse II 9 14 0 44 4 71

.% 1.03 1.60 0.00 5.04 0.46 8.13
Other II 2 2 7 85 2 98

% 0.23 0.23 0.80 9.74 0.23 11.23
Refusa 1 II a 3 2 14 85 104

% 0.00 0.34 0.23 1.60 9.74 11 .91
No respon-
dent II a a 4 58 6 68

% 0.00 0.00 0.46 6.64 0.69 7.79
Total II 155 208 15 389 106 873

% 17 .75 23.83 1.72 44.56 12.14 100 .00

Table 0-4. 1983 JES Response Type Versus SSN For Individually
Operated Tracts, Tennessee

SSN Response Type. Non- ..
JES :New Ver if ied :Verified :Inaccessi-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal Total
Operator II 286 169 348 54 7 864

% 21.01 12.42 25.57 3.97 0.51 63 .48
Spouse II 61 42 62 90 a 255

% 4.48 3.09 4.56 6.61 0.00 18 .74
Other II 16 12 87 95 1 211

% 1.18 0.88 6.39 6.98 0.07 15.50
Refusal II a a 3 1 8 12

% 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.07 0.59 0.88
No respon-
dent II a 2 4 13 a 19

% 0.00 0.15 0.29 0.96 0.00 1.40
Total II 363 225 504 253 16 1361

% 26.67 16.53 37.03 18.59 1.18 100 .00
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APPENDIX D
Table 0-5. 1983 JES Respondent Versu~ SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, Virginia
. SSN Response Type..:.
: : Non- : :

JES :New Verified :Verified :Inaccessi-: :
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal: Total
Operator I 237 240 20 80 28 605

% 24.87 25 •18 2.10 8.39 2.94 63 .48
Spouse I 32 40 5 43 1 121

,% 3.36 4.20 0.52 4.51 0.10 12 .70
Other I 9 11 7 165 1 193

% 0.94 1.15 0.73 17.31 0.10 20 .25
Refusa 1 1/ a a 0 1 5 6

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.52 0.63
No Respon-
dent I a 0 1 27 0 28

% 0.00 0.00 0.10 2.83 0.00 2.94
Total I 278 291 33 316 35 953

% 29.17 30 .54 3.46 33.16 3.67 100.00
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APPENDIX E
Tab le E-1. 1983 DES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, North Dakota

- SSN Response Type. . Non- :. .
DES :New Verified :Verified :Inaccessi-: ..
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal: Total
Operator II 83 247 15 26 14 385

% 13.97 41.58 2.53 4.38 2.36 64.82
Spouse II 8 40 3 13 a 64

% 1.35 6.73 0.51 2.~9 0.00 10.77
Other II 3 26 18 27 a 74

% 0.51 4.38 3.03 4.55 0.00 12.46
Refusal # a 1 2 6 31 40

% 0.00 0.17 0.34 1.01 5.22 6.73
No Respon-
dent II 1 1 5 24 a 31

% 0.17 0.17 0.84 4.04 0.00 5.22
Total # 95 315 43 96 45 594

% 15 .99 53.03 7.24 16.16 7.58 100 .00

Table E-2. 1983 DES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For
Individually Operated Tracts, Ohio

. : SSN Response Type
: Non-

DES :New Verifi ed: Ver if ied :Inaccessi·-: :
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusa 1 : Total
Operator # 119 312 2 20 288 481

% 16.83 44.13 0.28 2.83 3.96 68.03
Spouse IF 17 55 5 23 1 101

% 2.40 7.78 0.71 3.25 0.14 14.29
Other # 4 13 6 25 1 49

% 0.57 1.84 0.85 3.54 0.14 6.93
Refusal # 3 1 1 5 39 49

% 0.42 0.14 0.14 0.71 5.52 6.93
No Respon-
dent # a 0 1 25 1 27

% 0.00 0.00 0.14 3.54 0.14 3.82
Total # 143 381 15 98 70 707

% 20 .23 53.89 2.12 13 .86 9.90 100.00
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APPENDIX E
Tab 1e E-3. 1983 DES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

'-- Individually Operated Tracts, South Dakota
SSN Response Type

: Non- . :.
DES :New Verified :Verified :Inaccessi-: ..
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal: Total
Operator # 53 159 56 119 4 391

% 8.32 24.96 8.79 18 •68 0.63 61 .38
Spouse # 4 12 4 35 0 55

% 0.63 1.88 0.63 5.49 0.00 8.63
Other # 2 11 13 36 1 63

% 0.31 1.73 2.04 5.65 0.16 9.89
Refusa 1 # 0 1 3 26 46 76

% 0.00 0.16 0.47 4.08 7.22 11 .93
No Respon-
dent # 0 1 11 38 2 52

% 0.00 0.16 1.73 5.97 0.31 8.17
Total # 59 184 87 254 53 637

% 9.26 28.89 13•66 39.87 8.32 100 .00

"- Table E-4. 1983 DES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For
Individually Operated Tracts, Tennessee

SSN Response Type. : Non- : :
DES :New Verifi ed: Verif ied :Inaccessi-:Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusa 1 Tota 1

Operator # 36 136 200 20 2 394
% 5.95 22.48 33.06 3.31 0.33 65.12

Spouse # 4 22 47 27 0 100
% 0.66 3.64 7.77 4.46 0.00 16.53

Other # 1 8 53 27 0 89
% 0.17 1.32 8.76 4.46 0.00 14.71

Refusal' # 0 0 1 2 2 5
% 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.33 0.33 0.83No Respon-

dent # 0 2 7 7 1 17
% 0.00 0.33 1.16 1.16 0.17 2.81

Total # 41 168 308 83 5 605
% 6.78 27.76 50 .91 13.72 0.83 100 .00
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APPENDIX E
Table E-5. 1983 DES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type ForIndividually Operated Tracts, Virginia

SSN Response Type
Non- :

DES :New Verified : Verified :Inaccessi-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusa 1 Total
Operator /; 31 181 11 15 9 247

% 8.09 47.26 2.87 3.92 2.35 64.49
Spouse /; 8 33 3 9 0 53

'% 2.09 8.62 0.78 2.35 0.00 13 .84
Other /; 1 5 7 44 1 58

% 0.26 1.31 1.83 11.49 0.26 15.14
Refusal /; 0 0 0 0 2 2

% 0.00 0.00 0000 0.00 0.52 0.52No Respon-
dent // 0 0 4 19 0 23

% 0.00 0.00 1.04 4.96 0.00 6.01
Total /; 40 219 25 87 12 383

% 10.44 57.18 6.53 22 .72 3.13 100 .00
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APPENDIX F
Tab1e F-1. 1984 JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, North Dakota
SSN Response Type

· : Non- : :·DES :New Verified: Verified :Inaccessi-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal Total
Operator * 256 385 21 88 17 767

% 24.02 36.12 1.97 8.26 1.59 71 .95
Spouse * 12 14 5 .27 1 59

% 1.13 1.31 0.47 2.53 0.09 5.54
Other IF 3 27 19 79 0 128

.% 0.28 . 2.53 1.78 7.41 0.00 12.01
Refusal IF 2 1 3 6 49 61

% 0.19 0.09 0.28 0.56 4.60 5.72
No Respon-
dent IF 0 0 5 46 0 51

% 0.00 0.00 0.47 4.32 0.00 4.78
Tota ,. IF 273 427 53 246 67 1066

% 25.61 40.06 4.97 23.08 6.28 100

Table F-2. 1984 J£S Respondent Versus 'SSN Response Type For
Individually Operated Tracts, Ohio- SSN Response Type

· : Non- : .· .
DES :New Verified : Verified :Inaccessi-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusal Total
Operator IF 241 385 9 42 43 720

% 24.03 38.38 0.90 4.19 4.29 71.79
Spouse IF 31 48 2 37 6 124

% 3.09 4.79 0.20 3.69 0.60 12.36
Other IF 2 22 7 41 4 76

% 0.20 2.19 0.70 4.09 0.40 7.58
Refusal IF 0 4 3 0 54 61

% 0.00 0.40 0.30 0.00 5.38 6.08
No Respon-
dent IF 0 0 2 19 1 22

% 0.00 0.00 0.20 1.89 0.10 2.19
Total IF 274 459 23 139 108 1003

% 27.32 45 .76 2.29 13.86 10.77 100.00
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DES :New
Respondent :SSN

APPENDIX F
Table F-3. 1984 JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, South Dakota
SSN Response Type

. Non-· .
Verified: Verified :Inaccessi-:

SSN SSN ble Refusal Total

Spouse , 13
% 1. 44

Other {I 2
% 0.22

Operator' 179
% 19.87

11 197
% 21. 86

613
68.04
64

7.10
83

9.21
90

9.99
51

5.66
901
100 .00

22
2.44

1
0.11

o
0.00

76
8.44
3
0.33

102
11.32

148
16.43
18

2.00
55

6.10
8
0.89

40
4.44

269
29.86

7
0.78
7
0.78

16
1. /78

1
0.11

7
0.78

38
4.22

2
0.22

1
0.11

295
32 • 74

257
28.52
25

2.77
10
1.11

3
0.33
o
0.00

Total

Refusal #
%

No Respon-
dent #

%

DES :New
Respondent :SSN

Table F-4. JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For Individually
Operated Tracts, Tennessee

SSN Response Type. Non- .
Verified: Verified :Inaccessi-:

SSN SSN ble Refusal Total

Other # 6
% 0 •45

Spouse # 23
% 1.71

Operator {I 284
% 21.13

# 313
% 23.29

169
12.57

138
10.27
14
1.04

20
1.49

8 1003
0.60 74.63
1
0.07
o
0.00
7
0.52
o
0.00

16 1344
1.19 100 .00

84
6.25

47
3.50

59
4.39
2
0.15

13
0.97

205
15.25

379
28.20
64

4.76
54

4.02
5
0.37
7
0.52

509
37.87

34
2.53

19
1.41

o
0.00
o
o . 100

301
22 .40

248
18 .45

o
0.00
o
0.00

Total

Refusal #
%

No Respon-
dent #

%
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APPENDIX F
Table F-5. 1984 JES Respondent Versus SSN Response Type For

Individually Operated Tracts, Virginia

- SSN Response Type
: . Non- : :.

DES :New Verified: Verified :Inaccessi-:
Respondent :SSN SSN SSN ble Refusa 1 Total
Operator I 215 244 35 35 14 543

% 24.18 27.45 3.94 3.94 1.57 61.08
Spouse .# 26 50 0 37 1 114

% 2.92 5.62 0.00 4.16 0.11 12.81
Other # 9 7 18 176 0 210

.% 1.01 0.79 2.02 19.8 0.00 23.62
Refusal # 0 0 0 0 5 5

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 0.56
No Respon-
dent # 0 0 0 15 2 17

% 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.69 0.22 1.91
Total * 250 301 53 263 22 889

% 28.11 33.86 5.96 29.58 2.46 100.00'
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