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PROBLEM 1

One serious problem with the SRS multiple frame questionnaire involves the
questions on land operated. The reporting unit for the multiple frame survey
is all Vivestock, regardless of ownership, on all the land which the respondent
operates at the time the questionnaire is filled out. For the SRS multiple
frame surveys, the assumption is now made that in order to make the respondent
report livestock correctly he must consider all land that he operates. The land
that the respondent operates is obtained from a series of land questions
placed at the beginning of the questionnaire. These questions Involve acres
owned, acres rented, acres managed, and acres rented out. However, a problem
arises because some respondents are sensitive to land questions on livestock
surveys. The use of land to construct the reporting unit for livestock may not
always be clear to respondents. Accordingly, interviewers often ask the live-
stock questions first and then ask the land questions, or interviewers sometimes
omit the land questions entirely. When this happens the purpose of the land
questions is lost.

Whether the land questions achieve their purpose of establishing the
reporting unit to the respondent has never been tested., For example, although a
respondent correctly reports all the land he operates, does he then report all
lives‘ock on those acres regardless of who owma the livestock? The llebraska
Study—/ as well as informal interviews with farmers in other states indicates
that no matter what a respondent reads on a questionnaire, or hears an intervieer
say, he often makes one of two reporting errors:

1. he does not repoft livestock which is on his land but Is owned by
someone else.

2. he does report all of his livestock even if they are on someone else’s
land.

Even if these two reporting errors offset each other, the point is that the
land questions may not prevent these two reporting errors and may increase the

refusal rate if the respondent does not have a clear understanding of why the
reporting of land is important on a hog survey.

OBJECTIVES

The primary purpose of this study is to test whether placing the land
questions at the end of the questionnaire:

1. changes the estimates of total number of hogs reported or the total
acres of land reported.

2. increases response.

1/ Survey Concept Study - Research Division



Suppose the land questions do not affect the estimates. Then is this
suppostion truc because the land questions are clarifying the reporting unit
to the respondent or becausc the reporting errors offset each other? An
oriqginal intention of this study was to answer this auestion. Therefore, two
"check! questions are at the end of the test questionnaire to identify the
occurrence of either of the two reporting errors defined in the problem section.
(Sce Appendix for a copy of the test questionnaire).

A series of ''check'' questions is also a possible nlternitive to the land
questions, Only a small percentage of the respondents are in a situation where
the two reporting errors may occur. ‘''Check" questions would determine who
thesc respondents are, and then explicit questions would prevent any reportina
errors. Thus, the test questionnaire should also provide an idea of the effi-
ciency of using ''check'’ questions 7instead of land questions.

Unfortunately, the purposes of these two ''check'' questions were never
realized in this project. On the mail questionnaire, they were often left
unanswered, and during interviews respondents often had troubie understanding
these two questions. Although the general idea of ''check’ questions may be

sound, the two specific ''check' questions used in this case were generally
not successful.

PROCEDURES

The objective of this study was to compare a standard questionnaire with
land questions at the beginning to a test questionnaire with land questions
at the end. Both were used during the same survey--the December 1974 Hoq
Multiple Frame Survey in Kansas. The nonoverlap domain and the extreme operator
strata were not included in the analysis because these groups had their own
special questionnaires. Below are the number of names selected for both

samples. The number for the test questionnaire was approxomately half the
number for the standard questionnaire.

Number of Hames Selected for Fach Sample

Stratum Standard Questionnaire Test Questionnaire
No livestock 222 mm
No hogs 373 188
1-99 hogs 347 174
100-199 hogs 181 90
200+ hogs 264 132

TOTAL 1387 £33

The following null hypotheses, H?, Hg, and Hg, were tested against their
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corresponding alternatives, H



0 . . crs . .
(H‘: There is no siqgnificant difference in total numher of hogs
reported on the two quastionn irc versions.

Hy: There is o significant difference in total numher of hogs
N reported on the two questionnaire versions,

fio: There is no siqgnificant difference in total acres of land.

HZ: Therce is a significant difference in total acres of land
{ reported on the two questionnaire versions,

There is no significant difference in rcsponse rates hectween
the two questionnaire versions.

A
H3: The test questionnaire yields a higher response rate than the
standard questionnaire.

. ) n . .
The tests_of the first two hypotheses, H‘ and H,, arc two-sided tests viiile the
test of H3 is a onc-sided test. )

AMso included in the results is a table showing joint land the respondants
included in the land they operated and of hogs on the joint land the respondents
included with the hogs on the land they operated. Finally, there arec tahles of
the percentaqe channes due to editing.

Interviewers were instructed to follow the questionnaires exactly, There-
fore, omissions nf land questions or othcr similar channes In procedure that
interviews may have been using in the past hopefully wiould not affect the comi-
parison of the quostionnaire designs for this survey.

ANALYS1S

In Table 1 arc the direct expansions and variances for the data from the
standard questionnaire and the test questionnaire while in Tahle 2 are the
differences hetween the two sets of data and the corresponding t-values. s
noted befare, all testing in this report was done excluding the nonoverltap and
extreme operator strata. 0Only the five strata shown in the tahles were used
for the tests. Clearly, the samples for the standard questionnaire and the
test questionnaire were independent. The t-values were computed assumina eaual
variances for corresponding strata. Recause the variances were not cqual from
stratum to stratum, tYelch's approximation was used for the deqgrees of frecdon
of the test. Ms one sces from Tahle 2, the largest difference in ecstimates
occurred in the second larqgest stratum. DNespite this stratum, the overall
t-test was not siqnificant at a 10 percent level. The last column in Tahle ?
qives vhere is the level at which the test statistic computed

* Data % pata
from the data is significant. Practically, this meant that the test statistic
of 1.27 ia siqgnificant at the 20 percent level,




Table 1.--Total number of hogs reported on the December 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog Survev*

f Standard questionnaire f Test questionnaire
: Direct ) ‘Coefficient of ' Direct : ‘Coefficient of
: :Standard error : . : :Standard error :
Stratum . expansion of ‘of total number: variation of | expansion of f total number: variation of
total number ° v . total number ' total number -° a> number: i stal number

: : of hogs : : of hogs
. of hogs . (000) . of hogs . of hogs (900) of hogs
) (000) : ) (%) ) (000) )

No livestock..... el 37.0 75.4 77.7 : 8.2 7.8 95.1

NO hogS8..veeenvan..s 103.7 42.6 41.1 : 64.9 33.2 51.2

1 - 99 hogs........: 243.3 23.4 9.6 : 236.0 30.5 12.9

100 - 199 hogs.....: 247.,2 20.6 8.3 : 179.6 23.6 13.1

200+ hogs....vcvuun 536.2 40.3 7.5 : 541.2 48.4 8.9

Total list.......: 1,227.4 100.5 8.2 : 1,029.9 70.7 6.9

*Does not include values from the nonoverlap domain or the extreme operator strata.



Table 2.--Tests on total number of hogs repcrted on the December 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog Survev*

Direct expansion of )
P Standard error of : :

.standard questionnaire-’

. *k
Stratum . direct expansion of ;@e differenc? in T-value : %Data
: . irect expansions : :
. test questionnaire . (000) .
. (000) ; . .
No livestock.......: 88.8 104.4 0.848 .40
No hogs...vienunnnnt 38.7 63.0 0.615 .55
1 -99 hogsevvvvnnn: 7.3 39.5 0.185 . 86
100 - 199 hogs.....: 67.6 34.0 1.99%%% . 05%*%
200+ hogS...vevennss -5.0 67.1 0.074 .96
Total list.......: 197.4 155.6 1.27 .20
".05' =1.9
't.lof = 1.645

*Does not include values from the nonoverlap domain or the extreme operator strata.
**Significance level attained by the data.
***Significant at the 5 percent level.

/qz 2 .

- S <. .

Standard Trror of Mifference = -+ = where §" is the pooled variance, and n, and n, are the
1™ -

respective sample sizes of the standar! and test questionnaires.



Table 6.--Non-response rates for the December 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog Survey*

Standzrd questionnaire i Test questionnaire
Stratum Refusals . Lacces . . Refusals * nacees .
. . . . -, *k . . . . . *k
: . Tele- Inter- ° sible** ° Total : . Tele-~ ' Inter-  sible#** ° Total
: Majil**x ; : : : : Mail*® : : :
. . phone**  view** ° : . phone**’ view#* °
No livestock.........: 8 17 25 : 1 1 1 6 9
: 3.6 7.7 11.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 5.4 8.1
No hogs.. . vievnnuen. . 20 3 14 37 - 6 2 8
5.4 0.8 3.8 10.0 : 3.2 1.1 4.3
1-99 hogsevevuiannnn : 1 23 8 5 37 : 14 2 4 20
: 0.3 6.6 2.3 1.4 10.6 : 8.0 1.1 2.3 11.5
100 - 199 hogs...e...: 16 3 3 22 : 6 5 2 13
: 8.8 1.7 1.7 12.2 6.7 5.6 2.2 14.4
200+ hogs..vvevurnn.. : 39 9 7 55 1 2.1 5 3 30
: 14.8 3.4 2.7 20.9 0.8 15.9 3.8 2.3 22.7
Total.s.osenneennnas 1 10€ 23 46 176 : 2 48 13 17
: 0.0 7.6 1.7 3.3 12.7 : 0.3 6.9 1.9 2.4 1.8
Total percentages
weighted by each : :
stratum***, ., . ..., : 0.0 5.5 0.9 4.5 10.8 : 0.5 3.7 0.7 2.3 7.2
*Does not include values from the nonoverlap domain or the extreme operator 3trata,
**Top numbers = number of observations. Bottom numbers = percent of total selected sample size.
5
***This weighted total percentage is: z wnpn where Wn is the proporiion of the population in stratum n B
n=1 >

and Pn is the non-response rate ror stratum n.



A

Our t-statistic is t = -2.37 which has a | percent siqnificance. Thus,
without signifiecantly changing the land and hon estimates at a 10 percent level,
the test questionnaire gignificantly inereases the response rate. Although this
increase was good, one should note that the improvement in the response rate for
the test questionnaire was in the ''no livestock' and "no hogs'' strata and so
their twc weights were much larger in the above formula than the weights of the
other three strata. Therefore, for the list population, the response rate for
the test questionnaire is higher.

The response rates on the mail questionnaires are also compared because
no interviewer effects complicate this comparison. For the mail questionnaires,
the percentages were:

Standard questionnaire: PS = 27.95

Test questionnaires: P = 13310

Difference -5.15

Out t-statictic in this case is t = -1,88 which has a 3 percent significance.
Thus, one has the same result in both response rate tests. One rejects the
hypothesis that the two questionnaire versions yield equal response rates

and accepts the alternative hypothesis that the test quectionnaire ytields a
higher response rate than the etandard questionnaire.

Tables 7 and 8 contain the acreage of joint land included by the respondent
with his total land and the number of hogs on these joint acres included in the
total hogs figure. Most of these hogs on joint acreage were a relatively few
large items. All of the hogs on joint land were included in the ''total hoas
on land operated by the respondent'' question. The total hogs owned by the respon-
dent was edited to eliminate the hogs on joint land. These edits are some of the
edits considered in Table 9.

One measure of the efficiency of a questionnaire design is the amount of
editing of the data. Thus, the percentage changes due to editing are compared
for the data from the standard questionnaire and the data from the test ques-
tionnaire. Tables 9, 10, and 1l contain the percentage changes due to editing
for the estimates of the total number of hogs reported, the estimates of the
expected number of farrowings and the estimates of the previous number of
farrowings. Relative to other surveys made by SRS, the hog multiple frame
surveys usually require little editing. In fact, most of the percentaqge
changes for the December 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog Survey are below
6 percent. When percentages are this low, it is difficult to use them as
evidence of the superiority of one questionnaire design over another. For
example, the data from the standard questionnaire had a 1.5 percent chanae
in the total number of hogs estimated and the data from the test questionnaire
has a 5.1 percent change. However, the difference was not large enough to
believe that it was caused by the questionnaire design. The difference may
be an effect of random sampling. Furthermore, one aquestionnaire verslion
does not consistently have a smaller percentage of editing than the other.
Thercfore, there was no difference detected hetween the two auestionnaire versions
in regard to the amount of editing.



Table 7.--Joint land and hogs on joint land for the standard questionnaire on the December 1974 Kansas Multiple Fran
Hog Survey*

Humber of pigs on

Stratum peres of gotnt land A§Z§3(2§8§3§2§ g §§mﬁiigg;§§§55 dotae land included 1o
: ; : (000)

No 1ivestock.......: 295.8 226.6 0 0 T

No hogs............; 2,021.4 1,254.,1 0 0

1 - 99 hogs........ : 242.9 150.7 8.7 8.7
100 - 199 hogs.....; 99.6 68.9 7.9 7.9
200+ hOgS.verrennnnt 80.7 80.7 11.5 11.5
Total 11St.......: 2,740.4 1,781.0 28.1 28.1

*Does not include values from the nonoverlap domain cr the extreme operator strata.

<l



Table 8.--Joint land and hogs on joint land for the test questionnaire on the December 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame

Hog Survey*

: : *  Number of pigs on
Acres of joint land | Acres of joint : Number of pigs -joint land included in
Stratum : land included : on joint land :
(000) (000) : (000) . total number of hogs
. ) (000)
No livestock.......: 337.8 123.7 0 0
No hogs........ R 3,450.7 690.5 79.6 79.6
1-99 hogs8eveuurant 239.0 217.2 17.8 17.8
100 - 199 hogs.....: 85.8 85.8 0 0
200+ hogSeiernaanant 221.1 199.7 24,1 24,1
Total list.......: 4,334,5 1,317.2 121.5 121.5

*Does not include values from the nonoverlap domain or the extreme operator strata.

£l




Table 9.--Percentage changes due to editing the total number of hogs reported for the 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Ho-

Survey*
Edit code Standard questionnaire ; Test questionnaire
0 : (2)
20 ; -0.30 +0.48
21 : -0.08 0.00
23 ; -0.01 0.00
24 : 0.00 -0.09
25 ; 0.00 -0.02
45 z -0.06 0.00
200 ; +2.07 +5.09
300 i 0.00 -0.37
Total z +1.62 +5.09

20--Total hogs and pigs not equal to sum of classes. (This reason does not apply if other editing caused the
prices not to add).
21--Pigs on hand from previous farrowings greater than market hogs < 120 pounds. Market hogs increased.
22--Market hogs < 120 pounds decreased because > pigs on hand from previous farrowings.
23--15 sows reported on Item 331 and 6 on Item 301 - decided there were 21 sows in all.
24--Edit action due to 20 and 21.
25--Sows and gilts used for breeding less than expected farrowings.
200--Prorated for operation description.
300--Added animals because of Question 19 or 20.

*Does not include changes from the nonoverlap domain or extreme operator strata.

b1



Table 10.--Percentage changes due to editing the expected farrowings reported for the 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog

Survey*
Item . Edit code Standard questionnaire . Test questionnaire
, () ; (2)
Expected farrowings in : 30 +0.46 +0.50
December, January, and :
February : 32 ~0.16 0.00
: 200 +2.70 +0.27
: Total +3.00 +0.77
Expected farrowings in : 30 +1.32 +0.81
March, April, and :
May : 32 ~-0.18 -0.54
: 200 +4.79 ) +2.22
: Total +5.94 T w2.49

30--Expected farrowings exceed sows and gilts for breeding.
32-~Farmer didn't know when his hogs would farrow but knew they all would.
200~-Prorated for operation description.

*Does not include changes from the nonoverlap domain or extreme operator strata.

St




Table 1l.--Percentage changes due to editing the previous farrowings reported for the 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog

Survey*
1tem ; Edit code ; Standard questionnaire : Test questionnaire

(%) : (%)

Farrowings in September, : 43 +0. 29 0.00
October, and November :

44 +1.70 ~0.36

200 +2,21 +1.54

Total +4.20 +1.19

Pigs from farrowings in : 40 +0.61 +0.80
September, October, and :

November now on hand : 41 -0.05 0.00

46 -0.50 ~3.52

200 +1.04 +1.90

: Total +1.10 ~0.82

Pigs from farrowings in : 42 +3.00 ~14,00
September, October, and :

November now on hand : 46 -1.93 0.00

200 +1.93 0.00

Total +3.00 ~14.00

40--Changed pigs on hand to reflect litter rates.

41--Pigs on hand previous farrowings > < market hogs < 120 pounds.

42--Changed pigs sold to reflect litter rate.

43--Farmer summed total hogs in 326,

44--Changed number of sows farrowed to reflect litter rates.

46--Man wrote in "all" and number of market hogs < 120 was edited in as pigs from farrowings or as pigs sold. —
200--Prorated for operation description. -

*nes  not include changes from the nonoverlap domain or extreme operator strata.



SUMMARY

This study compares a test questionnaire with land questions at the end
to the standard questionnaire with land questions at the beginning. At a
strict 10 percent level one would accept the following hypotheses:

H?: There is no significant difference in the total! number
of hogs reported on the two questionnaire versions.

Hg: There is no significant difference in the total acres
of land reported on the two questionnaire verslons.

Hg: The test questionnaire yields a higher response rate than
the standard questionnaire.

In effect, the test questionnaire does not affect the estimate but does
incresse the response rate. However, as discussed in the ANALYSIS section, one
does not totally accept a conclusion by whether a test statistic is significant
or is not significant. The t-value calculated from the data for the test of

HY was high--t = 1.27. This t-value was not high enough to use as evidence of
a significant difference in the estimates, but high enough to be alarming.

The test of H2 yields a similar result,

The test of equal response rates was significant for both the overall
response rates and also the mail response rates. The test questionnaire has the
higher response rates in both cases, However, these increases in response rates
for the test questionnaire were in the "no livestock'' and ''no hogs'' strata.

These are two strata where the respondent is likely to have no or few hogs.
Although any increase in a response rate is good, one prefers the improvement be
in the other three strata because a larger part of the estimates comes from them.

The percentage changes in estimates due to editing indicate the efficiency
of the questionnaire. In this study, the percentage changes were too small to
signify a difference in the efficiency of the two questionnaire versions.

The comparison of the test and standard questionnaires in this study was
for one state at one point in time. There is no need to state the possible
effects this limitation may have on any conclusions. Obviously, more compari-
sons should be made for other states at other points in time. The results
shown here were not persuasive enough by themselves to make any conclusions
about which questionnaire was better for all the multiple frame states. For
Kansas in December 1974, we conclude:

1. The response rates were significantly increased on the test
questionnaire.

2. There was no proven difference in the estimates of total hogs
reported.



APPENDIX:

A copy of the test questionnaire for the
December 1974 Kansas Multiple Frame Hog

Survey (Interviéw Questionnaire).

i
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C.E. 110088k ry 0. M. B. Number 40-R3774
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE EApprovu' Explres 3-31.75
Statisticol Reporting Service

. I(a) Kan. HOG AND PIG INQUIRY - December 1, 1974
Mr. ) , I am
from . We publish reports cn Hogs and Pigs four times a year.

We are now making the December 1, Survey and your name was selected in a sample of farmers in this State.
Your report is confidential and used only in combination with reports from other producers to arrive at State .
estimates,

Is your operation known by any name other than ? (Read above name tb respondent.)

(INO [ YES Enter name

Telephone

Interview

Telephonc Refusal
Interview Refusal
Inaccessible (explain)

E
20
30
70
80
90

OFFICE USE

111 ISUNSTRATUMIRESP. |
i ¥ '
00 1t e e 1t ]

(Please turn to page 2.)



X(a) Kan. -2-

1.

MOG AND PI!G INVENTORY

Do you or anyone else have any HOGS or PIGS on the land you now operate?
Yes No EZ—] ‘
Since September 1, 197 did you or anyone else have
any HOGS or PIGS on the land you now operate?
YES []Skip to question 9.
NO GSkip to question 12,

Now [ want to ask you about the Hogs and Pigs on the land vou operate, regardless of ownership.

First 1 would like to ask about HOGS and PIGS KEPT FOR BREEDING.

6.

10.

. SOWS, GILTS and YOUNG GILTS for breeding? 201 ’
(4
(lnclude those bred and to be bfed-)oo-o--'o-.----.n-----ooon
4 302 ) ]
How many are:.. .Y b. BOARS and YOUNG MALES to be used for breeding?.c.vvvens. —
303 ‘l
\ SOWS and BOARS no longer used for breeding? «oeveeivasenacs
Now let’s talk about the HOGS and PIGS for MARKET and HOME USE .
on the tand you operate. (Exclude breeding hogs already reported.) m ’
a. Under 60 pounds? (Include pigs not yet weaned.)............ .
’ far2 _—}
b. 60 — 119 pounds? .......... herernas Ceteerestiacsnnsanees
313
How many lu:.,_{ c. 120-179% pounds? ... ..ciciiirreinnnn Ceteseatersnasreennes
LAk}
d. 180 - 219 pounds? ... ieiriiiiieiaraeiititiinir e
e. 220 pounds and over? L) !
" (Exclude hogs no longer used for breedings) ....c.oveveevenes. —j
Add questions 3a through de:  Then the total hogs and pigs 300
now on the land you operate is ,.....uuvvennn. g
Is that correct? *
YES ["] Continue. NO (] Correct answers in 3, 4 and 5.

EXPECTED FARROWINGS

How many of the SOWS and GILTS are EXPECTED TO FARROW:
(question 3a)

3N
a. From now through December 1974 and January and February 19752, ... c0vvvacnenes [

332
bo DmingMatch, Apl‘il ‘nd May 1975?--ooaoou--c--o--o............o..c.o-no..ooo [—.

PREVIOUS FARROWINGS

How many SOWS and GILTS FARROWED on the land you operate during

326

September, October and November 1974 until now? (If zero, skip to question I1)......

s, Nowon hand?......00uue
How many PIGS from these (question 9) litters are:.,.

b. Already sold?. ,.e0uaene




-3-

HOG AND PIG DEATHS

J(a) Kan.

11. Did any HOGS and PIGS of weoning age and older DIE since September 1, 1974 on the land you operate?

(Check One)

I_:*] veEs [ ] NO ~ Go to question 12,

ow many HOGS and PIGS of weaning age and uldor DIED

338
since September 1, 1974 on the land you operate? ......cccveene cseses
HOGS AND PIGS BUTCHERED
12. How many HOGS and PIGS 33
have been or will be a. On THIS PLACE?..... cetesessessannen crese
BUTCHERED in 1974.......
b. For you at a CUSTOM BUTCHER 337
locker or slaughter plant? ......... teeecen .er
LAND OPERATED NOW
Include cropland, pastureland, idleland, woodland, wasteland :
and non-agricultural land you now:
002
13. OWN?....-...-.............-.-.u.....'....--.-. sevenese sen 4 ACI’eS
003
l‘o RENT FROM Q'h‘f'?-aooccca‘on-noo.-onooccoooo 0.01-03;0000001 Acres
15. MANAGE FOR others?........... etesetostveresatescaransanoas . Acres
16. Add lines 13, 14 and 15....u.u..... l Acres
006
17. RENT TO or MANAGED BY others?....... vesvens veacsscvense seee Acres
18. Subtract lines 17 from line 16. $00
Then the lond you now operate is ........ sesesesessvansnes . Acres
19. Are oll of the HOGS and PIGS you reported in question 5 CJves -1 o1
on the land you now operate? [Jno -2
20. Are there any HOGS and PIGS on the land you now operate (CJves -1 ot2
not included in question 5? (CINo <2

(Please turn to page 4)




J(a) Kon.

OPERATION

-4 -

DESCRI{PTION

OF LAND

21. Do you cperate anv ogriculturol lord 1n 2 '0int arrangement with another person?
etcangements, (Checx Qane; YES - continue.

22. Who are the persons in the joint land arrangement with you?

2t Exclude londlord-tenant
{__ NO — Go to question 25,

e. Name
(Laay

i b. Address

(Firat)

(Middle)

(Street ar Route)

c. Ishe a: [ Partrer (" Corporate member

(Clty)

[ Manager

(State) (leij T

{T Other

d. Partnershio or Co=cration Name

8, Name

.

(Lasy (Firat) (Middle)
b. Address
(Street or Route) (City) (State) (Zip)
c. Ishea: [ Partner {J Corporate member __ Manager __ ] Other —— e
d. Partnership or Comoration Name ——
s 007
23. How many acres a:e in this joint lond arrangement? i iiiiicainecnnsstseacsasss ACres S
a. Acres of joint land were 1ncluded in oos
l‘ﬂd you now operate?...............u...--..u . q.-.--.Acfes
24. How many:... 009
b. Hogs and pigs are now on the joint 131d? vuvesaresensseess Number
e. Hogs and pigs now on the joint land were 010 T
induded in questtion 5. page 2’. RN R Y PR RN Number et ot e s s e o
25, The results of this sutvey will be published in late (I YES ocr .
December. Would you like to receive a copy? (TINo

That completes the survey. Another HOG survey will be conducted in about three months and we may need to

contact you again. Thank you for your help.

Reported by

Enumerator

L_“_‘

Date

Telephone Number
(Area Code)

ENUMERATOR COMMENTS

(Number)
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