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PURPOSE OF THE ESTIMATION STUDY

The purpose of this study is to estimate the number of migrant and seasonal agricultural
workers (MSAW) and their dependents in the 15 counties of Arizona. The results of this
estimate will assist Arizona Alliance for Community Health Centers to:

Estimate the size of the agricultural worker population in Arizona.
Supplement AACHC community needs assessment and State Strategic Planning

Identify health care access gaps among the MSAW population
Identify opportunities for community development
Inform grant applications, such as service area expansion opportunities
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Provide more cost-effective outreach strategies to improve the proportion of
agricultural workers served within the state

INTRODUCTION

The size of the migrant and seasonal agricultural worker population in a given area can
fluctuate significantly from month to month and year to year based on weather conditions,
growing seasons, and the demand for the agricultural products grown in the area (see Appendix
A for the definitions of agriculture and the distinction between migratory and seasonal
workers). To plan cost-efficient service delivery programs for agricultural workers, migrant
health program administrators must understand certain aspects of the agricultural industry:

the types of agricultural commodities grown in the area;

the timing and seasonal variation of agricultural activities;

the number of seasonal agricultural workers who reside in the area; and

the number of agricultural workers who migrate from other areas for work, and the
duration of time they are in the area.

1
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Although migrant health programs need this information for planning purposes, obtaining
accurate and timely estimations of agricultural worker populations is extremely challenging.
There is a paucity of data on the size of the agricultural worker population at the national, state
and local levels for various reasons, including:

9 migratory agricultural workers may not always be counted by the U.S. Census;

9 migratory agricultural workers may not be in the area when local communities conduct
needs assessments and/or enumeration surveys;

9 the number of farm jobs available is constantly changing according to the timing of
agricultural activities, the demand for agricultural products, weather patterns, and
economic conditions; and

9 the number of agricultural workers needed varies from season to season and from year
to year depending on the kind of crops grown in an area, the labor intensity of their
cultivation, and the degree of mechanization technology available to local farmers.
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At the national and state levels, several
initiatives have attempted to determine
the size of the agricultural worker
population, including the Atlas of Migrant
and Seasonal Agricultural workers in 1990,
the state-level and national Agricultural
worker Enumeration Studies in 1993,
county-level estimations for 10 states in
2000, Michigan and Idaho in 2006, and
Georgia and Arizona in 2008 (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services,
1990; Larson A. &., 1993; Larson A., 2006).
The 1990 estimate and the subsequent state-based enumeration projects were based on the
Demand for Labor (DFL) methodology. This method estimated the number of workers required
to perform hand labor for each acre of a particular crop, providing a snapshot of the agricultural
worker population for a single year. These enumeration studies provided very useful
information that was previously unavailable, but they did not reveal seasonal variations in the
agricultural worker population and timely, updated versions of the estimations were not easily
accessible to migrant health centers.

In 2004, NCFH worked with a consultant to develop an alternative, more dynamic methodology
to help Public Health Service 330(g) programs estimate the number of agricultural workers in
their service area. The methodology was based on data from the Department of Labor’s
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW). A key advantage of this method was that
it incorporated a seasonal dimension to the estimation, providing health centers with a monthly
baseline estimation of agricultural workers. The baseline numbers could be adjusted to account
for unemployment, turnover, underreporting, excess labor supply and family factors. The
QCEW methodology was more dynamic and flexible than the DFL method and provided helpful
experience and information, but use of it on a broad basis was limited due to its complexity and
the number of hours required to analyze one service area.

In 2008, NCFH contracted the services of JBS International, Inc., to collaborate on the
development of a conservative and defensible estimation methodology using the best available
data and a readily understandable formula to compute local baseline agricultural worker
population estimates that are consistent across all local areas. The final product is a relational
database and user interface that provides summary estimation reports by county. Twelve
sources of data from four federal agencies are used in the new methodology, including: United
States Departments of Agriculture, Labor, Education, and Health and Human Services. This
methodology puts the population estimates into context by providing a rich, textured portrait
of agricultural workers and agricultural activity at the local level. It is flexible enough to allow
for adjustment of the estimates based on local intelligence of factors that affect the agricultural
worker population that are not reflected in the data.
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NCFH’s utilization of the methodology calls for extensive interviews with local and state experts
as well as research from additional sources in order to validate and make adjustments and
correct for any variations that may have occurred since the prior Census of Agriculture and for
local factors. An internal review committee is established to review the results of the
application of the methodology and provides oversight to the process.

NCFH has produced this report in response to Arizona Alliance of Community Health Centers’

(AACHC) request for an updated estimate of the number of agricultural workers in Arizona
using the above discussed methodology.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Arizona is a diverse state of 113,594 square miles in the southwestern U.S. with over 6.6 million
residents. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Thirty percent of residents identify themselves as
Hispanic or Latino, 5% as American Indian or Alaskan Native, 4% as non-Hispanic Black, and 57%
non-Hispanic White. Over one-fourth of persons residing in Arizona speak a language other
than English at home, and 17% of residents earn incomes below 100% of federal poverty level.
Approximately 60% of residents are between the ages of 18 and 64.

Nationally, agricultural workers significantly differ from this demographic composition. The
National Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS) annually surveys workers around the country,
collecting information about their place of origin, income, job tasks, family structure, etc.
(United States Department of Labor, 2014). During 2007-2009, 68% of worker respondents to
the NAWS were born in Mexico, 29% were born in the U.S., and 4% were born in Central
America or other nations (Carroll, 2011). Of those born in Mexico, nearly half were from the
states of Jalisco, Guanajuato, Colima, or Michoacan in west central Mexico. The proportion of
agricultural workers who identify as indigenous has been increasing, and 15% now identify
themselves as indigenous. The average age of a farm worker surveyed in 2007-2009 was 36
years, and eight years of school was the average amount of education completed.

AGRICULTURAL PROFILE OF ARIZONA

OVERVIEW OF STATE AGRICULTURE

Arizona, despite a harsh climate and little rain, produces much of the U.S.’s lettuce, broccoli,
spinach, melons, and animal forage (University of Arizona, 2010). Arizona provides the
majority of lettuce consumed during winter months in the U.S., and also produces cotton,
durum wheat, barley, beef, and dairy. In 2011, there were 15,500 farms in Arizona, totaling
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over 26 million acres (National Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
2012). The average farm size was 1,684 during the same year. Agriculture is of enormous
economic importance to Arizona as it earned the state $12.4 billion in 2011 and is the nation’s
second leading producer of lettuce, melons, cauliflower and lemons (University of Arizona,
2010; Kern-Fleischer, 2013).

The majority of Arizona’s 25,000 farm operators are American Indian (54.3%) or White (44.7%)
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, n.d.-b). A small minority of farm operators identify as being of
Hispanic or Latino origin (5.1%), even though 30% of the state’s total population is Hispanic
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). The number of American Indian farm operators increased greatly
with the last Census of Agriculture in 2012 due to a shift in reporting procedures — all farms on
American Indian reservations were counted as a single farm prior to the 2007 Census
(Manheimer, 2013). Due to the large amounts of capital needed to start and maintain many of
the state’s farms, agricultural employers are frequently national or international corporations
that operate extremely large farms.

KEY AGRICULTURAL COUNTIES

While agriculture exists in each of the 15 counties of Arizona, production is focused in seven
counties: Cochise, Graham, La Paz, Maricopa, Pima, Pinal, and Yuma. Cochise, La Paz, and Pima
counties are all producers of cotton, barley, durum wheat, alfalfa hay, and cattle (Arizona Farm
Bureau, 2014). Graham County also produces these crops, and is Arizona’s leading producer of
greenhouse tomatoes. Pinal County is the state’s top producer of cotton, and is also the
location of many sheep ranches. Maricopa and Yuma counties lead the state in agricultural
production; Yuma County produces vegetables including lettuce, spinach, and broccoli, and
other baby vegetables, as well as melons and citrus fruits. Maricopa County has become a
leading producer of dairy, but has generally seen a decline in the total amount of acres
available for crop production. Map 1 illustrates the key crops for each county in Arizona, from
the National Agricultural Statistics Service.
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Map 1. Primary crops by county

Source: 2001 Arizona
Agricultural Statistics Bulletin
www.nass.usda.gov/az/
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Arizona has been experiencing a shifting agricultural landscape within the last few decades due
to a variety of factors including climate and drought, market forces, and the shift from smaller
farms to large farms run by corporations. On average, the state has seen a general increase in
the acres harvested of durum wheat, sorghum, alfalfa hay, lettuce, melons, and in the
production of dairy (U.S. Department of Agriculture, n.d.a). Maricopa County, where much of
the state’s agricultural productivity occurs, has seen a decrease in crop production and an
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increase in livestock production, especially in dairy. However, dairy has been a volatile industry
in Arizona, and fluctuating feed prices coupled with a steady supply of dairy has led to unstable
prices for the commodity, and the number of dairy workers is likely to vary widely on an annual
basis (Hibbard, 2014).

On a county level, urbanization and drought have led to decreases in the amount of cropland
available or in the total amount of acres put into production in recent years. According to the
2007 Census of Agriculture, Yuma County experienced a 9% decrease in cropland from 1997,
and Maricopa County experienced a 25% decrease in total cropland during the same period
(Murphree, 2013). Several counties seem to be shifting from horticultural to livestock
production, especially in Pinal County which experienced a doubling of total cattle inventory
from 1997 to 2007.
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Map 2 is a heat map displaying the density of the number of employees in agriculture and was
obtained from the Reference USA database, where red shading indicates a higher density of
employees. The employees of over 5,000 crop and livestock business (excluding veterinary
offices) are displayed, but many of these businesses are listed by their administrative or mailing
address, rather than physical location.
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Map 3 demonstrates the individual business locations of 183 agricultural businesses in Yuma
County, where most agricultural workers are employed.

TIMING OF AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT IN ARIZONA

NCFH has also included information that provides details on the seasonal fluctuation of
agricultural workers in the top agricultural counties in Arizona. Figure 1 shows the number of
agricultural workers that were reported in the Department of Labor’s Quarterly Census of
Employment and Wages (QCEW) by month in 2012, in both crop and animal/aquaculture
production (Bureau of Labor Statistics, n.d.). Since only employers with 10 or more employees
are required to report these numbers to the QCEW and the majority of farms in Arizona are
very small (80% of all farms in Arizona are 49 acres or less), the numbers in the graph are less
than those reported by the Census of Agriculture and most likely underestimate the actual
number of agricultural workers.

Animal production has stable employment numbers throughout the year, indicating that
workers in this industry may be less migratory. Crop production employment fluctuates
substantially, with peak employment during October — March.

Figure 1. Number of Employees in agriculture, 2012
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AGRICULTURAL LABOR PROFILE OF ARIZONA

OVERVIEW OF LABOR FORCE AND KEY TRENDS

Agricultural workers in Arizona are frequently employed in labor-intensive crop production and
harvesting, such as lettuce, baby vegetables, and citrus, as well as in animal production. While
many major crops, such as cotton and alfalfa, in Arizona are highly mechanized and offer small
numbers of more technical and higher-paying jobs, Arizona agriculture remains highly
dependent on a steady source of manual labor to harvest its crops and care for its animals.
Grower demand for agricultural workers remains high in key agricultural regions in the state,
but a variety of forces and trends may be diminishing the size of the labor force throughout the
state.

In order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of agriculture and agricultural workers in
Arizona, interviews were conducted with agricultural researchers, migrant education program
staff, border clinic staff, a grower’s association, and a workers center throughout Arizona. The
gualitative information from these interviews were analyzed for key patterns and perspectives
and has been used in conjunction with the National Agricultural Workers Survey agricultural
labor population estimations and data from agricultural worker patients of federally-qualified
health centers. Together, these three sources of information build a profile of the current,
environmental, economic, and health characteristics of the agricultural labor force in Arizona.

NCFH ESTIMATION OF AGRICULTURAL WORKERS IN ARIZONA

POPULATION ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY

NCFH and JBS International, Inc. have obtained as much local level data as is possible on
agricultural workers. Since much of the publicly available local data is available at the county
level, this estimation uses the county as the local geographic unit of analysis. Twelve sources of
data, most of which are publicly available, from four federal agencies are used in this
methodology. These data sets contain information on: farm employment, agricultural worker
characteristics, seasonal employment levels, agricultural activity, timing of seasonal agricultural
peaks, and participation in federal agricultural worker programs. Also included in this report is
information on agricultural businesses in Arizona taken from the Reference USA database.

TABLE 1: DATA SOURCES AND DATA SETS

US Agencypepartment/Office Type of Data
Department of Agriculture I Census of Agriculture Table 1 - Acreage under production for
Census of Agriculture various crops

I Census of Agriculture Table 3 - Labor expenditures for crop
I Census of Agriculture Table 7 - Hired labor on crop farms
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Department of Agriculture
National Agricultural Statistical Service

Usual Timing of Vegetables
Usual Timing of Fruits

=a —a

Department of Labor

Employment & Training Administration.
Department of Labor

Bureau of Labor Statistics

==

National Agricultural Workers Survey

Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

State coverage rules for Unemployment Insurance
Wage and Hour Division Enforcement Actions

H-2A employer applications

Common Core of Data — Migrant students per county
List of Migrant Head Start Centers

Department of Education
Department of Health & Human
Services Administration for Children
and Families, Office of Head Start.
Reference USA (Private Database 9 List of agricultural businesses in Arizona
Company)

=a(=a|=a =4 ==

ESTIMATION FORMULA

Data on hired and contract workers from the 2007 Census of Agriculture is combined to
estimate the number of workers in each county. While the Census of Agriculture publishes the
number of workers hired directly, it does not collect data on the numbers of contracted
workers. To calculate an estimate for the number of contract workers, the following Census of
Agriculture data is used:

A = Expenditures on payments to contract workers
B = Expenditures on payroll for directly hired short-term seasonal workers
C

= Number of (directly) hired workers
D = Number of directly hired short-term seasonal workers
E = Average cost per worker for directly hired short term seasonal workers (B/D). The
variable E assumes that directly hired short-term seasonal workers are paid
approximately the same as contract workers.

F = Estimated number of contract workers (A/E)
Finally, the estimated number of agricultural workers is calculated using the following formula:

Directly hired workers (C) + Estimation of contract workers (F) =
Estimated total agricultural workers

In order to analyze the data further, coefficients are applied from data taken by the National
Agriculture Workers Survey (NAWS). The NAWS is an employment-based, random survey of
the demographic, employment, and health characteristics of the U.S. crop labor force. The
information from the NAWS is obtained directly from agricultural workers provided by
agricultural workers in a specific region. The NAWS is currently the only national survey
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conducted that provides demographic information on the agricultural worker population. In
estimating the agricultural worker population in Arizona, NCFH used NAWS coefficients to

determine the number of agricultural workers who are migrant and seasonal, the number of
agricultural worker dependents, and the number of dependents that are children and adults.

NCFH considers the numbers generated from the initial Census of Agriculture calculations to
only be threshold numbers. Supplemental information from various sources, including
community experts, is then collected and used to corroborate, and/or adjust the threshold
number. NCFH researches and finds experts in the local community who are familiar with the
agricultural worker population. These experts are asked to provide information that address
factors such as underemployment, seasonal climate events affecting the work force (floods,
freezes, droughts, etc.), workers residing in the service area but working in other counties, and
aged and disabled agricultural workers.

The Health Resources and Services Administration’s definition of agriculture for Migrant Health
Programs is based on the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS), which defines
agriculture as crop production and its support activities and animal production & aquaculture
and its support activities (codes 111 and 112, sub-codes 1151 and 1152) (Bureau of Primary
Health Care, Health Resources and Services Administration, 2012; United States Census, 2013).
NCFH researched the most recent data available to determine the number of migratory and
seasonal workers employed in these industries. Once those numbers were calculated, the
regional family factor developed by the National Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS) was used
to determine the number of children and adults not working in agriculture. It is important to
note that the population estimation here provided is based on figures provided by the 2007
Census of Agriculture and that those figures can be updated once the results of the 2012
Census of Agriculture is released.

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE METHODOLOGY

The method used for this estimate has several strengths. First, the basic formula is based solely
on data from the U.S. Census of Agriculture, providing consistent and replicable estimates for
88% of the nation’s 3,156 counties. Also, the method requires only the one assumption
regarding the equivalency of the cost of directly-hired versus contract workers.

The methodology also has some limitations. First, what farmers spend on directly-hired short-
term seasonal workers may be different from expenditures for contract workers. Second, in
counties with only a few farms, the Census of Agriculture labor data is suppressed, with higher
suppression of seasonal worker data than overall worker data. Third, the count of directly-
hired workers may include some workers who perform tasks that are not seasonal, but given

the nature of agriculture, most of what happens on farms is seasonal by definition. Fourth, the
methodology does not account for underemployment, seasonal climate events affecting the
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work force (floods, freezes, droughts, etc.), workers residing in the service area but working in
other counties, dependents of livestock workers, inmates working in agriculture, workers
crossing international border on a daily basis to work in agriculture but not residing in the U.S.
and aged and disabled agricultural workers. Individuals who have retired from agricultural
work due to age or disability may represent an important missing segment of the population,
and communities with larger, more stable populations of agricultural workers should further
examine the potential presences of aged/disabled workers in their service area. Finally, the
Census of Agriculture data itself is subject to all of the vulnerabilities of any data collection.

ESTIMATION RESULTS

NCFH started its estimations by using available data based on the 2007 Census of Agriculture
(COA). Since the reported numbers of agricultural workers in Yuma County was very low due to
a suppression of data by the Census of Agriculture, research was conducted to estimate a more
realistic number. The number was changed to 40,000 workers to reflect a conservative
estimation from multiple sources during that time period (Larson A., 2006; Arizona Farm
Bureau, Arizona Visitors Bureau, n.d.) With that change, NCFH estimated that in 2007 there
was a minimum of 63,964 migratory and seasonal agricultural workers and 6,198 of those were
employed in animal production. The National Agricultural Workers Survey (NAWS) calculated
family factor of 1.27 was applied only to the number of horticultural workers to estimate the
73, 825 dependents.

NCFH researched for changes in the agricultural industry with a focus on the crop production,
animal production and aquaculture sectors to identify factors that could affect the number of
migratory and seasonal agricultural workers (MSAW) in the State. Once the population
threshold for each county was calculated for 2007, interviews were conducted to determine the
necessary adjustment to those numbers based on economic factors affecting the workforce,
changes in population demographics, increasing stability or volatility of the workforce, political
climate, increasing numbers of aged and disabled agricultural workers, etc. A survey of staff
working with the agricultural worker population was also conducted.

Based on expert interviews, research findings, and survey results, NCFH determined that a 5%
decrease to the 2007 number of workers in horticulture and a 10% decrease to the number of
dependents were reasonable for all counties in Arizona. The estimates of livestock workers
were not reduced since information indicating major changes in livestock production were not
found outside of normal market fluctuations.

Hyder Valley is the hub of the limited amount of aquaculture activity in the state and most fish
farms in Arizona are family-owned and operated (Treece, 2011). Approximately 50 people
were employed in 2010 in aquaculture. Due to the small number of employee and the
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uncertainty of the seasonal nature of the work, those employees were not included in the
estimation. Based in the extensive research, key informants interviews, and survey responses,
NCFH estimates that there are 127, 676 migratory and seasonal agricultural workers and their
dependents in the state of Arizona. This estimate includes 2,375 H-2A workers certified in
2013, but estimates for the number of dependents of livestock workers and the number of
aged or disabled agricultural workers are not included. Please refer to Table 2 below for the

estimated numbers of horticulture workers, non-working dependents, and livestock workers by

county. Counties with no agricultural activity or with only one agricultural employer were left
blank since the Census of Agriculture suppressed that information to respect the grower’s
confidentiality.

The estimated number of 127,676 MSAWs and dependents will be revised once the results
from the 2012 Census of Agriculture are available.

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)
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Table 2. 2014 Arizona farm labor estimates by county.

2014

State County Migrant Seasonal Non-working  Livestock All workers  All workers
workers workers dependents  workers and

dependents
AZ Apache 80 213 355 885 1,178 1,533
AZ Cochise 248 659 1,098 - 907 2,006
AZ Coconino 24 64 107 582 671 778

AZ Gila - - - - - -
AZ Graham 507 1,348 2,246 168 2,023 4,270
AZ Greenlee 14 38 64 161 214 278
AZ La Paz 337 896 1,492 22 1,254 2,747
AZ Maricopa 2,314 6,149 10,246 2,374 10,837 21,083
AZ Mohave 24 65 108 - 89 197
AZ Navajo 43 114 190 - 157 347
AZ Pima 266 706 1,177 - 972 2,148
AZ Pinal 660 1,754 2,922 1,569 3,982 6,905

AZ Santa Cruz - - - - - -
AZ Yavapai 97 258 429 594 948 1,378
AZ Yuma 10,374 27,626 46,008 - 38,000 84,008

adjusted

StateTotals 14,988 39,890 66,443 6,355 61,233 127,676
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Map 4 provides this information in a map format to visualize 2014 estimated concentrations of

agricultural workers (the map excludes the number of non-working dependents).

Map 4. Estimates of the number of livestock & horticultural workers, 2014.
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KEY INTERVIEWS

Interviews were conducted with seven key contacts at one university, two school districts, one
clinic, one workers center, and one growers association. Table 3 lists the interviewees and their
title and associated institution. These contacts were selected for their unique and varying

perspectives on agricultural workers and the industry overall. Despite the variety of

backgrounds, disciplines, and perspectives of each of the interviewees, all made many of the

same points and seemed to reach the same conclusion. Three key factors impacting

agricultural workers in the state emerged from these interviews: (1) immigration policy, (2) H-
2A visa program, and (3) drought & ecological crises. Each of these factors is explored further.

Table 3. Interviewee information

Name

Amanda Aguirre
Dr.Pedro Andrade
Sanchez

Ruth Cuen

Trent Teegerstrom
Maria Urrutia

Wendy FinkWeber

Anonymous

MarcosCordova

Emma Torres

IMMIGRATION POLICY

Title

Director of Clinical
Services

Tenured professor

ERSEA
Coordinator

Research
specialist

Migrant Program
Clerk

Senior Director of
Communications

Volunteer

Arizona State
Monitor Advocate

Chief Executive
Officer,

Institution

Regional Center for
Border Health

University of Arizona

Chicanos por la Causa

University of Arizona

Migrant Education
Program of Glendale ISD

Western Growers
Association

Southside Worker Center

Arizona Department of
Economic Security

Campesinos sin Frontera

Location

Yuma, La Paz, and
Mohave counties
Yuma County
Somerton, AZ
Phoenix, AZ
Glendale, AZ

Salinas, CA

Tucson, AZ

Phoenix, AZ

Yuma County

Despite the wide variety of backgrounds and viewpoints of each contact interviewed, there was
one major common theme throughout each of the interviews: Senate Bill 1070 has dramatically
impacted the agricultural workforce in Arizona. SB 1070 was passed in 2010, and is commonly
known as the “show me your papers” bill, and has been criticized as being highly discriminatory
and unconstitutional (American Civil Liberties Union). The bill also requires employer
participation in E-verify, which makes it extremely difficult to find work in the state without
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legal documentation to work in the U.S. SB 1070 essentially had a three-pronged effect on
many agricultural workers: (1) It made it more difficult to cross international borders, (2) it
made it more difficult to cross Arizona state borders, and (3) it became more difficult to obtain
employment. Interview contacts reported agricultural employers struggling to fill 5-15% of jobs
due to difficulty in finding workers willing and skilled enough to perform necessary tasks in
recent years. Information from various media sources also indicate a struggle in Arizona to find
enough workers to meet demand, and that the use of prison inmates for agricultural labor has
increased (Serrano, 2012; French, 2011; Alonzo, 2011). Reports of growers leaving 20% of their
crops to rot in the fields due to a lack of workers has been documented since the passage of
restrictive immigration laws (Feinstein, 2013).

INCREASE IN H-2A VISA WORKERS

Due to the difficulty in obtaining workers locally, some employers have turned to the H-2A visa
program to hire agricultural workers from outside the U.S. to work in Arizona on a seasonal
basis. This program is cumbersome and places a heavy financial burden on both employers and
employees in order to participate, but it is the only option for many employers in Arizona.
Appendix A contains a listing of all employers in Arizona that were approved to hire H-2A visa
workers during the 2012 fiscal year, and includes the address and name of the employer, as
well as the number of workers, the rate of pay, and the crop type. According to the
Department of Labor, there were 2,375 H-2A workers certified in Arizona in 2013, and
accounted for 1.1% of the total number of H-2A workers in the U.S. (Department of Labor,
2013). The Google spreadsheet in Appendix B includes information for all H-2A workers in
Arizona during the 2012 fiscal year, with information on the job type, average wage, hours
worked per week, employer contact information, and the number of workers certified for each
employer. Yuma County had 987 H-2A workers during 2013, the highest number of any county,
and the average rate of pay for H-2A workers in the county was $9.61 per hour. For the state,
the most common crop type H-2A workers were hired for was lettuce, which accounted for 71%
of all H-2A jobs. Other major crop type/job tasks in the H-2A program were harvesting, sheep
herding, and general labor. It is important to note that workers may utilize other types of
permits or visas to work in Arizona, especially in Yuma County. Several interviewees noted that
many workers cross from their home in Mexico to work in the U.S. on a daily basis utilizing visa
and permit systems other than the H-2A program. These workers are very difficult to
enumerate, and likely make up a significant proportion of the agricultural work force near the
U.S.-Mexico border. Workers spend up to 7 hours or more crossing the border for agricultural
work each day, and many may be legally able to work in the U.S., but choose to live in Mexico
due to the lower cost of housing or because their families are of mixed status (Frey, 2014).
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In order to examine concentrations of H-2A workers throughout the state, NCFH utilized data
from the Wage and Hour Division of the Department of Labor on labor violations in the
agricultural industry against the Migrant and Seasonal Worker Protection Act, the Fair Labor
Standards Act, and the H-2A visa program during 2008-2013. Examining labor violations helps
to not only identify potential concentrations of agricultural workers and assist in targeted
outreach programs, but also to identify potential occupational health and human rights needs
of agricultural workers. This data is displayed on Map 5, with larger circles indicating greater
numbers of employer violations of health, safety, wage, and hour regulations (range: 1 to 842
violations). For more detailed information regarding labor violations, including the name and
location of employers, see Appendix D.

Map 5: Labor violations in agriculture by total case count.
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SHIFTING MARKET DEMANDS AND ECOLOGICAL CRISES

The third major commonality among interview contacts was the effect of the ongoing drought
in Arizona and the western U.S. While growers in Arizona have always had to deal with limited
water supplies, the intensity and duration of the current drought, coupled with the difficulty in
finding workers, has caused some growers to scale back production until less risk is involved.
The severity and intensity of the current drought in the southwestern United States cannot be
understated — it is the worst drought the region has seen in over 1,200 years and has led to
early disputes over water between urban and rural areas (Weaver, 2014). One of the
researchers interviewed trains growers and workers on how to implement and maintain new
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agricultural technologies, many of which help to increase water use efficiency. Growers are
more apt to utilize new technology in the face of drought rather than switch to a crop that may
be better able to withstand drought, and this practice may have long-term effects on
agricultural productivity. Overall, interviewers believed that the drought had not yet
dramatically decreased the demand for labor, but may do so at some point in the future.
Nearly all interviewees believed water (and a lack thereof) to be the biggest issue that Arizona
agriculture will face in the coming years.

Evolving market demands have also made an impact on the agricultural labor force in the state.
Yuma County continues to be the primary source of winter lettuce for the country and this
labor-intensive crop demands a steady source of workers able and willing to plant, cultivate,
and harvest the greens. Increased consumer demand for other labor intensive crops, such as
micro-greens and baby vegetables has also had an effect on the demand for labor. This labor-
intensive activity remains largely concentrated in Yuma County, and draws many workers who
reside in Mexico to work on vegetable farms during the day, and return to their homes in
Mexico in the evening. H-2A workers are also employed in vegetable crop production and
harvesting, as well as other U.S.- and foreign-born workers.

INTERVIEW SUMMARY

The interviewees provided insightful, balanced, and experienced perspectives from a variety of
viewpoints. In summary, the main findings and commonalities from the interviews were:

I The political and social climate of Arizona has had a dramatic impact on the foreign-born
workforce of the state.

1 Many workers and families have chosen to leave Arizona, and workers who chose to
stay to work in Arizona often leave their families behind in other states with more
immigrant-friendly policies.

1 Immigrant workers may avoid or be fearful of programs that contain the word
“migrant”, ask participants for their legal status, or are associated with government
entities.

9 Agricultural employers have had trouble filling 5-15% of jobs in recent years.

9 H-2A workers are filling approximately 2,000 of these jobs, many of whom are likely to
be young, male, and migratory.

9 The State Migrant Education office has seen a substantial decrease in the number of
students enrolled in Migrant Education Programs.”

! No interview was conducted with the Arizona Department of Education, but a request for data was made. The
Arizona Migrant Education Program reported that there were a total of 8,480 students enrolled throughout the
state during the 2011-2012 school year, and they indicated that this was lower than historical data.

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014) 20



9 Health insurers were reported to offer low-cost clinics to agricultural workers enrolled
on an employer’s health insurance plan, and some plans had a provider network that
included providers located in Mexico. These could both represent alternative, low-cost
sources of health care for agricultural workers.

9 Much of the mechanized agriculture in Arizona (cotton, alfalfa, etc.) has a demand for
highly-skilled workers with technical skills.

9 The drought in Arizona is likely to affect the total amount of acres a grower is willing to
prepare and plant for that year; thus years in which the drought is predicted to be
severe will likely affect the demand for labor. While the drought has not had a major
impact on the number of workers needed, it may do so in the future.

i Lastly, the demand for agricultural labors has not decreased — interviewees agreed that
the demand for labor has remained steady over the past 5-10 years.

SURVEY FINDINGS

A brief survey to determine changes to the 2007 estimates of migratory and seasonal
agricultural workers and possible reasons for the change was sent out to approximately 80
persons who provide educational, health, and social services to agricultural workers in Arizona
in March, 2014. Thirteen responded to the survey, equating to a response rate of 16%.
Respondents worked in Migrant Head Start programs, Migrant Education Programs, Migrant
Health Clinics, and for the Arizona state government. The majority of respondents were from
Yuma County (n = 8), but respondents from Maricopa (n = 3), Pima (n = 1), and Pinal (n = 1)
counties were also included.

The results from the survey of 13 respondents are as follows:

9 Eight respondents (62%) believe that in their communities, there has been an average
10% decrease in the number of agricultural workers since 2007. The primary reasons
for the change identified were immigration policy, changes in the number of farms &
farm jobs, and increased mechanization of crops.

9 Five respondents (38%) believed their communities experienced an average 9% increase
in the number of MSAW for the same period of time. Reasons identified were increased
number of farms & farm jobs, immigration policy, and a decreased demand for workers
in other industries, such as construction.

9 When asked about changes in the number of non-working dependents since 2007, eight
people identified an average 10% decrease, three people thought that the number of
dependents had not changed, and two respondents believed the number of dependents
had increased by an average of 5% since 2007.
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MIGRANT HEALTH PROGRAM IN ARIZONA

Health Resources and Service Administration (HRSA) authorized under the Community Health
Center program through the U.S Public Health Service Act, Section 330. According to the 2012
Uniform Data System Report, $44,829, 394 was provided through this funding mechanism to
help support 16 grantees in Arizona. Of those funds 7.5% ($3,392,391) were awarded to
supporting three Migrant Health Center grantees that provided services to 11,607 MSAWSs.

Health Centers.

Centers and service delivery sites.
Note: Orange circles refer to Migrant Health Centers and blue circles refer to Community
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the same 2012 reporting period. Arizona Health Centers served 10.8% of the estimated number
of agricultural workers in Maricopa, Cochise, and Yuma counties.

From 2009-2012 two of the three Migrant Health grantees achieved a substantial increase of
MSAW users: one grantee increased the number of MSAW users from 3,003 to 4,948 (65%
increase) and the other increased from 1,225 to 6,398 (422% increase) during this time period.
The other migrant health grantee in the state showed a substantial decrease during the same
period, experiencing a decrease of 78% of their agricultural users (from 1,184 to 261) even
though its service area has the highest concentration of MSAWSs population in the State.
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Through this population estimation, some gaps in health care access for agricultural workers
and potential opportunities for service expansion for existing non-migrant health-funded
grantees were identified. Currently Pinal and Graham counties have an estimated combined
number of approximately 5,900 agricultural workers plus dependents but no health center in
the area is funded to serve that population. Health centers located in Apache, Coconino,
Yavapai and Maricopa counties not currently funded to serve agricultural workers may now
benefit from the inclusion of animal production workers in the Migrant Health Program. These
Health Centers may want to reach out to community members to examine a potential need for
health care services among those working in this industry and may want to apply for Migrant
Health funds when available. Table 4 below provides the number of agricultural workers served
by Health Centers that do not currently receive Migrant Health funds.

Table 4. Agricultural worker patients served by Health Centers not receiving Migrant Health funds (suppressed if
less than 20 workers served in 2012).

Health Center 2009 MSAW 2012 MSAW Percent change
MHC Health Care 14 20 +42.9%

North Country 7 61 +771.4%
HealthGire, Inc.

Sun Life Family Health 47 97 +106.4%

Center

Yavapai County 32 20 -37.5%
Community Health

Services

AGRICULURAL WORKER PATIENTS OF COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS

Health Centers are required to annually collect and report data on agricultural worker patients
served, and this data includes aggregated information on the demographics, socioeconomic
status, and health outcomes of these patients. This data is inputted to the federal Uniform
Data System (UDS), and state-level data is publically available (Health Resources and Services
Administration, n.d.). Map 7 demonstrates county-level estimates of the number of agricultural
workers with the locations of Migrant Health Center service delivery sites.
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Map 7. Agricultural worker population estimates and locations of Migrant Health Center sites
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The three Health Centers that receive funding for serving agricultural workers in Arizona
reported serving a total of 11,607 agricultural worker patients and their families in 2012 (most
recent data available). Of these patients, 25.1% were classified as migratory and 74.9% were
classified as seasonal workers. The majority of agricultural worker patients in Arizona were
male (52.4%), higher than the national agricultural worker patient average of 46.1%. Nearly all
patients were Hispanic, with 97.4% of patients reporting Hispanic ethnicity, and 74.5% were
best served in a language other than English. Poverty was pervasive among this population as
well: 76.9% of all patients earned a family income at or below 100% of federal poverty level,
and slightly more than half were uninsured. Table 5 compares the demographics of agricultural
worker patients in 2009, one year before the passage of SB 1070, and in 2012, which is the
most recent data available.
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Table 5. Demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of agricultural worker patients, 2009 &
2012

2009 2012 Percent change
Total number of 9,288 11,607 +19.3%
agricultural workers
Male 54.6% 52.4% -2.2%
Female 47.0% 47.6% +0.6%
Hispanic, any race  96.9% 97.4% +0.5%
English language  70.6% 74.5% +3.9%
learner
Income at or below 54.1% 76.9% +22.8%
100% FPL
Income over 200% 0.1% 0.0% -0.1%
FPL
Uninsured 43.6% 51.6% + 8.0%
Migratory worker 46.9% 25.1% -21.8%
Seasonal worker 53.1% 76.9% +23.8%

Overall, the number of reported agricultural worker patients increased by 19% in this three-
year period. The percentage of those earning household incomes at or below federal poverty
level dramatically increased by nearly 23%, as did the percentage of agricultural workers
reported as seasonal. The increase in the percentage living in poverty is disconcerting, and
could potentially be a result of the increasing vulnerability of agricultural workers in the state.
Those reported as best served in a language other than English and the percentage lacking
health insurance also increased during this period.

The top ten diagnoses among agricultural worker patients in 2012 as compared to the top ten
diagnoses in 2009 are given in Table 6 below. The number of patients who received this
diagnosis is also given in Table 6.
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Table 6. Top 10 diagnoses, 2009 and 2012

Diagnosis and number of agricultural worker patients with the diagnosis
(in order of most common diagnosis)

2009 Number of 2012 Number of

(includes only patients witl patients (includes all patients with the patients

the diagnosis listed as with diagnosis) with

primary) diagnosis diagnosis

Lack of expected normal 2,223 Lack of expected normal 1,254

physiological development physiological development

Diabetes mellitus 639 Contact dermatitis 1,236

Hypertension 383 Hypertension 831

Otitis media and other 154 Dehydration 809

Eustachian tube disorders

Dehydration 138 Overweight/obesity 687

Asthma 110 Diabetes mellitus 623

Chronic bronchitis and 78 Otitis media and other 149

emphysema Eustachian tube disorders

Contact dermatitis and 69 Asthma 125

other eczema

Heart disease 69 Depression and other mood 99
disorders

Abnormal cervical findings 49 Heart disease 96

It is important to first note that the Uniform Data System’s collection of clinical data changed
considerably from 2009 to 2012. In 2009, the UDS only required Health Centers to report the
number of patients who received certain diagnoses as their primary diagnosis for their visit.
Conditions such as overweight/obesity were unlikely to be listed as a primary diagnosis, while
conditions like diabetes mellitus would be much more likely to be listed as a primary diagnosis
and accurately reflect the number of patients with that condition. This system changed in
2012, and now Health Centers must report all patients who have been diagnosed with that
condition, regardless of the diagnosis primacy. Therefore 2012 data is much more reliable for
estimating prevalence rates among patients.

Despite the limited comparability of the two years, interesting findings emerge. It would be
expected that the number of nearly all diagnosis categories would increase in 2012, due to the
requirement that all patients with the diagnosis must be reported, but certain categories saw a
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decrease in this time period. A “lack of expected physiological development”, which includes
conditions such as malnutrition, poor weight gain, poor mental development, etc., is largely a
category of diagnosis for child patients and decreased by 44% from 2009 to 2012. This steep
decline may indicate that fewer children are being seen in these Health Centers, or may simply
reflect that fewer children are presenting with these conditions. Data from the Uniform Data
System indicates that there was a slight decline in the proportion of agricultural worker patients
19 years of age and younger, declining from 31.0% of total agricultural worker patients to
28.7% from 2009 to 2012 (Health Resources and Services Administration, n.d.). Dehydration,
hypertension, and contact dermatitis diagnoses, potentially occupationally-related conditions,
rose dramatically in 2012, but whether this is due to a change in reporting or a genuine shift in
patient conditions is unknown. Diabetes and asthma rates changed relatively little, and
diagnoses of overweight/obesity increased, as one would expect due to reporting requirement
changes.

The rise in the number of patients diagnosed with hypertension and/or dehydration is
particularly unsettling. The median age of agricultural worker patients in 2012 was between
35-39 years, so providers at these Health Centers may want to be aware of occupationally-
driven heat-related illnesses in this population. A case-control study of 463 heat-related deaths
in Maricopa County found that male agricultural workers were 3.5 times more likely to die from
heat-related illnesses as compared to other workers (Petitti, 2013). Hypertension may
exacerbate heat stress and heat-related illness, particularly in older patients (Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, 2014). Chronic dehydration and prolonged exposure to work
in high heat may be a cause of hypertension — agricultural workers in Central America, India, Sri
Lanka, and Thailand have been found to suffer from chronic kidney disease at young ages,
without the presences of traditional risk factors, such as diabetes (Weiner, 2013). Thus, heat-
related illnesses and potential risk factors for heat-related illnesses should be of key concern to
providers serving agricultural worker patients.

In summary, agricultural worker patients of Arizona Health Centers have become increasingly
impoverished, and may be comprised of fewer children and newer immigrants as compared to
a few years ago. These patients may also be facing working conditions that have become more
dangerous and may be less empowered to report labor violations and unsafe working
conditions due to a changing political climate.
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SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on information collected from a variety of sources indicating shifting agricultural trends
such as mechanization of crops, increased enforcement and use of E-Verify, ongoing droughts,
and the increasing use of H-2A visa workers in Arizona, NCFH has decreased the estimated
number of horticultural workers by 5% and has decreased the estimated number of non-
working dependents of horticultural workers by 10%. The number of workers in animal
agriculture was not changed. Peak harvest seasons, particularly in Yuma County, may bring
higher numbers of workers, but the conservative estimates will be prudent to use for long-term
planning. Recommendations have been created for three key areas: (1) outreach, (2) new
access points, and (3) clinical services.

A. OUTREACH
Outreach efforts should include workers in both crop and animal production.
Because of the major presence of dairy production, ranching, and sheep herding,
efforts to reach MSAWSs in the communities should also target those working
with livestock. Additionally, since the passage of SB 1070 and the increased fear
among immigrant communities in Arizona, culturally-sensitive outreach
programs are likely to be crucial in increasing access to care for agricultural
workers and their families.
Outreach efforts should be sensitive to-BIA workers and workers who reside
in Mexico.
Many visa workers and workers who reside in Mexico may have regular sources
of health care in their home communities, but Health Centers can provide a
source of culturally-competent, high-quality care while they are in the U.S.
Health Centers may also play a critical role in caring for agricultural workers who
experience occupational injuries and illnesses while working in Arizona.

B. NEW ACCESS POINTS
Health Centers serving La Paz, Pinal, and Graham cousltiesld consider
developing plango reach and servegricutural workers.
There are currently no Migrant Health Center service delivery sites in any of
these three counties, yet conservative estimates put the number of agricultural
workers at over 7,000 for the three counties combined. Further investigations
on a community-level would provide valuable information to these Health
Centers that may be eligible to receive Migrant Health funding if they identify
concentrations of unserved agricultural workers in their service area.

C. CLINCAL SERVICES
Providers should beaware of and welinformed about occupational health
conditions experienced by Arizona agricultural workers, suchheeat stress and
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pesticide exposure.

While children still make up a substantial proportion of agricultural worker
patients in Arizona, UDS data indicates that a larger share of the MSAW patient
population are working-age adults. UDS data also indicates a potential rise in
occupationally-related conditions, such as dehydration and contact dermatitis.
Providers should have be alert and well-versed in occupational health issues in
this patient population.

Health Centershould considethe schedules of working adulteshen planning
clinic hours

Many Health Centers already go to great lengths to accommodate the long
working hours of agricultural workers and provide clinics in the evenings and on
weekends. Working hours also vary by crop type, season, and by the type of task
performed (i.e., herders may work overnight, summer work may begin and end
very early in the day, etc.). These hours may fluctuate throughout the year, and
a Health Center can best serve agricultural workers by accommodating these
fluctuations.

Health Centershouldbe sensitive to the challenges confronted by populations
they serve and should establish agricultural worké&rendly policies to
facilitate access to care.

Immigration politics in Arizona has had a dramatic effect on agriculture: crops
have rotted in recent years and has contributed to a decrease in the number of
agricultural workers in the state. Health Centers should review all forms to
ensure that staff are screening their patients to determine if they are agricultural
workers in order to heighten provider awareness of occupational health risks
and facilitate access to care.
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APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY

To provide information that meets the needs of migrant health centers, the methodology uses
the PHS Section 330g Migrant Health Program? definitions of migratory agricultural worker,
seasonal agricultural worker, aged or disabled agricultural worker, and agriculture, which are:

Migratory Agricultural WorkerAn individual whose principal employment is in agriculture on a
seasonal basis, who has been so employed within the last twenty-four months, and who

establishes, for the purposes of such employment, a temporary abode.

Seasonal Agricultural WorkeXn individual whose principal employment is in agriculture on a

seasonal basis and who is not a migratory agricultural worker.

Aged or Disabled Agricultural Workerdividuals who have previously been migratory
agricultural workers but who no longer meet the requirements because of age or disability

Agriculture Refers to farming in all its branches, including:

(A) cultivation and tillage of the soil;

(B) the production, cultivation, growing and harvesting of any commodity grown on, in, or as an
adjunct to or part of a commodity grown in or on, the land; and

(C) any practice (including preparation and processing for market and delivery
to storage or to market or to carriers for transportation to market) performed by a farmer
or on a farm incident to or in conjunction with an activity as described in clause (B).

For purposes of clarification of our understanding of the intent of these statutorial definitions,
NCFH provides the following distinctions between the use of the word “seasonal” in the two
different contexts in which it is used:

It is clear that a “Seasonal Agricultural Worker” is defined as one who does not change abode in
order to engage in agricultural work. The subsequent use of the phrase “principal employment
in agriculture on a seasonal basfss not defined in statutory or regulatory documents. For
purposes of this study, NCFH interprets “principal employment in agriculture on a seasonal
basis” to mean an individual who works in agriculture performing a variety of tasks that are
subject to seasonal fluctuations. We have not interpreted “seasonal basis” to imply anything
about part time or full time employment or how many different employers a worker is engaged
with.

2 Health Centers Consolidation Act of 1996, Section 330(g) (Public Law 104-299-Oct. 11, 1996)
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APPENDIX B: CERTIFIED APPLICATIONS FOR H-2A VISA REQUESTS DURING FISCAL YEAR

2013 IN ARIZONA

Source of data and data dictionary: Office of Foreign Labor Certification, United States
Department of Labor. (2014). OFLC data. Retrieved from
http://www.foreignlaborcert.doleta.gov/performancedata.cfm

To view and/or download the data on H-2A visa requests made by employers with jobs located

in Arizona during the fiscal year 2013, go to:
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheet/ccc?key=0Aj2LECrx9k1wdDJCQi14MnF5TUVsb3ZsR1BZd

GgleHc&usp=sharing

Below is the data dictionary for Certified Applications for H-2A Visa Requests in Arizona.

FIELD

DESCRIPTION

CASE_NO

Unique identifier assigned to each application submitted for
processing to the ETA National Processing Center.

DECISION_DATE

Date on which the last significant event or decision was recorded by
the ETA National Processing Center.

VISA_CLASS

Type of application submitted for processing. H-2A refers to
applications submitted by, or on behalf of, employers seeking
certification to employ foreign workers on a temporary basis to perform
agricultural services or labor.

CASE_RECEIVED_DATE

Date the applications was received at the National Processing Center

CASE_STATUS

Status associated with the last significant event or decision. Valid
val ues incl udel IACd rilRadm teiidd |i ,ed
AWithdr awno

i De

REQUESTED_START_DATE_OF_NE
ED

Date requested by the employer indicating the first day of an
employer's anticipated need for foreign workers to perform agricultural
services or labor.

REQUESTED_END_DATE_OF NEE
D

Date requested by the employer indicating the last day of an
employer's anticipated need for foreign workers to perform agricultural
services or labor.

CERTIFICATION_BEGIN_DATE

Actual date granted to an employer indicating when the need for the
foreign workers to perform agricultural services or labor is expected to
begin.

CERTIFICATION_END_DATE

Actual date granted to an employer indicating when the need for the
foreign workers to perform agricultural services or labor is expected to
end.

EMPLOYER_NAME

Name of employer requesting temporary labor certification

EMPLOYER_ADDRESS1

EMPLOYER_ADDRESS?2

EMPLOYER_CITY

Address information of the employer requesting temporary labor
certification.

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)
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EMPLOYER_STATE

EMPLOYER_POSTAL_CODE

AGENT_ATTORNEY_NAME

Name of Agent or Attorney filing an H-2A application on behalf of the
employer

AGENT_ATTORNEY_CITY

AGENT_ATTORNEY_STATE

Address information of the agent or attorney requesting temporary
labor certification on behalf of an employer.

JOB_TITLE

Title of the agricultural job

NBR_WORKERS_CERTIFIED

Total number of foreign workers certified by the ETA National
Processing Center

BASIC_NUMBER_OF_HOURS

Total work hours offered each week

BASIC_RATE_OF PAY

Rate of pay offered

BASIC_UNIT_OF PAY

Unit of pay. Val i d val uewe é@knlcyl,uc
AMont hly (mth)o

ALIEN_WORK_CITY

ALIEN_WORK_STATE

Address information of the foreign worker's intended area of
employment.

ORGANIZATION_FLAG

Refers to the filing status of the application. Valid values include (S)
Sole; (J) Joint; (M) Master; and (A) Association

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)
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APPENDIX C: REGISTERED FARM LABOR CONTRACTORS

Source: Wage and Hour Division, United States Department of Labor. (2013). Migrant and
seasonal agricultural worker protection act: Registered farm labor contractor listing. Retrieved
from http://www.dol.gov/whd/regs/statutes/FLCList.htm

To view and/or download the data on registered farm labor contractors in Arizona as of
November 2013, go to:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/0Bz2LECrx9k1wdUZgQUhiS3IpSDg/edit?usp=sharing
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APPENDIX D: LABOR VIOLATIONS

Source of data and data dictionary: United States Department of Labor. (2014). Wage and hour
compliance action data. Retrieved from http://ogesdw.dol.gov/views/data _summary.php

To view and/or download the data on labor violations in agriculture that have occurred in Arizona, go to:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0Bz2LECrx9k1wUVIxbIBteUxPcXc/edit?usp=sharing

Below is the data dictionary for the Arizona Agriculture Labor Violations table stored online.

Table_Name

whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

Column_Name

case_id
trade_nm

legal_name

street_addr_1_t
xt
cty_nm

st_cd

zip_cd

naic_cd
naics_code_des

cription
case_violtn_cnt

cmp_assd_cnt
ee_violtd_cnt

bw_atp_amt

crew_ee_atp_cn
t
flsa_violtn_cnt

flsa_repeat_viol
ator

flsa_bw_atp_am
t
flsa_ee_atp_cnt

flsa_mw_bw_at
p_amt

flsa_ot_bw_atp
_amt
flsa_15a3_bw_a
tp_amt
flsa_cmp_assd_
amt
sca_violtn_cnt

sca_bw_atp_am

Attribute_Name

Case ID
Trade Name

Legal Name

Employer Street
Address
City Name

State Code
Zip Code
NAICS Code

NAICS Code
Description.
Case Violation
Count

Total CMP
Assessments
EE's in Violation

BW ATP Amount

CREW EE ATP
Count

FLSA Violation
Count

FLSA Repeat
Violator

FLSA BW ATP
Amount
FLSA EE ATP Count

FLSA MW BW ATP
Amount

FLSA OT BW ATP
Amount

FLSA 15a3 BW ATP
Amount

FLSA CMP
Assessed Amount
SCA Violation
Count

SCA BW ATP

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)

Definition

Unique Case Identifier
Employer Name

Employer Legal Name.
The street address

Employer City
Employer State
Employer Zip Code
Industry Code

Industry Code Description.
Total Case Violations

Total CMP (Civil Monetary
Penalties) assessments

Total EE's employed in
Violation

Total Backwages Agreed To Pay

EE's Agreed to under CREW
(Longshoremen (D1))
Violations found under FLSA
(Fair Labor Standards Act)
FLSA Repeat/Willful violator.
R=Repeat; W=Willful;
RW=Repeat and Willful.

BW Agreed to under FLSA (Fair
Labor Standards Act)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA (Fair
Labor Standards Act)

BW Agreed to under FLSA (Fair
Labor Standards Act) Minimum
Wages

BW Agreed to under FLSA (Fair
Labor Standards Act) Overtime
BW Agreed under FLSA (Fair
Labor Standards Act) 15 (a)(3)
CMP's assessed under FLSA
(Fair Labor Standards Act)
Violations found under SCA
(Service Contract Act)

BW Agreed to under SCA

Column_
Datatype
Numeric

Char
Char

Char

Char
Char
Char
Char
Char

Numeric
Numeric
Numeric

Numeric

Numeric
Numeric

Char

Numeric
Numeric

Numeric

Numeric
Numeric
Numeric
Numeric

Numeric

Display_Name

Case ID
Trade Name

Employer Legal
Name
Address

City

State

Zip Code

NAICS

Industry Code
Description
Case Violation
CMP Assessed
EEs Employed in

Violation
BW ATP

CREW EE ATP
FLSA Violations

FLSA Repeat
Violator

FLSA BW ATP
FLSA EE ATP

FLSA MW BW ATP

FLSA OT BW ATP

FLSA 15(a)(3) BW
ATP

FLSA CMP
Assessed

SCA Violations

SCABW ATP
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whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

t

sca_ee_atp_cnt

mspa_violtn_cnt

mspa_bw_atp_a
mt

mspa_ee_atp_c
nt

mspa_cmp_assd
_amt

hlb_violtn_cnt

hlb_bw_atp_a
mt

hlb_ee_atp_cnt

hlb_cmp_assd_
amt

fmla_violtn_cnt

fmla_bw_atp_a
mt
fmla_ee_atp_cn
t
fmla_cmp_assd
_amt
flsa_cl_violtn_cn
t

flsa_cl_minor_c
nt

flsa_cl_cmp_ass
d_amt

dbra_cl_violtn_c
nt
dbra_bw_atp_a
mt
dbra_ee_atp_cn
t

h2a_violtn_cnt

Amount

SCA EE ATP Count
MSPA Violation

Count

MSPA BW ATP
Amount

MSPA EE ATP
Count

MSPA CMP
Assessed Amount

H1B Violation

Count

H1B BW ATP
Amount

H1B EE ATP Count

H1B CMP Assessed

Amount

FMLA Violation
Count

FMLA BW ATP
Amount

FMLA EE ATP
Count

FMLA CMP
Assessed Amount
FLSA CL Violation
Count

FLSA CL Minor
Count

FLSA CL CMP
Assessed Amount

DBRA Violation
Count

DBRA BW ATP
Amount

DBRA EE ATP
Count

H2A Violation
Count

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)

(Service Contract Act)

EE's Agreed to under SCA
(Service Contract Act)
Violations found under MSPA
(Migrant and Seasonal
Agricultural Worker Protection
Act)

BW Agreed to under MSPA
(Migrant and Seasonal
Agricultural Worker Protection
Act)

EE's Agreed to under MSPA
(Migrant and Seasonal
Agricultural Worker Protection
Act)

CMP's assessed under MSPA
(Migrant and Seasonal
Agricultural Worker Protection
Act)

Violations found under H1B
(Work Visa - Speciality
Occupations)

BW Agreed to under H1B
(Work Visa - Speciality
Occupations)

EE's Agreed to under H1B
(Work Visa - Speciality
Occupations)

CMP's assessed under H1B
(Work Visa - Speciality
Occupations)

Violations found under FMLA
(Family and Medical Leave Act)
BW Agreed to under FMLA
(Family and Medical Leave Act)
EE's Agreed to under FMLA
(Family and Medical Leave Act)
CMP's assessed under FMLA
(Family and Medical Leave Act)
Violations found under FLSA -
CL (Fair Labor Standards Act -
Child Labor)

Minors found employed in
violation of FLSA - CL (Fair
Labor Standards Act - Child
Labor)

CMP's assessed under FLSA -
CL (Fair Labor Standards Act -
Child Labor)

Violations found under DBRA
(Davis-Bacon and Related Act)
BW Agreed to under DBRA
(Davis-Bacon and Related Act)
EE's Agreed to under DBRA
(Davis-Bacon and Related Act)
Violations found under H2A
(Work Visa - Seasonal

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

SCA EE ATP

MSPA Violations

MSPA BW ATP

MSPA EE ATP

MSPA CMP
Assessed

H1B Violations

H1B BW ATP

H1B EE ATP

H1B CMP

Assessed

FMLA Violations

FMLA BW ATP

FMLA EE ATP

FMLA CMP

Assessed
FLSA CL Violations

FLSA CL Minors

FLSA CL CMP
Assessed

DBRA Violations

DBRA BW ATP

DBRA EE ATP

H2A Violations
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whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

h2a_bw_atp_a
mt

h2a_ee_atp_cnt

h2a_cmp_assd_
amt
flsa_smw14_viol

tn_cnt

flsa_smw14_bw
_amt

flsa_smw14_ee
_atp_cnt

cwhssa_violtn_c
nt

cwhssa_bw_amt

cwhssa_ee_cnt

osha_violtn_cnt

osha_bw_atp_a

mt

osha_ee_atp_cn
t

osha_cmp_assd
_amt

eppa_violtn_cnt
eppa_bw_atp_a
mt
eppa_ee_cnt
eppa_cmp_assd
_amt

hla_violtn_cnt

H2A BW ATP
Amount

H2A EE ATP Count

H2A CMP Assessed

Amount

FLSA SMW14
Violation Count

FLSA SMW14 BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMW14 EE
ATP Count

CWHSSA Violation
Count

CWHSSA BW ATP
Amount

CWHSSA EE ATP
Count

OSHA Violation
Count

OSHA BW ATP
Amount

OSHA EE ATP
Count

OSHA CMP
Assessed Amount

EPPA Violation
Count

EPPA BW ATP
Amount

EPPA EE ATP Count

EPPA CMP
Assessed Amount

H1A Violation
Count

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)

Agricultural Workers)

BW Agreed to under H2A
(Work Visa - Seasonal
Agricultural Workers)

EE's Agreed to under H2A
(Work Visa - Seasonal
Agricultural Workers)

CMP's assessed under H2A
(Work Visa - Seasonal
Agricultural Workers)
Violations found under FLSA -
SMW14 (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages
under Section 14(c))

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMW14 (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages
under Section 14(c))

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMW14 (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages
under Section 14(c))
Violations found under
CWHSSA (Contract Work Hours
and Safety Standards Act)

BW Agreed to under CWHSSA
(Contract Work Hours and
Safety Standards Act)

EE's Agreed to under CWHSSA
(Contract Work Hours and
Safety Standards Act)
Violations found under OSHA
(Occupational Safety and
Health Standards)

BW Agreed to under OSHA
(Occupational Safety and
Health Standards)

EE's Agreed to under OSHA
(Occupational Safety and
Health Standards)

CMP's assessed under OSHA
(Occupational Safety and
Health Standards)

Violations found under EPPA
(Employee Polygraph
Protection Act)

BW Agreed to under EPPA
(Employee Polygraph
Protection Act)

EE's Agreed to under EPPA
(Employee Polygraph
Protection Act)

CMP's assessed under EPPA
(Employee Polygraph
Protection Act)

Violations found under H1A
(Work Visa - Registered nurses

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

H2A BW ATP

H2A EE ATP

H2A CMP

Assessed

FLSA SMW14

Violations

FLSA SMW14 BW
ATP

FLSA SMW14 EE
ATP

CWHSSA

Violations

CWHSSA BW ATP

CWHSSA EE ATP

OSHA Violations

OSHA BW ATP

OSHA EE ATP

OSHA CMP

Assessed

EPPA Violations

EPPA BW ATP

EPPA EE ATP

EPPA CMP

Assessed

H1A Violations
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whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

hla_bw_atp_a
mt

hla_ee_atp_cnt
hla_cmp_assd_
amt
crew_violtn_cnt
crew_bw_atp_a
mt
crew_ee_atp_cn
t
crew_cmp_assd

_amt
ccpa_violtn_cnt

ccpa_bw_atp_a
mt

ccpa_ee_atp_cn
t

flsa_smwpw_vio

Itn_cnt

flsa_smwpw_bw
_atp_amt

flsa_smwpw_ee
_atp_cnt

flsa_hmwkr_viol
tn_cnt

flsa_hmwkr_bw
_atp_amt

flsa_hmwkr_ee_
atp_cnt

flsa_hmwkr_cm
p_assd_amt

ca_violtn_cnt

ca_bw_atp_amt

ca_ee_atp_cnt

H1A BW ATP
Amount

H1A EE ATP Count

H1A CMP Assessed
Amount

CREW Violation
Count

CREW BW ATP
Amount

CREW EE ATP
Count

CREW CMP
Assessed

CCPA Violation
Count

CCPA BW ATP
Amount

CCPA EE ATP
Count

FLSA SMWPW
Violation Count

FLSA SMWPW BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMWPW EE
ATP Count

FLSA HMWKR

Violation Count

FLSA HMWKR BW
ATP Amount

FLSA HMWKR EE
ATP Count

FLSA HMWKR CMP
Assessed Amount

CA Violation Count

CA BW ATP
Amount

CA EE ATP Count

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)

for temporary employment)

BW Agreed to under H1A
(Work Visa - Registered nurses
for temporary employment)
EE's Agreed to under H1A
(Work Visa - Registered nurses
for temporary employment)
CMP's assessed under H1A
(Work Visa - Registered nurses
for temporary employment)
Violations found under CREW
(Longshoremen (D1))

BW Agreed to under CREW
(Longshoremen (D1))

EE's Agreed to under CREW
(Longshoremen (D1))

CMP's assessed under CREW
(Longshoremen (D1))
Violations found under CCPA
(Consumer Credit Protection
Act - Wage Garnishment)

BW Agreed to under CCPA
(Consumer Credit Protection
Act - Wage Garnishment)

EE's Agreed to under CCPA
(Consumer Credit Protection
Act - Wage Garnishment)
Violations found under FLSA -
SMWPW (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Patient worker)

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWPW (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Patient worker)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWPW (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Patient worker)

Violations found under FLSA -
HMWKR (Fair Labor Standards
Act - industrial homework)
BW Agreed to under FLSA -
HMWKR (Fair Labor Standards
Act - industrial homework)
EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
HMWKR (Fair Labor Standards
Act - industrial homework)
CMP's assessed under FLSA -
HMWAKR (Fair Labor Standards
Act - industrial homework)
Violations found under CA
(Copeland Anti-kickbact Act)
Back Wages Agreed to under
CA (Copeland Anti-kickbact
Act)

EE's Agreed to under CA

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

H1A BW ATP

H1A EE ATP

H1A CMP

Assessed

CREW Violations

CREW BW ATP

CREW EE ATP

CREW CMP

Assessed
CCPA Violations

CCPA BW ATP

CCPA EE ATP

FLSA SMWPW
Violations

FLSA SMWPW BW
ATP

FLSA SMWPW EE
ATP

FLSA HMWKR

Violations

FLSA HMWKR BW
ATP

FLSA HMWKR EE
ATP

FLSA HMWKR
CMP Assessed

CA Violations

CABW ATP

CA EE ATP
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whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

pca_violtn_cnt

pca_bw_atp_am
t
pca_ee_atp_cnt

flsa_smwap_viol

tn_cnt

flsa_smwap_bw
_atp_amt

flsa_smwap_ee
_atp_cnt

flsa_smwft_violt
n_cnt

flsa_smwft_bw_
atp_amt

flsa_smwft_ee_
atp_cnt

flsa_smwl_violt
n_cnt

flsa_smwl_bw_a
tp_amt

flsa_smwl_ee_a
tp_cnt

flsa_smwmg_vio
Itn_cnt

flsa_smwmg_b
w_atp_amt

flsa_smwmg_ee
_atp_cnt

flsa_smwsl_violt
n_cnt

PCA Violation
Count

PCA BW ATP
Amount

PCA EE ATP Count

FLSA SMWAP

Violation Count

FLSA SMWAP BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMWAP EE
ATP Count

FLSA SMWFT
Violation Count

FLSA SMWFT BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMWFT EE
ATP Count

FLSA SMWL
Violation Count

FLSA SMWL BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMWL EE ATP
Count

FLSA SMWMG
Violation Count

FLSA SMWMG BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMWMG EE
ATP Count

FLSA SMWSL
Violation Count

National Center for Farmworker Health (2014)

(Copeland Anti-kickbact Act)

Violations found under PCA
(Public Contracts Act)

BW Agreed to under PCA
(Public Contracts Act)

EE's Agreed to under PCA
(Public Contracts Act)
Violations found under FLSA -
SMWAP (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Apprentices)

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWAP (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Apprentices)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWAP (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Apprentices)

Violations found under FLSA -
SMWEFT (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Full Time)

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWEFT (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Full Time)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWEFT (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Full Time)

Violations found under FLSA -
SMWL (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Learners)

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWL (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Learners)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWL (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Learners)

Violations found under FLSA -
SMWMG (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Messengers)

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWMG (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Messengers)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWMG (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Messengers)

Violations found under FLSA -
SMWSL (Fair Labor Standards

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

PCA Violations

PCA BW ATP

PCA EE ATP

FLSA SMWAP

Violations

FLSA SMWAP BW
ATP

FLSA SMWAP EE
ATP

FLSA SMWFT
Violations

FLSA SMWFT BW
ATP

FLSA SMWFT EE
ATP

FLSA SMWL
Violations

FLSA SMWL BW
ATP

FLSA SMWL EE
ATP

FLSA SMWMG
Violations

FLSA SMWMG
BW ATP

FLSA SMWMG EE
ATP

FLSA SMWSL
Violations

41



whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
whd_whisard

whd_whisard

whd_whisard
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sraw_violtn_cnt
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mt
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t

indstry_dim_id
zip_dim_id
Id_dt

findings_start_d
ate

findings_end_da
te

FLSA SMWSL BW
ATP Amount

FLSA SMWSL EE
ATP Count

EEV Violation
Count
H2B Violation
Count

H2B BW ATP
Amount

H2B EE ATP Count

SRAW Violation
Count

SRAW BW ATP
Amount

SRAW EE ATP
Count

Industry
Dimension ID

Zip Code
Dimension ID

Load Date
Timestamp
Findings Start Date

Findings End Date
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Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Student Learners)

BW Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWSL (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Student Learners)

EE's Agreed to under FLSA -
SMWSL (Fair Labor Standards
Act - Special Minimum Wages -
Student Learners)

Violations found under EEV
(ESA 91)

Violations found under H2B
(Work Visa - Temporary Non-
Agricultural Work)

BW Agreed to under H2B
(Work Visa - Temporary Non-
Agricultural Work)

EE's Agreed to under H2B
(Work Visa - Temporary Non-
Agricultural Work)

Violations found under SRAW
(Spec. Agri.
Workers/Replenishment Agri.
Workers)

BW Agreed to under SRAW
(Spec. Agri.
Workers/Replenishment Agri.
Workers)

EE's Agreed to under SRAW
(Spec. Agri.
Workers/Replenishment Agri.
Workers)

The unique identifier that is
assigned to the Industry
Dimension

The unique identifier for the
Zip Code Dimension

Load Date Timestamp

The date where WHD
determined that findings first
occurred. Findings are defined
as either a Violation or No
Violation found. <br>
<b>NOTE:</b> Findings Start
Date is not equal to Case Open
Date which is not included in
the dataset.

The date where WHD
determined that findings last
occurred. Findings are defined
as either a Violation or No
Violation found. <br>
<b>NOTE:</b> Findings End
Date is not equal to Case Close
Date which is not included in
the dataset.

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

Numeric

date

Date

Date

FLSA SMWSL BW
ATP

FLSA SMWSL EE
ATP

EEV Violations

H2B Violations

H2B BW ATP

H2B EE ATP

SRAW Violations

SRAW BW ATP

SRAW EE ATP

No Label

No Label
No Label

Findings Start
Date

Findings End Date
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