THE UNIVERSITY OF

# §| TENNESSEE

KNOXVILLE

National Quail Symposium Proceedings

Manuscript 1033

The Oklahoma Quail Hunter

Ralph J. Ellis

Follow this and additional works at: https://trace.tennessee.edu/nqsp


https://trace.tennessee.edu/nqsp
https://trace.tennessee.edu/nqsp?utm_source=trace.tennessee.edu%2Fnqsp%2Fvol7%2Fiss1%2F34&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

Ellis: The Oklahoma Quail Hunter

306

THE OKLAHOMA QUAIL HUNTER

Ralph J. Ellis, Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conservation, Oklahoma
City

Abstract:

A questionnaire study of 2,690 Oklahoma quail hunters revealed that
the most common type of hunter is a married man, 21 to 40 years old,
who hunts 5 to 6 hr per day and 10 days per season. He hunts mostly
on private lands about 35 miles from home and often has difficulty
obtaining access for hunting. He is successful on .75 of his
hunting trips and harvests an average of 3.8 quail per trip. He spends
about $9.60 per day while hunting. Saturday is his favored hunting
day.

Semiskilled workers earning about $7,000 per year are the most
common type of hunter. The hunters are in agreement with the existing

season, but many want 1 more day per week for shooting.

Management implications of the findings are discussed.

Oklahomans hunt bobwhite quail more than they hunt any other
species of wildlife. Continued high levels of sporting use of quail
cannot be taken for granted. Quail habitat is being reduced annually
as brush is cleared from pastures and fence rows are cleared. Brushy
draws are being bulldozed clean, channeled, and planted to bermuda
grass. The result is more income for the farmer and fewer quail. It is
folly to think that wildlife habitat can be preserved by asking farmers
to stop clearing brush. A more practical solution is either to develop
alternate habitat components that are acceptable to quail and will pro-
duce income for farmers or to facilitate marketing of quail-based
recreation by farmers.

Before either of the above suggestions can be seriously attempted,
it becomes necessary to determine the size, distribution, and other
characteristics of the public need for quail. The present study con-
cerns one aspect of this need: the quail hunter. When all pertinent
information about quail hunters has been examined we will know better
where to put effort into habitat preservation and how far to go.

Support of this study by the Oklahoma Wildlife Conservation
Commission is gratefully acknowledged. Rangers Ballew, Clepper,
Hembree, Hughston, Kidd, Randall, Reedy, Sanders, Smeltzer, and Sparger
are due thanks for conducting interviews. Mary Usry, Becky Roberts, and
Gene O'Brian are thanked for helping to analyze the data and prepare the
report.

Methods

This study is based on information derived from questionnaires
returned by Oklahoma hunters (Fig. 1). Ten thousand questionnaires were
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mailed to persons who purchased 1967 resident hunting licenses. Three
weeks after the initial mailing a second mailing was made to non-
respondents. The mailings were distributed geographically in the same
proportions as the resident licensed hunters (2).

0f the 5,280 questionnaires returned, 5,122 contained useful infor-
mation. Question 26 (Fig. 1) was answered by 4,410 hunters, 2,646 of
whom hunted quail. This study, being concerned only with quail hunters,
is based on returns from quail hunters only except where specified other-
wise.

Resident hunters 16 and 65 yr of age were not sampled because they
are not required to purchase licenses, consequently a random list of
addresses for them was not available. However, there were 52 hunters of
more than 65 yr who purchased licenses and returned questionnaires.
These were included in the study.

People who did not return questionnaires may have different attri-
butes than those who did. To help detect such bias, the names of 300
persons who did not return questionnaires were selected at random.
Rangers were asked to visit these people and ask them for the information
called for on the questionnaires. Information was obtained from 44
(15%) of these hunters. One hundred and thirty-two (44%) were out of
state, deceased, 1in military service, moved, or at unknown locations.
The remaining 124 either would not cooperate or could not be reached
with reasonable effort.

Employment classifications were modeled after those used by the
Oklahoma Employment Security Commission. Examples of the classifications
are: Professional = teachers, bankers, doctors; White Collar = book-
keepers, store clerks, bank clerks; Skilled Workers = electricians,
machinists, construction foremen; Semiskilled Workers = truck drivers,
0il field pumpers, barbers; Unskilled Workers = janitors, yardmen,
guards; Agricultural Workers = those working on farms, ranches, or
feedlots; Nonworkers = students, retired persons, housewives, disabled,
and unemployed persons.

All population data was derived from Oklahoma Data Book (4). State
planning regions (Fig. 2) were used where geographic comparisons were
made.

Results
Vital Statistics of Hunters

Three-fourths of all respondents, including nonquail hunters,
hunted quail in at least 1 of the past 3 seasons (Fig. 3). More than
60% of this group hunted quail in 1967 (Fig. 4). No other species was
hunted by as many people that year (Fig. 4). More than 68% of the
interviewed hunters hunted quail in 1967 (Fig. 4), suggesting that the
60% figure is conservative. '

Persons of all ages sampled (16-65 yr) hunted quail (Fig. 5).

i 3283
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However, a larger percentage of persons 21 to 40 yr of age hunted than
did age groups younger or older. Persons 16 to 20 and 41 to 64 yr

old made up about 2% less of the responding hunters than they did of
the statewide population (Fig. 5). Conversely, those 21 to 40 yr

old made up about 7% more of the responding hunters than they did of
the statewide population.

Eighty-two % of the hunters were married. Eighty-four % indicated
that they were the head of the household and 13% said they were a child
of the head of the household. Women constituted 2.4% of the hunters.
Most quail hunters (88%) came from households that contained only 1
or 2 quail hunters including the respondent (Fig. 6). The households
averaged 4.9 persons.

The number of quail hunters in Oklahoma during the study period
was approximately 167,000 (Table 1).

People of all income levels hunted quail (Fig. 7). Interviewed
hunters earned considerably less than those returning questionnaires,
suggesting that low income hunters were not as responsive as those
earning more.

About 337% of the hunters were semiskilled workers (Fig. 8).
Otherwise, the most abundant groups were agricultural workers (16.9%)
and nonworkers (16.2%). The interview sample differed from the mail
sample by having a smaller percentage of semiskilled workers and larger
percentages of unskilled and agricultural workers (Fig. 8).

Possession of Dogs; Hunting of Game Other Than Quail; Party Size

Eighty-seven 7% of the quail hunters hunted in parties of 2 or 3
people (Table 2). Average party size was 2.5 and the median was 2.0.

More than 98% of the quail hunters indicated that they owned 1 or
more bird dogs (Fig. 9). It seems unlikely that such a high percentage
of hunters own a bird dog. What is more likely is that hunters not
owning a bird dog omitted the question rather than put zeros in the
blanks. Nevertheless, the data do indicate that of those who own dogs,
most own 1 dog and very few own more than 2.

Most quail hunters also hunted other species (Fig. 10). Only 11.3%
of those answering the questionnaires hunted quail only. Species other
than quail hunted most by the quail hunters were doves, squirrels and
rabbits in that order. Usually these species are not hunted at the
same time as quail. Reasons for this condition are that either the
seasons do not overlap (doves), or the animals inhabit different areas
(squirrels), or such hunting is considered bad for bird dogs (rabbits).

More than 23% of interviewed hunters who hunted quail hunted nothing
else (Fig. 10). Other species hunted were about the same as hunted by-
mail respondents.
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Amount of Time Hunted

Questionnaire respondents averaged hunting 5.7 hr per day (Fig. 11)
and 10 days per season (Table 3). Interviewed hunters averaged 5.5 hr
per day and only 6.2 days per season. The most persistent hunters
seemed to have a greater tendency to return questionnaires.

Nearly 0.5 (46%) of the hunters hunted quail during the 1967 season
and in the 2 preceding seasons (Fig. 3). The 8% who hunted during the
1967 season but not in the 2 preceding ones possibly represent annual
recruitment. Interviewed hunters hunted somewhat less than the mail
respondents (Fig. 3).

Hunters' ages seemed to affect how much they hunted., Hunters 16
to 20 yr old hunted about 0.5 hr less per day than older hunters (Fig.
12). However, they hunted more days per season (Fig. 13). In terms
of total hunting effort (hr per season), the 21 to 40 yr old group
hunted 56.8 hr or nearly 2 hr more than the 16 to 20 yr olds.- (Fig. 14).
Hunters more than 40 yr old reported hunting less than 50 hr per season.

More than 0.5 of total hunting effort (hunters x aver hr hunted)
was expended by hunters in the 21 to 40 yr old group (Fig. 15).

Control of land hunted on affected how much hunters hunted. Those
hunting on leases and on lands of friends and relatives hunted more
hours per season than those hunting on other kinds of land (Fig. 16).
Persons hunting on their own land and on public land seemed to hunt
less than those hunting on other land.

Quail hunters who hunted mostly on public land hunted the least
number of days and the most hours per day of any group (Fig. 16).
These hunters, it seems, do not go hunting often but when they go, they
make the most of it.

The number of times a hunter hunts quail appears to be related to
his occupation (Fig. 17). Unemployed persons hunted quail more days
per hunter than the other respondents. Semiskilled workers and
agricultural workers hunted the least number of days per hunter.
Even though semiskilled workers hunted the least number of times per
hunter they exerted more hunting effort, as a group, than any other
employment group (Fig. 18). This condition was due to the large propor-
tion of semiskilled workers in the hunter population (Fig. 18).

Quail hunters owning 5 or more bird dogs hunted more times than
the others (Fig. 19). Hunters owning no bird dogs hunted the least
number of days.

Hunters hunting quail close to home (0.20 miles) hunted fewer hr
per day than those hunting farther (61-80 miles) (Fig. 20). This rela-
tion did not hold well for distances beyond 80 miles. No apparent
relation was noted between the distance traveled and the number of days
hunted by hunters (Fig. 21).
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Preference for 3 to 4 days per week open for quail hunting was
indicated (Fig. 22). This preference was for nearly 0.5 day per week
or 3.6 days per season more than then allowed by law. Quail hunting
was permitted only on Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, Christmas Day and
New Year's Day--a total of 26 days.

Locations and Ownerships of Hunting Lands

Where hunters go appears to be governed mostly by their desire to
hunt near home and to have a productive hunt. Nearly 537 of the respond-
ents drove less than 21 miles one way to where they hunted quail
(Fig. 23) and 73% drove less than 41 miles. The average distance for
all hunters was 34 miles.

Hunters should be expected to go to areas offering the best hunt-
ing. This was true except when the good areas were 100 or more miles
from where the hunters lived. For example, Planning Regions 10 and 11
(Fig. 2) were good hunting areas (Fig. 24,25) but received only moderate
hunting pressure (Fig. 26), apparently because they were more than 100
miles from Oklahoma City in Region 8, the nearest major concentration
of hunters (Table 4). However, the greater distance driven by those
who did hunt Regions 10 and 11 (Fig. 27) suggest that some hunters
from midstate are willing to drive 150 miles or more for good hunting.

Planning Region 5, which was not a particularly good quail hunting
area, received one of the highest concentrations of hunters (Fig. 26).
Apparently this occurred because the region is located midway between
the 2 largest concentrations of hunters in the state (2): Oklahoma
City and Tulsa. Regions 6 and 8--where Tulsa and Oklahoma City are
located--contained more hunter residences but received less hunting
pressure than any other 2 regions (Fig. 26). The best explanation for
this condition is that opportunities for hunting are very limited in
these regions and access to the supply is difficult to obtain (Fig. 28).

Regions 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 8 probably are hunted mostly by hunters
staying in their region of residence (Fig. 26). The average distance
driven by people hunting these regions is approximately the distance
from the center of population to the center of the hunting opportunities
(Fig. 27). TFor example, the major quail area in Region 8 is in Lincoln
County, about 32 miles (Fig. 27) from Oklahoma City.

Hunters indicated that they would drive, on the average, 24.3
miles l-way for 5 quail per day and 51.4 miles for 10 quail per day
(Fig. 29). On the other hand, they reported driving an average of 34
miles to the hunt area (Fig. 23) and an average harvest of 3.8 quail
per trip (Fig. 30). This suggests that most quail hunters would not
drive further for the kind of hunting they experienced in 1967.

One's income appears to affect where he hunts. The more affluent
hunters drove farther than the less affluent (Fig. 31).

Sixty-nine % of the hunters indicated that they hunted on private
lands not leased or owned by them (Fig. 32). This finding held true
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for hunters of all income levels (Fig. 33). Hunters earning< $7,000
per yvear hunted on their own lands and on hunting leases much more than
expected. No reason for this finding was noted. Persons earning $7,000
to $15,000 annually hunted on public lands more than did persons earning
more or less. Those earning less appear to be less able to travel to
the public lands (Fig. 31) and less likely to be informed about these
lands. Persons earning > $15,000 annually seem more likely to seek
private hunting lands. Thus persons earning $15,000 to $25,000 hunted
on leases more than any other group (Fig. 33). Also, hunters earning

> $25,000 (sample=9) hunted their own lands much more than did other
groups.

A large percentage of hunters in all income groups hunted on lands
that they owned. It is suspected that some of this land was not owned
by the hunter but by near relatives such as parents.

Leasing of lands for hunting appeared uncommon. Less than 37 of
the hunters reported hunting on leases (Fig. 32). Some of those who
hunted leases were guests and not lease holders.

Where quail hunters hunted was related to their employment. For
example, hunters from all employment groups except agriculture hunted
private lands, not owned or leased, more than any other type (Fig. 34).
Agricultural workers hunted mostly on their own lands.

Agricultural workers hunted public lands more than any other group.
Frequent use of these lands by nearby farmers may account for this con-
dition. Persons from all employment groups were represented by people
hunting on hunting leases (Fig. 34). Probably some of the unskilled
and nonworking persons hunting on leases were visitors and not lease
holders.

Where quail hunting occurred seemed to be related to ease of
obtaining access. People hunting in Planning Regions 1, 6, 8, and 9
had the most difficulty (Fig. 28) gaining access. Two of these regions
(6 and 8) are small and had large numbers of hunters (Fig. 26).
Under such conditions landowners are subjected to more harassment from
hunters than in areas with fewer hunters, and the landowners react by
increasing posting. Why hunter access in Regions 1 and 9 was restricted
is not clear.

Hunter access in Region 7 was the best of any region (Fig. 28).
Also, quail hunting there was good for many hunters (Fig. 24,25, and 26).
This situation is confusing because Region 7 does not have abundant
quail range and has very limited public hunting lands.

The presence of large public hunting areas affording good quail
hunting should ease the access problem. Such areas exist in Regions
1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 10 and 11. Public hunting areas in other regions are
either small or not especially good for quail. The effect of these areas
on access appeared to be small, probably because they accomodate such a
small part of the hunters. About 427 of the hunters from all regions
experienced difficulty obtaining access. This figure does not represent
"would~be hunters' who did not go hunting due to a lack of suitable access.
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Persons hunting quail out of state at least once during the 1967
season made up 7.5% of those sampled. More than 70% of those hunting
quail out of state hunted in a state contiguous with Oklahoma (Fig. 35).
Kansas and Texas were the most popular by far.

Hunters were not asked why they hunted out of state. However, the
frequency of such hunting was not high, and apparently much out-of-state
hunting was done by people who live close to the states where they
hunted. For example, hunters hunting out of state averaged spending
only 11¢ per day more for gasoline than hunters who did not hunt out
of state (Table 5). If the hunters hunting out of state had done so
frequently and traveled far, the difference in gasoline expenditures
would have been greater.

Where quail hunting occurred probably was not related to crowding
of hunters - at least not on private lands. Fifty-three 7% of the
responding hunters indicated that they encountered other hunters on =
private land 1 or more times during the 1967 season (Fig. 36). Those
who had such encounters did so an average of 3.4 times. This may
indicate that the more productive or accessible private lands attract
a majority of the quail hunters.

The highest rate of encounters occurred in Region 3 where 65% of the
quail hunters had encounters. The most likely explanation for this is
that large numbers of deer hunters were afield in this region during
quail season. The rate of encounters in Region 5 was high also, probably
for the same reason.

Time of Hunting

The quail season for 1967 permitted shooting on 26 days. Eight
(31%) of the days for hunting were Saturdays (Fig. 37). All other
hunting days were on Tuesdays and Thursdays except Christmas and New
Year's Day which were on Mondays. Only on December 25 and 26 was it
possible to hunt on consecutive days.

Thirty-seven % of the quail hunting occurred on Saturdays, making
this the leading day of the week (Fig. 37). Saturday hunting was
pronounced in the case of those hunting on public lands and somewhat
favored by hunters on private lands not owned or leased (Fig. 37).
Persons hunting on leases showed a slight preference for week-day
hunting.

The hunters averaged hunting quail about 1 day per year while on
vacation (Table 6). Those earning the most vacation time hunted more
days, but a lesser proportion of their vacation time than did persons
with shorter vacations.

White-collar workers, agricultural workers and nonworkers hunted
on week days more than other groups did (Fig. 17). On the other hand,
semiskilled workers hunted on weekends (i.e. Saturdays) more than did
any other group. This situation is related to the nature of employment
of the groups. The semiskilled workers are tied to a Monday-through-
Friday work schedule more than the other groups. Thus they are less
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able to hunt on week days. White-collared workers are also tied to a
Monday-through-Friday work schedule, but by nature of being more at

the executive level, are more free to be off the job on days they
choose,

Skilled workers, nonworkers and professional people hunted more on
vacation than did the other groups (Fig. 17). Agricultural workers did
little vacation hunting. Most farmers are not accustomed to thinking
of a day off for hunting as a day of vacation in the sense a factory
worker would. Furthermore, farmers often work during mid day and hunt
in the early morning or late evening. Vacation hunting by nonworkers
probably relates to students hunting on Thanksgiving or Christmas
holidays.

Older hunters hunted more on week days and less on weekends and
vacations than young hunters did (Fig. 38). This finding suggests a
desire to hunt week days and avoid the Saturday crowd. Older persons,
by nature of tenure on the job, are more able than young people to
get off from work on week days.

Persons hunting near home hunted more on week days than did persons
hunting far from home (Fig. 39). Hunters possibly did not like to
drive far for a l-day hunt knowing that they would get home late and
have to get up early for work the following day. Saturday hunters did
not face this problem. The number of days of hunting quail on Saturdays
and vacations apparently was not related to the distances driven to
the hunting area.

Hunters apparently liked the season to which they were accustomed.
Tuesday-Thursday-Saturday quail hunting had been the law in Oklahoma
for many years and hunters have become accustomed to it. In response
to the question on hunting days preferred, 7 of 10 hunters wanted quail
hunting on Tuesdays and Thursdays whereas 9 of 10 wanted Saturday
hunting (Fig. 40). Three of 10 wanted to hunt quail on the other week
days and 4 of 10 wanted to hunt on Sundays.

Hunters were asked which starting and ending dates they preferred.
The most popular starting date was 20 November which is the date set
by statute many years ago (Fig. 41). There was considerable interest
in opening the season during the first week of November.

The period of January 11 to 15 was the most popular ending date
(Fig. 41). Considerable interest was also shown for ending the season
in the first week of January. The closing date set by statute is
January 15.

Hunting Success

Success of hunters in bagging quail varied greatly accoxding to
the region hunted. Persons hunting in Region 8 (Fig. 2) averaged
2.4 birds per day while Region 11 hunters averaged 4.6 birds (Fig. 24).
The average for the entire state was 3.6 birds per day or 17.4 per sea-
somn.

TR
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With the exception of Region 8, quail hunters throughout the state
were successful on 72% or more of their hunting trips (Fig. 25). The
low success experienced in Region 8 was expected because quail range
there is limited and numbers of hunters were high (Fig. 28). Western
Oklahoma, particularly Regions 7, 9, 10 and 11, afforded the best
hunting in 1967 (Fig. 24). Region 6 in the northeast was also good.

Quail hunting in western Oklahoma is poor during drouth years and
good during years of normal rainfall. Excellent hunting occurs during
most years following drouth years, provided that moisture is adequate.
By this measure, the 1967 season should have been good to excellent.
Rainfall for west-central Oklahoma during 1966 was 17.4 inches or 6
inches below normal (5). During 1967 rainfall was 0.5 inch below normal.

Persons hunting on leases reported a higher degree of success than
did those hunting on other kinds of lands (Fig. 42). Those hunting on
public lands had the lowest success. This difference in success
probably relates to differences in hunter proficiency, hunter densities,
and harassment of game.

Hunter success generally increased with hours per day hunted (Fig.
43). Two exceptions to this relationship involved those hunting only
1 hr per day and those hunting more than 7 hr per day. The latter
exception may represent either ineffective persistent hunters or hunters
who counted travel time, meal time, etc. as hunting time. The 13
hunters who averaged hunting 1 hr per day and were successful in 67%
of their trips may be people such as farmers, oil field pumpers, and
mail carriers whose daily routes through the country enable them to
learn of covey locations.

Dogs added to quail hunting success. Hunters who reported owning
dogs were successful on 75.4% of their trips (Fig. 44). This is
compared to 68.5% for those not owning dogs. No doubt many hunters
not owning dogs hunted with someone who did. If so, the effect of dogs
on hunter success probably is more pronounced than suggested by Fig. 44.

The degree of success expected is somewhat indicated by the season
and bag limit desired. Most respondents (73%) indicated a preference
for a daily bag of 10 quail (Fig. 45). The legal limit in effect during
1967 and before was 10 quail per day.

Expenditures for Quail Hunting

The average expenditure per day reported by quail hunters was $9.62
(Table 5). Gasoline was by far the largest item. Since the question
asked for expenses only ''while hunting', such items as clothing, guns,
licenses and the costs of keeping a dog throughout the year are not
included. The average of $96 spent during quail season may represent
less than 0.5 of the annual cost of hunting quail.
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Management Implications

Information in the foregoing pages can be helpful to administrators
and managers when they plan wildlife programs and make regulations.
Some applications are discussed below.

This study supports the common belief that the most pressing problem
for quail hunters is a place to hunt. Quail numbers and hunter access
are both decreasing. Public hunting areas are more important than ever
but they can furnish only 15% to 18% of the need.

The only possibility for greatly increasing quail hunting opportuni-
ties exists on private lands. The lands are not crowded and a large
portion of the quail produced there are seldom if ever hunted.

It is not likely that farmers will open their lands to the city
hunter unless there is a profit motive. When farmers learn that they
can market hunting opportunities and when other conditions, particularly
longer hunting seasons, are conducive to their doing so, almost anyone
with $5 to $10 can have a good day's quail hunt near his home. The
average hunter spends this much driving to western Oklahoma seeking
free hunting. The need to assist farmers in marketing hunting opportuni-
ties was pointed out 42 years ago by Aldo Leopold and others (3). He
noted that while paid hunting repulses some, "no game" is even more
repulsive. In Oklahoma we are headed toward '"no game'.

Quail seasons such as existed in 1967 do not induce farmers to
manage quail and market the opportunity to hunt. Forty to 60 consecu-
tive hunting days are needed.

In view of the great demand for quail hunting opportunities, every
feasible effort should be made to accommodate more hunters on public
lands. Efforts to obtain hunter access to public lands now closed
should be continued. Publicity to direct hunters to unused hunting
opportunities on public lands should also be continued.

This report provides information about hunters that is useful for
preparing plans for public hunting areas. For example, hunters wanted
to hunt near home, and where this was possible they hunted more days
per season. This finding demonstrates the need for developing hunting
opportunities near the people. Planning Regions 3, 1, 6 and 9 in
that order (Fig. 23) need more hunter access. Region 8 and 5 need more
intensive management to increase hunter success.
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Table 1. Estimated numbers of hunters in Oklahoma, 1961-1971.

Year Resident Hunters Quail Hunters
1961 252,387 151,143
1962 296,777 : 178,066
1963 274,674 164,804 °
1964 ‘ 269,062 161,437
1965 281,606 168,964
1966 306,472 183,883
1967 ' 278,619 : 167,171
1968 253,895 152,337
1969 285,056 171,034
1970 302,221 181,333
1971 352,347 : 211,408

* Includes licensed and non-licensed hunters; numbers of licensed
hunters determined from license sales figures and numbers of
non-licensed hunters estimated using figures from Craighead, (1).




Table 2. Percent of quail hunters in different sized hunt

parties.
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ing

Hunters Per Parties % of Parties
Party

1 93 4.2

2 1,151 51.9

3 778 35.1

4 167 7.5

5 or more 30 1.3
2,219 100.0

Table 3. Days per season hunted by male and female quail hunters.

Sex Sample Av. Days Hunted
Male 2,041 10.1
Female 51 6.6
Both 2,092 10.0

12
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Table 4. Distribution‘of Resident Licensed Hunters in Okla-
homa, 1968 (7).
Planning % of Oklahoma % of Resident

Region Population Licensed Hunters
1 6.2 6.9
2 7.5 13.5
3 5.8 7.0
4 6.9 9.0
5 9.0 8.8
6 15.6 12.2
7 7.9 10.6
8 - 22.8 14.3
9 10.8 8.5

10 5.1 4.9
11 2.4 4.3
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Table 5. Average daily expenditures of quail hunters who did
and did not hunt out of state.

Average Dally Expenditure
Ttem Hunters Not Hunting Hunters Hunting Both
Out of State In and Out of State

Gasoline $3.69 $3.80
Food 1.85 2.22
Ammunition 1.98 1.71
Lodging 1.06 .88
Other 1.04 1.90
Total 9.62 10.51

Sample 2023 ' 164

Table 6. Vacation days earned and vacation days used for
guail hunting.

Vacation Percent of Average Number
Length Vacation Days Vacation Days Sample
(Days) Hunted Hunted
1 -5 12.8 .36 80
6 - 10 10.0 .72 361
11 - 15 10.0 1.06 326
16 - 20 10.1 1.51 129
21 - 25 6.3 1.14 46
More than 26 6.0 1.29 106
Total 9.0 .97 1048
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OKLAHOMA QUAIL HUNTER QUESTIONNAIRE (1967-68 Season)

Planning Form # 8, Okla. Dept, of Wildlife Conservation

NOTIE:
24, 25, and 26.

If you did not hunt quail in Oklahoma last year, please complete only questions 1, 2, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23,
These answers are needed to show how gquail hunters differ from ctier hunters.

1. Please check the seasons when you hunted quail in 13. ©On a normal quail hunting trip, how many hours
Okla:( )1967-68 ( }1966-67 ( )1965-66 ( ) none per day do you hunt? )
.. Please indicate your age ( 1}, and sex ( ) 14. Ir what counties did §BG~HGEE—§_br more times
3. How many days did you hunt quail during the past last season?
season? 15. On what % of the days when you hunted quail last
3. ©On weekdays (excluding vacation}? season did you bag: no quail % 1-5 quail %
b. On weekends (excluding vacation)? 5-10 quail % - -
c. On vacation? 16. How many miles did you travel on an average
4. Did you hunt quall out of state last year? quail hunting trip last season from your home
If so, where? to where you hunted?
5. On which lands did you hunt quail last season? 17. Are you married?
a. Own land b. Public lands 18. Indicate your position in your household:
c. Lands of friends d. Hunting lease head of household , spouse of head of house-
or relatives e. Other private lands __ hold , child of haad of household s
6. Did you experience difficulty in finding places to other .
hunt? Yes ( } No ()} 19. How many perscons (including yourself) are
7. What was the usual number of hunters in your hunt- members of your household: Persons over 16
ing party? years; males , females : Persons under
8. Please indicate the type of guall season you would 16 years; males , females .
like to have seen during the past fall: Season 20. How many members of your family hunt gquail
dates from to . Hunting to be legal (include yourself)?
on: (circle choices) Mon. Tues. Wed. Thurs. Fri. 21l. How many years have you lived in Oklahoma?
Sat. Sun. Bag limit of quail per day. 22. What is your primary occupation (if un~
9. How many bird dogs do you own (include all ages): employed, indicate 'none")?
Pointers Setters Brittanys others ___ | 23. Circle the days that you normally have off each
10. How many miles would you drive for a one day hunt week. Sun. Mon. Tues. Wed. Thurs. Fri. Sat. None
vielding 10 quail per day? 5 5 quail per 24, How many days (working days) annual vacation
day do you have?
11. How many times last season did you encounter other 25. Please check the box that {its your annual in-
hunters while hunting on private land? come before taxes (we need this information to
12. About how much money per day did you spend last tailor programs you can afford) ( }less than
season for the following items while quail hunt- $3,000, ( )$3,001 to $7,000, ( )$7,001 to
ing? Gasoline food ammunition $15,000, ( }$15,001 to $25,000, ( )over $25.000.
lodging other (specify) 26. Circle animals you hunted last season: water-
fowl, dove, pheasant, turkey, crow, rabbit, pr.
chicken, squirrel, deer, raccoon, coyote, bobcat.
Fig. 1. Oklahoma quail hunter questionnaire.

Fig. 2.

Planning regions of Cklaghoma.
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Seasons Percent. of Hurnterss
Hunted 10 20 30 40 50
4 4 i i i
1967
only
None 4130 2
i - 1//'//"//'4/"‘4 16.1
1 of 3 J9.3
| Sample
2ot 3 /" Mail Returns = 3,410
°© NERN Interviewed = 43
All //////4/////3458
AN LR 3409
Fig. 3. Persons hunting quail in Oklahoma, 1965-1967.
* Includes non—quail hunters
Type ot tame Percent of Hunterse*
1Q 26 30 40 50 60 70 80 S0 100
I n i A 1 1 ' i 1 i
Quail ///////Aooga 5
. '//// 51.6
Squirrel 4//"//']
..... %9 50.0
Rabbit ,/// e (] 46.4
Ciel 4009
Dove 4’7 /’, //, ] 42.5
Deer
Watertrowl E B 25.0
Crow
lloyote
Pheasant < Lo
43.1
Racooon
9.1
pobcat KA
Turkey ?94 Mail Returns (Sample = 3410) EZ
- airie Chicke ZD | Interview Respondents (Sample = 44)
O

Fig. 4.

pPercent of all hunters hunting 13 kinds of game.

* Includes non-quail hunters

16
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Ages Percent of Hunters*
(Years) 19 20 30 40 50
IS A i L.
16-20
42.2
21-40
5 I e e e e 39,9
41-64 ////////ﬂ‘llc-)]
iR e s LS Lt et A v ) 4607
D ‘% of hunters by age group
% of Oklahoma population by age group

5. Percent of Oklahoma residents and hunters by age groups.

Fig.
* Includes non-quail hunters
Hunters Percent of Families
Per Family 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
L 1 2 2 L ' L 1 1 i

1 L L L L1636

2 [ZZF e
3 A 6.7

4 or more Ea 3.6

(Sample = 1,402)

Fig. 6. Percent of hunter's families containing different numbers of hunters.
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Income Range
(Thousands of

Percent of Hunters

Dollars) l? 2? %O 4? %? 69
0 - 3 ; ,/",/' ,/, J l7 9
o ARG -] 29.0
3 -7 Z//////‘///l4271
........ RO LR Y-
7 - 1% ////////J337
e 16,1
15 - 25 42
~0-
25 + A 1.5
P pPercent of Mail Returns (Sample = 2,312)
:i-] Percent of Interview Respondents (Sample = 31)
Fig. 7. Percent of quail hunters with different incomes.
Employment Percent of Quail Hunters
Groups 19 29 39 49
R :; :: 1 6.7
Unskilled P i o o) 2347
. . ,/” ,//, ,//’ //)r;//"///’ o~~~ Pas
Semi-Skilled{s T 510

Skilled

White Collar,‘v

pProfessional fr&m—f

Agricultural

Non-Working

/////1_69

23 23.7

T e

10.5

P A % of mail returns (Sample= 2,068)
1°°F] % of interviews (Sample= 38)

Fig. 8. Percent of quail hunters by employment group.

18
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Dogs
Per
Hunter

Percent of Quail Hunters

o WYrs

1 30 3p 49 50 69

1 L1101/ ///)56.0

2 [/177111707/771707770777/707007 33-2

3 /////l 6.1

4 or ZZZ 3.2 Average dogs per hunter = 1.6

more

(Sample = 2,078)

Fig. 9.

Percent of quail hunters owning bird dogs.

Kind of Game

Percent of Quail Hunters
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
1 1 L 1 1 i 1. N3 1 A

LLLLLI LI L0570

Dove

Squirrel

Rabbit

Waterfowl

Deer

Crow

Pheasant

Coyote

No other game
(Quail only)

Turkey

Bobcat

Raccoon

Pr. Chicken

30.0

LU 1) 51-0

tirirzrzizizzziziiz] 4303

J///7777/7//7/7777/7/777) 49-4
.7

tiizziiiiizzznzzizziil 46

1771177777708 33-5

=:=| 10.0

Percent of Mail Respondents
(Sample = 2073)

Percent of Interview Respondents
(Sample = 30)

Fig. 10. Percent of quail hunters hunting different kinds of game.
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Number Hr. Percent of Quail Hunters
Hunted Per
Day %O %O %O 40
1
2
3
4 18.5
5 HHHERHHHHHHEEAHHES 155
6 B R | 31 g
O 2
8 SHEEHHHHEHHHERE] 13,9
9 ) 2.4 Av. No. Hours
o oc [ 3.4 pnced eor Daye 5.
more

Fig. 11. Percent of quail hunters hunting different numbers of hours per day.

Age of Hours Hunted Per Day Sanmple
(reare) 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8§ 9

16-20 VL2070l A5-2 269
IR VA NALR 1,040
-6 YLLLL L L L L As.8 825
6s&older| /~ / / /L~ L L L A5T 31

Fig. 12. Hours per day hunted by different age groups.
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fye of Days Hunted Per Season

weasy |} 0§ 24 5 P 8§ f w0 | sew
6 -0 VZTTT7T 777777 TZZA | 2
Q-0 |, Ll Ll )e.8 965
-6 PTT 7777 777 7 773 6.4 832
s aolder\ L Ll LS L L L A8 31

Fig. 13. Days per season hunted by different age groups.
Age of .
Izégsié) jg)otal Ho;:(:)s per sigson Per Iz:émter o
16 - 20 L L L L LS L L L L A58
21 - 40 | Z 7 7 L L L L L L L
G P TT T T T aen
65 & Older 2 2L L L L L L L 89
(Sample = 2,063)

Pig. 14.

Total hours per season hunted by different age groups.




Submission to National Quail Symposium Proceedings

327

Age of
Hinter . Percegt of Total Hunting Effort*
(Years) ? S, EP 4? %9 GP

16 - 20 P72 7 ]12.3
21 - 40 Ll L L L A50.7
at-60 |7 7L L L )30

(Sample = 2,063)

d

Fig. 15. Percent of total hunting effort exerted by different age groups.

*No. hunters x hr. per hunter (excludes non-licensed hunters)

Average Number of Hours or Days

= bt N Ny [ w > P w o o ~J ~J
(@] w (@] w (@] w (@] w O w o w (@ wn (@ w
1 i i 4 i s 1 L A L s A n 1 2

Lands f:::::37.2

LI L LT T 3844
Public ‘ I 5.9

Lands riii::) 6.1

LTI LT 7 LA LA 36.2
Hunting ] 5.8

Leases itz 11.6
LI 2L T T T 7 T T T 7675

Jesx
aad sanop-
3a0D

(9peT =ardweg)

Aeg asd SJnoH—-L

&
o
[

w
2]
<
o
o

a

Friends &

Relatives!' 10.9

Land /0L LTIl L L L LT T ALY 62.0
Other ‘ 5.7

Private | 10.0

Lands V77777 77T T 777 777777 /777 7777777777777 7357.0

Fig. 16. Hours and days hunted by quail hunters on different kinds of hunting lands.
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Employment Average Number of Days Hunted Total Sample
Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 Davys
i AL i 'l L 1 A L i
5.1
Unskilled [fo:w-tii vii-. it%esi.]4. 10.4 92
Lol G Weekdays
r‘{/’ 4
Semi-Skilled[T " ; whi ot iinin'd 3.9 Weekends 8.4 478
1.1
- Vacations
Skilled 10.8 164
6.2
White Collarf, .2t «'loe e 10.8 133
Professiona 10.9 102
L~ 6.6
Agriculturaljt. /w75t 2 5 g 10.0 191
B
Non-Working 11.9 214

Fig. 17. Days hunted per season on weekdays, weekends and vacations by different

employment groups.

Employment Percent of Total Hunting Effort
Group i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
i 1 i i 2 1 | i 1 A L L i L

Unskilled [%5e8 & - o)
ill w7

e

semi~Skilled],

1T AaaLe,

//7"’710.5.

|

Skilled

White Collarjdas a5 3.5

5

Professionall, 3.1
Touidl

7////////74191

4.0

* Agricultural

7

r//////////JQS

Non-Working|: el 6.7

-

Weekdays

Weekends

Vacations

~2-7 (Sample = 1,361)

Fig. 18. Percent of total hunting effort done by different employment groups.
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20 T
18 7T
16 T
o)
3
14 7
5
o
o 12 7T
@
v
> 10 +
]
v
[a¥] 8 T
]
m
a 7
4 e
(Sample )——i:?
2T
(12)  (462)  (254)  (95) (1) (16)
L i 4 - L .
v L) Ll A T L)
0 1 2 3 4 5
or more
Number ot Dogs
Fig. 19.

Days hunted by persons owning different numbers of bird dogs.

e
o
)
]
v
joN
kol
Jal
o
3
o
0]
o
0
194.;
(sample= 2169}
¥ 1 L 3 1 F i b
t 1 T 1 T ¥ T T T Y
[} o o o 2 +
o o o o o~ <f ©
e — -t — — —t —f
& b @ * ) 1 1 i i ©
~ ~ ~ o~ o i~ 3 o A
[\ =i w0 @ < o = oot

Miles Driven

Pig. 20. Hours per day hunted by hunters driving different distances to hunting
areas.
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Miles Number of Days . Sample
Driven % % } ﬁ % 6. 7l % ? 19

020 P II77 77777 77 77 307 7] soa
21-40 L L LS L L L L ri0) L LA 307
41-60 V¥ S, L L8 L L) 150
61-80 S L L Ll L L L L L L L1088 A 19
s1-100 [T T 77 7T 7755 7 7] 56
1120 TT T T T T T 7 Fea 7 ) 18
vl ([T T 7T T T 7 I 7] 30
141-160 v /S S S S S S S 93 /) 31
161-180 L LS L L S L L L8 L) 11
veo 181 [T TP 77 ET 7 7] 44

Fig. 21l. Days hunted by hunters driving different distances to hunting areas.

Number of Percent of Hunters
Days per Week 10 20 30 40
Preferred 1 1 2

5 or
More

Average Number of Days Preferred= 3.7 (Sample=1,260)

Fig. 22. Percent of hunters indicating preferences for specific numbers of
days per week to be open for quail hunting.
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Miles Percent of Hunters
Driven lg 29 30, 40, 50

0-20 ML Z XL L 2 A
21 - 40 & L 002

a1 - 60 {2 Z 10,0

61 - 80 P A 4.8

81 - 100 7] 3.7

101 - 120 B 1.3

121 - 140 PJ1.8

Av. Miles Driven= 34
3 s Sample= 2,169

More than
141

Fig. 23. Percent of hunters driving different distances (one day) to hunt quail.

Region Igzirige Number of Quail Harvested g\elzgggzl
Harvest . llO . 210 L 3LO ) Harvest
1 256 X 77 7 27 Daily Harvest 15.9
2 204 [T Z 77 7] Seasonal Harvest  [Z A 150
3 3.50 oV L L L L2 ; 21.5
4 3.30 S A ee 20.0
5 .20 [P 2 21 11.6
6 3.97 N A AAeAere: 25.2
7 3.89 L L L L LA 26.7
8 2.35 L~ 2] 11.4
9 3.85 VW LT L L LA (sample= 1139) 25.7
10 .85 ivd L L L L L L L] 25.7
11 456 |l Ll L Ll L LD 30.0

Fig. 24. Quail harvested per hunter in different planning regions.
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Plapninq % of Hunting Trips That Were Successful
Heglons 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
i i A 1 |3 1. A i iy 1

1 T T 7] 77.6
s s o A T2
3 [ T T T T ) 769

ra

4 T T T ] 75.6
5 T T T T ) 6.1
6 s e s s o s A 793

7 2 e o s o ) 85T
e A D!

9 e e T ]88
10 s o T o T o ) 8209
11 e L s e s ) 838

Sample= 1139

Fig. 25. Percent of quail hunting trips that were successful in different
planning regions.

Percent of Quail Hunters
10 15 20

b A b P i N P Sr | A 'y i P | A a1

Region

= {1

1 - A7

2 o A s

3 P NN

4 = = o~ dio.s

5 s o o o~ ] 13.4
6 L~ a2

7 o L A
8 e

9 = s o 12.4
10 v 18.0
11 A s

(Sample= 1139)

Fig. 26. Percent of quail hunters hunting in different planning regions.
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T -
égg?;gg Average Miles Driven
i p) ;
N R L. S U

1 (7L T 7 0l
2 L L ) e

3 L L LS L] s

4 [ L L e

5 o L LSS A
6 A A A AL RN
7 PV AeArrs!

8 WA AL AAeA N

‘9 L L L LSS L L ) k0.6 (Sample- 1073)
10 A A A A el ears N

W P I T g

Fig. 27. Average miles driven to hunting area by persons hunting quail in
different planning regions.

Planning Percent of Quail Hunters
Reqion 16 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
i 1 i i 1 i L 1 1 1

1 O ://1‘3; ?// //
> N T -~ . -~ ]
3 1.0 e 2~ S gl o
4 38. . 3~ 7~ e1.8.~ ~ ~
5 38.3 3~ L 6.0 L A

o3}
IS
i
o

—= ~ ~ 540" o~
0. 2 7 7 60t8” o~ o

Il

3 55.3 =~ - 4477 o A
9 1.0 ==t 7 7 ,56.27 o A A
10 =30 0=/ ~ ~ ~61.0 .~ ~ 7~
11 =27 T = o 2.3 7 o

(Sample= 1320)

All EQZ.B—_-'—_‘///I57-7////

Regions

Difficulty No Difficulty

Fig. 28. Percent of hunters having difficulty and not having difficul?y
obtaining access for quail hunting in different planning regions.
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5 Quail per Day
Av. Miles Hunters Would Drive
for 5 Quail Per Day = 24.3

10 Quail per Day
Av. Miles Hunters Would Drive
for 10 Quail Per Day = 51.3

\ (Sample= 1070)

2.0 1.1 .5
.5 -3 .05

|

1 13 T H T

o (e jo Q o]
n (@] o u Q wy (@) +
o il — —~ o o [30] R
i i 1 i ¥ I 1 —
o W ~t — — — — o
o 5] o] Ly < wy 32}

— — o [aN]

Nunber of Miles Hunters Would Drive

Fig. 29. Percent of hunters who would drive different distances for 5 and 10
quail per day.

Quail Percent of Trips
Harvested
Per Trip l? 29 : 39 49

0 T T T ] 21,7
46.3
1-5 - 2 < 2 < L L s s s L s A
5 - 10 L L L L L L s d35.5
Av. Harvest Per Trip = 3.8 quail (Sample = 1,051)

Fig. 30. Percent of hunting trips when average quail hunter took 1-5, 5-10
and no quail.
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Income Average Miles Driven
Range 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
- A b Il R I i N i -

0-83,000  DZZZY 5.
$3,000 ~ $7,000 [ 7 7 7 ] 31.1
$7,000 ~ $15,000 ¥ ~ ~ - 7 J 40.9

$15,000 - $25,000) 575

$25,000 or More L 7~ 444

(sample= 1523)

Fig. 31. Average distances driven (one way) to hunt quail by hunters with
different annual incomes.

100 T

a0 +

70

T
[9)]
O
.
e

60 T

so F

w T (Sample= 1358)

Parcent of Quail Hunters

+ 16.2
20 12.0

N ©

L

2.5

£
Own Public Other Hunting
Lands Lands Private Leases

Lands

Fig. 32. Percent of hunters who hunted quail most on each of 4 kinds of hunting
lands. '
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Fig. 34.

- 4
e RAE 68.4
70 + Bl s
— 66.8
63.9
N P
vt
50T
o
R
3
3 et
&
“oos ¥
i}
ERE 3
3
2 Z5
a
0
EJ ?O -+
: : 14.3
it : \\ '
10 4+ §
5 4
0 0
N |
O - 33,000 $3,000 ~ $7,000 $7,000 - $15,000 $15,000 ~ $25,000 More Than $25,000
~ Income= (Sample= B69)
N g i 5
Own Lands “ Fuplic Lands D Private Lands - Hunting Leases
b
Fig. 33. Kinds of lands hunted by quail hunters with different incomes,
exprassed as % of each income group who hunted each type of land most.
60.1
R 551 54.6 ["'
ol i 452
el r—'
DR §
“ g oy 29.9
T30 4 25.7
e 5
i
@
Y iy o
i st
Y S
JIv o et
e - [ i
Tnskiilod Workes s bt‘Eé;i:iilEd Skilled Workers Whire Collar
Own Lands
T
1.2 \“ . o
TR 1 N ublic Lands
a8 =
b
PSRRI N
£ D Private Lands not
- Owned or Leased
o 30T
o
£
AR o Hunting
8 Leases
o
l()-l-
Lol (Sample= 136
i Pl daa)
Profe;.ional Agricultural Non-working®

Percent of quail hunters in each of 7 employment groups who hunted
most on 4 kinds of hunting lands.

* Unemployed, students, retired, disabled
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Percent of Hunters Hunting Quail Out of State

State 10 20 3

Arkansas V777777777771 10.1

Colorado D .6

Kansas ////////////////////////////////////7////?3}19{

Missouri 7777777 5-3

Nebraska /7777777774 8-9

Texas L1108 174 26.6

Others m 5.3

Combinations  V/77773 5.3 Gample= 169 )
Fig. 35. States where Oklahoma hunters hunted quail.

4.3E* 1 1 2.7E 7 4.1E

41.9%** 49.1% 47.9%

Fig. 36.

Percent of quail hunters in each planning region who encountered

other hunters

A
10 2.2E

3.4E 53.1% 3.7E
48.5% 59.2%

55.3% 3.6E 4

54.2%

while hunting.

* Aver. number of encounters by those encountering others

JKk Y,

% of quail hunters in district who encountered others

9

3.8E 64.8%

B2
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A UGY
gfjgg;é N % é «—ﬁiﬁii:;;
= N7
A el ) A
“tlo| |e @j O |@ |~

Hunting Own Public  Hunting Private All
Opportunity  Land Land Leases Lands Lands

Fig. 37. Time of week when quail hunting occurred on 4 kinds of hunting lands.

100

:\\ Week days*

80 Weekends *

90

70 f;} Vacations 65.6

&0
55.8 55.4

50 47.2

44.6

N
§
40 A 34.4 §
\
\
\
)

30

20

10

Ages 16-20 years 21-40 years 41-64 years 65 years & older
(Sample) (400) : (1,599) (1,387) (52)

‘Fig. 38. Percent of hunters hunting on weekdays, weekends and vacations by age
group.
* Includes vacation days
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—— ok Days Includes
::> Vacation
- = - - = Jeekends Days

& -+ . o e ¢ s ¢ =y Vacations

Days Hunted
w
+

2+
/',\' ’ N
1 1L o0 . \\. N 7 ~,
~7 ‘\~_ ‘/’ \\.',‘
~
[l re L -l s .( L I & 4
L v ¥ L ¥ L] ¥ L) A4 A
Miles Q- 21- 41- 61- 8l- 101- 121- 141- 161- 181 &

Driven= 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 More

Sample= 804 307 150 79 56 18 30 31 11 44

Days hunted per season by quail hunters driving different distances

to hunting areas.

92

(Sample= 2134)

42

Saturday

34 32

Tuesday
o
~

Thursday

Monday
Wednesday
Friday
Sunday

Pig. 40.

Percent of hunters preferring legal hunting of quail on individual
days of the week.
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Sample = 1,655

L. 4 L ) N . i ' (| 1
) om0 v o o " | p— totstatstatst—s
— u o n ['s}
7 SO O B W 0 O R o
i -
— — (X} — o) O —

- 3 38 38 ] 328 8
October November Dec. December January Feb.

(Starting Dates Preferred)

Fig. 41l. Starting and ending dates for quail

(Ending Date

s Preferred)

Lands Percent of Trips That Were Successful
Hunted 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 sample
J A X x. - i - L i
own | & L L L L L A 667 53
public P~ 7 o~ o~ o~ &7}55.2 51
Private ///7////] 77.5 477
Leases | o~ o~ .~ 2 . 2 o~ 2 o~ 1827 9
ALL Bl g SERRANS P 590

Fig. 42.

Percent of hunting trips when quail were harvested on 4

kinds of lands.

season preferred by quail hunters.

35
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”Oggi per Percent of Trips That Were Successful Sample

Hunted 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
1 7T 77 77T 777} 7.4 7
2 LI LAl L) 54.9 91
3 (77 77 7777 777777] 63.2 223
4 LI iyl 6602 500
5 T T 7 7.0 304
6 LLLLLLL LI L L L L L Ll 76.8 535
7 [LLLL 0Ll L Ll ll) 88,5 104
8 V777177777 7777777777 77777 77777777778 76-8 267
9 VT ILLL L I L Lz 72.0 161

10 or More Y /1L 77777 7777777700 0022202042400 66.7 33

Fig. 43. Percent of trips when quail hunters hunting different numbers of hours

per day were successful.

Hunters
Owning Dogs

Hunters
Not Owning Dogs

Percent of Quail Hunters
10 20 30 40 -
i .

/’ ,/",/7*1/’ //",/",/(44('A135 1
R ICIVICRY I 68.5

] 1-5 Quail Harvested
5-10 Quail Harvested
(Sample = 2,088)

Fig. 44. Percent of trips when quail were harvested by hunters owning and
not owning dogs.
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Preferred Percent of Hunters Responding sample
Bag Limit 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 amp
'} A ;. L. 4 L 'S ] 4
1-5 [Ja. 85
6 - 9 P A 10.5 213
10 . 2 -~ L Lz A73.0 1474
11 -15 2110 216
16 - 20 .9 1
More than j§ .6
53 13

Fig. 45, Preferred number of quail in the daily bag limit
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3. Leopold, A. 1928, 1929, 1930. American Game Policy and Its
Development, 1928-1930 (Reprinted in facsimile from Proc.
of Am. Game Conf., Vol. 15, 16 and 17, by the Wildl. Manage.
Inst. 1971).

4. Robinson, J. L., and T. D. Curtis. 1969. Oklahoma Data Book,
1968. Bur. Business Res., Univ. of Okla., Norman.

5. U. S. Weather Bureau, Okla. City. (Personal Communications).

SIMUIATION STUDIES OF QUAIL HUNTING SUCCESS ASSOCIATED WITH ECOLOGICAL
SUCCESSION OF PLANTED PINE STANDS

John D. Gavitt and Robert H. Giles, Jr., Division of Forestry and Wild-
life Sciences, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University,
Blacksburg

Abstract:

A concept paper of a methodology is presented for explaining past
populations and predicting future populations of bobwhite quail (Colinus
virginianus), as a function of forest changes. The methodology is
applicable to large landholdings, regions, and states. It relates,
using computer technology, the number of potential covey flushes per
100 acres per day to the age of forest stands or ecological succession
curves. By summing quail flush curves over a large area, area-wide
yields may be obtained. Flushes are modified by a shooting-quality
factor and birds per covey. The computer-generated output tables pro-
vide an inventory, a historical overview, and projected populations.

The results are useful for making forestry-wildlife tradeoffs, for
explaining quail declines or increases as a result of forestry operations,
and for improvements in allocating money to wildlife or forestry. The
method is based on a similar system for big-game forage in the Pacific
Northwest (2) and is now being developed.

The primary wildlife management action is decision making (1).
Highly effective rational decision making relies upon increasingly
sophisticated tools of explanations and prediction. The quality of
management of large land areas for wildlife is largely a function of
the managers' predictive ability. The probability of being right when
a manager of bobwhite quail populations says "If I expend these dollars,
I will get these birds" is a measure of managerial skill and knowledge.
Similarly, it is a measure of such skill for a manager to say with
justified confidence: "Within the next 10 yr, the quail population’
will have declined 35%7?" Such inputs are essential for improved
decision making about changing practices or allocating management funds.

One aspect of this general problem is the need to predict bobwhite
quail populations over broad areas such as regions, counties, or pri-
vate landholdings of greater than 10,000 acres. One obvious need for
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