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Trivia Question 
According to Partners in Flight’s estimates, which of the following did not rank among the top-five states 
in pheasant numbers during 2006-2015: Nebraska, Montana, or Iowa? 

 
 

USDA and Legislative News 
AFWA’s Agricultural Conservation Committee (ACC) had a virtual meeting last month to check in on the 
pending Farm Bill and related topics.  The group was introduced to Shane Behler, who was recently 

hired as AFWA’s new Agriculture Policy Program Manager, replacing Kalina Vatave.  
 
Jim Inglis, who continues to keep tabs on the Farm Bill for the group, reported: 

• The House version was passed out of committee with four Democratic votes, so it was 
technically bipartisan. 

• Representative David Scott, ranking member of the House Ag Committee, may be replaced due 
to lack of engagement in the negotiating process. 

• Given the rhetoric during and after the House committee deliberations, this is probably the 

most partisan situation the Farm Bill has ever been in. 

• Senator Stabenow, Chair of the Senate Ag Committee, does not think the House version will 
pass the full House or Senate, and neither Senator Boozman (ranking member on the Senate 

committee) nor Stabenow have released legislative language or plan to soon.  However, high-
level talking points from Senator Stabenow suggest a proposed 29M-acre national cap on CRP, 
up 2M acres from the current cap. 

• The current House version keeps CRP cap at 27M acres, offers higher rental rates on marginal 
lands (which may lead to fewer acres in the Midwest), keeps CRP an acre-based program, and 

reinstates cost share for mid-contract management. 

• A vote of the full House is anticipated in September if Chairman Thompson thinks he has the 
numbers to pass it. 

• Senator Klobuchar of Minnesota is likely to succeed Stabenow as Senate Ag Committee chair (or 
ranking member if the Dems lose the House) when the latter retires at the end of the year. 

 

Notes from other ACC members: 

• Jen Mock Schaeffer of the National Bobwhite and Grassland Initiative Foundation is working on 

a non-partisan “big tent” sign-on letter for all stakeholders (agriculture, conservation, and social 
safety net interests) to send a unified message encouraging both parties and both chambers to 
reach a bipartisan agreement this year. 

• Mark Norton of South Dakota GFP noted that we need to ensure that the reverse CRP rental 
rate concept (i.e., paying more for marginal than “prime” cropland) is not applied to CREP and 
SAFE. 



• Regarding the Regional Conservation Partnership Program, state experiences have been that 
USDA is resistant to variations from existing program and practice (e.g., EQIP) rules, making 

innovation difficult and hampering the flexibility that RCPP is supposed to support. 

• No word yet on the $10M in Voluntary Public Access and Habitat Improvement Program (VPA-
HIP) grants supposed to be available to the states this fiscal year. 

 
 

Notes from Around the Pheasant Range 
The National Wild Pheasant Conservation Plan Management Board also met virtually last month with 
two items on the agenda.  First, the Board clarified that their earlier request to the Plan Coordinator and 

Technical Committee for a white paper on lethal predator management should not take a position on 
the subject, but simply compile relevant resources that partners can use for their own purposes.  The 

Board also decided to pare their in-person meeting schedule to one per year, retaining the one 
associated with the AFWA annual conference in September.  The spring in-person meeting will be 
replaced with 1-3 virtual meetings held intermittently the rest of the year.  The change is designed to 

allow as many Board members as possible to participate in discussions and decisions regarding the 
partnership.  Our meeting this fall in Madison will be held in our usual time slot of 3-5pm on Monday, 
September 23rd. 

 
Pheasants Forever and Quail Forever have finalized a new strategic plan to guide their activities through 

2026.  Their four strategic priorities include: 

• Increase and improve wildlife habitat on public and private lands 

• Advance conservation policies and program funding 

• Expand public access to upland wildlife habitat 

• Expand, educate and engage the upland conservation community 
Core values include accountability, diversity and inclusion, growth and innovation, integrity, leadership, 

science-based approaches, and service.   
 

One way PF&QF plan on using science is in translating organizational “outputs” (e.g., acres of habitat 
improved) into “outcomes” (e.g., pheasants produced, tons of carbon sequestered, etc.).  This will 
require data-informed models that can make such translations in a plausible way.  Those models will be 

in development over the next several years, but in the meantime we are using the National Pheasant 
Plan’s nesting habitat model to estimate national “acres per bird” averages as a starting point. 
 

A method for estimating large-scale population sizes is needed for these calculations.  Stanton et al. 
(2019) provides a North American Breeding Bird Survey-based approach that is used for most of 

Partners in Flight’s population estimates for North American birds.  I used this method to generate five-
year rolling average population estimates during 1990-2022 with the original authors’ assumed 
parameter inputs for pheasants, using only those data from BBS routes starting in pheasant range 

counties within the 24 states participating in the National Pheasant Plan.  Below are the results. 
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Estimates peak at 15.3 million birds during 2003-2007, compared to 10.9 million during 2018-2022, a 

30% decline in 15 years.  These estimates can then be related to the National Plan’s nesting habitat 
index over the same period, which I’m currently working to refine.  Going forward, the goal is to 

continue to improve how we estimate populations, characterize influential habitats, and model the 
relation between the two such that the strategic deployment of resources improves over time. 
 

In other news, Pheasants Forever and Quail Forever’s “How to Hunt Upland Birds” series won two video 
production awards last month.  Congrats to the staff and production team responsible for creating the 
series! 

 
Also, Playa Lakes Joint Venture and the NRCS recently released their “Invasive Woody Plant Social 

Science Report” relative to tree and shrub management in western Kansas and western Oklahoma.  
Thanks to Matt Smith of PLJV for passing the link along. 
 

 

Pheasant-relevant Media 
North Dakota pheasant crow counts up 37% from 2023 

Iowa DNR: Pheasant, quail populations likely impacted by Missouri River flooding 
West Texas A&M wins $860,000 grant to research pheasant population 

MacFarlane Pheasant Farm, largest in U.S., hit by tornado 
“Americans’ Attitudes Toward Hunting and Sport Shooting” report identifies decline 
CAHSS report: hunting license sales remain steady in 2022-2023 

‘Frustrating’ partisan stalemate: the new normal for farm bills? 
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Trivia Answer   
According to the PIF database, Iowa was not in the top five.  PIF’s average breeding population 

estimates during 2006-2015 (as derived according to Stanton et al. 2019) for all states and provinces are 
below. 

 

Geography Population Estimate Lower 95% Bound Upper 95% Bound 
ND           3,400,000            2,100,000            5,000,000  
SD           2,800,000            1,800,000            4,200,000  
KS           2,000,000            1,400,000            2,900,000  
NE           1,700,000                 960,000            2,800,000  
MT           1,400,000                 880,000            2,100,000  
IA                850,000                 550,000            1,200,000  
MN                780,000                 520,000            1,100,000  
CO                440,000                 210,000                 800,000  
TX                400,000                 140,000                 890,000  
WA                320,000                 160,000                 550,000  
WY                280,000                 130,000                 500,000  
ID                270,000                 120,000                 490,000  
OR                240,000                 100,000                 460,000  
OK                210,000                    79,000                 390,000  
IL                190,000                 110,000                 310,000  
WI                170,000                 100,000                 280,000  
MI                170,000                 120,000                 260,000  
CA                160,000                    67,000                 290,000  
AK                110,000  

 
               370,000  

AB                110,000                    48,000                 210,000  
UT                   99,000                    41,000                 180,000  
SK                   70,000                    22,000                 150,000  
NS                   70,000                    22,000                 140,000  
NV                   62,000  

 
               240,000  

MO                   58,000                    25,000                 110,000  
BC                   50,000                    12,000                 110,000  
IN                   50,000                    15,000                 100,000  
OH                   32,000                    16,000                    55,000  
NM                   19,000                       1,400                    50,000  
NB                   18,000                            210                    58,000  
NY                   15,000                       5,400                    33,000  
PA                   13,000                       6,700                    25,000  
ON                      6,700                       1,800                    16,000  
AZ                      5,700  

 
                  17,000  

MB                      5,400                               68                    17,000  
ME                           580                               72                       1,500  
NJ                           570                            100                       1,500  

https://pif.birdconservancy.org/population-estimates-database/
https://doi.org/10.5751/ACE-01331-140104


MA                           560                               91                       1,300  
WV                           360  

 
                          930  

MD                           330                            120                            660  
VA                           320  

 
                     1,200  

RI                           170  
 

                          470  
NH                           110  

 
                          350  

DE                              89                                  8                            280  
PE                              68  

 
                          290  

VT                              51  
 

                          230  
CT                              33  

 
                          120  

 

 
 
 
This update is brought to you by the National Wild Pheasant Conservation Plan and Partnerships.  Our mission is to 
foster science-based, socially-supported policies and programs that enhance wild pheasant populations, provide 
recreational opportunities to pheasant hunters, and support the economics and social values of communities.  You 
can find us on the web at https://nationalpheasantplan.org. 

https://nationalpheasantplan.org/

