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Abstract: Thisreport includes Mourning Dove Call-count Survey information gathered over thelast 35 yearswithin
the conterminous United States. Trendswere cal cul ated for the most recent 2- and 10-year intervalsand for theentire
35-year period. Between 1999 and 2000, the average number of doves heard per route did not change significantly
in the Eastern and Western Management Units. A significant decrease was detected in the Central Unit.
Additionally, significant declines were indicated for doves heard over the 10 and 35-year periodsin all 3 Units. In
contrast, for doves seen, no trendswereindicated over the 10- and 35-year periodsfor the Eastern and Central Units.

A decline was found for both time periods in the Western Management Unit.

The mourning dove (Zenaida macroura) isamigratory
bird, thus authority and responsibility for its
management is vested in the Secretary of the Interior.
This responsibility is conferred by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918 which, as amended, implements
migratory bird treaties between the United States and
other countries. Mourning doves are included in the
treaties with Great Britain (for Canada) and Mexico.
These treaties recognize sport hunting as a legitimate
use of arenewable migratory bird resource. As one of
the most abundant speciesin both urban and rural areas
of North America, it is familiar to millions of people.
M aintenance of mourning dove popul ationsinahealthy,
productive state is aprimary management goal. Tothis
end, management of doves includes assessment of
population status, regulation of harvest, and habitat
management.  Call-count surveys are conducted
annually in the 48 conterminous states by federal and
state biologiststo monitor mourning dove populations.
Theresulting information on status and trendsis used
by wildlife administrators in setting annual hunting
regulations.

The primary purpose of this report is to facilitate the
prompt distribution of timely information. Results
are preliminary and may change with the inclusion of
additional data.

Cover art is used with the permission of artist David
Maas and Wild Wings, Inc., Lake City, Minnesota.
|

DISTRIBUTION AND ABUNDANCE

Mourning doves breed from the southern portions of
Canada throughout the United States into Mexico, in
Bermuda, the Bahamas and Greater Antilles, and in
scattered locations in Central America (Fig. 1).
Although some mourning doveswinter throughout most
of the breeding range, except for central Canada and the
north-central U.S., themajority migrate south, wintering
inthe southern United States and south throughout most
of Mexico and Central America to western Panama
(Aldrich 1993, Mirarchi and Baskett 1994).

Themourning doveisoneof themost widely distributed
and abundant birds in North America (Peterjohn et al.
1994, Fig. 1). Although not known precisely, the fall
population has been estimated to be about 475 million
(Dunks et a. 1982, Tomlinson et al. 1988). However,
there is evidence of population decreases since this
estimate was made from data collected in the 1970's.
We believe that the mourning dove population has
declined to slightly more than 400 millionin the United
States.

POPULATION MONITORING

The Mourning Dove Call-count Survey was devel oped
to provide an annual index to population size (Dolton
1993). Thissurvey isbased onwork by McClure (1939)
inlowa. Field studiesdemonstrated thefeasibility of the
survey as a method for detecting annual changes in
mourning dove breeding populations (Foote and Peters
1952). In the United States, the survey currently
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Fig. 1. Breeding and wintering ranges of the mourning dove
(adapted from Mirarchi and Baskett 1994).

includes more than 1,000 randomly selected routes,
stratified by physiographic region. In Canada, 20
randomly selected routes are located in parklands and
prairie. Thetotal number of doves heard on each route
is used to determine trends in popul ations and provides
the basis for determining an index to population size
during the breeding season. Indices for doves seen are
also presented in this report, but only as supplemental
information for comparison with indices of dovesheard.
Even though both the numbers of doves heard and seen
are counted during the survey, they are recorded

separately.

Within the United States, there are 3 zones that contain
mourning dove popul ationsthat arelargely independent
of each other (Kiel 1959). These zones encompass the
principa breeding, migration, and U.S. wintering areas
for each population. Assuggested by Kiel (1959), these
3 areas were established as separate management units
in 1960 (Kiel 1961). Since that time, management
decisions have been made within the boundaries of the
Eastern (EMU), Central (CMU), and Western (WMU)

Management Units (Fig. 2).

TheEMU wasfurther divided into 2 groups of statesfor
analyses. Statespermitting dovehuntingwerecombined
into one group and those prohibiting dove hunting into
another. Additionally, some states were grouped to
increase sample sizes. Maryland and Delaware were
combined; Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island were
combined to form a New England group. Due to its
small size, Rhode Island, which is a hunting state, was
included in this nonhunting group of statesfor analysis.

METHODS

The Call-count Survey

Each call-count route is usually located on secondary
roads and has 20 listening stations spaced at 1-mile
intervals. At each stop, the number of doves heard
calling, the number seen, and the level of disturbance
(noise) that impairs the observer's ability to hear doves
are recorded. The number of doves seen while driving
between stopsis a so noted.

Counts begin one-half hour before sunrise and continue
for about 2 hours. Routes are run once between 20 May
and 5 June. Intensive studies in the eastern United
States (Foote and Peters 1952) indicated that dove
calling is relatively stable during this period. Surveys
are not made when wind vel ocities exceed 12 miles per
hour or when it israining.

Estimation of Population Trends

A population trend is defined as the ratio of the dove
populationinan areain one year to the populationinthe
preceding year. For morethan 2 years of data, thetrend
is expressed as an average annual rate of change. A
trend was first estimated for each route by numerically
solving a set of estimating equations (Link and Sauer
1994). Observer datawere used as covariates to adjust
for differencesin observers’ ability to hear or see doves.
Reported sample sizes are the number of routes on
whichagiven trend estimateisbased. Thisnumber may
be less than the actual number of routes surveyed for
several reasons. The estimating equations approach
requires at least 2 non-zero counts by at least one
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Fig. 2. Mourning dove management units with 1999 hunting and nonhunting states.

observer for aroute to be used. Routesthat did not meet
thisrequirement during the interval of interest were not
included inthe samplesize. State and management unit
trends were obtained by calculating a mean of all route
trends weighted by land area, within-route variance in
counts, and density (mean numbers of doves counted on
each route). Variances of state and management unit
trends were estimated by using route trends and a
statistical procedure known as bootstrapping (Geissler
and Sauer 1990).

The annual change, or trend, for each area in doves
heard over the most recent 2- and 10-year intervals and
for the entire 35year period were estimated.
Additionally, trends in doves seen were estimated over
the 10- and 35-year periods for comparison.

For purposes of this report, statistical significance was
defined asP<0.05, except for 2-year comparisonswhere
P<0.10 was used due to the low power of the test.
Significance levels are approximate for states with less
than 10 routes.

Estimation of Annual Indices

Annual indicesshow populationfluctuationsabout fitted
trends (Sauer and Geissler 1990). Estimated indices
were determined for an area (state or management unit)
by finding the deviation between observed counts on a
route and those predicted on the route from the area
trend estimate. These residuals were averaged by year
for all routes in the area of interest. To adjust for
variation in sampling intensity, residual s were weighted
by the land area of the physiographic regions within
each state. Weighted average residualswerethen added
to the fitted trend for the area to produce the annual
index of abundance. This method of determining
indices superimposes yearly variation in counts on the
long-term fitted trend. These indices should provide an
accurate representation of the fitted trend for regions
that are adequately sampled by survey routes.
Additionally, only data from within an area are
incorporated into the area'sindex. Sincetheindicesare
adjustedfor observer differencesandtrend, theindex for
an areamay be quite different from the actual count. In
order to estimate the percent change from 1999 to 2000,
ashort-termtrend (2 years) was calculated. The percent
change estimated from this short-term trend analysisis



the best estimator of annual change. Attempts to
estimate short-term trends from the breeding population
indices (which were derived from residuals of the long-
term trends) will yield less precise results. The annual
index value incorporates data from a large number of
routes that are not comparable between the two years
1999 and 2000, i.e, routes not run by the same
observers. Therefore, the index is much more variable
than the trend estimate.

In a separate analysis, the mean number of doves heard
calling per routein 2000 was cal cul ated for each state or
groups of states. In contrast to the estimated annual
indicespresentedin Table2 (whichillustrate population
changes over time based on the regression line), the
estimated densitiesshownin Figs. 3, 7, and 11 illustrate
the average actual numbers of doves counted in 1999
and 2000.

WEATHER SUMMARY

Weather prior to and during the survey period may
influence survey results. A summary of May weather
follows (U.S. Department of Commerce and U.S.
Department of Agriculture 2000a,b): “Between 14-20
May, heavy rain soaked areas from southern Montana,
Wyoming, and north-central Colorado to the Mid-
Atlantic region. In the northern Corn Bet, rain
significantly eased long-term drought. Dry weather
persisted, however, across the southwestern Cord Belt.
Mostly dry, often hot weather also intensified acrossthe
southern Atlantic and eastern Gulf Coast States. Farther
west, however, widespread rainfall aided summer crop
development from central and southern Texas eastward
to the Delta Excessive rainfal caused localized
flooding, however, from the Arklatex region southward
into eastern Texas. Showers briefly dampened portions
of the drought-stricken southern High Plains. In the
Southwest, cooler weather and subsiding winds aided
fire containment efforts. Farther west, warm, dry
weather returned to California. Record heat overspread
the West Coast at week’s end. Weekly temperatures
averaged up to 6°F above normal in the Southeast and
Northwest, but ranged from 1to 7°F below normal inthe
Corn Belt and Northeast. High temperatures regularly
exceeded 90°F in the southeast and briefly topped 100°F
early in the week on the southern Plains. Early in the
week, cool air settled in across most areas east of the
Raockies, producing about a dozen daily-record lows.

Cool weather lingered in California s Central Valley,
where Redding's high of 60°F on Sunday was 20°F
below normal. Dry air overspread Californiafollowing
early-week showers. Late in the week, record warmth
reached the West Coast and also spread into the
southeast. In contrast, temperatures fell slightly below
the freezing mark along the Nation’s

norther tier. A major storm system moved into the Great
Basin on Tuesday, then churned across areas from
Wyoming to the northern Mid-Atlantic region, reaching
the East Coast on Friday. Thunderstormserupted latein
the week along the storm system’s trailing cold front,
soaking the Arklatex and adjacent areas.

During 21-27 May, heavy precipitation shifted
southward from last week, resulting in beneficial,
soakingrainsin areasfromthe central Plainstothe Mid-
Atlantic region. Much-needed rain also dampened
previously dry areas of the southwestern Corn Belt.
Widespread showers aided pastures and summer crops
across the interior Southeast, but largely bypassed
drought-stricken areas from eastern Louisiana to the
southern Atlantic Coast. Very warm, favorably dry
weather prevailed in Californias Central Valley, while
occasional extreme heat partially offset the beneficia
effects of scattered showers across the southern Plains.
May-record hightemperaturesbriefly exceeded 110°Fin
parts of western Texas and southwestern Oklahoma.
Highs approached or reached 100°F in the southern
Atlantic States and as far north as southern Kansas.
Weekly temperatures averaged 4 to 12°F above normal
in the South-Central States, as much as 10°F above
normal in Californias Central Valley, and up to 8°F
abovenormal inthe Southeast. In contrast, cool weather
slowed crop development in the Northeast, where
temperatures averaged as much as 6°F below normal.
Near-normal temperatures prevailed in the Midwest.
lowa recorded above-normal precipitation during 2
consecutive weeks for the first time since February.
Farther east, occasional rain continued to dampen the
Northeast, pushing May and spring (March-May)
precipitation totals toward record levels. During the
week, very heavy rainfall (2 to 4 inches, with locally
higher totals) affected areas from southeastern Kansas
and northern Oklahoma to the northern Mid-Atlantic
States. Some of the heaviest totals were observed in
previously dry areas of the middle Mississippi Valley.
Columbia, MO netted adaily-record rainfall (2.96in) on



Friday. Weekly rainfall reached 3.24 inchesin Columbia
and 3.23 inches in Paducah, KY. Across the South,
however, little or no rainfall accompanied record heat.
During the week, more than 150 daily-record highs and
at least 10 May-record highs were set or tied, mainly
acrossthe South. Farther west, record heat shifted from
California early in the week to the southern Plains by
midweek.”

RESULTS

Eastern Management Unit

The Eastern Management Unit includes 27 states
comprising 30% of the land area of the United States.
Dovehuntingispermittedin 18 states, representing 74%
of the land area of the unit (Fig. 2).

1999-2000 Population Distribution.--North Carolina
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Fig. 3. Mean number of mourning doves heard per route by
state in the Eastern Management Unit, 1999-2000.

wasthe only statethat had amean count over the 2 years
of > 20 actual doves heard per route (Fig. 3). Michigan,
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, West Virginia,
and the New England states averaged < 10 per route. In
al other statesmean countsranged between 10-20 doves
heard per route.

1999 to 2000 Population Changes.--No significant
change was detected for the Unit. The average number
of dovesheard per routeincreased 1.3% (Table1). The
population index did not change significantly between
years in the combined hunting states (-0.6%) while it
increased significantly (10.0%) in the combined
nonhunting states..

The2000 populationindex of 18.1 dovesheard per route
for the Unit, was higher than the long-term estimate of
17.0(Fig. 4, Table 2). Inthe hunting states, the index of
19.1 was above the long-term estimate of 17.7, whilein
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Fig. 4. Population indices and trends of breeding mourning
dovesin the Eastern Management Unit (EMU), combined
EMU hunting states (HUNT), and combined EMU nonhunting
states (NONHUNT), 1966-2000. Heavy solid line = doves
heard; heavy dash line = doves seen; light solid and dash lines
= predicted trends.



the nonhunting states, theindex of 15.0 was higher than
the long-term estimate of 12.1.

The population increased significantly in Michigan and
New Jersey and decreased in Florida (Table 1). No
significant changes were detected for other states.

Population Trends: 10 and 35-year.--Population indices
declined significantly over the most recent 10 and 35-
year periods for the Unit and combined hunting states
(Table 1, Fig. 4). Incontrast to doves heard, an analysis
of doves seen indicated no significant trend over either
time period for the unit or combined hunting states.
Therewas no trend indicated with either analysisfor the
combined nonhunting states.

State population trends for doves heard are shown in
Fig.5(10-year interval) and Fig. 6 (35-year interval) and
Table 1. Delaware/Maryland, Georgia, Indiana, and

IO

838 DECREASE (P<0.05)

INCREASE (P<0.05)

77 DECREASE (NS) " ] INCREASE (NS)

Fig. 5. Trendsin number of mourning doves heard per route
by state in the Eastern Management Unit, 1991-2000.

West Virginiashowed declines over 10 years. Between
1966 and 2000, there were increasing population trends
in New England and decreasing trends in
Delaware/Maryland, Georgia, Indiana, Ohio, and
Tennessee.

Central Management Unit

The Central Management Unit consists of 14 states,
containing 46% of the land areain the U.S. It has the
highest population index of the 3 units. Within the unit,
dove hunting is permitted in 12 states (Fig. 2).

1999-2000 Population.--Kansas, Nebraska, and North
Dakota had the highest actual average number of doves
heard per route over the 2 years (33, 37, and 36,
respectively) inthenation (Fig. 7). Historically, Kansas
often hasthe highest average countsin thenation (Table

@ DECREASE (P<0.05) INCREASE (P<0.05)
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Fig. 6. Trendsin the number of mourning doves heard per
route by state in the Eastern Management Unit, 1966-2000.
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Fig. 7. Mean number of mourning doves heard per route by
state in the Central Management Unit, 1999-2000.
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Fig 8. Population indices and trends of breeding mourning
dovesin the Central Management Unit, 1966-99. Heavy solid
line = doves heard; heavy dash line = doves seen. Light solid
and dash lines = predicted trends.
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Fig. 9. Trendsin number of mourning doves heard per route
by state in the Central Management Unit, 1991-2000.

2). Arkansasand New Mexico weretheonly stateswith
fewer than 10 dovesper route. Theremaining states had
intermediate values.

1999t0 2000 Popul ation Changes.--Theaverage number
of doves heard per route in the Unit decreased
significantly between the 2 years (-5.1%; Table1). The
2000 index for the Unit of 23.8 doves heard per routeis
only dightly above the predicted long-term trend
estimate of 23.2 (Fig. 8, Table 2).

Thepopulationdecreased significantly inKansas(Table
1). No significant increases were found.

Population Trends: 10and 35-year.--Theindex of doves
heard for the Unit declined significantly over both time
periods (Table 1). Trends for doves seen were not
significant for either time period.

Over a 10-year period population trends in Montana
increased but declined in Missouri, South Dakota, and
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Fig. 10. Trendsin mourning doves heard per route by statein Fig 11. Mean number of mourning doves heard per route by
the Central Management Unit, 1966-2000. state in the Western Management Unit, 1999-2000.
Texas (Fig. 9, Table 1). Over a 35-year period dove
population indices declined in Missouri, but no
significant trendswerefound in any other state (Fig. 10,
Table 1).
Western Management Unit
. . MEAN PER ROUTE
Seven states comprise the Western Management Unit £} F ; _ B
and represent 24% of the land areain the United States. 1 o

All stateswithinthe unit permit mourning dove hunting. o

24
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1999-2000 Population Distribution.—Arizona and
Cdlifornia averaged between 10 and 20 actual doves
heard per route (Fig. 11). The other states in the unit
averaged < 10 birds per route.

1999t02000 Population Chang%--Theaveragenumber 66 63 70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 00
of doves heard per route did not change significantly YEAR
between years, athough the index decreased by 3.6% Fig. 12. Population indices and trends of breeding mourning

(Table 1). The 2000 population index of 10.3 doves dovesin the Western Management Unit, 1966-2000. Heavy

heard per routeis above the predicted count of 8.6 based solid line = doves heard; heavy dash line = doves seen; light
solid and dash lines = predicted trends.
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Fig. 13. Trendsin number of mourning doves heard per route
by state in the Western Management Unit, 1991-2000.

on the long-term estimate (Fig. 12, Table 2).

The number of doves heard per route increased
significantly in Utah (Table 1). Nosignificant decreases
were found in any state.

Population Trends: 10 and 35-year.--Numbersof doves
heard declined significantly during both time periods
(Table 1). Doves seen also declined significantly over
both time periods.

By state, only Arizonadovetrendsdeclined over 10-year
period (Figs. 13, 14, Table 1). All states in the Unit
except Utah show a decline between 1966 and 2000.

BREEDING BIRD SURVEY RESULTS

There has been considerable discussion about utilizing
the North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) as a
measure of mourning dove abundance. Consequently,
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Fig. 14. Trendsin number of mourning doves heard per route
by state in the Western Management Unit, 1966-2000

we included trend information in this report to enable
readersto compare BBSresultswith theMourning Dove
Call-count Survey (CCS) results from last year's
mourning dove status report (Dolton and Smith 1999).
Sauer et al. (1994) discussed the differences in the
methodology of the 2 surveys. The BBSisbased on 50-
stop routes that are surveyed in June. Also, with the
BBS, data for doves heard and seen are combined for
analyses while those data are analyzed separately with
the CCS. Unfortunately, BBS data are not available in
timefor usein regulations development during the year
of the survey. Trends calculated from BBS datafor the
10-year period (1990-99) and over 34 years (1966-99)
are presented in Table 3.

In general, trends indicated by both surveysare similar.
Themajor differences occur inthe Eastern Unit. Thisis
likely dueto thelarger samplesize of BBSsurvey routes
and greater consistency of coverage by BBS routes in
theUnit (Sauer et al. 1994), although additional analyses
areneededto clarify somedifferencesin resultsbetween
surveys within states.



For the 10-year period, the CCS indicated a significant
decline (P<0.01) in doves heard for the combined
hunting states in the EMU while the BBS showed no
trend. For the nonhunting states, the CCS showed a
tendency toward adecline(P<0.10) whiletheBBStrend
was not significant. For the EMU asawhole, there was
a significant decline (P<0.01) with the CCS while the
BBS showed no trend (P=0.3429). For the CMU, the
CCS showed a significant decline (P<0.05) while the

BBS showed atendency toward adecline (P=2076). In
the WMU, the CCS indicated a significant decline
(P<0.01) while the BBS showed no trend (P=0.9863).

Over the last 34 years, results were similar with both
surveysfor the Central and Western Management Units.
However, in the Eastern Unit, CCS analysesindicated a
significant decline (P<0.05) while the BBS showed an
increase (P<0.05) over the period. The combined
hunting states in the EMU showed atendency toward a
decline (P<0.10) in the CCS, while there was no trend
indicated in the BBS. The nonhunting states of the
EMU were also different. The CCS showed no trend,
but BBS data indicated a significant increase (P<0.01).

HARVEST ESTIMATES

State Surveys

In past years, a compilation of non-uniform, periodic
state harvest surveys has been used to obtain rough
estimates of the number of mourning doves killed and
the number of dove hunters. These figures have been
summarized by Sadler (1993). In general, mourning
dove harvest in the EMU was relatively constant from
1966-87, with between 27.5 and 28.5 million birds
taken. The latest estimate, a 1989 survey, indicated
harvest had dropped to about 26.4 million birds shot by
an estimated 1.3 million hunters. Inthe CMU, athough
hunting pressure and harvest varied widely among
states, dove harvest in the Unit generally increased
between 1966-87 to an annua average of about 13.5
million birds. 1n 1989, amost 11 million doves were
taken by about 747,000 hunters. Dove harvest in the
WMU has declined significantly over the years
following a decline in the breeding population. In the
early 1970's, approximately 7.3 million doves were
taken by an estimated 450,000 hunters. By 1989, the
harvest had dropped to about 4 million birds shot by
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approximately 285,000 hunters.

In summary, it appearsthat dove harvest throughout the
United States is on the decrease. However, the
mourning dove remains an extremely important game
bird, as more doves are harvested than all other
migratory game birds combined. In 1991, doves
provided approximately 9.5 million days of hunting
recreation for 1.9 million people (U.S. Department of
the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S.
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1993).
A survey conducted in 1996 estimated that doves were
hunted about 8.1 million days by 1.6 million people
(U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Service and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
the Census 1997).

Harvest | nformation Program (HIP)

Wildlifeprofessionalshavelongrecognizedthat reliable
harvest estimates are needed to monitor the impact of
hunting. Stateshave established harvest surveysto meet
their individual needs for game species, and a federa
waterfowl harvest survey has been conducted since
1952. However, there are serious problems with using
either current state or federal harvest surveysto monitor
the national or regional harvests of mourning doves and
other non-waterfow! migratory gamebirds, especially on
an annual basis. The federal waterfowl hunter survey
system of obtaining names and addresses of duck stamp
buyersisinadequate because non-waterfowl huntersare
excluded. More than half the nation's migratory game
bird hunters do not hunt waterfowl, and cannot be
sampled by that survey. Attempts to use state harvest
surveys to obtain coordinated national and regional
estimates havebeen unsuccessful because sampleframes
and survey methodologies vary widely among states.

To remedy these problems, state wildlife agencies and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviceinitiated the national,
cooperative Harvest Information Programin 1992. This
program is designed to enable the Service to conduct
harvest surveys that will provide reliable annual
estimates of the harvest of mourning doves and other
migratory upland game bird species. Under the Harvest
Information Program, statesprovidethe Servicewiththe
names and addresses of all licensed migratory bird
hunters each year, and the Service conducts surveys to



estimate the harvest in each state.

California, Missouri, and South Dakota voluntarily
participated in a 2-year pilot stage of the Harvest
Information Program in 1992 and 1993, and each year
since then more states have entered the program. In
1998, al states except Hawaii participated in the
program.

Although the results of the 1999-2000 Harvest
Information Program surveyswere not compiled intime
to be included in this report, results of mourning dove
harvest surveys conducted for the 1998-99 hunting
season are presented in Table4. Thereliability of those
estimates depends primarily upon the quality of the
sample frame provided by each participating state. If a
state's sampl e frame does not include al migratory bird
hunters in that state, the survey results underestimate
hunter activity and harvest for the state. Estimates for
Georgia, Kentucky, Montana, West Virginia, and
Wyoming were not available due to data processing
problems.

TheHarvest Surveys Section iscontinuing to work with
states to improve the accuracy and precision of the
harvest estimates. Data for the 1999-2000 survey are
improved and will be available soon. In the future,
results will be presented by state within dove
management unit.
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Table 1. Trends (% change? per year as determined by linear regression) in number of mourning doves heard along call-count survey routes,

1966-2000.
2 vear (1999-2000) 10 vear (1991-2000) 35 vear (1966-2000)
N % Change 90% ClI N % Change 90% ClI N % Change 90% Cl
EASTERN UNIT
Hunt
AL 26 6.5 -13.2 27.2 28 -0.63 -1.9 0.6 42 -0.34 -1.2 0.4
DE/MD 10 6.2 -10.7 24.7 14 -2.62 bl -4.82 -0.6 19 -1.7 w* -3.0 -0.5
FL 14  -28.5 Ak 43.1 -13.2 23 -1.01 3.1 1.1 28 0.60 -0.4 1.5
GA 18 -15.1 -31.4 3.1 21 -4.32 okk -6.4 -2.0 28 -0.90 ok -1.5 -0.3
IL 13 18.7 -1.7 42.2 20 -0.23 -3.5 3.8 22 0.81 -0.4 1.9
IN 12 -0.4 -18.0 18.6 15 -3.8 il -4.7 -2.8 18 -1.54 w* 2.5 -0.4
KY 14 2.6 -12.4 18.8 20 1.32 -1.4 3.9 25 -0.5 -1.9 0.8
LA 13 9.4 -29.9 14.1 19 0.7 -3.0 4.4 23 1.0 * 0.1 2.2
MS 13 -2.6 -20.3 16.9 23 0.1 -2.3 2.3 31 -1.82 -3.41 0.1
NC 16 10.3 -4.0 25.7 21 1.02 -0.4 2.3 24  -0.17 -1.31 0.9
OHe 32 1.6 -9.86 13.7 37 -1.9 -4.6 1.0 57 -1.2 ko -1.84 -0.5
PA 11 27.0 -4.8 61.0 17 0.7 -3.0 4.3 17 1.10 -1.12 3.1
SC 11 9.0 -19.6 1.6 20 -1.64 -3.9 0.5 25 1.1 -2.24 0.0
TN 18 -0.9 -15.5 12.8 24 -1.8 -4.4 0.8 32 -1.5 ** 254 -0.5
VA 27 -3.3 -16.6 10.5 33 0.52 -1.83 2.8 33 -2.8 * -5.0 -0.2
\WAY 9 -7.0 -24.8 13.3 10 -4.00 el -6.54 -1.3 11 1.81 -0.94 3.7
Stihninit ?2R7 -0 A K7 50 24K 10 ok -1 71 -0 278 -0 KR ok 10 -01
Nonhunt
M 9 7.7 * 1.1 14.7 21 0.9 2.4 3.9 22 -0.1 -1.71 1.5
N.Enaland® 33 2.0 -12.3 18.5 43 -1.01 -3.0 1.0 76 2.14 ok 1.07 3.1
NJ 5 68.3 * 0.1 155. 11 1.7 -4.9 7.4 20 2.2 -5.14 1.3
NY 10 33.2 -22.3 98.5 17 1.21 -0.23 2.6 20 1.2 -0.9 3.6
Wi 12 10.6 -10.2 32.3 22 2.1 5.5 1.0 23 0.1 -1.06 1.4
Stihninit A9 100 il 19 18 R 114 -0 -2 01 18 218 -0 11 -0 76 [
Unit 326 1.3 -3.6 6.4 459 -0.83 *x -1.5 -0.2 596 -0.43 *x -0.8 -0.1
CENTRAL UNIT
AR 9 -17.0 -34.0 2.6 15 0.3 -1.3 1.5 16 -0.9 2.1 0.4
CO 8 -35.9 -77.3 27.1 17 5.00 * 0.33 10.6 21 2.3 -0.4 5.0
1A 13 2.0 -21.7 26.0 16 0.3 -2.6 2.8 17 0.2 -0.81 1.5
KS 19 -29.3 ko 46.1 -10.9 28 2.1 -1.2 5.7 33 0.20 -0.54 0.9
MN 8 8.0 -15.5 31.5 12 -3.04 * 5.6 -0.2 13 -1.20 -2.81 0.6
MO 16 -4.3 -20.8 13.2 22 -3.6 il 6.1 -0.9 28 -2.24 ok -3.6 -1.0
MT 9 3.0 9.4 16.1 20 7.54 okok 4.1 11.2 27 -1.7 -3.8 0.4
NE 21 -2.5 -11.5 7.0 24 -1.31 -3.3 0.6 27 -0.65 -1.4 0.1
NM 13 19.1 6.1 43.8 28 0.84 2.9 4.7 31 0.8 -0.42 2.0
ND 23 11.6 -0.3 23.0 26 2.1 -4.7 0.4 29 0.62 1.1 2.2
OK 13 9.7 -23.9 5.9 17 1.64 -3.0 6.3 25 -0.9 3.7 2.3
SD 14 9.6 -6.7 26.7 22 -3.04 ok -4.94 -0.9 28 -0.7 -2.02 0.7
X 103 -7.0 -15.8 2.6 138 -2.20 il -3.52 -0.9 196 -0.4 -1.01 0.3
WYy 9 -7.2 -21.4 9.4 16 0.5 -4.3 4.7 21 -3.6 * -6.1 -0.1
Unit 278 5.1 * -10.3 -0.1 401 -1.21 okk -2.0 -0.5 512 -0.42 ok -0.8 -0.1
WESTERN UNIT
AZ 32 -11.1 -25.9 4.2 54 -2.63 il -4.44 -0.8 68 -1.2 w* 2.1 -0.5
CA 38 0.8 9.4 11.4 62 -0.9 -2.52 0.7 80 -2.5 w371 -1.4
ID 10 5.3 -27.4 48.0 22 -2.63 -7.12 2.7 26 -3.13 ** 552 -0.6
NV 8 2.2 -56.0 75.8 26 -1.74 -7.81 4.6 31 -5.74 ok -8.0 3.7
OR 7 10.5 -36.6 65.3 18 -2.31 -5.61 1.1 25  -3.02 ok 5.1 -1.2
ut 7 46.1 * 4.0 114. 18 1.0 -3.93 7.4 19 -3.62 * -1.7 -0.2
WA 14 1.2 -15.1 20.4 21 -5.3 -10.3 0.8 26 -2.5 ** 462 -0.5
LInit 116 R A 13 4 64 221 21 fakalal -2 32 -0 R 275 -2 24 ookl -2 92 -1 A

aMean of route trends weighted by land area and population density. The estimated count in the next year is (%/100+1) times the count inthe
current year where % is the annual change. Note: Extrapolating the estimated trend statistic (% change per year) over time (e.g., 35 years) may
exaggerate the total change over the period.

b *p<0.1; **P<0.05; ***P<0.01.

¢ Ohio had hunting seasons in 1975-1976 and 1995-1999.

d9New England consists of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, and VT.
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Table 2. Breeding population indicesa based on mourning doves heard along Call-count routes, 1966-2000.

Management Year
unit/state 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
EASTERN UNIT
Hunt
AL 25.6 229 20.7 21.C 21.2 17.4 25.0 21.9 16.7
DE/MD 16.7 20.4 14.3 15.1 18.7 15.8 17.3 171 18.1
FL 11.0 10.5 9.0 9.6 12.3 10.3 10.6 10.8 13.2
GA 30.1 28.6 24.6 26.3 33.2 26.2 25.0 275 28.5
IL 21.8 18.9 224 19.5 22.7 20.8 214 211 17.9
IN 37.2 34.2 33.6 32.6 315 42.5 37.2 33.2 31.6
KY 24.2 21.9 21.4 224 26.8 24.1 20.2 24.0 27.9
LA 10.5 10.7 10.0 11.7 8.0 10.5 11.6 9.0 10.5
MS 39.8 34.2 29.0 26.9 29.7 30.2 33.7 30.2 24.2
NC 345 27.9 294 41.7 48.1 28.0 22.7 43.2 24.6
PA 8.8 9.4 8.7 8.4 5.5 6.3 8.9 5.8 8.6
sC 31.0 33.9 34.6 33.4 314 275 245 27.9 26.0
N 315 23.0 23.6 234 31.8 224 284 21.6 23.2
VA 28.0 22.8 26.2 23.C 29.6 235 14.2 16.6 224
WV 6.4 5.4 5.6 6.0 5.6 5.0 6.6 3.9 4.2
Subunit 23.4 21.3 204 20.8 21.8 19.8 20.4 19.6 19.7
Nonhunt
MI 14.6 15.7 10.4 10.6 8.5 16.9 17.5 13.7 11.6
N.England 5.5 6.0 5.5 4.8 5.6 5.9 6.6 7.8 5.0
NJ 19.5 16.7 20.7 19.C 25.7 24.3 255 225 21.6
NY 6.8 6.9 6.4 6.4 7.8 9.1 7.2 7.4 7.6
OHe 24.1 22.7 20.5 234 231 23.9 24.9 19.8 24.0
Wi 10.9 14.0 14.0 10.8 11.5 16.7 17.5 114 12.1
Subunit 12.4 13.3 11.6 10.9 11.1 14.9 15.1 12.5 11.8
Unit 20.0 19.1 17.8 17.8 18.5 18.7 19.1 17.6 17.4
CENTRAL UNIT
AR 22.6 23.6 22.7 21.8 235 23.6 221 24.9 23.0
co 15.3 16.0 14.¢ 20.5 21.1 15.4 20.9 13.7 223
1A 29.7 26.7 28.7 26.1 18.¢ 23.3 31.3 29.6 23.2
KS 46.2 46.7 48.4 49.1 45.3 46.2 51.6 46.0 45.8
MN 28.8 23.3 25.1 18.6 15.C 21.5 24.8 18.8 25.8
MO 40.8 38.5 48.1 29.C 40.C 335 45.3 33.9 29.0
MT 27.1 25.1 19.7 21.8 17.4 24.8 19.7 14.2 16.5
NE 44.0 38.6 49.4 48.4 46.9 44.6 43.2 41.4 42.8
NM 15.1 1.2 15.7 12.¢ 11.7 11.0 12.7 9.1 111
ND 334 323 44.1 36.7 32.8 34.0 35.2 39.2 38.5
OK 234 28.9 33.8 32.7 25.6 18.6 29.8 28.0 29.2
sD 53.0 33.2 45.4 38.6 46.C 40.4 40.2 42.4 50.7
™ 26.2 21.7 21.4 19.4 20.€ 19.9 26.6 21.3 22.8
WY 23.0 24.2 12.6 204 19.5 11.0 14.8 14.7 21.1
Unit 29.2 26.2 27.0 25.8 24.9 24.6 28.1 235 26.4
WESTERN UNIT
Az 29.1 29.2 26.6 31.C 31.C 20.9 234 28.2 243
CA 27.8 26.3 24.2 23.¢ 23.3 17.5 21.2 204 22.0
ID 18.7 19.2 17.2 17.8 16.7 13.0 12.5 15.2 12.6
NV 13.7 12.2 28.9 19.1 13.8 8.2 11.0 7.6 10.2
OR 16.8 11.2 13.3 12.C 9.1 7.9 7.7 7.6 13.2
ut 21.5 32.9 16.8 15.9 18.3 25.6 14.9 12.9 14.6
WA 111 16.3 15.2 12.2 12.3 14.6 104 9.4 11.8
Unit 19.6 19.7 20.4 19.2 17.7 14.6 14.7 14.3 16.2

aAnnual indices are the predicted value from the trend analysis plus the deviation from the expected value in a year.
Large but nonsignificant changes due to small sample sizes produce exaggerated indices over the 35-year period.
b New England consists of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, and VT.
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Table 2. Breeding population indicesa based on mourning doves heard along Call-count routes, 1966-2000.

Management Year
unit/state 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
EASTERN UNIT
Hunt
AL 21.4 20.6 22.7 25.C 241 241 23.2 23.7 23.8
DE/MD 12.9 15.7 144 15.1 14.7 13.9 13.3 13.9 9.9
FL 14.0 12.8 141 111 121 9.7 9.0 10.6 12.3
GA 31.0 24.4 254 27.€ 24.1 247 27.2 29.3 26.2
IL 25.3 24.9 26.7 20.6 18.C 18.4 20.8 254 26.2
IN 334 33.6 374 20.3 215 27.3 314 22.3 19.2
KY 19.6 24.6 23.0 24.6 16.8 16.4 27.9 24.0 13.3
LA 11.0 11.1 9.1 10.7 9.1 12.7 11.0 13.8 12.6
MS 25.7 26.2 27.0 30.5 26.1 245 245 30.8 25.8
NC 13.9 16.8 44.5 23.7 28.2 27.3 26.9 225 26.5
PA 5.9 6.0 4.9 6.1 6.8 8.0 9.5 9.0 9.0
sC 25.7 255 21.6 28.7 24.4 30.6 29.8 30.8 29.3
TN 22.2 22.0 24.2 29.8 204 22.2 18.7 25.0 194
VA 25.0 23.6 314 23.2 20.5 19.9 171 18.7 184
WV 24 5.8 5.4 6.8 7.3 8.4 6.8 6.4 6.1
Subunit 19.0 19.5 20.8 20.C 18.23 19.3 19.5 20.7 19.1
Nonhunt
MI 12.9 131 11.0 12.6 7.4 13.4 15.3 111 9.8
N.England 4.8 4.5 8.4 7.3 6.1 7.6 9.3 7.6 8.1
NJ 155 19.5 21.3 16.¢ 18.1 16.7 14.0 15.7 18.7
NY 134 7.9 7.8 9.5 6.4 11.2 9.6 10.2 9.4
OHe 36.7 26.8 25.6 135 13.1 15.8 19.3 184 194
Wi 15.1 15.1 19.7 8.0 11.5 14.8 19.9 10.9 12.8
Subunit 15.0 12.8 14.0 10.6 9.0 13.0 14.8 11.6 11.8
Unit 18.1 17.7 19.0 17.C 15.3 17.6 18.5 18.0 17.0
CENTRAL UNIT
AR 221 26.9 21.¢ 154 12.€ 20.8 22.8 26.5 19.9
co 16.8 23.7 22.8 25.¢ 22.8 27.3 32.0 31.2 17.7
1A 21.6 26.9 20.9 235 20.C 271 30.0 21.6 154
KS 44.0 48.5 46.2 35.¢ 53.C 57.6 55.0 52.4 59.1
MN 28.1 24.8 28.8 27.8 28.3 30.8 27.3 24.0 21.3
MO 33.9 29.9 34.6 221 21.C 32.6 27.4 24.1 23.3
MT 225 16.4 20.0 19.2 19.2 17.6 16.4 21.0 16.9
NE 40.3 455 46.2 38.2 41.1 52.3 49.7 48.8 445
NM 13.7 135 121 12.¢ 8.2 13.3 13.2 10.3 13.¢
ND 28.3 45.7 38.0 40.9 38.5 43.7 44.0 41.4 40.0
OK 26.3 27.9 35.3 27.C 26.C 26.8 26.5 275 28.3
sD 42.6 46.2 40.4 43.4 42.5 42.6 38.3 455 39.3
™ 20.6 20.2 19.2 20.1 24.8 23.7 21.6 21.0 19.5
WY 18.6 17.2 10.9 17.2 13.1 11.8 12.9 16.7 11.2
Unit 25.8 26.6 25.5 251 24.8 27.8 27.0 27.0 24.0
WESTERN UNIT
Az 26.7 27.6 24.6 24.7 24.C 215 24.2 27.6 214
CA 18.6 223 17.1 154 11.8 20.1 16.6 20.6 12.7
ID 8.7 16.0 19.6 10.7 10.3 10.8 11.8 12.1 9.1
NV 6.1 9.8 10.1 6.0 8.7 12.0 8.6 4.6 4.1
OR 9.7 10.2 11.3 5.9 6.1 9.0 7.7 7.4 5.7
ut 15.7 18.4 214 9.4 11.€ 13.9 184 11.1 10.9
WA 12.7 12.2 13.3 8.6 12.C 8.2 9.8 9.1 7.7
Unit 14.0 17.5 17.3 11.7 12.3 15.2 14.8 13.6 10.6

aAnnual indices are the predicted value from the trend analysis plus the deviation from the expected value in a year.
Large but nonsignificant changes due to small sample sizes produce exaggerated indices over the 35-year period.
bNew England consists of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, and VT.
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Table 2. Breeding population indicesa based on mourning doves heard along Call-count routes, 1966-2000.

Management year
unit/state 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
EASTERN UNIT
Hunt
AL 19.9 255 23.2 20.7 22.¢ 19.7 185 17.3 19.9
DE/MD 11.2 12.3 145 12.5 11.€ 15.9 7.6 11.8 15.1
FL 8.5 11.0 12.¢ 11.7 14.2 13.0 11.7 12.6 12.8
GA 21.2 27.3 24.7 255 25.€ 26.1 26.8 21.8 30.7
IL 21.3 18.4 255 25.C 284 27.9 27.3 27.8 28.9
IN 20.8 18.3 24.3 245 29.4 24.9 27.1 27.4 24.2
KY 21.4 22.2 20.0 24.5 19.5 26.7 22.2 21.2 16.9
LA 11.9 10.7 9.8 14.1 10.5 16.5 11.8 12.0 16.0
MS 19.2 25.4 25.0 22.2 26.2 24.6 20.8 17.0 22.2
NC 29.7 20.6 28.9 28.C 25.€ 30.7 28.5 243 235
PA 8.3 9.1 9.6 10.¢ 7.4 9.6 9.6 9.8 11.0
sC 26.6 26.7 22.8 33.1 26.2 25.1 27.2 221 21.7
TN 16.6 214 16.2 20.C 19.6 18.0 15.8 18.9 18.6
VA 17.8 16.3 13.3 13.7 14.¢ 14.5 12.3 13.0 11.3
WV 5.5 6.7 6.4 6.7 7.7 8.2 10.7 9.0 7.2
Subunit 17.4 18.6 18.8 19.9 19.€ 20.5 18.9 18.2 19.3
Nonhunt
MI 104 114 14.6 11.¢ 14.3 17.8 134 11.0 12.6
N.England 7.0 7.8 8.6 8.2 7.7 8.1 9.0 9.9 10.6
NJ 11.8 123 145 13.2 12.8 15.7 12.6 14.9 9.6
NY 9.2 8.4 7.1 9.3 7.5 11.6 10.3 12.5 10.6
OHe 18.1 16.9 16.4 17.8 204 19.2 17.6 18.8 19.7
Wi 10.0 10.3 11.1 7.3 17.2 17.2 13.8 12.7 19.3
Subunit 10.7 10.8 11.4 10.4 12.8 14.6 12.6 12.7 14.0
Unit 154 16.3 16.6 16.9 17.7 19.0 17.2 16.8 18.0
CENTRAL UNIT
AR 14.2 141 15.3 14.3 15.8 22.2 17.3 155 18.8
co 23.0 28.3 27.5 30.5 34.€ 39.5 35.9 24.0 184
IA 22.6 24.9 22.6 21.7 29.2 27.4 31.6 23.6 31.9
KS 46.9 60.6 41.8 45.2 52.2 45.9 39.9 57.5 55.8
MN 18.2 19.8 18.3 234 23.8 19.1 15.8 19.6 22.8
MO 22.1 21.1 22.0 24.7 24.8 24.3 19.7 21.2 21.6
MT 12.8 17.6 184 17.7 14.€ 18.6 20.3 134 14.4
NE 42.4 43.7 35.8 35.¢ 35.¢ 40.1 39.9 40.7 38.2
NM 15.0 12.8 15.3 185 13.¢ 15.4 16.9 15.8 10.3
ND 314 41.2 38.6 44.5 42.1 44.2 43.3 48.0 51.5
OK 21.2 20.6 22.8 25.C 221 16.4 215 21.6 235
sD 43.2 40.4 37.5 33.3 394 42.5 44.0 46.3 37.7
™ 19.1 19.8 21.4 21.1 21.7 16.6 17.7 24.6 224
WY 10.1 11.6 14.2 11.4 7.4 8.7 8.8 9.3 9.5
Unit 22.5 24.6 24.8 25.6 24.€ 24.5 24.6 25.0 24.0
WESTERN UNIT
AZ 26.3 211 25.0 16.8 18.8 23.0 17.7 223 23.9
CA 17.7 125 145 111 14.¢ 11.0 11.0 10.8 11.7
ID 10.6 9.8 6.9 7.0 8.9 9.0 9.8 9.0 8.1
NV 4.1 5.2 34 3.9 5.3 4.6 3.2 4.2 3.5
OR 7.1 7.8 6.1 5.6 7.0 5.7 6.3 4.0 6.2
ut 12.5 8.2 11.4 10.C 10.2 10.7 9.1 8.2 10.6
WA 6.7 8.4 10.1 8.0 8.0 6.9 7.2 9.0 8.0
Unit 12.6 11.3 11.1 9.6 11.8 10.7 9.9 10.0 10.7

aAnnual indices are the predicted value from the trend analysis plus the deviation from the expected value in a year.
Large but nonsignificant changes due to small sample sizes produce exaggerated indices over the 35-year period.
b New England consists of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, and VT.
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Table 2. Breeding population indicesa based on mourning doves heard along Call-count routes, 1966-2000.

Management year

unit/state 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

EASTERN UNIT

Hunt

AL 21.7 22.7 24.0 18.7 17.€ 19.€ 18.8 20.1
DE/MD 10.2 12.6 11.3 10.6 8.8 12.1 8.8 8.8
FL 115 10.9 12.2 11.9 10.7 13.E 145 13.3
GA 19.3 22.0 26.3 221 19.2 184 18.6 17.6
IL 25.4 28.4 29.4 23.2 23.8 24.C 221 29.0
IN 255 30.3 24.6 211 20.¢ 211 22.0 23.5
KY 21.7 20.9 20.6 18.1 17.1 21.t 21.6 23.5
LA 12.1 13.2 15.1 12.2 12.€ 14.4 15.1 17.2
MS 243 205 18.8 17.7 16.€ 16.€ 20.2 17.0
NC 24.4 24.6 26.7 27.2 29.7 29.1 29.8 35.3
PA 12.0 11.4 11.0 10.6 9.7 11.8 9.5 11.2
sC 25.6 229 18.2 22.8 21.8 24.€ 22.4 221
N 16.3 19.9 184 15.7 16.8 16.5 16.4 184
VA 12.8 12.4 13.2 10.6 13.4 12.4 12.2 13.3
WV 8.5 9.2 9.5 4.7 9.4 7.8 9.1 8.7
Subunit 18.6 19.2 19.4 16.9 17.C 18.1 18.0 19.1
Nonhunt

MI 11.6 11.0 12.3 125 12.1 13.7 12.9 16.8
N.England 11.0 10.0 12.7 8.8 8.9 9.6 1.1 11.6
NJ 154 134 9.9 12.8 6.9 11.2 9.1 11.¢
NY 9.5 9.8 10.6 9.9 10.8 9.4 12.3 13.7
OHe 16.6 18.5 17.¢ 13.8 13.8 16.4 16.7 18.0
Wi 17.8 15.0 12.5 11.4 11.¢ 9.7 18.0 16.3
Subunit 13.2 12.5 12.6 11.2 11.2 114 13.8 15.0
Unit 17.2 17.3 17.5 15.3 154 16.2 17.0 18.1

CENTRAL UNIT

AR 171 20.6 19.1 195 20.¢ 20.2 18.3 18.0
Cco 18.1 318 27.4 20.9 28.8 322 39.7 35.4
1A 24.1 253 27.1 34.4 28.2 29.€ 28.7 26.8
KS 37.2 51.3 59.8 32.7 59.4 53.¢ 65.5 50.0
MN 16.5 20.3 19.5 18.6 19.7 18.4 16.5 16.9
MO 21.0 25.0 21.6 21.2 20.5 18.1 16.7 17.5
MT 104 9.8 124 12.4 11.€ 14.5 12.7 13.8
NE 40.0 37.2 40.8 34.2 32.1 40.7 36.9 37.3
NM 115 145 13.0 11.3 15.C 12.t 14.4 16.7
ND 44.6 38.5 40.7 42.1 38.1 34.2 46.9 45.5
OK 20.3 26.0 19.7 20.7 19.¢ 28.€ 25.8 21.4
SD 34.0 37.1 39.3 38.5 33.C 35.8 36.8 37.6
™ 20.4 22.5 16.8 14.6 21.€ 21.8 21.4 18.9
wy 7.0 8.9 6.5 7.6 7.3 7.5 5.6 7.9
Unit 20.9 24.2 22.6 20.7 23.5 243 24.2 23.8

WESTERN UNIT

AL 24.1 213 20.3 11.9 18.2 21.1 22.7 22.0
CA 14.2 119 11.8 11.7 10.2 104 11.0 10.1
ID 6.9 6.9 6.2 6.0 8.5 5.0 7.0 6.8
NV 2.8 2.5 4.1 3.8 3.3 2.8 3.4 3.0
OR 5.1 6.0 5.0 4.7 4.7 3.5 3.8 5.0
ut 8.8 9.2 6.0 7.0 8.8 5.1 8.0 12.6
WA 6.9 7.2 7.9 5.3 6.6 5.1 6.9 7.8
Unit 10.2 9.8 9.7 8.6 9.7 8.0 9.6 104

aAnnual indices are the predicted value from the trend analysis plus the deviation from the expected value in a year.
Large but nonsignificant changes due to small sample sizes produce exaggerated indices over the 35-year period.
bNew England consists of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, and VT.

17



Table 3. Trends (% changea per year as determined by linear regression) in number of mourning doves heard along Breeding Bird Survey routes, 1966-1999.

10 year (1990-99) 34 year (1966-99)
N % Change 90% CI N % Change 90% ClI
EASTERN UNIT
Hunt
AL 85 -1.0 -2.4 0.3 89 -1.032 il -1.8 -0.3
DE/MD 69 -1.4 * -2.6 -0.2 77 0.552 0.0 1.1
FL 66 -0.4 -2.4 1.7 79 2.918 Hrk 2.0 3.8
GA 62 -2.4 x -3.7 -1.1 67 -1.076 * -2.0 -0.1
IL 81 1.0 -0.4 2.4 81 0.4 -0.5 1.3
IN 43 -1.9 ok -2.9 -0.9 44 -0.21 -0.9 0.4
KY 35 -1.8 * -3.3 -0.2 48 0.336 -0.3 0.9
LA 46 2.9 ** 1.0 4.8 59 1.418 * 0.13 2.7
MS 26 -1.6 -4.0 0.8 34 -1.327 il -2.3 -0.4
NC 57 -0.5 -1.6 0.6 65 -0.303 -1.2 0.6
OHe 68 0.2 -1.0 1.4 75 0.657 * 0.03 1.3
PA 98 15 0.0 3.0 118 2.448 el 1.74 3.2
sC 23 3.22 ol 1.8 4.7 29 -0.4 -1.2 0.5
™ 42 -1.5 -3.4 0.5 45 -0.8 -1.8 0.2
VA 49 -0.6 -2.3 1.2 55 -0.5 -1.1 0.2
wvVv 48 1.94 -0.4 4.3 53 6.0 ol 5.01 7.0
Subunit 898 -0.4 -0.9 0.2 1018 1.0 -0.2 0.4
Nonhunt
MI 65 0.0 -1.2 1.2 75 0.343 -0.2 0.9
N.Englandd 139 2.01 b 0.7 3.4 149 3.606 sl 2.5 4.7
NJ 28 -0.6 -2.9 1.6 36 0.6 -0.5 1.7
NY 106 1.23 * 0.2 2.3 114 3.2 Hrk 2.7 3.7
Wi 86 -1.0 -2.0 0.0 88 1.013 -0.2 2.2
Subunit 424 0.23 -0.3 0.8 462 1.447 kel 1.0 1.9
Unit 1322 -0.3 -0.7 0.2 1480 0.326 *x 0.1 0.6
CENTRAL UNIT
AR 31 5.1 ok 3.2 7.0 33 -0.133 -1.3 1.1
(ef0) 105 3.22 i 1.04 5.4 110 0.9 -0.3 2.0
1A 35 1.1 -0.3 2.5 37 -1.0 -1.9 0.0
KS 38 -1.9 x -3.4 -0.4 39 -0.131 -1.0 0.7
MN 61 -2.6 * -4.8 -0.5 66 -1.6 il -2.7 -0.5
MO 52 -1.8 * -3.4 -0.2 60 -2.6 sl -3.2 -1.9
MT 48 -1.7 -3.6 0.3 53 -0.901 ** -1.6 -0.2
NE 40 0.19 -1.6 2.0 44 -0.739 -1.5 0.0
NM 60 2.13 -0.9 5.2 68 -0.5 -2.3 1.4
ND 42 -3.7 okk -5.2 -2.2 45 1.62 sl 1.05 2.2
OK 56 -1.5 -3.1 0.2 60 -2.0 Hrk -2.6 -1.3
SD 29 -3.4 ** -5.7 -1.1 44 0.534 -0.3 1.3
1% 164 0.62 -0.7 2.0 184 -1.6 sl -2.1 -1.0
WY 78 -1.6 -3.7 0.5 96 -0.523 -1.8 0.8
Unit 839 -0.4 -1.0 0.1 939 -0.7 i -1.0 -0.4
WESTERN UNIT
AZ 57 -1.3 -5.1 2.6 69 -1.44 -3.6 0.7
CA 164 -0.3 -2.1 1.4 203 -1.2 Hrk -1.9 -0.5
ID 39 -1.4 -5.2 2.4 43 -1.8 el -2.7 -0.9
NV 22 6.3 b 1.7 11.0 31 5.1 il 1.1 9.1
OR 81 2.14 -0.4 4.7 93 -2.602 sl -3.8 -1.4
uT 77 -0.5 -3.3 2.2 79 -3.2 Hrk -4.9 -1.5
WA 56 -0.5 -2.8 1.8 61 -0.3 -1.9 1.4
Unit 496 0.0 -1.4 1.3 579 -1.449 el -2.0 -0.9

aMean of route trends weighted by land area and population density. The estimated countin the next yearis (%/100+1) times the countin the currentyear
where % is the annual change. Note: Extrapolating the estimated trend statistic (% change per year) overtime (e.g., 35 years) may exaggerate the total
change over the period.

b*pP<0.1; **P<0.05; ***P<0.01.

¢ Ohio had hunting seasons in 1995-1999.

dNew England consists of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, and VT.
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Table 4. The number of days afield, birds bagged, active hunters, the bag per active hunter and percent confidence
intervals for each from the 1998-99 Harvest Information Program harvest surveys.

State Daysafield 95%Cl  Birdsbagged 95%Cl Active  gopec Ba/ACtive oo
hunters hunter
Alabama 248300  87% 1,567,400 106% 53100  33% 0 111%
Arkansas 138700  104% 955,600 109% 54,600  124% 17 155%
Arizona 139100  12% 897,700  15% 40000  11% 2 18%
Cdlifornia 214100  15% 1,107,500 15% 62000  12% 18 19%
Colorado 25700  64% 74500  46% 5700  37% 13 60%
Delaware 6200  95% 34000 88% 1700 9% 20  130%
Florida 122400  49% 707,400  61% 23200  32% 31 6%
|daho 19300  18% 70000  20% 6500  17% 1 2%
lllinois 84700  10% 469900 12% 26300 9% 18 15%
Indiana 52400  39% 270300  50% 11600  32% 23 59%
K ansas 156,600  12% 802500  14% 36,000 8% 2 1%
Louisiana 79900  53% 485600 52% 41200  56% 2 76%
Maryland 63100  27% 377,500  34% 19200  27% 20 43%
Mississi ppi 46500  62% 200,400  49% 19100  