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Abstract—The present study has been done to assess Common 
Pheasant Phasianus colchicus population in nature and habitat 
suitability rate. We used call counting to estimate the population of 
Common Pheasant in reproduction season (spring) in Tootestan 
habitat in Siahkal area of Gilan Province. The most calls were 
heard in part 3 of garden section of the Tootestan. According to the 
sexual rate we have estimated 153 Common Pheasants. Study on 
habitat suitability is necessary the attention to fundamental factors 
of life. Thus we identified biotic and threatened factors and we 
sorted quantity factors by numbers rate and quality factors by 
ranking mode (excellent, good, middle, weak) and then we 
evaluated value of the habitat suitability per part and also total 
habitat. The part 3 of garden with prevailing cover of shrub/grass 
has most suitability index is 0.8. Then 2, 4, 1 parts have most 
suitability index. 

Keywords— Phasianus colchicus, population 
estimation, habitat suitability index, Tootastan.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE Common Pheasant Phasianus colchicus is occurring 

in northern Iran This bird is considerable for sexual 
behavior, sport hunting, aesthetics, economic and cultural 
values. Its reproduction system is polygamous and their 
chicks are nidifugous[1]. 

 They select shrub/grass cover as habitat ,They build their 
nest in a place where it has standing plant stems of previous 
years , They feed on 3-mm insects [2]. The pheasants feed 
on grains, grasses and fruit. Most Common Pheasants have 
been hunted for food, sport game and trade [3]. Nowadays 
most pheasants are being threatened by illegal hunting, 
habitat destruction due to road edge specially (it is suitable 
habitat for live pheasants reproduction) [4], diseases 
(including influenza and smallpox), unfavourable weather 
and herbicides in the world. Mansoori [1] studied on the 
population of Common Pheasant by using call factor and 
direct observations according to Gills and King methods [5].  

The pheasants have two kinds of reproduction and winter 
territories[6]. According to a comprehensive assessment by 
IUCN in the year 2006, one fourth of population of wildlife 
is exposed to extinction that habitat destruction and over 
hunting were important factors [7]. Thus it is important 
study on the habitat for the protection of the species. We 
should evaluate habitats and consider decrease in qualities in 
a specific period [8]. The method of hearing calls was used 
to evaluate pheasant numbers in many countries around the 
world [9]. 

An ecological study was done about the Common 
Pheasant by Mansoori [1] and Shahkumahalli  & Masudi [6] 
in Miankaleh Wildlife Refuge, northern Iran.  

They used the call factor along several sampling strips, 
divided the Miankaleh area into three regions of upper, 
medium and weak compression. The population of Common 
Pheasants was also udertaken by capture-recapture method 
in Kranlu habitat in West Azarbaijan Province [10].  

In the year 2006, it was estimated by call factor in 
Dakota State in the USA by movement on transect and 
record call per 0.5 mile; started at 45 minutes before the 
sunrise. We counted Common Pheasant call's by walking on 
distinct transects suggested by peter J. Garson, Pheasant 
Special Group [11]. The number of grades in this method 
depends on researcher's experience but it causes little stress 
to Common Pheasant in their reproduction season. US Fish 
and Wildlife Service had done habitat evaluation for Grey 
Partridge Perdix perdix [12]. They have done it by the HEP 
method and used habitat variables for habitat evaluation but 
we determined threatened factors for pheasant in spring 
season too and used ranking method to study their habitat.  

The study on habitat is not quantitative therefore we 
should evaluate a habitat by relative qualities to recognise 
effects of human activities [13]. The habitat evaluation was 
done by different methods in the world, for instance by the 
HEP and ranking method. We used the ranking method for 
the study on habitat. 
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II.MATERIALS and METHODS 

A. Study Area 
Tootestan habitat connects to the Sangar-Siahkal road to 

the north and gardens of Feshtal village to the east and 
Disam river to the west and Natural Resource lands and 
Gurimahaleh deforestated are to the south. This lies at 43–
60 m asl, having a <5% slope and relative humidity of 72–
88%. The soil in the Tootestan area is acidic but neutral in 
some parts. The Tootestan area covers an area of about 70 
ha, including 12 ha farmlands and the rest of them gardens 
covered with Mulberry shrubs, and Plum, Pomegranate, 
Medlar trees, etc.). The important mammilla, birds and 
reptiles are as follow as (Purafrasiabi & Omidikhah 2002): 
AVES: Turdus merula, Circus cyaneus, Buteo buteo, 
Motacilla alba, Passer domesticus, Sturnus vulgaris, Pica 
pica, Corvus corone, Fringilla montfifringilla, Turdus 
philomelos, Scolopax rusticola and Phasianus colchicus; 
MAMALIA: Sus scrofa, Canis aureus, Hystrix indica, Felis 
chaus, Meles meles and Mustella nivalis, RETILIA: Natrix 
natrix natrix, Laudakia caucasia, Eyryx elegans, Rana 
ridibunda ridibunda and Rana macrocnemis 
pseudodalmatina. 

B.Methods 

Counts were done in the spring season especially because 
sighting the Common Pheasants is difficult in other seasons. 
We studied reproductive territory for Common Pheasant in 
Tootestan habitat. We divided the Tootestan habitat into 
some parts by considering information gathered in previous 
years about pheasant density (low, middle, high) in area and 
the plant cover types. There are two sections in Tootestan, 
the first farmland in northern part about 12 ha and another 
gardens in south part about 58 ha. We divided them into 
some parts by cover type especially. We could not use small 
sampling like Miankaleh method because it had intensive 
plant cover. The capture-recapture method was not 
applicable in Tootestan in spring season because it was 
making some stresses to the pheasants in this season. To 
study its population by indirect observations (call factor), we 
used four persons and did it on the sunny days before 
sunrise in five days. The person moved on the determined 
transects and recorded the pheasants call. This task was 
done in all parts of Tootestan habitat. The transect length 
varies between 100 and 390 m. Methods used in this study 
were preparation of biotic factors. Selection of important 
factors for study season (reproduction); ranking of biotic 
factors (the worst rank is grade 1 and the best is grade 5) this 
ranking was done for four factors: shrub cover, grass cover 
compression and the shrub average high and grass average 
high shown in Table 1; description of habitat (excellent, 
good, medium, weak); division of factor into vital and 
threaten (Tables 1–2); consequently we evaluated variables 
and add them.  

Table 1. Ranking method of density and height of shrubs and grass (Rahbar 2002, Hamzepur 2006) for Common Pheasant in reproductive 
season in Tootestan. 

Grad Description Density of shrub Density of grass average shrub high average grass high
5 excellent >%30 %80–100 300–200 cm 100–80 cm 
4 Good 30–25 %80–60 210–100 80–60 
3 Medium 24–20 %60–40 110–90 60–40
2 Weak 15–19 %40–20 91–80 40–20 

1 Very weak >%15 <%20 <80 <20 

Table 2. Ranking of threatened factors in reproductive season in Tootestan.

Grade Description Density of 
trap 

Density of 
garbage (kg) 

traffic of 
people 

Dinstance to a 
road (m) 

Dinstance to 
village (m) 

Predators Hunters Change of land use

1 Very weak Very high >%50 Very high <50 >1000 + + Grazing/incineration/change 
farmland 

2 Weak High 50–40% high 50-100 1100–1500 - + Grazing/incineration 

3 Medium Middle 41–30% middle 100-150 1600–2000 + - Grazing/the cutting tree  
and distortion of shrub 

4 Good Low 31–20% low 150-200 2100–2500 + - Cutting tree and distortion of 
shrub 

5 Excellent Without trap <%20 Without 
traffic 

>200 <2500 - - Without the change 

III.RESALTS 
The call number heard in parts 1 to 4 were 10, 12, 15 & 

14 respectively. The calls had belonged to 51 Common 
Pheasants. Then we estimated the population by sexual 
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ration (the male birds pairing with one female minimum and 
three female maximum) that it was estimated as 102–204 
individuals averaging 153 birds. Also we performed this 
method for other parts of Tootestan habitat. This study 
distinguished Khararud area is extensive relation to 
Tootestan but call number per hectare was more in 
Tootestan habitat. The most calls were heard before the rise 
or next to sunset. According to the call counts, 153 Common 
Pheasants were estimated in Tootestan.  

Moreover the most number of calls per hec in this habitat 
was 2.30 indicating common pheasant preferred to select 

this habitat rather than other habitats (Table 4). This 
comparison indicates the importance of Tootestan for 
occurring Common Pheasant. In this study, the most value 
was related to part 3 where had prevailing type of 
shrub/grass plants and high interspersion. This part with 
high 60 m altitude and 0.66 average for grass and 6.5 m in 
average for cypress trees had 0.89 value. This part of habitat 
provides needs for reproduction and cover for the Pheasant 
in the critical period altogether. The part 4 with 58 m 
altitude and dominant type of shrub/grass has 0.8 value 
(Table 4). 

Table 3. Result of population estimation by call factor in habitat of Siahkal in the spring season 2007. 

Table 4. Ranking matrix of habitat needs and threatening factors in reproductive season in Tootestan in 2007. 

Part 1 (41°10''8.3"N,
39°45'54"E) 

2 (39°33'44.6"N,
41°10'26"E) 

3 (39°37'61.9"N,
41°10'36"E) 

4 (39°39'39"N,
41°10''79.9"E) 

Bird number 10 12 15 14
need factors Average high grass 2 3 4 4 

Average high shrub 3 4 4 4 
Density of grass 3 2 4 4 
Density of shrub 3 3 4 3 
Total 11 12 16 15 

Threatened factors Safety 2 4 4 2 
Change land use 1 4 3 2 
Hunter 3 1 1 1 
The instant of village 4 4 4 4 
The instant of road 1 3 3 3 
Traffic of people 3 3 2 3 
Amount of garbage 4 5 5 4 
Density of trap 2 3 4 2 
Total 20 27 26 21 
Total rank* 42 50 58 51 
Suitability index 0,64 0,76 0,89 0,8

* The total value of variations: 65 

IV.   DISCUSSION 

We study population in this habitat to understand how to 
manage activities for this species as an example. The 

population estimation is one of the most important factors 
for studying their habitat [11].  

The destruction of and hunting in habitat was low because 
it was not afforested having shrub/grass cover mostly. These 
reasons caused that the Common Pheasant migrates to 
adjacent habitats to the Tootestan. These reasons could not 

Rank counting date Habitat name Area 
size 

Number of 
calls 

No. female 
pheasants 

Estimated No. of 
pheasants 

Number of 
pheasants 

Number of call 
to area (ha) 

1 24 April 2007 Radarposhteh 500 134 43 86–172 129 0.268 

2 1 May 2007 Kashki 351 84 38 76–152 114 0.239 
3 3 May 2007 Khararrud 125 161 63 126–252 189 1.20 
4 5 May 2007 Lukarm 145 85 38 76–152 114 0.58 

5 7 May 2007 Tootestan 70 138 51 102–204 153 2.30 
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be enough to go in other habitat as their suitable habitat but 
could be the reason for staying at the same place. Maybe the 
Common Pheasants have been migrating from other habitat 
due to suitable conditions for a distinct time. The Common 
Pheasant usually select afforested areas with intensive shrub 
and grass plants as suitable habitat in its reproduction season 
and build their nest in grass cover. It provides reproduction 
and cover needs for Common Pheasants in the spring 
seasons [1]. However, renesting efforts by Common 
Pheasant are relatively high. Common Pheasant that inhibit 
areas with a high degree of interspersion among cover tend 
to have larger population [4].  

 The species occupies areas with a broad spectrum of 
habitat conditions. The reproduction life should be 
supported with the density of shrub, density of grass, 
average of shrub high, and the average of grass high [12].  
The vegetation composition and abundance within areas 
influence the quality of reproduction habitat.  
An optimum habitat in Tootestan was described as 
grass/shrub (e.g. part 3). We  recorded average 150 cm of 
shrub and 70 cm of grass in height which were suitable for 

nesting and shelter for the Common Pheasant in the spring 
season. They were seen mostly in area with a density of 60–
80% grasses and 30–25% shrubs. Pheasants typically 
associated with the edges between cover types [3]. We 
observed them between types of grass/shrub and shrub/tree 
mostly between parts 3 and 4 in Tootestan habitat. Then 
parts 1 and 2 were suitable. The density of shrub and grass 
plants is 25%, 50% that is low compared to parts 3 and 4 
and average lower height for these parts and it was high the 
unrestrained grazer and illegal hunting in these parts too. 
The important reasons caused the Common Pheasant prefer 
the parts 3 and 4 as optimum reproductive habitat are 
including: the intensive shrub and grass (suitable for the 
nesting, refuge and reproduction), the safety, the abundance 
of insects (insect form an important part of the diet of 
juveniles, Interspersion of needs and the neighbouring river 
(of course availability of water was not an essential element 
for the Common Pheasant, surface water is not required if 
succulent vegetation, dew, or insects are available and 
farmland [3]. This conditions all were saw in Tootestan 
habitat in the spring season.  

The Common Pheasant's population is recently 
decreasing in Iran thus it is necessary reorganization of 
threatened factors and prioritisation management methods. 
The recognition of sensitive areas, destroyed habitat, the 
protection of habitat by supervision on constructions, 
provide safety, the control of the entrance native trap, the 
prevention from outbreak of common diseases, the 
supervision on modern agricultural activities and the change 
of land use, the creating native formations for the 
conservation of Common Pheasants by people traditionally 

and doing managing models are suggested ways for the 
protection and conservation of the Common Pheasant. 
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