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der yielded: 14 Meadow Voles
(Microtus pennsylvanicus), one
White-footed Mouse (Peromyscus
leucopus), two Star-nosed Moles
(Condylura cristata), four Short-
tailed Shrews (Blarina brevicauda),
two Meadow Jumping Mice (Zapus
hudsonius), and even a Black-
capped Chickadee (Parus atricapil-
lus). Visual reports of captures
added Red Squirrel (Zamiasciurus
hudsonicus), Eastern Chipmunk
(Tamias striatus), and Ermine
(Mustela erminea). While unusual,
squirrels, chipmunks and weasels
have been previously reported as
prey (Brunton and Reynolds 1984,
Bull and Duncan 1993). It did not
prove possible to be more specific
about seasonality of prey use. In
any case, numbers were too small
for generalization.

Causes of Invasions

Great Gray Owl invasions are
believed to be caused primarily by
crashes of prey populations in the
breeding range (Duncan 1987, Bull
and Duncan 1993, Duncan and
Hayward 1994, Pittaway 1997). In
addition, “particularly good repro-
ductive success of owls prior to
movements may accentuate the
magnitude of their invasions”
(Shuford and Desante 1979).

There has been frequent specu-
lation that snow depth and crusting
in the north would affect availabili-
ty of food for these owls and result
in southward flights (e.g., Shuford
and Desante 1979, Kaufman 1997).
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However, Robert Nero (1980) and
Jim Duncan (Duncan and Hayward
1994) in Manitoba have disputed
this assumption, pointing out that
there are at times movements
northward to places of deeper
snow; and that these owls are capa-
ble of diving successfully into deep
snow (45 cm) and even snow with
substantially iced layers. Reports
from northern Ontario indicate that
in 1995-96, the icy crust in some
areas was such that people and
even moose (Alces alces) were
forced to walk on top of it. Deep
snow itself is not as much of a haz-
ard to the owls as we might think,
since mice often tunnel to the sur-
face for ventilation. Perhaps it is the
added difficulty in locating or
reaching prey that affects overall
success.

There is much we do not yet fully
understand about this bird of mys-
tery. We must look forward to the
next invasion, whenever that may
be, and be better prepared to learn
from it. It should be an exciting
experience.
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Notes

Laying Hours and Other Nesting Data of
Rose-breasted Grosbeaks

David M. Scott

Introduction

Recent compilations of reproduc-
tive data on Rose-breasted Gros-
beaks (Pheucticus ludovicianus)
have little detail on stages of the
nesting cycle. Peck and James
(1987) recorded 406 grosbeak nests,
but only eight provided information
on incubation periods. Pelletier and
Dauphin (1996) indicated that the
laying interval and the day of onset
of incubation are unknown. Also,
the hour of oviposition has not
been reported.

The lack of detail is not surpris-
ing. Although commonly found,
grosbeak nests often are inaccessi-
ble to humans. For example, at
London, Ontario, Langley (1976)
found 50 nests of a local grosbeak
population. The average height was
6 m; only about five were accessible
to observers.

In 1997, near London, I saw two
female grosbeaks building nests at
heights at which I could determine
the contents with the aid of a mir-
ror. Watching these nests and one
found in 1975, I recorded the hour
of laying, the length of one incuba-
tion period, asynchronous hatching
in one clutch, the approximate time
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of the onset of incubation, and the
minimum length of nesting life of
three nestlings. These few data,
either because they are more pre-
cise than most reported or are
unique, are noteworthy.

Methods

The three nests noted above were
visited frequently, and times, con-
tents, and other notes were made
during these visits. Nest location,
information, and dates visited are
summarized in Table 1. To estimate
laying hours, I wused Skutch’s
method (1952), which was to record
times of visits before and after the
egg-of-the-day was laid. It was nec-
essary to visit a nest early to deter-
mine its contents. To do this, I tried
to arrive at nests 2 and 3 (Table 1)
close to sunrise. Thereafter, I
checked nests 2 and 3 periodically
to estimate the time of arrival of the
female and the time of her depar-
ture after laying. The eggs reported
below were laid between 21 May
and 4 June. In that period, the onset
of morning civil twilight and sunrise
occurred at about 0415h and 0450h,
respectively. Eastern Standard Time
is used throughout.
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Table 1. Nests at which observations were made, and dates visited.

Nest # Location Nest Placement Dates Visited
1 near Komoka 2 m in dogwood shrub between 19 May and
(42°56°N, 82°27'W) (Cornus sp.) 16 June 1975
2 near Newbury 2 m in Blue Beech between 24 May and

(42°39°N, 81°49°'W)

(Carpinus caroliniana),
on upper surface of branch
overhanging pond

14 June 1997

3 Coldstream
Conservation Area
(43°01°N, 81°30°'W)

2.5 m in Manitoba Maple
(Acer negundo), on
horizontal branch

between 30 May and
29 June 1997

Results and Discussion

Detailed observations made at the
three Rose-breasted Grosbeak
nests are summarized in Tables 2 to

nesting chronology and behaviour

4, Some general patterns in the  ers.

Table 2. Observations at Nest 1.

of Rose-breasted Grosbeaks are
evident, based on these observa-
tions, as well as the reports of oth-

Date Observations

19 May 1975 nest being built

21 May 0505h: no eggs

22 May 0545h: nest unattended, contained one dew-covered grosbeak egg

0915h: nest still unattended but contained two grosbeak eggs; laying,
assuming female was at least 15 minutes on nest before laying, occurred
between 0600h and 0915h

24 May 0830h, 0900h: female on nest
0915h: four grosbeak eggs

16 June nest empty, young had fledged, 25 days after laying of first egg
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Table 3. Observations at Nest 2.

Date

Observations

24 May 1997

female building outer framework

27 May

1300h: no eggs

28 May

1000h: one grosbeak egg

29 May

0445h-0514h: nest unattended, one grosbeak egg
0514h: female came to nest, left at 0519h

0535h: still one egg

0555h-0640h: female on nest

0655h: nest unattended, two grosbeak eggs
estimated time of laying: 0615h + 30 minutes

30 May

0444h: female accidentally flushed from nest, still quite dark, two eggs only
0535h: male on nest

0545h: nest unattended, two eggs

0600h-0700h: female on nest continuously until she left at

0700h, now three eggs

0706h: male on nest

estimated time of laying: 0625h + 35 minutes

14 June

1400h: nest empty

Table 4. Observations at Nest 3.

Date

Observations

30 May 1997

0900h: nest being built. Gray Catbird (Dumetella carolinensis),
apparently taking nest material from grosbeak nest, chased away by
grosbeak pair.

1 June

0915h: no eggs

2 June

0905h: one grosbeak egg, nest unattended

3 June

0452h: still one egg, nest unattended

0500h-0645h: nest unattended, examined three times, still one egg
0725h: fernale on nest

0740h: male on nest, flushed by me, now two eggs

estimated time of laying: 0710h + 30 minutes

4 June

0530h: female slipped off nest as I approached, still two eggs
0545h: male on nest

0600h: nest unattended

0625h: male on nest, still two eggs

0630h: pair foraging near nest

0640h: male on nest

0645h: female came to nest, and left at 0705h

0708h: male at nest, now three eggs

estimated time of laying: 0655h + 10 minutes

5 June

0840h: four grosbeak eggs

6-7 June

four grosbeak eggs
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15 June

0915h: nest unattended, three eggs and one newly hatched nestling,
down still damp and matted.

Apparent incubation time was almost exactly 10 days, measured
from 5 June when last egg was laid.

1415h: two eggs, two nestlings. Apparent incubation time for second
nestling was about 10 days + 2h.

16 June

0700h: female on nest, one egg, three nestlings
Apparent incubation time for third nestling was about 10 days, 15 h + %h.

17 June

0630h: female brooding four nestlings. Youngest nestling recently
hatched with matted damp down.

True incubation time about 11 days, 22h, if it is assumed that the last egg
laid was the last to hatch.

20 June

1745h: nest unattended; four young: two large, one with eyes open and
stretching up vigorously when I touched the nest, the other two were
quiet on the bottom of the nest.

22 June

1830h: nest unattended, only three young

23 June

1800h: male near nest, clearly SY age: all primaries and all rectrices
except central two were brown. Three large young.

24 June

1800h: nest unattended, three young

25 June

0925h: three nestlings (two males and one female), quiet; fledging
thought to be imminent

1230h: only female nestling present, still quiet; adult female nearby and
very agitated

1800h: nest empty, parents absent; unfamiliar call notes emanating from
nest bush suggested presence of a fledgling; calling ceased when I was at
nest bush and did not resume in next 15 minutes when I left the area;
parents still absent. On this day, many Common Grackles (Quiscalus
quiscula), old and young, were flying back and forth in the area, often
within a few meters of the nest site.

26-29 June

I visited the nest site daily and spent about 6h close to it. I neither saw
nor heard fledglings. A female grosbeak was often nearby, chipping
incessantly. I did not see her carrying food or entering the deep cover
surrounding the nest site. The male parent was rarely present. I
concluded that no nestling survived for more than a few hours following
fledging, if that occurred.

Eggs were laid in each nest on
consecutive days, the usual pattern
in northern passerines. In nests 2
and 3, the interval between eggs 2
and 3 was about 24 h. Five estimates
of the hour of oviposition of second
and third eggs of a clutch showed
that laying occurred at least an hour

after sunrise. The final and fourth
egg of nests 1 and 3 was laid before
0840h in one case, and 0900h in the
other. Eggs 2 and 3 in nest 2 were
laid between 1 1/2 and 2 1/2 h after
sunrise, and in nest 3 between 2 and
3 h after sunrise. These laying times
are later than two or three recorded
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for the species’ closest relative, the
Black-headed Grosbeak (P. mel-
anocephalus), in California. There,
Weston (1947, pers. comm.) ob-
served that eggs were laid, approxi-
mately 24 h apart, before 0700h, in
the hour following sunrise.

The incubation period for nest
3 was almost 12 days long. Ivor
(1944) reported the incubation
period was 12 days for four clutches
and 13 days for three clutches.
Watts (1935), however, reported
incubation periods of 10 to 12 days.
She may have confused early hatch-
ing of first eggs with true incubation

periods.
In my study, the clutch in nest 3
hatched asynchronously, with

almost exactly 48h between hatch-
ing of the first and last eggs. This
means that incubation must have
begun in earnest by the second day
of laying. This is consistent with the
absence of roosting birds preceding
laying of second eggs and their
presence on nests around sunrise
on the third morning of laying. Ivor
(1944) noted for all four clutches
that he observed that the first egg
hatched a day before the last hatch-
ing. Clearly, Rose-breasted Gros-
beaks begin incubation before the
final egg is laid.

Males were on the nests on the
mornings of laying the second egg
(nest 3) and the third egg (nests 2
and 3). Although I was aware that
male grosbeaks sat on nests during
the post-laying period, I was sur-
prised to find them on nests well
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before the clutch had been com-
pleted. The function of this male
behaviour is not understood.
However, as the males have a mod-
erately well developed brood patch
(Langley 1976), they may help in
incubation. Nevertheless, despite
the male’s assistance in incubation,
the incubation period of 12 to 13
days is about the same as that of the
related Northern Cardinal
(Cardinalis cardinalis), in which
only the female incubates (Scott
and Lemon 1996).

The two oldest nestlings were
10 days old, the third slightly
younger, when they disappeared.
This nestling period agrees in
length with that observed by Ivor
(1944).

I hope that this note will
encourage other field ornithologists
to collect and report not only more
reproductive data on grosbeaks, but
also on many other poorly under-
stood Ontario species.
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PUBLICATION NOTICE

The Butterflies of Point Pelee National Park: A Seasonal Guide and
Checklist. 1998. By Alan Wormington. Ontario Natural History Press. 10
pages. $3.50 each or $3.00 each for two or more (includes taxes and
postage). Available from Alan Wormington, R.R. 1, Leamington, Ontario
N8H 3V4, or by phone: (519) 326-0687.

Point Pelee is the best place in Canada for seeing butterflies, especially
southern residents and vagrants. This checklist gives status and one day high
counts for all 85 species recorded at Point Pelee. Bar graphs indicate the
flight season and abundance for each species. Recommended areas for view-
ing butterflies are described. Ron Pittaway
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Commentary

Challenge to Life Members

Jim Richards

Fifteen years ago, in April 1983, 1
had the distinct honour of author-
ing a “Guest Editorial” for the inau-
gural issue (Volume 1, Issue 1) of
Ontario Birds. It was a proud
moment for me; no, not to have sim-
ply published, but because I, along
with a dedicated lot, was part of
something sadly lacking in Ontario,
our own field journal. As noted in
my editorial, it was a long time com-
ing, but come it did. One of the rea-
sons it happened when it did was
due to the belief by many that we
could make it happen. To this end, a
good number of us showed our
faith by pledging $50 for a Life
Membership. In my editorial, I pre-
dicted that while this issue was
great ....”It can only get better” ....
and that it did. Are there any
among the original Life Members
that are disappointed? I doubt it,
unless you would like to see an
even thicker publication, or one
that came out more frequently, as 1
would. Well, perhaps this is not out
of the question, even without rais-
ing the absurdly low (current) regu-
lar membership fee. I doubt if too
many subscribers would mind say a
$5 per year increase, considering
what we get .... let’s hear from you
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on this.

One way it could be done in part
is as follows. Since your initial pay-
out in 1983, you have received 45
great issues of Ontario Birds. That
works out to a lowly $1.10 each;
what a bargain. Riding on your ini-
tial investment, you will continue to
receive future issues. The same
sense of pride I had when I signed
up to help finance the launch still
remains, and quite frankly, I don’t
want any of our current 930 mem-
bers supporting my enjoyment or
underwriting my pride. In addition
to your 45 issues, you also receive
regular issues of OFO News, keep-
ing you even more informed about
OFO and birding. A bit of crude
math would indicate that 45 issues
of Ontario Birds, 15 volumes of
OFO News and the postage to get it
all to you was more than worth the
original investment. Seems to me
that it was some time ago that regu-
lar members started to subsidize
the “old gang”, and I for one don’t
feel right about this. Instead of
allowing the Executive to continue
asking for donations from the origi-
nal Life Members (and I know that
many respond), why doesn’t each of
us consider an annual donation of



an amount at least equal to a regu-
lar current membership (you’ll get
a tax receipt) and save the organi-
zation even more postage and the
printing of forms? Why not ensure
that all of the funding that goes to
OFO is reflected in the continued
high quality of our own journal?
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challenge to all of the original Life
Members to join me and do just
that. Send in a donation to help
ensure the continued success of
OFO and Ontario Birds, to show
our continued support for the jour-
nal we helped to launch, and in
hopes of a quarterly issue in time.

At this time then, I extend a

Jim Richards, 14 Centre Street, Box 442, Orono, Ontario LOB 1M0

PUBLICATION NOTICE

Checklist of Yukon Birds. 1998. By Cameron Eckert, Helmut Grunberg,
Greg Kubica, Lee Kubica and Pam Sinclair (compilers). Available free from
Yukon Bird Club, Box 31054, Whitehorse, Yukon Y1A 5P7. E-mail:
ybc@yknet.yk.ca

This new checklist summarizes the occurrence and breeding status of 272
species which have been documented in the Yukon. Breeding has been con-
firmed for 182 species. Distribution codes indicate species which are only
casually found outside a limited range (North Coast, Southern Yukon, or
Southeast Yukon). Frequency codes designate species which are casual or
accidental for the Yukon. Ron Tozer
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Book Reviews

Ashbridge’s Bay. By George
Fairfield (editor). Toronto
Ornithological Club, Toronto.

Softcover, 136 pages. $20 (plus $3
postage and handling). Available
from TOC, 322 Sheldrake Blvd.,
Toronto, Ontario M4P 2HS.

Ashbridge’s Bay was a 560
hectare (1385 acre) marsh on the
eastern  Toronto  waterfront.
Originally, it extended about 4 kilo-
metres (2.5 miles) from east (about
Woodbine Avenue) to west
(Toronto Harbour), and had a
width of 1770 metres (1.1 miles) at
its western end. Incredibly, this
huge marsh is completely gone
today, replaced by “a depressing
wasteland of oil tanks, coal piles
and shoddy, low industrial buildings
separated by open parcels of conta-
minated land”.

George Fairfield has gathered
together twenty-four accounts in
this anthology of writings about the
Ashbridge’s Bay area, in order “to
preserve the story of a great wet-
land”, “to warn communities not to
throw away their natural heritage”,
and “to introduce the reader to
some of the human denizens of the
marsh”. It succeeds admirably in all
these stated purposes.

The book provides fascinating
glimpses of an earlier time, through
old maps, archival photographs and
selected writings by authors such as
Fred Bodsworth, Richard Saunders,
Ernest Thompson Seton, Stuart
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Thompson, and Robert Taylor. For
instance, we learn that waterfowl
were so numerous in the marsh “as
to be an annoyance at night” due to
their loud vocalizations, that Mrs.
John Graves Simcoe set the marsh
on fire “for amusement” on 27
January 1794, and that commercial
hunters would trap up to 1000 Snow
Buntings there in an afternoon to
be sold for 5 cents each to local gun
clubs for target practice! Of partic-
ular interest are sections by Ron
Pittaway and Peter Burke on
Cory’s Least Bittern (“more than
50% of the world’s records are from
Ontario, mainly Toronto’s
Ashbridge’s Bay”), and by John
Carley on the nearby Leslie Street
Spit (“the creation and preserva-
tion of a public urban wilderness”).
In an encouraging note for the
future, Carley suggests that “the
creation of the Leslie Street Spit
and its subsequent naturalization
has somewhat redressed the
tremendous loss of the marsh”.

I found the book to be a fasci-
nating and informative read. It is
well bound and printed on attrac-
tive, glossy paper, and appears to be
largely free of typographical errors.
By way of minor criticism, I would
note that all photographs of the site
should have included a year (or at
least an estimate) in the captions. In
addition, some sections (e.g., Cory’s
Least Bittern, and Saw-whet Owls)
have literature cited which is not
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included in the Bibliography, which I strongly recommend this book
can be an irritation to those seeking  to anyone interested in Ontario his-
more information. tory, birding, and conservation.

Ron Tozer, 1017 Spring Lake Road, R.R. 1, Dwight, Ontario POA 1HO

PUBLICATION NOTICE

Identification Guide to North American Birds. Part 1. 1997. By Peter Pyle.
Slate Creek Press, Bolinas, California. Softcover, 732 pages. $42.00
American. Order by mail from Slate Creek Press, Box 219, Bolinas, CA,
U.S.A. 94924, or by phone: (415) 868-1221, ext. 21.

This is a greatly expanded revision of Identification Guide to North
American Passerines (1987) by Pyle, Howell, Yunick and DeSante.
Described as “a synthesis of known and new information on identification,
geographic variation, molt, ageing and sexing landbirds in the hand and the
field”, this volume treats 395 species from Doves through Weavers. While it
will be of most use to banders and others identifying birds in the hand, there
is a wealth of material here for the field birder who can master its complex
text and terminology (which, of course, only reflect the real complexity of
the birds themselves!).

The close to 1000 separate drawings are mainly of feather shapes and
patterns, but include a few on subjects such as: relative size, shape, and
colour of lower mandibles of Empidonax flycatchers; head patterns in Clay-
colored, Chipping and Brewer’s Sparrows; and facial plumage and tail pat-
terns of Eastern and Western Meadowlarks. All recognized subspecies (857)
are listed with brief descriptions of range and distinguishing characteristics,
plus all known hybrids.

There are expanded and detailed sections on molt for all species,
employing “a simplified molt terminology based on Humphrey and Parkes”,
which is well-described in the Introduction. The volume concludes with
2,442 cited references, a valuable guide to further reading. Ron Tozer
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Photo Quiz

Bob Curry

Rather few of our birds sit length-
wise along branches as this bird is
doing. What we have is a dark and
light bird with mottled, intricate
plumage. It displays no legs and
feet, a tiny somewhat hooked bill, a
large-headed and  no-necked
appearance, and rather long, point-
ed wings. Moreover, it is sleeping!
Our only birds which combine
these features are the Caprimulgi-
dae or nightjars. It is surprising to
consider that in a north temperate
eastern jurisdiction such as is
Ontario, five species of goatsuckers
have been recorded.

These may be divided into two
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groups. Two species of nighthawks

in the genus Chordeiles have
occurred in Ontario: the Common
Nighthawk, which unfortunately is
far less common than it once was,
and the Lesser Nighthawk, which
occurred once at Point Pelee associ-
ated with a late April push of tropi-
cal air. The other three are true
nightjars, although two genera are
involved. Alas, the Whip-poor-will
also is heard by fewer than it once
was in Ontario, but is nonetheless a
widespread breeding inhabitant of
southern and central Ontario. The
Poorwill, a western species, has
occurred accidentally on the shore



of James Bay, and the Chuck-will’s-
widow, a denizen of the hot, humid
southeastern U.S., has occurred in
summer (and bred) at a few wide-
spread locations, but remains an
extremely rare bird, being recorded
far less than annually in the
province.

All these birds have a white or
buff slash across the throat,
although the pattern, position and
extent of these varies from one
species to another. On all three
nightjars, the white slash is around
the base of the neck, whereas on the
nighthawks it covers the throat and
chin. Of course, on our subject the
relaxed head is sunk into the neck
such that only a portion of the
white mark may be seen. Nightjar
plumage is a composite of subtle
browns, golds and blacks offering
superb camouflage as they sit on
the forest floor. Nighthawks, which
frequent open country such as
grasslands, deserts, and, in Ontario,
Shield outcrops, alvars, sand plains,
forest burns and hydro cuts, present
a more pale appearance with more
contrasts of light and dark. The sub-
tleties on the one hand and the con-
trasts on the other are the result of
distinctive patterns on specific
feather tracts. The nightjars have
several rows of black-centred
scapulars. The nighthawks tend to
more uniform feathering in these
areas, with broader light or white
margins to the feathers. The night-
jar primaries are buffy or grey-
brown, but with blackish cross bars
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and light buffy spots, whereas the
somewhat less cryptic nighthawks
have plain black primaries. The
underparts on nighthawks are
strongly barred blackish on white
or pale buff.

Being scrub and forest edge
hunters, the nightjars have shorter,
more rounded wings and longer
tails for increased maneuverability.
On close examination, what this
means results from two structural
features. First, the outermost
(tenth) primary is shorter than
those immediately inward from it.
On the folded primaries of a sitting
bird, this difference tends to disap-
pear. Second, each of the outer pri-
maries is more rounded and blunt,
whereas in the nighthawks these
are more tapered to points. The net
effect is that on these nightjars the
folded wings end short of the tail
tip, whereas in the nighthawks the
wingtips reach to or beyond the tail
tip.

So the subject bird with the
rather contrasty plumage, barred
flanks and the long, black, tapered
wings is a nighthawk. But which
one? This bird was photographed
by Michael Runtz at Point Pelee in
May, just the time and place for
another vagrant Lesser Nighthawk
to turn up! The slightly smaller size,
as is implied in the name Lesser, is
useless in species determination.
Common Nighthawk tends to be
more heavily barred underneath,
and there is more contrast with
white, whereas Lesser is buffier.
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Again, however, these are tenden-
cies only and cannot be used as
proof of identity. The critical diag-
nostic feature is the position and
extent of the white patch on the pri-
maries of both species. But in our
sleeping bird, the tertials are relax-
ed and have dropped down to cover
the white patch. So is the bird
unidentifiable as to species?

Perhaps not. Will Russell, in his
own ID Frontiers discussion group
entitled BIRDWGO1 (available at
http://nbhc.com/birdmail.htm)
offers an excellent analysis of this
feature based upon his examination
of museum specimens, prompted by
a controversial nighthawk photo in
Living Bird, the Cornell University
publication. To understand this fea-
ture, it is important to know that the
primaries are numbered (1 to 10)
from innermost to outermost. On
Common Nighthawk, the patch is
larger, extending from pl0 to p6,
while on Lesser, it extends from p10
to p7. This could be seen on a rest-
ing bird if the tertials were not
relaxed, as they are in the Runtz
photo.

The guide books make much of
the point that the patch is farther
out on the wing in Lesser than in
Common. This, as it happens, is real
and not just an artifact of the more
rounded wing of Lesser (a point to

which we will return briefly in a
moment). On Lesser, the patch is
positioned approximately opposite
the tip of p5, whereas in Common it
falls about opposite the tip of p4.
Count downwards from the outer-
most primary on our bird. You will
see that the tip and most of the
exposed portion of p5 is visible. On
a Lesser Nighthawk, the distal edge
of the white patch on the folded
outer primaries should just be visi-
ble, whereas on this Common
Nighthawk the white patch remains
covered by the tertials.

Controversy surrounds the point
that primary 9 in Lesser Nighthawk
is longer than pl0, whereas p10 is
longer than p9 in Common
Nighthawk. This feature is well
illustrated for both species on page
251 of the National Geographic
Society guide. The problem is that
photos and observations (again, see
ID Frontiers) indicate that this fea-
ture is not diagnostic, and that on at
least some Common Nighthawks,
p9 can be longer than pl0. Try
studying nighthawks closely, espe-
cially during fall migration when
flocks are overhead (which will not
be easy given the erratic flight of
nighthawks), keeping in mind that
primary proportions may vary even
more with juveniles.
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