




















least five hawk owl nests over the
1997-2001 period, was logged in
1990-91 and re-planted, but then
was burned by a wild fire in 1996. It
was planted again and parts were
sprayed with herbicide in 1996-97.
The Shook Lake hawk owl nest was
in an area that was harvested in
1989-90, and was hit by a wild fire
in 1996. It was subsequently re-
planted and herbicided. The nests
in the Raith area were in sites that
had been logged and herbicided,
but not burned.

Third, all nests were in quiet
undisturbed areas with little human
activity. The nest that failed was
near a logging road that was quiet
until May when a new tree harvest-
ing operation started just up the
road. I do not know why the birds
deserted this site, but the constant
noise and dust made by the
machines and pulp trucks may have
been a factor.

Prior to forest harvesting oper-
ations in Thunder Bay District,
what was the natural habitat of the
Northern Hawk Owl? Graminoid
fens are the only natural grassy
areas here, but I have never seen a
hawk owl in the summer in such
habitat. Perhaps the rodent popula-
tion is too low, and/or there are no
suitable nest sites. Or perhaps these
areas are too wet, although one of
the birds seen in the summer of
2001 was hunting in a wet marshy
area.

A single forest fire might pro-
duce suitable habitat; two of the
hawk owl sightings were in recent
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burns, but I was not able to find a nest
in these areas. In these burns, most
trees are still standing and the under-
storey usually grows back thickly
within a year, but in some areas the
ground cover is left more open.

The year 2002
Hawk owls remained common in
the Thunder Bay area over the win-
ter of 2001-2002, with peak num-
bers recorded in mid-March (e.g.,
26 counted over the weekend of 16-
17 March in two different areas).
Numbers gradually dropped off
after that, but a few individuals
stayed into the breeding season.
Four nests were found in May,
three additional recently fledged
family groups (one with six juve-
niles) were found in June and July,
VOLUME 20 NUMBER 2
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and adult birds were seen at several
other locations. All 2002 nests were
in logging cutovers, some of which
had been treated with herbicide,
while the others were in more
recent cuts with little ground cover.
Three of the nests were in the tops of
broken-off birch (2) and Trembling
Aspen (1) stubs, and one was in a
cavity in the side of a tall dead
aspen. All four nests and two of the
family groups were located close to
Highway 527 (the Armstrong
Highway), between 25 km and 80
km north of the Trans-Canada
Highway (Highway 11/17). The
other family group was at the site of
nest #2001-1 near Raith.

It is apparent from these obser-
“vations that the Northern Hawk
Owl has maintained a strong breed-
ing presence in the southern part of
Thunder Bay District in 2002.
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The 2000 Ontario Peregrine Falcon Survey

Brian Ratcliff and Ted Armstrong

Introduction
The American or anatum Peregrine
Falcon was declared an endangered
species in Ontario in 1977. Since
that time, Ontario has worked as a
member of the National Recovery
Team and with a number of part-
ners to recover the species in the
province. While initial recovery
efforts were focussed on the release
of captive-reared young to re-estab-
lish a breeding population, popula-
tion monitoring has also been a pri-
ority. The monitoring of nesting
sites and population trends has
become increasingly important as
population recovery has proceeded.
Ontario has participated in the
nation-wide Peregrine Falcon sur-
veys conducted every five years
under the National Recovery Plan
since 1970 (Cade and Fyfe 1970,
Fyfe et al. 1976, Murphy 1990,
White et al. 1990, Holroyd and
Banasch 1996, Rowell et al. in
press, Banasch in prep.). Survey
methods and coverage within
Ontario have varied somewhat
from survey to survey, but the
objective has always been to obtain
as complete and comprehensive a
view as possible of the status of
Peregrine Falcons nesting within
the province. This paper reports on
the results of the provincial
Peregrine Falcon survey in 2000.

Background Information
Historical data on Peregrine
Falcons in Ontario were used to
help plan the 2000 survey (Greene
1978, Ratcliff and Armstrong in
prep.). From an analysis of all docu-
mented historical nesting sites in
Ontario (1848-1964), 40 sites were
considered as confirmed nesting
sites, and an additional 8 sites were
considered as suspected breeding
sites. Mapping of these sites gener-
ally portrays the known historical
range of peregrines in Ontario
(Figure 1), although it is likely that
the historical range in northern
Ontario is under-represented due
to sporadic and incomplete investi-
gation in the past.

Survey Methods

Volunteers, naturalist organizations
and Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (OMNR) staff were
mobilized to monitor historical
nesting sites and other potential
habitat, and to report possible
sightings of nesting activity. The sur-
vey was profiled and participation
was solicited through a variety of
websites, publications and media
reports, including ONTBIRDS. A
variety of survey methods was used,
including ground monitoring of
known and potential nesting sites
(both urban and cliff), boat surveys,
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Figure 1: General range of documented historical Peregrine Falcon nesting in
Ontario (1848-1964), adapted from Ratcliff and Armstrong (in prep.).

and helicopter surveys. Helicopters
were used to survey high potential
and historical nesting habitat in
areas where there was poor access
or a limited number of ground sur-
veyors, based upon a technique
which was pioneered in Labrador
(Jackson 1990).

Identification of high priority
sites to be surveyed was based on
current and historical nesting sta-
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tus, identification of high potential
sites and reported but unconfirmed
sites. In descending order of priori-
ty, the following areas were selected
for surveying: known, currently
active nest sites (i.e., 1995+); sus-
pected active nest sites (i.e., 1995+),
based upon recent unconfirmed but
probable reports; documented his-
torical nesting sites where re-occu-
pancy has not been documented




since population recovery began;
and sites containing habitat with
high potential, but where peregrine
nesting has never been reported or
suspected.

Nesting was documented by
the highest category of confirmed
nesting activity, ranging in descend-
ing order from a confirmed nesting
attempt, to a territorial pair, to an
occupied territory (single adult).

Young were banded by banding
teams at nest sites in urban south-
ern Ontario (led by Pud Hunter,
OMNR, Aylmer) and in the western
Lake Superior basin (led by Brian
Ratcliff). Attempts were made to
identify the origin of nesting adult
peregrines by looking for and iden-
tifying band numbers and colours.
Red-banded and red/black-banded
birds were released in Canada and
the U.S., respectively; black-banded
birds were wild-reared birds from
Canada banded in the nest; and
unbanded birds were considered
wild-reared birds of unknown ori-
gin.

Prey remains were collected at
nest sites during banding, and iden-
tified as to species.

Results

There was a total of 53 confirmed
sites with reported peregrine activi-
ty in the province during the 2000
Survey, comprising 42 territorial
pairs and 11 occupied territories
(see Table 1 and Figure 2). There
has been a dramatic increase in the
number of occupied territories in
Ontario over the past 30 years, with
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the greatest rate of increase occur-
ring between 1995 and 2000 (Figure
3). Occupied territories were dis-
tributed across both northern (38)
and southern (15) Ontario, with 31
(59%) of these sites being located
within the Lake Superior basin.

A minimum of 68 young was
known to have fledged from the 53
sites. Because productivity was not
determined for all territories, aver-
age productivity may be more pre-
cisely described as follows: 1.62
young fledged per territorial pair
(n=42); 2.19 young fledged per nest
attempt (n=31); and 2.62 young
fledged per known successful nest
(n=26).

Of the 42 territorial pairs, 32
(76%) were using cliff sites, 8 (19%)
were on buildings, 1 (2%) was on a
bridge and 1 (2%) was on a smoke-
stack. The additional 11 occupied
territories represented 7 cliff sites
and 4 buildings.

Of the 33 breeding adults which
were individually observed, 8
(24%) were identified from their
bands as having originated from a
release program. The other 76%
were either unbanded or had origi-
nally been banded as young in a
natural nest,

Sixteen peregrine chicks were
banded at urban nests in Toronto,
Etobicoke, Ottawa, Hamilton and
London, and an additional 27 pere-
grine chicks were banded at cliff nest-
ing sites in western Lake Superior.
Since 1995, banders in Ontario have
banded 64 peregrine chicks from
urban nests, 117 chicks from cliff
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Table 1: Summary results of the 2000 Peregrine Falcon survey in Ontario.

Breeding status Number Nesting site type  Number of young
of sites Urban Cliff

Confirmed nesting 31 8 23 68

Territorial pairs* 11 3 8

Occupied territories 11 4 7

Total 53 15 38 68

*Two of the territorial pairs were recorded as territorial pairs in Ontario but were
successfully nesting in New York and Michigan. Both of these pairs utilized signifi-
cant portions of Ontario as their hunting territories. These birds are not included in
calculations of the number of nest attempts, successful nests or young fledged.

A

2000
PEREGRINE
FALCON
TERRITORIES

Figure 2: General range of confirmed Peregrine Falcon nests and territories, 2000.
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Figure 3: Trends in the number of Peregrine Falcon territories in Ontario during
progressive S-year surveys, 1970-2000.

nests, and 2 rehabilitated birds as part
of the monitoring program.

The analysis of collected prey
remains from 13 nests revealed a
total of 21 species of birds in 2000.
Rock Doves (Columba livia) were
the most common prey items iden-
tified from 8 of the 10 cliff nests and
all 3 urban sites. At the cliff sites,
Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawaren-
sis), Cedar Waxwing (Bombycilla
cedrorum) and Northern Flicker
(Colaptes auratus) were the next
most common species identified,
while at urban sites, European
Starling (Sturnus vulgaris) and Blue
Jay (Cyanocitta cristata) were the
next most common species.

Discussion

The initial objective of the anatum
Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan
was to establish in southern
Ontario, by 1997, a minimum of 10
territorial anatum pairs naturally

fledging 15 or more young annually,
measured in a five-year average
commencing in 1993 (Erickson et
al. 1988). The population objective
was reached in 1997, and by 2000
the population was more than four
times the 10 pair minimum and the
productivity objective had also
been surpassed. However, these
original Recovery Plan objectives
were minimum targets set at a time
when there were virtually no pere-
grines nesting anywhere in eastern
North America, and were not
intended to reflect a target for pop-
ulation recovery.

There has clearly been a signifi-
cant and progressive increase in
Ontario’s Peregrine Falcon popula-
tion over the past 20 years, with
more than a three-fold increase
from the 15 sites located during the
last provincial survey in 1995. The
actual increase may be less than this,
as some of the sites located in 2000
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may have been active but not docu-
mented in 1995. The 2000 Ontario
Peregrine Falcon Survey located the
greatest number of sites with pere-
grine activity ever recorded in the
province, with the 53 confirmed sites
exceeding the total of 48 document-
ed and suspected historical sites ever
recorded in Ontario prior to the col-
lapse of the species (Ratclift and
Armstrong in prep.). However, this
does not suggest that Ontario’s cur-
rent population is higher than histor-
ical levels, due to the sporadic and
incomplete nature of earlier surveys
of historic nesting sites.

There are two distinct popula-
tions of peregrines throughout the
province: those nesting on cliff sites,
primarily in northern Ontario (38);
and those nesting in urban sites,
solely in southern Ontario (15). The
range distribution of sites across
northern Ontario is very broad,
with birds being located from the
Atikokan area east to the Ottawa
River, roughly approximating the
known historical distribution. The
known range in northeastern
Ontario was extended northward
with the location of new sites in
2000. Territories were distributed
across the Great Lakes portion of
the province, although a high pro-
portion of the provincial population
(31 of 53 sites) continued to be cen-
tred within the Lake Superior
basin. The recolonization of the
Lake Superior basin and the contin-
ued increase in the colonization of
southern urban centres have been
very encouraging. However, much



of the core historical range in
southern and eastern Ontario,
where most of the historical nest
records originated, has still not
been reoccupied. Only one cliff nest
was located in southern Ontario
(i.e., south of the French-Mattawa
Rivers).

The continued increase in the
number of nesting sites and territo-
rial pairs is very positive. More
breeding pairs were identified dur-
ing this survey than in any previous
year in Ontario, and a record num-
ber of chicks was known to have
fledged in 2000. The 68 young that
were known to have been produced
from the 26 successful nests in 2000
exceeded the highest number of
young released during the peak of
the recovery program (54 in 1993)
in Ontario (OMNR data). In the
Midwest U.S., productivity in 2000
averaged 1.8 young fledged per ter-
ritorial pair, 2.2 young/nest attempt,
and 2.8 young/successful nest
(Tordoff et al. 2000). This is very
comparable to the 2000 observed
productivity in Ontario of 1.6, 2.2
and 2.6, respectively.

An analysis of prey remains
indicates that Peregrine Falcons in
Ontario follow a similar pattern to
peregrines elsewhere, feeding upon
a wide diversity of avian species but
with a few species accounting for
the majority of the diet (Hunter et
al. 1988). While 21 species were
preyed upon, it is interesting that
Rock Doves were by far the most
commonly recorded prey species at
both urban and cliff sites.
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There has also been an immi-
gration into Ontario of both
released and wild-reared birds from
outside of the province. Some of
these birds have been nesting in
Ontario since the mid-1990s and
have contributed significantly to
local populations. There was also a
significant number of naturally-
reared birds observed at nest sites in
2000 (76% of all known-origin
adults); these birds were either
unbanded or banded as young in a
natural nest. These birds represent
at least second-generation falcons,
and provide further indication that
the population is recovering and is
not unduly reliant on the continued
introduction of captive-reared birds.

The total number of Peregrine
Falcons breeding in Ontario is still
very small, but the population is
clearly growing, reoccupying histor-
ical cliff range and colonizing new
urban habitat. Although it remains
an endangered species in Ontario,
the Peregrine Falcon continues to
show encouraging signs of popula-
tion recovery. With continuing
recruitment of breeding birds from
within Ontario and elsewhere, the
recovery is expected to continue.
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Notes

American Robin Nest Supported by Cattails

Doug Tozer

On 21 May 2001, while wading
through a large cattail (7ypha sp.)
marsh (about 600 ha in area) along
the Beaver River northeast of
Uxbridge, Durham (44° 07’ N, 79°
03’ W), I happened upon an agitat-
ed male American Robin (7urdus
migratorius). 1 immediately sus-

Figure 1: American Robin nest in cat-
tails, with vegetation moved
for viewing, 28 May 2001.
Photo by Doug Tozer.

pected that a nest might be nearby
and searched likely sites, which con-
sisted of stumps and other dead
snags that would provide sturdy
support for the nest structure. My
search failed to reveal a nest, yet
the robin continued giving agitated
alarm calls. Soon after I considered
abandoning my search, I observed a
female robin fly from a dense
clump of cattails not far from the
agitated male. Examination of that
clump uncovered an American
Robin nest containing 3 eggs. The
same nest was examined once more
on 28 May 2001, when it was found
to have been depredated, as indi-
cated by egg shells and damage to
the nest structure and lining (Figure
1). The identity of the nest predator
was unclear.
The nest was well-concealed, 1
m above the water surface within a
dense clump of cattail, 150 m from
the nearest shoreline. Only seven
dead snags were visible above the
vegetation within a 100 m radius of
the nest site. All of the snags were
greater than 4 m tall and were used
by the male robin as perching sites.
The water depth directly below the
nest was 35 cm, and four measure-
ments taken 5 m from the nest in
each of the cardinal directions
VOLUME 20 NUMBER 2
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yielded a mean of 76.8 cm. The nest
was of typical construction for this
species, having an outer wall of
dead cattail and dead grass with a
bowl of mud towards the interior.
The lining was made of dead grass
and the base of the nest contained
moss. The nest was supported
entirely by surrounding cattail
stalks, in a manner similar to nests
of the Red-winged Blackbird
(Agelaius phoeniceus) in wetlands
(Beletsky 1996). The nest dimen-
sions were: inner diameter, 10.2 cm;
outer diameter, 15.1 cm; inner
height, 6.9 cm; and outer height,
14.3 cm.

Discussion
The American Robin builds its nest
in a wide variety of habitats and
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locations (Tyler 1949; Harrison
1975, 1979; Sallabanks and James
1999), but typically avoids dense
woodlands, favouring open areas
such as fields and clearings around
buildings (Peck and James 1987,
Baicich and Harrison 1997). Nests
are most often placed in trees or
shrubs and on man-made structures
such as under the eaves of buildings
and on horizontal beams under
bridges (Peck and James 1987)
where there is firm support for the
nest (Sallabanks and James 1999).
Robins also nest in wetlands, espe-
cially ones that contain dead tree
snags or stumps which offer nest
support (Peck and James 1987).
Therefore, what makes the nest
described in this note unusual is not
that the nest was located in a large,
open wetland, but that the nest was
placed within and was supported
entirely by cattails, with no sturdy
support below such as a stump or
fallen log. A search of the literature
and of nest finding guides failed to
show any previous records of this
species where the nest was support-
ed entirely by cattail. All previously
reported wetland nests appear to
have been placed on stumps, fallen
logs or within cavities of dead snags
or similar situations.

Given that the American
Robin is a habitat generalist, feed-
ing and nesting in a wide variety of
habitats (Ehrlich et al. 1988), it is
perhaps not surprising that the pair
attempted to nest at the location
described in this note. The water
level within Reach Marsh where
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the nest was located was lower in
2001 than in most previous years
(pers. obs.), which likely exposed
more mud in the vicinity of the nest
site than is typical. Exposed mud
might have made the nesting loca-
tion more attractive for robins in
2001 than in more typical years
when water levels are higher (Ron
Tozer, pers. comm.). Indeed, during
the 2001 breeding season, I noted
several open patches of mud within
the marsh which might have provid-
ed suitable feeding areas, initially
attracting the robins to the marsh.
This note describes an atypical
nesting of the American Robin.
Although this species is known to
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nest within wetlands, it characteristi-
cally chooses nest sites that provide
firm support from below. The nest
site described here is unusual
because the nest was supported
entirely by cattails and no firm sup-
port was present below the nest. This
note illustrates yet another example
of the flexible nesting and habitat
requirements of this species.
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Science Centre, Trent University, Peterborough, Ontario K9J 7B§
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Book Reviews

A Field Guide to the Birds of Peru.
2001. By James F. Clements and
Noam Shany. Ibis Publishing
Company, Temecula, California.
Softcover, 283 pages. $60US. ISBN
0-934797-18-8.

Finally, it’s here! Prior to the publi-
cation of this new, long awaited
book, if one traveled to Peru, one
was forced to make do with region-
al guides that were in themselves
excellent, but did not provide the
local focus needed to ensure a com-
plete and satisfying adventure. Too
often, birders found themselves
guessing at which species they
might be viewing based on geo-
graphical proximity alone, rather
than concise local information. And
what would one do about the 118
Peruvian endemics?

As we listen to the news, almost
daily it seems, another tropical for-
est has fallen to the chainsaw and
unknown numbers of individual
birds or species have died with it.
The Republic of Peru has long rec-
ognized the importance of wildlife,
both from an economic and scien-
tific perspective. The President of
the Council of Ministers and
Foreign Minister of Peru, His
Excellency Javier Perez de Cuellar,
in a forward to this book, refers to
Peru’s priceless heritage and
acknowledges the preservation of
32.4 million acres of lands as pro-
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tected areas. He goes on to recog-
nize the importance of this book as
“filling... a long-felt need by eco-
tourists and ornithologists”. How
true his words are. Hopefully, other
countries will be as insightful as
Peru and take steps to ensure the
preservation of tropical forests
while there is still time.

At first glance, this looks like
all the other new books that cover
designated geographic regions of
the world, with lots of pretty paint-
ings and ample text that tells one
what one needs to know and what
to expect in one’s travels. But that’s
where the comparison stops.

Economy of word and space is
the key to trying to design and pro-
duce a book that will cover over
1800 species adequately in under
300 pages... not an easy task. To
accomplish this, the authors have
eliminated much of the introducto-
ry information that one finds in
books of this type — things like pref-
aces, sections on morphology, and
notes on the layout of the book. To
me this is fine, with one key excep-
tion. I find that as I read the text,
mention is understandably made to
specific locations, habitat types and
Life Zones that are poorly defined
in the book, so I spent considerable
time trying to figure out where, for
example, the Cordillera Vilcanota
was, or in fact what it was! I knew
from past experience that cordillera



refers to certain types of mountain
ranges, but many wouldn’t even
know that much. Eventually I found
a reference on page 243 that it is at
the coordinates 14 OS 71 00W —not
too helpful I must admit! A few
pages dedicated to defining the Life
Zones better, talking about habitat
types, explaining the significance of
elevation to bird distribution and
adding a map that shows where the
non-political features of the coun-
try are would have been very help-
ful and would have made the book
much friendlier. Perhaps all the
information is there, but finding it
can be a bit frustrating.

All this said, the book is still
excellent. It is simple in structure —
species accounts interspersed with
myriad colour plates! The authors
have been somewhat creative in
how they share their knowledge
with the reader. For example, each
family section is prefaced by a short
descriptor that speaks about the
general attributes of the family,
food preferences and foraging tech-
niques, and in some cases (e.g., tina-
mous) offers tips on identifying the
species. Occasionally, interesting
tidbits are tossed in. Did you know
that the Plantcutters are wasteful
eaters? That swallows can use their
bill like a trowel because of struc-
tural adaptions in the jaw? Of
course, why would they want to?
You’ll have to read the book to find
out why.

The species accounts are brief,
and include notes on size, descrip-
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tions of plumages and comparisons
with similar species, preferred habi-
tat types, abundance and range
(including altitudinal references
where important). The text includes
notes on hypothetical species,
where substantial information
exists to presume their presence,
and all threatened species (98) are
flagged for the reader. Recognizing
that many tropical species are more
easily identified by their vocaliza-
tions, the authors have researched
sources of available recordings for
the reader (30 references provided)
and it even tells you the catalogue
order number for each one!
Almost 2/3 of the species have a
reference to one of these sources as
part of the species account. Anyone
who has ever birded the tropics will
understand the significance of this
feature.

The 128 colour plates depict
virtually all the species known to
occur in Peru. Although the art-
work is simplistic, the features are
there and readily discernible. I
found the plates to be well organ-
ized and uncluttered. Similar
species are grouped together and
males and females, where sexual
dimorphism exists, are depicted.
Often, flying birds are shown, which
of course can be helpful in identify-
ing some species. Generally, only
adults are pictured, which may be a
problem in some cases, but with
1800 species covered, something
has to be sacrificed. The front and
back plates in the book are occu-
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pied by maps of the Life Zones,
major rivers, cities of Peru, major
departments (similar to provinces)
and all the Protected Areas.

One nicety that I like is the
inclusion of Spanish names for the
birds, which serves two purposes: it
encourages the local Spanish speak-
ing population to show an interest

in the birds and it allows the travel-
er to better communicate with the
“locals” when trying to find specific
birds.

All in all, the wait has been jus-
tified and the product is fantastic. I
can’t wait to go to Peru to try it out.
The book can be ordered by e-mail
at: ibispub@msn.com.

Geoff Carpentier, 155 Ravenscroft Road, Ajax, Ontario L1T 1Y3
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The quiz bird for this issue is, judg-
ing by the size of the branch, a rela-
tively small passerine. It is quite
bright yellow from the face through
the throat, breast and belly to the
undertail coverts. The eye stands
out as large and black but there is a
blackish loral line (between the eye
and the bill base). The rear of the
crown is black and sharply defines
the face and auricular. The nape,
wings and back are a soft olive
green. The tail from below is quite
white. The legs are bright flesh
pink. The bill is narrow throughout,
fine-tipped and black.

Perhaps this quiz bird might
lend itself to a modified key. We
have lots of small passerines with
unmarked bright yellow under-
parts. So let’s at least begin by try-
ing to “key our bird out”. A quick
perusal of the 2002 Ontario Bird
Checklist reveals 22 species that
have, at least in some plumages,
clear or almost clear yellow
plumage from throat to, or nearly
to, the vent.

Let’s examine the bill first. Our
bird has a narrow bill from the base
to the finely pointed tip. Seven
species: Yellow-breasted Chat;
Scarlet, Summer, and Western
Tanager female and basic plumaged
birds; Smith’s Longspur; and
American and Lesser Goldfinches
all have much thicker bills.

The remaining 15 are all war-
blers. So we’ve already keyed it out
to one family, the Parulidae or
Wood-Warblers. To be precise, the
chat is also a Parulid but a rather
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odd one at that. Of those remaining
15, four have wing bars: Blue-
winged, Lawrence’s (a hybrid),
Magnolia and Pine Warblers. In
addition, the latter two always have
at least traces of streaking on the
breast or flanks.

So now we have 11. Six more
species, in those plumages that are
essentially yellow, possess either an
eye ring or eye spectacle. So we can
now eliminate Mourning, Connecti-
cut, MacGillivray’s, Nashville,
Canada and Kentucky Warblers.

At this point, I'm going to
abandon the key and examine the
six remaining candidates in more
detail. A key would work but it
becomes stilted at this juncture.
Keys work less well with the sub-
tleties of shape and posture.
Moreover, most birders in the field
or in perusing this article would
automatically have jumped to this
point.

Female and first basic Pro-
thonotary Warblers have yellow
faces and underparts. They also,
however, have dark backs, slaty
wings, pure white vents and white
undertail coverts. Moreover, the face
is very plain with no dark lores, so
the eye is very bold and prominent.

The Common Yellowthroat is
not so uniformly yellow below, fad-
ing to dull off-white on the belly,
and it has a dull yellow vent. The
tail is brown. It is olive-brown
above, not moss or olive-green. The
yellowthroat is somewhat more
slender and not as chunky.

The aptly named Yellow



Warbler is almost as bright above as
it is below. It has yellow edges to all
the wing feathers and clear yellow
lores. It is essentially an all yellow
bird.

Strictly speaking, we eliminated
Kentucky Warbler earlier but it is
similar enough to be discussed
again. It is quite similar to the quiz
bird in overall plumage, being
bright yellow below and bright
olive green above. Both it and the
quiz bird are most often glimpsed in
undergrowth and shrubbery and
present the same impression of
colour and size. A clear look in the
open, such as in the photo, would
reveal the bright yellow spectacle
on the black “sideburn” of a
Kentucky. Moreover, Kentucky
does not have white in the tail.

Two species of warbler that are
yellow below, bright olive above,
plain-faced and with varying
amounts of black on the head are
Hooded and Wilson’s. Adult males
with distinctive black head mark-
ings are unmistakable. But here we
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have a bird with only a small
amount of black on the head.
However, Wilson’s Warbler, even a
plain first basic female, has a bright
yellow superciliary stripe that
extends to the bill base and con-
trasts with a duller face and crown.
It has yellow lores. The tail is dark
without white and not as broad as
in the subject bird.

Of course, we have a Hooded
Warbler, a southern gem whose
breeding range barely extends into
southern Ontario. Sightings of this
bird always make an Ontario bird-
er’s day. In life, the differences from
Wilson’s Warbler are even more
dramatic. Hooded Warblers nerv-
ously and energetically flick their
tails open and closed. This photo by
Jim Flynn catches it with tail spread
to reveal the extensive and diagnos-
tic white in the tail feathers. It has a
bull neck and large head, whereas
Wilson’s has a rather petite head,
small eye and a short, small, light-
coloured bill creating an altogether
different “look” than Hooded.

Bob Curry, 3115 New Street, Unit 30, Burlington, Ontario L7N 3T6
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