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are great for landbirds, and the rocks on the far side of the point are attrac-
tive to waterfowl and gulls. Be careful on the trail because there is an abun-
dance of Poison Ivy in the woods. Return to Highway 600 and go back to
Rainy River.

Area #8: The Sable Islands

These sand barrier islands at the mouth of the Rainy River are like a mag-
net to birds. The islands have a total length of about 9.5 km and consist of a
south island and a north island, joined by a sand bar (The Cut) that is high
and dry in low-water years and covered with up to two feet of water in high-
water years. A day spent on the islands can be very interesting. Getting there
is the hard part. If you have your own boat or canoe, you can launch at Oak
Grove Camp for a fee, or at the Oak Ridge at the end of Kreger’s Road or
at the Government Dock near Harris Hill Lodge, for free. Always watch the
weather on both the lake and the Channel as conditions can change very
quickly.

Arrangements for a boat ride out to the Sables and a later pickup can
be made at Budreau’s Oak Grove Camp and at Harris Hill Lodge, for a fee.
Boats and motors can also be rented at Oak Grove Camp and Harris Hill
Lodge if you wish to go on your own. You can be dropped off at the south
end of the islands and spend the day walking the length of the islands and
back, or simply stay in one place and be picked up later. The best birding
areas are the south end, the Cut area, and the north end. No matter how
long you are on the islands, make sure you have ample food, water and sun
protection.

Depending on water levels, the south end has extensive sand and mud
flats. Expect any shorebird, tern, gull or waterfowl. Piping Plovers nest on
the islands in the U.S. to the south and quite often fly over to the Sables to
feed. If you plan to walk the islands, go on the outside (the lake side) and
make periodic checks on the Channel side. The outside beaches are easiest
to walk on. The Cut, if exposed, is used as a loafing area by gulls, terns and
American White Pelicans. In some years, there are hundreds of Franklin’s
Gulls present; other years there few if any. The north end is also favoured by
gulls, shorebirds, American White Pelicans and waterfowl. If you are short
on time, two or three hours spent on the south end of the islands will be
most rewarding. Instead of walking the islands, you can travel the Channel
in a boat or canoe and check both sides of the islands as you wish. In addi-
tion, you can check the shore of the Big Marsh and also the stands of bul-
rush in the Channel for Nelson’s Sharp-tailed Sparrow. Western Grebes
have been seen at various places along the Channel. If you encounter any
Piping Plovers along the islands, give them lots of room. This may be the last
place in Ontario that they nest.
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Suspected Nest Usurpation of a
Spotted Sandpiper by a Common Tern

Colin Lake

On 25 June 2003, I was part of an
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources (OMNR) field crew col-
lecting data on waterbird nesting
populations on the islands and
shoreline of Lake  Abitibi,
Cochrane District. The survey was
designed to locate and count nests
in colonies previously identified
from aerial surveys. In a small
Common Tern (Sterna hirundo)
colony of 22 nests, I photographed a
nest with an unusual complement
of eggs (Figure 1). The nest con-
tained a total of seven eggs. Three
cggs were identified in the field as
Common Tern, and the remaining
four obviously belonged to another
species. Consultation with various
experts determined that the nest
was constructed by a Spotted
Sandpiper (Actitis macularius),
based on the nest size and building
material. Furthermore, the four
smaller eggs were positively identi-
fied as those of a Spotted
Sandpiper. The Common Tern had
apparently been the latecomer, lay-
ing its eggs in the nest after the
sandpiper. Although adults of both
species were observed in the vicini-
ty of the colony, none were obvious-
ly attending the nest.

The colony was located on a
small, sparsely vegetated bedrock

island in the northwest basin of
Lake Abitibi, part of the Lake
Abitibi Islands Provincial Nature
Reserve (UTM E 577943, N
5420247), in Ontario Breeding Bird
Atlas square 17NQ71. In order to
understand the factors which may
have contributed to the mixed
clutch, a brief survey of the litera-
ture follows.

NESTING BIOLOGY

It is not uncommon to find these
two species nesting adjacent to one
another in Common Tern colonies.
Sandpipers (Scolopacidae), Plovers
(Charadriidae) and other shore-
birds are known to actively seek out
nest locations within Common Tern
colonies so that they may take
advantage of the Common Terns’
aggressive nest defense behaviour
(Oring et al. 1997, Lauro and
Tanacredi 2002).

Spotted Sandpipers nest near
water, preferring some cover from
herbaceous vegetation (Oring et al.
1997). Nesting generally occurs from
mid May to early July. Nests are con-
structed of dead grass and small
woody material, and are approxi-
mately 12 cm in diameter when fin-
ished (Oring et al. 1997). Clutches
generally contain four eggs, but suc-
cessfully incubated clutches of five
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have been observed (Smith 1932).

Common Terns nest on low ele-
vated sites, generally near water (0-
5 m above high-water mark), with
slightly higher sites being preferred
and occupied by early arriving birds
(Nisbet et al. 1984). Nest sites near
patchy vegetation are preferred
(Nisbet 2002), as they provide
important sources of cover for
chicks (Burger and Gochfeld 1990).
Nesting occurs from late April to
early June (Nisbet 2002). The male
initiates nest building at several
sites until the female chooses an
acceptable site for egg deposition.
Once incubation begins, both par-
ents gradually add to the nest, the
material varying with availability
near the nest, including sticks, peb-
bles and shells. The diameter of the
completed nest is variable depend-
ing on construction material, aver-
aging 18 cm (Nisbet 2002). Clutch
size is usually three eggs (90%),
although rarely four or more
(Nisbet 2002).

Nest Parasitism

Nest parasitism is the intentional
laying of eggs in the nest of another
bird without contributing to incuba-
tion or care of the young. The host
and parasite can be the same
species (intraspecific parasitism) or
different species (interspecific para-
sitism). Intraspecific nest parasitism
has been documented in 234 bird
species (Yom-Tov 2001). Intraspeci-
fic nest parasitism in Common
Terns has been observed rarely, e.g.,
0.15% of 4000 nests (Burger) and
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0.35% of 2000 nests (Nisbet)
checked during laying (in Rohwer
and Freeman 1989). A survey of the
literature failed to turn up any
reported instances of interspecific
nest parasitism concerning
Common Terns, either as host or
parasite. Similarly, Spotted Sand-
pipers are reported to experience
intraspecific brood parasitism
rarely (<1%), and only two
instances of interspecific parasitism
(both by Brown-headed Cowbirds,
Molothrus ater) were observed dur-
ing 19 years of fieldwork (Oring et
al. 1997). Common Terns and
Spotted Sandpipers rarely experi-
ence supernumerary clutches due
to intraspecific or interspecific nest
parasitism, and the observed mixed
species clutch was not likely due to
this behaviour.

Egg Dumping

Egg dumping differs from para-
sitism, in that it refers to atypical
laying behaviour, rather than a cal-
culated reproductive strategy.
Wiens (1971) predicted that egg
dumping can occur in three situa-
tions: when nest destruction occurs
immediately prior to, or during, egg
laying; by accidental placement of
eggs; or with inappropriate syn-
chronization of nest building and
laying. Egg dumping, then, can
occur in any species that finds itself
in unusual or unfavourable nesting
situations. Sealy (1989) described a
case of “incidental egg-dumping”
by a House Wren (Troglodytes
aedon) into a Yellow Warbler



(Dendroica petechia) nest, and
referred to other cases of egg
dumping by species which appeared
to be anomalies, rather than inten-
tional nest parasitism. Mixed
clutches have resulted in situations
where unrelated species had similar
nesting requirements that were in
short supply. This was hypothesized
to be the case when an American
Kestrel (Falco sparverius) pair suc-
cessfully hatched a Bufflehead
(Bucephula albeola) egg (Dawson
and Bortolotti 1997). Both species
are cavity nesters, possibly resulting
in competition for nest sites and the
unintentional egg dumping inci-
dent. As mentioned earlier,
Common Tern and Spotted
Sandpiper have similar nesting
preferences and timing, and per-
haps a high local density of
Common Tern nests and limited
desirable nest sites influenced the
nesting sequence in the Lake
Abitibi nest. Fournier (2000) sug-
gested that a combination of fac-
tors, including island nesting, colo-
nial nesting behaviour and high
densities of birds resulted in a
mixed nest of scaup (Aythya sp.)
and Ring-billed Gull (Larus
delawarensis). These conditions
exist on Lake Abitibi, and may have
contributed to the observed nest.

Interspecific Nest Usurpation by
Common Terns

Paz and Eshbol (2002) described an
inferred case of Common Terns
usurping a Black-winged Stilt
(Himantopus himantopus) nest
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containing eggs. They observed a
pair of Common Terns providing
care to three Black-winged Stilt
chicks and speculated that the
Black-winged Stilt nest was either
found abandoned or the Common
Terns forcefully evicted the original
occupants, then incubated the eggs
and “adopted” the chicks. They fur-
ther speculated that the terns, once
incubating the stilt nest, could not
identify the original eggs as foreign,
as the two species have eggs that
are similar in size and colour. Saino
and Fasola (1993) reported that
Common Terns do not discern their
own eggs from foreign ones. The
nest I found on Lake Abitibi
appears to agree with this state-
ment. Were the Common Terns able
to discern their own eggs from
those of the original nest occupant,
the sandpiper eggs likely would
have been ejected from the nest,
rather than remaining with the
newly added tern eggs. The mixed
species clutch suggests that the
Common Terns accepted all the
eggs in the nest as their own. Paz
and Eshbol (2002) also observed
Common Terns evicting other
species (terns, stilts, and Avocets,
Recurvirostra avosetta) from nests,
but did not report on whether these
usurped nests also contained eggs.
Midura et al. (1991) reported a
Least Tern (Sterna antillarum)
usurping a nest containing three
Piping Plover (Charadrius
melodus) eggs. The Least Tern
added two of its own eggs, then suc-
cessfully incubated all five. The
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young plovers were removed and
placed with other Piping Plover
adults by the researchers, so subse-
quent observations regarding
brooding were not made.

The cases reported in Paz and
Eshbol (2002), along with the Lake
Abitibi observation, suggest that
Common Terns will occasionally
appropriate and lay eggs in the
nests of shorebird species.

Discussion

Unfortunately, the Lake Abitibi
Common Tern colony was not visit-
ed on subsequent days, so no fur-
ther information about the nest was
gathered. For example, were the
eggs being actively incubated, how
many hatched, and if any hatched,
was there any evidence of “adop-
tion” of the Spotted Sandpiper
young by the Common Tern adults?
Based on the evidence suggesting
that the Common Tern pair were
latecomers, and the Spotted
Sandpiper was the original occu-
pant and builder of the nest, some
speculations can be made.

Possibly, the tern pair arrived at
the colony late, finding the prefer-
able nest sites occupied. Common
Terns are reported to have relative-
ly high colony-site fidelity over sea-
sons, and fledge more young per
nest in larger, denser colonies than
in smaller less dense colonies
(Karwowski et al. 1995). Perhaps
for these reasons, the usurping terns
were reluctant to settle for another
less-populated nesting site. Spotted
Sandpipers exhibit a polyandrous

ONTARIO BIRDS DECEMBER 2004

mating system in which one female
mates sequentially with up to four
males, each of which cares for a
clutch and a brood, usually alone
(Oring et al. 1997). The single male
sandpiper would likely not have
been able to fend off the intruding
terns, which are known for their
aggressive behaviour. Pickett et al.
(1988) found that Spotted
Sandpiper males were significantly
more protective during the brood-
ing period than they were during
incubation, when the Common Tern
deposited its eggs into the nest.
Either the tern forced the sand-
piper off the nest, or found the nest
recently abandoned, then laid its
eggs in the nest. This raises the
question of why the Common Tern
female accepted a previously con-
structed nest with a full clutch of
another species’ eggs, despite the
fact that nest parasitism is so rarely
observed in the species.

Assuming that the terns were
incubating the eggs normally, it is
possible that the eggs of both species
hatched. The equivalent clutch vol-
ume of the observed nest (four
Spotted Sandpiper eggs plus three
Common Tern eggs) was approxi-
mately 96 ml, equivalent to a clutch
of 4.8 Common Tern eggs (tern egg
volume from Nisbet 2002; Spotted
Sandpiper egg volume calculated
after Hoyt 1979). Common Terns
have been reported incubating four
or more eggs, albeit rarely (Nisbet
2002), and therefore, it is possible
that both species in the clutch could
have been incubated successfully.
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4. 4 . .
Figure 1: Spotted Sandpiper nest with a full clutch of Spotted Sandpiper eggs and

Common Tern eggs, located in a small Common Tern colony, Lake Abitibi, Ontario,

25 June 2003. Photo by Colin Lake.

Once hatched, Spotted Sandpiper
chicks are somewhat more precocial
than Common Tern young, and may
be expected to benefit from their
foster parents’ aggressive defense of
young and perhaps survive to fledge.
However, behavioural differences
caused problems for the adoptive
Common Tern parents and Black-
winged Stilt chicks reported in Paz
and Eshbol (2002), including the
chicks not accepting food and not
responding to danger calls made by
the adoptive terns. Ultimately, all of
the adopted Black-winged Stilt
chicks died by 10 days of age, appar-
ently due to inappropriate parent-
offspring interactions between the
two species.

Presumably, an extra large
brood would result in poorer care

per individual chick (less food,
poorer vigilance against predators)
by the Common Terns, and subse-
quently lower fledging rates. The
Lake Abitibi nest and aforemen-
tioned literature suggest that terns
can occasionally obtain supernu-
merary clutches via nest usurpation
behaviour. Common Tern adults
that adopted foreign chicks in addi-
tion to their own brood were
thought to be displaying maladap-
tive behaviour (Saino et al. 1994) by
incurring higher than normal
parental effort costs. This presumed
cost associated with increased
brood size might explain why
Common Terns do not usurp nests
as a rule, even though they certain-
ly have opportunity to do so in most
high-density colonial nesting sites.
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In the observed nest, it appears that
the terns obtained a nest site at the
potential cost of increased parent-
ing duties. It would be interesting to
know whether any young (of either
species) successfully fledged in this
instance, or if this unusual situation
proved too taxing on the apparent-
ly unwitting adoptive parents.
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Notes

Barred Owl Mating Behaviour

Chris Robinson

On the evening of 19 March 2004, 1
was conducting owl surveys using
calls broadcast from a compact disk
at locations along the road within
Charleston Lake Provincial Park,
which is located in southeastern
Ontario between Kingston and
Brockville in Leeds County. Having
had no success with my target
species, Northern Saw-whet Owl
(Aegolius  acadicus), Eastern
Screech-Owl (Megascops asio), and
Long-eared Owl (Asio otus), 1
broadcasted Barred Owl (Strix
varia) calls to try to obtain a gener-
al idea of the abundance of the
species in that area of the park.
Sometime between 2230 and
2330h, I heard a loud crashing
sound behind me, less than 20 sec-
onds after playing the Barred Owl
calis. I immediately turned to see a
large, dark silhouette hastily land
on a branch of a nearby large
Eastern Cottonwood (Populus del-
toides) tree, seemingly without
much regard for stealth. This indi-
vidual was immediately followed by
another dark shadow of the same
size which landed in a tree very
close to the first. The two flying sil-
houettes were clearly Barred Owls,
with the first individual that arrived
being extremely vocal, a great deal
ONTARIO BIRDS DECEMBER 2004

more so than the other both in
terms of the frequency and volume
of its calls. I presumed that this was
the male of the pair. The commonly
heard two-phrase hooting sequence
(“who cooks for you? who cooks
for you all?”) and the ascending
hoots (“madam, who cooks for you
all?””) were given occasionally, but
the most commonly heard vocaliza-
tions during this encounter consist-
ed of a large range of calls, includ-
ing dog-like barks, squawks, and
cackles, that did not seem to be in
any pattern that I could discern.

I shone a flashlight on the owls.
The presumed male exhibited a fair
amount of body posturing, stretch-
ing out its neck, lowering its head
and body in a horizontal alignment
roughly parallel to the ground, rais-
ing its wings forward at the shoul-
ders, opening up its “armpit” areas
and partially opening its wings, and
fanning open its tail feathers. The
“male” then moved to another tree,
and was moving about a fair bit,
while the apparent ‘“female”
remained on the same branch upon
which it had initially landed.

While 1 shone my light on the
female, examining the patterns and
colouring of the breast barring,
belly streaking, and spotting of the



wings, the other more vocal individ-
ual flew over, and to my amaze-
ment, mounted her, verifying my
speculation that it was indeed the
male. While copulating, the female’s
neck was outstretched and her head
and body were held forward and
horizontal, almost parallel to the
ground. I cannot confidently say
how long the mating lasted, as I was
somewhat taken aback by this
rarely seen nocturnal encounter,
but I would estimate between 10
and 20 seconds.

I interpreted, rather anthropo-
morphically, that the male’s copula-
tory behaviour was a blatant signal
to me (or rather to the presumed
owl it heard calling) that this female
is “taken”. I stopped the owl broad-
cast, as I felt the birds were agitat-
ed. One of them flew over the road
several times during the next two
minutes or so, and I lost track of
which one was the male and which
the female. At least one of the owls
(perhaps both, I am not sure) was
moving among the trees on both
sides of the road, repeatedly vocal-
izing from various perches. Finally, I
left the area, as I did not want to
disturb them any longer.

Discussion

It appears that little has been writ-
ten on Barred Owl pair bonding,
but it is likely similar to that of its
near relative, the Tawny Owl (Strix
aluco), in which pair bonds are per-
manent and the permanent territo-
ries are defended year-round
(Johnsgard 1988). Barred Owls are
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presumed to be monogamous, but
there have been no genetic studies
of young (Mazur and James 2000).

All of the Barred Owl behav-
iour that I witnessed occurred with
me standing on the road in plain
view, periodically shining a flash-
light on the owls, so I am sure my
presence was obvious to them. The
owl broadcast presumably sparked
the male’s elaborate response
behaviour, possibly because it per-
ceived the calling to be that of an
intruder in its territory.

A number of other Barred
Owls are in the general area, some
of which were heard in the distance
around the same time as the previ-
ously described observation. There
may be a high density of Barred
Owls there, with possibly four pairs
having territories within approxi-
mately a 2.5-km stretch of the park
road. Average Barred Owl home
ranges have been reported as being
273 ha in Minnesota (Nicholls and
Fuller 1987) and 282 ha in Michigan
(Elody and Sloan 1985), suggesting
that the owl density in the area in
which I observed the copulating
owls may be high. Also, Nicholls
and Fuller (1987) and Elderkin
(1987) reported the presence of
non-breeding “floaters”. The male
that I observed may have been
responding to an apparent intrusion
by a nearby territorial male or a
floater male into its territory.

After a territorial intrusion,
copulations by resident pairs have
been observed in a wide variety of
bird species, from raptors to passer-
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ines (see Birkhead and Moller
1992). It has been suggested that
resident males copulate repeatedly
with their females following a per-
ceived territorial intrusion by
another male in an attempt to
swamp the intruder’s sperm with
their own, should mating have
occurred. Edinger (1988) reported
“rapid pair copulation” during song
playback experiments with
Baltimore (Icterus galbula) and
Bullock’s Orioles (1. bullockii), and
indicated that these songs may have
been perceived by resident males as
territorial intrusions. The same
response apparently occurs in
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Barred Owls. Michael Runtz (pers.
comm.) has observed Barred Owl
behaviour that was similar to the
incident reported here after he imi-
tated their vocalizations.

Perhaps future genetic studies
will reveal more about the social
and breeding behaviour of noctur-
nal owls.
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James D. Rising: Distinguished Ornithologist

J. Bruce Falls

This note is based on remarks by
Bruce Falls at the presentation of the
Distinguished Ornithologist Award
to Jim Rising at the OFO Annual
Convention in Oakville, Ontario, on
2 October 2004.

Let me tell you about my friend and
colleague, Jim Rising, this year’s
recipient of OFO’s Distinguished
Ornithologist Award. Jim started
young, keeping budgies and inter-
ested in nature with his older broth-
er. Family vacations with Pettingill’s
bird-finding guides and a Peterson
field guide started him identifying
birds by the time he was 12. He
thought male and female House
Sparrows were separate species, an
early clue that he was to become a
splitter. He had an early introduc-
tion to bird-banding. His parents
encouraged his growing interest by
providing bird books and he was
inspired by reading Fred
Bodsworth’s Last of the Curlews. As
a teenager, he subscribed to the
Auk and the Wilson Bulletin. He
began coordinating Christmas
counts and started a book on Birds
of the Kansas City Area.

In Junior College and as an
undergraduate at the University of
Kansas, he began to publish short
papers about his bird observations.
His first contribution to the Auk in
1965 concerned observations of Pine

Grosbeak and Townsend’s Solitaire
in Missouri. Receiving his Bachelor
of Arts in 1964, he continued at U. of
K. for his Ph.D. under the supervi-
sion of the noted systematic ornithol-
ogist, Richard F. Johnston. His thesis
topic was Systematic and Evolu-
tionary Aspects of Interbreeding
between Baltimore and Bullock’s
Orioles. Subsequently, the AOU
combined these two species into
Northern Oriole, a decision not to
Jim’s liking. Perhaps partly as a result
of his work, they have been split
again—he got his revenge!

After receiving his Ph.D. in
1968, Jim went on to Cornell
University  for  post-doctoral
research in ecological physiology.
He showed that Bullock’s Orioles
were better adapted than Baltimore
Orioles to hot dry conditions. He
also studied adaptations of chick-
adees to cold. However, in 1969, the
“true north” called when an open-
ing appeared at the University of
Toronto. He arrived for interviews
(one with yours truly) and got the
job. At the same time, he became a
Research Associate of the Royal
Ontario Museum, a position he still
holds. It was a lucky day for Jim and
for the rest of us, too!

Jim’s scientific interests lie in
population and evolutionary biology.
His particular field is systematics and
phylogeny. Perhaps because of his
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early experience, he has a special
interest in the hybrid zone in the
Great Plains. When he arrived in
Toronto, he looked for an appropri-
ate and convenient research subject
and hit upon geographic variation in
the Savannah Sparrow, which he pur-
sued for many years throughout the
species’ range. A major publication
in 2001 dealt with this subject. He has
resisted splitting the Savannah
Sparrow but recently turned his
attention to sharp-tailed sparrows,
which have been split.

Jim’s teaching at U. of T. has
included courses in systematics,
phylogeny and evolution, several
field courses in subarctic, temperate
and tropical venues, and recently, a
course in avian biology (ornitholo-
gy). He has for several years been
the Undergraduate Secretary in the
Department of Zoology, responsi-
ble for counseling students and
overseeing the curriculum. Jim has
supervised the research of 14 grad-
uate students for Master’s and
Doctoral degrees on a variety of
organisms—juncos, frogs, orioles
(of course), bumblebees, squirrels,
Lark Buntings, Iceland Gulls and
cowbirds, including a wide range of
topics.

Jim Rising is a joiner, belonging
to more ornithology societies than 1
can remember. He is a fellow of the
AOU and serves on the committee
on Classification and Nomenclature,
This august body of splitters pro-
duces the ever-growing check-list
that is music to birders. Jim has been
on the council of the Cooper
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Ornithological Society and, as elect-
ed second Vice-President of the
Wilson Society, is in line to become
its President. Closer to home, he
supports many natural history
organizations, including Bird Studies
Canada, the Canadian Nature
Federation, Ontario Nature, and the
Nature Conservancy of Canada
which represents one of his major
concerns—habitat preservation; and
of course, OFO and others.

When I visit Jim’s office, I usual-
ly find him at his computer. It is hard
to know if he is talking to Bird Chat,
which he often does, writing a new
book or playing a computer game.
He is a gifted writer with 62 publica-
tions in scientific journals to his
credit as well as 24 books or chapters
in books, and other articles. His
papers reflect his early observations
in Kansas as well as publications on
orioles, Savannah and other spar-
rows, and more general topics.

He contributed 10 species
accounts to the Atlas of the
Breeding Birds of Ontario, six co-
authored accounts to the Birds of
North America and two chapters to
the Sibley Guide to Bird Life and
Behavior. He has also written for
several high school biology texts.
His books on birds include
Canadian Songbirds and Their
Ways (1982) and two excellent field
guides to sparrows with Dave
Beadle (1996, 2002). They have
straddled the fence on the question
of whether paintings or photo-
graphs are best for field guides,
publishing one of each. Jim tells me
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Figure 1: Jim Rising (right) receives the Distinguished Ornithologist Award, pre-

sented by Jean Iron and Bruce Falls during the OFO Annual Convention in
Oakville, Ontario, on 2 October 2004. Photo by Ron Pittaway.

that a new photographic guide is in
the works on tanagers, grosbeaks
and finches. No wonder he is
regarded as an authority on spar-
rows and their allies!

Jim is a keen birder. I remem-
ber with pleasure how we played
hooky from a Wilson Meeting in
Corpus Christi to tour south Texas
and pick up lots of goodies. Here in
Ontario, Jim takes students on bird-

Representative Publications

Rising, J.D. 1969. A comparison of metabo-
lism and evaporative water loss of
Baltimore and Bullocks orioles.
Comparative Biochemistry and
Physiology 31: 915-925.

Rising, J.D. 1970. Morphological variation
and evolution in some North American
orioles. Systematic Zoology 19: 315-351.

ing trips and keeps track of birds at
his cottage that contribute to my
Atlas square. Tropical field courses
don’t hurt his life list!

[t is an honour for me to pres-
ent the 2004 OFO Distinguished
Ornithologist Award to my friend,
Jim Rising, a man who has not only
made important contributions to
avian science, but also keeps bird-
watchers happy.

Emlen, S.T., J.D. Rising, and W.L.
Thompson. 1975. A behavioral and mor-
phological study of sympatry in the Indigo
and Lazuli buntings of the Great Plains.
Wilson Bulletin 87: 145-179.

Rising, T.L. and J.D. Rising. 1982. Canadian
Songbirds and Their Ways. Tundra
Publications, Montreal.
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Table 1. Numbers of birds recorded at 23 point counts in naturally regenerated burn,
five years after the fire.

White-throated Sparrow 85 Veery 4
(Zonotrichia albicollis) (Catharus fuscescens)

Mourning Warbler 34 House Wren 4
(Oporornis philadelphia) (Troglodytes aedon)

Alder Flycatcher 34 Red-breasted Nuthatch 3
(Empidonax alnorum) (Sitta canadensis)

Least Flycatcher 24 Nashville Warbler 2
(Empidonax minimus) (Vermivora ruficapilla)

Hermit Thrush 23 Lincoln’s Sparrow 2
(Catharus guttatus) (Melospiza lincolnii)
Red-eyed/Philadelphia Vireo * 23 Anmerican Kestrel ** 2
(Vireo olivaceus/philadelphicus) (Falco sparverius)

Chestnut-sided Warbler 19 Hairy Woodpecker 2
(Dendroica pensylvanica) (Picoides villosus)

Northern Flicker 11 Black-capped Chickadee 1
(Colaptes auratus) (Poecile atricapillus)

Chipping Sparrow** 10 Blue Jay 1
(Spizella passerina) (Cyanocitta cristata)

American Robin 7 Gray Jay 1
(Turdus migratorius) (Perisoreus canadensis)

Downy Woodpecker 5 Song Sparrow 1
(Picoides pubescens) (Melospiza melodia)

American Redstart 4

(Setophaga ruticilla)

*

Both species were present, but songs are similar. Of eight that were seen, two were
Philadelphia and six were Red-eyed.
** Restricted to the edges of the highway or main logging road

Literature Cited
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December 2004 Quiz

Glenn Coady

For this photo quiz, we present a
bird captured in mid-flight, a view
not often easily obtained under
normal field conditions. It is proba-
bly fair to say that most birders
would quickly recognize this rela-
tively long and narrow-billed, long-
legged bird, found in open shore-
line habitat, as belonging to one of
Ontario’s 50 species of shorebirds.
A quick look at the general size
and shape of this bird reveals it to
be a fairly large shorebird with a
long and stout bill (longer than the
head itself) and quite remarkably
long legs (which would seem likely
to trail considerably beyond the
length of the tail in flight). These
characteristics alone eliminate
quite a number of shorebird possi-
bilities, including: all of the plovers
of the genera Charadrius and
Pluvialis; virtually all of the shore-
birds in the genus Calidris (with the
lone exception of Stilt Sandpiper);
all the phalaropes; all the curlews
(whose legs fail to trail beyond their
long tails in flight); and other rela-
tively short-legged species such as
American Oystercatcher, Upland
Sandpiper, Spotted Sandpiper,
Wandering Tattler, Ruddy Turnstone,
Buff-breasted Sandpiper, American
Woodcock and Wilson’s Snipe. Most
of these species can also be eliminat-
ed easily using many other criteria.
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Two of the most striking fea-
tures of this bird are its exception-
ally and solidly dark tail, and this
dark tail’s pronounced contrast
with its bright white upper tail
coverts. These features eliminate a
further complement of shorebird
possibilities, including: American
Avocet, Black-necked Stilt, Willet,
Stilt Sandpiper; all four of the possi-
ble species of the genus Tringa,
both dowitcher species; as well as
both Bar-tailed Godwit and
Marbled Godwit. All of these
species have either pale or distinct-
ly barred tail feathers, quite unlike
the solid black pattern exhibited by
this quiz bird. Additionally, our quiz
bird’s tail and upper tail coverts
lack the fairly unique U-shaped
white pattern shown by the Ruff,
which we can thus also eliminate
from further consideration.

Scrolling through the list of
Ontario shorebirds, we can sece we
have thus eliminated all of the
species other than Hudsonian
Godwit and Black-tailed Godwit.
Certainly, our long-winged, long-
legged, long-billed bird, with a nar-
row white wing stripe visible at the
base of the flight feathers, is consis-
tent with a godwit.

Separation of these two species
is relatively straightforward, partic-
ularly given the look we are pre-
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President: Chris Escott, 1 Shouldice Court, Toronto, Ontario M2L 283
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Ontario Field Ornithologists is an organization dedicated to the study of
birdlife in Ontario. It formed in 1981 to unify the ever-growing numbers of
field ornithologists (birders/birdwatchers) across the province, and to provide
a forum for the exchange of ideas and information among its members. The
Ontario Field Ornithologists officially oversees the activities of the Ontario
Bird Records Committee (OBRC); publishes a newsletter (OFO News) and a
journal (Ontario Birds); operates a bird sightings listserv (ONTBIRDS), coor-
dinated by Mark Cranford; hosts field trips throughout Ontario; and holds an
Annual Convention and Banquet in the autumn. Current information on all of
its activities is on the OFO website (www.ofo.ca ), coordinated by Sandra
Eadie. Comments or questions can be directed to OFO by e-mail (ofo@ofo.ca).

All persons interested in bird study, regardless of their level of expertise, are
invited to become members of the Ontario Field Ornithologists. Membership
rates can be obtained from the address below. All members receive Ontario
Birds and OFO News. Please send membership enquiries to: Ontario Field
Ornithologists, Box 455, Station R, Toronto, Ontario M4G 4E1
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