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however, it is reported that Harlan's
has both a light morph and a rare
barred-tailed morph (Clark and
Wheeler 1987, Mindell 1985). It is
questionable whether these morphs
are pure Harlan's or birds showing
intergrade traits with other
subspecies.

The taxonomic status of Harlan's
Hawk has changed several times
between species and subspecies since
its discovery by Audubon in 1829
(Julian 1971). The A.O.U. Check-list
(1957) listed it as a distinct species.
Since Harlan's Hawks interbreed
freely with other Red-tailed Hawks, it
cannot be a separate species under
the biological species concept. The
A.O.U. (1973) reassigned Harlan's to
subspecies status. However, the
debate continued whether Harlan's
was a valid subspecies or a colour
morph having no taxonomic status.
Mindell (1983) appears to have
settled the matter. He presented very
convincing evidence that Harlan's has
an extensive core breeding range
exclusive of other Red-tailed Hawk
subspecies, although a small number
of intergrades occur throughout its
range. Harlan's is therefore a valid
subspecies (Mindell 1983).
Nevertheless, Palmer (1988) still
preferred to consider Harlan's a
morpho

In summary, Cade (1990) believes
that the Harlan's Hawk represents "a
breeding population that became
isolated in a Pleistocene refugium,
where these hawks achieved
distinctive morphological
differentiation from other Red-tailed
Hawk populations but failed to
achieve reproductive isolation, so that
on recontact of formerly separated
poPulati~ns, there has been exchange
of genes.
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Conclusion
For those hawkwatchers wanting

more information, there are two field
guides to the hawks that I highly
recommend: The Peterson Guide to
the Hawks (Clark and Wheeler 1987)
and Hawks in Flight (Dunne et al,
1988). Both books cover Red-tailed
Hawk subspecies and morphs in
considerable detail.
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Publication Notice

Population Ecology, Habitat Requirements, and Conservation of
Neotropical Migratory Birds. 1991. By Deborah M. Finch. Publications Distribu­
tion, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, 3825 E. Mulberry,
Fort Collins, CO, U.S.A. 80524. No charge.

Recent analyses of local and regional bird population counts, radar migration data,
and capture data from banding stations show that forest-dwelling bird species,
many of which are neotropical migrants, have experienced population declines in
many areas of North America. The factors that have been advanced to explain the
population declines include forest fragmentation on the breeding grounds,
deforestation of wintering habitats, pesticide poisoning, or the cumulative effects
of habitat changes. This literature review summarizes current information on
population trends of neotropical migratory birds and the factors affecting migrant
populations on the breeding and wintering grounds.
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Notes

Large Ring-billed Gull Clutches
on an Island in Southern James Bay

by
Doug McRae

On 1 July 1992 I had the chance to
visit a Ring-billed Gull (Larus
delawarensis) colony on a small island
in James Bay, just off Big Stone Point,
Ontario, about 45 km east of
Moosonee. The island is variously
called Seagull Island or Big Stone
Island, and is loosely joined to the
mainland during very low tides. It
appears as an unnamed island at
UTM coordinates 810700 on
1:250,000 Topographic Map 32L
(Lower Harricanaw River). I was
joined on this visit by Barry Hunter
from the Moosonee office of the
Ministry of Natural Resources and by
John and Frank Turner of Moose
Factory.

We spent about thirty minutes on
the island and located nests of Ring­
billed Gull and several of Herring
Gull (L. argentatus). In addition,
Common Terns (Sterna hirundo)
appeared to be breeding in a separate
area of the island but we did not go
to that section, therefore no actual
nests were located. I estimated that at
least 250 pairs of Ring-billed Gulls
were present on the island. John
Turner noted that there appeared to
be only about half as many birds as
when he last visited the island in
1980, and that the actual colony area
had decreased as well. In addition to
the Ring-billed Gulls, I estimated that
about 25 pairs of Herring Gulls and
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15 pairs of Common Terns were also
present.

The colony was typical in
appearance to any other gull colony,
but was unusual in that there was a
high incidence of abnormally large
clutches. Of the 35 nests examined,
over 17% had unusually large
clutches. The breakdown of nest
contents was as follows: 4 (11.43%)
had one egg and/or chick, 15
(42.86%) had two eggs and/or chicks,
10 (28.57%) had three eggs and/or
chicks, 1 (2.86%) had four eggs and 5
(14.29%) had five eggs.

H. Harrison (1975) and C.
Harrison (1978) state that Ring-billed
Gulls usually lay three, "sometimes"
or "often" two, and "rarely four"
eggs. Peck and James (1983) list
Ontario clutches ranging from one to
six eggs and state that "some 5- and
6- egg clutches may have involved
laying by more than 1 female". They
also note that of 38,919 nests
documented through the Ontario Nest
Records Scheme, only 359 (0.9%)
involved clutches of more than three
eggs, and mention that the number of
large clutches may be somewhat
inflated since "an additional bias has
been created because on some colony
visits exact counts were recorded
only of sets of 4 or more eggs". While
the large clutches we found are not
unprecedented, the frequency within
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Figure 1: Ring-billed Gull nest with five eggs, on Seagull Island, James Bay,
1 July 1992. Photo by Doug McRae.

this colony is substantially higher
than the provincial average (i.e.
17.1% compared with 0.9%).

It seems improbable that, for
some strange reason, the females
from this island lay abnormally large
clutches. The more likely explanation
for the large clutches would be that
more than one female was laying in
each nest. However, there is no
strong evidence to support this either
way, since in the five egg nests, eggs
in some clutches appeared the same
colour while differences within a
clutch were noted in others (see
Figure 1).

If the large clutches are a result
of "dumping" by additional females,
one has to wonder why the frequency
of dumping is so high on this island.

John Turner's observation that the
colony had decreased both in
numbers and physical area may
provide a clue. If, for some reason,
parts of the former colony are
unsuitable for nesting now, females
may be under greater pressure to use
existing nests to lay their eggs. While
I could see nothing that would
preclude gulls from expanding the
colony in area, there may well be
subtle factors to which the gulls are
sensitive. Also, island nest sites are at
a premium in southern James Bay,
which may add to the pressure to use
this nest site even if its suitability is
declining.

This Ring-billed Gull colony
would be an exellent location to
further study this interesting
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situation. In order to determine if
dumping by multiple females is the
reason for the large percentage of
abnormally large clutches, it would
be advisable to arrive during egg
laying. Our visit on 1 July appeared
to coincide with the onset of
hatching, so presumably early June
would be a good time for a follow-up
visit.

My thanks go to John Turner
who, while on his way to Netitishi
Point, kindly went out of his way to
take us to the island. These
observations were made while
employed as the Moosonee

Community Naturalist, a program co­
sponsored by the Ministry of Natural
Resources, Moosonee Area
Development Board and Ontario
Northland.
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Unusual Escape Strategy by
Tree Swallow from Merlin

by
Marcie Jacklin and Jim Harris

On 2 September 1992, we were
birding at the Munster Sewage
Lagoons near Ottawa, Ontario. We
had just finished scanning the first
cell where a group of approximately
50 Tree (Tachycineta bicolor) and 12
Barn (Hirundo rustica) Swallows were
hawking insects when Jim noticed an
adult female Merlin (Falco
columbarius) which had swung in
over the second cell. The bird was
about ten metres away at the closest
point of observation, and we could
clearly see a swallow struggling in
the talons of the Merlin. As the birds
passed us, we noted that the Merlin
was having a lot of difficulty holding
onto its prey. Within the next few
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seconds the prey, which we were
now able to identify as a Tree
Swallow, had worked itself free of
the Merlin. The swallow hovered in
the air for a few seconds, and then
when it noticed the Merlin had
swung around for a second try, the
swallow dove directly down
approximately seven metres into the
sewage lagoon. Unfortunately in all
the excitement we lost sight of the
swallow so we don't know if it
resurfaced. The Merlin left the area
and returned approximately 20
minutes later and chased a group of
shorebirds and then the swallows
again.



Although we have observed this
kind of behaviour in ducks and
shorebirds when being pursued by
falcons, we have never witnessed or
heard of passerines using this
technique. A review of the literature
(Bent 1938, Palmer 1988, Terres
1982) did not provide any further
insight into this unusual behaviour.
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Concealment Behaviour in the
Loggerhead Shrike

by
Ron Pittaway

During a recent study of the
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus) on the Carden Plain,
Victoria County, in central Ontario, it
was discovered that both juvenile and
adult shrikes exhibit a well-developed
concealment behaviour (Pittaway
1991). This activity has apparently
not been adequately described
previously, based on the extensive
literature search undertaken during
my study.

I first observed concealment
behaviour in juvenile shrikes on 15
June 1991. When looking for old
shrike nests I accidently discovered
two fully grown juvenile birds hiding
inside a thick hawthorn (Crataegus
sp.). The young shrikes attempted to
hide while being observed at very
close range. They soon flew, each

diving out of sight into the interior of
separate, nearby hawthorns. They
remained hidden and did not give
alarm calls.

At another nest site, the fledged
young I had been monitoring could
not be located. An adult called
"meeg" in alarm several times from
nearby trees. The young were
suspected to be hiding and two were
eventually discovered concealed in a
thick buckthorn (Rhamnus sp.). As
the branches were parted, each of the
young darted in different directions,
taking cover in a dense clump of
hawthorns.

The young of the three other
pairs in the study also exhibited this
well-developed concealment
behaviour. This behaviour was used
frequently by juveniles for up to
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three weeks after leaving the nest
(fledging). Even when young shrikes
were known to be in the nest site
area, they could not be located on
several occasions.

Amy Chabot (pers. comm.) of
McGill University also reported this
hiding behaviour in recently fledged
shrikes near Napanee, Ontario. In
Saskatchewan, Wayne Harris (pers.
comm.) also has observed this
behaviour and has seen young shrikes
"freeze" when alarm calls were given
by adults. All these observations
suggest that concealment behaviour
may be an adaptation to prevent
predation of recently fledged shrikes.

A similar behaviour is used by
adults to avoid larger birds of prey.
In May 1990, I observed a male
Loggerhead Shrike perched on top of
a hawthorn near the nest tree where
the female was incubating eggs. The
male called a raspy "meeg" twice in
alarm, then flew down inside the
hawthorn out of sight. At that
moment, a Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter
cooperii) flew over the shrikes'
territory. The shrike returned to its
conspicuous perch after the hawk
had flown out of sight.

On another occasion in August
1991, an adult Loggerhead Shrike
took cover when an American Kestrel
(Falco sparverius) flew low over its
perch site. The shrike called "meeg"

once before ducking out of sight, and
returned to its perch once the falcon
had gone. Kestrels are common on
the Carden Plain, and except for the
above incident, no other interactions
with shrikes were noted. These
observations suggest that adult
Loggerhead Shrikes also have a well­
developed concealment tactic used to
avoid contact with larger avian
predators.

In summary, both juvenile and
adult Loggerhead Shrikes exhibit
well-developed concealment
behaviours. This adaptation probably
helps to lower the predation level of
newly fledged juveniles. In adults, it
may be a tactic used to avoid conflict
with avian predators.
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Barred Owl and Northern Goshawk
Co-occurrence

by
Doug Sadler

The author received a phone call on
12 June 1992 from Jim Dunsire, a
quite experienced birder, telling of an
adult Barred Owl (Strix variaJ which
dived at him along a trail in the
Emily Tract, Victoria County Forest,
in mid-morning. It softly screamed
once, then landed in a nearby tree,
where diagnostic field marks were
well observed. Three fledglings were
hopping about in another tree not far
away. This is known behaviour for
that date (Weir 1987(.

I went to the site two days later
and was dive-bombed by a screaming
Northern Goshawk (Accipiter genti/is),
which landed well up in a tree not
far away, and was in full visual, as
well as audio, contact. There was a
large nest with fresh pine branches
about 10 m off the trail in the divided
trunk of a tall Red Pine (Pinus
resinosa J, about 15 m up (see Godfrey
1986J.

Dunsire went in to the site again
on 16 June, and was attacked by the
Goshawk, but found no sign of the
owl. The owl was not seen again, but
the adult Goshawk flew at Doug and
Tony Bigg from the nest, and a
downy juvenile was seen in the nest
on 23 June. Two weeks later, the
nestling was found sitting on a twig
just above the nest.

The presence of these two
predators in exactly the same locality

and in the same time period seems
hard to explain. One can perhaps
assume that the owl family was
moving through, although the
behaviour indicates that this was a
newly fledged family. But why did
the hawk ignore it? The Northern
Goshawk is notorious for its boldness
in defence of its nesting territory. The
Barred Owl is also known to be
active by day (Bent 1937, 1938J. Bent
(1938J quotes the discovery in winter
of the bodies of a Goshawk and a
Barred Owl lying on the snow within
10 feet (3 m) of each other amidst
masses of feathers and a good deal of
blood. The Goshawk was dead, and
frozen stiff, but the owl was still
warm, though it apparently died of
wounds (Bent 1937).
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DBRe Announcement

Historical Records: A Call for Submissions
by

Bob Curry

The Ontario Bird Records Committee
IOBRCJ originated in an attempt to
validate current sight records.
However, all records received,
whether accepted or not, are kept on
file at the Royal Ontario Museum. As
these files have accumulated it has
become clear that perhaps the
OBRC's most important function is to
provide a single repository of all
documentations of rare birds within
the province. This expanded role is
consistent with that experienced by
many other such committees in
North America and worldwide
(Roberson 1990).

Since the beginning, the problem
of what to do with "old" records has
been a thorny one. However, it
becomes increasingly a problem given
this expanded role. If all records are
to be accumulated, how does the
Committee deal with the myriad of
mostly valid records for which there
is little of the kind of documentation
which is expected (and received) to
accompany rarity reports today.

Accordingly, at the 1992 fall
policy meeting, the OBRC formally
approved of a definition of what
constitutes a historical record.
Although many birders have
supported their claims of rarities with
written descriptions or other
documentation for more than two
decades, it was decided that, for our
purposes, "historical" would be
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defined as any previously published
occurrence of a rare bird before the
first OBRC Annual Report for 1982
(James 1983). It is abundantly clear
that we cannot submit these records
to the kind of scrutiny which present­
day records must expect. Pre-1982
records with fully acceptable
documentation in accordance with
today's standards will be treated
exactly as are new records. But what
of the hundreds of rarities which
have appeared in American Birds or
its predecessor Audubon Field Notes,
or indeed in numerous other regional
and national journals? Most of these
records are statements in print that
the species was observed, usually
with the names of the observers and
little else. What we would like from
these observers lor anyone who saw
the birds) is at least the barest of
descriptions of the circumstances and
of the birds if possible, based on
memory if there is nothing else. Such
records Iand these would constitute
the vast majority of, especially, lesser
rarities seen before 1982) would be
filed at the ROM, added to the
provincial record, summarized in the
annual report and given the
designation "H", for historical. In
this way, it is hoped that over a
reasonable time period we may be
able to accumulate some
documentation on almost all the rare
bird occurrences in Ontario.



How should we get started on
this? To illustrate with a personal
example, this new definition will
allow me to submit a short
paragraph, based on memory, on the
Wilson's Plover which spent several
days on Hamilton Beach in May
1961, and which was seen by
numerous observers. While there is
no way that any report based on
distant memory can meet modern
requirements, this should suffice to
have the record accepted as historical
and take its rightful place as a part of
the provincial avifaunal record. The
Committee urges observers to submit
such brief anecdotal accounts of any
review list species seen before 1982.
More systematically, Committee
members, designates or volunteer
researchers will be asked to read
through back volumes of American
Birds and Audubon Field Notes to
compile lists of rarities which have
appeared in print, and then ask for
such brief reports from the observers,
to the extent that they can be
contacted.
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This historical records policy is
far from perfect. Indeed, there are
those who submit that we enter
troubled waters and that only records
that can withstand the most rigorous
scrutiny should be accepted, and that
the credibility of any list of records is
eroded with such records. However,
it is our opinion, and of such bodies
as the California Bird Records
Committee (Roberson 1990), that the
compilation of as complete a database
as possible of rare birds in Ontario is
a goal which outweighs any such
criticism.

Again, we invite all observers to
submit notes, however brief, on these
old records.
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Errata

In the article entitled "Green Violet-ear: First for Canada" (Ontario Birds 10:
86-89), note in Table 1 (page 89) that: the July 6 1990 bird from Arkansas was at
Lurton, not Furton; and the reference for the October 7 1984 bird at Fort Smith,
Arkansas, is American Birds 40: 128. Since the latter reference listed the date
incorrectly as 1985, a correction is made in American Birds 40: 293. Finally, Nick
Escott's postal code is P7B 3T9.
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Book Review

Birder Extraordinaire: The Life and Legacy ofJames L. Baillie (1904-1970).
1992. By Lise Anglin. Toronto Ornithological Club and Long Point Bird Obser­
vatory, Toronto. (softcover) 143 pp. $12 (plus $2.60 postage and handling).
Available from the Toronto Ornithological Club, 560 Blythwood Rd., Toronto,
Ontario M4N IB5.

This extremely interesting biography
documents the life and times of one
of Ontario's most influential
professional ornithologists and
birders. The book was jointly
published by the Toronto
Ornithological Club and Long Point
Bird Observatory. These organizations
are to be commended for supporting
this important project to provide a
lasting tribute to Jim Baillie.

Author Lise Anglin's personal
knowledge of her subject through
family connections, her background
as a professional researcher, and
(very importantly) her own active
participation in birding have
combined to make this a very well
documented and insightful book. I
really found it difficult to put the
book down once I got into the story!
Anglin based the book on extensive
interviews with many of Jim's friends
and colleagues, plus a thorough
examination and synopsis of the
incredibly detailed and complete
Baillie journals and correspondence
housed in the Thomas Fisher Rare
Books Library at the University of
Toronto.

The book covers family history
and formative years, jim's start in
birding in 1920, his 48 years in the
ornithology department of the Royal
Ontario Museum, personal life, 39
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years of writing a weekly bird
column in the Toronto Evening
Telegram, club affiliations and
awards, research writings and field
work, and ~ontributionsand
achievements (including his
successful acquisition of a Labrador
Duck and Great Auk for the
Museum's collection). I found it to be
an objective and scholarly analysis of
all aspects of Jim's life, fully
documenting his many strengths and
his foibles. The author's description
of Baillie's unhappiness and
frustrations during his last years is
particularly compelling reading.

Jim Baillie's contributions and
essence are extremely well
summarized in the final chapter,
entitled "Influence, Popularity and
Greatness". I personally experienced
Jim's inspiration during the 1960's, as
an undergraduate at the Univeristy of
Toronto, and an aspiring author doing
research at the Royal Ontario
Museum on a regional bird book. I
felt the warmth and genuine interest
of this man toward everyone who
appreciated birds - a trait so well
described in Anglin's portrayal.

I would strongly recommend this
book to everyone interested in birds,
but particularly to the legion of
"post-Baillie" birders that have come



along in Ontario. It vividly presents
aspects of the earlier history of
birding in this province, while
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thoroughly introducing one of
Ontario ornithology's most important
mentors.

Ron Tozer, R.R. I, Dwight, Ontario POA IHO

Photo Quiz
by

Doug McRae

Answer to Photo Quiz in Ontario
Birds 10 (3): Brown-headed
Cowbird.

This quiz bird, a juvenile Brown­
headed Cowbird, was perhaps a bit
unfair. On the colour print we used,
kindly submitted by avid Ontario
Birds reader Molly Sorlie of Barrie, it
is much easier to tell the species,
however it becomes more difficult
when converted to black-and-white.
Also, it would have been a snap if we
had used the other shot that Molly
sent - the one showing a Song
Sparrow shovelling food into this
fledgling! While adult cowbirds
usually don't present an identification
problem, many birders seeing their
first juveniles, like this one, can be
quite confused.

To start with, we can establish
that this bird is a juvenile by several
features. The most obvious indicator
of age is the bill. The soft, protruding
gape edge - diagnostic of young
birds - is quite visible on this photo.
Another feature that suggests a young
bird is the "texture" of the feathers.
If you look carefully you will notice

that the feathers have a dull, flat,
almost fuzzy look to them, unlike the
glossy finish that most adult birds
show. This is particularly noticeable
on the feathers of the crown and
flanks. A final feature that suggests
this bird is a young bird is the
stubby-looking tail.

In all honesty I don't know if you
can distinguish this bird as a Brown­
headed Cowbird, based on a black­
and-white photograph, but there are
several features that are helpful. The
most obvious feature visible is the
light scaling on the outer edges of
most coverts and contour feathers.
This pattern, which would be even
more pronounced in a bird another
week or two older, usually comes as
a shock to observers unfamiliar with
this age class as it is totally unlike
any adult plumage. In fact, most
observers seeing their first cowbird of
this age are unable to come up with
an identification until the adult of the
host species shows up, providing a
substantial clue!

Structurally speaking, especially
because of the bill, this bird most
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resembles a finch, grosbeak or
sparrow. However, if you look
carefully, the breast of this bird
appears mostly dark with light
edgings. This pattern is quite unlike
most sparrows or finches which
usually have streaked breasts. Also,
most finches and sparrows at this age
show distinct wingbars, lacking on

this individual. This plumage feature,
combined with the bill shape and the
pale feather edgings certainly help to
identify this bird as a Brown-headed
Cowbird.

Avoid gullibility when
considering the identity of our next
quiz bird!

Doug McRae, Box 130, St. Williams, Ontario NOE IPO
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