











Review

The Bluebird Monitor’s Guide
to Bluebirds and Other Small
Cavity-nesters. Co-authored by
Keith Dridler, Gynthia Beerger,
and Jack Griggs. A Cornell Bird
Library Guide. Sponsored by the
Cornell Lab of Ornithology and the
North American Bluebird Society.
Published by HarperCollins. Soft
cover. 8.25 x 10,75 inches, List
price: $14.95

By Hatch Graham

This new, slick, 128-page guide
with beautiful colored photographs on
nearly ever page is a must for anyone
devoted to bluebirds and other small
cavity nesters.

Covering the entire North Ameri-
can continent, the book provides
information on nearly every aspect of
nest-box monitoring. Especially
heiptul are the close-up photographs
of various species’ nests and eggs,
and the 16-photo series showing the
egg-laying, pipping, and growth of
bluekird nestlings up to their final day
before fledging.

Many experts and innovators from
across the country are quoted or
featured in the guide, including well-
known NABS members Kevin
Berner, Erv Davis, Elsie Eltzroth,
Steve Gilbertson, Doug LeVasseur,
Tina Phillips, Haleya Priest, Dick
Purvis, Arlene Ripley, Dorene
Scnven, Dean Sheldon, Darlene
Sillick, Dick Tuttle, Jim Walters, Ann
Wick, and Don Yoder.

Divided into five sections, the
book covers attracting bluebirds,
monitoring backyard bluebirds, trails
for bluebirds, an advice section
(feeding, legal concerns, problems
with House Sparrows, blow flies, and
tools for monitors), and homes and
hardware.

With 128 pages, it is advisable to
thumb through the entire book to
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become familar with its organization.  organization’s 32-page booklet
While it has a fairly thorough index, entitled Monitoring Your Bluebird
its scope is so great that you may Trail in California. )

have some difficulty finding what you
want to know,

1 heartily recommend this new o =
guide. Sponsored by the Cornell Lab Bllymg this book
of Ornithology and the North Ameri- The Bluebird Monitor’s Guide
can Bluebird SOClety, lt Wl].l be a can be ordered from NABS
welcome addition to anyone’s library. through its catalog (Spring 2002
Put it on your wish list for your next issue of Bluebird) by writing P.O.
birthday or anniversary. Box 425, Whiteford, MD 21160,
(Hatch Graham is editor of or by calling 800/634-1358. Price
Bluebirds Fly, newsletter of the is $13 for members, plus $5 for
California Bluebird Recovery Pro- shipping.
gram, and author of that




Pennsylvania bluebird project
studies several pairing choices

By Dick Brown

The Middle Creek Bluebird
Project (MCBP) initiated in 1998 was
undertaken to maximize the reproduc-
tive success of the Eastern Bluebird
on the lands of the Middle Creek
Wildlife Management Arca near
Kleinfeltersville, Pennsylvania. Over
the past four years the focus of the
research has been the relationship
between the Eastern Bluebird and its
chief nest-box competitor, the Tree
Swallow.

At the start, it was decided to
position nest boxes in various paired
and clustered arrangements to deter-
mine how the birds would react to the
box configurations. Each year, the
bird boxes have been monitored from
April 1 to August 1. Two-hundred and
tifty-one bird boxes were monitored
in 2001.

Configurations used

These are the configurations used
in the box pairing experiment being
conducted at Middle Creek Wildlife
Management Area in Pennsylvania.

Side-by-Side paired hoxes: Both
boxes face in the same direction, have
the same dimensions and are at the
same height above the ground. There
were 48 side-by-side sites monitored
during the 2001 nesting season. The
inter-box distances hetween the two
boxes at these sites ranged from one-
foot to 25 feel

Eastern Bluebirds made 29 nesting
attempts at 21 of the 48 side-by-side
sites. Twenty attempts were success-
ful. Bluehirds dominated (no swallow
activity) five sites.

Tree Swallows made 58 pesting
attempts at 40 of the 48 side-by-side
locations. There were 35 successful
nesting attempts. Tree Swallows did

not attempt to nest in both boxes
simultaneously at any of the 48 side-
by-side sites during 2001. At four
different sites after the chicks
fledged, the swallows made a second
nesting attempt, with two of them
being successtul. Tree Swallows
dominated (no bluebird activity) 25
different side-by-side sites.
Back-to-Back paired boxes: The
two boxes were placed on a steel post
at the same height, facing in opposite
directions. The boxes were identical
with the same size hole and inside
dimensions. There were 46 sites with

back-to-back bird boxes in 2001.

Eastern Bluebirds attempted to
nest at 26 of the 46 back-to-back
sites. They were successful 16 times
at 13 of these sites. Bluebirds domi-
nated five sites.

Tree Swallows attempted to nest at
38 of the 46 back-to-back sites. They
had 29 successful atternpts at 26
different sites. The swallows at-
tempted to nest in both boxes at only
one back-to-back location. At this site
both pair of Tree Swallows fledged
chicks, but there was about 4 two-
week lag time between the start of the

The back-to-back configuration. All photos by Dick Brown,




two nesting attempts. At three differ-
ent locations the swallows began a
second nesting after having chicks
successfully fledge. They succeeded
at two of the sites and failed at the
other. Tree swallows dominated (no
bluebird activity) 24 different back-
to- back locations.

Eastern Bluebirds and Tree
Swallows both had nesting attempts
at [3 of the 46 back-to-back loca-
tions. At five sites, bluebirds and
swallows nested at the same time, and
at all five of those locations both
species successfully fledged chicks.
The second box at 26 of the 44 back-
to-back sites used by at least one
species remained empty. At two back-
to-back locations both boxes re-
mained empty.

Stacked pair: One box directly
above the other with both facing the
same direction. There were nine such
sites.

Bluebirds dominated two sites (no
swallow activity}. Tree Swallows
dominated three sites. The two
species shared three stacked loca-
tions. At one site, bluebirds and
swallows nested successfully at the
same time.
~ Opposite Direction Pair: Two
boxes located beside each other with
their holes facing in opposite direc-
tions and inter- box distances ranging
from one to 15 feet. There were eight
such sites.

Bluebirds dominated two sites.
Tree Swallows dominated four sites.
The swallows did not attempt to nest
in both boxes at any of these sites.
Bluebirds and swallows coexisted at
two of the eight sites, but only one
location produced fledglings for both
species.

Single boxes separated by at least
300 feet to reflect bluebird territorial
needs. There were 10 such sites.

Bluebirds dominated six of the 10
sites. Tree Swallows dominated two
of the sites. Two of the boxes re-
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The stacked configuration,

mained empty (one was used by a
mouse}.

Loose Clusters: Single boxes
placed at various distances from 15 to
80 feet apart and scattered over a
distance of about 300 feet. There were
1 such sites.

One pair of bluebirds made two
attempts to nest in the cluster, with
one being successful. Tree Swallows
attempted to nest at 10 of the 11 sites,
but only three were successful. These
boxes were not protected with preda-
tor guards, and it appears raccoons
destroyed most of the nests. At one
site the swallows started a second

nesting after the young had fledged
from the box, but this second attempt
was not successful. One box re-
muained empty during the entire
nesting seaser.

SPDHOD pair: Two boxes on the
same post at different heights and
facing 1n opposite directions. There
were two such sites. One site had
House Sparrows, Eastern Bluebirds
and Tree Swallows attempting to
nest. Only the bluebirds were suc-
cessful. The other site was dominated
by bluebirds but all attempts failed.

Discussion
of the pairing
project results

By Dick Brown

During the four years of the
Middle Creek Bluebird Project the
number of biuebird pair and their
fledglings has steadily increased. The
adult pairs have increased from 25 in
1998 to 46 in 20G1. The number of
fledglings increased from 97 in 1998
to 240 in 2001. This increase 1s due
to a number of factors.

» The House Sparrow has been
eliminated as a threat to adult Eastern
Bluebirds as well as their chicks.
Ounly one site had House Sparrow
activity in 2001.

* Paired boxes provide more sites
for both bluebirds and swallows, and
minimize friction between the two
species.

= Since swallows wiil usually keep
the second box at paired sites empty,
the bluebirds have a box available for
their second nesting attempt if they
need it.

* Positioning the sites at least 300
feet apart limits the number of
potential swallow nesting locations
and maximizes the number of sites




available to bluebirds.

* In 2001, the Noel predator guard
played a significant role in bluebird
as well as swallow success.

* The biggest variable in the
survivability of bluebirds is the
weather. In 1998 a large number of
bluebird chicks died during a 12-day
rainy period in May. During the past
three years the winters have been
relatively mild and the nesting
seasons have been warm and dry so
more chicks have fledged and more
adults have survived.

At the end of the nesting season in
1998, the ratio of Eastern Bluebirds
(adults plus young) tc Tree Swallows
(adults plus young) was 1:3 (147 to
430). With a significant increase in
the number of bluebirds, the ratio has
improved to 1:1.76 (330 to 581). This
result indicates that efforts to increase
the number of Eastern Bluebirds at
Middle Creek are working.

In 2000, four-inch-diameter PVC
pipes were placed as predator guards
on posts at four locations. At two of
the locations raccoons were able to
climb the 30-inch-long pipes with
ease and eat the young swallows in
the boxes.

For the 2001 nesting season the
Noel predator guard was installed on
about 60 boxes. The Noel Predator
Guard is a 6x24-inch piece of quar-
ter-inch hardware cloth of rectangular
shape, a little smaller than the front
of a bluebird box. One edge is cut
and bent back to provide an area for
screwing this device to the front of
the bird box. It was designed by Jim
Noel to keep raccoons out of bird
boxes.

Except for one area where a large
raccoon had enough weight to smash
down the guard, this device worked
very well. This year, Noel guards will
be put on more of the nest boxes.

Al 10 side-by-side sites, the Noel
predator guard was placed on only
one of the boxes. We wanted to see

what would happen when Eastern
Bluebirds and Tree Swallows had to
deal with this contraption on the front
of the bird box for the first time. At
eight sites used by the swallows, the
bird chose the box without the guard.
When the guard was switched to the
bex chosen by the swallows, about
one-half cf the swallows adapted to
the change but the others abandoned
their nests and moved to the empty,
guardless box.

At two locations, swallows
abandoned the box even though they
had built their nest and laid eggs.
When the guard was placed on both
boxes at these sites, the swallows had
to choose between totally abandoning
the site or adapting. In all instances,
the swallows adapted to the guards
rather than abandon the site alto-
gether.

Once the swallows grew accus-
tcmed to the size of the guard they
were able to fly directly to the hole of
the box without touching the metal of
the guard. When they exited the box,

the swallows were able to launch
themselves in such a way as to gel
beyond the edges of the guard before
unfurling their wings.

At side-by-side sites where one
box had a predator guard and one did
not, bluebirds chose the box with the
guard at three sites and the box
without the guard at one site.

In May of 2000, T placed a Noel
predator guard on a bluebird box in
which adults were feeding. After
attaching the guard I sat back to waich
what would happen. The male blue-
bird landed on the box, hopped down
onto the screen of the guard, flew out
and hovered a couple of times and
landed on the base of the guard. He
sat there for several seconds and then
flew to the hole. The time elapsed was
five minutes. In all cases, the blue-
birds adapted to the guard and did not
abandon their nest or eggs after the
guard was attached.

Multiple nestings

Bluebirds at Middle Creek have
successfully nested three times in a

Side-by-side pair of nest boxes at the Middle Creek Wildlife Management Area.




nesting season in only one of the
four years of our study. That was in
1999 when we had a warm spring
followed by a very hot and dry
summer. In that vear, three pair of
bluebirds had three successful
nesting attempts. We still had blue-
bird chicks in the box in late August
and early September.
Species interaction

The interactions between Tree
Swallows and Eastern Bluebirds as
they are competing for nesting sites
always involves aggressive behavior
from both species. In the four years
of this study, swallow and bluebird
aggressive behavior was directed at
other birds as well as human moni-
tors. In the four years of observations
there is no evidence that the Tree
Swallows have actually killed a
competitor for a nesting site.

However in 1998 a male Eastern
Bluebird apparently killed a swallow
which had invaded its nest box. The
female bluebird subsequently wove
the carcass of this bird into her nest
and laid four eggs on it. A second
swallow was killed in this same box
after the chicks fledged. This was
before a second clutch was begun.
This incident has not been repeated,
and clearly was an exception to
normal bluebird behavior.

Sparrows and wrens

House Sparrows have become
less of a problem over the course of
the four years. During the first year,
boxes that had been frequently used
by sparrows were removed. [n
addition, adult sparrows were
trapped and nests were destroved as
they appeared during monitoring.

House Wrens cenlinue to disrupt
the nesting activities of bluebirds and
swallows at locations near wooded or
brushy areas. Most boxes used by
wrens have been removed. Wrens
disrupt the nesting of other birds by
removing their eggs, young and
nesting material. Newly hatched

chicks are the most vulnerable (o wren
predation. Once the yvoung gain some
size, the wrens are less likely to bother
them.

Second nestings

Tree Swallows usually make a
second nesting attempt if their first
attemnpt fails. In 2001 swallows at
eight different locations started a
second atlempt after their first nesting
was successful. Four of these pair of
swallows had a successful second
nesting, chicks fledging on or about
the first of August.

Because the swallows at Middle
Creek are not banded or easily distin-
guished from each other, it’s not
possible to tell if a pair nested twice or
if one pair nested after the other. From
pure observation | believe most of
these incidents invelved one pair
nesting twice, but I have no idea why
they did it this year and not in the past.

Conclusions

* Bastern Bluebirds and Tree
Swallows can nest successfully as
close to each other as one foot in side-
by-side boxes. :

* Tree Swallows may nest in bot
bexes at a side-by-side site if the
distance between boxes is 10 feet or
more. But, Tree Swallows will not
nest in both boxes al a side-by-side
site if the distance between boxes is
nine feet or less.

» Eastern Bluebirds and Tree
Swallows may nest at the same time at
a back-to-back site.

» Tree swallows may nest in both
boxes at a back-to-back site, but nol

synchronously.

* Tree swallows will nest in both
boxes at a site with a distance be-
tween boxes of seven feet 1f the box
openings face in opposite directions.

* The year-to-year coexistence of
bluebirds and swallows suggests that
Eastern Bluehirds and Tree Swallows
can learn to tolerate each other at
paired sites.

» Coexistence at paired sites
occurs with the least amount of
friction if there is about a two-week
gap between the start of the two nests,
$0 while one pair is preoccupied with
raising young the other pair can build
a nest.

= Bastern Bluebirds can maintain
control over their nest bex for the
entire nesting season.

* The empty boxes at paired sites
have provided bluebirds with a box
for their second nesting attempt and
have contributed to their increased
success over the four years.

* The sites with empty boxes
provide an alternate nesting site for
Tree Swallows that have had their
nests destroyed by predators or
disrupted by other species of birds
such as House Sparrows or House
Wrens.

» Using PVC pipe as a predator
guard will not stop a determined
raccoon.

= The Noel predator gnard is
simple, easy to make, and, best of all,
it works. If the Noel predator guard is
used on boxes at paired sites it should
be placed on both houses so Tree
Swallows won’t have a choice — they
either adapt to the guard or nest
somewhere else.

The project centinues this vear.

(Mr. Brown is project coordinaior
Jor the Middle Creek Bluebird
Project. He can be reached at Middle
Creek Wildlife Management Areq,
P.O. Box 110 Kleinfeltersville, PA
17039, gretnabrowns @paonline.com,
telephone 717/964-3006 or 717/873-
7680,




Bluebird News from Shore to Shore

Kathy Hansen of Powder
Springs, Georgia, is enjoying her
second year with a bluebird trail. She
reports that, “Our {irst year was a big
success: 11 of our 24 nest boxes were
chosen by either Eastern Blue birds or
chickadees. Sixty bluebirds and 13
chickadees fledged. Early nesting the
third week of March this year is
indicative of a much greater number
of babies. We added two boxes for a
total of 26, and 16 of these currently
have babies/eggs.

“An observation made on chicka-
dees this year,” she said, “is that
virtually every nest has six eggs
versus four or five last year.”

The nest boxes are along the
Silver Comet Trail, a multi-use paved
trail running 38 miles along an old
rail bed, with plans for 20 miles more
to be bnilt. Ms. Hansen said that
thousands of people riding and
walking on the trail see the boxes. All
of the boxes are NABS-style,
mounted on half-inch electric con-
duit. Home Depot donated the build-
ing materials, she said.

Barbara Chambers recently
received special recognition from the
Fairfax (Virginia) County Park
Authority. She was giveu the Elly
Doyle Park Service Award {or her
work on establishment of bluebird
trails and monitoring protocol. Ms.
Chamber 1s vice president/education
of the YVirginia Bluebird Society.

Nest box success stories are
prominent in affiliate newsletters
once yearly totals are summed. The
Southern Interior Bluebird Trail
Society reporied 2,876 boxes avail-
able 1n 2001, 2,225 used, and 3.149
Mountain Bluebirds, 1,504 Western
Bluebirds, and 3,315 Tree Swallows
fledged. Other species using the

boxes were House Wren, Violet-green
Swallow, Black-capped and Mountain
chickadee, Red-breasted, White-
breasted, and Pygmy nuthatch, plus
three species of squirrels and some
mice.

In Mebraska, the number of
reported bluebirds fledged climbed 1o
16,882, and when Iowa members of
Bluebirds Across Nebraska add
their birds to the total it reached
17,722 for year 2001. The total
reported for the organization’s first
year in 1989 was 1,136,

Members of the (Ohio Bluehird
Soviety sending in box reports
fledged 6,859 Eastern Bluebirds,
4,389 Tree Swallows, and birds of
nine other species. The OBS tracked
fledgling success based on the
number of boxes per trail, producing
some interesting numbers. Eastern
Bluebirds fared best on smaller trails
{one to five boxes, six to 10, or 11 to
20), with three out of four eggs
producing a fledged bird. For trails of
from 21 t0 100 boxes, the ratio was
67 percenlt. that number dropping to
64 percent on trails of over 100
boxes. Tree Swallows did best on
trails of from six to 10 boxes (82
percent fledge rate), while House
Wrens did best on smaller trails, one
to five boxes.

OBS will be at the Ohio State Fair
this summer, working at the Ohio
Division of Wildlife nest-box display.
The Nebraska group, Bluebirds
Across Nebraska, also has a state
fair booth, and reports that it brings in
new members every year.

Irv Tiessen in Alameda County,
California, maintains nine nest-hox
trails. He had eight ditferent species
of birds nestiug in his boxes last year.

Overall, participants in the Cali-
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fornia Bluebird Recovery Program
fledged young of 17 different bird
species. The CBRP newsletter,
Bluebirds Fly, offered these insights
from editor Hatch Graham on in-
creasing use of nest boxes by more
species:

¢ Place nest boxes at distances
close enough to create intraspecific
territoriality (territory defended by a
pair of birds overlaps with other
boxes):

» Locate the nest boxes in habitat
favored by other species;

* Place nest boxes in higher
locations, in trees, for instance
{nuthatches prefer cavities over 15
feet above the ground).

A banding demensiration at the
annual conference of the Bluebird
Society of Pennsylvania in Marcl
was a bit oul of the ordinary. The
bluebird banded, part of a demonstra-
tion by Dan Brauning of the Penn-
sylvania Game Commission, wis
about five feet high and weizhed as
much as an adult human, Actually, the
bird was an adult human, wearing the
costume of the B5F mascot,
Bluebelle. Inside the costuime was
Joanne Slavinski of Wormleyshurg,
FPennsylvania, BSP tressurer and
creator of the costume.

Emory Brooks in Jackson
County, Georgia. had 40 Eastern
Bluebirds fledgze 1n 2001 from =ix
nest boxes he monitors on & farm
there. One pair of birds fledged three
broods. Mr. Brooks said that factors

ready supply of water and cleaning of
nest boxes as soon as possible afler a
brood had fledged. This item first
appeared in The Georgia Blue Line,
newsletter of Bluebirds Over Geor-
gia, Inc.




designed by Dan Savin of Big Bend, Wisconsin. The

two nesting cavities share a common center wall. Mr.
Savin designed the box last year, placing four of them on a
trail he maintains in a 50-acre nature preserve in Waukesha
County. He says the design offers bluebirds the option of
moving to a clean nesting site for a second brood, beginning
a second nest before the first brood of young have fledged,
or allowing a male to mate with females nesting in adjoining
boxes. In 2001, the four boxes produced 21 bluebird tledg-
lings from 26 cggs. Two pairs of Hastern Bluebirds nested
twice each. Two nesting sites were used by Tree Swallows,
with six young fledging. Mr. Savin planned to place more of
his boxes on the trail for the 2002 season. He can be reached
by e-mail at pubstu @earthlink.net or by phone at 262/547-

Two nesling sites have been provided in one larger bux
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of Enterprise. Alabama. Mr. Parker was surprised to see the mucl

larger birds in a box he had prepared for use by Brown-headed
Nuthatches. The woodpeckers noticed the size difference, too, and carefully
enlarged the cavity by chipping away at the interior walls of the box to add
almest an inch front to back and side to side. The birds also enlarged the

253-inch eniry hole, creating an oval two inches deep and 1.75 inches wide.

The hole in the cedar box had been protected with {iberglass to prevent
enlargement. The birds raised two broods of four young each in the box.

Red—headed Woodpeckers nested in a box set out by William T. Parker

Deadline for Fall 2002 issue is July 31

The deadline for the Fall 2002 issue of Bluebird is July 31, Earlier
submissions always are appreciated. The editor prefers to receive
material by e-mail (no attachments, please) at twojays@sirentel.net.
Typed copy should be mailed to Jim Williams, 5239 Cranberry Lane,
Webster, WI 54893, Include a self-addressed stamped envelope if you
wish return of manuscripts or photographs.
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House Sparrows usurp swallow nests

CLIFF SWALLOWS LOSE BATTLE FOR NESTING SITES THEY BUILT

By Gregory J. Davis and Jennifer H. Davis

Itis early August 2001 here at the University of
Wisconsin in Green Bay, and we are witmessing an excep-
tionally preductive year for the Cliff Swallow. Hundreds
of adults and recently fledged swallows are circling
overhead in search of insects. This is a dramatic change
from what we had witnessed just five summers ago in
1997,

During July of that year, a large number of Cliff
Swallow nestlings were found on the cement below the
nests (most had died on impact from the fall). Although
swallow nestlings may periodically fall from nests, we
counted 72 downed nestlings, a degree of nestling loss not
observed in the past on campus. Continued observations
revealed House Sparrows usurping active Cliff Swallow
nests and ousting the nestlings.

CLff Swallows nest on several of the campus buildings
at the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay. House Spar-
rows, which overwinter in the CIiff Swallow nests, begin
nesting in March and raise their first broods before the
CLff Swallows return from South America in early May.
Because House Sparrows are multiple brooders, they also
nest in Cliff Swallow nests during the swallow breeding

Nestling Cliff Swallow dead on the gorund. A House
Sparrows removed the bird from the swallow nest.

season (mid-May to late July).

For the past five years, we have closely menitored the
Clff Swallow colony at the University of Wisconsin-
Green Bay upon their return in early May until mid-
August when the Chiff Swallows migrate south. We made
daily observations on the number and location of nests
(noting new nests being built), occupancy of the nests (by
Cliff Swallow or House Sparrow), and number and
species of nestlings and eggs found on the ground under
the nests.

Active Cliff Swallows nests usurped by House Spar-
rows often involve the destruction of swallow eggs,
voung, and juveniles. This is not just a problem at our
study colony. In some areas where House Sparrows and
CLfL Swallows intersect, colonies have been adversely
affected, even totally destroyed.

Several studies regarding the negative impact of House
Sparrows on Cliff Swallows involve management of the
House Sparrows via trapping and shooting. In these
studies, the swallow colonies failed to thrive withoul the
direct management of the House Sparrows. Such manage-
ment is not possible at a public university. Krapu noted,
however, that the impact of House Sparrows on the

House Sparrow at the entrance ro a Cliff Swallow nest.
The nest structure is built of small pieces of mud.




swallows 1s greatest when the swallow colony is small.

House Sparrows are an aggressive species and are the
enemy of many cavity-nesting birds including Tree Swal-
lows, Purple Martins, and, of course, Eastern Bluebirds.
They have been known to usurp the nests of Eastern
Bluebirds and attack bluebird adults and nestlings. But
House Sparrows don’t just oust the young of other species.
Infanticide, the killing of young of their own species, also
has been documented in House Sparrow populations. The
male House Sparrows oust the eggs and young of another
male, then breed with the females whose young they have
killed. A female House Sparrow with eggs or nestlings is
still fertile and can breed again.

We witnessed adult male House Sparrows stopping at
one CLiff Swallow nest after another nearly every day.
Active nests of both House Sparrows (in Cliff Swallow
nests) and Chiff Swallows are located near each other on
the campus buildings. Because both Cliff Swallow and
House Sparrow eggs and young were custed, we conjec-
ture that the sparrows, in their desire for mating rights,
ousted any nestlings or eggs that were in a nest. Perhaps
they do not realize which nests contain which species!

The House Finch also has played a role in the dynamics
of the Cliff Swallow colony. During the summers of 1998,
1999, and 2000, a pair of House Finches successfully
raised young in a partially broken Cliff Swallow nest. In
each case, the successful nesting followed a battle with
House Sparrows for occupation of the nest.

Competition between House Finches and House Spar-
rows is well documented. In urban settings, the House
Finch usually wins. While House Finches typically have
not nested in the Cliff Swallow nests, they have built many
of their nests near the Cliff Swallows.

On one of the campus buildings, wire screening had
been attached to prevent Cliff Swallows from nesting on
the building. Ower the years, gaps in the screening devel-
apedl and House Finches now have more than lwo-dozen
active nests in a very protected location. House Finches
also nest in many other locations on the bnildings. Many of
the nests are used for second broods, and the on campus
House Finch population has increased significantly jn the
past few years.

For this article, we have summarized a portion of our
study data in three figures. Figure | indicates the numbei
of Cliff Swallow and House Sparrow hatchlings for each
year of the study. Figure 2 indicates the number of dead
young CLiff Swallows and Honse Sparrows that we col-
lected on the ground below the nests. Finally, Figure 3
indicates the Cliff Swallow and House Sparrow nestling
mortality raite.

We believe there are two reasons the House Sparrow

400

| 1999
mCisw | 135 | 108 | 120 | 81 | 186
HOSP | 224 | 364 | 260 | 128 | 140

2000 | 2001

Figure 1 The number of Cliff Swallow and House
Sparrow hatchlings by year.

100

meLsw| 72 |
[mHOSP| 6 | 94 | 60 | |

Figure 2: The number of dead young CLff
Swallows and House Sparrows collected by vear.

0% |+ -
1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001

\
S, J i sl
mCLSW | 0.53 | 0.07 | 0.08 | 0.05 | 0.01
mHOSP | 0.03 | 0.26 | 0.23 | 0,11 | mﬁ#
Figure 3: Cliff Swallow and House Sparrow
nestling mortality, percent by vear.
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Clifi Swallows use dabs of mud to construct nesting cavities that often are attached to the outer walls of buildings.

population declined in 2000 and 2001: competition from
House Finches. and the House Sparrows ousting so many
of their own voung 1n 1998 aud 1999. In the years 2000
and 2001, both House Sparrows and Cliff Swallows
experienced a significant reduction in number of young
ousted. Obviously, one reason fewer oustings took place
was e reduced House Sparrow population, but there may
be other unknown reasons as well.

What is promising is that this year the number of Chff
Swallow fledglings increased and the Cliff Swallow’s
future at the University of Wisconsin-Green Bay looks
encouraging.

We will continue to assess the long-term impact of the
House Sparrow population on the Cliff Swallow popula-
tion as well as to understand how the population dynamics
of the Cliff Swallow is influenced by the presence of the

House Sparrow and the House Finch.

This literature was used in prepararion of this article:

Bennret, WA, 1930. Scale ol nvestigation and the detection of
competition: an example from the house sparrow and house finch
intreductions in North America. American Naturalist 135(6):725-747.

Brown, C.R. and M.B. Brown. 1995. CIilf Swallow. In The Birds of
Norih America. No. 149, Philadelphia: The Academy of Natural

Sciences; Washington. DC: The American Ornitholegistal Union,

Buss, [.O. 1942. A managed cliff swallow colony in southern
Wisconsin, Wilson Bulletin 54(3):153-161.

Gowaty, LA, 1984, House sparrows kill eastern biuebirds. Joumal
of Field Ornithology 55(30):378-380.

Krapu, G.L. 1986. Patterns and canses of change in a cliff swallow
colony during a 17-year period. Prairie Naturalise 18(2):109-114.

Radunzel, L.A., D.M. Muschitz, V.M. Bauldry, and P. Arcese. 1997.
A long-term study of the breeding snccess of eastern bluchinds by vear
and cavity type. Journal of Field Ornithology 68(1):7-18.

Samuel, D.E. 1969. House sparrow occupancy of ¢hift swallow
nests. Wilson Bulletiu 81(1):103-104.

Silver, M. 1993. Second-year management ol a clifl swallow colony
in Masgsachusetts. Bird Observer 21(3):150-155.

Veiga. J.P. 1993, Prospectjve infauticide and ovulation retardation in
free-living house spacrows. Animal Behavior 43:43-46.

Veiga, J.P. 1990. Infanticide by male and female house
sparrows. Animal Behavior 39:496-502.

(Gregory J. Davis, Department of Natural and Applied
Sciences, University of Wisconsin, Green Bay, Green Bay,
Wi 5431, e-mail davisg @uwgb.edu. Jennifer H.

Davis, Wisconsin Breeding Bird Atlas, Department of
Natural and Applied Sciences, University of Wisconsin,
Green Bay, Green Bay, WI 3431, e-mail
davisi@uwgb.edu.)
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Nest-box mice make lively television

How not to demonstrate spring-cleaning chores

By Sharon Koval Stiteler

do bi-weekly bird segments

on the local portion of the

Today Show broadcast in the
Minneapolis/5t. Paul on television
station KARE. In March, [ decided to
do a presentation on cleaning winter
squatters from nest boxes. T had a
chickiuidee box that a mouse had
moved into.

Saturday afterncon, I opened the
box and poked at the bedding to see if
anything would come out. I tock the
box from the tree to which it was
attached and shook it, knocked on it,
and even poked in the bedding a little
more. Nothing come out.

In the studio Monday morning,
cameras running, I opened the box
and showed the nest. 1 put on a pair of
gloves and started to pull al the nest
material. Suddenly, a pair of black
cves appeared and oul popped a Deer
Mouse. 1 believe my exact quote was,
“Peeeeeeeee, ohmypod it’s a mouse!”

Brad Woodard (one of the show’s
hosts) uttered something similar.
Apparently, the other host, Roxanne
Eattle, was screaming in the sound
booth. Then another mouse appeared,
and another. They were everywhere.

A

And then they jumped off the counter.

]

The camera people were scattering,
trying to catch the mice.

I started making lame jokes about
wishing I had come on with a Raptor
Center bird, and Brad was nervously
assuring the audience that, first, he
dida’t scream like a girl because he
was scared of a mouse, but because
my scream startled him and. second,
no harm would come to the mice.

I tried to focus and keep talking
about nest-box maintenance since we
still had another three minutes to go
in the segment, but mice were scurry-
ing everywhere. I was also distracted
by two producers and a cameraman
who were crawling on the floor in
front of us, trying to catch the mice
withoul being seen on camera,

After what seemed like three
hours, the segment ended, and
Roxanne came in screaming that all
the mice better be caught before she
went on again. It was a lost cause at
this point. One of the mice had even
crawled up inside one of the robotic
cameras. I was in utter disbelief.

Crew members came by, patting
me on the back, thanking me for the
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most interesting lelevision they’'d
seen in months. The producer came
out to shake my hand and ask if
knew the mice were in there and if it
was a stunt. [ was mortified, assuring
her that they were not planted (al-
though I guess I should have said
ves). [ apologized over and over, but
she assured me that they will want me
on future programs.

I walked back to the bathroom to
wash my hands, when suddenly 1
heard the sound of my own voice
technicians were playing a tape of my
adventure. I heard comments like,
“Look at her face! This is going 1o be
perfect for the blooper segment in
December!” Another voice said, “(h,
we’re sending this to every blooper
show in the country.” And finally,
“I'm going te see if I can set this up
on the web site.”

e next day at work (All Seasons
Wild Bird Store in Minnetonka,
Minnesota) customers called me the
“mouse lady.”

Ah, the joys of educating the
public about birds.




Black flies can kill bluebird, swallow nestlings
Methods of prevention are discussed

By Gary Gaard

In 2001 the ornithophilic black fly
(Cnephia taeniatifrons) caused June-
July nest box mortality of nestling
Eastern Bluebirds and Tree Swallows.
In Wisconsin, nestling losses {rom
this species were in a corridor 15
miles on either side of the Missis-
sippi, Wisconsin, St. Croix, and
Chippewa rivers. Other black fly
species, those for example that hatch
from smaller rivers, also likely caused
nest box mortality. Methods to
prevent nest box mortality are dis-
cussed in this article,

For the bluebird nesting season
2001, the Bluebird Restoration
Association of Wisconsin (BRAW)
membership collaborated in testing
the hypothesis that black flies are
responsible for late Juue nest mortal-
ity. Data from and reports by BRAW
members are compelling: the black
fly does kill five-day-old and older
nestling Eastem Bluebirds and Tree
Swallows. Nestlings 10 days old are
found dead in the nest more often
than other ages. Nestlings younger
than five days are not affected,
probably because the black fly does
not detect them as a blood meal.

Black flies were observed taking a
blood meal from nestlings. The
evidence is that all young in the uest
die overnight, and all have black/red/
purple bite welts on bare skin (not
covered by feathers) areas.

We can mouitor black fly popula-
tions and predict when and where
uest mortality will occur. There are
areas where nest mortality does not
occur. Additionally, there was one
incident of mature, exotic fowl with
no feathers on the head and neck

killed by black flies in Wisconsin this
summer.

Terry Glanzman of Mondovi,
Wisconsin, is a long-time, original
observer of the black fly/nestling
problem. Monitoring 360 nest boxes,
he has data back to the 1983 season.
Last year, he Jost 105 nesting at-
tempts, most between June 15 and
August 15, In 1993 he lost all nest-
lings present between mid-June and
mid-August. According to Terry, 1993
and 2001 springs were cold and wet,
and both were banner years for black
flies. On the other hand, spring 1988
was hot and dry, and he lost only
eight nests all year.

Black fly biology

Local or popular names for the
black fly include black fly, black-fly,
buffalo gnat (hump on back in pro-
file), sand fly, and turkey gnat.

Certain elements of the natural
history of the black fly are pertiuent
to bluebird nesting. For reproduction,
the fernale black fly must have a
blood meal. Black fly eggs hatch in
water, usually in large, slow-flowing
rivers. Larva feed by attaching their
posterior to the river bottom. They
feed by gill-filtering food from the
curreut. Adults feed essentially iu
daytime, outside, flying long dis-
tauces (as far as 15 miles) to find a
blood meal. Allergic reactions to bites
cau be fatal in mammals and birds.

The fact that these insects prefer to
feed ontside suggests a possible
means of control by nest box design.

Preventing black fly damage

= One option is to do nothing
because black fly bites are natural
phenomena.

= Create a sense for the black fly

16

that she 1s not feeding outside, one
can tape nest box vent holes/slots to
prevent air and light entry. This can,
however, cause problems for the bird
occupants of the box.

» Gorden Weber of Sparta, Wis-
consin, reports success with the insect
repellent Skin-So-Soft. For five-day
and older nestlings, plastic-backed
cotton balls are saturated with Skin-
So-Soft and tacked to inside ceiling
of wooden nest boxes. Treatment is
repeated every four days.

¢ The sticky insect trap Tree
Tangelfoot around vent holes/slots
trapped up to 500 black flies per
house. Pretection is pretty good if
you encircle all holes except the
entrance hole. I Jost nestlings in a
Peterson house when [ applied
Tangelfoot to the side vent holes but
forgot the slot at the top front of the
house.

* An insecticide can be applied to
nest-box exteriors. Howard
Rasmussen of Portage, Wisconsiu,
reported good protection with
wooden boxes using the insecticide
Permethrin. I also experienced
protectiou with that chemical on PVC
houses. Use one application wheu the
haichlings are five days old, applyiug
the liquid to the exterior of the house
{enough to achieve a drip). Wear
disposable gloves, Protect baby birds
by temporarily plugging nest-box
openings with paper towels.

* Field observations from last
summer also suggest black fly bites
of nestlings can be prevented by nest
box desigu. Tuse three bouse designs
that have vent holes — the Peterson,
the Gilbertson PV, and the Herman
Olson. For all three designs, black




flies hovered around the house, and
took blood meals from nestlings. For
wrens that nested in these houses,
there was no evidence that the black
fly took blood meals from nestlings
(the wren nest is a grass cup covered
by a deep layer of twigs).

1 use one house design that does
nct have vent holes, the Gilweod. For
eight Gilwood houses menitored by
another person, black flies did not
hover around the house, and there
was no evidence that the black fly
took blood meals from nestlings.

[ propose that in vented houses,
the black fly senses she is outside and
will take a blood meal. For non-
vented houses and wren nests pro-
tected by a cavity jammed full of
sticks, the black fly senses she is not
outside and will not take a blood
meal.

During the 2002 nesting season 1
plan to monitor nestlings for black fly
bite lesions. In mid-June T will apply
Tree Tangelfoot (caulk tube available
at garden stores) around vent holes of
a few vented houses. Black flies
trapped will tell if and when black
flies arrive. After the flies ammive, I
will use duct tape to close vent holes
of one half of my nest boxes (the
other half unprotected as controls) to
see if that will prevent the flies from
taking blood meals. [ also plan tc
place more nen-vented houses.

Material used in preparation of
this article included:

Pellitten, Phil. University of
Wisconsin-Madison Insect Diagnostic
Lab. Personal communication.

Crosskey, Roger W. The Natural
History of Blackflies, 1990 John
Wiley & Sons, ISBN 0-471-92755-4.

Cnephia taeniatifrons

Nest/fly

D j i 1 T 1 T 1 T T

— Blackfly
—&— Bluebird
—&3— Tree Swallow

Time comparison of first and second bluebird broods, Tree Swallow nesting, and
the Cnephia taeniatifrons hatch in 2001 Tree Swallows were hit hard because
peak-nesting activity coincided with peak black-fly hatch.
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Glanzman, Terry. Bluebird trails
monitor, former member BRAW
Board of Directors. Personal commu-
nication.

Anderscn, John R. The Biology
and Taxonomy of Wisconsin Black
Flies. PhD. Thesis, University of
Wisconsin-Madison, 1960

Thanks to Joe O’Halleran and Phil
Pellitteri for review cf this article.
Phil Pellitteri advised on Entomology
research methods and black fly
references.

(This article first appeared in the
Spring 2002 issue of Wisconsin
Bluebird, newsletter of the Bluebird
Restoration Association of Wisconsin,
Inc. It has been edited for use here. It
is used with permission of the author
and the newsletter editor. Mr. Gaard
is a member of the board of directors
of the Bluebird Restoration Associa-
tion of Wisconsin. His e-mail address
is GZG@plantpath.wisc.edu, tele-
phone 608/271-5679.)

Cavity-nester site

A complete world list of cavity-
nesting bird species grouped by
continent is being assembled on a
web page. Australia and North
America have been completed. The
web page for North America can be
feund at http://bio.fsu.edu/~jameslab/
Nerth_America.htm. The format
shows family, common name, scien-
tific name, and type of cavity.

The page is being developed by
Eric L. Walters, Department of
Biclogical Science, Florida State
University, Tallahassee, FL. 32306, e-
mail ewalters @bio.fsu.edu.




Fecal sac removal and disposal is
part of bluebird’s protection strategy

Why do bluebirds carry fecal sacs from their nests for
disposal away from the nest site? Is this good housekeep-
ing or something more?

A recent study in Georgia found that Eastern Bluebirds
behaved as do many other bird species in sac removal.
Their behavior is consistent with the hypothesis that fecal
sac removal 13 done to reduce cues predators use to find
nests.

The published study, Observations of Fecal Sac Re-
moval by Eastern Bluebirds, written by Jason D. Lang,
Carrie A. Straight, and Patricia Adair Gowaty, appeared in
the journal The Condor (104:205-207).

“We observed Eastern Bluebird parents place nesting
fecal sacs high on electric wires,” the authors wrote. “This
stimulated our interest in fecal sac removal, which occurs

CATS INDOORS!

THE CAMPAIGN FOR SAFER BIRDS & CATS

WHAT DO INDOOR CATS
MISS?

¢KILLING BIRDS+GETTING LOST*
+GETTING STOLEN+GETTING HITBY A CAR*
+*FATAL FELINE DISEASES*DOG ATTACKS+*
* ABCESSES*WORMS +FLEAS+TICKS+

PROTECT CATS, BIRDS AND OTHER WILDLIFE
BY KEEPING CATS INDOORS!

For more information, contact:

AMERICAN BIRD CONSERVANCY
Cats Indoors! The Campaign for Safer Birds & Cats
1250 24" Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20037
Phone: 202-778-9666; Fax: 202-778-9778;
E-mail: abc @abcbirds.org

commonly among bird species, yet remains a neglected
topic in studies of parental behavior.

“Chbservations support the explanations that fecal sac
removal keeps nests dry and clean and reduces exposure to
pathogens and parasites, but if these were the only reasons
parents removed fecal sacs, one might expect parents to
drop fecal sacs just outside their cavities.

“Alternatively, if fecal sac removal reduces cues preda-
tors use, parents should dispose of fecal sacs far from
nests.”

The study was conducted from March through August
in the years 1995 through 1999. Eastern Bluebirds were
observed feeding voung and removing fecal sacs at 348
nets on 128 territories at four sites near Athens, Georgia.

“With the exception of balancing fecal sacs high on
electric wires, Eastern Bluebirds seem to behave like other
species when removing fecal sacs from nests,” the authors
wrote.

“American Crows and Florida Scrub-Jays placed fecal
sacs on branches. ... Prothonotary Warblers carried fecal
sacs about 120 feet before dropping them, and Tree Swal-
lows carried sacs between 60 and 160 feet. ...

The study showed that the bluebirds deposited fecal
sacs from 120 to 300 feet from the nest, flying from 60 to
150 feet farther on these trips than on trips when no sacs
were carried. Bluebirds were observed placing fecal sacs
on wires, wooden fence posts, tree branches, and, once,
atop a utility pole. If the sac was dropped during the
disposal trip, bluekirds sometimes caught the sac in mid-
flight and continued the disposal effort.

“Bluebirds removed 95 percent of fecal sacs during
feeding trips, rather than making special trips for this
purpose. ... Female and male parents do not differ in
removal rates or disposal of fecal sacs.

“Because adults traveled farther than usual to dispose
of fecal sacs, we conclude that the current best explanation
for fecal sac removal by adult Eastern Bluebirds is reduc-
tion of cues, visual or chemical, that predators might use
for finding nests,” the authors wrote.

(Ms. Gowaty, perhaps the mosi frequently published of
current bluebird researchers, can be reached by e-mail at
gowaty@ecology.uga.edu.)
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From the technical literature

These are summaries of articles
recently published in ornithological
journals.

Experience counts
in parenting

A study of Common Terns in
Massachusetts showed that older
birds — 18 vears and clder — had
better breeding performance than
younger birds. The terns normally
attempt to raise two chicks per
breeding season. Pairs with one or
more clder bird were more able to
fledge two chicks in good condition,
the study showed. Performance of the
birds increased with age at least to
age 18 and perhaps beyond. accord-
ing to the research paper. The birds
hiave a life-span of from 20 to 25
years. The study was done by Ian C.
T. Nisbet, Victor Apanius, and Marga-
ret S, Friar, and published in the
Spring 2002 issue of the Journal of
Field Ornithology, 73:117-124.

Tree Swallow young
beg together

Tree Swallow nestlings appear o
work together to alert parent birds of
their need for food. A study in Nova
Scotia showed that begging calls of
one nestling will increase the rate of
calls of the other young in that nest.
Smaller nestlings also seem to
increase the volume of their calls in
response to calls from larger siblings.
The researchers surmise “that several
similar calls might advertise a mare
effective overall signal 1o feeding
parents, thus increasing net feeding
rates.” The study was conducted by
M. L. Leonuard and A, GG. Horn, and
published in Behavieral Ecology and
Sociobiolpgy. 30:430-435.

Woodpeckers accept

foster nestlings

Red-cockaded Woodpecker i1s an
endangered species. To increase the
genetic variability of small colonies,
nestlings could be moved from their
parent nest to the nest of foster
parents. A study bas demonstrated
that parent Red-cockaded Weodpeck-
ers will accept foster nestlings.
Chicks were moved from one nest to
ancther. Fledge rates for these birds
and nestlings left with their natural
parents were almost the same. The
authors ¢f the study suggest that
translocation of chicks can be used
safely and effectively for the purpose
of genetic variation, The study was
conducted by M. T. Wallace and R.
Buchbolz, and was published in the
Journal of Wildlife Management,
65:327-333.

Can parent birds recognize
weight problems of young?

Will or can parent birds recogniz
weight-gain problems affecting their
nestlings? An infestation by blow fly
larvae and mites of House Wren
nestlings did not seem to influence
the rate at which parent birds fed
those young. This was observed
during research reported in a paper
published in the February 2002 issue
of The Condor (104:183). The study
was done in Wyoming by Brian L.
Muorrison and L. Scott Johnson of the
Department of Biology, Towson
(Marvland) University.

“We observed no significant
difference in rates at which pairs fed

nestlings at nests with naturally heavy

infestations of y larvae (six 1o 19
larvae per nestling) and nests in
which nestling exposure (o larvae was
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experimentally eliminated or severely
reduced (zero to two larvae per
nestling), the authors wrote.

The study found that nestlings
heavily infested with larvae gained
weight more slowly than nestlings not
infested or infested to a lesser degree.
The weight-gain difference was
reported at from ahout three to five
percent. A companion study also
showed that infested nestlings had
lower hemoglobin levels. The authors
suggest that parasitized nestlings
“may be too weak or too anemic to
intensify begging activity which
would alert parents to their increased
need for food.”

Older males favored
in extra-pair copulation
Female birds sometimes copulate
with males other than their mates,
Western Bluebirds, normally mo-
nogamous, recently were studied to
try to determine what factors were
most influential to females in what is
termed extra-pair copulation. The
study, undertaken in California, found
that “female receptivity (o extra-pair
males was positively associated with
the age difference between the extra-
pair male and the female's social
mate,” according to a summary
published in the Journal of Field
Ornithology (73:228), The females
engaging in extrapair activity chose
older males. The researchers said they
did not know what cues female birds
used to distinguish between glder and
younger males. The study was done
by J. L. Dickinson, and published in
Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiol-
ogy, 50:423-429,




Predation most common cause
of nest failure: Cornell Lab data

Predation was the most common
reason for failure of Eastern Bluebird
nests according to information
gathered by the Cornell Lab of
Ornithology in 2000-01. Predation
and nest abandonment were almost
equal causes of failure among West-
ern and Mountain bluebirds, accord-
ing to the Cornell report.

Cornell gathered information from
participants in its Birdhouse Network.
Predation was found in over 40
percent of the 837 Eastern Bluebird
nest failures reported. Nest abandon-

ment was reported in just over 10
percent of the cases,

For Western Bluebirds, predation
or abandonment each were reported
in over 20 percent of the nests.
Mountain Bluebird suffered predation
or abandonment each in about 30
percent of the nests for which reports
were received.

Competition, weather, and para-
sites were the next three most likely
causes for nest failure for all three
species.

The report also showed that Noel
guards were the most common means
of predator control used by Birdhouse
Network participants. Forty-four
percent of 1,677 reporters said they
used the guards. (Noel guards are
wire mesh tubes attached to the front
cf the nest box to prevent predators
from reaching into the box threugh
the entrance hole.)

Eighty-six percent of the partici-
pants said they used some form of
predator deterrence. Conical guards
were used 10 percent of the time,
PVC or stovepipe baffle six percent,
greased pipes or poles three percent.
Twenty-three percent of the respon-
dents said they used other methods,
most of which involved devices

extending the outside length of the
entrance hole.

The report was presented in
Birdscope, Winter 2002, a publication
of the Cornell Laboratory of Qrni-
thology. The lab’s web address 1s
www.birds.cornell.edu.

PVC guard works
for duck boxes

A predator guard made of four-
inch PVC pipe has worked well to
protect Wood Duck boxes for Jeff
Bahls of Lowell, Wisconsin.

“T cut the PVC pipe 30 inches
long. I place the pipe cver 1.25-inch
galvanized-metal conduit that helds
the boxes. I pound the 10-foot-long
conduit into the ground until solid.
This leaves from five to eight feet of
conduit above the ground. 1 bolt the
PVC guard just below the bex, using
a single bolt at the top of the PVC
guard. allowing it to webble,” he said.

“My theory is this the four-inch
guard is too big for Raccoons’ paws
to grab around. The PVC itself tco
tough for the ‘coons to claw into, and
the wobble does not allow the coon to
bear hug the guard.

“In southern areas, steel wool
could be inserted through the mount-
ing bolt to guard against snakes.

“I spray paint the outside of the
PVC to make the guard a little more
natural locking, like birch. T can also
tell by scratches in the paint if any-
thing tried to the climb the guard.

“So far, this had cut my nest losses
by Raccoons to zero.

“Galvanizing on the metal conduit
certainly helps also, preventing rust
that makes pipes easy to climb.”

{Mr Bahis can be reached by ¢-
mail at jbahls @ powerweb.net. )
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You might think this nest box is
mounted above a predator guard, but
inventor William Myslak of
Brookeville, Marvland, calls it a
varmint deflector. He has used it on
his box mounts for two years, and
reports that it has prevented snakes,
Raccoons, and squirrels from gaining
access to the boxes. His deflector is
made of two pieces of 18x24-inch
aluminum sheet bent slightly to
accommodate the mounting pole, and
then pop riveted ut each end. Wind
sometimes will spin the deflector on
the pole, he says. A nail in the center
fixes thar. Mr. Myslak can be reached
by mail at 20801 New Hampshire
Ave., Brookeville, MD 20833.




Easy-mounting guard
has simple elements

Bv Allen Bower

Putting up a nest box for bluehirds
1s only half the task of helping the
birds have a place to nest. The other
half of your duty is to keep predators
from reaching the nest box by putting
a predator guard under the nest box
on a metal post. It keeps mammal
predators — raccoons, snakes,
chipmunks, red and gray squirrels —
from reaching the nest box and eating
cggs, young, and adult birds.

T use brown aluminum downspout
or four-inch thin-wall PCV pipe, each
30 inches long, as my predator
guards. [ hang these ¢n the post with
a coat hanger wire. I cap the top of
the guard with a plastic bottle so
snakes and mice can’t climb the
inside of the guards to reach the nest
box.

Tools needed

For this project you will need
hacksaw, battery-powered electric
drill (or dnill of your choice), pliers,
wire cutters, felt pen, measuring tape,
a knife, tin snips or heavy shears.

How to hang the Predator Guard

1. Saw four 30-inch lengths of
pipe from 10-foot sections of down
spout or four-inch PCV pipe.

2. One inch down from the top,
drill a hole on each side of the 30-
inch guard section. You also will drill
a hole through the mounting post.

3. Drop the predator guard over
the post. Insert the wire through one
side of the guard, through the post,
and through the other side of the
guard.

4. Then bend the wire down on
both sides of the post to about 30
degrees {see 1llustration, page 22).

5. Bend the wire up close to the
outside of the guard and over the top

of the guard. Cut off the excess wire.
How to Cap the Top
of the Predator Guard

The predator guard pipe has to be
capped off at the top to stop mice and
snakes from climbing the post
through the inside of the guard to get
to the nest box. [ use a plastic bottle
to cap the top of the guard (fig. 2).
Bottles without carrying handles
work best. Handles can give predators
climbing assistance. Use bottles that
are not transparent, or spray paint the
insides of the clear bottles so birds
can’t see insects that might be inside
the bottle.

You will cut the bottom of the
bottle to fit it over the down spout or
PVC pipe. I find the plastic bottles
easier to work with than other materi-
als. Fit the bottle snugly around the
post at the top and guard at the
bottoem. A snake big enough to eat
bird eggs can squeeze through a half-
inch crack. A mouse can squeeze past
any crack that it can get its head
through.

Put the fitted plastic bottle over
the guard. Slide both up the post. You
want the bottle about an inch below
the nest box (see illustration at right).
You want the guard within the bottle.
Mark the post accordingly. This is
where you drill the hole in the post
for the wire on which the guard hangs
(see illustration on page 22).

Dl the hole, mount the guard,
and replace the nest box. Having a
guard that hangs loose, so it moves
and makes a noise hitting against the
post, helps it to be effective in scaring
off predators. You are now ready for
bluebirds to safely nest,

Continued on page 22
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How the guard looks when installed
on a post-mounted nest box.




Renewing
early and

upgrading
help NABS

Please help NABS continue
to be a continent-wide resource
for bluebird conservation. The
cost of simply doing business
today 1s increasing. NABS has
its share of paper, postage, and
operational cost increases.

You can help by renewing at
the next higher membership
level. If you are a senior mem-
ber ($10), consider renewing as
a regular member ($15). If you
are a regular member, consider
renewing as a sustaining mem-
ber ($30). If you are a three-
year regular {$42), join for three
vears at full regular membership
rates (3 x $15 = $45). If vour
membership is enjoyed by two
or more people, please renew at
the family rate ($25).

You also can help NABS
save money by renewing your
membership before your expira-
tion date, noted on the mailing
label of Bluebird.

— guard

Continied from page 21
Maintenance
of the Predator Guard

I. Use a car polish/wax to clean
the guard. Do this in the spring. This
will keep the guard slippery against
predators and give the guard a longer
life.

2. If hornets make their nest inside
the predater guard, spray the area
with WD-40 or wipe with fuel oil.

Material Cost

I considered no cost for the coat
hanger wire and the plastic bottle. I
checked the prices for the down
spout, 4-inch PCV pipe, and 4-inch
PCV cap from three different lumber
yards and was amazed at the price
differences. These prices are not
including the sales tax.

* 10} feet of brown aluminum down
spout: prices ranged from $5.79
$6.49.

+ 10 feet of 4-inch thin-wall PCV
pipe: from $3.69 to $5.95

« 4-inch PCV blank cap: $1.07 to
$1.39

You can get four 30-inch guards
from a 10-foot section of pipe. With
this plan and those prices, you can
make a predator guard for from 92
cents to $1.62. Note that the PCV cap
could substitute for the plastic bottle.
This would roughly double the price
of the guard. Watch construction sites
and vou might be able to pick up

)
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scrap pipe and used down spout {ree
of charge.

1 feel more emphasis should be
made on every bluebird bex having a
predator guard. 1 don’t believe in
predator guards on the nest box. 1
think the boxes should be bluebird
friendly.

This predator guard does not stop
cats that can jump seven feet high
from a hard surface, and it won’t stop
ants. But that’s another story.

Use a predator guard that works
best for your situation, but use one.

— Allen Bower, 213 North Main
St. Britton, MI 49229.

An explored view of the guard,
assembled and mounted.




Books discuss
bird conservation
on golf courses

Bird Conservation on Golf
Courses: A Design and Management
Manual. Scott W, Gillihan, 2000. Ann
Arbor Press, Chelsea, Michigan. 335
pp. Soft cover, $34.95.

Managing Wildlife Habitat on
Golf Courses. Ronald G. Dodson.
2000. Ann Arbor Press. Chelsea,
Michigan. 177 pp. Hard cover,
$49.95.

Both books were reviewed in The
Auk, Vol. 119, No. 1, January 2002,
by Martin B. Main, Department of
Wildlife Ecology and Conservation,
Southwest Florida Research and
Education Center, University of
Florida.

He said, in conclusion: “These two
books complement each other nicely.
Gillihan’s boek 18 an excellent guide
to the design and management of golf
courses for the benefit of birds and
other wildlife. Dodson’s book is not a
guide to management, but provides
more detail on philosophical argu-
ments for environmental responsibil-
1ty that may lend themselves to
classroom discussion, and provides
examples of golf courses where
environmental stewardship has been
successfully incorporated.”

Affiliate listing

The listing of NABS affili-
ates, their names and contact in-
formation, usually found on this
page is being updated. The new
listing, plus a list of affiliate web
sites, will be published in the Fall
2002 issue.

SO many ways

By Haleya Priest

What is really incredible about bluebirding is that there are as
many ways to bluebird as there are bluebirders! Different styles of
bluebird boxes is but one example.

One bluebirder will swear by the two-holer, while another swears
by Gilbertson, another by Peterson, another the slot, and some die-
hards stick with the basic NABS design.

From the beginning of my bluebirding career, I heard outstanding
testimonials for each box. They all sounded so good.

Once I started my trail and had enough room, I began trying
different box styles. [ was amazed at the findings. The very reasons
some liked and swore by one kind of box turned to disaster on my
trail! And sometimes, a particular design turned out to be just right for
my trail.

Even still, a successful style at one site on my trail might not work
at another site on the same trail. I have learned to be flexible, to move
different boxes to different sites, depending on each site’s unique
needs. (Interestingly, many bluebirders stick to one box style and have
success throughout their trail with that choice.)

There is another factor I consider when working with different
boxes: the love/hate relationship I have with some of my boxes. Take
the Gilbertson PVC box, for instance. Now here is a hox [ am on my
hands and knees to. For me, on my trail, and on certain sites, this box
has made it possible for many bluebirds to fledge without getting
killed by House Sparrows. I am exceedingly grateful for this box. 1t’s
small inside diameter is but one of the many reasons this box is
considered to be one of of the best if not the premier House Sparrow-
resistant box.

But that small size drives me nuts! [ worry so about a big brood of
babies surviving in such a cramped space.

However, seeing seven Tree Swallows fledge Just fine from this
Gilbertson box taught me that size does not seem to be a factor for
successful fledging.

Conclusion: try as many boxes as you can and find out what works
best for you and your site or your trail. Over time, you’ll come to
prefer some boxes over others, but you will hopefully always experi-
ment with new boxes.

If you are newer to bluebirding and you have room for only one
box, think about starting with the NABS hox. They are easy to build
and incorporate all of the basic rules of thumb having to de with
bluebirds: proper ventilation slots, good construction, easy to open,
inside size dimensions good for bluebirds, etc.

From there, experiment.

(Ms. Priest can be reached by e-mail at mablue@gis.net.)
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