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by Charlene M. Gieck

SUMMARY

This paper was presented at the Midwest Raptor Management
Symposium and Workshop, 27 February - 1 March 1989, in Chicago.
The Symposium was sponsored by the National Wildlife Federation,
Illincis Department of Conservation-Division of Natural Heritage,
Illinois Chapter of The Wildlife Society and Max McGraw Wildlife
Foundation.

Birds of prey populations have made comebacks since the 1960's,
but availability of suitable nesting sites is suspected as a
limiting factor for some species (Hamerstrom et al. 1973,
Postupalsky and Stackpole 1974). This paper will discuss how
artificial structures can be used as a management tool for
American kestrels, bald eagles and ospreys. American kestrels
readily accept nest boxes and artificial perches and populations
show increases following their use. Osprey populations have
shown a steady increase in territory numbers and young produced
due to the use of platforms. Artificial nest and perch
structures have been generally ineffective tools for bald eagles
in the Midwest. Emphasis of artificial structure use should be
for rare species and in areas of deteriorated habitat.
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June 20, 1999

Dear Community Representative,

In a few days you will receive a questionnaire in the mail about tree management in your
community.

Since 1991The Department of Natural Resources has had an Urban Forestry assistance
program. Now that we have had the program in place for almost a decade we want to know
whether we have had an impact on the urban forests in Wisconsin. We are writing to ask for
your help in this effort.

The pumpose of the survey is to leam what, if anything, each community is deing with their trees.
Some communities have very developed tree programs while others do not, at this time. This
does not matter. We simply need to know what Wisconsin's communities are doing with their
tree resource, so that we can mold our program to meet your needs. We also want to hear your
opinions of some of the services we offer.

We are contacting one parson in each community and asking that person to help us with this
effort. The information we gather will help shape the future of the state's urban forestry
program. If you do not feel that you are the appropriate person to answer the questions, please
pass it on to the person you think would best be able to answer them, or have someone help
you with some of the questions.

Please be watching for the questionnaire in the mail. Your cooperation in completing the survey
will be greatly appreciated and will be most helpful. We hope you will take the time to let us
know your opinions.

Thank you for helping us to evaluate the future of Wisconsin's urban forests,

Sincerely,

r_-""“\._ i . e O - Py
Richard Rideout John Van Ells
State Urban Forestry Coordinator “Regional Urban Forestry Coordinator

Quality Natural Resources Managemenit
Through Excellent Customer Service
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Osprey populations also declined in the 1950's and 1960's.
The Wisconsin and Michigan populations suffered similar
reproductive problems which drove populations to low levels
(Henny 1986). Populations are currently increasing (Evans 1982).
In Wisconsin the growth has been from 29 active territories in
1966 to 271 active territories in 1988 (Sindelar 1971 and
Eckstein 1984). The state recovery goal is 300 active
territories (Gieck 1986).

These birds of prey and other species have made a comeback
since the use of DDT was discontinued in the United States in
1972. Egg and chick mortality has decreased and thus
reproduction increased. However, reproduction may still be less
than optimal. Habitat destruction is still a threat to birds of
prey (Millsap et al. 1987). Poor habitat can regulate population
density by limiting availability of food and nesting sites
(Millsap et al. 1987). The availability of nesting sites as a
limiting factor and the use of artificial structure to compensate
will be discussed for American kestrels, bald eagles and osprey.

The benefits of artificial nest structures include greater
productivity by reducing brood mortality and increasing breeding
population if a surplus of adults are in the area (Millsap et al.
1987). Stahlecker and Griese (1979) warn that before initiating
a platform installation program, the manager must determine
whether an increased nesting population is desireable. Some
guestions to ask are: 1) are areas with low nesting populations
important feeding areas for nonbreeding raptors? 2) will some
portions of the prey base be overutilized, endangering their
existence? 3) will there be increased conflicts with man?

American Kestrel - Nest boxes

The American kestrel is the smallest North American falcon.
It uses abandoned woodpecker holes, cavities in trees and
occasionally holes in buildings for nest sites (Hamerstrom et al.
1973). These natural nest sites have been reduced or eliminated
when dead trees were cut for firewood or clearing land for
agricultural use.

Most cavity nesters can be enticed to use nest boxes
(Millsap et al. 1987) and nest boxes increase the number of nest
sites available. The local population then increases.

Hamerstrom et al. (1973) and Bloom and Hawks (1983) noted
that nest boxes were an effective management tool for kestrels.
From 1968-72 Hamerstrom et al. (1973) found 2 natural nests in
their study area and had 13-19 boxes per year with kestrel
activity. The boxes had a success rate ranging from 50 to 92%.
In east-central Colorado, the local breeding population of
kestrels was increased from 6 pairs to at least 25 pairs in 3
years (Stahlecker and Griese 1979).
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In 1983, 20 nest boxes were placed on the back side of the
large directional sign posts along Interstates 35 and 29 in Iowa
(Andrews 1986). Eight of the 20 boxes were used; 6 were
successful. In 1984, 15 of 25 boxes were used, 13 were
successful. In 1985, 110 boxes were available, 22 were used.

Bruce Bacon, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR), followed the use of kestrel boxes in Wisconsin. His
observations spanned a 10 year period when kestrels were found to
be using some of the wood duck boxes he installed around Buena
Vista Marsh and Mead Wildlife Area in central Wisconsin. Kestrel
boxes were then installed. Although Bacon (pers. commun.) did
not have data on fledging success he did indicate that 50% of the
kestrel boxes were used in the first year of placement.

Madison Audubon Society has had a trail of 25 nest boxes at
Goose Pond for 2 years. Eleven boxes were occupied the first
year; 15 were occupied the second year (Martin, 1988).

The standard kestrel box plan (Figure 3) is most effective
(Henderson 1984). The box should be placed 10 to 30 feet above
ground level and facing south or west (Henderson 1984). Hinged
sides will make cleaning the boxes easier. If the box is placed
on a wooden pole or tree, a predator guard should be installed.

A grassy habitat should be in the vicinity to provide
hunting habitat. An isclated tree in that area would be the site
for the box. Utility poles would also be excellent sites. Signs
along interstates have been highly successful and the metal poles
do not need predator guards. The gable ends of barns can be used
as placement sites (Bloom and Hawks 1983, Henderson 1984).

At Buena Vista Marsh, Wisconsin, some nesting pairs did use
wood duck boxes only 5 feet above water level, but this may have
been the only cavity around for them to use (B. Bacon, pers.
commun.). Hamerstrom et al (1973) had nest box use on buildings
(47%), in migration "hot spots" (27%), and in "good hunting"
areas (30%). Some sites were not used year after year even if
they were successful.

The major problem with the boxes is that European starlings
(Sturnus vulgaris) also like to use this type of box. In Iowa,
occupied boxes were used by starlings 62% of the time (Varland
1988). Stahlecker and Griese (1979) gradually moved their boxes
away from farmland and to grassland sites to avoid starling
occupancy of boxes. If starlings are controlled, kestrels are
more apt to occupy the box (B. Bacon, pers. commun.}).

Nest boxes are not the optimal management tool. Both
predation and parasitism can increase (Millsap et al. 1987).
Predator guards must be installed on wooden poles and trees.
Annual cleaning and replacement of wood shavings will reduce
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parasite loads. Vandalism to boxes means replacement before
their useful life is over (Hamerstrom et al. 1973).

Continued intervention is not good management. I would
recommend a concurrent program of snag management to promote
natural nest sites along with the use of nest boxes. Although
the populations increased in nest box areas, it may be due to
attracting migrating adults and not due to supplying nest sites
for existing adults. Andrews (1986) felt the use of the boxes in
Iowa would "likely pick up considerably with next spring's
migration". The increase in one area may be detrimental to other
breeding populations.

American Kestrel - Perches

The use of artificial perches are beneficial if they
increase prey availability or reduce the energy expended in
hunting (Hall et al. 1981). Artificial perches have not been
designed or placed in kestrel habitat in Wisconsin. Many perches
already exist in the form of fence posts, utility poles and wires
(Olendorff et al. 1980). American kestrels and great horned owls
have shown a preference for 5-m perches over 2.5-m perches, but
accept the shorter ones in the absence of the taller ones (Hall
et al. 1981). The perches were accepted by barn owls and red-
tailed hawks also.

American Kestrel - Summary

Nest boxes are a research and managmenet tocl that can
provide information on life histories and population dynamics
(Olendorff et al. 1980). Nest boxes can be used as a mitigation
measure where habitat is altered (Stahlecker 1979 in Olendorff et
al. 1980). They also provide stability in areas of declining
natural habitat. MNest box program goals should include expansion
of nesting habitat where no habitat presently exists and the re-
establishment of such habitat where it has been eliminated (Bloom
1277, 1978 in Olendorff et al. 1980).

The use of nest boxes for kestrels can increase the local
population, but food limitations should be analyzed before
enticing migrating birds to an area. A nest box program should
be combined with a natural habitat promotion to eventually escape
the continuous maintenance duties required of boxes. Wisconsin
promotes box placement with private landowners, but no large
scale program is in effect. Nor is it seen as necessary as
kestrels are not an endangered or threatened species, but a
common species. A benefit seen indirectly by kestrels is the
educational effort through involvement of the public and private
sectors in this type of project. Box installation and
maintenance could be efficiently coordinated by youth or
conservation groups rather than state agencies.







