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Secondary nectar robbing by 
a Purple-collared Woodstar 
Myrtis fanny
Nectar robbing, in which an 
animal obtains nectar from 
a flower without providing 
pollination services, has been 
observed in many taxa, including 
bees, wasps, ants, beetles, 
moths, butterflies, birds, and 
mammals6. Among Neotropical 
birds, flowerpiercers of the 
genus Diglossa are well-known 
primary nectar robbers5 that 
have specialised bills and 
tongues for piercing the base of 
a flower’s corolla and extracting 
nectar15. Primary nectar robbers 
also include several species of 
hummingbirds, which pierce the 
base of a flower with their bill 
tip1,8, or perhaps use serrations 
(‘tomial teeth’) near the bill 
tip to cut into the base of a 
flower9,12. Other hummingbirds 
are secondary nectar robbers that 
access nectar via holes made by 
other species, especially bees and 
flowerpiercers6,7,14. Secondary 
nectar robbing is confined to 
flowers whose corollas are longer 
than the bills of the robbing birds. 
All species of hummingbirds 
known to practice nectar robbing 
are believed to do so facultatively, 
because they typically forage on 
flowers whose corollas match their 
bill morphology, and access nectar 
via the floral entrance6.

Distinguishing primary from 
secondary nectar robbing in 
hummingbirds can be difficult, 
and information as to which 
species rob nectar is incomplete3. 
Nevertheless, nectar robbing has 

Figure 2. Current distribution of Royal Cinclodes Cinclodes aricomae, with the 
new record indicated by a star; circles = previous published records, based on 
Aucca et al.1, Ávalos & Gómez2, eBird4 and Witt & Lane9. 
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been documented in >20 species of 
hummingbirds; 17 of these were 
reported to be secondary nectar 
robbers3,6,19. Here, I provide the 
first report of nectar robbing by a 
Purple-collared Woodstar Myrtis 
fanny.

Purple-collared Woodstar is 
a small hummingbird (c.2.4 g16) 
found in northern Ecuador to 
southern Peru. It occurs in coastal 
and montane scrub, arid valleys, 
and urban gardens from sea 
level to 3,200 m13,17. Although 
publications on its foraging 
behaviour are scarce16, the species 
is known to feed on a variety of 
flowers with corollas shorter than 
its bill4, in addition to arthropods10. 
I have found no reports of nectar 
robbing by this species.

I observed nectar robbing on 
the grounds of Hotel El Abuelo 
in Carhauz, dpto. Ancash, 
west-central Peru (09°16’46”S 
77°38’47”W; 2,660 m), between 
16h30 and 18h00 on 23 July 2019. 
I was not present for the entire 
observation period and thus was 
unable to record all events that 
might have occurred. I took brief 
notes on each nectar-robbing 
event by the hummingbird that I 
witnessed and also noted details of 
visits by a primary nectar robber 
to the same shrub in which the 
hummingbird foraged.

I observed a male Rusty 
Flowerpiercer Diglossa sittoides 
foraging on flowers of a Cantua 
buxifolia (Polemoniaceae), c.2.5 m 
tall, with tubular corollas, c.8 cm 
long, and bright reddish pink in 
colour. I saw the flowerpiercer 
visit the plant six times. On each 
visit, it pierced the base of several 
corollas in the usual manner in 
which flowerpiercers forage. On 
three occasions, a female-type (i.e. 
female or juvenile male) Purple-
collared Woodstar visited the 
Cantua and probed at the base of 
3–5 corollas as if feeding. In each 
case, the trochilid began foraging 
<5 minutes after the flowerpiercer 
had visited the same patch of 
flowers, although I did not record 
whether it probed the same flowers 
as the flowerpiercer. I never 
observed the hummingbird and 
the flowerpiercer interact, nor did 

I see them forage in the Cantua 
simultaneously.

With its relatively short bill 
(16–18 mm20), a Purple-collared 
Woodstar would be unable to 
obtain nectar through the floral 
opening of a C. buxifolia flower, 
even if we take into account 
that hummingbirds can extend 
their tongues from one-third to 
nearly twice the length of their 
bills to obtain nectar2,11,18. Thus, 
the only way the woodstar can 
feed on Cantua flowers is to rob 
nectar, either by piercing the 
base of the corolla, or by probing 
a hole in the corolla made by a 
primary nectar robber. Because 
each of the hummingbird’s visits 
occurred so soon after the Rusty 
Flowerpiercer had foraged in the 
same flowers, I am convinced that 
the hummingbird was engaged 
in secondary nectar robbing. 
My observations represent the 
first report of nectar robbing by 
Purple-collared Woodstar. Left 
unanswered is the extent to 
which this species obtains nectar 
by opportunistic robbing vs. the 
‘legitimate’ technique of inserting 
its bill into the floral opening, 
which is the normal manner in 
which hummingbirds pollinate 
flowers.
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Nest, nest site and early 
growth of Crestless 
Curassow Mitu tomentosum 
in northern Amazonia
Cracids are among the most 
conspicuous forest-dwelling 
birds in the Neotropics. Due 
to their relatively large body 
sizes, members of the Cracidae 
are vulnerable to anthropogenic 
disturbance, being heavily 
affected across their ranges by 
deforestation and subsistence 
hunting11,13. At present, 22 of 56 
species of cracids are listed as 
Vulnerable or in higher IUCN 
threat categories6, making them 
priority taxa for conservation7. 
Curassows, in particular, are of 
special interest as 13 species are 
globally threatened.

Despite their relevance 
to subsistence rural human 
populations and for the integrity of 
natural ecosystems12, many cracids 
are poorly studied9, and Crestless 
Curassow Mitu tomentosum 
is no exception as evidenced 
by the lack of estimates of its 
current population6. Although 
the species occurs in Brazil, 
Colombia, Venezuela and Guyana, 
information on its natural history 
is scarce, especially its breeding 
ecology10. Here, we describe the 
species’ nest, nest site and early 
nestling development.

On 30 August 2004 we found 
two nests of Crestless Curassows 
in the upper Rio Negro region, 
along the Içana River, near the 
Brazil / Colombia border (01º29’N 
68º16’W; 125 m). The area is one of 
the few large patches of Amazonian 
white-sand forest known in Brazil 
as campinarana2,14. The nests 
were found near a recently opened 
trail used by us to conduct wildlife 
surveys, in a type of white-sand 
forest known locally by the Baniwa 
indigenous group as Ttiñalima, 
or caraná palm Mauritia carana 
forest. It is a relatively low, open 
white-sand forest with a dense 
shrub and herbaceous layer1. Nest 
sites were c.3–4 km from the edges 
of the Içana River and relatively 
close to each other, c.480 m apart. 
A total of 37 km of trails was 
opened in the region across distinct 
white-sand forest types, and were 
visited several times during the 

study period (1 July–5 December 
2004). Despite this, no other nest 
was found. The specific forest type 
where the nests were found forms 
a small part of the whole mosaic of 
white-sand forests in the region1, 
being <10% of the entire area 
surveyed by us, perhaps indicating 
a preference for this habitat to nest. 
Additional studies are necessary to 
confirm this.

Both nests were sited c.4 m 
above ground (Fig. 1A) and were 
constructed of small sticks, thin 
roots, lianas, and fully covered 
by dry and green leaves, many 
from the trees where they were 
built (Fig. 1A, C). The nests were 
bowl-shaped, supported by several 
small thin branches, and both 
were c.40 cm in diameter. Two 
white eggs were present in one 
of the nests, the same clutch size 
previously reported for the species 
in Venezuela9, whilst the other was 
empty. Identification of the species 
to which both nests belonged was 
confirmed by local hunters.

Although neither egg was 
examined closely, they were both 
collected by local Baniwa with the 
purpose of hatching them. One was 
accidentally broken en route to the 
village, but the other successfully 
hatched, possibly being incubated 
by a hen, a practice already 
reported among other indigenous 
groups in Amazonia3,4. The egg 
hatched on 4 September 2004. 
The villagers kept the hatchling 
alive and it was examined by the 
authors twice subsequently, firstly 
on 5 September 2004, one day 
after hatching, when it had light 
brown down feathers with black 
stripes on its head and body, red 
legs, and measured c.15 cm (Fig. 
2A–B). Eighty-seven days later, on 
1 December 2004, the young was 
larger and mainly covered by black 
feathers, the head had a small crest 
with feathers still missing around 
the eyes, the belly was fully covered 
by chestnut feathers, and the bill 
was still dark with a reddish base 
(Fig. 2C). No other visits were 
made to this village to further 
investigate the bird’s development.

Our observations suggest a 
potential preference by Crestless 
Curassow for relatively open 
forests as nest sites and that 




