
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Of the 15 protected nests in the test and field studies, 67 percent hatched, 20 

percent were deserted, and 13 percent were destroyed by predators (Table 1). Of 
the 33 control nests, 21 percent hatched, 12 percent were deserted, and 67 per­
cent were destroyed by predators. The difference in hatching rates between 
protected and control nests was highly significant (P<O.OI, x2=9.94, 1 d.f.). 
There was no significant difference in the desertion rates of the protected and con­
trol nests. The sharp-tailed grouse that deserted was a laying hen that was flushed 
~ice the same day. Desertion by the two protected northern shovelers also oc­
curred during the laying period. As an example of the nest tenacity of some birds, 
we cite on incubating sharp-tailed grouse, which remained on her nest while the 
nest-protector was erected around her; that nest ultimately hatched. 

Table I. Fates of nests enclosed by fence nest-protectors and control nests in 

Stutsman County, North Dakota and near Delta, Manitoba. 

Protected Control s
 
Hatched Deserted Destroyed Hatched Deserted Destroyed
 

North Dakota 

Sharp-tai 1ed grouse o o o o 

Blue-winged teal o o 

Pintail o o o o 

Northern shoveler o o o o 

Mall ard o o o o 

Mani toba 

Northern shoveler 15 

Total 10 (67%) 3 (20%) 2 (13%) 7 (21%) 4 (12%) 22 (67%) 

Predators observed or identified by sign at individual nest-protectors included 
the red fox, raccoon, striped skunk, and mink. Destruction of the two nests was 
attributed to a mink in the North Dakota tests and to a red fox in the Manitoba 
study. The fence offers little protection from mink, which can move through 5.1 
cm chicken-wire mesh. Nest destruction by the red fox probably would have been 
avoided if electrified wires had been used (Forster 1975). 

A few eggs failed to hatch, possibly because individual hens remained off their 
nest too long during and immediately after erection of the nest-protector. Birds 
that were flushed during visits to nests always cleared the fence. Two sharp-tailed 
grouse chicks of one brood were observed walking through the meshes of the 
chicken-wire without difficulty. Several duck broods appeared to have paced back 
and forth against one or more sides of the fence before departing; two dead 
shoveler ducklings were found along one fence. Because the chicken-wire was 
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easily traversed by ducklings, the delay in departure probably was caused by a 
reluctance of the hen to fly over the fence when leading her brood from the nest. 
Delayed departures could be alleviated by raising the chicken-wire at selected sites 
along the fence just before hatching. By placing the ground exits at opposite cor­
ners, a hen pacing on any single side of the nest-protector would almost im­
mediately encounter one of the exits. 

The nest-protector appeared to reduce predation greatly and has potential uses 
in many types of studies. The fence we used was relatively inconspicuous and was 
easily erected and maintained. Components of the nest-protector were reusable. 
The importance of the fence-charger and electric wires, a major cost in the nest­
protector, was unknown and proved largely unnecessary in the Manitoba study, 
but as demonstrated by Forster (1975) the electrified wire adds a degree of cer­
tainty to the protection of a nest. An obvious benefit of small fences is that they of­
fer an alternative to predator control for certain studies and situations where 
predation must be reduced. 

LITERATIJRE CITED 

Forster, J. A. 1975. Electric fencing to protect Sandwich Terns against faxes. BioI. Cons. 7(2): 25. 

Higgins, K. F., L. M. Kirsch, and I. J. Ball, Jr. 1969. A cable-ehain device for locating duck nests. 
J. Wildl. Manage. 33(4): 1009-1011 

Miller, H. W. 1971. Relationships of duck nesting success to land use in North and South Dakota. 
Trans. Congress Inter. Union Game BioI. 10: 133-140. 

Sargeant, A. B.	 1972. Red fox spatial characteristics in relation to waterfowl predation. J. Wildl. 
Manage. 36(2): 225-236. 

Book Reviews 
With this issue, The Prairie Naturalist initiates a book review section, a 

feature which will appear regularly in forthcoming issues. While we cannot 
hope to examine all publications relating to natural history, we will select for 
review a variety of books of potential interest to Natural Science Society 
members. Already scheduled for review are books on wildflowers, birds of 
cities and towns, hawk migration, and life in fresh-water wetlands. Reviewers 
will be chosen for their qualifications in the appropriate subject matter. 

As editor of the book reviews, I welcome your comments on the section. 
Further, I encourage you to recommend books for future review and, if re­
quested, to serve willingly as reviewer. 

Douglas H. Johnson 
Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center 
Jamestown, North Dakotl 58401 
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