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Summary.—We present new reproductive information for the Rufous Casiornis 
Casiornis rufus, based on studies undertaken during 1991–99 and in 2018, in the 
municipality of Arcos, Minas Gerais, south-east Brazil. We found eight nests, 
all sited in cavities of dead trees or wooden fence posts, on average 62.8 cm 
above ground. Clutch size was usually three eggs, pale beige overlain with 
complex markings throughout, similar to those of the genus Myiarchus. Eggs 
measured on average 22.8 × 16.96 mm, mass c.3 g. Incubation lasted c.15 days, and 
nestlings remained in the nest 15–17 days, being fed by both adults, mainly with 
orthopterans. Three of the eight nests produced young that fledged. One nest was 
predated by both a Black-striped Capuchin Sapajus libidinosus and a Crane Hawk 
Geranospiza caerulescens, and another by a Black-tufted Marmoset Callithrix  cf. 
penicillata. Nests were constructed in August, and the last nestlings fledged in late 
October. Most aspects of the breeding ecology of Casiornis are identical to those of 
other members of the Myiarchini.

The genus Casiornis comprises just two species confined to South America (Dickinson 
& Christidis 2014). Ash-throated Casiornis C. fuscus is endemic to Brazil and is broadly 
distributed across the north-east of the country. Rufous Casiornis C. rufus occurs from 
northern Argentina and Uruguay (Claramunt & González 1999, Vizentin-Bugoni et al. 2015) 
to Tocantins in northern Brazil, also in Maranhão and Piauí (although it is largely absent 
from the Caatinga), and west to Acre, as well as Bolivia and (as a migrant) south-east Peru 
(de la Peña 1996, Sick 1997, Pacheco 2004, Pedroza et al. 2020, Scholes 2020, Scholes et al. 
2020).

Both species are migratory. C. fuscus vacates the Caatinga, where it presumably breeds, 
during the dry season (April–October) moving into the Cerrado and eastern Amazonia 
(Lees 2016). C. rufus tends to migrate north during the austral winter (June–September) 
(Chesser 1994, Lees 2016, Capllonch 2018).

Nothing has been published on the reproductive behaviour of C. fuscus and very few 
data are available for C. rufus (Eisentraut 1935, Lanyon 1985, de la Peña 2005, Crozariol 
2016), for which just one nest with a three-egg clutch has been described in detail, from 
Argentina (de la Peña 2005). There is no information on the species’ incubation and nestling 
periods. Here we describe several previously unknown facets of the breeding ecology of C. 
rufus, as well as nest predation, based on observations made in south-east Brazil.

Materials and Methods
The nests described here were found during 1991–99 (n = 4) and in 2018 (n = 4) at 

various localities in the rural municipality of Arcos, in the Cerrado of central Minas Gerais 
(20°17’S, 45°32’W; 700–850 m). This area, in general, is heavily impacted by human activity, 
and the main natural vegetation are remnant secondary forests bordering cattle pastures. 
The avifauna and habitats found in this region were described by Lopes et al. (2017).
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Once an active nest was located, it was subject to brief visits every two days. At two 
nests containing young the interval between adult arrivals was recorded, by measuring the 
period between two consecutive visits to the nest, even if an adult individual was already 
inside it. In total, these two nests were observed for 967 minutes (274 minutes at the nest 
with three nestlings and 693 minutes at the nest with two nestlings). Observations were 
made from hides sited between 4 and 8 m from the nests. Two nests were monitored using 
a camera trap, which enabled us to identify predators. None of the nests was collected.

Results
Breeding season.—Eight nests were found, all active between the second half of August 

and the second half of October, with observations of nest construction and nests with eggs 
in August and the last young fledging in October (Fig. 1). Specifically, nests were located 
on 20 August 1991 (with three eggs), 15 September 1997 (three nestlings, c.2 days old), 20 
August 1998 (two eggs, incomplete clutch), 23 August 1998 (building), 27 August 2018 (three 
eggs), 12 September 2018 (three eggs), 24 September 2018 (three nestlings, a day prior to 
fledging), and 5 October 2018 (two eggs, apparently complete clutch).

Nest characteristics.—Sites used for nesting were edges of secondary forests bordering 
pastures or around clearings, mostly in regenerating forests, with many broken, cut and 
fallen old trees. The understorey was generally rather open. 

All nests were open cups, constructed of soft materials, and sited within cavities, either 
in tree stumps (n = 6) or wooden fence posts (n = 2) (Fig. 2A). Both stumps, usually broken 
off naturally at the top, and posts, had cavities in their upper portions caused by natural 
decay. In most cases, the cavity opening was positioned above the nest chamber. Twice, 
however, the nest was almost level with the entrance. One nest was constructed in a large 
log that had been cut and left lying on the ground, with one of its cut branches pointing up. 

Figure 1. Reproductive period of Rufous Casiornis Casiornis rufus based on eight active nests found in Minas 
Gerais, Brazil; note that data from an individual nest may cover more than a single phase and two-week 
period.
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A cavity had formed, as in other cases, due to the wood decaying, and this nest was closest 
to the ground. One of the stumps used for nesting was at the edge of a swampy area.

Nests generally were not very high above ground, between 22 and 120 cm (mean 62.8 ± 
34.7 cm; n = 6). The diameter of the opening at one nest was 9 cm, and another 12 cm, whilst 
the access tunnel, measured from the cavity entrance to the nest, was 25–60 cm long (mean 
41.6 ± 17.5 cm; n = 3). The internal diameter of one nest cup was 4 cm. The base of those 
cavities we could access (n = 3) was lined with soft materials such as mammal hair (e.g. of 
Tapeti Sylvilagus brasiliensis and rodents), shed snakeskin (n = 2), mammal skin (n = 1) and 
feathers (n = 1).

Eggs and incubation.—One nest was destroyed and of the remaining seven nests, one 
had two eggs, whilst the other six each had three eggs (n = 4) (mean 2.8 ± 0.44 eggs) or 
nestlings (n = 2), with a total mean of 2.85 ± 0.37. Egg size, based on two clutches (n = 6), 
was 21.0–24.2 mm (mean 22.8 ± 1.11 mm) × 16.6–17.2 mm (16.96 ± 0.29 mm), and mass was 
2.9–3.1 g (mean 3.0 ± 0.07 g; n = 5). Shape was oval, and the ground colour was pale beige, 
overlain with complex markings throughout, especially irregular and narrow dark purple-
brown streaks and larger blotches of a slightly paler colour (Fig. 2B). At two nests that were 

Figure 2. (A) Internal view of 
a Rufous Casiornis Casiornis 
rufus nest; (B) eggs of C. rufus 
from another nest.
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followed, the incubation period was apparently c.15 days, but both already had three eggs 
when found; in both cases the eggs hatched on the same day (synchronous hatching).

Nestlings.—Approximately 1–2 days after hatching, nestlings have pink skin with long 
but sparse blue-grey down, whitish commissure and yellowish mouth lining. At c.12–13 
days, the feathers are similar in colour to those of the adult, but the throat region is slightly 
orange. At the two nests followed from hatching, the young fledged at 15 and 17 days, 
respectively. In a nest with three nestlings, which fledged on day 17, the first left the nest at 
08.10 h accompanying an adult, whereas the others both fledged two minutes later, landing 
on a nearby vine.

Parental care.—In this species, in common with many Tyrannidae, there is no visible 
sexual dimorphism, so we were unable to distinguish the contribution made by each sex. 
We can affirm, however, that both individuals provisioned the young, because when one 
arrived with food in its bill and entered the nest, not infrequently the other also brought 
food to the nest simultaneously or it would wait nearby, taking its prey to the nest as soon 
as the other bird departed. This latter situation, when both individuals are in the nest or 
close to it, occurred in 11.1% of observations (from a total of 63 visits).

Two nests were followed, one with two and the other with three nestlings. At the nest 
with two young intervals between visits were longer (mean 16.72 ± 12.65 minutes; n = 24) 
compared to that with three nestlings (mean 7.58 ± 6.90 minutes; n = 29). We were unable 
to follow the nest with three nestlings in more detail because observation time was shorter 
(274 minutes). However, at the nest with two nestlings (693 minutes) intervals between 
visits tended to decrease as the young developed, from a mean 22.11 ± 18.38 minutes when 
they were two days old, to 15.63 ± 10.73 minutes at six days old and 12.66 ± 5.07 minutes 
when nine days old.

At the nest with three chicks, we observed 35 food items brought by the adults, most 
of which were invertebrates, especially Orthoptera (Table 1). We did not record the length 
of time adults stayed in the nest on each visit to provision the nestlings. Once, however, a 
visit lasted three minutes when an adult arrived with a cicada, which was torn apart and fed 
incrementally to each chick in turn. At this nest, we could partially view inside via a small 
hole in the broken bark. Usually, when food was delivered the adult immediately departed 
again, with some visits as short as 2–8 seconds. At times, however, an adult would remain 
longer in the nest, thereby increasing the interval to the next visit. Occasionally, adults 
vocalised nearby on arrival, giving the species’ common call (a weak psee note; Scholes 
2020), but most visits were silent. Adults carried faeces away from the nests following most 
visits, and sometimes on three consecutive occasions.

TABLE 1 
Food items brought by adults of Rufous Casiornis Casiornis rufus to a nest with three nestlings during 274 

minutes of observation, according to the age of the nestlings.

Age (days)
Food item 7 12 17 Totals
Spiders 1 1 2
Lepidoptera (adult) 1 1 2
Lepidoptera (caterpillar) 1 1 2
Homoptera 2 2 1 5
Orthoptera 8 5 2 15
Unidentified 4 3 7
Berry fruits 2 2
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Predation and loss of nests.—Of the eight nests found, three were successful, of which 
two fledged three nestlings each, and the remaining nest two. Of the five unsuccessful nests, 
one was found destroyed while still under construction (possibly after the first egg was laid, 
although this is not certain) and at another all three eggs disappeared. The other three nests 
failed during the nestling phase. In one of these, just one of the three eggs hatched, and the 
single nestling, already with well-developed feathering, was subsequently found dead with 
a thorn stuck in its throat, which the young had apparently attempted to swallow.

A nest with two nestlings was predated by a group of apparently three individuals of 
Black-striped Capuchin Sapajus libidinosus, at c.08.15 h. One of the monkeys inserted its arm 
into the cavity and with its hand seized a nestling, which was taken to the ground, next 
to the tree, and consumed. The animal then climbed the tree again, removed most of the 
nest material from the cavity, but apparently did not take any more nestlings (Fig. 3A–B). 
The monkeys remained in the vicinity for c.5 minutes. Subsequently, at 13.42 h, a Crane 

Figure 3. Evidence from a camera-trap of predation of the same nest of Rufous Casiornis Casiornis rufus by 
(A) Black-striped Capuchin Sapajus libidinosus, with its arm inserted in the nest cavity; (B) and examining the 
contents removed from the cavity interior; and on the same date by (C) Crane Hawk Geranospiza caerulescens 
with its right talon inserted into the cavity. Arrows indicate the nest’s approximate location in the cavity.
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Hawk Geranospiza caerulescens landed at the entrance to the same nest and, from an upright 
position, inserted its head into the cavity, seemingly trying to detect any noise inside. After 
c.30 seconds, the raptor inserted its left leg completely into the cavity but, on failing to 
capture anything, reinserted its head. The hawk continued this behaviour for c.10 minutes, 
variously inserting either leg into the cavity (Fig. 3C). A few times it removed a considerable 
amount of material from the cavity, threw this to the ground, and then dropped down to 
investigate the contents. It proved impossible to confirm that a nestling was taken by the 
hawk, but as there were originally two chicks in the nest, and only one was seen to be eaten 
by the monkey, we suspect that the second was predated by the raptor.

Finally, another nest, also with two nestlings, was predated by two Black-tufted 
Marmosets Callithrix cf. penicillata, at 09.30 h. They were able to completely enter the large 
cavity where the nest was sited, seizing the nestlings at its base, and eating them, head 
first. From the video, one chick continued to flap its wings while being eaten (Fig. 4). The 
marmosets remained for c.10 minutes.

Ectoparasites.—In the same nest just described, prior to their predation both chicks 
were found to be infested by the larvae of flies of the genus Philornis. Some 28 larvae were 
removed from under the skin of the two nestlings.

Figure 4. Evidence from a camera-trap of predation of a Rufous Casiornis Casiornis rufus nest by Black-tufted 
Marmoset Callithrix cf. penicillata: (A) the monkey entering the nest via the opening at the top of the stump, 
and (B) eating the nestling, head first. The arrow indicates the nest’s approximate location in the cavity.
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Discussion
The breeding period of C. rufus in this region of Minas Gerais appears well delimited, 

considering the span of observations between 1991 and 2018. Nest construction occurs 
mainly in the first half of August, and nestlings fledge principally in October or early 
November. In the state of São Paulo, a female with an enlarged ovary was collected in 
late August (Krabbe 2007), whilst in Argentina males were collected with well-developed 
gonads (5 × 4 mm, 9 × 5 mm; n = 2) in November (Darrieu & Camperi 1992), the same month 
when a nest was found with three eggs (de la Peña 2005). The WikiAves (WA) website 
has records of active nests in late August in Goiás (C. S. Rodrigues; WA2091799) and mid 
October in Minas Gerais (G. A. Serpa; WA747431), and fledglings in early September in 
Minas Gerais (M. T. Castro; WA153647) and late October in Goiás (F. R. Pina; WA834846).

The nests described here are consistent with the generally brief descriptions already 
available for the species (Eisentraut 1935, Short 1975, Lanyon 1985, Sick 1997, de la Peña 
2005, Scholes 2020), although there is just one reasonably detailed description (de la Peña 
2005; repeated in de la Peña 2013, 2016). Three eggs have been described previously, 
also from Argentina (de la Peña 2005), and these were similar in size and colour to those 
described here.

We present the first data on incubation period, a description of the nestlings, and the 
fledging period. Parasitism of nestlings by Philornis fly larvae had already been documented 
for the species in Argentina (Salvador & Bodrati 2013).

Almost nothing is known concerning other aspects of the natural history of C. rufus, 
and our dietary records, although limited in scope, are the most complete to date. In ten 
adult stomachs sampled in Mato Grosso do Sul, Brazil, nine contained insects alone, and 
one insects and fruits (Piratelli & Pereira 2002), with no details of the insects involved; 
contents of ten specimens reported by Vasconcelos et al. (2006) were similar. In Argentina, 
consumption of Psychotria  carthagenensis fruit has been reported (Bodrati & Haene 2006, 
apud de la Peña 2016).

Monkeys of the genus Sapajus have previously been documented predating bird nests 
in cavities (Cockle et al. 2016), as have Callithrix (Gomes & Lima-Gomes 2011, Alexandrino 
et al. 2012). Crane Hawk Geranospiza caerulescens is also a known predator of animals in 
cavities or other places of concealment (Bokermann 1978a), including nestlings (Bierregaard 
et al. 2020).

Animal behaviour can provide valuable indication of evolutionary relationships 
(Whitman 1898, Wenzel 1992, Prum 1990) and, in birds, nest architecture is of proven value 
in this respect (Winkler & Sheldon 1993, Zyskowski & Prum 1999, Hall et al. 2015). For 
genus Casiornis, some earlier authors suggested that better knowledge of nests could inform 
its systematic placement (e.g. Snow 1973, Lanyon 1982, Lanyon & Fitzpatrick 1983). The nest 
of C. rufus, of the type ‘cavity/with tunnel/low basket’ (sensu Simon & Pacheco 2005), as 
well as use of hair, feathers and, principally, snakeskin to line the egg chamber, are closely 
aligned with the nests of most Myiarchus, as well as those of the genera Ramphotrigon, 
Deltarhynchus and Rhytipterna (Traylor 1977, Lanyon 1978, 1982, Parker 1984, Tostain 1989, 
Lebbin et al. 2007, Gomes & Barreiros 2011, Snow et al. 2017). Egg colour, incubation and 
nestling periods, are also consistent with these other genera (Bokermann 1978b, Lanyon 
1982, Tostain 1989, Snow et al. 2017).

The genus Casiornis was long placed in the Cotingidae alongside the genus Attila, 
forming a subfamily Attilinae, based on the morphology of the tarsus (see Snow 1973). 
Subsequently, based on syringeal morphology, the genus Casiornis was removed with 
others from the Cotingidae, to the Tyrannidae, where it was grouped with Myiarchus 
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(Ames 1971). Based on anatomical and behavioral studies (Lanyon 1982, 1985, Lanyon & 
Fitzpatrick 1983, Birdsley 2002, Donegan 2013), as well as molecular phylogenetics (Chaves 
et al. 2008, Ohlson et al. 2008, 2013, Tello et al. 2009), the genus Casiornis is now placed 
alongside the genera Myiarchus, Rhytipterna and Sirystes in the tribe Myiarchini. From the 
perspective of breeding ecology, our observations are consistent with the latter placement, 
although very few data are available for the genera Sirystes and Rhytipterna in this respect 
(see review in Crozariol 2016).

Acknowledgements
We thank Luis Batista de Freitas, Ronaldo Raimundo, Flávio dos Santos Pereira and Iranilson Leopoldina 
da Silva for their assistance in the field. We are also grateful to Aldo Caccavo for their help identifying the 
mammalian nest predators. We thank Daniel Hoffman for translating our original manuscript into English, 
as well as for his valuable suggestions, the three referees who kindly reviewed the submitted version of the 
manuscript, and Guy M. Kirwan, who offered additional assistance.

References:
Alexandrino, E. R., Luz, D. T. A., Maggiorini, E. V. & Ferraz, K. M. P. M. B. 2012. Nest stolen: the first 

observation of nest predation by an invasive exotic marmoset (Callithrix penicillata) in an agricultural 
mosaic. Biota Neotrop. 12: 211–215.

Ames, P. L. 1971. The morphology of the syrinx in passerine birds. Bull. Peabody Mus. Nat. Hist. 37: 1–194.
Bierregaard, R. O., Boesman, P. F. D., Marks, J. S. & Kirwan, G. M. 2020. Crane Hawk (Geranospiza caerulescens). 

In del Hoyo, J., Elliott, A., Sargatal, J., Christie, D. A. & de Juana, E. (eds.) Birds of the world. Cornell Lab 
of Ornithology, Ithaca, NY. https://doi.org/10.2173/bow.crahaw.01 (accessed 18 August 2020).

Birdsley, J. S. 2002. Phylogeny of the tyrant flycatchers (Tyrannidae) based on morphology and behavior. 
Auk 119: 715–734.

Bodrati, A. & Haene, E. 2006. Planta que atraen aves. Jazmín del Monte. Rev. Nat. Conserv. 23: 21.
Bokermann, W. C. A. 1978a. Observações sobre o hábito alimentar do gavião Geranospiza caerulescens (Vieillot, 

1817) (Aves, Accipitridae). Rev. Bras. Biol. 38: 715–720.
Bokermann, W. C. A. 1978b. Observações sobre a nidificação de Myiarchus ferox ferox (Gmelin, 1789) (Aves, 

Tyrannidae). Rev. Bras. Biol. 38: 565–567.
Capllonch, P. 2018. Un panorama de las migraciones de aves en Argentina. Hornero 33: 1–18.
Chaves, A. V., Clozato, C. L., Lacerda, D. R., Sari, E. H. R. & Santos, F. R. 2008. Molecular taxonomy of 

Brazilian tyrant-flycatchers (Passeriformes: Tyrannidae). Mol. Ecol. Resources 8: 1169–1177.
Chesser, R. T. 1994. Migration in South America: an overview of the austral system. Bird Conserv. Intern. 4: 

91–107.
Claramunt, S. & González, E. M. 1999. Elaenia  spectabilis  y Casiornis rufa, dos Tyrannidae nuevos para 

Uruguay (Aves: Passeriformes). Comun. Zool. Mus. Hist. Nat. Montevideo 194: 1–7.
Cockle, K. L., Bodrati, A., Lammertink, M., Bonaparte, E. B., Ferreyra, C. & Di Sallo, F. G. 2016. Predators of 

bird nests in the Atlantic Forest of Argentina and Paraguay. Wilson J. Orn. 128: 120–131.
Crozariol, M. A. 2016. Espécies de aves com ninhos não descritos ou pouco conhecidos das famílias Tityridae, 

Platyrinchidae, Pipritidae, Pipromorphidae e Tyrannidae: um pedido de auxílio aos observadores de 
aves! Atualidades Orn. 189: 18–24.

Darrieu, C. A. & Camperi, A. R. 1992. Estudio de una colección de aves de Corrientes. III. (Tyrannidae). 
Hornero 13: 219–224.

Dickinson, E. C. & Christidis, L. (eds.) 2014. The Howard and Moore complete checklist of the birds of the world, 
vol. 2. Fourth edn. Aves Press, Eastbourne.

Donegan, T. M. 2013. Vocal variation and species limits in the genus Sirystes (Tyrannidae). Conserv. 
Colombiana 19: 11–30.

Eisentraut, M. 1935. Biologische Studien im bolivianischen Chaco. VI. Beitrag zur Biologie der Vogelfauna. 
Mitt. Zool. Mus. Berlin 20: 367–443.

Gomes, F. B. R. & Barreiros, M. H. M. 2011. Observações sobre a reprodução, descrição do ninho e filhote do 
bico-chato-de-rabo-vermelho Ramphotrigon ruficauda (Passeriformes: Tyrannidae) no Brasil. Atualidades 
Orn. 160: 9–10.

Gomes, F. B. R. & Lima-Gomes, R. C. 2011. Registro ocasional da predação da pomba-de-bando (Zenaida 
auriculata Des Murs, 1847) pelo sagüi-do-cerrado (Callithrix penicillata É. Geoffroy, 1812) no interior de 
São Paulo, SP. Neotrop. Primates 18: 68–70.

Hall, Z. J., Street, S. E., Auty, S. & Healy, S. D. 2015. The coevolution of building nests in the ground and 
domed nests in Timaliidae. Auk 132: 584–593.

Krabbe, N. 2007. Birds collected by P. W. Lund and J. T. Reinhardt in south-eastern Brazil between 1825 and 
1855, with notes on P.W. Lund’s travels in Rio de Janeiro. Rev. Bras. Orn. 15: 331–357.

Downloaded From: https://bioone.org/journals/Bulletin-of-the-British-Ornithologists’-Club on 23 Jul 2024
Terms of Use: https://bioone.org/terms-of-use



Anita Studer & Marco Aurélio Crozariol 177      Bull. B.O.C. 2021 141(2)  

© 2021 The Authors; This is an open‐access article distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial Licence, which permits unrestricted use,  
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited. 

ISSN-2513-9894 
(Online)

Lanyon, W. A. 1978. Revision of the Myiarchus flycatchers of South America. Bull. Amer. Mus. Nat. Hist. 161: 
427–628.

Lanyon, W. E. 1982. Behavior, morphology, and systematics of the Flammulated Flycatcher of México. Auk 
99: 414–423.

Lanyon, W. E. 1985. A phylogeny of the myiarchine flycatchers. Pp. 360–380 in Buckley, P. A., Foster, M. S., 
Morton, E. S., Ridgely, R. S. & Buckley, F. G. (eds.) Neotropical ornithology. Orn. Monogr. 36.

Lanyon, W. E. & Fitzpatrick, J. W. 1983. Behavior, morphology, and systematics of Sirystes sibilator 
(Tyrannidae). Auk 100: 98–104.

Lebbin, D. J., Hosner, P. A., Andersen, M. J., Valdez, U. & Tori, W. P. 2007. First description of nest and eggs 
of the White-lined Antbird (Percnostola lophotes), and breeding observations of poorly known birds 
inhabiting Guadua bamboo in southeastern Peru. Bol. Soc. Antioqueña Orn. 17: 119–132.

Lees, A. C. 2016. Evidence for longitudinal migration by a “sedentary” Brazilian flycatcher, the Ash-throated 
Casiornis. J. Field Orn. 87: 251–259.

Lopes, L. E., Reis, J. N., Moura, A. S., Corrêa, B. S., Carvalho, C. M. S., Peixoto, H. J. C., Vasconcelos, M. F., 
Maldonado-Coelho, M. & Rezende, M. A. 2017. Aves de três município do Alto Rio São Francisco, Minas 
Gerais, Brasil. Atualidades Orn. 196: 33–46.

Ohlson, J., Fjeldså, J. & Ericson, P. G. P. 2008. Tyrant flycatchers coming out in the open: phylogeny and 
ecological radiation on Tyrannidae (Aves, Passeriformes). Zool. Scripta 37: 315–335.

Ohlson, J. I., Irestedt, M., Ericson, P. G. P. & Fjeldså, J. 2013. Phylogeny and classification of the New World 
suboscines (Aves, Passeriformes). Zootaxa 3613: 1–35.

Pacheco, J. F. 2004. As aves da Caatinga: uma análise histórica do conhecimento. Pp. 189–250 in Silva, J. M. 
C., Tabarelli, M., Fonseca, M. T. & Lins, L. V. (eds.) Biodiversidade da Caatinga: áreas  e ações prioritárias 
para  conservação. MMA, Universidade Federal de Pernambuco, Conservation International do Brasil, 
Fundação Biodiversitas & Embrapa Semi-Árido, Brasília.

Parker, T. A. 1984. Notes on the behavior of Ramphotrigon flycatchers. Auk 101: 186–188.
Pedroza, D., Melo, T. N., Machado, T. L. S., Guimarães, D. P., Lima, J. M. & Guilherme, E. 2020. Birds of 

Humaitá Forest Reserve, Acre, Brazil: an important forest fragment in south-west Amazonia. Bull. Brit. 
Orn. Cl. 140: 58–79.

de la Peña, M. R. 1996. Nuevos registros de aves poco citadas para las provincias de Santa Fe y Entre Rios, 
Argentina. Hornero 14: 87–89.

de la Peña, M. R. 2005. Reproducción  de  las  aves  argentinas  (con  descripción  de  pichones). Literature of Latin 
America, Buenos Aires.

de la Peña, M. R. 2013. Nidos y reproducción de las aves argentinas. Serie Naturaleza, Conservación y Sociedad 
8. Ed. Biológica, Santa Fe.

de la Peña, M. R. 2016. Aves argentina: descripción, comportamiento, reproducción y distribución: 
Tyrannidae a Turdidae. Comun. Mus. Provincial Cienc. Nat. “Florentino Ameghino” (N. Ser.) 21: 1–633.

Piratelli, A. & Pereira, M. R. 2002. Dieta de aves na região leste de Mato Grosso do Sul, Brasil. Ararajuba 10: 
131–139.

Prum, R. O. 1990. Phylogenetic analysis of the evolution of display behavior in the Neotropical manakins 
(Aves: Pipridae). Ethology 84: 202–231.

Salvador, S. A. & Bodrati, A. 2013. Aves víctimas del parasitismo de mosca del género Philornis en Argentina. 
Nuestras Aves 58: 16–21.

Scholes, E. 2020. Rufous Casiornis (Casiornis rufus). In del Hoyo, J., Elliott, A., Sargatal, J., Christie, D. A. & de 
Juana, E. (eds.) Birds of the world. Cornell Lab of Ornithology, Ithaca, NY. https://doi.org/10.2173/bow.
rufcas2.01 (accessed 15 April 2020).

Scholes, E., Boesman, P. F. D. & Kirwan, G. M. 2020. Ash-throated Casiornis (Casiornis fuscus). In del Hoyo, J., 
Elliott, A., Sargatal, J., Christie, D. A. & de Juana, E. (eds.)  Birds of the world. Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 
Ithaca, NY. https://doi.org/10.2173/bow.astcas2.01 (accessed 15 April 2020).

Short, L. L. 1975. A zoogeographic analysis of the South American Chaco avifauna. Bull. Amer. Mus. Nat. 
Hist. 154: 163–352.

Sick, H. 1997. Ornitologia brasileira. Ed. Nova Fronteira, Rio de Janeiro.
Simon, J. E. & Pacheco, S. 2005. On the standardization of nest descriptions of neotropical birds. Rev. Bras. 

Orn. 13: 143–154.
Snow, D. W. 1973. The classification of the Cotingidae (Aves). Breviora 409: 1–27.
Snow, S. S., Sandoval, L. & Greeney, H. F. 2017. The nest and eggs of the Rufous Mourner (Rhytipterna h. 

holerythra). Wilson J. Orn. 129: 626–630.
Tello, J. G., Moyle, R. G., Marchese, D. J. & Cracraft, J. 2009. Phylogeny and phylogenetic classification of the 

tyrant flycatchers, cotingas, manakins, and their allies (Aves: Tyrannides). Cladistics 25: 429–467.
Tostain, O. 1989. Nesting of the Rufous-tailed Flatbill (Tyrannidae), in French Guiana. J. Field Orn. 60: 30–35.
Traylor, M. A. 1977. A classification of the tyrant flycatchers (Tyrannidae). Bull. Mus. Comp. Zool. 148: 129–184.
Vasconcelos, M. F., D’Angelo Neto, S., Kirwan, G. M., Bornschein, M. R., Diniz, M. G. & Silva, J. F. 2006. 

Important ornithological records from Minas Gerais state, Brazil. Bull. Brit. Orn. Cl. 126: 212–238.

Downloaded From: https://bioone.org/journals/Bulletin-of-the-British-Ornithologists’-Club on 23 Jul 2024
Terms of Use: https://bioone.org/terms-of-use



Anita Studer & Marco Aurélio Crozariol 178      Bull. B.O.C. 2021 141(2)  

© 2021 The Authors; This is an open‐access article distributed under the terms of the 
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial Licence, which permits unrestricted use,  
distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited. 

ISSN-2513-9894 
(Online)

Vizentin-Bugoni, J., Bellagamba-Oliveira, D., Bellagamba, G., Oliveira, R. O., Jacobs, F., Ritter, R. & Dias, R. 
A. 2015. First records of Casiornis rufus (Vieillot, 1816) (Aves, Tyrannidae) for the state of Rio Grande do 
Sul, southern Brazil. Check List 11: 1664.

Wenzel, J. W. 1992. Behavioral homology and phylogeny. Ann. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 23: 361–381.
Whitman, C. O. 1898. Animal behavior. Biological lectures delivered at the Marine Biological Laboratory of Wood’s 

Holl 6: 285–338.
Winkler, D. W. & Sheldon, F. H. 1993. Evolution of nest construction in swallows (Hirundinidae): a molecular 

phylogenetic perspective. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 90: 5705–5707.
Zyskowski, K. & Prum, R. O. 1999. Phylogenetic analysis of the nest architecture of Neotropical ovenbirds 

(Furnariidae). Auk 116: 891–911.

Addresses: Anita Studer, Nordesta Reforestation and Education, 19 rue de Chantepoulet, 1201, Geneva, 
Switzerland. Marco Aurélio Crozariol (corresponding author), Museu de História Natural do Ceará 
Prof. Dias da Rocha, Av. Dr. Silas Munguba 1700, CCS/UECE, Campus Itaperi, Fortaleza, CE 60714-
903, and Setor de Ornitologia, Dpto. de Vertebrados, Museu Nacional da Universidade Federal do 
Rio de Janeiro, Quinta da Boa Vista s/n, São Cristóvão, Rio de Janeiro, RJ 20940-040, Brazil, e-mail: 
marcocrozariol@gmail.com

Downloaded From: https://bioone.org/journals/Bulletin-of-the-British-Ornithologists’-Club on 23 Jul 2024
Terms of Use: https://bioone.org/terms-of-use




