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ABSTRACT  Urbanization with its extensive modification of the landscape has
profound impacts on avifaunas. Food resource is generally considered to play an
important role in different breeding performances between avian populations in urban
and natural areas. An earlier study found a slower nestling growth of Taiwan barbet
(Megalaima nuchalis) in the urban habitat than the natural habitat, which was observed
in a video monitoring the bird’s breeding. We collected 16 nestlings younger than 16
days from urban and natural habitats. The initial body weights, bill lengths, and head
lengths above the bill of nestlings from urban habitats were all less than those from
natural habitats. The result indicated that nestlings of Taiwan barbet from urban areas
might grow slower than those from natural habitats. During 12 days of the feeding
experiment, nestlings were divided to three groups and fed with food containing more
than 70%, 50% and less than 30% insects, respectively. Nestlings fed with less than 30%
insects grew significantly slower in terms of the body weight, bill length, head length
above the bill than those fed with 50% or more insects; however, the growth rates of the
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latter two feeding groups appeared no significant differences. The result demonstrates
that nestling growth rate will be affected by food containing less than 30% insects. The
urban nestling’s bill grew slower than those from natural habitats. The different growth
rate of the nestling’s bill may be affected by population since the feeding’s influence
was controlled. We need to collect more nestlings from more sources to understand the
effects of population on nestling growth. The study identifies that insects are a vital food
resource for nestling growth of Taiwan barbet. To enhance insect abundance in urban
green space, appropriate habitat management is needed, and any damage to the insect
community and its habitat should be prevented.
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