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ABSTRACT Among all the broad and complex effects urbanization has on
ecological systems, many can both positively and negatively impact the breeding
success of birds. Few studies have attempted to quantify differences in key demographic
parameters between urban and non-urban populations of uncommon urban species. In
2011-2013, we investigated the breeding success of populations of a common forest but
uncommon urban bird species, the Taiwan Barbet, in a natural landscape and an urban
area. We found that, compared to the population in the natural landscape, the urban
population had lower clutch size, more fledglings and higher breeding success. The
lower breeding success of the population in the natural landscape might be due to the
relatively high predation pressure. Snakes are considered to be a major predator of the
barbet’s eggs and nestlings in tree cavities. Compared to the natural landscape, fewer
snakes appeared in the urbanized habitat. Predation on eggs or nestlings, therefore, may
not be a key influence on the barbet population in the urban environment. Instead, food
availability might be a key limiting factor to the urban population. The urban population
had a lower clutch size, a lower hatching rate and a higher percentage of nestling’s
premature death, which might be related to lesser amount of arthropods in the urban
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environment. Finding ways to protect arthropod community and prevent habitat damage
can be considered in habitat management to increase breeding success of birds.
Keywords: predation, food availability, clutch size, urban, Taiwan barbet
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