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Abstract
The European Storm-petrel Hydrobates pelagicus is a monogamous and long-lived
species with a low reproductive rate. Its nest sites are located in natural cavities
under rocks or in burrows excavated by other species. Data obtained in the
Molène archipelago, western France, have been analysed to study nest site fidelity
and mate fidelity, and to study their relationship with breeding success and sex.
Breeders were ringed and breeding success assessed from 2001–18. The influence
of age and the weight of breeders on reproductive success has also been studied.
Individuals were very faithful to their nest sites (94%) and to their mates (95%)
from one year to the next. Breeding failure in the year t was negatively correlated
with nest site fidelity and with mate retention in year t+1. Nest site fidelity was
not influenced by the sex of breeding birds. Change of nest site or mate had no
significant impact on the breeding success in the same year. There was a positive
effect of the weight of incubating adults on reproductive success. High rates of
nest site fidelity and mate fidelity may indicate good population status, with
breeding habitat and mates of good quality.

Introduction
The breeding success of seabirds depends on many factors, including their habitat,
breeding site, mate and experience (Bried & Jouventin 2002). The choices of nest
site and mate are important because they will influence an individual’s long-term
reproductive performance. Thus, nest sites offering greater protection against
predators and bad weather will be selected, as well as high-quality mates
(Bourgeois et al. 2014; Michielsen et al. 2019). Birds use their previous breeding
experience of a site, with their partner, to determine the quality of the site and the
partner, which will influence their decision to retain it or to leave (Switzer 1993).
Breeding success can be considered as the main factor influencing nest site fidelity
and mate fidelity in Procellariiformes (Bourgeois et al. 2014). Breeding failure may
lead to a higher probability of changing nest site and partner, in an attempt to
improve the results of future breeding attempts (González-Solís et al. 1999). These
changes make it possible to avoid the repetition of poor breeding performance
with a nest site or a partner of poor quality (Bried & Jouventin 2002). But these
changes only occur when their benefits outweigh their costs (Ens et al. 1993).
Dispersal and divorce costs involve the search for a new site and a new partner, and
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the risk of acquiring one of lower quality (Kim et al. 2007), the risk of non-breeding
over one or more years, and the risk of low breeding success in the first year at a
new nest site or with a new partner (Naves et al. 2007). Nest site fidelity and mate
fidelity are therefore very important for seabirds, which are mostly monogamous
and long-lived species. Breeding success is associated with strong nest site fidelity
and mate fidelity (Bried et al. 2003). High fidelity allows for a better understanding
of the surrounding environment, which includes their neighbours, competitors,
predators and protective nest characteristics, improved coordination between
breeding adults of their incubation routine and foraging, and breeding earlier in the
season (Switzer 1993; Bried & Jouventin 2002).

In Procellariiformes, fidelity is very high, especially for cavity-nesting species (Bried
et al. 2003). Procellariiformes have a low reproductive rate, and non-breeding
years, due to a change of nest or partner, can have a significant impact on
individual fitness (Jouventin & Bried 2001). However, the relationship between
nest and partner fidelity is not well understood. For Procellariiformes, mate fidelity
may depend on nest site fidelity, as the nest is the meeting point for breeding
individuals returning from their wintering areas to their colony (Davies 1957;
Cézilly et al. 2000). However, some studies contradict this and suggest that mate
fidelity does not depend on the breeding site and is instead an active process
aiming to increase breeding success (Pyle et al. 2001; Bried & Jouventin 2003).

Site fidelity and mate fidelity influence breeding success, but these are not the
only factors that come into play (Naves et al. 2006). The body condition of
breeding adults, as well as their age and experience, can also influence breeding
success. Indeed, life history theory predicts that body mass is positively correlated
with reproductive effort (Williams 1966). Body mass can therefore predict
breeding success (Chastel et al. 1995). Age also influences reproductive
performance in long-lived bird species such as Procellariiformes; older individuals
tend to have higher breeding success and be more faithful to their nest site and
their partner (Pyle et al. 2001; Kim et al. 2007).

The European Storm-petrel Hydrobates pelagicus (hereafter Storm-petrel) is a
procellariiform. It is a monogamous species, with a long lifespan and a low
reproductive rate. It always nests under cover, in natural cavities under rocks or in
burrows excavated by other species. The species is classified as “vulnerable” on the
French Red List, “endangered” on the Brittany Red List and also listed in Appendix
1 of the European Birds Directive (Cadiou et al. 2019). The world population is
estimated at between 430,000 and 520,000 pairs (IUCN 2018).

In this study, we examine breeding success and associated rates of nest site fidelity
and mate fidelity in the Storm-petrel, specifically analysing the impact of breeding
success in year t on fidelity in year t+1 and potential differences according to sex,
the impact of fidelity in year t on breeding success in year t, as well as the impact
of the age and weight of breeding adults on breeding success.
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Methods
The study was conducted in the Iroise National Nature Reserve (Molène
archipelago), within the Iroise Marine Nature Park in western Brittany, France. The
Iroise Marine Nature Park is an area of major importance for nesting seabirds. The
islands of the Molène archipelago host the most important French colonies of the
Storm-petrel, with about 800 Apparently Occupied Sites (AOS) in 2018,
representing three quarters of the French population of the Channel and the
Atlantic coast (Cadiou et al. 2019). The field work described here was carried out on
Enez Kreiz (48°25’N 5°0’W), which is the smallest island of the reserve (0.39 ha).

On Enez Kreiz there are 253 known Storm-petrel breeding sites and annual
breeding numbers have varied over the study period between 72–87 AOS in 2007
and 143–148 AOS in 2002. Most of the nest sites are disused Rabbit Oryctolagus
cuniculus burrows, a species that became locally extinct on Enez Kreiz in 1993 due
to disease. Some of these sites have one entrance and two or more distinct nest
cups. Breeding season monitoring begins in early May when the first eggs are laid
and ends in October when all young have fledged. During the breeding season, the
colony is visited only by day about once every two to three weeks. The different
methods used for censusing are investigation by hand, observation with a torch
and call-playback (see Cadiou 2001).

Since 1994, all chicks in accessible sites (about 75% of the sites) have been ringed
before fledging. Since 2001, all adults in accessible sites have also been caught but
only during the latter part of incubation, to avoid abandonment and breeding
failure (Blackmer et al. 2004; Carey 2009). Thus, due to this restriction and to the
delay between consecutive visits, frequently only one member of the pair is caught
during the breeding season. Sometimes both members of the pair are caught, but
equally sometimes neither is caught, if breeding failure has occurred at the egg
stage or if the young chick had been left alone at the date of inspection of the nest
site (Table 1). In a few cases, one member of the breeding pair can also be captured
before egg laying, when they occupy the nest site by day. The adults are ringed or
the existing ring read. Other measurements taken include wing length (to the
nearest 1 mm), weight (to the nearest 1 g) and cloacal width (to the nearest 0.1
mm; Copestake et al. 1988). In order to reduce disturbance or sometimes due to
time constraints, these measurements were not always taken. Data were available
for 284 individual birds, which were involved in 187 pairings over the study period.

Due to a large overlap of the cloacal width between sexes and in the absence of
molecular sexing, we allocated arbitrary fixed boundaries to assign sex. We
considered birds with a cloacal width greater than 7.0 mm to be female, while birds
with a cloacal width lower than 5.5 mm were classed as male. Birds with
intermediate cloacal width were considered to be of unknown sex. Wing length can
also be used, as females tend to be larger than males (Jakubas et al. 2014), and in
some cases, the sex of the bird could also be deduced from the sex of the mate.
However, 44 birds could not be sexed using these methods.
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Estimation of age was based on data from birds ringed as chicks, i.e. of known age
(n = 39). Birds caught in nest sites incubating an egg or a young chick were
considered to be at least three years old at the time of first capture and ringing, and
birds mist-netted at night on the neighbouring island of Banneg were considered
to be at least two years old at the time of first capture and ringing (n = 245).

In addition, regurgitated pellets of the Storm-petrel’s predators (gulls Larus sp. and
Grey Heron Ardea cinerea) were examined to search for rings, in order to identify
dead individuals. At the end of the season, breeding success was determined for
all accessible sites: certain or probable success (chick observed alive at 50–65
days old or 40–50 days old respectively; success = 1), possible success (chick
observed alive at 30–40 days old but not found again two weeks later; success =
0.5) or failure (unhatched egg, chick found dead or disappeared at an age too
young to fledge; success = 0).

Table 1. Examples of the data available for the nest-sites and the breeders. Rg/Ct = bird ringed or recaptured
in the nest-site considered on Enez Kreiz, Ra/Ca = bird ringed or recaptured in another nest-site on Enez
Kreiz, Rm/Cm = bird ringed or recaptured after being caught in mist-nest on the neighbouring island of
Banneg, Rc = bird ringed as a chick on Enez Kreiz, x? = bird not recaptured in the nest-site but considered
to be present according to data obtained in previous and following years, ? = bird not recaptured in the nest-
site and which can’t be considered to be present, DP = bird found dead in a pellet; Breeding success: Cf =
chick fledged, Cf? = chick possibly fledged, Fc = failure at the chick stage, Fu = failure at an unknown stage
(egg or chick), Fe = failure at the egg stage, Un = unoccupied site; DS = nest-site destroyed by winter storm.

Nest-site
& ring No.
EK-147E
SA899431       Rg    x?     Ct     Ct     x?     x?     x?     x?     Ct     Ct     Ct     Ct     x?     x?     Ct      ?       ?       ?
SA899565       Rg    Ct     Ct     x?     x?     Ct     x?     x?     Ct     x?     Ct     Ct     Ct     Ct     x?     Ct     Ct      ?
Success           Fc     Cf    Cf?    Cf     Cf     Cf     Fu    Cf?    Cf    Cf?    Cf     Cf    Cf?    Cf     Fe     Cf    Cf?    Fu

EK-120D1
SA899433       Rg    Ct     x?     x?     x?     Ct     x?     Ct     x?     Ct      ?       ?       ?                                        
SB42367          ?       ?     Rg    x?     Ct     x?     x?     Ct     Ct     x?     Ct    DP                                               
Success           Cf     Fc     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Fu     Cf     Cf    DS     –      –      –      –

EK-77D
SA899430       Rg     ?                                                                                                                                  
SB42101          ?     Rg    Ct     x?     Ct     Ct     x?     x?     Ct     x?     Ct     Ct     Ct     Ct     Ct     Ct     Ct      ?
SB42603                  ?     Rg    Ct     Ct      ?                                                                                                 
SC34510                                                   ?     Rg                                                                                        
SA897969               Rc     –      –     Cm    –      –     Ct     Ct     Ct     x?     Ct     x?     Ct     Ct     x?     Ct     Ct
Success           Fc     Cf     Fu     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Fe     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Cf     Fc

EK-22B
SC0608                                                    Ra     –     Ct     Ct     x?     x?     Ct     Ct     x?     x?     Ct     Ct     Ct
SE10117                                                                    ?     Rg    Ct      ?       ?                                                
SC0943                                                           Rm   Ca    Ca    Ca     ?       ?      Ct     Ct     Ct      ?       ?       ?
Success           Un    Un    Un    Un    Un    Un    Un    Cf     Cf     Cf     Fc     Cf     Cf     Cf     Fc     Cf     Cf     Fc
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We then reconstructed the life history of breeding individuals over the study period
2001–18, and produced tables with data on ringing and recaptures of different
birds at different nest sites, and corresponding annual breeding success. The next
step was to perform a manual analysis of the database in order to identify years
when a non-recaptured bird could effectively be considered to have been probably
present according to the data obtained in the previous and following years (Table
1). A bird not recaptured can either be missed, dead, skipping breeding that year, or
may have moved to an inaccessible nest site.

These tables allowed analyses of nest site fidelity or mate fidelity in year t+1
according to breeding success in year t, nest site fidelity in year t+1 according to sex
and breeding success in year t, as well as breeding success in year t according to nest
site fidelity or mate fidelity in year t. An individual was considered to be faithful to
its nest site or to its mate if it stayed in the same site or with the same mate from
one year to the next. To avoid a low sample size, age classes 16–19+ and 20–33+
years were considered for birds of uncertain age. To investigate the potential effect
of weight during incubation on breeding success, each individual was considered
only once a year, upon its first capture on its egg. To avoid a low sample size, one
bird weighing 22 g was included in the weight class of 23 g, and two birds weighing
36 g and one bird weighing 37 g were included in the weight class of 35 g.

For the first analyses (fidelity and breeding success) only breeders present for at
least two consecutive years and only birds with known breeding success were
considered; those with possible breeding success (i.e. success = 0.5) were removed
from analyses (n = 44). For later analyses (age, weight and breeding success) all the
breeders were considered even if they were not captured in the following year. All
the response variables (nest site fidelity, mate fidelity and breeding success) were
binary. We used generalised linear mixed models (GLMMs), which included a
nested random effect for individual and pair to account for non-independence of
multiple measures on the same individuals and pairs in different years (Table 2). All
initial models included interactions between the explanatory variables (Table 2).
Statistical analyses were performed in R using the ‘lme4’ package (R Development
Core Team 2018), considering analysis of deviance with associated �2 test when
necessary (Laidlaw et al. 2020). Before modelling, variables were tested for
collinearity using the variance inflation factors (VIF) with the ‘car’ package in R (Fox

Table 2. Description of the structure of initial models of nest-site fidelity, mate fidelity and breeding success
and all response and explanatory variables.

Model      Response                        Explanatory variables
     i           Nest-site fidelity t+1     Breeding success t + sex + breeding success t × sex + (1|pair/individual)
    ii          Mate fidelity t+1            Breeding success t + (1|pair/individual)
    iii          Breeding success t          Nest-site fidelity t + (1|pair/individual)
    iv          Breeding success t          Mate fidelity t + (1|pair/individual)
    v          Breeding success t          Known age + weight + known age × weight + (1|individual)
    vi          Breeding success t          Uncertain age + weight + uncertain age × weight + (1|individual)
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& Weisberg 2019). As the sample size of birds of known age with associated data
on all the variables (breeding success, nest site fidelity, mate fidelity and weight) is
only five birds, analyses of collinearity were conducted on two separate samples;
birds of known age with associated data on breeding success and weight, and birds
of known age with associated data on breeding success, nest site fidelity and mate
fidelity. The variables have low collinearity, all VIF values being smaller than 1.08.

Results
Nest site fidelity and mate fidelity were very high, at 94% and 95% respectively.
Breeding failure significantly negatively impacted nest site fidelity and mate
fidelity (Table 3; Figure 1). Moreover, nest site fidelity was not influenced by the sex
of breeding adults (Table 3; Figure 2). Two pairs were recorded as dispersing
together. The first pair moved after a breeding failure in year t to another nest site
in year t+1, located about 1.7 m from the previous one, which was occupied by
another pair in year t+1. The second pair also moved after a breeding failure in year
t to settle in the neighbouring nest cup in the same burrow in year t+1, about 20
cm from the previous one, which remained unoccupied in year t+1.

Change of nest site and change of mate had no significant effect on breeding
success (Table 3; Figure 3). A lack of significance may be attributed to the low
statistical power of the tests, as the sample sizes of birds changing nest site or
mate were very small (Figure 3).

There was no effect of age on breeding success, for birds of known age, i.e. ringed
as chicks (Table 3; Figure 4a). But there was a significant positive relationship
between the weight of incubating adults and breeding success (Table 3; Figure 5a).

Table 3. Results of generalized linear mixed models (see Table 2 for initial model details; none of the
interactions between variables had a significant effect and they were removed from the models). Significant
effects (P < 0.05) are highlighted in bold.

Model                               Fixed effects              Estimate                 SE                  z value                   P
i Nest-site fidelity t+1    Intercept                      12.404               2.837                4.372               <0.001
                                        Breeding success t       14.424               4.799                3.005                0.003
                                        Sex                               -0.223               3.265               -0.068               0.945
ii Mate fidelity t+1          Intercept                       1.735                0.443                3.917               <0.001
                                        Breeding success t        2.317                0.839                2.760                0.006
iii Breeding success t       Intercept                       0.585                0.667                0.878                 0.38
                                        Nest-site fidelity t        0.370                0.686                0.539                 0.59
iv Breeding success t       Intercept                       0.511                0.730                0.699                0.484
                                        Mate fidelity t              0.734                0.754                0.973                0.331
v Breeding success t        Intercept                      -8.376               3.258               -2.571               0.010
                                        Known age               X2 = 5.059          df = 13                                        0.974
                                        Weight                          0.279                0.109                2.566                0.010
vi Breeding success t       Intercept                      -1.699               1.033               -1.644               0.100
                                        Uncertain age         X2 = 19.934         df = 14                                        0.132
                                        Weight                          0.059                0.035                1.676                0.094
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Figure 1. a) Nest site fidelity and b) mate fidelity in year t+1 according to the breeding success in year t (the
sample size is shown above the graph).

Figure 3. Breeding success in year t according to a) nest-site fidelity and b) mate fidelity in year t (the sample
size is shown above the graph).

Figure 2. Nest site fidelity in year t+1 according to the sex and to a) a breeding success in year t or b) a
breeding failure in year t (the sample size is shown above the graph).
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When considering all birds of uncertain age, i.e. ringed as pre-breeding prospectors
or as breeders, there was no significant effect of age or weight on breeding success
(Table 3; Figure 4b; Figure 5b; without the nested random effect for individual
identity, age and the interaction of age × weight had significant effects). The age
class 20–33+ years included only one bird with exceptionally high breeding
success, which was also one of the oldest birds recorded in the Molène archipelago.

Discussion
The results showed a high level of both nest site fidelity and mate fidelity in
Storm-petrels, with a very high proportion of individuals returning to the same
breeding site and remaining with the same mate (Figure 1). In Procellariiformes,
the high nest site fidelity and mate fidelity of breeding birds are due to the high

Figure 5. Mean breeding success (± S.E. and with sample size) according to the weight classes of incubating
adults, a) birds of known age, i.e. ringed as chicks, and b) birds of uncertain age, i.e. mist-netted at night or
ringed as breeders.

Figure 4. Mean breeding success (± S.E. and with sample size) according to age of breeding adults, a) birds of
known age, i.e. ringed as chicks, and b) birds of uncertain age, i.e. mist-netted at night or ringed as breeders (the
age class 20–33+ years included only one bird with 14 breeding events).
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cost of divorce and the advantages of keeping the same site and the same mate
(Bried et al. 2003). Indeed, a pair making its first breeding attempt is more likely to
fail than a pair that has already bred together several times (Weimerskirch 1990).
Individuals need to coordinate their incubation and foraging routines (Ollason &
Dunnet 1979). Nest site fidelity and mate fidelity should then be stronger when
the availability of food resources is predictable, with low individual foraging effort
(Robert et al. 2014). The time spent at sea to acquire enough reserves to return to
take over the incubation shift is on average three days for Storm-petrels, but it
depends on the foraging performance of each individual. In general, the more time
an individual spends at sea the more it will increase in weight (Bolton 1995). Each
breeding adult must therefore decide how much time to spend at sea to acquire
enough fat reserves for its incubation shift, and not leaving the mate too long at
the nest. A high incidence of nest site fidelity can result from good quality breeding
habitat; nest sites with better protective characteristics will be more likely to be
occupied. A high proportion of mate fidelity may be due to individuals being in
good condition, well-coordinated in their incubation and food search routines, or
genetically compatible (Coulson 1966; Bried & Jouventin 2002; Bourgeois et al.
2014). Fidelity rates can be used as indicators of the state of the population, with
a high rate of nest changes and divorces resulting from poor habitat and partners.

This study shows that after successful breeding, an individual remained very faithful
to its nest site and its mate, whereas breeding failure significantly reduced nest site
fidelity and mate fidelity, and the sex of breeding adults did not influence nest site
fidelity (Figures 1 and 2). Regarding nest site fidelity, Weimerskirch (1990) and
Thibault (1994) found that pairs that failed to breed were more likely to change
nesting sites than those that succeed. Individuals could exchange their nest site for
one with better physical characteristics for protection against the weather
(Michielsen et al. 2019). The individuals, after a change of nest, look for a new
breeding site very close to their previous nest, probably due to the bird’s knowledge
of their site surroundings (González-Solís et al. 1999). The low dispersal of breeding
birds also allows them to locate their previous mate more easily (Kim et al. 2007).
In other studies on Procellariiformes, nest changes were very often accompanied by
a change of partner (Thibault 1994) and divorces were more frequent for
unsuccessful breeders than for successful ones (Bradley et al. 1990). This higher
level of divorce rate after breeding failure is also the case in our study area. 

The nest can be used as a meeting point for pairs. In this way, an individual can
easily locate its previous mate when it returns to the colony (Bried et al. 2003). As
a result, mate fidelity is more likely to occur when nest site fidelity is high
(Bourgeois et al. 2014). However, mate fidelity is not only a consequence of nest
site fidelity but is an answer to different selective forces (Pyle et al. 2001). A change
of partner may be due to the death or the dispersal of a member of the pair, to
asynchronous arrival of members of the pair, or to the decision of a bird to mate
with another individual (Ismar et al. 2010), which is related to the availability of
better mating options (Ens et al. 1993). An individual’s decision to mate with a new
partner can improve breeding success by improving their compatibility through
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parental coordination (Coulson 1966) or by eliminating the disadvantage of
consanguinity (Hatchwell et al. 2000). Storm-petrels will change mates after
breeding failure, in order to be with a mate that is genetically compatible, or that
has good parenting skills to increase reproductive performance (Robert et al. 2014).
Our study has shown that changing nest site or mate did not significantly
influence breeding success (Figure 3). In other seabird species, a change of partner
has induced a decline in breeding success, which is primarily due to poor coordi-
nation of the new pair (Bradley et al. 1990; Naves et al. 2007). Having a new
partner may reduce the efficacy of breeding behaviour, which may in turn decrease
the likelihood of breeding success (Sommerfeld et al. 2015). In addition, after
separating, birds will have a reduced chance of breeding the following year, due to
disruption of the pair-bond and the time taken to find and bond with a new mate
(Naves et al. 2007). Divorces can then be responsible for years of non-breeding in
Storm-petrels. However, our study did not allow us to evaluate this phenomenon
because not all breeding individuals were seen every year, so an individual that was
not seen post-divorce did not necessarily mean a failure to breed that year. 

In this study, there was an effect of the weight of incubating adults on the
reproductive performance of Storm-petrels, but only for birds of known age (Figure
5). Body condition influences reproduction in pelagic seabirds (Chastel et al. 1995).
The weight of an individual reflects its foraging efficiency, which allows it to
accumulate fat reserves whilst incubating, as well as to provide sufficient food to the
chick so that it fattens rapidly, and thus can cope with periods of food shortage, since
the food resources for Storm-petrels in the marine environment are scarce and
unpredictable (Ricklefs 1990). Individuals do not incur the risk of reproduction if the
cost is such that it impacts on their own survival. Instead they may skip breeding in
order to increase their chances of breeding success the following year (Boersma &
Wheelwright 1979). Therefore, if their condition falls below a particular threshold at
an early stage, with an insufficient food supply, birds will refrain from breeding or
abandon breeding (Chastel et al. 1995). In our study, breeding success did not appear
to be affected by the age of Storm-petrels (Figure 4), as shown in other studies on
long-lived birds, related to increased breeding capacity and experience (Weimerskirch
1990). Thus, additional data should be collected in the future to increase the sample
size in order to re-evaluate the potential effect of age on breeding success, as well as
to investigate the effects of senescence (Pyle et al. 2001).

Our results suggest that breeding success positively influences nest site fidelity
and mate fidelity. The high level of nest site fidelity and mate fidelity indicates
good population status, with good quality breeding habitat and good quality
partners (Bried & Jouventin 2002).

Acknowledgements
This work was carried out by Marie Mariné as part of an internship for a Master’s
of Science at Poitiers University, France, with funding from the French Agency for
Biodiversity, Iroise Marine Nature Park, under a seabird research and
development contract with Bretagne Vivante, and from the Conseil Départemental



57SEABIRD 32 (2019): 46–58

Nest site fidelity and mate fidelity in Storm-petrels

du Finistère, the landowner of the Iroise National Nature Reserve. Rings were
provided by the Centre de Recherches sur la Biologie des Populations d’Oiseaux
(CRBPO). We are very grateful to the personnel of Iroise Marine Nature Park as
well as to all the volunteers involved annually in fieldwork. Many thanks to Tony
Williams for improving the manuscript’s English and to the two anonymous
reviewers for their helpful comments.

References
BirdLife International. 2015. Hydrobates pelagicus. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species 
  2015. (www.iucnredlist.org/species/22698477/60176681) Accessed 7 August 2019.
Blackmer, A. L., Ackerman, J. T. & Nevitt, G. A. 2004. Effects of investigator disturbance on 

hatching success and nest-site fidelity in a long-lived seabird, Leach’s storm-petrel.
Biological Conservation 116: 141–148.

Boersma, P. D. & Wheelwright, N. T. 1979. Egg neglect in the procellariiformes: 
reproductive adaptations in the fork-tailed storm-petrel. Condor 81: 157–165.

Bolton, M. 1995. Energy expenditure, body-weight and foraging performance of Storm 
Petrels Hydrobates pelagicus breeding in artificial nesting chambers. Ibis 138: 405–409.

Bourgeois, K., Dromzée, S. & Vidal, E. 2014. Relationships between nest-cavity and mate 
selection, reproductive performance and fidelity in the Mediterranean endemic Yelkouan
Shearwater Puffinus yelkouan. Acta Ornithologica 49: 9–22.

Bradley, J. S., Wooller, R. D., Skira, I. J. & Serventy, D. L. 1990. The influence of mate 
retention and divorce upon reproductive success in short-tailed shearwaters Puffinus
tenuirostris. Journal of Animal Ecology 59: 487–496.

Bried, J. & Jouventin, P. 2001. Site and mate choice in seabirds: an evolutionary approach. 
In: Schreiber, E. A. & Burger, J. (eds.) Biology of Marine Birds: 263–305. CRC Press, New York.

Bried, J., Pontier, D. & Jouventin, P. 2003. Mate fidelity in monogamous birds: a re-
  examination of the Procellariiformes. Animal Behaviour 65: 235–246.
Cadiou, B. 2001. The breeding biology of the European Storm-petrel Hydrobates pelagicus
  in Brittany, France. Atlantic Seabirds 3: 149–164.
Cadiou, B., Jacob, Y., Provost, P., Quénot, F. & Février, Y. 2019. Bilan de la saison de 

reproduction des oiseaux marins en Bretagne en 2017–2018. Report of the Observatoire
régional de l’avifaune de Bretagne, Brest.

Carey, M. J. 2009. The effects of investigator disturbance on procellariiform seabirds: a 
  review. New Zealand Journal of Zoology 36: 367–377.
Cézilly, F., Dubois, F. & Pagel, M. 2000. Is mate fidelity related to site fidelity? A 
  comparative analysis in Ciconiiforms. Animal Behaviour 59: 1143–1152.
Chastel, O., Weimerskirch, H. & Jouventin, P. 1995. Body condition and seabird 
  reproductive performance: a study of three petrel species. Ecology 76: 2240–2246.
Copestake, P. G., Croxall, J. P. & Prince, P. A. 1988. Use of cloacal sexing techniques in 

mark-recapture estimates of breeding population size in Wilson’s stormpetrel Oceanites
oceanicus at South Georgia. Polar Biology 8: 271–279.

Coulson, J. C. 1966. The influence of the pair-bond and age on the breeding biology of the 
  kittiwake gull Rissa tridactyla. Journal of Animal Ecology 35: 269–279.
Davis, P. 1957. The breeding of the Storm Petrel. British Birds 50: 85–101, 371–384.
Ens, B. J., Safriel, U. N. & Harris, M. P. 1993. Divorce in the long-lived and monogamous 

oystercatcher Haematopus ostralegus: incompatibility or choosing the better option?
Animal Behaviour 45: 1199–1217. 

Ens, B. J., Choudhury, S. & Black, J. M. 1996. Mate fidelity and divorce in monogamous birds. 
  Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Fox, J. & Weisberg, S. 2019. An R Companion to Applied Regression, Third edition. Sage, 
  Thousand Oaks, California.



SEABIRD 32 (2019): 46–5858

Nest site fidelity and mate fidelity in Storm-petrels

González-Solís, J., Wendeln, H. & Becker, P. H. 1999. Within and between season nest-site 
  and mate fidelity in Common Terns (Sterna hirundo). Journal für Ornithologie 140: 491–498.
Hatchwell, B. J., Russell, A. F., Ross, D. J. & Fowlie, M. K. 2000. Divorce in cooperatively 

breeding long-tailed tits: a consequence of inbreeding avoidance? Proceedings of the Royal
Society London B: Biological Sciences 267: 813–819.

Ismar, S. M., Daniel, C., Stephenson, B. M. & Hauber, M. E. 2010. Mate replacement entails 
  a fitness cost for a socially monogamous seabird. Naturwissenschaften 97: 109–113.
Jakubas, D., Jakubas, K. W., & Jensen, J. K. 2014. Body size variation of European Storm 

Petrels Hydrobates pelagicus in relation to environmental variables. Acta Ornithologica 49:
71–82.

Jouventin, P. & Bried, J. 2001. The effect of mate choice on speciation in snow petrels. 
  Animal Behaviour 62: 123–132.
Kim, S. Y., Torres, R., Rodriguez, C. & Drummond, H. 2007. Effects of breeding success, 

mate fidelity and senescence on breeding dispersal of male and female blue-footed
boobies. Journal of Animal Ecology 76: 471–479.

Laidlaw, R. A., Gunnarsson, T. G., Méndez, V., Carneiro, C., Þórisson, B., Wentworth, A., 
Gill, J. A. & Alves, J. A. 2020. Vegetation structure influences predation rates of early nests
in subarctic breeding waders. Ibis. doi.org/10.1111/ibi.12827

Michielsen, R. J., Ausems, A. N., Jakubas, D., Pętlicki, M., Plenzler, J., Shamoun-Baranes, 
J. & Wojczulanis-Jakubas, K. 2019. Nest characteristics determine nest microclimate
and affect breeding output in an Antarctic seabird, the Wilson’s storm-petrel. PLoS One
14: e0217708.

Naves, L. C., Monnat, J.-Y. & Cam, E. 2006. Breeding performance, mate fidelity, and nest 
  site fidelity in a long-lived seabird: behaving against the current? Oikos 115: 263–276.
Naves, L. C., Cam, E. & Monnat, J.-Y. 2007. Pair duration, breeding success and divorce in 
  a long-lived seabird: benefits of mate familiarity? Animal Behaviour 73: 433–444.
Ollason, J. C. & Dunnet, G. M. 1979. Age, experience and other factors affecting the 

breeding success of the fulmar, Fulmarus glacialis, in Orkney. Journal of Animal Ecology 47:
961–976.

Pyle, P., Sydeman, W. J. & Hester, M. 2001. Effects of age, breeding experience, mate 
fidelity and site fidelity on breeding performance in a declining population of Cassin’s
auklets. Journal of Animal Ecology 70: 1088–1097.

R Development Core Team 2018. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. 
  Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical Computing (version 3.5.1).
Ricklefs, R. E. 1990. Seabird life histories and the marine environment: some speculations. 
  Colonial Waterbirds 13: 1–6.
Robert, A., Paiva, V. H., Bolton, M., Jiguet, F. & Bried, J. 2014. Nest fidelity is driven by 

multi-scale information in a long-lived seabird. Proceedings of the Royal Society B:
Biological Sciences 281: 20141692.

Sommerfeld, J., Stokes, T. & Baker, G. B. 2015. Breeding success, mate-fidelity and nest-
site fidelity in Red-tailed Tropicbirds (Phaethon rubricauda) on Christmas Island, Indian
Ocean. Emu-Austral Ornithology 115: 214–222.

Switzer, P. V. 1993. Site fidelity in predictable and unpredictable habitats. Evolutionary 
Ecology Research 7: 533–555.

Thibault, J. C. 1994. Nest-site tenacity and mate fidelity in relation to breeding success in 
  Cory’s Shearwater Calonestris diomedea. Bird Study 41: 25–28.
Weimerskirch, H. 1990. The influence of age and experience on breeding performance of 
  the Antarctic fulmar, Fulmarus glacialoides. Journal of Animal Ecology 59: 867–875. 
Williams, G. C. 1966. Natural selection, the costs of reproduction, and a refinement of 
  Lack’s principle. American Naturalist 100: 687–690.




