CBRC Annual Meeting Minutes
Santa Barbara, CA 14-15 January 2011

14 JAN 2011

Meeting called to order at 1:45pm, 14 January 2011 (Chair presiding). Members Paul
Lehman (Chair), Dan Singer (Vice-Chair), Guy McCaskie (non-voting Secretary), Dave
Compton, Jon Dunn, Kimball Garrett, Oscar Johnson, Joseph Morlan, Brian Sullivan,
and Jim Tietz present.

Welcome and introductory remarks by Lehman.
2010 Minutes. No approval needed; approved in March 2010.

1. Election of Members: Prior to discussion of nominees and potential new members,
discussion was held on the requirements members must meet in order to make
nominations. Per the Bylaws, nominations must be made in writing to the Chair at least
thirty days prior to the Annual Meeting.

a. Election. The terms of Dunn, Sullivan and Tietz expire.

Kristie Nelson, Jim Pike, Scott Terrill elected.

b. Discussion of Future Members: An extensive review of potential future members
generated a lengthy discussion.

2. Election of the Secretary (one year term) — nomination: Guy McCaskie (Lehman).
Elected 9-0.

3. Election of Chair (one year term) — nomination: Paul Lehman (Singer). Elected 8-0.

4. Election of Vice-Chair (one year term) — nomination: Dan Singer (Lehman). Elected
8-0.

5. Procedural issues:

a. ADDRESS CHANGE - Routing forms in your possession should be updated by you
if a change of address is submitted by another member or you receive word from the
Chair, Vice-Chair or Secretary of such a change. Address changes can be sent to the
Chair and Vice-Chair or to the entire committee.

b. SCHEDULE CHANGE - Send schedule changes to the Chair and Vice-Chair or the
entire committee as soon as possible. The general rule is if you are going to be gone for
two or more weeks, batches should be routed around you.

c. NAMING VOTE FILES - Vote files should always include either your initials or your
last name in the file name, for example “10G votes KLG” or “10G votes Singer”. This
enables the secretary to readily determine who has voted on a particular batch.

d. RETURNING BIRD COMMENTS - Continuing confusion regarding when and how
to comment on the Secretary's solicitation of opinions on returning bird issues led to
clarification in how votes will be tabulated as they relate to retuning bird concerns. If the
Batch Record Sheet contains a statement from the Secretary that “record X” is a returning



bird, i.e. “record X is the same bird as record B from a prior period”, then the default
assumption will be that any lack of comment or a “no opinion” from voting members
means they are endorsing the Secretary's statement that “record X is the same bird as
record B”. It is up to a voting member to comment if they disagree with the returning bird
statement. However, if the Secretary asks the question “is record X the same bird as
record B?” then a voting member's lack of comment or “no opinion” shall mean “record
X is not the same bird as record B”. It is up to a voting member to comment if they
believe the record does pertain to a returning bird. A majority vote is required for a
“same bird” or “returning bird” question to pass. If the vote is split between those in
favor and those opposed the Secretary will bring it to the Committee’s attention. At this
point it will become the voting member's responsibility to request the record be brought
to a meeting for further discussion after which the issue will be voted on at the meeting.
These records will only be brought to a meeting upon a member's request. Without this
request, the vote to determine “returning bird” status will stand as determined during the
record's previous circulation.

e. DATE SPANS — Members agreed that some latitude was necessary in determining the
last date of a record and that formal documentation was not necessarily required.

f. VOTING SUMMARY FORMS - If you use a tabular summary form for accept votes
with no comment, be careful that the columns line up appropriately.

g. RARE BIRDS OF CALIFORNIA CORRIGENDA - Corrections should be submitted
to the Secretary. The webmaster will only accept corrections from the Secretary, Chair or
the Vice-Chair.

6. Operating expenses: Secretary listed annual expenses of $143.00 for a Post Office
box and a shipping charge for a box of checklists. Other expenses such as batch postage
are absorbed by members.

7. Committee responsibilities: Discussion was held involving the CBRC's responsibility
as a subcommittee of Western Field Ornithologists. Members agreed that a presentation
of some kind be made at the annual WFO meetings and that it is incumbent upon
members attending the meeting to volunteer to make a presentation. The discussion also
touched upon the Committee's special relationship with its parent organization, WFO,
with one member suggesting contributions can be made toward the publication of reports
on the WFO website. Other members suggested making an acknowledgment of
appreciation by the Committee towards WFO for its support and a consensus emerged
that this along with a low-key request for contributions be incorporated into Committee
presentations at WFO conference. Members were encouraged to attend all WFO
conferences, but especially those in California.

8. Northern offshore boundary of CA (and OR): Lehman reminded the Committee
that the Bylaws state the 42" parallel is the northern offshore border between California
and Oregon, and the fact that the nearest point of land might be in Oregon doesn't matter
as long as the record is south of the 42" parallel.

Measuring distance from seabird coordinates to nearest point of land with Google
Earth: Tietz expressed concern that significant distance differences can be obtained



when using Google Earth to measure the nearest point of land and lead to questions of its
accuracy. After discussion a consensus emerged that the Google Earth system was
probably not at fault and that for most of the Committee's purposes it was sufficient.
However, concern was sufficient and it was agreed that this situation should be
monitored on a continuing basis. Sullivan volunteered to use the Oracle spatial lookup
system used by eBird in cases where precise measurements are important.

10. Use of metric system for offshore measurements: Pyle moved and Tietz seconded
that the Committee use kilometers instead of nautical miles as a unit of measure for all
offshore records when such information is required in Annual Reports or on the online
CBRC book update pages. The Committee unanimously agreed with this
recommendation and further agreed to use the metric system for land-based records if
such measurements are part of an Annual Report or a book update.

11. Phenotypically mostly-species versus hybrid and rejection and consistency of
voting: Difficulties with how to treat birds showing a minimal amount of hybrid
characters such as some Blue-winged/Golden-winged Warblers or Elegant/Sandwich
Terns led Pyle to propose the Committee define a level of purity with which we are
willing to accept birds as pure even though some of them include a small proportion of
another species's genes, and used American and Black Oystercatcher as an example. He
further proposed that the “purity line” be set at 7/8s (87.5%), such that we consider birds
7/8s and higher as pure. As an example, a F3 Blue-winged with Blue-winged ancestors
except for one Golden-winged great grandparent would be an acceptable Blue-winged,
leaving our definition of hybrids as more obvious examples, typically F1s or F2s. Though
this proposal generated much discussion, it gained little momentum, as most members
felt defining genotypes by evaluating phenotypes, which is the only data at our disposal,
was not possible or, at least, beyond the abilities of the Committee.

12. Bar-tailed Godwit subspecies: A recent paper by P. Tomkovich published by the
BOC in which he recognizes the validity of the taxon anadyrensis led to Dunn proposing
that Tomkovich's opinion be sought on some California records in hopes it might provide
more information on the origin of some Bar-tailed Godwits in California. Members
agreed and Dunn will seek Tomkovich's interest in reviewing records and make
arrangements for copies of adequately documented records to be sent to him.

13. CBRC and eBird: Garrett sought clarification on how CBRC review species are
handled by eBird editors. Sullivan reviewed current eBird policy: eBird follows all Bird
Records Committee decisions. County eBird editors are encouraged to validate review
species records if the identification is straightforward and good documentation exists, but
more difficult records should be left as invalid until CBRC review is complete. Once a
final decision is made by the Committee, it is the eBird editor's responsibility to ensure
these records of review species follow Committee decisions.

14. Introduced Birds Sub-committee Report: Garrett led a discussion on the current
status of Nutmeg Mannikin in California and sought direction concerning the pros and
cons of producing a listing package for review by the Committee. Members voted 8-1 in



favor of proceeding with the development of a listing package based on an apparent
increasing population and rampant breeding during much of the year in Southern
California. Additional introduced species were discussed that might eventually deserve
consideration for the state list but no further action was taken. The removal of extirpated
introduced species from the State List was debated and the Introduced Birds Sub-
committee was charged with reviewing various options and presenting it at the 2012
meeting. Options included: 1. Leave species on the list with an appropriate designation
(e.g. “IE” for Introduced, Extirpated) 2. Remove species from the list and 3. move
species to an appendix or supplement list.

15. Past changes to Review List: Two recent additions to the Review List, Magnificent
Frigatebird in 2009 and EIf Owl in 2010, were added without the appropriate number of
votes required by the Bylaws. In the case of Magnificent Frigatebird, a member absence
created the discrepancy; the re-vote was 9-0 in favor of adding/retaining this species on
the Review List. With the EIf Owl, the 2010 vote to add the species to the Review List
was unanimous, but the review start date was not finalized as the Committee voted 6-3 to
consider reviewing records retroactively to the 1980s pending further research. The re-
vote for retaining the species on the Review List was 9-0 in favor. The vote to review
records retroactively was 1-8 so the review start date remains 1 January 2010.

16. Proposed Bylaw changes: Under Section VI1.B(2), Records Treated, the Bylaws state
that generally species that have occurred four or few times per year will be treated, but
Committee publications such as checklists, the CBRC book and the website also include
the language “and have occurred 100 or fewer times”. The Committee recognized these
are guidelines only and there was not significant interest in changing the Bylaws. The
proposal was withdrawn. A review of how records and individual birds are tabulated led
to a discussion of the ambiguous language in the CBRC book and on the CBRC website
involving this issue. Compton volunteered to review the problem, consult with Morlan
and McCaskie, and report back to the Committee with a recommendation on clarifying
language and incorporating it into the Bylaws.

17. Proposed Review L.ist changes:

Additions (see Appendices A, B, C, D) -

a. Fulvous Whistling-Duck — Johnson presented an analysis of records from the past ten
years which showed this species has occurred at a rate of 1.9 birds per year. A motion by
Dunn (seconded by Compton) to add to the review list passed 9-0. A Dunn motion
(seconded by Singer) to set the review period start date as 1 January 2005 failed 1-8,
therefore the review start date will be 1 January 2011.

b. Tufted Duck — Singer presented data from the previous ten-year period, which showed
120 records during this span, well above the four per year threshold. No motion to add
but members agreed it should be monitored in light of waterfowl population decreases in
Asia.

c. Cape May Warbler — Dunn presented results of his research. From approximately 1968
until 1980 there were 121 records; from 1980-1995 there were 88 records; from 1996-
2009 there were 41 records. The downward trend is obvious. The period from 2000-2009
there was an average of 3.3 records per year. A motion by Dunn to add the species to the



review list was seconded by Morlan and passed 9-0. Records from 1 January 2011
forward will be reviewed.

d. Bay-breasted Warbler — Dunn presented results of his research which illustrated a
significant decline in records for this species during the past fifteen years. Prior to 1980
there were 127 records; from 1981-1995 there were 128 records; from 1996-2009 there
were 70 records. An average of 5.6 records per year during the most recent ten-year
period exceeds the four per year threshold. No motion was made to add this species to the
Review List.

Potential future additions -

e. Gilded Flicker — The status of this declining species was discussed, though no data
were available at the meeting, precluding any motion to add this taxon to the review list.
There was widespread agreement that the situation needs monitoring and the species may
deserve review list status in the future. Currently the only area this species is encountered
with any regularity is the Cima Dome, where a small breeding population appears to
persist. Reports from the Colorado River are likely suspect. Sullivan advocated the idea
of using eBird to track records and suggested a “Gilded Flicker survey” be promoted via
eBird to get people in the field to search areas where this species might be encountered.
f. Craveri’s Murrelet — Sullivan questioned the status of this species and further
discussion revealed other member’s concern regarding ID problems and anomalous
reports off Central and Northern California when none are being reported off northern
Baja or Southern California. Pelagic coverage has increased dramatically in recent years
off Southern California, as has the use of digital cameras, but good documentation for
most reports of Craveri’s Murrelet is lacking. All agreed this species needs monitoring
and Sullivan and Garrett agreed to make an appeal for good documentation on Calbirds
and eBird so the species status can be better assessed.

Removals (see Appendices H, I, J, K) —

g. Yellow-crowned Night-Heron — Johnson proposed removal and cited recent breeding
in San Diego County and also last year in Ventura County at Pt. Mugu. As a general rule
the Committee has not endorsed adding rare breeding species to the review list so having
a species on the review list that has only recently begun breeding with some regularity
presents unresolved complications. Overall occurrence rate at 3.8 individuals per year is
just below our “more than four per year” threshold but the rate drops notably when each
nest of multiple young are counted as one record. How many (if any) of the more current
records might represent birds fledged from local nests of breeding pairs (perhaps three or
four) is unknown. The number of statewide occurrences is still very low and caution was
advised because such a new and tiny breeding population could disappear quickly.
Johnson motion to remove from review list failed 3-6.

h. Crested Caracara — Morlan reviewed records in the database from the past ten years
and came up with 40 records, of which twelve were considered by the Committee to
involve returning or same birds. The 2.8 average is well below the less than four per year
threshold. No motion was made to remove this species from the Review L.ist.

i. Lesser Black-backed Gull — Johnson reviewed records in the database and estimated we
are averaging approximately 5.5 per year. While this is over the less than four per year
threshold, a spike in records during 2007 with a preponderance of records from Imperial



and Riverside account for much of this increase. This, combined with a high rejection
rate, identification difficulty, questions of which subspecies might be involved in
California records, and the total number of accepted records still well-below 100, led to
the withdraw of the motion to remove this species from the Review L.ist.

J. Pine Warbler — Morlan reviewed records and determined there were 42 records during
the past ten years, five of which were returning birds, for an average of 3.7 records per
year. Total number of accepted records is slightly under 100. Members noted a spike in
frequency during 2006-2008, identification difficulty, and the scarcity of this species in
Central and Northern California as additional reasons to not remove it from the Review
List. No motion to remove was made.

k. Yellow-throated Warbler — Morlan reviewed records and found 40 records accepted
over the past ten years with a total of 130 accepted records. Proponents for removal
argued the identification was straightforward, there was a sufficient number of accepted
records, and keeping it on the Review List wasn’t contributing to our collective
knowledge. Morlan made a motion for removal (seconded by??) with a vote of 6-3 in
favor, so the motion failed.

18. Records for which the Secretary needs guidance:

a. Harris’s Hawk — a report of one from Hastings Reservation in Monterey County was
received from Michael Patten. The actual observer, a graduate student of Patten’s who
spent several months at Hastings, gave him a verbal description which he in turn
paraphrased and sent to the Secretary. The Committee expressed no interest in reviewing
the record.

b. Connecticut Warbler 2007-040 — Observer requested this rejected record be
reconsidered based on additional information submitted in a note to the Committee.
Members agreed it was not possible to adequately evaluate this material without having
the original record with member comments available for review. The Committee voted
5-4 to have the record brought to the 2012 meeting and evaluated at that time. Sullivan
agreed to contact the observer and provide a status update.

c. Scarlet Tanager 1994-122 — A date extension was submitted by Ed Pandolfino who
saw this bird on 9 August 1994, beyond the accepted date range of 13-31 July 1994.
Approved 9-0.

d. Demoiselle Crane 2001-173 — The leader of a Brookline Bird Club field trip, Bill
Drummond, submitted evidence that this bird was seen by all participants of the trip on a
date day beyond the accepted date range of 30 Sep 2001-18 Feb 2002. The
documentation wasn’t available at the meeting but the Committee approved the date
extension by a vote of 9-0. The Chair will confirm the date extension and inform
members via email.

19. Records brought to the meeting at the request of a member:

a. 2009-122 and 2010-014 (Trumpeter Swans at Auburn Regional Park, PLA) — 2009-122
is an accepted record of an immature swan present in early April 2009. 2010-014
involves two adults present in February and March 2010 and after one circulation the
vote was split with four members rejecting based on questionable natural occurrence and
six members considering one of these birds the same as 2009-122. A concern over natural
occurrence for 2009-122 arose after the record was accepted and word filtered down to



the local birding community, many of whom felt strongly the bird was an escapee based
on exceedingly tame behavior. After reviewing correspondence from several local
observers familiar with the situation, the Committee voted 9-0 to reconsider 2009-122
and voted 9-0 to circulate it with 2010-014.

b. 1986-072 (King Eider at Morro Bay, SLO) — Curtis Marantz requested this record be
discussed and provided a new end date for this bird. The accepted date span was 28 Oct
1985-28 Feb 1986. The correct end date, per Marantz and Tom Edell, is 17 Feb 1986,
which the Committee voted to accept.

c. 2009-016, -017, -018 (Dark-rumped Petrel records from NOAA survey) — Johnson
sought guidance for handling presumably valid records from highly experienced
seabirders obtained during NOAA surveys that are often poorly documented.

d. 2009-131 (Stejneger’s Petrel record from NOAA survey) — same concerns from
Johnson as 19b.

e. Blue-footed Booby records from the Salton Sea during Fall 2009 — Two dead birds
documented from the the south end of the Salton Sea provoked debate over whether or
not these birds were one of the live birds documented earlier. One, an adult with a blue
face, was considered a different bird because of its age, while the other, an immature, was
recognized as possibly being one of the immatures previously seen alive, but the
Committee agreed it should be treated as a separate record and this possibility mentioned
in an annual report.

f. 2009-112?? And 2010-042 (Yellow-crowned Night-Herons at SD River mouth/Famosa
Slough, SD) — A discrepancy in the actual number of individuals present in 2009 became
evident in 2010 when additional photo documentation surfaced. Two individuals at this
site were accepted from 2009, but supplemental photographs reviewed by two members
showed evidence of three. The photographs are not available (yet?) so further effort will
be made to acquire these, at which point the 2009 record will be brought to the 2012
meeting.

g. Black Vulture — Johnson reviewed the three accepted records from SBA and VEN and
concluded more than one bird was involved. Photographs from these records as well as
from two more recent records (Goleta 2010 and Buellton 2011) will be reviewed by
Johnson and Sullivan and they will make a report to the Committee recommending a
course of action.

h. 2007-044, 2008-085, 2010-013 (Harris’s Hawk near Dripping Springs, RIV
Aguanga/Warner Springs SD) — A Dunn motion (Lehman second) to consider these
records as pertaining to the same individual passed 8-1.

i. 2010-030 and 2010-033 (Wilson’s Plover at Santa Margarita R mouth SD and Bolsa
Chica OR same bird issue) — Tietz questioned why these two records were not the same
individual and a discussion of different voting philosophies ensued. The consensus of the
Committee was these records involve “possibly the same” bird.

J. 2008-193 (Blue-headed Vireo at Arroyo Grande Creek, SLO on 30 Sep 1997) — Based
on concerns about identification problems with the Solitary Vireo complex, Morlan made
a motion to recirculate this record for a third round; Dunn seconded. The motion passed
9-0 so the record will recirculate.

20. Records without a decision after third circulation:



The following records have considerable support. Various members presented a summary
each record to the Committee:

2008-199 Yellow-billed Loon, O’Neil Forebay MER
2008-126 Red-footed Booby, San Diego Bay SD
2009-041 Glossy Ibis, 2 Sep 2008 Sutter County
2008-085 Harris’s Hawk, Aguanga/Warner Springs SD
2008-080 Crested Caracara, Santa Barbara SBA
2009-043 American Golden-Plover, Goose Lake MOD
2008-208 Lesser Black-backed Gull, NESS RIV
2008-191 Blue-headed Vireo, Arroyo Grande Creek SLO
2009-059 Blue-headed Vireo, Point Loma SD

21. Annual report:

a. 35" report by Pyle and Tietz. Review comments due by 31 January 2011. Discussion
on new tabular format.

b. The 36™ report authors will be Sullivan and Johnson.

22. Closing:
a. The 2012 meeting will be held on 13-14 January 2012 at H.T. Harvey and Associates
in Los Gatos.

b. Appreciations:

Linnea Hall and staff, and WFVZ for ongoing support and archiving records.

Paul Collins, Krista Fahy, Meridith Moore, and the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural
History for hosting our meeting.

Dave Compton for logistical support.

Joe Morlan for website work.

Dunn, Sullivan and Tietz for time served.

Peter Pyle and Jim Tietz for their work on the 35" report.

Joe Morlan and Jim Tietz for maintaining online updates to the CBRC book.

Guy McCaskie for his boundless energy and dedication to his job as Secretary.

c. Adjournment
5:05 pm, 15 January 2011

— Dan Singer, Vice-Chair

Approved 9 March 2011



APPENDIX A

Fulvous Whistling-Duck:
See pages 10-11 of the CBRC Annual Meeting Minutes for 27-28 January 2006.



























