two of these locations were far from grass of any type. The recently-hatched young
curlew in Figure 3 was one such case. At a second location, the landscape was virtu-
ally devoid of grassland within the surrounding four square miles.

In November 1991, the Long-billed Curlew was downlisted from a Category 2
species to a Category 3C species by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. This
decision was based on the belief that the curlew population was not severely threat-
ened and appeared to at least be maintaining itself. Part of any recent nesting success
might be related to increased productivity on wheat fields. Because growing wheat is
seldom tampered with in spring, except for isolated aerial crop-dusting, curlews nest-
ing there stand a reasonable chance of success. Conversely, curlew nests on fallow land
or in fields being prepared for planting, such as both nests found thus far, are vulner-
able to plowing. Because such fields are plowed about every four to six weeks, and the
incubation period is approximately 27-28 days (Graul, W. D., 1971, Observations of a
Long-billed Curlew nest, Auk 88:182-184), birds would be hard-pressed to bring off a
clutch between plowings. Further work on this subject is clearly warranted.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The 1986 research was funded by the Oklahoma Department of Wildlife Conser-
vation Nongame Program and the George M. Sutton Avian Research Center in
Bartlesville, Oklahoma. The following persons have graciously allowed the use of
data from that study: Steve K. Sherrod, Executive Director of the Sutton Center and
Harold E. Namminga, Federal Aid /Research Coordinator at the Oklahoma Depart-
ment of Wildlife Conservation.

Financial support for research in 1993 and 1994 was provided by the Federal Aid,
Endangered Species Act under Project E-26-2 of the Oklahoma Department of
Wildlife Conservation and Oklahoma State University. This research was conduct-
ed under the guidance of David M. Leslie, Jr., Unit Leader of the Oklahoma Coop-
erative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit.

OKLAHOMA COOPERATIVE FISH AND WILDLIFE RESEARCH UNIT, DEPARTMENT OF ZOOLOGY, OKLAHOMA
STATE UNIVERSITY, STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078, 19 AUGUST 1994,

GENERAL NOTES

Little Gull in Tulsa County, Oklahoma. — While studying birdlife at the Skia-
took, Oklahoma, sewage ponds in southeastern Osage County on 27 March 1993, an
unusual gull flew through our 25X spotting scope’s field of view as we examined the
assemblage of ducks on one of the ponds. We were soon able to locate it: an adult Lit-
tle Gull (Larus minutus) in basic plumage. Several Ring-billed Gulls (L. delawarensis)
and Bonaparte’s Gulls (L. philadelphia) were also present.

Most prominent and distinctive of the Little Gull’s plumage features was its dark
gray (nearly black) underwing, accentuated by a brilliant white trailing edge. The bird’s
upperparts were pale gray, the tail white, and the head was white with a dusky black
partial hood and black spot behind the eye. The bill was small and black, and when the
bird stood on a plastic water barrier, its reddish legs and feet were visible. It was notice-
ably smaller than both the Bonaparte’s and Ring-billed gulls nearby. In flight, the Little
Gull's short rounded wings and buoyant, fluttery flight were diagnostic.
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Altogether, we studied the bird for well over an hour between 0912 and 1100 (the
bird left the area briefly at one point as did we) using a 10X40 binocular and a 25X60
spotting scope from a distance of less than 100 m. Light conditions were excellent.

This species was first recorded in Oklahoma by john G. Newell (Bull. Oklahoma
Ornithol. Soc. 24:17-18,1991) in December 1990 at Lake Hefner in Oklahoma County.
A second and possibly a third sighting occurred near Fort Gibson, Cherokee Coun-
ty, in February 1992 (Withgott, ). H., 1992, Bull. Oklahonta Ornithol. Soc. 25:31-33), and
Jetf Webster saw one at Lake Texoma in Marshall County during April of 1992 (With-
gott, op. cit.). This species is considered casual in the immediate geographic region
encompassing Oklahoma (American Ornithologists’ Union, 1983, Check-list of
North American birds, 6th ed., Lawrence, Kansas). For additional details of range
and distribution, see Newell, op. cit. — Dan L. Reinking, George M. Sutton Avian
Research Center, P.O. Box 2007, Bartlesville, Oklahona 74005-2007, and Bonnie Gall,
Route 1, Box 576F, Bartlesville, Oklahoma 74003, 19 Noventber 1993.

Correction for purported Snow Bunting observation from McCurtain County,
Oklahoma — On 20 December 1991, Elsie and Judy Logan observed and pho-
tographed a predominantly white sparrow-like bird feeding in the Wal-Mart park-
ing lot at Broken Bow, McCurtain County, Oklahoma. The bird was associating more
or less with a group of House Sparrows (Passer domesticus). After consulting their
field guides, they concluded that it was a Snow Bunting (Plect rophenax nivalis). Some
notes of the observation with two copies of a photograph were submitted to the Okla-
homa Bird Records Committee (OBRC). Before evaluation by the OBRC, the record
was prematurely published in The Scissortail (Grzybowski, J. A, and J. Loyd, 1992,
Winter 1991-92 summary, Oklahoma Bird Records Committee, The Scissortail 42:27),
newsletter of the Oklahoma Omithological Society. The Logans also showed their
photographs to almost 50 bird students in Texas, Oklahoma and Arkansas, all of
whom agreed with their identification. With this level of confirmation, the record
was formally published (Logan, E., 1992, Snow Bunting in McCurtain County, Okla-
homa, Bull. Oklahoma Ornithol. Soc. 25:35).

Berlin Heck, manager of the Little River National Wildlife Refuge, after reading
the note, realized that a possible error might have been made. In early December
1992, he had observed an albinistic House Sparrow near his office in the same Wal-
Mart shopping center where the Logans had made their observation. The behavior
of this individual was similar to that observed by the Logans in that it appeared to
remain somewhat aloof from other House Sparrows and was more wary of humans.
It perched in small shrubs around the buildings with other House Sparrows, and
while on the ground always hopped rather than walked.

Heck contacted Grzybowski indicating the potential error and took photographs
on 4 January 1993 to document the bird’s identification as a House Sparrow. He sub-
mitted a set of these photographs to the OBRC. Though the bird now displayed even
more white than earlier, basic patterns of brown and black feathers on the wings of
the bird photographed by Heck matched those of the bird photographed by the
Logans; the sparrow proved not to be a Snow Bunting, but a House Sparrow.

The errors that occurred in the identification of this bird and processing of this
record were made for several reasons that are worthy of comment and evaluation.
They demonstrate the need for carefully documenting unusual records, providing
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seemingly unimportant details, and of maintaining a certain level of skepticism
when identifying birds.

The plumage of the bird photographed by the Logans did approach that expected
for a Snow Bunting in winter plumage as depicted in photographs and illustrations
in at least two popular field guides. The most suspicious elements visible on the pho-
tograph were the conspicuous eye-line and the absence of warmness to the brown in
the plumage on the head. However, both were perceived as anomalies of develop-
ment and some double-imaging in the slightly blurred photos. The bird’s bill was
yellow, but the dark outline that a Snow Bunting would show was not discernible as
present or absent in the photo because of the slight blur.

However, two points were made, either incorrectly or ambiguously. First, the legs
were shadowed in the photos, and thus appeared dark, as in a Snow Bunting. The
authors indicated that the legs were dark in their submitted documentation and pub-
lication, a point which must have been observed in error, or misinterpreted. The legs
of House Sparrows are pale and flesh colored.

Second, mention in the submitted documentation that the bird separated from the
flock of House Sparrows, with inference that it remained on the ground, were behav-
iors that might be expected for a different species. Because Snow Buntings are open
country birds, they would not be expected to fly to perches. The bird was pho-
tographed alone on the ground. Thus, the separation seemed natural, and, with the
implication that it remained on the ground, were supportive of the misidentification.
However, the behavior section of the documentation was left blank. Also, reference
to the bird’s presence in a parking lot left ambiguous the openness of the habitat. The
published account of the bird specifically mentioned that it perched on power lines
and bushes, behavior totally atypical for a Snow Bunting.

The OBRC evaluated the initial submission at its meeting in January 1993 before
Heck’s photos were available, but already knew that a likely misidentification had
occurred, and therefore deferred a decision. The concensus was that the photos and
accompanying written comments alone could support the identification as a Snow
Bunting. Although imperfect and interpreted from a slightly blurred photo, the like-
lihood of such a match in plumage by another species still seemed remote. Howev-
er, Heck’s photos left little doubt as to the bird’s identity as a House Sparrow. The
record was officially rejected by the OBRC at its March 1993 meeting,.

The important point to be made is that anomalies in plumage can and do occur.
Misidentifications of this sort are undoubtedly present in data files on birds. In doc-
umenting birds, seemingly unimportant details which are omitted or ignored may
be critical in accurately assessing a bird’s identity. If a bird has correctly been identi-
fied, all details should agree, including minor ones which may not involve key field
marks or may appear to be only supplementary to identification. Incomplete or
ambiguous information can lead to incorrect evaluations. To her credit, however,
Logan provided a photograph which could be re-examined, and used the system
properly in having the record evaluated. — Berlin A. Heck, Little River National
Wildlife Refuge, P.O. Box 340, Broken Bow, Oklahoma 74728, and Joseph A. Grzybows-
ki, 715 Elmweood Drive, Norman, Oklahoma 73072, 25 March 1993.

First House Finch nests for northeastern Oklahoma. — On 15 May 1993, my par-
ents Larry and Donna Coppedge showed me a small nest constructed in a hanging
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flower pot at their residence in Chouteau, Mayes County, northeastern Oklahoma.
The pot (26 cm in dia.) was suspended approximately 1.8 m above the ground, and
contained several plantings of wandering jew (Tradescantia sp.) and spider plant
(Chlorophytum sp.). The nest was well concealed among the vegetation in the pot, and
contained four pale, bluish-green eggs marked with browns, all between 22 and 24
mm long. After examining the nest and eggs I waited for the return of the incubat-
ing female that had flushed upon my approach. Almostimmediately, a pair of House
Finches (Carpodacus mexicanus) arrived and landed in a nearby oak. The male chirped
nervously from the tree as the female returned to the nest to resume incubation. This
represents the first documented nesting of this species for this county and for this
area of the state.

I monitored the nest periodically during the next few weeks. The male finch sang
almost continuously from nearby trees while the female was incubating, and close-
ly accompanied her any time she left the nest. Hatching began on or about 2 June,
and by 5 June the nest contained four tiny hatchlings. Both parents diligently fed the
young, although the male did so more often than the female. Both also frequented
nearby feeders filled with standard seed mix. By 19 June the young were of consid-
erable size. But a severe thunderstorm late on 23 June apparently prompted them to
fledge, as powerful winds from the storm shook the hanging pot and nest. Although
the pot did not fall, the nest was empty the next morning.

House Finches were not seen again until about a week later, on 29 June, when a
pair of adults was found feeding three fledglings approximately 7 m up in an oak
tree, only about 20 m from the flower pot nest-site. Since the pair nesting in the flower
pot were the only House Finches I had previously seen in the area, I presumed that
this was the breeding pair and three of their four young from the flower pot nest. The
finches visited the nearby feeders often during July, usually staying together in a
small group. These five were the only finches [ saw in the area during this period,
and I continued to observe them well into August.

I monitored the area closely during the spring of 1994 to determine if the House
Finches would return to their previous nesting site. During the winter of 1993-94, the
flower pot had been taken indoors but was placed back in its customary spot on 16
April 1994. A few House Finches were observed near feeders in the area during March
and early April. Then, rather suddenly on 24 April, a pair of House Finches began con-
struction of another nest in the flower pot. Whether or not these were the same parents
from the 1993 nesting is conjectural. The female appeared to be the primary laborer on
the nest, as she was seen carrying nest materials to the pot more often than the male.
However, nest construction stopped about 28 April. Whether this was due to unsea-
sonably cool weather at this time, to human disturbance or to some other factor I can-
not say. The House Finches never returned to the unfinished nest, but at least two pairs
of adults remained in the area. In May, I suspected that finches were nesting nearby
and several times searched the surrounding area for nests, but without success. Then,
on 11 June, I discovered an adult male feeding two fledglings not far from the flower
pot. On 16 June, two adult males and an adult female with three fledglings came to the
nearby feeder, and on 20 June I found four fledglings at the feeder accompanied at var-
ious times by two males and two females. In this situation it was not possible to ascer-
tain whether or not only one pair or all four adults were feeding the young, or if the
young were from single or multiple nests. These birds visited the feeder almost daily
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during latter June, and I continued to observe them there periodically through July.
There was usually a good deal of chatter and apparent infighting during feeder visits,
especially between the adult males. Although adult females were present, I do not
believe that any attempt at a second nest was made during either year.

In a recent study of nest-site selection, Graham (1988) concluded that House Finch-
es might attempt to maximize nest concealment and protection from wind by utilizing
dense vegetation. This also makes the nest less accessible to predators. The thick green-
ery found in flower pots or baskets might indeed promote nest concealment, while the
suspended vessel might provide some protection from climbing predators. However,
as apparently demonstrated by the 1993 nesting, hanging objects can be susceptible to
strong winds. Despite this, a similar nest-site was reported by Mery (1991), who doc-
umented multiple House Finch nests in a hanging coconut shell in Elk City, Oklahoma.
Other recent nest-sites in Oklahoma have been in dense woody plants such as pines
(Pinus sp.) or eastern redcedar (Juniperus virginiana) (Tyler 1992a; Byre 1993).

Both the eastern and western populations of House Finches have recently moved
into Oklahoma (Tyler 1992b); therefore, it is difficult to determine which population
these House Finch nests represent. The most recent documented nests for the state are
from southwestern and central Oklahoma (Tyler 1992a; Byre 1993), which were prob-
ably birds from the western population. The closest nesting of the eastern population
was reported from Arkansas in 1991 (Purrington 1991). Subsequently, the eastern pop-
ulation reached western Arkansas (Stedman 1993) and southeastern Oklahoma (Grzy-
bowski 1993) in 1993, so the individuals [ observed might in fact be from the eastern
population. The species could now be breeding in scattered locations statewide.
Although House Finches are becoming common in the state, it is still important to doc-
ument the progress of new breeding activities for this species, as it has recently staged
an unprecedented population increase and range expansion in the Great Plains.
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