Dec. 16’ 1962

Woodward Brown,
4815 Ingersoll
Des Moines 12, Iowa.

cc: Fred W.Kent, 202 Richerds, Iowa City, lows.
°°'.§lﬁ“-ﬁ*-aﬂxﬂl!£2;A2756 kL.High St., Davenport, lowa,

Lear voodyi;

1 have recent comments from all three of the above concerning the Field
Checking List of Iowa Birds, and things seem to be congesling into a definite
format. Your latest tentative list, received Lec. 7, seems quite satisfactory,
and the few following remerks are mere minor detasils.

Just one suggestion with regard to the cover of the ’x." folded card: I would

like to see akied the line “Number of species" at the end, after "Temp.", as the
card has it now. This I find very useful for comperative purposes.

I am willing to omit the "pld common names", but not for the reasons given.

Iou say that the new AOU checiclist has been out five years, but how many pepeple

do you know who have 8 copy of it} or have even seen it? If the list were generally
available the situation would be different. Furthermore, 1 suspect the great major-
ity of lows birders have no list later than Peterson's 1947 "Field Guide", which,
fortunately, does have some of the "new" names es well ss the old ones. However,

the current edition of the Iowa Check-list does have ell the nev ones, and this
alone has probably done more to straighten out people then all other sources.

Also, I would like to change my mind sbout putting in the "Hock Dove", and suggest
that it be left out. Kent really convinced me by pointing out thet the feral bird
doesn't occur around Iowa City. Here at Cedar Falls we sre a little closer to Iowa ¥é)
Falls, where they ere common in the "wild" state, but, nonetheless, the presence of
the species on everyone's card is undoudbtedly more a source of confusion then eny-
thing else, 80 I would recommend it be omitted. I weete a lot of time explaining to
students why “pigeons” don't "count.”

Femily Nemes. | feel these should be simplified, and, wheregver possible, reduced
to one word., Also, whether one word or not, the first word should be the one
called for the most in the list of species just below.

The worst example is "Grosbesks, Finches, Sparrows, snd Buntings". (vhy omit
Crossbills? Or even: Hedpolls, Siskins, Towhees, Juncos, Longespurs, asnd wwes
Lickeissels?). In the list of species as Brown has written it, and which I approve
of, all of the words are supplied directly where needed exeept "Sperrow", which
is the third word in the family title. No matter whet, it seems thus that "Sparrowd”
should come first. A newcomer, looking at the list, would see no reason to supply
"Sparrow" after, say, "Field”, than to supply “Grosbesk”, or "Bunting”, etec.

1 would recommend ms e family title no more than "Sparrows,Finches,ete.”

I like the list of species in the "Sparrow" femily exectly as Brown has
written them. However, to be a little more consistent in the other families, and
to make it more remdily possible to supply the missing lesst names, the following
c¢hanges in other femily nemes seem in order:
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Hawks. "Mersh Hawk" ean be changed to "Marsh®, since the word "Hewk"is bmitted
everywhere else in the family.

“Sendpipers,etc.” seems 8 better title for this family. As with the Sparrows, there
is no point in listing "vWoodcock,Snipe”, when Willet, Dowitcher,Godwit,ete., are
omitted. Then, in the list proper, the word “Sendpiper" csn be omitted in the three
places where it occurs. Also, I like to encourage students to learn common names for
the families, and "Woodeock, Snipe, Sendpipers” is not unnecessary but deceptive,
in implying that Snipe are not sendpipers, snd in implying that there arefp no other
common nemes in the fsmily.

"Owle¥. Omit the word "Typicel® since it is not used in forming the common names.

“Flycatchers®. Similerly, omit "Tyrant“, end then the word "Flycateher" can be
dropped out from the two places where it occurs.

"Thrushes". Umit “Solitaires and Bluebirds®, for seme reasons.

"Kinglets". Omit "Gnatcatcners’ from the femily neme, since it occurs below, and
the only word to be supplied is "Kinglet". The scientific neme of the femily, "Hegulidee"
makes it clesey the kinglets are the moet important elements.

“warblers”. Omit the word "wood". Otherwise it is not clear that the nemes should
be "Black-and-white varbler”,ete.

“Bleckbirdsiete.” Omit"Meedovlarike, Orioles.” Then leave out the word "Blackbird”
where it oceurs twice in the list.

All of these chenges would make for consistency, clerity, and simplicity. They
would omit much confusion and not add any. (All these nemes in caps, )

Iwo of the femilies are rather clesrly broken up into eesily recognizable tribes,
with uniformly-applied common nemes, and for them I would suggest a slightly different
treatment:

“Gulls"., Omit the word "Terns", and put it, instead, in the now blank spece just
above "Forster's.” Then, by not having @ blenk line between gulls and terns, it should
be clear that they belong in the same femily. Now, it is not clear which ere which.

Similerly for the ducks. Put "Swans” only at the head, then "Geese®' before "Canads”
(omitting"Goose"), then "Lucks" before Mallard, omitting the "Duck" from "Bleck” and
“Vood"., Leave the blank line before "Rechead", "Ruddy", end the Mergansers. (The
alternative here is to put in subfeamily nemes, which would elso be satisfectory, i.e.,
“Lucks (Pond)", "Lucke (Sea)”, "Lucks (Ruddy )", end "Mergensers.” In fact, I would
prefer this latter, as then blank lines would ulways be used to seperste femilies, and
for that purpose only. )

KE/vie/Rook/Uove/ L8/ veupydgd. "Loves". 1 would favor omitting the word "Pigeons”,
but if it were to be put in, put "Doves® first, sinee the only ones listed are doves.
I like the word "Mimiecs" instead of "Mockingbirds, Thrashers". In any case, why
begin with the rarest of the three, and omit the Catbird, the most common of the three!

khere there is just one species in the femily, you have regularly repeated ths
femily neme in the species neme, which is inconsietent with tht treatment of the other
families, but, I suppose, could essily be justified, so I would not object.

The AOU Che€iklist committee had announded that “ledéwinged Blackbird" is e
misprint. It should be "Red-winged Blackbird". (Auk.,July,1962), ¥e should follow.

I will be interestgin your resctions, and the above suggestions should not be adopted
unlese you all agree they make the list simpler. Consistency is only s virtue if it
is generelly helpful, and this might not be true here. So don't hesitate to object to
any of the itemsg suggested.

Wﬁr




