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Ill. Important head details not clearly described, but distinctive black mark extending down from
shoulder in to breast is noteworthy. Opportunity for direct comparison and previous observer
experience make for a convincing documentation.

Ill. Head shape is not well described and should be easily told from Common Goldeneye. | don’t
know how often cresent is equivocal in this species. The description of body and previous experience
shade me to accept this report, although | probably wounldn’t if it were the first state record.

Il or I-P if photo diagnostic. Good documentation and helpful drawings. Description adequately
describes Barrow’s Goldeneye and eliminates Common. | did not know that there were that many
Barrow’'s Goldeneye in E. Michigan. There are very few records from Ohio, where the species is
considered accidental.

IIl. This was a well done description. The darker backed appearance of the Barrow’s seems to be a
good mark. A comparison of the slope of the forehead between the Commons and the Barrows would have
been helpful.

IIl unless photo avail. His item 19 refers to a "picture taken"--does this refer to sketch or was
bird photographed?

IV. While the overall description is fairly good, | am concerned about the lack of discussion of
head shape. Indeed, for an "experienced" observer, this feature should be prominently mentioned. In
fact, the only description of head shape tends to rule out Barrow’s Goldeneye ("perhaps flatter,
more pointed in the rear"”). Otherwise, the |D depends solely on plumage, which is helpful, but not
totally convincing. If the observers had books, why did they not discuss head shape more accurately?
(Along with bill size?) The conditions were perfect for a comparison of these features with the C.
Goldeneye.

REVOTE (by mail): 5-11 2-IV

Ill. Head is not well described, but other features are well described that are diagnostic and
eliminate Common Goldeneye.

I11. 1 still think description adequately describes Barrow’s Goldeneye. Was a photo submitted or
solicited since one was mentioned in the documentation. This might have helped with this record.

Ill. Details given seem convincing even though head profile not discussed.

IV. No change from my initial feelings on this record. | note that others share some of the same
doubts!

REVOTE (1993): 7 A-D

A-D, | really can’t understand why this species was rejected. Documentation seems perfectly
adequate. The shape of the facial patch can change depending on the position of the head. The body
is well described, and there were Common Goldeneyes present for comparison. In addition, this area
of lowa is most likely locale for BG.

A-D, Not clear why this was turned down. Head shape description weak but so was NA voter’s
argument for rejection. Balance of description diagnostic for Barrow’s, especially all black
shoulder line.

A-D, Although | agree with previous reviewers that head shape should have been discussed, the
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rest of the description certainly indicates Barrow's.
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13 September 1993

To: I0U Records Committee
From: Tom Kent
Re: Request for reconsideration of record

Record: 87-08 Barrow's Goldeneye

Reason for request: Field marks appear to be diagnostic; only one negative voter
explained doubts.

Comment: This record was turned down on a close vote with only one of the two
negative voters explaining the reason. Although I am not in favor of re-reviewing all
close votes, this birds seems to have shown diagnostic features. The observer felt that
the facial mark was a bit atypical, but also felt strongly about the correctness of his
identification. I would be inclined to believe this record.
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