Middlewestern Prairie Region
7 Iowa, Missouri, Illinois, ;[ndiana, Kentucky, Ohio)

wns: VERIFYING DOCUMENTATION OF AN EXTRAORDINARY SIGHT RECORD,
1\‘5'::21es_60$ HAW K (z’sc@-ipifer‘ 36:\4‘;‘“5) 2. Number: ONE
3. Loeation_ BROOK SIDE PARK AMES , JOWA
4., Date:__MAY 9 1979 5. Time Bird seen:_3:30 AM to_ :32 AM

6. Description of size, shape and color-pattern (describe in great detail all parts of the
plumage, and beak and feet coloration, in addition, to the diagnostic characteristics,
but include only what actually was seen in the field): FAIELY LARGE (’20“ Lou(',)

ACCIPITER TYPE , (RAY BREAST ,WINGS, K WITH SLIGHT BaANDING

IN TAIL (NUT TOC DESCRIPTIVE HQLGH ), MINUTE ARK SHORT LATERAL
BREAST ULINES WERE NoTED - Darkist EYE PATCHAALSD VIEWED

wlsg 227 30»7«‘3‘?% '

7. Description of voice, if heard: NONE

8. Description of behavior: ACCIAITER TYpE FUenT , GLIDING

9. Habitat - general: WLIOODED , - SRVAW CEEEK , PARK AREA . ;
specific: PARK LOCATED EAST oF IsU CAMPUS NEXT™ ‘To UKBAN AEEA .

10. Similarly appearing species which are eliminated by questions 6, 7 & 8, Explain:
VERY DEsCRIPTIVE SPECIES , EASILY TOLE FROM MARSH HAWK AND
CTHER TBUTED TYPE HAWKS.

11, Distance (how measured)? 30 YARDS (‘E:’)TJMA?ED) 12, ‘Optical equipment:Bb7l3C)LM
[NOQW 3

13, Light (sky, light on bird, position of sun in relatiom to bird and you): CLOUDY , SUNN
DAY - SUN 40" To LEFT oOF HAWK, RENTY OF LIGHT &N THe sPecies.

14. Previous experience with this species and similarly appearing species: ONE OTHER =
Sh e SV ERS “CWhtok  ALSD - ’ TARES

15. Other chservers: 3 OTHER MEMPBERS oF THE DpRNITHOLOGCY LAB.
16. Did the others agree with your identification? YES .
17. Other observers who independently identified this bird: 41  OTHER (N&ME‘S AVRILAPLE )

18, Books, illustrations and advice consulted, and how did these influence this description:

V= 0 .
PoBPINS et @al. Fletd GuilE. } LooD EXAMPLES
AoDLBoN FIELD GUIDES .

1§. Hdw long after obse&:g :’./bird did you first write this description? | 2 HOURS -
Q; E?W : /0747{ . //Z%— Address: LD 2 cﬁ&CEM? fAtem—==%
ighature /
Date: :5/¢/7‘? City, State: AUES ) Z o SO/ 0
z ’ i

(over)



If you watch birds solely for your own enjoyment, there really is no need to
describe your observations in writing. But, if you have seen something unusual and
want to share this experience with others, a written description is essential. It is
true your immediate friends who know and respect your ability probably will ‘accept
your report without question, but what about those who do not know you, particularly
the bird students 100 years from now who cannot know you? Also, what about the habitual
skeptics? And most importantly, what about the compilers of regional bird lists who
probably will insist that records be scientifically sound? All these critics will
investigate your observation not becausec they assume you are wrong, but merely because
they ordinarily expect verification. Whether the individual demanding verification
realizes it or not, in doing so, he is employing a basic rule of the scientific method.

If your observation involves a common species during a season of abundance,
verification is achieved simply by returning there again in season. If, however, the
observation involves a rare species, or a common species out of season, verification
is not obtained easily and special documentation is necessary. The best documentation
is a collected specimen, and many bird students insist this is the only acceptable
evidence. However, others recognize the importance and reliability of sight records
accumulated by the experienced field observer, and maintain chal even excraordiniry

-k g

sight records are acceptable if accompanied by an adequate verifying description.

It must be emphasized that a request for documentation is pot an affroat, but an
effort to perpetuate a record by obtaining concrete evidence which may be permanently
preserved for all to erxamine. This procedure is required for every extraordinary
observation irrespective of the observer.

It should also be pointed out that with the great photographic equipment now
available, species identification from photographs are possible. Such species
documentation are highly desirable and should be sent to the state editors or to
large museums,



