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A-D: The only other gqull I could confuse this document with is
Glaucous and his comparison to Ring-billed and Herring Gulls in
size seems to rule out that possibility. We saw our first Iceland
Gull this year in the arctic and I felt the size was about the
same as described.

NA: Description and discussion of similar species is too brief
to evaluate how well bird was seen and how to assess whether
identification is conclusive. This is not an easy bird to be
certain about and it deserves more attention to detail than is
demonstrated in this documentation.

A-D: A brief but adequate description. Combination of pale
buff plumage and entirely black bill rule out all but Thayer’s
Gull. To eliminate Thayer’s is more difficult, however. Shape and
size of bill weré not given, nor was wing length--both of which
would have been helpful. The uniformly colored wing and tail
would eliminate Thayer’s Gull.

NA: Brief details support identification as Iceland Gull.
However I cannot accept this documentation until we get some
clarification as to which state this bird was in.

A-D: The tail description white w/buff and a narrow white
terminal band eliminates a light Thayer’s Gull and size and black
bill color eliminates Glaucous Gull. I would have liked a
comparison of bill size. I also think a rare bird such as Iceland
Gull should always be flushed so the flight details can be
described.

NA: I cannot conclusively say whether this bird should be
recognized as an Iowa bird or not based on the description of it
being on a floating cake of ice along (i.e. near?) shore just
upstream from Lock 15. This same description of location could
just as easily be in Illinois. The description of the bird itself
sounds real good for Iceland Gull. I just do not know where the
bird is in relation to either Iowa or Illinois. That information
can not be extracted from the documentation. A more in depth
similar species elimination on Thayer’s is needed here also.
Description is not very detailed in key areas of identification
and elimination of similar species.

A-D: Adequate details help to eliminate Glaucous Gull. Uniform
coloration on body, wings, and tail with white narrow band at tip
of tail eliminates Thayer’s Gull.

RESULT OF 2ND REVIEW: 4 A-D, 3 NA
A-D: To me the document is good enough to accept, as for



Records Committee, Iowa Ornithologists’ Union Printed: 07/17/93
Iceland Gull 9 Mar 1990 RC No. 90-13 (cont)

location of bird I have to accept that the bird was in Iowa or it
shouldn’t have been sent to the committee.

NA: I think the location of this observation is a definite
problem. According to the documentation, this bird was on a
floating ice cake "along shore just upstream from lock [15]".
Since the Mississippi flows pretty much east-west at Lock & Dam
15, the only way to view a bird from 75 feet with the sun at
one’s back at 11:00 a.m. would be to stand on the Illinois, not
the Iowa shore. This apparently puts the bird about 75 feet from
the Illinois shore since it remained on the floating ice cake and
didn’t fly around. In "When is a Bird in Iowa? (Kent, IBL
55:79-80), the eastern boundary of Iowa is defined as "the middle
of the main channel of the Missisippi River". Further, "Since
these river boundaries [i.e., the Mississippi] were defined
before navigation channels were made, the main channel is
intepreted as half way across the body of water that comprises
the primary channel of the river". In looking at an Iowa state
map, it’s hard to see how a bird could be 75 feet from the shore
anywhere above Lock & Dam 15 and also be in both states. As I
interpret it above, it doesn’t seem possible that this bird was
in Iowa. Besides the location, I still think the description is
too perfunctory to indicate that this bird was well seen, well
studied, and well described. I didn’t see the recent bird at Red
Rock reported to be an Iceland Gull. Apparently it had many
features of Iceland but did have some sort of tail band. Thus,
the presence or absence of a tail band may not be a simple
matter.

A-D: First, I agree this documentation is brief and more
details would have been nice. However, I am not convinced that
any extra detail would have substantially added to the
documentation. The size, general description of plumage, black
bill, uniform wings and non-banded tail accurately describe
Iceland Gull. Glaucous Gulls do not have black bills in this
plumage, and Thayer’s "are easily separated from that species
[Iceland] by their solid tail band" (Bendorf, IBL 56:3). Next,
the question of whether the bird was in Iowa--the observer states
it was seen in Scott County, Iowa as well as in Illinois. I will
accept this as indicative of the fact that at some time during
the 10-minute observation, the bird did occur in Iowa.

NA: With regard to location, this record should be NA due to
lack of information as to which state this bird was in. With
regard to actual identification, I agree with the NA votes which
express concern as to how well the bird was seen, and whether
there was sufficient detail to eliminate Thayer’s.

A-D: I think the description white w/buff and a narrow white
terminal band is diagnostic to Iceland Gull.

NA: As noted before, it is impossible to say whether this bird
is in Iowa or Illinois therefore I have to turn this record down.

A-D: Acceptable. The observer definitely needs to be specific
as to which state the bird was seen in. Also, the observer hurts
his chances for the birds which have been seen by him to be
accepted by the Records Committee when he is so sketchy on his
details of the birds seen. It would be far better to have an
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over-abundance of details for an observed bird than just a few
details.
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If you have observed a common bird 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 or at an unusual location, and you wish to
share this experience with the scientific community, special documentation is necessary.

An acceptable documentation consists of one or more of the following: a collected, diag-
nostic specimen; a diagnostic photograph; a diagnostic recording of the bird's voice; or, an
accurate and detailed written description of the observation. It must be emphasized that a
request for documentation is not an affront, but an effort to perpetuate a record by obtain-
ing concrete evidence which may be permanently preserved for all to examine. This procedure
is required for every extraordinary observation irrespective of the observer.



