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Photo by Jack C. Daynes of Poway, California: Franklin’s Gull (Leucophaeus pipixcan) 
feeding on flying insects, Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, California, 5 May 2016.
First confirmed colonizing Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge in 1989, Franklin’s 
Gull has continued to nest along the western edge of its range in erratic numbers, highest 
from 2014 to 2022. In this issue of Western Birds W. David Shuford and John Beckstrand 
put this checkered history into a broad context, providing evidence that cycles of drought 
in the intermountain West have driven the shifts in the distribution of Franklin’s Gull—
which typically nests on masses of floating plant matter anchored to emergent vegetation.
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CLIMATIC EXTREMES DRIVE ABRUPT SHIFTS IN 
THE DISTRIBUTION OF FRANKLIN’S GULL

W. DAVID SHUFORD, Point Blue Conservation Science, 3820 Cypress Dr., #11, 
Petaluma, California 94954; dshuford-ra@pointblue.org (current address: 1040 
Helen Ct., Petaluma, California 94954)
JOHN BECKSTRAND, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Klamath Basin National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex, 4009 Hill Road, Tulelake, California 96134 (current 
address: 5180 Starlit Court, Klamath Falls, Oregon 97603)

ABSTRACT: Franklin’s Gull (Leucophaeus pipixcan) nests in marshes, primarily 
in the Great Plains, Great Basin, and Intermountain West. On the periphery of the 
range, its nesting was first documented in Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge 
in 1989, but numbers remained very low through the early 1990s. After first spiking 
in the Klamath Basin in 2003, numbers generally were modest through 2013, then 
increased greatly (many hundreds to low thousands) in most years from 2014 to 
2022, but dropped sharply in 2023. In 2012, observers counted 100 nests at Lower 
Klamath, and other indirect evidence implied nesting at or near Lower Klamath 
and Tule Lake national wildlife refuges from 1994 to 2022. These changes are part 
of a broader pattern of increases in adjacent regions. Colonization of the Klamath 
Basin followed displacement of gulls from flooded marshes at Great Salt Lake and 
elsewhere in the mid-1980s, but from the early 1980s onward likely was facilitated 
by local management that greatly extended early-successional marshes. Since 2003, 
spikes in Franklin’s Gull numbers in the Klamath Basin have largely coincided with 
extended drought in areas with the nearest large colonies in Utah, Idaho, and south-
eastern Oregon. Rangewide population trends are poorly documented and difficult 
to track because the breeding marshes’ dynamism drives variation in colony sizes and 
locations. As climate warming increases the magnitude and frequency of droughts 
and floods, more accurate monitoring of population trends in Franklin’s Gull is 
needed. Meanwhile, anecdotal observations may give early warnings of population 
fluctuations and range shifts.

Franklin’s Gull (Leucophaeus pipixcan) nests in colonies of a few pairs 
to tens of thousands of pairs in marshes in the interior of North America, 
primarily in the Great Plains of Canada and the northern United States, as 
well as in the Great Basin and Intermountain West (Burger and Gochfeld 
2020). The AOU (1998) described the breeding range as extending from 
northwestern British Columbia (Kotcho Lake), central and eastern Alberta, 
central Saskatchewan, southern Manitoba, and northwestern Minnesota 
south locally to east-central Oregon, northeastern California (once), south-
ern Idaho, northwestern Utah, northwestern Wyoming, northeastern South 
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Dakota, and northwestern Iowa (once). At the periphery of its range this gull 
has also nested in northern Colorado, western Kansas, and central Nevada, 
and it has been suspected of breeding in eastern British Columbia (Burger 
and Gochfeld 2020).

Breeding by Franklin’s Gull in the 20th century at the western and southern 
periphery of its range in the Great Basin and Intermountain West reflects 
the dynamics of range expansion and colonization. Breeding in this region 
was first documented in 1916 when Alexander Wetmore found Franklin’s 
Gull “rather common” and discovered a colony at the Bear River Marshes 
at Great Salt Lake (Hayward et al. 1976). These authors, however, thought 
that the irregularity or patchiness of the species’ distribution in Utah, subse-
quently documented, might account for the lack of observations before 1916. 
Regardless, and despite high year-to-year variability, over the last 100 years 
breeding Franklin’s Gulls apparently have increased greatly around Great 
Salt Lake with up to 14,534 breeding adults (7267 nests/pairs) estimated in 
2000 (Paul et al. 2000b). 

In Oregon, Franklin’s Gull was first recorded in 1943 at Malheur National 
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) in the Harney Basin, Harney County, where it was 
first documented nesting in 1948, after indications of breeding the prior few 
years (Jewett 1949, Littlefield and Thompson 1981, Littlefield 1990). Despite 
considerable annual variation, the number of gulls there gradually increased, 
with estimates of 1330 nesting pairs in 1981 (Littlefield 1990) and 4450 nests 
in 1997 (G. Ivey in litt.). Gilligan et al. (1994) reported that Franklin’s Gull 
was not known to nest elsewhere in Oregon but occasionally was seen in 
eastern Oregon both east and west of the Harney Basin (e.g., Lake Abert, Lake 
County; Kristensen et al. 1991) and as far north as southern Grant County. 
Subsequently, Franklin’s Gulls have nested in small numbers at Hart Moun-
tain National Antelope Refuge, Lake County (Herziger and Ivey 2003). More 
recently, in 2022 and 2023, they nested in the Gold Dike Impoundment at 
Summer Lake Wildlife Area (WA), Lake County, where J. Journey and others 
(pers. comm.) estimated 800–1000 adults and 400 nests. Also, during an aerial 
survey on 8 May 2024, he noted a concentration of these gulls at Crump Lake 
in the Warner Valley, Lake County, suggesting nesting at that site. 

In Nevada, Linsdale’s (1951) only record of Franklin’s Gull was of a pre-
historic bone found in a cave in the Humboldt Mountains; Howard (1939) 
reported it to agree in size with this species. There are conflicting reports of 
the first breeding of the species in Nevada. Alcorn (1988) observed about 
100 adults and 50 nests with eggs or young at a marsh at Carson Lake, in the 
Lahontan Valley of west-central Nevada, in June 1971. He further reported 
observations by Osugi of two nests (one with eggs, the other empty) at 
Carson Lake in June 1975. By contrast, Chisholm and Neel (2002) reported 
nesting of Franklin’s Gulls in the Lahontan Valley in 1980 as the first, citing 
Am. Birds 35:964 [Alcorn (1988) also included this record among a compre-
hensive list of breeding birds and migrants], and noted the total of 50 nests 
that year was higher than in subsequent years (no source cited). Floyd et al. 
(2007) described a “small colony” at Carson Lake in 1997, and possibly in 
subsequent years, and reported an instance of breeding at Franklin Lake in 
the Ruby Valley of northeastern Nevada (year unspecified).

In California, breeding of Franklin’s Gull was first documented in the 
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Klamath Basin, in Unit 7B of Lower Klamath NWR, Siskiyou County, where 
on 3 and 4 July 1989 five adults were vigorously defending two nests (Am. 
Birds 43:1363, S. F. Bailey in litt.; Figure 1); nesting was apparently successful 
(Am. Birds 44:157). Subsequently, little else has been written about the status 
of this species in the Klamath Basin of Oregon and California. Summers 
(1993) stated that in the Klamath Basin Franklin’s Gull was only a casual 
fall visitor except for nesting at Lower Klamath NWR the “last three years.” 
Similarly, Gilligan et al. (1994) noted that in “recent years” Franklin’s Gulls 
had been seen in increasing numbers in Klamath and Lake counties in south-
central Oregon in spring and summer. Here we report on high numbers of 
Franklin’s Gulls counted during comprehensive surveys of nongame water-
birds in the Klamath Basin in 2003, summarize anecdotal observations of 
even greater numbers in that region in most subsequent years through 2022, 
and provide additional evidence of breeding. We also discuss similar increases 
in numbers of Franklin’s Gulls elsewhere in the Intermountain West, their 
possible explanations, and the value, and difficulty, of sustained monitoring 
of this and other species of colonial waterbirds.

STUDY AREA AND METHODS

The study area encompassed the key wetlands, large water bodies, and irri-
gated agricultural lands of the Upper Klamath Basin of Oregon (Klamath and 
Lake counties) and California (Siskiyou and Modoc counties) (Figure 2). The 
Upper Klamath Basin (or just “Klamath Basin”) is defined as the combined 
watersheds of the Klamath (above Iron Gate Dam) and Lost rivers (USBR 
1998; map at www.usgs.gov/media/images/map-upper-klamath-basin).

We made our initial assessment of the status of Franklin’s Gull in the 
Klamath Basin as part of comprehensive surveys in 2003 and 2004, which 
used a variety of methods to generate data on the distribution and abundance 
of nongame waterbirds in this region (Shuford et al. 2006). When it later 
became apparent that the gull’s status in the Klamath Basin was continuing 
to change rapidly, we obtained additional data (mainly from 2003 to 2023) 
from the spring, summer (nesting season), and fall seasonal reports of the 
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Figure 1. Documentation of first nesting of Franklin’s Gull in the Klamath Basin at 
Lower Klamath NWR (Unit 7B), California, on 4 July 1989. (A) Adult defending its 
nest by attacking the observer; (B) one of two bulky gull nests in drying marsh.

Photos by Stephen F. Bailey
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Oregon and Washington and northern California regions of North American 
Birds (NAB) and its predecessors American Birds (AB) and National Audubon 
Society Field Notes (NASFN); the seasonal reports for various subregions of 
Oregon, especially the south-central region, published in Oregon Birds (OB); 
reports to https://eBird.org, and field notes of individuals, particularly Ray 
Ekstrom, from these regions. We used these data to characterize the patterns 
of abundance of Franklin’s Gull over time in the Klamath Basin, and to com-
pare these patterns to those in adjacent regions.

To assess Franklin’s Gull’s patterns of relative seasonal abundance in the 
Klamath Basin from 2007 to 2023, we graphed eBird data by five 10-day 
periods in the spring (27 Mar–15 May), six in the summer/breeding season 
(16 May–15 July), and ten in the fall (16 Jul–23 Oct). The index of abundance 
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Figure 2. The study area in the Klamath Basin straddling the Oregon–California 
border. Wetland and agricultural layers derived from National Agricultural Statistics 
Service data (see Methods).
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graphed in each 10-day period was the sum of high counts from all unique 
sites with eBird data in the Klamath Basin. We generally considered sites 
unique if the latitude/longitude coordinates reported in eBird were >5 km 
apart. Although Beyersbergen et al. (2009) found Franklin’s Gulls foraging 
and resting extensively in upland habitats within 30 km of wetlands, we judged 
that counts at sites separated by at least 5 km were unlikely to represent the 
same birds, and if they sometimes were, this bias would be uniform across 
all periods and seasons. In any case, we considered the wetlands of Lower 
Klamath NWR on the California side of Stateline Road to be a single site 
even though reported coordinates within this refuge were sometimes >5 
km apart. These coordinates generally represented routes traveled and not 
necessarily exactly where Franklin’s Gulls were seen; most reports were from 
along the auto-tour route or Stateline Road, with the most remote site on the 
tour route being about 8 km from Stateline Road. Likewise, we considered the 
two sumps, 1A and 1B, of Tule Lake NWR to be distinct sites for purposes 
of assessing gull abundance; reporters to eBird often distinguished between 
the two sumps, but the same cautions about coordinates at Lower Klamath 
NWR apply to these sumps as well. The largest dimensions of the two sumps 
are about 8 km north to south, and 7 km east to west, respectively.

To assess patterns of relative abundance and distribution of Franklin’s Gull 
in the Klamath Basin, we mapped the highest eBird count in a season (over 
all years) from each unique site in the spring (27 Mar–15 May), the summer/
breeding season (16 May–15 July), and the fall (16 Jul–23 Oct), 2007–2023. 
To these maps, we added the layers for herbaceous wetlands and irrigated 
agriculture from the National Agricultural Statistics Service’s Cropscape app 
(https://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/). For our assessment, to define the 
distribution of irrigated agriculture, we combined the polygons for alfalfa, 
hay/non-alfalfa, grassland/pasture, barley, spring wheat, and durum wheat. 
We inspected the crop data for the years 2003 to 2023 and found relatively 
little variation from year to year. Still, we chose to map data for 2016 given 
that its precipitation was near average and, hence, was likely representative 
for the extent of irrigated agriculture in the Klamath Basin. Regardless, at 
the scale of mapping year-to-year differences would have been slight had we 
mapped other individual years or a combination of years.

To evaluate the effect of drought on relative abundance of Franklin’s 
Gulls in the Klamath Basin, we obtained from the U.S. Drought Monitor 
app (https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/) graphs that show the temporal pat-
terns of drought from 2000 to 2024 for the entire states of Idaho, Utah, and 
Oregon, which held the nearest large colonies of Franklin’s Gulls that might 
have been the source of birds colonizing the Klamath Basin. We also present 
drought-monitor maps for the extreme drought in the West, 2020–2022, and 
the beginning of its breakdown in 2023, to show year-to-year and regional 
variation in the intensity of drought (https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/Maps/
MapArchive.aspx). To assess the effects of climatic extremes at the local level, 
we compared the mean annual elevation of the Great Salt Lake, Utah, for May 
for each year 1980–2023 to the long-term mean for that month, 1876–2023. 
By this difference we evaluated years when Franklin’s Gulls might have dis-
persed from that lake in response to climatic extremes (U.S. Geological Survey 
data from gauge at the south end of the lake at Saltair Boat Harbor; https://
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webapps.usgs.gov/gsl/data.html). Likewise, we graphed the annual variation 
(and the overall mean) in the extent of Malheur Lake in Malheur NWR in 
early June for the period 1980–2023.

RESULTS 

Changing Patterns of Abundance

Franklin’s Gull was very rarely seen in the Klamath Basin in the 1970s and 
early 1980s (R. Ekstrom in litt., Summers 1993) but has since increased both 
as a migrant and breeder. Through the early 1990s, high counts of migrants 
were in the single digits, typically fewer than five (R. Ekstrom in litt.), but 
increased thereafter. The highest annual double-digit counts from 1995 to 
2002 (some of which may have represented breeders) include the following 
(all observations by R. Ekstrom in litt.): 27, 13 June 1995, Lower Klamath 
NWR; 15, 31 May 1996, Lower Klamath NWR (Unit 4B); 51, 8 July 2000, 
Lower Klamath NWR (Unit 4C); 21, 28 May 2001, Tule Lake NWR (Sump 
1B); 53, 5 May 2002, Tule Lake NWR (49 in Modoc Co. fields); and 30, 7 
September 2002, Lower Klamath NWR (Unit 7B). The numbers of Franklin’s 
Gulls in the Klamath Basin from spring through fall 2003 were unprecedented 
(R. Ekstrom, K. Spencer pers. comm.). High counts during migration in 
2003 were 260 on 10 May at Tule Lake NWR (Sump 1B), Siskiyou County, 
California (R. Ekstrom in litt.); 153 on 28 April near Merrill and 55 on 11 
May near Henley High School, both Klamath County, Oregon (OB 29:165); 
and 128 on 14 August at Lower Klamath NWR (Unit 7B; Shuford pers. obs.). 
This last record was at the time considered likely to represent the highest fall 
count for California (NAB 58:138). These and other records for the Klamath 
Basin (Shuford pers. obs.) indicated that many hundreds of Franklin’s Gulls 
migrated through, or to, the Klamath Basin in 2003. 

Such lofty numbers were not repeated in 2004. But large numbers have oc-
curred in subsequent years, however, and overall high counts have increased. 
In 2005, a count of 70 Franklin’s Gulls at Tule Lake NWR (county not speci-
fied) on 24 June was deemed a very high number for northern California 
(NAB 59:650). An estimated 650 north of Tule Lake NWR, Siskiyou County, 
on 7 May 2008 more than doubled the previous regional high for northern 
California (NAB 62:475). A count of 228 birds at Lower Klamath NWR on 
16 June 2010 continued the pattern of increased abundance in northeastern 
California (NAB 64:644). In the 11 years from 2013 to 2023, eBird reports 
included ≥4 counts of ≥50 birds (at a minimum of 2 sites) in 5 years in spring 
migration, 8 years in the breeding season, and 5 years in fall migration (Ta-
ble 1, Tables S1–S3 at https://archive.westernfieldornithologists.org/archive/
V55/shuford-beckstrand-tabs.pdf). The total numbers of eBird reports of 
≥250 birds were 2 (2 sites) in spring, 14 (8 sites) during breeding, and 6 (4 
sites) in fall. The highest counts at individual sites in spring migration, both 
in Klamath County, were of 250 in the Klamath River Canyon near Keno 
on 4 May 2021 and 272 in fields by the Lost River along Hwy. 39 south of 
Henley on 29 April 2022. In the breeding season, high counts were of 250 at 
Aspen Lake on 25 May 2013, 350 near Upper Klamath Lake at the junction of 
Lakeshore Dr. and Hwy. 141 on 22 June 2013, 700 at Wood River Wetland on 
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Table 1 Number of Counts of ≥50 Franklin’s Gulls Reported via eBird in the 
Klamath Basin by Season, 2009–2023

Year Springa,b Breedingb,c Fallb,d

2009 0 0 1 (1)
2010 0 0 0
2011 0 0 2 (1)
2012 0 2 (2) 1 (1)
2013 0 4 (3) 0
2014 6 (3) 8 (3) 2 (2)
2015 6 (3) 5 (4) 1 (1)
2016 2 (1) 0 3 (1)
2017 0 (0) 4 (3) 4 (1)
2018 5 (3) 6 (4) 6 (3)
2019 0 1 (1) 4 (3)
2020 1 (1) 4 (2) 5 (3)
2021 6 (5) 21 (6) 8 (2)
2022 6 (3) 6 (4) 5 (3)
2023 0 0 0

All years, all counts: 
min–max

50–272  
(median 85)

50–3500  
(median 110)

50–1100  
(median 121)

All years: number of 
counts ≥250 

2 (2) 13 (7) 6 (4)

All years, all counts 
≥250: min–max

250–272  
(median 261)

250–3500  
(median 600)

270–1100  
(median 520)

a22 Mar–15 May.
bNumber of locations in parentheses.
c16 May–15 Jul.
d16 Jul–8 Nov.
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Figure 3. Patterns of abundance of Franklin’s Gulls in the Klamath Basin from 2007 
to 2023 graphed by five 10-day periods in spring (A, 27 Mar–15 May), six in summer/
breeding season (B, 16 May–15 July), and ten in fall (C, 16 Jul–23 Oct). The index of 
abundance in each period is the sum of high counts from eBird for all unique sites 
with data in the Klamath Basin (see Methods).
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31 May 2014, and 2000 in the Fort Klamath area on 3 July 2021, all Klamath 
County; 500 at Sycan Marsh, Railroad Grade, Lake County, on 12 June 2021; 
and in Siskiyou County 250 at Lower Klamath NWR (Stateline Rd.) on 23 
June 2018, 650 at Tule Lake NWR (Sump 1B) on 1 July 2020, and 3500 at 
Tule Lake NWR (Sump 1A) on 1 July 2021. The highest fall counts were of 
270 at Upper Klamath Lake, Shoalwater Bay, on 19 September 2015, 1100 at 
Agency Lake, Henzel Park, on 2 September 2016, and 720 at Lake Ewauna 
on 27 September 2018, all Klamath County, and 316 at Lower Klamath NWR 
(auto-tour route) on 16 July 2018.

Overall, during the period of available eBird data (2007–2023), the 
abundance of Franklin’s Gull was lowest before 2013, then increased sharply 
with peaks from 2014 to 2016, in 2018, and from 2020 to 2022 (Table 1, 
Figure 3). Numbers dropped sharply, however, in 2023. Most of the highest 
counts from any source from 2000 to 2023 (Tables 1, S1–S3 at https://archive.
westernfieldornithologists.org/archive/V55/shuford-beckstrand-tabs.pdf, 
Figure 3) fell within periods of severe to exceptional drought (Figure 4) in 
one or more of the states with the nearest large colonies of Franklin’s Gulls 
(Idaho, Utah, southeastern Oregon) that might have been the source of 
birds colonizing the Klamath Basin. This pattern began before the eBird 
era, as it included high counts in 2003, 2005, and 2008. That drought was 
the main driver during this period is emphasized by the level of the Great 
Salt Lake declining steadily from 2000 to a historic low in 2022 (Figure 5A). 
Likewise, the years of least extent of Malheur Lake after 2000 (Figure 5B) also 
coincided with the peak numbers of Franklin’s Gulls in the Klamath Basin. 
Despite local and year-to-year variation, regional drought throughout the 
West intensified from 2020 to 2022 and started to break in 2023 (Figure 6). 
The highest numbers of Franklin’s Gulls were generally in spring migration 
and during the breeding season, though spikes also occurred in fall (Figure 3, 
Tables S1–S3 at https://archive.westernfieldornithologists.org/archive/V55/
shuford-beckstrand-tabs.pdf).

Patterns of Abundance in Adjacent Regions
The large increases in the Klamath Basin since 2003 are part of a broader 

pattern of increases in at least Washington, other parts of Oregon, and 
northeastern California. Although still relatively small compared to those in 
the latter two regions, increased numbers in eastern Washington are repre-
sented by totals at various sites of 16 from 5 June to 20 July 2008 (twice the 
seasonal norm; NAB 62:608); at least 34, 16–29 May 2010 (sixfold the norm; 
NAB 64:490); 43, 14–29 May 2011 (NAB 65:509); 65, 12–31 May 2012 (NAB 
66:547); 93, 10 June–4 July 2012 (8 is norm; NAB 66:724); 25, 3–24 May 2013 
(prior to 2007, 5/spring considered average; NAB 67:510); 65+, 1 June–13 
July 2014 (NAB 68:546); >100, 12 May+ 2015 (NAB 69:476); 75+, 1–7 June 
2015 (NAB 69:480)

Years with high counts of Franklin’s Gulls in the Great Basin of south-
central Oregon (Lake Co.) largely coincide with those for the Klamath Basin. 
An estimate of at least 2500 Franklin’s Gulls at Lake Abert on 29 July 2008 was 
considered likely the largest ever for the species in the Oregon–Washington 
region away from the breeding colonies at Malheur NWR (NAB 62:608). 
Similarly, 2464 Franklin’s were counted at 10 sites along the southern and east-
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Figure 5. (A) Mean annual elevation of Great Salt Lake, Utah, in feet above sea level 
(National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929) for May, 1980–2023, compared to the 
long-term mean for that month, 1876–2023. U.S. Geological Survey data from gauge 
at the south end of the lake at Saltair Boat Harbor (https://webapps.usgs.gov/gsl/data.
html). (B) Extent (ha) of Malheur Lake, Oregon, measured in the first week of June, 
compared to the average for that period, 1980–2023 (data courtesy Malheur NWR).
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ern shore of Abert Lake on 19 July 2018 (C. Gates and D. Sutherland, eBird). 
Other particularly high counts at Lake Abert are 1190 on 4 August 2019 (C. 
Miller, https://ebird.org/checklist/S58930428) and 2200 on 13 August 2020 
(P. Salaman, https://ebird.org/checklist/S72382992). Numerous other counts 
of ≥100 Franklin’s Gulls at Lake Abert have been posted to eBird; except for 
one in 2012, all were from 2018 to 2022. The highest counts for Summer Lake 
WA are 300 on 27 June 2022 (T. Tate, P. Schatzman, S. Dougill, https://ebird.

Figure 6. Broad-scale patterns of drought intensity in the western United States in 
early May, when Franklin’s Gulls begin nesting, 2020–2023. (A), 2020; (B), 2021; (C), 
2022; (D), 2023. Images and legend categories from www.droughtmonitor.unl.edu.
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org/checklist/S114064070), 320 on 27 September 2018 (C. Miller, https://
ebird.org/checklist/S49035658), and 325 on 23 June 2013 (M. L. Scattaregia, 
A. Hinkle, https://ebird.org/checklist/S15791508); all other counts of ≥100 
gulls are from the years 2013–2015 and 2018–2023, except one in 2010. In 
the Warner Valley and at associated lakes, the only count of ≥100 gulls was 
of 110 birds flying over agricultural lands off Hwy. 140 east of Adel on 2 June 
2023 (T. Rodenkirk, https://ebird.org/checklist/S140245524).

In 2021, an influx of Franklin’s Gulls reached Oregon west of the Cascades, 
which typically sees only single individuals or small groups. In May of that 
year, observers reported a total of about 130 birds from the coast (16 loca-
tions, including flocks of 11, 13, 17, and 29) and over 250 (7 locations, flocks 
of 25, 32, and 140) from the Willamette Valley (Hinkle and Hinkle 2021). 
The species is more regular in Deschutes County in central Oregon, where 
it occurs barely annually in spring and very rarely in flocks. In May 2021, 
however, there were flocks of 16, 34, and 65. 

In northern California, the banner season for Franklin’s Gulls was spring 
2007, when a total of 99 were reported, mostly in the northeast (NAB 61:507). 
Eighty-five east of Ft. Bidwell in the Surprise Valley on 3 July 2008 was deemed 
the highest count ever for Modoc County, California (NAB 62:614)—until 
that count was eclipsed by 109 flying back and forth over the Oregon–Cali-
fornia state line at Goose Lake on 28 September 2008 (NAB 63:152; https://
ebird.org/checklist/S51979067, S. Rottenborn). On 3 June 2021, 90 Franklin’s 
Gulls were apparently nesting at a wetland off County Road 200 at the south 
end of Goose Lake and about 5 km northwest of the hamlet of Davis Creek 
(L. Kahle pers. comm.). A high count for Lassen County was of 60 soaring 
just to the north of Willow Creek WA on 7 July 2010 (NAB 64:644). 

Breeding Status in Klamath Basin
In the Klamath Basin, although Franklin’s Gull was first documented 

breeding in 1989 at Lower Klamath NWR, Siskiyou County, it may have 
colonized earlier, as suggested by C. D. Littlefield’s observation in that refuge’s 
Unit 13 on 22 May 1988 of 10 Franklin’s Gulls, including one pair copulating 
(Klamath Basin NWR Complex files). Regardless, small numbers (mostly 
4–12, maximum 27) were present in summer in most years throughout the 
1990s (AB 44:492, 45:493; NASFN 49:976, 50:328, 51:1049), with additional 
suggestions of nesting reported in 1994 and 1995 (NASFN 48:339, 49:305). As 
noted above, counts of about 50 adults in 2001 and 2002 may have represented 
migrants or potential breeders. The 154 recorded on our comprehensive 
survey in mid-June 2003, however, was at that time unprecedented for the 
Klamath Basin in the breeding season. Of these birds, 55 were near a large 
ibis and egret colony in a hardstem bulrush (Schoenoplectus acutus) marsh 
in Unit 13A of Lower Klamth NWR, where the gulls may have been nesting. 
An additional 75 Franklin’s Gulls with a large roost of Ring-billed (Larus 
delawarensis) and California (L. californicus) gulls in a newly sprouted grain 
field may have been nesting in the colony at 13A or in marshes elsewhere 
at this refuge. Biologists at Lower Klamath NWR estimated 10–12 pairs of 
Franklin’s Gulls breeding before 1994 and 20 pairs from 2005 to 2007 (J. 
Hainline and D. Mauser in Burger and Gochfeld 2020).
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During the Western Colonial Waterbird survey in 2009, circumstantial 
evidence suggested Franklin’s Gulls were nesting in marshes of units 6A and 
12C of Lower Klamath NWR and in Sump 1B of Tule Lake NWR in associa-
tion with egrets, night herons, and ibis. In mid-June, these gulls flew out of 
tule clumps and circled airboats during surveys of egrets and night herons at 
units 6A and 12C, and observers counted adult Franklin’s Gulls in adjacent 
refuge units. Thirty adult Franklin’s Gulls were roosting on a small island in 
Unit 6A on 17 June, 39 adults were seen from adjacent roads in Unit 12C on 
12 June, about 30 flew out of tule clumps in Unit 12C on the approach of a 
boat on 17 June, and 234 and 305 adults were in Unit 12B on 12 and 17 June, 
respectively (P. Henderson, D. Mauser, D. Shuford pers. obs.). Unit 12B is 
immediately north of Unit 12C, but, unlike the latter, lacked suitable nesting 
substrate in 2009. Although refuge files include observations of Franklin’s 
Gulls at Tule Lake and Lower Klamath NWRs over the years, the only sub-
sequent confirmation of nesting is for Lower Klamath in 2012, when 100 
nests were counted in Unit 13 on 15 June (refuge files). The refuges’ biolo-
gists, however, have not surveyed for any species of colonial waterbird in the 
Klamath Basin NWR complex since 2015, and surveys of Franklin’s Gull and 
other marsh-nesting colonial waterbirds were never a priority there because 
of the potential effects of disturbance on nesting birds.

Nevertheless, additional reports via eBird suggest nesting in the Klamath 
Basin. On 10 June 2018, S. Franks and D. Hodkinson estimated 75 Franklin’s 
Gulls on the tour loop at Lower Klamath NWR, their brief notes indicating 
a “colony” and bird(s) carrying nesting material. Similarly, observers (L. 
Easter, L. Hayashi, G. Oliver et al.) on a Western Field Ornithologists’ field 
trip estimated at least 250 Franklin’s Gulls on the tour loop at Lower Klamath 
NWR along Stateline Road on 23 June 2018 and noted bird(s) carrying nesting 
material in the tules. C. Kenstler reported a single recent fledgling at Indian 
Tom Lake, Siskiyou County, on 9 July 2019. On 25 June 2021, members of 
the California Young Birders Club estimated 150 adults along the tour route 
and at Sump 1A of Tule Lake NWR, Siskiyou County, and photographed an 
adult carrying nesting material. On 28 May 2022, D. Knapp estimated 50 
Franklin’s Gulls at the Miller Island Unit of Klamath WA, Klamath County, 
and photographed copulating adults (which may or may not suggest local 
nesting). Although observations of breeding behavior are lacking, estimates of 
≥100 Franklin’s Gulls in the breeding season suggest that the species may have 
nested more widely in the Oregon portion of the Klamath Basin since 2013 
(e.g., Aspen Lake, Fort Klamath area, Klamath Marsh NWR, Sycan Marsh, 
various sites at Upper Klamath Lake [Upper Klamath NWR, Caledonia Ca-
nal, Shoalwater Bay], and Wood River Wetland; Table S2 at https://archive.
westernfieldornithologists.org/archive/V55/shuford-beckstrand-tabs.pdf).

Habitat Use
In the Klamath Basin, Franklin’s Gulls foraged in a variety of aquatic 

habitats, such as shallow managed and natural wetlands, large lakes, and 
reservoirs as well as irrigated agricultural fields (Tables S1–S3 at https://archive.
westernfieldornithologists.org/archive/V55/shuford-beckstrand-tabs.pdf, 
pers. obs.). The gulls used shallow wetlands (e.g., Lower Klamath NWR, Tule 
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Lake NWR, Wood River Wetland, Klamath Marsh NWR, Aspen Lake, Sycan 
Marsh) and irrigated fields more frequently in spring migration and during 
breeding than in fall (Figures 7–9). Still, during breeding, numbers in irrigated 
fields were generally lower and birds were not as widespread in that habitat as 
in spring. In fall, these gulls used large marshy-edged lakes and reservoirs (e.g., 
Upper Klamath Lake, Agency Lake, Lake Ewauna) more frequently (even more 
so during drought) and rarely occurred in irrigated fields (Figure 9). During 
breeding and fall migration, the birds foraged aloft extensively, catching flying 
insects hatching from wetlands, lakes, and reservoirs.

Figure 7. The pattern of relative abundance and distribution of Franklin’s Gulls in 
the Klamath Basin in spring (27 Mar–15 May), 2007–2023; mapped locations reflect 
the highest count reported via eBird in a season for each unique site (see Methods). 
Distribution of wetlands and irrigated agriculture derived from National Agricultural 
Statistics Service data.
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DISCUSSION

Annual Variation

Rangewide, the sizes of Franklin’s Gull colonies vary considerably from 
year to year (Beyersbergen et al. 2009, Burger and Gochfeld 2020). Gener-
ally, numbers of gulls go up and down as rising and falling water levels affect 
the availability of floating nest sites in their breeding marshes. Franklin’s 
Gulls may abandon colonies during dry years or for extended periods dur-
ing prolonged droughts only to recolonize them when favorable conditions 

Figure 8. The pattern of relative abundance and distribution of Franklin’s Gulls in the 
Klamath Basin in summer/breeding season (16 May–15 July), 2007–2023; mapped 
locations reflect the highest count reported via eBird in a season for each unique 
site (see Methods). Distribution of wetlands and irrigated agriculture derived from 
National Agricultural Statistics Service data.
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return (e.g., McNicholl 1975, Littlefield and Thompson 1981, Paul et al. 2001, 
Chisholm and Neel 2002).

As at all wetlands in the species’ breeding range, the extent and depth of 
shallow Malheur Lake, the most important area for Franklin’s Gull at Malheur 
NWR (Littlefield and Thompson 1981), fluctuate widely (Spencer 1994). For 
example, severe flooding from 1978 to 1984 produced the highest water levels 
in recorded history and covered almost all marsh vegetation. Then, with the 
onset of severe drought, lake levels began to drop in 1986 and by 1992 had 
reached the lowest point in nearly 60 years. At Malheur NWR, variation in the 
size of Franklin’s Gull colonies has been attributed to fluctuating lake levels, 
variation in the extent of emergent marsh, and changes in the productivity 

Figure 9. The pattern of relative abundance and distribution of Franklin’s Gulls in 
the Klamath Basin in fall (16 Jul–23 Oct), 2007–2023; mapped locations reflect the 
highest count reported via eBird in a season for each unique site (see Methods). 
Distribution of wetlands and irrigated agriculture derived from National Agricultural 
Statistics Service data.
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of Malheur Lake (Littlefield and Thompson 1981, Littlefield 1990). Lowest 
numbers coincided with low lake levels and high populations of the intro-
duced Common Carp (Cyprinus carpio), which has reduced water quality 
and aquatic invertebrates in the lake since the 1950s and has proved difficult 
to control (https://malheurfriends.org/2022/10/reducing-carp-numbers-at-
malheur-refuge-an-update/). The re-establishment of emergent marsh can 
lag the rebound in the lake’s level after a drought (Spencer 1994). Numbers 
of gulls nesting at Malheur are also reduced when the lake’s level is high 
(Littlefield and Thompson 1981), and 1850 nests failed from flooding in 1998 
(Herziger and Ivey 2003). During high water at Malheur Lake in the early 
1980s, few gulls nested at the refuge but some dispersed to nest on nearby 
private lands (Littlefield 1990) and likely outside the Malheur basin. Like-
wise, Aldrich and Paul (2002) reported that during unprecedented flooding 
of wetlands at Great Salt Lake in the mid-1980s numbers of Franklin’s Gulls 
diminished dramatically as birds were unable to breed or forced to disperse.

High counts of foraging gulls may reflect variation in the abundance or 
availability of food resources. Counts of up to 3500 Franklin’s Gulls on mud-
flats and shallow water in Sump 1A of Tule Lake NWR in early July 2021 may 
have represented local breeders or failed or post-breeders from elsewhere. 
These concentrations occurred during a regional drought, and that sump 
dried up completely by late summer. As the sump dried, high numbers of 
invertebrates may have been concentrated in it. Notably, thousands of Black 
Terns (Chlidonias niger) may congregate in July and August at Tule Lake 
NWR, where they appear to be attracted to large numbers of damselflies 
(Shuford et al. 2001, 2006); Franklin’s Gulls may also concentrate when this 
food source is abundant. The very low numbers throughout the Klamath 
Basin at all seasons in 2023 likely reflected the amelioration of drought in 
areas that typically have large colonies in Idaho, Utah, and the Harney Basin 
of southeastern Oregon. Conversely, these low numbers may have reflected 
the lingering and intensifying effects of drought in the Klamath Basin through 
2023. Lower Klamath NWR was essentially dry from 2020 to 2023, and sumps 
1A and 1B at Tule Lake NWR were either low or dry during those years (J. 
Vradenburg pers. comm.).

Range Expansions and Population Increases
Through the 20th century, expansion of the southwestern margin of 

Franklin’s Gull’s breeding range was noted in the Intermountain West, Great 
Basin, and Klamath Basin. The first nesting in Utah was documented in 1916, 
in Oregon in 1948, in Idaho in 1950, in Nevada in 1971, and in California 
in 1989 (Johnson 1994, Burger and Gochfeld 2020, references above). Nev-
ertheless, the record of the species’ range expansion and colonization in this 
region is fragmentary, and the year of first documentation at a site may be 
preceded by earlier years of observation and suspicion of nesting (see above 
for Malheur and Lower Klamath NWRs). Documenting the timing of range 
expansions for species breeding very locally in hard-to-access habitats is dif-
ficult and was particularly so in the 1800s and early 1900s when observers 
were few. Hayward et al. (1976) thought that the patchiness of the species’ 
distribution in Utah might account for the lack of reports prior to the first 
documentation of nesting in that state in 1916. Similarly, field work during 
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periods of extreme drought or flood may miss nesting in areas occupied 
during periods of more average water levels.

Population Trends 
Burger and Gochfeld (2020) painted a broad picture of population trends 

in Franklin’s Gull starting with declines in the late 1800s, perhaps due to prai-
rie marshes being drained. Subsequent anecdotal data suggested increases or 
declines varying by decade and region with no clear overall trend. Even with 
the recording of more systematic data since the late 20th century, the evidence 
for population trends in the species as a whole has been conflicting (Burger 
and Gochfeld 2020). In evaluating population trends and range expansions 
of birds in western North America, Johnson and Jehl (1994) lamented that 
for many species the conclusion of change rested on unconvincing evidence, 
and that baseline data were typically too vague or too incomplete to serve as 
a solid basis for detecting change. Johnson (1994) also noted that Franklin’s 
Gull populations may be declining locally in one region while expanding else-
where. To avoid counting nonbreeders, Steinkamp et al. (2003) recommended 
nest counts from aerial photography taken during the mid-incubation period 
with concurrent samples from ground counts of nests to provide correction 
factors for birds not visible from the air. There appear, however, to be no 
published results from surveys using these methods. The importance of 
distinguishing breeders from nonbreeders is emphasized by the results of 
extensive surveys in the heart of the breeding range in the prairies of central 
Canada, where there were active colonies on just about 40% of the lakes where 
Franklin’s Gulls were detected (Beyersbergen et al. 2009). These authors also 
noted that prior waterbird studies in this region had been short-term, local-
ized, and used a variety of methods, making comparisons among years and 
locations difficult. This problem prevails throughout the species’ breeding 
range—the sources we consulted seldom described the methods on which 
counts of adults or nests were based.

Burger and Gochfeld (2020) concluded that the road-based Breeding 
Bird Survey (BBS) is not appropriate for estimating trends in Franklin’s 
Gull populations. This gull species is particularly difficult to track because 
the dynamism of its breeding marshes leads to considerable short-term 
variation in a colony’s size and low site tenacity. Additional hindrances they 
noted include colonies being located over water in remote wetlands, human 
visitation of colonies risking their abandonment, and high counts on BBSs 
perhaps representing adults already scattered from failed breeding colonies. 
Although Burger and Gochfeld (2020) concluded that colony surveys appear 
to reflect numbers more accurately than the BBS, they noted there were few 
precise data for any colony. 

Building on methods used by Soos (2004) at a single site in Saskatch-
ewan, Beyersbergen et al. (2009) surveyed colonies in the prairie provinces 
of Canada. To avoid disturbance, they counted nests by walking or canoeing 
along predefined transects in the narrow interval between the fledging of 
most chicks and used nests’ sinking out of sight. They then estimated the total 
number of nests in each colony by extrapolating nest densities on transects to 
the size of the colony mapped early in the nesting cycle. Counting nests was 
laborious, and at some colonies they relied on visual estimates of the number 
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of adults. In nearly all cases, however, they found that visual estimates under-
estimated the number of birds in a colony compared to nest-count data, in 
one case by sevenfold, i.e., 10,000 vs. 70,000 adults, respectively. One inherent 
problem they noted with visual estimates from a distance is that, depending 
on the time of day, a large proportion of adults may be feeding away from the 
colony, so just a few of the adults may be flying or hovering above their nest 
site during a survey. Furthermore, estimating the density of nests along the 
edge of a colony and extrapolating across the entire colony is not appropriate, 
as the density of nests varies greatly in response to spatial variation in the 
density and dispersion of marsh vegetation within a colony.

Despite the paucity of data at most sites, undescribed or suboptimal 
survey methods, and substantial annual variation, populations in the region 
of expansion at the southwestern edge of Franklin’s Gull’s range in the In-
termountain West and Great Basin appear to have increased since the first 
documentation of nesting. This pattern includes colonies in southern Idaho 
(Taylor 1992, Trost and Gerstell 1994) and at Great Salt Lake (Paul et al. 2000a, 
b), Malheur NWR (Littlefield and Thompson 1981, Littlefield 1990, Herziger 
and Ivey 2003, Ivey and Herziger 2006), the Lahontan Valley (Chisholm and 
Neel 2002), Lower Klamath NWR (this paper), and Summer Lake WA (J. 
Journey pers. comm). Of these areas, Malheur NWR has the longest record 
of counts of Franklin’s Gull. Littlefield and Thompson (1981) presented an-
nual numbers at Malheur from 1949 to 1980; with minor fluctuations, num-
bers increased steadily and reached a peak of 1330 nests in 1981 (Littlefield 
1990). In the years after Malheur Lake’s spread in the early 1980s few nested 
within the refuge, but some pairs continued to nest on nearby private land. 
Subsequently, numbers increased at various sites in the basin, with 520, 1000, 
and 725 pairs in 1986, 1987, and 1988, respectively (ibid.). Herziger and Ivey 
(2003) reported a peak of 4500 nests in 1997 and indicated there had been 
an increasing trend over time. Still, although data are lacking from Malheur, 
and most of the other sites mentioned, the last 20 years of drought almost 
throughout the West likely has reduced overall numbers of Franklin’s Gulls 
at many sites and in the broader region during this period despite spikes in 
numbers in some areas such as the Klamath Basin.

Causes of Expansion at the Edge of the Range
The breeding range of Franklin’s Gull can expand and contract as water 

levels change with climate cycles or with human management of habitat 
(Beyersbergen et al. 2009, Burger and Gochfeld 2020). In central Canada, 
expansion north beyond the species’ normal breeding range into the boreal 
ecozone may be a response to drought and habitat degradation or loss on the 
prairies and in the aspen parkland (Beyersbergen et al. 2009). In the Klamath 
Basin, Franklin’s Gull’s establishment at Lower Klamath NWR may have 
been made possible by changes in management beginning in the early 1980s 
that greatly extended early-successional emergent marshes, particularly thin 
stands of hardstem bulrush (Taft et al. 2000, D. Mauser pers. obs.). This was 
followed shortly by the refuge’s colonization by the White-faced Ibis (Plegadis 
chihi) in 1985 and the first suggestion of breeding by Franklin’s Gull in 1988 
(see above). Similarly, after four years of management to regenerate marshes, a 
large ibis colony formed at Tule Lake NWR (Sump 1B) in 2004, the ibis’s first 
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known nesting at that refuge in over four decades (refuge files). This increase 
in suitable habitat also coincided with the great increase in observations of 
Franklins’ Gull in the Klamath Basin in the early to mid-2000s as described 
above. Likewise, nesting of both species at Gold Lake Impoundment in Sum-
mer Lake WA in 2022 and 2023 followed three years of marsh restoration 
(J. Journey pers. comm.). Over the previous 20 years, the impoundment had 
grown in with tall emergent vegetation, but drying it for two years, removing 
extensive tall emergents, and reflooding it in fall 2021 restarted succession 
with a mix of tall emergents and open water. The timing of restoration was 
fortuitous given the drought gripping the rest of southeastern Oregon at the 
time. The wildlife area is spring fed, and, despite reductions in the aquifer’s 
flow over the last 50 years, conditions there are not as variable as at Lower 
Klamath NWR, which was essentially dry from 2020 to 2023 while Summer 
Lake WA served as a refugium supporting a Franklin’s Gull colony in 2022 
and 2023 (but lacked one in 2024 when the drought had broken).

Regeneration of suitable marsh habitat may have been necessary but not 
sufficient for the establishment of breeding Franklin’s Gulls in the Klamath 
Basin, as shifting of gulls from other breeding sites was also required. Such 
shifting may have occurred during record flooding at Great Salt Lake in the 
mid- to late 1980s when numbers of the White-faced Ibis and Franklin’s Gull 
plummeted as birds were unable to breed or forced to disperse (Aldrich and 
Paul 2002). This change parallels the ibis’s large population increases in the 
1980s and early 1990s at the western edge of its breeding range in the Harney 
Basin, Oregon, and Lower Klamath NWR, California (and in eastern Idaho), 
attributed at least in part to birds’ displacement by flooding at Great Salt Lake 
(Ivey et al. 1988, Taylor et al. 1989) or shifting among various colonies dur-
ing droughts in the late 1980s and early 1990s. We have shown that the large 
increases in numbers of Franklin’s Gulls in the Klamath Basin from 2003 to 
2022 fell mostly within periods of severe to exceptional drought in areas with 
the nearest large colonies that might have served as sources. It seems unlikely 
that any of the increases we documented in the Klamath Basin from 2003 to 
2022 were a response to displacement by flooding. During this period, the 
level of the Great Salt Lake has been below its historic average and declining, 
reaching an unprecedented low in 2022. Similarly, the extent of Malheur Lake 
was low during the influxes of gulls to the Klamath Basin. 

Potential Bias of Data Sources
Our descriptions of the patterns of Franklin’s Gull’s abundance in the 

Klamath Basin are based primarily on anecdotal observations provided di-
rectly to us by individual observers, summarized in the seasonal reports of 
North American Birds, and gleaned from checklists submitted to eBird. All of 
these sources have their biases, but because eBird started in 2007 and its adop-
tion by birders has increased over time it is reasonable to question whether it 
was a robust source of records in its early years. We judge that because birders 
were active in the Klamath Basin throughout the early eBird era, and also re-
porting via other outlets, any large influxes of Franklin’s Gulls should still have 
been detected. All available information we compiled indicates that since 2000 
influxes of these gulls to the Klamath Basin occurred primarily during intense 
droughts. Notably, the first six years of eBird’s existence coincided with the 
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only extended period from 2000 to 2023 when the states that were likely the 
source of dispersing gulls were not experiencing intense drought. This sug-
gests that any bias in eBird from limited submission of checklists in its early 
years did not overly influence the patterns of occurrence we documented.

Future Prospects
The Great Basin and Intermountain West, including the Klamath Basin, 

are already facing climate stress. From 1981–1999 to 2000–2018 the extent of 
surface water in the region’s wetlands contracted by 47%, in its lakes by 27% 
(Donnelly et al. 2020). Continuing climate warming is expected to increase 
the magnitude and frequency of extreme droughts and floods and will further 
stress ecosystems as species face novel events and habitat conditions (Jentsch 
and Beierkuhnlein 2008, Dettinger et al. 2015, Swain et al. 2018, Pörtner et 
al. 2022). This increased climatic variation will heighten the vulnerability of 
Franklin’s Gulls, as droughts and floods already have forced the abandonment 
of colonies or greatly reduced their size, leading to reductions in productivity 
and geographic range shifts.

Despite projections of increasing precipitation in the heart of Franklin’s 
Gull’s range in the prairie provinces of Canada as the climate warms, the 
already wide variability in that region’s climate is expected to widen further, 
increasing the intensity, frequency, and duration of droughts and floods 
(Sauchyn et al. 2020). Increased evaporation and a longer snow-free period 
will lower wetlands’ average water levels and extend the time that seasonal 
wetlands are dry (Larson 1995, Johnson et al. 2010). These changes will stress 
Franklin’s Gull further, likely increasing reproductive failures and driving 
range shifts, which may have ripple effects reaching to the periphery of the 
species’ range.

Monitoring
Franklin’s Gull’s nomadism and low site tenacity already complicate 

tracking its populations, and this difficulty will likely increase with a warm-
ing climate. The methods for monitoring recommended by Steinkamp et al. 
(2003) and Beyersbergen et al. (2009), described above, need further testing 
and broader application for their effectiveness at both local and rangewide 
levels to be evaluated. In the meantime, anecdotal information, such as from 
eBird, may give early warnings of population fluctuations and range shifts.
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OSPREY POPULATION INCREASE AND NESTING 
SUCCESS OVER FIVE YEARS IN CENTRAL 
INTERIOR CALIFORNIA
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ABSTRACT: From 2020 to 2024 the population of the Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) 
nesting in seven counties in central interior California increased at an average annual 
rate of 4.5%. Of the 13 to 51 nests adequately monitored annually, the percentage that 
successfully fledged young (nest success) ranged from 69% to 100% per year, while 
productivity (number of young fledged per occupied nest) ranged from 1.13 to 1.85. 
Average annual storage levels at the five major reservoirs were roughly associated 
with Osprey nesting success and productivity over the five-year period, although 
the relationship was not statistically significant. The rates of reproductive success 
and productivity we observed are similar to those since 1975 elsewhere in northern 
California, where success has remained consistently high. The rate of increase of 
the central interior population is lower than for most other areas studied since 1975, 
suggesting that the population, although reproducing at or above a sustainable level, 
may be reaching a habitat-limited carrying capacity. A rapid recent increase in the 
Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) population in this region poses a potential 
threat, but no detrimental effects on the Osprey have been documented yet.

Since the 1980s, the Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) has extended its breed-
ing range into the central portion of California’s Central Valley and Sierra 
Nevada foothills (“central interior California”; Airola and Pandolfino 2022). 
In 2021 and 2022, we located nests in this region, monitored their success 
and productivity, and described the nesting habitat (Airola and Estep 2022, 
2023). Annual nesting success (percent of occupied nests that fledged young) 
averaged 71% and 76% in those two years, and productivity averaged 1.27 
and 1.44 young fledged per occupied nest, which are above rates sufficient 
to maintain or increase Osprey populations (Henny and Wight 1969, Spitzer 
and Poole 1980). 

The Osprey is widely recognized as an indicator of environmental health, 
especially with respect to the prevalence and effects of pesticides and other 
organic chemicals (Ames and Mersereau 1964, Henny 1983, Grove et al. 2008, 
Lazarus et al. 2015). Since 1972, when the insecticide DDT was banned in 
the U. S., the species has recovered and increased in California (Gould and 
Jurek 1988, Brake et al. 2014, Airola and Pandolfino 2022) and elsewhere 
(Henny 1983, Bierregaard et al. 2016). Nonetheless, some problems with 
chemical contaminants persist locally (e.g., in Chesapeake Bay; Rattner and 
McGowan 2007), and continued monitoring of Osprey populations has been 
recommended as an indicator of environmental health (Henny et al. 2010). 
In addition, the hypothesis suggested by our previous results, of an effect of 
climate on water storage and thus on the Osprey’s habitat and reproductive 
health (Airola and Estep 2022, 2023), warrants testing.

For a fuller indication of population status in this region, we acquired 
additional data on changes in the number of Osprey territories and on 
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reproduction in central interior California in 2023 and 2024 and compiled 
unpublished information from our study area from 2020. Here, we report on 
population changes and reproduction over the full 2020–2024 study period 
and compare them to those previously described in the smaller dataset from 
2021 and 2022. In our 2021 and 2022 studies, we showed that reproductive 
success and productivity varied with the type of water body in the territory. At 
reservoirs, these measures differed by year. From 2021 to 2022, the reservoirs’ 
levels changed, as affected by annual precipitation and water management. 
Presumably, these changes influenced Osprey reproduction through their 
effects on the extent of foraging habitat, prey populations, or travel distances 
to nests (Airola and Estep 2022, 2023). Therefore, with five years of data, we 
also evaluated success at different water-body types and at reservoirs whose 
storage level varied from year to year.

METHODS

Study Area

In 2023 and 2024 we surveyed Ospreys in the same 30,000-km2 area in 
central interior California covered in 2021 and 2022 (Airola and Estep 2022, 
2023). The area includes lands along the Sacramento River, port of West 
Sacramento, and Sacramento Ship Channel within Sutter, Yolo, Sacramento 
counties, and in the foothills on the western side of the Sierra Nevada within 
Amador, San Joaquin, Calaveras, and Tuolumne counties (Figure 1). In the 
foothills, we monitored Ospreys at Camanche, Pardee, New Hogan, New 
Melones, and Tulloch reservoirs. Other nests were associated with smaller 
ponds storing water for livestock and irrigation. 

Data Acquisition
Our methods followed previous monitoring of this population (Airola and 

Estep 2022, 2023). We identified nests year round, but especially from Febru-
ary to July when adults were attending. We found Osprey nests while driving 
roads during extensive field work on other species in this region, as well as 
by searching for them from roads near rivers, reservoirs, and areas with stock 
ponds, and scanning inaccessible shorelines with a scope. We queried resource 
managers at reservoirs, and searched reports at https://eBird.org. Detection 
was facilitated by most nests being situated on utility poles and other artificial 
structures, often near roads. Despite extensive effort, we almost surely did not 
identify all nests in our study area because of lack of access to private lands, 
lack of road access, and vegetative and topographic screening.

We checked nests known within our study area 2–5 times annually over 
the nesting season to verify occupancy, search for new or previously unde-
tected nests, and determine nesting stage and reproductive success. In some 
portions of the study area, our search area and efforts varied slightly from 
year to year. Therefore, we quantified annual changes in numbers of nesting 
territories by carefully identifying which newly discovered nests were newly 
established (i.e., appeared in areas carefully searched in past years) versus 
those which may have been older nests that had been located only as a result 
of changes in the area surveyed. 

OSPREY POPULATION INCREASE IN CENTRAL INTERIOR CALIFORNIA
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To avoid bias (Steenhof 1987), we calculated reproductive success only on 
the basis of nests that we or others (e.g., ebird.org) observed adults attending 
before the end of April (“adequately monitored”). We considered nests suc-
cessful in fledging young when we estimated that young were >80% of adult 
size (roughly 6–7 weeks from hatching).

Analysis
To determine the rate of population change, in each year we counted ter-

ritories that we verified to be newly established (i.e., at sites that had been 
previously surveyed but lacked nests) versus abandoned (where previous nest 
sites were not used, and no new nests were established within several hundred 
meters. Thus newly discovered nests at sites that we had overlooked or not 
previously surveyed were not incorporated into the trend analysis. Next, we 
subtracted the total number of abandoned territories from the number of 
newly established territories to determine the net change in the number of 
territories each year. We then divided the net change in number of territories 
by the number of territories found in the previous year in the same surveyed 
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Figure 1. Osprey study area in central interior California showing major water bodies 
surveyed.
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area, to calculate a percent change in the breeding population, and calculated 
the average annual rate of change across all years. We believe that this method 
is not materially confounded by shifts to alternative nests in portions of the 
territory not visible to us because, within a territory, Ospreys used the same 
nest site during 142 (97%) of 146 nesting attempts in consecutive years.

We compared measures of reproductive success (nest success and produc-
tivity) with reservoir levels (percent of average annual storage on 1 May) to 
test the hypothesis that higher reservoir levels should increase reproductive 
success. The underlying rationale for this hypothesis is that lower reservoir 
levels reduce the extent of foraging habitat, increase travel distances between 
nests and foraging areas, and may affect prey populations, thereby reduc-
ing provisioning efficiency (Airola and Estep 2022, 2023). For each of the 
five major reservoirs (Pardee, Camanche, New Hogan, New Melones, and 
Tulloch), we calculated each year’s storage (available at https://cdec.water.
ca.gov/reportapp/javareports?name=RES) as a percentage of average annual 
storage. We used GraphPad (https://www.graphpad.com/quickcalcs/linear1) 
to calculate regression statistics to test for significance of the relationships 
(slopes), using the F statistic at a P value of 0.05.

RESULTS

Population Change

We recorded 24 occupied nesting territories in a limited survey in 2020. 
With increased effort, these numbers grew to 39 in 2021 and 42 in 2022, re-
spectively (Airola and Estep 2022, 2023), 48 in 2023, and 62 in 2024 (Table 1). 
Most of the increase resulted from discovering nests in portions of the study 
area that were not surveyed in previous years. In 2024, the year in which we 
found the most occupied nests (62), 56% (35) were at reservoirs, 29% (18) 
were along the Sacramento River and the adjacent port of Sacramento and 
ship channel, and 15% (9) were at stock ponds.

The number of territories that we verified to be newly established (i.e., 
nests constructed at sites that were unoccupied during previous surveys) 
varied from one to six annually, while the number of territories that were 
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Table 1 Annual Change in Osprey Population in Central Interior Califor-
nia, 2020–2024

Year
Annual 
averageTerritories 2020–2021 2021–2022 2022–2023 2023–2024

Total located and resurveyed 
in subsequent year

24 37a 42 48 42

Verified as new in subsequent 
year

1 1 6 6 3.5

Verified as abandoned in 
subsequent year

0 1 4 2 1.8

Net annual increase 1 0 2 4 1.8
Percent increase 4.2 0.0 4.8 8.3 4.5
aTwo of 39 nests monitored in 2021 were not monitored in 2022.
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abandoned varied annually from zero to four (Table 1). Overall, the Osprey 
population increased from 2020 to 2024 by up to four territories annually, 
equating to an average population increase of 4.5% (Table 1).

Reproductive Success
Over the five years we monitored reproductive success, nest success aver-

aged 73% and ranged from 69% to 100% (Table 2). Productivity averaged 1.33 
and ranged from 1.13 to 1.85 young per occupied nest. Over the five years of 
our study, average nest success and productivity were highest at nests along 
the Sacramento River and port of West Sacramento, intermediate for nests at 
reservoirs, and lowest for nests at smaller ponds (Table 3). Reservoirs, how-
ever, were more successful and productive than river and port nests in 2023 
and 2024. Success and productivity declined dramatically at nests near ponds 
during the drought year of 2021, and nests at ponds were the least productive 
during each of the study’s five years. The relative reproductive success at vari-
ous water-body types corresponded to net changes in numbers of territories 
over the five years, with more territories gained along the Sacramento River 
(+5), fewer at reservoirs (+3), and a slight loss at ponds (–1). 

Regression analysis suggested that the success and productivity of nests at 
the five major reservoirs were generally associated with average annual stor-
age levels (Figure 2). The relationship between storage and percent nesting 
success approached significance (slope = 0.46, R2 = 0.63, F = 5.17, P = 0.11), 
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Table 2 Osprey Nest Success and Productivity in Central Interior California, 
2020–2024

Year

Nest category and results 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total

Total occupied  24 39 42 48 62 215
Occupied, adequately monitored  13 34 37 46 51 181
Successful  13 24 28 32 35 132
No. young fledged  24 42 52 52 69 239
Percent nests successful 100 71 76 70 69  73
No. young/monitored nest 1.85 1.27 1.41 1.13 1.35  1.32

Table 3 Osprey Reproductive Success at Three Types of Water Bodies in 
Central Interior California

Water-body 
type

Year
Annual 
averageaReproduction metric 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Nest success (%) River/port 100 89 100 69 61 77
Reservoir 100 72 56 71 80 73

Pond 100 33 71 56 50 54
Productivity (no. young/ River/port 2.0 1.7 2.0 1.1 1.3 1.45

occupied nest) Reservoir 1.7 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.37
Pond 1.0 0.3 1.0 0.9 1.1 0.81

aAverage weighted by number of nests monitored each year: river/port = 4, 6, 10, 18, 18 nests; 
reservoir = 7, 18, 16, 21, 25 nests; pond = 2, 10, 8, 9, 8 nests.
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while the relationship with productivity was suggestive but not significant 
(slope = 0.0046, R2 = 0.50, F = 3.025, P = 0.18).

DISCUSSION

Results from three additional years of monitoring (2020, 2023, 2024) 
are largely consistent with results we previously reported for 2021 and 2022 
(Table 2; Airola and Estep 2022, 2023). Nest success was near or above 70%, 
productivity was consistently at or above levels associated with a healthy 
population (i.e., 0.8–1.1 young per occupied nest; Henny and Wight 1969, 
Spitzer and Poole 1980), and the population increased by an average of 4.5% 
annually (Table 2). Thus our 2020–2024 results confirm earlier conclusions 
(Airola and Estep 2022, 2023, Airola and Pandolfino 2022) that the Osprey 
population in central interior California is reproducing at a sustainable rate.

The modest rate of increase in the Osprey population in central interior 
California, while productivity averaged 1.33 young per occupied nest, may 
indicate that relatively high reproductive rates are required to maintain a 
stable Osprey population in this region, or it could indicate that this region 
is providing emigrants to populate surrounding areas. Average distances of 
the Osprey’s dispersal from natal sites to breeding sites have been reported as 
14 km in Michigan (Postupalsky 1989) and 47 km in Finland (Saurola 1995). 
Our results also confirmed our observations from 2021 and 2022 that nest 
success and productivity at stock ponds were below those of reservoirs and 
the Sacramento River and port. 

Information on the Osprey’s reproductive success, productivity, and popu-
lation trends in northern California since the 1960s (Table 4) provides context 
for interpreting our results. From 1969 to 1975, around the time DDT use was 
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Figure 2. General relationship between reservoir storage (percent of average annual 
storage on 1 May) and Osprey nesting success and productivity at the five major 
reservoirs in central interior California. Results are suggestive but not statistically 
significant.
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banned, the Osprey’s reproductive rates and population increases in northern 
California were lower than in subsequent years, with one exception. Along 
the north coast, reproduction during this period remained high (French 
1972, Henny et al. 1978), presumably because lower amounts of pesticides 
were used in this forest-dominated region with a sparse human population. 

The high reproductive success we documented in central interior Cali-
fornia is consistent with the results of other studies in northern California 

OSPREY POPULATION INCREASE IN CENTRAL INTERIOR CALIFORNIA

Table 4 Reproductive Success and Population Trends for Ospreys Monitored at 
Various Sites in Northern California, 1969–2024

Location Years
Average  

nest success
Average 

productivity

Average 
annual 

population 
trend (%) Sources

Lassen and Plumas 
counties

1969–1971 54% 1.02 15% Kahl 1972, Henny et 
al. 1978, Airola and 

Shubert 1981

Klamath National 
Forest

1969–1974 61% 1.03 Gale and Forbis 1974,  
Henny et al. 1978

North Coast, 
Humboldt 
and Del Norte 
counties

1971–1972 65% 1.19 French 1972, Henny et 
al. 1978

Usal Creek, 
Mendocino Co.

1971 43% 0.50 French 1972, Henny et 
al. 1978

Shasta Lake, Shasta 
Co.

1969–1975 0.82 Henny et al. 1978

Trinity (Clair Engle) 
Lake, Trinity Co. 

1972–1975 0.50 Henny et al. 1978

Lake Almanor,  
Plumas Co.

1975–1980 59% 1.35 +11% Airola and Shubert 1981

Kent Lake, Marin 
Co.

1981–2000 1.40 +10% Evens and Brake 2022
2004–2021 –8%

Clear Lake, Lake Co. 1992–2001 1.44 +7% Anderson et al. 2008

Mare Island, Napa 
and Solano 
counties

1999–2007 +16% Brake et al. 2014

2008–2013 +23% Brake et al. 2014

San Francisco Bay 
areaa

2013 65% 1.70 +31% Brake et al. 2014

San Francisco Bay 
areaa

2014–2021 +11% Evens and Brake 2022

Mono Lake, Mono 
Co.

2004–2012 73% 1.32 +33% Fields and Pagel 2016

Central interior 
California 

2020–2024 73% 1.33 +4.5% Airola and Estep 2022, 
2023; this study

aSolano, Contra Costa, Alameda, and San Francisco counties.
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since 1975 (Table 4). Measures of reproductive success within central interior 
California are higher than in most areas studied before 1975 and have been 
associated with a gradual population increase and range expansion over 
the succeeding decades (Airola and Pandolfino 2022). The only reported 
exception since 1975 is at Kent Lake, where the Osprey population increased 
through about 2000, but then declined after a pair of Bald Eagles (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) began nesting there in 2004 and interfered with Osprey nest-
ing (Evens and Brake 2022; Table 4). The 4.5% rate of population growth in 
central interior California is low compared to other populations studied from 
the 1990s to the 2020s (Table 4), suggesting that the species may be reaching 
habitat saturation in this region, and that further growth will be modest.

Despite the recent population increase and high reproductive success 
of central interior California’s Osprey population, several potential threats 
persist. A recent and continuing increase in the Bald Eagle population in this 
same region (Airola et al. in press) may portend conflicts between the two 
species and possible declines in the Osprey population, as Evens and Brake 
(2022) noted at Kent Lake (Table 4). To date, we have observed minor conflicts 
between the species during our brief surveys within the study area, but no 
displacement of Ospreys from nesting territories. In our study region, both 
species nest at similar distances from waters suitable for foraging (averages of 
0.56 km for the Osprey, n = 33, Airola and Estep 2022; 0.37 km for the Bald 
Eagle; n = 39; Airola et al. in press). Ospreys are generally more tolerant of 
human activity than are eagles (Gerrard et al. 1976, Washburn 2014), and in 
central interior California Ospreys tend to nest closer to roads than do Bald 
Eagles (x

_
 = 0.1 km and 1.2 km, respectively; Airola and Estep 2022, Airola et al. 

in press). This difference may contribute to the species’ coexistence, although 
in some areas eagles are known to have adapted to tolerate increased levels 
of human disturbance (Newbrey et al. 2005, Airola 2007).

The general (although not statistically significant) relationship between 
reservoir levels and reproductive success may indicate some sensitivity to the 
warming and drying climate (Kadir et al. 2013). The high proportion of nests 
found at reservoirs and stock ponds (85%), which are susceptible to drought, 
reduction of the snowpack in the Sierra Nevada, and a resulting change in the 
timing of runoff (Diffenbaugh et al. 2015), combined with the dramatic drop 
in productivity at ponds during the drought year of 2021 (Airola and Estep 
2022, 2023), warrants concern regarding potential effects of climate change.
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ABSTRACT: From 2021 through 2023 the Arizona Bird Committee reviewed 
403 reports (several individual records comprise multiple reports) and updated 
the Arizona bird list through 2023, adding five species—the White-tipped Dove 
(Leptotila verreauxi), American Woodcock (Scolopax minor), Ringed Kingfisher 
(Megaceryle torquata—inadvertently left out of the last report), Orange-billed 
Nightingale-Thrush (Catharus aurantiirostris), and Blue-black Grassquit (Volatinia 
jacarina)—bringing the Arizona state list to 570 species in good standing. 

This is the 11th published report of the Arizona Bird Committee (ABC) 
(Speich and Parker 1973, Speich and Witzeman 1975, Rosenberg and Witze-
man 1998, 1999, Rosenberg 2001, Rosenberg et al. 2007, 2011, 2017, 2019, 
and Rosenberg and Radamaker 2021). This report covers records from 2021 
to the end of 2023 and includes some records from prior years reviewed 
during that interval. The ABC reviewed a total of 259 reports, of which 251 
(97%) became accepted records. Five species were added to the Arizona list, 
the White-tipped Dove (Leptotila verreauxi), American Woodcock (Scolopax 
minor), Ringed Kingfisher (Megaceryle torquata), Orange-billed Nightingale-
Thrush (Catharus aurantiirostris), and Blue-black Grassquit (Volatinia jaca-
rina)—bringing it to 570 species in good standing. 

Other highlights in this report include Arizona’s first photographed 
Black Swift (Cypseloides niger), third Common Crane (Grus grus), third 
Black Turnstone (Arenaria melanocephala), third Yellow-footed Gull (Larus 
livens), thirteen different Lesser Black-backed Gulls (Larus fuscus), multiple 
Wedge-rumped Storm-Petrels (Hydrobates tethys) in the wake of Hurricane 
Hilary, third Black Storm-Petrel (Hydrobates melania), third and fourth 
Swallow-tailed Kites (Elanoides forficatus), second Gray-collared Becard 
(Pachyramphus major), eleven different Tufted Flycatchers (Mitrephanes 
phae ocercus), second Pine Flycatcher (Empidonax affinis), first Veery (Catha-
rus fuscescens) since 1999, second and third Clay-colored Thrushes (Turdus 
grayi), third White Wagtail (Motacilla alba), third and fourth White-winged 
Crossbills (Loxia leucoptera), and seven different Yellow Grosbeaks (Pheucti-
cus chrysopeplus).

The current Arizona Bird Committee (2024) consists of Chris D. Benesh, 
Tommy DeBardeleben, Felipe Guerrero, Ryan O’Donnell, David J. Stejskal, 
Caleb Strand, Jake Thompson, and Jason Wilder. Recent committee members 
who also voted on records in this report include Andrew Core, Troy Corman, 
Lauren Harter, Eric Hough, Keith Kamper, Scott Olmstead, Kurt Radamaker 
(who is also our web master), David Vander Pluym, Magill Weber, and Gary 
H. Rosenberg (who serves also as secretary). Janet Witzeman serves in a 
nonvoting capacity as assistant secretary, as she has done since the committee 
began in the early 1970s.
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The ABC’s web site (arizonabirdcommittee.org) includes the Arizona state 
list, a list of species currently reviewed, the ABC’s bylaws, a list of current 
committee members, a brief history of the ABC, an electronic form for report-
ing, and all past reports of the ABC (as published in Western Birds). When a 
species is removed from the ABC’s review list, we mention that information 
in the species accounts in the reports, as well as in the news of the committee.

The ABC encourages observers to submit documentation for species on 
the review list, as well as for species new to Arizona. The ABC’s review list can 
be found at arizonabirdcommitttee.org. All species with fewer than 30 records 
in the state are on the review list. Once there are 30 or more accepted records, 
the ABC evaluates whether or not it should be removed from the review list. 
Some species have remained on the review list longer if the committee agrees 
that circumstances, such as a serious field-identification issue, warrant reten-
tion. All material should be submitted via the submit form on the ABC’s web 
page at https://arizonabirdcommittee.org/PhotoSubmit/ABCSubmitMain.
aspx or sent to Rosenberg at the address above. The committee would like to 
emphasize the importance of submitting documentation of sightings directly 
to the ABC for review. Reports, including those with written descriptions, 
posted on local electronic mailing lists or at www.eBird.org should not be 
assumed to have been discovered by the ABC, nor be assumed to be intended 
as documentation of a rarity for the ABC. The ABC prefers reports submitted 
directly to the committee. The ABC thanks the many observers (200+) who 
have submitted their documentation of sightings to the ABC for this report. 
Each record listed below includes a locality, county (abbreviation: see below), 
date span, and initial observer if known. Additional observers who submit-
ted written reports (as indicated by the symbol †), photographs (ph.), video 
recordings (v.r.), and sound recordings (s.r.) are also listed. All records are of 
sight reports unless noted otherwise with a symbol for a photograph, sound 
recording, or specimen. As of 2024 the ABC’s current policy is to review 
reports of birds recurring in successive years only if the bird has departed 
and then returned. Reports of individual birds that persist for multiple years 
without leaving are not reviewed after the initial acceptance. In most cases, 
the total number of Arizona records for a species includes the number of 
records accepted by the ABC plus those published in Birds of Arizona (Phil-
lips et al. 1964) or in the Annotated Checklist of the Birds of Arizona (Monson 
and Phillips 1981). The ABC emphasizes that a report listed under “reports 
not accepted” means that the documentation supplied was insufficient and/
or did not meet the standards of the committee for substantiation.

Abbreviations for Arizona counties are APA, Apache; COS, Cochise; COC, 
Coconino; GIL, Gila; GRA, Graham; GRE, Greenlee; LAP, La Paz; MAR, 
Maricopa; MOH, Mohave; NAV, Navajo; PIM, Pima; PIN, Pinal; SCR, Santa 
Cruz; YAV, Yavapai; YUM, Yuma. Other abbreviations used include †, writ-
ten description; ph., photograph; s.r., sound recording; v.r., video recording; 
N.M., national monument; N.W.R., national wildlife refuge; SDNHM, San 
Diego Natural History Museum; S.P., state park; s.t.p., sewage treatment plant. 
The finder of a bird who also submitted details is acknowledged first; other 
observers who submitted details follow. 

Of the numbers appearing in parentheses (n, n, n) after each species’ name, 
the first represents the total number of reports published by Phillips et al. 
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(1964) or Monson and Phillips (1981) that the ABC considers correct but has 
not formally reviewed, provided the species was included on the ABC’s first 
(1972) checklist. (The symbol “#” symbol denotes a species not recognized 
or not on the review list at that time.) The second number is the number 
of records accepted by the ABC from 1972 until this report, and the third 
number is the number of records of the species published in this report. For 
example, in the case of the Red-eyed Vireo, (5, 43, 3) signifies that five records 
were published in Birds of Arizona, 43 records were accepted and published 
in previous ABC reports, and three others are published in this report. The 
sum of these numbers gives the total number of accepted records to date. All 
totals reflect the number of reports and not the number of individual birds 
(e.g., 200 Least Storm-Petrels at Lake Havasu, MOH, after Tropical Storm 
Nora on 26 September 1997 constitute one record).

ACCEPTED REPORTS
FULVOUS WHISTLING-DUCK Dendrocygna bicolor (6, 13, 2). One was at Az-

tec, YUM, 12–21 Jun 2023 (JBa, KMc; ph. HD), and one was at the Narramore Road 
ponds in Arlington, MAR, 22–30 Jul 2023 (ph. TC). Perhaps the same individual 
recurred there 15–16 Nov 2023 (ph. BB, AL) and later moved to the nearby Lower 
River Road ponds 16–19 Nov 2023 (ph. JRh, GHR). This species has declined in 
recent decades and is now only a casual and irruptive visitor (Monson and Phillips 
1981, Hamilton et al. 2007).

BRANT Branta bernicla (2, 17, 1).  The only report was of one along the Salt River 
in southwest Phoenix, MAR, 16–23 May 2021 (TB, RM; ph. PD, CR). As with all pre-
vious Brant records in Arizona, this individual was the western form B. b. nigricans.

TRUMPETER SWAN Cygnus buccinator (0, 11, 10). Arizona’s frequency of 
Trumpeter Swan reports has increased in recent years.  One was at Watson L., 
Prescott, YAV, 2 Dec 2020 (†, ph. DJS, JCn, FG), one was at Queen Valley, PIN, 16 
Jan–7 Feb 2021 (ph. PD, DJ, GK), one was near Taylor, NAV, 10–12 Feb 2021 (ph. 
JWs), one was at Happy Tank, about 23 km. n.e. of Heber, NAV (ph. JWs), one was 
at Granite Reef Recreation. Area, MAR, 16 Nov–6 Dec 2022 (†, ph. PD), one was 
at the John Lake playa, 19 km nw. of Winslow, COC, 22 Nov–11 Dec 2022 (JS; †, 
ph. JWi), one remained at Safford, GRA, 22 Nov 2022–18 Mar 2023 (JC; †, ph. DD, 
GHR), one was at Golden Valley w. of Kingman, MOH, 6–7 Jan 2023 (†, ph. MB), 
one was at Ganado Lake, APA, 28 Dec 2023 (ph. ES), and one was at Toka Sticks 
Golf Club, Mesa, MAR, 23 Mar 2023 (ph. RWa). 

LEAST GREBE Tachybaptus dominicus (4, 25, 5). One was at the Glendale 
recharge ponds 9 km w. of Glendale, MAR, 9 Jan 2021 (DMo; ph. PD), one was at 
Ruby, SCR, 31 May–30 Jul 2022 (ph. DBy), one was at Peña Blanca Lake, SCR, 24 
Apr–15 May 2023 (ph. TS), one was near the dam along the road into California 
Gulch at Ruby Lakes, SCR, 31 May–28 Aug 2023 (ph. DBy), and one was at Arivaca 
Lake, PIM, 2 Nov 2023 (ph. CNe). The Least Grebe is still considered casual in the 
southern Arizona but has become almost annual. The ABC removed it from the 
review list at the end of 2023.

WHITE-TIPPED DOVE Leptotila verreauxi (0, 0, 2).  Arizona’s first confirmed 
White-tipped Dove was at the confluence of Garden and Scheelite canyons on Fort 
Huachuca in the Huachuca Mountains, COS, 29 Apr–8 Jun 2022 (RBo; †, ph., s.r. 
GHR, JMc; Figure 1). Possibly the same individual was on Fort Huachuca in Hua-
chuca Canyon, COS, 23 Apr–11 Jul 2023 (†, ph. RBe). Van Rossem (1945) reported 
this species north in Sonora only to San Javier and Tecoripa (~28.6° N), but Russell 
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and Monson (1998) mapped it north along the Río Sonora to about Avizpe (~30.34° 
N, ~110 km south of the international border). Reports via https://ebird.org suggest 
it is now fairly common north to El Aribabi Conservation Ranch (30.856° N), just 
53 km south of the border.

BLACK SWIFT Cypseloides niger (3, 8, 2). A Black Swift at Florence, PIN, 14 Aug 
2023 (†, ph. PH) was the first photographed in Arizona. Another was seen at Rio 
Rico, SCR, 20 Sep 2023 (†BL). This species is a casual migrant in the state, mostly 
in fall; there is only one Arizona specimen (see Rosenberg et al. 2019).

COMMON CRANE Grus grus (0, 2, 1). A Common Crane was in a flock of 
Sandhill Cranes (Antigone canadensis) at Duncan, GRE, 13–17 Feb 2021 (†, ph. 
ASm). It is possible that this was the same adult as at Willcox in November 2020 (see 
Rosenberg and Radamaker 2021). If treated as a different bird, it represents a third 
Arizona record. Since 2015 there have been three records of the Common Crane 
in adjacent New Mexico, also of single birds in flocks of Sandhill Cranes (Williams 
and Baumann 2023).

PACIFIC GOLDEN-PLOVER Pluvialis fulva (0, 3, 2). A Pacific Golden-Plover at 
Coolidge, PIN, 24 Jul 2019 (†, ph. DJ) had been accepted as Arizona’s fourth record 
of this species, but it was inadvertently left out of the last report. Another was at 
Paloma Ranch, MAR, 30 Aug 2021 (DMo; †, ph. ROD). All five of Arizona’s Pacific 
Golden-Plovers have occurred between late June and early September.

NORTHERN JACANA Jacana spinosa (0, 7, 2). One was on the Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Indian Reservation n.e. of Fountain Hills, MAR, 14–18 Dec 2021 (†, ph. 
MV), and one was at the Tres Rios Wetlands, 6 km s. of Tolleson, MAR, 24–28 Oct 

Figure 1. A White-tipped Dove in Garden Canyon, Fort Huachuca, 29 April–8 June 
2022 established a first Arizona record. 

Photo by Gary H. Rosenberg on 3 June 2022
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2023 (KP; †, ph. GK, GHR). Despite Russell and Monson (1998) citing only one 
hypothetical record of the jacana for Sonora, reports via eBird suggest this species 
occurs regularly at least as far north as Navojoa, possibly to Guaymas. There are few 
records between there and Arizona, likely because of poor coverage.

UPLAND SANDPIPER Bartramia longicauda (3, 12, 4). One was along Greene 
Reservoir Road on the Santa Cruz Flats, PIN, 28 Sep 2021 (†, ph. SK, NH). At Will-
cox, COS, were one 27–29 Apr 2022 (ST; SA, MO, DJS) and another 18 Aug 2023 
(†, ph. TWo). One was at Quail Creek in Green Valley, PIM, 19 Aug 2023 (†, ph. 
CK, AK). The one at Willcox in April 2022 was only the third Upland Sandpiper 
recorded in Arizona in spring. Most records are from mid-July to September, with 
a majority in August.

HUDSONIAN GODWIT Limosa haemastica (0, 8, 3). The three accepted records 
are of one at Lone Butte Pond (formerly Gila Farms Pond) 23 km s. of Phoenix, MAR, 
25 May–1 Jun 2021 (†, ph. DPe), two at Evergreen Turf Farm, Santa Cruz Flats, PIN, 
23 Aug 2023 (†, ph. JMi), and another two, likely different individuals, at White Star 
Dairy in Stanfield, PIN, 25 Aug 2023, with one remaining until 17 Sep 2023 (JMo, 
KKa; †, ph. TWo, CBe). Prior to these reports, there had been only one previous fall 
record from Arizona (see Rosenberg et al. 2019).

AMERICAN WOODCOCK Scolopax minor (0, 0, 1). Arizona’s first American 
Woodcock was discovered in Cave Creek Canyon near Portal, COS, 6 Nov 2021, 
and was last reported 15 Nov 2021 (HM; †, ph. JY, LC; Marble 2022; Figure 2). This 
species is a casual visitor in New Mexico mostly east of the Continental Divide (19 
records; Williams and Baumann 2023) and accidental in both California (Patten et 
al. 1999) and Nevada (Tinsman and Meyers 2016).

RUDDY TURNSTONE Arenaria interpres (2, 12, 1). One record of a juvenile 
on the John Lake playa, 19 km nw. of Winslow, COC, 26–27 Aug 2021 (W&BC; 
ph. JWi). At least in the late 20th century, this species was more regular in Arizona 
during fall migration (see Rosenberg and Witzeman 1998), but there have been few 
records since it was returned to the review list in 2002.

Figure 2. This American Woodcock at Cave Creek Canyon 6–15 November 2021 
provided a first Arizona record. 

Photo by John Yerger on 8 November 2021

ARIZONA BIRD COMMITTEE REPORT, 2021–2023 RECORDS



198

BLACK TURNSTONE Arenaria melanocephala (0, 2, 1). Arizona’s third Black 
Turnstone was at Spot Road Farm, 9 km ese. of Aztec, YUM, 23–24 May 2021 (†, 
ph. KR; †, ph. AC). This species is fairly regular in small numbers at the Salton Sea, 
California (Patten et al. 2003), and has occurred in adjacent New Mexico only once, 
also in May (Williams and Baumann 2023).

RED KNOT Calidris canutus (2, 21, 6).  On the John Lake playa, 19 km nw of 
Winslow, COC, were one 28 Aug 2021 (JT, AS; †, ph. JWi) and another 19 Aug 2023 
(JMz; †, ph. KHk). One was at Spot Road Farm, 9 km ese. of Aztec, YUM, 22 Sep (†, 
ph. BJo), two were at Paloma Ranch, 17 km w. of Gila Bend, MAR, 2021 25–27 Sep 
2021 (DMo; †, ph. JMc), one was at White Star Dairy, Stanfield, PIN, 23 Jul 2022 
(NW, KHa; ph. TDj, NPu), and one was at Willcox, COS, 16–18 Sep 2023 (†, ph. 
TWh). The Red Knot was encountered more regularly from the 1970s to 1990s (see 
Rosenberg and Witzeman 1998) when populations of this species were apparently 
larger. It remains a casual migrant in Arizona, with the majority of records occur-
ring during fall migration.

RUFF Calidris pugnax (0, 13, 2). One at a dairy e. of Maricopa, PIN, 9 Sep 2021 
(†, ph, DPe), and one at Caballero Dairy in the Santa Cruz Flats, PIN, 14–18 Oct 
2021 (†, ph. CHi; †, ph.  JMc). This species remains a casual visitor, with all but one 
of the Arizona’s Ruffs occurring in fall or winter.

SHARP-TAILED SANDPIPER Calidris acuminata (0, 6, 2). Two records, both 
of juveniles, on the John Lake playa, 19 km nw. of Winslow, COC, 29–30 Sep 2021 
(BO; †, ph. CMc), and at White Star Dairy, Stanfield, PIN, 15–18 Oct 2023 (†, ph. 
PD; †, ph. GHR, CR). All but one of Arizona’s Sharp-tailed Sandpipers have been 
recorded from late September to early November; see Rosenberg et al. (2017) for 
the one spring record.

WHITE-RUMPED SANDPIPER Calidris fuscicollis (0, 20, 2). Two records, both 
at Willcox, COS, of two birds 23–24 May 2022 (ph. ST) and one there 27 Jun 2022 
(ph. ST). This species remains a casual late spring migrant in Arizona, with most 
records from late May and June.

POMARINE JAEGER Stercorarius pomarinus (2, 10, 3). Accepted records are of 
one at San Carlos Reservoir, PIN and GRA, 8 Oct 2021 (KKa; †, ph. DJ, CMc), one 
near the San Pedro River 13 km e. of Sierra Vista, COS, 25 Oct 2023 (ph. ST), and 
one at the Green Valley s.t.p., PIM, 8–11 Nov 2023 (DBr, CTe; †, ph. GHR, NPu). 
The Green Valley bird was eventually captured and brought to a local rehabilitation 
facility, where it died (disposition of the specimen unknown). The Pomarine is the 
jaeger most expected in Arizona after the end of September.

PARASITIC JAEGER Stercorarius parasiticus (2, 18, 3). One juvenile was at Pitts-
burg Point, Lake Havasu City, MOH, 12–16 Sep 2021 (†, ph. GHR, KVR; ph. CMc), 
another was at Bill Williams N.W.R., LAP, 7 Sep 2022 (†, ph. KKa), and two were at 
Lake Havasu near Lake Havasu City, MOH, 15 Sep 2023 (ph. NPe, RR). Virtually 
all of Arizona’s records of the Parasitic Jaeger are from September.

LONG-TAILED JAEGER Stercorarius longicaudus (0, 18, 1). One juvenile on 
Lake Havasu from Pittsburg Point, MOH, 12–15 Sep 2021 (†, ph. GHR, KVR) was the 
only Long-tailed Jaeger reported during this period. In early and mid-September this 
species and the Parasitic Jaeger are the more expected in Arizona than the Pomarine.

BLACK-LEGGED KITTIWAKE Rissa tridactyla (1, 23, 5). The five records 
were of one along the Santa Cruz River at the Ina Road bridge, Tucson, PIM, 6 Nov 
2021 (ph. MRT; †, ph. AC, GHR, NPu), one at the Glendale recharge ponds 9 km 
w. of Glendale, MAR, 25 Nov 2021(SB; †, ph. JRi), one at Bill Williams N.W.R., LAP 
and MOH, 1 Dec 2021–14 Jan 2022 (†, ph. NPe), one at Quitobaquito, Organ Pipe 
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Cactus N.M., PIM, 14 Nov 2023 (†, ph. KG), and one at the Ajo s.t.p., PIM, 28 Nov 
2023 (†, ph. DBa). Most Arizona records are from mid-November to early January.

SHORT-BILLED GULL Larus brachyrhynchus (0, 28, 3). One was at the Benson 
s.t.p., COS, 24 Mar 2021 (†, ph. DJS), one was at the Castle Creek boat ramp, Lake 
Pleasant, YAV and MAR, 27 Nov 2021–14 Jan 2022 (JWh; †, ph. GHR, BJo), and 
one was at the north end of Lake Havasu, MOH, 23 Dec 2022 (ph. NW), with likely 
the same individual found at Windsor Beach, Lake Havasu City, MOH, 27–28 Jan 
2023 (ph. KKa). All three were in their first plumage cycle. The Short-billed Gull is 
a casual late fall and winter visitor, most occurring along the Colorado River, and it 
was removed from the ABC’s review list at the end of 2022.

YELLOW-FOOTED GULL Larus livens (0, 1, 2). Arizona’s second Yellow-footed 
Gull was a first-cycle bird at Windsor Beach, Lake Havasu S.P., MOH, 10 Sep 2021–8 
Feb 2022 (ph. KKa; †, ph. GHR, CMc, JMc). A second-cycle bird at nearby Pittsburg 
Point, Lake Havasu City, MOH, 5–8 Oct 2022 (ph. KKa) possibly represented the 
return of the previous year’s bird. Arizona’s first Yellow-footed Gull was a subadult 
bird at Wahweep, Lake Powell, COC, 23 April 1999 (Rosenberg 2001).

ICELAND GULL Larus glaucoides (3, 17, 4). One was at Telephone Cove, Lake 
Mohave, MOH, 15 Nov 2021 (†, ph. KKa, CMc), one was at the n. end of Lake Havasu, 
MOH, 28 Jan 2023 (†, ph. CS, RR), one adult was at Lakeside Park, Tucson, PIM, 
13–15 Oct 2023 (ML; †, ph. MMS, CR), and one was at San Carlos Reservoir, PIN, 
27 Dec 2023 (†, ph. KKa, DJ). All Arizona records involve L. g. thayeri.

LESSER BLACK-BACKED GULL Larus fuscus (0, 21, 13). An amazing 13 Lesser 
Black-backed Gulls were documented for this report: one at the Sedona Wetlands 
Preserve, 12 km wsw. of Sedona, YAV, 31 Mar 2021 (†, ph. SH), one at San Carlos 
Reservoir, PIN and GRA, 25 Oct–13 Nov 2021 (DPe; †, ph. CMc), one at the Glen-
dale recharge ponds, 9 km w. of Glendale, MAR, 16 Nov 2021 (†, ph. JRi), one at 
Two Cow Cove, Lake Pleasant, MAR, 8 Dec 2021 (PDa; †, ph. BJo), a different in-
dividual at the Castle Creek boat ramp, Lake Pleasant, YAV, 17 Dec 2021 (ph. DSp), 
one at Windsor Beach, Lake Havasu S.P., MOH, 18 Dec 2021 (†, ph. JY), one at San 
Carlos Reservoir, PIN, 1 Apr 2022 (†, ph. DJ), another there 27 Dec 2023 (†, ph. DJ, 
KKa), one at Rotary Park, Lake Havasu City, MOH, 8 Oct 2022–3 Jan 2023 (†, ph. 
ASi, AKu), one at the north end of Lake Havasu, MOH, 12 May 2023 (†, ph. PH), 
one first-cycle bird at Parker Canyon Lake, COS, 6–23 Oct 2023 (AB; †, ph. MMS, 
GHR), with an adult dropping in there briefly 13 Oct 2023 (†, ph. CBe), and one at 
Bill Williams N.W.R., LAP, 24 Dec 2023 (†, ph. DGr). This species’ frequency in the 
western U.S. has increased greatly during the last decade; the first Arizona record 
was in 2006 (Rosenberg et al. 2011).

GLAUCOUS GULL Larus hyperboreus (0, 6, 1).  The first report of a Glaucous 
Gull in Arizona since 2014 was of one first-year bird at Willow Lake, Prescott, YAV, 
13–17 Nov 2023 (†, ph. DMl).

ARCTIC TERN Sterna paradisaea (2, 5, 4). The four records were of one or two 
adults at Arivaca Lake, PIM, 14 Jun 2022 (ph. BN), one second-year bird at Rotary 
Park, Lake Havasu City, MOH, 13–14 Jul 2022 (†, ph KKa), and one adult at Arizona 
City, PIN, 2 Jul 2023 (CS; †, ph. GHR). An older record was discovered by David 
Stejskal, who noticed the cover of an old issue of The Roadrunner (newsletter of 
Maricopa Audubon Society) from 1975 showing a supposed Forster’s Tern that was 
actually a misidentified Arctic Tern, photographed at Painted Rock Dam, MAR, 10 
Jul 1974 (ph. RWi). Most of Arizona’s previous Arctic Terns were found during two 
distinct seasons, mid-May–mid-June, and September–October, and now three July 
records fall outside these intervals.

ELEGANT TERN Thalasseus elegans (0, 21, 19). An amazing 19 records of the 
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Elegant Tern were documented for this report, many with multiple individuals. 
As many as four were at the Patagonia Lake spillway, SCR, 16 May 2021, with one 
persisting 18–21 May 2021 (LD; †, ph. DJS). At Arivaca Lake, PIM, were four 21 
May 2021 (ph. BN) and two 27 Jun 2023 (ph. CBe). Two were at Roper Lake S.P. 
near Safford, GRA, 21 May 2021 (ph. KW), one at the Amado s.t.p., PIM, 22 May 
2021 (JH; †, ph. CHi, PI, GHR, NPu), one at Lakeside Park, Tucson, PIM, 24–29 
May 2021 (SG; †, ph.  LH), two at Arivaca Lake, PIM, 28–29 Mar 2022 (ph. BN), 
and two at Canoa Ranch Conservation Park, PIM, 28 Mar 2022 (ph. CTr). Two at 
Patagonia Lake S.P., SCR, 20 Apr 2022 increased to four 22 Apr 2022 (ph. DVo, RV).  
Others were there 4 May 2023 (ph. TFa, JFa, IM) and 19–23 June 2023 (LD; †, ph. 
JA). Two were along I-19 near Canoa, PIM, 27 Apr 2022 (ph. SC, CSm, TL). One at 
the Amado s.t.p., PIM, 14 Jun 2022 (†, ph. DJS) was possibly the same individual 8 
km n. at Canoa Ranch, PIM, 15–16 Jun 2022 (ph. CTh). Single individuals were at 
Randolph Park, Tucson, PIM, 17 Jun 2022 (†, ph. MMS), at Arthur Pack Regional 
Park, PIM, 21 Jun–16 Jul 2022 (†, ph. JWl), at Alamo Lake S.P., LAP, 22 May 2023 
(†, ph. PH), and at Paloma Ranch, MAR, 19 Jun 2023 (†, ph. HD). One at Quail 
Creek, Green Valley, SCR, 20–27 Jun 2023 (†, ph. NPu, MMS) was also seen at the 
Green Valley s.t.p., PIM, 21 Jun 2023 (ph. HDo). Up to three (2 adults., 1 juvenile) 
were at a pond on Barnes Road, Stanfield, PIN, 28–30 Jun 2023 (†, ph. GHR, BJo). 
The status of this species has changed greatly in recent years, with numbers of spring 
records increasing; it has become an expected spring visitor/transient at lakes and 
ponds in southern Arizona, especially following strong s.w. winds from the northern 
Gulf of California.

BLACK SKIMMER Rynchops niger (0, 11, 1). The report of one at White Star 
Dairy, Stanfield, PIN, 3 May 2021 (KKa; †, ph. GHR, JMc, PD) was the only one of 
this casual spring and summer visitor accepted from 2021 through 2023. 

RED-BILLED TROPICBIRD Phaethon aethereus (2, 6, 1). Arizona’s ninth Red-
billed Tropicbird was photographed on Lake Havasu above Parker Dam (from 
Take-off Point), LAP and MOH, 21 Aug 2023 (†, ph. CMc). This individual was 
brought to Arizona by Hurricane Hilary, and it represents the first time a Red-billed 
Tropicbird has been seen and photographed in Arizona by multiple observers—all 
other records were of “downed” individuals found either dead or weakened, and 
brought to rehabilitators.

WEDGE-RUMPED STORM-PETREL Hydrobates tethys (0, 7, 4). Hurricane Hil-
ary brought numerous Wedge-rumped Storm-Petrels to Arizona, with reports from 
at least four different locations. The majority were seen on Lake Havasu between 
Parker Dam and Lake Havasu City, LAP and MOH, or from Pittsburg Point in Lake 
Havasu City, MOH, 21 Aug 2023 (†, ph. CDB, DJS, TWo, DGo; Figure 3), with a 
high of 24 counted from boats. The exact number was impossible to ascertain, and 
all seen on Lake Havasu are treated as one record; single individuals were reported 
there through 23 August. Gochfeld salvaged one specimen found 5 km se. of the Lake 
Havasu City boat-launching ramp (SDNHM 57716). Additionally, single birds were 
photographed at the Glendale Recharge ponds, 9 km w. of Glendale, MAR (ph. JRi), 
at Lake Pleasant, MAR (ph. SHo), and at the Lower River Road ponds, Palo Verde, 
MAR (ph. CKo), all on 21 August 2023. This is the second hurricane to bring Wedge-
rumped Storm-Petrels to the Desert Southwest, the first being Hurricane Newton 
in 2016 (see Rosenberg et al. 2019). It should be noted here that multiple observers 
reported Leach’s/Townsend’s Storm-Petrel (Hydrobates leucorhous/socorroensis), but 
none of these reports was submitted to the ABC, and none was adequately docu-
mented. A sight report of a Leach’s/Townsends in September 1997 (Tropical Storm 
Nora), though accepted by the ABC (see Rosenberg 2001), should now probably 
be re-evaluated given the recent documentation of the Wedge-rumped, a potential 
vagrant not considered in 1997.
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BLACK STORM-PETREL Hydrobates melania (0, 2, 1).  Hurricane Hilary 
brought at least three Black Storm-Petrels to Lake Havasu between Pittsburg Point in 
Lake Havasu City and Parker Dam, MOH and LAP, 21 Aug 2023 (†, ph. CDB, DJS, 
TWo). The multiple individuals on Lake Havasu are considered as one record. The 
previous Arizona records were of multiple birds (up to 40) on Lake Havasu, MOH, 26 
Sep 1997 in the wake of Tropical Storm Nora (Rosenberg 2001), and one at Benson, 
COS, 10 Sep 2016, three days after Hurricane Newton passed (Rosenberg et al. 2019).

LEAST STORM-PETREL Hydrobates microsoma (0, 6, 2). Hurricane Hilary 
brought at least 35 Least Storm-Petrels to Lake Havasu between Pittsburg Point in 
Lake Havasu City and Parker Dam, MOH and LAP, 21–22 Aug 2023 (†, ph. DJS, 
CDB, TWo). Gochfeld salvaged one specimen found floating just 600 m west of the 
Arizona/California line and 2 km nw. of Pittsburg Point (SDNHM 57717). Else-
where, one was at Scorpion Bay, Lake Pleasant, MAR, 21 Aug 2023 (CBe, TDB; †, ph. 
ROD). The Least appears to be the storm-petrel most prone to being blown to the 
Desert Southwest by hurricanes that pass through the Gulf of California (Rosenberg 
2001, Patten et al. 2003, Rosenberg et al. 2019).

MAGNIFICENT FRIGATEBIRD Fregata magnificens (4, 13, 4). Individuals were 
photographed at Sahuarita, PIM, 28 Sep 2021 (†, ph. PI) and along I-10 near Sacaton, 
PIN, 27 Jul 2022 (†, ph. ADu, JD). Multiple frigatebirds preceded the leading edge 
of Hurricane Hilary, with at least 11 seen near Imperial Dam, YUM, 20 Aug 2023 
(ph. TWo) and two at Mittry Lake, YUM, 20 Aug 2023 (ph. KPe, CG). Unlike the 
influx of storm-petrels found on 21 August, none followed the storm. Given the 
several inland North American records of both the Great Frigatebird (F. minor) and 
Lesser Frigatebird (F. ariel) (see Sullivan et al. 2007), the ABC does not regard the 
Magnificent as the default frigatebird in Arizona, so acceptance of any frigatebird 
species requires photographic documentation. 

Figure 3. This Wedge-rumped Storm Petrel was one of at least 24 found on Lake 
Havasu on 21 August 2023, brought to Arizona by Hurricane Hilary. 

Photo by Doug Gochfeld
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YELLOW-CROWNED NIGHT HERON Nyctanassa violacea (1, 3, 2).  Juveniles 
were at Seneca Lake, 48 km ne. of Globe, GIL, 1–12 Sep 2022 (†, ph. JMc; †, ph. 
GHR) and at Gilbert Water Ranch, MAR, 17 Nov 2023–6 Feb 2024 (†, ph. DF, PD; 
Figure 4). These represent the first records from Arizona since the immature bird 
at Painted Rock Dam, MAR, 13 Aug–5 Sep 2005 (Rosenberg et al. 2011). Given the 
recent expansion of this species over the past 20 years in southern California, from 
the Imperial Valley north to Los Angeles, it is not surprising that dispersing juveniles 
should make it to Arizona.

WHITE IBIS Eudocimus albus (2, 10, 2). One was near Fisher’s Landing, YUM, 
6 May 2023 (†GTh). Also, a stunning adult stood out well in a flock of White-faced 
Ibises and moved around to several locations near Arlington, MAR, 15 Nov 2023–4 
Mar 2024 (AL, BB; †, ph. GHR, EK). This species remains a casual visitor to Arizona.

GLOSSY IBIS Plegadis falcinellus (0, 19, 9). Nine reports of the Glossy Ibis were 
well documented, of one along Mohave Road near Parker, LAP, 8 Apr 2021 (ph. 
M&LS), ones at Buckeye, MAR, 15–16 Aug 2021 (ph. CS, NW), 18–20 Dec 2021 
(CS; †, ph. CMc), and 19 Mar 2023 (ph. JLi), one at Willcox, COS, 3 May 2022 (ph. 
CS, JWs), one at Gilbert, MAR, 29 Aug 2022 (ph. DVa, DC), one at the John Lake 
playa, 19 km nw. of Winslow, COC, 9 Apr 2023 (†, ph. JWi), one in Stanfield, PIN, 
31 May 2023 (ph. KKa), and one at the Lower River Road ponds, Palo Verde, MAR, 
23–28 Jul 2023 (ph. JWs). The ABC remains concerned about possible hybrids with 
the White-faced Ibis (P. chihi) being identified as pure Glossy Ibises.

SWALLOW-TAILED KITE Elanoides forficatus (0, 2, 2). Two different Swallow-
tailed Kites were photographed, both swooping down and drinking at lakes, and then 
vanishing. One was at Patagonia Lake S.P., SCR, 6 Aug 2023 (†, ph. MF; Figure 5), 
and one was at Hidden Cove near Holbrook, NAV, 4 Sep 2023 (†, ph. GH). There 
are now at least 20 records for New Mexico, many of which appear to represent birds 

Figure 4. This juvenile-plumaged Yellow-crowned Night Heron was at Gilbert Water 
Ranch 17 November 2023–6 February 2024, establishing a sixth Arizona record. 

Photo by Pierre Deviche on 18 November 2023
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dispersing in late summer (Williams and Baumann 2023), as does a report along the 
Gila River in Virden, New Mexico, 10 km from Duncan, GRE, Arizona, on 20 Aug 
2022 (https://ebird.org/checklist/S117284240).

RINGED KINGFISHER Megaceryle torquata (0, 0, 1). A Ringed Kingfisher was 
seen briefly at Dankworth Pond, GRA, 9 Sep 2018 (†, JC), then photographed 4 km 
to the n. at Roper Lake S.P., GRA, 4 Oct 2018–3 Mar 2019 (†, ph KW; Figure 6; †, 
ph. JMc, GHR, AC; see Coker 2019), representing a first Arizona record. In western 
Mexico, the Ringed Kingfisher is regular only as far north as the vicinity of Mazatlan, 
Sinaloa, but the Texas population does appear to disperse in fall and winter to some 
degree north and west of the core breeding range, yielding wanderers as far north 
as Amarillo (see https://ebird.org/checklist/S17480450).

RED-HEADED WOODPECKER Melanerpes erythrocephalus (3, 5, 5). Five dif-
ferent Red-headed Woodpeckers were accepted, one in Pinedale, NAV, 6 May 2021 
(†, ph. JFu), one in Flagstaff, COC, 9–10 Jun 2021 (TP; †, ph. JWi), one at Arthur 
Pack Regional Park, Tucson, PIM, 27 Sep 2021 (†, ph. CTh), one in Avondale, MAR, 
25–31 Dec 2022 (JNE; †, ph. PD), and one near San Simon, COS, 6 Jan–29 Apr 2023 
(†, ph. RWe; †, ph. GHR). A majority of the Arizona records are from fall and winter.

GRAY-COLLARED BECARD Pachyramphus major (0, 1, 1). Arizona’s second 
Gray-collared Becard was a female along the South Fork of Cave Creek Canyon near 
Portal, COS, 23 May 2023 (†, ph. TFo). The previous Arizona record was of one in 
the same area 5 Jun 2009 (Rosenberg et al. 2011). This species has occurred within 
about 250 km of the Arizona border in Sonora, Mexico (Russell and Monson 1998).

NUTTING’S FLYCATCHER Myiarchus nuttingi (1, 7, 2). One Nutting’s Fly-
catcher photographed and sound-recorded at Bill Williams N.W.R., MOH and LAP, 
13 Feb–22 Mar 2022 (ph., s.r. VS, RS, NW), the first one well documented there in five 
years, suggests that this species still occurs along the Bill Williams River. The most 
recent previous report was 5 July 2017—see https://ebird.org/checklist/S37984704. 
Nutting’s Flycatcher was first found along the Bill Williams River in 2008 (Rosenberg 

Figure 5. Arizona’s third Swallow-tailed Kite at Patagonia Lake State Park 6 August 
2023 was one of two found in the state that year. 

Photo by Mark Faucher
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et al. 2011) and successfully bred along there through at least 2015 (Rosenberg et 
al. 2017). Elsewhere, one was found along Paige Creek, PIM, 24 Mar–11 Nov 2022, 
and again 25 Mar–21 Apr 2023 (†, ph, s.r. PS; ph., s.r. MMS, NPu, NPe). Although 
the same individual (same broken bill) occurred in both years, it is unknown if the 
2023 record represents continuous presence or the return after an absence.

GREAT CRESTED FLYCATCHER Myiarchus crinitus (1, 3, 3). One was at Sun-
flower, MAR, 2–4 Sep 2022 (†, ph. TDB), one was at Sun Lakes, Chandler, MAR, 
23–24 Sep 2023 (DC; †, ph. ROD, AC, PD, GHR; Figure 7), and one was at the Tres 
Rios Wetlands, 6 km s. of Tolleson, MAR, 28–29 Oct 2023 (ALw; †, ph. GHR). Most 
of Arizona’s Great Crested Flycatchers, as well as those in western New Mexico and 
California, have occurred from mid-September to late October.

COUCH’S KINGBIRD Tyrannus couchii (0, 3, 2). Two accepted records of vocal-
izing individuals: one was in Green Valley, PIM, 21 Dec 2022–1 Apr 2023 (†, ph. 
DGf; †, ph., s.r. GHR, NPu), the other in Tubac, SCR, 15–19 Nov 2023 (PC; †, ph. 
MMS). Additional records from Nevada, west Texas, and California are also from 
late fall and winter (Rosenberg et al. 2019).

TUFTED FLYCATCHER Mitrephanes phaeocercus (0, 5, 11). An astounding 
11 different Tufted Flycatcher reports were accepted including those of one at Reef 
Townsite Campground in Carr Canyon, COS, 8 Mar–9 Apr 2018 (ph. DSu, BMc) 
and of one in upper Ramsey Canyon, COS, 9 Mar–13 Jul 2018 (ph. RWo); these were 
inadvertently left out of the ABC’s last report.  The species had been present at both 
these locations during the summer of 2017 (Rosenberg et al. 2019). Additional ac-
cepted records are of one in Rucker Canyon, COS, 10–13 May 2021 (†, ph. LG, JP), 
one in Box Canyon, Santa Rita Mts., PIM, 18 May 2021(†, ph. CJa, CJc, BJa, AJ), one 
near Stewart Campground in Cave Creek Canyon, Portal, COS, 21 May 2021 (†, ph. 
RVB), one in Rucker Canyon, Chiricahua Mts., COS, 11 Apr–18 May 2022 (GW; †, 

Figure 6. Arizona’s first Ringed Kingfisher was at Roper Lake State Park 9 September 
2018–3 March 2019. 

Photo by Kelly Wright on 4 October 2018
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ph., s.r. GHR, NPu, PI), one at Rose Canyon Lake, Santa Catalina Mts., PIM, 18–26 
May 2022 (RT; †, ph. MMS), one at Cave Springs Campground in Oak Creek Can-
yon, COC, 31 Jul–1 Aug 2-22 (ph. ASm, JO; †, ph. JWi), one at the amphitheater in 
Madera Canyon, SCR, 5 Apr 2023 (†, ph. ADe, EB), one in upper Ramsey Canyon, 
COS, 22 Jun 2023 (s.r. CBo), and one in South Fork of Cave Creek Canyon, Portal, 
COS, 8 Sep–21 Oct 2023 (†, ph. DR). The Tufted Flycatcher’s frequency in Arizona 
has certainly increased since the first state record in 2005 (see Rosenberg et al. 2011). 

LEAST FLYCATCHER Empidonax minimus (3, 11, 5). Five accepted records, of 
one at Raven Butte, Barry M. Goldwater Range, YUM, 14 Sep 2021 (†, ph. ROD), 
one in the Sonoita Creek State Natural Area below Patagonia Lake, SCR, 1 Nov 
2021–23 Jan 2022 (†, ph. DJS; ph. CMc), returning to the same territory 17–22 Dec 
2022 (†, ph. DJS, CG) and again 16 Dec 2023 (†CG), one at the Slaughter Ranch e. of 
Douglas, COS, 7 Nov–21 Dec 2022 (†, s.r. RWe; †, ph., s.r. ST), one at Gilbert Water 
Ranch, MAR, 3 Sep–7 Oct 2023 (†, ph. ROD; †, ph. PD, JBu), and one at the Tres Rios 
Wetlands, 6 km s. of Tolleson, MAR, 24 Dec 2023 (†, ph. NPe). This species remains 
a casual migrant in Arizona, with many of the records from late fall and winter.

PINE FLYCATCHER Empidonax affinis (0, 1, 1). After the astounding discovery 
of the first Pine Flycatcher for the United States in 2016 (Rosenberg and Stejskal 
2018), another was found at Rose Canyon Lake, Santa Catalina Mountains, PIM, 11 
Apr–21 Jul 2022 (†, ph. JMe, LBa; †, ph. s.r. CDB, GHR, NPu; Figure 8). The bird was 
initially reported as a Western Flycatcher, but the very early date piqued the interest 
of Chris Benesh, who, reviewing the documentation for eBird, determined that the 
bird was in fact a Pine Flycatcher. Fortunately it was still present, and on territory, 

Figure 7. This Great Crested Flycatcher at Chandler 23–24 September 2023 established 
the sixth Arizona record. 

Photo by Gary H. Rosenberg on 24 September 2023
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in mid-May, when it was well documented. The two Arizona records, both very 
well documented, are the only two for the United States of this species otherwise 
restricted to Mexico (north to southeastern Sonora) and Guatemala.

BLUE-HEADED VIREO Vireo solitarius (0, 5, 5). Accepted records of birds 
photographed are of one along the Verde River, Box Bar Recreation Area, MAR, 19 
Nov–14 Dec 2021 (†, ph. TDB), one at Northsight Park, Phoenix, MAR, 30 Dec 2021 
(†, ph. BJo), one at Jewel of the Creek Reserve, Cave Creek, MAR, 3 Nov–15 Dec 
2022 (TDB; †, ph. MV), one at Crossroads at Silverbell District Park, Marana, PIM, 
29 Dec 2022–12 Jan 2023 (†, ph. CS, NPe; †, ph. GHR, MMS), and one at Willow 
Lake, Prescott, YAV, 18–20 Sep 2023 (†, ph. TDB). Each of these individuals appeared 
to be brightly plumaged, all showing contrast between a green back and gray head, 
but potential confusion with bright-plumaged Cassin’s Vireos (V. cassinii) remains 
an identification problem.

PHILADELPHIA VIREO Vireo philadelphicus (5, 19, 6). The six accepted re-
cords are of one at Leslie Canyon N.W.R., COS, 6 Oct 2022 (†, ph. ST), one at the 
Boyce Thompson Arboretum, PIN, 15–19 Oct 2022 (†, ph. DK), one at Peña Blanca 
Lake, SCR, 20 Oct 2022 (†, ph. CS), one along Tanque Verde Wash in e. Tucson, 
PIM, 7–13 Nov 2022 (ph. JMo, KKa), one in Portal, COS, 20 Jun 2023 (†, ph. RWe, 
RAR), and one at Black Canyon City, YAV, 4 Dec 2023–1 Jan 2024 (TDB; †, ph. PD). 
Most Arizona records are from late fall, and the ABC still cautions observers about 
possible confusion of the Philadelphia Vireo with bright-plumaged fall Warbling 
Vireos (V. gilvus).

YELLOW-GREEN VIREO Vireo flavoviridis (1, 17, 3). One at Leslie Canyon 
N.W.R., COS, 27 Aug–7 Sep 2022 (†, ph. ST), one in Montosa Canyon, SCR, 21–22 
Jun 2023 (†, ph., s.r. SS; †, CBe), and one at San Bernardino N.W.R., COS, 24 Jun 
2023 (†, s.r. RWe). Most of the Arizona records extend from June into September.

CAVE SWALLOW Petrochelidon fulva (0, 11, 1). One was along the Santa Cruz 

Figure 8. Arizona’s second Pine Flycatcher was at Rose Canyon, Santa Catalina 
Mountains, 11 April–21 July 2022. 

Photo by Chris D. Benesh on 11 May 2022
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River in Tucson, PIM, 23 Feb 2022 (†CS). Apart from the birds nesting on the Univer-
sity of Arizona campus in Tucson during the late 1970s and early 1980s (see Rosenberg 
and Witzeman 1999), all the other Arizona records have been during fall and winter.

BOHEMIAN WAXWING Bombycilla garrulus (x, 2, 1). Two were at Teec Nos 
Pos, APA, 10–21 Jan 2023 (†, ph. NPe; †, ph. GHR). The history of the Bohemian 
Waxwing in Arizona is complicated and not well documented. Prior to the estab-
lishment of the ABC, it was considered a sparse, erratic winter visitor in northern 
Arizona, with scattered reports (undocumented?) from southern Arizona (Monson 
and Phillips 1981). The ABC has reviewed (and accepted) only two reports, of 
multiple individuals at Katherine Landing, Lake Mohave, MOH, 12 Jan–6 Feb 1977, 
and of one with Cedar Waxwings (B. cedrorum) in Lutz Canyon, COS, 16 Dec 2004 
(Rosenberg and Witzeman 1998; Rosenberg et al. 2007). Reports of invasions, such 
as 40+ individuals at Ganado, APA, 18 Feb 1979 (Monson and Phillips 1981), and 
150+ individuals in Flagstaff, COC, during Feb 1984 (see Rosenberg and Witzeman 
1998), and several other potentially good records, have not been submitted to or 
reviewed by the ABC. The paucity of recent Arizona records likely reflects a broader 
retraction to the north of the Bohemian Waxwing’s winter range.

SINALOA WREN Thryophilus sinaloa (0, 4, 0). After being in Huachuca Canyon, 
COS, during the winters of 2013–2014, 2014–2015, and continuously Aug 2015–May 
2016 (Rosenberg et al. 2019), one was again there 4 Aug–18 Oct 2018 (KB; ph. CHa). 
We consider all these reports to represent the same individual.

CAROLINA WREN Thryothorus ludovicianus (0, 5, 1). An older record only 
recently reviewed by the ABC was of one along the San Pedro River near Escapule 
Wash, COS, 11 May 2016 (ph. WB). In New Mexico, this species has been found 
during the past decade at various locations along the Rio Grande.

ORANGE-BILLED NIGHTINGALE-THRUSH Catharus aurantiirostris (0, 0, 1). 
Arizona’s first documented Orange-billed Nightingale-Thrush visited a residence 
near Bisbee, COS, 15 Jun 2022 (†, ph. KLa; Figure 9; Lamberton 2022). There were 
only four previous records for the United States, two from Texas (Laguna Atascosa 
N.W.R., April 1996; Edinburg, May 2004—Lasley et al. 1996, Lockwood et al. 2005), 
one, amazingly, from near Spearfish, South Dakota, July 2010 (Fowler 2010), and 
one from nw. New Mexico July 2015 (Williams and Baumann 2023). 

VEERY Catharus fuscescens (2, 2, 1). One sound-recorded at Walker Creek near 
Camp Verde, YAV, 31 May–2 Jun 2022 (BW, KMu; †, s.r. JMc). Formerly, the Veery 
was apparently a rare breeding resident along the South Fork of the Little Colorado 
River near Eagar, APA, where it was collected in 1936, rediscovered in 1975, and 
present in small numbers into the early 1980s (Monson and Phillips 1981). The 
ABC has accepted only one other record supported by a photograph, of one at the 
Boyce Thompson Arboretum 4 Jul–25 Aug 1992 (Rosenberg and Witzeman 1999).

WOOD THRUSH Hylocichla mustelina (0, 22, 4). Accepted records are of one at 
Oatman, MOH, 22 Oct 2021 (†, ph. TMc), one at Portal, COS, 5–9 May 2022 (ph. 
CC), another there 12–13 Oct 2023 (ph. RWe), and one at St. David, COS, 28 May 
2023 (†, s.r. TC). Most Arizona records fall into two distinct intervals, either from 
early October to early December or from mid to late May.

CLAY-COLORED THRUSH Turdus grayi (0, 1, 2). The ABC re-evaluated and 
accepted a previous report (based on a photo only) from Portal, COS, 21 Jun 2015 
(ph. T&LG), which had not been accepted because the bird’s provenance was ques-
tioned (Rosenberg et al. 2019). It now represents the first Arizona record. Another 
Clay-colored Thrush, Arizona’s third, was photographed at Madera Canyon, SCR, 
18 Apr 2022 (ph. DA). The other Arizona record was for Arivaca Cienega, PIM, in 
May 2020 (Blackford et al. 2021, Rosenberg and Radamaker 2021).
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WHITE WAGTAIL Motacilla alba (0, 2, 1). Arizona’s third White Wagtail was 
evidently an adult M. a. ocularis at Willcox, COS, 27 Apr 2023 (†, ph. TGo; †, ph. PI, 
NPu, CBe; Figure 10). The previous spring record from Arizona was of a yearling of 
the black-backed form M. a. lugens (Peter Pyle pers. com.) at Ajo, PIM, 29 Mar–1 
Apr 2017 (Rosenberg et al. 2019). 

BLACK ROSY-FINCH Leucosticte atrata (3, 3, 2). A flock of 47 were at Echo 
Cliffs s. of Page, COC, 3 Jan–8 Feb 2023 (RM; †, ph. JWi), where this species has been 
found during at least four previous winters (1996–1997, 2000–2001, 2018–2019, and 
2020–2021—Rosenberg and Witzeman 1999, Rosenberg et al. 2007, Rosenberg and 
Radamaker 2021), and three were along the nearby cliffs above Lee’s Ferry, COC, 
4 Mar 2023 (†JRo).

PURPLE FINCH (EASTERN) Haemorhous purpureus purpureus (1, 0, 2). The 
ABC deleted the subspecies H. p. californicus from its review list at the end of 2022 
but still wanted to review reports of the eastern subspecies, as Phillips et al. (1964) 
had reported one specimen from Tucson collected 6 Jan 1956–—the status of this 
subspecies in Arizona is uncertain. Two subsequent reports have been reviewed and 
accepted, of one at Whitetail Canyon, Chiricahua Mountains, COS, 30 Nov 2022 (†, 
ph. RT), and one in Bisbee, COS, 25 Dec 2022 (ph. KLa).

WHITE-WINGED CROSSBILL Loxia leucoptera (0, 2, 2). A sight report of four 
individuals at Kaibab Lodge, north rim of the Grand Canyon, COC, 1 Jun 2022 (†GTa) 
was accepted on a second round after additional reports of two to four were well docu-
mented nearby at De Motte Campground, COC, 9 Sep–12 Oct 2022 (ph. JMo; †, ph. 
GHR, PI, CMc; Figure 11). The two previous Arizona records came from the south 

Figure 9. Arizona’s first Orange-billed Nightingale-Thrush was discovered at a 
residence near Bisbee 15 June 2022. 

Photo by Ken Lamberton
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rim of the Grand Canyon, COC, 17 Nov 2007 (Rosenberg et al. 2011) and from the 
Chuska Mts., APA, 10 Dec 2017 (Rosenberg et al. 2019). This species has been recorded 
in New Mexico at least 30 times and is considered an occasional transient and breeder 
in the mountains in the northern portion of that state (Williams and Baumann 2023).

FOX SPARROW (THICK-BILLED) Passerella iliaca megarhyncha (2, 0, 1). Phil-
lips et al. (1964) and Monson and Phillips (1981) listed just two specimens of this 
thick-billed subspecies of Fox Sparrow in Arizona, thus the ABC decided to review 
reports of this form in the state. One individual was accepted as this form at Slate 
Creek Divide, MAR, 25–28 Oct 2022 (ph. s.r. CS, DVa).

AMERICAN TREE SPARROW Spizelloides arborea (#, 7, 1). One was at Toh de 

Figure 10. Arizona’s third White Wagtail was this adult bird at Willcox 27 April 2023. 

Photo by Pat Isaacson

Figure 11. One of up to four White-winged Crossbills at De Motte Campground, 
north rim of the Grand Canyon, 9 September–12 October 2022, establishing a fourth 
Arizona record. 

Photo by Chris McCreedy on 18 September 2022
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Niihe Lake, 11 km sw. of Chinle, APA, 10 Dec 2021 (ph. CS). The American Tree 
Sparrow is apparently a rare, but somewhat irregular winter visitor to northern Ari-
zona and the ABC is interested in all reports of this species in the state, particularly 
reports south of the Mogollon Rim.

BOBOLINK Dolichonyx oryzivorus (#, 23, 3). One at Rio de Flag, Flagstaff, COC, 
17–26 May 2021 (†, ph. JWi), two at the Hidden Cove golf course, 4 km nw. of Hol-
brook, NAV, 18 May 2021 (†, ph. CMc, CL), and one at the John Lake playa, 19 km 
nw. of Winslow, COC, 18 Sep 2021 (†, ph. JWi). This species is a casual visitor to 
Arizona, mostly in fall and mid–late May. Despite many records prior to the early 
2000s, the species’ frequency in Arizona has declined, so the ABC has decided to 
retain the Bobolink on its review list. 

RUSTY BLACKBIRD Euphagus carolinus (9, 27, 5). The five accepted records 
are of one at Sweetwater Wetlands Park, Tucson, PIM, 31 Dec 2021–1 Apr 2022 
(SN; †, ph. GHR), one at the Glendale recharge ponds, 9 km w. of Glendale, MAR, 
11 Jan 2022 (v.r. CS), one at Las Cienegas National Conservation Area, PIM, 22 
Nov–30 Dec 2022 (ph. BN), one at Agua Caliente Park, Tucson, PIM, 9 Dec 2022 
(ph. CG), and one at Coon Bluff Recreation Area, MAR, 26 Dec 2022–13 Mar 2023 
(RJ; †, ph. PD). Although there is a persistent concern over confusion with Brewer’s 
Blackbird (E. cyanocephalus), the ABC deleted the Rusty Blackbird from its review 
list at the end of 2022.

GOLDEN-WINGED WARBLER Vermivora chrysoptera (1, 25, 3). One was at 
Granite Reef Recreation Area, MAR, 19 Feb–19 Mar 2022 (RR; †, ph. JBu), one was 
in the South Fork of Cave Creek Canyon near Portal, COS, 3 Jun 2022 (ph. LSi), and 
one was at Lower Camp Creek, MAR, 4–6 Nov 2022 (ph. DDe). The Golden-winged 
Warbler remains a casual transient and winter visitor to Arizona.

BLUE-WINGED WARBLER Vermivora pinus (1, 18, 2). One was at Summer-
haven, PIM, 26–27 May 2022 (SCo; †, ph. MMS), and one was at Gilbert Water 
Ranch, MAR, 10–27 Aug 2022 (NBP; †, ph. JWi, JBu). Like the previous species, 
the Blue-winged Warbler is a casual transient in Arizona.

CAPE MAY WARBLER Setophaga tigrina (1, 14, 7). Accepted records are of 
one at the Sedona Wetlands Preserve, 12 km wsw. of Sedona, YAV, 30 Apr 2022 (ph. 
RA), one on the Santa Cruz Flats, PIN, 5 Oct 2022 (†CS), one at Spot Road Farm, 9 
km ese. of Aztec, YUM, 4 Nov 2022 (†, ph. GHR, CG), one at West Wetlands Park, 
Yuma, YUM, 24 Feb–14 Apr 2023 (KHa; †, ph. GHR), one at Desert View, south 
rim of the Grand Canyon, COC, 8 Oct 2023 (ph. BG), one that flew into a window 
in Sierra Vista, COS, 30 Oct 2023 (KLe; preserved as SDNHM 57715), and one in 
Patagonia, SCR, 23 Dec 2023–3 Apr 2024 (ph. MBr). Of the 22 accepted records, 
nearly half have been of wintering individuals.

TROPICAL PARULA Setophaga pitiayumi (0, 11, 1). One was along the Agua 
Fria River at Morgan City Wash, MAR, 20 Sep 2021 (†TC). Most Arizona records 
involved singing males in June and July—this record is the first in fall.

BAY-BREASTED WARBLER Setophaga castanea (0, 23, 2). One was at Arivaca 
Lake, PIM, 5 Nov 2023 (†, ph. JMc), and another was at Portal, COS, 24 Dec 2023–6 
January 2024 (†, ph. TGT, SV). The Bay-breasted Warbler remains a casual transient 
in Arizona, with most records from fall.

BLACKBURNIAN WARBLER Setophaga fusca (0, 29, 2). One was at Parker 
Canyon Lake, COS, 21 May 2021 (EW; †, ph, DPa), and one was at Log Corral Spring, 
MAR, 1 Apr 2022 (†, ph. TDB). As there are now more than 30 records for Arizona, 
the ABC removed the Blackburnian Warbler from its review list at the end of 2022.

PINE WARBLER Setophaga pinus (0, 27, 7). Accepted records are of one at Desert 
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Breeze Park, Chandler, MAR, 6 Jan–8 Apr 2022 (SL; †, ph. PD, JBu), one at Himmel 
Park, Tucson, PIM, 14 Oct–18 Nov 2022 (†, ph. CG), one at Patagonia Lake S.P., 
SCR, 17–27 Dec 2022 (SA, MN; †, ph. MMS), one at East Lawn Palms Cemetery, 
Tucson, PIM, 5–10 Feb 2023 (SO; †, ph. MMS), one along the Anza Trail in Green 
Valley, PIM, 10 Feb–1 Apr 2023 (KHa; †, ph. MMS), one at Jesse Owens Park, Tucson, 
PIM, 18 Nov 2023–15 Feb 2024 (NPe; ph. PS), and one along the Verde River e. of 
Fountain Hills, MAR, 13 Dec 2023 (ph. MV, TC). The Pine Warbler has become 
almost annual in Arizona, with many of the birds wintering.

BLACK-THROATED GREEN WARBLER Setophaga virens (7, 32, 2). One was 
along the Santa Cruz River in Tucson, PIM, 14 Dec 2021–11 Jan 2022 (†, ph. SG; 
†, ph. NPu), and another was at Santa Rita Lodge, Madera Canyon, SCR, 3–4 Sep 
2022 (†, ph. BS). There are now more than 40 records of the Black-throated Green 
Warbler in Arizona, and the ABC deleted it from its review list at the end of 2022.

FAN-TAILED WARBLER Basileuterus lachrymosus (1, 13, 3). Extraordinarily, 
one was along the Salt River at Granite Reef Recreation Area, MAR, 13–14 Nov 2022 
(TWa; †, ph. PD, PI, JBu, BJo, TBe, GHR, BP), and another found the same day along 
Cañada del Oro Wash, Catalina Regional Park, PIM, 13 Nov 2022 remained until 22 
Nov 2022 (TDj, CHi; †, ph. GHR, MMS, PI; Figure 12). These represent Arizona’s 
latest and northernmost records (see Hippenmeyer and Waters 2023). Another 
Fan-tailed was found in Box Canyon, PIM, 12–14 May 2023 (†, ph. JMa; †, ph. DJS). 

CANADA WARBLER Cardellina canadensis (0, 17, 3). One was at Tubac, SCR, 
5 Oct 2021 (†, ph. CMc), one was in Florida Canyon, PIM, 22 May 2023 (†KB), 
and one was at Moon Valley Park, Phoenix, MAR, 13–18 Sep 2023 (†, ph. GV; ph. 
JBu). The Canada Warbler is a casual visitor to Arizona in both late spring and fall. 

FLAME-COLORED TANAGER Piranga bidentata (0, 24, 6). Single males were 
in Ramsey Canyon, COS, 20 Apr–2 May 2022 (†, ph. KKo), in Miller Canyon, COS, 
22 Apr 2022 (ph. MH), in Huachuca Canyon, COS, 26–27 April 2022 (ph. ST), and 
at Mule Pass, COS, 16 Aug–13 Sep 2023 (†, ph. KLa). Females were in Ida Canyon, 
Huachuca Mountains, COS, 25 Apr 2022 (FG; †, ph. DJS) and in Miller Canyon, 

Figure 12. This Fan-tailed Warbler at Cañada del Oro Wash near Catalina 13–22 
November 2022 established the second northernmost record of this species. 

Photo by Gary H. Rosenberg on 14 November 2022
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COS, 5 May 2023 (BH, SLo; †, ph. PI). A majority of the now 30 accepted Arizona 
records come from either the Santa Rita or Huachuca Mountains.

YELLOW GROSBEAK Pheucticus chrysopeplus (1, 25, 7). June continues to be 
the best month for the Yellow Grosbeak in Arizona: one was at Peña Blanca Lake, 
SCR, 5 Jun 2022 (RBa; †, ph. PI), one was at the Paton Center for Hummingbirds, 
Patagonia, SCR, 4 Jun 2023 (ph. RD), one was at the George Walker House in Para-
dise, COS, 6 Jun 2023 (JPe; ph. NW), one was at Mule Pass, COS, 7–8 Jun 2023 (†, 
ph. KLa), and one was at Santa Rita Lodge, Madera Canyon, SCR, 16 Jun 2023 (†, 
ph. CBo). More remarkable, and unprecedented for Arizona, were two fall records, 
of one at the Sedona Wetlands Preserve, 12 km wsw. of Sedona, YAV, 26 Oct 2021 
(†, ph. LS) and one in Tempe, MAR, 6 Oct 2022 (ph. NK). Most Arizona records 
are from mid-May to mid-August.

BLUE-BLACK GRASSQUIT Volatinia jacarina (0, 0, 1). A Blue-black Grassquit, 
a first for Arizona and the United States. was discovered at Cluff Ranch Wildlife 
Area 13 km w. of Safford, GRA, 15–17 Jul 2023 (†, ph. LP; †, ph. GHR, JA; Figure 
13; Plummer 2024). In Sonora, Russell and Monson (1998:285) reported only one 
record of this species north of Alamos, “a few kilometers north of Quiriego” (~27.55° 
N). More recent reports to https://ebird.org extend north to Santo Tomás (28.975° N, 
109.197° W, 265 km south of the international border) and include photographs of a 
probably nesting pair at Tepoca (28.430° N, 109.257° W) 8 Aug 2022 (https://ebird.
org/checklist/S120568452). Much farther north but much less explicit is a report of 
four along Highway 89 between Cananea and Banámichi (153 km s. of Cananea by 
road) 13 Jul 2023 (https://ebird.org/checklist/S145389219). As these dates imply, the 
Blue-black Grassquit disperses north during the summer monsoon season.

NON-ACCEPTED REPORTS
GARGANEY Spatula querquedula. A photograph of a supposed Garganey at 

Thatcher, GRA, 24 Jul 2021 showed a Green-winged Teal (Anas crecca), the more 
expected species at this location and date.

RUBY-THROATED HUMMINGBIRD Archilochus colubris. A male reported 

Figure 13. This Blue-black Grassquit at Cluff Ranch near Safford 15–17 July 2023 
established a first record for Arizona (and the United States). 

Photo by Gary H. Rosenberg on 16 July 2023
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in Rucker Canyon, COS, 13 May 2021was not photographed, and some committee 
members believed that a Broad-tailed Hummingbird (Selasphorus platycercus) was 
not adequately eliminated.

BLACK SKIMMER Rynchops niger. A sight report of one at Ehrenberg, LAP, 24 
May 2023 was lacking in details sufficient for acceptance.

GLOSSY IBIS Plegadis falcinellus. Photographs of one reported as this species at 
Patagonia Lake, SCR, 14 May 2021 were of an apparent hybrid, showing facial and 
eye characteristics intermediate between the Glossy and White-faced Ibis (P. chihi). 
A flock of 12 reported at Gilbert, MAR, 19 Apr 2022 were obvious White-faced 
Ibises—virtually all previous Glossy Ibis records have been of one or two individuals.

BLUE-HEADED VIREO Vireo solitarius. Photographs of vireos reported as this 
species at Desert Breeze Park, Chandler, MAR, 1 Apr 2022, and at Veterans Oasis 
Park, Chandler, MAR, 4 Mar 2023, were not definitive for the Blue-headed and most 
likely represented bright Cassin’s Vireos (V. cassinii).

GOLDEN-WINGED WARBLER Vermivora chrysoptera. An apparent male 
photographed at Rio Rico, SCR, 4–5 May 2021 showed a very slight yellowish wash 
on the underparts, which some on the committee believed to be evidence of hy-
bridization (or a back-cross) with the Blue-winged Warbler (V. cyanoptera). There 
was disagreement within the committee as to the importance of this character, and 
whether or not it provided evidence sufficient to consider this individual not a pure 
Golden-winged. At the time of the writing of this report, this record had gone two 
rounds, and was discussed at an ABC meeting, yet still did not get enough votes 
for acceptance.

YELLOW GROSBEAK Pheucticus chrysopeplus. A sight report from the San 
Rafael Valley, SCR, 27 Jul 2021 had inconsistencies that did not rule out a poorly 
seen oriole.
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APPARENT HYBRID RUBY-THROATED ×  
RUFOUS HUMMINGBIRDS IN WESTERN CANADA

SHERI L. WILLIAMSON, Southeastern Arizona Bird Observatory, P.O. Box 
5521, Bisbee, Arizona 85603-5521; sheri@fieldguidetohummingbirds.com 
DAVID R. SCOTT, University of Lethbridge, 4401 University Drive, Lethbridge, 
Alberta, Canada T1K 3M4; david.scott@uleth.ca
JOCELYN HUDON, Royal Alberta Museum, 9810 103A Avenue NW, Edmonton, 
Alberta, Canada T5J 0G2; Jocelyn.hudon@gov.ab.ca

ABSTRACT: We present six observations, including photographs, of at least 
four individual hummingbirds from Alberta and British Columbia that we have 
identified as hybrids between the Ruby-throated (Archilochus colubris) and Rufous 
(Selasphorus rufus) Hummingbirds, a hybrid combination currently poorly docu-
mented in the literature. Diagnostic features include the shapes of the primaries, the 
colors and relative lengths of the rectrices, and the gorget in the males. This hybrid 
combination adds to an already long list of hybrids between sympatric humming-
birds, many between species ascribed to different genera, as in this example. Field 
identification of hybrid hummingbirds, especially of females and immatures, can be 
very challenging, and many individuals are likely overlooked. One hybrid we report 
from Alberta was at first mistaken for an extralimital Broad-tailed Hummingbird 
(Selasphorus platycercus). We encourage observers to document and report potential 
hybrid hummingbirds to further our understanding of hybridization in this family.

Despite sporting gaudy attire and species-specific courtship displays, 
North American hummingbirds experience relatively high rates of hybridiza-
tion in areas where species breed in sympatry. Hybrids resulting from crosses 
between almost all species that share at least part of their breeding ranges 
north of Mexico have been reported (Clark et al. 2022). The Black-chinned 
Hummingbird (Archilochus alexandri), for example, may have hybridized 
with 11 of the 14 other species it encounters on its breeding grounds in the 
United States and Canada (Clark et al. 2022, Williamson unpubl. data). In-
terestingly, many of these hybrid crosses involve species classified in different 
genera, an observation that didn’t escape an early study of hybridization in 
the group (Banks and Johnson 1961). These hybrids present many challenges 
for hummingbird identification, especially with less distinctive female and 
immature birds (Williamson 2001), and should be properly documented to 
improve our knowledge of “species” identification.

We note the striking absence from the compilation by Clark et al. (2022) 
of one pair of parental species that are believed to meet at least occasionally 
in western Canada: the Ruby-throated (Archilochus colubris) and Rufous (Se-
lasphorus rufus) Hummingbirds. Here we advance six observations, including 
photographs, of at least four individuals from Alberta and British Columbia 
that we have identified as hybrid Ruby-throated × Rufous Hummingbirds.

On 26 May 2016, Gordon Petersen observed and photographed an adult 
male hummingbird with unusual characteristics as it visited a hummingbird 
feeder in his backyard in Beaver Mines, along the eastern edge of the Rocky 
Mountains in southwestern Alberta (49° 27' 32" N, 114° 11' 35" W). The bird 
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had a red gorget, green sides washed with rufous, rufous flanks, buffy undertail 
coverts, and a unique tail pattern that distinguished it from regular species oc-
curring in the area (Figure 1; this issue’s back cover). The bird was viewed by 
multiple observers, and it was initially believed to be a good candidate for Al-
berta’s first recorded Broad-tailed Hummingbird (Selasphorus platycercus), as its 
characteristics clearly eliminated all other potential species (Hudon et al. 2021).

However, there were several inconsistencies with this identification: the 
bird’s small size compared to the feeder, proportionally large head, medium-
length tail, pointed rectrix 5 (i.e., the outermost of the five pairs of rectrices), 
extensive rufous on the inner vane of rectrix 4, dusky green mask, scarlet 
gorget iridescence, narrow inner primaries, and medium-short bill appeared 
inconsistent with a Broad-tailed, but consistent with a hybrid of Archilochus 
with a Rufous or Allen’s (Selasphorus sasin) Hummingbird. The gorget color 
pointed to the Ruby-throated rather than the Black-chinned, which would 
most likely have produced a broader non-iridescent band (Banks and Johnson 
1961) and more rose-purple iridescence (e.g., https://macaulaylibrary.org/
asset/135627311). Despite the wings’ motion blurring the image, primaries 
(P) 2 and 3 (numbered from proximal to distal) appear to have elongated tips 
suggestive of the distinctive sinuous terminal contours of the inner primaries 
of an adult male Ruby-throated. Primaries 4 and 5 show outer vanes that are 
narrow for most of the feathers’ lengths and slightly wider basally, a feature 
characteristic of Archilochus but not of the Broad-tailed Hummingbird. Given 
the remoteness of the breeding distribution of Allen’s Hummingbird from that 
of the Ruby-throated, as well as the location of the observation, it seems rea-
sonable to assume that a Rufous Hummingbird was one parent of this hybrid.

Our second apparent hybrid Rufous × Ruby-throated Hummingbird 

Figure 1. Apparent adult male hybrid Ruby-throated Hummingbird × Rufous 
Hummingbird in Beaver Mines, Municipal District of Pincher Creek, Alberta, 26 May 
2016. Features inconsistent with a Broad-tailed and consistent with a hybrid of the Ruby-
throated and Rufous/Allen’s include small size compared to the feeder, proportionally 
large head, medium-length tail, pointed tip on the outermost rectrix (R5), extensive 
rufous on the inner vane of R4, dusky green mask, scarlet gorget iridescence, narrow 
inner primaries, and medium-short bill. See also this issue’s back cover.

Photos by Gordon Petersen
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was also observed by Gordon Petersen at his feeders in Beaver Mines. This 
adult female, photographed on 6 May 2019 (Figure 2), was also thought to 
be a potential Broad-tailed Hummingbird. Though there is much individual 
variation in the plumage of female Broad-tailed Hummingbirds, the bird in 
question did not fit within the expected range. In particular, we noted the 
overly acute angles to the tips of P1–6, the shorter P8, the tips of P6–8 more 
widely spaced than those of P1–4, the notches on the inner vanes of P2–4, the 
outer vanes of P2–6 extending beyond the tips of the rachises, the blackish 
lores and eyelashes, the gorget being unspotted in the center, and the incon-
spicuous rufous on rectrices 3–5. Taken together, these characteristics point 
to another hybrid Rufous × Ruby-throated Hummingbird.

On 3 May 2023, Darlene Cancelliere photographed an adult male hum-
mingbird at her feeders in Revelstoke, British Columbia, and uploaded the 

Figure 2. Apparent adult female hybrid Ruby-throated Hummingbird × Rufous 
Hummingbird in Beaver Mines, Municipal District of Pincher Creek, Alberta, 6 May 
2019. As with the male, size, proportions, and extensive blackish around the eye are 
inconsistent with the Broad-tailed. Though the primaries are superficially similar to 
those of an adult female Rufous, the widths and shapes of individual feathers suggest 
the Ruby-throated; see Figure 4. An album with additional photos can be found at 
https://archive.westernfieldornithologists.org/archive/V55/williamson-photos.pdf.

Photo by Gordon Petersen
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photos to https://ebird.org/checklist/S136046922. The photos show structure 
and coloration similar to the Beaver Mines male and primaries intermediate in 
shape between the Ruby-throated and Rufous Hummingbirds, with moderate 
“sawtooth” elongation of the tips of P2–5, slightly wider spacing between the tips 
of the outer primaries, and similarly narrow, pointed shapes of P1–8 (Figure 3).

In 2023, a fourth apparent hybrid Rufous × Ruby-throated Hummingbird 
was photographed in Calgary’s Griffith Woods Park and reported via eBird 
on 22 June by Marilyn Weber (https://ebird.org/checklist/S142460611), on 
25 June by Diane Stinson (https://ebird.org/checklist/S142719899), and 
on 1 July by Daniel Martin (https://ebird.org/checklist/S143276302). In all 
three cases, the photos show an adult male with many of the same ambigu-
ous characteristics seen in Petersen’s and Cancelliere’s photos. Stinson’s and 
Martin’s photos show additional details of the tail, specifically, a shallowly 
notched shape with rectrices 4 and 5 similar in length and rectrices 1–3 
shorter, intermediate between the deeply notched shape of a Ruby-throated 
and the graduated shape of a Rufous. Weber’s photo also clearly shows green 
tips to the rufous feathers on the bird’s flanks. It is possible that these three 
observations represent more than one individual. 

As expected for hybrid hummingbirds, many of the characteristics of 
these birds were intermediate between those of the parental species or leaning 
toward one or the other (Graves et al. 2016). Most diagnostic are the shapes 
of the primaries (see Figures 3 and 4), the colors and relative lengths of the 
rectrices, and the non-iridescent gorget band in the males. 

Prior to these records, there have only been anecdotal reports of intergeneric 
hybrid combinations involving the Ruby-throated Hummingbird (see Silcock 
2014, Toochin and Cecile 2014). Only two intergeneric combinations involving 
the Rufous Hummingbird had been documented: with Anna’s Hummingbird 
(Calypte anna), reported in Alaska, British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, 
California, Arizona, and Texas; and with the Black-chinned Hummingbird, 
reported in Alberta, British Columbia, Montana, Washington, Oregon, Cali-
fornia, and Georgia (Clark et al. 2022; see also, for example, https://ebird.org/
checklist/S42345931, https://ebird.org/checklist/S112331669, https://ebird.
org/checklist/S132091264, https://ebird.org/checklist/S73400190, and https://
ebird.org/checklist/S37591649). That records of intergeneric hybrids involv-
ing the Ruby-throated Hummingbird had not been documented is likely due 
mainly to this species breeding in allopatry from other members of its family 
across almost its entire range. The Ruby-throated hybridizes with the conge-
neric Black-chinned Hummingbird across a small area of sympatry in central 
Texas and Oklahoma (Judd et al. 2011, Graves et al. 2016). 

Clark et al. (2022) noted that the breeding distributions of the Ruby-
throated and Rufous Hummingbirds may overlap in northern British Colum-
bia. June observations in community-science databases such as eBird.org and 
iNaturalist.org, often supported by photographs, suggest that a potential area 
of sympatry permitting hybridization extends from the Peace River Regional 
District in British Columbia southeast along the eastern edge of the Rocky 
Mountains to at least the Calgary area and perhaps as far as Waterton Lakes 
National Park. Though the Ruby-throated Hummingbird tends to favor 
deciduous and mixed-wood forests, avoiding coniferous forests and higher 
elevations (Phinney 2015), unlike the Rufous Hummingbird (Moran and Fra-
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Figure 3. Comparison of the shapes of the primaries in adult males of the Rufous 
Hummingbird (left), the Ruby-throated Hummingbird (right), and two hybrid Rufous 
× Ruby-throated Hummingbirds (center, based on photos by Darlene Cancelliere and 
Daniel Martin).

Vector drawing by Sheri L. Williamson 

Figure 4. Comparison of the shapes of the primaries in adult females of the Rufous 
Hummingbird (left), the Ruby-throated Hummingbird (right), and a hybrid Rufous 
× Ruby-throated Hummingbird (center, based on photos by Gordon Petersen). 
Characters intermediate between the Rufous and Ruby-throated include P2–4 with 
slight distal widening of the outer vanes and emargination of the inner vanes, tips of 
P6–9 spaced more widely than in the Rufous but closer than in the Ruby-throated, 
P7–8 with tips wider and less acutely angled than in the Rufous, and P9 shorter than 
P10 with a narrow blunt tip. 

Vector drawing by Sheri L. Williamson 
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ser 2015), both species are reported regularly from localities such as Calgary’s 
Weaselhead Natural Area and Griffith Woods Park, the latter being the site 
of at least one of our apparent hybrids. As these sites lie at the edges of both 
species’ ranges, it is likely both species occur there in relatively low numbers. 
Should they have difficulty finding conspecifics with which to breed, they 
may more readily mate with a related species (Sibley 1957, Qvarnström et al. 
2023), even across generic boundaries if premating isolating mechanisms, 
like a strong mate-recognition system, haven’t fully developed yet (see Banks 
and Johnson 1961, Grant and Grant 1992).

It is possible that extensions in the ranges of the Ruby-throated and Rufous 
Hummingbirds could explain the hybrids we have documented. However, 
evidence of range expansions for either species in recent decades is lacking 
(see Healy and Calder 2020, Weidensaul et al. 2020). The two breeding-bird 
atlases completed to date for Alberta, field work for the most recent of which 
concluded in 2005, do not appear to show any significant shifts in either 
hummingbird’s breeding distribution (Federation of Alberta Naturalists 
2007). Alternatively, hybrids could have been present for years, and a more 
likely explanation for their coming to our attention only now is the relatively 
recent proliferation of digital cameras capable of taking photos showing fine 
details like the structure of individual remiges, alongside the growing popu-
larity of community-science websites and mobile applications (see Phinney 
2015). Hummingbird identification can be challenging, requiring careful 
examination of often subtle distinguishing characteristics. Clark et al. (2022) 
estimated that observations on community-science sites may underestimate 
the incidence of hybridization in hummingbirds by as much as 90%. Further, 
observers identifying birds in the field may not seriously consider the pos-
sibility of hybrids, especially for combinations that have seldom, if ever, been 
documented previously. Hybrids that could easily be mistaken for another 
species, as was initially the case for at least three of our examples, are likely 
also overlooked. Databases such as eBird.org and iNaturalist.org now readily 
afford opportunities for experts in hummingbird identification to find and 
review observations of unusual individuals photographed anywhere and draw 
attention to those that may represent new hybrid combinations.

We hope that our documenting these apparent hybrid Rufous × Ruby-
throated Hummingbirds will bring additional records to light, and our 
collective understanding of this intergeneric hybrid combination as well as 
hummingbird hybridization more generally will be strengthened. Toward 
this end, we encourage observers to document and report possible hybrids as 
promptly as possible through community-science platforms, on social media, 
or directly to interested individuals and organizations. 
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elstoke hybrid to our attention. This contribution stems from work of the Alberta 
Bird Record Committee.
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FIRST SPECIMEN OF THE HORNED PUFFIN 
(FRATERCULA CORNICULATA) IN MEXICO

JONATHAN VARGAS, Obispo del Acueducto 1168, Fray Antonio de San Miguel 
Iglesias, Morelia, Michoacán, México, C.P. 58277; sanblasbird@gmail.com
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Tijuana No. 3917, Colonia Playitas, C.P. 22860, Ensenada, Baja California, México 
(U.S. mailing address: PMB 064, P.O. Box 189003, Coronado, California 92178); 
gruiz@uabc.edu.mx

ABSTRACT: A dead and partially decomposed Horned Puffin (Fratercula 
corniculata) found on the beach near Ensenada, Baja California, on 12 June 2023 
represents the first specimen and first definite record of the species for Mexico, as 
well as the second southernmost. The specimen is preserved in the bird collection 
of the Universidad Autónoma de Baja California, Ensenada. The late spring/early 
summer date agrees with the timing of many occurences of the Horned Puffin along 
and near the coast of Upper California since the 1970s.

On 12 June 2023, during a summer census of the Snowy Plover (Anarhynchus 
nivosus), we found a dead Horned Puffin (Fratercula corniculata, Figure 1) in the 
intertidal zone of the beach at El Ciprés (31° 48' 29.7" N, 116° 36' 38.0" W), Bahía 
de Todos Santos, Ensenada, Baja California, Mexico. The carcass was identified by 
its distinctive large, laterally compressed, triangular bill; also by its culmen with its 
unmistakable cusp, white belly, and black head, back, wings and tail, all of which 
distinguish it from the sympatric Tufted Puffin (Fratercula cirrhata) (Piatt and 
Kitaysky 2002). Because of the specimen’s state of decomposition, its sex, mass, 
wingspan, or body condition could not be determined.

For preservation, the specimen was cleaned as much as possible and injected 
with undiluted formaldehyde in various parts of its body and deposited in the 
Ornithological Collection of the Vertebrate Laboratory of the Faculty of Sciences, 
Universidad Autónoma de Baja California, with catalog number UABC-2369. The 
measurements of the specimen are total length 320 mm, exposed culmen 32.8 mm, 
bill height 24.8 mm, and tarsus length 30.9 mm.

The Horned Puffin is fairly common throughout its wide distribution in the 
North Pacific Ocean, occupying diverse habitats throughout its life cycle. In the 
breeding season, it nests on the coast and offshore islands of British Columbia in 
Canada, although it is uncommon there. Its most significant nesting areas include 
the Gulf of Alaska, Aleutian Islands, Sea of Okhotsk, Kuril Islands, and the Bering 
and Chukchi seas, which are located in the North Pacific between Russia and Alaska. 
On occasion, the species makes southward movements, reaching areas as far south 
as the coasts of Oregon and California (Piatt and Kitaysky 2002).

The southernmost records of this species are those of the Southern California 
Bight and based on dead birds washed ashore near San Diego, California, and 
preserved at the San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM). The oldest record 
is of a specimen found 5 km north of La Jolla on 25 February 1933 (Huey 1933, 
SDNHM 16183). Additional specimens were found near La Jolla on 28 September 



224

NOTES

Figure 1. Horned Puffin (Fratercula corniculata) dead on the beach at El Ciprés, Bahía 
de Todos Santos, Baja California, 12 June 2023.

Photo by René A. Valdés-Peña

1974 (SDNHM 38925), at Del Mar on 12 May 1976, at the Tijuana river mouth 
(which is only 2 km from the Mexico border) on 3 May 2007 (SDNHM 51716), and 
at North Island Naval Air Station, adjacent to Coronado, on 31 July 2007 (SDNHM 
51782) (https://doi.org/10.15468/dot7ae, accessed via GBIF.org on 3 October 2024). 
The southernmost documented sight records have been near San Clemente Island, 
in 1971 and 1975 (Unitt 2004), and on 20 July 1989 one individual was recorded at 
the same latitude of our record in Mexico, but far offshore at 340 km west of Punta 
Banda, within the U.S. maritime limits (http://seamap.env.duke.edu/dataset/507, 
accessed via GBIF.org on 3 October 2024). 

As for any previous Mexican records, the Horned Puffin was presumably seen 
in northwestern Baja California during the irruption of May 1975; however, the 
sightings were reported only as 160 birds along a route from Point Sur in Monterey, 
California, to Punta Banda, in Ensenada, Baja California (McCaskie 1975). Because 
of the lack of documentation of the observations and of the exact locations where the 
birds were recorded along the route, later publications did not consider this source as 
valid for the Horned Puffin’s inclusion in Mexico›s avifauna, and therefore regarded 
the record as hypothetical (Howell and Webb 1995, Howell et al. 2001). Despite the 
potential record for Mexico in 1975, our specimen represents the first confirmed 
record of the species for Mexico and its coastal waters.

We thank the reviewers and Richard Erickson for their valuable comments and 
suggestions, which improved the content of the manuscript. We also thank Daysy 
Reyes and Samanta Soleno for their volunteer work during the shorebird monitor-
ing, as well as Tracy Aviary and the Snowy Plover Monitoring Network in Mexico 
for funding the study.
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EXCEPTIONAL PLUMAGE OF A FEMALE ANNA’S 
HUMMINGBIRD IN LOS ANGELES 

RUSSELL M. L. CAMPBELL, SEAN C. LYONa, RYAN S. TERRILL, JENNIFER 
M. WONG, MARQUETTE MUTCHLER, and JOHN E. McCORMACK, Moore 
Laboratory of Zoology, Occidental College, Los Angeles, California 90041; 
russellcampbell21@gmail.com
CHRISTOPHER J. CLARK, Department of Evolution, Ecology, and Organismal 
Biology, University of California, Riverside, Riverside, California 92521

ABSTRACT: Hummingbirds are often sexually dimorphic, the males of many 
species showing an ornamental gorget that females lack. Males use this ornamental 
plumage to attract mates and establish a territory, while females build nests and 
care for the young alone. In Los Angeles, California, we observed a nesting Anna’s 
Hummingbird with male-like plumage on the crown and gorget but the rectrix mor-
phology of a female—and it reared chicks. The extent of gorget development on this 
individual likely represents one of the most extreme examples of a male-plumaged 
female hummingbird yet documented.

Sexual dimorphism is widespread among birds; differences in size, plumage, and 
behavior provide each sex with the ability to focus on different aspects of reproduc-
tion (Owens and Hartley 1998).  Most species of hummingbirds (Trochilidae) are 
sexually dimorphic and polygynous, the males showing bright ornamental plumage 
to attract multiple females (Berns and Adams 2013). Hummingbirds do not form 
pair bonds, and typically males do not participate in nest building or provide any 
parental care to offspring.

Nevertheless, there are observations of male hummingbirds near nests and even 
a few records of male-plumaged birds interacting with the nest or nestlings. Moore 
(1947) reported observations of male hummingbirds at nest sites from both the 
literature and personal experience. Unusual behaviors he noted included a male Tyr-
ian Metaltail (Metallura tyrianthina) building a nest and a male Sparkling Violetear 
(Colibri coruscans) appearing to attempt to incubate eggs after the female was killed. 
In both cases Moore (1947) collected the birds and sexed the specimens by their 
gonads. Apart from these two examples, there are no reports of confirmed male hum-
mingbirds tending to a nest or offspring. However, males of certain species routinely 
visit nests for courtship, and their activity could be mistaken for parental care. For 
instance, male Mexican Sheartails (Doricha eliza) routinely seek out nesting females 
and perform courtship displays to the female as she sits on the nest (Díaz et al. 2011). 

Here, we report an observation of a nesting female Anna’s Hummingbird (Ca-
lypte anna) with male-like plumage. Anna’s Hummingbird is a common species in 
western North America whose range has been expanding in recent decades (Battey 
2019). Adult males in definitive basic plumage have a fully iridescent rose-colored 
crown and gorget and narrow black outer rectrices. Adult females typically have 
some rose-colored feathers in the center of the throat but only rarely have any iri-
descent feathers in the crown; their outer rectrices are blunt with white tips (Clark 
and Russell 2020, Pyle 2022).

On 30 April 2022 at 07:11 PDT, Campbell was photographing migrating and 
nesting birds on the campus of Occidental College in Los Angeles, California 
(34.1262° N, 118.2134° W). He observed an Anna’s Hummingbird building a nest 

aAlso: Negaunee Integrative Research Center, Field Museum of Natural History, 1400 S. 
DuSable Lake Shore Dr., Chicago, IL 60605; University of California, Merced, Department 
of Life and Environmental Science, 5200 Lake Rd, Merced, CA 95343.
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approximately 3 m above the ground in an olive tree (Olea europaea) along a side-
walk (Figure 1). Photographs and video of the hummingbird revealed an extensive 
gorget, which raised the possibility that this could be a male tending to the nest. 
On 8 May 2022 at 08:15 PDT, Campbell returned to record additional videos of the 
hummingbird and its nest. The nest was near completion, but the hummingbird 
still occasionally added materials. On 24 and 25 May, Wong, Campbell, and Lyon 
once again saw and photographed the hummingbird sitting on the nest. Throughout 
May and early June, Mutchler and Campbell recorded the hummingbird brooding 
and provisioning two nestlings and obtained several additional photos (https://
ebird.org/ebird/view/checklist/S195067903, https://ebird.org/ebird/view/checklist/
S111589260, https://ebird.org/ebird/view/checklist/S113379012). Over the next 
three weeks, Campbell casually monitored the nest. Typically, the hummingbird 
was seen sitting on the nest, and if not present, usually returned within 15 minutes. 
It was once noted sleeping on the nest at night. While other Anna’s Hummingbirds 
were present in the area, out of more than 10 total hours of observation across all 
observers, no other hummingbird was ever observed interacting with the nest. 

In consultation with Clark on 27 May, we identified the hummingbird as female 
from the shape and pattern of its blunt white-tipped rectrices (Figure 2). The tail 
feathers of a juvenile male resemble those of adult females (Figure 2; Williamson 
1956) but are narrower with the white less extensive.  The nesting bird also had 
incomplete iridescent feathering on the crown and lacked lateral extensions to the 
gorget—traits typical of adult males (Pyle 2022). The hummingbird was not collected 
so we could not confirm the sex by dissection. 

A female Anna’s Hummingbird with such an extensive male-like iridescent gor-
get and crown feathering is noteworthy. The individual we describe had iridescent 
gorget and crown feathering that appeared nearly 50% more extensive than the most 
extensive iridescent feathering among the 485 female specimens examined by Clark 
et al. (2022). The initial misidentification of this individual as male suggests potential 
difficulty in sexing of some Anna’s Hummingbirds, depending on the prevalence 
of male-plumaged females. For example, Clyde (1972) recounted a male-plumaged 
Anna’s Hummingbird feeding a nestling multiple times over two days, but the bird 
was not collected and its sex was inferred from the gorget plumage alone. 

Figure 1. Anna’s Hummingbird with male-like plumage at Occidental College in Los 
Angeles, California. (A) Incubating eggs on 8 May 2022. Ventral view of the rectrices 
shows their rounded shape and white tips, consistent with an adult female. (B) 
Preparing to feed nestlings on 27 May 2022. Frontal view shows extensive iridescent 
feathering in the gorget and crown. 

Photos by Russell M. L. Campbell 
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Sexual selection is the best-understood mechanism driving sexual dimorphism. 
Females choose among males competing for opportunities to mate, thereby deter-
mining which alleles are expressed in the population (Majerus 1986). In birds, this 
often results in plumage dimorphism, males developing bright ornamental plumage 
that attracts the more cryptic females (Berns and Adams 2013). Hummingbirds’ 
polygynous mating system has likely further contributed to their sexual dimorphism, 
as males attempt to attract and mate with many females (Nuñez-Rosas et al. 2017). 
However, in species such as the Anna’s Hummingbird, females still develop small 
amounts of ornamental plumage (Clark and Russell 2020). Although the mechanism 
behind the large number of iridescent feathers of this individual is unknown, prior 
research into intraspecific variation in females’ plumage has elicited multiple hypoth-
eses, including intralocus sexual conflict. Intralocus sexual conflict is the increased 
expression of the male phenotype in females or the female phenotype in males. When 
a trait like a male hummingbird’s gorget is favorable, the alleles responsible for its 
expression become more prevalent in the genome and could potentially be expressed 
in the other sex. Another hypothesis for variation in female hummingbirds’ plumage 
is intraspecific competition for resources (Amundsen 2000, Clark and Rankin 2019). 
On the basis of their study of the White-necked Jacobin (Florisuga mellivora), Falk et 
al. (2021) hypothesized that iridescent plumage in hummingbirds evolved through 
intraspecific competition for resources, in which individuals with more male-like 
plumage are more successful while foraging through reduced aggressive and sexual 
interactions with males. Thus the evolution of iridescence in hummingbirds might 
have originated as a signal unrelated to sexual selection. For example, females of 
monomorphic species like the Fiery-throated Hummingbird (Panterpe insignis), 
Purple-throated Carib (Eulampis jugularis), and Green-throated Carib (Eulampis 
holosericeus) behave territorially to males during the nonbreeding season (Wolf 
1969, 1975, Bleiweiss 1985, 1992). Evidence also suggests female birds can develop 
secondary sexual characteristics that influence males’ mate choice or signal domi-
nance (Amundsen 2000). 

Females with male-like plumage occur widely among birds, making their docu-
mentation and analysis broadly relevant. In waterfowl (Anseriformes), plumage 
dichromatism is likely dependent on the presence of estrogen suppressing the de-

Figure  2. Tails of specimens of Anna’s Hummingbird at the Natural History Museum 
of Los Angeles County show how the shape and color of the rectrices of an adult 
female (left, LACM 2824), juvenile male (center, LACM 7886), and adult male (right, 
LACM 2795) differ as viewed from below. Note the blunt white-tipped rectrices of 
the female and narrow dark outer rectrices of the male. The rectrices of the juvenile 
male are similar to those of an adult female, but the tips are not as broad and the 
white is less extensive.

Photo by Russell M. L. Campbell 
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velopment of male-like traits. Female ducks develop male-like plumage when their 
estrogen production is reduced, and male ducks show higher levels of estrogen when 
molting into their female-like “eclipse” plumage (Mueller 1970, Kimball and Ligon 
1999). Johns (1964) described how in shorebirds (Charadriiformes), testosterone 
results in the development of brighter plumage. Phalaropes (Phalaropus spp.) show 
a sex-role reversal, females having brighter alternate plumage than do males and 
requiring testosterone to attain this plumage (Johns 1964). On the basis of our obser-
vation, an alternative explanation of observations of male-plumaged hummingbirds 
attending to nests is the misidentification of females exhibiting male-like plumage. 
Further exploration into the incidence and extent of female plumage variation will 
help clarify why such variation occurs and how it is related to the evolution of sexual 
dimorphism in birds. 
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Call for Papers for the 49th Annual Conference of  
Western Field Ornithologists

Abstracts are being accepted for scientific presentations at the 49th Annual Confer-
ence of Western Field Ornithologists, to be held jointly with the Washington Or-
nithological Society, 5–8 June 2025. The conference will take place at the Yakima 
Convention & Event Center in Yakima, Washington. Science sessions are always one 
of the highlights of WFO’s conferences, and this year’s sessions will be held on the 
afternoons of 6 and 7 June (Friday and Saturday).

Oral presentations should reflect original research or summarize existing unpub-
lished information, and should be presented in a manner that will interest both seri-
ous amateur and professional field ornithologists. All researchers, including students, 
are encouraged to present.

Talks relating to the following themes are solicited:
•	 Status, distribution, migration, and population dynamics of birds
•	 Systematics and biogeography of birds
•	 Ecology, behavior, and evolution of birds
•	 New information on avian field identification problems
•	 Science-based conservation and management of birds
•	 Techniques for field study of birds, including censusing, monitoring, and other 

methods; and results of studies applying such techniques

Research described should apply to birds of the WFO region: western North America 
(from Alaska through Mexico, and the Great Plains to the Pacific coast) and the east-
ern Pacific Ocean. All talks should identify study objectives, describe methods and 
data analysis, present results, discuss the significance of the research, and propose 
future research directions. Oral presentations will be allotted 15 minutes, including 3 
minutes for questions and discussion. We expect to have sufficient time in the sched-
ule for 20 presentations. 

Please submit an abstract of your presentation electronically to Deborah House at 
roadkill23@earthlink.net and Dan Ruthrauff at druthrauff@usgs.gov no later than 15 
March 2025, following this format (all in Times New Roman, 10-point font):

YOUR LAST NAME, YOUR FIRST NAME1 and (if applicable) CO-AUTHOR 
FIRST NAME, CO-AUTHOR LAST NAME2 [all caps]. Title of your talk. 1Your 
affiliation and/or sponsoring organization(s), if any, complete mailing address; e-mail 
address [all in italics]. 2Co-author affiliation and/or sponsoring organization(s), if 
different, complete mailing address, if different; e-mail address [all in italics].

Brief (300-word maximum) summary of the objectives, methods, results, sig-
nificance, and broader applicability of your study (Times, 10-point type).

Use superscripts only if coauthors have different contact information. Also, please in-
clude a brief (60-word maximum) bio for the presenting author. Presenters need not 
be members of WFO, but they must register for the conference (at least for one day).

Student presenters: WFO is accepting applications for scholarships for the confer-
ence. More information on scholarships and research grants, and how to apply, can 
be found at https://westernfieldornithologists.org/about/students/scholarships/.

Contact Deborah and Dan with any questions, and please visit the WFO website 
at https://westernfieldornithologists.org/conference/ for more information about the 
conference. We look forward to seeing you in Yakima!
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Photo by Gary H. Rosenberg of Tucson, Arizona: Fan-tailed Warbler (Basileuterus 
lachrymosus), Granite Reef Recreational Area along the Salt River northeast of Phoenix, 
Arizona, 14 November 2022. This striking warbler is a casual visitor from Mexico into 
Arizona, where there are now 17 records in spring, summer, and fall, as Gary H. Rosenberg 
and Andrew Core detail in this issue’s report of the Arizona Bird Committee. This individual 
established the northernmost and latest record of the Fan-tailed Warbler in the United States.




