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New Headquarters for CCRS

by Michacl Rigney

After three years of putting up with
cramped office space, poor lighting, dust, and
decaying floors, the Coyote Creek Riparian

Station now has a new headquarters building.

With 1,440 spacious square feet of floor
space, the permanent staff can all be housed
under one roof along with a large conference
room and library.

This saga began nearly a year ago as it
became obvious that our programs were
growing and we would soon run out of space
for new staff and their program needs. We
began searching for either a new location to
move all but the ongoing programs associated
with Coyote Creek itself or a way to expand
facilities at our present location.

Managing Director Mike Rigney oversees delivery of new Irailers.

In the meantime, staff members working
on our Santa Clara County Stream [nventory
and our StreamKeeper programs were forced
to work out of their homes since space was
not available for them at CCRS. We first
examined the possiblity of leasing spacc at
Cupertino’s McClellan Ranch environmen-
tal center (where the Santa Clara Valley Audu-
bon Society currently resides) specifically for
our “stream” staff. However, the expense of
leasing space, the cost of which was not fac-
tored into the various grants and contracts
supporting these programs, was deemed to
be too high. Other options of offsite office
space were explored but the logistical prob-
lems associated with such a solution (diffi-
culty communicating with staff, additional

travel time for staff meetings, duplicate
equipment) were daunting.

Then last summer Board member Dr.
Lloyda Thompson began researching the
possibility of CCRS acquiring one of a num-
ber of modular buildings which San Jose
State University was trying to sell. These
buildings had functioned as temporary facul-
ty offices but were no longer needed. [n the
fall, we began preliminary discussions with
University officials about acquistion proce-
dures, and in late 1993 began a very success-
ful fufidraising drive which netted over
§18,000 to purchase one of the buldings.
Everything looked promising until, at the
last minute, a University department stepped
in and requested that all the remaining build-
ings be moved to the University’s south San
Jose campus.

Disapointed but not discouraged, we
began investigating other options. We found
that used modular trailers of similar size
and configuration could be bought for about
the same price we had estimated it would
cost to buy the SJSU building. The one we
finally settled on was the same size but
included intriguing features such as indoor
plumbing (as in a real indoor flush toilet,
with the addition of an exterior holding tank)
and moveable partitions which would allow
for adjustments in office configurations as
our staff requirements changed. The asking
price, however, was about $5,000 more
than we had budgeted, but the building was
only a couple of years old. After discussing
the matter with the Board of Directors, we

Confinved on page 7 &
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The Birds of Santa Clara County

Dy Bill Bousnuan
(Copyright June. 1994

“Countable” Birds

I doubt that birds care very much
whether we count them or not. Their busi
ness s closely focused on finding food. find
ing territorics, finding mates. and raising the
next gencration. But for birders the question
of whether a bird is “countable™ or not
becomes tremendously important. The
debate has its humorous aspects, particularly
if vou can stay uninvolved, but there are
some real issues at the core of this debate.

Geese, the subject of this issue's
column, provide onc of the best intro-
ductions to the issuc of countable birds.
Let's suppose that someone, with the
best of intentions, introduces a few Canada

Geese to a habitat suitable for these birdson

the central California coast. Knowing that one
of the eastern subspecies tolerates humans
and will become nonmigratory in an urban
setting, this individual selects this part of the
very diverse Canada Goose gene pool for his
introduction. With this assistance these birds
find food. termitories, and mates, and soon
there is a new generation of Canada Geese
spreading along the urban corridors. These
birds, now nesting all around San Francisco
Bay. have much the same genes as the other
geese that winter at remote reservoirs, yet
there must be genetic differences as well since

the wintering geese, 10 the best of our know!-

edge. continue cach spring their long return
flights to their northern breeding grounds.

Our urban breeding Canadas are doing
well and are now nesting well away from the
urban centers. A few pairs nest annually on
Grant Lake and a few have stopped by privale
reservoirs in the Diablo Range although ] am
notaware of any nesting attempts there as
of yet. Perhaps a dozen generations have
passed since the non-migratory birds first
settled on the bay—are these birds any less
countable than the wintering flocks whicl
dppear o carefully avoid any arca with
public disturbance?

Consider a second example. A Ross’
Goose is rehabilitated after an injury, perhaps
a gunshot wound, and is released a1 Vasona
Reservoir. At this point this small goose,
apparently able to fly perfectly, takes up with
the local domestic goose and duck flocks and
becomes quite accustomed 1o the feeding

away fromits Central Valley wintering

schedules and generosity of the local citizens.
Somchow, as the hours lengthen into spring,
the genetic master book, with the directions
for a return to Arctic Canada, is no longer
followed. Is this a lazy bird? Did the injury
somehow short out the hormonal circuits
that carry the instructions? For whatever
reason this bird becomes a part of the local
flock and as best we can tell his genes, defec-
tive or not, are lost to the population. In con
trast, another Ross” Goose shows up at the
Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plantin
the firstwinter of its life and consorts, much
like the Vasona bird, with a flock of well-fed
domestic geese. Conveniently this bird, well

The debate of whether bird is coyp
able or not bears some similaritics (g gjy,
endary debate of the medie
arguingabout the numbers ofangels thy
mu.hl dance on the head of 4 pin. Howeyer
' think there are two reasons (o be intereste
in this debate. The first is rather iy
use checklists as a way of und(-rxl.lmlmgr the
distribution of birds in 3 local arca it is ilxmn
to understand the record SOrting process (gt
underlies a checklist. The checklisg should
represent the best knowledge we have on
local birds at the time of publication, In sory
ingout the records of birds we don't wang 1o
create new categories (nonmigratory geneti
cally indisposed) simply to reflect our uncer
~drounds, stays in Sunnyvale ainty. Secondly, and this underpinning of

o the debate is far more important, all wild
L populations must deal with humans where
\ y we overlap inrange, and this overlap is now
world-wide. The things we do, whether
intended or not, may influence wild popu
lations. The genetic differences that existin
populations that are widely distributed have
_come about over long periods and, we can
o assume, are adaptive. When we move
‘ parts of these populations about we
. stirup the gene pool for our own
purposes with no thought of the
consequence. If the debate over
countable birds can bring us closer
to understanding how our actions
influence the genetic foundations of
bird populations, then it will have beend
worthwhile debate indeed.

Whistling-Ducks, Swans, and Geese

We have one specics of \\'ll'lSlJil]\Q'l‘lUd\'
that has occurred historically in Santa Clar
County, one specics of swan ;uul._prs_sch_\ 1
five species of goose. I show the 1hsmbu‘um
of these seven species in Figure 1 where

leg
vl theologiang

rested
mple. 1fyoy

through the
spring Birdathon
season and then
leaves. Each winter it returns to the
Sunnyvale ponds, rejoins its sedentary
friends, and acts as though nothing has
changed. Did this bird make it to Canada?
Did he (or she) find an unmated bird and an
available territory? We don’t know. We
know this bird has survived two summers
away from the South Bay, but we don't
know if its genes have been passed on to the
next generation. So are both of these birds
countable? Or neither?
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FIG. 1. Distibution of whistling-ducks, swans, and geese in Santa Clara County.
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medium line represents “uncommon,” a
dashed line represents “rare,” a dotted line
represents “very Tare,” and dots show acci-
dental records. The Fulvous Whistling-Duck,
because there are no recent records, shows
no distributional information. Tundra Swan
and Greater White-fronted, Snow, and Ross’
Geese are either common or fairly common
wintering species in the Central Valley, but
what we see locally is a spillover effect—
birds that have apparently overshot their
normal wintering grounds. Sometimes these
birds remain for the winter, but more often
they move on. Brant, on the other hand, are
coastal migrants and birds found locally
rarely stay unless they are sick or injured.

Sibley (1952) mentions an old record
of Fulvous Whistling-Duck, taken in Alviso
before the turn of the century, and also makes
reference to downy young found in the
Mountain View marshes in the summer of
1917 McCaskic et al. (1979 indicate that the
species is rare and irregular in interior North-
ern California. Although a bird was found in
Alameda County in the early 1970s, to the
best of my knowledge there are no local
records in recent times.

Tundra Swans usually show up in South
Bay locations in late fall or early winter and

rarely remadin for long. They are often in small,

flocks which are probably made up of family
groups. Figure 2 graphs the records I have
for this species since 1980 where a record
may be of one bird or a flock of more than
thirty. Our earlist record is of 15 adults and
7 immatures seen on 12 Nov 93 on the
Alviso salt ponds (Mike Rogers) while our
latest is of four birds in flooded ficlds near
Bailey and Santa Teresa 25 Jan-2 Feb 86
(Hugh McPherson). These swans are rarely
found at any location for more than a day or
two. As shown in Figure 3 numbers are vari-
able over the years and we have had some
winters when none were found.

Tundro Swan
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FIG. 2. Tundra Swan ysarly distribution of records (1980-1994).
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FIG. 3. Tundra Swan winter distribution, 1980-94, in records.

Grinnell and Miller (1944) noted that
this species was more common in the north
of California and became less common
further south. They stated that numbers
decreased substantially in the early part of
this century and had since recovered, but not
Lo historical levels. Sibley (1952) considered
it a fairly regular winter visitant (o the South
Bay. Tundra Swans prefer fresh water in the
winter, but also use brackish waters and the
upper portions of estuaries (Grinnell and
Miller, 1944). Within Santa Clara County
they are most frequently found on freshwa-
ter reservoirs or larger stock ponds, but they
also use the salt ponds along the bay. They
will occasionally feed and stay for a while
in flooded fields during rainy winters and I
expect that they have always been a regular
winter visitor, particularly in the southern
Santa Clara Valley, but the first record I have
of this species is of four found by Nielsen in
Hall's Valley in November 1948 (AFN 3:20).

We occasionally find other kinds of
swans in the county that have apparently
escaped from aviculturists and become feral.
In the past observers have reported both
Mute and Black swans locally, but neither is
established (fortunately).

Greater White-fronted Geese in some
years show an early fall movement as indi-
cated by the distribution of records since
1980 in Figure 4. More typical is the arrival
of birds in late November and early December
and it is not unusual for some birds to remain
fora portion of the winter. Our earliest record
was last fall when cight birds were seen over
the Alviso salt ponds on 19 Sep (Mike Rogers).
Two to three birds that wintered on Ander-
son Reservoir in 1988 lingered until 2 May
(Dave Jensen fide David Suddijian) for our
latestrecord. The distribution of recordds by
winter seison is showin Figure 5, The win
terof 199394 has been most unusual with
two to four birds Gneluding one adulo winter
ing along Shareline Lake, an immature win
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FIG. 4. Greater White-fronted Goose yearly distribution of records
(1980-1994).
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FIG. 5. Greater White-fronted Goose winter distribution, 1980-94, in
records.

tering at Hellyer County Park, another
immature near Grant Ranch in March and
April, and sporadic records of both adults and
immatures near the San Jose/Santa Clara
Water Pollution Control Plant in January.

Grinnell and Miller (1944) note that
this species was formerly abundant and
widespread throughout the state, but by
mid-century it was greatly reduced except
for a few locations in the Sacramento Valley.
McCaskie etal. (1979) considered the species
common in interior California. For us, on
the periphery of the range, it has probably
always been rare.

The winter distribution of Snow Geese
is shown in Figure 6. Except for a flock of 13
birds seen in the Palo Alto Flood Control
Basin on 3 Oct 85 (David Suddjian there is
no evidence of an early season movement of
birds. For the most part we tind this species
in December and January and normally we
find only single birds that remain for only a
day or so. Anexception is a bird that stayed
at Crittenden Marsh from at least 25 Mar -
273 Apr 84 (Susan McCarthy, Bill Bousman;
AB 38:953). Our carliest seasonal record is
the Flood Control Basin Flock mentioned
above and the latest is the Crittenden bird.
The distribution over the period from 1980
to the present is shown in Figure 7 and this
species is found about one year in two.

Continued on page 4 &
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FIG. 6. Snow Goose yearly distribution of records (1980-1994).
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FIG. 7. Snow Goase winter distribution, 1980-94, in records.

The distribution of Ross’ Goose over
the winter season is shown in Figure 8. This
graph is dominated by the observations of a
single bird that has wintered at the Sunnyvale
Water Pollution Control Plant since December
1991. This bird, which normally associates
witha flock of domestic geese (jt does make
iteasy to find), was clearly an imm. bird when
first found on 13 Dec 91 (Mike Rogers). We
have no proof that the adult bird that rejoined
the domestic flock in the winters of 199293
and 1993-94 is the same bird, but the circum.
stances make any other interpretation highly
unlikely.

The first observation | have of Ross’
Goose in the county is of 4 single bird at the
ponds east of Calabazas Creek and north of
Hwy 237 0n4-7 jan 84 (Greg Mezaros,
m.ob.). Including the Sunnyvale bird there
dre now a total of seven records for the
county, but only the Sunnyvale bird has
remained for any period of time during g
winter. Earliest seasonal occurance is ofd
single adult on the Knapp Tract in Alviso 8
Nov 92 (Peter Meuopulos and Emilie Strauss)
and the latest occurrence is of the Sunnyvale
bird on 15 May 93 (Mike Mammoser).

RipariaNews

Ross" Goosc is less common in the Cen
tral Valley than Snow Goose (McCaskie ¢t al.,
1979) and there is sometimes the presump-
tion that this is also true locally. 1 am not con-
vinced that this is the case for coastal birds
and Toccasionally receive reports of Show
Geese that might just as well be Ross’ Geese.
Both species are sufficiently rare in our area
that observations should always include
sufficient detail to demonstrate correct
identification.

Brant s the rarest of our geese and 1 have
only four records, as indicated in Figure 1.
Afirst record is of one on the San Jose/Santa
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant drying
ponds 18 Feb 92 (Scott Terrill, AB 46:311):
another was found north of the Alviso Marina
on 15 May 94 (Mike Mammosen); a third
wasin Alviso on 13 Jul 73 (Bruce Elliott, AB
27:913), and the last in Charleston Slough
31 0ct 91 (Bill Bousman). In cach case only
asingle bird was observed and, except for
theJuly record, the birds could not be found
the next day. The spring and fall records are
probably of displaced coastal migrants, but
the summer record may have been an ill or
injured bird.

Canada Geese comeina confusing vari-
ety of forms and, therefore, provide a won-
derful resource for the ongoing debate as to
their origins and relationships. Palmer (1976)
recognizes eight subspecies of the Canada
Goose and it appears that at least four of these
subspecies winter regularly in the Central
Valley and, as with the other geese, occasion-
ally spill over into the Santa Clara Valley.
The situation is now compounded by a breed-
ing stock of Canada Geese whose subspecific
origins are unclear. Figure 1 shows the distri-
bution of this breeding population which docs

notappear to have any particular seasonal
movement.
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FIG. 8. Ross' Goose yearly distibution of rocords (1980-1994).

The Giant Canada Goose (Branta cana.
densis moffitti) has an interior breeding range
that extends from the northeastern part of
California across the center of the country (o
[Hlinois and Indiana (Palmer, 197¢) Grinnell
and Miller (1944) indicate that this subspecics
is probably the source of birds th have win
tered on our larger reservoirs and, until ten
years ago, were an uncommon winter visitor.

The other three subspecies that winter
inthe Central Valley and probably occur here
in some winters are: Lesser Canada Goose
(B. c. parvipes). Aleutian Canada Goose (B, ¢
leucopareia). and Cackling Canada Goose (3
¢. minima). Each of these subspecies is sub
stantially smaller than moffitti with parvipes
being less than half the weight or size and
leucopareia and minima a third the size.

Minima, in particular, is quite small, looking
almost as small as a Mallard. Typically lewco-

pareia and minimahave a white collar of

varying thickness and the white on the cheeks
is separated by black on the throat. However,
inboth subspecies birds are encountered
without collars and for which the white chin
strap is continuous. I believe that each of
these subspecies is a rare winter visitant to
the county and it is important for observers
attempting identification to include a com-
plete description.

But what about our breeding birds,
where did they come from? Lidicker and
McCollum (1979) discuss the history of
Canada Geese breeding on Brooks Island in
San Francisco Bay as early as 1959 and they
considered these birds to be moffittiand a
natural colonization. However, breeding
was also occurring nearby at Lake Merritt at
the same time and it is unclear what the
source of our present birds is. Shuford (1993
is convinced that the population is derived
from introduced birds. Regardless of the
source of these birds the population, once
established, started to expand south from
Contra Costa County, into Alameda County.
and then Santa Clara County. The ﬁmt.brced-
ing record for the county is of a pair wnth’
(hree downy young in Artesian Slough 23
May 86 (Woodin, 1987). Today, they e
widespread along the edge of the bﬂ.\’.“f“‘l “‘(ﬁ
breedling on inland lakes and reservoirs su¢ :
as Grant Lake, Parkway Lakes, and San Felipe
Lake cast of Gilroy. The latter birds may be
an offshoot of the introduced Monterey pop-
ulations (Roberson and Tenney, 1993)-

Roferences on page 7 (
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The Marin and Monterey County Atlases

by Michacl M. Rogers

Editor’s note: California’s first breeding bird
atlases were recently published for two coun-
ties, Marin and Monterey. These two atlases
differ significantly from our Santa Clara
County atlas in various ways. The following
article highlights some comparisons between
Marin/Montercy published results and obser-
vations gleaned from the yet unpublished
Santa Clara County atlas data.

“The Marin County Breeding Bird Atlas™
represents a detailed summary of the results
of the first atlas undertaken in California.
Field work for this atlas was conducted
between 1976 and 1978, and then
again in 1982. Writing up the species
accounts, which are up to four pages
in length and contain extensive |
information on ecological require-
ments, proved time-consumingand 1
publication was delayed until last :
year. Because the Marin atlaswas =~ |
begun so long ago, standards for -
breeding bird atlases were poorly
defined compared to current crite-
ria, and several features of the

Marin atlas differ from our atlas. - <**%%s:¢

Perhaps the most obvious dif-
ference is the block size used to map
breeding distributions. The Marin

of datesis reflected in the distribution map
of Nuttall’s Woodpecker, which includes
aspecial asterisk symbol for blocks in which
the birds were not noted until late Junc or
July (and were therefore deemed dispersants
rather than breeding birds).

The “Atlas of the Breeding Birds of
Monterey County™ is a much more recent
undertaking. I'icld work was conducted from
1988 through 1992 and, remarkably, publi-
cation occurred only a year laterin 1993.
The blocks used in the Monterey atlas are the
same Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM)
grid-based 5 km square blocks (hat were used
in our atlas. Unlike the Marin atlas, the stan-

Santa Clara County

et e it e s e e e |

The biggest difference between the Mon
terey atlas and our atlas is that in the more
remote, undeveloped portions of the county,
Monterey employed a “priority block™ scheme
inwhich anly one block in four (typically the
southwest block of a “Quad”) was covered
thoroughly. Of the 385 blocks in Monterey
County, 152 were defined as priority blocks
—amorc realistic goal for thorough cover
age given the number of people involved in
the project (and similar to our 168 blocks).
However, since 75% of the blocks in the
southcastern part of the county had only lim
ited coverage, many distribution maps
appear somewhat patchy.

The Marin atlas contains 163
species accounts, not all of which
are for confirmed breeders and six
of which were not found during
the atlas period. This compares to
190 species in the Monterey atlas
(12 with no breeding evidence
during the atlas) and 170 species
in our atlas (11 not confirmed dur-
ing the atlas). The highest diversi-
« -, tyofbreeding birds found was 84
| species in a Marin atlas block and
! 86inaMonterey atlas block. These
i numbers are somewhat lower than
. the 98 confirmed, probable, or
' possible breeding species found in

atlas blocks result from dividing a ol block 0545 ju.St east of Calaveras
USGS 7.5 minute topographic map - ! Reser\\;‘)zuc ;inu?ar;\ge ([);lrlirdiﬂii;lfﬁ]e o
into 24 parts and are about one- . B < -
fourth the size of our blocks. “Edge” B ree d N g B r d At l a S oughnessof the coverage of our

blocks bordering oceans or adjacent
counties are irregularly shaped to

avoid coverage outside Marin. The end result
is that Marin has 221 blocks compared to
our 168, although these blocks are much
smaller than ours.

The Marin atlas also kept no information
on the dates of its atlas entries; the primary
goal was distribution maps. Although dates
have been added to some records in the pub-
lication, discussion of the timing of the breed-
ing cycle for different species is relegated to
an introductory chapter that draws on histor-
ical sources rather than detailed atlas data.
Keeping track of dates is essential for pro-
perly judging whether a bird is probably a
migrant, a breeder, or a post-breeding disper-
sant and the lack of dates must have made
such evaluations difficult. This importance

dardized breeding codes are very similar to
ours, although Monterey used an additional
“M” code for “probable” breeding based on
the presence of at least seven singing males
found during one trip to a block and com-
bined our “CH" and “X" possible codes into
one. Like ours, the Monterey atlas covered
edge blocks completely (including arcas out-
side the county). However, edge blocks that
were less than 10% Monterey County were
not covered. Also like our atlas, the Monterey
atlas contains valuable information on the
timing of breeding based on the breeding
evidence gathered. This information is pre
sented by plotting the number of various
types of confirmations (nest building, nest
with eggs or young, or (ledglings) against the
time of year.

atlas. Our species distribution
maps typically have a higher
percentage of confirmed records and less
patchy distributions than those of the other
two atlases. Nocturnal birds provide one
example of this. The Marin atlas managed
only three confirmations of Western
Screech-Owl, all from the “California
Center for Wildlife” records. The Monterey
atlas contains five confirmations, whereas
we have over 30 confirmations of this small
owl. Neither of the other two atlases found
any Common Poorwill nests, but we found
two nests with eggs and another with young.
What species can be found breeding in Santa
Clara County but not in Marin or Monterey?
Most are birds associated with the salt ponds
of the south San Francisco Bay. Birds that
have bred (or attempted to breed) in Santa

Continved on page 6 &
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