
Non-Profit Organization 
U.S Coyote Creek Riparian Station 

P.0. Box 1027, Alviso-Milpitas Rood 
Aviso, CA 95002 (408) 262-9204 

Porloge 

EEK 
CR 

E 

PAID 
Alviso, CA 

Permit No. 10 

OYOT 

RipariaNews 
CCRS AR 

TATI 
AN S 

Summer 1994 Newsletter of the Coyote Creek Riparian Station Volume 9, No..2 

New Headquarters for CCRS 
In the meantime, staff mcmbers working 

on our Santa Clara County Strcam Inventory
and our StreamKecper programs were forced 
to work out of their homes since space was 
not available for them at CCRS. We first 

ravel time for staff mectings. duplicate 
cquipmend were daunting.

Then last summer Board member Dr. 

by Michacl Rigney 

After three years of putting up with 

Cramped offñce space, poor lighting, dust, and

decaying floors, the Coyote Creek Riparian 
Station now has a new headquarters building.
With 1440 spacious square feet of loor
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 staf and their program needs. We 

began searching for either a new locationto 
move all but the ongoing programs associated 
with Coyote Creek itself or a way to expand 
facilities at our present location. 

examined dhe possiblity of leasing space at 
Cupertino's McClellan Ranch environnen- 
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 (difi- 

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. In the 
fall, we began preliminary discussions with 
University officials about acquistion proce-
dures, and in late 1993 began a very success 
ful fundraising drive which netted over 
S18.000 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 

culty communicating with staff, additional 

and configuration could be bought for about

the same price we had estimated it would 
cost to buy the SISU 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 oflice configurations as 
our staff requirements changed. The asking 

price, however, was about S5,000 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 

Monoging Direcdar Mike Rigney overses delivery of new tralers. Continued on page 7 



The Birds of Santa Clara County 
schedules and generosity of thhe local citizens. 

Somehow, as the hours lengthen into spring 
the genetic master book. wiuh the directions
for a retun to Arctic Canada, is no longer 
followed. Is this a lazy bird? Did the injury 
Somchow short out the hormonal circuits 
that carry the instructions? For whatever 
reason this bird becomes a part of the local

lock and as best we can tell his genes, defec 
tive or not, are lost to tie population. In con 
trast, another Ross' Goose shows up at the 
Sunnyvale Water Pollution Control Plant in 
the first winter of its life and cornsorts, much 

The debate of wlhether a bird is countable or not bears some similarities to the leg endary debate of the medieval theologians arguing about the numbers of angels that could dance on the head of a pin. IHowever. I hink there are two reasons to be interestedin this debate. The first is ratier sinple. If you use checklists as a way of understanding the distribution of birds in a local arca it is useful 
to understand the record sorting process that 
underlics a checklist. The checklist should 
represent thhe best knowledge we haveon 

local birds at the time of publication. In sort 
ing out the records of birds we don't want to 

CTeate new categories (nonmigratory geneti 
cally indisposecd) simply to reflect our uncer
tainty. Secondly, and this underpinning of 
the debate is far more important, all wild 
populations must deal with humans where
we overlap in range, and this overlap is now 

world wide. The things we do, whether 
intended or not, may influcnce wild popu 
lations. The genetic differences that exist in 
populations that are widely distributed have 

come about over long periods and, we can 
assume, are adaptive. When we move 

parts of these populations about we 

stir up the gene pool for our own 

purposes with no thought of the 

consequence. If the debate over 

countable birds can bringus doser
to understanding how our actions 

influence the genetic foundations ot 

bird populations, then it will have beena

worthwhile debate indeed. 

y Bill Bousna
Copynigh Junmc, 1994) 

"Countable" Birds 
doubt that bircds care very much 

whether we count thhem or not. Their busi 

ness is closcly focused on finding food. find 

ing territories, finding mates, and raising dhe 

next generation. But for birders the qucstion 
of whether a bird is "countable" or not 

becomes tremendously important. The 

debate has its humorous aspects, particularly 

ifyou can stay uninvolved, but there are

Some real issues at the core of this dcbate. 
Geese, the subject of this issuc's

column, provide one of the best intro 
ductions to the issue of countable bids. 

ike the Vasona bircd. with a flockof well fed 
domestic geese. Conveniently this bird, well 
away from its Central Valley wintering 

grounds, stays in Sunnyvale 

Let's suppose that someone, with the

best of intentions, introduces a few Canada 
Geese to a habitat suitable for these birds on 
the central Califomia coast. Knowing that one
of the castenm 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 thesc birds 
find food. territories, and mates, and soon 

there is a new generaion of Canada Geese 

spreading along the urban cormidors. 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 diíflerences as well since 
the wintering geese. to the best of our knowl
edge. continue each spring their long return
fights to their northen 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 private 
reservoirs in the Diablo Range although l am 
not aware of any nesting attempts there as 
of yet. Perhaps a dozen generations have 
passed since the non migratory birds firs 
seuled on the bay-are these birds any less 
cOuntable than the wintering flocks which 
appear to carefully avoid any area with 

public disturbance? 
Consider a second example. A Ross' 

Goose is rehabilitated after an injury. perhaps 
a gunshot wound, and is released at Vasona 
Reservoir. At this point this simall goose, 
apparently able to fly perfectdy, takes up wid the local domestic goose and duck flocks and 
becomes quite accustomed to the feeding 

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 

Whistling-Ducks, Swans, and Gese 
available teritory? 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 
nexi generation. So are both of these birds 

countable? Or neither? 

We have one species of whistling duck 
that has occurred historically in Santa Clara

County, one specicsof swan and. presentuy
five species of goose. I show the distribution

of these seven species in Figure 1 where d 

Fulvous Whistling-Duck

TundroSwan 
Greater White-fronted Goosa . 

Snow Goose

Ross' Goose

Bront

Canodo Goose

FIG. I. Distrbution of whistling -dudks, swans, and geese in Santa Cora Countly.
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Tundra Swan Greater White-fronted Goose medium line represents "uncommon," a 

dashed line represents "rare," a dotted linc 
represents "very rare," 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-frontcd, Snow, and Ross' 

****** 

Geese arc cither common or fairly common 

wintering species in the Central Valley, but 
what we sec locally is a spillover effect 
birds that have apparently overshot their 
normal wintering grounds. Sometines these
birds remain for the winter, but more often

80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 
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Months
FIG. 3. Tundra Swan winter distribution, 1980-94, in records. FIG. 4. Greoter White-fronmted Goose yearly distribution of records 

(1980-1994).
Grinncll and Miller (1944) noted that 

Greater White-fronted Goosethey move on. Brant, on the other hand, are 

coastal migrants and birds found locally
rarely stay unless they are sick or injured.

Sibl 

this species was more common in the north 
of California and became less common
furtdher south. They stated that numbers 
decreascd substantially in the early part of 
this century and had since recovered, but not 
to historical levels. Sibley (1952) considered 
it a fairly regular winter visitant to the South 

Bay. Tundra Swans prefer fresh water in the 
winter, but also use brackish waters and the 

(1952) mentions an old record 20 
of Fulvous Whistling Duck, taken in Alviso 
before the turm of the century, and also makes 
reference to downy young found in the 
Mountain Vicw marshes in the summer of 
1917 McCaskic et al. (1979) indicate that the 
spedes is rare and irregular in interior North- 
em California. Although a bird was found in 
Alameda County in the early 1970s, to the 
best of my krnowledge there are no local
records in recent times. 

80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 
Winter 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 looded 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 

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

Tundra Swans usually show up in South 
Bay locations in late fall or early winter and
rarely remain for long. 1hey 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 

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 
MCaskie atal. (1979) considered the species 

Alviso salt ponds (Mike Rogers) while our 
latest is of four birds in flooded ficlds near 

common in interior California. For us. on 
the periphery of the range, it has probably 
always been rare.

The winter distribution of Snow Geese

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 
IWo. As shown in Figure 3 numbers are vari 
able over the years and we have had some 
winters when none were found.

is shown in Figure 6. Except for a flock of 13 

birds seen in the Palo Alto Flood Controlyears show an early fall movement as indi- 
cated by the distribution of records since
1980 in Figure 4. More typical is the arrival 

Basin on 3 Oct 85 (David Suddjjan) there is 
no evidence of an early season movement of 

of bircds in late November and early December birds. For the most part we tind this species
in December and January and normally we 

find only single birnds that remain tor only a 
clay or so. An exception is a bird that stayed
at Crittenden Marsh trom at least 25 Mar 
23 Apr 84 (Susan MeCarthy, Bill Bousman:
AB 38:953). Our earliest seasonal record is 

and it is not unusual for sonme birds to remain Tundro Swon 
for a portionof the winter. Our earliest record
Was last fall when ciglt birds were secn over 

the Alviso sall ponds on 19 Scp (Mike Rogers). 
Two to three bireds that wintered on Ander 
son Reservoir in 1988 lingered until 2 May 
(Dave Jensen file David Sudldjiand for our 
latest record. The dlistribution of recorls by 
winter season is showin in Figure 5. 1e win 
er of 1993 94 as ben meost musunl with 

the Flood Control Basin Flock mentioned
above and dhe latest is the Crittenden bird.

FMAMTTASo HD 
Months 

FHG. 2. Tundio Swon yearly distribution of records (1980 1994) 

The dlistribution over the period from 1980 
to the present is shown in Figure 7 and this 

species is found about one year in two. wo lo fouur birdls (iuecludling one aduto winter 

ing along Shoreline Lake, ill iunnature wla 
Continued on page 4 
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Ross' Goosc is less common in the Cen 
tral Valley than Snow Goose (McCaskic ctal. 
1979) and there is sometimes the presump 
tion that this is also true locally. I am not con 
vinced that this is the case for coastal birds 

The Giant Canada Goose Branta ca1a densis moffiti) has an interior breeding range that extends from the northeastern part of California acrOss the center of the country to Illinois and Indiana (Palmer, 1976). Grinnelland Miller (1944) indicate thhat this subspecies is probably the source of birds that have win tered on our larger reservoirs and, until ten 
years ago, were an uncommon winter visitor. 

The other three subspecies that winter
in the Central Valley and probably occur here 
in some winters are: Lesser Canada Goose

The Birds of Santa Clara County
Continued from poge 3 

Snow Goose 
*************** **** *** ''*****

and I occasionally reccive reports of Snow 
Gcese that mnight just as well be Ross' Geese. 
Both species are suflicicntly rare in our area 
that observations should always include
suficient detail to demonstrate correct 
identification. 

Brant is the rarest of our geese and I have 
only four records, as indicated in Figure 1. 
A first record is of one on the San Josc/Santa 

(B.c.parvipes), Aleutian Canada Goose (B.c. 
leucopareia), and Cackling Canada Goose (B. 
c.minima). Each of these subspecies is sub 
stantially smaller than nnofitti with parvipes 
being less than half the weight or size and 
leucopareia and minima a third the size. 
Mininma. in particular. is quite small, looking
almost as small as a Mallard. Typically leuco- 
pareia and minima have a white collar of 
varying thickness and the white on the checks 
is separated by black on the throat. However.
in both 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 Islarnd in 
San Francisco Bay as early as 1959 and they 

considered these birds to be moffitti and a 
natural colonization. However, breeding 
was also occurring nearby at Lake Merritt at 
the same time and it is unclear what the 

A MJ A S0 
Months 

Clara Water Pollution Control Plant drying 
ponds 18 Feb 92 (Scott Terill, AB 46:311); 
another was found north of the Alviso Marina

FIG. 6. Snow Gose yearly distribution of records (1980-1994). 

on 15 May 94 (Mike Mammoser); a third

was in Alviso on 13 Jul 73 (Bruce Elliott, AB 

27:913), and the last in Charleston Slough
31 Oct 91 (Bill Bousman). In cach case only 
a single bird was observed and, cxcept for 

the July 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 come in a 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 does 
not appear to have any particular seasonal 

Snow Goose 

80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 
Winter

FIG.7. Snow Goose 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 nommally associates 
with a flock of domestic geese Git does make 
it easy 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 1lock in the winters of 199293 
and 1993-94 is the same bird, but the circum 
stances make any otier interpretation highly 
unlikely. 

The first observation I have of Ross' 
Goose in the county is of a single bird at the 
ponds east of Calabazas Creek and north of 
Hwy 237 on4-7 Jan 84 (Greg Mezaros,
m.ob.). Including the Sunnyvale bird there 
are now a total of seven records for the 
COunty, but only the Sunnyvale bird has 
remained for any period of time during a 
winter. Earliest seasonal occurance is ofa 

source of our present bircds 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 Clra County. The first breed 

ing record for the county is of a pair with 
hree downy young in Artesian Slough 23 

May 86 (Woodin, 1987). Today, they are 
widespread along the edge of the bay and are 

breccling on inland lakes and reservoirs suclt 

s Grant Lake, Parkway Lakes, and San Felipe

Lake cast of Gilroy. The latter birds may be 

ln offshoot of the introduced Monterey pop 
ulations (Roberson and Tenney, 1993). 

movement. 

Ross' Goose
******

**** 

4 

single adult on the Knapp Tract in Alviso 8 
Nov 92 (Peter Meuopulos and Emilie Surauss)
and the latest occurrence is of the Sunnyvale bird on 15 May 93 (Mike Mammoser). 

M AM A S0 N D 
Months 

FIG. 8. Ross' Go0s8 yearly distribution of records (1980-1994). References on poge 7 
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The Marin and Monterey County Atlases 
of dates is rellected in the distribution map 

of Nuttall's Woodpecker, which includes 
a special asterisk symbol for blocks in which
the birds were not noted until late June or 

The biggest liflerence betwcen the Mon 
terey atlas and our atlas is that in the more 

remote, undeveloped portions of the county,
Monterey cmployed a "priority block" scheme 
in which only one block in four (typically the 
southwest block of a "Quad") was covered 
thoroughly. Of the 385 blocks in Montercy
County. 152 were defincd as priority blocks 
-a more realistic goal for thorough cover 

age given the number of pcople involved in 
the project (and similar to our 168 blocks).

However, since 75% of the blocks in the 
southeastern part of the county had only lim 
ited coverage, many distribution maps 

appcar somewhat patchy.

hy Michacl M. Rogers

Editor's notc: California's first breedinghird 
atlases were rerently published for two coun 
tics, Marin and Monterey. These two atlases 
difer significantly from our Santa Clara 
County atlas in various ways. The following 
article highligus some conmparisons between
Marin/Montery published results and obser
vationsgleaned from the yet unpublished 
Sana Clara County atlas data. 

July (and were therefore deemed dispersants 
rather than breeding birds) 

The "Atlas of the Brecding Birds of 
Monterey County" is a much more recent 

undertaking. Ficld work was conducted from 
1988 through 1992 and, remarkably, publi 
cation occurred only a year later in 1993. 
The blocks used in the Monterey atlas are the 
same Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) 

"The Marin County Breeding Bird Atas" 
represents a detailed summary of the results 
of the first atlas undertaken in California. grid-based 5 km square blocks that were used 

in our atlas. Unlike the Marin atlas, the stan Ficld work for this atlas was conducted 
The Marin atlas contains 163 between 1976 and 1978, and then 

again in 1982. Writing up the spedes
accounts, whidh are up to four pages 
in length and contain extensive 

information on ecological require-

ments, proved time-consuming and 
publication was delayed until last 
year. Because the Marin atlas was 
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. 

Santa Clara County species accounts, not all of which

arc for confimed 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- 
ty of breeding birds found was 84 
speies in a Marin atlas block and
86 in a Monterey atlas block. These
numbers are somewhat lower than Perhaps the most obvious dif 

ference is the block size used to map 
breeding distributions. The Marin
atlas blocks result from dividing a 
USGS 7.S minute topographic map 
into 24 parts and are about one- 
fourth the size of our blocks. "Edge" 

blocks bordering oceans or adjacent
counties are iregularly 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 98 confirmed, probable, or 

possible breeding species found in 
block 0545 just east of Calaveras 
Reservoir during our atlas. 

We can take pride in the thor 
oughness of the coverage of our 

atas. Our species distribution 
maps typically have a higher

percentage of confirmed records and less 

patchy distributions than those of the other
two atlases. Noctumal birds provide one 
Cxample of this. The Marin atlas managed
only three confirmations of Western 
Screech-Owl, all from the "Califormia 
Center for Wildlife" records. The Monterey 
atlas contains five confimations, whereas 

Breeding Bird Atlas

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 diapter that draws on histor
ical sources rather than detailed atlas data.

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 tincluding areas out 
side the county). However, edge blocks that 
were less than 10% Montlerey County were 
not covered. Also like our atlas, the Monterey
atlas contains valuable information on the 

we have over 30 confirmations of this small 
owl. Neither of the other two atlases found 

timing of breeding based on the breedling 
evidence gathered. This information is pre 
sented by plotting the number of various
ypes of confirnations (nest building, nest 

wilth eggs or young, or fledglings) against the 
tine of year. 

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 bircds associated with the salt ponds 
of the south San Francisco Bay. Birds that 
have bred (or attempted to breedd in Saunta 

Keeping uradk 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 

Suh evaluations dificult. This importance 
Continued on poge 6 
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Grasshopper Sparrows seem to brecd in 

the dry hills along the eolges of the Santa Clara 
Vallcy and cven fairly deep into the Diablo 
Range. In Marin County, American Gold 
finches were found in "relatively moist habi 
tats in proximity to permanent water or in 

arcas of high humidity within the intluence 
of coastal summer fog" and in Monterry "all 
nesting arcas are moistencd by summer fog" 
In Santa Clara County we find this bird pri 
marily along the Pajaro River and along the 
edge of the Bay, which, although close to salt 
waler, is nol an area characterized by sum 
mer fog 

In all three countics, Solitary Vireos,
Black-throated Gray Warblers, and 
Western Tanagers show similar breeding 
distributions. In Marin these birds are con 

The Marin and Monterey Coumty Atlases Aihough the Monterey atlas also found 
nests in such circumstances, the Marin allas 

Comtinued from poge 5 

Clara County but were not found breeding
in cither Marin or Monterey include Eared 

Grebe, Little Blue Heron, Cattle Egret, 

White-faccd Ibis, Green-winged Teal, 
Canvasback, Redhcad, Lesser Scaup,
and California Gull. Western and 
Clark's Grebe have bred at Lake San 

id not. All probable or confimed brecding 
records of this species were at sea clitfs or, 
in one instance, a bayshore quary. On the 
other hand, Northern Rough-winged 
Swallows were found in freewalyoverpass
es and drainpipes in all three counties. Com 
mon Ravens used human structures (often 

transmission towers) in all hree counties, 
Antonio in Monterey County (although not 

during the drought ycars of their atlas); simi 
larly, our only known breeding location for 
these birds is Calaveras Rescrvoir-none 

but the other atlases make no mention of 
nests in Digger P'ines, whidh constitule per 
haps the majority of nest sitle locations in our 
Diablo Range. The Marin atlas located ony 

four or five Golden Eagle nests, allin trees. 

In Monterey, nests were found in Digger 
Pines and oaks, but no cliff nests were found

have bred in Marin, however. Snowy Egrets
and Clapper Rails bred in Marin but not 
in Montercy. and Prairie Falcons, Wild 
Turkeys, and Black-chinned Humming
birds bred in Montcrey but not Marin. These
birds have all bred in Santa Clara County.Of 
course both Marin and Monterey have sev. 
eral breeding seabirds and other spedies that 

until after the completion of their atlas in 
1993.We not only found several clif nests,
but also nests on transmission towers,a 
man-made location that is apparently not 
utilized in Marin or Monterey. 

fincd to high clevations or protected ridges
that are "out of the zone of persistent sum-
mer fog." However, in Marin the Solitary 
Vireo has a more reduced distribution than 

cannot be found here. The breeding habitat descriptions of 
some species in the two published atlases 
apply quite well to Santa Clara County. For
example, the somewhat specific descriptions 

of habitats used by Blue gray Gnatcatchers 
and Rufous-crowned Sparrows are in good 
agreement with what we found in Santa Clara 
County. On the other hand, some birds show 
differences in their choice of breeding loca 
tions. In Marin County, Grasshopper Spar 
rows were found breeding "primarily with- 
in the zone of frequent summer fog toward 
the imme 

the other two, whereas in Santa Clara County 
it is the most widesprcad of the three. In Mon 
terey it is less widespread than the Black 
throated Gray Warbler but more wide- 
spread than Western Tanager. What subtle
habitat differences are responsible for this? 

These two atlases provide enjoyable 
reading not only for people who have been 
involved with a brecding bird atlas, but also 
for anyone with a desire to learm more about
our local avifauna. One may even find a 

dhallenge for a future birding trip to Marin 
or Monterey County. For example. breeding 
of California Thrashers has never been 

Many birds that breed in all three coun-
ties still show some differences in breeding
behavior. One of the most surprising results
to come from our atlas is that Cooper's
Hawks are fairly widespread brecding birds 
in the urban areas of Santa Clara County
as well as in more remote areas. We have 
located several nests in apartment complex-
es and other developed areas with large trees 
ncarby. Despite this, Marin and Monterey
found none in urban areas. Several other
species seem to show greater variability in 
the extent to which they utilize man-made 
structures for nesting. The majority of our 
White throated Swift nest locations are 
in man-made structures. primarily in drain-
age holes of overpasses or under roof tiles.

liate coast." In Monterey County
most birds were likewise found near the coast,
but deep in the interior of the county they 
were also present. In Santa Clara County, we 
have a few records from the fog shrouded 
Santa Cruz Mountains, but most of our 

confirmed in Marin County, despite their 
being found in 15 different blocks during the 
atas time period-now there is an opportu- 
nity for fame and glory! 

The 199394 Winter Season 
arrival. Orangecrowneds are often singing
on their temitories in the hills by the last week 
in February, but overvintering birds on the 
valley floor remain wellinto March, so the 
status of this individual is dificult to deter 
mine. Our only rarity of the season was a 

single White-throated Sparrow captured
S Dec. An Allen's llummingbird netted 

on 1S Feb was the first of the season and a 

by Bill Bousman

We banded 15 days in December, 17 in 
January, and 16 in February whicdh is downa 
bit from recent years. As expected, the winter 

Season is a slow time and here is not mudh 
that is new and exditing. Most of the passer
ines we band that winter along dhe crcek were 

Caught in typical numbers. Down somewlhat 
were the Yellow-rumped Warbler races. 

We caught only a single Myrtle during the 
period and only six Audubon's. Even if we 
ignore the record numbers found last winter, 
this is still an indication of fewer wintering 
birds.

HWAL harbinger of spring. Particularly interesting 
was that this bird was a re- captured bird 

rather thananew capture. 
A single Varied Thrush was netted 20 

Feb; we seem to band a few each winter. The 
only Orange crowned Warbler captured
was on 27 Feb and may lhave been a spring 
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