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Eighteenth Report of the Illinois
Ornithological Records

BY PAUL SWEET

Evaluations by the Illinois
Ornithological Records Committee
(IORC or “the Committee”) are
reported here for a total of 31 records,
including 29 accepted records of 20
species, one unaccepted record of one
species, and one unaccepted historical
record, resubmitted after two observers
examined the specimen. A total of 51
observers contributed reports, includ-
ing descriptions and photographs doc-
umenting these records. We continue to
follow the conventions used in the first
seventeen reports of the Committee
(Stotz 2012). The records below are
divided into two groups: Accepted
and Unaccepted. The Accepted group
is further divided into First State
Records, Review List Records and
Other Records. Nomenclature, English
names and sequence of species con-
form to that of the seventh edition of
the American Ornithologist’s Union
checklist, (1998) and its supplements,
through the 53rd (Chesser et al. 2012).

Accepted records are entered with
the locality, including county, the date,
the IORC record number (in paren-
theses, the year of initial observation
followed by a serial number), and
the initials of the primary observer(s)
who contributed specimens, descrip-
tions, and/or photographs. Similar
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information is provided for unaccepted
records, except the observers remain
anonymous, and a brief explanation
of why the record was not accepted
is given. The initials of a contributor
without any further modification indi-
cate that they contributed solely writ-
ten documentation. When additional
information was provided, a colon
follows the observer’s initials with the
following codes: ph for photographic
evidence, v for video, s for sound
recording, and sp for a specimen.
Many contributing photographers also
submitted written documentation, a
practice that the Committee strongly
encourages. If the observer who first
discovered the bird is known to the
committee, their initials are set off
from the initials of other contributors
by a semicolon. Initial observers who
did not submit documentation are not
always listed. For specimen records,
a # follows an abbreviation for the
institution holding the specimen, along
with that institution’s catalog number
of the specimen if available.

The Committee continues to
encourage all observers of rare birds
to submit documentation, even when
multiple observers are involved in a
sighting. Some records are deemed
unacceptable due to incomplete infor-
mation, which can often be resolved

by additional documentation. Photos
are of course invaluable resources for
the Committee, but there are times
when a tricky ID can be resolved from
written details not depicted in photos.
Additionally, submitting documenta-
tion directly to the Committee, even
if it involves strictly photos, resolves
some ambiguity regarding copyright
issues, etc. and is appreciated. It only
takes a few moments to attach photos
to an e-mail, and is greatly appre-
ciated. Photos won’t be republished
without express permission, although
there is hope to have any evidence sub-
mitted available in a searchable format
eventually. Please see the field notes
section of this issue for more photos of
some of the entries below.

The Committee does not always
take a position on the age or sex
of a bird, and any such information
given may be the observer’s opinion,
rather than the Committee’s. All other
remarks are the author’s, although
most of the information comes from
the Committee files, which are now
stored in Chicago, Illinois, in the Bird
Division of the Field Museum.

In those cases where there are dis-
crepancies between the details present-
ed here and other published records,
the data provided here represent the
Committee’s best assessment of all
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