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2022-C-1 N&MA Classification Committee pp. 187-188
Revert to Mew Gull for Larus brachyrhynchus (Short-billed Gull)
Background:

The AOS recently voted to separate Larus brachyrhynchus from L. canus, which triggered a
situation in which a new English name might be warranted. The English name approved by the
committee was Short-billed Gull (Chesser et al. 2021). However, it is clear that retention of the
name Mew Gull for L. brachyrhynchus is the more stable and logical choice given the particular
situation of English name use within the Larus canus complex, specifically that the various
subspecies have had an English name already associated with them and in wide usage not only
in North America but the English-speaking world.

Argument:

The Larus canus complex represents perhaps a unigue situation. iThis species complex is
found throughout the temperate region of the Northern Hemisphere, so it is found in Eurasia as
well as in North America. This is not unique. What is unique is that the English-speaking
communities have used different English names for each population within the complex. Since
this changeisatwo-way spl i t, we wi |l n o tL.crRk@misthatschensisK a mc hat k
as it remains within L. canus, but even at this level that population had a unique English name.
In Eurasia, the bird, pre-AOS split, was known as Common Gull. In the Americas it was known
as Mew Gull. Mew Gull was not used as an official name for the Larus canus complex in the Old
World! The basis for my argument is that already having two separate, unique, and widely used
names for the two elements of the split (canus vs. brachyrhynchus), it actually adds confusion
and goes against many of the tenets of the AOS Guidelines for English Names to resurrect an
old, cumbersome, and for all intents and purposes confusing name (Short-billed Gull) for
brachyrhynchus. While that name still has little traction, it would be wise to revert to the
established and well-known name Mew Gull for brachyrhynchus primarily to maintain stability!

From the American Ornithological Society (AOS), 3 June 2020
Guidelines for English bird names:

A. Principles and Procedures

1. Stability of English names. The NACC recognizes that there are substantial benefits to

nomenclatural stability and that long-established English names should only be changed

after careful deliberation and for good cause. ¢é.

Itis clear that Mew Gull is a long-established English name within the region of interest of the

AQOS; even though Short-billed is older, that name had been largely forgotten except by well-

read and history-minded birders and ornithologists. Stability in my opinion is maintained by

keeping Mew Gull. The element of confusion is really a moot point in this case, given that the
2



two entities which were split already had English names in wide circulation. Mew Gull has never
been used officially in the Old World for Larus canus. It was always Common Gull there. If Mew
Gull was in widespread use outside of the Americas, | would understand the need to change the
name. But this is not the case. In particular, the multiple books on gulls and gull identification
published in recent decades have specifically used Mew Gull and restricted that use to
brachyrhynchus, or clearly identified that the common name for canus is Common Gull, etc.
(Howell and Dunn 2007). Olson and Larsson (2004) accepted the taxonomic split of
brachyrhynchus nearly two decades ago, and they use Mew Gull for L. brachyrhynchus. There
has never been any confusion in the use of Mew Gull to refer to brachyrhynchus. The argument
for stability is clear, and strong here. Changing the name is not helping stability, and the Mew
Gull name did NOT create confusion. This is a unique situation, and | think one has to take this
with the consideration of the Aintent of the | awo0
other words a split into two species that both have a sizeable range usually automatically means
that the old name has to shift, as keeping it for one of the daughter species only creates
confusion. In this case, one already had names in wide use to refer to the two daughter species.
By reverting to an old name, Short-billed Gull, for brachyrhynchus we are in effect adding a third
name to this situation, one that most living users of English names have not ever used in their
lifetime. This IS confusing. | would add that Mew Gull was not officially used by any Old World
bodies as an English name, so this was essentially a name only in use in North America.
Seldom have we had a pre-set and stable set of names for a split, such that no name change is
necessary i Mew and Common, for the daughter species.

Below | detail how Mew Gull as a name works given the various rules for English Names being
followed by the AOS NACC:

B. General Rules for Names
2. Uniqueness. The English name of every species (and of named groups within species)
should be unique both within the NACC region and, with occasional exceptions, globally.

Mew Gull is unique for the NACC region, and globally. Retention of this name, even though it
previously applied to the entire canus complex, is not an issue. The reason is that outside of the
NACC region, the name Mew Gull did not have that context. It only referred to brachyrhynchus.
For all intents and purposes, much of the literature, books, articles, and informal conversation
on gulls has separated Mew from Common Gull. Mew Gull does not need a change.

I asked an online group the fAiWestern Palearctic GI
Gull had ever been used to refer to the canus complex in Europe-Asia? The resounding answer

was no. So English speakers in the Old World, when they use Mew Gull are referring to

brachyrhynchus. Mew Gull is therefore unique within the NACC region, and globally.

Here are a few excerpts of what they said:

AioOrdinary birders in the UK just call "our' Commo i
unguestionably the American species as it is now. | don't understand the need for inventing
Short-bi I Il ed Gull . o6 Steve Lister



AnFor me as an European |, along with others, have
Jorgensen

i | have dipped into the ar ch hertédlesandBaamtfidanys e 18 90)
alternative English name other than Common Gull. Witherby (1940) makes reference of a

Pennant's Winter Mew Gull Larus Hybernus in its treatment of Common Gull and refers to
Tunstall's Ornithologynef Britain (1771).0 Stuart

**** note that Larus hybernus was a name given to juvenile Black-legged Kittiwake, not to a
member of the canus complex **** There might have been more than one taxon called
hybernus; however, this is old and forgotten, not apt to create any confusion.

3. Length of names. Names may consist of a single word or more than one word.

Mew Gull vs the longer. and cumbersome Short-billed Gull: Mew Gull is shorter, quicker, and
well-known. Mew Gull is a well-liked name, the kind of name people remember. It also implies
somet hing di minuti ve -bitedis lfiecabandetrae, utesontelaop & just s h or t
does not evoke the small, dainty, distinctive look of brachyrhynchus. Arguments can be made

about how Short-billed is more logical, how it is a literation of the scientific name, and this would

all be true. However, the gestalt, the sound, the emotional content of the name Mew Gull has

value, particularly so given that retaining it would actually increase name stability!

6. Species marginally distributed in North America. Names generally accepted by global or
regional authorities are typically used for species that occur in our area as vagrants,
introduced species, or species of otherwise marginal distribution.

This does not apply as this is a split and brachyrhynchus is found regularly only in the Americas.
However, outside of North America the use of Mew Gull has always been restricted to
brachyrhynchus, it has not referred to Old World populations.

C. New and modified names based on changes to classification

1. Typical species splits. In the case of true phylogenetic daughter species formerly treated
as a single parental species, the usual policy is to create new names for each daughter
species. This practice is designed to prevent confusion in the literature as to what taxonomic
entity the parental nameé.

In this case, due to the entrenched nature of the name Mew Gull, and that it has had historical

meaning to already separate the New World population from Old World populations,

resurrecting an old name (Short-billed Gull) for the species is absolutely creating more

confusion. If your goal is to have unique names, retain stability, and decrease confusion i revert

to Mew Gul I . Letds be cl ear -blledGuleidan old naraetforthis under s |
species, but most of the public is not reading Dwight (1925); to 99.9% of the people, including

most academics, Short-billed Gull is a new name entirely without context. The fact that it was an

old name does not mean that resurrecting it somehow restores stability, given that its use was

so far back in time. Short-billed Gull as a name is forgotten; only ornithological historians know

this as a name. As well, as noted above, the fact that it is an English translation of the specific



epithet is nice, clever, and interesting but this does not justify the change, given other features
of the name Mew Gull.

1.1 Exceptions. Strong association of names with particular daughter species may
provide exceptions to the above policy. ¢éé

Again, with the goal to maximize stability, minimize disruption and confusion. Retention of Mew
Gull is the clear answer in this unique case.

1.1.b. Differential usage. In some cases, a name is much more associated with one
daughter species regardless of relative range size. For example, the name
Clapper Rail éé.

Mew Gull has been strongly associated the daughter species brachyrhynchus, to the exclusion,
in most cases, of the Old World canus. It is definitely a unique case that the daughter species
already had a well-defined English name that was not in wide usage in the Old World where
canus is the expected species.

1.1.c. Relative appropriateness. In some cases, a parental name is much more
appropriate for one of the daughter species.

Again, Mew Gull works, there is no need to resurrect an old name for brachyrhynchus. The key
is that Mew Gull has not had currency outside of the New World as a name for the canus
complex; it was widely known to refer to brachyrhynchus to the exclusion of canus, except in
North America. But with the split, this issue becomes moot, and the appropriate solution would
be to retain Mew Gull.

Recommendation:

| recommend that NACC revert to Mew Gull before more confusion ensues. | admit this is a very
specific and unique situation. A species that had an English name that was not standardized
across continents, is split along the lines of that English name dichotomy. | am not sure if this
has happened before. Although from a North American perspective it may seem necessary to
create or resurrect a new name for the daughter species, brachyrhynchus, when you look at it
from a worldwide perspective the name Mew Gull is entirely appropriate, retains stability,
minimizes confusion, and if you see above with respect to the guidelines on English names,
fulfills more of them than resurrection of Short-billed Gull.

I know it is difficult to reverse a decision. However, in this case the decision has not been
around for long, and it shows that the committee is willing to re-assess previous work in a new
light. While reversing a decision might feel like a negative, | think this is a positive for the
committee in the public eye, because special situations sometimes require a second look.

| think that if you value name stability, Mew Gull must be resurrected. If name stability is going
to be a factor in various other future situations in which changes may be suggested due to
societal norms changing, where stability may be a reason not to make a change, one has to
apply the concept logically and evenly. In a much more straightforward situation like this one,
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where the arguments are not due to cultural considerations, for nomenclatural stability to have
any meaning in future discussions, one should revert to Mew Gull. That is what stability, and
several other of the name guidelines highlighted above clarify for Larus brachyrhynchus.
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2022-C-2 N&MA Classification Committee pp. 642-643
Treat Sturnella lilianae as a separate species from S. magna (Eastern Meadowlark)
Background:

Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna) currently consists of 17 recognized subspecies and
ranges from southern Canada to northern Brazil. Three northern subspecies, S. m. lilianae, S.
m. auropectoralis, and S. m. hippocrepis, are geographically disjunct from the rest of S. magna:
S. m. lilianae and S. m. auropectoralis in the southwestern United States to central Mexico, and
S. m. hippocrepis in Cuba.

The subspecieslilianae ( Li | i ands Meadowl ark) was described
longer wings but shorter tail, tarsus, and bill, as well as darker yellow chest and paler upperparts

than S. m. hoopesi, which occurs in southern Texas. Subspecies auropectoralis was described

four years later (Saunders 1934) as similar to lilianae in some characters (four white outer

rectrices, darker yellow chest, and shorter tarsus and tail), but differing from lilianae in its darker
upperparts and shorter wings, as well as a breeding range south of lilianae.

Interestingly, in 1962, Lanyon wrote that bill and tail length were too variable to be used as
identifying characteristics in desert meadowlarks. He also noted that S. m. lilianae and Sturnella
neglecta do not share breeding habitat. Their preferred habitat forms a mosaic where lilianae
occurs in drier grasslands and neglecta in wetter irrigated areas. This is, however, climate and
agriculture-dependent, and it is important to note that much has probably changed
environmentally since 1962. Although no data are available on neglecta-lilianae hybrids, it has
already been established that magna and neglecta show hybrid infertility, as demonstrated by
both observations in the wild and captive experiments (Lanyon 1957, 1979).

Dickerman and Phillips (1970) described a new subspecies, saundersi, based on both plumage
and morphological characteristics. However, these birds were collected during the nonbreeding
season, possibly represent overwintering birds, and the plumage differences noted may not be
maintained in breeding plumage. Additionally, small sample sizes (n = 10-14) and lack of
statistical analyses raise questions concerning the validity of this subspecies. Additionally, eBird
abundance maps do not show range connectivity between purported auropectoralis and
saundersi populations as suggested by Dickerman and Phillips (Fig. 1; eBird data (2020), eBird
Trends data (Fink et al. 2020), Birds of the World profiles for S. neglecta and S. magna (Davis
and Lanyon 2020, Jaster et al. 2020).

More recently, molecular work using two mitochondrial genes (CYTB and ND2) and the sex-
linked intron ACO-1-19 (Barker et al. (2008) showed that lilianae and auropectoralis were distinct
from both S. neglecta and the rest of S. magna. Importantly, the rest of the subspecies from
Mexico and Central/South American grouped with S. magna and not with the lilianae group.

by
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Figure 1: Sturnella range map. To our knowledge, this is the first published range map of all subspecies
of Eastern Meadowlark. Some of the specimens used to classify subspecies were from the nonbreeding
season and in nonbreeding plumage and may not represent valid subspecies. As data used to delineate
ranges were taken from multiple sources, range limits are estimates. Intermediate colors between S.
neglecta and S. magna subspecies represent overlap zones between these taxa. Although several
sources suggest there are hybrid zones between subspecies in Mexico and Central America, eBird data
does not support this. eBird abundance data show gaps in range (visualized above) that correspond to
the Sierra Madre Occidental and Oriental, the Llano Estacado, the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, and the
Andes. This range map is based on several maps: eBird data (2020), eBird Trends data (Fink et al.
2020), Birds of the World profiles for S. neglecta and S. magna (Davis and Lanyon 2020, Jaster et al.
2020), and range descriptions from Saunders (1934), Lanyon (1957, 1962), Dickerman and Phillips
(1970), Rohwer (1972a, b), Dickerman (1989), Leukering and Pieplow (2009), and Arnold (2020). Taken
from Beam et al. 2021.

New Information:

Beam et al. (2021) published new research on meadowlark divergence using whole-genome
data and song analysis. They obtained 81 meadowlark songs and 31 whole genomes from
throughout the ranges of S. neglecta, S. magna, and S. m. lilianae + auropectoralis. They
characterized song variation by measuring song length, minimum and maximum frequencies,
starting and ending frequencies, and median frequency. With these data, they ran a Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) to test for song similarity, and linear discriminant function analysis
(LDA) to see how well these song traits could predict species. The PCA plot (Fig. 2) shows
equal separation between S. magna, S. neglecta, and S. m. lilianae + auropectoralis songs.
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Importantly, the subspecies auropectoralis falls within the broader lilianae group. The LDA
showed that S. magna songs are more likely to be misidentified as S. m. lilianae +
auropectoralis songs, but not vice versa. The rate at which the LDA was able to correctly assign
a song to its species was high (90.33%).
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Figure 2. (A) Song PCA plot showing consistent separate clustering of Sturnella magna lilianae, S.

neglecta, and S. magna. The subspecies S. m. auropectoralis clusters within S. m. lilianae. (B) The song

spectrogram of S. magna showing the maximum frequency occurring in the middle of the song (marked

with a blue dot). (C) The song spectrogram of S. neglecta. Note the lower overall frequency of the song

as well as the quilckl y nbeskeeedn driingh fagarigue dot) that occ
(D) The song spectrogram of S. m. lilianae. Note the highest frequency occurring at the beginning of the

song (marked with a blue dot) and the lowest frequency occurring at the end of the song (marked with a

magenta dot). Figure and figure caption taken from Beam et al. 2021.

The PCA of the genomic data shows strong clustering among the 3 taxonomic groups and
easily identifiable population structure present between S. m. lilianae + auropectoralis and S.
magna, as well as between S. neglecta and S. magna (Fig. 3). Both PC axes explain nearly
equal genomic variance, with PC1 explaining 13.91% and PC2 explaining 11.37% of all
variance in the dataset. The subspecies auropectoralis falls completely within the lilianae group,
as expected, and, importantly, all other northeastern subspecies (hoopesi, argutula, and magna)
form one group. The magnitude of the difference between these groups suggests that lilianae,
magna, and neglecta are equally divergent, and that the current designation of lilianae as a
subspecies does not accurately reflect the true relationship.
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Figure 3. Genomic differentiation between Sturnella magna, S. neglecta, and S. m. lilianae. (A) Genetic
PCA plot indicating strong population differentiation between S. m. lilianae, S. magna, and S. neglecta
groups. The subspecies S. m. auropectoralis is shown in dark olive and clusters consistently with S. m.
lilianae. Pairwise Fst values are shown next to the lines between groups. (Bi D) NGSAdmix plots for K
values of 2 (B), 3 (C), and 4 (D). Each bar indicates an individual and bars are grouped together by taxon
group. Notably, S. magna and S. neglecta form a clade separate from S. m. lilianae when K = 2. There is
no admixture present within any of the taxa for K values = 2i 4. K = 3 appears to be the most biologically
relevant considering the 3 populations of meadowlarks. The K value of 4 shows additional resolution of
auropectoralis within S. m. lilianae (dark olive); however, this group does not appear to be monophyletic
(Figure 4). Figure and figure caption taken from Beam et al. 2021.

An ABBA-BABA testd a measure that explicitly estimates the extent of gene flow between
groupsd using the model of (((A, B), C), O), can be used to examine whether population C
shows signatures of introgression with populations A or B, with an outgroup set as population O.
Beam et al. (2021) combined the subspecies populations such that 3 groups remained: (1) S.
neglecta (population A); 2) S. m. magna, S. m. argutula, and S. m. hoopesi (population B); and
(3) S. m. lilianae + S. m. auropectoralis (population C). If lilianae or auropectoralis hybridized
with either S. neglecta or S. magna and had fertile offspring, we would expect a significant Z
score indicating introgression between the groups. The ABBA-BABA tests showed no evidence
of historical or contemporary introgression between lilianae, magna (including hoopesi), or
neglecta.

The phylogenetic tree generated by SVDQuartets shows 2 distinct clades: the first included
individuals of both S. m. lilianae + auropectoralis, and the second included both S. magna and
S. neglecta (Fig. 4). Beam et al. recovered full support for S. magna as sister to S. neglecta
(Fig. 4). The subspecies auropectoralis was not monophyletic within S. m. lilianae, nor were
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hoopesi or magna within S. magna (Fig. 4). Notably, this is a different relationship than in Barker
et al. (2008), who found that S. magna and S. m. lilianae were sister taxa with S. neglecta in a
separate clade. This is not surprising, however, given that Barker et al. used 3 genetic markers
whereas Beam et al. used a whole-genome approach and 484,816 variable SNP locid higher
resolution data that has only recently become feasible to generate.
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Figure 4. Phylogenetic tree created using PAUP* and SVDQuartets. Support values, from a bootstrap
analysis, are labeled at each node. Bobolink was used as the outgroup (in red). Sturnella magna lilianae
forms a separate clade from both S. magna and S. neglecta, which are sister taxa. There is full support
for S. m. lilianae split off the S. magna/S. neglecta clade. Notably, the subspecies S. m. auropectoralis
does not form a clade within S. m. lilianae, nor do the subspecies S. m. magna or hoopesi within Eastern.
The subspecies S. m. argutula appears to be monophyletic within the S. magna clade but does not
appear in the NGSAdmix plots (Figure 3C) at higher values of K. Figure and figure caption taken from
Beam et al. 2021.

Fst shows moderate and equal levels of divergence among lilianae, magna, and neglecta. S. m.
lilianae shows just as much differentiation from S. magna as S. magna does from S. neglecta,
which are two long established species (Fig. 3A). These Fsr (Fig. 3A) values are similar to many
established species pairs, such as Black-capped and Carolina Chickadees (Fst = 0.1, Taylor et
al. 2014), Collared and Pied Flycatchers (Fst = 0.2, Nadachowska-Brzyska et al. 2013), and
Bal ti mor e aQridlesBryrl=D.b6&, Valsh et al. 2020). Sliding window Fsr plots (Fig.
5) show high background differentiation between all species groups. This suggests that lilianae,
magna, and neglecta have been isolated for a long time and have accumulated many
differences across their genomes.
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Figure 5. (A-C) A non-overlapping 25kb windowed scan of pairwise Fst between (A) S. m. lilianae and S.
magna, (B) S. neglecta and S. magna, and (C) S. m. lilianae and S. neglecta. Scaffolds have been
arranged according to size. Figure and caption taken and adapted from Beam et al. 2021.

Lanyonés (1957, 1979) hybrid obser vagnaoands bot h
neglecta show that hybrid pairings are rare and that hybrids have low viability and fertility. No

hybrids between neglecta and lilianae have been found. S. neglecta and magna are more

closely related to each other than they are to lilianae, which suggests that if hybrids were to

occur between either lilianae and neglecta or lilianae and magna, they would also be likely

inviable or infertile. If hybrids were, or are, produced, they are not successfully reproducing with

any parental speciesd Beam et al. (2021) found no contemporary introgression between any of
lilianae, magna, and neglecta.

It is likely that important geographic barriers are preventing gene flow across the ranges of
meadowlarks. Rohwer (1972b) noted that the Llano Estacado in Texas acts as a barrier
between hoopesi and lilianae populations. eBird trends and abundance data (Fink et al. 2020)
show gaps in the range of S. magna that correlate with the Llano Estacado, as well as gaps
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between the ranges of auropectoralis and the purported subspecies saundersi, which correlate
with the Sierra Madre Oriental.

Recommendation:

| recommend that the committee split lilianae from S. magna and establish Sturnella lilianae as
species with two subspecies: S. I. lilianae and S. I. auropectoralis. Sturnella m. saundersi would
remain a subspecies under S. magna until further studies can establish its validity as a
subspecies.

Options for the English name for lilianae include:

1) Chihuahuan Meadowlark i Chihuahuan Meadowlark would follow taxonomy already in
place on the Clements Checklist (Clements et al. 2021); however, the range of the
Chihuahuan Desert fits with the subspecies lilianae, but not with auropectoralis.

2) High Desert Meadowlark 1 Although there is no precedent for a name like High Desert,
the range of lilianae fits with the high elevation desert of southeast Arizona, New Mexico,
west Texas, and northern Mexico.

3) Pallid Meadowlark T Sturnella (m.) lilianae is noted as the palest of meadowlarks, with
paler back, head, and tail than either neglecta or magna. A name such as Pallid
Meadowlark would be fitting for such a pale bird.

4) White-tailed Meadowlark i lilianae notably has the most white in its outer rectrices of all
meadowlarks. Amount of white in the tail is also one of the key field marks when
identifying meadowlarks (Lanyon 1962).

I recommend option 3) Pallid Meadowlark as the new English name for Sturnella lilianae, and
retaining Eastern Meadowlark for S. magna and Western Meadowlark for S. neglecta.
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2022-C-3 N&MA Classification Committee pp. 292-293
Recognize Riccordia elegans as a species, subspecies, or doubtful taxon
Background:

Riccordia elegans is known from a single specimen taken in 1860, but from an unknown locality
somewhere in the Caribbean. Both elegans and R. bracei (also known from a single specimen)
have a long history of taxonomic uncertainty, but the extinct R. bracei was recently recognized
as a species by NACC based on Graves and Olson (1987). The sole specimen of bracei was
taken on New Providence Island in the Bahamas in 1877.

Riccordia ricordii is common on Cuba and on islands in the northern and western Bahamas
(Grand Bahama, Great Abaco, Andros, Green Cay), but is not known from New Providence
(Bundgen and Kirwan 2021). The other three species of Riccordia are found elsewhere in the
Caribbean on Hispaniola (swainsonii), Puerto Rico (maugaeus), and Dominica and Martinique
(bicolor), and all are extant.

Both Riccordia elegans and R. bracei have been considered distinct species by some authors,

but both have been controversial because the descriptions were based on unigue holotypes that

are poorly preserved (bracei), or for which the collecting locality remains a mystery (elegans).

HBW-Birdlife considers eleganst o be a valid species, with the fol
from a single specimen, dated 1860; recently shown to be a valid species (Weller 1999).

Monotypic. 0 Cl e meedhkegass tabe a\alidtaxon, but tceats itsas a subspecies

of bracei. Riccordia elegans was not included in previous editions of the AOU checklist (AOU

1983, 1998).

New information:

Weller (1999) examined the single specimen of R. elegans and determined, based on
morphology, that it was unlikely to be a hybrid given that it was not intermediate between any
known taxa, including Bahamas populations of R. ricordii (sometimes separated as the
subspecies aeneoviridis). The specimen of elegans has a fairly distinctive (within the genus)
copper-purple rump and upper side to the tail. That information, plus the fact that the other
Riccordia are each found on different islands, led Weller (1999) to suggest that R. elegans was
likely found on an island where there are (or were) no congenerics, possibly Jamaica or
elsewhere in the Bahamas. Although these hypotheses are certainly possible, the lack of a
known distribution makes them difficult to assess. That paper, which included photos of the type
specimen of elegans, is available here:
https://www.biodiversitylibrary.org/page/40025454#page/215/mode/lup

Additional photos of this specimen are inserted below, courtesy of Paul Donald.
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Terry Chesser has also provided photos of the sole specimen of R. bracei (the specimen with
the red tag) in comparison with a series of specimens of R. ricordii (specimens from Cuba on
the left, Bahamas on the right). The type is a poor specimen, but you can see such features as

the bronze dorsal coloration, the ventral green restricted to the gorget, the white spot behind the
eye, and the bill shape and size:
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