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Introduction 
The Forest Service has prepared this Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and other relevant Federal and State laws 
and regulations. This SEA analyzes the potential effects of implementing the Horsefly Vegetation 
Management Project, within the Little Belt Mountains on the Belt Creek-White Sulphur Springs 
Ranger District (Figure 1, Vicinity Map). These actions are proposed to be implemented on 
National Forest System Lands within Meagher County, MT.  

We prepared an environmental assessment (EA) in 2020 to determine whether to prepare an 
environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact (FONSI). The full EA 
referenced in this supplemental environmental analysis is contained in the project record and 
publicly available on the Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest project website at 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/hlcnf/?project=53578   

A Decision Notice and FONSI was prepared and released in August 2020.  We have prepared this 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) to address additional information and update the 
goshawk section of the 2020 EA. The issues are disclosed and resource impacts for goshawk are 
found under Environmental Impacts section below.  

Proposed Project Location 
The project area is located within the Little Belt Mountains of Central Montana on the Belt 
Creek-White Sulphur Springs Ranger District north of the City of White Sulphur Springs on both 
sides of US Highway 89 (Kings Hill Scenic Byway). Meagher County, Montana (Figure 1, 
Vicinity Map) 

  

https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/hlcnf/?project=53578
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Figure 1. Vicinity map  

 
 

Changes between the Environmental Assessment and the 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
The Supplemental Environmental Assessment contains only updates and edits associated with the 
Goshawk section of the EA. The purpose and need for actions, resource impacts not related to 
Goshawk and findings remain the same as outlined in the May 2020 Environmental Assessment.  
The following activities authorized in the August 2020 Decision have been completed through a 
combination of public works funding, forest funding, purchaser contracts or 
silviculture/reforestation contracting.  

Tree planting (conifer seedlings)- 43 acres accomplished within Unit 314. Approved reforestation 
contract. 

Newlan Creek culvert replacement- on National Forest System Road 830 accomplished, 
Engineering (public works contract). 
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Thornquist Road (FSR 6473)- watershed resource mitigation and associated road maintenance 
accomplished, Engineering (public works contract).  

Road Obliteration on 11 miles of unauthorized roads.  

Road reconditioning and reconstruction on system road-Approved for and completed under 
purchaser contract. 

Need for the Proposal 
The purpose and need for action remain the same as outline on page(s) 4-6 in the 2020 
Environmental Assessment. The project is focused around the following three primary purposes. 

• Improve forest health and landscape resiliency 
• Reduce wildfire hazards 
• Provide wood products to local and regional economies 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 
Except for the limited treatments that have already been accomplished as noted above, the 
proposed action and no-action alternatives remain unchanged. The full descriptions can be found 
starting on page 7 (Chapter 2) of the 2020 Environmental Assessment.  

Environmental Impacts 
Issues and Resource Impacts 
Goshawk 

Background 
The 1986 Lewis and Clark Forest Plan (Forest Plan) required that populations of goshawks, a 
management indicator species, be monitored and evaluated to determine if management 
activities under the plan – specifically vegetation management - have affected the ability of 
goshawks to establish nests (i.e. active nests) (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1986), (p. 2-37). To 
that end, population levels would be evaluated by monitoring all active nesting territories (Ibid, 
page 5-11). Should there be a 10% decrease or more in active nest territories further evaluation 
was required under the plan.  

The conclusions in the “Goshawk Effects Analysis, Horsefly Vegetation Project, Final Analysis” 
(original goshawk analysis, AR 0042093-94), completed April 18, 2020, for the Horsefly 
Vegetation Project Decision (AR 0003755 August 31, 2020) were based on the 2019 “C-8 Old 
Growth Habitat for Goshawk” monitoring report (2019 monitoring report, AR 0042288) that 
summarized goshawk active nest monitoring between 2007 and 2016. The original goshawk 
analysis concluded that adequate goshawk habitat would continue to be available at the project 
level and that adequate goshawk habitat would be maintained at the Forest level (G15c_2; p. 18, 
AR 0042093-94). However, additional goshawk monitoring data collected between 2017 and 
2019, prior to the Horsefly Decision was not included in the analysis.  
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This supplemental analysis evaluates the existing condition for goshawks and their habitat based 
on all available monitoring data, including data collected between 2017 and 2020, and evaluates 
the Horsefly project’s effects to goshawks and their habitat at the project level and in the Forest-
wide context. 

All reference to the forest plan refers to the Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan (1986) and all 
references to “forest-wide” refers to the land area within the proclaimed Lewis and Clark 
National Forest boundary (prior to administrative consolidation of the Helena National Forest 
and the Lewis and Clark National Forest) covered by the 1986 plan.   

Existing Conditions 
The northern goshawk is the only large diurnal raptor that is adapted to interior forest 
environments.  Common elements of goshawk habitat are large blocks of older forest, tight 
groups of large nesting trees, abundant prey (squirrels, hares, grouse, larger songbirds), and mid-
level flight space that facilitates their search, capture and transport of prey. In most of the Rocky 
Mountain region optimal goshawk habitat is provided by old-growth Douglas-fir and ponderosa 
pine forest – and for that reason the goshawk was chosen as a management indicator species for 
old growth habitat when the Lewis and Clark Forest Plan was issued in 1986. Since then, copious 
amounts of field research, and survey work, have shown that goshawks are much more versatile 
in their use of habitats than originally thought; thus the goshawk is no longer considered a 
particularly useful old-growth indicator (Reynolds et al. 1992, Braun et al. 1996, Clough 2000, 
McGrath et al. 2003). 

Population Status 
According to the “Conservation Assessment of Northern Goshawk, Black-backed Woodpecker, 
Flammulated Owl, and Pileated Woodpecker in the Northern Region (Samson 2005): 

• Goshawk habitat in Region11 is abundant and well distributed where it occurs naturally, 
and more forest, and therefore nesting habitat, exists on today’s landscape than what 
occurred historically. 

• There have been substantial increases in connectivity for forested habitat since Euro-
American settlement. 

• The level of timber harvest in R1 is minor.  According to the report “Acres Harvested by 
Cutting Method” (project record) there were on average 17,304 acres of timber harvest 
each year in Region One between 2016-2020 which is 0.07 percent of the 22,000,0002 
acres of forested land across all National Forests in Region One.   

• The suppression of natural ecological processes such as fire has increased and continues 
to increase the amount of forested habitat. 

• Not a single known nest site in R1 is isolated from other known nests by more than the 
goshawks’ estimated dispersal distance. 

 
1 R1 refers to Region One (Northern Region) of the USDA Forest Service comprising nine National Forests 
(Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Bitterroot, Custer-Gallatin, Flathead, Helena-Lewis and Clark, Idaho Panhandle, 
Kootenai, Lolo, and Nez Perce-Clearwater) and four National Grasslands (Dakota Prairie) totally 25 
million acres.   
2 Forested acres are from Samson (Samson 2005). 



Horsefly Vegetation Project-SEA, Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest ` 

5 

• The northern goshawk is secure in terms of persistence: Accipiter atricapillus | 
NatureServe Explorer. 

• Below (and not above) a threshold of 20 to 30% of historical habitat amounts, the effects 
of fragmentation (i.e. patch size and isolation) are suggested to have a negative impact 
on species persistence. No indication exists that forested ecosystems in R1 have reached 
the 20 to 30% threshold. 

• Forested systems in R1 are more extensive and are less fragmented than in historical 
(~1800 A.D.) times from an increase in conifer encroachment into grasslands (Gallant et 
al. 2003, Hessburg and Agee 2003, Hessburg et al. 2005a, Hessburg et al. 2005b). 

• The effects of habitat fragmentation on birds are less in the western United States 
compared to the Midwestern and eastern United States because western landscapes 
were naturally more fragmented in historical times. 

• Given the natural distribution of the species and its habitat as mapped and according to 
the scientific literature (Samson 2006), a comparison of available habitat on each Forest 
indicates that available habitat exceeds habitat estimates required to maintain viable 
populations.  

Between 2007 and 2020 the forest monitored a total of 716 territories out of 844 total 
territories3. Except for 2009, all known territories were monitored through 2016. Between 2017 
and 2020 the number of territories monitored compared to known territories dropped each 
subsequent year. This was primarily due to the widespread tree mortality associated with the 
mountain pine beetle epidemic that created hazardous survey conditions. These hazardous 
conditions are noted in the 2017 “Jefferson Division Goshawk Territory Hazard Risk Assessment” 
(AR 0042265-70).  Hazardous survey conditions continued in subsequent years (e.g. continued 
widespread tree mortality creating unsafe survey conditions), which limited forest service 
personnel’s ability to safely monitor some territories. Hazardous conditions following 
widespread forest mortality include a tangle of downed timber and unstable, dead standing 
trees4. 

A total of 273 active nests were monitored between 2007 and 2020. Of these, the reproductive 
outcome is unknown at 21 of the nests because subsequent surveys did not result in any 
detections of birds. This could be due to surveys being conducted after birds moved out of the 
general area of the nest or visual observation of birds not achieved. (Table 1). The surveys were 
intended to determine the number of active nesting territories Forest wide relative to the 
available habitat. 

 

 

 

 
3 See the 2007 “C-8 Old Growth Habitat for Goshawk” report at AR 0042288, and Appendix A, the 2024 
“Goshawk Evaluation Report for Monitoring Component C-8 Old Growth Habitat for Goshawks, Lewis 
and Clark Forest Plan, May 23, 2024”. 
4 For more information on the mountain pine beetle epidemic and its consequences see Forests | Free 
Full-Text | Disturbance Agents and Their Associated Effects on the Health of Interior Douglas-Fir 
Forests in the Central Rocky Mountains (mdpi.com) 

https://explorer.natureserve.org/Taxon/ELEMENT_GLOBAL.2.101802/Accipiter_atricapillus
https://explorer.natureserve.org/Taxon/ELEMENT_GLOBAL.2.101802/Accipiter_atricapillus
https://www.mdpi.com/1999-4907/7/4/80
https://www.mdpi.com/1999-4907/7/4/80
https://www.mdpi.com/1999-4907/7/4/80
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Table 1. Forest-wide Number of territories monitored and occupied, number and percent of active nests 
associated with the occupied territories, and annual percent change of occupied territories with active 
nests (from the May 23, 2024, Goshawk Evaluation Report, attached as Appendix A 

Year Territories 
Monitored 

Territories 
Occupied 

Number of 
Active Nests 

Percent 
Occupied 
Territories 
with Active 

Nests 

Annual 
Percent 
Change 

Occupied 
Territories 
with Active 

Nests 
2007 35 25 17 68% - 
2008 38 18 7 39% -29% 
2009 47 30 25 83% +44% 
2010 50 30 28 93% +10% 
2011 50 18 17 94% +1% 
2012 56 23 20 87% -7% 
2013 56 22 21 95% +8% 
2014 61 32 28 88% -7% 
2015 68 38 34 89% +1% 
2016 74 46 38 83% -6% 
2017 67 17 15 88% +5% 
2018 44 12 8 67% -21% 
2019 39 8 7 88% +21% 
2020 31 9 9 100% +12% 

 

Table 1 also shows the annual change in the percentage of monitored occupied territories with 
active nests detected. The annual percentage change serves as the basis for determining 
whether further evaluation is needed where the change is greater than or equal to 10%. As Table 
1 shows, variation exists across all years between the number of territories monitored and those 
that were occupied by goshawks. The annual percent of occupied territories with active nests 
increased in most years. Declines were generally less than 10%, except in 2008 and 2018 when 
the annual percent of occupied territories with active nests declined by 29% and 21% 
respectively. However, in both instances the percent of occupied territories with active nests 
recovered the following year: 44% in 2009 and 21% in 2019. 

There are several factors that affect goshawk territory and nest occupancy. Goshawks 
demonstrate temporal variation in breeding within and among territories and annually (Reynolds 
et al. 2005, Reynolds et al. 2017). Precipitation and weather can affect forest productivity 
creating fluctuations in the habitat of goshawk prey species (Reynolds et al. 2017, Bangerter et 
al. 2021). When prey numbers are low, goshawk productivity declines and predation on goshawk 
nestlings may increase since female goshawks spend more time away from the nest searching 
for prey (Squires and Kennedy 2006, Wiens et al. 2006, Reynolds et al. 2017). This temporal 
variation in breeding can lead to changes in goshawk detectability year to year (Reynolds et al. 
2017). See the “Appendix A” for the complete 2007 – 2020 monitoring evaluation. 

The Horsefly project analysis and decision was completed under the 1986 Lewis and Clark 
National Forest Plan. Since that Decision, a new Forest Plan has been completed that no longer 
includes the requirement to monitor active nesting goshawk territories (Helena-Lewis and Clark 
Land Management Plan 2021). However, goshawks were monitored in the project area in 2024 
as part of the Horsefly Decision design features to maintain nest stands within active goshawk 
territories and to seasonally restrict project activities within post fledging areas of active nests 
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(see Appendix B in the Horsefly Decision, Appendix B, AR 0004952). The seven known territories 
in the project area were surveyed. The Newlan Creek territory was occupied although the nest 
was not located, and the Upper Spring Creek territory had at least 2 nestlings that fledged. There 
were no detections at the other 5 known territories. See Appendix B in this document for the 
2024 survey results. 

Habitat Status in the Project Area and Forest-wide 
There are approximately 13,735 acres of nesting habitat mapped within the Horsefly project 
area5 and 494,428 acres of nesting habitat Forest wide6. Samson (Samson 2006), in his paper 
“Habitat Estimates for Maintaining Viable Populations of the Northern Goshawk, Black-backed 
Woodpecker, Flammulated Owl, Pileated Woodpecker, American Marten, and Fisher”, estimated 
that 485,314 acres of goshawk habitat should be maintained on the Lewis and Clark Forest in 
order to maintain populations regionally. The project treats approximately 5,000 acres of the 
mapped habitat in the project area. 

Overall, Goshawks are considered globally secure according to NatureServe (citation). In 
Montana, they are considered vulnerable “because of limited and/or declining numbers, range 
and/or habitat, even though it may be abundant in some areas” (citation). Some researchers 
hypothesize that goshawks may be declining (Crocker-Bedford 1990, Andersen et al. 2003, 
Squires and Kennedy 2006) while others conclude that there is uncertainty as to the status of 
goshawk populations (Hoffman and Smith 2003). Current sampling techniques may be 
inadequate to detect changes in goshawk populations (Kennedy 1997, Andersen et al. 2003) due 
to their secretive nature that make them difficult to survey (Squires and Kennedy 2006). 

Environmental Consequences 
Table 2 lists the issues and measures analyzed in the original goshawk analysis April 18, 2020, 
(AR 0042078), and in the “Horsefly Vegetation Project Environmental Assessment” (Horsefly EA) 
(AR 0003795-96). This synopsis only addresses the effects of the proposed project. See the 
original goshawk analysis and the Horsefly EA for the No Action Alternative discussion.   

Table 2. Resource condition indicators and measures for assessing effects to goshawk 

Issue  Indicator or Measure 

Goshawk nesting habitat 
Acres of nesting habitat affected by project -from Eastside 

Goshawk Nest Analysis Model (Northern Region Geospatial 
Group Technical Guide TG-14-3 v.1 2014. 

Goshawk post-fledging area (PFA) 
habitat 

Acres of post-fledging area habitat affected by project- from 
Northern Region Overview Key Findings and Project 

Considerations (Brewer et al. 2009. 

Goshawk prey 
Change in composition of prey habitat (Qualitative) and 

comparison to Reynolds et al. (1992) recommendations- from 
public scoping comments. 

 

Vegetation harvest treatments overlap with 5,138 acres of nesting habitat which is 1 percent of 
goshawk habitat Forest wide. Seven goshawk home ranges are known to be present in the 
project area. The proposed action would result in the retention of ample nesting habitat for the 

 
5 See the “Goshawk Effects Analysis, Horsefly Vegetation Project, Final Analysis”, April 18, 2020, for 
information on habitat mapping methodologies at AR 0042077-78. 
6 Data are derived from the R1 Summary Database, 2019 data set, which are the most recent data available. 
Data are in project record. 
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7 known home ranges in the project area. Goshawks exhibit high nest site fidelity even in 
situations when the nest site has been modified (Reynolds 1983, Woodbridge and Detrich 1994, 
Patla 1997). The implication of this behavior is that fidelity to nest areas may override response 
to reduced suitability and result in a lag effect before goshawks re-locate to more suitable 
habitat which in turn could affect reproductive success. While evidence exists to support a 
diversity of seral stages in the post-fledging area, retaining the integrity of the post-fledging area 
in the short term could be beneficial for those goshawks that have been nesting in the project 
area over the last few years.  

None of the 7 nest stands would be affected by the project because the project is designed to 
retain nest stands for all seven known territories; there are no activities proposed in these 
stands. However, treatments in the post-fledging areas would result in more open canopies and 
reduced basal areas. Goshawks are also known to use alternate nest locations. Therefore, if the 
action alternative modifies post-fledging areas to the point that goshawks no longer find them 
suitable, we expect goshawks to use alternate nest locations in their home ranges. 

Samson (Samson 2005) summarized recent studies on the effects of vegetation treatments on 
northern goshawks.  His review concluded that recent studies show that timber harvest has no 
effect on goshawk breeding area occupancy, nest success, or productivity 1 to 2 years after 
treatment (Moser and Garton 2004 as cited in Samson 2005, p. 36); and no difference in the 
productivity of northern goshawks occurs in logged versus unlogged areas (Penteriani and Faivre 
2001). As discussed, there would be more than enough nesting and post-fledging area habitat 
available to sustain all 7 goshawk territories after project implementation. If goshawks moved to 
alternate areas of their home ranges, the best available science indicates that these effects 
would not change overall goshawk productivity. The Horsefly project would affect 1 percent of 
goshawk habitat Forest-wide. Effects are not considered significant due to the small percent of 
habitat affected and the retention of at least 240 acres of nesting habitat for each home range in 
the project area. 

The Proposed Action (Alternative 2) is designed to promote greater vegetation diversity than if 
no action were to occur. Hargis and others (Hargis et al. 1994) concluded that “emphasis should 
be placed on creating or maintaining vegetation diversity” and “that timber harvests be 
designed to create a juxtaposition of seral stages” within each goshawk home range in order to 
optimize prey availability. The proposed action would increase vegetation diversity by creating a 
variety of structural stages with varying canopy cover.  This requires reducing the amount of 
dense mature forest, and as a result, the amount of optimal goshawk habitat. Goshawk habitat 
would not be eliminated in the project area, but some components would be less suitable once 
it is more open forest.   

The project may create more favorable conditions for goshawk prey. Goshawks occur in forests 
that evolved under a diversity of fire regimes including mixed-severity and stand-replacing 
events. Reynolds et al. 1992, and Graham et al. 1999  both suggest that the use of controlled fire 
and thinning may improve habitat for goshawks by creating favorable conditions for goshawks 
and their prey.  Common effects of prescribed fire in the project area include promoting 
diameter growth in overstory trees, creating open understories, and maintaining down woody 
debris favorable for goshawk prey species.   

The desired condition for goshawks includes (1) 240 acres nesting habitat per 5,000-acre 
territory; (2) heterogeneous foraging habitat including mature forest as well as a mix of other 
forest and non-forest components; and (3) approximately 420 acres post-fledging habitat that 
includes some mid to late-seral forests with structural diversity in the understory. 
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Implementation of the proposed action would result in the retention of the requisite amounts of 
nesting, post-fledging area, and foraging area habitats. 

The proposed action is designed to promote stand sustainability through time which in turn 
could result in the retention of more nesting habitat over time in the project area. All territories 
within the Horsefly Project area have been affected by western spruce budworm; if left 
untreated these forested stands may no longer meet minimum needs for nesting and post-
fledging area habitat. 

Cumulative Effects 
The cumulative effects discussed in the original goshawk analysis (AR 0042091-92) reflect 
activities through spring 2020. Activities since that time with the potential for cumulative effects 
include the “Forest-wide Prescribed Fire Project” (Prescribed Fire Project). The purpose of the 
Prescribed Fire Project is to reduce the risk of uncharacteristically severe wildfire and influence 
how wildfire and other disturbances shape the landscape and impact local communities. This 
would be accomplished through a condition-based management approach that allows 
responsiveness to dynamic vegetation conditions through application of the right treatment at the 
right time.  

The Prescribed Fire Project would authorize prescribed burning, hand treatments and mechanical 
treatments of vegetation across the Forest in areas needing restoration or maintenance outside of 
designated wilderness or research natural areas. Project activities would include thinning of small 
diameter trees under 12 inches diameter at breast height, fuel re-arrangement, fire line 
construction, and prescribed burning. The amount of land treated annually would depend on a 
variety of factors, including weather conditions, air quality, design features, and resources 
available to accomplish management goals. The maximum number of acres to be treated annually 
across the entire Little Belt Mountains (within which the Horsefly project is located) is 3,500 to 
4,500. 

Implementation of the Prescribed Fire Project could occur within the Horsefly project boundary if 
conditions develop over time that meet the criteria for treatment under the Prescribed Fire Project. 
These conditions include areas with undesirably high fire risk, areas where management could 
help move landscape conditions towards Forest Plan desired conditions, or areas that could 
support persistence of old forests on the landscape, among others (see Forestwide Prescribed Fire 
Project Draft EA.pdf , page 5, contained on the forest project webpage at 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/hlcnf/?project=63783 for additional considerations). It is 
unlikely that these conditions would develop in the Horsefly project area in the next 15-20 years 
since the entire project area was evaluated for treatment needs and opportunities with the 
subsequent proposed action and decision reflecting those needs, and constraints. Barring 
unforeseen changes in the Horsefly project area, no activity under the Forest-wide Prescribed Fire 
decision is likely in the next 15 years. However, if conditions develop over time within the 
project boundary, including within the Horsefly project treatment units, that warrant additional 
treatments to reduce the severity of wildfire and to influence how wildfire and other disturbances 
shape the landscape then they could proceed under the Prescribed Fire Project decision. Future 
treatments would be aligned with Forest Plan components through application of the 
implementation checklist and design features in the EA (Appendices B and C at above link).  

Cumulatively, should the Prescribed Fire Project be applied within the Horsefly project boundary, 
it is anticipated that treatments would result in the development of larger trees over time in 

https://usfs-public.app.box.com/v/PinyonPublic/file/1439430495971
https://usfs-public.app.box.com/v/PinyonPublic/file/1439430495971
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/hlcnf/?project=63783
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treatment areas as the remaining trees are able to take advantage of increased sunlight and 
nutrients. This is especially important for northern goshawks that need larger trees for nesting. 
The following design feature is included in the Prescribed Fire Project that would protect nesting 
goshawks:  

If raptor nests (other than flammulated owls) are located prior to or during 
implementation, a wildlife biologist will be consulted. If an active nest is found in the 
project vicinity, a work restriction period will be imposed the timing of which will be 
species-specific but could occur between April through August. A no treatment buffer 
surrounding the nest stand may also be applied depending on the nest site and 
surrounding area. Buffer size, timing restrictions, mitigation measures and treatment 
restrictions will be made on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration site-specific 
raptor needs. 

The section “Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Action, Alternative 2” in the original goshawk 
analysis [AR 42091-092] concluded that most of the stands that have been harvested in the past 
70 years do not yet provide goshawk nesting habitat. However, these areas currently provide 
foraging habitat. Fuels activities that occurred in the past mainly focused on reducing surface 
fuels. Many of these areas that were treated prior to the 1980s have returned to their ‘pre-
treatment’ conditions especially in favorable growing conditions that accelerate understory 
development. Fuels activities that have occurred since the 1980s have also reduced surface fuels 
and created more open conditions that favor shrub and grassland development that have 
contributed to structural characteristics that currently provide foraging habitat.   

Ongoing activities (i.e. road use and management, firewood cutting, cattle grazing, private land 
development and vegetation management) could have some effect to goshawk habitat but these 
activities “are not impactful enough to cause concern for goshawk in the project area when 
considered in concert with the project activities” [AR 42091].  

The Prescribed Fire Project would not add appreciably to cumulative effects since the project is 
designed to achieve conditions conducive to goshawk nesting habitat by promoting large tree 
structure and foraging habitat by creating vegetative conditions (e.g. increased herbaceous and 
shrubby vegetation, ecotones) important to goshawk prey species.  

The cumulative effects are not expected to lead to NEPA significance for the following reasons: 

• As noted in the original goshawk analysis [AR 42093] requisite amounts of nesting, 
post-fledgling, and foraging habitat would be retained. 

• Past and ongoing projects have not decreased the requisite amounts of habitat. 

• The Prescribed Fire project is not expected to appreciably reduce nesting habitat since 
one of its goals is to promote large tree structure. The design criteria noted above would 
protect nesting goshawks and their young. And the Prescribed Fire Project would retain a 
broad range of habitat conditions for goshawk foraging habitat 

Goshawks occur in forests that evolved under a diversity of fire regimes including mixed-severity 
and stand-replacing events. Reynolds and others (Reynolds et al. 1992) and Graham and others 
(Graham et al. 1999) have suggested that the use of controlled fire and thinning may improve 
habitat for goshawks by creating favorable conditions for goshawks and their prey by promoting 
diameter growth in overstory trees, creating open understories, and maintaining down woody 
debris favorable for goshawk prey species.   
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Conclusions 
Goshawks are sensitive to human disturbance around nest sites, often aggressively defending 
their nest and the surrounding PFA, where their newly fledged young are raised. Activities 
around known nests will be restricted between April 15 and August 15 to protect the goshawk 
adults and young from disturbance (see Horsefly EA, Appendix B, AR 0004952). 

The Horsefly Vegetation project complies with all 1986 Lewis and Clark National Forest Plan 
goshawk requirements. While there would be some limited effects to goshawk habitat from 
implementing the proposed action, there would still be sufficient goshawk habitat during and 
after the project is implemented to support the seven territories within the boundary of the 
project area. The project may improve prey habitat for goshawk.  The project will not result in 
broad scale changes to goshawk or the amount of suitable habitat in the project area or at the 
Forest level. Moreover, variations in nesting activity, as experienced between 2016-2020 and 
analyzed in Appendix A are the result of myriad factors and cannot be solely attributed to 
management under the 1986 Forest Plan. Variations in active nesting habitats are attributable to 
temporal variation in breeding in response to weather and structural changes in forested stands 
and the effects of those variables on goshawk detectability.  Our monitoring and evaluation have 
also demonstrated that active nesting territories increased in years following a 10% or more 
decrease, indicating that the 2018 decrease in active nesting territories is not representative of a 
general downward trend or the result of forest management under the 1986 Forest plan but 
rather reflects normal reproductive and nesting variation.  

 

Agencies or Persons Consulted 
The Forest Service consulted with individuals, Federal, State, tribal, and local agencies during the 
development of 2020 Environmental Assessment and is releasing this Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment to these same interested parties and stakeholders to garner comments 
and address additional issues or concerns related to the updated goshawk analysis.  

In accordance with 40 CFR 1501.2a, the Responsible Official selected a team of resource 
specialist to utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach for planning and analyzing the 
Horsefly Vegetation Project a subset of this original team outlined in the 2020 Environmental 
Assessment was consulted and contributed to this Supplemental Environmental Assessment.  

The Forest Service provided information on this project directly to approximately 200 individuals 
and organizations, including State and local government agencies, local residence, and other 
interested parties. Tribal government to government consultation was completed in the form of a 
letter from the Responsible Official to tribal leads of the Blackfeet Nation, Chippewa Cree Tribe 
of Rocky Boy’s, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Crow Tribe, Eastern Shoshone Tribe, 
Fort Belknap Indian Community (Assiniboine & Gros Ventre), Fort Peck Assiniboine & Sioux 
Tribes, Little Shell Tribe of Chippewa Indians of Montana, Nez Perce Tribe, Northern Arapahoe 
Tribe, Northern Cheyenne Tribe, and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. Comments from the 2018 
formal scoping comment period were received from four local citizens in addition to the 
following businesses, organizations, and State and local government: 

• Alliance for the Wild Rockies 
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• Secrest Fire Solutions 

• Meagher County Commissioners 

• Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation 

• Myrstol Post Company 

• Native Ecosystems Council 

• RY Timber Inc. (no longer in business) 

Regulatory Consultation  
The project is compliant with the applicable cultural resource laws, regulations and policy 
Consultation with the Montana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and with various 
Native American Tribes is documented in the project record. There have been no changes to 
Heritage resources from those disclosed in the 2020 Environmental Assessment 

For species being managed under the Endangered Species Act, a Biological Assessment was 
completed. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service consultation documentation on compliance, is 
contained in the project record.  
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Appendix A 
Goshawk Evaluation Report for Monitoring Component C-8 
Old Growth Habitat for Goshawks Lewis and Clark Forest 
Plan May 23, 2024 
Introduction 
This report is an evaluation of the variation in goshawk nest success from 2007 through 2020 for 
the Lewis and Clark National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) 
monitoring element “C-8 Old Growth Habitat for Goshawk” (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1986). The Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest completed a monitoring report in 2020 that 
described the results of monitoring active goshawk territories on the Forest, as required under 
the 1986 Lewis and Clark Forest Plan.  The 1986 plan monitoring element required additional 
evaluation should there be a 10% decrease or more in active nest territories.  The Forest’s 2019 
monitoring report included data between 2007 and 2016.  Here, we evaluate all data between 
2007 and 2020 and evaluate variations in active nest territories.   

Methods 
The “Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Technical Guide” (Woodbridge and Hargis 
2006) was used to inform survey methodology.  See the 2019 “Forest Plan Item C8 Goshawk” 
monitoring report for complete information on methodology. The variability measure is the 
annual change in the percent of occupied territories that have active nests.  The additional data 
not included in the original report are summarized in Appendix B. 

Evaluation 
Table 1 shows the number of territories monitored and occupied, the number of active nests 
located, and the percent of occupied territories with active nests.  The number of territories 
monitored reflects a subset of territories on the Lewis and Clark National Forest, as not all 
habitat has been surveyed and not all territories discovered.  

A total of 716 territories were monitored between 2007 and 2020, 85% of all known territories 
(Table 2).  With the exception of 2009, all known territories were monitored through 2016.  
Between 2017 and 2020 the number of territories monitored compared to known territories 
dropped each subsequent year.  This was primarily due to the widespread tree mortality 
associated with the mountain pine beetle epidemic that created hazardous survey conditions.  
These hazardous conditions are noted in the 2017 “Jefferson Division Goshawk Territory Hazzard 
Risk Assessment”.  These hazardous survey conditions continued in subsequent years. 

The territories monitored were occupied 46% of the time and active 83% of the time when 
occupied.  A total of 273 active nests were monitored between 2007 and 2020.  Of these, the 
reproductive outcome is unknown at 21 of the nests because subsequent surveys did not result 
in any detections of birds.  This could be due to surveys being conducted after birds moved out 
of the general area of the nest or visual observation of birds not achieved.     
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Table 1 also shows the annual change in the percentage of monitored occupied territories with 
active nests.  The annual percentage change serves as the basis for determining whether further 
evaluation is needed where the change is greater than or equal to 10%.  As Table 1 shows, 
variation exists across all years between the number of territories monitored and those that 
were occupied by goshawks.  The annual percent of occupied territories with active nests 
increased in most years.  Declines were generally less than 10%, except in 2008 and 2018 when 
the annual percent of occupied territories with active nests declined by 29% and 21% 
respectively.  However, in both instances the percent of occupied territories with active nests 
recovered the following year:  44% in 2009 and 21% in 2019. 

Table 3. Number of territories monitored and occupied, number and percent of active nests associated 
with the occupied territories, and annual percent change of occupied territories with active nests 

Year Territories 
Monitored 

Territories 
Occupied 

Number of 
Active Nests 

Percent 
Occupied 
Territories 
with Active 

Nests 

Annual 
Percent 
Change 

Occupied 
Territories 
with Active 

Nests 

2007 35 25 17 68% - 

2008 38 18 7 39% -29% 

2009 47 30 25 83% +44% 

2010 50 30 28 93% +10% 

2011 50 18 17 94% +1% 

2012 56 23 20 87% -7% 

2013 56 22 21 95% +8% 

2014 61 32 28 88% -7% 

2015 68 38 34 89% +1% 

2016 74 46 38 83% -6% 

2017 67 17 15 88% +5% 

2018 44 12 8 67% -21% 

2019 39 8 7 88% +21% 

2020 31 9 9 100% +12% 

 

There are several factors that affect goshawk territory and nest occupancy.  Goshawks 
demonstrate temporal variation in breeding within and among territories and annually (Reynolds 
et al. 2005, Reynolds et al. 2017). Precipitation and weather can affect forest productivity 
creating fluctuations in the habitat of goshawk prey species (Reynolds et al. 2017).  When prey 
numbers are low, goshawk productivity declines and predation on goshawk nestlings may 
increase since female goshawks spend more time away from the nest searching for prey (Squires 
and Kennedy 2006, Wiens et al. 2006, Reynolds et al. 2017).  This temporal variation in breeding 
can lead to changes in goshawk detectability year to year (Reynolds et al. 2017, Pierson et al. 
2022). 

Additionally, the mountain pine beetle epidemic that started around 2008 and peaked around 
2011 created younger forests with smaller trees. Younger forests are structurally more conducive 
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to goshawk predators and competitors (e.g. red-tailed hawks, great horned owls) (Klaver et al. 
2012).  Specifically, the reduction in forest cover caused by beetle mortality may have resulted in 
an increased risk of goshawk nestling, fledgling and adult mortality due to predation and 
exposure to inclement weather.  The loss of forest cover loss would also reduce the abundance 
of prey leading lead to fewer goshawk reproduction attempts, smaller egg clutches, and reduced 
vigor of goshawk young and adults. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to determine if management activities – specifically vegetation 
management - have affected the ability of goshawks to establish nests (i.e. active nests).  As 
noted in the 2019 monitoring report the only territory with vegetation treatments that could 
potentially affect the nesting and post-fledgling habitat was Blacktail Hills North.  The Blacktail 
Hills North territory was first discovered in 2005.  Commercial thinning on 43 acres was 
completed in July 2007.  During 2007 and 2008 surveys could not confirm if the Black Hills North 
territory was occupied.  Since 2009, the territory has been active through 2016 producing a total 
of 19 fledglings, more than any other known territory. Reasons for the prolific success of the 
territory are not known; however, it does appear that the vegetation management did not 
negatively impact goshawk use of the area.  Surveys between 2017 and 2019 did not result in 
any detections; surveys were not completed in 2020. 

Conclusion 
In summary, all known goshawk territories were monitored between 2007 and 2016 with the 
exception of 2009 when 47 territories were monitored out of 48 known territories.  In 2017, 67 
territories were monitored out of 74 known territories; 44 territories out of 76 known territories 
were monitored in 2018; 39 territories out of 78 known territories were monitored in 2019; and 
31 territories out of 78 known territories were monitored in 2020.  The decrease in the 
monitoring effort reflected the hazardous survey conditions associated with widespread tree 
mortality associated with the mountain pine beetle epidemic.   

Overall Goshawks are considered to be globally secure according to NatureServe.  In Montana, 
they are considered vulnerable “because of limited and/or declining numbers, range and/or 
habitat, even though it may be abundant in some areas”.  Some researchers hypothesize that 
goshawks may be declining (Crocker-Bedford 1990, Andersen et al. 2005, Squires and Kennedy 
2006) while others conclude that there is uncertainty as to the status of goshawk populations 
(Hoffman and Smith 2003).  Current sampling techniques may be inadequate to detect changes 
in goshawk populations (Kennedy 1997, Andersen et al. 2005) due to their secretive nature that 
make them difficult to survey (Squires and Kennedy 2006). 

Variation in goshawk productivity, and by extension the annual percent of territories with active 
nests, is well-documented in the scientific literature.  Variations in active nesting habitats are 
attributable to temporal variation in breeding in response to weather and structural changes in 
forested stands and the effects of those variables on goshawk detectability. Evaluation of the 
data show that the variability experienced on the Forest is within the range of variation in 
goshawk nesting occupancy and success experienced under natural conditions, as documented 
in the literature.  The variation is within acceptable limits particularly in light of the increase in 
active nests the years after the decline.  From the research and studies discussed above, it is 
evident that it is not unusual for active goshawk nesting to vary substantially due to weather, 
natural variability of occupancy and nesting, predation, and prey competition. 
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Goshawk Survey Summary 2007 - 2020 
Table 4. Number of known territories monitored, active (eggs laid) nests, nests with known reproduction, successful nests, failed nests, and fledglings 

observed during the 10-year monitoring period. SE = standard error of the mean 

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 
Number of known 

territories 35 38 48 50 52 56 56 61 68 74 74 76 78 78 844 

Territories monitored 35 38 47 50 50 56 56 61 68 74 67 44 39 31 716 
Territories Occupied 25 18 30 30 18 23 22 32 38 46 17 12 8 9 328 

% of territories 
occupied 71% 47% 64% 60% 36% 41% 39% 52% 56% 62% 25% 27% 21% 29% 46% 

Number of active nests 17 7 25 28 17 20 21 28 34 37 15 8 7 9 273 
% occupied territories 

with active nests 68% 39% 83% 93% 94% 87% 95% 88% 89% 80% 88% 67% 88% 100% 83% 

Number of nests with 
known reproduction 11 7 24 25 15 17 17 28 35 34 15 8 7 9 252 

Number of successful 
nests 11 3 21 23 12 17 16 25 31 37 Unk Unk Unk Unk 196* 

Number of failed nests 0 4 3 2 3 0 1 3 4 7 Unk Unk Unk Unk 27* 
Number of fledglings1 14 4 34 34 19 25 34 46 61 54 Unk Unk Unk Unk 325* 

Number of 
fledglings/known 
reproduction nest 

1.27 0.57 1.42 1.36 1.27 1.47 1.41 1.64 1.74 1.59 Unk Unk Unk Unk 1.37* 

Standard Deviation 0.47 0.79 0.88 0.70 0.80 0.62 0.71 0.91 1.04 1.05 Unk Unk Unk Unk SE = 
0.10* 

Fledglings/ successful 
nest 1.27 1.33 1.62 1.48 1.58 1.47 1.50 1.84 1.97 2.0 Unk Unk Unk Unk 1.61* 

Standard Deviation 0.47 0.58 0.74 0.59 0.51 0.62 0.63 0.75 0.87 0.73 Unk Unk Unk Unk SE = 
0.08* 

*Numbers unchanged from 2019 report due to unknown status between 2017-2020. 
1Fledglings detected is the minimum number produced by a territory. It is easy to miss fledglings because: survey visits may not be timed appropriately to detect 
the fledglings (too late in the year); single fledglings are difficult to detect as they often remain silent; multiple fledglings are easier to detect because they are vocal 
with each other, however we may still miss individuals 

  



Horsefly Vegetation Project-SEA, Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest ` 

20 

Appendix B 
Annual Goshawk Territory Survey Data 2017-2020 

Table 5. 2017 Goshawk Territory Survey Summary (Bold Italic font indicates territories within project areas) 

Distric
t Zone Territory Survey Date Status* Nestlings Fledgling

s 
3 3/7 Crawford Creek 06/27/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

3 3/7 Blanding Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

3 3/7 Bear Coulee 08/01/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Dryfork 06/27/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Harley Creek 06/27/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Monarch Mountain 06/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

3 3/7 Lower Logging Creek 06/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Cascade Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

7 3/7 Grasshopper 07/10/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Charcoal Gulch 
(formerly Lake Creek) 06/29/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Cabin Creek 07/07/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Daniels Creek 07/06/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Eagle Creek 08/02/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Copper Creek 06/07/17 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown 
# Fledged 2 Unknown 

7 3/7 Lake Creek (formerly 
Mass Geis) N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions N/A N/A 
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Distric
t Zone Territory Survey Date Status* Nestlings Fledgling

s 

7 3/7 Allen Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

7 3/7 Newlan Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

7 3/7 North Fork Smith 07/13/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Indian Creek 07/07/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Jumping Creek 07/10/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Mass Creek 07/11/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Sawmill Creek 07/11/17 Breeding; 1 Nestling; Unknown # 
Fledged 1 Unknown 

7 3/7 Decker 06/20/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Sage Spring 06/07/17 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown 
# Fledged 2 Unknown 

7 3/7 Three Cabins Creek 06/12/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 South Fork Willow 
Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

7 3/7 Upper Moose Creek 07/06/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
East 06/05/17 Breeding; 1 Nestling; Unknown # 

Fledged 1 Unknown 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
West 07/05/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Richardson Creek 07/31/17 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

4 4/6 Blacktail Hills North 06/26/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
4 4/6 Blacktail Hills South 06/26/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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Distric
t Zone Territory Survey Date Status* Nestlings Fledgling

s 
4 4/6 Arrow Creek 06/22/17 Confirmed Occupancy 0 0 

4 4/6 Belden Flat 06/20/17 Confirmed Occupancy 0 0 
4 4/6 Yogo Creek 06/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Indian Hill 06/15/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Ettien Ridge Not Surveyed 
Because 

Has Been Unoccupied For 10 
Consecutive Years n/a n/a 

4 4/6 Skunk Gulch 06/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Dry Pole 07/31/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Dry Gulch 06/12/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Tollgate 07/31/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Middle Fork Judith 06/22/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Elephant Rock 07/31/17 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

6 4/6 Pasture Gulch 06/14/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Townsend Gulch 06/28/17 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings; 
Failed Nest At Least 2 0 

6 4/6 Niel Creek 06/20/17 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

6 4/6 Whitetail 06/27/17 & 
06/29/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Mill Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

6 4/6 Sawmill Canyon 07/20/17 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings; 
Fledged 2 At Least 2 2 

6 4/6 Hopely Creek 06/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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Distric
t Zone Territory Survey Date Status* Nestlings Fledgling

s 
6 4/6 Upper Ashbridge 07/18/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Willow Creek North 07/18/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Willow Creek South 07/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Minerva Creek 07/19/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 South Bench 07/18/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Flagstaff 06/14/17 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling, 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

6 4/6 Checkerboard North 08/15/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 North Fork Whetstone 08/31/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Cooper 
Creek 08/02/17 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings; 

Fledged 2 At Least 2 2 

6 4/6 Reynolds Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

6 4/6 Warm Springs Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions N/A N/A 

1 1 Ford Creek North 06/27/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
1 1 Ford Creek South 06/29/17 Presence 0 0 
1 1 Double Falls 06/27/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
1 1 Fairmule 06/28/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
1 1 Mule Creek 06/26/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Lower Blacktail 07/10/17 & 
07/13/17 

Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Failed Nest At Least 1 0 

1 1 Upper Blacktail 07/11/17 Presence 0 0 

1 1 Beaver Basin 07/05/17 & 
07/06/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Elko 08/02/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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Distric
t Zone Territory Survey Date Status* Nestlings Fledgling

s 

1 1 Muddy Creek 08/01/17 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings; 
Fledged 2 At Least 2 2 

1 1 Green Gulch 07/07/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Two Medicine 7/19/2017 & 
07/26/17 Presence 0 0 

1 1 Box Creek 08/16/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Badger Junction 08/16/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Lonesome Ridge 08/02/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Mortimer 07/13/17 & 
08/10/17 

Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Failed Nest At Least 1 0 

1 1 Bailey Basin 07/06/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Arsenic Creek 07/12/17 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Burned Creek 06/28/17 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

*For definitions of "status" results see pages 3-19 through 3-23 in the Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Guide (Woodbridge and Hargis 2006). 
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Table 6. 2018 Goshawk Territory Survey Summary (Bold Italic font indicates territories within project areas) 

District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

3 3/7 Crawford Creek 06/08/18 Through 
06/18/18 Confirmed Occupancy 0 0 

3 3/7 Blanding Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

3 3/7 Bear Coulee 06/07/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Dryfork 07/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Harley Creek 07/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Monarch Mountain 06/27/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

3 3/7 Lower Logging Creek 06/07/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Cascade Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Grasshopper Creek 07/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 
Charcoal Gulch 
(formerly Lake 

Creek) 
06/28/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Cabin Creek 07/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Daniels Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Eagle Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Copper Creek 06/14/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Lake Creek 
(formerly MassGeis) N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Allen Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Newlan Creek 07/16/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 
7 3/7 North Fork Smith N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Indian Creek 07/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Jumping Creek 06/25/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Mass Creek 07/05/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Sawmill Creek 07/05/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Decker 07/16/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Sage Spring 06/28/18 Confirmed Occupancy 0 0 
7 3/7 Three Cabins Creek 06/26/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 South Fork Willow 
Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Upper Moose Creek 07/17/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
East 06/26/18 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 

Unknown # Fledged 
At Least 

1 Unknown 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
West N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Richardson Creek 07/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 New Territory: 
Upper Spring Creek 

6/21/18 through 
08/13/18 

Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged 

At Least 
1 Unknown 

7 3/7 New Territory: Little 
Sheep Creek 

06/21/18 through 
08/13/18 

Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings, 
Fledged At Least 2 

At Least 
2 At Least 2 

4 4/6 Blacktail Hills North 06/12/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
4 4/6 Blacktail Hills South 06/12/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
4 4/6 Arrow Creek 06/06/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Belden Flat 06/21/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
4 4/6 Yogo Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
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District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 
4 4/6 Indian Hill N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Ettien Ridge Not Surveyed 
Because 

Has Been Unoccupied For At Least 
10 Consecutive Years n/a n/a 

4 4/6 Skunk Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Dry Pole N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Dry Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Tollgate N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Middle Fork Judith N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Elephant Rock 07/03/18 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown # 
Fledged 2 Unknown 

6 4/6 Pasture Gulch 06/28/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Townsend Gulch 06/28/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Niel Creek 08/15/18 Confirmed Occupancy Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Whitetail 07/03/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Mill Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Sawmill Canyon N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Hopely Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Upper Ashbridge 07/10/18 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown # 
Fledged 2 Unknown 

6 4/6 Willow Creek North 07/10/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Willow Creek South 07/10/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Minerva Creek 07/10/18 Confirmed Occupancy 0 0 
6 4/6 South Bench 07/10/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

6 4/6 West Fork Flagstaff 06/25/18 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged 

At Least 
1 Unknown 

6 4/6 Checkerboard North 07/16/18 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling, 
Fledged At Least 1 

At Least 
1 At Least 1 

6 4/6 North Fork 
Whetstone 07/05/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Cooper 
Creek 07/05/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Reynolds Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Warm Springs Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Ford Creek North 08/01/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
1 1 Ford Creek South 08/01/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
1 1 Double Falls 08/02/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
1 1 Fairmule 08/01/18 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

1 1 Mule Creek 07/25/18 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Fledged At Least 1 

At Least 
1 At Least 1 

1 1 Lower Blacktail N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Upper Blacktail N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Beaver Basin N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Elko N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Muddy Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Green Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Two Medicine N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
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District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 
1 1 Box Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Badger Junction N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Lonesome Ridge N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Mortimer N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Bailey Basin N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Arsenic Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Burned Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
*For definitions of "status" results see pages 3-19 through 3-23 in the Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Guide (Woodbridge and Hargis 2006). 
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Table 7. 2019 Goshawk Territory Survey Summary (Bold Italic font indicates territories within project areas) 

District Zon
e Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

3 3/7 Crawford Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

3 3/7 Blanding Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

3 3/7 Bear Coulee N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
3 3/7 Dryfork 06/11/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
3 3/7 Harley Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
3 3/7 Monarch Mountain N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

3 3/7 Lower Logging Creek 08/28/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Cascade Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Grasshopper Creek 07/18/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Charcoal Gulch 
(formerly Lake Creek) 07/17/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Cabin Creek 07/25/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Daniels Creek 05/29/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Eagle Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Copper Creek 06/28/19 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings, 
Unknown # Fledged 

At Least 
2 Unknown 

7 3/7 Lake Creek (formerly 
MassGeis) N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Allen Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Newlan Creek 06/17/19 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown # 
Fledged 2 Unknown 
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District Zon
e Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

7 3/7 North Fork Smith N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Indian Creek 07/17/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Jumping Creek 07/10/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Mass Creek 08/07/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Sawmill Creek 08/08/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Decker 07/23/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Sage Spring 06/24/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
7 3/7 Three Cabins Creek 06/06/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 South Fork Willow 
Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 

Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Upper Moose Creek 07/10/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
East 07/19/19 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings; 

Fledged 2 
At Least 

2 2 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
West 05/20/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Richardson Creek 07/18/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Upper Spring Creek 06/06/19 through 
07/09/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Little Sheep Creek 06/06/19 through 
07/02/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 New Territory: Abbott 
Gulch 07/02/19 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown # 

Fledged 2 Unknown 

7 3/7 New Territory: 
Snaggy Gulch 

06/06/19 through 
06/28/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Blacktail Hills North 06/10/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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District Zon
e Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

4 4/6 Blacktail Hills South 06/10/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Arrow Creek 08/28/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

4 4/6 Belden Flat 05/23/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
4 4/6 Yogo Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Indian Hill N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Ettien Ridge Not Surveyed 
Because 

Has Been Unoccupied For At Least 
10 Consecutive Years n/a n/a 

4 4/6 Skunk Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Dry Pole N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Dry Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Tollgate N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

4 4/6 Middle Fork Judith N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Elephant Rock 07/22/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Pasture Gulch 07/16/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Townsend Gulch 08/01/19 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings; 
Fledged 2 At Least 2 Fledged 2 

6 4/6 Niel Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Whitetail 08/06/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Mill Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Sawmill Canyon N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Hopely Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Upper Ashbridge 05/21/19 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; 
Unknown # Fledged 

At Least 
1 Unknown 
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District Zon
e Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

6 4/6 Willow Creek North 06/12/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Willow Creek South 06/12/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 Minerva Creek 06/12/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
6 4/6 South Bench 05/21/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Flagstaff 06/13/19 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown # 
Fledged 2 Unknown 

6 4/6 Checkerboard North 08/08/19 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling, 
Fledged At Least 1 

At Least 
1 At Least 1 

6 4/6 North Fork Whetstone 08/07/19 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Cooper 
Creek 07/16/19 Confirmed Occupancy 0 0 

6 4/6 Reynolds Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Warm Springs Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous 
Snag Conditions Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Ford Creek North N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
1 1 Ford Creek South N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
1 1 Double Falls N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
1 1 Fairmule N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
1 1 Mule Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
1 1 Lower Blacktail N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Upper Blacktail N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Beaver Basin N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Elko N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
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District Zon
e Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

1 1 Muddy Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Green Gulch N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Two Medicine N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Box Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Badger Junction N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Lonesome Ridge N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Mortimer N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Bailey Basin N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Arsenic Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 

1 1 Burned Creek N/A Not Surveyed Unknown Unknown 
*For definitions of "status" results see pages 3-19 through 3-23 in the Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Guide (Woodbridge and Hargis 2006).
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Table 8. 2018 Goshawk Territory Survey Summary (Bold Italic font indicates territories within project areas) 
District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

3 3/7 Crawford Creek 06/30/20 Presence 0 0 

3 3/7 Blanding Gulch 06/30/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

3 3/7 Dryfork 07/10/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

3 3/7 Harley Creek 06/30/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

3 3/7 Lower Logging Creek 05/27/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Grasshopper Creek 06/22/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 
Charcoal Gulch 
(formerly Lake 

Creek) 
06/25/20 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; Unknown 

# Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

7 3/7 Cabin Creek 07/02/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Daniels Creek 06/25/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Copper Creek 06/05/20 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings, 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 2 Unknown 

7 3/7 Newlan Creek 06/09/20 & 06/19/20 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; Unknown 
# Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

7 3/7 Indian Creek 06/23/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Jumping Creek 06/25/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Decker 06/23/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Sage Spring 06/10/20 & 06/24/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Three Cabins Creek 06/04/20 & 06/25/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 South Fork Willow 
Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous Snag 

Conditions Unknown Unknown 

7 3/7 Upper Moose Creek 07/01/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
East 06/23/20 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; Unknown # 

Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

7 3/7 Little Moose Creek 
West 06/23/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 
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District Zone Territory Survey Date Status Nestlings Fledglings 

7 3/7 Richardson Creek 06/22/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Upper Spring Creek 06/19/20 Breeding; At Least 2 Nestlings, 
Unknown # Fledged At Least 2 Unknown 

7 3/7 Little Sheep Creek 06/19/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Abbott Gulch 06/04/20 & 06/23/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

7 3/7 Snaggy Gulch 06/10/20 & 06/25/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Elephant Rock 07/01/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Pasture Gulch 07/01/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Townsend Gulch 06/15/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 Niel Creek 07/15/20 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; Fledged At 
Least 1 At Least 1 At Least 1 

6 4/6 Whitetail 07/01/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Flagstaff 06/09/20 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; Unknown 
# Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

6 4/6 Checkerboard 
North 06/15/20 Breeding; At Least 1 Nestling; Unknown 

# Fledged At Least 1 Unknown 

6 4/6 North Fork 
Whetstone 06/22/20 Surveyed With No Detection 0 0 

6 4/6 West Fork Cooper 
Creek 06/22/20 Breeding; 2 Nestlings; Unknown # 

Fledged 2 Unknown 

6 4/6 Reynolds Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous Snag 
Conditions Unknown Unknown 

6 4/6 Warm Springs 
Creek N/A Not Surveyed Due To Hazardous Snag 

Conditions Unknown Unknown 

*For definitions of "status" results see pages 3-19 through 3-23 in the Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Guide (Woodbridge and Hargis 
2006).
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Appendix C 
2024 Goshawk Nesting Territories Survey Results and Data 

The seven known goshawk territories were surveyed in 2024. Table 9 shows the results of the surveys; the datasheets for each surveyed territory 
are also contained in the project record. 

Table 9. Survey results for the seven known goshawk territories in the Horsefly project area 
Territory Survey Results 

Newlan Creek Confirmed occupancy 

Charcoal Gulch Surveyed with no detection 

Snaggy Gulch Surveyed with no detection 

Sage Spring Surveyed with no detection 

Upper Spring Creek Breeding; at least 2 nestlings that fledged 

Little Sheep Creek Surveyed with no detection 

Abbot Gulch Surveyed with no detection 
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Newlan Creek Nest Territory Survey Data
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Charcoal Gulch Nest Territory Survey Data 
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Snaggy Gulch Nest Territory Survey Data 
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Sage Spring Nest Territory Survey Data 
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Upper Spring Creek Nest Territory Survey Data 
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Little Sheep Creek Nest Territory Survey Data 
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Abbott Gulch Nest Territory Survey Data 
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