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Introduction

Thisdocument presents raptor population trends in Scotland by species. This approach will suit users of 1
trends who are particularly interested in the variation between different parameters and regions withir
individual species.

Clicking on the various ks below will take you straight to the relevant account for the species of interest.

Osprey
Golden Eagle

Sparrowhawk
Goshawk

Hen Harrier

Red Kite
White-tailed Eagle
Buzzard

Barn Owl

Tawny Owl
Kestrel

Merlin

Peregrine
Raven

Front cover imageOspreys in Perthshire (Keith Brockie).



Methods

W/ f dz§ BeSande the SRMBes not currently holdtandardisednformation on study area coverage and
effort, or changes in these between years, it was necessary to derive clusters usingstagwrocess: (i)

initially based on characteristics of the records themselves; and {hethrough a consultation process with
data contributors

Only records with a spatial resolution of at leastrh were used Speciespecific nearest neighbour distances
were used to identify s SGa 2F NBO2NRa GKIF G ®Sistdnt withfdagonaldyNP
comprehensivenonitoring coverage

Consultation with observers resulted lrelpful feedback on the draft clusterand the trenddasedon them
This feedback was considered carefldlgfore producing the regional and national trends documented here.
However, we were not able to completely addres®éthe suggestions made, particularly where thgsented
towards the use oflata not currently held by the SRM8&clusion of such data in thture may allow us to
produce improved trends for some the combinations of species and regions, or may allow trends to
calculated for new combinations for which trends cannot be derived with existing SRMS data.

More details of the methods used to prade trends can be found in a technical report available on the SRMS
website fttps://raptormonitoring.org/trends/technicalreport).

Species Accounts

Within the following species accountsends are presented sequentially at two different geographic saales
firstly national (i.e. Scotland) and then for two different regional scales (SRMS Regions & Natural Heritage z
Regions). Within each section the following poisit®uld be taken ird consideration:

Interpreting trend graphs:The graphshow how the number ofbreeding pairs and parameters related to
breeding productivitybreeding success, clutch size, brood size, and number of fledghags changeaver

the relevant trend periodThe purple dotshowthe average value of the relevant parameter for each year. The
numbers at the top of the grapehowthe number of records from each year contributing to the trend. The
purple line delineates the predicted values for the trend, illustrgithe steepness and direction of change over
time. The pale purple shadirgliowsthe 95% confidence interval around these predicted values.

Where there were significant directional changes in numbers or breeding success parameters, trends
describedas increases or decreases. Where start and end values were not significantly different, but there v
A0Aff aGFGAa0A0FE SOARSYOS F2NJ OKFy3dS RdzNAy3I (K
I WONRdzZAKQ 0 SAY JanhinckRé€) dads ar&dedcdbedfagtibeuRlIt should be noted that,
where a trend is reported as not significant, this simply means that we cannot be confident that the trend eith
increased or decreased over the relevant period. It does NOT itinedirthere was no change over this time.
What it does mean is that, if there was a change, it was too small to detect robustly with the available data.

Threshold criteria for trendsindividual home ranges only contributed to regabror national trends if they
were checked for occupanauringfive or moreyearsof the trend period Numericaltrends only include home
ranges that are included in defined clusters (in which monitoring coverage and effort is assumed to
consistent across the defined series of yedfgy. breeding productivity trends, a#cords(not just those from
clusters)were considered for inclusiofirends are only presented for regions in whieh or more home ranges

Front cover imageOspreys in Perthshire (Keith Brockie).


https://raptormonitoring.org/trends/technical-report

contributed data inat leastone year. Data from ndividual yearsn whichfewer than five home rangesere
checkedwere excludedrom numerical trends, with the equivalent threshold being seven home ranges, fol
breeding productivity trendsNo trend was produced fiéwer thanfive years of suitable data were available for
inclusion. Regional trends were also scrutinised for any major changes in sample size during the trend pe
for each (which could indicate major changes in survey coverage/effort) and years of apparently innbnsist
coverage were excluded from the final trend.

Fortrends inclutch size, brood size and numbers of fledged young, records with minimum estimates (e.g. :
3+, 4+) were included as the minimum quoted (e.g. 2+ becomes 2) as conservative measures abiiréaspp
parameter. For all breeding attempts with successful or unknown outcomes, the largest count from either
GKS W[ IFNBSY, 2dzy3Q 2NJ ¥, 2dzyd3gCct SRAISRQ OFGS3A2NRASa
actual number that went on to fledgd his malightlyoverestimate theactualnumberof young that go on to
fledge The numbeiof young recorded at different stages may also vary slightly between diffstedies/areas
due to variation in recording decisions and monitoring effort betwdata contributors

Any caveats that need to lmnsideredvhen interpreting trends are noted below each of the tables and graphs
both in this report and in the various accounts available via the SRMS welisé#se caveats, together with
their potential mplications for the observed trend, are detailed below.

1 'a'¢All data used, these are trends based on all available data for the period but, unékienaltrends,
are not considered to be robustly representative of the national population. This isauader
representation of particular regions, habitats, demographic cohorts, or some combination of these.

1 'n'¢Nest box based a large proportion of monitored individuadse based in nest boxes.nést boxes
tend to be preferred over natural sites wvice versa, numerical trends may not be representative unless
a high proportion of pairs nesting in natural sites are also found and monitored. Moreover, because or
a smallproportion of the population of anyScottishraptor breedsin nest boxes, if anyneasures of
productivity differ between nesting attempts in boxes and those in natural sites, estimates of and trenc
in productivity may also be unrepresentative.

1 'r' ¢ No home range random effectinclusion of the home range as a random effect in a productivity
trend model caused the results of that model to depart unrealistically from the observed range c
variation for that trend, so this variable was removed from the model. This could makeette ihore
prone to being unduly influenced by variation between individual home ranges; particularly when th
home ranges contributing to the trend changed over time.

1 's'q¢Sample sizes smalimean annual sample size is less than 20. This is likely tea$ecthe precision
2F LyydzZ €t SadAYFraSazr FyR G2 AYyONBIFasS GKS AyT
from one year to the next. This is not based on any formal power analyses but simply highlights tt
trends based on samples of more tha0 home ranges are likely to be more robust/representative than
those based on smaller samples.

1 'Vv' ¢ Variable effortg variation in sample size between years suggests that variable monitoring effor
could result in interannual variation in the locatioand nature of home ranges that are monitored, or
Ay (GKS STF2NI Lzt AyaG2 O2ffSOGAYy3I REGE FTNRY
variation between years) or, if effort increases or decreases over time, introduce bias into the trend

1 'X' ¢ Expanding populatiolq population of a recently réntroduced species, known to hendergoing
rapid expasion This means that traditional approaches to raptor monitoring (focussing on known hom
ranges or discrete study areas) are likely to undaneate rates of population growth, anghay bias
measures obreedingproductivity towards older, more experienced pairs.
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Figurel: SRMS Region boundaries.
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Osprey

Figure3: Osprey brood in Perthshire (Photo: Keith Bro

Osprey is monitored widely across Scotland by
SRMS data contributors.

Our latest analysis of SRMS Osprey data for the
period 20092018 produced national trends for
breeding successgclutch size, brood size and
number of fledghgs(Table 1) Trends in breeding
numbers and productivity were produced feix of

the eight SRMS regiori$able 2)and for six of the

18 NHZ regions for which the SRMS holds records
for Osprey(Table 3)

Users of the published trends should be awarettha
while records for both trends in breeding numbers
and productivity are drawn from much of the

halINBeQa NIy3aSs y22yS 27
the Central Belt(Figure 15) There are also some

gaps in coverage in the Highlands, including the
heartland ofthe Osprey's Scottish range in Speyside

ckie, Tayside & Fife RSG).

(Figure 15)Ongoing population expansion can be
difficult to monitor with study areadocusedon
existing concentrations of birdendin areaswhere
survey effort is limited. Consultation with
contributors has higlighted thatit may be possible
to miss new pairs establishing in between
Y2YAURNBRAIXAKRTH QO PA VK OSY
study areas, if limited time is available to search for
new territories(e.g. in Lothian & Borders, where the
focus on monitomg at platforms leaves limited time
to search for natural nest sites in the region).

National trends

A national trendin breeding numbersis not
availadbla. SBredding Ssuc@edsP dhowad? -tindeak
variation (Table 1, Figure 4Jrends for clutch size,
brood siz and number of fledglings ahowedno
significant changéTable 1, Figure 4)
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SRMS region#dends

There was a significant increase in breeding
numbers of Osprey in Highlan@4.9%)but no
significant change in four more regions (Argyll,
Central, NorthEast Scotland and Tayside & Fife)
(Table 2, Figure 5)

Breeding success of Osprey decreasgghificantly

in Lothian & Borderg-1.7%) with no significant
change in five other regions (Argyll, Central,
Highland, North East Scotland and Tayside & Fife)
(Teble 2, Figure 6)

Clutch size, brood size and number of fledglings
showed no significant change in Tayside & Fife
(Table 2, Figures-9). Number of fledglings did not
change significantly in a further four regions (Argyll,
Central, Higland and North Eas§cotland)Table 2,
Figure 9)

Trends for this species are not yet available for
Dumfries & Galloway or South Strathclyde.

NHZ regionatends

There was a significant increase in breeding
numbers of Osprey in NHZ 21 (+5.1%) but no
significant change in twmore regions (NHZs 14 and
16)(Table 3, Figure 10)

Breeding success of Osprey did not change
significantly in six regions (NHZs 12;1%4and 20
21)(Table 3, Figure 11)

Clutch size, brood size and number of fledglings
showed no significant change in IH.6(Table 3,
Figures 1214). Number of fledglings did not change
significantly in a further three regions (NHZs1B}
and 21)(Figure 14)

Trends for this species are not yet available for NHZs
04-05, 0711, 13 and 1719.

Details of contributing records

2,743(151to 326per year mean: 274 recorggrom
20092018 contributed to this trends analygiBable
6).

Table 1: Summary of SRMS national trends for Ospdeying 20092018. Nonsignificant changes are

highlighted in greyW#b # Yk y S| N  AigeRrirétlsi S&a y 2y
Pairs Success Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings
Scotland 0 Non-linear Not significant Not significant Not significant




Table2: Summary of SRMS regional trends for Osjoayng2009-2018. Figures in parentheses indicate the annual change, with significant increases highlight
in green, significant decreases highlighted in blue and&adn3a y A FA OF y i OK I y 3 Srdicakes vih&ré theZpedieS Becuksybut BNENE idavailable.
Wph2 {wa{ RIFdGFIQ AYRAOIFIGSa 6KSNBE (GKS { wa{W RRSSy Y@ 0A KRA R 0 2 NSORRNREK SF 2

SRMS Region Pairs sSuccess Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings
Argyll Not significeNot significadd o) Not significant
Central Not significant Not significant o} 0 Not significant
Dumfries & Galloway 0 o} o} 0 o)

Highland Increase (4.9%) Not significant 0 o) Not significant
Lewis & Harris Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
Lothian & Borders 0 Decr ead.®0)i ( 0 0 0

North East Scotland Not signi f i c e Notsignificant o} 0 Not significant
Orkney Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
Shetland Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

South Strathclyde 0 0 0 o) o)

Tayside & Fife Not signi fi c e Notsignificant Not significant Not significant Not significant
Uist Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

ASample sizes small.



Table 3:Summary of NHZ regional trends for Ospdeying20092018. Figures in parentheses indicate the annual change, with significant increases highlight

ingreenand no A AYAFAOL y i OKEy I0A AKRRIOH IBET SIK SN TIRGER G O Bla A R210DMAG  Bidl  {yw
SRMS does not hold any records for the region of intek$t.6 a Sy 1 Q AYRAOI 4S& 6KSNB (GKS aLISOASa Aa yz2i

NHZ Region Pairs sSuccess Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings
01. Shetland Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

02. North Caithness and Orkney No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data
03. Coll, Tiree and the Western Isles Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

04. North West Seaboard o) o) o) o) o)

05. The Peatlands of Caithness and Sutherland o) o) o) o) o)

06. Western Seaboard Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

07. Northern Highlands o} o} 0 0 0

08. Western Highlands 0 0 0 0 o}

09. North East Coastal Plain o) o) o) o) o)

10. Central Highlands o) o) o) o) o}

11. Cairngorm Massif 0 0 o) o) o}

12. North East Glens 0 Not signif & o) 0

13. East Lochaber 0 0 o) o) 0

14. Argyll West and Islands Not signif Not signif o o Not significant
15. Loch Lomond, The Trossachs and Breadalbane ) Not significant T o o Not significant
16. Eastern Lowlands Not significant Not significant Not signiNot si gni Notsignificant
17. West Central Belt 0 0 o) o) 0

18. Wigtown Machairs and Outer Solway Coast 0 0 o) o) o)

19. Western Southern Uplands and Inner Solway o) o) o) o) o}

20. Border Hills 0 Not signif 0 o) 0

21. Moray Firth Increase (5.1%) Not significant 0 0 Not significant

W2 K2YS NIy3IS NIyR2Y SFFSOG=T A {FYLXS &A1 S& &VYlEfft



Trend in Success of Osprey in Scotland using SRMS data
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Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in Scotland using
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Figure 4Trends in clutch size, brood size and number of fledglings of Osprey in Schifamgl009-2018.

Clutch size

Scotland trend: Not significant

Trend in Clutch size of Osprey in Scotland using SRMS data
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Trend in Pairs of Osprey in Argyll using SRMS data
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Trend in Pairs of Osprey in North East Scotland using SRMS

Trend in Pairs of Osprey in Central using SRMS data
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Trend in Pairs of Osprey in Tayside & Fife using SRMS data
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Figure 5Trends in numbers of breeding pairs of Osprey by SRMS regiiog 2009-2018.

Trend in Pairs of Osprey in Highland using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Osprey in Argyll using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Osprey in Lothian & Borders using SRMS
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Figure 6Trends in breeding success of Osprey by SRMS regiog 20092018.

Trend in Success of Osprey in Highland using SRMS data
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Trend in Clutch size of Osprey in Tayside & Fife using SRMS Trend in Brood size of Osprey in Tayside & Fife using SRMS
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Figure 8:Trends in brood size of Osprey by SRMS re
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Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in Argyll using SRMS

Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in Central using

data SRMS data
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Figure 9:Trends in number of fledglings of Osprey by SRMS relgiong 2009-2018.

Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in Highland using
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Trend in Pairs of Osprey in 14. Argyll West and Islands

using SRMS data
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16. Eastern Lowlands trend: Not significant

Figure 10Trends in numbers of breeding pairs@$prey by NHZ regiaiuring2009-2018.

Trend in Pairs of Osprey in 21. Moray Firth using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Osprey in 12. North East Glens using

SRMS data
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sizes small)
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Trend in Success of Osprey in 14. Argyll West and Islands
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Trend in Success of Osprey in 20. Border Hills using SRMS
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Figure 11Trends in breeding success of Osprey by NHZ relgiong 2009-2018.

Trend in Success of Osprey in 15. Loch Lomond, The Trossachs
and Breadalbane using SRMS data
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Trend in Clutch size of Osprey in 16. Eastern Lowlands using Trend in Brood size of Osprey in 16. Eastern Lowlands using

SRMS data SRMS data
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Figure 12Trends in clutch size of Osprey by NHZ redimmng20092018. Figure 13Trends in brood size of Osprey by NHZ redianing2009-2018.



Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in 14. Argyll West

and Islands using SRMS data The Trossachs and Breadalbane using SRMS data

Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in 15. Loch Lomond,
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Figure 14Trends in number of fledglings of Osprey by NHZ regimimg2009-2018.
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Trend in Number of fledglings of Osprey in 16. Eastern
Lowlands using SRMS data
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Table 4:Details of SRMS Regional trends for Osprey.

Parameter Region First Last Number Mean Mean parameter Trend during the Caveats Estimated % annual
year year of years  number value (and 95% period change (and 95%
of of of home  confidence limits) confidence limits)
trend trend ranges

across
years

Pairs Argyll 2009 2018 10 11.3 7.2(6.5t07.9) Not significant Sample sizes small -3.5 (-11.0 to 4.6)
Central 2009 2018 10 24.3 17.3(16.4 10 18.2) Not significant 1.0 (-4.2t06.3)
Highland 2009 2018 10 35.1 25.8(22.8to 28.8) Increase 4.9 (0.5t0 9.5)
North East 2009 2018 10 5.7 4.2(3.7t04.7) Not significant Sample sizes small -3.7 (-13.3t0 7.0)
Scotland
Tayside & 2009 2018 9 94 53(4.5t06.2) Not significant Sample sizes small 0.6 (-9.2t0 11.5)
Fife

Success Argyll 2009 2018 10 16.3 0.7 (0.6 t0 0.8) Not significant Sample sizes small 0.2 (-2.7t0 3.0)
Central 2009 2018 10 25.2 0.7 (0.6 t0 0.7) Not significant 2.1 (-0.2t0 4.4)
Highland 2009 2018 10 55.6 0.8 (0.8100.8) Not significant -0.5(-1.7t0 0.6)
Lothian & 2009 2018 10 10.0 0.7 (0.6 to 0.8) Decrease Sample sizes small -1.7 (-3.3t0 -0.4)
Borders
North East 2009 2018 10 228 0.7 (0.6t00.7) Not significant -0.4 (-2.91t01.9)
Scotland
Tayside & 2009 2018 9 40.4 0.7 (0.7 to 0.8) Not significant 1.5 (-0.5t0 3.4)
Fife

Clutch size Scotland 2009 2018 10 432 2.4(2.4102.5) Not significant -0.7 (-2.9t0 1.5)
Tayside & 2009 2018 9 20.8 2.1 (2.0t02.2) Not significant -0.5 (-4.0to0 3.0)
Fife

Brood size Scotland 2009 2018 10 511 2.2(2.1t02.2) Not significant -0.2 (-2.51t0 2.0)
Tayside & 2009 2018 9 224 1.9 (1.8t02.0) Not significant 0.3(-3.210 3.9)
Fife

Number of Scotland 2009 2018 10 124.2 2.0(2.0to2.1) Not significant -0.8 (-2.21t0 0.6)

fledglings
Argyll 2009 2018 9 11.8 2.2(2.1to 2.4) Not significant -2.7 (-7.1t0 1.8)
Central 2009 2018 10 172 2.0(1.9to2.1) Not significant -1.3(-4.81t0 2.4)
Highland 2009 2018 10 43.8 2.1(2.0to 2.1) Not significant -0.3 (-2.6t0 2.1)
North East 2009 2018 8 156 2.1(1.9t02.2) Not significant -0.5 (-5.1t0 4.3)
Scotland
Tayside & 2009 2018 9 28.4 1.9 (1.8to0 2.0) Not significant 0.7 (-2.5t0 4.1)

Fife




Table 5:Details of NHZ Regional trends for Osprey.

Parameter Region First Last Number Mean Mean parameter Trend during the Caveats Estimated % annual
year year of years  number value (and 95% period change (and 95%
of of of home  confidence limits) confidence limits)
trend trend ranges

across
years

Pairs 14. Argyll 2009 2018 10 11.3 7.2(6.5t07.9) Not significant Sample sizes small -3.5 (-11.0 to 4.6)
West and
Islands
16. Eastern 2009 2018 10 242 15.6(14.1to0 17.1) Not significant 22(-3.2t07.9)
Lowlands
21. Moray 2009 2018 10 29.8 22.2(19.5t0 24.9) Increase 5.1 (0.4 to 10.1)
Firth

Success Scotland 2009 2018 10 176.7 0.7 (0.7t0 0.7) Non-linear Non-linear
12. North 2009 2018 10 14 0.7 (0.6 to 0.8) Not significant Sample sizes small 2.9 (-0.7 to 6.4)
East Glens
14. Argyll 2009 2018 10 15.3 0.7 (0.6t0 0.8) Not significant Sample sizes small -0.1(-2.9t0 2.5)
West and
Islands
15. Loch 2009 2018 10 14.3 0.7 (0.6 to 0.7) Not significant Sample sizes small -0.2 (-3.51t0 2.9)
Lomond,
The
Trossachs
and
Breadalbane
16. Eastern 2009 2018 10 36.7 0.7 (0.7 t0 0.8) Not significant 0.8(-1.0to 2.6)
Lowlands
20. Border 2009 2018 10 10.3 0.7 (0.6 t0 0.7) Not significant Sample sizes small -2.5(-5.4t00.1)
Hills
21. Moray 2009 2018 10 28 0.8(0.7t00.8) Not significant -0.3(-2.1t0 1.4)
Firth

Clutch size Scotland 2009 2018 10 432 2.4(2.41t02.5) Not significant -0.7 (-2.9t0 1.5)
16. Eastern 2009 2018 9 15.33333 2.1(2.0t02.3) Not significant Sample sizes small; No -2.2 (-6.0t0 1.7)
Lowlands home range random

effect

Brood size Scotland 2009 2018 10 51.1 2.2(2.1t02.2) Not significant -0.2 (-2.5t0 2.0)
16. Eastern 2009 2018 9 17.11111 19(1.8t02.1) Not significant Sample sizes small; No -1.6 (-5.5t0 2.5)
Lowlands home range random

effect
Number of Scotland 2009 2018 10 1242 2.0(2.0to 2.1) Not significant -0.8 (-2.2 to 0.6)

fledglings



Parameter Region First Last Number Mean Mean parameter Trend during the Caveats Estimated % annual
year year of years  number value (and 95% period change (and 95%
of of of home  confidence limits) confidence limits)
trend trend ranges

across
years
14. Argyll 2009 2018 9 1144444 22 (2.1to02.4) Not significant -2.5(-7.0t0 2.1)
West and
Islands
Number of 15. Loch 2009 2016 7 10.85714 2.0(1.8t02.2) Not significant 2.1(-4.6t09.2)
fledglings Lomond,
The
Trossachs
and
Breadalbane
16. Eastern 2009 2018 10 259 1.9(1.8t02.0) Not significant -1.3(-4.3t01.9)
Lowlands
21. Moray 2009 2018 10 216 21(2.0to2.1) Not significant -0.4 (-3.7t0 3.1)

Firth




Table 6:Number of Ospreyhome range checks for occupancy reported to the SKIN8g 20092018, in each of the 138RMS Regionsvith approximate
proportion ofestimatedpopulationmonitored. At the bottom of the table, row A is the mean number of home range checks over the most recent five years. R
B gives the estimated proportion of the national population in eafion, based on Bird Atlas Timed Tetrad Visit (TTV) data. The depth of red shading indice
the relative importance of each region for this species. If survey effort was spread evenly across the whole populataimg tieA:B would not vary much
between regions.
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Year < @) a T - 3 Z @) 0 5 = ) Total
2009 20 28 7 64 10 39 1 55 224
2010 24 29 10 49 12 23 3 1 151
2011 25 33 12 80 11 31 3 65 260
2012 28 35 14 92 14 32 2 67 284
2013 31 38 14 88 14 36 3 65 289
2014 30 41 16 92 15 39 5 69 307
2015 29 43 15 103 15 41 2 74 322
2016 33 48 15 81 15 32 3 83 310
2017 25 45 15 101 15 42 2 81 326
2018 28 43 18 74 15 27 3 62 270
A: Mean home range checks 29.0 440 15.8 90.2 Absent 15.0 36.2 Absent Absent 3.0 73.8 Absent 307.0
B: Proportion of estimated Scottish population 6 9 3 41 0 5 10 0 0 0 25 0 100




Figure 15Areas corresponding to the clusters of home ranges from which sufficient data were reported to attempt to derive popréatisridar Osprey between
2009 and 2018 (a) together with maps showing variation in the number of Osprey records reported to SRY30092013 (b) and 2012018 (c), in the context
of the known Osprey breeding distribution taken from the 2D 1 Bird Atlas. SRMS data are depiadsdrey squares with darker shading indicating more
records while Bird Atlas data are depicted as dets with the size of dot positively related to probability of breeding.



Golden Eagle

Figurel6: Golden Eagles in Perthshire (Photo: Keith Brockie, Tayside & Fife RSG).

Golden Eagle is monitored widely across Scotland by
SRMS data contributors.

Golden Eagle has also been subject to periodic
national survey viaThe Statutory Conservation
Agency/RSPB Annual Breeding Bird Scheme
(SCARABBS) pragime. Population trends are
available from four SCARB® surveys 1982/83
(Denniset al. 1984) 424 pairs; 1992 (Gee 1996)
422 pairs; 2003 (Eatoet al. 2007) 442 pairs; 2015
(Hayhow et al. 2017) 508 pairs. Using direct
comparisons of coverage between the four surveys,
the breeding population increased by 15% between
1992 and 2015 (and by 20% from 19832).

Our latest analysis of SRMS data for the period
20092018 produced trends fobreeding sacess,
clutch size, brood size and number of fledglings of

Golden Eagle at a national ley&hble 7, Figure 17)
Trends in breeding numbers and productivity were
produced for five of the ten SRMS regidiiable 8)
and for nine of the 15 NHZ regions for ialn the
SRMS holds Golden Eagle recdiisble 9)

Users of the published trends should be aware that
while records for trends in breeding numbers come
TNRY | ONR&& Yzad 2F GKS
are currently drawn from Lewis & Harris (one of the
most densely populated parts of this species' range)
or North East Scotland (which is on the edge of the
species range, where particular pressures mean
trends may diverge from those in other parts of
Scotland) (Figure 24) Records for productivity
trends ae drawn from across much of the range,
though there are none from North East Scotland.



Consultation with data contributors has highlighted
the limitations of study area based trendm
breeding numberdor expanding populationgge.g.
Golden Eagle in ArgyWhere new pairs are being
found on a regular basis, some as a result of satellite
tracking work, others being detected in areas being
previously monitored for other species and as part
of survey work in relation to proposed or new
developments). fiends dawn from intensively
monitored areas may not always be representative
of the wider landscape, necessitating caution when
extrapolating these trends to wider area®.g.
Increases in Highland have been concentrated in
areas that are well monitored, castidgubt on how
well trends represent the region)

National trends

A trend in breeding numbers is not available at a
national leve(Table 7)A trend for breeding success
showed no significant chand@able 7, Figure 17)
Trends for clutch size, brood size and number of
fledglings alshowedno significant changérable 7,
Figure 17)

SRMS regionsiends

Breeding numbers of Golden Eagle in four regions
(Central, Highland, Tayside & Fife and Uist) did not
change significahy (Table 8, Figure 18)

Breeding success of Golden Eagle in fegions
(Argyll, Highland, Lewis & Harris, Tayside & Fife and
Uist) did not change significantfable 8, Figure
19).

No trends are available for clutch size or brood size
(Table 8) Number of fledglings in three regions
(Argyll, Highland and Tayside & Fife) did not change
significantly(Table 8, Figure 20)

Trends for this species are not yet available for
Dumfries & Galloway, Lothian & Borders, North East
Scotland or South Strathclyde.

NHZ regionatends

Breeding numbers of Golden Eagle in four regions
(NHZs 024 and 1415) did not change significantly
(Table 9 Figure 21)

Breeding success of Golden Eagle in nine regions
(NHZs 024, 0608, 1611 and 1415) did not
change significangl(Table 9, Figure 22)

No trends are available for clutch size or brood size
(Table 9)The number of fledglings NHZ03did not
change significantl¢Table 9, Figure 23)

Trends for this species are not yet available for NHZs
05, 1213, 19 and 120.

Details of contributing records

3,722 (316 to 647 per year, mean: 372 records) from
20092018 contributed to this trends analygiBable
12).
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Table 7:Summary of SRMS national trends for Golden Ediglang 2009-2018. Nomsignificant changes are

KAIKEATIKAGQRANYVRADNESE® YKSNBE (KS alLISOASa 200dz2NE 6
Pairs Success Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings
Scotland 0 Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant
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Table 8:Summary of SRMS regional trends for Golden Ehgiag2009-2018. Nonsignificant changes are highlightedanNBteQ» AW RA O
{wa{ RIFilIQ AYyRAOroad38y @®&S

2 OO dzNA

y 2

species is not known to breed.

GNBYR Aa

I 1 Afl 0f Sd Wb 2

> 0
& o
Pl

IS
& R

SRMS Region Pairs sSuccess Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings

Argyll o) Not significaad o) Not significant
Central Not significeo o} 0 0

Dumfries & Galloway 0 o} o} 0 o)

Highland Not significant Not significant o) o) Not significant

Lewis & Harris 0 Not significant 0 o) o)

Lothian & Borders o) o) o) o) o)

North East Scotland 0 0 0 o) o)

Orkney Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

Shetland Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

South Strathclyde 0 0 0 o) o)

Tayside & Fife Not signi f i c e Notsignificant 0 o) Not significant
Uist Not significeéNot significadad o) o)

ASample sizes smallyariable effort.



Table 9:Summary of NHZ regional trends for Golden Edghing20092018. Norda A Ay A FAOF yi OKIFIy3ISaQl NBRKABKS A 3
200dzNR odzii y2 GNBYR Aa I @FAflrofSe® Wh2 {wa{ RIGIQ AYRAGLESEYBASNER
speciesis notknowntobree! 60 ASy i Q AYRAOIFI(1Sa ¢6KSNB GKS aLISOASa Aa yz2i (yz2sy G2

NHZ Region Pairs sSuccess Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings

01. Shetland Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

02. North Caithness and Orkney Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

03. Coll, Tiree and the Western Isles Not significant Not significant 0 0 Not signific

04. North West Seaboard Not signif Not signif & o) o)

05. The Peatlands of Caithness and Sutherland o) o) o) o) o)

06. Western Seaboard 0 Not signif 0 0 0

07. Northern Highlands o} Not signif 0 0 0

08. Western Highlands 0 Not significant o) o) 0

09. North East Coastal Plain Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

10. Central Highlands 0 Not signif 9 o 0

11. Cairngorm Massif 0 Not signif 0 o) o}

12. North East Glens 0 0 o) o) 0

13. East Lochaber 0 0 o) o) 0

14. Argyll West and Islands Not si gni f Notsignificant o o 0

15. Loch Lomond, The Trossachs and Breadalbane Not signif Not signif o o 0

16. Eastern Lowlands 0 0 o) o) 0

17. West Central Belt Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

18. Wigtown Machairs and Outer Solway Coast Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

19. Western Southern Uplands and Inner Solway o) o) o) o) o}

20. Border Hills 0 0 o) o) o)

21. Moray Firth Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in Scotland using SRMS data
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Trend in Number of fledglings of Golden Eagle in Scotland
using SRMS data
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Trend in Clutch size of Golden Eagle in Scotland using SRMS

Trend in Brood size of Golden Eagle in Scotland using SRMS
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Figure 17 Trends in breeding success, clutch size, brood size and number of fledglings of Golden Eagle ird8cog20092018.



Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in Central using SRMS data Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in Highland using SRMS data
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Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in Uist using SRMS data
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Uist trend: Not significant (caveats: Sample sizes small)

Figure 18Trends in numbers of breeding pairs of Golden Eagle by SRMS degiogn20092018.

Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in Tayside & Fife using SRMS
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in Argyll using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in Highland using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in Uist using SRMS data
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Figure 19Trends in breeding success of Golden Eagle by SRMS degiog2009-2018.
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in Lewis & Harris using

SRMS data
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Trend in Number of fledglings of Golden Eagle in Argyll Trend in Number of fledglings of Golden Eagle in Highland Trend in Number of fledglings of Golden Eagle in Tayside &

using SRMS data using SRMS data Fife using SRMS data
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Figure 20Trends in number of fledglings of Golden Eagle by SRMS iagioig 2009-2018.



Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in 03. Coll, Tiree and the

Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in 04. North West Seaboard

Western Isles using SRMS data using SRMS data
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Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in 15. Loch Lomond, The
Trossachs and Breadalbane using SRMS data
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Figure 21Trends in breedingairsof Golden Eagle by NHZ regauring2009-2018.
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Trend in Pairs of Golden Eagle in 14. Argyll West and

Islands using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 03. Coll, Tiree and the

Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 04. North West Seaboard

Western Isles using SRMS data using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 07. Northern Highlands
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Figure 22Trends irbreeding success of Golden Eagle by NHZ refyiang20092018.

Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 06. Western Seaboard

using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 10. Central Highlands

using SRMS data
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Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 11. Cairngorm Massif Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 14. Argyll West and Trend in Success of Golden Eagle in 15. Loch Lomond, The

using SRMS data Islands using SRMS data Trossachs and Breadalbane using SRMS data
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Figure 22 continuedTrends in breeding success of Golden Eagle by NHZ ehgiog20092018.



Trend in Number of fledglings of Golden Eagle in 03. Coll,
Tiree and the Western Isles using SRMS data
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Figure 23Trends in number of fledglings of Golden Eaglé&lbyregionduring2009-2018.



Table 10Details of SRMS Regional trends for Golden Eagle.

Parameter Region First Last Number Mean Mean parameter Trend during the Caveats Estimated % annual
year year of years  number value (and 95% period change (and 95%
of of of home confidence limits) confidence limits)
trend trend ranges

across
years
Pairs Central 2009 2018 10 79 6.8(5.5t08.1) Not significant Sample sizes small 0.5(-7.4t09.2)
Highland 2010 2018 8 33.6 28.1(24.91to 31.3) Not significant 3.6 (-1.3t08.7)
Tayside & 2009 2018 10 7.8 5.6(4.81t06.4) Not significant Sample sizes small 2.0(-6.9t011.7)
Fife
Uist 2009 2018 10 19.0 18.5(16.4 to 20.6) Not significant Sample sizes small 1.4 (-3.6 to 6.6)
Success Argyll 2009 2018 10 50.3 0.4 (0.3t00.4) Not significant Variable effort 0.0 (-1.7t0 1.7)
Highland 2009 2018 10 92.6 0.4(0.4t00.4) Not significant 0.6 (-0.7 to 1.8)
Lewis & 2009 2018 10 209 0.4 (0.3t00.5) Not significant -0.6 (-3.1to0 2.0)
Harris
Tayside & 2009 2018 10 215 0.5(0.4t0 0.6) Not significant -1.5(-4.2t0 1.2)
Fife
Uist 2009 2018 10 16.7 0.5(0.4t00.5) Not significant Sample sizes small, -0.9 (-3.7t0 1.8)
Variable effort

Clutch size Scotland 2009 2018 10 304 1.7 (1.6to 1.7) Not significant -0.2 (-3.4t0 3.1)

Brood size Scotland 2009 2018 10 354 14(1.3t01.4) Not significant 1.0 (-2.2t0 4.3)

Number of Scotland 2009 2018 10 838 12(1.1t01.2) Not significant 0.2 (-2.0to 2.4)

fledglings

Argyll 2009 2018 10 17.7 1.1(1.0to1l.1) Not significant Sample sizes small -1.2 (-6.3t0 4.3)
Highland 2009 2018 10 353 12(1.2t01.3) Not significant -0.8 (-4.0to 2.5)
Tayside & 2009 2017 9 11.2 1.3(1.2to 1.4) Not significant Sample sizes small 2.2 (-4.7t09.5)

Fife




Tablell: Details of NHZ Regional trends for Golden Eagle.

Parameter

Region

First
year
of
trend

Last
year
of
trend

Number
of years

Mean
number
of home
ranges
across
years

Mean parameter

value (and 95%

confidence limits)

Trend during the Caveats

period

Estimated % annual
change (and 95%
confidence limits)

Pairs

03. Call,
Tiree and
the Western
Isles

04. North
West
Seaboard
14. Argyll
West and
Islands

15. Loch
Lomond,
The
Trossachs
and
Breadalbane

2009

2009

2009

2009

2018

2018

2018

2018

10

10

10

36.9

17.5

9.777778

141

36.3 (31.8 t0 40.8)

16.2 (13.2 t0 19.2)

9.4 (8.0 to 10.9)

11.5 (10.4 to 12.6)

Not significant

Not significant Sample sizes small

Not significant

Sample sizes small

Not significant Sample sizes small

2.1 (-551t01.5)

4.9 (-0.6 t0 10.7)

-0.5 (-7.9t0 7.4)

1.6 (-4.6 t0 8.3)

Success

Scotland
03. Caoll,
Tiree and
the Western
Isles

04. North
West
Seaboard
06. Western
Seaboard

07. Northern
Highlands
08. Western
Highlands
10. Central
Highlands
11.
Cairngorm
Massif

2009
2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

2009

2018
2018

2018

2018

2018

2018

2018

2018

10
10

10

10

10

10

10

212
37.6

17

35.7

18.3

21.8

12.11111

14.9

0.4 (0.4 to 0.4)
0.4 (0.4 to 0.5)

0.4 (0.3 t0 0.5)

0.3 (0.3 t0 0.4)

0.4 (0.4 t0 0.5)
0.2 (0.2 to 0.3)
0.6 (0.5 10 0.7)

0.5 (0.4 t0 0.6)

Not significant
Not significant

Not significant Sample sizes small;

Variable effort
Not significant Sample sizes small;
Variable effort; No home
range random effect
Not significant Sample sizes small
Not significant
Not significant Sample sizes small;
Variable effort
Sample sizes small;
Variable effort

Not significant

0.3 (-0.5to0 1.1)
-0.7 (-2.6 t0 1.1)

-0.4 (-3.510 2.8)

-1.0 (-2.9t0 0.9)

1.9 (-0.8t0 4.7)
-0.2 (-2.0t0 1.6)
-1.1(-5.0t0 2.7)

0.9 (-2.3 to 4.0)



Parameter Region First Last Number Mean Mean parameter Trend during the Caveats Estimated % annual
year year of years  number value (and 95% period change (and 95%
of of of home  confidence limits) confidence limits)
trend trend ranges

across
years
Success 14. Argyll 2009 2018 10 25.3 0.4(0.3t00.5) Not significant 1.5 (-0.7 to 3.8)
West and
Islands
15. Loch 2009 2018 10 16.8 0.5 (0.4 to 0.6) Not significant Sample sizes small 2.6 (-0.3t05.7)
Lomond,
The
Trossachs
and
Breadalbane

Clutch size Scotland 2009 2018 10 304 1.7(1.6t01.7) Not significant -0.2(-3.4t03.1)

Brood size Scotland 2009 2018 10 354 1.4 (1.3to1.4) Not significant 1.0 (-2.2t0 4.3)

Number of Scotland 2009 2018 10 838 12(1.1t01.2) Not significant 0.2 (-2.0to 2.4)

fledglings

03. Caoll, 2009 2018 10 159 1.1(1.1to1l.1) Not significant Sample sizes small; No 1.3 (-3.5t0 6.4)
Tiree and home range random
the Western effect

Isles




Table 12Number of Golden Eagle home range checks for occupancy reported to the SRMS duri@g@®0a each of the 12 SRMS Regions, with approximate
proportion of estimated population monitoredit the bottom of the table, row A is the mean number of home racdigecks over the most recent five years. Row
B gives the estimated proportion of the national population in each region, based on Bird Atlas Timed Tetrad Visit (TTN@ dafath of red shading indicates
the relative importance of each region for thisesjes. If survey effort was spread evenly across the whole population, the ratio of A:B would not vary mt
between regions.
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Year < O o T 4 2 p o ) ) = > Total
2009 67 9 2 148 21 3 20 3 34 22 329
2010 45 10 2 172 38 3 0 0 24 23 317
2011 61 5 2 174 32 3 0 0 31 14 322
2012 66 12 2 173 28 3 17 0 27 22 350
2013 76 9 2 170 24 3 1 0 33 18 336
2014 77 11 1 189 21 3 2 1 34 22 361
2015 105 12 6 327 73 3 37 7 49 28 647
2016 71 11 2 202 31 1 26 2 46 26 418
2017 54 8 2 171 29 3 0 0 36 23 326
2018 51 7 2 168 32 3 1 0 33 19 316
A: Mean home range checks 716 98 26 211.4 372 2.6 13.2 Absent Absent 2.0 39.6 23.6 413.6
B: Proportion of estimated Scottish population 18 1 1 49 14 0 4 0 0 0 7 6 100




Figure 24 Areas corresponding to the clusters of home ranges from which sufficient data were reported to attempt to derive popatisforGolden Eagle
between 2009 and 2018 (a) together with maps showing variation in the numiigolden Eaglescords reportel to SRMS during 20a213 (b) and 2012018
(c), in the context of the knowsolden Eagléreeding distribution taken from the 2002011 Bird Atlas. SRMS data are depiasdrey squares with darker
shading indicating more records while Bird Atlas datadepicted as red dots with the size of dot positively related to probability of breeding.



Sparrowhawk

Figure25: Sparrovhawk (Photo: lan Todd).

The Scottish Sparrowhawk population is poorly as the balance of rural versus urban records, varies
represented by existing SRMS data. between years.

Our latest analysis of SRMS Spaltawk data for National trends
the period 20092018 has produced no national

trends in breeding number or productivity at a

national level or for any SRMS regions, but has
produced a single breeding success trend for one of
the 17 NHZ regions for which the SRMS holds SRMS regionsiends
records br SparrowhawKTable 13, Figure 26)

No trends in breeding numbers or brdiag
productivity are available for Sparrowhawk at a
national level.

Trends in breeding numbers or productivity of
Users of the published trends should be aware that Sparrowhawk are not available for any of the 12
few records were available for production of trends ~ SRMS regions for which the SRMS holds records for
in breeding numbers. These are drawn from Sparrowhawk.

between 20 to 40 monitored pairs per year, mostly
from sites in CentraBcotland. There are very few
records representing areas in the north or south of Breeding success in NHZ 16 did not change
Scotland. The coverage of different regions, as well significantly(Table 13, Figure 26)

NHZ reginaltrends



No trends for Sparrowhawk are available five
number of breeding pairglutch size, brood size or
number of fledgling¢Table 13)

Trends for this species are ngit available for NHZs
01-03, 0507, 1012, 1415 and 1721.

Details of contributing records

1,385(87to 173 per year, meani39records) from
20092018 contributed to this trends analygiEable
15).



Table 13:ummary ofNHZregional trends foiSparrowhawkduring20092018 Nonra A Ay A FA Ol y i OKI y3ISHEQ I NHBR KQ &K $pacigsk K-
occurs but no trend is availale Wb 2 { wa { krditle SRM4& dbeR dotDdidiarfy &cords for the region of interest ! 6 A Sy 1 Q AYRA Ol G S

is not known to breed.

NHZ Region Pairs Success Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings
01. Shetland o] o] o) d o]

02. North Caithness and Orkney 0 0 o) 0 0

03. Coall, Tiree and the Western Isles o] o] o) o) o]

04. North West Seaboard No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data
05. The Peatlands of Caithness and Sutherland o] o] o) d o]

06. Western Seaboard o] o] o) d o]

07. Northern Highlands 0 0 o) 0 0

08. Western Highlands No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data
09. North East Coastal Plain No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data
10. Central Highlands o) o) o) o) o}

11. Cairngorm Massif o) o) o) o) o}

12. North East Glens o) o) o) o) o]

13. East Lochaber No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data
14. Argyll West and Islands o) o) o) o) o}

15. Loch Lomond, The Trossachs and Breadalbane o] o] o) o) o)

16. Eastern Lowlands 0 Not signif @ o 0

17. West Central Belt o) o) o) 0 o)

18. Wigtown Machairs and Outer Solway Coast 0 0 o) o) o}

19. Western Southern Uplands and Inner Solway o) o) o) o) o}

20. Border Hills o] o] o) o] o]

21. Moray Firth 0 0 o) o) o}
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Trend in Success of Sparrowhawk in 16. Eastern Lowlands
using SRMS data
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16. Eastern Lowlands trend: Not significant (caveats: Sample
sizes small; Variable effort)

Figure 26Trends in breeding successSparrowhawk by NHZ regioliring20092018



Table 14 Details of NHZ Regional trends for Sparrowhawk.

Parameter Region First Last Number Mean Mean parameter Trend during the Caveats Estimated % annual
year year of years  number value (and 95% period change (and 95%
of of of home  confidence limits) confidence limits)
trend trend ranges

across
years
16. Eastern Sample sizes small;

Success Lowlands 2011 2017 7 14 0.9(0.8t00.9) Not significant Variable effort 1.2 (-2.7t04.1)




Table 15Number of Sparrowhawk home range checks for occupancy reported to the SRMS durifZD2808B each of the 12 SRMS Regions, with approximate
proportion of estimated population monitoredit the bottom of thetable, row A is the mean number of home range checks over the most recent five years. R«
B gives the estimated proportion of the national population in each region, based on Bird Atlas Timed Tetrad Visit (TTN@ dafath of red shading indicates
the relative importance of each region for this species. If survey effort was spread evenly across the whole populatiorg tifeA:&iwould not vary much
between regions.
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Year < @) o T Y = Z o ) %) = > Total
2009 17 9 7 7 0 51 0 16 0 64 2 0 173
2010 14 6 1 6 1 1 0 0 0 55 1 2 87
2011 10 8 0 5 0 48 0 17 0 41 8 0 137
2012 11 29 0 12 0 37 0 20 0 29 0 2 140
2013 15 28 6 6 1 36 1 19 0 0 0 3 115
2014 9 33 6 11 0 34 2 11 0 8 2 7 123
2015 7 40 5 5 0 41 2 26 0 10 15 4 155
2016 10 46 12 2 0 12 3 29 0 10 24 5 153
2017 22 52 2 9 0 12 1 28 0 10 22 5 163
2018 23 37 2 11 0 12 0 29 1 10 12 2 139
A: Mean home range checks 14.2 41.6 5.4 7.6 0.0 22.2 1.6 24.6 0.2 9.6 15.0 4.6 146.6
B: Proportion of estimated Scottish population 7 7 15 25 1 10 11 1 0 11 12 0 100




Goshawk
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Goshawk monitoring in Scotland is largely limited to
three discreet study areas.

Our latest analysis of SRMS data for the period
20092018showedthat while no national trends in
breeding number or productivity of Goshawk are
available, trends are available ftwo of the seven
(Table 16 SRMS regions and trends in productivity
are available for three of the4INHZ region¢Table
17)for which the SRMS holdecords for Goshawk.

Users of the published trendshould be aware that
few records were available for production of trends
in breeding numbers, all coming from a single area
which cannot be relied on to reflect regional or
national trendgFigure 33)Records for productivity
trends are mostly drawn from the south of Scotland,
with no data from North East Scotland, and few

Figure27: Goshawk Highland in 2021 (Photo: Dave Pierce, Highland RSG).

e

records from north of Scottish Borders and
Dumfries & Galloway.

National trends

No trends in breeding numbers or breeding
productivity are available for Goshawk at a national
level.

SRMS regiongiends

Breeding numbers did not change significantly in
Dumfries & GallowagTable 16, Figure 28)

Breeding success of Goshawk decreased
significantlyin Dumfries & Gallowaf1.4%)and did

not change significantly in Lothian & Bord€¢fable

16, Figure 29)

No trends for Goshawk are available for clutch size
or brood size(Table 16) Number of fledglings in



Dumfries & Galloway and Lothian & Borders did not
change significantlgTable 16, Figurad0).

Trends for this species are not yet available for
Argyll, Central, Highland, North East Scotland, South
Strathclyde or Tayside & Fife.

NHZ regionatrends

Breeding success of Goshawk did not change
significantly in two regions (NHZs 16 and 20) and
showed nonlinear variation in NHZ 1@rable 17,
Figure 31)

No trends are available for Goshattie number of
breeding pairsclutch size or brood siz@8able 17)
Numbers of fledglings did not change significantly in
three regions (NHZs 16,-P®)(Table 17, Figure 32)

Trends for this species are not yet available for NHZs
05, 0915, 17 and 21.

Details of contributing records

1,141 (86to 139per year, meanil4records) from
20092018 contributed to this trends analggiTable
20).



Table 16:Summary of SRMS regional trends for Goshdwting 2009-2018. Figures in parentheses indicate the annual change, with significant decreas

highlighted in blue and ne&a A Ay A FA Ol y i

OKI Yy T&H  AKARRKE AGD

L AR A

U ISERO NGB INKBRAINEY 6 dzii Y 2

i NBYR

where the SRMS does not hold any records for the region of inteielstd A Sy 6 Q AYRAOF 1Sa ¢6KSNB (GKS aLISOASa Aa
SRMS Region Pairs sSuccess Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings
Argyll Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
Central 0 o} 0 o) o)
Dumfries & Galloway Not signi fi ce Decrease (-1.4%) o} 0 Not significant
Highland o) o) o) o) o)
Lewis & Harris Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
Lothian & Borders 0 Not significant 0 0 Not significant
North East Scotland 0 0 0 o) o)
Orkney Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
Shetland Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
South Strathclyde 0 0 0 o) o)
Tayside & Fife 0 0 0 o) o)
Uist Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent
A {lYLXS. &A1 Sa &Yl tf



Table 17Summary of NHZ regional trends for Goshawkng20092018. Figures in parentheses indicate the annual change, with significant increases highlight
in green, significant decreases highlighted in blue andsignifiant changes highlighted in grey.b # i y S I NX)  AligeRraréhts@Ra AWRW OF G S &

aLISOASE 200dzNE 06 dzi GNBYR Aa | @FLAfLrofSd Wb2 {wa{ Ritaiest@! DERNKQIQI && R
the species is not known to breed.

NHZ Region Pairs sSuccess Clutch size Brood size Number of fledglings

01. Shetland Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

02. North Caithness and Orkney Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

03. Coll, Tiree and the Western Isles Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

04. North West Seaboard Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

05. The Peatlands of Caithness and Sutherland 0 0 o) o) o)

06. Western Seaboard Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

07. Northern Highlands No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data No SRMS data

08. Western Highlands Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

09. North East Coastal Plain 0 o) o) o) o)

10. Central Highlands o) o) o) o) o}

11. Cairngorm Massif 0 0 o) 0 o}

12. North East Glens 0 0 o) o) 0

13. East Lochaber 0 o) o) o) o)

14. Argyll West and Islands o) o) o) o) o}

15. Loch Lomond, The Trossachs and Breadalbane 0 o) o) o) 0

16. Eastern Lowlands 0 Not signif & o) Not signific

17. West Central Belt 0 0 o) o) 0

18. Wigtown Machairs and Outer Solway Coast Absent Absent Absent Absent Absent

19. Western Southern Uplands and Inner Solway 0 Non-linear o) o) Not signific

20. Border Hills 0 Not signif & o Not signific

21. Moray Firth 0 0 0 0 0
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Trend in Pairs of Goshawk in Dumfries & Galloway using SRMS

data
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Dumfries & Galloway trend: Not significant {caveats: Sample
sizes small)

Figure 28Trends in numbers of breeding pairs of Goshawk by SRMS ichgioig 2009-2018.



Trend in Success of Goshawk in Dumfries & Galloway using Trend in Success of Goshawk in Lothian & Borders using SRMS

SRMS data data
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Figure 29Trends in breeding success of Goshawk by SRMS giioig 20092018.



Trend in Number of fledglings of Goshawk in Dumfries & Trend in Number of fledglings of Goshawk in Lothian &

Galloway using SRMS data Borders using SRMS data
(] ~ — Te) b (=) o 3] ™ — — wn o o [{s] — ~ o —
-— -— [aY) o [aV] N — - — o aV] N o -— — [a\] — o fall
1] [} 1] 1] [} ] 1] 1] ] 1] [} ] 1] 1] [} ] 1] 1] ]
c c o c = c o c
31 3
[£2] [£2] * .
o = . . o .
c < .
) \ 2 ’\\
° o .
2 2 . . L o . .
b ! . b .
[} [}
o o
E E
Z Z
1 1
0 0
g =) — o~ () < 0 © ™~ @ g =) — o~ () < 0 © ™~ ©
S )= o =) =) S ) =) o S S )= o =) =) S ) =) o S
[a) [a\) (s ol [a\) [s\) o ol [aV) [s\) [a) [a\) (s ol [a\) [s\) o ol [aV) [s\)
Year Year
Dumfries & Galloway trend: Not significant Lothian & Borders trend: Not significant

Figure 30Trends in number of fledglings of Goshawk by SRMS regiamg2009-2018.



Trend in Success of Goshawk in 16. Eastern Lowlands using

SRMS data
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16. Eastern Lowlands trend: Not significant (caveats: Sample
sizes small; Variable effort)

Figure 31Trends in breeding success of Goshawk by NHZ rdgiamg 2009-2018.

Trend in Success of Goshawk in 19. Western Southern Uplands

and Inner Solway using SRMS data
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19. Western Southern Uplands and Inner Solway trend: Non-
linear (caveats: Sample sizes small)
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Trend in Success of Goshawk in 20. Border Hills using SRMS
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sizes small)
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Figure 32Trends in number of fledglings of GoshawkNHZ regioduring2009-2018.










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































