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Abstract

The species-area relationship (SAR) is one of the most investigated patterns in ecology and conservation biology, yet there is no
study testing how different levels of urbanization influence its shape. Here we tested the impact of urbanization on avian SARs
along a rural-urban gradient using the breeding birds of Rome (Central Italy). We divided the city into 360 cells of 1 km?. Each
cell was classified as rural, suburban or urban using the proportion of impervious surface calculated from remote sensing data.
For each of these three landscape categories, we constructed a SAR as a species accumulation curve (Gleason function) using bird
species distribution data. SAR intercepts (i.e. the number of species per unit area) decreased from rural to urban areas, which
indicates that urbanization depressed the number of species, reflecting the loss of specialized species strictly associated with
natural habitats. The slope was highest for the rural curve, indicating that natural landscapes have the highest turnover due to their
higher habitat heterogeneity. A higher slope for the urban cells, compared to the suburban ones, can be explained by the presence
of green spaces embedded in the built-up matrix which host different avian communities. Previous studies that compared whole
cities with natural areas failed to find differences in the respective SARs. Our study, which constructed SARs for different levels
ofurbanization, indicated significant changes in the SARs along the rural-urban gradient. Further analyses in other cities and taxa
will be useful to test how general are our findings.

Keywords Biogeography - Breeding birds - Conservation biology - Species-accumulation curves - Urban ecology - Urban
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Introduction

Urban expansion is considered one of the major threats to
biodiversity (Czech et al. 2000; McKinney 2002, 2006;
McDonald et al. 2013), yet the complexity of the urbanization
process led most cities to present a mosaic of habitats that
supports the presence of many rich biotic communities
(Adler and Tanner 2013; Fattorini 2019).

This mosaic of habitats can be ideally summarized by an
environmental gradient, ranging from relatively natural areas,
typically at the border of the city, to highly modified urban
landscapes in its more interior sectors. Such a gradient is
known as the urban-rural gradient and it is frequently used
to explore the influence of different levels of urbanization on
biotic communities (McKinney 2008; Forman 2014).
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Although for most animal groups species richness decreases
in response to increasing urbanization intensity, there are sev-
eral studies reporting a higher species richness at intermediate
levels of urbanization (Blair 1996; McKinney 2008; Leveau
2019). A few studies report peaks of plant and invertebrate
diversity at the highest levels of urbanization, a situation that,
however, has been never observed in vertebrates (McKinney
2008). Moreover, the influence of urbanization on biodiversi-
ty is negative when analysed at small scales, but may appear
positive at larger scales, because of the admixture of different
habitat types that allow the presence of species with different
ecological needs (e.g., Pautasso 2007). However, studies com-
paring species richness along the rural-urban gradient can be
biased by the different extent of the areas with different levels
of urbanization within a city. For example, the surface of the
most urbanized sectors (e.g., the city centre) can be much
smaller than those of the less urbanized suburbs. Since larger
areas tend to have more species, differences in species rich-
ness at different levels of urbanization may reflect their differ-
ent spatial extent. Comparing species richness of areas with
different size is not a trivial task. Simply dividing the observed
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richness by the extent of the area implies that the species-area
relationship (SAR, that is, the increase in species number with
increasing area) is linear, whereas the relationship is known to
be typically curvilinear (Matthews et al. 2016).

The species-area relationship is one of the best-known eco-
logical patterns (Lomolino et al. 2010) and SAR modelling
may be used to compare how species accumulates with area
increase in systems with different characteristics. In fact, there
are two main types of SARs: those arising from true isolates
(ISARs, island species—area relationships, in which the sam-
pled areas are isolates and the function fitted is based on how
many species are found in each sampled area) and those aris-
ing from the progressive aggregation of smaller sampling
areas into larger areas (species accumulation curves, SACs,
which present cumulative counts of increased species number
with sampling area; see Matthews et al. 2016 for the
distinction between these two concepts). Namely, Scheiner
(2003) distinguished several types of SARs, according to the
underlying sampling schemes: (a) strictly nested quadrats
(Type I curves); (b) quadrats arrayed in a contiguous grid
(Type II curves); (c) quadrats arrayed in a regular but non-
contiguous grid (Type III curves); or (d) areas of varying size,
often islands (Type IV curves). While Type IV corresponds to
the ISARs, the other types are forms of SACs.

Many mathematical functions have been proposed to mod-
el the SAR, but the Arrhenius (1921) power function is the
most commonly used since it fits best most empirical data and
it is possibly supported by ecological theories (Fattorini 2006;
Triantis et al. 2012). The power function is S= CA®, where S'is
the number of species, A is the area and C and z are fitting
parameters. This relationship can be linearized in a log-log
space as log(S) =1log(C) + zlog(A). In this linear form, the
two parameters of the function are easier to be interpreted: z
is the slope of the regression equation (i.e. how fast species
accumulate with increasing area) and C is the intercept of the
regression equation (i.e. the expected number of species per
unit area).

Although the Arrhenius power function is frequently found
to be the best model for ISARs, it can be not appropriate for
SACs (Ugland et al. 2003). For SACs, there is theoretical and
empirical support for the use of another model, known as the
Gleason (1925) semilogarithmic function (Ugland et al.
2003). The Gleason model is: S'=zlogA + C, where C is the
intercept of the curve in the arithmetic space (the power func-
tion does not have an intercept in the arithmetic space) and z is
a direct measure of the initial and overall slope (given the
particular log-base used). Because the semi-log model has a
real intercept (i.e. in arithmetic space), it may seem to have
some advantage over the power model (Lomolino 2001).

In both models, C is the expected number of species per
unit area, and therefore can be used to compare species rich-
ness in systems with different ranges of area size. By contrast,
z is an accumulation parameter, showing how fast species
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accumulate with area. Several authors considered the z-param-
eter as a measure of (3-diversity (e.g., Lennon et al. 2001;
Ricotta et al. 2002; Scheiner 2003, 2004; Drakare et al.
2006; Polyakova et al. 2016; Sreekar et al. 2018). However,
the z-value of a SAC does not quantify compositional hetero-
geneity, but the rate of change in «-diversity with increasing
sampling unit size (Tuomisto 2010). Although z alone does
not express [3-diversity, larger values of z correspond to faster
accumulations of species as area increases, indicating higher
rates of species turnover, although limited to species gains.
Recently, Fattorini et al. (2018) used the SAR approach to
compare the richness of urban and rural avian communities,
finding no differences between the two curves. The two SARs
(modelled with the power function) were constructed using
Italian towns and natural areas of different sizes, thus follow-
ing an ISAR approach. However, one could ask how the SAR
changes not only between cities and natural areas, but also
among different levels of urbanization within the same city.
This approach can reveal how urbanization intensity influ-
ences SAR parameters and can allow the comparison of spe-
cies richness for areas with different levels of urbanization
which cannot be compared directly because of their different
extent. To this end, we used the distribution of breeding birds
in the city of Rome (Italy) to construct SARs for different
levels of urbanization with a SAC approach. We used a grid
system to divide the study area into equally sized cells and
assigned each cell to one of the following three categories of
urbanization: rural, suburban and urban. Then, we calculated
the avian species richness of each cell and, for each of the
three categories of urbanization, we modelled the respective
SAR by constructing an accumulation curve. This way, we
were able to calculate the two curve parameters, C and z, and
therefore to test not only how species richness differ among
sets of areas with different size under different levels of ur-
banization, but also how urbanization influences species ac-
cumulation with area. Since the Arrhenius model is the most
commonly used function to model the SAR, but there is sup-
port for the use of the Gleason model in the case of SACs, in
this study we used both models and compared the results.
There is a vast literature about how SAR parameters are
influenced by environmental characteristics (see, for example,
Fattorini et al. 2017). A recent global analysis (Beninde et al.
2015) showed that, although other variables can be important
in determining bird richness in urban green spaces (namely
vegetation characteristics), area is the most important corre-
late. A recent global study of urban birds also showed that
species richness in urban green spaces is influenced by their
extent, but not by the size of the human population of the
urban areas (Leveau et al. 2019). Several studies on avian
SARs in urban environments (MacGregor-Fors et al. 2011;
Pautasso et al. 2011; Ferenc et al. 2014; Fattorini et al.
2018) compared curves obtained from different cities with
those constructed using areas from the surrounding natural
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matrix, thus using an ISAR approach. To the best of our
knowledge, however, our research is the first study that inves-
tigates how urbanization intensity influences SAR parameters
by comparing SARs constructed for sets of areas with differ-
ent urbanization within a single city and that uses a SAC
approach. A common problem in SAR comparisons is that
the interpretation of the function parameters is influenced by
the different characteristics of the compared systems. For
example, for ISAR studies, Gould (1979) and Fattorini et al.
(2017) recommended comparing different archipelagos using
the same taxon (to investigate the impact of different ecolog-
ical characteristics on the SAR parameters of a given group),
or different taxa using the same archipelago (to investigate
how SAR parameters are influenced by a taxon’s biology),
since equation parameters are taxon-dependent. In the present
research, we compared the SACs for different levels of urban-
ization for the same group (the breeding birds), thus following
the “different archipelagos using the same taxon” approach to
investigate the impact of urbanization intensity on the param-
eters of the avian SAR. The within-city approach is also par-
ticularly meaningful to eliminate confounding factors that
would be present if levels of urbanization were taken from
different cities, which would differ for macroecological as-
pects, such as climate, regional species pool, age, etc.

Urban-to-rural gradient studies showed that urbanization
may influence species richness in different ways (reviewed
in McKinney 2002, 2008). A common observed pattern is a
decrease in species richness from rural to suburban and finally
to urban areas, which is expected if species are negatively
affected by the various forms of habitat alterations and chang-
es in ecosystem functioning produced by urbanization (loss of
habitats, fragmentation, alterations in interspecific interac-
tions, pollution, human presence, changes in natural distur-
bance regimes, etc.). For example, Marzluff’s (2001) compi-
lation of bird studies found that 61% showed lower species
richness in urban-suburban areas compared with more natural
rural areas. However, some studies (e.g. Blair 2001) indicate
that species richness tends to be higher in areas with interme-
diate levels of urbanization (suburban areas) than in rural
areas, as a result of the higher environmental heterogeneity
(e.g. a higher variety of vegetation types, nesting and resting
sites, food resources, etc.) and productivity of these anthropo-
genic habitats (which is in line with the so-called intermediate
disturbance hypothesis; see, for an avian example, Malavasi
et al. 2009). Finally, very few studies show an increase in
species richness in the transition from moderate to high urban-
ization for plants and certain invertebrates, possibly including
large fractions of alien and very generalist species (McKinney
2002, 2008), and no bird study revealed such pattern
(Marzluff 2001).

In this study, we tested whether the parameter C (which is a
measure of x-diversity, being the number of species per unit
area) and z (which expresses the rate of species accumulation)

are uniform (null-hypothesis) or vary between sets of areas
with different urbanization according to the aforementioned
three patterns. Namely, we can formulate the following alter-
native predictions for deviation of C-values from uniformity:
(1) C-values can decrease from the rural to the urban areas, if
urbanization affects negatively avian diversity (P,c); (2) C-
value can peak in the suburban areas, if avian diversity is
promoted by intermediate disturbance (P,c); and (3) urban
areas can have a C-value higher than that of the suburban
areas, but lower than that of the rural ones, if a higher level
of urbanization depresses diversity but, at the same times,
allows the presence of more urban exploiters that are less
favoured in suburban areas (P;c). Similarly, for z-value, we
can expect deviating from uniformity, because: (1) z-values
can decrease from the rural to the urban areas, if urbanization
increases faunal homogenization, thus depressing the velocity
of species accumulation rate (Py,); (2) z-value can peak in the
suburban areas, if an intermediate disturbance generates a mo-
saic of urban/rural habitats that increases spatial species turn-
over, and if this turnover exceeds that generated by habitat
heterogeneity in more natural areas (P,,); (3) urban areas can
have a higher z-value than suburban areas, but lower than that
of rural areas, if the influence of natural habitat heterogeneity
overwhelms the heterogeneity represented by the urban mo-
saic of habitats (P3,).

Methods
Avian species distribution

We chose the city of Rome (Fig. 1a) as a study area because of
(1) the availability of a bird atlas (Cignini and Zapparoli 1996)
reporting species distribution across the city with a regular
grid system and (2) its wide extent (about 360 km?), which
allowed the possibility of constructing SARs with a large
number of units for different levels of urbanization, from
densely urbanized areas to natural, well-preserved areas. The
atlas used a regular UTM grid of 360 squares of 1 km x 1 km
as a censusing scheme (Fig. S1, Supplementary material) and
reported, for each breeding bird species, the presence/absence
in each cell as recorded between 1989 and 1993 by a team of
67 observers. We digitized all atlas maps and used these data
to construct a matrix of species occurrences per grid cell
(Table S1, Supplementary material).

Rome is located in Central Italy, near the Tyrrhenian coast.
The area shows a typically Mediterranean climate, with mean
annual rainfall between 810 mm and 940 mm, and mean an-
nual temperature between 14.8 °C and 15.6 °C. Elevation in
the study area ranges between 15 m and 139 m. Vegetation is
mainly represented by fragments of mixed woods of Quercus
spp. and bushes, grasslands, and pasturelands. Built up areas

@ Springer



782

Urban Ecosyst (2021) 24:779-788

% OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE

B

0 100

Fig. 1 Map of Rome’s urbanization, with the grid-cells used for the
census of the breeding birds. (a) Black areas are settlements while white
areas are non-built up zones as recorded by the Regional Technical Map
of the 1990s. The great circular motorway circumscribing the city is in
black. The inset shows the position of Rome (red dot) in Italy. (b)
Distribution of built-up (black) and natural (green) areas as identified
by remote sensing analysis. The grid system used for bird censusing is

include, especially in the city centre, numerous ancient build-
ings and ruins, in addition to modern constructions.

With a population of about 3 million inhabitants, Rome is
the largest city in Italy and one of the largest in Europe. As in
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in white. (¢) The grid-cells coloured according to the proportion of im-
pervious surfaces, from blue (0% impervious surface) to yellow (100%
impervious surface). (d) Classification of grid-cells into the categories of
urbanization intensity: rural (blue), suburban (green), urban (yellow). (For
interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is
referred to the web version of this article)

other researches (see Fattorini 2011), urban Rome was defined
here as the territory of the town encompassed by the great
motorway ring that circumscribes an area of about 360 km?.
Approximately one-half of this area is occupied by ruins,
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historical villas, archaeological sites, meadows, grasslands,
gardens, parks, and suburban uncultivated grounds. The
Tevere and Aniene rivers occupy an area of about 25 km?.

Rome is one of the oldest cities in the world, continuously
inhabited for more than 2500 years. For about two millennia
Rome area was largely occupied by a semi-natural landscape,
the so-called ‘Campagna Romana’ (a rural ecomosaic of
habitats with various degrees of naturalness that originated
by the millenary presence of the city of Rome; Celesti
Grapow and Fanelli 1993; Lucchese and Pignatti 2009), with
built-up areas covering a very small proportion of current city
area. Until 1860-1870, when Rome was annexed to the Italian
Kingdom, the city was about 14 km? wide (with just one third
of the town occupied by built-up areas) and had 200,000 in-
habitants. The surrounding ‘Campagna Romana’ (3500 km?
wide, 4 inhabitants/ km?) was characterized by a very pristine
environmental condition, because economic and social condi-
tions, coupled with the presence of malaria, prevented an ef-
fective colonization. Most of this territory was occupied by
wild grazing and wheat areas. Thus, urban expansion in the
twentieth century took place on an area that had been practi-
cally uninhabited. Modern urbanization proceeded in an un-
controlled fashion, with relicts of Campagna Romana embed-
ded in the urban tissue, sometimes as green enclaves
completely surrounded by built-up areas. A few larger green
spaces extend outside the urban territory, being in direct con-
nection with the rural landscape.

Overall, Rome hosts 75 species of breeding birds, which is
one of the highest values of species richness recorded in
Italian cities (Fattorini et al. 2018). This value is however
lower than those recorded from other European cities of com-
parable size (Ferenc et al. 2014), which can be explained by
the southern location of Rome. In Europe, the number of
breeding birds in urban areas increases with latitude (i.e.
northern cities have more species than southern ones), possi-
bly because higher climatic variability promotes generalist
species (which are expected to be favoured in urban areas)
(Ferenc et al. 2014, 2019).

Landscape analysis

Urban-to-rural gradient studies typically identify three main
levels of urbanization: urban, suburban, rural. However, there
is no consensus about how landscapes along the gradient
should be classified into these (or other) categories (Marzluff
et al. 2001; Clergeau et al. 2006; Magura et al. 2008; lannella
et al. 2016; Tzortzakaki et al. 2019). As the percentage of
impervious surface (i.e., the cover of soils with impervious
materials such as concrete, metal, glass, tarmac, and plastic)
is the most obvious feature that influences ecosystem func-
tioning and biodiversity patterns in cities (McKinney 2002;
Strohbach et al. 2019; Tzortzakaki et al. 2019), we adopted

this measure to quantify the level of urbanization in the study
area.

To calculate the percentage of impervious surface in each
recording cell, we used a Landsat 5 image taken between 1
and 16 June 1996. We selected this image from a set of
Landsat 5 photos available for the period 1990-2000 as it
was the most synchronous with the period of bird censusing
and showed a minimum amount of cloud cover. Moreover, the
selected photo was taken at the start of the summer, when
vegetation is more clearly detectable through spectral signa-
tures. Then, we applied the Semi-Automatic Classification
Plugin (SCP) algorithm (Congedo 2016) to classify each pixel
of this image into one of the following four landscape classes:
vegetation (including woods, natural grasslands, and vegeta-
tive crops), water (including rivers and lakes), built-up (in-
cluding buildings and surfaces covered with concrete, asphalt,
or similar material) and bare soil (including exposed soil and
non-vegetative crops). To create a training file for the auto-
matic classification on the basis of spectral signatures we gen-
erated 100 random points on the map, for each point we cre-
ated a “region of interest” (Rol) and manually assigned each
region to one of the abovementioned classes. Then, we
merged the spectral signature of the Rol of the same class.
To help the manual identification of Rols, we used a high
resolution (5 m) photo (available at: http://wms.pcn.
minambiente.it/ogc?map=/ms_ogc/WMS_v1.3/raster/IGM _
25000.map) of the same area taken in the same period (the
LandSat 5 image has a 30 m resolution).

As additional help, we also visualized the Landsat 5 photo
using the RGB = NIR Red Green scheme as false-colour com-
posites, which correspond to Landsat 5 bands code 4-3-2,
because in this way vegetation appears in red (due its high
reflectance in the NIR) and can be hence readily detected
(Wessman et al. 1988; Elvidge 1990; Meng et al. 2009). We
also used the RGB = Blue NIR Shortwave infrared scheme,
which corresponds to Landsat 5 bands code 3—4-7, because it
allows a clear distinction between vegetation (that appears in
different shades of green) and constructions (shades of purple)
(Congedo 2016).

To asses if the four classes could be correctly identified by
the automatic classification on the basis of their spectral sig-
nature, we applied various distance measures: Jeffries-
Matusita, Spectral angle, Euclidean distance, and Bray-
Curtis (Congedo 2016). Spectral signatures were statistically
different for all these distance measures. However, we obtain-
ed the best separations with the Jeffrey-Matusita distance in
combination with the maximum likelihood algorithm (see
Kavzoglu and Mather 2002; Ahmad and Quegan 2012),
which was then selected for the automatic identification.
Finally, we assessed the accuracy of the obtained classifica-
tion by choosing 100 random points on the Landsat photo and
checking if they were correctly classified using the same
higher resolution map used for the construction of the training
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set (Congalton and Green 2019). We found that 96% of pixels
were classified properly, which indicates that the classification
done by the algorithm was accurate. We aggregated the three
categories “vegetation”, “water”, and “bare soils” as “natural”,
whereas “built-up” was considered as impervious surface.
Then, we calculated the proportion of impervious surface to
total area (Fig. 1b).

The emerging pattern (Fig. 1¢) indicates a somewhat radial
urban-rural gradient. To divide the urban-rural gradient on the
basis of the relative extent of the impervious surfaces,
McKinney (2002, 2008) proposed the following threshold
values: >50% of impervious surface: urban core; 20-50%:
suburbia; <20%: urban fringe/rural. We adopted the following
slightly different thresholds as more suitable for our study
area: >60% of impervious surface: urban; 20-60%: suburban;
<20%: rural (Fig. 1d). In fact, we evaluated various alternative
threshold values and compared visually the resulting spatial
patterns. The selected threshold scheme appeared best suited
to reflect the landscape structure specific of the study area, as
also emerging by vegetation analysis (Fratarcangeli et al.
2019).

SAR construction and comparison

We constructed species-area relationships (SARs) separately
for each urbanization level. SARs were constructed as species
accumulation curves (SACs), since our data correspond to
Scheiner’s (2003) Type I of SARs. A SAC is a graph record-
ing the cumulative number of species recorded in a particular
environment as a function of the cumulative sampling effort.
With this approach we modelled the increase in recovery of
new species as a function of the number of cells that are
progressively added within each of three levels of urbaniza-
tion. In constructing an accumulation curve, the order in
which samples are included influences the way in which spe-
cies are added, and hence the resulting species number. To
remove the influence of the order of cell accumulation on
species richness, we calculate the average number of species
for each level of accumulation using the analytical Mao tau
sample-based procedure as implemented in EstimateS 9.1.0
software (Colwell 2019), which analytically calculates the
species richness as a function of number of samples. This
provided, for each area size, the number of breeding species
independently from the order of accumulation. Then, we
modelled the resulting SARs using the Arrhenius power func-
tion model its linearized form (log-log, base 10) and the
Gleason semilogarithmic model (log, o). Since the R* comput-
ed from log-transformed variables holds only for the linear-
ized space obtained by the transformation, we fitted the
Arrhenius models also using a non-linear algorithm with the
R package sars (Matthews et al. 2019).

We used analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to test for
differences in C and z values between urban, suburban, and
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rural SARs (Fattorini et al. 2017). ANCOVAs were done in R
3.0 (R Core Team 2015). Significance was set at o« =0.05.

Results

Out of the 360 cells included in the study area, 104 were
classified as urban, 157 as suburban, and 99 as rural.
Overall, 75 bird species were recorded from the study area.
The rural cells hosted, on the whole, 73 species (97.3% of
the total avifauna); the rural cells hosted 69 species
(92.0%) and the urban cells hosted 62 species (82.7%). In
all cases, the Gleason function modelled the SARs better
than the Arrhenius function (Table 1, Fig. 2; Tables S2 and
3, Figs. S2 and S3, Supplementary material). Thus, we
restricted our comparisons to the curves obtained with the
Gleason model.

The SARs modelled using the Gleason function for the
three levels of urbanization (Fig. 2) showed an overall differ-
ence in their z-values (ANCOVA: F; 354 =23.10,
»<0.0000001). Post-hoc Tuckey tests indicated significant
differences between slopes in all pairwise comparisons
(p <0.001). In summary, the rural curve had a slope (z~= 18)
significantly higher than those of the suburban and urban
curves, and the urban curve had a slope (z= 17) higher than
that of the suburban one (z~ 16).

As regards the intercepts, they should be properly com-
pared only for curves that have equal slopes. However, the
intercepts resulted significantly different globally (£, 356 =
3734, p<0.0000001) and in all pairwise comparisons (Post-
hoc Tuckey tests, p <0.001 in all cases), decreasing in the
order: rural (C~=37)> suburban (C~34)>urban (C~=29).
However, C-values overestimated species richness when com-
pared with the average number of species for one sample unit
in rural, suburban and urban sectors (33.12, 27.59, 24.88,
respectively).

Discussion

Our study indicated that the avian species-area relationships
(SARs) obtained as species-accumulation curves (SACs) were

Table 1 Ordinary least squares regressions for the Gleason model: S=
zxlog(A) + C, applied to the avian species-area relationship at three
levels of urbanization in the city of Rome. S=number of species, A =
area, R’ = goodness of fit, 7= Student’s t, p = probability. C and z are
fitted parameters

z C R’ t P
Rural 17.872 37.422 0.994 130.020 <0.0001
Suburban 16.172 34.490 0.979 85.641 <0.0001
Urban 16.902 28.816 0.991 103.510 <0.0001
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Fig. 2 Avian species-area 90 -
relationships at three levels of
urbanization in the city of Rome
(blue circles: rural; green
triangles: suburban; yellow
squares: urban) modelled by the
Gleason function, S=z x 7 O
log(A) + C, where S is the number
of species, A is area, and C and z
are fitted parameters. Dashed
lines are ordinary least squares
regression lines. Regression
parameters are given in Table 1.
(For interpretation of the
references to colour in this figure
legend, the reader is referred to
the web version of this article)
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best described by the Gleason model, with SAR intercepts (i.e.
the number of species per unit area) decreasing from rural to
urban areas. This is an indication that urbanization depressed
the number of species. At the same time, the slope was highest
for the rural curve, indicating that natural landscapes have the
highest turnover, but the suburban curve had a slope lower
than that of the urban one.

Although the Arrhenius power function is frequently indi-
cated to be the best fitting model for the SAR, there is some
consensus that the SAR can in fact follow different models,
and the best fitting function can be found only empirically
(Triantis et al. 2012). A possible cause of confusion is that
SARs can be constructed in different ways, and while the
Arrhenius model might be the most appropriate for island
SARs (ISARs), it might not be the best for SACs. We found
that avian SARs in the city of Rome are better fitted by the
Gleason model than the Arrhenius one. This may be a conse-
quence of the fact that our SARs are SACs, not ISARs, which
is in accordance with the idea that species accumulation
curves are well approximated by the Gleason model (Ugland
et al. 2003).

Differently from previous studies, which found no substan-
tial differences between urban and rural SARs (Pautasso et al.
2011; Ferenc et al. 2014; Fattorini et al. 2018), our results
suggest that urbanization intensity affects avian SARs. A
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possible explanation of this lack of differences in previous
studies might be that urban SARs were constructed using the
areas of whole cities, which included also peripherical rural
areas (so all the three categories urban-suburban-rural). By
contrast, we constructed separate SARs for different levels
of within-city urbanization, and we found that a higher level
of urbanization tends to impact negatively on the avian diver-
sity by reducing the number of species per unit area (i.e.,
lowering the C parameter) in the order: rural > suburban >
urban. This is consistent with our hypothesis H;.. However,
C-values overestimated species richness per unit area by 11%
for the rural cells, 20% for the suburban cells, and 14% for the
urban cells, respectively. Notably, the most overestimated
species richness per unit area is that of the suburban cells,
whose SAR was that with the lowest goodness-of-fit. This
overestimation might be due to the presence of a threshold
effect. It is possible that, below a certain area size, the number
of species drops with a higher velocity because of the strong
influence of units with very few species due to undersampling
or unusually low environmental heterogeneity. However, the
use of SARs indicated clearly that avian species richness di-
minished along the rural-urban gradient, which is consistent
with the fact that, for most taxa, species richness decreases
along the rural-urban gradient (for reviews see McKinney
2008; Lepczyk et al. 2017).
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For insular ecosystems, a decreasing trend in the C parameter
has been associated with a decrease in the island carrying capac-
ity of compared islands and an increase in their isolation
(Fattorini et al. 2017). This explanation may be also applied to
our case, because more urbanized sectors are expected to have a
lower carrying capacity than rural ones (due to the lower vege-
tation cover, and hence productivity and biomass) and are more
isolated from the avian species pools of the exurban natural areas.

As regards the slope (z), the highest value was found for the
rural SAR. Disentangling the effects of the intercept and the slope
in a regression line can be difficult, because they are strongly and
negatively correlated: raising the slope by pivoting on the joint
mean, the intercept drops (Gould 1979). However, in our case,
the highest z-value was found for the rural SAR, which also
showed the largest C-value. In this case, the increased slope
cannot be viewed as influenced by a lowered intercept, which
suggests a true higher rate of species accumulation. Thus, we can
conclude that the avian SAR of the rural sectors is characterized
by a larger number of species per unit area and a higher species
accumulation, compared to the suburban and urban sectors. This
pattern can be explained by (1) the loss of the most specialized
species strictly associated with natural habitats (which leads to a
decrease in C-values), and (2) the predominance, in the suburban
and urban areas, of synanthropic and generalist species (Facth
et al. 2011), which results in higher faunal homogenization
(McKinney 2006), and hence lower species accumulation rates
(z-values). Sol et al. (2020), in a global study on bird functional
diversity along urbanization gradients, found that the loss of
functional diversity in moderately and highly urbanized environ-
ments relative to surrounding natural and rural habitats reflects a
decrease in both species richness and abundance evenness. It is
possible that a reduction in functional diversity, due to the loss of
functionally redundant species, is also implied in the reduced
species richness observed in the urban sectors of our study area.
However, whereas the C-value of the urban cells was significant-
ly lower than that of the suburban ones, thus indicting that in-
creasing urbanization progressively reduces richness, the slope of
the urban curve was slightly higher than that of the suburban one,
which indicates a higher species accumulation rate in the urban
sectors than in the suburban ones. This result is consistent with
our hypothesis H3, and can be explained by the presence of green
spaces (e.g. urban parks, gardens, historical villas, etc.) within
cells that, because of the prevalence of impervious surfaces, are
classified as urban. These small green spaces, strongly isolated
by the surrounding built-up matrix, may act as islands hosting
different avian communities, thus increasing the species accumu-
lation rate. Previous studies in the study area found that bird
richness was correlated with the size of urban parks (Arca et al.
2012) and that old villas (large-sized green areas embedded in the
built-up matrix of the inner sectors of the city) may have more
species than peripherical fragments (Vignoli et al. 2013). In par-
ticular, the presence of old villas might increase substantially the
number of species because of vertical layering of vegetation and

@ Springer

the structural ageing of their vegetation that facilitates the occur-
rence of woodland (specialized) species when compared to the
spatial (horizontal) heterogeneity occurring in the Campagna
Romana (where old woods are rare).

We would like to stress that, in our study system, our min-
imum sampled area corresponded to the C-value. Thus, one
could compare values of species richness per unit area even
simply using the estimated values for one quadrat as obtained
by the sample rarefaction curves (Mao tau). However, in other
cases, the number of species richness per unit area might be
below the minimum sampled area; for example, the unit area
might be 1 km?, but even the smallest sampling unit might be
larger than 1 km? (a common situation in ISARs, when even
the smallest island is larger than 1 kmz). In these cases, it is
necessary the use of C-values as an extrapolation to obtain the
number of species per unit area. The closeness between our C-
values and the rarefied values per one km?® indicates that C-
values are good estimators of species richness per unit area.

Conclusions

We found that the avian species-area relationship has different
patterns according to the level of urbanization. C-values (the
number of species per unit area) decrease with increasing ur-
banization. This indicates that urbanization depresses avian
richness. Urbanization decreases species accumulation rates
from rural to suburban areas, but the urban areas had a higher
z than the suburban ones, possibly because of the presence of
sparse green spaces in inner city-areas. Our approach to ex-
press levels of urbanization as the proportion of impervious
surface from remote sensing imagery is simple and can be
easily replicated in virtually any urban area. Thus, we hope
that our work will promote similar studies in other cities and
taxa to investigate how general are the patterns outlined in this

paper.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary
material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-01081-4.

Acknowledgements Open access funding provided by Universita degli
Studi dell’ Aquila within the CRUI-CARE Agreement. We are grateful to
Francesco Zullo, Walter De Simone and Mattia lannella for their sugges-
tions for selection of images and algorithms used for landscape analysis.
We thank two anonymous referees and Lucas Leveau for their comments
on a previous version of this paper.

Authors’ contributions Stefano di Pietro: Investigation, Data curation,
Formal analysis, Writing - original draft. Simone Fattorini:
Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal analysis, Writing - original
draft, Supervision, Project administration. Cristina Mantoni: Formal anal-
ysis, Investigation, Data curation, Writing - review & editing,
Supervision.

Funding No funds, grants, or other support was received for conducting
this study.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-020-01081-4

Urban Ecosyst (2021) 24:779-788

787

Data Availability Data are provided as Supplementary material.

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflicts of interest/competing interests The authors have no relevant
financial or non-financial interests to disclose.

Ethics approval Not applicable.

Consent to participate Not applicable.
Consent for publication Not applicable.

Code availability Not applicable.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adap-
tation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as
you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, pro-
vide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were
made. The images or other third party material in this article are included
in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a
credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article's
Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Adler FR, Tanner CJ (2013) Urban ecosystems: ecological principles for
the built environment. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

Ahmad A, Quegan S (2012) Analysis of maximum likelihood classifica-
tion on multispectral data. Appl Math Sci 6(129):6425-6436

Arca E, Battisti C, Fraticelli F (2012) Area-effect in breeding bird com-
munities occurring in an archipelago of urban holm oak fragments
(Rome, Central Italy). Vie Milieu 62:159—-164

Arrhenius O (1921) Species and area. J Ecol 9(1):95-99

Beninde J, Veith M, Hochkirch MA (2015) Biodiversity in cities needs space:
a meta-analysis of factors determining intra-urban biodiversity variation.
Ecol Lett 18(6):581-592. https:/doi.org/10.1111/ele. 12427

Blair RB (1996) Land use and avian species diversity along an urban
gradient. Ecol Appl 6(2):506-519. https://doi.org/10.2307/2269387

Blair RB (2001) Birds and butterflies along urban gradients in two
ecoregions of the U.S. In: Marzluff JM, Bowman R, Donnelly R
(eds) Avian ecology and conservation in an urbanizing world.
Springer, Boston, MA, pp 33-56

Celesti Grapow L, Fanelli G (1993) The vanishing landscape of the
Campagna Romana. Landsc Urban Plan 24(1-4):69-76. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0169-2046(93)90085-R

Cignini B, Zapparoli M (1996) Atlante degli uccelli nidificanti a Roma.
Fratelli Palombi, Roma

Clergeau P, Croci S, Jokimaki J, Kaisanlahti-Jokimédki ML, Dinetti M
(2006) Avifauna homogenisation by urbanization: analysis at differ-
ent European latitudes. Biol Conserv 127(3):336-344. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.06.035

Colwell R (2019) EstimateS v 9.1.0. http://viceroy.eeb.uconn.edu/
estimates/

Congalton RG, Green K (2019) Assessing the accuracy of remotely
sensed data: principles and practices. Third edition. CRC press,
Boca Raton: USA

Congedo L (2016) Semi-automatic classification plugin documentation.
Semi-Automatic Classification Plugin Documentation. https://doi.
org/10.13140/RG.2.2.29474.02242/1

Czech B, Krausman PR, Devers PK (2000) Economic associations
among causes of species endangerment in the United States.
BioScience 50(7):593—-601. https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-
3568(2000)050[0593:EAACOS]2.0.CO;2

Drakare S, Lennon SS, Hillebrand H (2006) The imprint of the geograph-
ical, evolutionary and ecological context on species—area relation-
ships. Ecol Lett 9:215-227. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.
2005.00848.x

Elvidge CD (1990) Visible and near infrared reflectance characteristics of
dry plant materials. Int J Remote Sens 11(10):1775-1795. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01431169008955129

Faeth SH, Bang C, Saari S (2011) Urban biodiversity: patterns and mech-
anisms. Ann N 'Y Acad Sci 1223(1):69-81. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1749-6632.2010.05925.x

Fattorini S (2006) Detecting biodiversity hotspots by species-area relation-
ships: a case study of Mediterranean beetles. Conserv Biol 20(4):1169—
1180. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00418 x

Fattorini S (2011) Insect extinction by urbanization: a long term study in
Rome. Biol Conserv 144:370-375. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.
2010.09.014

Fattorini S (2019) Ecologia urbana. Ediesse, Roma

Fattorini S, Borges PA, Dapporto L, Strona G (2017) What can the pa-
rameters of the species—area relationship (SAR) tell us? Insights
from Mediterranean islands. J Biogeogr 44(5):1018-1028. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12874

Fattorini S, Lin G, Mantoni C (2018) Avian species—area relationships
indicate that towns are not different from natural areas. Environ
Conserv 45(4):419-424. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0376892918000048

Ferenc M, Sedlacek O, Fuchs R, Dinetti M, Fraissinet M, Storch D (2014)
Are cities different? Patterns of species richness and beta diversity of
urban bird communities and regional species assemblages in
Europe. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 23(4):479-489. https://doi.org/10.
1111/geb.12130

Ferenc M, Sedlacek O, Fuchs R, Dinetti M, Fraissinet M, Storch D (2019)
Geographic trends in range sizes explain patterns in bird responses
to urbanization in Europe. Eur J Ecol 5(2):16-29. https://doi.org/10.
2478/eje-2019-0010

Forman RT (2014) Urban ecology: science of cities. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge

Fratarcangeli C, Fanelli G, Franceschini S, De Sanctis M, Travaglini A
(2019) Beyond the urban-rural gradient: self-organizing map detects
the nine landscape types of the city of Rome. Urban For Urban
Green 38:354-370. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.01.012

Gleason HA (1925) Species and area. Ecology 6:66—74

Gould SJ (1979) An allometric interpretation of species-area curves: the
meaning of the coefficient. Am Nat 114(3):335-343

Tannella M, Liberatore LM, Biondi M (2016) The effects of a sudden
urbanization on micromammal communities: a case study of post-
earthquake L’ Aquila (Abruzzi region, Italy). Ital J Zool 83(2):255—
262. https://doi.org/10.1080/11250003.2016.1149235

Kavzoglu T, Mather PM (2002) The role of feature selection in artificial
neural network applications. Int J] Remote Sens 23(15):2919-2937.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431160110107743

Lennon JJ, Koleff P, Greenwood JID, Gaston KJ (2001) The geograph-
ical structure of British bird distributions: diversity, spatial turnover
and scale. J Anim Ecol 70:966-979. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0021-
8790.2001.00563.x

Lepczyk CA, La Sorte FA, Aronson MF, Goddard MA, MacGregor-Fors
I, Nilon CH, Warren PS (2017) Global patterns and drivers of urban
bird diversity. In: Hedblom M, Murgui E (eds) Ecology and conser-
vation of birds in urban environments. Springer, Cham, pp 13-33

@ Springer


https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12427
https://doi.org/10.2307/2269387
https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-2046(93)90085-R
https://doi.org/10.1016/0169-2046(93)90085-R
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.06.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.06.035
http://viceroy.eeb.uconn.edu/estimates/
http://viceroy.eeb.uconn.edu/estimates/
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.29474.02242/1
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.29474.02242/1
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-2000)050<0593:EAACOS>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-2000)050<0593:EAACOS>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00848.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00848.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431169008955129
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431169008955129
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2010.05925.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.2010.05925.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00418.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.09.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.09.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12874
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.12874
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892918000048
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892918000048
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12130
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12130
https://doi.org/10.2478/eje-2019-0010
https://doi.org/10.2478/eje-2019-0010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/11250003.2016.1149235
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431160110107743
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0021-8790.2001.00563.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.0021-8790.2001.00563.x

788

Urban Ecosyst (2021) 24:779-788

Leveau LM (2019) Primary productivity and habitat diversity predict bird
species richness and composition along urban-rural gradients of
Central Argentina. Urban For Urban Green 43:126349. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.05.011

Leveau LM, Ruggiero A, Matthews TJ, Bellocq MI (2019) A global
consistent positive effect of urban green area size on bird richness.
Avian Res 10(1):30. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40657-019-0168-3

Lomolino MV (2001) The species-area relationship: new challenges for
an old pattern. Prog Phys Geogr 25(1):1-21. https://doi.org/10.
1191/030913301666288491

Lomolino MV, Riddle BR, Whittaker RJ, Brown JH (2010)
Biogeography, Fourth Edition. Sinauer Associates Inc.,
Sunderland, MA

Lucchese F, Pignatti E (2009) La vegetazione nelle aree archeologiche di
Roma e della Campagna Romana. Quaderni di Botanica ambientale
e applicata 20:3-89

MacGregor-Fors I, Morales-Pérez L, Schondube JE (2011) Does size
really matter? Species—area relationships in human settlements.
Divers Distrib 17(1):112—121. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.
2010.00714.x

Magura T, Hornung E, Téthmérész B (2008) Abundance patterns of
terrestrial isopods along an urbanization gradient. Community
Ecol 9(1):115-120. https://doi.org/10.1556/ComEc.9.2008.1.13

Malavasi R, Battisti C, Carpaneto GM (2009) Seasonal bird assemblages
in a Mediterranean patchy wetland: corroborating the intermediate
disturbance hypothesis. Pol J Ecol 57:171-179

Marzluff JM (2001) Worldwide urbanization and its effects on birds. In:
Marzluft JM, Bowman R, Donnelly R (eds) Avian ecology and conser-
vation in an urbanizing world. Springer, Boston, MA, pp 1947

Marzluff JM, Bowman R, Donnelly R (eds) (2001) Avian ecology and
conservation in an urbanizing world. Springer, Boston, MA

Matthews TJ, Guilhaumon F, Triantis KA, Borregaard MK, Whittaker RJ
(2016) On the form of species—area relationships in habitat islands
and true islands. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 25(7):847-858. https://doi.
org/10.1111/geb.12269

Matthews TJ, Triantis K, Whittaker RJ, Guilhaumon F (2019) Sars: an R
package for fitting, evaluating and comparing species—area relation-
ship models. Ecography 42:1446-1455

McDonald RI, Marcotullio PJ, Giineralp B (2013) Urbanization and global
trends in biodiversity and ecosystem services. In: Elmqvist T, Fragkias
M, Goodness J, Giineralp B, Marcotullio PJ, McDonald RI, Pamell S,
Schewenius M, Sendstad M, Seto KC, Wilkinson C (eds) Urbanization,
biodiversity and ecosystem services: challenges and opportunities: a
global assessment. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 31-52

McKinney ML (2002) Urbanization, biodiversity, and conservation.
Bioscience 52(10):883-890. https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-
3568(2002)052[0883:UBAC]2.0.CO;2

McKinney ML (2006) Urbanization as a major cause of biotic homoge-
nization. Biol Conserv 127(3):247-260. https://doi.org/10.1016/.
biocon.2005.09.005

McKinney ML (2008) Effects of urbanization on species richness: a
review of plants and animals. Urban Ecosyst 11(2):161-176.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-007-0045-4

Meng Q, Cieszewski C, Madden M (2009) Large area forest inventory
using Landsat ETM+: a geostatistical approach. ISPRS J
Photogramm Remote Sens 64(1):27-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/;.
isprsjprs.2008.06.006

Pautasso M (2007) Scale-dependence of the correlation between human
population presence and vertebrate and plant species richness. Ecol
Lett 10:16-24. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2006.00993.x

Pautasso M, Bohning-Gaese K, Clergeau P, Cueto VR, Dinetti M,
Fernandez-Juricic E, Kaisanlahti M-L, Jokiméki J, McKinney ML,

@ Springer

Sodhi NS, Storch D, Tomialojc L, Weisberg PJ, Woinarski J, Fuller
RA, Cantarello E (2011) Global macroecology of bird assemblages
in urbanized and semi-natural ecosystems. Glob Ecol Biogeogr
20(3):426-436. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2010.00616.x

Polyakova MA, Dembicz I, Becker T, Becker U, Demina ON, Ermakov
N, Filibeck G, Guarino R, JaniSova M, Jaunatre R, Kozub L,
Steinbauer MJ, Suzuki K, Dengler J (2016) Scale- and taxon- de-
pendent patterns of plant diversity in steppes of Khakassia, South
Siberia (Russia). Biodivers Conserv 25:2251-2273. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10531-016-1093-y

R Core Team (2015) R: a language and environment for statistical com-
puting, Vienna, Austria http://wwwR-project org

Ricotta C, Carranza ML, Avena G (2002) Computing (3-diversity from
species-area curves. Basic Appl Ecol 3:15-18. https://doi.org/10.
1078/1439-1791-00082

Scheiner SM (2003) Six types of species-area curves. Glob Ecol
Biogeogr 12(6):441-447. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1466-822X.
2003.00061.x

Scheiner SM (2004) A mélange of curves—further dialogue about
species—area relationships. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 13(6):479-484.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-822X.2004.00127 x

Sol D, Trisos C, Murria C, Jeliazkov A, Gonzalez-Lagos C, Pigot AL,
Ricotta C, Swan CM, Tobias JA, Pavoine S (2020) The worldwide
impact of urbanisation on avian functional diversity. Ecol Lett 23:
962-972. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13495

Sreckar R, Katabuchi M, Nakamura A, Corlett RT, Slik JF, Fletcher C,
He F, Weiblen GD, Shen G, Xu H, Sun I-F, Cao K, Ma K, Chang L-
W, Cao M, Jiang M, Gunatilleke IAUN, Ong P, Yap S, Gunatilleke
CVS, Novotny V, Brockelman WY, Xiang W, Mi X, Li X, Wang X,
Qiao X, LiY, Tan S, Condit R, Harrison RD, Koh LP (2018) Spatial
scale changes the relationship between beta diversity, species rich-
ness and latitude. R Soc Open Sci 5(9):181168. https://doi.org/10.
1098/rs0s.181168

Strohbach MW, Doring AO, Mock M, Sedrez M, Mumm O, Schneider
AK, Weber S, Schrode B (2019) The “hidden urbanization”: trends
of impervious surface in low-density housing developments and
resulting impacts on the water balance. Front Environ Sci 7:29.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2019.00029

Triantis KA, Guilhaumon F, Whittaker RJ (2012) The island species—area
relationship: biology and statistics. J Biogeogr 39(2):215-231.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2011.02652.x

Tuomisto H (2010) A diversity of beta diversities: straightening up a
concept gone awry. Part 1. Defining beta diversity as a function of
alpha and gamma diversity. Ecography 33(1):2-22. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1.1600-0587.2009.05880.x

Tzortzakaki O, Kati V, Panitsa M, Tzanatos E, Giokas S (2019) Butterfly
diversity along the urbanization gradient in a densely-built
Mediterranean city: land cover is more decisive than resources in
structuring communities. Landsc Urban Plan 183:79-87. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.11.007

Ugland KI, Gray JS, Ellingsen KE (2003) The species—accumulation
curve and estimation of species richness. Anim Ecol 72(5):888—
897. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2656.2003.00748.x

Vignoli L, Scire S, Bologna MA (2013) Rural-urban gradient and land
use in a millenary metropolis: how urbanization affects avian func-
tional groups and the role of old villas in bird assemblage patterning.
Web Ecol 13:49-67. https://doi.org/10.5194/we-13-49-2013

Wessman CA, Aber JD, Peterson DL, Melillo JM (1988) Foliar analysis
using near infrared reflectance spectroscopy. Can J For Res 18(1):6—
11. https://doi.org/10.1139/x88-002


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2019.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40657-019-0168-3
https://doi.org/10.1191/030913301666288491
https://doi.org/10.1191/030913301666288491
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2010.00714.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1472-4642.2010.00714.x
https://doi.org/10.1556/ComEc.9.2008.1.13
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12269
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12269
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2002)052<0883:UBAC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2002)052<0883:UBAC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2005.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-007-0045-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2008.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2008.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2006.00993.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2010.00616.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-016-1093-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-016-1093-y
https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-00082
https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-00082
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1466-822X.2003.00061.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1466-822X.2003.00061.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-822X.2004.00127.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.13495
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.181168
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.181168
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2019.00029
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2011.02652.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2009.05880.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2009.05880.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2656.2003.00748.x
https://doi.org/10.5194/we-13-49-2013
https://doi.org/10.1139/x88-002

	Influence of urbanization on the avian species-area relationship: insights from the breeding birds of Rome
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Avian species distribution
	Landscape analysis
	SAR construction and comparison

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References


