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Abstract
Rooks Corvus frugilegus are common and widespread in urban and agricultural habitats in Denmark. Large numbers are 
killed annually by derogation shooting to control population growth to reduce noise near populated areas and prevent 
agricultural damage. Responding to increasing public complaints about noise nuisance from urban rookeries, we investigated 
changes in extent of urban and agricultural habitats within 500 m, 1000 m and 2000 m of all known breeding rook colonies 
(rookeries) in eastern Jutland, Denmark in 1991 compared to 2021 based on open access land cover GIS layers in 1990 
and 2019. Numbers of rookeries increased by 40% from 95 (1991) to 133 (2021) but nest abundance increased only by 6% 
from 10,299 to 10,887 due to more and significantly smaller rookeries, increasingly associated with urban sites. In both 
years, the proportion of urban area within distance classes of rookeries was significantly higher, and the area of agriculture 
significantly lower, than at randomly chosen points in the same region. The proportion of urban area around each rookery 
decreased with increasing distance, whereas the proportion of agricultural land cover increased. The proportional area of 
urban land use within the distance classes increased between 1991 and 2021 whereas agricultural land cover decreased. Given 
no simultaneous major change in overall land use, our results indicate an increasing selection by rooks for smaller urban 
rookeries over agricultural landscapes, where rookeries have declined. We consider these trends, especially the proliferation 
of smaller rookeries in urban areas, as a potential explanation for the upsurge in public complaints about rookery noise in 
residential areas. We urge further research to explain the causes behind these trends before we can provide science-based 
solutions to resolve such conflicts effectively.

Keywords Agriculture · Breeding distribution · Colony size · Conflict · Corvus frugilegus · Habitat shift · Noise nuisance · 
Rook · Urban

Introduction

Human impacts on natural ecosystems are causing global 
declines and mass extinction of species (Pimm et al. 2014). 
However, some species show behavioural, ecological and 
dietary plasticity to adapt to new, artificial environments, 

including urban landscapes (e.g. Lowry et al. 2013; Sol 
et al. 2013). Human-wildlife interactions, especially in urban 
environments, are also increasingly promoted as being posi-
tive for human health and well-being (e.g. Douglas 2012), 
although some species may come to be regarded as a “nui-
sance” or “pests” by human urban dwellers (Soulsbury and 
White 2015). Such human-wildlife interactions in urban 
areas have stimulated an upsurge in interest in such research, 
seeking mechanisms for conflict resolution and mitigation 
(e.g. Magle et al. 2012, 2019)

Wildlife noise effects on human residents may seem 
trivial compared to damage and injury caused by some ani-
mals (e.g. road collisions and damage to property, crops and 
infrastructure). However, noise from raucous colonial nest-
ing birds, such as the rook Corvus frugilegus is loud, vari-
able and persistent throughout nest-building and the rearing 
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of young, extending from before sunrise to after sunset 
(Røskaft and Espmark 1982; Frankhauser 1995). Despite 
urban rookery noise levels (mean 64 dBA (a-weighting) re. 
20 μPa root-mean-square) being lower than from traffic and 
ambient noise (74 dB), it is continuous and particularly dis-
ruptive during early mornings and into the evening, causing 
particular distress for local residents (Frankhauser 1995).

In Denmark, growing conflict between rookeries and 
local residents is reflected in increasing numbers of news-
paper articles concerning rooks and noise, especially in the 
last ten years (see Fig. 1). This has put increasing pressure 
on authorities to find solutions to what is considered a prob-
lem. However, we lack basic knowledge about the nature of 
the conflict upon which to base mitigation mechanisms and 
develop effective management strategies to reduce conflict 
between urban wildlife and human residents. For instance, if 
Danish rooks increasingly abandon rural, agricultural areas 
but are increasing in urban and suburban areas (as suggested 
by Moshøj et al. 2018), this inevitably results in the exposure 
of more human residents to effects of noise from rookeries.

The rook is a common and widespread mostly resident 
breeding species in Denmark (Bønløkke et  al. 2006) 
numbering c.85,000 pairs (Fredshavn et al. 2019), stable 
since c.1990 (Eskildsen et al. 2021). Comparing national 
breeding bird atlas surveys in 1993-1996 with 2014-2017 
revealed a c.26% increase in distribution, occupying 43% 
of all 5 x 5 km grid squares (Vikstrøm and Moshøj 2020). 
Despite no hunting season for rooks in Denmark since 1982 
(because rooks are not designated as huntable on Annex II 
of the Birds Directive), c.75,000 birds (mainly fledglings) 

are shot annually under derogation (Article 9 of the Birds 
Directive), permitted on non-huntable species where there 
is no other satisfactory solution to the significant problems 
they cause (e.g. to flora and fauna, human health and 
safety or to crops). Such measures are motivated to control 
population growth to reduce noise near populated areas 
and prevent agricultural damage. The details of each case 
of control are not fully documented, although the numbers 
killed are usually registered locally (Madsen et al. 2021).

Despite a perception as a farmland breeding bird in 
western Europe, a rookery reported from Gray’s Inn in 
central London from the sixteenth century was abandoned 
as late as 1915 (Nicholson 1951), suggesting a long 
established adaptation of rooks to urban living. Some 
studies suggest declines in urban nesting rooks result from 
increasing urbanisation that denied them local access 
to agricultural land, specifically pasture, which they 
require for feeding in proximity to the nesting site, as in 
Edinburgh, Scotland (Munro 1970) and Norway, where 
declines in urban rookeries were linked to persecution and 
loss of nearby pasture (Reppe 2020). Elsewhere, rooks 
are reported declining in rural areas while increasing in 
urban areas (e.g. in Bern, Switzerland; Frankhauser 1995 
and Poland; Orłowski and Czapulak 2007). Praus (2015) 
reported the disappearance of all known Czech Silesian 
rural rookeries in the late 1980s, due to destruction by 
hunters and/or worsening feeding conditions caused by 
changes in agriculture, while rookeries expanding in urban 
areas benefitted from more stable food resources and better 
protection from destruction of nests and birds.

Anecdotal evidence from Denmark suggests that in recent 
years, rooks have increasingly shifted from constructing 
their rookeries in agricultural areas to nesting in urban 
areas, a pattern reflected in other countries (see above), 
with several theories about why this may be the case. One 
of these is in response to persecution; it was always more 
common to shoot at rookeries in rural areas. Another posits 
loss of grassland in agricultural land compared to urban 
areas where rooks are increasingly feeding on the short-
mown grass of garden lawns, parks, playing fields and 
recreation grounds associated with built up areas. Before 
we can effectively investigate the causes of this change, we 
need to be convinced that this rural to urban transition has 
genuinely occurred and how it has been manifested. Given 
conflicting evidence for rookeries shifting from rural to 
urban landscapes in Europe, first we need to establish a 
recent distributional change in Danish rookeries between 
urban versus agricultural landscapes and assess whether the 
extent of habitat types within foraging distance of rookeries 
has changed over that time.

Here, we use national land cover data in areas surrounding 
rookeries in an extensive area of east Jutland in Denmark cen-
sused in 1991 and 2021. We concentrate on the proportions 
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Fig. 1  Histogram showing the annual number of newspaper articles 
found using the search words “råger” (rooks) and “støj” (noise) in the 
Danish national media from 1 January 1995 to 31 December 2021, 
searching the Infomedia database of national and local newspaper 
articles (https:// libra ry. au. dk/ en/ resou rces/ newsp apers)

https://library.au.dk/en/resources/newspapers
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of city, urban and suburban (the built environment, combined 
as “Urban”) and agricultural (“Agriculture”) land cover to 
assess the past and present distribution and size of rookeries 
in relation to mapped landscaped features in 1990 and 2019 
respectively. Here, (1) we assess the evidence for the anecdo-
tal impression that rookeries are becoming smaller over time, 
which adds to the problem in Urban areas (by increasing num-
bers of more fragmented smaller loci of noise) and investigate 
whether this tendency may be linked to Urban versus Agri-
culture land cover. Subsequently, we (2) compare the extent 
of land cover types within foraging distance of rookeries in 
1991 compared to 2021 to see if, on average, the proportion 
of Urban area has increased, and Agriculture decreased across 
all rookeries. We (3) compare the extent of land cover types 
within a given distance of rookeries with those from random 
points to test whether rooks select for Urban areas and avoid 
Agriculture and for differences between the two periods. Fur-
thermore, (4) if rooks specifically select Urban sites within the 
landscape to construct rookeries, we would expect declining 
Urban land cover and increasing Agriculture land cover with 
increasing distance from rookeries, whereas we predict there 
should be no such change with distance among random sam-
ples. Because rooks nest in tree blocks and in the edges of 
woodland rather than being associated with dense extensive 
Forest, we predict (5) that rooks avoid areas with extensive 
forest at all times and select for their favoured foraging habitat 
Grass (despite its rarity in the landscape) but show little other 
selection/avoidance.

Methods

Counts and study sites

Surveys of the former county of Aarhus (Eastern Jutland, 
Denmark, 56°3’N, 10°3’E, an administrative unit that 
existed until 2007) were undertaken to locate all rookeries 
in 1991 and 2021 (Fig. 2A, B). A citizen science survey 
was conducted in 1989-1991 by the local branch of DOF-
BirdLife Denmark to determine the total number and georef-
erenced distribution of rookeries and number of nests at each 
site, with best coverage achieved in 1991 (Kahlert 1991; 
Kahlert and Jensen 1991). A repeat 2021 survey covered the 
same area with the same methods with the aim of comparing 
numbers of nests and distribution of rookeries, involving 

Fig. 2  Locations and size of all rookeries found in East Jutland study 
area (defined by pale blue outline) during 1991 (A) and 2021 (B). (C) 
illustrates the locations of the 500 generated random points used in 
the analysis overlaid on the map showing extent of urban land cover 
(shown in red) and shows the location of Aarhus city

▸
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some of the same fieldworkers in 1991, with support from 
other local ornithologists. The georeferenced centre of grav-
ity for each rookery position and counted numbers of nests 
were entered into the publicly accessible Danish bird portal 
DOFbasen (www. dofba sen. dk) for both years. Some loosely 
structured rookeries have nests some distance apart, often 
related to local lack of suitable trees, so we treated rookeries 
with nests > 100 m apart as two separate rookeries, during 
recording and data handling, after Sage and Vernon (1978) 
and Jensen (1980). Because rooks are active and noisy in 
and around rookeries in spring, they are generally easily 
detected, but inevitably, we cannot exclude the possibil-
ity that some rookeries were overlooked and that potential 
bias arises from the fact that smaller rookeries could likely 
be overlooked more often than larger ones. Nests are nor-
mally situated in deciduous trees in this study area (Janniche 
1992), so active nests are most easily detected and countable 
before the last days of April before developing foliage makes 
this difficult (which coincides with hatching).

Land cover data

To relate rookery locations to the mosaic of habitats that 
surround them, we used the nationwide map of land use 
and land cover for Denmark known as Basemap available 
for the years 1990 (Levin 2014) and 2019 (Levin 2019). 
This map combines all existing thematic geographic 
information into one land use/land cover map for Denmark, 
publicly available since 2019. The land area within the 
study area fell into 553 habitat codes for 2019 data, which 
we then grouped to seven main land cover classification: 
Agriculture, Forest, Grass, Lake, Sea, Urban and “Other” 
land cover, relevant for describing the landscape around 
the rookeries and in the study area in relation to our 
hypotheses (see Supplementary Materials Table S1 for 
details). Sea and Lake areas were not considered relevant 
for foraging rooks and were omitted from the further 
analysis. We compared land coverage in the immediate 
vicinity of each rookery in 1990 with 2019 and rookery 
size and distribution in 1991 with 2021. Unfortunately, the 
1990 land cover definitions were slightly coarser than in 
2019, so some areas shown as Grass in 2019 were merged 
with surrounding habitats in 1990. This means that our 
estimates for the extent of Grass available in the vicinity 
of rookeries in 1990 was not reliable compared to those in 
2019. We compared the land cover within 500 m, 1000 m 
and 2000 m of rookeries detected in the two survey years 
(locations shown in Fig. 2A, B) with that within the same 
distance classes from 500 randomly selected points across 
the study area (Fig. 2C). We chose these three distance 
intervals on the basis of unpublished GPS tracking data 
from rooks in the study area that suggest that well over 
60% of foraging in the breeding season occurs within 500 

m of rookeries and almost all within 1000 m (Heldbjerg 
et al. 2023) including land cover out to 2000 m to test for 
effects at longer distances.

Statistical analyses

(1) We tested for changes in the distribution of rookery 
size in the study area between the two years using two-
tailed Mann-Whitney U (performed as Wilcoxon rank 
sum test) and χ2 tests to assess differences in the size 
class distribution of rookery size between years and with 
regard to the surrounding land cover types. We then tested 
for differences between the arc sine square root of the 
proportional area of the different land use category types 
within 500 m, 1000 m and 2000 m of the rookeries and of 
the generated random points in the two survey years using 
ANOVA and generalised linear mixed models to perform 
an analysis of the relationship between land cover around 
rookeries (response variable) and distance class, year, colony 
size (pairs) and colony-id (explanatory variables). (2) The 
percentage Urban and Agriculture land covers were inversely 
correlated (r = -0.49 in 1991; r = -0.69 in 2021), suggesting 
some statistical (linear) dependency between the two. Hence, 
we compared the extent of Urban and Agriculture within 
the distance categories in separate generalised linear mixed 
models to test whether the extent of Urban had increased 
and that of Agriculture decreased around rookeries between 
1991 and 2021. We entered distance, year and colony size 
as fixed effects and colony-id as random effect into the 
models. The interaction between distance class and year 
was insignificant for all habitats and therefore omitted in the 
final models and no multicollinearity among the explanatory 
variables were detected (variance inflation factors were far 
below 5 sensu O’Brien (2007)). (3) We compared the extent 
of Urban and Agriculture within the distance categories with 
those of random points to test whether rooks selected for 
Urban and avoided Agriculture and for differences between 
1991 and 2021. (4) We compared the extent of Urban and 
Agriculture with increasing distance to rookeries to test for 
selection for Urban and Agriculture against the expectation 
that Urban would decrease with increasing distance from 
rookeries and Agriculture would increase if rooks select 
for Urban and avoid Agriculture, while there should be no 
difference in these properties with distance from random 
points. (5) Finally, we compared the extent of Forest and 
Grass within the distance categories from rookeries to test 
whether rooks selected for Grass (despite its rarity in the 
landscape) and avoided Forest as we predict, but show little 
other selection/avoidance

We used R version 4-2-1 (R Core Team 2022) and lme4 
(Bates et al. 2015) and lmertest (Kuznetsova et al. 2017) for 
the mixed model analyses.

http://www.dofbasen.dk
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Results

(1) Overall, the total number of rook nests detected in 
the two years increased by 6% from 10,299 in 1991 to 
10,887 in 2021. In 2021, breeding birds were distributed 
between many more, inevitably smaller, rookeries than in 
1991 (Table 1; Fig. 3). There was a significant difference 
in rookery size class distribution between 1991 (Median 
(Inter Quartile range) = 70 (163.5)) nests and 2021 (25 
(93); W = 8055.5, P < 0.001) and the rookery size class 
distribution differed significantly between the two years 
(χ2

3 = 38.0, N = 230, P < 0.001), due to greater numbers 
of small (1-25 and 26-50 nests) rookeries in 2021, and 
fewer rookeries of 51-100 nests (Fig. 3).

(2) The generalised linear mixed model fit showed that 
the proportion of Agriculture land cover around rookeries 
varied significantly with distance, year and rookery size. 
This supported the hypothesis that there was less Agricul-
ture within the various distance classes from rookeries in 
2021 than in 1991; in both years, Agriculture increased 
with increasing distance from rookeries (Fig. 4, Table 2). 
Likewise, the model fit for the proportion of Urban land 
cover varied significantly with distance, year and rookery 

size. This supports the hypothesis that there was more 
Urban within the various distance classes from rookeries 
in 2021 than in 1991 but in both years, Urban decreased 
with increasing distance from rookeries (Fig. 4; Table 2). 
There were no significant differences between the propor-
tions of Urban and Agriculture with increasing distance 
from the random points (Fig. 4). (3) Comparing the extent 
of land cover types within a given distance of rookeries 
with those from random points showed that in 1991 rooks 
selected for Urban and tended to avoid Agriculture and 
Forest relative to that expected by chance (Fig. 4; Table 3 
and see Supplementary Material Table S2 for full statisti-
cal support). This difference was even greater in 2021. 
Rooks significantly selected Grass over its availability in 
2021. The lack of a similar relationship in 1991 is likely to 
be an effect of the reduced resolution of Grass in the land 
cover data from 1991. (4) The proportion of Urban area 
increased and that of Agriculture decreased significantly 
with increasing distance from the rookeries in both years. 
In contrast, there were no differences between distance cat-
egories among random points for Urban (ANOVA F2,1497 
= 2.78, P > 0.05) nor Agriculture (F2,1497 = 0.38, P > 
0.05; see Fig. 4, Tables 2 and S3 for full statistical report).

(5) Rooks avoided nesting in Forest in 2021, but only 
within 2000 m in 1991 (Table 3); they also selected for more 
Grass than expected by chance (Table 3) in 2021 and the 
proportion of Grass declined significantly from 500 m out to 
2000 m around rookeries in that year (Table S2). However, 
because of the problems of Grass classified as other habi-
tats in 1991, we cannot draw any firm conclusions for that 
year (Tables 3 and S1). Statistical comparisons between the 
percentage cover of all land cover types (excepting Grass 
because of the underestimation of this area in 1991) showed 
significant increases in the area of Urban and significant 
decreases in Agriculture within 500 m of rookeries located 
in rookeries of 1-25 nests between 1991 and 2021. There 
was also significantly more cover of Other land cover among 
rookeries of 51-100 nests and less Forest among rookeries of 
26-50 nests compared to expected, while no other compari-
sons attained statistical significance (Fig. 5; see Table S4 for 
data and statistical tests).

Discussion

In our east Jutland study area, overall nest numbers increased 
by only 6% from 1991 to 2021, but rookeries numbers 
increased by 40%, because of the increase in numbers of 
small rookeries in urban areas. In another study cover-
ing Aarhus Municipality (the area with the largest city in 
this study, Fig. 2C) the mean number of nests per rookery 
halved from 90 in 1984/85 (Ettrup 1986; Tofft 1986) to 43 
nests per rookery in 2021, while the number of rookeries 

Table 1  Overall changes in number of rookeries and in the total num-
bers of nests counted in the East Jutland study area in 1991 and 2021

1991 2021 % Difference

Number of rookeries 95 133 40
Number of nests 10,299 10,887 6
Median colony size 

(Inter Quartile range)
70 (163.5) 25 (93) -64
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Fig. 3  Rookery size (number of nests) frequency distribution as 
recorded in the study area in 1991 (n=95) and 2021 (n=133)
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increased from 13 to 49 in the same period This result 
alone implies an increase in the potential nuisance levels 
in urban areas close to newly established rookeries, just by 

virtue of more rookeries, despite only a modest increase 
in overall total number of nests. We also showed that the 
proportion of urban land cover within 500 m of rookeries 

Fig. 4  Mean percentage land 
cover area of the five main land 
cover types (in % ± 95% CI) 
within 500 m, 1000 m and 2000 
m radius around colonies in 
1991 (upper) and 2021 (lower) 
compared to the same values 
generated from 500 random 
points within the study area 
within the same radii

Table 2  Result table for 
generalised linear mixed models 
fitted to rookery data showing 
the relationship between the 
arcsine square root transformed 
proportions of land cover 
around rookeries and distance 
class, year and colony size. 
Data for other land cover types 
are provided in Supplementary 
Material Table S3

Land cover type Explanatory variable Estimate ± Std.Err t-value (df) Pr(>|t|)

Agriculture (Intercept) 0.569 ± 0.034 16831 (414.1) <0.001
Distance 0.0001 ± 0.000007 14808 (462.6) <0.001
Year2021 -0.145 ± 0.030 -4890 (674.2) <0.001
Pairs 0.0004 ± 0.0002 2616 (343.9) 0.009

Urban (Intercept) 0.716 ± 0.029 24923 (411.1) <0.001
Distance -0.00009 ± 0.000009 -10212 (460.2) <0.001
Year2021 0.106 ± 0.028 3855 (518.4) <0.001
Pairs -0.0004 ± 0.0001 -3215 (272.7) 0.001
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increased and agricultural land decreased across all rook-
eries between 1991 and 2021. This was not the result of 
increased urbanisation of agricultural land, although this 

will have contributed on a very minor scale (agricultural 
land area within 2 km of the random points fell by 8.3%, 
while the area of urban increased by 2.1% between the two 

Table 3  Comparison of the direction and statistical significance of 
comparing the percentage extent of each land cover type within an 
area 500 m, 1000 m and 2000 m out from all rook colonies compared 
to those within the same distance out from random points. "Less" 
indicates less of the land cover type within each given distance from 

the rookeries compared to random points; "More" indicates the oppo-
site. *** indicates significant differences based on ANOVA tests 
between the population means at P < 0.001, * at P < 0.05 and ns 
indicates not significantly different. Full details of all tests are pro-
vided in Supplementary Material Table S4

Distance from rookery/random 
point

Year Statistical comparisons between means of each of the land cover types within 500 m, 
1000 m and 2000 m of rookeries and those of randomly selected points

Agri Forest Grass Urban Other

500m 1991 less*** ns ns more*** more***
1000 m 1991 less*** ns ns more*** more***
2000 m 1991 less*** less* ns more*** more***
500 m 2021 less*** less* more*** more*** ns
1000 m 2021 less*** less*** more*** more*** ns
2000 m 2021 less*** less*** more*** more*** ns

Fig. 5  Percentage of land cover 
types within a radius of 500m 
from rookeries in East Jutland 
in 1991 (upper) and 2021 
(lower) for different colony size 
classes. Note that the percent-
age of Grass is not comparable 
between years because the clas-
sification of this category was 
less rigorous in 1991 compared 
to 2021
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periods). Rather, this change resulted from rooks actively 
abandoning rural rookeries and moving to smaller rookeries 
in urban habitats (as clearly visible around Aarhus city and 
surrounding suburban area, compare the very centre of the 
coverage in Fig. 2A, B). Compared to land use within the 
same distance of random points, rooks selected for urban 
land cover and avoided agricultural land in both years, show-
ing an increasing selection for urban areas and a decreasing 
use of agricultural land between the two periods. Further-
more, we found declining urban land cover and increasing 
agricultural land cover with increasing distance from rook-
eries out to 2000 m, whereas there was no change with dis-
tance among random samples. We found limited support for 
our prediction that rooks avoided constructing rookeries in 
forests at all times. Because of difficulties associated with 
differences in grassland classification in 1990, we cannot 
assess changes between years in this land cover in relation 
to rookeries in that year. However, in 2021, rooks showed 
selection for grass over its availability based on random 
points and showed declining cover with increasing distance 
from rookeries, indicating selection for this land cover type 
(despite its rarity in the landscape).

In interpreting these results, it is important to remember 
that smaller rookeries are more likely to be overlooked 
than the larger ones, so we cannot reject the suggestion 
that this may have led to underestimation of true numbers 
of rookeries and breeding pairs. However, to our best 
judgement there was no difference between 1991 and 2021 in 
the risk of having overlooked rookeries (since some authors 
and several volunteers took part in both survey years).

Despite these minor concerns, we remain confident that 
during 1991-2021, when public complaints and publicity 
about rookery noise in Denmark have markedly increased, 
nesting rooks increasingly moved from rural into urban areas 
in east Jutland, a trend reported from many other areas of 
Europe since the 1970s (e.g. Glutz von Blotzheim and Bauer 
1993, Heckenroth and Zang 2009, Chmielewski et al. 2017). 
In Lower Saxony, this has been blamed on continued illegal 
persecution of nesting rooks in the countryside in a way not 
possible in built-up areas (Krüger et al. 2020). In our study 
(1991 to 2021), rooks in urban areas built more rookeries of 
smaller average size than formerly the case in rural areas. 
The trend for more, smaller rookeries in urban areas and 
fewer colonies on agricultural land has been identified in 
many other countries, thought to result from persecution on 
agricultural land which “splits” nesting birds displaced from 
disrupted rookeries into colonising more new sites else-
where (see Fallet 1978; Porter et al. 2008; Kitowski 2013; 
Chmielewski et al. 2017; Krüger et al. 2020). In our study 
area, whatever their cause, these two processes resulted in 
more people being affected by the noise (due to proximity 
of more rookeries in residential areas) and smaller rookery 
size, implying greater breeding fragmentation that expands 

the geographical impact and overall frequency of conflict. 
In addition, Rooks have been spectacularly successful in 
adapting to exploit feeding opportunities presented by the 
extensive availability of short grassland available in urban 
environments that provide their invertebrate food (e.g. Jad-
czyk and Drzeniecka-Osiadacz 2013), especially during 
the breeding season (Benmazouz et al. 2021), which has 
undoubtedly contributed to the success of colonising these 
novel areas.

So why the shift in nesting distribution from countryside 
to city? Obviously, there are likely multiple fitness benefits 
to the individual from making the transition, but the 
relative importance of deteriorating conditions in the rural 
environment versus increased benefits associated with 
breeding in urban areas is likely to vary from site to site. 
Many authors have speculated on these factors, summarised 
for many Corvid species by Benmazouz et al. (2021), most 
of which can be gathered under the following headings:

Human proximity Differential disturbance levels (especially 
human persecution and hunting pressure) inside and outside 
urban areas could potentially influence settlement in an area, 
rookery size, rookery fate, as well as individual breeding 
success and survival (Sorace 2001, Vuorisalo et al. 2003; 
Kövér et al. 2018). In the Netherlands, for example, in the 
five years up to 2004, stable population size did not stop 
an increase in numbers of rookeries (inevitably of smaller 
size), attributed specifically to illegal disturbance at large 
rookeries causing the establishment of smaller satellite rook-
eries in the neighbourhood (Schoppers 2004). Declines in 
the Dutch national breeding population are also attributed 
to renewed persecution of the species there (SOVON 2018). 
“Unrestrained” persecution (shooting, poisoning, destruc-
tion of nests and clutches) explained a 93% decline in rook 
abundance between 1898 and 1976 in NW Germany and the 
recovery since that time under legal protection (Krüger et al. 
2020). As discussed above, active persecution of nesting 
rooks has also been blamed in many countries for the move-
ment of rookeries from the countryside into urban areas and 
for the fragmentation of fewer large rookeries into more, 
smaller rookeries (see Praus 2015; Krüger et al. 2020).

Declining availability of short grazed grass in agricultural 
land landscapes Rooks habitually select for feeding on 
fertile short grassland across Europe, especially in sum-
mer (e.g. Reid 1984; Rolando et  al. 1998; Mason and 
Macdonald 2004; Gimona and Brewer 2006). Declines 
and fragmentation in the overall area of this habitat in the 
agricultural mosaic are frequently cited as contributing to 
declines in local rook nesting abundance (e.g. Orłowski 
and Czapulak 2007). In eastern Poland, breeding success 
of rooks increased with area of spring cereals, meadows 
and pastures in the vicinity of rookeries, but decreased 
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with winter cereal and root crop extent (Kasprzykowski 
2007). In Denmark, the area of spring cereals declined 
dramatically between 1975 and 1995 with the switch to 
winter cereals, while permanent grassland has been declin-
ing since the 1960s as more cattle are kept indoors, rather 
than grazing outside (Fox 2004; Heldbjerg et al. 2016). 
These trends coincide with the changes in relative habitat 
use (declining agricultural use, increasing urban use) dur-
ing 1976-1995 by rooks during the breeding period. Since 
1995, the relative habitat use has been stable (Common 
Bird Monitoring programme; Daniel Palm Eskildsen in 
litt.). In contrast, urban areas often provide a rich mosaic 
of habitats that include continuously managed fertilized 
short grass (in the form of football fields, road grass verges, 
garden lawns, etc.), perfect for foraging rooks (Pithon et al. 
2021). The complex and fragmented mosaic of grassland 
presented by urban landscapes could also potentially favour 
the development of smaller rookeries, which have their 
own advantages (see below).

Differential breeding success between rookeries in urban 
and agricultural areas Reproductive output may be greater 
in urban habitats compared to that in rural areas, although 
the causes of this are not clear and could vary between rook-
eries (e.g. Frankhauser 1995). Unfortunately, this aspect 
would be impossible to investigate at most Danish rookeries, 
given that a very large (but unknown) proportion of these are 
subject to regulation by shooting.

More and diverse nesting sites in urban environments Although 
the highly diverse agricultural landscapes of Europe are often 
characterized by extensive areas of open fields dedicated to 
grass or other crop production, they are inevitably broken up 
by field boundaries, copses, wood edges and farmyards, where 
trees can establish and offer nest sites for rooks. However, urban 
and semi-urban environments offer as many if not more dense, 
varied and complex nesting opportunities through the network 
of parks, cemeteries, wood lots, allotments, avenues and sin-
gle trees provided in close proximity to grasslands (Vuorisalo 
et al. 2003; Benmazouz et al. 2021). Rooks have also learned 
to exploit extraordinary novel nesting sites in urban areas, such 
as electricity pylons at a city power station (Chmielewski et al. 
2017) and church towers (Cramp and Simmons 1994).

Fewer predators/parasites in urban areas Some individ-
ual large birds of prey such as Eurasian Eagle Owl Bubo 
bubo and Northern Goshawk Accipiter gentilis specialize 
on taking rooks in the breeding season (e.g. Laursen 1999; 
Hoy et al. 2017; analysis of pellets from an Eurasian Eagle 
Owl nest in central Jutland Denmark was composed almost 
exclusively of rooks, P. Sunde pers. comm.). While Northern 
Goshawk is not a common species of suburban and urban 
areas, Eurasian Eagle Owl can occasionally breed in built-up 

areas (including the town of Grenå within this study area; 
Vikstrøm and Moshøj 2020), potentially negating benefits 
of reduced predation in urban areas. Red Squirrels Sciurus 
vulgaris which can be a serious and persistent predator of 
rook eggs (Reppe 2020) are more common in forest than in 
urban areas, but less numerous in agricultural land in Den-
mark. Disease and parasite transmission are also considered 
as potential disadvantages of colonial nesting (Vuorisalo 
et al. 2003; Benmazouz et al. 2021). Very high losses of 
young rooks in the week after hatching in some years (not 
considered due to predation/cannibalism) is not thought due 
to parasite infestation or disease, even in large dense rooker-
ies (e.g. Lockie 1955), but are rather thought to be caused by 
variations in other food items (Owen 1959, Holyoak 1967, 
Purchas 1979). We therefore lack evidence that there are 
benefits to avoiding predators, disease and/or parasites to 
be gained from moving into urban areas, but this remains 
a possibility.

It is assumed that rooks gain advantage from nesting 
in close proximity in dense colonies, because the earliest 
breeders (generally those most experienced, Patterson and 
Grace 1984) chose to nest highest in trees with most (old) 
nests (Rytkönen et al. 1993). Clutch size also correlates 
with tree nest density, although with no effect on numbers 
of young produced (Rytkönen et al. 1993). However, it 
may be the case that the transition from larger to smaller 
rookeries also has potential fitness costs and/or benefits. 
Factors potentially affecting the decision to move from 
large dense rookeries to smaller often more dispersed 
rookeries include:

Lack of available suitable nesting trees Lack of trees or suit-
able nest sites in urban areas could potentially limit rookery 
size, despite the advantages of colonial breeding, e.g. if the 
only nesting trees available are avenues of individual trees 
close to foraging areas, these may be acceptable as nest sites 
in the absence of anything else.

Avoiding competition In urban situations with a highly frag-
mented food supply, it may be advantageous to nest at lower 
densities thereby reducing the risk that breeders in some 
periods of the breeding cycle are forced to travel far to find 
suitable foraging sites.

Founder effects Despite the tendency to natal site fidel-
ity, rookery attractiveness seems to affect rates of return 
between years (Patterson and Grace 1984). Younger rooks 
are restricted to the periphery of established rookeries and 
lay later, smaller clutches and hatch fewer nestlings than 
older birds (Røskaft et al. 1983). Smaller, less stable rook-
eries may have been founded by young inexperienced indi-
viduals, but there is little evidence in the literature to support 
this hypothesis.
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Avoiding costs of high nesting densities Smaller rookeries 
may enable individuals to escape consequences of high nest-
ing densities (e.g. high parasite/disease transmission rates, 
interference from neighbours, cannibalism and/or predation) 
associated with large rookeries.

Clearly, many of these factors could act in isolation or 
in concert to affect the shift from large rural rookeries to 
increasingly more, smaller urban rookeries. However, we con-
sider that it will take further investigation of the individual 
responses of rooks from colonies of different size and along 
the gradient from urban to rural landscapes to determine their 
importance. We are also in the process of analysing long term 
data relating to annual rookery size in smaller study areas to 
look more closely at the flux of establishment of new rooker-
ies balanced against the extinction of other rookeries on an 
annual basis in well-studied areas to establish potential causes 
of these changes. We also wish to embark on studies of how 
site-specific persecution of rookeries can affect subsequent 
dispersal rates to colonise new rookeries in the vicinity, poten-
tially including monitoring of manipulated control at observed 
rookeries with marked individuals to see how rooks react at 
the individual and rookery level to targeted disruption.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary 
material available at https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11252- 023- 01372-6.

Acknowledgements We thank all the volunteers who supported this 
project with fieldwork for their major contribution by counting rooker-
ies in 1991 and 2021, especially to Allan Janniche for his enormous 
contribution, to DOF (the Danish BirdLife International Partner) for 
their partnership in the project, and an anonymous referee for valuable 
comments and suggestions.

Authors contributions OTH secured the funding for the project and 
with HH, TB and ADF conceived the study. CLP carried out all GIS 
analyses, HE, JK, TB and TV all organised and participated in data 
collection, HH carried out the statistical analyses, ADF led on writing 
the manuscript aided by HH, which was read and improved by all 
co-authors, all of whom gave final approval for publication.

Funding Open access funding provided by Royal Danish Library. This 
project was co-funded by the Danish Environmental Protection Agency 
and Aarhus University, neither of which had any influence over the 
work or the conclusions flowing from the study and support the publi-
cation of the results in this form.

Data availability The datasets and R scripts generated and analysed 
here are available on reasonable request from the corresponding author.

Declarations 

Conflicts of interest We declare we have no conflicts of interest and no 
competing interests.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide 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:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Bates D, Maechler M, Bolker B, Walker S (2015) Fitting Linear Mixed-
Effects Models Using lme4. J Stat Softw 67:1–48

Benmazouz I, Jokimäki J, Lengyel S, Juhász L, Kaisanlahti-Jokimäki 
ML, Kardos G, Paládi P, Kövér L (2021) Corvids in urban envi-
ronments: A systematic global literature review. Animals 11:3226

Bønløkke J, Madsen JJ, Thorup K, Pedersen KT, Bjerrum M, Rahbek 
C (2006) Dansk Trækfugleatlas. Københavns Universitet, Rhodos 
A/S & Zoologisk Museum

Chmielewski S, Dombrowski A, Jabłoński P, Łukaszewicz M, Nice-
wicz L, Trębicki L, Pagórski P, Tabor J (2017) Breeding popu-
lation of the Rook Corvus frugilegus in the Mazovian lowland: 
current status and changes. Int Stud Sparrows 41:4–21

Cramp S, Simmons KEL (1994) The Birds of the Western Palearctic, 
vol VIII. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK

Douglas I (2012) Urban ecology and urban ecosystems: understand-
ing the links to human health and well-being. Curr Opin Environ 
Sustain 4:385–392

Eskildsen DP, Vikstrøm T, Jørgensen MF (2021) Overvågning af de 
almindelige fuglearter i Danmark 1975-2020. Årsrapport for 
Punkttællingsprogrammet. - Dansk Ornitologisk Forening

Ettrup H (1986) Rågens bestandsstørrelse i Århus Kommune. Søravnen 
2:12–14

Fallet M (1978) Die Populationsentwicklung der Saatkrähe (Corvus 
f. frugilegus, L.) in Schleswig-Holstein 1954–1976. Zool Anz 
200:242–274

Fox AD (2004) Has Danish agriculture maintained farmland bird popu-
lations? J Appl Ecol 41:427–439

Frankhauser T (1995) Saatkrähen Corvus frugilegus als Brutvögel in 
der Stadt Bern. Orn Beob 92:59–68

Fredshavn JR, Holm TE, Sterup J, Pedersen CL, Nielsen RD, Clausen 
P, Eskildsen DP, Flensted KN (2019) Størrelse og udvikling af 
fuglebestande i Danmark – 2019. Artikel 12-rapportering til 
Fuglebeskyttelsesdirektivet. Aarhus Universitet, DCE – Nationalt 
Center for Miljø og Energi. - Videnskabelig rapport fra DCE, nr. 
363. 46 s. http:// dce2. au. dk/ pub/ SR363. pdf

Gimona A, Brewer MJ (2006) Local environmental effects and spa-
tial effects in macroecological studies using mapped abundance 
classes: the case of the rook Corvus frugilegus in Scotland. J 
Anim Ecol 75:1140–1146

Glutz von Blotzheim UN, Bauer KM (1993) Handbuch der Vögel Mit-
teleuropas, vol 13-III: Corvidae-Sturnidae. Aula, Wiesbaden

Heldbjerg H, Fox AD, Levin G, Nyegaard T (2016) The decline of 
the Starling Sturnus vulgaris in Denmark is related to changes in 
the extent and intensity of cattle grazing. Agri Ecosyst Environ 
230:24–31

Heldbjerg H, Therkildsen OR, Dalby L, Pedersen CL, Vikstrøm T, 
Fox AD (2023) Rågers habitatudnyttelse kortlagt ved hjælp af 
GPS-mærkning. Aarhus Universitet, DCE – Nationalt Center for 
Miljø og Energi. 24 s. - – Fagligt notat nr. 2023|10 (In Danish). 
https:// dce. au. dk/ filea dmin/ dce. au. dk/ Udgiv elser/ Notat er_ 2023/ 
N2023_ 10. pdf

Heckenroth H, Zang H (2009) Saatkrähe – Corvus frugilegus. In: Zang 
H, Heckenroth H, Südbeck S (eds) Die Vögel Niedersachsens 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11252-023-01372-6
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://dce2.au.dk/pub/SR363.pdf
https://dce.au.dk/fileadmin/dce.au.dk/Udgivelser/Notater_2023/N2023_10.pdf
https://dce.au.dk/fileadmin/dce.au.dk/Udgivelser/Notater_2023/N2023_10.pdf


1365Urban Ecosystems (2023) 26:1355–1366 

1 3

– Rabenvögel bis Ammern. Nat.schutz Landsch.pfl Niedersachs 
B, H 2.11, pp 108–129

Holyoak D (1967) Breeding biology of the Corvidae. Bird Study 
14:153–168

Hoy SR, Petty SJ, Millon A, Whitfield DP, Marquiss M, Anderson 
DIK, Davison M, Lambin X (2017) Density-dependent increase 
in superpredation linked to food limitation in a recovering popu-
lation of northern goshawks Accipiter gentilis. J Avian Biol 
48:1205–1215

Jadczyk P, Drzeniecka-Osiadacz A (2013) Feeding strategy of win-
tering rooks Corvus frugilegus L. in urban habitats. Pol J Ecol 
61:587–596

Janniche A (1992) Rågernes redetræer. Søravnen 1992(1):15–18
Jensen SE (1980) Bestandsopgørelse af Rågen Corvus frugilegus i 

Danmark 1978. Dansk Orn. Foren. Tidsskr. 74:35–44
Kahlert J (1991) Bestandsudviklingen hos rågerne I Århus Amt. 

Søravnen 1991(4):12–16
Kahlert J, Jensen SM (1991) Rågerne i Århus Amt. Søravnen 

1991(1):4–7
Kasprzykowski Z (2007) Reproduction of the rook, Corvus frugile-

gus in relation to the colony size and foraging habitats. Folia 
Zool 56:186–193

Kitowski I (2013) The importance of rural parks for the occurrence 
of the Rook Corvus frugilegus in the eastern part of the Lub-
lin region (E Poland)—ecological and social factors. Ekológia 
(Bratislava) 32:283–298

Kunzetsova A, Brockhoff P, Christensen R (2017) lmerTest package: 
Tests in linear mixed effect models. J Stat Softw 82:1–26

Kövér L, Tóth N, Lengyel S, Juhász L (2018) Corvid control in 
urban environments: a comparison of trap types. North-West 
J Zool 14:85–90

Krüger T, Heckenroth H, Prior N, Seitz J, Zang H (2020) Persecution 
and statutory protection have driven Rook Corvus frugilegus 
population dynamics over the past 120 years in NW-Germany. 
J Orn 161:569–584

Laursen JT (1999) Fødevalg hos Stor Hornugle Bubo bubo i Dan-
mark. Dansk Orn Foren Tidsskr 93:141–144

Levin G (2014) Estimating land use/land cover Changes in Denmark 
from 1990 – 2012, Technical documentation for the assessment 
of land use/land cover changes for estimation of carbon diox-
ide fixation in soil, Aarhus University, DCE – Danish Centre 
for Environment and Energy, 35 pp. Technical Report No. 38 
https:// dce2. au. dk/ pub/ TR38. pdf

Levin G (2019) Basemap03. Technical documentation of the method 
for elaboration of a land-use and land-cover map for Denmark. 
Aarhus University, DCE – Danish Centre for Environment and 
Energy, 86 pp. Technical Report No. 159 http:// dce2. au. dk/ 
pub/ TR159. pdf

Lockie JD (1955) The breeding and feeding of Jackdaws and 
Rooks, with notes on Carrion Crows and other Corvidae. Ibis 
97:341–369

Lowry H, Lill A, Wong BBM (2013) Behavioural responses of wildlife 
to urban environments. Biol Rev 88:537–549

Madsen AB, Christensen TK, Madsen J, Balsby TJS, Bregnballe T, 
Clausen KK, Clausen P, Elmeros M, Fox AD, Frederiksen M, 
Hansen HP, Haugaard L, Heldbjerg H, Mayer M, Mikkelsen P, 
Nielsen RD, Pedersen CL, Petersen IK, Sterup J, Therkildsen 
OR (2021) Vildtbestande og jagttider i Danmark: Det biologiske 
grundlag for jagttidsrevisionen 2022. Videnskabelig rapport fra 
DCE - Nationalt Center for Miljø og Energi, nr. 434, Aarhus Uni-
versitet, DCE - Nationalt Center for Miljø og Energi. https:// dce2. 
au. dk/ pub/ SR434. pdf

Magle SB, Fidino M, Lehrer EW, Gallo T, Mulligan MP, Ríos MJ, Ahlers 
AA et al (2019) Advancing Urban Wildlife Research through a Multi-
City Collaboration. Front Ecol Environ 17:232–239

Magle SB, Hunt VM, Vernon M, Crooks KR (2012) Urban Wildlife 
Research: Past, Present, and Future. Biol Conserv 155:23–32

Mason CF, Macdonald SM (2004) Distribution of foraging rooks, Cor-
vus frugilegus, and rookeries in a landscape in eastern England 
dominated by winter cereals. Folia Zool 53:179–188

Moshøj, CM, Eskildsen DP, Jørgensen MF, Vikstrom T (2018) Over-
vågning af de almindelig fuglearter i Danmark 1975-2017. Dansk 
Ornitologisk Forening, København

Munro JHB (1970) Notes on the rookeries in the City of Edinburgh in 
1970. Scot Birds 6: 169–170. Accessible at https:// www. the- soc. 
org. uk/ files/ docs/ about- us/ publi catio ns/ scott ish- birds/ sb- vol06- 
no03. pdf# page= 35

Nicholson EM (1951) Birds and Men: the bird life of British towns, vil-
lages, gardens and farmland. Collins, London

O’Brien RM (2007) A caution regarding rules of thumb for variance 
inflation factors". Qual Quant 41:673–690

Orłowski G, Czapulak A (2007) Different extinction risks of the breed-
ing colonies of Rooks Corvus frugilegus in rural and urban areas 
of SW Poland. Acta Ornithol 42:145–155

Owen DF (1959) The breeding season and clutch-size of the rook Cor-
vus frugilegus. Ibis 101:235–239

Patterson IJ, Grace ES (1984) Recruitment of young rooks, Corvus 
frugilegus, into breeding populations. J Anim Ecol 53:559–572

Pimm SL, Jenkins CN, Abell R, Brooks TM, Gittleman JL, Joppa LN 
et al (2014) The biodiversity of species and their rates of extinc-
tion, distribution, and protection. Science 344:1246752

Pithon JA, Duflot R, Beaujouan V, Jagaille M, Pain G, Daniel H (2021) 
Grasslands provide diverse opportunities for bird species along an 
urban-rural gradient. Urban Ecosystems 24:1281–1294

Porter RER, Clapperton BK, Coleman JD (2008) Distribution, abun-
dance and control of the rook (Corvus frugilegus L.) in Hawke’s 
Bay, New Zealand, 1969–2006. J R Soc N Z 38:25–36

Praus L (2015) Breeding of the Rook (Corvus frugilegus) in the Czech 
Silesia – the past and the present. Acta Mus Siles Sci Natur 
64:119–126

Purchas TPG (1979) Breeding biology of rooks (Corvus frugilegus L.) in 
Hawke’s Bay. New Zealand. New Zealand J Zool 6:321–327

R Core Team (2022) R: A language and environment for statistical com-
puting. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria

Reppe C (2020) Effects of urbanization on nesting sites of rooks (Cor-
vus frugilegus). MSc thesis, Nord University, Trondheim, Norway. 
Accessible at https:// nordo pen. nord. no/ nord- xmlui/ bitst ream/ handle/ 
11250/ 26794 33/ Reppe. pdf? seque nce=1

Reid JB (1984) The Rook: Aspects of its behaviour and ecology. 
Unpublished PhD thesis. University of St. Andrews Scotland, UK

Rolando A, Peila P, Marchisio M (1998) Foraging behaviour and 
habitat use in corvids wintering on farmlands in northern Italy. 
Avocetta 22:56–64

Røskaft E, Espmark Y (1982) Vocal communication by the Rook Cor-
vus frugilegus during the breeding season. Ornis Scand 13:38–46

Røskaft E, Espmark Y, Järvi T (1983) Reproductive effort and breeding 
success in relation to age by the rook Corvus frugilegus. Ornis 
Scand 14:169–174

Rytkönen S, Koivula K, Lindgren E (1993) The population size and 
breeding biology of the Rook Corvus frugilegus in northern Fin-
land. Ornis Fenn 70:202–212

Sage BL, Vernon JDR (1978) The 1975 national survey of rookeries. 
Bird Study 25:64–86

Schoppers J (2004) Decline and recovery of the Rook Corvus frugi-
legus as a breeding bird in the Netherlands in the 20th century. 
Limosa 77:11–24

Sol D, Lapiedra O, González-Lagos C (2013) Behavioural adjustments 
for a life in the city. Anim Behav 85:1101–1112

Sorace A (2001) Value to wildlife of urban-agricultural parks: A case 
study from Rome urban area. Environ Manage 28:547–560

https://dce2.au.dk/pub/TR38.pdf
http://dce2.au.dk/pub/TR159.pdf
http://dce2.au.dk/pub/TR159.pdf
https://dce2.au.dk/pub/SR434.pdf
https://dce2.au.dk/pub/SR434.pdf
https://www.the-soc.org.uk/files/docs/about-us/publications/scottish-birds/sb-vol06-no03.pdf#page=35
https://www.the-soc.org.uk/files/docs/about-us/publications/scottish-birds/sb-vol06-no03.pdf#page=35
https://www.the-soc.org.uk/files/docs/about-us/publications/scottish-birds/sb-vol06-no03.pdf#page=35
https://nordopen.nord.no/nord-xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2679433/Reppe.pdf?sequence=1
https://nordopen.nord.no/nord-xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2679433/Reppe.pdf?sequence=1


1366 Urban Ecosystems (2023) 26:1355–1366

1 3

Soulsbury CD, White PC (2015) Human–wildlife interactions in urban 
areas: a review of conflicts, benefits and opportunities. Wildl Res 
42:541–553

SOVON (2018) Vogel Atlas van Nederland. SOVON, Neijmegen, The 
Netherlands

Tofft J (1986) Råger og andre fugle i Riis Skov. Søravnen 3:24–25

Vikstrøm T, Moshøj CM (2020) Fugleatlas – De danske ynglefugles 
udbredelse. Dansk Ornitologisk Forening & Lindhardt og Ringhof

Vuorisalo T, Andersson H, Hugg T, Lahtinen R, Laaksonen H, 
Lehikoinen E (2003) Urban development from an avian perspec-
tive: causes of hooded crow (Corvus corone cornix) urbanisation 
in two Finnish cities. Landsc Urban Plan 62:69–87


	The lure of the big city: smaller Danish rookeries are increasingly associated with urban land cover
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Counts and study sites
	Land cover data
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Anchor 10
	Acknowledgements 
	References


