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Abstract
Background  Annual-cycle movements of wildlife are driven by a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic factors. In 
urban systems, management strategies to reduce human-wildlife interactions could also alter wildlife movement and 
distribution, with potential effects on key ecological processes such as pathogen spread.

Methods  To better understand how management actions interact with existing spatial dynamics to mediate wildlife 
movement patterns, we experimentally subjected urban-nesting yellow-legged gulls to induced breeding failure via 
egg-oiling. We then followed their movements using bird-borne GPS transmitters throughout the treatment season 
as well as the following annual cycle and compared them to the movements of tracked gulls whose nests were not 
oiled, while also accounting for individual and temporal factors known to influence movement patterns including sex, 
body size, and breeding stage.

Results  Gulls with oiled nests had smaller breeding-season home ranges, spent more time at breeding sites, made 
fewer foraging trips, and traveled shorter distances than gulls with non-oiled nests during the treatment season 
but not during the following breeding season. Gulls were partially migratory, with individuals showing a variety of 
migratory strategies from year-round residency to long-distance migration to inland urban centers. Although egg-
oiling delayed the onset of post-breeding migration, individual migration strategies remaining consistent between 
years regardless of treatment. Antibody titres against three common pathogens varied among pathogens but not by 
migration distances or individual characteristics.

Conclusions  Our results show that induced breeding failure via egg-oiling may have unintended short-term 
consequences including smaller home range areas, altered habitat use, delayed migration, and longer breeding-site 
residency, suggesting that management actions aimed to reduce breeding success could increase opportunities 
for human-wildlife conflict and spread of spatially heterogeneous pathogens at local scales. At the landscape scale, 
the migration patterns and wintering distribution of yellow-legged gulls are unlikely to be affected by egg-oiling. 
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Background
Individual heterogeneity in movement strategies is an 
important, though often cryptic, driver of demographic 
and distributional patterns in mobile wildlife [1]. Within 
seasonal habitats, individual habitat specializations may 
lead to differences in fitness or risk exposure [2]. At the 
annual scale, resident and migratory individuals may co-
occur within the same breeding population, with corre-
sponding variation in survival and condition [3–5]. Both 
localized movements and migratory strategies depend 
on a complex suite of factors including sex, age, morpho-
metrics, and genetics [6, 7], individual physiology and 
reproductive success [8–10], environmental conditions 
[11, 12], and intra- and interspecific interactions [13, 
14]. Seasonal movement decisions may also affect one 
another through carry-over effects, with heterogeneity in 
migratory strategies and wintering locations driving indi-
vidual variation in phenology, condition, and reproduc-
tive success during the breeding season, and vice-versa 
[15–17]. Since movement strategies can influence demo-
graphic structure and drive resilience to short- and long-
term changes in external conditions [18–20], an accurate 
understanding of variation is important to developing 
accurate predictions of ecological and population pro-
cesses [21]. However, due to their complexities and inten-
sive data requirements, drivers of individual variation 
in intra- and interseasonal movement patterns remain 
poorly understood in many wildlife populations [21, 22].

Understanding individual variation in patterns of 
movement and migration is particularly vital when such 
movements mediate specific processes of interest, such 
as the spread of pathogens [23]. If distribution of infec-
tious agents is spatially heterogeneous, individual varia-
tion in movement and migratory strategies may affect 
exposure rates and thus potential for hosts to contract 
and spread pathogens [24]. In turn, the scale and extent 
of host migration structures pathogen metapopulations, 
driving the frequency and intensity of disease outbreaks 
[25–27]. Individual heterogeneity in movement can 
thus affect both the likelihood and spatial extent of key 
epidemiological processes. For example, in a simulation 
study, higher variability in individual home range sizes 
of urban raccoons Procyon lotor increased the rate of 
spread of rabies virus, reducing the effectiveness of vac-
cination programs [28]. Similarly, non-breeding brown 
skuas Stercorarius antarcticus range more widely than 
breeding individuals and frequently carry bacterial infec-
tions, making them potential spreaders of pathogens 
among sympatric seabird species with disjunct breeding 

locations [29]. Thus, failing to account for individual vari-
ability in movement can limit the effectiveness of predic-
tions related to pathogen spread.

Although a variety of migratory wildlife are involved in 
spreading pathogens at various scales, species that inter-
act with humans and livestock in urban areas are of par-
ticular interest [30, 31]. At the same time, public health 
concerns often motivate efforts to relocate or control 
urban wildlife populations [32]. Such efforts may interact 
with disease transmission by shifting activity patterns and 
altering rates of pathogen exposure and interaction with 
humans, livestock, and other wildlife, often with unin-
tended consequences. Strategies that remove animals 
from anthropogenic areas, such as translocations and 
culling, may result in increased dispersive movements 
and spread of pathogens to novel human, livestock, and 
wildlife populations [33, 34]. Changes in movement pat-
terns resulting from strategies that reduce reproduc-
tive output while leaving wildlife on the landscape (e.g., 
sterilization) are less well understood, but likely depend 
on factors such as habitat configuration and underlying 
intrinsic variation among individuals [35]. In order to 
achieve desired outcomes of management interventions, 
it is therefore necessary to understand how underlying 
factors driving movement patterns of target organisms 
are likely to interact with management strategies.

Urban-adapted birds such as gulls (Laridae) can play an 
important role in disease transfer at the wildlife-human 
interface due to their wide-ranging movements, forag-
ing behavior, and exploitation of anthropogenic and non-
anthropogenic habitats across various ecosystems [36]. 
Scavenging on carcasses and discards exposes gulls to a 
variety of pathogens [37], which they can then carry and 
spread during migration and dispersal [38]. Such patho-
gens can have severe public health, economic, and con-
servation consequences [36, 39, 40]. Understanding the 
movement patterns of gulls can therefore help to identify 
potential routes and opportunities for pathogen trans-
mission, which can in turn inform conservation and pol-
icy recommendations related to management of disease 
and other sources of human-wildlife conflict [41]. Since 
many species of gulls are partially migratory [42–44], the 
extent of their migratory movements is often unknown or 
underestimated. Recently, bird-borne tracking data have 
helped to elucidate how gull habitat use and migration 
mediate both exposure to and potential transfer of dis-
ease [45, 46]. However, additional information is needed 
on the influence of within- and among-individual varia-
tion in migration on these spatial processes, including 

However, long-distance inland migrations of a portion of the population present a novel pathway for pathogen 
transmission between and among marine habitats and terrestrial human, livestock, and wildlife populations.
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how management efforts interact with existing spatial 
dynamics [9, 47].

To help fill these information gaps, we examined the 
impact of induced breeding failure on breeding-season 
foraging movements and migratory patterns of urban yel-
low-legged gulls Larus michahellis breeding on an island 
colony in Marseille, France. Yellow-legged gulls host and 
spread a variety of infectious diseases [48, 49], making 
them valuable sentinels for disease dynamics. Prior stud-
ies in this species have demonstrated spatial and indi-
vidual heterogeneity in both breeding season foraging 
movements [50, 51] and occurrence and spread of patho-
gens [52, 53]. However, with the exception of encoun-
ter histories of individuals ringed as juveniles [54–56], 
movement patterns of yellow-legged gulls away from the 
breeding colony and outside the breeding season remain 
poorly described. Meanwhile, yellow-legged gulls fre-
quently come into conflict with human populations and 
are targets of management actions to reduce numbers 
and limit conflict [41, 57]. We experimentally manipu-
lated breeding success using egg oiling, a common con-
trol technique to reduce breeding success and relocate 
bird populations [58–60] that is regularly employed to 
control yellow-legged gulls in the study area [57]. We 
then evaluated breeding and non-breeding movements of 
gulls with oiled and non-oiled nests during the season of 
treatment, as well as during the subsequent non-breeding 
period and the following breeding season. Our goals were 
to estimate the likelihood and interannual consistency of 
different migratory strategies, evaluate exposure to three 
pathogens with potential effects on human and livestock 
health (avian influenza, Toxoplasma gondii, and infec-
tious bronchitis virus), and examine the effects of egg 
oiling on breeding-season foraging patterns, migratory 
timing and destinations, and potential pathogen spread. 
Based on prior studies, we expected that (1) gulls with 
oiled nests would show changes in movements and habi-
tat use and increased prospecting behavior compared to 
gulls with non-oiled nests during the breeding season 
immediately following treatment but not during the sub-
sequent breeding season [61, 62]; (2) migration strategies 
would vary among individuals and would be influenced 
by intrinsic characteristics such as sex and body size but 
not by nest oiling [6, 13]; and (3) migratory gulls would 
have higher concentrations of antibodies to focal patho-
gens, indicating greater exposure [30]. Ultimately, we 
aimed to improve understanding of how intrinsic and 
extrinsic factors combine to affect urban gull movements, 
habitat use, and opportunities for pathogen transmission.

Methods
Study system
We focused our study on yellow-legged gulls nesting on 
the islands of Pomègues and Ratonneau, which are linked 

by a dyke and function as a single colony, collectively 
called Frioul. Frioul is located in the Mediterranean Sea 
(43° 16’ 32” N, 5° 18’ 24” E), 2.7 km offshore from the city 
of Marseille, France (pop. 870,000 [63]). Approximately 
8,000 pairs of yellow-legged gulls, or about half of the 
breeding pairs in the region, nested on Frioul in the study 
year ([64]; C. Brunet, pers comm.) in breeding habitats 
composed of limestone rock interspersed with patches 
of grass and shrubs. Breeding activity occurs primar-
ily from mid-March to late June, with most eggs hatch-
ing in mid to late April. Adults continue to attend nest 
sites for several weeks after hatch, and nestlings gener-
ally remain close to the original nest site for 35–40 days 
before fledging.

Capture and tracking
We captured 30 adult yellow-legged gulls between 15 
and 24 April 2021, targeting incubating adults with a full 
clutch of three eggs but no hatched chicks, since gulls 
at this stage are unlikely to abandon nests if disturbed. 
We captured gulls on nests using a walk-in wire mesh 
box trap with a treadle-activated door prop. If the adult 
did not enter the trap within 15 min, we reoriented the 
trap for a second attempt; if the second attempt was also 
unsuccessful, we removed the trap and targeted a dif-
ferent nest. Before beginning captures, we randomly 
selected 50% of nests for the egg-oiling treatment, while 
the remaining 50% were non-oiled.

Upon capture, we restrained the gull in a fabric sack, 
banded it on the right tarsus with a uniquely-numbered 
metal band, collected morphometric measurements 
to evaluate sex (culmen and skull lengths), size (wing 
chord, tarsus), and body condition (mass), and drew a 1 
mL blood sample from the brachial vein using a hepa-
rinized 28-gauge needle and syringe, which we stored 
on ice until processing was complete. We subsequently 
centrifuged all blood samples within 2 h of capture and 
separated plasma, which we then stored frozen until sub-
sequent laboratory analysis. We then attached a ~ 12  g 
GPS-UHF transmitter (UvA-BiTS: Amsterdam, Neth-
erlands [65]) weighing < 3% of body mass (mean: 1.1%; 
range: 0.9–1.3%). Transmitters were secured dorsally 
between the gull’s wings using a cross-body harness [66] 
made of Teflon ribbon (Bally Ribbon Mills: Pennsylvania, 
USA) reinforced with nylon twine, knotted and secured 
with cyanoacryate. Similar harnessing techniques did not 
detrimentally affect breeding performance in this species 
[67]. After harness attachment, we released the gull and 
monitored the nest until it returned. For nests assigned 
to the oiling treatment, we removed each egg from the 
nest, fully immersed it in vegetable oil, and wiped off any 
excess oil before replacing it in the nest. During the four 
weeks following transmitter deployment and egg oiling, 
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we checked oiled and non-oiled nests every 5–7 days and 
recorded nest contents.

We determined sex of captured gulls using head length 
(i.e., the measurement from the tip of the culmen to the 
back of the skull), which has previously been shown to be 
> 99% effective in sexing yellow-legged gulls in this region 
[68]. Based on these established criteria, we classified all 
gulls with head lengths below 124.54 mm as females and 
all others as males.

Spatial data collection and processing
Transmitters were configured to collect and store a GPS 
location every five minutes. We downloaded data from 
transmitters using a system of three antennas arranged in 
a triangle around the 0.15 km2 target capture area: one 
main antenna mounted at the top of a semaphore tower 
at the southern edge of the gull colony area (89 m above 
sea level) and two relay antennas on rocky slopes over-
looking the northeast and northwest corners of the col-
ony area (60 m). All capture sites were within 150 m of 
an antenna and had direct sight lines to at least one of the 
antennas. Data uploaded automatically to a continuously-
operating base station whenever birds were in range 
of the antenna array, and we accessed data via the Uni-
versity of Amsterdam’s Virtual Lab for Bird Movement 
Modeling [65]. We initially screened GPS data to remove 
spurious locations using a speed filter corresponding to 
the maximum expected flight speed (30 m/s [69]).

We conducted all spatial data analysis and statistical 
tests in R 4.2.0 [70]. To compare individual breeding-sea-
son home ranges between gulls with oiled and non-oiled 
nests, we limited location data to the period of colony 
attendance (i.e., at least one location/day within the 
breeding colony footprint). Since we captured all gulls 
after 15 April in Year 1, we included only data collected 
after 15 April in Year 2; thus, estimates from both breed-
ing seasons include the late incubation and chick-rearing 
periods, and may include some post-breeding move-
ments for individuals who continued to attend the colony 
after nest failure or chick fledging. To minimize inclu-
sion of post-breeding foraging movements for residents 
that occupied their breeding sites throughout the year, 
we included only tracks with return dates on or before 
30 June for all individuals, based on the observation that 
most chicks on the island have fledged by that time (C. 
Brunet, pers. comm.). We then used the track2kba R 
package [71] to calculate basic foraging metrics includ-
ing trips/day, trip duration, and maximum distance from 
the colony for the treatment year (Y1: 15 April – 30 
June 2021) and the subsequent breeding season (Y2: 15 
April – 30 June 2022). We also calculated 50% and 90% 
kernel density estimates (KDEs) for each individual by 
year to determine the size and position of their core and 
full home range areas, using the canonical bandwidth 

estimator (href ) as a smoothing parameter [72], and visu-
ally assessed tracks to determine whether gulls visited 
nearby breeding colonies [52, 54] during the breeding or 
post-breeding seasons.

To evaluate colony attendance and use of anthropo-
genic habitats by breeding gulls, we first defined the col-
ony area as the minimum convex polygon surrounding 
all nest locations and classified all locations during the 
breeding season (i.e., 15 April – 30 June) as either within 
or outside the colony area polygon. We then superim-
posed breeding-season GPS locations of tagged gulls 
with the European Union’s Copernicus Land Monitor-
ing Service 2018 Corine Land Cover (CLC) dataset [73] 
which classifies land use and land cover at a 100 m grid 
square resolution from satellite data collected over a 
6-year period, and assigned each point classified as out-
side the colony area to the CLC land cover category in 
which it occurred. Finally, we extracted the proportion of 
breeding-season locations for each individual and treat-
ment group classified as either urban (continuous urban 
fabric; discontinuous urban fabric; green urban areas; 
sports and leisure facilities), agricultural (non-irrigated 
arable land; permanently irrigated land; rice fields; vine-
yards; fruit trees and berry plantations; olive groves; pas-
tures; annual crops; complex cultivation patterns; land 
permanently occupied by agriculture with significant 
areas of natural vegetation), dump sites (dump sites), or 
industrial (industrial or commercial units; construction 
sites). Within the breeding-season home range footprint 
of tracked gulls, we visually compared landcover classifi-
cations based on CLC data to current satellite images to 
verify that primary use areas were accurately classified. 
To ensure robust sample sizes in each category, we calcu-
lated proportional use of anthropogenic habitats across 
the entire breeding season. Three additional anthropo-
genic habitat categories (mining, road/rail, and port) 
comprised < 5% of locations for any individual/year; we 
did not compare these between groups.

To evaluate migratory strategies, we classified all 
individuals with at least one full year whose breeding 
and non-breeding areas did not overlap as migrants, 
individuals whose breeding and non-breeding areas 
overlapped but who left the colony for at least one con-
secutive month (750 h) as locals, and all other individuals 
who remained at the colony throughout the year as resi-
dents. For migrants and locals, we defined the departure 
and return dates as the start and end dates of the longest 
trip away from the colony. For individuals with > 1 year 
of data, we separately evaluated migratory strategy, dis-
tance, duration, and departure and return dates in both 
the year of nest oiling (Y1) and the subsequent non-oiled 
year (Y2).
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Antibody testing
To evaluate background levels of pathogen circulation 
in tracked adults with varying movement strategies, we 
screened plasma samples for antibodies against three 
common pathogens: avian influenza virus (AIV), a com-
plex of viruses that has caused recent widespread mortal-
ity events in livestock and wild birds with spillover to wild 
mammal and human populations, for which gulls act as 
an important reservoir [74]; Toxoplasma gondii (TOX), a 
parasite that causes the disease toxoplasmosis in wildlife 
and humans that is present at varying rates across yel-
low-legged gull populations in the region [52]; and infec-
tious bronchitis virus (IBV), a gammacoronavirus that 
can develop into destructive epidemics in livestock [75]. 
These three pathogens are of widespread interest due to 
their effects on livestock and human health and repre-
sent a range of underlying prevalence in the system [76]. 
Antibody assays do not provide information on current 
infection rates; however, they offer a window into infec-
tion history and long-term dynamics of pathogen trans-
mission in the system.

To test for antibodies in plasma samples, we used 
enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) kits (ID 
Screen® Avian Toxoplasmosis Indirect, TOXOS-MS-2P; 
ID Screen® Influenza A Antibody Competition Multi-
species, FLUACA-5P; and ID Screen® Infectious Bron-
chitis Indirect, IBVARSV2-5P; Innovative Diagnostics 
SARL, Grabels, France). These kits and associated meth-
ods have been successfully used to evaluate antibodies 
against the target pathogens in wild gull populations in 
several previous studies [52, 77]. While they do not mea-
sure current infection rates or provide information on 
specific strains or subtypes of the target pathogens, they 
do offer a standardized metric for comparing prior infec-
tion histories among individuals.

We diluted and analyzed plasma samples following kit 
instructions. Each tray included four controls (two posi-
tive and two negative), as well as four standards selected 
from among our samples to represent a range of anti-
body concentrations. We read absorbance at 450  nm 
on a microplate reader (Tecan Infinite® 200 Pro; Tecan 
Group Ltd., Mannendorf, Switzerland) to determine final 
antibody titres. We standardized raw titres by subtract-
ing the average value of the negative controls in the same 
tray and dividing by the difference between the averages 
of the positive and negative controls. For all assays, the 
intra-assay coefficient of variation was > 10% (2.9% for 
AIV, 1.8% for TOX, and 1.1% for IBV), and the inter-assay 
coefficient of variation was > 15% (9.2% for AIV, 10.6% for 
TOX, and 6.8% for IBV).

Statistical analyses
To compare parameters between treatments, we con-
structed generalized linear mixed models using the nlme 

package [78]. For breeding-season foraging metrics, we 
built separate models for each trip-level and colony atten-
dance variable (distance, duration, trips per day, and pro-
portion of time spent at the colony). Each model included 
a random effect of individual ID and fixed effects of mass, 
wing chord, sex, nest status (oiled or non-oiled), year (Y1 
or Y2), day of year, and the interaction of nest status with 
year. We did not attempt to select a best-fitting model, 
but rather compared the full models among the differ-
ent foraging metrics to assess the relative contributions 
of individual factors and treatment groups to observed 
responses. We evaluated breeding home range areas 
(50% and 90% KDEs) and proportions of locations in 
each anthropogenic habitat category (urban, industrial, 
dump, and agricultural) across the entire breeding sea-
son using the same suite of random and fixed predictors 
minus the effect of day of year. For migrants with multi-
ple years of data (n = 11), we compared migration depar-
ture and return dates, distances, and destinations for 
oiled and non-oiled nests. Finally, we modeled antibody 
titres against the three tested pathogens (AIV, TOX, and 
IBV) as a function of fixed effects of mass, wing chord, 
sex, migratory status, and average breeding season home 
range size and proportions of each of the four anthropo-
genic habitat types (urban, industrial, dump, and agri-
cultural), averaged across years. If the 95% confidence 
estimate of the coefficient value for a covariate did not 
overlap zero in a given model, we considered that predic-
tor to be significant for that response.

Results
Of 30 yellow-legged gulls fitted with transmitters, 27 
(non-oiled: n = 13; oiled: n = 14) provided data through-
out at least one breeding season (Table S1). The remain-
ing three gulls abandoned their nest sites shortly after 
capture and did not return to the colony. Of the 27, we 
identified 8 (30%) as female and 19 (70%) as male based 
on body measurements. During the 3–4 weeks following 
oiling, adults with oiled nests continued attending their 
nest sites, and we did not observe any evidence of either 
re-nesting or hatching at oiled nests. In contrast, all non-
oiled nests hatched within 3 weeks of capture.

Breeding-season movements
During the breeding season, gulls averaged 1.9 foraging 
trips per day (SD = 1, range = 1–7), with an average dura-
tion of 2.1  h (SD = 4.9, range = 0.5–124.0) and a maxi-
mum distance of 19.2  km (SD = 10.9, range = 0.5–83.2) 
(Fig.  1). Trips were primarily oriented north-northeast 
of the colony in the direction of the city of Marseille and 
surrounding areas (Fig.  2). Across all birds and years, 
breeding-season core home ranges averaged 166 km2 
in size (SD = 59, range = 58–284), and full home ranges 
averaged 737 km2 (SD = 335, range = 242–1476). Across 



Page 6 of 14Lamb and Boulinier Movement Ecology           (2025) 13:14 

both breeding seasons, an average of 18.7% of locations 
per individual outside the breeding colony were at dump 
sites (SD = 7.7%, range = 2.6–44.6%), 10.2% in agricultural 
areas (SD = 8.7%, range = 0.4–40.4%), 9.0% in areas with 
urban land cover (SD = 4.7%, range = 2.9–24.5%), and 
6.8% in industrial areas (SD = 5.8%, range = 0.5–22.9%).

The interaction of treatment group with year signifi-
cantly affected foraging trip duration, maximum distance 
traveled, number of trips per day, colony attendance, and 
home range sizes (Table  1; Fig.  1). Compared to gulls 
with non-oiled nests, gulls in the oiled treatment group 
travelled shorter distances (Fig.  1a), made longer forag-
ing trips (Fig. 1b) but fewer trips per day (Fig. 1c), spent 
more time at the breeding colony (Fig.  2a) and more 
time in urban areas (Fig.  1d), and had smaller core and 
full home range areas (Figs. 1e-f and 3a-b) in the year of 
nest oiling than during the subsequent year. Foraging trip 
parameters and home range sizes did not differ between 
years for the non-oiled treatment group (Figs. 1, 2b and 

3c-d). Foraging trip duration and number of trips per day 
significantly increased over the course of the chick-rear-
ing period (Table  1a), while colony attendance declined 
(Fig.  2). Sex was also a significant predictor of foraging 
trip duration and colony attendance, with males mak-
ing shorter-duration foraging trips and spending more 
time at the colony than females (Table  1a). Weight and 
wing chord were not significant predictors of any forag-
ing parameters. Proportions of time spent in agricultural, 
dump, and industrial habitats varied among individuals 
and years, but were not affected by treatment (Table 1c). 
In the year of nest oiling, 4/14 gulls with oiled nests (29%) 
and 4/13 gulls with oiled nests (21%) visited at least one 
of the known breeding colonies in the region (range = 1–5 
colonies per individual).

Migratory movements
Of 20 gulls tracked through at least one full annual cycle, 
7 (35%: 4 males, 3 females) were migrants, another 6 

Fig. 1  Changes in foraging trip metrics with significant year-nest oiling interactions (coefficients of interaction terms in GLMM did not overlap 0; Table 1) 
between 2021 (Y1) and 2022 (Y2) for tracked yellow-legged gulls nesting on Frioul, Marseille, France: a) distance, b) duration, c) trips per day, d) propor-
tion of locations in urban habitat, e) core home range (50% KDE), and f) full home range (90% KDE). Shaded bands indicate 95% confidence intervals of 
trendlines. The oiled group (Y1: n = 14; Y2: n = 13) received egg-oiling treatment in Y1 but not Y2, while the non-oiled group (Y1: n = 13; Y2: n = 7) did not 
receive egg-oiling treatment in either year
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(30%: 3 males, 3 females) were locals, and the remain-
ing 7 (35%: 7 males, 0 females) were residents (Table S2). 
Migrants traveled an average maximum distance of 661 
(± 50 SD) km from the breeding colony during a migra-
tion cycle, while locals traveled 65 (± 14) km, and resi-
dents traveled 52 (± 15) km. Overall, migrants departed 
the colony on 3 July (± 15 days) and returned on 13 
November (± 14 days), while locals left the nesting area 
on 8 July (± 9 days) and returned on 19 September (± 27 
days). Principal migratory destinations of migrants were 
distributed between three inland agricultural regions in 
north-central and western France: the Paris Basin, the 
Loire Valley, and areas to the north of Bordeaux (Fig. 4). 
Locals occupied inland territories to the northwest of the 
colony site near Salon de Provence.

Of 17 gulls tracked through at least two full annual 
cycles, none changed migratory status, route, or destina-
tion between years (Table S2, Figure S1). Migrants from 
the oiled treatment group departed an average of 22 days 
later in the year of treatment than the subsequent non-
treated year (SD = 13 days, n = 5), while for the non-oiled 
group departure dates did not change between the first 
and second years (mean difference = 1.5 days, SD = 14 
days, n = 2) (Fig.  5a). There were no apparent changes 

between years in either return dates or migration dis-
tances for either treatment group (Fig. 5b-c).

Pathogen exposure
Regardless of individual characteristics or migratory 
strategies, gulls had high and consistent levels of antibod-
ies to AIV, moderate and variable levels of antibodies to 
TOX, and lacked antibodies to IBV (Fig. 6). More resident 
gulls tended to have lower titres for antibodies against 
AIV and higher titres for antibodies against TOX com-
pared to more migratory individuals (Fig.  6); however, 
migratory status was not a significant predictor for any of 
the antibody titres (i.e., all coefficient values overlapped 
0; Table S3). None of the individual or habitat variables 
we tested were significant predictors of antibody levels 
against AIV or IBV. TOX titres were negatively related to 
use of urban habitats, dump sites, and agricultural areas 
(Table S3).

Discussion
We found that induced nest failure via egg-oiling affected 
breeding-season movements and migratory departure 
dates of yellow-legged gulls, with individuals attending 
oiled nests exhibiting more concentrated movements, 

Fig. 2  Breeding-season kernel density home ranges for yellow-legged gulls on Frioul, Marseille, France, 2021 (Y1; a) oiled, n = 14; b) non-oiled, n = 13) – 
2022 (Y2; c) oiled n = 13, d) non-oiled, n = 7). Darker polygons show the cumulative footprint of all individual 50% contour areas, and lighter colors show 
90% contours. Yellow stars indicate the breeding colony location. The interaction of year with oiling status was a significant predictor of both 50% and 
90% contour areas (see Table 1)
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altered habitat use, and longer residencies in and around 
the breeding area. Outside the breeding season, however, 
individuals showed high fidelity to their migration strat-
egies, routes, and endpoints regardless of management 
strategy, suggesting that large-scale movement patterns 
are robust to short-term breeding outcomes and man-
agement actions. Finally, we found that yellow-legged 
gulls in this population have similarly high rates of expo-
sure to avian influenza virus but that exposure to Toxo-
plasma gondii varies based on habitat use, meaning that 
the effects of management actions on movement patterns 
could have consequences for the spread of pathogens of 
conservation and economic concern.

Egg-oiling substantially decreased the frequency and 
footprint of yellow-legged gull movements during the 
breeding season in the treatment year. Compared to 
gulls with non-oiled nests, gulls with oiled nests, which 
were neither provisioning nor guarding young, made 
longer-duration and more localized foraging trips, fewer 
trips per day, and had smaller overall home range areas. 
As a result, the proportion of time spent at the colony 
remained high throughout the breeding season in the 

oiled group in the treatment year of oiling, rather than 
declining as in the non-oiled group. In the second year 
of tracking, both groups of gulls were similar across all 
foraging trip metrics, suggesting that egg-oiling rather 
than underlying individual specialization was responsible 
for the patterns observed in the first year. Prior studies of 
management impacts on yellow-legged gulls have found 
little change in foraging patterns following culling [33] 
and increased dispersal distances following landfill cap-
ping [79]. However, effects of egg-oiling have not previ-
ously been assessed in this species despite its widespread 
use. In comparable species, experimental egg-oiling 
treatments showed no effect on colony presence in ring-
billed gulls Larus delawarensis [80], but this study used 
a relatively coarse measure of colony attendance (pres-
ence on the colony at night) and did not examine forag-
ing behavior. The use of individual tracking improves on 
these prior studies by allowing us to relate space use to 
management actions at the individual level over fine spa-
tiotemporal scales, revealing short-term increases in time 
spent away from the colony that may not otherwise have 
been observed.

Table 1  Coefficient values and [95% confidence intervals] estimated from generalized linear mixed models of breeding-season (a) 
daily foraging metrics; (b) seasonal home range areas, and (c) seasonal habitat use for yellow-legged gulls nesting on Frioul, Marseille, 
France, 2021–2022. Bold values indicate coefficients that were significant predictors for a given response (i.e., whose 95% confidence 
intervals did not overlap zero)
a. Daily Foraging Metrics

Duration (hours) Distance (km) Trips per day Colony attendance
Intercept (ID) 7.23 [-28.5–44.0] -2.55 [-74.0–68.9] 3.97 [-6.73–14.7] 0.49 [-1.14–2.12]
Year (vs. 2021) 0.58 [0.21–0.95] 0.3 [-0.52–1.12] -0.12 [-0.19 - -0.04] -0.07 [-0.08 - -0.06]
Oiled (vs. non-oiled) 1.02 [-0.47–2.51] -1.87 [-4.84–1.09] -0.77 [-1.22 - -0.31] -0.04 [-0.09–0.01]
Year * Oiled -0.57 [-1.08 - -0.07] 2.83 [1.69–3.96] 1.09 [0.98–1.20] 0.09 [0.07–0.11]
Weight 0.009 [-0.003–0.022] 0.0002 [-0.02–0.02] 0.08 [-0.08–0.25] -0.001 [-0.005–0.003]
Wing -0.04 [-0.14–0.06] 0.05 [-0.16–0.26] -0.48 [-1.90–0.94] -0.002 [-0.03–0.03]
Sex (M vs. F) -3.36 [-6.22 - -0.51] -0.92 [-6.55–4.72] 0.04 [-0.84–0.93] 0.19 [0.05–0.32]
Julian day 0.03 [-1.08  – -0.07] -0.001 [-0.01–0.01] 0.001 [0–0.002] -0.003 [-0.003 – -0.003]
b. Seasonal Home Ranges

50% UD (km2) 90% UD (km2)
Intercept (ID) 120 [-362–762] 2449 [-1129–6027]
Year (vs. 2021) 4.77 [-25.8–35.3] 21 [-167–209]
Oiled (vs. non-oiled) -31 [-62.2–0.21] -192 [-387–2.65]
Year * Oiled 43.1 [3.23–82.9] 231 [12.9–476]
Weight 0.08 [-0.11–0.28] 0.81 [-0.44–2.06]
Wing -0.42 [-2.03–1.19] -6.32 [-16.6–3.95]
Sex (M vs. F) -10.5 [-53.6–32.7] -98.6 [-375–178]
c. Seasonal Habitat Use

Urban (%) Agricultural (%) Dump (%) Industrial (%)
Intercept (ID) -30.3 [-59.2–1.3] -72.7 [-141.9 - -3.5] 141 [80.7–201.1] -50.2 [-95.2 - -5.2]
Year (vs. 2021) 0.02 [0.001–0.029] 0.04 [0.01–0.08] -0.07 [-0.10 - -0.04] 0.03 [0.003–0.05]
Oiled (vs. non-oiled) 84.6 [43.7–125.6] 43.3 [-54.5–141.2] -90.9 [-176.0–5.7] 39.9 [-23.7–103.5]
Year * Oiled -0.04 [-0.06 - -0.02] -0.02 [-0.07–0.03] 0.04 [-0.03–0.08] -0.02 [-0.05–0.01]
Weight -0.0001 [-0.0004–0.0002] 0.0002 [-0.0003–0.0007] -0.0002 [-0.0005–0.0004] 0.0002 [-0.0002–0.0005]
Wing 0.0003 [-0.002–0.003] -0.0008 [-0.0005–0.0003] -0.0008 [-0.004–0.002] -0.001 [-0.004–0.002]
Sex (M vs. F) 0.05 [-0.16–0.26] -0.48 [-1.90–0.94] -0.002 [-0.03–0.03] -0.42 [-2.03–1.19]
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Regardless of oiling status, breeding yellow-legged 
gulls adopted a predominantly terrestrial foraging strat-
egy directed toward the urban perimeter, with ~ 50% of 
locations in anthropogenic habitats. Oiled gulls spent 
more time in urban habitats in the treatment year than 
in the subsequent year but did not differ in use of other 
anthropogenic habitats. However, we also observed inter-
individual and interannual variation in proportional use 
of all anthropogenic habitat types, suggesting both indi-
vidual specialization on specific resources and year-to-
year changes in resource distribution. For instance, use of 
urban habitats increased sharply between years in gulls 
with non-oiled nests, possibly because movement restric-
tions enacted during the COVID-19 pandemic were 
lifted between the 2021 and 2022 breeding seasons. The 
fact that we observed the opposite pattern in in gulls with 
oiled nests could indicate elevated use of urban habitats 
near the breeding area following nest oiling compared to 
the subsequent year; however, this result should be inter-
preted with caution as unmeasured intrinsic and extrin-
sic factors likely played an important role. Observed 
foraging trip distances, durations, and frequencies were 
similar to studies from yellow-legged gulls elsewhere 
in their range. However, gulls on Frioul did not show 

extensive use of marine foraging habitats in either study 
year, in contrast to other regions [50, 51]. Prior studies 
have linked interannual variation in foraging patterns to 
varying marine conditions; thus, the comparative stabil-
ity of the terrestrial food resources favored by the gull 
population on Frioul may have contributed to a relative 
lack of interannual variation in habitat use. Gulls in this 
study also made shorter foraging trips than gulls forag-
ing on marine resources in prior studies despite traveling 
similar or longer distances (e.g., mean values of 3.6 h and 
11.7 km [50], vs. 2.1 h and 19.2 km in this study), which 
also suggests that access to stable and predictable anthro-
pogenic food resources may increase foraging efficiency 
and colony attendance by chick-rearing adults. Further 
evaluation of the factors driving variation in habitat 
use and overlap with anthropogenic areas among years 
and individuals would be a valuable avenue for further 
analysis.

We observed a difference in departure dates between 
migratory individuals with oiled and non-oiled nests, 
with egg-oiling delaying the onset of migration and 
increasing the duration of colony attendance. All long-
distance migrants with oiled nests remained at the colony 
longer in the year of nest oiling than in the subsequent 

Fig. 3  Proportion of time spent at the nest by day of year for tagged yellow-legged gulls on Frioul, Marseille, France during the breeding seasons of 2021 
(Y1; solid lines and darker points) − 2022 (2022; dashed lines and lighter points). Shaded bands indicate 95% confidence intervals of trendlines. The oiled 
group (Y1: n = 14; Y2: n = 13) were subject to egg-oiling treatment in Y1 but not Y2, while the non-oiled group (Y1: n = 13; Y2: n = 7) did not receive egg-
oiling treatment in either year. The interaction of year with oiling status was a significant predictor of colony attendance (see Table 1)
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Fig. 5  Difference in a) departure date, b) return date, and c) migration distance for migratory yellow-legged gulls from oiled (n = 6) and non-oiled (n = 5) 
nests on Frioul, Marseille, France, 2021 (Y1)-2022 (Y2). Shaded bands indicate 95% confidence intervals of trendlines. The oiled group were subject to 
egg-oiling treatment in Y1 but not Y2, while the non-oiled group did not receive egg-oiling treatment in either year. The interaction of year with oiling 
status was a significant predictor of departure date, but not of return date or migration distance (see Table S2)

 

Fig. 4  Migration routes of yellow-legged gulls breeding on Frioul, Marseille, France, 2021 (Y1)– 2022 (Y2). Gulls with oiled nests (solid lines) received nest 
oiling treatment in Y1 and not in Y2. Gulls with non-oiled nests (dashed lines) did not receive nest oiling treatment in either study year. Blue lines represent 
riparian corridors and grey dots show the locations of major cities (> 30,000 inhabitants). Insets show main wintering areas near a) Paris, b) Tours/Orleans, 
and c) La Rochelle/Bordeaux, with areas classified as urban (based on Copernicus Land Monitoring Service 2018 Corine Land Cover classes) shown in grey
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year, and three of five individuals migrated at least three 
weeks later. In contrast, egg-oiling has been found to 
decrease the duration of the colony attendance period in 
Canada geese Branta canadensis [60] and double-crested 
cormorants Phalacrocorax auratus [58, 59]. We did not 
re-oil nests after the initial treatment and did not observe 
any evidence of re-nesting in the treated group in the 
month following nest oiling, suggesting that gulls either 
continued attending nests and incubating non-viable 
eggs beyond the normal incubation period or re-nested 
at nearby sites or after the one-month observation win-
dow. The increase in residence times of breeding adults 
following nest-oiling could limit the effectiveness of this 
management strategy for reducing localized conflicts. 
However, we did not see apparent patterns in return 
dates or distance traveled for long-distance migrants, 
suggesting that effects of egg oiling on distribution are 
primarily local to the breeding area.

Although migratory strategies varied across the study 
population, individual migratory strategies were consis-
tent between years regardless of induced nest failure, sug-
gesting that intrinsic factors may play a greater role than 
external conditions in shaping migratory movements. All 
yellow-legged gulls that remained resident at the breed-
ing site year-round were males, a result that supports 
similar findings from other partially migratory marine 
birds [13, 81]. Males may prioritize remaining at and 
defending a favorable breeding site, while females may 
prioritize finding high-quality food resources to replenish 
the energetic reserves required for egg-laying [81]. Our 
results also highlight the coexistence of multiple migra-
tory strategies in this population, as well as dependence 

of yellow-legged gulls on Frioul on terrestrial urban and 
agricultural habitats throughout the annual cycle. Both 
local and long-distance migrants made northward migra-
tions toward inland urban areas, returning to the colony 
in late fall or early winter. The migratory patterns we 
observed mirror observations from band recoveries of 
Adriatic yellow-legged gulls, which also show a partially 
migratory strategy with long-distance migrants travel-
ing inland during the post-breeding period [55]. Overall, 
it appears that management actions during the breeding 
season are unlikely to substantially alter the overall dis-
tribution of this population during the non-breeding sea-
son, while individual drivers may be a useful avenue for 
future study.

From an epidemiological perspective, breeding sea-
son movements and long-distance inland migrations of 
yellow-legged gulls on Frioul present pathways for trans-
mission of pathogens from marine and coastal habitats 
in the Mediterranean basin to inland urban and agri-
cultural centers throughout France. Individual physiol-
ogy and movements were poor predictors of variation 
in antibodies against the two viruses we tested, AIV and 
IBV. Gulls in our study had low antibody titres to IBV, 
suggesting universally low exposure; in contrast, titres 
to AIV were high and trended higher in migratory indi-
viduals, although not significantly. Since these viruses 
are transmissible among individuals through multiple 
pathways including direct contact, respiratory transfer, 
and environmental exposure [74, 82], exposure might 
be expected to be consistent among gulls breeding in 
proximity to one another regardless of individual habi-
tat use. While we did not test for specific strains of avian 

Fig. 6  Antibody concentrations against a) avian influenza virus (AIV), b) Toxoplasma gondii (TOX), and c) infectious bronchitis virus (IBV) for resident (blue, 
n = 9), local (pink, n = 4) and migratory (yellow, n = 7) yellow-legged gulls on Frioul, Marseille, France, 2021. Titers are reported as a proportion of the range 
between positive and negative controls
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influenza and thus could not distinguish among virus 
subtypes, evidence from the wildlife disease surveillance 
scheme suggests that most wild bird exposure to highly 
pathogenic avian influenza in France occurred post-
2022 [83], meaning that the antibodies we observed were 
more likely due to low-pathogenicity strains. However, 
gulls are known to act as a reservoir for a wide variety of 
avian influenza strains, including low-pathogenicity and 
gull-specific subtypes as well as highly pathogenic strains 
that have caused recent mass mortality events in poul-
try farms and in wild bird and mammal populations [84, 
85]. In contrast, TOX antibody titres varied among indi-
viduals, including a negative relationship to use of urban 
areas, dump sites, and agricultural habitats. Exposure 
to T. gondii depends largely on contact with cats, which 
are the definitive host for and transmit oocytes through 
their feces [86]; thus, in line with previous studies, expo-
sure is likely to be spatially heterogeneous depending on 
individual contact with areas used by feral cats [52, 76]. 
Since the archipelago of Frioul has a large feral cat popu-
lation, exposure rates could be higher for gulls that stay 
near the colony to forage than for those that commute to 
mainland urban and agricultural habitats. Thus, egg oil-
ing could potentially increase the prevalence of patho-
gens like TOX with sources close to the colony area by 
increasing local residency, but might have little effect on 
pathogens like AIV that are readily transmitted among 
individuals regardless of habitat use. Overall, the move-
ments of our study population suggest that yellow-legged 
gulls may play an important role in transmitting patho-
gens among human, livestock, and wildlife populations 
across marine and terrestrial biomes, and that manage-
ment actions that alter breeding-season habitat use could 
affect transmission of spatially heterogeneous pathogens.

Conclusions
While egg-oiling can decrease reproductive success 
and, eventually, population size [87], we found that it 
also resulted in longer residency periods, increased col-
ony attendance, and more constrained habitat use near 
the breeding colony following treatment compared to 
individuals that bred normally. This suggests that egg-
oiling may increase rather than decrease opportunities 
for localized human-wildlife conflict in the short term, 
making it more suited to some applications than others. 
For example, among frequent human-gull conflicts [41], 
egg-oiling might reduce aggressive defense of hatched 
chicks in and around nesting areas but increase noise 
or damage caused by nesting gulls on residential build-
ings. Since egg-oiling increases the intensity and dura-
tion of gull presence near the breeding site and affects 
use of anthropogenic habitats, it could increase or shift 
localized pathogen transmission by gulls. In addition, 
nest failure due to oiling could affect the propensity of 

gulls to prospect for potential breeding sites. Although 
we observed few prospecting movements in this study 
and no differences between oiled and non-oiled nests, 
increased prospecting behavior has previously been 
reported following egg loss [88] and local nest failure [61] 
as well as occasionally during active breeding [89], which 
could in turn increase opportunities for interaction and 
disease transmission among breeding colonies. If the 
primary management goal is immediate resolution of 
short-term conflict, complete nest destruction or deter-
rence might be a more effective option. However, strate-
gies that relocate gulls away from their existing nest sites 
may change distribution patterns over larger spatiotem-
poral scales than egg-oiling, which appears to impact pri-
marily localized and short-term movements. Ultimately, 
understanding annual-cycle movement patterns of target 
species may help to identify potential unintended conse-
quences of management actions and select methods that 
effectively achieve the desired outcomes.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​
g​/​​1​0​.​​1​1​8​6​​/​s​​4​0​4​6​2​-​0​2​5​-​0​0​5​3​5​-​8.

Supplementary Material 1

Acknowledgements
We thank David Grémillet for supplying the transmitters used in this study; 
Yvan Satgé for assistance with field sampling; the staff of the Parc National des 
Calanques (Lorraine Anselme, Alain Mante, Aurélien Robin and Camille Brunet) 
for field site access and help with logistics; and Valentin Ollivier for assistance 
with ELISA analyses.

Author contributions
Funding acquisition: JL, TB; study conception and design: JL, TB; data 
collection: JL; analysis and interpretation of results: JL; draft manuscript 
preparation: JL; review of results and approval the final version of the 
manuscript: JL, TB.

Funding
This work was conducted under a Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions Individual 
Fellowship to J.S.L. under the European Commission’s Horizon 2020 program 
(Project SENTIMOUV; H2020-MSCA-IF-2018 #843470), with additional funding 
from the Waterbird Society (Nisbet Research Award) and OSU OREME.

Data availability
The datasets generated and/or analysed during the current study are available 
in the Zenodo data repository (​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​5​2​8​1​​/​z​​e​n​o​d​o​.​1​4​2​3​3​3​9​7), 
and movement data are available for viewing via Movebank ​(​​​h​t​t​p​:​/​/​w​w​w​.​m​o​v​
e​b​a​n​k​.​o​r​g​​​​​, Study ID 1732940583).

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All experiments were performed in accordance with relevant guidelines 
and regulations, under permits from the Préfecture des Bouches-du-Rhône 
(Arrêté préfectoral n°13-2020-06-22-00), Parc National des Calanques 
(Avis Conforme No. DI-2020-046), French Ministry of Research (APAFIS 
#23794_2020071214191592), Ministère de la Transition Écologique et Solidaire 
(NOR: TREL2002508S/308) and Centre de Recherches sur la Biologie des 
Populations d’Oiseaux (CRBPO; Project #1094, Permit #19313) and the CEFE’s 
Animal Experimentation Ethics Committee.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40462-025-00535-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40462-025-00535-8
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14233397
http://www.movebank.org
http://www.movebank.org


Page 13 of 14Lamb and Boulinier Movement Ecology           (2025) 13:14 

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1Centre d’Écologie Fonctionnelle et Évolutive (CEFE), UMR CNRS 5175, 
Université Montpellier, EPHE, EPHE, IRD, Montpellier, France
2Present address: The Nature Conservancy, Cold Spring Harbor, New York, 
USA

Received: 4 December 2024 / Accepted: 30 January 2025

References
1.	 Shaw AK. Causes and consequences of individual variation in animal move-

ment. Mov Ecol. 2020;8:12.
2.	 Hoye BJ, Hahn S, Nolet BA, Klaassen M. Habitat use throughout migration: 

linking individual consistency, prior breeding success and future breeding 
potential. J Anim Ecol. 2012;81:657–66.

3.	 Chapman BB, Brönmark C, Nilsson JÅ, Hansson LA. The ecology and evolution 
of partial migration. Oikos. 2011;120:1764–75.

4.	 Berg JE, Hebblewhite M, St. Clair CC, Merrill EH. Prevalence and mechanisms 
of partial migration in ungulates. Front Ecol Evol. 2019;7:325.

5.	 Menz MH, Reynolds DR, Gao B, Hu G, Chapman JW, Wotton KR. Mechanisms 
and consequences of partial migration in insects. Front Ecol Evol. 2019;7:403.

6.	 Lundberg P. The evolution of partial migration in birds. Trends Ecol Evol. 
1988;3:172–5.

7.	 Pulido F. Evolutionary genetics of partial migration–the threshold model of 
migration revis (it) ed. Oikos. 2011;120:1776–83.

8.	 Brodersen J, Nilsson PA, Hansson LA, Skov C, Brönmark C. Condition-depen-
dent individual decision‐making determines cyprinid partial migration. 
Ecology. 2008;89:1195–200.

9.	 Shaw AK, Levin SA. To breed or not to breed: a model of partial migration. 
Oikos. 2011;120:1871–9.

10.	 Hegemann A, Fudickar AM, Nilsson JÅ. A physiological perspective on the 
ecology and evolution of partial migration. J Ornithol. 2019;160:893–905.

11.	 Skov C, Aarestrup K, Baktoft H, Brodersen J, Brönmark C, Hansson LA, et al. 
Influences of environmental cues, migration history, and habitat familiarity 
on partial migration. Behav Ecol. 2010;21:1140–6.

12.	 Newton I. Obligate and facultative migration in birds: ecological aspects. J 
Ornithol. 2012;153:171–80.

13.	 Lamb JS, Satgé YG, Jodice PG. Influence of density-dependent competition 
on foraging and migratory behavior of a subtropical colonial seabird. Ecol 
Evol. 2017;7:6469–81.

14.	 Wille M, Klaassen M. Should I stay, should I go, or something in between? The 
potential for parasite-mediated and age-related differential migration strate-
gies. Evol Ecol. 2023;37:189–202.

15.	 Hegemann A, Marra PP, Tieleman BI. Causes and consequences of partial 
migration in a passerine bird. Am Nat. 2015;186:531–46.

16.	 Zuniga D, Gager Y, Kokko H, Fudickar AM, Schmidt A, Naef-Daenzer B, et al. 
Migration confers winter survival benefits in a partially migratory songbird. 
Elife. 2017;6:e28123.

17.	 Secor DH, O’Brien MH, Gahagan BI, Watterson JC, Fox DA. Differential migra-
tion in Chesapeake Bay striped bass. PLoS ONE. 2020;15:e0233103.

18.	 Kokko H. Competition for early arrival in migratory birds. J Anim Ecol. 
1999;68:940–50.

19.	 Chapman BB, Hulthén K, Brodersen J, Nilsson PA, Skov C, Hansson LA, 
Brönmark C. Partial migration in fishes: causes and consequences. J Fish Biol. 
2012;81:456–78.

20.	 Hansen JH, Skov C, Baktoft H, Brönmark C, Chapman BB, Hulthén K, Brodersen 
J. Ecological consequences of animal migration: prey partial migration affects 
predator ecology and prey communities. Ecosystems. 2020;23:292–306.

21.	 Peller T, Guichard F, Altermatt F. The significance of partial migration for food 
web and ecosystem dynamics. Ecol Lett. 2023;26:3–22.

22.	 Shuter JL, Broderick AC, Agnew DJ, Jonzén N, Godley BJ, Milner-Gulland EJ, 
Thirgood S. Conservation and management of migratory species. In: Milner-
Gulland EJ, Fryxell JM, Sinclair ARE, editors. Animal migration: a synthesis. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2011. pp. 172–206.

23.	 Boulinier T, Kada S, Ponchon A, Dupraz M, Dietrich M, Gamble A, et al. Migra-
tion, prospecting, dispersal? What host movement matters for infectious 
agent circulation? Integr Comp Biol. 2016;56:330–42.

24.	 Viana DS, Santamaría L, Figuerola J. Migratory birds as global dispersal vec-
tors. Trends Ecol Evol. 2016;31:763–75.

25.	 Thrall PH, Burdon JJ. The spatial scale of pathogen dispersal: consequences 
for disease dynamics and persistence. Evol Ecol Res. 1999;1:681–701.

26.	 Gaidet N, Cappelle J, Takekawa JY, Prosser DJ, Iverson SA, Douglas DC, et al. 
Potential spread of highly pathogenic avian influenza H5N1 by wildfowl: 
dispersal ranges and rates determined from large-scale satellite telemetry. J 
Appl Ecol. 2010;47:1147–57.

27.	 van Toor ML, Avril A, Wu G, Holan SH, Waldenström J. 2018. As the duck 
flies—estimating the dispersal of low-pathogenic avian influenza viruses by 
migrating mallards. Front Ecol Evol. 2018;6:208.

28.	 McClure KM, Gilbert AT, Chipman RB, Rees EE, Pepin KM. Variation in host 
home range size decreases rabies vaccination effectiveness by increasing the 
spatial spread of Rabies virus. J Anim Ecol. 2020;89:1375–86.

29.	 Lamb J, Tornos J, Dedet R, Gantelet H, Keck N, Baron J, et al. Hanging out at 
the club: breeding status and territoriality affect individual space use, multi-
species overlap and pathogen transmission risk at a seabird colony. Funct 
Ecol. 2023;37:576–90.

30.	 Altizer S, Bartel R, Han BA. Animal migration and infectious disease risk. Sci-
ence. 2011;331:296–302.

31.	 Hassell JM, Begon M, Ward MJ, Fèvre EM. Urbanization and disease emer-
gence: dynamics at the wildlife–livestock–human interface. Trends Ecol Evol. 
2017;32:55–67.

32.	 Hadidian J. Wildlife in US cities: managing unwanted animals. Animals. 
2015;5:1092–113.

33.	 Bosch M, Oro D, Cantos FJ, Zabala M. Short-term effects of culling on the 
ecology and population dynamics of the yellow‐legged gull. J Appl Ecol. 
2000;37:369–85.

34.	 Massei G, Quy RJ, Gurney J, Cowan DP. Can translocations be used to mitigate 
human–wildlife conflicts? Wildl Res. 2010;37:428–39.

35.	 Guttilla DA, Stapp P. Effects of sterilization on movements of feral cats at a 
wildland-urban interface. J Mammal. 2010;91:482–9.

36.	 Hatch JJ. 1996. Threats to public health from gulls (Laridae). Int J Environ 
Health R. 1996;6:5–16.

37.	 Hubálek Z. Pathogenic microorganisms associated with gulls and terns 
(Laridae). J Vertebr Biol. 2021;70:21009–1.

38.	 Hill NJ, Bishop MA, Trovão NS, Ineson KM, Schaefer AL, Puryear WB, et al. 
Ecological divergence of wild birds drives avian influenza spillover and global 
spread. PLoS Pathog. 2022;18:e1010062.

39.	 Alm EW, Daniels-Witt QR, Learman DR, Ryu H, Jordan DW, Gehring TM, Santo 
Domingo J. Potential for gulls to transport bacteria from human waste sites 
to beaches. Sci Total Environ. 2018;615:123–30.

40.	 Ribeiro-Almeida M, Mourão J, Novais Â, Pereira S, Freitas‐Silva J, Ribeiro S, et 
al. High diversity of pathogenic Escherichia coli clones carrying mcr‐1 among 
gulls underlines the need for strategies at the environment–livestock–human 
interface. Environ Microbiol. 2022;24:4702–13.

41.	 Pais de Faria J, Paiva VH, Veríssimo S, Gonçalves AM, Ramos JA. Seasonal 
variation in habitat use, daily routines and interactions with humans by 
urban-dwelling gulls. Urban Ecosyst. 2021;24:1101–15.

42.	 Lack D. The problem of partial migration. Brit Birds. 1943;37:22–130.
43.	 Moore FR. The dynamics of seasonal distribution of Great Lakes Herring Gulls. 

Bird Band. 1976;47:141–59.
44.	 Kralj J, Jurinović L, Barišić S, Ćiković D, Tutiš V. Apparent survival rates of a 

long-lived partial migrant: the yellow-legged Gull Larus michahellis. Bird 
Study. 2018;65:189–96.

45.	 Ratanakorn P, Wiratsudakul A, Wiriyarat W, Eiamampai K, Farmer AH, Webster 
RG, et al. Satellite tracking on the flyways of brown-headed gulls and their 
potential role in the spread of highly pathogenic avian influenza H5N1 virus. 
PLoS ONE. 2012;7:e49939.

46.	 Ahlstrom CA, van Toor ML, Woksepp H, Chandler JC, Reed JA, Reeves AB, et al. 
Evidence for continental-scale dispersal of antimicrobial resistant bacteria by 
landfill-foraging gulls. Sci Total Environ. 2021;764:144551.

47.	 Wilber MQ, Yang A, Boughton R, Manlove KR, Miller RS, Pepin KM, Wittemyer 
G. A model for leveraging animal movement to understand spatio-temporal 
disease dynamics. Ecol Lett. 2022;25:1290–304.

48.	 Bonnedahl J, Drobni M, Gauthier-Clerc M, Hernandez J, Granholm S, Kayser 
Y, et al. Dissemination of Escherichia coli with CTX-M type ESBL between 
humans and yellow-legged gulls in the south of France. PLoS ONE. 
2009;4:e5958.



Page 14 of 14Lamb and Boulinier Movement Ecology           (2025) 13:14 

49.	 Al-Yasiri MH, Normand AC, L’Ollivier C, Lachaud L, Bourgeois N, Rebaudet S, 
et al. Opportunistic fungal pathogen Candida Glabrata circulates between 
humans and yellow-legged gulls. Sci Rep. 2016;6:1–8.

50.	 Ceia FR, Paiva VH, Fidalgo V, Morais L, Baeta A, Crisóstomo P, et al. Annual and 
seasonal consistency in the feeding ecology of an opportunistic species, the 
yellow-legged gull Larus michahellis. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2014;497:273–84.

51.	 Mendes RF, Ramos JA, Paiva VH, Calado JG, Matos DM, Ceia FR. Foraging 
strategies of a generalist seabird species, the yellow-legged gull, from GPS 
tracking and stable isotope analyses. Mar Biol. 2018;165:1–14.

52.	 Gamble A, Ramos R, Parra-Torres Y, Mercier A, Galal L, Pearce-Duvet J, et al. 
Exposure of yellow-legged gulls to Toxoplasma Gondii along the Western 
Mediterranean coasts: tales from a sentinel. Int J Parasitol. 2019;8:221–8.

53.	 Navarro J, Grémillet D, Afán I, Miranda F, Bouten W, Forero MG, Figuerola J. 
Pathogen transmission risk by opportunistic gulls moving across human 
landscapes. Sci Rep. 2019;9:1–5.

54.	 Galarza A, Herrero A, Domínguez JM, Aldalur A, Arizaga J. Movements of 
Mediterranean Yellow-legged Gulls Larus michahellis to the Bay of Biscay. 
Ring Migr. 2012;27:26–31.

55.	 Kralj J, Barišić S, Ćiković D, Tutiš V, van Swelm ND. Extensive post-breeding 
movements of Adriatic Yellow-legged Gulls Larus michahellis. J Ornithol. 
2014;155:399–409.

56.	 Souc C, Sadoul N, Blanchon T, Vittecoq M, Pin C, Vidal E, Mante A, Choquet R, 
McCoy KD. Natal colony influences age-specific movement patterns of the 
yellow-legged gull (Larus michahellis). Mov Ecol. 2023;11:11.

57.	 Préfet des Bouches du Rhône. Consultation du public sur une demande de 
renouvellement de l’autorisation de dérogation à la réglementation pour la 
régulation du Goéland Leucophée (Larus michahelis) sur la ville de Marseille 
(2024 à 2026). 2023. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​b​​o​u​c​​h​e​s​​-​d​u​-​​r​h​​o​n​e​​.​g​o​​u​v​.​f​​r​/​​P​u​b​​l​i​c​​a​t​i​o​​n​s​​/​C​
o​​n​s​u​​l​t​a​t​​i​o​​n​-​d​​u​-​p​​u​b​l​i​​c​/​​C​o​n​​s​u​l​​t​a​t​i​​o​n​​-​d​u​​-​p​u​​b​l​i​c​​-​s​​u​r​-​​u​n​e​​-​d​e​m​​a​n​​d​e​-​​d​e​-​​r​e​n​o​​u​v​​
e​l​l​​e​m​e​​n​t​-​d​​e​-​​l​-​a​​u​t​o​​r​i​s​a​​t​i​​o​n​-​​d​e​-​​d​e​r​o​​g​a​​t​i​o​​n​-​a​​-​l​a​-​​r​e​​g​l​e​​m​e​n​​t​a​t​i​​o​n​​-​p​o​​u​r​-​​l​a​-​r​​e​g​​u​l​
a​​t​i​o​​n​-​d​u​​-​G​​o​e​l​​a​n​d​​-​L​e​u​​c​o​​p​h​e​​e​-​L​​a​r​u​s​​-​m​​i​c​h​a​h​e​l​i​s​-​s​u​r​-​l​a​-​v​i​l​l​e​-​d​e​-​M​a​r​s​e​i​l​l​e​-​2​0​2​
4​-​a​-​2​0​2​6. Accessed 5 June 2024.

58.	 Strickland BK, Dorr BS, Pogmore F, Nohrenberg G, Barras SC, Mcconnell JE, 
Gobeille J. Effects of management on double-crested cormorant nesting 
colony fidelity. J Wildl Manage. 2011;75:1012–21.

59.	 Taylor B, Fraser GS. Effects of egg oiling on ground-nesting double-crested 
cormorants at a colony in Lake Ontario: an examination of nest-attendance 
behaviour. Wildl Res. 2012;39:329–35.

60.	 Beaumont M, Rodrigue J, Pilotte C, Chalifour É, Giroux JF. Behavioral 
response of Canada geese to egg-oiling and nest removal. J Wildl Manage. 
2018;82:1359–66.

61.	 Ponchon A, Gamble A, Tornos J, Delord K, Barbraud C, Travis JM, et al. Similar 
at-sea behaviour but different habitat use between failed and successful 
breeding albatrosses. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 2021;678:183–96.

62.	 Ponchon A, Iliszko L, Grémillet D, Tveraa T, Boulinier T. Intense prospecting 
movements of failed breeders nesting in an unsuccessful breeding sub-
colony. Anim Behav. 2017;124:183–91.

63.	 Institut national de la statistique et des études économiques. Populations de 
Reference 2022: Commune de Marseille (13055). 2022. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​w​w​w​​.​i​​n​s​e​​e​.​f​​r​/​f​r​​
/​s​​t​a​t​​i​s​t​​i​q​u​e​​s​/​​8​2​8​​8​3​2​​3​?​g​e​​o​=​​C​O​M​-​1​3​0​5​5. Accessed 22 January 2025.

64.	 Groupement d’intérêt scientifique oiseaux marins. Recensement national 
des oiseaux marins nicheurs en France métropolitaine (ROMN), Enquête 
2020–2022: Résultats des suivis. 2023. ​h​t​t​p​​s​:​/​​/​o​i​s​​e​a​​u​x​-​​m​a​r​​i​n​s​.​​o​r​​g​/​u​​p​l​o​​a​d​/​i​​
e​d​​i​t​/​​1​/​p​​j​/​5​3​​8​_​​2​0​9​​9​_​R​​O​M​N​_​​2​0​​2​0​_​​2​0​2​​2​_​B​i​​l​a​​n​_​s​o​m​m​a​i​r​e​.​p​d​f. Accessed 22 
January 2025.

65.	 Bouten W, Baaij EW, Shamoun-Baranes J, Camphuysen KCJ. A flexible GPS 
tracking system for studying bird behaviour at multiple scales. J Ornithol. 
2013;154:571–80.

66.	 Stienen EW, Desmet P, Aelterman B, Courtens W, Feys S, Vanermen N, et al. 
GPS tracking data of lesser black-backed Gulls and Herring Gulls breeding at 
the southern North Sea coast. ZooKeys. 2016;555:115–24.

67.	 Souc C, Leray C, Blanchon T, Dagonet T, Vittecoq M, Ramos R, McCoy KD. No 
detrimental effects of wing-harnessed GPS devices on the breeding perfor-
mance of yellow-legged Gulls (Larus michahellis): a multi-colony evaluation. 
Ibis. 2024;166:1404–12.

68.	 Bosch M. Sexual size dimorphism and determination of sex in yellow-legged 
gulls. J Field Ornithol. 1996;67:534–41.

69.	 Spear LB, Ainley DG. Flight speed of seabirds in relation to wind speed and 
direction. Ibis. 1997;139:234–51.

70.	 R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R 
Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. 2020. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​w​w​w​.​R​-​p​r​
o​j​e​c​t​.​o​r​g​/​​​​​​​

71.	 Beal M, Oppel S, Handley J, Pearmain EJ, Morera-Pujol V, Carneiro APB, et al. 
track2KBA: an R package for identifying important sites for biodiversity from 
tracking data. Methods Ecol Evol. 2021;12:2372–8.

72.	 Fieberg J. Kernel density estimators of home range: smoothing and the 
autocorrelation red herring. Ecol. 2007;88:1059–66.

73.	 Copernicus Land Monitoring Service. 2018 Corine Land Cover dataset. ​h​t​t​p​​
s​:​/​​/​d​o​i​​.​o​​r​g​/​​1​0​.​​2​9​0​9​​/​9​​6​0​9​​9​8​c​​1​-​1​8​​7​0​​-​4​e​​8​2​-​​8​0​5​1​​-​6​​4​8​5​2​0​5​e​b​b​a​c. Accessed 13 
October 2024.

74.	 Arnal A, Vittecoq M, Pearce-Duvet J, Gauthier-Clerc M, Boulinier T, Jourdain E, 
Laridae. A neglected reservoir that could play a major role in avian influenza 
virus epidemiological dynamics. CRC Cr Rev Microbiol. 2015;41:508–19.

75.	 Hoerr FJ. The pathology of infectious bronchitis. Avian Dis. 2021;65:600–11.
76.	 Lamb JS, Tornos J, Lejeune M, Boulinier T. 2024. Rapid loss of maternal immu-

nity and increase in environmentally mediated antibody generation in urban 
gulls. Sci Rep. 2024;14: 4357.

77.	 Cabezón O, García-Bocanegra I, Molina-López R, Marco I, Blanco JM, Höfle U, 
et al. Seropositivity and risk factors associated with Toxoplasma gondii infec-
tion in wild birds from Spain. PLoS ONE. 2011;6:e29549.

78.	 Pinheiro J, Bates D, R Core Team. nlme: Linear and Nonlinear Mixed Effects 
Models; R package version 3.1–164. 2023. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​​​/​​/​C​R​A​​N​​.​​R​-​​p​r​o​​j​e​​c​​t​.​​o​​r​g​/​p​a​c​k​​a​g​
e​=​n​l​m​e

79.	 Arizaga J, Aldalur A, Herrero A, Cuadrado JF, Díez E, Crespo A. Foraging dis-
tances of a resident yellow-legged gull (Larus michahellis) population in rela-
tion to refuse management on a local scale. Eur J Wildl Res. 2014;60:171–5.

80.	 DeVault TL, Schmidt PM, Pogmore FE, Gobeille J, Belant JL, Seamans TW. 
Influence of egg oiling on colony presence of ring-billed gulls. Hum-Wildl 
Interact. 2014;8:22–30.

81.	 Pérez C, Granadeiro JP, Dias MP, Alonso H, Catry P. When males are more 
inclined to stay at home: insights into the partial migration of a pelagic 
seabird provided by geolocators and isotopes. Behav Ecol. 2014;25:313–9.

82.	 Breban R, Drake JM, Stallknecht DE, Rohani P. The role of environmental 
transmission in recurrent avian influenza epidemics. PLoS Comput Biol. 
2009;5:e1000346.

83.	 Scoizec A, Niqueux E, Schmitz A, Grasland B, Palumbo L, Huneau-Salaün 
A, Le Bouquin S. New patterns for highly pathogenic avian influenza and 
adjustment of prevention, control and surveillance strategies: the example of 
France. Viruses. 2024;16:101.

84.	 Wille M, Robertson GJ, Whitney H, Bishop MA, Runstadler JA, Lang AS. 
Extensive geographic mosaicism in avian influenza viruses from gulls in the 
northern hemisphere. PLoS ONE. 2011;6:e20664.

85.	 Klaassen M, Wille M. The plight and role of wild birds in the current bird flu 
panzootic. Nat Ecol Evol. 2023;7:1541–2.

86.	 Yan C, Liang LJ, Zheng KY, Zhu XQ. Impact of environmental factors on the 
emergence, transmission and distribution of Toxoplasma Gondii. Parasites 
Vectors. 2016;9:1–7.

87.	 Lewis SJ, Malecki RA. Effects of egg oiling on larid productivity and popula-
tion dynamics. Auk. 1984;101:584–92.

88.	 Ponchon A, Chambert T, Lobato E, Tveraa T, Grémillet D, Boulinier T. Breeding 
failure induces large scale prospecting movements in the black-legged kit-
tiwake. J Exp Mar Biol Ecol. 2015;473:138–45.

89.	 Kralj J, Ponchon A, Oro D, Amadesi B, Arizaga J, Baccetti N, et al. Active 
breeding seabirds prospect alternative breeding colonies. Oecologia. 
2023;201:341–54.

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.bouches-du-rhone.gouv.fr/Publications/Consultation-du-public/Consultation-du-public-sur-une-demande-de-renouvellement-de-l-autorisation-de-derogation-a-la-reglementation-pour-la-regulation-du-Goeland-Leucophee-Larus-michahelis-sur-la-ville-de-Marseille-2024-a-2026
https://www.bouches-du-rhone.gouv.fr/Publications/Consultation-du-public/Consultation-du-public-sur-une-demande-de-renouvellement-de-l-autorisation-de-derogation-a-la-reglementation-pour-la-regulation-du-Goeland-Leucophee-Larus-michahelis-sur-la-ville-de-Marseille-2024-a-2026
https://www.bouches-du-rhone.gouv.fr/Publications/Consultation-du-public/Consultation-du-public-sur-une-demande-de-renouvellement-de-l-autorisation-de-derogation-a-la-reglementation-pour-la-regulation-du-Goeland-Leucophee-Larus-michahelis-sur-la-ville-de-Marseille-2024-a-2026
https://www.bouches-du-rhone.gouv.fr/Publications/Consultation-du-public/Consultation-du-public-sur-une-demande-de-renouvellement-de-l-autorisation-de-derogation-a-la-reglementation-pour-la-regulation-du-Goeland-Leucophee-Larus-michahelis-sur-la-ville-de-Marseille-2024-a-2026
https://www.bouches-du-rhone.gouv.fr/Publications/Consultation-du-public/Consultation-du-public-sur-une-demande-de-renouvellement-de-l-autorisation-de-derogation-a-la-reglementation-pour-la-regulation-du-Goeland-Leucophee-Larus-michahelis-sur-la-ville-de-Marseille-2024-a-2026
https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/8288323?geo=COM-13055
https://www.insee.fr/fr/statistiques/8288323?geo=COM-13055
https://oiseaux-marins.org/upload/iedit/1/pj/538_2099_ROMN_2020_2022_Bilan_sommaire.pdf
https://oiseaux-marins.org/upload/iedit/1/pj/538_2099_ROMN_2020_2022_Bilan_sommaire.pdf
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.2909/960998c1-1870-4e82-8051-6485205ebbac
https://doi.org/10.2909/960998c1-1870-4e82-8051-6485205ebbac
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=nlme

	﻿Induced breeding failure alters movements, migratory phenology, and opportunities for pathogen spread in an urban gull population
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Background
	﻿Methods
	﻿Study system
	﻿Capture and tracking
	﻿Spatial data collection and processing
	﻿Antibody testing
	﻿Statistical analyses

	﻿Results
	﻿Breeding-season movements
	﻿Migratory movements
	﻿Pathogen exposure

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


