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the effects of human development, habitat loss, and 
road risk on fisher habitat selection.
Results  We found fisher habitat selection is indi-
vidualistic, spatio-temporally dependent and a func-
tion of their exposure to anthropogenic disturbance 
in their home range. Fisher selected areas of lower 
road risk more frequently relative to availability, 
particularly during daylight hours. Higher road risk 
areas were only used more frequently when they were 
available at night. With a higher human land use in 
their home ranges fisher selected space near roads at 
night only, however when the extent of human use in 
their home range was lower, they selected areas fur-
ther from roads at all times.
Conclusions  Our study shows how individual vari-
ability allows fisher to adapt their diel activity to uti-
lize resources in areas of high human land use. This 
further emphasizes the importance of accounting for 
individuality and multiple interacting spatio-tempo-
ral factors in habitat selection, particularly in highly 
human modified landscapes.

Keywords  Fisher · Habitat selection · 
Individuality · Resource-use · Risk · Roads · Spatio-
temporal effects

Introduction

How animals choose environmental resources is 
critical for understanding a wide range of ecological 

Abstract 
Context  Individual animal’s perception of risk can 
alter how it navigates a landscape altered by anthro-
pogenic and natural disturbances. As perception 
depends on experience, we should expect habitat 
selection to be context dependent and individualistic.
Objectives  We hypothesized that: (i) fine-scale hab-
itat selection of fisher (Pekania pennanti) in a human 
dominated landscape is driven by multiple interact-
ing spatio-temporal factors; and (ii) an individual’s 
response to these factors depend on their exposure to 
anthropogenic disturbance within their home range 
(i.e., functional response).
Methods  We used fine-scale GPS location data of 
fisher in step-selection functions to make inference on 
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processes. These choices are governed by numerous 
complex and interacting factors including individual 
perception of risk and reward, and the quality and 
quantity of resources (Hutchinson 1957; McLoughlin 
et al. 2006; Aldridge and Boyce 2007). Such factors 
can lead to instances in which individuals make vastly 
different choices due to, for example, their boldness 
and perception of fitness tradeoffs (Breck et  al. 
2019; Brehm et  al. 2019). This individuality adds 
complexity to our understanding of animal behavior 
and resource use (Stuber et al. 2022; Heit et al. 2023). 
However, untangling this complexity is critical for 
understanding these processes and applying the 
results for conservation and management.

Habitat selection is the process by which 
animals use resources in different proportion than 
their availability on the landscape (Matthiopoulos 
et  al. 2020) and has important implications for 
understanding population distribution, abundance, 
and trophic dynamics, among other ecological 
processes (Northrup et al. 2022). Individuality, or the 
degree to which individual habitat selection varies 
from population-level patterns, is an important and 
often over-looked aspect of wildlife space-use. In 
studies of habitat selection, aspects of individuality 
can be incorporated by simultaneously considering 
three different sampling and estimation components: 
(1) changing availability of resources in the context of 
an individual animal’s movement across the landscape 
(e.g., movement modeling; Matthiopoulos et al. 2020; 
Northrup et al. 2022), (2) the variation in individual 
responses to resource availability as a result of 
uniqueness, such as boldness (e.g., via random 
effects; Montgomery et  al. 2018; Muff et  al. 2020), 
and (3) the variation of resource availability based 
on where an animal lives (i.e., functional response; 
Holbrook et al. 2017; Moreau et al. 2012; Mysterud 
and Ims 1998). For example, the bedding behavior 
of individual grizzly bears (Ursus arctos horribilis) 
is context dependent on where they live and how 
their past experiences influence their movement and 
what is available to them at a given space and time. 
This can vary spatially and temporally in response 
to variation in human intensity, suggesting that the 
perception of risk during resting bouts were context 
dependent and may be informed by past experiences 
and their own risk-reward perceptions (Cristescu 
et al. 2013).

An animal’s perception of risk may present differ-
ently across individuals of a species due to variation 
in exposure to disturbances, with some risky features 
(e.g., roads) also providing rewards (e.g., scaveng-
ing opportunities from vehicle strike; Frid and Dill 
2002; Gaynor et al. 2018). In areas with high human 
activity, roads, residential and commercial build-
ings, agricultural areas, and resource-extraction sites 
disrupt the natural landscape, creating a matrix of 
disturbance for many species—particularly larger-
bodied mammals (Gaynor et  al. 2018). In these 
places, wide-ranging species can regularly encoun-
ter multiple types of disturbance including a matrix 
of natural and anthropogenic disturbances. Severity 
and frequency of natural disturbances, such as wild-
fire, that alter forest composition can simultaneously 
create risky environments (e.g., lack of cover or 
denning areas; Green et al. 2022; Olson et al. 2024) 
and reward centers (e.g., increased prey densities as 
a result of forest regeneration; Doherty et  al. 2022). 
Natural disturbances, particularly large-scale events, 
can negatively influence mesocarnivore densities 
and movement (Kordosky et  al. 2021a; Green et  al. 
2022; Collier 2024). In disturbed areas, an animal’s 
perception of risk and reward is influenced by their 
exposure to natural and anthropogenic disturbance, 
which informs future decisions when interacting with 
disturbance features (Cristescu et al. 2013). When the 
different contexts in which individuals exist are not 
considered, we may misinterpret animal behavior and 
thus habitat use (Cowlishaw 1997; Montgomery et al. 
2018).

Among disturbance features, roads and human 
development are major obstacles for wild animals 
(Jackson 2000; Dean et  al. 2019). Roads fragment 
habitat, forcing animals to make tradeoffs between 
accessing resources in different patches and the 
potential mortality risks associated with crossing 
roads. However, these tradeoffs vary with spatial 
and temporal context. Road risk intensity varies 
significantly throughout the diel cycle and with the 
general level of traffic that a specific road receives 
(Gaynor et  al. 2018). For example, large carnivores 
in Michigan, USA are known to avoid roads during 
hours of peak human activity (Kautz et  al. 2021). 
Further, the amount of exposure an individual has to a 
disturbance (e.g., roads) may alter real and perceived 
risk, leading to variation in behavior (Mysterud and 
Ims 1998; Stillfried et al. 2017).
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Here, we examined the context dependency of 
fisher (Pekania pennanti) habitat selection. Fisher 
are considered a relatively resilient and adaptive 
species (Powell et  al. 2017). While fisher are well 
known to prefer contiguous forests with high canopy 
cover, their populations have expanded into human-
modified and fragmented landscapes (Powell and 
Zielinski 1994; Carroll et  al. 1999; Loughry et  al. 
2012; LaPoint et al. 2013, 2015). Surprisingly, fisher 
populations are simultaneously contracting in parts 
of their range that consist of suitable habitat and 
low levels of disturbance (e.g., Washington, USA), 
while populations in the eastern United States are 
expanding despite the higher intensity of human 
development (Lofroth et  al. 2010; Loughry et  al. 
2012; LaPoint et  al. 2013). We examined habitat 
selection of fisher in a landscape with a gradient of 
disturbance to assess how individual context affects 
habitat selection. Our objectives were to understand 
how fisher habitat selection is influenced by (1) the 
proximity to roads and how this changes with time 
of day and the extent of human land use in the area, 
and (2) individuality and the general exposure of a 
fisher to natural (i.e., large-scale insect outbreak) and 
anthropogenic disturbance within its home range. 
Together, individuality is captured in three ways: (1) 
by incorporating varying availability by individual 
movement, (2) by incorporating individual-level 
response by random effects, and (3) by incorporating 
variation in individual response by a functional 
response. Identifying the nuances of fisher habitat 
selection of disturbed areas in this context provides 
a better understanding of when and why this species 
is tolerant of different levels of disturbance, and thus, 
in what types of landscapes we may expect fisher 
population expansion and persistence.

Methods

Study area

We collected data on fisher movement between Janu-
ary and August each year between 2021 and 2023 in 
the northeast United States (Fig.  1). The study was 
primarily conducted within the state of Rhode Island, 
USA, however fisher movement extended into border-
ing areas of Massachusetts and Connecticut, USA. 
Rhode Island is the second most densely populated 

state in the United States, with 410 people/km2 (US 
Census Bureau 2012). The study area is primarily 
composed of forest (49.5%), development (27.4%), 
and wetlands (13%; Fig. 1). Road density across the 
study area ranged from 0 to 31.1  km of total road 
length per km2.

Animal capture and monitoring

Animal capture and handling followed the 
institutional care and use standards approved by the 
University of Rhode Island Institutional Animal Care 
and Use Committee (#1676641-3). In each year, live-
traps (Tomahawk 608S) were deployed to capture 
fisher from the beginning of January to the first week 
of March. Trapping locations were informed by fisher 
detections from a long-term camera trapping study 
(Mayer et al. 2022; Ganoe et al. 2024). In addition to 
bait (e.g., rabbit, squirrel, venison, beaver), a long-
distance scent lure (“Caven’s Gusto”; Minnesota 
Trapline Products, Pennock, MN, USA) and beaver 
castor were used in and around the trap site to attract 
fisher. Captured fisher were funneled into a metal 
handling cone (Appendix A, Figure  S1) and were 
sedated with a combination of ketamine (32  mg/kg, 
range: 23.55–41.25) and midazolam (0.20  mg/kg, 
range: 0.13–0.33) administered via hand injection 
(Appendix A, Table S1; Green et al. 2018; Matthews 
et al. 2019).

Fisher were fitted with store-on-board global 
positioning system (GPS) radio collars (e-obs GmbH, 
Grünwald, Germany) with a handmade breakaway 
device. Males were fit with the 1C-light model 
(117  g), while females were fit with the lighter and 
more compact 1A model (69 g). To maximize battery 
life while achieving study goals of obtaining fine-
scale location data, an accelerometer-informed GPS 
feature was used. Collars were programmed to take a 
burst of 2–6 location points from 1 to 10 s apart every 
8 min when above the set activity threshold (48,400; 
Brown et al. 2012). When an animal was inactive or 
resting and the threshold was not reached, a point 
was taken every 8  h. Individuals were relocated via 
UHF radio-telemetry tracking to within 200 m every 
2–4  weeks for data to be collected using a remote 
download device.
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Hypotheses of habitat selection

Our study area was subject to varied human 
disturbances (e.g., houses, roads, agricultural 
activities, resource extraction) that make movement 
across the landscape potentially risky for a medium-
bodied mammal, particularly during the daytime 
when human activity is highest (Figs.  1 and 2). 
We proposed that the perception of risk is highly 
context-dependent for fisher and varies spatio-
temporally depending on proximity to roads, 
time of day and thus exposure to human activity, 
and amount of human impact within an area. We 
hypothesized that fisher fine-scale habitat selection 
varied according to the interaction of these three 
factors while modulated by a functional response 
characterizing exposure to human land use within 
a fisher’s home range. In addition to anthropogenic 
impacts on fisher movement, a large-scale 
defoliation event caused by an outbreak of spongy 
moth (Lymantria dispar dispar) occurred across the 
study area from 2015 to 2017 resulting in drastic 
changes to the forest structure (e.g., canopy loss, 
tree mortality, transition into early successional 
forest; Pasquarella et  al. 2018). We hypothesized 
the severity of moth damage influenced fisher 
movement by potentially creating hunting 
opportunities, as habitat for prey species is created 
in forest gaps (Mitchell 2015). In combination,

1)	 We hypothesized that human land use is a 
perceived risk to fisher and thus drives variation 
in their habitat selection. Therefore, we predicted 
that fisher would avoid human land use when 
human activity is highest by selecting areas 
farther from risky landscape features, particularly 
during daylight.

2)	 We hypothesized that human land use provides 
beneficial food sources for fisher given limited 
space for territories in the study area. Therefore, 
we predicted that fisher would select for areas in 
closer proximity to human land use when human 
activity is low and fisher can remain concealed. 
Thus, if fisher select for areas near roads, it would 

occur at night in area with low human impact and 
high cover.

3)	 We proposed competing hypotheses for fisher 
selection of moth damaged areas that capture the 
possibility that these areas either provide rewards 
in the way of prey, or are risky to move through 
as they lack canopy cover that fisher prefer:

a.	 We hypothesized that moth damaged areas 
may provide habitat for prey that would 
attract fisher. Given that our location data 
relates to active movement of fisher and 
consequently may coincide with hunting 
activities, we predicted that fisher would 
select areas with more severe moth damage.

b.	 We hypothesized that due to the defoliation 
event and loss of canopy cover, moth 
damaged areas may prove to be unattractive 
and risky to a canopy-dependent species 
like fisher. We predicted that fisher would 
avoid areas of severe moth damage as they 
would areas of low cover.

4)	 We hypothesized that the contextual knowledge 
an individual has about their own experience 
with risky features (i.e., roads) within their home 
range informs how they move through those 
areas. Fisher living in areas with high human 
land use would have a different experience with 
anthropogenic features than those living in large 
areas of low human land use (e.g., contiguous 
forest). We predicted that selection near 
anthropogenic features is a functional response of 
a fisher’s exposure to human land use within their 
home range.

Habitat selection analyses

We quantified habitat selection and movement 
patterns of fisher using step-selection functions 
(SSFs). SSFs compare habitat at a ‘used’ location 
(i.e., GPS location collected for an individual) 
to surrounding ‘available’ locations (Fortin et  al. 
2005; Thurfjell et  al. 2014). The available locations 
associated with a given used location are determined 
by drawing potential movements an animal could 
have made from the previous GPS location using 

Fig. 1   Study area map in Rhode Island, USA and surrounding 
states showing land cover type and the distribution of locations 
from fisher GPS collars. State borders indicated by white bor-
der

◂
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movement distances (step lengths) and bearings 
(turning angles) drawn from distributions.

SSFs typically require regular intervals between 
locations, but our data were collected at various 
intervals, requiring that we standardize the data. 
Using the R (R Core Team 2023) package ‘amt’ 
(Signer et  al. 2019), we identified sequences of 
locations occurring at regular intervals resulting 
in a dataset containing GPS locations at 8-min 
intervals with a 90 s tolerance and minimum of three 
locations per burst (Signer et  al. 2019, Appendix B, 
Fig. S2). We then estimated the means and variances 
of movement parameters (i.e., step length, turning 
angle) by assuming they arose from gamma and von 
Mises distributions, respectively and using maximum 
likelihood to identify the most probable parameters 
given the empirical step length and turning angle 
data (Muff et  al. 2020). Random steps were created 
by randomly drawing from these distributions for 
each used location, making an individual stratum 
that contains a given ‘used’ location combined with 
all associated random available locations (Muff et al. 
2020). We conducted a sensitivity analysis of the ratio 
of available: used locations and identified 200:1 as a 
suitable ratio (Northrup et  al. 2013, see Appendix 

B—Figure S3–S5 for more detail regarding modeling 
decisions). Covariates were then extracted at all 201 
locations in every stratum for each individual.

Context dependency: interaction terms

Spatial and temporal covariates of interest included 
sunlight, roads, and human land use. Sunlight 
(sun) was calculated as the azimuth of the sun at 
each location in time using the R package ‘suncalc’ 
(Thierumel and Elmarhraoui 2022), where 0 
represents the sun at the horizon (sunrise and 
sunset), negative values represent darkness and 
positive values represent daylight. To quantify 
risky features, we calculated the weighted distance 
from roads in ArcGIS (ESRI 2022) by combining 
two Euclidean distance rasters of 2  m resolution, 
(1) distance from major roads (i.e., highways, state 
routes) and (2) distance from minor roads (e.g., dirt 
roads; CT DEEP GIS 2021; MassGIS 2022; RIGIS 
2016). Major roads were weighted more (0.70) than 
minor roads (0.30) to reflect their larger size and 
traffic volume and thus likely increased potential 
risk to fisher. The combined raster resulted in a 
single weighted distance to road (wRoad, Fig.  2b; 

Fig. 2   Distributions of variables of interest across the study 
area in Rhode Island, USA and surrounding states. a) sever-
ity of spongy moth damage across the region resulting in mass 
defoliation and tree mortality, b) road risk intensity, and c) the 

percentage of pixels within an area between roads that contain 
either development, agriculture (pasture, crops), or barren as 
classified in the National Landcover Database (2019)
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see Appendix B—Figure S6 for more information 
regarding weight selection) that quantifies not only 
the distance to road but the use-intensity of the 
nearest roads. In this manner, the weighted distance 
to road (wRoad) is not a simple measurement 
of distance to road, but rather a gradient of the 
intensity of potential road risk where smaller 
values indicate higher risk (e.g., closer proximity 
to major roads). We expected fisher to select for 
distances to wRoad variably depending on the 
extent of human land use in the space between 
roads, which we define as zones. Using the same 
road layers as boundaries, we created polygons in 
ArcGIS within the road boundaries to create these 
zones. We defined human land use as developed, 
agriculture (pasture, cultivated crops), and barren 
landcover classes in the National Landcover 
Dataset (NLCD) from 2019 (Dewitz and USGS 
2021). This metric is the inverse of landcover types 
that fisher are known to benefit from (i.e., forest, 
woody wetland, shrub). Using Zonal Statistics in 
ArcGIS, a raster was created totaling the number 
of cells with human land use within each zone 
between roads where higher raster values indicate 
higher extent of human land use within that zone 
(human; Fig. 2c).

The final spatial covariate we included was 
moth damage severity (moth). From 2015 to 2017 
a large-scale spongy moth outbreak occurred that 
covered over 4,000 km2 of forest and encompassed 
the study area causing a mass mortality of 
trees (Pasquarella et  al. 2018). At the time of 
our study, forest regeneration had begun in the 
form of rapid growth of shrubby plants (e.g., 
blueberry (Vaccinium angustifolium), huckleberry 
(Vaccinium membranaceum), pepperbush (Clethra 
alnifolia)), and the falling debris from dead trees 
have added structure to the forest floor, all of which 
may impact fisher habitat selection; fisher benefit 
from both structural complexity for hunting and 
canopy cover (Kelly 1978; Zielinski et  al. 2004; 
Lofroth et  al. 2010; Powell et  al. 2017). A 30m2 
moth damage severity raster was obtained from a 
2017 Landsat dataset with increasing categories 
of damage (i.e., defoliation) from 1 (little to none; 
i.e., little to no canopy loss) to 4 (very severe; i.e., 
total canopy loss and subsequent tree mortality) 
(Fig. 2a; Pasquarella et al. 2018).

Context dependency: functional response terms

Additionally, we included the extent of human land 
use within a fisher’s home range as a functional 
response covariate to examine how general exposure 
to human land use where a fisher lives may influence 
the selection of road risk intensity. The functional 
response demonstrates how fisher selection for 
road risk intensity is context dependent, not only in 
regard to daylight and amount of human disturbance 
in a zone, but is also dependent on the context of 
human land use within its home range. To estimate 
individual home ranges, we calculated the 95% 
autocorrelated kernel density estimates (AKDE) 
using the package ‘ctmm’ in R (Calabrese et  al. 
2016). To represent differences in exposure to human 
impacts, we defined “HR” as the total percent human 
land use in a fisher’s home range using the NLCD 
in ArcGIS Pro. All variables were scaled across 
individuals to a mean of 0 and variance of 1, meaning 
a value of 0 for a covariate, represented the mean 
across all individuals and a value of 1 represented a 
covariate value 1 standard deviation above the mean. 
Under this approach, coefficient magnitudes are more 
comparable, with estimated coefficients reflecting 
the response to a 1 standard deviation change of a 
variable.

Modeling

We fit the SSF model using the glmmTMB R package 
(Magnusson et al. 2019) with a three-way interaction 
of wRoad, human and sun, additive effects of moth, 
and a functional response of HR (see Appendix C 
for full model notation and description). The SSF 
was specified as a Poisson regression model with 
stratum (i.e., step)-specific intercepts arising from a 
distribution with an estimated mean and large, fixed 
variance (Muff et  al. 2020). The probability that an 
individual animal (n) selects the jth location at time 
t depends on the variables of moth damage (moth), 
road risk intensity (wRoad), extent of human land use 
in the zone between road boundaries (human), and 
time of day (sun) as,

Pr(yntj = 1�mothntj, wRoadntj, humanntj, sunnt) =
e�ntj

∑J

j=1
e�ntj

,
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where �ntj is the sum of all linear terms of variables 
and associated individual n regression coefficients 
( �variable

n
 ). To address our first three hypotheses, coef-

ficients include the conditional, pairwise, and three-
way interactions of wRoad, human and sun. All coef-
ficient estimates occur when all other covariates are 
held at mean of 0, including when the functional 
response is at the mean HR. Conditional coefficients 
are interpreted as the effect of a variable when the 
other two variables are at their mean values. Pair-wise 
coefficients are interpreted as the change in slope of 
the combined conditional coefficients when the third 
variable is at its mean value. The three-way interac-
tion coefficient changes the slope of all the combined 
coefficients when none of the three variables are at 
their mean value. Initially, we fit random effects to 
all coefficients, however the pairwise interaction of 
wRoad*sun had a population-level variance near 
zero, indicating little to no variation in individual 
responses, as such wRoad*sun was fit as a fixed effect 
in the final model.

To account for individuality in animal behavior, 
we included individual random effects in the model, 
whereby we allowed the coefficient for each covariate 
to vary by individual. Each individual’s coefficient 
for a given covariate is treated as a random effect 
with mean �variable , which is further modulated by 
the functional response, which is simultaneously 
estimated by modeling the population-level means 
of the conditional and interaction effects related to 
wRoad with an interaction with the variable HRn as,

To address our fourth hypothesis, our model allows 
an animal’s response to weighted distance to road risk 
(wRoad) to be influenced not only by the extent of 
human land use in the zone between roads (human) 
and daylight (sun) but is also a function of the context 
in which an animal lives (i.e., extent of human land 
use in their home range (HR)). Estimation was all 
done simultaneously in a single model (see Appendix 

�wRoad = �wRoad + �wRoad × HRn

�wRoad∶human = �wRoad∶human + �wRoad∶human × HRn

�wRoad∶sun = �wRoad∶sun + �wRoad∶sun × HRn

�wRoad∶human∶sun = �wRoad∶human∶sun + �wRoad∶human∶sun × HRn.

C for full model notation). Due to model complexity 
and the multitude of factors (e.g., social dynamics, 
competition, etc.) influencing animal behavior that 
we were unable to account for in our sampling design, 
we define Type I error at � = 0.10 in determining 
statistical clarity (Dushoff et al. 2019). Additionally, 
we define relative selection strength (RSS) as the 
exponentiated value of the relative intensity of use of 
a location dependent on a 1 SD unit of change in a 
covariate (Fieberg et al. 2021). We predict RSS using 
the observed ranges of covariate values for human, 
sun, and wRoad. RSS values below 1 correspond 
to selection less than it is available, and RSS values 
above 1 correspond to selection more than is 
available.

Results

Data collection

From 2021 to 2023, we collected data on 43 
individual fisher (21 females, 22 males) resulting in 
46,907 GPS locations (Fig.  1 & Appendix B, Fig. 
S2). Data collected ranged from January to August of 
each year with an average of 76 days on-air for each 
individual. Upon visual inspection of tracks, three 
individuals exhibited wide exploratory movements 
beyond their home range, with one female returning 
to her initial home range and both males establishing 
a new home range > 8  km away from their initial 
territory. As exploratory movements were clearly 
visually distinct, we removed any associated locations 
using visual inspection (Appendix D—Fig. S7) and 
all remaining locations were used in the analysis and 
home range calculations. Average home range sizes of 
animals varied by sex with males having larger home 
ranges (95% AKDE = 38.2 km2) than females (95% 
AKDE = 6.7 km2). The percentage of human land use 
(HR) within home ranges varied from 3 to 55%, and 
5 to 44%, respectively, and was not correlated to the 
size of an individuals’ home range.

Individual random effects and interaction context 
dependency

We observed wide variation in individual ran-
dom effect responses to moth and the conditional 
effects of wRoad and human (Fig.  3). Estimated 
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population-level coefficients were positive for 
both moth (𝛽moth = 0.07, p < 0.001) and wRoad 
(�wRoad = 0.23 , p < 0.001) , indicating selection for 
areas with more severe moth damage and areas 
with lower road risk when all other covariates are 
held at mean 0, including the functional response 
(Fig. 3a–b). Additionally, we observed 51 and 58% 
of individuals had support for positive selection 
for moth and wRoad, respectively. The conditional 
population-level effect of human was statistically 
clearly negative (�human = −0.18 , p < 0.001) , and 
over 81% of individuals avoided the human covari-
ate (Fig. 3c). The pairwise population-level interac-
tions of both wRoad x human (�wRoad∶human = −0.07 ; 
Fig.  3d) and wRoad x sun 

(
�wRoad∶sun = 0.23

)
 were 

statistically clear (p = 0.07, p < 0.001, respec-
tively), however the pairwise interaction of human 
x sun (�human∶sun = −0.003, p = 0.95) was not. 
Additionally, the response of the 3-way popu-
lation-level interaction was statistically unclear 
at the mean level of the functional response 
(�wRoad∶human∶sun = 0.05, p = 0.25).

Context dependency: functional response

The conditional effect of wRoad ranged from posi-
tive to negative as the extent of human land use in 

Fig. 3   Conditional variable effects for individuals ( �variable
n

) 
for a) moth damage, b) road risk intensity (wRoad), c) extent 
of human land use within zone between roads (human), and d) 
the pair-wise interaction of wRoad and human, when all other 
variables are held at mean 0, including the functional response. 
Population level mean indicated by black horizonal line with 
90% confidence interval as shaded region. Red-dotted line at 0 
indicates selection in proportion to availability. Mean and 90% 

confidence intervals of each individual random effect repre-
sented by point and associated vertical line, respectively. Sta-
tistical significance (whether confidence interval includes zero 
or not) indicated by opaqueness, where darker points represent 
selection for (positive values) or against (negative values) the 
variable in question and transparent points represent no selec-
tion. Y-axis scales are not uniform across panels

Fig. 4   Mean coefficients as a functional response of the extent 
of human land use within a fisher’s 95% AKDE home range. 
Model variables include road risk intensity (wRoad), extent of 
human land use within zone between roads (human), and the 
azimuth of the sun (sun)
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a home range increased (Fig.  4). Fisher with less 
human land use within their home range had posi-
tive coefficient values for wRoad (i.e., selection for 
areas with lower road risk). We observed the oppo-
site pair-wise response of wRoad x sun, with fisher 
selecting for areas with lower road risk at night when 
they have a higher extent of human land use in their 
home range. However, these interactions are all mod-
ulated by the 3-way interaction of wRoad, human and 
sun (Fig.  4). While the conditional effect of wRoad 
(�wRoad∶HR = 0.03, p = 0.48) , pair-wise effect of 
wRoad x human (�wRoad∶human∶HR = −0.002, p = 0.96) 
and the 3-way interaction of wRoad x sun 
(�wRoad∶human∶sun∶HR = −0.008, p = 0.74) were statisti-
cally unclear, the pair-wise effect of wRoad x sun was 
statistically clear (�wRoad∶sun∶HR = 0.12, p = 0.08).

Fisher were least likely (RSS = 0.05) to select 
areas with lower road risk in zones with moderate 
to high human disturbance when their home range 
had the highest extent of human land use (Fig. 5). At 
night, for fisher with 20–55% human land use in their 
home range, all RSS values regardless of the extent 
of human land use in each zone, were below 1 for 
areas with low road risk and above 1 for areas with 
high road risk, suggesting that at night these animals 
select to be in areas with higher road risk than what 

is available to them (Fig. 5). Regardless of a fisher’s 
home-range-level exposure to human land use, they 
were generally likely to be in areas with low road risk 
during the day. The strongest selection (RSS = 280) 
for this was in zones with high human land use by 
fisher with the most exposure to human land use in 
their home range (Fig. 5). In other words, individuals 
that avoided road risk the most were those with the 
most human land use in their home range, particularly 
when they were in zones of high human land use dur-
ing the day. Fisher with low exposure to human land 
use (HR < 10%) selected for areas with lower road 
risk regardless of time of day or amount of human 
land use in a zone.

Discussion

Understanding the influence of individuality and 
context dependency on animal habitat selection is 
crucial for making robust and mechanistic inferences 
on species’ resource use. We were able to show that 
fisher proximity to road risk is not only influenced 
by the extent of human land use and time of day 
but also that to understand the effect of one of these 
variables, requires considering the context of the 

Fig. 5   Gradient of relative 
selection strength (RSS) 
with respect to time of day 
(columns), extent of human 
land use in areas between 
roads and road risk intensity 
(wRoad; rows) all as a 
function of the amount of 
human disturbance within 
a fisher’s 95% AKDE 
home range. RSS values 
of 1 indicate selection for 
location as it is available, 
RSS < 1 indicate selection 
for location less than avail-
able, and RSS > 1 indicates 
selection for location more 
than available. The median 
percentage of human land 
use within a home range is 
represented by the vertical 
dotted line
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others simultaneously. Further, fisher response to 
these factors depends on the context within which an 
individual lives.

Context dependency: interactions

As we predicted, fisher avoided road risk during the 
day supporting our first hypothesis that they will 
avoid human disturbances when human activity is 
high (Figs.  5 and 6). Given fisher also selected for 
areas of high road risk at night, our results support 
our second hypothesis that territory limited fisher 
(e.g., those with home ranges with high human land 
use) will utilize risky areas when human activity 
is low (Figs.  5 and 6). The avoidance of roads dur-
ing periods of high human activity but use of areas 
near roads at night suggest that risk is high during 
the day but there may be rewards associated with 
roads, potentially in the form of roadkill and scav-
enging opportunities that attract fisher at night. At 
the mean functional response value, it was statisti-
cally clear that fisher avoided roads (Fig. 3b), particu-
larly when there was high human land use in zones 
between those roads (Fig. 3d). Selection for areas of 
lower road risk during the day did not vary across 

individuals (Fig. 3f), indicating this is a standardized 
population-level response to road risk when human 
activity on those roads is high. These findings may 
also suggest that fisher utilize times of lower human 
activity to cross roads in order to access habitat 
within their home range. Recent studies on fisher in 
the western U.S. have indicated that fisher seek refu-
gia by minimizing human activity in their core home 
range (Kordosky et al. 2021b). Our findings provide 
additional support for the avoidance of human activ-
ity reflected by the strong avoidance of roads by all 
individuals, particularly if they are in a zone with 
high human land use. The diel partitioning of habi-
tat selection we observed in our study could also be 
indicative of behavioral plasticity that may be facili-
tating fisher population expansion in recent years into 
highly disturbed landscapes in Eastern North Amer-
ica (LaPoint et  al. 2015; Moncrief and Fies 2015; 
Triska et al. 2020). Lastly, our findings highlight the 
importance of considering the context-dependent 
nature of spatio-temporal factors affecting animal 
behavior. This includes considering individuality, 
variable interactions and a functional response.

In addition to risks and potential rewards 
created by human development, our study area also 

Fig. 6   Infographic sum-
marizing the relationship 
between time of day, 
proximity to road (selection 
for road risk intensity), and 
extent of human disturbance 
for fisher living in home 
ranges with varying degrees 
of human development
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experienced a mass defoliation event that drastically 
changed the forest canopy and forest floor during 
our study (Pasquarella et  al. 2018). We observed 
individual variation in response to the severity 
of moth damage with some individuals avoiding 
severely damaged areas, while the majority selected 
for areas with more severe moth damage (Fig.  3a). 
In the western part of their range, fisher regularly 
experience transformations in forest structure caused 
by wildfires that is known to increase stress, reduce 
abundance and lower survival (Kordosky et  al. 
2021a; Green et  al. 2022). In contrast, in southern 
New England, fisher do not experience high intensity 
wildfires and respond quite differently to similar, 
lower intensity forest change. Our findings support 
the hypothesis that moth disturbed areas may be 
creating habitat for prey. When fisher are highly 
active (i.e., hunting) at night they are selecting to use 
those areas with moth damage. In the years following 
the defoliation event, understory growth and woody 
downed debris have increased in these areas. In this 
context, our results support the literature that fisher 
are known to benefit from forest floor complexity as 
it creates opportunities for ambushing prey (Powell 
1993; Powell and Zielinski 1994; Carroll et al. 1999; 
Weir and Harestad 2003).

Our hypothesis that there may be risk associated 
with increased exposure from the loss of canopy 
was not supported as it appeared that the rewards of 
potential hunting opportunities were worth the risk of 
exposure for all individuals but two male fisher in our 
study (Fig. 3a). In a previous study of the distribution 
of fisher in the same study area, we found that fisher 
occupied areas without moth damage year-round, 
and utilized areas with moth damage in the winter 
months (Ganoe et al. 2024). These combined results 
may indicate that moth damaged areas are beneficial 
for food sources, particularly in winter when prey 
items are less abundant. It also may indicate that 
moth damaged areas are less suitable for denning 
opportunities with less cover and protection for 
young in summer as fisher are known to be more 
selective when resting (Olson et al. 2024). However, 
fisher responses to moth damage may shift as forest 
succession continues and as tree cavities are formed 
in dead standing trees (Powell et  al. 1997; Green 
et  al. 2019; Kordosky et  al. 2021b). There is also 
potential that fisher use of moth damaged areas 
may be informed by changes in habitat selection of 

other competitors, like bobcat (Parsons et  al. 2019). 
Identifying the underlying mechanistic process of 
prey availability and competition would be better 
supported and understood if levels of relative prey 
density were known in moth damaged areas of this 
region, thus further investigation of predator–prey 
interactions in these areas is warranted.

Context dependency: functional response

We found the response of fisher to road risk was a 
function of the amount of human disturbance within 
their home range, supporting our fourth hypothesis 
that environmental context influences the habitat 
selection patterns of individual animals. We found 
that a fisher’s selection for intensity of road risk was 
drastically different at night depending on how much 
human land use they are exposed to. This suggests 
that fisher utilize diel partitioning to mitigate risk 
associated with roads in heavily human disturbed 
areas (Fig.  6). This may also suggest that fisher in 
areas with low human disturbance (i.e., low human 
land use, lower road risk) that are not frequently 
exposed to roads may perceive them as highly risky. 
Alternatively, they may not be aware of advantages 
brought by scavenging opportunities, or perhaps the 
risk-reward tradeoff of scavenging near roads does 
not outweigh the reward of hunting and scavenging in 
alternative habitat they have available to them, thus 
they avoid those areas near roads (Frid and Dill 2002; 
Gaynor et al. 2018; Brehm et al. 2019).

The results of our functional response analysis 
gives insight into how fisher may respond to 
disturbance across their range. Fisher have been 
documented as canopy-cover dependent species, and 
our results support the literature that developed this 
understanding (Powell and Zielinski 1994; Carroll 
et  al. 1999; Weir and Harestad 2003; Powell et  al. 
2017; Kordosky et  al. 2021b). Overall, the Rhode 
Island fisher population avoided road risk during 
the day, especially when individuals lived in areas 
associated with less human land use and thus, more 
cover (e.g., forest, woody wetland, shrub). Fisher 
distributions in the northeastern United States are 
limited mostly by natural rather than anthropogenic 
barriers and have expanded into more developed 
areas (Hapeman et  al. 2011; LaPoint et  al. 2015). 
In other parts of their range where fisher may not 
have a long history of encountering roads (e.g., 
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extensive wilderness areas in Canada and western 
United States), we may expect individuals to 
respond differently to human development (e.g., oil 
and gas exploration, recreation, urbanization) than 
individuals with extensive experience with roads and 
development. Rhode Island has a widespread fisher 
population even though availability of what would 
be traditionally known as prime fisher territories 
(contiguous forest) is limited and fragmented (Ganoe 
et  al. 2024) which would require crossing roads to 
connect habitat. Thus, fisher tolerance to roads in our 
study area may be informed by the need to adapt to 
human disturbances in order to utilize the available 
habitat and find mates. Our results show plasticity 
in fisher responses to roads and human development 
through diel partitioning, however, this plasticity 
remains reliant on access to large zones with low 
human disturbance (Ganoe et al. 2024).

Conclusion

Overall, we found support for the importance 
of accounting for individuality and the context 
dependent nature of spatio-temporal factors in habitat 
selection analyses. Our findings provide evidence of 
fisher plasticity to a highly human modified landscape 
given their individual experiences. At the population-
level it was important that during the daytime fisher 
consistently selected areas with low intensity of 
road risk, but selection of areas of higher road risk 
depended on the extent of human land use a fisher 
was exposed to. Our research clarifies the importance 
of incorporating context-dependency in fisher habitat 
selection in heterogeneous environments. Managers 
and conservation ecologists should consider 
individuality and animal exposure to varying levels of 
disturbance when implementing wildlife movement 
studies and attempting to understand the limitations 
of fisher adaptability to human activities.

Acknowledgements  We thank L. Dowaliby and Dr. David 
Serra for their veterinary support and guidance. We thank K. 
Rezendes, E. Paton, J. Müller, and J. Burr for assistance in the 
field. Additionally, we thank the furtrappers of Rhode Island 
that participated in our trapping efforts in 2021. We thank 
the following for providing land access: Audubon Society of 
Rhode Island, The Nature Conservancy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Providence Water, Woonsocket Water District, Rich-
mond Rural Preservation Trust, Foster Land Trust, Westerly 
Land Trust, Glocester Land Trust, Coventry Land Trust, Hop-
kinton Land Trust, Smithfield Land Trust, South Kingstown 

Land Trust, East Greenwich Land Trust, Narrow River Land 
Trust, North Smithfield Land Trust, Burrillville Land Trust, 
Shelter Harbor Fire District, West Greenwich Land Trust, 
Johnston Land Trust, Barrington Land Conservation Trust, and 
the towns of Burrillville, Charlestown, Cumberland, Narragan-
sett, North Kingstown, Glocester, Warwick, Cranston, Bristol, 
Barrington, and Warren.

Author Contributions  LG, CB, and BG conceived and 
designed the study; LG, AM, and CB conducted the field 
data collection; LG, JN, and BG discussed and performed the 
data management, analysis and visualization; BG supervised 
the study; All authors contributed to the concepts within the 
original draft, edits, and finalization of the manuscript. All 
authors have read, commented on, and agreed to the published 
version of the manuscript.

Funding  This project was supported by Wildlife Restoration 
Grants administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program: Partnering to 
fund conservation and connect people with nature; RI Fisher 
Spatial and Population Ecology (F19AF01093).

Data Availability  Data and model code available from 
Zenodo: https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​zenodo.​12764​759.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare no competing inter-
ests.

Open Access   This article is licensed under a Creative 
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 
International License, which permits any non-commercial 
use, sharing, 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 you modified the licensed 
material. You do not have permission under this licence to 
share adapted material derived from this article or parts of 
it. 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-​nc-​nd/4.​
0/.

References

Aldridge CL, Boyce MS (2007) Linking occurrence and fitness 
to persistence: habitat-based approach for endangered 
Greater Sage-Grouse. Ecol Appl 17:508–526.

Breck SW, Poessel SA, Mahoney P, Young JK (2019) The 
intrepid urban coyote: a comparison of bold and 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.12764759
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


	 Landsc Ecol           (2025) 40:81    81   Page 14 of 15

Vol:. (1234567890)

exploratory behavior in coyotes from urban and rural 
environments. Sci Rep 9:1–11

Brehm AM, Mortelliti A, Maynard GA, Zydlewski J (2019) 
Land-use change and the ecological consequences of 
personality in small mammals. Ecol Lett 22:1387–1395

Brown DD, LaPoint S, Kays R et  al (2012) Accelerometer-
informed GPS telemetry reducing the trade-off between 
resolution and longevity. Wildl Soc Bull 36:139–146

Bureau USC (2012) United States Summary, 2010: Popula-
tion and housing unit counts. US Department of Com-
merce, Economics and Statistics Administration

Calabrese JM, Fleming CH, Gurarie E (2016) ctmm: an R 
package for analyzing animal relocation data as a con-
tinuous-time stochastic process. Methods Ecol Evol 
7:1124–1132

Carroll C, Zielinski WJ, Noss RF (1999) Using presence-
absence data to build and test spatial habitat models for 
the fisher in the Klamath region, U.S.A. Conserv Biol 
13:1344–1359

Collier CJ (2024) Fire severity mediates marten and fisher 
occurrence: Impacts of the Dixie Fire on a carnivore 
community. California State Polytechnic University, 
Humbolt

Cristescu B, Stenhouse GB, Boyce MS (2013) Perception of 
human-derived risk influences choice at top of the food 
chain. PLoS One 8.

CT DEEP GIS (2021) Connecticut Road. Connecticut 
Department of Energy & Environmental Protection. 
https://​arcg.​is/​1juzbb.

Cowlishaw G (1997) Trade-offs between foraging and preda-
tion risk determine habitat use in a desert baboon popu-
lation. Anim Behav 53:667–686.

Dean WRJ, Seymour CL, Joseph GS, Foord SH (2019) A 
review of the impacts of roads on wildlife in semi-arid 
regions. Diversity 11(81). https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​d1105​
0081

Dewitz J, USGS (2021) National Land Cover Database 
(NLCD) 2019 products. Version 2.0. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
5066/​P9KZC​M54

Doherty TS, Geary WL, Jolly CJ et al (2022) Fire as a driver 
and mediator of predator–prey interactions. Biol Rev 
97:1539–1558

Dushoff J, Kain MP, Bolker BM (2019) I can see clearly 
now: reinterpreting statistical significance. Methods 
Ecol Evol 10:756–759

ESRI (2022) ArcGIS Pro Desktop. Version 3.0.3. https://​
www.​esri.​com/​en-​us/​arcgis/​produ​cts/​arcgis-​deskt​op/​
overv​iew.

Fieberg J, Signer J, Smith B, Avgar T (2021) A ‘How to’ guide 
for interpreting parameters in habitat-selection analyses. J 
Anim Ecol 90:1027–1043

Fortin D, Beyer HL, Boyce MS et al (2005) Wolves influence 
elk movements: behavior shapes a trophic cascade in Yel-
lowstone National Park. Ecology 86:1320–1330

Frid A, Dill L (2002) Human-caused disturbance stimuli as a 
form of predation risk. Conserv Ecol 6:11. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/​S0723-​2020(86)​80016-9

Ganoe LS, Mayer AE, Brown C, Gerber BD (2024) Mesocarni-
vore sensitivity to natural and anthropogenic disturbance 
leads to declines in occurrence and concern for species 
persistence. Ecol Evol 14:1–21

Gaynor KM, Hojnowski CE, Carter NH, Brashares JS (2018) 
The influence of human disturbance on wildlife nocturnal-
ity. Science 80-(360):1232–1235

Green RE, Purcell KL, Thompson CM et  al (2018) Repro-
ductive parameters of the fisher (Pekania pennanti) 
in the southern Sierra Nevada, California. J Mammal 
99:537–553

Green RE, Purcell KL, Thompson CM et al (2019) Forest Ecol-
ogy and Management Microsites and structures used by 
fishers (Pekania pennanti ) in the southern Sierra Nevada: 
a comparison of forest elements used for daily resting rel-
ative to reproduction. For Ecol Manage 440:131–146

Green DS, Martin ME, Powell RA et al (2022) Mixed-severity 
wildfire and salvage logging affect the populations of a 
forest-dependent carnivoran and a competitor. Ecosphere 
13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ecs2.​3877

Hapeman P, Latch EK, Fike JA et al (2011) Landscape genet-
ics of fishers (Martes pennanti) in the Northeast: dispersal 
barriers and historical influences. J Hered 102:251–259

Heit DR, Millspaugh JJ, McRoberts JT et al (2023) The spatial 
scaling and individuality of habitat selection in a wide-
spread ungulate. Landsc Ecol 38:1481–1495

Holbrook JD, Squires JR, Olson E, et al (2017) Understanding 
and predicting habitat for wildlife conservation: the case 
of the Canada lynx at the range periphery. Ecosphere: 
8(9):e01939. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ecs2.​1939

Hutchinson GE (1957) Concluding remarks. In: Cold Spring 
Harbor symposia on quantitative biology. Cold Spring 
Harbor Laboratory Press, Cold Spring Harbor, pp 
415–427

Jackson SD (2000) Overview of transportation impacts on 
wildlife movement and populations. pp 7–20 in Messmer, 
TA and West, B (eds) Wildlife and Highways: Seeking 
Solutions to an Ecological and Socio-economic Dilemma. 
The Wildlife Society.

Kautz TM, Fowler NL, Petroelje TR et al (2021) Large carni-
vore response to human road use suggests a landscape of 
coexistence. Glob Ecol Conserv 30:e01772

Kelly GM (1978) Fisher (Martes pennanti) biology in the 
White Mountain National Forest and adjacent areas. Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA

Kordosky JR, Gese EM, Thompson CM et  al (2021a) Land-
scape of stress: tree mortality influences physiological 
stress and survival in a native mesocarnivore. PLoS ONE 
16:1–22

Kordosky JR, Gese EM, Thompson CM et  al (2021b) Land-
scape use by fishers (Pekania pennanti): core areas dif-
fer in habitat than the entire home range. Can J Zool 
99:289–297

LaPoint S, Gallery P, Wikelski M, Kays R (2013) Animal 
behavior, cost-based corridor models, and real corridors. 
Landsc Ecol 28:1615–1630

LaPoint SD, Belant JL, Kays RW (2015) Mesopredator release 
facilitates range expansion in fisher. Anim Conserv 
18:50–61

Lofroth EC, Raley CM, Higley JM, et al (2010) Conservation of 
fishers (Martes pennanti) in South-Central British Colum-
bia, Western Washington, Western Oregon, and California 
- Volume I: Conservation Assessment. Denver, Colorado, 
USA

https://arcg.is/1juzbb
https://doi.org/10.3390/d11050081
https://doi.org/10.3390/d11050081
https://doi.org/10.5066/P9KZCM54
https://doi.org/10.5066/P9KZCM54
https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/products/arcgis-desktop/overview
https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/products/arcgis-desktop/overview
https://www.esri.com/en-us/arcgis/products/arcgis-desktop/overview
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0723-2020(86)80016-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0723-2020(86)80016-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.3877
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.1939


Landsc Ecol           (2025) 40:81 	 Page 15 of 15     81 

Vol.: (0123456789)

Loughry SC, Triska MD, Fecske DM, Serfass TL (2012) A 
Direct comparison of enclosed track plates and remote cam-
eras in detecting fishers, Martes pennanti, in North Dakota. 
Can Field-Naturalist 126:281–287

Magnusson A, Skaug H, Nielsen A, et al (2019) Package ‘glm-
mtmb.’ R Packag. Version 0.2. 0

MassGIS (2022) Massachusetts Department of Transportation 
(MassDOT) Roads

Matthews SM, Green DS, Higley JM et al (2019) Reproductive 
den selection and its consequences for fisher neonates, a 
cavity-obligate mustelid. J Mammal 100:1305–1316

Matthiopoulos J, Fieberg JR, Aarts G (2020) Species-Habitat 
Associations: Spatial data, predictive models, and ecologi-
cal insights, 2nd edn. University of Minnesota Libraries 
Publishing

Mayer AE, McGreevy TJ, Brown C et al (2022) Transient per-
sistence of bobcat (Lynx rufus) occurrence throughout a 
human-dominated landscape. Popul Ecol 64:323–335

McLoughlin PD, Boyce MS, Coulson T, Clutton-Brock T (2006) 
Lifetime reproductive success and density-dependent, 
multi-variable resource selection. Proc R Soc B Biol Sci 
273:1449–1454

Mitchell JC (2015) Amphibian and small mammal assemblages 
in a Northern Virginia Forest Before and After Defoliation 
by Gypsy Moths (Lymantria dispar). Virginia J Sci 66.

Moncrief ND, Fies ML (2015) Report of first specimens of Peka-
nia pennanti (fisher) from Virginia. Northeast Nat 22.

Montgomery RA, Redilla KM, Ortiz-Calo W, et al (2018) Evalu-
ating the individuality of animal-habitat relationships. Ecol 
Evol 8(22):10893–10901. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​ece3.​4554

Moreau G, Fortin D, Couturier S, Duschesne T (2012) Multi-
level functional responses for wildlife conservation: the 
case of threatened caribou in managed boreal forests. J Appl 
Ecol 49:611–620. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1365-​2664.​2012.​
02134.x

Muff S, Signer J, Fieberg J (2020) Accounting for individual-spe-
cific variation in habitat-selection studies: efficient estima-
tion of mixed-effects models using Bayesian or frequentist 
computation. J Anim Ecol 89:80–92

Mysterud A, Ims RA (1998) Functional responses in habitat use: 
availability influences relative use in trade-off situations. 
Ecology 79(4):1435–1441. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1890/​0012-​
9658(1998)​079[1435:​FRIHUA]​2.0.​CO;2

Northrup JM, Hooten MB, Anderson CRJ, Wittemyer G (2013) 
Practical guidance on characterizing availability in resource 
selection functions under a use-availability design. Ecol Soc 
Am 94:1456–1463

Northrup JM, Vander Wal E, Bonar M et al (2022) Conceptual 
and methodological advances in habitat-selection modeling: 
guidelines for ecology and evolution. Ecol Appl 32. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1002/​eap.​2470

Olson LE, Sauder JD, Fekety PA et al (2024) Fishers (Pekania 
pennanti) are forest structure specialists when resting and 
generalists when moving: behavior influences resource 
selection in a northern Rocky Mountain fisher population. 
Mov Ecol 12:1–21

Parsons MA, Lewis JC, Gardner B et al (2019) Habitat selection 
and spatiotemporal interactions of a reintroduced mesocar-
nivore. J Wildl Manage 83:1172–1184

Pasquarella VJ, Elkinton JS, Bradley BA (2018) Exten-
sive gypsy moth defoliation in Southern New England 

characterized using Landsat satellite observations. Biol 
Invasions 20:3047–3053

Powell RA (1993) The fisher: life history, ecology, and behavior, 
2nd edn. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis

Powell RA, Zielinski WJ (1994) Chapter 3: Fisher. In: Ruggiero 
LF, Aubry KB, Buskirk SW, et al (eds) The scientific basis 
for conserving forest carnivores: American marten, fisher, 
lynx, and wolverine in the western United States. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Fort Collins, pp 
38–73

Powell SM, York EC, Scanlon JJ, Fuller TK (1997) Fisher mater-
nal den sites in central New England. Martes Taxon Ecol 
Tech Manag Prov Museum Alberta, Edmont, pp 265–278

Powell RA, Facka AN, Gabriel MW et  al (2017) The fisher as 
a model organism. In: Macdonald DW, Newman C, Har-
rington LA (eds) Biology and conservation of Musteloids. 
Oxford University Press, Oxford

RIGIS (2016) Rhode Island Department of Transportation 
Roads; RIDTOrds16

Signer J, Fieberg J, Avgar T (2019) Animal movement tools 
(amt): R package for managing tracking data and conduct-
ing habitat selection analyses. Ecol Evol 9:880–890

Stillfried M, Gras P, Börner K, et  al (2017) Secrets of Success 
in a Landscape of Fear: Urban Wild Boar Adjust Risk Per-
ception and Tolerate Disturbance. Front Ecol Evol 5(157). 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fevo.​2017.​00157

Stuber EF, Carlson BS, Jesmer BR (2022) Spatial personalities: a 
meta-analysis of consistent individual differences in spatial 
behavior. Behav Ecol 33:477–486

Team RC (2023) R: A language and environment for statistical 
computing

Thierumel B, Elmarhraoui A (2022) suncalc: Compute Sun Posi-
tion, SUnlight Phases, Moon Position and Lunar Phase. Ver-
sion 0.5.1. https://​github.​com/​datas​torm-​open/​sunca​lc

Thurfjell H, Ciuti S, Boyce MS (2014) Applications of step-
selection functions in ecology and conservation. Mov Ecol 
2:1–12

Triska M, Loughry SL, Serfass TL (2020) Fisher (Pekania pen-
nanti) distribution in riparian forest patches of northeastern 
North Dakota: habitat plasticity or a short-term aberration ? 
Can Wildl Biol Manag 9:68–80

Weir RD, Harestad AS (2003) Scale-dependent habitat selectivity 
by fishers in South-Central British Columbia. J Wildl Man-
age 67:73–82

Zielinski WJ, Truex RL, Schmidt GA et  al (2004) Home 
range characteristics of fishers in California. J Mammal 
85:649–657

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

https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4554
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2012.02134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2664.2012.02134.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1998)079[1435:FRIHUA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/0012-9658(1998)079[1435:FRIHUA]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2470
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2470
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2017.00157
https://github.com/datastorm-open/suncalc

	Individuality, diel time, and landscape context shape space-use of an elusive carnivore in a risky environment
	Abstract 
	Context 
	Objectives 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Study area
	Animal capture and monitoring
	Hypotheses of habitat selection
	Habitat selection analyses
	Context dependency: interaction terms
	Context dependency: functional response terms
	Modeling


	Results
	Data collection
	Individual random effects and interaction context dependency
	Context dependency: functional response

	Discussion
	Context dependency: interactions
	Context dependency: functional response
	Conclusion

	Acknowledgements 
	References


