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INTRODUCTION

Anthropogenic environmental changes drive the increas-
ing frequency of zoonotic disease emergence—diseases
transmitted from wildlife to human populations (Allen
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Abstract

Although the role of host movement in shaping infectious disease dynamics is
widely acknowledged, methodological separation between animal movement and
disease ecology has prevented researchers from leveraging empirical insights from
movement data to advance landscape scale understanding of infectious disease risk.
To address this knowledge gap, we examine how movement behaviour and resource
utilization by white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) determines blacklegged
tick (Ixodes scapularis) distribution, which depend on deer for dispersal in a highly
fragmented New York City borough. Multi-scale hierarchical resource selection
analysis and movement modelling provide insight into how deer's movements
contribute to the risk landscape for human exposure to the Lyme disease vector—/.
scapularis. We find deer select highly vegetated and accessible residential properties
which support blacklegged tick survival. We conclude the distribution of tick-borne
disease risk results from the individual resource selection by deer across spatial
scales in response to habitat fragmentation and anthropogenic disturbances.
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et al., 2017; Baker et al., 2022; Carlson et al., 2022; Gibb
et al., 2020). Zoonotic diseases emerge from a suite of
processes that require spatio-temporal overlap between
humans and infected hosts or vectors for spillover oc-
currence. Urban ecosystems are a hotbed for emerging
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zoonoses because opportunistic species adapted to an-
thropic landscapes are often competent zoonotic hosts,
and spillover is facilitated by close contact at inter-
faces between humans, wildlife and/or vectors (Alirol
et al., 2011; Hassell et al., 2017). Wildlife host movement
influences contact rates between vectors, pathogens and
other hosts to shape the distribution of zoonotic hazards
in complex multi-host pathogen systems.

Urban wildlife movement patterns are driven by
landscape-dependent and -independent fragmentation.
Landscape-dependent fragmentation (LDF) alters the
physical configuration of habitat patches, preventing spe-
cies from moving freely across the landscape as patches
become increasingly isolated (Berger-Tal & Saltz, 2019;
Magle et al., 2014). As natural land is converted to im-
pervious surface, wildlife hosts aggregate in remaining
habitat fragments leading to increased contact rates and
spatial hotspots of transmission and spillover (Wilkinson
etal., 2018). Landscape-independent fragmentation (LIF)
results from anthropogenic disturbances which change
animals' perception and use of their environment (Berger-
Tal & Saltz, 2019). Fertilized vegetation, gardens or waste
by-products provide stable, often predictable, resource
subsides (Becker et al., 2015; Langley et al., 2021) which
cause LIF by influencing contact patterns and wildlife
host movement (Ossi et al., 2020; Ranc et al., 2020) at the
human interface, where zoonotic hazard becomes risk.

Tick-bornediseaseemergenceisintertwined withland use
change and habitat fragmentation (Diuk-Wasser et al., 2021)
and tick-borne diseases are the most common vector-borne
zoonoses in temperate North America, Europe and Asia.
In the United States, Lyme disecase, a bacterial infection
caused by Borrelia burgdorferi sensu stricto, affects 400,000
people annually (Kugeler et al., 2021; Schwartz et al., 2021).
Historically, Lyme disease was associated with the in-
cursion of suburban and exurban development into rural
areas (Barbour & Fish, 1993). More recently, ticks have ex-
panded their geographic range with climate change (Ogden
et al., 2021; Sonenshine, 2018) and by occupying diverse and
novel landscapes, such as cities (VanAcker et al., 2019). The
urban expansion of Lyme disease occurs through two path-
ways that increase human risk of exposure to infected ticks:
(1) vegetation increases through cities undergoing de-urban-
ization linked with population decline and land abandon-
ment (Eskew & Olival, 2018; Richards & Belcher, 2019), or
through urban greening strategies (Halsey et al., 2022; Yang
et al., 2014); and (2) expanding urban matrix into surround-
ing natural habitats (Giineralp et al., 2020; van Vliet, 2019).
Both pathways increase tick habitat and wildland—urban
interfaces where species richness is dominated by synan-
thropic wildlife species, often tick hosts or pathogen reser-
voirs (Gibb et al., 2020) and human exposure to ticks is high
(Diuk-Wasser et al., 2021).

In the eastern and midwestern United States, the es-
tablishment and persistence of the Lyme disease vector,
Ixodes scapularis ticks, is supported by white-tailed deer
(Odocoileus virginianus, hereafter deer), the primary

reproductive stage host for adult 1. scapularis (Barbour &
Fish, 1993; Ostfeld et al., 2018; Rand et al., 2004). While
deer amplify Ixodes spp. (Cagnacci et al., 2012; Carpi
et al., 2008), they are not susceptible to B. burgdorferi in-
fection and do not support B. burgdorferi transmission
(Telford IIT et al., 1988). Studies predicting the distribu-
tion of 1. scapularis ticks and Lyme disease over large geo-
graphic areas typically utilize broad-scale climatic and
landcover variables (Diuk-Wasser et al., 2006; Estrada-
Pena, 1998; Soucy et al., 2018). This approach, however,
lacks power to predict the zoonotic hazard at fine spatial
scales because it ignores local B. burgdorferi transmission
ecology and the modulating role of host movement in frag-
mented environments at different spatial (home range,
fine scale movements) and temporal (seasonal, diel) scales.

Available niches for parasites are shaped by the move-
ment and resource selection by their wildlife hosts (Ezenwa
et al., 2016). Thus, the probability of tick population estab-
lishment is affected by the hosts' scale of response to the
landscape. Wildlife resource selection spans multiple spatial
scales and is hierarchically nested (Johnson, 1980), where
broad-scale sclection constrains fine-scale selection (Senft
et al., 1987). Multi-scale selection is integral to consider in
urban landscapes where deer often display urban-adapted
behaviour such as foraging close to households (Grund
et al., 2002; Kilpatrick et al., 2000; Swihart et al., 1995) and
resting in forest patches. If deer habitat selection encompasses
anthropogenic resources, residential areas can experience
enhanced exposure to infected ticks. Because ticks passively
fall from hosts upon engorgement, host movement speed and
directionality through varying landcovers affect tick spatial
clustering and ticks' likelihood of survival post-feeding.

This study examines fine scale deer movement in an
urban, fragmented borough of New York City (NYC) to de-
termine how deer movement is linked to local distributions
of I scapularis ticks. We employ a multi-scale hierarchical
resource selection framework to (i) examine deer's scale of
response to anthropogenic features when establishing their
home range (HR, i.e. responses to LDF in second-order se-
lection), (ii) determine fine scale spatiotemporal effects of
the urban landscape on within-HR habitat selection and
avoidance (i.e. responses to LIF in third-order selection) and
(iii) assess the spatial congruence between deer habitat se-
lection and 1. scapularis presence. We expect high-intensity
development will restrict deer HR selection at fine spatial
scales through limiting available natural habitat and creat-
ing movement barriers. We expect deer to exhibit diel varia-
tion when selecting for features within the HR and to avoid
highly anthropic areas during periods of heightened human
activity. We further hypothesize that vegetated neighbour-
hoods nested within areas connected to natural habitats will
attract deer to foraging resources and support the micro-
climate for tick survival, leading to higher tick occupancy
compared to neighbourhoods that are less accessible to deer
and/or present more hostile microclimates for 1. scapularis.

With the majority of the human population residing
in cities (United Nations, Department of Economic and
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Social Affairs, 2018) and the recent increase in tick-borne
diseases in urban areas globally (Hamer et al., 2012;
Hansford et al., 2017, 2021; Heylen et al., 2019; Rizzoli
et al., 2014; Simmons et al., 2020; Sormunen et al., 2020;
VanAcker et al., 2019), there is an urgent need to under-
stand the urban ecology of tick-borne disease emergence
and the determinants of heterogeneity in tick-borne
disease hazard. Here, we pair deer movement and tick
surveillance data to provide the first study that directly
links deer movement behaviour to tick distribution
across a highly urban landscape. We conclude that re-
source selection at different spatial scales enables urban
deer to navigate fragmented habitats and that sex and in-
dividual-based responses to human activity characterize
differences in tick distribution capacity.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Study area

Staten Island, NYC, USA, has a population of 474,893
with a density of 3132 people/km2 (World Population
Review, 2022) and the highest tree canopy cover of all
NYC boroughs (Nowak et al., 2018, 73% development,

27% natural landcover with 12% tree cover, Figure 1,
Supporting Information). Increasing rates of Lyme dis-
ease cases on Staten Island from 4 to 25 per 100,000
between 2000 and 2016 (New York City Department
of Health and Mental Hygiene, 2020) motivated this
research. Prior work shows metapopulation dynamics
structure tick population persistence in Staten Island
parks where parks' centrality—its level of connectivity
for deer—predicts nymphal tick density and infection
prevalence (VanAcker et al., 2019) and households' prox-
imity to parks is a risk factor for 1. scapularis presence
in yards (Gregory et al., 2022). Thus, Staten Island offers
an ideal landscape to examine deer movement responses
to LDF and LIF and their consequences for tick-borne
disease.

Animal collaring and tick collection

We captured deer during the 2016-2019 winters; 177
yearling and adult males were ear-tagged and fitted with
GPS collars (G2110E Iridium, ATS; GPS/GSM ES400,
CTT) following surgical vasectomies to sterilize male
deer for population reduction (Supporting Information:
reduced 2053 to 1616 deer throughout the study period).

Household Sampling
[ White-tailed deer absent

[ White-tailed deer present
KX Ixodes scapularis present
Ecological Neighborhood

95% Home Range

[] Females

[ Males

Landcover Types

I Forest

[ Wetland/Herbaceous/Water

[ Low Intensity Development

|| High Vegetation Block

[ Low Vegetation Block

10 km A Il Medium and High Intensity Development

"1 Home Range Availability

FIGURE 1 Staten Island, NYC: Fine thematic resolution landcover layer used for second- and third-order habitat selection inset within
the New York and New Jersey state boundaries, USA. The reclassified landcover types are detailed in the legend and the 95% home range areas
are shown in solid lines (blue: males and white: females). The household sampling design is shown in the upper right box where an ecological
neighbourhood is indicated with a 500 m buffer surrounding the park where households were primarily sampled. Household parcels are shown
in green if deer intersected the property, red if deer did not intersect the property and hashed if 1. scapularis were present in the household yard.
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Ten female deer were fitted with GPS/GSM (ES400,
CTT) collars during the 2019 winter.

Ticks were sampled from yards of park-adjacent resi-
dences from April to July during 2018, 2019 and 2021 for
a concurrent study (Gregory et al., 2022) that used ran-
dom cluster sampling within ecological neighbourhoods
that encompassed a core park (Figure 1, Supporting
Information). All ticks encountered at 10m intervals
were quantified, identified to species and preserved in
70% ethanol.

GPS data standardization and segmentation

All location data were screened for outliers using the
R (R Team, 2022, v4.0.5) package ctmm (Calabrese
et al., 2016) and filtered through multiple inclusion crite-
ria, resulting in a sample size of 50 male and nine female
deer (Supporting Information). We used the R package
AdeHabitat LT (Calenge, 2006) to regularize male tra-
jectory segments to a 2-h fix schedule and female tra-
jectories to a 1-h fix schedule, and rediscretized data to
constant time lags. The fix frequencies differed by sex
due to study design variation during the data collection
period. Data were segmented into three seasons accord-
ing to deer and 1. scapularis life histories: deer pre-breed-
ing (June 1-August 31, larval and nymphal I. scapularis
feeding), breeding (September 1-December 31, adult 1.
scapularis feeding) and post-breeding (January 1-May
31, adult I. scapularis feeding) (Etter et al., 2002; Ogden
et al., 2007; Schauber et al., 2015). The deer location data
spanned from breeding 2016 through post-breeding 2021
(excluding the pre-breeding 2017 season, Figure S2).

Landcover processing for 1. scapularis
exposure risk

We reclassified the NLCD 2016 (U.S. Geological
Survey, 2019) raster layer to four landcover types repre-
senting important habitat for deer or for human exposure
to I. scapularis: water/wetland/herbaceous (wetland-
herb), open and low-intensity development (low-dev),
medium and high-intensity development (med-high-
dev), or forested landcover, and merged this with two
constructed residential landcover types. We classified
residential blocks by their attractiveness to deer and suit-
ability for tick survival to explicitly investigate how deer
habitat selection influences human encounters with 1.
scapularis. We estimated total yard area, canopy height,
landcover type proportions within blocks and landscape
connectivity for deer (VanAcker et al., 2019) within 100 m
surrounding each block. We used K-means clustering to
define block types (Figure S3). The first block type was
characterized by high vegetation, low impervious cover,
high connectivity for deer and large yard areas (high-
veg-blocks). The second type described blocks with low

vegetation, high impervious cover, low connectivity for
deer and small yards (low-veg-blocks). We merged block
assignments with the reclassified NLCD landcover
layer to use in second- and third-order selection models
(Figure 1). Due to low representation of deer use across
all six landcover types, we created a second landcover
layer of coarser thematic resolution where the six land-
cover types were reclassified into either ‘natural’ (forest
and wetland-herb) or ‘urban’ (low-dev, med-high-dev,
high-veg-block and low-veg-block).

Landcover analysis to assess deer visitation and
I. scapularis presence

We validated the association between block types and
tick habitat suitability using the tick data from park adja-
cent yards (Gregory et al., 2022, Supporting Information).
Of 451 yards surveyed, 408 fell within classified blocks.
Block typology successfully identified blocks that could
support 1. scapularis survival, as 94% of yards where 1.
scapularis were collected were from high-veg-blocks
(n=53 households). The household sampling design shows
select households surrounding a park where deer visits
occurred and 1. scapularis were present in yards.

To assess deer visitation to yards, we examined the
intersection between deer GPS points and household
tax lot polygons (New York City Department of City
Planning, 2020) where ticks were sampled across years
using the R package sf (Pebesma, 2018). We used the
households visited by deer and the households' block type
in binomial Generalized Linear Models (GLMs) to pre-
dict the presence of I. scapularis ticks in residential yards
and compared model fit using the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) score (Burnham & Anderson, 2002).

Home range estimation and analysis

We pooled location data across seasons to estimate the
95% (Figure 1) and 50% HR and compared HR size for
females when using a 1-h fix schedule and a 2-h fix sched-
ule (Supporting Information). We estimated the propor-
tion of landcover types within the 95% HRs using the
fine thematic resolution layer and estimated HR habitat
richness and evenness with Simpson's alpha-diversity
index. We ran GLMs to assess whether sex or the percent
urban landcover within-HRs predicted the log HR size.

Second-order selection

To understand scale dependence in deer's response to an-
thropogenic features during second-order selection, we
ran resource selection function (RSFs) models with scale
optimization. We considered all of Staten Island avail-
able for deer and drew nine random locations anywhere
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on Staten Island for each used location. We then esti-
mated the area of med-high-dev within buffers (varying
from 100 to 800m at 100m increments, thus applying
a multi-grain assessment (McGarigal et al., 2016)) sur-
rounding each used and available location. We applied
binomial GLMs to assess the dependence of used/avail-
able locations on the area of med-high-dev. We selected
the model with the minimum AIC score as the most pre-
dictive radii for individual deer.

Third-order selection

We ran integrated Step Selection Analysis (iISSA; Avgar
et al., 2016) to determine drivers of within-HR resource
selection while accounting for individual movement. To
prepare for iSSA, we estimated step lengths and turning
angles between successive steps (where ‘step’ defines a
straight line connecting consecutive locations) to fit ten-
tative gamma and von Mises distributions, respectively,
using the amt (Signer et al., 2019) R package. From these
distributions, 10 random steps were generated for each
observed step (Supporting Information). Habitat attrib-
utes from the two landcover layers were extracted at the
beginning and end of observed and random steps. We
fit four iISSA models to data from each deer using con-
ditional logistic regression stratified by start step ID in
amt. Each model included three covariates to account
for movement speed and directionality: step length (SL),
natural log transformed step length (In(SL)) and the co-
sine of the turning angle (Cos(TA)).

We modelled movement behaviour and habitat selec-
tion for all deer using broad thematic resolution (two lev-
els) and modelled a subset of 27 deer (female =2, male
n=25) whose location data spanned all landcover types
using the fine thematic resolution layer (six levels) during
the deer breeding/adult I. scapularis feeding seasons
(2016-2020; Table 1, model 1). We expected deer's selec-
tion strength for features within their HR to vary tempo-
rally, thus we included time-of-day as an interactive term

with habitat selection (model 2). Movement differences
driven by the starting habitat were assessed through
an interaction between the starting step landcover and
movement covariates (model 3). To assess whether deer
moved differently depending on habitat and time-of-day,
we included interactions between the ending step land-
cover, movement covariates and time-of-day (model 4).

We assessed model fit for 160 deer-season models
by bootstrapping each individual's four models inde-
pendently (n=1000) to acquire mean coefficient esti-
mates with a 95% confidence interval and used the AAIC
(Burnham & Anderson, 2002) to determine the individ-
ual's best fit model between the null model and model 1
and between models 1 and 4 (Table 1). We tallied how
many deer showed the strongest support for each model
by season and sex to determine the top model (Table 2).
The coefficient estimates from the best fit model for each
sex were bootstrapped (n=1000) for each individual and
the coefficients' standard errors were estimated.

We used individual movement parameter estimates
from model 4 to update the tentative gamma and
von Mises distributions and estimated habitat selec-
tion-free mean dispersal distance per step (speed) and
directionality for individual deer over natural and
urban landcovers. These were summarized using box-
plots to show deer's average and individual speed and
directional persistence by sex, landcover and season.
We assessed speed differences by landcover and season
through fitting Gaussian GLMs to the bootstrapped
mean speed beta coefficients from individual iSSA
models. We included season and landcover (urban/nat-
ural) as fixed and interactive predictors and used the
inverse variance of the response coefficient as a model
weight to reduce the contribution of less certain esti-
mates (Beardsworth et al., 2021).

Lastly, to showcase how individual variation in move-
ment and resource use affects the future probability of
vector dispersal, we simulated spatially explicit dispersal
kernels informed by movement and habitat selection co-
efficients estimated from fitted iSSA model 4 for three

TABLE 1 ISSA models were used to address two interacting processes, deer movement and habitat selection.
Model Aim Movement Selection
Null Movement only SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA) —
How likely are deer to select urban over forested habitat and does this vary with time of day?
1 Movement + habitat selection SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA) LC(end)
2 Movement + temporal variability in ~ SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA) LC(end): TOD

habitat selection

Is deer movement faster or more directional while in, or travelling to, urban or natural habitats? Does this vary with time of day?

3 Movement differences with starting
habitat + habitat selection

4 Movement differences with habitat
selection and time of day

SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)

SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC (start):
(SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA))

LC(end)

LC(end): (SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+TOD)

Note: Data from each individual deer were modelled separately for models 1-4. To model the movement process in each model we included step length (SL), the
natural log of step length (In(SL)) and the cosine of the turning angle between successive steps (Cos(TA)). LC (start) and LC (end) describe the landcover type
overlapping the beginning or end of observed and random steps and TOD signifies time-of-day (day/night). Colons indicate term interactions.
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TABLE 2 The strength of support for models assessing movement and selection by sex and season.

Season n Model

Female white-tailed deer

Model structure

Minimum AIC tally

Pre-Breeding 9 1 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC(end) 0
Breeding 17 1
Post-Breeding 14 0
Pre-Breeding 9 2 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC(end): TOD 4
Breeding 17 7
Post-Breeding 14 7
Pre-Breeding 9 3 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC (start): 4
Breeding 17 (SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA))+LC(end) 5
Post-Breeding 14 6
Pre-Breeding 9 4 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC(end): 1
Breeding 17 (SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+TOD) 4
Post-Breeding 14 1
Male white-tailed deer

Pre-Breeding 18 1 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC(end) 2
Breeding 51 5
Post-Breeding 47 7
Pre-Breeding 18 2 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC(end): TOD 5
Breeding 51 8
Post-Breeding 47 17
Pre-Breeding 18 3 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC (start): 4
Breeding 51 (SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA))+LC(end)

Post-Breeding 47 5
Pre-Breeding 18 4 SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+LC(end): 7
Breeding 51 (SL+In(SL)+Cos(TA)+TOD) 34
Post-Breeding 47 18

Note: Each individual model was bootstrapped (n=1000), the model fit was summarized per deer, the number of deer with data overlapping each season is shown
by n and the minimum AIC tally indicates how many individuals showed that corresponding model as the best fit (lowest AIC). One male deer had over 95% of its
observed steps in high-veg-blocks, this animal was removed from models because the extreme habitat specialization did not support convergence.

deer that varied in their HR habitat diversity and selec-
tion strength for fine resolution landcover types using
amt (Signer et al., 2017). We utilized the same initializa-
tion points across deer for the simulations in an area of
Staten Island that exemplifies the juxtaposition of hab-
itat types in residential areas, but where no individuals
were observed occupying (Supporting Information). For
a glossary box defining abbreviated terms, please refer
to the supporting information (Table S1).

RESULTS
Residential yard tick surveys and deer visitation

A total of 451 unique yards were surveyed for ticks one-
three times totalling 529 sampling events; I. scapularis
ticks were present in 14% of yards surveyed (n=65) over
the three-year period. Deer locations were within 72/451
tick-surveyed yards from 1 to 43 times per house by 25/59
deer. We found 26% of yard revisits took place under

10h, 22% within 72h, 28% within 2weeks, and 23% be-
tween 2weeks and 10months. We examined whether
deer visits or households' block type predicts 1. scapu-
laris presence in residential yards and found the best fit
model included deer presence (3=1.0188, p=0.002) and
block type (B3=-1.4076, p=0.02), where low-veg-blocks
had a negative effect on 1. scapularis presence (Table S2).

Home range estimation and analysis

An equality of proportions test showed no evidence that
deer utilized wetland-herb, forest and low-dev more or
less than expected based on the amount of each habitat
available (Table S3a). In contrast, deer used med-high-
dev and low-veg-blocks in significantly lower proportions
to the habitat available (»=0.03 and p=0.02, respectively,
Figure 2a; Table S3a), while there was weak evidence
that deer used high-veg-blocks more than expected
(p=0.09, Table S3a). Deer used urban (low-dev, high-
veg-block, med-high-dev and low-veg-block) landcovers
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FIGURE 2 (a) The used and available habitats and time-of-day use of landcover types for deer population across sexes. The proportion

of habitat types used are shown by the top bars with light colouring and the proportion of habitats available for use are shown by the bottom
darker coloured bars. The diagonal lines indicate daytime use for each respective landcover type whereas the solid colour signifies night-time
use. (b) The area and diversity of landcover types within each deer home range. The deer IDs are ordered along the y-axis by increasing habitat
diversity within their home range (top IDs have the highest Simpson's diversity index and bottom IDs have the lowest Simpson's diversity
index). The asterisks indicate the 27 individuals that were included in the iISSA model using the fine thematic landcover layer and the @ symbol

indicates female deer.

more frequently at night (>58% of night-time steps) and
occupied natural landcovers (forest and wetland-herb)
more frequently during the day (>53% of daytime steps,
Figure 2a), although there was no statistical difference
in these proportions (Table S3b). The 95% male HRs
ranged from 30 to 1049 hectares (ha) with a 170 ha aver-
age. Female HRs varied from 24 to 79ha with a 50ha
average (Table S4). There was weak evidence that deer
sex affects HR size (male B: 120.63, p=0.07), however the
deer tracked were heavily male biased. This relationship
remained when female fix frequencies were standard-
ized to 2-h fix schedule to match males (male B: 118.47,
p=0.07). As HR size increased, the percent natural land-
cover decreased while the percent urban landcover within
the HR increased alongside habitat diversity (Figure 2b).
A higher percent urban landcover within the HR was as-
sociated with larger HR size (B: 0.01, p=0.005, Figures S5
and S6). Male HRs on average were comprised of 33%
natural and 66% urban landcover whereas female HRs
averaged 43% natural and 56% urban landcover.

Second-order selection

For second-order selection of HRs, all male and female
deer responded strongest to med-high-development at

fine spatial scales of 100m radius (#=59), indicated by
the low AIC score for this spatial scale during model
comparison (Figure S7). The relative strength of selec-
tion varied within the population, although all indi-
viduals negatively selected for med-high-development
(Table S5 and Figure S8).

Third-order selection

We first examined whether movement alone could pre-
dict third-order selection (null model), the selection of
resources within the HR, or if including habitat selection
strengthened the model fit (model 1). Habitat selection
significantly improved model fit for most individuals
across seasons, except for 17 unique deer represented
in 23 deer-seasons for which the movement only models
were equally parsimonious to model 1 which incorpo-
rated habitat selection.

The top model describing movement and habitat se-
lection within the HR for male deer across pre-breed-
ing, breeding and post-breeding seasons was model 4
(Tables 2; Table S6) indicating speed and directionality
differ by time-of-day and habitat selected. The top model
for female deer was model 2 for breeding and post-breed-
ing seasons providing support for a time-of-day effect
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on habitat selection (Tables 2, Table S6). During the
pre-breeding seasons, the number of female deer show-
ing model 2 and 3 as the best fit were equal. Deer selected
natural over urban habitats most frequently (124/160
models per deer-season), six models showed positive se-
lection of urban landcover in reference to natural habitat
and 30 models resulted in a neutral response to urban
landcover indicated by a non-significant coefficient for
urban landcover selection in reference to forest.

When fine thematic resolution habitat was used for
breeding season models (2016-2020; n=27 individuals),
most deer significantly avoided residential low-veg-
block and med-high-dev relative to forested habitat, but
with high variation in selection strength. Deer showed
stronger avoidance of increasingly developed landcover
(Figure 3b). Relative to forest, wetland-herb was signifi-
cantly selected in 10.34% of models, selected against in
41.38% of models and deer showed a neutral response
in 48.42% of models. Low-dev was selected in 3.45% of
models, selected against in 55.17% of models and 41.38%
of models showed a neutral response relative to forest.

(a) Observed home ranges (b)

=4
o

|
I
o

Relative Selection Strength
|
o
°

Residential high-veg-block was selected in 3.57% of mod-
els, selected against in 64.29% of models and 32.14% of
models showed a neutral response. Importantly, residen-
tial low-veg-block was never selected relative to forest,
was selected against in 96.30% of models and 3.70% of
models showed a neutral response. Lastly, med-high-dev
was selected against in 96.55% of models relative to for-
est and 3.45% of deer showed a neutral response.

The range of estimated selection-free speeds through
natural landcover was 30-541 m/2h with an average of
181m/2h for males and 54-142m/1h with an average
of 92m/1h for females, while in urban landcover male
speeds ranged from 44 to 253m/2h with an average of
133m/2h and 46-129m/1 h with an average of 82m/lh
for females. Female speed depended on landcover and
season with a negative effect of urban landcover (B: —=7.4,
p=0.04, Figure 4) and a positive effect of the post-breed-
ing season on speed in reference to the breeding sea-
son (B: 9.4, p=0.03) while pre-breeding season speed
was not significantly different (Figure S9). Male deer
speed depended on season, with post-breeding (B: 57.74,

% Landcover in home ranges
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Simulated dispersal kernels based on individual movement
and relative selection strength

FIGURE 3 A showcase of the relationship between habitat selection and space use across individual deer and simulated dispersal
probabilities. (a) Observed home ranges and the proportion of each landcover type within an individual's home range for IDs 1151 (top panel:
purple polygon), 1150 (middle panel: red polygon) and 1093 (bottom panel: yellow polygon). The matched-colour triangles highlight the same
example individuals in the plot in (b) and the coloured box outlines in (c). (b) Relative selection strength of male and female deer (n=27) of fine
thematic resolution landcover types during breeding seasons 2016-2021. The dashed line indicates a coefficient of 0. Points with confidence
intervals above the dashed line signify positive selection in reference to forested landcover and points with intervals below the dashed line show
negative selection in reference to forest. Deer sex is shown by symbol shape and vertical lines show 95% confidence intervals around coefficient
estimates. (c) Simulated dispersal kernels informed by iISSA movement and habitat selection coefficient values where dark colours represent
low probability of future dispersal and light colours indicate high probabilities of future dispersal across the landcover types indicated in the

legend.
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FIGURE 4 Calculated speed (average displacement distance), directionality (cosine (turning angle) p coefficient) and step length (step
length p coefficient) for all female (top) and male deer (bottom) across all seasons in natural and urban landcover types. Parameter estimates
were derived from model 4. Boxplots with 95% confidence intervals are shown with the bootstrapped point estimates from each individual
model. The transparency of the points and 95% confidence interval lines display the inverse variance values for each coefficient estimate where
darker points indicate more certain estimates with higher inverse variance values.

2<0.003) and pre-breeding (B: 67.67, p<0.001) movements
being significantly slower than breeding season ones
(Figure S9). Male speed did not statistically differ by
landcover (p=0.31), although the variable was included
in the model with the lowest AIC.

The simulations based on movement parameters from
deer 1151 with the largest proportion of residential high-
veg-block and low-dev in its HR (Figure 3a top) and the
highest relative selection strength for high-veg-block
(Figure 3b), showed high dispersal probability over high-
veg-block and low-dev and low dispersal probability over
low-veg-block (Figure 3c left). Deer 1150's HR was mostly
comprised of high-veg-block and forest (Figure 3a mid-
dle) and its selection strength for non-forested landcover
types was low or neutral compared to forest (Figure 3b).
The highest dispersal probability for deer 1150 is centred
at forested landcover and high-veg-block (Figure 3¢ mid-
dle). Lastly, deer 1093 had high wetland-herb landcover
and the highest proportion of low-veg-block in its HR
(Figure 3a bottom) and showed a neutral response and
high dispersal tendency over low-veg-block (Figure 3b,c
right) with less contrast in dispersal probability between
block types when compared to deer 1151. Variation in the
simulation kernels' size and shape results from individual
step length and turning angle distributions conditioned
by landcover type.

DISCUSSION

Host movement is a missing component in predicting vec-
tor-borne disease emergence, spread and transmission
(Dougherty et al., 2018; Hartemink et al., 2015), except
in select studies described with theoretical mathematical
models (Hartfield et al., 2011; Sumner et al., 2017; Tardy
et al., 2021). Furthermore, individual movement is often
not accounted for when modelling the transmission pro-
cess (Fofana & Hurford, 2017). Our results demonstrate
that the resource selection and movement behaviours of
individual deer are modified by sex, tendency to utilize
habitat at the human interface and the animal's location
in the urban matrix which cascades to influence vector
dispersal. These findings suggest integrating individual-
scale behavioural responses to the environment is essen-
tial to understand and assess hosts' distribution of ticks
and tick-borne pathogens into residential areas.

We identified residential block characteristics im-
portant for deer resource use and tick survival that were
associated with tick presence—suggesting block-scale
attributes like vegetation cover and height, broader
landscape connectivity for the host and yard area may
modulate the likelihood of tick introduction and sur-
vival in ecotones that directly interface with humans.
This finding provides evidence to LIF influencing deer's
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perception and use of the landscape as observed through
their response to anthropogenic land-uses. Highly vege-
tated neighbourhood blocks and deer presence in yards
determined /. scapularis presence when compared to
more impervious blocks or those not visited by deer.
This finding links neighbourhood characteristics that
drive deer habitat selection of human interfaces with tick
dispersal to peridomestic settings, where the likelihood
of humans encountering ticks is high.

We identified predictable responses in deer use of spe-
cific landcover classes at the individual scale, highlight-
ing the potential to understand deer responses under
different urban development scenarios. Deer use of for-
est, wetland and herbaceous habitats, low-intensity de-
velopment and highly vegetated residential areas scaled
alongside the availability of these habitats. In contrast,
highly developed public and residential landcovers were
used less than the amount available, indicating a thresh-
old may exist for urban deer's tolerance of impervious
surfaces and high human activity. This finding is con-
sistent with studies which found deer use declines with
increasing housing density (Urbanek & Nielsen, 2013).
However, larger HRs were associated with increased
use of highly developed areas, suggesting developed
landcover may be more utilized as natural resources
become limited (Morellet et al., 2013). Lastly, similar to
past work we detected a small signal of deer using de-
veloped landcovers more at night compared to daytime
hours (Roden-Reynolds et al., 2022). If this pattern holds
true beyond this study, this diel activity pattern supports
global meta-analyses showing increased wildlife noctur-
nality in response to human activity (Gaynor et al., 2018,
see Bonnot et al., 2020 for deer specific analysis) and
provides evidence of anthropogenic-driven alteration of
deer space use (Salvatori et al., 2022).

Second-order selection results show urban deer re-
spond to LDF over short distances and strongly avoid
med-high-development at the spatial scale of 100 m when
establishing their HRs. Our findings on the spatial scale
of second-order selection to human impact differ from
other work which observed second-order selection over
a larger distance (Nagy-Reis et al., 2019). This may be
because Staten Island's urban landscape presents ex-
treme spatial heterogeneity over short distances (Band
et al., 20095), forcing deer to respond to the surrounding
environment more imminently than in more natural
environments.

Third-order selection models showed deer over-
all preferred forested habitat, although there was
high variation in use of non-forested landcover types
and stronger avoidance as development intensity of
non-forested habitats increased (a dose-response re-
lationship). While residential high-veg-blocks were
selected for by few individuals, 30% of models using
fine thematic landcover resulted in a neutral response,
indicating there is not strong aversion of this habitat.
In comparison, over 90% of models showed deer select

against low-veg-blocks with 3% of models resulted in
a neutral response. This contrast between the two res-
idential landcover types indicates that deer prioritize
more accessible concentrated resources in high-veg-
blocks. While deer avoided the urban class when estab-
lishing their HR during second-order selection, they
were more tolerant of urban features within the HR
through third-order selection, using those resources
according to their availability or, for some individuals,
selecting them.

Seasonal movement patterns exhibited by deer may
differentially affect the tick life stages that are dispersed
because the burden of I. scapularis' life stages on deer
varies with tick phenology. Male deer moved slowest
during the pre-breeding season and females moved slow-
est during the breeding season suggesting male move-
ments could drive the distribution of feeding nymphs,
while females could propagate feeding adult ticks. Male
deer had larger HRs and selected urban landcover more
frequently than females, that instead maintained smaller
HRs which encompassed more equal proportions of nat-
ural and urban landcover. This suggests females may
maintain ‘source’ tick populations in urban green spaces
through providing bloodmeals and short-distance dis-
persal opportunities while male deer disproportionately
distribute ticks across landcover types to ‘sink’ habitats.

Critically, our findings provide further evidence to
support the need for a landscape lens for tick-borne dis-
ease (Diuk-Wasser et al., 2021). Deer that maintained
smaller HRs occupied more natural habitats where they
may amplify vectors if habitat is suitable for 1. scapularis
survival (e.g., deciduous forest). The diversity and per-
centage of more developed landcover types within-HRs
increased with HR size. Thus, individuals with larger
HRs may functionally connect selected habitat types
resulting in conduits of movement and vector dispersal.
The juxtaposition of these ‘small-natural’ and ‘large-
mixed landcover’ patterns of deer space use can jointly
contribute to the amplification and dispersal of ticks,
both drivers of increasing tick-borne pathogen per-
sistence and spread. As observed in models examining
the role of landscape connectivity for deer on tick-borne
disease risk (Tardy et al., 2021; VanAcker et al., 2019),
higher functional connectivity for deer can enhance
the spread of ticks between isolated habitat patches.
HRs of male (30-1049ha; average: 170ha) and female
(24-79 ha; average: 50ha) deer far exceed the spatial ex-
tent of most forest patches sampled in studies that laid
the foundation for the dilution effect theory (0.3-19 ha)
(Allan et al., 2003; Logiudice et al., 2008), indicating
that patches where nymphal tick density and infection
prevalence were estimated and treated independent from
one another were likely functionally connected through
deer (and potentially other hosts) movement. Thus, we
recommend using the scale of the animal's space use as
the spatial unit of influence that wildlife hosts have on
tick-borne disease dynamics (Bolzoni et al., 2012). This
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study addresses this by leveraging tools and analytical
approaches from movement and disease ecology to rec-
oncile the hierarchical structure of resource selection
with variation in spatial behaviours exhibited by in-
dividual animals, rarely attempted before in an urban
setting where the outcome of habitat selection impacts
zoonotic hazard. With increased attention on translating
movement mechanisms to spatial epidemiological mod-
elling (Manlove et al., 2022), we hope this work provides
a foundation to formalize integrating movement and ep-
idemiological datasets.

The individual-based hierarchical approach em-
ployed in this study increased our ability to identify
movement behaviours that would have otherwise been
missed with a single-scale mean-population approach.
Examining the response of deer to development across
spatial scales provided insight into how urban deer dif-
fer from those in more natural landscapes in their re-
sponse to human activity during second-order selection.
By examining space use in a hierarchical manner, we
gained a nuanced understanding of how deer both avoid
and exploit anthropogenic development and resources
in human dominated environments, effectively shed-
ding light on how ecological relationships emerge at the
human-wildlife interface altering the state of zoonotic
hazards. The individual based modelling framework
allowed us to see consistency in movement behaviours
across individuals (i.e. patterns across sexes) and import-
ant movement anomalies (i.e. high variation in HR size
and use of high-intensity development). Finally, trans-
lating deer's observed movement behaviours to an area
with unobserved space use through simulation revealed
how second- and third-order resource selection can de-
termine an animal's use of the human interface, modu-
lating zoonotic risk. We observed how simulations based
on parameter values estimated from an individual that
selected highly vegetated, connected residential blocks
resulted in high dispersal probability into the urban ma-
trix compared to simulations based on those from an in-
dividual which showed neutral selection to non-forested
landcovers and less contrast in their dispersal probabil-
ity over heterogenous landcover types. Simulating future
space use from individual movement models advances
our understanding of how host-environment interac-
tions through movement connects to the spatial spread
or concentration of vectors and pathogens and can sig-
nificantly improve spatial risk predictions over currently
used static risk maps of infectious disease risk.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

VLD, AJD, SGA, RS and KLT collected and shared data.
MCY collected and cleaned data. MCV and MDW, with
support from FC, designed the study. MCV designed
the analysis, performed modelling and analysed output,
with support from FC and MDW. MCV wrote the first
draft of the manuscript and MDW and FC contributed

substantially to revisions. All authors provided final
manuscript review and revision.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank the New York City Department of Parks and
Recreation and White Buffalo Inc. for making this study
possible through data contribution. The authors would
especially like to thank Pilar Fernandez and Nichar
Gregory for sharing residential tick data from Staten
Island yards and the field assistants who helped in data
collection. We also thank Ferdinando Urbano, Johannes
Signer, Pallavi Kache, Andrea Corradini, Giole Passoni
and Nathan Ranc for help with data processing and
methodological feedback.

FUNDING INFORMATION

This publication was supported by the Cooperative
Agreement Number UOICKO000509-01 between the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and
Northeast Regional Center for Excellence in Vector
Borne Diseases and the National Science Foundation's
Coupled Natural Human Systems 2/Dynamics of
Integrated Socio-Environmental Systems (CNH2/
DISES) program (Award #1924061). Its contents are
solely the responsibility of the authors and do not nec-
essarily represent the official views of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, the Department of
Health and Human Services or the National Science
Foundation.

PEER REVIEW

The peer review history for this article is available at
https://[www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-re-
view/10.1111/ele.14326.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data used in the current analysis is deposited to
Dryad and is publicly available, excluding human sub-
ject data. The data DOl is included at the end of the arti-
cle: https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.t76hdr85p

ORCID

Meredith C. VanAcker
org/0000-0002-5690-9139
Vickie L. DeNicola ‘® https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-3558-2541

https://orcid.

REFERENCES

Alirol, E., Getaz, L., Stoll, B., Chappuis, F. & Loutan, L. (2011)
Urbanisation and infectious diseases in a globalised world.
Lancet Infectious Disease, 11, 131-141.

Allan, B.F., Keesing, F. & Ostfeld, R.S. (2003) Effect of forest fragmen-
tation on Lyme disease risk. Conservation Biology, 17, 267-272.

Allen, T., Murray, K.A., Zambrana-Torrelio, C., Morse, S.S.,
Rondinini, C., Di Marco, M. etal. (2017) Global hotspots and cor-
relates of emerging zoonotic diseases. Nature Communications,
8, 1-10.

ASUOIT SUOWIWIO)) dARaI)) d[qear[dde oy £q PauIdA0S A1 Sa[dIIE () aSn JO SN 10§ AIRIQIT dUIUQ AS[IAY UO (SUOHIPUOI-PUB-SULIS)/WOd" AD[IM" ATeIqIaur[uo//:sd)y) suonipuoy) pue sud |, 341 338 "[£207/01/6Z] U0 Areiqr auruQ LI 1891 Aq 9Z€H1 19/ 1 11°01/10p/wod Ko[im K1eiqrourjuoy//:sdpy woly papeoumo(] 0 ‘8+z019%1


https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1111/ele.14326
https://www.webofscience.com/api/gateway/wos/peer-review/10.1111/ele.14326
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.t76hdr85p
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5690-9139
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5690-9139
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5690-9139
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3558-2541
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3558-2541
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3558-2541

12

URBAN DEER MOVEMENT AND ZOONOTIC HAZARD

Avgar, T., Potts, J.R., Lewis, M. & Boyce, M. (2016) Integrated step
selection analysis: bridging the gap between resource selection
and animal movement. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 7,
619-630.

Baker, R.E., Mahmud, A.S., Miller, L.LF., Rajeev, M., Rasambainarivo,
F., Rice, B.L. et al. (2022) Infectious disease in an era of global
change. Nature Reviews Microbiology, 20, 193-205.

Band, L., Cadenasso, M.L., Grimmond, C., Grove, J. & Pickett, S.T.
(2005) Heterogeneity in urban ecosystems: patterns and pro-
cess. In: Lovett, G., Turner, M., Jones, C. & Weathers, K. (Eds.)
Ecosystem function in heterogenous landscapes. New York City,
NY: Springer, pp. 257-278.

Barbour, A.G. & Fish, D. (1993) The biological and social phenome-
non of Lyme disease. Science, 260, 1610-1616.

Beardsworth, C.E., Whiteside, M.A., Laker, P.R., Nathan, R.,
Orchan, Y., Toledo, S. et al. (2021) Is habitat selection in the wild
shaped by individual-level cognitive biases in orientation strat-
egy? Ecology Letters, 24, 751-760.

Becker, D.J., Streicker, D.G. & Altizer, S. (2015) Linking anthropo-
genic resources to wildlife-pathogen dynamics: a review and me-
ta-analysis. Ecology Letters, 18, 483—-495.

Berger-Tal, O. & Saltz, D. (2019) Invisible barriers: anthropogenic
impacts on inter- and intra-specific interactions as drivers of
landscape-independent ~ fragmentation. Biological Sciences:
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, p. 374.

Bolzoni, L., Rosa, R., Cagnacci, F. & Rizzoli, A. (2012) Effect of
deer density on tick infestation of rodents and the hazard of
tick-borne encephalitis. II: population and infection models.
International Journal for Parasitology, 42, 373-38]1.

Bonnot, N.C., Couriot, O., Berger, A., Cagnacci, F., Ciuti, S., De
Groeve, J.E. et al. (2020) Fear of the dark? Contrasting impacts
of humans versus lynx on diel activity of roe deer across Europe.
Journal of Animal Ecology, 89, 132-145.

Burnham, K.P. & Anderson, D.R. (2002) Model selection and multi-
model inference: a practical information-theoretic approach. New
York City, NY: Springer.

Cagnacci, F., Bolzoni, L., Rosa, R., Carpi, G., Hauffe, H.C., Valent,
M. et al. (2012) Effects of deer density on tick infestation of ro-
dents and the hazard of tick-borne encephalitis. I: empirical as-
sessment. International Journal for Parasitology, 42, 365-372.

Calabrese, J.M., Fleming, C.H. & Gurarie, E. (2016) Ctmm: an R
package for analyzing animal relocation data as a continu-
ous-time stochastic process. Methods in Ecology and Evolution,
7, 1124-1132.

Calenge, C. (2006) The package “adehabitat” for the R software: a tool
for the analysis of space and habitat use by animals. Ecological
Modelling, 197, 516-519.

Carlson, C.J., Albery, G.F., Merow, C., Trisos, C.H., Zipfel, C.M.,
Eskew, E.A. et al. (2022) Climate change increases cross-species
viral transmission risk. Nature, 607, 555-562.

Carpi, G., Cagnacci, F., Neteler, M. & Rizzoli, A. (2008) Tick infes-
tation on roe deer in relation to geographic and remotely sensed
climatic variables in a tick-borne encephalitis endemic area.
Epidemiology and Infection, 136, 1416-1424.

Diuk-Wasser, M., Gatewood, A.G., Cortinas, M.R., Tsao, J., Kitron,
U., Hickling, G. et al. (2006) Spatiotemporal patterns of
host-seeking Ixodes scapularis nymphs (Acari: Ixodidae) in the
United States. Journal of Medical Entomology, 43, 166-176.

Diuk-Wasser, M.A., VanAcker, M.C. & Fernandez, M.P. (2021) Impact
of land use changes and habitat fragmentation on the eco-epide-
miology of tick-borne diseases. Journal of Medical Entomology,
tjaa209, 1-19.

Dougherty, E.R., Seidel, D.P., Carlson, C.J., Spiegel, O. & Getz, W.M.
(2018) Going through the motions: incorporating movement
analyses into disease research. Ecology Letters, 21, 588—604.

Eskew, E.A. & Olival, K.J. (2018) De-urbanization and zoonotic dis-
ease risk. Ecohealth, 15, 707-712.

Estrada-Pena, A. (1998) Geostatistics and remote sensing as predic-
tive tools of tick distribution: a cokriging system to estimate
Ixodes scapularis (Acari: Ixodidae) habitat suitability in the
United States and Canada from advanced very high resolution
radiometer satellite imagery. Journal of Medical Entomology, 35,
989-995.

Etter, D.R., Hollis, K.M., Van Deelen, T.R., Ludwig, D.R., Chelsvig,
J.E., Anchor, C.L. et al. (2002) Survival and movements of white-
tailed deer in suburban Chicago, Illinois. Journal of Wildlife
Management, 66, 500.

Ezenwa, V.O., Archie, E.A., Craft, M.E., Hawley, D.M., Martin, L.B.,
Moore, J. et al. (2016) Host behaviour—parasite feedback: an
essential link between animal behaviour and disease ecology.
Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 283,
20153078.

Fofana, A.M. & Hurford, A. (2017) Mechanistic movement models to
understand epidemic spread. Philosophical Transactions of the
Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 372, 20160086.

Gaynor, K.M., Hojnowski, C.E., Carter, N.H. & Brashares, J.S. (2018)
The influence of human disturbance on wildlife nocturnality.
Science, 360, 1232-1235.

Gibb, R., Redding, D.W., Chin, K.Q., Donnelly, C.A., Blackburn,
T.M., Newbold, T. et al. (2020) Zoonotic host diversity increases
in human-dominated ecosystems. Nature, 584, 398-402.

Gregory, N., Fernandez, M.P. & Diuk-Wasser, M. (2022) Risk of tick-
borne pathogen spillover into urban yards in new York City.
Parasites & Vectors, 15, 1-14.

Grund, M.D., McAninch, J.B. & Wiggers, E.P. (2002) Seasonal move-
ments and habitat use of female White-tailed deer associated
with an Urban Park. Journal of Wildlife Management, 66, 123.

Gtlneralp, B., Reba, M., Hales, B.U., Wentz, E.A. & Seto, K.C. (2020)
Trends in urban land expansion, density, and land transitions
from 1970 to 2010: a global synthesis. Environmental Research
Letters, 15, 044015.

Halsey, S.J., VanAcker, M.C., Harris, N.C., Lewis, K.R., Perez, L. &
Smith, G.S. (2022) Public health implications of gentrification:
tick-borne disease risks for communities of color. Frontiers in
Ecology and the Environment, 20, 1-8.

Hamer, S.A., Goldberg, T.L., Kitron, U.D., Brawn, J.D., Anderson,
T.K., Loss, S.R. et al. (2012) Wild birds and urban ecology of
ticks and tick-borne pathogens, Chicago, Illinois, USA, 2005—
2010. Emerging Infectious Diseases, 18, 1589-1595.

Hansford, K.M., Fonville, M., Gillingham, E.L., Coipan, E.C.,
Pietzsch, M.E., Krawczyk, A.L et al. (2017) Ticks and borrelia in
urban and peri-urban green space habitats in a city in southern
England. Ticks and Tick-borne Diseases, 8, 353-361.

Hansford, K.M., McGinley, L., Wilkinson, S., Gillingham, E.L., Cull,
B., Gandy, S. et al. (2021) Ixodes ricinus and borrelia burgdorferi
sensu lato in the Royal Parks of London, UK. Experimental &
Applied Acarology, 84, 593-606.

Hartemink, N., Vanwambeke, S.O., Purse, B.V,, Gilbert, M. & Van
Dyck, H. (2015) Towards a resource-based habitat approach
for spatial modelling of vector-borne disease risks. Biological
Reviews, 90, 1151-1162.

Hartfield, M., Jane White, K.A. & Kurtenbach, K. (2011) The role
of deer in facilitating the spatial spread of the pathogen borrelia
burgdorferi. Theoretical Ecology, 4, 27-36.

Hassell, J.M., Begon, M., Ward, M.J. & Fevre, E.M. (2017) Urbanization
and disease emergence: dynamics at the wildlife-livestock—human
interface. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 32, 55-67.

Heylen, D., Lasters, R., Adriaensen, F., Fonville, M., Sprong, H. &
Matthysen, E. (2019) Ticks and tick-borne diseases in the city:
role of landscape connectivity and green space characteristics
in a metropolitan area. Science of the Total Environment, 670,
941-949.

Johnson, D.H. (1980) The comparison of usage and availability mea-
surements for evaluating resource. Ecology, 61, 65-71.

ASUOIT SUOWIWIO)) dARaI)) d[qear[dde oy £q PauIdA0S A1 Sa[dIIE () aSn JO SN 10§ AIRIQIT dUIUQ AS[IAY UO (SUOHIPUOI-PUB-SULIS)/WOd" AD[IM" ATeIqIaur[uo//:sd)y) suonipuoy) pue sud |, 341 338 "[£207/01/6Z] U0 Areiqr auruQ LI 1891 Aq 9Z€H1 19/ 1 11°01/10p/wod Ko[im K1eiqrourjuoy//:sdpy woly papeoumo(] 0 ‘8+z019%1



VANACKER ET AL.

|13

Kilpatrick, H.J., Spohr, S.M., Kilpatrick, H.J. & Spohr, S.M. (2000)
Movements of female white-tailed deer in a suburban land-
scape: a management perspective. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 28,
1038-1045.

Kugeler, K.J., Schwartz, A.M., Delorey, M.J., Mead, P.S. & Hinckley,
A.F. (2021) Estimating the frequency of Lyme disease diagno-
ses, United States, 2010-2018. Emerging Infectious Diseases, 27,
616-619.

Langley, L.P., Bearhop, S., Burton, N.H.K., Banks, A.N., Frayling, T,
Thaxter, C.B. et al. (2021) GPS tracking reveals landfill closures
induce higher foraging effort and habitat switching in gulls.
Movement Ecology, 9, 1-13.

Logiudice, K., Duerr, ST.K., Newhouse, M.J., Kenneth, A., Killilea,
M.E., Ostfeld, R.S. et al. (2008) Impact of host community com-
position on Lyme disease risk. Ecology, 89, 2841-2849.

Magle, S.B., Simoni, L.S., Lehrer, EW. & Brown, J.S. (2014) Urban
predator—prey association: coyote and deer distributions in the
Chicago metropolitan area. Urban Ecosystem, 17, 875-891.

Manlove, K.R., Wilber, M.Q., White, L., Bastille-Rousseau, G., Yang,
A., Gilbertson, M. et al. (2022) Defining an epidemiological
landscape that connects movement ecology to pathogen trans-
mission and pace-of-life. Ecology Letters, 25, 1760-1782.

McGarigal, K., Wan, H.Y., Zeller, K.A., Timm, B.C. & Cushman, S.A.
(2016) Multi-scale habitat selection modeling: a review and out-
look. Landscape Ecology, 31, 1161-1175.

Morellet, N., Bonenfant, C., Borger, L., Ossi, F., Cagnacci, F,
Heurich, M. et al. (2013) Seasonality, weather and climate affect
home range size in roe deer across a wide latitudinal gradient
within Europe. Journal of Animal Ecology, 82, 1326—1339.

Nagy-Reis, M.B., Lewis, M.A., Jensen, W.F. & Boyce, M.S. (2019)
Conservation reserve program is a key element for managing
white-tailed deer populations at multiple spatial scales. Journal
of Environmental Management, 248, 109299.

New York City Department of City Planning, LT.D. (2020)
MapPLUTO. Available at: https://wwwl.nyc.gov/site/planning/
data-maps/open-data/dwn-pluto-mappluto.page. Last accessed
5 August 2022.

New York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. (2020)
Epiquery: NYC Interactive Health Data System— Communicable
Disease Surveillance Data. Available at: https://a816-health.
nyc.gov/hdi/epiquery/visualizations?PageType=ps&Population
Source=CDSD. Last accessed 5 August 2022.

Nowak, D.J., Bodine, A.R., Hoehn, R.E., Ellis, A., Hirabayashi, S.,
Coville, R. et al. (2018) The urban forest of new York City. PA:
Newtown Square.

Ogden, N.H., Ben Beard, C., Ginsberg, H.S. & Tsao, J.I. (2021)
Possible effects of climate change on ixodid ticks and the patho-
gens they transmit: predictions and observations. Journal of
Medical Entomology, 58, 1536-1545.

Ogden, N.H., Bigras-Poulin, M., O'Callaghan, C.J., Barker, LK.,
Kurtenbach, K., Lindsay, L.R. et al. (2007) Vector seasonality,
host infection dynamics and fitness of pathogens transmitted by
the tick Ixodes scapularis. Parasitology, 134, 209-227.

Ossi, F., Ranc, N., Moorcroft, P., Bonanni, P. & Cagnacci, F. (2020)
Ecological and behavioral drivers of supplemental feeding use
by roe deer Capreolus capreolus in a peri-urban context. Animals,
10, 1-14.

Ostfeld, R.S., Levi, T., Keesing, F., Oggenfuss, K. & Canham, C.D.
(2018) Tick-borne disease risk in a forest food web. Ecology, 99,
1562-1573.

Pebesma, E. (2018) Simple features for R: standardized support for
spatial vector data. The R Journal, 10, 439-446.

Ranc, N., Moorcroft, P.R., Hansen, K.W., Ossi, F., Sforna, T., Ferraro,
E. et al. (2020) Preference and familiarity mediate spatial re-
sponses of a large herbivore to experimental manipulation of
resource availability. Scientific Reports, 10, 1-11.

Rand, PW., Lubelczyk, C., Holman, M.S., Lacombe, E.H. & Smith,
R.P. (2004) Abundance of Ixodes scapularis (Acari: Ixodidae)

after the complete removal of deer from an isolated off-
shore Island, endemic for Lyme disease. Journal of Medical
Entomology, 41, 779-784.

Review, W.P. (2022) Staten Island population 2022. World Population
Review. Available at: https://worldpopulationreview.com. Last
accessed 3 August 2022

Richards, D.R. & Belcher, R.N. (2019) Global changes in urban vege-
tation cover. Remote Sensing, 12, 1-16.

Rizzoli, A., Silaghi, C., Obiegala, A., Rudolf, 1., Hubalek, Z.,
Foldvari, G. et al. (2014) Ixodes ricinus and its transmitted
pathogens in urban and peri-urban areas in Europe: new haz-
ards and relevance for public health. Frontiers in Public Health,
2, 1-26.

Roden-Reynolds, P., Kent, C.M., Li, A.Y. & Mullinax, J.M. (2022)
Patterns of white-tailed deer movements in suburban Maryland:
implications for zoonotic disease mitigation. Urban Ecosystem,
25, 1925-1938.

Salvatori, M., De Groeve, J., van Loon, E., De Baets, B., Morellet, N.,
Focardi, S. et al. (2022) Day versus night use of forest by red and
roe deer as determined by Corine land cover and Copernicus tree
cover density: assessing use of geographic layers in movement
ecology. Landscape Ecology, 37, 1453-1468.

Schauber, E.M., Nielsen, C.K., Kjer, L.J., Anderson, C.W. & Storm,
D.J. (2015) Social affiliation and contact patterns among white-
tailed deer in disparate landscapes: implications for disease
transmission. Journal of Mammalogy, 96, 16-28.

Schwartz, A.M., Kugeler, K.J., Nelson, C.A., Marx, G.E. & Hinckley,
A.F. (2021) Use of commercial claims data for evaluating trends
in Lyme disease diagnoses, United States, 2010-2018. Emerging
Infectious Diseases, 27, 499-507.

Senft, R.L., Coughenour, M.B., Bailey, D.W., Rittenhouse, L.R., Sala,
O.E. & Swift, D.M. (1987) Large herbivore foraging and ecologi-
cal hierarchies. Bioscience, 37, 789-799.

Signer, J., Fieberg, J. & Avgar, T. (2017) Estimating utilization distri-
butions from fitted step-selection functions. Ecosphere, 8, 1-11.

Signer, J., Fieberg, J. & Avgar, T. (2019) Animal movement tools (amt):
R package for managing tracking data and conducting habitat
selection analyses. Ecology and Evolution, 9, 880—-890.

Simmons, A.E., Manges, A.B., Bharathan, T., Tepe, S.L., McBride,
S.E., Dileonardo, M.Q. et al. (2020) Lyme disease risk of expo-
sure to blacklegged ticks (Acari: Ixodidae) infected with borrelia
burgdorferi (Spirochaetales: Spirochaetaceae) in Pittsburgh re-
gional parks. Journal of Medical Entomology, 57, 273-280.

Sonenshine, D.E. (2018) Range expansion of tick disease vectors in
North America: implications for spread of tick-borne disease.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 15, 1-9.

Sormunen, J.J., Kulha, N., Klemola, T., Mikeld, S., Vesilahti, EM. &
Vesterinen, E.J. (2020) Enhanced threat of tick-borne infections
within cities? Assessing public health risks due to ticks in urban
green spaces in Helsinki, Finland. Zoonoses and Public Health,
67, 823-839.

Soucy, J.P.R., Slatculescu, A.M., Nyiraneza, C., Ogden, N.H.,
Leighton, P.A., Kerr, J.T. et al. (2018) High-resolution ecologi-
cal niche modeling of Ixodes scapularis ticks based on passive
surveillance data at the northern frontier of Lyme disease emer-
gence in North America. Vector-Borne and Zoonotic Diseases,
18, 235-242.

Sumner, T., Orton, R.J., Green, D.M., Kao, R.R. & Gubbins, S. (2017)
Quantifying the roles of host movement and vector dispersal in
the transmission of vector-borne diseases of livestock. PLoS
Computational Biology, 13, 1-22.

Swihart, R.K., Picone, P.M., DeNicola, A.J. & Cornicelli, L. (1995)
Ecology of urban and suburban white-tailed deer. In: McAninch,
J.B. (Ed.) Proceedings from the 55th Midwest Fish and wildlife con-
ference. St Louis, MO: The Wildlife Society, pp. 35-44.

Tardy, O., Bouchard, C., Chamberland, E., Fortin, A., Lamirande, P.,
Ogden, N.H. et al. (2021) Mechanistic movement models reveal

ASUOIT SUOWIWIO)) dARaI)) d[qear[dde oy £q PauIdA0S A1 Sa[dIIE () aSn JO SN 10§ AIRIQIT dUIUQ AS[IAY UO (SUOHIPUOI-PUB-SULIS)/WOd" AD[IM" ATeIqIaur[uo//:sd)y) suonipuoy) pue sud |, 341 338 "[£207/01/6Z] U0 Areiqr auruQ LI 1891 Aq 9Z€H1 19/ 1 11°01/10p/wod Ko[im K1eiqrourjuoy//:sdpy woly papeoumo(] 0 ‘8+z019%1


https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-pluto-mappluto.page
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-pluto-mappluto.page
https://a816-health.nyc.gov/hdi/epiquery/visualizations?PageType=ps&PopulationSource=CDSD
https://a816-health.nyc.gov/hdi/epiquery/visualizations?PageType=ps&PopulationSource=CDSD
https://a816-health.nyc.gov/hdi/epiquery/visualizations?PageType=ps&PopulationSource=CDSD
https://worldpopulationreview.com

14|

URBAN DEER MOVEMENT AND ZOONOTIC HAZARD

ecological drivers of tick-borne pathogen spread. Journal of the
Royal Society Interface, 18, 1-10.

Team, R.C. (2022) R: a language and environment for statistical
computing.

Telford, S.R., I1I, Mather, T.N., Moore, S.I., Wilson, M.L. & Spielman,
A. (1988) Incompetence of deer as reservoirs of the Lyme disease
spirochete. American Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene,
39, 105-109.

U.S. Geological Survey. (2019) National Land Cover Database (NLCD)
2016 Products (ver. 2.0, July 2020). U.S. Geological Survey data
release. Available at: https://www.mrlc.gov/data. Last accessed 1
September 2020

United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, P.D.
(2018) World Urbanization Prospects: The 2018 Revision.

Urbanek, R.E. & Nielsen, C.K. (2013) Influence of landscape factors
on density of suburban white-tailed deer. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 114, 28-36.

van Vliet, J. (2019) Direct and indirect loss of natural area from urban
expansion. Nature Sustainability, 2, 755-763.

VanAcker, M.C., Little, E.A.H., Molaei, G., Bajwa, W.I. & Diuk-
Wasser, M.A. (2019) Enhancement of risk for Lyme disease by
landscape connectivity, New York, New York, USA. Emerging
Infectious Diseases, 25, 11361143,

Wilkinson, D.A., Marshall, J.C., French, N.P. & Hayman, D.T.S.
(2018) Habitat fragmentation, biodiversity loss and the risk of

novel infectious disease emergence. Journal of the Royal Society
Interface, 15, 1-10.

Yang, J., Huang, C., Zhang, Z. & Wang, L. (2014) The temporal trend
of urban green coverage in major Chinese cities between 1990
and 2010. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 13, 19-27.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this
article.

How to cite this article: VanAcker, M.C.,
DeNicola, V.L., DeNicola, A.J., Aucoin, S.G.,
Simon, R., Toal, K.L. et al. (2023) Resource
selection by New York City deer reveals the
effective interface between wildlife, zoonotic
hazards and humans. Ecology Letters, 00, 1-14.

Available from: https:/doi.org/10.1111/ele.14326

ASUOIT SUOWIWIO)) dARaI)) d[qear[dde oy £q PauIdA0S A1 Sa[dIIE () aSn JO SN 10§ AIRIQIT dUIUQ AS[IAY UO (SUOHIPUOI-PUB-SULIS)/WOd" AD[IM" ATeIqIaur[uo//:sd)y) suonipuoy) pue sud |, 341 338 "[£207/01/6Z] U0 Areiqr auruQ LI 1891 Aq 9Z€H1 19/ 1 11°01/10p/wod Ko[im K1eiqrourjuoy//:sdpy woly papeoumo(] 0 ‘8+z019%1


https://www.mrlc.gov/data
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.14326

	Resource selection by New York City deer reveals the effective interface between wildlife, zoonotic hazards and humans
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Study area
	Animal collaring and tick collection
	GPS data standardization and segmentation
	Landcover processing for I. scapularis exposure risk
	Landcover analysis to assess deer visitation and I. scapularis presence
	Home range estimation and analysis
	Second-order selection
	Third-order selection

	RESULTS
	Residential yard tick surveys and deer visitation
	Home range estimation and analysis
	Second-order selection
	Third-order selection

	DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNO​WLE​DGE​MENTS
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	PEER REVIEW
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


