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Interactions between humans and carnivores have existed for centuries due to competition
for food and space. American black bears are increasing in abundance and populations
are expanding geographically in many portions of its range, including areas that are also
increasing in human density, often resulting in associated increases in human-bear conflict
(hereafter, bear incidents). We used public reports of bear incidents in Michigan, USA, from
2003–2011 to assess the relative contributions of ecological and anthropogenic variables in
explaining the spatial distribution of bear incidents and estimated the potential risk of bear
incidents. We used weighted Normalized Difference Vegetation Index mean as an index of
primary productivity, region (i.e., Upper Peninsula or Lower Peninsula), primary and secondary road densities, and percentage land cover type within 6.5-km2 circular buffers
around bear incidents and random points. We developed 22 a priori models and used generalized linear models and Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) to rank models. The global
model was the best compromise between model complexity and model fit (w = 0.99), with a
ΔAIC 8.99 units from the second best performing model. We found that as deciduous forest
cover increased, the probability of bear incident occurrence increased. Among the measured anthropogenic variables, cultivated crops and primary roads were the most important
in our AIC-best model and were both positively related to the probability of bear incident
occurrence. The spatial distribution of relative bear incident risk varied markedly throughout
Michigan. Forest cover fragmented with agriculture and other anthropogenic activities presents an environment that likely facilitates bear incidents. Our map can help wildlife managers identify areas of bear incident occurrence, which in turn can be used to help develop
strategies aimed at reducing incidents. Researchers and wildlife managers can use similar
mapping techniques to assess locations of specific conflict types or to address human
impacts on endangered species.
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Introduction
Interactions between humans and carnivores have existed for centuries due to competition for
food and space [1]. These interactions have increased over time and have largely involved variables that can be categorized into human health and safety, economical gains and losses (e.g.,
revenue from hunting, compensation for agricultural damage), and ecological concerns (e.g.,
destruction of habitat, collapse of wildlife populations; [2]). The re-establishment of large carnivores on some landscapes since the 1960s (e.g., [3, 4]) is due in part to improved human
attitudes towards some carnivore species [5]. However, highly variable and often negative or
indifferent public perceptions remain for large carnivore species (e.g., cougars [Puma concolor]
and black bears [Ursus americanus]; [6, 7]), making population recovery and promoting
human-wildlife coexistence challenging for managers. Regardless of public perceptions, black
bears, specifically, are increasing in abundance and populations are expanding geographically
in many portions of its range [8, 9]. With increasing human and bear populations in areas with
intersecting anthropogenic (e.g., agriculture, residential development) and ecological variables
(e.g., land cover type, vegetation productivity), human-black bear interactions have increased
[10, 11], and are primarily related to availability of anthropogenic food (e.g., agricultural crops,
human refuse; [12, 13]).
Human-wildlife interactions often increase during intervals of scarce natural foods when
wildlife may use potentially more abundant and accessible anthropogenic food sources [14].
Bears are opportunistic foragers and during extended periods of low natural food availability
may increase consumption of anthropogenic foods including agricultural crops, apiaries, bird
feed, human refuse, and pet and livestock foods [15–17]. Such shifts in foraging behaviors may
originate from individual predation avoidance or interference competition (i.e., the despotic
distribution hypothesis; [18]). Regardless of the proximate cause, these foraging behaviors can
lead to human-bear interactions ranging in severity from property damage and consumption
of anthropogenic foods to vehicle collisions and human safety concerns [19–21]. While damage
caused by black bears may be limited compared to other wildlife species, individual landowners
can incur substantial costs [22].
Black bears are considered a forest obligate species [23] but can persist in highly fragmented
areas, especially where suitable habitat, such as forested riparian zones, is present [24, 25].
However, as landscape heterogeneity increases causing alterations in the distribution and continuity of preferred habitat and resources, bears may increase their space use to meet biological
demands [18, 26]. Increases in human-wildlife interactions often result from increased space
use by large carnivores in fragmented landscapes to obtain sufficient resources [27–29].
Human infrastructure, such as roads, fragment landscapes and can substantially affect
human-wildlife interactions [30]. Because large carnivore species exhibit a variety of positive
(e.g., increased reproductive success) or negative responses (e.g., decreased survival) to roads
and maintain large home ranges, they not only have many opportunities to interact with
humans but may also be particularly sensitive to those interactions [31, 32, 12]. For black
bears, road type (e.g., main vs. tertiary roads), traffic volume, and primary use of road (e.g.,
hunter access; [33, 34]) can affect bear use, resulting in roads serving as travel corridors positively affecting survival and reproduction or as semipermeable movement barriers with
increased mortality risk from vehicle collisions and loss of habitat through disturbance [28].
We assessed the relative contributions of ecological and anthropogenic variables in explaining variation in the spatial distribution of publically reported black bear incidents (e.g., property damage, crop damage, vehicle-bear collisions; hereafter, bear incident reports) and
estimated the probability of bear incident report occurrence in Michigan, USA. We expected
more bear incident reports in areas with lesser natural food availability (based on an index of
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vegetation productivity) and greater road densities. We also expected areas with greater percentages of agriculture land cover located near forested areas to have more bear incident
reports. Rural and suburban development has increased during the last several decades in
Michigan, particularly a northern expansion of its residents into areas traditionally containing
greater densities of bears [35, 36]. We expected more bear incident reports in portions of the
bear population range with increasing rural and suburban development.

Study Area
Our study area (134,124 km2) comprised the Michigan mainland (i.e., excluding islands such
as Isle Royale and Mackinac Island) except counties in east-central Michigan as no bear incidents were reported there and they are outside the black bear population range (Fig 1). Our
study area contained a human population of 5.66 million [37, 38] with 5.5% (7.2 people/km2)
residing in the Upper Peninsula (UP; 43,029 km2) of Michigan which comprised 32% of the
study area. The UP is 45% (19,266 km2) publically owned [39] and primarily forested with
northern hardwoods and conifers interspersed with agriculture in the southeastern portion
[40]. Deciduous forest (33.3%) was the dominant land cover for the region. Topography consists of rolling hills ranging in elevation from 184 to 604 m (mean sea level) in the western portion of the UP to primarily flat and poorly drained peat lands and conifer swamps in the east
[40]. Road density in the UP was 0.65 km/km2 (28,109 km; [41]).
Human densities, area of agricultural land, and road densities were greater in the Lower
Peninsula (LP; 91,095 km2), which contained 94.5% of the state’s residents (58.7 people/km2;
[37]) and is 16% (14,430 km2) publically owned [42]. Primary land use included logging interspersed with local farming in the northern hardwood and pine (Pinus spp.) forests and widespread agriculture and urban development that replaced much of the oak savannas and
hardwood forests in the southern rolling hills and flat lake plains [40]. Cultivated crops
(25.6%) was the dominant land cover of the LP. Elevation ranges from 175 to 526 m with some
of the highest elevations in the northern portion [40]. Primary and secondary roads occur at a
density of 1.69 km/km2 (154,058 km2; [43]).
The bear population in the UP was estimated at about 7,500 individuals in 1990 [44]. The
population fluctuated slightly through the early 2000s and has since increased to almost 8,700
individuals in 2013 [45]. In the northern LP, the population of black bears in 2003 was estimated at about 1,900 individuals [46]. The population has apparently increased slightly to
almost 2,000 bears in 2013 [45]. Using 2013 estimates, about 80% of the state’s total black bear
population resides in the UP.

Methods
Data Collection
In 1994, the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) began documenting public
reports of bear incidents using a standardized Bear Activity Report form [47]. We obtained
reported bear incidents collected in Michigan during 2003–2011 (Fig 1), because the agency
began collecting data in electronic format starting in 2003. We excluded bear incidents with
incomplete location information and reports documenting only bear sightings because our
objective was to model human-bear interaction relationships that resulted in bear incidents
(e.g., bear-related property or agriculture damage, pet or livestock attacks, vehicle collisions;
[48]). Hereafter, we refer to qualifying reports as bear incident reports. Locations of bear incident reports were recorded at the section level (1 mi2; 2.59 km2), which consequently served as
the spatial scale of our assessment.
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Fig 1. Locations of black bear incident reports in Michigan. Locations at the section level of publically reported black bear incidents (black dots) received
by Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Michigan, USA, 2003–2011. Gray areas were excluded from analyses as they contained no black bear
incident reports and are outside the black bear range.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.g001

We selected 3 times as many random points (i.e., available units) by region to accurately represent available locations within the study area in contrast to bear incident reports (i.e., used
units; [49]). For each random point and bear incident report, we assigned a response value of
0 and 1, respectively. We used a 6.5-km2 circular buffer centered on the associated section
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centroid for each bear incident report and on the nearest section centroid for each random
point (hereafter, random units). This buffer size was intermediate in size based on daily movements of female and male bears in Michigan (4- and 9-km2, respectively; [50]). We obtained
eMODIS Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) data from 2003–2011 with a spatial
resolution of 250-meters and a 16-bit radiometric resolution (i.e., -2,000–10,001 scale; [51]). We
used NDVI as an index for the natural sources of vegetative food during the statewide growing
season and bear activity (non-hibernation) period (Jun–Sep; [52, 53]). We converted the NDVI
data to an 8-bit radiometric resolution (i.e., 0–255 scale); more commonly reported in published
literature, estimated the monthly mean values during the growing season, and obtained the seasonal weighted-mean NDVI value for all bear incident reports and random units.
We used spatial data from the National Land Cover Database (NLCD) to estimate the percentage on a continuous scale of each land cover within all bear incident reports and random
units [38], and excluded those that contained  95% water from analyses because bear incident
reports cannot occur in open water. Since the open water land cover contained rivers, in addition
to lakes, it was included in the model set to account for the biological importance of riparian
areas for black bears [25]. Additional land covers from the 2006 NLCD that were included in the
analysis were open space development (areas mostly of vegetation with some constructed materials [e.g., parks, large-lot single-family housing units]; impervious surfaces account for < 20%
of total cover), high-intensity development (areas where people reside or work in high numbers
[e.g., apartment or industrial complexes]; impervious surfaces account for 80–100% of total
cover), barren ground (areas of < 15% vegetation cover [e.g., sand dunes, gravel pits]), deciduous forest (areas dominated by trees > 5-m tall that comprise of > 20% of total vegetation
cover; > 75% of tree species are deciduous), evergreen forest (areas dominated by trees > 5-m
tall that comprise of > 20% of total vegetation cover; > 75% of tree species maintain their
leaves year-round [i.e., canopy always has green foliage]), mixed forest (areas dominated by
trees > 5-m tall that comprise of > 20% of total vegetation cover; neither deciduous nor evergreen species are > 75% of total tree cover), shrub-scrub (areas dominated by shrubs [e.g., true
shrubs, young trees] < 5-m tall with canopy comprised of > 20% of shrubs), grassland-herbaceous (areas with > 80% gramminoid or herbaceous vegetation; not subject to intensive management but can be grazed), pasture-hay (areas with > 20% of grasses, legumes, or grass-legume
mixtures planted for seed or hay crop production or livestock grazing), cultivated crops (areas
with > 20% crop vegetation cover [e.g., corn, cotton]; includes all actively tilled land), woody
wetlands (areas with > 20% forest or shrub land vegetation cover and substrate is periodically
saturated or covered with water), and emergent herbaceous wetlands (areas with > 80% perennial herbaceous vegetation cover and substrate is periodically saturated or covered with water).
We classified roads as primary or secondary [41, 54] and estimated the density (km/km2) of
each road type for each bear incident report and random unit. Primary roads included interstates, highways, and residential roads. Secondary roads included roads that may be paved but
have little traffic, including park roads, two-track roads, and vehicular trails. We included
region (LP [reference category] or UP) as a covariate to account for biological differences
between the two bear populations (e.g., population size and density) since more spatially
refined data were not available. We used ArcMap [55], ERDAS Imagine [56], Raster package in
Program R [57], Geospatial Modeling Environment [58], and Spatial Analyst Supplemental
Tools in ArcGIS for all data extractions.

Statistical Analyses
To improve model convergence and allow for direct comparisons among independent variables, we centered and scaled independent variables [59]. We used the Pearson product-
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moment correlation coefficient (r) to test for multicollinearity among all continuous independent variables. We assumed multicollinearity did not compromise model results if |r| < 0.70
for any pair of independent variables [60]. However, if |r|  0.70 for any pair, we excluded the
variable we considered least ecologically important based on literature from analyses. We used
generalized linear modeling with logistic regression to assess effects of independent variables
on the occurrence of bear incident reports. We assumed that our dependent variable (i.e.,
occurrence of a bear incident report), from presence-only data, followed a binomial distribution (i.e., conflict vs. no conflict).
We constructed 22 a priori models to test our hypotheses regarding the ecological and
anthropogenic effects on the occurrence of bear incident reports and grouped models based on
our hypotheses (Table 1). We tested for overdispersion by visual inspection of quantile-quantile plots and estimating the variance inflation factor (^c ) based on the chi-square goodness-ofﬁt test [61]. To rank models based on complexity and ﬁt, we used Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC; [62]). We used 1st quartiles, medians, and 3rd quartiles to characterize low, medium, and
high percentage of land covers and density of roads.
To evaluate model fit of the AIC-best model, we used an independent data set (i.e., data of
bear incident reports collected during 2012–2015). We compared the observed values (bear
incident reports) from the independent dataset (fit with a logistic regression for the response
variable) with the predicted values (model results) from the AIC-best model using the standard
deviation scores (z; [61, 63]) with
z ¼ X  m=s
where X = observed value of bear incident reports, μ = predicted value of bear incident reports,
and σ = standard deviation of values used to estimate probability of bear incident report occurrence from modeling results. We tested for differences between observed and predicted values
and assumed no difference existed if P>0.05 for the cumulative P-value for the z-score. We
also tested whether the 95% conﬁdence limits (CL) of the slope and intercept of the linear equation of observed versus predicted values included 1 and 0, respectively. We used Program R
[64] for all statistical analyses.

Results
The MDNR received 2,441 bear incident reports during 2003–2011. We excluded 640 bear
incident reports because they lacked adequate location information or were sighting-only
reports and 1 bear incident report because the associated buffer contained >95% open water;
thus, our final data set contained 1,800 bear incident reports and 5,400 random units (Fig 1; S1
Dataset). On average, the MDNR received 200 (SD = 70.65) bear incident reports annually
with about 56% of the bear incident reports occurring in the UP (Fig 2). The LP and UP had
annual average bear incident report densities of 0.96/100 km2 (95% CL = 0.44–1.48) and
2.60/100 km2 (95% CL = 2.26–2.93), respectively. Bear incident reports decreased annually by
0.19/100 km2 (95% CL = -0.14–0.51) between 2003 and 2011 (Fig 2A). Bear incident report
density peaked during June in both regions with 76% of all reports occurring from May to July
(Fig 2B).
Eight pairs of continuous variables were correlated and resulted in the exclusion of 2 NLCD
land-covers (low- and medium-intensity development) and human population density. Our
global model did not show overdispersion (^c = 0.99) and residuals showed no lack of ﬁt. The
global model was the best compromise between model complexity and model ﬁt (w = 0.99),
with a ΔAIC 8.99 units from the second best performing model (Table 2). For comparing predicted (model results from the AIC-best model) and observed (bear incident reports from the
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Table 1. A priori model set.
Hypothesis

Model #

Covariates

Null

1

~1

Productivity

2

~ Weighted NDVIa mean

3

~ Weighted NDVI mean + regionb

Region

4

~ Region

Anthropogenic Effects

5

~ Primary road densityc

6

~ Primary road density + region

7

~ Secondary road densityd

8

~ Secondary road density + region

9

~ percent NLCDe

10

~ percent NLCD + region

11

~ Weighted NDVI mean + primary road density

12

~ Weighted NDVI mean + primary road density + region

13

~ Weighted NDVI mean + secondary road density

14

~ Weighted NDVI mean + secondary road density + region

15

~ Weighted NDVI mean + percent NLCD

16

~ Weighted NDVI mean + percent NLCD + region

17

~ Primary road density + percent NLCD

18

~ Primary road density + percent NLCD + region

19

~ Secondary road density + percent NLCD

20

~ Secondary road density + percent NLCD + region

Productivity & Anthropogenic
Effects & Habitat

21

~ Weighted NDVI mean + primary road density + secondary
road density + percent NLCD

Global

22

~ Weighted NDVI mean + primary road density + secondary
road density + percent NLCD + region

Habitat
Productivity & Anthropogenic
Effects

Productivity & Habitat
Anthropogenic Effects & Habitat

The model set contained 22 additive models with 17 independent variables used in an analysis based on
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) to predict the spatial occurrence of black bear incident reports, Michigan,
USA, 2003–2011.
a

NDVI = Normalized Difference Vegetation Index.

b

Region = regional location in which a given bear incident report occurred (Upper Peninsula or Lower
Peninsula).
c

Primary road density = interstates, highways, and residential roads.

d

Secondary road density = roads that may be paved but have little trafﬁc (e.g., park roads, two-track
roads).
e

; NLCD = National Land Cover Database; percent NLCD—percent area for each land cover (e.g.,

developed open space, deciduous forest, cultivated crops, etc.).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.t001

independent data set) values, our model evaluation yielded a linear equation with a slope of
1.05 (95% conﬁdence limit [CL] = 0.91 to 1.18) and an intercept of −0.07 (95% CL = −0.23 to
0.09; S2 Dataset). The cumulative P-value based on our z-scores was 0.49. Based on our model
evaluation procedures, our AIC-best model had acceptable predictive performance.
Deciduous forest, woody wetlands, evergreen forest, open water, mixed forest, grasslandherbaceous, emergent herbaceous wetlands, shrub-scrub, barren land, weighted NDVI mean,
cultivated crops, pasture-hay, developed open space, primary road density, secondary road
density, and region were positively associated with bear incident reports; the confidence intervals of remaining parameters included zero and were considered insignificant (Table 3).
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Fig 2. Densities of black bear incident reports in Michigan. Density of black bear incident reports
received by Michigan Department of Natural Resources during 2003–2011 for the Upper Peninsula (solid
line) and Lower Peninsula (dashed line) regions of the study area with (A) the average annual black bear
incident report density and (B) average monthly black bear incident report density.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.g002

Deciduous forest was the dominant land cover for bear incident reports with an average area
percentage of 30.5% (95% CL = 29.0–32.0; Table 4). The relationship between probability of
bear incident report occurrence and deciduous forest, cultivated crop, and primary roads was
the same for both regions. Specifically, probability of bear incident report occurrence was low
where deciduous forest cover was <40%. Among the measured anthropogenic variables, cultivated crops (range = 0–93%, 50th percentile = 0.4) was one of the most important in our AICbest model. When cultivated crops were not present, probability of bear incident report occurrence exceeded 0.5 at 77% deciduous forest cover. With 11% cultivated crop cover, probability
of bear incident report occurrence exceeded 0.5 at 68% deciduous forest cover. Additionally,
primary road densities had to be 58% greater at low levels of deciduous forest cover (i.e.,
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Table 2. Summary of model selection results.
Ka

ΔAICb

Weighted NDVI mean + primary road density + secondary road density + percent
NLCDg + regionh

18

0.00

0.99

Weighted NDVI mean + primary road density + secondary road density + percent
NLCD

17

8.99

0.01

Primary road density + percent NLCD + region

16

29.01

< 0.01

Primary road density + percent NLCD

15

33.61

< 0.01

Model
d

e

f

Wc

Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) model selection results for the top 4 models from a set of 22 used to test
the spatial relationship between independent variables and the occurrence of black bear incident reports,
Michigan, USA, 2003–2011.
a
b

K = the number of estimated parameters in the model.
ΔAIC = AIC difference in relation to the top-ranked model.

c

w = AIC model weight.

d

NDVI = Normalized Difference Vegetation Index.
Primary road density = interstates, highways, and residential roads.

e
f

Secondary road density = roads that may be paved but have little trafﬁc (e.g., park roads, two-track roads,

etc.).
g
NLCD = National Land Cover Database; percent NLCD = percent area for each land cover (e.g.,
developed open space, deciduous forest, cultivated crops, etc.).
h

Region = Upper Peninsula or Lower Peninsula.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.t002

<11%) than at high levels (i.e., >43%) for probability of bear incident report occurrence to
exceed 0.5 for both regions.
The distribution of relative risk of bear incident report varied markedly throughout Michigan (Fig 3). Risk was relatively highest throughout the northern LP where there is a relatively
medium density of bears in a fragmented landscape. The UP was mostly medium risk despite
having a denser black bear population and a landscape that contained more forest cover. In
contrast, southern Michigan, a highly agricultural landscape with few black bears, ranked relatively low for bear incident report risk with small patches of relatively greater risk.

Discussion
According to our AIC-best model (Table 2) supported by model evaluation results, the amount
of deciduous forest more strongly influenced the probability of bear incident report occurrence
than other land covers in Michigan (Table 3). Evans et al. [65] also reported an increasing
probability of human-black bear conflict occurrence with increasing percentage forest in exurban Connecticut, but only to a threshold (42%) after which probability declined. In an urban
landscape in MT, Merkle et al. [66] found a negative association between probability of
human-black bear interactions and distance to large forest patches (> 100 km2). We found
that as the amount of deciduous forest cover increased, the probability of bear incident report
occurrence increased across the diverse Michigan landscape. Though differences among study
areas (e.g., human density, dominant land cover type) are evident, the relationship between
bear incident report occurrence probabilities and forest cover are similar. Because black bears
are forest obligates, bear densities may increase with increasing forest cover, due, in part, to
greater natural food availability (e.g., spring ephemerals in vernal pools, tendency for some soft
mast in summer, hard mast in fall; [67, 68]). Consequently, opportunities for bear incident
reports in forested areas may increase, all other variables held constant.
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Table 3. Best model parameter coefficients.
βa

LCLb

UCLc

Deciduous forest

2.88

2.39

3.37

Woody wetlands

2.79

2.33

3.25

Open water

1.54

1.32

1.76

Evergreen forest

1.44

1.18

1.70

Mixed forest

1.22

1.03

1.41

Grassland-herbaceous

1.11

0.98

1.25

Independent Variables
Ecological variables
Percent NLCDd

Emergent herbaceous wetlands

0.55

0.39

0.70

Barren land

0.42

0.33

0.51

0.41

0.30

0.52

0.20

0.08

0.32

Cultivated crops

2.09

1.68

2.50

Pasture-hay

1.10

0.90

1.31

Developed open space

0.70

0.56

0.84

Shrub-scrub
e

Weighted NDVI mean
Anthropogenic variables
Percent NLCD

0.04

-0.09

0.17

Primary road densityf

Developed high intensity

1.51

1.36

1.67

Secondary road densityg

0.15

0.08

0.21

Regionh
Upper Peninsula
(Intercept)

0.27

0.11

0.44

-1.42

-1.38

-1.05

Independent variables in the AIC-best model describing the spatial relationship between landscape
parameters (centered and scaled) and black bear incident report occurrences, Michigan, USA, 2003–2011.
a

β = coefﬁcient estimates.

b

LCL = lower 95% conﬁdence limits.
UCL = upper 95% conﬁdence limits.

c
d
e
f
g

NLCD = National Land Cover Database; percent NLCD = percent area for each land cover.
NDVI = Normalized Difference Vegetation Index.
Primary road density = interstates, highways, and residential roads.
Secondary road density = roads that may be paved but have little trafﬁc (e.g., park roads, two-track roads,

etc.).
h
Region = categorical variable: reference region was Lower Peninsula.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.t003

We also observed a positive relationship between the probability of bear incident report
occurrence and amount of cultivated crop cover. Black bears in North Carolina [69], northern
LP of Michigan [50], and Colorado [70] used agricultural crops for food, especially when associated land-use activities occurred in or near preferred bear habitat. Baruch-Mordo et al. [70]
also found agriculture-related conflicts were the most frequent human-black bear conflict type
in Colorado. As opportunistic foragers, black bears may benefit from agricultural areas containing edible crops (e.g., corn, oats, sunflowers) because crop fields contain higher concentrations of food than forested areas [71]. Agricultural areas void of edible crops, however, may
present high risk travel corridors for bears due to lack of cover [71]. Both scenarios may contribute to increased probability of bear incident reports depending on the spatial distribution
and variability of resources. In fragmented habitat, bears exhibit greater space use which
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Table 4. Summary of independent variables.
Bear Incident Reports
Independent Variables

Mean

Random Units
SD

Mean

SD

Ecological variables
Percent NLCDa
Deciduous forest

30.49

19.79

28.77

22.56

Woody wetlands

19.51

17.98

22.05

20.66

Open water

4.22

9.79

2.78

9.14

Evergreen forest

8.58

9.79

7.97

11.80

Mixed forest

7.30

7.37

6.22

7.97

Grassland-herbaceous

5.41

6.66

3.46

5.20

Emergent herbaceous wetlands

1.56

2.63

2.38

5.89

Barren land

0.48

1.61

0.46

3.06

Shrub-scrub

2.04

3.13

1.97

4.24

197.92

19.79

198.52

17.74

Cultivated crops

6.47

11.74

11.46

19.99

Pasture-hay

3.77

7.28

5.35

9.29

Developed open space

5.62

4.88

4.09

4.57

Weighted NDVIb mean
Anthropogenic variables
Percent NLCD

0.35

1.51

0.22

1.39

Primary road densityc

Developed high intensity

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Secondary road densityd

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Summarized values (mean ± standard deviation [SD]) of all continuous independent variables by used (i.e., Bear Incident Reports) and random units
within the dataset of black bear incident report occurrences, Michigan, USA, 2003–2011. Standardization of variables (centered and scaled) was not
conducted for the purposes of this table.
a

NLCD = National Land Cover Database; percent NLCD = percent area for each land cover.

b

NDVI = Normalized Difference Vegetation Index.
Primary road density = interstates, highways, and residential roads (km/km2).

c
d

Secondary road density = roads that may be paved but have little trafﬁc (e.g., park roads, two-track roads, etc.; km/km2).

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.t004

increases metabolic costs [26, 72] and the probability of encountering human activity. Our
results suggest that the greatest relative probability of bear incident reports occurs in predominantly anthropogenic landscapes (e.g., greater road density, high crop cover) supporting
relatively low bear densities. Supporting evidence from other studies suggests forest cover fragmented with agriculture or other anthropogenic activities presents an environment that likely
facilitates human-bear interactions [73–75].
Primary roads had the second strongest effect of the anthropogenic landscape variables
measured on bear incident report occurrence. Depending on the region’s primary mortality
source (e.g., hunting or vehicular), road type (i.e., primary or secondary), dominant road activity type (e.g., vehicular travel, recreation access, hunting access), traffic volume (e.g., heavy
hunting access during fall), and vehicle speed, bear movements and resource selection behaviors may be negatively influenced [28, 29, 34, 76]. Though bears have been documented to
avoid paved highways [77], Reynolds-Hogland and Mitchell [28] suggest bears show greater
avoidance of unpaved roads than paved roads. As hunting is the primary cause of black bear
mortality in Michigan [78], bears may exhibit avoidance of unpaved roads in the fall to escape
hunting pressure. Unpaved road avoidance is often accompanied by a risk tradeoff between
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Fig 3. Relative distribution of the probability of black bear incident report occurrence in Michigan, USA. Based on black bear incident reports
collected by Michigan Department of Natural Resources during 2003–2011. Solid gray areas were excluded from analysis as they contained no black bear
incident reports and are outside the black bear population range.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474.g003

potential road-related mortality sources and further increases in the risk of vehicular-collisions
for bears by being in closer proximity to paved roads [34]. Bears may perceive paved roads as
lower risk than unpaved roads because they are unable to predict vehicular-collisions when
vehicles are traveling at higher speed limits. Further investigating the complex relationship
between roads and bear movements would benefit wildlife management and the public by providing additional information to decrease bear-vehicle collisions.
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Though our dataset consists only of bear incident reports and does not reflect confirmed
bear incidents, our model selection and evaluation results remain highly relevant and useful for
management. Our map can help wildlife managers identify areas of bear incident report occurrence, which they can use to help develop strategies aimed at reducing conflicts. Of particular
interest, the southeast portion of the study area, where few bear incident reports occurred, had
a high predicted relative probability of bear incident report occurrence. This may be because
the landscape attributes of this area are similar to other areas of high bear incident report
occurrence even though the black bear population density is lowest in the southern LP relative
to the rest of Michigan [47]. Presuming the bear population increases in the southern LP and
considering current landscape features, managers can use our model to predict areas of potential high bear incident report occurrence and to identify areas where greater educational efforts
may be beneficial. Some aspects of human activities (e.g., agriculture) may contribute to the
suitability of suboptimal habitat, and for black bears in the LP, this may facilitate the expansion
of the population’s southern range [9, 69]. Assuming continued increases of the bear population in the northern LP [45], increasing occurrences of bear incident reports are likely.
Human-wildlife interactions occur in areas where human and wildlife activities overlap
(e.g., as a result of rural expansion near or into forests; [66, 79]). With expanding human and
large carnivore populations, managers can expect conflicts to not only continue, but also
increase in frequency [80]. Understanding the spatial patterns of predicted bear incident
reports can be especially vital for managers facing opposition from stakeholders to bear-control
measures or when needing to prioritize areas for the reduction of bear incidents. Our modeling
procedure can be adapted for use in other study areas and other wildlife species provided managers record human-wildlife interactions as spatially explicit occurrences. By combining field
measurements and remote-sensing data, wildlife managers can map human-wildlife interactions statewide. Researchers and wildlife managers can use similar mapping techniques to
assess locations of specific conflict types or to address human impacts on endangered species.
Timely, appropriate, and effective resolution of conflicts generally results in greater public tolerance of increasing wildlife abundance and distribution within an anthropogenically-altered
landscape [81, 82]. The efficacy of conflict resolution will only likely become more vital as
human and wildlife populations continue to intermix, placing greater pressures on wildlife
managers.

Supporting Information
S1 Dataset. Black bear incident report dataset. Dataset contains selected black bear incident
reports received by Michigan Department of Natural Resources during 2003–2011 for the state
of Michigan used in the analysis.
(XLSX)
S2 Dataset. Independent dataset. Dataset contains selected black bear incident reports
received by Michigan Department of Natural Resources during 2012–2015 for the state of
Michigan used for the model evaluation.
(XLSX)

Acknowledgments
We thank W. Cooke, T. Hiller, P. Dash, A. Mercer, F. Bled, and N. Fowler for geospatial and
analytical assistance; T. Hiller, W. Cooke, P. Dash, and A. Mercer for providing early reviews
of our manuscript; and F. Moreira and two anonymous reviewers for providing helpful

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474 April 27, 2016

13 / 17

Distribution of Black Bear Incident Reports

comments. We thank the numerous biologists from the Michigan Department of Natural
Resources for collecting statewide bear incident reports.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: JEMH JLB. Analyzed the data: JEMH JLB. Wrote the
paper: JEMH JLB DEB. Performed the data collection: DEB.

References
1.

Treves A, Karanth KU (2003) Human-carnivore conflict and perspectives on carnivore management
worldwide. Conserv Biol 17: 1491–1499.

2.

Woodroffe R, Thirgood SJ, Rabinowitz A, editors (2005) People and wildlife: conflict or coexistence?
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, New York, USA.

3.

Wilton CM, Belant JL, Beringer J (2014) Distribution of American black bear occurrences and human–
bear incidents in Missouri. Ursus 25: 53–60.

4.

Boitani L (2000) Action plan for the conservation of the wolves (Canis lupus) in Europe. Nature and
Environment Report, No. 113. Council of Europe, Strasbourg, France.

5.

Gompper ME, Belant JL, Kays R (2015) Carnivore coexistence: America’s recovery. Science 347:
382–383.

6.

Gore ML, Knuth BA, Curtis PD, Shanahan JE (2006) Stakeholder perceptions of risk associated with
black bear conflicts in New York’s Adirondack Park campgrounds: Implications for theory and practice.
Wildl Soc Bull 34: 36–43.

7.

Kellert SR, Black M, Rush CR, Bath A (1996) Human culture and large carnivore conservation in North
America. Conserv Biol 10: 977–990.

8.

Wolgast LJ, Ellis WS, Vreeland J (2005) Comprehensive black bear management policy. New Jersey
Fish and Game Council, Trenton, New Jersey.

9.

Beckmann JP, Lackey CW (2008) Carnivores, urban landscapes, and longitudinal studies: a case history of black bears. Hum-Wildlife Conflicts 2: 168–174.

10.

Beckmann JP, Lackey CW, Berger J (2004) Evaluation of deterrent techniques and dogs to alter behavior of ‘nuisance’ black bears. Wildl Soc Bull 32: 1141–1146.

11.

Leigh J, Chamberlain MJ (2008) Effects of aversive conditioning on behavior of nuisance Louisiana
black bears. Hum-Wildlife Conflicts 2: 175–182.

12.

Hostetler JA, McCown JW, Garrison EP, Neils AM, Barrett MA, Sunquist ME, et al. (2009) Demographic
consequences of anthropogenic influences: Florida black bears in north-central Florida. Biol Conserv
142: 2456–2463.

13.

Baruch-Mordo S, Wilson KR, Lewis DL, Broderick J, Mao JS, Breck SW (2014) Stochasticity in Natural
Forage Production Affects Use of Urban Areas by Black Bears: Implications to Management of HumanBear Conflicts. PLoS One 9: e85122. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0085122 PMID: 24416350

14.

Merkle JA, Robinson HS, Krausman PR, Alaback P (2013) Food availability and foraging near human
developments by black bears. J Mammal 94: 378–385.

15.

Manville AM II (1983) Human impacts on the black bear in Michigan’s lower peninsula. Ursus 5: 20–33.

16.

Gray RM, Vaughan MR, McMullin SL (2004) Feeding wild American black bears in Virginia: a survey of
Virginia bear hunters, 1998–1999. Ursus 15: 188–196.

17.

McKinley BK, Belant JL, Etter DR (2014) American black bear-apiary conflicts in Michigan. HumanWildlife Interactions 8: 228–234.

18.

Elfström M, Zedrosser A, Støen O, Swenson JE (2014) Ultimate and proximate mechanisms underlying
the occurrence of bears close to human settlements: review and management implications. Mamm Rev
44: 5–18.

19.

Gore ML, Knuth BA, Curtis PD, Shanahan JE (2006) Education programs for reducing American black
bear–human conflict: indicators of success? Ursus 17: 75–80.

20.

Wagner KK, Schmidt RH, Conover MR (1997) Compensation programs for wildlife damage in North
America. Wildl Soc Bull 25: 312–319.

21.

Belant JL, Simek SL, West BC (2011) Managing human-black bear conflicts. Hum-Wildlife Conflicts
Monograph 1: 1–77.

22.

Vaughan MR, Scanlon P (1990) The extent and management of damage by black bears. Transactions
of the International Union of Game Biologists 19: 581–591.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474 April 27, 2016

14 / 17

Distribution of Black Bear Incident Reports

23.

Herrero S (1972) Aspects of evolution and adaptation in American black bears (Ursus americanus Pallas) and brown and grizzly bears (U. arctos Linne.) of North America. Bears: their biology and management, (ed Herrero S), 221–231. International Union for the Conservation of Nature, Morges,
Switzerland.

24.

Hellgren EC, Maehr DS (1992) Habitat fragmentation and black bears in the eastern United States. Proceedings 11th eastern black bear workshop, 154–165. Eastern Black Bear Workshop Committee, 1–3
April 1992, Waterville Valley, New Hampshire, USA.

25.

Carter NH (2007) Predicting ecological and social suitability of black bear habitat in Michigan’s lower
peninsula. [Thesis]. Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA: University of Michigan.

26.

Hiller TL, Belant JL, Beringer J (2015) Sexual size dimorphism mediates effects of spatial resource variability on American black bear space use. J Zool 296: 200–207.

27.

Shepherd B, Whittington J (2006) Response of wolves to corridor restoration and human use management. Ecol Soc 11: 1. Available: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss2/art1/.

28.

Reynolds-Hogland MJ, Mitchell MS (2007) Effects of roads on habitat quality for bears in the southern
Appalachians: a long-term study. J Mammal 88: 1050–1061.

29.

Waller BW, Belant JL, Leopold BD, Young BW, Simek SL, Evans DL (2014) Influence of landscape
attributes on American black bear den-site selection in Mississippi. Mammal Study 39: 115–119.

30.

Riitters KH, Wickham JD (2003) How far to the nearest road? Front Ecol Environ 1: 125–129.

31.

Kerley LL, Goodrich JM, Miquelle DG, Smirnov EN, Quigley HB, Hornocker MG (2002) Effects of roads
and human disturbance on Amur tigers. Conserv Biol 16: 97–108.

32.

Waller JS, Servheen C (2005) Effects of transportation infrastructure on grizzly bears in northwestern
Montana. J Wildl Manage 69: 985–1000.

33.

Milner JM, Nilsen EB, Andreassen HP (2007) Demographic side effects of selective hunting in ungulates and carnivores. Conserv Biol 21: 36–47. PMID: 17298509

34.

Stillfried M, Belant JL, Svoboda NJ, Beyer DE, Kramer-Schadt S (2015) When top predators become
prey: large carnivores alter movement behavior in response to perceived mortality risk. Behav Processes 120: 30–39. doi: 10.1016/j.beproc.2015.08.003 PMID: 26277059

35.

Public Sector Consultants (2001) Michigan land resource project. Public Sector Consultants, Lansing,
Michigan, USA. Available: http://www.pscinc.com/Portals/0/Publications/lbilu/fullreport.pdf. Accessed
08 April 2014.

36.

Wildlife Division (2009) Michigan black bear management plan. Wildlife Division Report Number 3497.
Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Lansing, Michigan, USA.

37.

U.S. Census Bureau (2010) TIGER/Line1 with selected demographic and economic data: 2010 census, population and housing unit counts—blocks, Michigan. 2010 edn, tabblock2010_26_pophu, vector
digital data. Geography Division, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC, USA. Available: https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-data.html. Accessed 14
November 2014.

38.

U.S. Geological Survey (2011) National Land Cover Database 2006 (NLCD2006), product data downloads, NLCD 2006 land cover. 2011 edn, remote-sensing image. U.S. Geological Survey, U.S. Department of the Interior, Sioux Falls, South Dakota, USA. Available: http://www.mrlc.gov/nlcd06_data.php.
Accessed 06 June 2014.

39.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources (2001) Michigan (Upper Peninsula) Gap Analysis Program
(GAP) land stewardship coverage. Version 1.0, stwrd_up file, vector digital data. Forest, Mineral and
Fire Management Division, Resource Mapping and Aerial Photography, Lansing, Michigan, USA. Available: http://www.mcgi.state.mi.us/mgdl/?rel=thext&action=thmname&cid=4&cat=GAP+Land
+Stewardship. Accessed 09 October 2015.

40.

Albert DA (1995) Regional landscape ecosystems of Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin: a working
map and classification. General Technical Report NC-178. North Central Forest Experiment Station,
U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service, St. Paul, Minnesota, USA.

41.

Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget (2002) Michigan Geographic Framework, Statewide All Roads Layer. Version 14a. Center for Shared Solutions and Technology Partnerships, Lansing, Michigan, USA. Available: http://www.mcgi.state.mi.us/mgdl/?action=thm. Accessed
23 January 2015.

42.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources (2001) Michigan (Lower Peninsula) GAP land stewardship
coverage. Version 1.0, stwrd_lp file, vector digital data. Forest, Mineral and Fire Management Division,
Resource Mapping and Aerial Photography, Lansing, Michigan, USA. Available: http://www.mcgi.state.
mi.us/mgdl/?rel=thext&action=thmname&cid=4&cat=GAP+Land+Stewardship. Accessed 09 October
2015.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474 April 27, 2016

15 / 17

Distribution of Black Bear Incident Reports

43.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources (1992) MIRIS Base Data. Land and Mineral Services Division, Resource Mapping and Aerial Photography, Lansing, Michigan, USA.

44.

Belant JL, Etter DR, Mayhew SL, Visser LG, Friedrich PD (2011) Improving large scale mark–recapture
estimates for American black bear populations. Ursus 22: 9–23.

45.

Michigan Department of Natural Resources (2015) Memorandum to the Natural Resources Commission: bear regulations and license quotas. Wildlife Conservation Order Amendment No. 2 of 2015.
Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Lansing, Michigan, USA.

46.

Dreher BP, Winterstein SR, Scribner KT, Lukacs PM, Etter DR, Rosa GJM, et al. (2007) Noninvasive
estimation of black bear abundance incorporating genotyping errors and harvested bear. J Wildl Manage 71: 2684–2693.

47.

Etter DR, Reis TR, Visser LG (2003) Michigan status report. Seventeenth eastern black bear workshop
status reports, 41–47. Eastern Black Bear Workshop Committee, 2–5 March 2003, Mount Olive, New
Jersey, USA.

48.

Hopkins JB III, Herrero S, Shideler RT, Gunther KA, Schwartz CC, Kalinowski ST (2010) A proposed
lexicon of terms and concepts for human–bear management in North America. Ursus 21: 154–168.

49.

Manly BFJ, McDonald LL, Thomas DL, McDonald TL, Erickson WP. Resource selection functions from
logistic regression. In: Resource selection by animals: statistical design and analysis for field studies,
2nd edn. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers; 2002. p. 83–117.

50.

Carter NH, Brown DG, Etter DR, Visser LG (2010) American black bear habitat selection in northern
Lower Peninsula, Michigan, USA, using discrete-choice modeling. Ursus 21: 57–71.

51.

U.S. Geological Survey Earth Resources Observation and Science Center (2016) EarthExplorer: vegetation monitoring, eMODIS NDVI, AQUA platform, remote-sensing images. U.S. Geological Survey
Earth Resources Observation and Science Center, U.S. Department of the Interior, Sioux Falls, South
Dakota, USA. Available: http://earthexplorer.usgs.gov/. Accessed 15 February 2016.

52.

Baruch-Mordo S (2007) Black-bear human conflicts in Colorado: spatiotemporal patterns and predictors. Thesis. Colorado State University. Fort Collins, Colorado, USA.

53.

Bojarska K, Selva N (2012) Spatial patterns in brown bear Ursus arctos diet: the role of geographical
and environmental facts. Mamm Rev 42: 120–143.

54.

Federal Highway Administration (2013) Highway Functional Classification: concepts, criteria, and procedures. 2013 edn. U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington, DC, USA.

55.

Environmental Systems Research Institute, Inc. (2014) ArcGIS. Version 10.2. Redlands, California,
USA.

56.

Hexagon Geospatial (2012) ERDAS Imagine 2013. Norcross, Georgia, USA.

57.

Hijmans RJ (2015) Raster: geographic data analysis and modeling. R package version 2.3–40. Available: http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=raster.

58.

Beyer HL (2012) Geospatial Modelling Environment. Version 0.7.3.0. Available: http://www.
spatialecology.com/gme.

59.

Draper NR, Smith H (1998) Applied regression analysis. 3rd edn. Wiley, New York, New York, USA.

60.

Dormann CF, Elith J, Bacher S, Buchmann C, Carl G, Carré G, et al. (2013) Collinearity: a review of
methods to deal with it and a simulation study evaluating their performance. Ecography 36: 27–46.

61.

Sheskin DJ (2007) Handbook of parametric and nonparametric statistical procedures, fourth edition.
Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, Florida, USA.

62.

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2002) Model selection and multimodel inference: a practical informationtheoretic approach. 2nd edn. Springer, New York, New York, USA.

63.

Tyre AJ, Tenhumberg B, McCarthy MA, Possingham HP (2000) Swapping space for time and unfair
tests of ecological models. Austral Ecol 25: 327–331.

64.

R Development Core Team (2015) R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Version
3.1.3. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. Available: http://www.R-project.org/.

65.

Evans MJ, Hawley JE, Rego PW, Rittenhouse TAG (2014) Exurban land used facilitates human-black
bear conflicts. J Wildl Manage 78: 1477–1485.

66.

Merkle JA, Krausman PR, Decesare NJ, Jonkel JJ (2011) Predicting spatial distribution of human-black
bear interactions in urban areas. J Wildl Manage 75: 1121–1127.

67.

Pelton MR (2003) Black bear, Ursus americanus. Wild mammals of North America, 2nd edn, (eds Feldhamer GA, Thompson BC, Chapman JA), 547–555. The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore,
Maryland, USA.

68.

Hiller TL, Belant JL, Beringer J, Tyre AJ (2015) Resource selection by recolonizing American black
bears in a fragmented forest landscape. Ursus: 26: 116–128.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474 April 27, 2016

16 / 17

Distribution of Black Bear Incident Reports

69.

Jones MD, Pelton MR (2003) Female American black bear use of managed forest and agricultural
lands in coastal North Carolina. Ursus 14: 188–197.

70.

Baruch-Mordo S, Breck SW, Wilson KR, Theobald DM (2008) Spatiotemporal distribution of black
bear-human conflicts in Colorado, USA. J Wildl Manage 72: 1853–1862.

71.

Ditmer MA, Garshelis DL, Noyce KV, Laske TG, Iaizzo PA, Burk TE, et al. (2015) Behavioral and physiological responses of American black bears to landscape features within an agricultural region. Ecosphere 6: 28. Available: doi: 10.1890/ES14-00199.1

72.

Ellis RD, McWhorter TJ, Maron M (2011) Integrating landscape ecology and conservation physiology.
Landscape Ecology 27: 1–12.

73.

Noss RF, Quigley HB, Hornocker MG, Merrill T, Paquet PC (1996) Conservation biology and carnivore
conservation in the Rocky Mountains. Conser Biol 10: 949–963.

74.

Woodroffe R, Ginsberg JR (1998) Edge effects and the extinction of populations inside protected
areas. Science 280: 2126–2128. PMID: 9641920

75.

Crooks KR (2002) Relative sensitivities of mammalian carnivores to habitat fragmentation. Conserv
Biol 16: 488–502.

76.

Trombulak SC, Frissell CA (2000) Review of ecological effects of roads on terrestrial and aquatic communities. Conserv Biol 14: 18–30.

77.

Fescke DM, Barry RE, Precht FL, Quigley HB, Bittner SL, Webster T (2002). Habitat use by female
black bears in western Maryland. Southeastern Naturalist 1: 77–92.

78.

Etter DR, Visser LG, Schumacher CM, Calrson E, Reis T, Rabe D (2002) Black bear population management techniques: final report. Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Project W-127-R-20, 18, 19. Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Lansing, Michigan, USA.

79.

Kretser HE, Sullivan PJ, Knuth BA (2008) Housing density as an indicator of spatial patterns of reported
human-wildlife interactions in Northern New York. Landscape and Urban Planning 84: 282–292.

80.

Conover MR (2002) Resolving human–wildlife conflicts: the science of wildlife damage management.
Lewis Brothers, Boca Raton, Florida, USA.

81.

Lemelin RH (2008) Human–polar bear interactions in Churchill, Manitoba: the socio-ecological perspective. Marine wildlife and tourism management: insights from the natural and social sciences, (eds
Higham JES, Lück M), 91–108. CAB International, Wallingford, Oxforshire, UK.

82.

Peyton RB, Bull P, Reis TF, Visser LG (2001) An assessment of the social carrying capacity of black
bears in the Lower Peninsula of Michigan. Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Lansing, Michigan, USA.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0154474 April 27, 2016

17 / 17

