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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Habitat degradation, entwined with land cover change, is a major driver of biodiversity loss. Effects of land cover
Watersheds change on species can be direct (when habitat is converted to alternative land cover types) or indirect (when
Structural equation model land outside of the species habitat is altered). Hydrologic and ecological connections between terrestrial and
California

aquatic systems are well understood, exemplifying how spatially disparate land cover conditions may influence
aquatic habitats, but are rarely examined. We sought to quantify relative effects of land cover at two different but
interacting scales on habitat suitability for the endangered arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus). Based on an
existing distribution model for the arroyo toad and available land cover data, we estimated effects of land cover
along streams and within entire watersheds on habitat suitability using structural equation modeling.
Relationships between land cover and habitat suitability differed between scales, and broader, watershed-scale
conditions influenced land cover along the embedded stream networks. We found anthropogenic development
and forest cover at the watershed-scale negatively impacted habitat suitability, but development along stream
networks was positively associated with suitability. The positive association between development along streams
and habitat suitability may be attributable to increased spatial heterogeneity along urbanized streams, or related
factors including policies designed to conserve riparian habitats amidst development. These findings show ar-
royo toad habitat is influenced by land cover across multiple scales, and can inform conservation of the species.
Furthermore, our methodology can help elucidate similar dynamics with other taxa, particularly those reliant on
both terrestrial and aquatic environments.

Arroyo toad

Anaxyrus californicus
Anthropogenic development
Riparian areas

conditions through changes to hydrologic regimes and sediment
transport processes (Allan, 2004). Thus, effective conservation mea-

1. Introduction

Understanding and mitigating anthropogenic impacts on species
and ecosystems is a perpetual challenge for conservation (Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Lal, 2010). Habitat loss and degradation
are widely acknowledged as major threats to various taxa (e.g.,
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Sodhi et al., 2008; Schipper
et al., 2008; Bohm et al., 2013), and while conservation actions are
frequently implemented at fine scales to immediately benefit species,
broad-scale factors can ultimately drive biodiversity loss. Roads, for
instance, can directly contribute to habitat loss and fragmentation, and
influence the physical structure of sand dunes resulting in disassembly
of lizard communities (Vega et al., 2000; Leavitt and Fitzgerald, 2013).
Similarly, stream habitats can be influenced by broad-scale land cover

sures should be informed by knowledge of how anthropogenic activities
at multiple scales influence species habitats and ecosystem functions
(Poiani et al., 2000; Subalusky et al., 2009).

The watershed is perhaps the most appropriate scale at which to
manage freshwater and coastal ecosystems because the system bound-
aries determined by topography and physical processes that structure
species' habitats are tightly linked (Beechie et al., 2010). Higher levels
of urbanization in a watershed, for instance, are commonly tied to re-
duced taxonomic richness, species abundance, and water quality of
freshwater and marine systems (King et al., 2005, 2011; Riley et al.,
2005; Klein et al., 2012). Such findings can help guide restoration of
aquatic ecosystems and inform strategies for mitigating threats to water
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quality (Leach and Pelkey, 2001; Pires, 2004), such as targeted plan-
ning of future development across watersheds, or changes in manage-
ment practices.

Management at smaller scales is also important for conservation of
aquatic ecosystems. Land cover immediately surrounding aquatic ha-
bitats can influence water quality, and vegetation buffers are often used
along streams and ponds to counter negative effects of development
(Peterjohn and Correll, 1984; Clinton, 2011). Furthermore, riparian
areas provide considerable nutrient resources (Polis et al., 1997; Lowe
et al., 2006) and habitat for amphibians, turtles, and other taxa that rely
on aquatic and terrestrial habitats during various life stages (Gibbons,
2003; Subalusky et al., 2009).

However, a limited number of studies have examined relative in-
fluences of land cover conditions at multiple scales on specific taxa and
communities. For example, Lowe and Bolger (2002) analyzed effects of
landscape-scale timber harvest history and local stream conditions on
Gyrinophilus porphyriticus. This study, however, focused only on small
stream sections in two watersheds. Ficetola et al. (2011) analyzed ef-
fects of land cover characteristics within 400 m and 100 m of sampling
points, and local water conditions on Salamandra salamandra and the
larger amphibian communities. These authors did not examine possible
effects of broader watershed-scale land cover conditions on habitat
suitability or species assembly. Canessa and Parris (2013) alluded to
potential effects of watershed-scale conditions on focal amphibian
communities, but primarily documented effects of land cover within a
500 m radius of sampling points. In contrast to the aforementioned
studies, Barrett et al. (2010) documented linkages between watershed-
scale conditions, stream conditions, and abundance of Eurycea cirrigera
in the southeastern United States. Also in the southeastern United
States, Cecala et al. (2018) found of catchment-scale variables have
greater effects on occupancy of two salamander species compared to
reach-scale variables, and Jachowski and Hopkins (2018) found ri-
parian cover type across catchments to be a strong driver of demo-
graphic structure in Cryptobranchus alleganiensis, possibly through ef-
fects on downstream conditions. While these studies suggest habitats
used by aquatic species are structured by both fine-scale stream prop-
erties and land cover at the meso-scale, influences of watershed-scale
land cover conditions, and multi-scale land cover interactions on
aquatic species' habitats remains under-studied. Understanding these
effects can link broader patterns of land cover to site-specific habitat
conditions, ultimately informing improved recommendations for bio-
diversity conservation.

To gain insight into effects of land cover on habitat conditions, we
examined the relationships between land cover characteristics at two
different scales and habitat suitability for the arroyo toad (Anaxyrus
californicus). The arroyo toad is endemic to southern California, USA,
and northern Baja California, Mexico, and listed as endangered by the
IUCN and the U.S. Endangered Species Act (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, 1994; Hammerson and Santos-Barrera, 2004). The species re-
lies on open, sandy, stream habitats for breeding and larval develop-
ment, and requires adjacent terrestrial environments for post-meta-
morphosis life stages (Sweet and Sullivan, 2005). Declines of the species
have been attributed to habitat loss and degradation associated with
altered hydrology and invasive species (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
1999; Sweet and Sullivan, 2005). Given arroyo toads' requirements for
aquatic and terrestrial habitats, sensitivity of populations to surface
water availability (Fisher et al., 2018), its conservation status, and
known linkages between watershed-scale land cover and riparian con-
ditions (Allan, 2004), we identified it as a model organism for ex-
amining relative influences of conditions across multiple scales on ha-
bitat suitability. We based this work on a conceptual model of how land
cover at multiple scales may influence habitat, informed by previous
literature (Fig. 1, derived from Ficetola et al. (2011)).

To identify how land cover at multiple scales influences habitat
suitability in this system, we used an existing model of habitat suit-
ability based on recent presence/absence data, supplemented by
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pseudoabsence data, and a suite of environmental variables (Treglia,
2014; Treglia et al., 2015), and applied structural equation modeling to
examine four main research questions: (1) how is habitat suitability for
arroyo toads within watersheds affected by land cover characteristics in
entire watersheds?; (2) how is habitat suitability affected by land cover
within stream networks?; (3) is habitat suitability affected by wa-
tershed-scale land cover indirectly, through effects on land cover of
contained associated stream networks?; and (4) is habitat suitability
influenced by the spatial clumpiness of land cover types, measured as
landscape contagion? Answering these questions allows us to identify
and interpret how land cover at multiple scales affects habitat suit-
ability and species' presence in a riparian landscape.

2. Methods
2.1. Study area and units of analysis

We focused this study in southern California, in an area for which
Treglia et al. (2015) developed a distribution model for the arroyo toad.
We used watershed basins delineated at the HUC-12 scale in the Na-
tional Hydrologic Dataset as units of analysis (Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 2010). HUC-12 basins typically range approxi-
mately 4000-16,000 ha, and have been identified as suitable manage-
ment units because they are small enough that residents may have
common ties to their communities, land, and water resources (Morton
and Brown, 2011), which can feed back into land management prac-
tices, and the scale is relevant to conditions of contained aquatic sys-
tems (e.g., Strager et al., 2009; Tomer et al., 2013). We examined all
HUC-12 basins contained within the range of the toad south of the
Santa Ana River watershed to the Mexican Border (the study region of
Treglia et al., 2015; n = 110).

2.2. Data sources and preparation

Using variables from both the watershed and stream network scales
to develop a new distribution model is fraught with statistical chal-
lenges. For example, without sampling to confirm presence/absence
across all focal watersheds, a model could only be based on a data from
a small subset of our study region. Furthermore, for watersheds in
which there are both documented presences and absences, there is no
clear way to handle the mixture of data points, particularly given in-
complete sampling; using all presence and absence data within a wa-
tershed would pose the issue of pseudoreplication, with multiple points
being in the same measurement unit and violating any assumptions of
independence. Given these limitations we used the average probability
of presence modeled for arroyo toads within each HUC-12 watershed as
our dependent variable (hereafter, Habitat Suitability; example shown
in Fig. 2-A; see Figs. 2—4 in Treglia et al., 2015). The distribution model
was developed using recent (2005-2013) presence/absence data for
arroyo toads (supplemented with pseudoabsence data), for streams and
streamside habitats represented by 200 m pixels (Treglia et al., 2015,
the distribution model is available online through the KNB Data Re-
pository (Treglia et al., 2017)). Predictor variables used in the dis-
tribution model included recent remotely sensed data derived from
2010 Landsat imagery as well as long-term climate characteristics, to-
pography, geomorphology, and soil characteristics. The remotely
sensed variables were used as continuous measures associated with
temporally relevant habitat features.

We derived independent variables from the 2006 National Land
Cover Database (NLCD), which was classified from Landsat imagery
with a pixel size of 30 X 30 m (Fry et al., 2011). We used data on the
percent of impervious cover per pixel, and Level I land cover classes
composed of: Open Water; Development; Barren/Bare Ground; Forest;
Shrubland; Herbaceous; Planted/Cultivated; and Wetlands. Wickham
et al. (2013) reported this classification to be 87% accurate for the
western United States; thus, to our knowledge it was the most accurate,
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model of linkages between land
Watershed Direct Effects cover at the scale of entire watersheds, land cover
along stream networks, and habitat quality for ar-
royo toads. Solid arrows represent potential direct
Land cover effects of land cover variables on arroyo toad habitat
suitability; the dashed-arrow represents potential
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Fig. 2. Example map illustrating the 110 HUCs of original data used to calculate the variables for structural equation models, including Habitat Suitability (A), Land
Cover for the Watershed scale (B), and Land Cover for the Stream Network scale (C). These datasets are highlighted for a single watershed in the study area, shaded
gray in the inset, which also displays the entire study area. Unique colors in the land cover maps represent individual land cover classes explained in detail at http://
www.mrlc.gov/nled06_leg.php (Fry et al., 2011).
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Fig. 3. Schematics of the structural equation models used to explore possible effects of land cover characteristics on arroyo toad habitat suitability within watersheds.
All direct linkages in the Contagion Mediated Model are presented in Table 2 and total effects are presented in Table 3; the Contagion Direct Model was a poor fit to

the data, thus we do not present specific results for the contained paths.

high-resolution land cover dataset available for the study area at the
time of analysis.

For independent variables representing the scale of entire water-
sheds, we calculated the mean, median, and variance of percent im-
pervious cover, and the percentage of each land cover class per basin
(e.g., Fig. 2-B). We also calculated total contagion (a measure of
clumpiness of landscape attributes) per watershed as a measure of land
cover pattern and overall land cover class aggregation (Li and Reynolds,
1993). To derive independent variables representing characteristics of
the stream network in each watershed, we calculated the same metrics
as for watersheds, but only for areas contained by all the 200 m pixels
for which arroyo toad habitat was modeled within each watershed (e.g.,
Fig. 2-C). In calculating watershed-scale variables, we masked out
stream network areas, ensuring that one would not be a subset of the
other. We calculated impervious cover measures using SAGA GIS ver-
sion 2.1.1 (Bohner, 2013), and percentages of each land cover type and
contagion using Fragstats version 4.2 (McGarigal et al., 2012).

We used separate principal component analyses (PCAs) to reduce
the dimensionality of the independent variable set for the two focal
scales; this reduced the number of parameters estimated, allowing the
structural equation model to be identified given our sample size. We
conducted PCAs on the correlation matrices of the land cover variables
using the ‘vegan’ package (Oksanen et al., 2012) in R version 3.0.2 (R
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Core Team, 2013), and retained principle components (PCs) with ei-
genvalues greater than one in place of the original variables following
the Kaiser-Guttman criterion (Legendre and Legendre, 2012). We re-
tained three PCs for each scale, which had similar variable loadings
across scales (Appendix S1). There were discernable gradients of land
cover types along these PC axes, hereafter termed “Development” (PC1,
representing urban and suburban areas vs. shrubland), “Forest” (PC2,
representing forest vs. open habitat types), and “Agriculture” (PC3,
representing agriculture vs. open water). We maintained contagion as
separate variables at each scale because it is a measure of pattern and
configuration of different land cover types. Hereafter, we denote the
corresponding scale before variable names as Watershed or Stream
(e.g., Watershed Development or Stream Development).

2.3. Analysis

We used structural equation modeling to test the influence of land
cover characteristics on arroyo toad habitat suitability at the two focal
scales. Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a multivariate analytical
technique capable of testing direct and indirect relationships among
multiple independent and dependent variables simultaneously (Kline,
2011). More specifically, SEM allows the analyst to test the relationship
between “...a dataset, empirical covariance matrix, and an estimated
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Table 1
Baseline and comparative fit measures for structural equation models.
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BIC"

NNFId 2f

AIC? CFI¢ SRMR® X df p
Contagion Mediated Model 2113.813 2251.538 0.998 0.932 0.01 2.434 1 0.119
Contagion Direct Model 2278.565 2383.884 0.760 0.161 0.198 191.186 10 < 0.001

a

b

Akaike's Information Criterion.

Bayes' Information Criterion.
Comparative Fit Index.

4 Non-normed Fit Index.

¢ Standardized Root Mean Square Error.
f Bollen-Stine 2.

c

population covariance matrix that is produced as a function of the
model parameter estimates” (Ullman and Bentler, 2013, p. 663).
Therefore, when using SEM, the analyst can ask questions about causal
inference and test their plausibility given associations observed within
the obtained data. When a given model is revealed to be an acceptable
fit, the analyst is able to reject the series of null hypotheses being tested
in the hypothesized model and conclude that the hypothesized model is
a feasible explanation of the observed phenomena with the under-
standing that other competing explanations may also be viable. The
ability to test a hypothesized model against observed data is a key
distinction between SEM and alternative multi-model inference fra-
meworks.

Model development for SEM is guided by theory and knowledge of
the system of interest (Grace, 2006). The specific relationships that we
hypothesized are based on the results of existing research and our
conceptual understanding of arroyo toad habitat. Following Ficetola
et al. (2011), we hypothesized that watershed-scale land cover and
stream-network scale land cover types would exert direct effects on
habitat suitability for the arroyo toad.

Additionally, we hypothesized that watershed-scale land cover
types would be positively correlated with corresponding land cover
types at the stream-network scale, as characteristics of the smaller scale
may be driven by patterns of the larger scale. We also hypothesized that
anthropogenic land cover types would predict natural ones (i.e.,
Development and Agriculture predict Forest, and Development predicts
Agriculture). Furthermore, we hypothesized that Watershed
Development and Watershed Agriculture would predict all stream-scale
variables, as anthropogenic land covers have been shown to influence
conditions along streams in this region (White and Greer, 2006; Hawley
and Bledsoe, 2013).

Finally, though past work provides a framework to conceptualize
relationships between watershed and stream-scale land cover types and
habitat suitability, other variables may be relevant in describing pat-
terns of habitat suitability. Contagion of land cover types can influence
suitability of sites for species (Roseberry and Sudkamp, 1998), and
while it describes spatial patterns, can be influenced by anthropogenic
land covers in various ways (Li et al., 2005; Wu et al., 2011). However,
the role of contagion in influencing habitat suitability remains largely
unknown. Thus, we tested two competing models where contagion has
only direct effects on habitat suitability (Contagion Direct Model), and
where it mediates relationships between land cover types at the wa-
tershed scale and stream-network scale, and land cover types and ha-
bitat suitability at both scales (Contagion Mediated Model, Fig. 3).

We evaluated model fit using the Bollen-Stine chi-squared statistic
(Bollen and Stine, 1992), the comparative fit index (CFI), the non-
normed fit index (NNFI), and the standardized root mean square error
(SRMR; Hooper et al., 2008; Kline, 2011). Acceptable model fit was
determined when a non-significant chi-squared statistic was observed
(p = 0.05), values of CFI and NNFI exceeded 0.95, and SRMR was
below 0.06 (Hu and Bentler, 1999). In addition to formal tests and
indices common for evaluating fit of structural equation models, we
also compared models using Akaike's Information Criterion (AIC) and
Bayes' Information Criterion (BIC) to identify the best- model while
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considering parsimony, in which lower values indicate better fit
(Raftery, 1995; Burnham and Anderson, 2002). We set a = 0.05 for
bootstrapped z-tests to test significance of individual paths, mediating
effects (i.e., indirect linkages between variables), and total effects.

We log;o-transformed the Development variables at both scales to
minimize effects of right-skew in the data. We estimated parameters
using a bootstrapped maximum likelihood estimator using 1000 draws
from the PCA-transformed dataset to account for small sample size and
lack of multivariate normality (Cheung and Lau, 2008). We conducted
these analyses using the ‘lavaan’ package (Rosseel, 2012) in R version
3.0.2 (R Core Team, 2013), and using Stata version 13.1 (StataCorp,
2013).

3. Results

Across all of the 110 HUCs included in the study, the Contagion
Mediated Model fit the data better than the Contagion Direct Model
based on all fit measures that we considered (Table 1). In fact, the
Contagion Direct Model did not adequately fit the data (Bollen-Stine
%2 =191.186, df = 10, p < 0.001; n = 110). Thus, we only present
results for the Contagion Mediated Model. The final model, which
contains nine more estimated parameters than the Contagion Direct
Model, demonstrated an acceptable fit (Bollen-Stine 2 = 2.434,
df =1, p = 0.119; n = 110). The R? for arroyo toad habitat suitability
in this model was 0.344.

Parameter estimates reported for structural equation models can be
interpreted in a manner similar to other linear regressions. Parameters,
in this study, are reported in the standardized functional form. For in-
stance, a positive relationship suggests that for every one standard
deviation increase in variable x, there is a “B” standard deviation in-
crease in variable y.

3.1. Direct effects on arroyo toad habitat

The only variables with significant, direct effects on Habitat
Suitability were Watershed Development and Stream Development.
Watershed Development had a negative effect on Habitat Suitability
within the watersheds (8 = —0.704; z = —2.21, p = 0.027), but
Stream Development had a positive direct effect (8 = 0.682, z = 2.10,
p = 0.036). Thus, our hypothesis that watershed-scale and stream-net-
work land cover characteristics would influence habitat suitability was
confirmed, but only for Development. Full results for tests of direct
effects are presented in Table 2.

3.2. Indirect paths and total effects on arroyo toad habitat suitability

We identified two significant indirect effects of watershed-scale
characteristics on Habitat Suitability. Watershed Forest had a net ne-
gative effect on Habitat Suitability (8= —0.428, z= —3.84,
p < 0.001) mediated by stream-network land cover characteristics and
contagion. Watershed Development had a positive indirect effect on
Habitat Suitability (8 = 0.679, z = 2.16, p = 0.031) mediated by wa-
tershed contagion, stream network land cover and contagion, but given
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Table 2
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Bootstrapped maximum likelihood estimates of direct effects in the Contagion Mediated Model for Habitat Suitability across the 110 HUCs.

Dependent variable Direct effect Standardized path coefficient Bootstrap SE z P
Habitat Suitability for Arroyo Toads Stream Development 0.682 0.3252 2.10 0.036
R? = 0.344 Stream Forest 0.033 0.2307 0.14 0.888
Stream Contagion —0.389 0.2103 -1.85 0.064
Stream Agriculture —0.038 0.1355 0.28 0.780
Watershed Development —0.704 0.3190 -2.21 0.027
Watershed Contagion 0.162 0.1949 0.83 0.405
Watershed Agriculture —0.103 0.1493 —0.69 0.490
Watershed Forest —0.342 0.2373 —1.44 0.149
Watershed Contagion Watershed Development 0.168 0.0876 1.92 0.055
R? = 0.428 Watershed Agriculture 0.362 0.0703 5.14 < 0.001
Watershed Forest 0.573 0.0952 6.01 < 0.001
Watershed Agriculture Watershed Development -0.115 0.0759 —-1.52 0.129
R® = 0.013
Watershed Forest Watershed Development -0.239 0.1100 -2.17 0.030
R? = 0.056 Watershed Agriculture —0.028 0.1037 -0.27 0.791
Stream Development Watershed Development 0.899 0.0543 16.57 < 0.001
R? = 0.848 Watershed Contagion 0.120 0.0562 2.14 0.032
Watershed Forest —0.057 0.0685 —0.83 0.406
Watershed Agriculture —0.040 0.0372 —1.08 0.280
Stream Forest Watershed Forest 0.682 0.0982 6.95 < 0.001
R? = 0.738 Watershed Contagion 0.217 0.0843 2.57 0.010
Watershed Development 0.498 0.2236 2.23 0.026
Stream Development —0.604 0.2233 -2.70 0.007
Watershed Agriculture 0.089 0.1168 0.77 0.444
Stream Agriculture —0.051 0.1059 —0.48 0.629
Stream Agriculture Watershed Contagion —0.007 0.0574 -0.13 0.898
R?=0.730 Watershed Agriculture 0.851 0.0976 8.72 < 0.001
Watershed Development —0.213 0.1418 —-1.50 0.113
Stream Development 0.340 0.1428 2.38 0.017
Stream Contagion Watershed Contagion 0.724 0.0562 12.87 < 0.001
R? = 0.793 Stream Development —0.290 0.1656 -1.75 0.080
Stream Forest 0.384 0.1498 2.57 0.010
Stream Agriculture —0.004 0.1410 —0.02 0.980
Watershed Development 0.400 0.1644 2.43 0.015
Watershed Agriculture 0.038 0.1687 0.22 0.823
Watershed Forest —0.170 0.1432 -1.18 0.236

the negative direct effect of Watershed Development and the positive
indirect effect, the total effect was not significant (8 = —0.025,
z = —0.250, p = 0.804).

No stream network landcover variables had significant indirect ef-
fects on arroyo toad habitat, though Stream Development had a sig-
nificant net effect on Habitat Suitability (f = 0.880, z = 2.59,
p = 0.010; Table 3). Full results for tests of total effects are presented in
Table 3 and results for tests of indirect effects are presented in Sup-
porting Information (Appendix S2).

4. Discussion

Our results show land cover characteristics of entire watersheds and
along stream networks separately influenced suitability of riparian
areas for arroyo toads. To our knowledge, this is the most compre-
hensive study of its type, encompassing 110 HUC-12 watersheds, and it
is one of few to disentangle relative effects of land cover factors on
habitat suitability at multiple spatial scales. The final model explained
34.44% of the variance in habitat suitability for arroyo toads across
focal watersheds. This is substantial, particularly given that we know
habitat is also influenced at fine scales by static variables such as soil
type and topography (Barto, 1999; Sweet and Sullivan, 2005).

The first two key questions we posed for this study were centered on
how habitat suitability for arroyo toads is influenced by land cover
characteristics at distinct scales of stream networks and watersheds. In
general, we found Development was the primary land cover category
influencing arroyo toad habitat suitability, but its effects differed across
our focal scales; Watershed Development had a negative direct effect,
but Stream Development had a positive effect. Arroyo toads are unlikely
to perceive conditions outside the stream network scale because the

species is closely tied to riparian areas (Griffin and Case, 2001;
Mitrovich et al., 2011). However, the direct effects of Watershed De-
velopment may indicate that factors we were not able to include due to
data limitations were in play, such as fine-scale hydrology. We antici-
pated potential perennialization of streams in watersheds with higher
levels of development would cause increased values in the Stream
Forest path (White and Greer, 2006), but the measured increase was not
statistically significant. The large swath of the stream network-scale for
these analyses (200 m pixels), while relevant to areas arroyo toads may
use, may have been too large to allow detection of such an effect if there
was one, given wetted portions of streams can vary from only a few
meters to approximately 30m in width. Furthermore, vegetation
change does not occur instantaneously, and multi-temporal data may
better elucidate effects of Watershed Development, with a time-lag.
The positive relationship between Stream Development and habitat
suitability for arroyo toads was contrary to what we anticipated, and we
interpret this result with caution. Arroyo toads are generally not asso-
ciated with urban habitats, and urbanization has been cited as a cause
of the species' decline (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1999; Sweet and
Sullivan, 2005). A potential source of this apparent contradiction across
scales is that the NLCD Level I category of Development, which loaded
high on the “Development” principle components, includes finer cate-
gories of “Development Open Space” and “Development Low Intensity”
that both contain < 50% impervious surfaces. However, analysis of the
original variables shows high correlation (r > 0.90) between the per-
cent of impervious cover and the percent of developed land cover at
both scales. There was also a strong positive influence of Stream De-
velopment on Habitat Suitability via negative (albeit non-significant)
direct effects on Stream Contagion (8= —0.389, z= —1.85,
p = 0.064; Table 2), which helps explain how Stream Development
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Table 3
Bootstrapped maximum likelihood estimates of total effects in the Contagion Mediated Model for Habitat Suitability across the 110 HUCs.
Dependent variable Total effect Standardized path coefficient Bootstrap SE z P
Habitat Suitability for Arroyo Toads Stream Development 0.880 0.3399 2.59 0.010
R? = 0.344 Stream Forest -0.117 0.2518 —0.46 0.643
Stream Contagion —0.389 0.2103 -1.85 0.064
Stream Agriculture 0.045 0.1526 0.30 0.767
Watershed Development —0.025 0.1021 -0.25 0.804
Watershed Contagion —0.039 0.1278 —0.30 0.761
Watershed Agriculture -0.127 0.1062 -1.20 0.231
Watershed Forest —0.428 0.1189 —3.60 < 0.001
Watershed Contagion Watershed Development —0.008 0.1106 —0.08 0.938
R? = 0.428 Watershed Agriculture 0.346 0.0890 3.88 < 0.001
Watershed Forest 0.573 0.0952 6.01 < 0.001
Watershed Agriculture Watershed Development -0.115 0.0759 —-1.52 0.129
R® = 0.013
Watershed Forest Watershed Development -0.236 0.1037 -2.16 0.031
R? = 0.056 Watershed Agriculture —0.028 0.1038 -0.27 0.791
Stream Development Watershed Development 0.916 0.0580 15.79 < 0.001
R? = 0.848 Watershed Contagion 0.120 0.0562 2.14 0.032
Watershed Forest 0.012 0.0481 0.25 0.804
Watershed Agriculture 0.003 0.0333 0.09 0.929
Stream Forest Watershed Forest 0.800 0.0751 10.57 < 0.001
R? = 0.738 Watershed Contagion 0.142 0.0756 1.89 0.058
Watershed Development —0.228 0.1045 -2.18 0.029
Stream Development —-0.621 0.2116 —2.94 0.003
Watershed Agriculture 0.100 0.0984 1.02 0.308
Stream Agriculture —0.051 0.1059 —0.48 0.629
Stream Agriculture Watershed Contagion 0.034 0.0607 0.55 0.581
R?=0.730 Watershed Agriculture 0.849 0.0910 9.33 < 0.001
Watershed Development 0.000 0.0736 0.00 0.996
Stream Development 0.340 0.1428 2.38 0.017
Stream Contagion Watershed Contagion 0.743 0.0626 11.87 < 0.001
R? = 0.793 Stream Development —0.530 0.2034 —-2.60 0.009
Stream Forest 0.384 0.1498 2.57 0.010
Stream Agriculture —0.023 0.1302 -0.18 0.859
Watershed Development 0.077 0.1105 0.69 0.489
Watershed Agriculture 0.327 0.0828 3.96 < 0.001
Watershed Forest 0.548 0.7254 7.56 < 0.001

could be positively associated with stream-scale habitat suitability.
Aspects of urbanization patterns at this scale may help disaggregate
land cover types, yielding spatially heterogeneous conditions. Fire,
flood, and drought events, which arroyo toads are largely adapted to,
can help maintain habitat by clearing vegetation, redistributing sedi-
ment, and removing predators (Madden-Smith et al., 2003; Mendelsohn
et al., 2005; Miller et al., 2012). Thus urbanization and patch hetero-
geneity around riparian zones may effectively maintain some beneficial
environmental disturbance. Other benefits of development may be as-
sociated with increased sediment load or decreased riparian vegetation.
However, it is important to investigate these relationships further,
while continuing to allow fine-scale management to be guided by
knowledge of the species' ecology and natural history. In other words,
urbanization may have some positive implications for arroyo toad ha-
bitat suitability at the stream scale if it disrupts the negative influences
of other anthropogenic drivers of change, like fire-suppression.

With regard to the third key question of our study, focused on
whether watershed-scale land cover influences habitat suitability
through effects on stream network scale land cover, we found indirect
effects of watershed-scale land cover on habitat suitability. In parti-
cular, our results indicate that watershed-scale land cover has relatively
little influence on arroyo toad habitat when accounting for land cover
along stream networks, with the positive effect of Stream Development.
This finding was surprising, given many studies have found negative
influences of broad-scale urbanization on freshwater ecosystems (e.g.,
Riley et al., 2005; Barrett et al., 2010; Canessa and Parris, 2013). While
the mediating scale we used in this study, stream networks, was re-
presented by 200 m pixels, studies that found negative impacts of large-
scale development focused on finer-scale stream characteristics such as
hydrologic flow metrics and water chemistry. We did observe negative
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indirect effects of Stream Network Forest on arroyo toad habitat, and
given that White and Greer (2006) documented increased riparian ve-
getation with increasing watershed urbanization in Los Pefiasquitos
Creek of our study area, further investigation into these dynamics is
warranted. Results of such studies may yield more insight into appro-
priate scales for managing stream habitats in southern California.

With regard to the fourth key question of our study, focused on
whether clumpiness of land cover types, measured as contagion, in-
fluences habitat for arroyo toads, we found no strong evidence that it
does. We considered contagion because the configuration of land cover
types across landscapes may influence biophysical processes, and have
been linked to habitat quality for species (Roseberry and Sudkamp,
1998). Furthermore, contagion can be driven in part by development
patterns (Li et al., 2005; Wu et al., 2011), and is ultimately a tangible
landscape feature that can be intentionally planned out with ongoing
pressures of urbanization. We did find, however, that contagion sub-
stantially improved the fit of our statistical model, indicating it couples
dynamics across our focal scales. In sum, the results provide partial
support for our main hypotheses, namely that 1) arroyo toad habitat
suitability is a function of watershed-scale land cover, 2) stream-net-
work scale land cover, and 3) the interactive effects of land cover at
multiple scales. Additionally, we found support for the proposition that
watershed-scale anthropogenic land cover types (development and
agriculture) influence finer-scale anthropogenic land cover types
(White and Greer, 2006; Hawley and Bledsoe, 2013).

Our approach bears lessons for integrative projections of how future
land cover change is most likely to affect amount and distribution of
habitats for biodiversity dependent on riparian systems. Structural
equation modeling has been used in studies similar to ours (e.g., Barrett
et al., 2010; Ficetola et al., 2011; Canessa and Parris, 2013), and has
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proved effective for identifying drivers of ecological change in aquatic
ecosystems. Our results show relationships between land cover across
watersheds, stream networks, and habitat for the arroyo toad are
complex, but indicate the need for long-term watershed-scale man-
agement. For example, planning and policy to minimize or assess pla-
cement of future development across watersheds is one potential
strategy for improving conservation of the species, while local-scale
efforts may be more nuanced and on shorter time scales. Our general
approach, that is, combining species' distribution information, habitat
requirements, land cover variables, and structural equation modeling,
could be applied to predict multi-scale effects of land cover change in
habitat for stream fishes, stream invertebrates, or riparian forest wild-
life. Though we used statistical inference to elucidate how land cover at
multiple scales influences arroyo toad habitat, complementary strate-
gies can further improve our understanding of the system. For example,
agent-based models that incorporate hydrologic flows and species' life
history traits can be informative, and could be developed with various
alternative landscape scenarios to identify ways to continue develop-
ment with minimal impact on species of conservation concern.

Studies that elucidate underlying watershed or landscape processes
driving species' declines are needed to inform on-the-ground, long-term
conservation actions. With knowledge of underlying processes affecting
species and ecosystems at multiple scales, integrative approaches that
combine knowledge of species' distributions and natural history with
analyses of land cover change may yield critical information to guide
the most practical and effective long-term solutions.

Acknowledgements

MLT and ACL were supported by NSF-IGERT Traineeships in the
Applied Biodiversity Science Program at Texas A&M University (NSF
DGE 0654377). MLT was also funded by a Tom Slick Doctoral
Fellowship from Texas A&M University, an E.E. Williams Research
Grant from the Herpetologists League, and the Sylvia Scholarship from
the Mensa Foundation. We also thank the Fitzgerald Lab at Texas A&M
for support and input throughout this project. The use of trade names
does not imply U.S. Government endorsement. This paper is contribu-
tion number 647 of the U.S. Geological Survey's Amphibian Research
and Monitoring Initiative, and publication number 1581 of the
Biodiversity Research and Teaching Collections at Texas A&M
University.

Appendix A. Supplementary materials

Results of principal component analyses (Appendix S1), and com-
plete results for tests of indirect effects in the Contagion Mediated
Model (Appendix S2) are available online. Supplementary data to this
article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.
10.032.

References

Allan, J.D., 2004. Landscapes and riverscapes: the influence of land use on stream eco-
systems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 35, 257-284. https://doi.org/10.2307/
30034117.

Barrett, K., Helms, B.S., Guyer, C., Schoonover, J.E., 2010. Linking process to pattern:
causes of stream-breeding amphibian decline in urbanized watersheds. Biol. Conserv.
143, 1998-2005. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.05.001.

Barto, W.S., 1999. Predicting Potential Habitat for the Arroyo Toad (Bufo microscaphus
californicus) in San Diego County Using a Habitat Suitability Model and Digital
Terrain Data. San Diego State University.

Beechie, T.J., Sear, D.A., Olden, J.D., et al., 2010. Process-based principles for restoring
river ecosystems. Bioscience 60, 209-222. https://doi.org/10.1525/bi0.2010.60.3.7.

Bohm, M., Collen, B., Baillie, J.E.M., et al., 2013. The conservation status of the world's
reptiles. Biol. Conserv. 157, 372-385. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.07.
015.

Bohner, J., 2013. System for Automated Geoscientific Analyses (SAGA GIS), Version
2.1.1. www.saga-gis.org/.

Bollen, K.A., Stine, R.A., 1992. Bootstrapping goodness-of-fit measures in structural
equation models. Sociol. Methods Res. 21, 205-229. https://doi.org/10.1177/

Biological Conservation 228 (2018) 310-318

0049124192021002004.

Burnham, K.P., Anderson, D.R., 2002. Model Selection and Multimodel Inference: A
Practical Information-theoretic Approach, 2nd edn. Springer, New York, NY.

Canessa, S., Parris, K.M., 2013. Multi-scale, direct and indirect effects of the urban stream
syndrome on amphibian communities in streams. PLoS One 8, €70262. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0070262.

Cecala, K.K., Maerz, J.C., Halstead, B.J., et al., 2018. Multiple drivers, scales, and inter-
actions influence southern Appalachian stream salamander occupancy. Ecosphere 9.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2150.

Cheung, G.W., Lau, R.S., 2008. Testing mediation and suppression effects of latent vari-
ables: bootstrapping with structural equation models. Organ. Res. Methods 11,
296-325. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300343.

Clinton, B.D., 2011. Stream water responses to timber harvest: riparian buffer width ef-
fectiveness. For. Ecol. Manag. 261, 979-988. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.
12.012.

Ficetola, G., Marziali, L., Rossaro, B., et al., 2011. Landscape - stream interactions and
habitat conservation for amphibians. Ecol. Appl. 21, 1272-1282. https://doi.org/10.
1890/10-0431.1.

Fisher, R.N., Brehme, C.S., Hathaway, S.A., et al., 2018. Longevity and population age
structure of the arroyo southwestern toad (Anaxyrus californicus) with drought im-
plications. Ecol. Evol. 8, 6124-6132. https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4158.

Fry, J., Xian, G., Jin, S., et al., 2011. Completion of the 2006 National Land Cover
Database for the conterminous United States. Photogramm. Eng. Remote. Sens. 77,
858-864.

Gibbons, J.W., 2003. Terrestrial habitat: a vital component for herpetofauna of isolated
wetlands. Wetlands 23, 630-635. https://doi.org/10.1672/0277-5212(2003)
023[0630:thavcf]2.0.co;2.

Grace, J.B., 2006. Structural Equation Modeling and Natural Systems. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Griffin, P.C., Case, T.J., 2001. Terrestrial habitat preferences of adult arroyo southwestern
toads. J. Wildl. Manag. 65, 633-644.

Hammerson, G., Santos-Barrera, G., 2004. Anaxyrus californicus. The IUCN Red List of
Threatened Species 2004: e.T54599A11161610. https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.
2004.RLTS.T54599A11161610.en.

Hawley, R.J., Bledsoe, B.P., 2013. Channel enlargement in semiarid suburbanizing wa-
tersheds: a southern California case study. J. Hydrol. 496, 17-30. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jhydrol.2013.05.010.

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., Mullen, M.R., 2008. Structural equation modelling: guidelines
for determining model fit. Electron. J. Bus. Res. Methods 6, 53-59.

Hu, L., Bentler, P.M., 1999. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. Multidiscip. J. 6,
1-55.

Jachowski, C.M.B., Hopkins, W.A., 2018. Loss of catchment-wide riparian forest cover is
associated with reduced recruitment in a long-lived amphibian. Biol. Conserv. 220,
215-227.

King, R.S., Baker, M.E., Whigham, D.F., et al., 2005. Spatial considerations for linking
watershed land cover to ecological indicators in streams. Ecol. Appl. 15, 137-153.
https://doi.org/10.1890/04-0481.

King, R.S., Baker, M.E., Kazyak, P.F., Weller, D.E., 2011. How novel is too novel? Stream
community thresholds at exceptionally low levels of catchment urbanization. Ecol.
Appl. 21, 1659-1678. https://doi.org/10.1890/10-1357.1.

Klein, C.J., Jupiter, S.D., Selig, E.R., et al., 2012. Forest conservation delivers highly
variable coral reef conservation outcomes. Ecol. Appl. 22, 1246-1256. https://doi.
org/10.1890/11-1718.1.

Kline, R.B., 2011. Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. Guilford Press,
New York, NY.

Lal, R., 2010. Managing soils and ecosystems for mitigating anthropogenic carbon
emissions and advancing global food security. Bioscience 60, 708-721. https://doi.
org/10.1525/bi0.2010.60.9.8.

Leach, W., Pelkey, N., 2001. Making watershed partnerships work: a review of the em-
pirical literature. J. Water Resour. Plan. Manag. 127, 378-385. https://doi.org/10.
1061/(ASCE)0733-9496(2001)127:6(378).

Leavitt, D.J., Fitzgerald, L.A., 2013. Disassembly of a dune-dwelling lizard community
due to landscape fragmentation. Ecosphere 4, art97. https://doi.org/10.1890/es13-
00032.1.

Legendre, P., Legendre, L., 2012. Numerical Ecology, Third. Elsevier B.V., Amsterdam,
The Netherlands.

Li, H., Reynolds, J., 1993. A new contagion index to quantify spatial patterns of land-
scapes. Landsc. Ecol. 8, 155-162. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00125347.

Li, W., Wang, Y., Peng, J., Li, G., 2005. Landscape spatial changes associated with rapid
urbanization in Shenzhen, China. Int. J. Sustain. Dev. World Ecol. 12, 314-325.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504500509469641.

Lowe, W.H., Bolger, D.T., 2002. Local and landscape-scale predictors of salamander
abundance in New Hampshire headwater streams. Conserv. Biol. 16, 183-193.
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2002.00360.x.

Lowe, W.H., Likens, G.E., Power, M.E., 2006. Linking scales in stream ecology. Bioscience
56, 591-597. https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56[591:1sise]2.0.co;2.

Madden-Smith, M.C., Atkinson, A.J., Fisher, R.N, et al., 2003. Assesing the Risk of
Loveland Dam Operations to the Arroyo Toad (Bufo californicus) in the Sweetwater
River Channel, San Diego County, California. U.S. Geological Survey, Western
Ecological Research Center.

McGarigal, K., Cushman, S., Ene, E., 2012. FRAGSTATS v4: Spatial Pattern Analysis
Program for Categorical and Continuous Maps. Computer Software Program
Produced by the Authors at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst (Available at
the following web site). http://www.umass.edu/landeco/research/fragstats/
fragstats.html.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.10.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.10.032
https://doi.org/10.2307/30034117
https://doi.org/10.2307/30034117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.05.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0015
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.3.7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.07.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2012.07.015
http://www.saga-gis.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124192021002004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124192021002004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0040
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0070262
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0070262
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2150
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300343
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2010.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0431.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-0431.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4158
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0075
https://doi.org/10.1672/0277-5212(2003)023[0630:thavcf]2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1672/0277-5212(2003)023[0630:thavcf]2.0.co;2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf8870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf8870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0085
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2004.RLTS.T54599A11161610.en
https://doi.org/10.2305/IUCN.UK.2004.RLTS.T54599A11161610.en
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2013.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2013.05.010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0110
https://doi.org/10.1890/04-0481
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-1357.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1718.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/11-1718.1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0130
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.9.8
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.9.8
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9496(2001)127:6(378)
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9496(2001)127:6(378)
https://doi.org/10.1890/es13-00032.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/es13-00032.1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0150
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00125347
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504500509469641
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2002.00360.x
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2006)56[591:lsise]2.0.co;2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0175
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/research/fragstats/fragstats.html
http://www.umass.edu/landeco/research/fragstats/fragstats.html

M.L. Treglia et al.

Mendelsohn, M.B., Madden-Smith, M.C., Fisher, R.N., 2005. Post-Cedar Fire Arroyo Toad
(Bufo californicus) Monitoring Surveys at Cuyamaca Rancho State Park, 2004. Final
Report. USGS. Technical Report. Prepared for California State Parks.

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005. Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Synthesis.
World Resources Institute, Washington, DC.

Miller, D.A.W., Brehme, C.S., Hines, J.E., Nichols, J.D., Fisher, R.N., 2012. Joint esti-
mation of habitat dynamics and species interactions: disturbance reduces co-occur-
rence of non-native predators with an endangered toad. J. Anim. Ecol. 81,
1288-1297.

Mitrovich, M.J., Gallegos, E.A., Lyren, L.M., et al., 2011. Habitat use and movement of the
endangered arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus) in coastal southern California. J.
Herpetol. 45, 319-328. https://doi.org/10.1670/10-160.1.

Morton, L.W., Brown, S.S., 2011. Pathways for Getting to Better Water Quality: The
Citizen Effect. Springer, New York, NY.

Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2010. Sub-Watershed 12-digit (6th Order)
Hydrologic Unit Boundaries of the United States.

Oksanen, J., Blanchet, F.G., Kindt, R., et al., 2012. Vegan: Community Ecology Package. R
Package Version 2.0-4.

Peterjohn, W.T., Correll, D.L., 1984. Nutrient dynamics in an agricultural watershed:
observations on the role of a riparian forest. Ecology 65, 1466-1475. https://doi.org/
10.2307/1939127.

Pires, M., 2004. Watershed protection for a world city: the case of New York. Land Use
Policy 21, 161-175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2003.08.001.

Poiani, K.A., Richter, B.D., Anderson, M.G., Richter, H.E., 2000. Biodiversity conservation
at multiple scales: functional sites, landscapes, and networks. Bioscience 50,
133-146.

Polis, G.A., Anderson, W.B., Holt, R.D., 1997. Toward an integration of landscape and
food web ecology: the dynamics of spatially subsidized food webs. Annu. Rev. Ecol.
Syst. 28, 289-316. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.28.1.289.

R Core Team, 2013. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R
Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria (URL). http://www.R-project.
org.

Raftery, A.E., 1995. Bayesian model selection in social research. Sociol. Methodol. 25,
111-163. https://doi.org/10.2307/271063.

Riley, S.P.D., Busteed, G.T., Kats, L.B., et al., 2005. Effects of urbanization on the dis-
tribution and abundance of amphibians and invasive species in southern California
streams. Conserv. Biol. 19, 1894-1907.

Roseberry, J.L., Sudkamp, S.D., 1998. Assessing the suitability of landscapes for northern
bobwhite. J. Wildl. Manag. 62, 895-902. https://doi.org/10.2307/3802540.

Rosseel, Y., 2012. lavaan: an R package for structural equation modeling. J. Stat. Softw.
48, 1-36.

Schipper, J., Chanson, J.S., Chiozza, F., et al., 2008. The status of the world's land and
marine mammals: diversity, threat, and knowledge. Science 322, 225-230. https://
doi.org/10.1126/science.1165115.

Sodhi, N.S., Bickford, D., Diesmos, A.C., et al., 2008. Measuring the meltdown: drivers of

318

Biological Conservation 228 (2018) 310-318

global amphibian extinction and decline. PLoS One 3, e1636. https://doi.org/10.
1371/journal.pone.0001636.

StataCorp, 2013. Stata Statistical Software: Release 13. StataCorp LP, College Station, TX.

Strager, M.P., Petty, J.T., Strager, J.M., Barker-Fulton, J., 2009. A spatially explicit fra-
mework for quantifying downstream hydrologic conditions. J. Environ. Manag. 90,
1854-1861. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.006.

Subalusky, A.L., Fitzgerald, L.A., Smith, L.L., 2009. Ontogenetic niche shifts in the
American Alligator establish functional connectivity between aquatic systems. Biol.
Conserv. 142, 1507-1514.

Sweet, S.S., Sullivan, B.K., 2005. Bufo californicus Camp, 1915 (Arroyo Toad). In: Lannoo,
M. (Ed.), Amphibian Declines: The Conservation Status of United States Species.
University of California Press, Berkley, CA, pp. 396-400.

Tomer, M.D., Crumpton, W.G., Bingner, R.L., et al., 2013. Estimating nitrate load re-
ductions from placing constructed wetlands in a HUC-12 watershed using LiDAR
data. Ecol. Eng. 56, 69-78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2012.04.040.

Treglia, M.L., 2014. Multi-scale Conservation in an Altered Landscape: The Case of the
Endangered Arroyo Toad in Southern California. Texas A&M University, Doctoral
Dissertation.

Treglia, M.L., Fisher, R.N., Fitzgerald, L.A., 2015. Integrating multiple distribution models
to guide conservation efforts of an endangered toad. PLoS One 10, e0131628. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131628.

Treglia, M.L., Fisher, R.N., Fitzgerald, L.A., 2017. Potential and current distribution
models for the endangered arroyo toad (Anaxyrus californicus). In: KNB Data Repos,
https://doi.org/10.5063/F157190H.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1994. Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants:
determination of the endangered status for the arroyo southwestern toad. Fed. Regist.
59, 64859-64868.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1999. Arroyo Southwestern Toad (Bufo microscaphus ca-
lifornicus) Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, OR.

Ullman, J.B., Bentler, P.M., 2013. Structural equation modeling. In: Weiner, 1.B. (Ed.),
Handbook of Psychology. Wiley, NY, pp. 661-690.

Vega, L.E., Bellagamba, P.J., Fitzgerald, L.A., 2000. Long-term effects of anthropogenic
habitat disturbance on a lizard assemblage inhabiting coastal dunes in Argentina.
Can. J. Zool. 78, 1653-1660. https://doi.org/10.1139/200-095.

White, M.D., Greer, K.A., 2006. The effects of watershed urbanization on the stream
hydrology and riparian vegetation of Los Penasquitos Creek, California. Landsc.
Urban Plan. 74, 125-138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2004.11.015.

Wickham, J.D., Stehman, S.V., Gass, L., et al., 2013. Accuracy assessment of NLCD 2006
land cover and impervious surface. Remote Sens. Environ. 130, 294-304. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rse.2012.12.001.

Wu, J., Jenerette, G.D., Buyantuyev, A., Redman, C.L., 2011. Quantifying spatiotemporal
patterns of urbanization: the case of the two fastest growing metropolitan regions in
the United States. Ecol. Complex. 8, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2010.03.
002.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0195
https://doi.org/10.1670/10-160.1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0215
https://doi.org/10.2307/1939127
https://doi.org/10.2307/1939127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2003.08.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0230
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.28.1.289
http://www.R-project.org
http://www.R-project.org
https://doi.org/10.2307/271063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0250
https://doi.org/10.2307/3802540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0260
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1165115
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1165115
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0001636
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0001636
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.12.006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0290
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2012.04.040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0300
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131628
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131628
https://doi.org/10.5063/F157190H
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(18)30960-1/rf0325
https://doi.org/10.1139/z00-095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2004.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2010.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2010.03.002

	Multi-scale effects of land cover and urbanization on the habitat suitability of an endangered toad
	Introduction
	Methods
	Study area and units of analysis
	Data sources and preparation
	Analysis

	Results
	Direct effects on arroyo toad habitat
	Indirect paths and total effects on arroyo toad habitat suitability

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary materials
	References




