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Abstract
This study presents a novel approach for evaluating land-use changes caused by energy development and other anthropo-
genic activities. We illustrate this technique by assessing the landscape footprint of energy development in the Eagle Ford 
Shale Play and Permian Basin of Texas, which saw rapid expansion in drilling during 2008–2012. We compare changes in 
land-use from oil and gas infrastructure construction during this time period with that of wind energy development in West 
Texas, urbanization in Central Texas, and extensive agricultural areas. Previous studies often use land-use proxies when 
comparing the footprint of energy infrastructure (e.g., 1 km2 gridded well density or proposed wind project footprints) with 
other anthropogenic land-change. This study presents an improved technique because it compares high-resolution datasets 
of agricultural activity and urbanization with mapped—not surrogate—land-change from oil and gas and wind power infra-
structure using high-resolution (1 m) aerial imagery. We found that changes in land-use caused by anthropogenic factors 
affected 1.06% (3456 km2) of the ~ 324,000 km2 study area. Oil and gas development (well pads and pipelines) was ~ 48% 
of total changes in land-use (but did not account for access roads), changes in agriculture caused ~ 26%, and urbanization 
was ~ 24%. Construction of wind turbine pads and high voltage power transmission lines was less important (~ 1%). We 
illustrate this approach for a single species (i.e., Spot-tailed Earless Lizard, Holbrookia lacerata) in Texas. This study is 
part of an ongoing, multi-year research program generating science to inform the federal Endangered Species Act listing 
decision for H. lacerata. Additionally, this technique can facilitate effective management of a variety of biotic resources in 
other rapidly developing environments globally by identifying what anthropogenic activities are most important and where 
land-change is most intense so that on-the-ground conservation strategies can be implemented where they are needed most.

Keywords  Unconventional shale oil and gas plays · Eagle Ford Shale Play · Permian Basin · Landscape alteration · Species 
Status Assessment (SSA) · Spot-tailed Earless Lizard (Holbrookia lacerata)

Introduction

Improvements in directional well drilling and hydraulic frac-
turing contributed to a rapid increase in oil and gas produc-
tion from unconventional shale plays since 2008 in Texas 

and other hydrocarbon-producing states (Fig. 1; Allred et al. 
2015). As a result, construction of oil and gas well pads, 
access roads, pipelines, and other surface infrastructure has 
increased and caused important changes in land-use (Abra-
hams et al. 2015; Brand et al. 2014; Drohan et al. 2012; 
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Kiviat 2013). For example, oil and gas infrastructure con-
structed 2000–2012 in North America is estimated to have 
removed ~ 30,000 km2 of vegetation from the continent’s 
ecosystems (Allred et al. 2015). Texas led US hydrocarbon 
production, accounting for ~ 44% of total US crude oil out-
put in November, 2016 (U.S. Energy Information Adminis-
tration, EIA 2017a). In addition to oil and gas development, 
the expansion of wind power generation across the USA has 
converted land for turbines, access roads, and high voltage 
power transmission lines (Kuvlesky et al. 2007; McDon-
ald et al. 2009). For example, Texas now produces more 
wind energy than any other state in the USA (Shrimali et al. 
2015). Texas also has five of the eleven fastest-growing cit-
ies in the USA and forecasts of population growth from 2020 
to 2070 estimate a 70% increase in future residents (Census 
2016). Thus, it is important to understand the relative con-
tribution to changes in land-use from these various anthro-
pogenic activities.

Recent research has investigated how surface infrastruc-
ture associated with urbanization, roads, agriculture, wind 
power, and oil and gas development has altered the land-
scape across North America—and has identified Texas as a 
critical area for continued research (Alig et al. 2004; Allred 
et al. 2015; Drohan et al. 2012; Entrekin et al. 2015; Jones 
et al. 2015; Liu et al. 2013; McGuire et al. 2016; Milt et al. 
2016; Moran et al. 2017; Pierre et al. 2015, 2017; Theobald 
et al. 2012; Wiggering 2014). “Energy sprawl”—the rapid 
expansion of the footprint of oil, gas, wind, and other indus-
tries—has been identified as an important anthropogenic 
process with implications for biotic resource management 
(Copeland et al. 2011; McDonald et al. 2009; Trainor et al. 
2016). However, how land-use change caused by energy 
sprawl compared to that resulting from urbanization and 
agriculture is an important, but poorly understood question 
that is the focus of this study.

We demonstrate a novel approach to map and evaluate 
anthropogenic changes in land-use using the Spot-tailed 
Earless Lizard (Holbrookia lacerata) as an example of 
how results of this technique can be used to inform biotic 
resource management. This land-change mapping approach 
improves upon previous studies because it directly maps 
changes in land-use from oil and gas and wind power devel-
opment, whereas many previous studies use lower-resolu-
tion proxies for land-change from energy sprawl (e.g., well 
density or proposed project footprints; Trainor et al. 2016; 
Copeland et al. 2009).

Historically, H. lacerata occupied much of Central and 
South Texas (Fig. 1), in open native grasslands with gentle 
slopes and soils with low sand content (Axtell 1956, Duran 
et al. 2011). Anthropogenic activities in the lizard’s historic 
range include the Eagle Ford and the Permian Basin hydro-
carbon provinces, in addition to areas that were converted 
to agriculture or experienced extensive urbanization. After 

1970, however, the species’ populations appear to have 
declined sharply (Axtell 1968, 1998; Duran and Axtell 2010; 
Duran et al. 2011). Hypotheses for this decline in H. lac-
erata reflect trends affecting reptiles globally (Gibbons et al. 
2000), including: (1) agricultural practices and pesticide use 
(Axtell 1998; Chapin et al. 2000; Duran et al. 2011; Flanders 
et al. 2006; Fulbright et al. 2013; Sparling et al. 2010), (2) 
introduced invasive species, (3) road construction (direct 
vehicle contact and habitat fragmentation; Andrews et al. 
2008), (4) urbanization (McKinney 2008; Wolf et al. 2013), 
and (5) energy development. The decline is not necessarily 
tied to energy expansion, but is potentially exacerbated by 
urbanization and invasive vegetation and fauna, which may 
follow land-use changes associated with drilling. Thus, in 
light of the species’ historic decline in population, H. lac-
erata awaits a decision by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) for possible protections under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.

This study presents a novel approach for comparing 
2008–2012 land-use changes caused by a suite of anthro-
pogenic activities within the historic range of H. lacerata in 
Texas. We selected this time period because it corresponds 
with the initial rapid expansion of oil and gas well drilling 
associated with directional drilling and hydraulic fractur-
ing (Fig. 1) and enables the comparison of high-resolution 
mapping of “energy sprawl” with other major anthropogenic 
land uses. Specifically, this study addressed the following 
questions:

1.	 What changes in land-use occurred within the study 
area?

2.	 What are the implications of such land-use change for 
management of biotic resources?

This study is part of a larger research program developing 
science to inform management actions for H. lacerata. Thus, 
we illustrate this land-mapping approach for one widely 
distributed species in Texas; however, the technique can be 
used to assess a variety of anthropogenic activities in other 
environments globally to inform biotic resource management 
for a variety of species.

Materials and methods

Study area

We mapped changes in land-use within the historic range 
of H. lacerata (Fig. 1; Axtell 1998), a study area which 
included ~ 47% of the land area of Texas (324,300 km2). 
Annual precipitation ranged from 260 to 1250 mm (west 
to east, respectively; PRISM 2016). Primary land cover 
included shrub/scrub (53%), herbaceous (13%), cultivated 
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crops (9%), hay/pasture (7%), and evergreen forest (5%; 
Homer et al. 2015). The study area included Austin and San 
Antonio—two of the ten most rapidly urbanizing areas in the 
country (2010–2015; U.S. Census 2016)—in addition to the 
cities of Del Rio, Laredo, Midland, and San Angelo. Exten-
sive wind power generation (~ 4700 wind turbines; FAA 
2016) occurs between Midland and San Angelo and east of 
Laredo (see Fig. 5 of Fischlein et al. 2013). Two important 
and rapidly expanding oil and gas producing regions, the 
Permian Basin and Eagle Ford Shale Play, are also included 
in the study area (Fig. 1).

Mapping anthropogenic changes in land‑use

Changes in land-use from unconventional shale oil and gas 
well pad development, hydrocarbon pipeline construction, 
wind power turbine, and electrical transmission line instal-
lation were mapped using aerial imagery interpretation. 
Importantly, publicly available land-use databases, such as 
the National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD; Homer et al. 2015; 

USGS 2014), which were used to map agricultural activity 
and urbanization do not expressly map oil and gas pads and 
pipelines, wind generation turbine pads, and high voltage 
power transmission lines. Thus, we created these datasets 
following the workflow of Pierre et al. (2015, 2017), which 
is summarized in Fig. 2. The objective of our study is similar 
to that of Pierre et al. (2017); however, we evaluated a larger 
geographic area and also included wind energy, urbaniza-
tion, and agriculture in our land-use change analysis.

We compiled datasets of anthropogenic activities within 
the study area during the 2008–2012 time period, which 
corresponded with the initial period of rapid development 
of unconventional oil and gas drilling in the Permian Basin 
and Eagle Ford Shale Play (Fig. 1). However, if a dataset 
did not fall exactly within this range, we used the closest 
year available. We defined “land-use change” as landscape 
converted from preexisting vegetation to another use. While 
these changes in land-use may not necessarily have occurred 
simultaneously over time, we assume that cumulative effects 
were considered during the study period.

Fig. 1   Study area (a) and Oil and gas wells permitted in 2008 (blue) 
and 2009–2012 (red) in the Permian Basin (b, c) and Eagle Ford 
Shale Play (d, e; well locations from IHS 2014). The historic dis-

tribution of H. lacerata (Axtell 1998) is included within the spatial 
extent of the study area (a). Cities: AN = San Angelo; AU = Austin; 
DR = Del Rio; LR = Laredo; MD = Midland; SA = San Antonio
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Fig. 2   Land-use change evaluation approach for energy sprawl and 
other anthropogenic activities. a‒d Representative energy-related oil 
and gas and wind power activities (top) resulting in changes in land-

use mapped in this study (bottom) using the work flow of (e) which 
can be used to inform on-the-ground biotic resource management 
strategies. Refer to Methods section for complete data source citations
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We used a semiautomatic approach to identify and quan-
tify land cover changes attributed to high voltage power 
transmission lines, oil and gas development, and wind tur-
bine pads, incorporating unsupervised image classification 
(ISO unsupervised classification in ArcGIS 10.2) and super-
vised image classification (maximum likelihood classifica-
tion in ArcGIS 10.2; Crews-Meyer et al. 2004). We com-
pared our mapping of energy-related changes in land-use to 
existing databases of agricultural activity and urbanization 
(i.e., NLCD).

Oil and gas drilling pad infrastructure was mapped by 
first downloading all oil and gas wells permitted in the 
study area March 2001–December 2012 (i.e., production, 
injection, horizontal, vertical, abandoned, wildcat, etc.; IHS 
2016). We chose 2001 as our starting point to be sure that 
changes in land-use caused by the 50 wells permitted before 
2008 that were classified as producing from the Eagle Ford 
Shale Play were mapped. We used the permit date, not the 
date drilling began (i.e., spud date) because changes in land-
use occur before a well is drilled when the well pad is con-
structed (e.g., Pierre et al. 2015). It is permissible to include 
permitted but undrilled wells because changes in land-use 
would not be mapped.

The footprint of oil and gas well pads was mapped using 
1-m resolution National Agriculture Imagery Program 
(USDA 2012) aerial images acquired in 2012. This imagery 
was the most recent available at start of the study. Iso cluster 
unsupervised image classification was executed in ArcGIS 
(version 10.2) to create 10 landscape classes (following 
the methods of Pierre et al. 2015). Classified imagery was 
resampled to 10-m resolution and converted to “bare-earth” 
polygons. We “cleaned” our mapped changes in land-use by 
removing areas less than 300 m2, which we found—based 
on visual inspection of aerial imagery in active oil and 
gas areas—were generally too small to be associated with 
anthropogenic processes of interest. We assigned wells to 
mapped changes in land-use that occurred within 90 m of a 
bare earth polygon to represent land-use change from drill-
ing pads. A 90 m distance was selected through an iterative 
manual process which optimized the area of resulting well 
pads based on visual inspection of aerial imagery. We visu-
ally inspected areas of land-use change that were greater 
than three standard deviations of the mean and accepted only 
changes in land-use clearly associated with drilling activity.

Efforts have been made to map land-change result-
ing from well pad access road construction in uncon-
ventional oil and gas plays and wind power generation 
regions (e.g., Allred et al. 2015; Moran et al. 2015; Jor-
daan et al. 2017 manuscript and Supplementary Table 2). 
However, we did not include access roads in our analysis 
because a database containing private oilfield road loca-
tions—which is necessary to constrain the spatial extent 
of our alteration mapping—was not available. While the 

land-change mapping of Johnson et al. (2010) specifi-
cally reported alteration from (1) well pad construction 
and (2) other infrastructure (e.g., access roads, pipelines, 
water impoundments), we are not aware of a study that 
specifically presents land-use change resulting only from 
the construction of access roads. Reasons for this may be 
because semi-automated mapping approaches (e.g., Allred 
et al. 2015; Jordaan et al. 2017; Pierre et al. 2017) have 
difficulty separating access roads and well pads from one 
contiguous bare earth polygon. Also, because access roads 
are constructed by the field operator and are not generally 
publicly funded, they are not typically included in publicly 
available road databases (e.g., state highway databases 
or TIGER; Census 2017). Without mapped access road 
right-of-ways, the semi-automated mapping approaches we 
used could over-attribute land-use changes from access 
roads. Second, manually digitizing landscape alteration 
from aerial imagery by a GIS analyst (e.g., Johnson et al. 
2010; Drohan et al. 2012) is not feasible for large regional 
studies such as this (324,300 km2). Thus, this study does 
not map land-change from well pad access roads, which 
remains an important topic for future research.

We extracted the footprint of oil and gas pipelines, wind 
power turbine pads, and high-voltage electrical lines using 
the well pad mapping approach. We acquired hydrocarbon 
pipeline locations from the Railroad Commission of Texas 
(RRC 2014) and identified changes in land-use along pipe-
lines using our imagery classification approach. Jordaan 
et al. (2009) estimated pipeline construction edge effects 
using a 100-m buffer; however, we found that a buffer of this 
width overestimated changes in land-use. Thus, we visually 
inspected aerial imagery and applied a 30-m buffer to RRC 
pipelines using an iterative manual approach so that mapped 
bare earth was only associated with pipeline construction 
(following the approach of Pierre et al. 2017).

We downloaded a database of wind turbine locations, 
which was based upon a Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) dataset (FWS 2015). Wind turbine pads were mapped 
in the same way as oil and gas well pads, except we used 
locations permitted by the FAA. Based on visual inspection 
of aerial imagery, we found 90 m to be a suitable distance to 
optimize classification of bare earth polygons resulting from 
wind turbine pad construction. For wind power transmission 
lines, we acquired mapping of the 2011 approved Competi-
tive Renewable Energy Zone (CREZ) high voltage (345 kV) 
routes from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (Wicker 
2014). Because as-built plans are not publicly available, we 
manually digitized final line locations in Google Earth using 
the 2011 approved routes as a guide, resulting in ~ 4800 km 
of lines. We applied a 30-m buffer to the edited high voltage 
transmission routes and extracted land-use change resulting 
from the construction of power lines, after the methods of 
Pierre et al. (2017).
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Changes in agricultural activity and urbanization were 
assessed using the NLCD 2006–2011 from-to change index, 
which was the closest temporally available to our 2008–2012 
study period. Classes 81 and 82 (pasture/hay and cultivated 
crops, respectively) were used to map changes in agricul-
ture. Urban expansion was mapped using classes 21–31 
(Developed, Open Space–High Intensity and Barren Land; 
Jin et al. 2013; USGS 2014). Finally, we compared changes 
in land-use caused by each anthropogenic activity during 
2008‒2012 (i.e., oil and gas, agriculture, urbanization, wind 
power).

Implications for biotic resource management

This study generated a dataset to support conservation 
efforts in Texas and is also part of an ongoing, multi-year 
research program filling data gaps to improve our under-
standing of H. lacerata. We guided the development of this 
research program by organizing our hypotheses regarding 
what factors H. lacerata need for its survival in a structured 
framework. We constructed an influence diagram for H. lac-
erata using expert elicitation of knowledge pertaining to this 
and other phrynosomatine lizards of LaDuc, Ryberg, and 
Hibbitts (e.g., Failing et al. 2007; Uusitalo 2007; Kuhnert 
et al. 2010). An influence diagram is a form of a Bayesian 
belief network, which presents causal relationships of fac-
tors affecting a species (e.g., Marcot et al. 2001; O’Laughlin 
2005) in terms of a suite of landscape-scale factors, called 
“sources.” These affect habitat quality and can be mapped 
and classified with a quantifiable metric, such as the land-
change mapping of this study. We used the influence dia-
gram to identify data gaps in the current understanding of H. 
lacerata to inform the development of additional scientific 
studies to elucidate how each source may ultimately affect 
the species. The proposed research program was then pre-
sented to FWS and interested stakeholders (i.e., state agen-
cies, private industry, etc.) for feedback as part of a public, 
transparent stakeholder-driven process (e.g., Gulley 2015), 
facilitated by the Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts to 
assure that the right science was being developed to guide 
efforts to conserve the species and inform the federal Endan-
gered Species Act listing decision.

Results

What anthropogenic activities were most important 
contributors to land‑use change?

We found that construction of oil and gas infrastructure 
(i.e., well pads and pipelines) was the most important 
process during 2008–2012, which corresponds with the 
initial rapid development of the Eagle Ford Shale Play 

and drilling in the Permian Basin (Figs. 3, 4; Table 1; GIS 
files available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.18738​/T8/K6GPP​D). 
Land-use change from all anthropogenic factors affected 
3456 km2, or 1.06% of the study area. Changes in land-
use from oil and gas infrastructure caused 48% of total 
land-use change at 1664 km2, or 0.51% of the study area. 
As expected, changes in land-use for oil and gas activi-
ties were focused in the Permian Basin and throughout 
the Eagle Ford Shale Play toward the Gulf of Mexico. 
Between these two broad zones of energy alteration, the 
installation of hydrocarbon pipelines caused long, linear 
changes in land-use compared to the many point changes 
in land-use caused by well pads (Fig. 4b). Changes in agri-
cultural land-use (907 km2) and urbanization (837 km2) 
were each responsible for around a quarter of the total 
changes in land-use each. Agricultural changes in land-use 
were focused along an approximately 400 km long and 
100 km wide swath to the south of San Antonio and east of 
Austin. Interestingly, this zone of changes in agricultural 
land-use is adjacent to major areas of urbanization in and 
around the San Antonio and metropolitan areas. Changes 
in land-use from wind turbine pads and high voltage power 
transmission lines were relatively minor at 48 km2, or 1% 
of total changes in land-use. The spatial distribution of 
the wind power land-use change footprint was limited to 
a few areas near the Permian Basin and in along three 
major transmission lines leading from generating zones 
in the west to San Antonio, Austin, and Dallas in the east. 
We also identified, for all anthropogenic activities, rela-
tively unchanged areas of the landscape between the cities 
San Angelo, Austin, San Antonio, and Del Rio (Fig. 4a). 
Contiguous parcels of relatively unchanged landscape 
also remained east of Laredo, San Antonio, and Austin 
(Fig. 4b).  

Fig. 3   Changes in land-use from 2008 to 2012 anthropogenic activi-
ties. Oil and gas includes changes in land-use from construction well 
pads and pipelines (but not access roads), while wind power includes 
land-use changes from installation of wind turbine pads and power 
transmission lines (Table 1). Total is the sum of all changes in land-
use resulting from anthropogenic activities

http://dx.doi.org/10.18738/T8/K6GPPD
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Fig. 4   Changes in land-use from a suite of anthropogenic activities (a), including: oil and gas infrastructure (b), agriculture (c), urbanization (d), 
and wind turbines and high-voltage–power lines (e). Note: Black shading is used to make changes in land-use apparent in regional maps
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Implications for biotic resource management

The influence diagram for the H. lacerata (Fig. 5) revealed 
gaps in our understanding of the species’ biological needs 
and how sources may affect habitat quality, habitat quan-
tity, and food availability. Using this information, along 
with stakeholders, we designed additional ongoing research 

studies (Table 2), which included: (1) guiding the loca-
tions of ongoing surveys by biologists to assess the spe-
cies’ current range and how different land-use types may 
affect habitat quality and population size, (2) improving 
the understanding of ecological needs of species, such as 
evaluating gut contents to determine what food sources are 
most important, (3) describing current habitat conditions and 

Table 1   Changes in land-use 
between 2008 and 2012

a Sum does not equal 100 due to rounding

Total Oil and gas 
pads and 
pipelines

Agriculture Urbanization Wind power 
pads and power 
lines

Study area (km2) 324,000
Total land-use change (km2) 3456 1664 907 837 48
Total land-use change as percent 

of study area
1.06 0.51 0.28 0.26 0.01

Percent of total land-use changea 48 26 24 1

Fig. 5   Influence diagram showing how changes in land-use and other 
factors may affect the focal species. An influence diagram is a form 
of a Bayesian belief network which outlines causal relationships, 
called “sources” which could act on the focal species in a positive, 
negative, or null manner. For H.  lacerata, we used expert elicita-
tion to identify sources, which included a suite of land-use factors 
affecting the species’ needs, current habitat, and future viability. 
The influence diagram shows generic relationships of this Bayesian 
belief network (a). These linkages represent hypothesized pathways 
through which land-use (and other factors) may influence the species 
by causing increase or decrease in population size. The gray shaded 
box indicates factors considered by this study (b). Other components 

of this ongoing, multi-year research program for this species are gen-
erating the data needed to understand how sources actually affect the 
species (Table 2). The results of this research program will inform a 
Species Status Assessment (SSA; FWS 2016; Earl et al. 2017; Smith 
et al. 2018) to be prepared by FWS, which will be used to guide the 
Endangered Species Act listing decision for H. lacerata. The SSA 
could also be used by biologists to design on-the-ground conservation 
efforts, which may be included in a Candidate Conservation Agree-
ment with Assurances (CCAA) prior to a possible federal listing, or 
a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) if the species were to receive fed-
eral protections under the Endangered Species Act
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demographics and also explaining past and ongoing changes 
in abundance and distribution, (4) assessing morphology and 
genetic structure of populations to understand taxonomic 
boundaries, and (5) forecasting the species’ response to 
probable future scenarios of environmental conditions—
such as climate change—and conservation efforts. These 
include estimating future changes in land-use from fore-
casted urbanization and Eagle Ford Shale Play and Permian 
Basin drilling patterns. When complete in 1‒2 years, the 
results of this research program will be used by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Serve to inform their federal listing decision 
and by biologists to guide successful conservation strategies 
for the species.

Discussion

We developed an approach to map and quantify the relative 
contributions of different anthropogenic activities to changes 
in land-use, illustrating this technique for H. lacerata as a 
focal species in Texas. We found that 2008–2012 oil and gas 
infrastructure construction during this time period caused 
approximately the same area of land-use change (1664 km2) 
as both agriculture and urbanization combined (1744 km2; 
Fig. 3; Table 1) and that effects of wind power generation 
and transmission infrastructure construction were relatively 
minor (48 km2 total land-use change). The high-resolution 
land-use dataset generated by this is important because oil 
and gas and wind power are not directly included in current 
land cover databases such as the NLCD.

While drilling of unconventional shale oil and gas plays 
has slowed in recent years, energy resource development 
in Texas—as with many shale plays in North America—is 
expected to continue when oil prices rebound (West Texas 
Intermediate Crude was ~ $53/barrel in March 2017, falling 
from > $100/barrel 2 years before; EIA 2015, 2017b). For 
example, only 10% of expected wells have been drilled in 
the Eagle Ford Shale Play (Gong et al. 2013; Scanlon et al. 
2014), and a detailed economic outlook model supports an 
expected future up-tick in Eagle Ford drilling under higher 
oil price scenarios (Ikonnikova et al. 2017; Table 2). How-
ever, future drilling trends will also be influenced by a suite 
of socioeconomic factors (e.g., future energy type demands, 
environmental protections, etc.), and actual drilling in the 
Eagle Ford and other plays may ultimately differ from fore-
casts of Ikonnikova et al. (2017).

Urbanization was also an important anthropogenic 
process, amounting to approximately one quarter of total 
changes in land-use. The urbanization trend is expected to 
continue in Texas, particularly between Dallas, Austin, San 
Antonio, and Houston (Census 2016). Our results also reveal 
different spatiotemporal trends in land-use change depending 
on the cause. For example, urbanization is focused around Ta
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existing metropolitan areas (Fig. 4d), while the spatial pat-
tern of oil and gas well pads and wind turbine pads is much 
more widely distributed in many smaller areas (Fig. 4b, e). 
We also found that spatial patterns of oil and gas pipelines 
and electricity transmission lines were linear, resulting in the 
bisection of preexisting land-cover (Fig. 4b, e).

Comparison of this approach with other land‑use 
change mapping techniques

We applied a novel anthropogenic land-change mapping 
technique, which facilitates a high-resolution comparison of 
energy sprawl with other land uses. This approach mapped 
land-change resulting from well pads, pipelines, wind tur-
bine pads, and transmission lines so that as-built footprints, 
instead of proxy datasets (e.g., well density per unit area 
or planned infrastructure), can be compared to other non-
energy-related anthropogenic changes in land-use, such as 
croplands and growing cities. In contrast to our approach, 
Trainor et al. (2016) assessed the amount of land required 
to produce a unit energy (km2/TWhr; termed “land use 
efficiency”) from drilled energy resources (oil and gas), 
mined energy resources (coal, uranium), biofuel biomass, 
and renewable electricity (wind, solar, hydropower, geo-
thermal, bioelectricity). Changes in land-use from drilled 
energy resources using were estimated EIA 2012‒2040 
cumulative production forecasts, which were based on state 
well spacing requirements—not actual mapping of land-
use. Land-use for wind power projects was evaluated using 
project plans presented in environmental impact statements 
(EIS), environmental assessments (EA), and other publicly 
available sources (similar to the approach of Denholm et al. 
2009)—not more correctly using as-built project maps. Of 
the ~ 55,000 km2 they identified as recent energy sprawl, 
7% was from oil and natural gas and 3% from renewables 
(including wind power and other sources, such as biofuels). 
For estimating continental-scale changes in land-use from 
energy sprawl, the approach of Trainor et al. is satisfactory; 
however, the higher-resolution approach presented by this 
study may be better suited for land-change mapping of indi-
vidual unconventional resource plays.

Proxy datasets for land-change mapping were also used 
by Kiesecker et al. (2011) and Fargione et al. (2012). These 
studies used an “oil and gas fields” dataset compiled by 
Copeland et al. (2009) based on the same oil and gas wells 
dataset of the present study (i.e., IHS). However, resolution 
was degraded by creating a binary 1-km2 grid classified as 
(1) “producing” if any oil and gas well was present in a 
particular grid cell or (2) “non-producing” if a cell lacked 
wells. As a result, this technique could potentially overes-
timate land-change if few wells are present in a given cell. 
In contrast, we assessed changes in land-use on a well-by-
well basis, which was more spatially explicit. If desired, the 

land-change dataset we present here could easily be con-
verted to a 1-km2 well presence/non-presence grid. But, in 
many cases, it may be more desirable to assess potential 
overlap of activities with a species’ habitats using the actual 
well or turbine pad footprints. In this aspect, the approach 
we present markedly improves upon that of Copeland et al. 
(2009), Kiesecker et al. (2011), and Fargione et al. (2012).

Another study that evaluated the footprint of energy 
sprawl is Copeland et al. (2011), who forecasted the spatial 
distribution of a suite of energy sources (i.e., hydrocarbons, 
uranium, wind, solar, geothermal) in Western North Amer-
ica. The hydrocarbon footprint was mapped using oil and 
gas lease boundaries from the Bureau of Land Management 
National Integrated Lands System database. However, using 
lease boundaries would aggregate actual well pad and infra-
structure locations. While this approach may be satisfactory 
for regional-scale studies in the Western USA where drilling 
primarily occurs on public lands, most development in Texas 
and other states in the Eastern USA occurs on private land, 
where mapping the footprint of drilling activity requires 
using locations of individual wells (typically IHS or state 
sources). Copeland et al. (2011) also mapped potential wind 
power areas using US and Canadian industry trade associa-
tion data and U.S. Department of Energy footprint estimates 
per megawatt, instead of the actual FAA-permitted turbine 
locations we used in this study. Copeland et al. (2011) found 
that wind power had highest “land use intensity” of energy 
types assessed. In contrast, using area of land-change, we 
found the wind power footprint in Texas to be quite small 
compared to that of oil and gas development.

Implications for biotic resource management

An important product of this study is a foundation dataset 
for conservation efforts in Texas. We developed these maps 
as part of larger research program for H. lacerata with the 
long-term goal of improving our understanding of what the 
species needs for its survival, what may threaten its long-
term viability, and what management actions may result in 
its conservation (Table 2). Our research program results will 
be used by FWS to inform its listing decision whether the 
species warrants protection under the Endangered Species 
Act by developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) for 
H. lacerata (SSA; FWS 2016, Earl et al. 2017; Smith et al. 
2018). Specifically, the SSA framework—and our research 
program objectives—contributes toward improving our 
understanding of: (1) what the species needs, (2) what is 
the current condition of the species, and (3) what is the 
species’ likely future condition (Fig. 5; Table 2). Thus, an 
SSA organizes all the biological information needed for all 
Endangered Species Act decisions for a particular species, 
which may include the listing decision, grant allocation, 
permitting, and recovery planning by supporting resource 
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managers to design effective conservation strategies. To 
this end, our results may also inform pre-listing conserva-
tion efforts as part of a Candidate Conservation Agreement 
with Assurances (CCAA)—or a Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP), should the species ultimately receive federal protec-
tion under the Endangered Species Act.

Essential to designing and implementing effective on-
the-ground conservation strategies for H. lacerata and 
other species is understanding how anthropogenic land-use 
may actually affect a particular species. Rapid anthropo-
genic infrastructure development leading to habitat loss 
and degradation is considered the primary driver of wildlife 
extinctions in terrestrial ecosystems (Forman et al. 2003; 
Juffe-Bignoli et al. 2014; Torres et al. 2016). To this end, 
assessment of changes in land-use from anthropogenic 
development and estimation of its effects on wildlife habi-
tats and populations have been identified as conservation 
priorities of global importance (Brooks et al. 2002; Fahrig 
2003; Fischer and Lindenmayer 2007; Hansen et al. 2013; 
Mildrexler et al. 2007). However, some reptiles favor an 
altered landscape, and we suspect H. lacerata to be an early 
successional species that may favor certain types of anthro-
pogenic changes in land-use (Axtell 1968), except where 
urbanization has converted native vegetation. Because Texas 
has five of the eleven fastest-growing cities in the USA 
(forecasted 2020–2070 population growth of 70%; Census 
2016), land-change—particularly of agricultural lands—is 
expected to continue around expanding urban areas within 
the historic range H. lacerata (Theobald et al. 2012; Ander-
son et al. 2014).

Toward improving our understanding of how anthropo-
genic changes in land-use actually may affect the focal spe-
cies (H. lacerata), we used the land-change dataset gener-
ated by this study to direct biologists to specific locations 
affected and unaffected by different land-change processes 
across a variety of land-use types within the species’ his-
toric range. Biologists are currently conducting field-based 
surveys to improve our understanding of the causal relation-
ships between changes in land-use and the species’ behavior 
(i.e., Fig. 5). The surveys seek to understand how differ-
ent vegetation types (e.g., grassland or crops) and activi-
ties (e.g., oil and gas operations) may affect the species. 
When they are available in 1–2 years, findings from ongoing 
biological surveys should provide insight as to (1) whether 
a particular anthropogenic activity has positive, negative, 
or neutral effects on the species, (2) estimate population 
density, and (3) elucidate how long-term viability may be 
affected by land-change processes. This information could 
be used to facilitate an evaluation of conservation actions 
similar to those of Paukert et al. (2011), who assessed how 
anthropogenic activities may affect aquatic biota and Far-
gione et al. (2012), who recommended siting wind power 
turbines in low-quality habitats with preexisting land-change 

to minimize impacts to undisturbed temperate grasslands. 
While the habitat assessment and land alteration approach 
presented here are focused on H. lacerata in Texas, this 
methodology should be directly applicable to the conserva-
tion and management communities addressing species await-
ing listing decisions by FWS or undergoing recovery actions.

Future research directions

In addition to ongoing biological surveys of H. lacerata elu-
cidating how changes in land-use may affect the species, 
several other studies of the larger research program (Table 2) 
are also in progress. For example, we have assessed cumu-
lative anthropogenic land-use changes for the same study 
area as the present work through 2014 (Pierre et al. 2018). 
That study included additional evaluations of the relative 
contribution of edge effects to overall land-change resulting 
from (1) point changes in land-use (i.e., well pads and wind 
turbine pads), (2) linear changes in land-use (i.e., pipelines 
and high voltage power transmission lines), and (3) expan-
sion of existing large, contiguous areas of land-change (i.e., 
urban areas). We have also used an economic outlook model 
to forecast future Eagle Ford Shale Play drilling locations 
and vegetation conversion (Table 2). A similar study is also 
being completed to forecast Permian Basin drilling trends. 
The goal of both works is to understand where within these 
unconventional hydrocarbon provinces new wells are likely 
to be drilled to understand what habitats for H. lacerata and 
other species in the study area may be affected.

Assumptions and limitations of this approach

This study generated a valuable dataset of land-use change 
in Texas; however, we acknowledge several limitations of 
the approach. For example, agriculture caused approxi-
mately one quarter of observed changes in land-use, but the 
remotely sensed land cover data we used to assess agricul-
tural activity (i.e., NLCD) may have some shortcomings. For 
instance, farms fallow during the early part of the study may 
not necessarily indicate an expansion in agricultural acreage 
if farming was later resumed under more favorable commod-
ity prices. In addition, an independent assessment of Texas 
agricultural land-use trends using a suite of state and federal 
financial and crop production data (Anderson et al. 2014) 
revealed agricultural lands in Texas declined by ~ 400 km2 
through conversion to other uses—primarily urbanization—
from 2007 to 2012. Thus, improving techniques to evaluate 
remote sensing of agricultural land conversion remains an 
important topic for future research. As with all anthropo-
genic changes in land-use mapped by this study, removal of 
preexisting vegetation by transmission line construction may 
be short term, with re-growth occurring under towers within 
a matter of years. However, as aridity increases toward the 
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western portion of the study area, it is reasonable to expect 
vegetation recruitment to take longer—and possibly return 
as early successional or invasive plant species instead of 
preexisting native vegetation. Despite possible changes in 
plant communities following anthropogenic activities, the 
approach mapped the type of land-use that was present at 
the time National Agricultural Imagery Program (NAIP) 
aerial imagery was acquired. Another important limitation 
is the time lag between NAIP aerial imagery acquisition 
and when it becomes available to the public. The sensors 
may be flown anytime between spring and early fall, to cor-
respond with the growing season; however, acquisition for 
a particular state is not synoptic and it may take weeks or 
months to complete one state—particularly large states such 
as Texas. Then, inspection of imagery by NAIP analysts can 
last months and final aerial imagery may not be available for 
almost a year after the acquisition date for all states. To this 
end, satellite-derived imagery may in some cases be prefer-
able to NAIP (e.g., Allred et al. 2015; Jordaan et al. 2017). 
Finally, reporting of infrastructure locations may vary. For 
example, oil and gas well location data may not be readily 
available, in a difficult to use format for GIS analyses, or 
proprietary (such as the IHS database used in this study). 
Furthermore, locations of infrastructure may not be accu-
rately reported. We have noted in our visual inspection of 
aerial imagery that well locations may be incorrectly placed 
by 10 s of meters, particularly for wells drilled before global 
positioning system (GPS) surveying became widely used. 
This necessitated a “cleaning” of mapped land-change using 
procedures described in the Methods. Oil and gas pipelines 
and high-voltage–power transmission lines may be even 
more poorly located, with the precise location intentionally 
degraded due to security concerns. Despite these limitations, 
the land-use change dataset generated using the approach 
is valuable, particularly at the regional scale of this study.

Conclusions

This study presents a new method for evaluation of changes 
in land-use from energy development and other anthro-
pogenic activities. We illustrate the approach in a portion 
of Texas that saw rapid growth of energy development in 
the Eagle Ford Shale Play and Permian Basin (particularly 
during 2008–2012), expanding wind energy development 
in West Texas, urbanization in Central Texas, and region-
ally extensive agriculture (Fig. 1). Our illustration of this 
approach found that oil and gas well pad and pipeline con-
struction between 2008 and 2012 contributed approximately 
half of the changes in land-use in the study area. Agricultural 
land-use change and urbanization each contributed to around 
one quarter of the changes in land-use we mapped; how-
ever, fallow fields returning to production may overestimate 

land-change. The construction of wind power generation tur-
bines and associated power transmission lines contributed 
to around 1% of changes in land-use. Relatively continuous 
unchanged land parcels remained between San Angelo, Aus-
tin, San Antonio, and Del Rio, as well as parcels south of 
Austin and San Antonio. The results of this land-use change 
study are being integrated into a larger, multi-year research 
project developing science for H. lacerata, which FWS 
will use to develop an SSA for the species and inform their 
decision whether the species warrants protection under the 
endangered species act. While we illustrate this approach for 
a single focal species (i.e., Holbrookia lacerata) in Texas, 
this novel approach can be used to compare changes in land-
use for a suite of anthropogenic activities in other environ-
ments globally, with implications for management for a 
variety of biotic resources.

Acknowledgements  We thank the Texas Comptroller of Public 
Accounts Interagency Task Force on Economic Growth and Endan-
gered Species Spot-tailed Earless Lizard Working Group, R. Gulley, 
M. Hope, C. McDonald, A. Zerrenner, D. German, G. Pauly, and M. 
Young for helpful discussions. Publication is approved by the Director 
of the Bureau of Economic Geology.

Funding  This study was funded by Texas Comptroller of Pub-
lic Accounts Endangered Species Research Fund (Grant Number 
14-000769 to LaDuc and Wolaver) and The University of Texas at 
Austin Jackson School of Geosciences and College of Natural Sciences.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflict of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflicts of 
interest.

References

Abrahams LS, Griffin WM, Matthews HS (2015) Assessment of poli-
cies to reduce core forest fragmentation from Marcellus shale 
development in Pennsylvania. Ecol Ind 52:153–160

Alig RJ, Kline JD, Lichtenstein M (2004) Urbanization on the US 
landscape: looking ahead in the 21st century. Landsc Urban Plan 
69:219–234. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.landu​rbpla​n.2003.07.004

Allred BW, Smith WK, Twidwell D, Haggerty JH, Running SW, 
Naugle DE, Fuhlendorf SD (2015) Ecosystem services lost to 
oil and gas in North America. Science 348:401–402. https​://doi.
org/10.1126/scien​ce.aaa47​85

Anderson R, Engeling A, Grones A, Lopez R, Pierce B, Skow K, Snel-
grove T (2014) Status update and trends of Texas rural working 
lands. Texas A&M Institute of Renewable Natural Resources. 
https​://nri.tamu.edu/media​/1225/landt​rends​2014_1-1_web.pdf. 
Accessed 16 Nov 2017

Andrews KM, Gibbons JW, Jochimsen DM, Mitchell J (2008) Ecologi-
cal effects of roads on amphibians and reptiles: a literature review. 
Herpetol Conserv 3:121–143

Axtell RW (1956) A solution to the long neglected Holbrookia lac-
erata problem, and the description of two new subspecies of Hol-
brookia. Bull Chicago Acad Sci 10:163–179

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2003.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa4785
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa4785
https://nri.tamu.edu/media/1225/landtrends2014_1-1_web.pdf


Environmental Earth Sciences (2018) 77:171	

1 3

Page 13 of 14  171

Axtell RW (1968) Holbrookia lacerata cope. Spot-tailed earless lizard. 
Cat Am Amphib Reptiles 56:1–2

Axtell RW (1998) Interpretive atlas of Texas lizards. No. 20. Hol-
brookia lacerata. Self-published, p 11

Brand AB, Wiewel AN, Grant EHC (2014) Potential reduction in ter-
restrial salamander ranges associated with Marcellus shale devel-
opment. Biol Conserv 180:233–240

Brooks TM et al (2002) Habitat loss and extinction in the hotspots 
of biodiversity. Conserv Biol 16:909–923. https​://doi.org/10.104
6/j.1523-1739.2002.00530​.x

Census (2016) United States Census Bureau (Census). QuickFacts. 
Texas. http://www.censu​s.gov/quick​facts​/chart​/PST04​5214/48. 
Accessed 4 Apr 2016

Census (2017) U.S. Census Bureau (Census). TIGER products, TIGER/
Line Shapefiles. https​://www.censu​s.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger​
.html. Accessed 14 Nov 2017

Chapin FSI et al (2000) Consequences of changing biodiversity. Nature 
405:234–242

Copeland HE, Doherty KE, Naugle DE, Pocewicz A, Kiesecker JM 
(2009) Mapping oil and gas development potential in the US 
intermountain west and estimating impacts to species. PLoS ONE 
4:e7400. https​://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.00074​00

Copeland HE, Pocewicz A, Kiesecker JM (2011) Geography of energy 
development in Western North America: potential impacts on ter-
restrial ecosystems. In: Naugle DE (ed) Energy development and 
wildlife conservation in Western North America. Island Press/
Center for Resource Economics, Washington, DC, pp 7–22. https​
://doi.org/10.5822/978-1-61091​-022-4_2

Crews-Meyer KA, Hudson PF, Colditz RR (2004) Landscape complex-
ity and remote classification in Eastern Coastal Mexico: applica-
tions of Landsat-7 ETM+ data. Geocarto Int 19:45–56. https​://
doi.org/10.1080/10106​04040​85422​98

Denholm P, Hand M, Jackson M, Ong S (2009) Land use require-
ments of modern wind power plants in the United States. Tech-
nical report NREL/TP-6A2-45834. National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL), Golden, CO

Drohan PJ, Brittingham M, Bishop J, Yoder K (2012) Early trends 
in landcover change and forest fragmentation due to shale-gas 
development in Pennsylvania: a potential outcome for the North-
central Appalachians. Environ Manag 49:1061–1075. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s0026​7-012-9841-6

Duran CM, Axtell RW (2010) A rangewide inventory and habitat 
model for the spot-tailed earless lizard (Holbrookia lacerata). 
Report submitted to Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Duran M, Axtell RW, Gilbert S, Valdez J, Elliot L (2011) Response 
to a request for information from the Department of Interior U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 50 CFR Part 17 [Docket No. FWS–
R2–ES–2011–0017; MO 92210–0–0008B2]. Endangered and 
threatened wildlife and plants: 90-day finding on a petition to 
list the spot-tailed earless lizard as threatened or endangered the 
status of and a predictive habitat model for Holbrookia lacerata 
(the Spot-tailed Earless Lizard)

Earl JE et al (2017) Quantitative tools for implementing the new defi-
nition of significant portion of the range in the U.S. Endangered 
Species Act. Conserv Biol. https​://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12963​

EIA (2015) U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA). Annual 
energy outlook 2015. U.S. Department of Energy, Washinton, DC

EIA (2017a) U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA). Rank-
ings: crude oil production, November 2016 (thousand barrels). 
http://www.eia.gov/state​/ranki​ngs/?sid=TX#serie​s/46. Accessed 
25 Feb 2017

EIA (2017b) U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA). Petroleum 
and other liquids. https​://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_pri_spt_s1_d.
htm. Accessed 1 Mar 2017

Entrekin SA, Maloney KO, Kapo KE, Walters AW, Evans-White MA, 
Klemow KM (2015) Stream vulnerability to widespread and 

emergent stressors: a focus on unconventional oil and gas. PLoS 
ONE 10:e0137416

FAA (2016) Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), augmented by 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), obstruction evaluation/
airport airspace analysis (OE/AAA). http://www.fws.gov/south​
west/es/Energ​y_Wind_FAA.html. Accessed 14 Jan 2016

Fahrig L (2003) Effects of habitat fragmentation on biodiversity. Ann 
Rev Ecol Evol Syst 34:487–515

Failing L, Gregory R, Harstone M (2007) Integrating science 
and local knowledge in environmental risk management: a 
decision-focused approach. Ecol Econ 64:47–60. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecole​con.2007.03.010

Fargione J, Kiesecker J, Slaats MJ, Olimb S (2012) Wind and wild-
life in the Northern Great Plains: identifying low-impact areas 
for wind development. PLoS ONE 7:e41468

Fischer J, Lindenmayer DB (2007) Landscape modification and habi-
tat fragmentation: a synthesis. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 16:265–280. 
https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2007.00287​.x

Fischlein M, Wilson EJ, Peterson TR, Stephens JC (2013) States of 
transmission: moving towards large-scale wind power. Energy 
Policy 56:101–113. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol​.2012.11.028

Flanders AA et al (2006) Effects of invasive exotic grasses on South 
Texas rangeland breeding birds. Auk 123:171–182. https​://doi.
org/10.1642/0004-8038(2006)123[0171:EOIEG​O]2.0.CO;2

Forman RTT et al (2003) Road ecology: science and solutions. Island 
Press, Washington, DC

Fulbright TE, Hickman KR, Hewitt DG (2013) Exotic grass inva-
sion and wildlife abundance and diversity, South-Central United 
States. Wildl Soc Bull 37:503–509

FWS (2015) U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS). Federal aviation 
administration (FAA) wind turbine location data. http://www.
fws.gov/south​west/es/Energ​y_Wind_FAA.html. Accessed 1 
June 2015

FWS (2016) U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS), species status 
assessment framework. An integrated framework for conserva-
tion. http://www.fws.gov/endan​gered​/impro​ving_ESA/SSA.html. 
Accessed 14 Apr 2016

Gibbons JW et al (2000) The global decline of reptiles, Déjà Vu 
Amphibians: reptile species are declining on a global scale. Six 
significant threats to reptile populations are habitat loss and deg-
radation, introduced invasive species, environmental pollution, 
disease, unsustainable use, and global climate change. BioScience 
50:653–666

Gong X, McVay DA, Ayers WB, Tian Y, Lee J (2013) Assessment 
of Eagle Ford shale oil and gas resources. Soc Pet Eng SPE 
145117:28

Gulley RL (2015) Heads above water: the inside story of the Edwards 
aquifer recovery implementation program. Texas A&M University 
Press, College Station

Hansen MC et al (2013) High-resolution global maps of 21st-cen-
tury forest cover change. Science 342:850–853. https​://doi.
org/10.1126/scien​ce.12446​93

Homer CG et al (2015) Completion of the 2011 National Land Cover 
Database for the conterminous United States-Representing a dec-
ade of land cover change information. Photogram Eng Remote 
Sens 81:345–354

IHS (2014) Information Handling Services, Inc. (IHS): information, 
analytics, expertise. www.ihs.com/index​.aspx. Accessed 18 Nov 
2014

Ikonnikova S, Male F, Scanlon BR, Reedy RC, McDaid G (2017) Pro-
jecting the water footprint associated with shale resource produc-
tion: Eagle Ford Shale case study. Environ Sci Technol. https​://
doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b031​50

Jin S, Yang L, Danielson P, Homer C, Fry J, Xian G (2013) A compre-
hensive change detection method for updating the National Land 

https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2002.00530.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2002.00530.x
http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/chart/PST045214/48
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger.html
https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger.html
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0007400
https://doi.org/10.5822/978-1-61091-022-4_2
https://doi.org/10.5822/978-1-61091-022-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/10106040408542298
https://doi.org/10.1080/10106040408542298
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-012-9841-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-012-9841-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12963
http://www.eia.gov/state/rankings/%3fsid%3dTX%23series/46
https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_pri_spt_s1_d.htm
https://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_pri_spt_s1_d.htm
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Energy_Wind_FAA.html
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Energy_Wind_FAA.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1466-8238.2007.00287.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2012.11.028
https://doi.org/10.1642/0004-8038(2006)123[0171:EOIEGO]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1642/0004-8038(2006)123[0171:EOIEGO]2.0.CO;2
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Energy_Wind_FAA.html
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/Energy_Wind_FAA.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/improving_ESA/SSA.html
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1244693
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1244693
http://www.ihs.com/index.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b03150
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b03150


	 Environmental Earth Sciences (2018) 77:171

1 3

171  Page 14 of 14

Cover Database to circa 2011. Remote Sens Environ 132:159–
175. https​://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2013.01.012

Johnson N et al (2010) Pennsylvania energy impacts assessment report 
1: Marcellus Shale natural gas and wind. The Nature Conservancy, 
Arlington County

Jones NF, Pejchar L, Kiesecker JM (2015) The energy footprint: 
how oil, natural gas, and wind energy affect land for biodiver-
sity and the flow of ecosystem services. BioScience. https​://doi.
org/10.1093/biosc​i/biu22​4

Jordaan SM, Keith DW, Stelfox B (2009) Quantifying land use of 
oil sands production: a life cycle perspective. Environ Res Lett 
4:024004. https​://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/4/2/02400​4

Jordaan SM et al (2017) Understanding the life cycle surface land 
requirements of natural gas-fired electricity. Nat Energy 2:804–
812. https​://doi.org/10.1038/s4156​0-017-0004-0

Juffe-Bignoli D et al (2014) Protected planet report 2014. UNEP-
WCMC, Cambridge, UK. http://www.unep-wcmc.org/resou​rces-
and-data/prote​cted-plane​t-repor​t-2014. Accessed 1 Aug 2016

Kiesecker JM et al (2011) Win-win for wind and wildlife: a vision to 
facilitate sustainable development. PLOS ONE 6:e17566. https​://
doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.00175​66

Kiviat E (2013) Risks to biodiversity from hydraulic fracturing for 
natural gas in the Marcellus and Utica shales. Ann N Y Acad Sci 
1286:1–14. https​://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.12146​

Kuhnert PM, Martin TG, Griffiths SP (2010) A guide to eliciting and 
using expert knowledge in Bayesian ecological models. Ecol Lett 
13:900–914. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01477​.x

Kuvlesky WP, Brennan LA, Morrison ML, Boydston KK, Ballard 
BM, Bryant FC (2007) Wind energy development and wild-
life conservation: challenges and opportunities. J Wildl Manag 
71:2487–2498

Liu D, Hao S, Liu X, Li B, He S, Warrington DN (2013) Effects of 
land use classification on landscape metrics based on remote 
sensing and GIS. Environ Earth Sci 68:2229–2237. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s1266​5-012-1905-7

Marcot BG, Holthausen RS, Raphael MG, Rowland MM, Wisdom MJ 
(2001) Using Bayesian belief networks to evaluate fish and wild-
life population viability under land management alternatives from 
an environmental impact statement. For Ecol Manag 153:29–42. 
https​://doi.org/10.1016/S0378​-1127(01)00452​-2

McDonald RI, Fargione J, Kiesecker J, Miller WM, Powell J (2009) 
Energy sprawl or energy efficiency: climate policy impacts on nat-
ural habitat for the United States of America. PLoS ONE 4:e6802

McGuire JL, Lawler JJ, McRae BH, Nuñez TA, Theobald DM (2016) 
Achieving climate connectivity in a fragmented landscape. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci 113:7195–7200. https​://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.16028​17113​

McKinney ML (2008) Effects of urbanization on species richness: a 
review of plants and animals. Urban Ecosyst 11:161–176

Mildrexler DJ, Zhao M, Heinsch FA, Running SW (2007) A new 
satellite-based methodology for continental-scale disturbance 
detection. Ecol Appl 17:235–250. https​://doi.org/10.1890/1051-
0761(2007)017[0235:ANSMF​C]2.0.CO;2

Milt AW, Gagnolet T, Armsworth PR (2016) Synergies and tradeoffs 
among environmental impacts under conservation planning of 
shale gas surface infrastructure. Environ Manag 57:21–30

Moran MD, Cox AB, Wells RL, Benichou CC, McClung MR (2015) 
Habitat loss and modification due to gas development in the 
Fayetteville shale. Environ Manag 55:1276–1284. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s0026​7-014-0440-6

Moran MD, Taylor NT, Mullins TF, Sardar SS, McClung MR (2017) 
Land-use and ecosystem services costs of unconventional US oil 
and gas development. Front Ecol Environ 15:237–242. https​://doi.
org/10.1002/fee.1492

O’Laughlin J (2005) Conceptual model for comparative ecologi-
cal risk assessment of wildfire effects on fish, with and without 

hazardous fuel treatment. For Ecol Manag 211:59–72. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.forec​o.2005.01.028

Paukert CP, Pitts KL, Whittier JB, Olden JD (2011) Development and 
assessment of a landscape-scale ecological threat index for the 
Lower Colorado River Basin. Ecol Indic 11:304–310

Pierre J, Abolt C, Young M (2015) Impacts from above-ground activi-
ties in the Eagle Ford Shale play on landscapes and hydrologic 
flows, La Salle County, Texas. Environ Manag. https​://doi.
org/10.1007/s0026​7-015-0492-2

Pierre JP, Young MH, Wolaver BD, Andrews JR, Breton CL (2017) 
Time series analysis of energy production and associated land-
scape fragmentation in the Eagle Ford Shale play. Environ Manag. 
https​://doi.org/10.1007/s0026​7-017-0925-1

Pierre JP, Wolaver BD, Labay BJ, LaDuc TJ, Duran CM, Ryberg WA, 
Hibbitts TJ, Andrews JR (2018) Comparison of recent oil and gas, 
wind energy, and other anthropogenic landscape alteration factors 
in Texas through 2014. Environ Manage. https​://doi.org/10.1007/
s0026​7-018-1000-2

PRISM (2016) PRISM climate group. 30-year normals. http://www.
prism​.orego​nstat​e.edu/norma​ls/. Accessed 4 Apr 2016

RRC (2014) Railroad Commission of Texas (RRC). Texas pipeline 
mapping system. Shapefile GIS dataset derived from RRC T-4 
Permits [“Application for permit to operate a pipeline in Texas”], 
received August 28, 2014

Scanlon BR, Reedy RC, Nicot JP (2014) Will water scarcity in semiarid 
regions limit hydraulic fracturing of shale plays? Environ Res 
Lett 9:124011

Shrimali G, Lynes M, Indvik J (2015) Wind energy deployment in the 
US: An empirical analysis of the role of federal and state policies. 
Renew Sustain Energ Rev 43:796–806

Smith DR, Allan NL, McGowan CP, Szymanski JA, Oetker SR, Bell 
HM (2018) Development of a species status assessment process 
for decisions under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. J Fish Wildl 
Manag (Online Early). https​://doi.org/10.3996/05201​7-jfwm-041

Sparling DW, Linder G, Bishop CA, Krest S (2010) Ecotoxicology of 
amphibians and reptiles, 2nd edn. CRC Press, Boca Raton

Theobald DM, Reed SE, Fields K, Soulé M (2012) Connecting natu-
ral landscapes using a landscape permeability model to prior-
itize conservation activities in the United States. Conserv Lett 
5:123–133. https​://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2011.00218​.x

Torres A, Jaeger JAG, Alonso JC (2016) Assessing large-scale wildlife 
responses to human infrastructure development. Proc Natl Acad 
Sci 113:8472–8477

Trainor AM, McDonald RI, Fargione J (2016) Energy sprawl is the 
largest driver of land use change in United States. PLoS ONE 
11:e0162269. https​://doi.org/10.1371/journ​al.pone.01622​69

USDA (2012) U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Aerial photog-
raphy field office. National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP)

USGS (2014) NLCD 2001–2011 land cover from to change index 
(2011 Edition). U.S. Geological Survey, Sioux Falls, SD. 
http://www.mrlc.gov/nlcd1​1_data.php. Accessed 20 Mar 2015. 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/porta​l/nrcs/detai​l/soils​/surve​
y/?cid=nrcs1​42p2_05362​9

Uusitalo L (2007) Advantages and challenges of Bayesian networks in 
environmental modelling. Ecol Model 203:312–318. https​://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecolm​odel.2006.11.033

Wicker J (2014) Personal communication, Julie Wicker, Habitat 
Assessment Program Leader, Texas Parks and Wildlife Depart-
ment. Electronic GIS files of preliminary, approved Competitive 
Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) powerline routes

Wiggering H (2014) The geology—land use—nexus. Environ Earth 
Sci 71:5037–5044. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1266​5-013-2908-8

Wolf AJ, Hellgren EC, Victor Bogosian I, Moody RW (2013) Effects 
of habitat disturbance on Texas horned lizards: an urban case 
study. Herpetologica 69:265–281. https​://doi.org/10.1655/HERPE​
TOLOG​ICA-D-12-00062​.1

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2013.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biu224
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biu224
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/4/2/024004
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41560-017-0004-0
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/resources-and-data/protected-planet-report-2014
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/resources-and-data/protected-planet-report-2014
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017566
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017566
https://doi.org/10.1111/nyas.12146
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2010.01477.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-012-1905-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-012-1905-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(01)00452-2
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1602817113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1602817113
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2007)017[0235:ANSMFC]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2007)017[0235:ANSMFC]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-014-0440-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-014-0440-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1492
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2005.01.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2005.01.028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-015-0492-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-015-0492-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-017-0925-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-018-1000-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-018-1000-2
http://www.prism.oregonstate.edu/normals/
http://www.prism.oregonstate.edu/normals/
https://doi.org/10.3996/052017-jfwm-041
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2011.00218.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162269
http://www.mrlc.gov/nlcd11_data.php
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/%3fcid%3dnrcs142p2_053629
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/survey/%3fcid%3dnrcs142p2_053629
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.11.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.11.033
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-013-2908-8
https://doi.org/10.1655/HERPETOLOGICA-D-12-00062.1
https://doi.org/10.1655/HERPETOLOGICA-D-12-00062.1

	An approach for evaluating changes in land-use from energy sprawl and other anthropogenic activities with implications for biotic resource management
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study area
	Mapping anthropogenic changes in land-use
	Implications for biotic resource management

	Results
	What anthropogenic activities were most important contributors to land-use change?
	Implications for biotic resource management

	Discussion
	Comparison of this approach with other land-use change mapping techniques
	Implications for biotic resource management
	Future research directions
	Assumptions and limitations of this approach

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements 
	References




