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TABU- 1.—Characteristics of the watersheds in which
the three habitat classification trials were conducted. Large
woody debris (LWD) are pieces of wood within the active
channel greater than 60 cm in diameter and 8 in in length.

Variable

Creek
Stream order
Stream width (m)
Watershed area (ha)
Percent logged
Number of LWD/km
Gradient (%)

1

Dumont
4

6.4
8.099

28
4

2.3

Trial
2

Slick
3

5.8
4,587

29
6

2.5

3

Lonewoman
3

4.9
1,966

3
24

4.0

actual measurements and correction factors and
confidence intervals of visual estimates were cal-
culated with equations 3 and 4 from Hankin and
Reeves (1988).

We then compared how each observer had clas-
sified the reach into primary and secondary habitat
units. For each habitat uni t thai at least five of the
eight observers classified as a pool, we compared
how the observers differed in their classification
of that habitat unit into different secondary habitat
types. Because there was no "correct" interpre-
tation, we investigated variability (range and co-
efficient of variation) in the observers' classifi-
cations, not the mean values.

Trials 2 and 3: Slick Creek and Lonewoman
Creek.—Because few habitat units (mean, 19)
were identified in Dumont Creek in 1992, addi-
tional trials were conducted by six observers on
two other streams in 1993. The two streams were
chosen to reflect different levels of land manage-
ment activities (Table I ) . All observers had been
professionally involved in habitat classification
surveys periodically for at least 2 years. Consis-
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when only three primary habitat types were in-
volved, but they were in complete agreement less
than 25% of the time when nine secondary habitat
types were involved.

The inabil i ty of the observers to consistently
distinguish among secondary habitat types ap-
peared to be more acute for pools than for riffles,
but results varied with stream reach. For example,
in trial 2 observers demonstrated complete agree-
ment in classifying secondary riffle types
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