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Trend in LWD Load In-Stream
Pre- and Post-Harvest Group

¢ Calderal mCocola Coco?2a Game 3 xGame 4a @ Raven 1
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Avg. Post - Pre Density = 6.46
Difference significant
(paired t-test p-value = 0.010)
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Trend in LWD Load In-Stream
Post-Harvest Group
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Trend in Pool Frequency
Pre- and Post-Harvest Group

& Calderal mCocola Coco2a Game3 X Game 4a @ Raven 1

Average post - pre frequency = 0.56
Difference significant
(paired t-test, p-value = 0.061
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Trend In Pool Frequency
Post-Harvest Group
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Mean slope = 0.09
Trend significant
(t-test, p-value = 0.5@5)
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Decay Avg. | 95% CL | 95% CL
Class N Age* (lower) | (upper)
Green -- <1 -- --
Twig-Branch 41 7.6 6.4 8.9
Primary 74 17.3 15.2 19.3
Nub-Rotten 285 30.0 27.5 31.6
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Only younger decay class
recruits (11%) may be affecting
habitat since logging

Full effect of post-harvest
recruitment may not occur, on
average, for about 30 years
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Foume 2.—The combined effect of gradient (triangles = 0-
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confinement {confined [C], moderately confined [MC], and
uncontined [U]) on the volume of instream wood (LW per
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streams in Washingion, 1949492000,
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