not take it into account when testing for habitat selection.
Kenward (1987) and Pietz and Tester (1983) suggested that
one should disregard all telemetry locations whose error areas
cover more than one habitat.

White and Garrott (1986) showed that in general the power
of testing for habitat selection decreases with decreasing bear-
ing precision, increasing habitat complexity, and decreasing
sample sizes. However, they gave no guidelines for individual
studies; they concluded that ‘‘a habitat experiment using tri-
angulation should be simulated on a computer prior to collect-
ing field data to determine the power of the habitat selection
statistical test.”” I present a technique for estimating power of
testing for habitat selection in individual studies that does not
require computer simulation, and I show how to use this tech-
nique to estimate the required sample size.

Printed in Canada / Imprimé au Canada

UULLD 1'UL CAAQILIPIC, 11 CLIUL DILC 1> 1dlgCl uldll daveldge 1dolldl
size, can one still detect habitat selection? (ii) How much do
we need to increase sample size to compensate for the decrease
in power caused by telemetry error? (iii) If we want to measure
habitat selection, how can we remove the bias?

Efficiency of chi-square test for habitat selection

Methods

I looked at the effects of telemetry error on the chi-square
contingency test for habitat selection (differences between
observed versus expected habitat use). Alldredge and Ratti
(1986) found that none of the four tests for habitat selection
that they evaluated was appreciably better than the others, so I
considered the most commonly used one, the chi-square test.

I estimated efficiencies at various error to habitat size ratios.


















