Is the Urban Site Index (USI) a good predictor of growth rate or condition of
recently planted trees?
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Index 1s a good predictor of tree . P .g . P P =
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| anes of traffic 0-2 Higher score for fewer lanes 10
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*Points for eight different soil and traffic | USI Score
attributes (see table, top center) Results
*Higher score = better tree planting site The average USI score was not significantly different in pairwise comparisons between trees rated good, fair, and
Score of 0 to 5 should receive no tree poor (below, left). USI was not a good predictor of growth rate (below, right). USI scores ranged from 11 to 19; the average score was 135.
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- E S N N A & 2~ O The Urban Site Index does not appear to be a good predictor
D 5 ~ a8 R 2 of tree growth rate or condition. However, the probe
S < ? g 10 5 a4 % A penetration subsection score does predict measured soil
- | - o
g o | A //‘\\ - water content.
i A . .
° © 6‘3) A An assessment of planting spots before planting, rather than
o Q 2 8 after, may provide a better test of the USI. The USI 1s likely
! more effective as a planning tool than as a post-planting
, f , , A A evaluation tool.
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Tree Overall Condition little between sites, indicating they may add little value to
the total USI score.
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( . ) . P ’ ’ p Modity the USI to include more biophysical factors. Use
the least between sites (bottom, right). . . :
longer-term experimental design to evaluate the USI’s
. A effectiveness 1n predicting positive tree outcomes.
Materials and methods S - / e . . .
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