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However, only a few studies have explicitly investigated parcel-scale vegetation change in residential contexts, and removals decreased. Look beautiful 0.54***  0.16 0.32* 0.16
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Data Collection in Study Neighborhoods Structural: Social/Demographics
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This study focuses on data from 2021 Phoenix Area Social Surveys (PASS). We also present a time-series » Urban Greening in 12 PASS Neighborhoods (2021): Percentage of Respondents who Years in the current address 0.08 0.17 .0.41* 0.19
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'f”re gy ooy o i VLY Gl e N ' ::::i"_:-',.f::::::m | * Wealth neighborhoods close to 7 7 | Precentages of significant at p<0.05%*, p<0.01 levels**, p<0.001 levels***,
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U21) have higher percentage of 30% - 39% * Aesthetics is a crucial landscaping priority which motivates residents to add
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LI @ 60%-69% * Younger tenants not prioritizing yard maintenance are more likely to plant
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