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Indicator description 
The indicator measures the effect in the number of recorded crimes (such as robberies), nearby or within an 
NBS. This indicator can measure the impacts of NBS on the challenges of “Social justice, inequality and social 
cohesion”, “Inclusive and effective governance” and “Economic development and decent employment”, since 
crime incidence can be associated with social inequalities and low levels of economic development. Research 
related to this indicator has shown both positive and negative impacts of nature-based solutions. Weinstein 
(2015) shows that the availability of neighborhood nature (e.g. parks and gardens) can discourage crime (10) 
and Donovan and Prestemon (2012) also concluded that large street trees are linked to reduced crime 
(improved visibility) (2). At the same time other authors have suggested that areas nearby parks can be 
associated with higher crime rates (1, 5, 6). This indicator can be measured through different methods, 
including GIS/ remote sensing (e.g. mapping of crime data or use of land use mapping) (2, 4, 8, 10), 
questionnaires (e.g. reported contact with nature) (10), interviews (3), modelling (1, 2) and the use of survey 
data or existing datasets (e.g. policy crime records, Urban Audit, Corine database) (1, 2, 4, 10). 
 
Indicator scoring 
The search queries were composed of three query sets related to NBS terms, indicator topic and urban context. 
The values given to the indicators were based on selected scientific literature (10 papers), including 5 empirical 
studies (4, 5,7, 8, 9) and 5 studies (1, 2, 3, 6, 10) with a mix of empirical and modelling methods. The proportion 
of studies that showed positive benefits for an NBS were used as a base for the scoring and distributed 
between scores ranging from 1 to 5 according to the proportions of positive impacts. Indications of negative 
impacts were noted here in the score document as a proportion of studies. When data for benefits of an NBS 
was not present in the literature it was denoted as no values found. 
 

Scores, change in the number of crimes 

Nature-based solution Score 

Proportions of positive 

/negative impact (number of 

studies)  

Parks and (semi)natural urban green areas 2 0.25 / 0.75 (n = 4)  

Urban green areas connected to grey 

infrastructure 
4 0.67 / 0 (n = 3) 

Blue areas  No score No values found 

External building greens No score No values found 

Allotments and community gardens 4 0.67 / 0 (n = 3) 

Green areas for water management No score No values found 
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