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Indicator description 
The indicator “perceived general health” concerns the self-reported assessment of individuals about their 
general health status, covering both their physical and mental health. Perceived general health is relevant to 
the challenge of "Economic development and decent employment" as physical illness and emotional problems 
may affect work or interpersonal relationships and cause health-related costs.  
 
The methods used to assess the indicator “perceived general health”, was in most of the studies measured 
through the use of questionnaires and surveys by asking respondents to estimate their general health on a 
scale, e.g. where 1 can mean bad or poor, up to 5 as excellent) (1 - 4, 6 – 13) or by the use of GIS/ remote 
sensing methods (e.g. landcover data to calculate exposure to various types of nature) (8, 13) and modelling 
methods (e.g. modelling of air pollution) (8, 12). Usually, statement indicators were used such as ‘‘In general, 
would you say that your health is…’’ (6), “Would you say that in general your health is” (1), “In general, how 
would you evaluate your health?” (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 (16 papers), including 8 empirical 
studies (1, 2, 10, 15), 1 meta-analysis (5), 3 modelling studies (8, 9, 12) and 5 studies (3, 4, 6, 11, 16) 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, perceived general health  

Nature-based solution Score 
Proportions of positive /negative 
impact (number of studies)  

Parks and (semi)natural urban green 
areas 

4 0.63 / 0 (n = 8) 

Urban green areas connected to grey 
infrastructure 

5 0.8 / 0 (n = 3) 

Blue areas  4 0.67 / 0 (n = 3) 

External building greens No score No values found 

Allotments and community gardens 5 1 / 0 (n = 4) 

Green areas for water management 
 

No score No values found 
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