Supplementary Materials

Link S1: Research questionnaire preview

Table S1. Association between NDVI, forest presence and abundance, and self-reported mental wellbeing during the
COVID-19 pandemic.
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Pr = presence; Ab = abundance
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8Adjusted by index of multiple deprivation (IMD) quintiles
fBased on nature relatedness-6 scale (NR-6)



https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/preview/COVID-NATURE/C8F45FD6294513B694A6E66282CFA1

Table S2. Breakdown of different OS green space typologies.

Types of Greenspace

Playing field
Other sports facility
Play space
Cemetery
Allotment or community garden
Religious grounds
Public park or garden
Bowling green
Tennis court
Golf course
Public park
Sports field

Grassland/scrub

Strategies used to reach participants

1.
2.

We used non-random sampling methods

We posted a link to our SmartSurvey questionnaire (along with participant
information sheet and informed consent information) on social media plat-
forms including Twitter, LinkedIn, and Facebook. These posts reached the
authors network and people from this network also help by ‘Retweeting’ or
forwarding the details of the survey on to other people in their networks.
We also posted the survey on volunteer email groups via the University of
Sheffield.

We also carried out a manual webscrape of community groups — predomi-
nantly in the UK. This approach involved searching for publicly available
'‘community group directories’ using the Google Search engine and tagging
different geographical boundaries (e.g., UK counties) on to the search query.
Community group directories were then identified and the email addresses
of the group managers/coordinators were acquired. The authors then sent an
ethically-approved approach email along with the questionnaire link to these
groups.



