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The uptake of green infrastructure is challenged by a lack of access to financing.
Studies have investigated individuals’ economic valuation of green infrastructure
but understanding public perceptions of a range of potential funding mechanisms is
a fundamental step in developing funding measures. Using data collected from a
sample of residents in the Oxford–Cambridge Arc, England, this study addresses a
gap in our understanding of public perceptions of green infrastructure funding by
investigating support for several funding mechanisms, and the extent to which
support is associated with attitudinal, contextual and personal capability variables.
Results indicate that respondents prefer the funding of small and large-scale
infrastructure to be covered by developers, with most opposition being levelled at
those involving additional financial obligations from citizens. Altruistic-biospheric
values, pro-environmental behaviour and trust in the government significantly
affected support. These findings provide valuable insight to policymakers
attempting to introduce sustainable green infrastructure funding streams.

Keywords: green infrastructure; public perceptions; funding mechanisms

1. Introduction

Green infrastructure refers to a network of natural and semi-natural features designed to
deliver ecosystem services (European Environment Agency 2014). It can contribute to
achieving climate change adaptation and mitigation goals (Foster, Lowe, and Winkelman
2011), and can address issues related to flooding, air quality, biodiversity and health and
wellbeing (Connop et al. 2016). Despite the benefits, there are barriers to its widespread
adoption, such as a need for better access to financing (Brown and Mijic 2019).

Local authorities are beginning to examine whether they can effectively fund green
infrastructure by drawing on combinations of public, private and community funding
sources (Mell 2017). However, the introduction of new funding mechanisms comes
with its own set of challenges. Citizens may be wary of bearing the burden of the
costs through measures such as increases in taxes or fees, particularly where any bene-
fits are intangible or unquantifiable (Zuniga-Teran et al. 2019). They may also be
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cautious of the use of other measures, such as debt-financing which can pose add-
itional financial risks to the community, as their taxes and fees would be used to meet
the financial obligations (Bigger and Millington 2019). Concerns are also increasingly
expressed as to whether infrastructure is being provided for the good of the people, or
if the people simply provide funding through taxes for the benefit of institutional
investors (O’Brien, O’Neill, and Pike 2019).

The work reported below explores public support for a variety of green infrastruc-
ture funding mechanisms to better understand both the distribution of support across a
range of mechanisms and the underpinning motivations for support. Improved appreci-
ation of these features of green infrastructure funding can inform the design of more
acceptable and sustainable financing mechanisms. The first objective of the study is to
investigate public stakeholders’ willingness to support a variety of mechanisms used to
fund green infrastructure, which differ with respect to the source of the funding and
the stakeholder group responsible for contributing the funds. Since green infrastructure
provision and benefits can vary on different spatial scales, we investigate support for
mechanisms used to fund small-scale neighbourhood level green infrastructure and
larger regional green infrastructure.

Research in this area has mostly focused on understanding individuals’ willingness
to pay for green infrastructure and its services. While these studies provide an insight
into the values placed on green infrastructure and associated ecosystem services,
research conducted on non-market economic valuation tends to have different aims
than studies that investigate stakeholders’ preferences (Ferreira et al. 2021). If an indi-
vidual is unwilling to pay through a particular mechanism, it does not indicate that
they are opposed to attempts to raise funds for an infrastructure option, but they may
have different perceptions and preferences for the most appropriate way to fund it
(Yusuf et al. 2015). It is valuable to investigate individual preferences for a range of
mechanisms to better understand their perceptions of how the infrastructure should be
funded and by whom. Understanding public perceptions in this regard is key to devel-
oping sustainable infrastructure financing policies.

There is also an emerging stream of literature that investigates stakeholders’ prefer-
ences related to green infrastructure, which focus on their perceptions of green infra-
structure’s benefits (Miller and Montalto 2019) and value (van Vliet and Hammond
2021), the challenges faced in its implementation (Rall, Kabisch, and Hansen 2015,
Bissonnette et al. 2018) its design (Tsantopoulos et al. 2018) and who should be
responsible for its implementation (Ferreira et al. 2021). However, there is little evi-
dence of stakeholders’ perceptions of green infrastructure financing. We contribute to
populating this knowledge through the study’s first objective.

The second objective is to investigate the determinants of support for funding mecha-
nisms, which can be classified as a type of environmentally significant behaviour. The
Attitude-Behaviour-Context Framework suggests three categories of variables that influ-
ence pro-environmental behaviour (Stern 2000); attitudinal variables which include values
and beliefs, personal capability variables which include socio-demographic characteris-
tics, and contextual variables which include social, economic and political factors. While
this has been explored empirically in the context of environmental policies, due to the lim-
ited research on support for green infrastructure funding mechanisms, little is known
about the determinants of this support. By using the Attitude-Behaviour-Context
Framework as a framework of potential variables, we investigate how these variables play
a role in influencing individuals’ support, thereby allowing us to address this gap.
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Below, we investigate public perceptions of green infrastructure funding by
using a survey distributed to a representative sample of residents (N¼ 400) within a
well-bounded region in the south of England, the Oxford–Cambridge Arc. We respond
to two research questions (i) to what extent will residents support alternative green
infrastructure funding mechanisms for neighbourhood scale and regional scale green
infrastructure projects, and (ii) what attitudinal, contextual and personal capability vari-
ables influence support. This research will complement several aspects of the literature
on public perceptions of green infrastructure funding, and the drivers of pro-environ-
mental behaviour. The results will also provide valuable insight for policymakers who
are attempting to develop sustainable funding streams for green infrastructure.

2. Funding green infrastructure

Given the importance of green infrastructure but increasing lack of clarity over how it
should be funded and by whom, there is a growing body of literature that examines the
key actors and mechanisms associated with its funding. First, it is possible for mecha-
nisms to be categorised based on whether they were led by the local planning authority
(LPA), proposed and sanctioned by local communities, and led by developers, or associ-
ated with private or commercial sector funding (Mell 2017). Mechanisms that are led by
local authorities could include local taxation through council taxes and business rates,
although these may be unpopular with local residents and businesses (Mell 2017).

In a review of financing barriers for urban nature-based solutions, Toxopeus and
Polzin (2021) confirm that financing green infrastructure is traditionally seen as the
responsibility of the local government, and while these are public goods it is difficult for
the local governments to utilise measures such as local taxation because citizens typically
have a low willingness to pay. However, it is possible that fundraising among residents
could be successful in areas with higher household income (Toxopeus and Polzin 2021).
A study on green infrastructure financing in the United States also suggested that the
main actors involved in funding green infrastructure, specifically stormwater infrastruc-
ture, are municipalities and local governments, who tend to use mechanisms such as
stormwater utility fees (Cousins and Hall 2021). This type of mechanism, similarly to
taxation, requires an increase in direct funding from residents, so governments may be
wary of increasing stormwater fee rates (Cousins and Hall 2021).

As an alternative to local taxation and fees, it was found that local governments in
the UK have the options of using mechanisms such as S106 agreements, which are
agreements between LPAs and developers about measures developers must take to
reduce their impact on the community; community infrastructure levies (CIL) or
charges levied by local authorities on new development in their area; and commuted
sums from developers through planning obligations (Mell 2017). Therefore, instead of
placing the financial burden on residents and businesses, these mechanisms involve
developer contributions. Developers who were interviewed for a study on stakeholder
perspectives of green infrastructure funding indicated that to gain planning consent and
present their developments as having good ecological benefits, they have begun
designing green infrastructure into their developments and investment plans (Mell
2021). They also identified that green infrastructure could be used as a marketing tool
for their businesses and developments (Mell 2021), which highlights that even if local
authorities impose mechanisms that place the responsibility for green infrastructure on
developers, they can potentially benefit from this.
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Mechanisms such as green bonds are increasingly being considered as potential
alternatives (Frantzeskaki et al. 2019). In the United States, municipalities have started
experimenting with financial measures such as tax increment financing and mitigation
banking, in addition to green bonds as mechanisms to borrow money to finance storm-
water management infrastructure (Cousins and Hall 2021). However, these types of
mechanisms create financial risks, which can have impacts on residents as they are
now exposed to these risks through their payment of water fees (Cousins and Hall
2021). Local authorities in the UK have been experimenting with public sector invest-
ment-based crowdfunding. For example, Swindon Borough Council issued the UK’s
first local authority bonds that raised funding from their residents to develop two solar
parks, and other local authorities have been conducting feasibility studies to determine
whether they could use this type of crowdfunding to finance their infrastructure proj-
ects (Davis 2019). These can potentially be used for green infrastructure funding.
Some cities around the world have been considering co-financing green infrastructure
between key actors (Tubridy 2020). There is also potential for co-funding and partner-
ships (O’Donnell, Lamond, and Thorne 2017) and the use of a mix of mechanisms,
e.g. where the shortfall of funding from the use of fee systems can be made up by
using bonds and other debt-financing measures (Cousins and Hall 2021).

Additional local authority led mechanisms include the sale of assets, park trusts
and endowments. Although much of the responsibility falls on local governments to
implement financing mechanisms, mechanisms led by other stakeholders have also
been discussed in the literature. These include community-led mechanisms such as
community asset transfer, guerilla gardening and informal greening/management and
private investment, which include funding through corporate sponsorship, sale and
endowment and private management for public use (Mell 2017).

The mechanisms outlined above have a different set of costs and benefits for a
range of stakeholders, so deciding on the best options requires taking all of these into
consideration. Along with considering the opportunities and challenges associated with
each mechanism, the type of mechanism used may also be dependent on the nature
and scale of the green infrastructure project being funded. Mell and Whitten (2021)
provide a detailed analysis of the types of green infrastructure, along with the scale of
the investment and type of funder associated with funding each. The research found
that there is a lack of sustainable funding for larger and more public green infrastruc-
ture, such as public gardens and river corridors and water bodies, while more sustain-
able funding sources are available for smaller projects such as green walls and roofs.

Within the broader literature related to green infrastructure funding, several studies
have investigated perceptions of stakeholder responsibility for funding green infrastruc-
ture. Most residents in a Florida-based study believed the funds for a regional river
restoration project should come mostly from the state government, followed by the
federal and local governments (Jones and Bi 2020). Only 10% suggested it should
come from state residents, and 6% from local businesses. Ferreira et al. (2021) also
reported that residents believe green infrastructure implementation is the responsibility
of the government.

There is a subsection of research, which focuses on specific stakeholders’ willing-
ness to pay for green infrastructure and its services through specific payment vehicles.
One study in particular conducted a review of 85 studies that investigated willingness
to pay for green infrastructure (Venkataramanan et al. 2020). They found that among
the studies that used descriptive questions to elicit willingness to pay, a large
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percentage of respondents indicated that they were not willing to pay any amount.
When studies used payment mechanisms such as housing expenses, it was found that,
in Portugal, owners and tenants had a relatively low willingness to pay for green roofs
and green walls through monthly housing expenses (Teotonio et al. 2020). In the UK,
individuals were willing to pay up to 2% more in monthly rent or mortgage payments
for high quality green infrastructure in their area (Mell et al. 2016). This willingness
to pay was influenced by age and educational status; and willingness to pay was higher
for infrastructure that is more visibly greener and functional.

When investigating willingness to pay through mechanisms such as taxes and tar-
iffs, one study revealed that there was a willingness to pay for natural-based solutions
for coastal flood protection through an increase in council taxes, but environmental
education and direct contact with the object of study were important in gaining support
(Rendon, Sandorf, and Beaumont 2022). For constructing sponge-cities or city-scale
integrated SUDS, the public was willing to pay for government-issued credit securities
and an increase in water tariffs, but they believed that government grants and public-
private partnerships should be the main source of funding (Wang, Sun, and Song
2017).

Overall, the act of supporting a mechanism used to fund green infrastructure, or
being willing to pay to fund it, can be classified as a type of environmentally signifi-
cant behaviour (Stern 2000), and there is also a large body of research that investigates
individuals’ willingness to support environmental policies and the reasons behind their
support or opposition (Drews and van den Bergh 2015, Rhodes, Axsen, and Jaccard
2017).

3. Methodology

3.1. Study area

The study was conducted in the Oxford–Cambridge Arc region, an area that comprises
the counties of Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Cambridgeshire, Northamptonshire and
Oxfordshire. It has been one of the fastest growing economic areas in England over
the past 20 years. Across the Arc, one of the main areas of concern is climate change
and the natural environment, which currently faces several challenges such as poor air
quality and high and growing flood risk. It is feared that the growth the region faces
will cause even more harm to the natural environment and ecosystem services
(Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 2021).

Currently, the area in the Arc contains a high proportion of versatile agricultural
land (ITRC 2020). However, the intensive agriculture limits the environment in the
Arc from providing opportunities for people to interact with nature through various
activities that have benefits to health and wellbeing. While there are a few woodlands,
large parks and nature reserves, it has been suggested that there is a need for smaller,
more local urban green spaces throughout the region (ITRC 2020). Except for a few
woodlands in the region, the environment in the Arc also has a limited ability to pro-
tect against flooding (ITRC 2020), therefore highlighting the need for greater green
infrastructure investment.

The Arc provides a suitable case study to investigate public perceptions of green
infrastructure funding mechanisms, since the environment is currently an area of con-
cern and since there have been calls for the government to work with local authorities
to ensure that new settlements are strategically linked with investment in green
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infrastructure (National Infrastructure Commission 2017). To fund this new infrastruc-
ture, they may be looking to identify new financing sources. Understanding public per-
ceptions of green infrastructure funding mechanisms in the Arc is therefore a relevant
and timely topic, as it could provide insight into suitable mechanisms that can be
introduced.

3.2. Data collection

The data were collected using an online survey, which was accessible to respondents
from December 2021 to January 2022. Survey design and deployment was approved
by the relevant university ethics board. The survey took approximately 10minutes to
complete during pre-survey testing and respondents were recruited via the Qualtrics
platform. Respondents were remunerated for their participation at the standard rate
used by the survey platform operator. It has been found that incentives increase indi-
viduals’ motivation to complete surveys by either activating the norms of reciprocity
or by compensating for the barriers that could prevent their participation, such as cost
or time (St€ahli and Joye 2016). Related studies have shown that incentives can
increase response rates in all survey modes (Lipps et al. 2019).

Although Internet-based panels are useful for collecting survey data, as they are
cost-effective, quick and offer access to large and diverse samples, the one issue with
online panels is data integrity and poor-quality responses (Hays, Liu, and Kapteyn
2015). We experienced some of these limitations, as there were a few completed sur-
veys in which individuals did not accurately or sufficiently answer the open-ended
questions. To control for these drawbacks, quality control measures were introduced,
such as the use of speed checks which excluded individuals who completed the survey
in under seven minutes, and the exclusion of respondents who provided incomplete or
insufficient responses to the open-ended questions.

Another limitation of online surveys is that individuals self-select into the survey
and the respondents are therefore limited to those who decide to participate for various
reasons, such as interest in the topic, or financial incentives. If respondents were moti-
vated by the financial incentives provided by completing the survey, it is possible that
this could have resulted in a sample that has a lower average income than if we con-
ducted a random sample of the same area. However, since we did not collect informa-
tion on respondents’ income levels, it is difficult to conclude whether this is the case.
Since it is not possible to know the reasons or motives for their decisions to partici-
pate, it is difficult to understand whether there is any bias in their responses.
Therefore, based on these limitations, among others, it is said that online survey results
should be regarded as tentative (Andrade 2020). However, online surveys are still
increasingly popular, as they provide an easy and inexpensive method of data collec-
tion, and if the sample is representative of the population, it is still possible to general-
ise the results to some extent (Andrade 2020).

The data were collected using quotas to achieve a representative sample based on
age and gender so that the sample reflects these key socio-demographic characteristics
of the wider population, which are known to be associated with pro-environmental
behaviour (Alcock et al. 2020). Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for the sample
by age, gender and county compared to the population.

The demographics of the survey are mostly representative of citizens in the
Oxford–Cambridge Arc region. There is a slight over-representation of the 55 and over
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age group, and under-representation of the 18 to 24 age group. Using a Pearson Chi-
Square Test to compare observed frequencies to expected frequencies, we found that
the proportions for age (Pearson Chi2¼ 2.6352; p¼ 0.621), gender (Pearson
Chi2¼ 0.5543; p¼ 0.457) are not significantly different from the population. There is
a slight over-representation of respondents from Buckinghamshire and
Northamptonshire, whereas there is an under-representation of respondents from
Oxfordshire. Using the Pearson Chi-Square (Pearson Chi2¼ 55.5237; p¼ 0.000), it
was found that the county-by-county distribution of the sample is statistically different
from the distribution of the population.

3.3. Survey design

The online survey was designed and organised in seven sections. Section 1 consisted
of questions related to respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics. In this section,
we included screening questions to ensure that respondents were from the target area,
that we met the age and gender quotas. Section 2 provided respondents with an intro-
duction to the study and the following description of green infrastructure; a description
of sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) and its purpose and examples of differ-
ent types.

Green infrastructure can vary by scale so as part of the survey we differentiated
between the scales of provision so we could determine whether individuals’ sense of
place motivates their support for different mechanisms. Respondents were therefore
provided with a description of small-scale green infrastructure and examples, followed
by a description of large-scale green infrastructure projects and examples. Respondents
were then asked questions related to the perceived benefits and challenges of green
infrastructure with open-ended questions followed by rank order questions from a pre-
determined list of benefits and challenges. The full outline of Section 2 which
describes the information that respondents were given is provided in Appendix A
(online supplemental material).

Sections 3 and 4 consisted of questions related to respondents’ perceptions of fund-
ing mechanisms for small-scale and large-scale green infrastructure projects

Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents and population.

Variables Population Survey Sample

Age
18–24 11% 8%
25–34 19% 19%
35–44 18% 19%
45–54 20% 20%
55þ 32% 34%

Gender
Male 49% 47%
Female 51% 53%

County
Bedfordshire 14% 17%
Buckinghamshire 16% 23%
Cambridgeshire 27% 27%
Northamptonshire 15% 22%
Oxfordshire 28% 13%
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respectively. Respondents were provided with hypothetical scenarios which described
the type of projects being funded and their scale (e.g. SUDS installed throughout their
community or a regional waterway in the centre of the Oxford–Cambridge Arc). It
also described the benefits of the projects, and the groups that will benefit from the
projects (e.g. the respondents’ neighbourhood or the wider Oxford–Cambridge Arc
region). The full description of Sections 3 and 4 are provided in Appendix A (online
supplemental material).

Following each scenario description, respondents were provided with a list and
description of potential funding mechanisms and were asked to what extent they would
support the use of each mechanism to fund the project using a Likert Scale. The mech-
anisms that were investigated are shown in Table 2, along with the descriptions that
were provided. We chose a range of mechanisms which varied by the stakeholder
group responsible for contributing the funds.1

In Sections 5 and 6, respondents were asked questions related to their environmen-
tal engagement and activism, their trust in key actors who will potentially deliver
green infrastructure projects (e.g. national and local government, water utility). In
Section 7, respondents were asked questions designed to expose their biospheric, ego-
istical and altruistic values. These questions were adapted from previous studies and
are shown in Appendix B (online supplemental material).

3.4. Empirical approach

All data analysis was conducted using Stata/SE 17.0 software. We used descriptive sta-
tistics to assess individuals’ willingness to support each of the seven mechanisms used
to fund small and large-scale green infrastructure. We had fourteen variables measur-
ing willingness to support seven mechanisms for two project scales. We measured
respondents’ willingness to support each mechanism by using a 5-point Likert Scale.
Responses were coded as follows: strongly oppose ¼ 1, somewhat oppose ¼ 2, neither
support nor oppose ¼ 3; somewhat support ¼ 4 and strongly support ¼ 5.

The second research question was to determine what attitudinal, contextual and
personal capability variables influence individuals’ support for different mechanisms.
Since the variables used to measure support are ordinal, the most suitable regression

Table 2. Green infrastructure funding mechanisms investigated.

Funder Mechanism

Local Authority/ Council Taxpayer Funding An increase in council taxes in the area
Local Authority/ Community Investor

Funding
A bond issued to investors in the community

through a crowdfunding platform
Water Companies/ Customers An increase in water service tariffs
Local Authority/ Businesses Funding A levy on local business that benefit from the

proximity of the project
Local Authority/ Developer Funding A levy on housing developments in the area

which create new or additional internal area
Local Authority/ Institutional Investor

Funding
A green bond issued to investors such as pension

funds, banks and insurance companies
National Government/ Taxpayer Funding The local authority should wait for funding from

the national government
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model is an ordered logit model, as this estimates the relationship between an ordinal
dependent variable and the independent variables. The ordered logit is set up as
follows:

y�i ¼ b0xi þ ei

In the equation, y�i is the unobserved dependent variable, which for the purpose of
this study represents respondents’ level of support for green infrastructure funding
mechanisms. xi represents a vector of explanatory variables, b0 is the unknown param-
eter vector of regression coefficients and ei is the error term. Since we cannot observe
y�i , we can only observe the following categories of responses, where l represents
unknown parameters to be estimated with b0 which are thresholds or cut-off points
between the categories.

yi ¼ 1 if y�i � l1
¼ 2 if l1 < y�i � l2
¼ 3 if l2 < y�i � l3
¼ 4 if l3 < y�i � l5
¼ 5 if l4 � y�i

The independent variables used in the regression are described in Table 3. The
descriptive statistics for all variables are shown in Appendix C (online supplemental
material).

In line with the Attitude-Behaviour-Context Framework, we included variables that
represented individuals’ attitudes, specifically their biospheric, altruistic and egoistic
values, and their pro-environmental engagement behaviour. For the engagement
(a¼ 0.8927), biospheric (a¼ 0.9017), altruistic (a¼ 0.8859) and egoistic (a¼ 0.8861)
variables, we computed Cronbach’s alpha to determine whether the questions asked to
construct each variable measured the same factors and there was internal consistency.
Since for each variable the Cronbach’s alpha exceeds 0.70 all variables measuring the
given constructs are valid.

For the contextual variables, we included a variable measuring trust in the govern-
ment, which consisted of trust in the national government and trust in the local govern-
ment (a¼ 0.8300). We also included variables that represented whether an individual
was a homeowner and businessowner. We considered that homeowners and business
owners would be more willing to support several funding mechanisms compared to
non-homeowners and non-business owners, as green infrastructure nearby could lead
to greater benefits for these groups, such as increases in land and property values,
attraction and retention of more motivated staff, increased productivity, increased tour-
ism, among others (Natural Economy Northwest 2008).

We also include personal capability variables in the form of socio-economic and
demographic variables. One demographic variable includes the county in which the
individual lives. However, the survey sample was not representative of the population
with respect to this variable. In reflecting on the implication of this issue, we distin-
guish between implications for estimation of our model parameters and then on the
appropriateness of their interpretation, given they are estimated on data which may
have over representation from some groups in the population relative to others. With
respect to the first issue – implications for estimation of our parameters – we consider
there could be some sort of clustering given the skewed representation. In line with
the literature on robust estimation in econometrics in the face of an undefined
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correlation structure (e.g. Greene (2017)), we adopt robust standard errors in our esti-
mation, but do not change the estimator. With respect to the second issue – implica-
tions for interpretation of our model parameters – we reflect that we are interested in
interpretation of the marginal influence of each variable, after – importantly – control-
ling for the influence of demographic factors, as opposed to making predictions for the
aggregate population i.e. not conditioning on demographic factors. We consider that
this conditional inference (conditional on demographic factors included in the model)
remains valid even when we have a sample which is skewed to certain demographics.

Following the ordered logit regressions, we estimated predicted probabilities to fur-
ther understand the regression models. We investigated whether individuals’ possession
of different characteristics significantly increases the probability that they would sup-
port a particular mechanism.2 In calculating the predicted probabilities, for the attitu-
dinal variables (biospheric, altruistic, egoistic and engagement) we varied the level of
the variables and compared individuals who were at the medium level3 to individuals
who were at the high level for each variable (e.g. those who had a biospheric score of
3 versus a biospheric score of 5), while holding the other independent variables at the
mean value. For the contextual variables, we varied the level of the trust variable and
compared those who identified that they were in category 5 compared to those who
suggested that they had high levels of trust and were in category 10. We also investi-
gated the differences in predicted probabilities of homeowners and business owners
compared to those who were neither. We tested to determine whether the differences

Table 3. Description of independent variables.

Independent Variables Definition

Attitudinal
Biospheric Scale of 1 to 5 representing how closely the biospheric

values represented the individual
Altruistic Scale of 1 to 5 representing how closely the altruistic

values represented the individual
Egoistic Scale of 1 to 5 representing how closely the egoistic

values represented the individual
Pro-Environmental Engagement Scale of 1 to 5 representing how likely individuals are

to participate in pro-environmental activities
Contextual
Trust in Government Scale of 1 to 10 representing individuals’ trust in the

government to make reasonable use of revenue from
taxes and fees.

Homeowner 1 if the respondent is a homeowner; 0 otherwise
Business Owner 1 if respondent is a business owner; 0 otherwise
Personal Capability
Age Categorical Variable – Reference: 18–24 years

Categories: 25–34 years, 35–44 years, 45–54 years,
55–64 years, 65þ years

Gender 0 if female; 1 if male
Location type Categorical Variable – Reference: City

Categories: Urban, Peri-Urban, Rural
County Categorical Variable – Reference: Bedfordshire

Categories: Buckinghamshire, Cambridgeshire,
Northamptonshire, Oxfordshire

10 S. Steadman et al.



in predicted probabilities of support given a change in characteristic levels were statis-
tically significant.

4. Results

Figure 1 shows the results of a descriptive analysis of levels of support for fourteen
green infrastructure funding mechanisms. Out of the 14 mechanisms, 9 are supported
by most respondents (at least 50% of respondents ‘somewhat support’ or ‘strongly sup-
port’ the use of the mechanism). The highest level of support was observed for devel-
oper levies for both small and large-scale green infrastructure (66% and 64%). For
small-scale funding, the subsequent mechanisms that were also highly supported were
debt financing mechanisms such as green bonds and community investment bonds
(56% each). For large-scale funding, the other mechanisms that were highly supported
were national government funding and local business levies (57% each).

As expected, mechanisms that required more direct funding from citizens were met
with the most opposition (i.e. those who were ‘somewhat opposed’ and ‘strongly
opposed’). 46% and 39% opposed the use of water service tariff increases for small-
and large-scale infrastructure respectively, and only 30% and 33% supported it. For
funding small- and large-scale projects through an increase in council taxes, 47% and
50% were opposed, while only 30% and 26% supported it.

Tables 4 and 5 show the results of the ordered logit regressions. We interpret the
coefficients as the effect of a change in the independent variable on the likelihood or
log of odds of an individual being in a higher category of support for the funding
mechanism.

Tables 6 and 7 provide the results of the predicted probabilities based on the
ordered logit regressions. This allows us to gain further insights into what groups of
people with specific characteristics may be more likely to support what mechanism.

Figure 1. Support for funding mechanisms.
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First, we consider the effects of the attitudinal variables. Based on the ordered
regression results, we found that biospheric values are positively associated with sup-
port for green bonds for funding small-scale green infrastructure and developer levies
for small and large-scale green infrastructure. This means that as an individuals’ level
of biospheric value score increases by 1, we expect an increase in the likelihood that
they are in a higher category of support for green bonds and developer levies. The
relationship between biospheric values and support for green bonds is further identified
by the predicted probabilities. If an individual has a higher biospheric value, there is a
greater probability that they would support the use of green bonds for both small- and
large-scale green infrastructure funding.

Altruistic values were positively associated with support for green bonds and
national government funding for small-scale projects, and business levies for large-
scale projects. As an individuals’ altruistic value score increases by 1, this increases
the likelihood that they would be in a higher category of support for these. These rela-
tionships were confirmed using the predicted probabilities, and if an individual has a
higher level of altruism, the probability of them supporting these three mechanisms is
greater than those who are less altruistic. Egoistic values were found to be significantly
and positively associated with support for council tax and water tariff increases for
small- and large projects and developer levies for small-scale projects. As individuals
egoistic value score increases by 1, this increases the likelihood that they would sup-
port these mechanisms. Again, these are confirmed by the predicted probabilities, and
individuals with increased egoistic values were found to have a higher probability of
supporting these mechanisms.

Finally, it was found that if there was an individuals’ level of pro-environmental
engagement increases, this increases the likelihood that they would be in a higher cat-
egory of support for all mechanisms for small-scale projects and all mechanisms
except for national government funding for large-scale projects. When comparing the
predicted probability of support for water tariff increases for small-scaled projects
across two groups with different pro-environmental engagement scores (level 3 versus
level 5), the predicted probability increases significantly, and increases more than the
increase in support for the other mechanisms. This further highlights the influence of
this characteristic on individuals’ support for even the least supported mechanism.

Among the contextual variables, as individuals’ trust in the government increases,
this increases the likelihood that that they are in a higher category of support for council
tax increases, water tariff increases and business levies for both small- and large-scale
projects and green bonds for small-scale projects. When we compare the predicted proba-
bilities of support for each mechanism between those who have moderate levels of trust
in the government versus those who have high levels of trust, the difference in probabil-
ity of support is largest when it comes to water tariff and council tax increase. This sug-
gests that for these two mechanisms, ensuring that there is public trust is crucial for
gaining support. If individuals are homeowners; this had no effect on their support for
any of the mechanisms. On the other hand, if individuals are business owners, this
decreased the probability that they would support the use of community bonds and busi-
ness levies for small-scale infrastructure, and community bonds and green bonds for
large-scale infrastructure.

Finally, the personal capability or socio-demographic variables provide several
insights. Compared to 18- to 24-year-olds, those in the age categories 45 to 54 and 65
and over are more likely to be in a higher category of support for green bonds for
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small-scale projects. Those aged 45 to 54 are more likely to support community bonds
and green bonds for large-scale projects. All age categories are more likely to support
developer levies for small-scale projects compared to 18- to 24-year-olds, along with
those aged 45 and over supporting developer levies for large-scale. Males were more
likely to support water tariffs and community bonds for large-scale projects.

For funding small-scale projects, those who live in urban areas compared to cities
were less likely to support council tax increases and those who live in urban, peri-
urban and rural areas were less likely to support using government funding.
Interestingly, it appears that these groups are simply less likely to support mechanisms
that are publicly funded. When it comes to large-scale projects, however, compared to
those who live in a city, those in urban areas are more likely to be in a lower category
of support for all mechanisms except for water tariff increases. This suggests that those
who live in cities would be more supportive of most funding mechanisms. Finally, we
found that compared to individuals from Bedfordshire, individuals from Buckinghamshire
have a likelihood of being in a higher category of support for green bonds and business
levies for small-scale green infrastructure, and green bonds and developer levies for
large-scale infrastructure. Individuals from Oxfordshire are more likely to support
increased council taxes and water tariffs for large-scale projects.

5. Discussion

There is a vast amount of academic research around green infrastructure financing that
seeks to understand individuals’ non-market economic valuation of green infrastructure
and its services. While this can provide insight into individuals’ willingness or unwill-
ingness to pay through specific payment mechanisms, it does not provide deeper
insight into their perceptions of who should pay and how. This study contributes to
the literature by investigating public perceptions of, and support for, the use of a range
of green infrastructure funding mechanisms.

Our findings suggest that individuals have strong preferences for the use of devel-
oper levies to fund both small and large-scale green infrastructure projects. This could
be because the public has seen the environmental impacts of increasing developments,
such as pollution, and believe that developers should contribute to offsetting these
effects (Brown and Mijic 2019). Debt-financing mechanisms such as green bonds and
community bonds were also supported for small-scale green infrastructure, whereas for
large-scale green infrastructure this was national government funding and business
levies, with more than 50% supporting each. It therefore seems like a wide range of
mechanisms would be well received by the public. Local authorities may be able to
use a mix of mechanisms where the costs are shared by the government along with
businesses and developers (Toxopeus and Polzin 2021).

Attempting to share these costs with the public may, however, not be welcome, as
mechanisms such as increases in council taxes and water tariffs were the most resisted.
Previous studies have found that salient policies with visible costs usually have strong
opposition (Kitt et al. 2021). This is also in line with the results of studies that were
examined in Section Two, which showed that there is a generally low willingness to
personally contribute to and pay for green infrastructure (Venkataramanan et al. 2020),
that mechanisms that increase local taxation would be unpopular with residents (Mell
2017) and that there is a belief that the government should be responsible (Jones and
Bi 2020). Research has shown that, indeed, the onus has been on local governments to
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fund green infrastructure (Toxopeus and Polzin 2021), but that they are searching for
alternative options that involve contributions from developers (Mell 2017) or financial
mechanisms such as green bonds or crowdfunding measures (Frantzeskaki et al. 2019).

While there are clear overall preferences for mechanisms, full reliance on devel-
oper levies may not be feasible in practice and sometimes it may be necessary to intro-
duce alternatives. As such, it makes sense to look at groups of individuals with
disparate characteristics who have dynamic and different preferences and levels of sup-
port for the range of mechanisms, so that effective funding mechanisms can be identi-
fied, and their use appropriately promoted. This type of information can provide useful
insight and open up opportunities to tailor the form and presentation of the mecha-
nisms to secure support from individuals with specific characteristics, especially socio-
demographic characteristics where data is already available, or characteristics where
the data can be easily proxied, such as individuals who are engaged in environmental
activities and activism.

Our analysis allowed us to provide evidence of the association between different
characteristics and funding mechanism preferences. It was expected that individuals
who are more biospheric or altruistic would be in higher categories of support for
most mechanisms. This is because altruistic and biospheric values are typically associ-
ated with pro-environmental behaviour, since individuals with these values tend to
have a concern for the welfare of society and the environment. This association has
been found for a wide range of environmental behaviours in different countries and
contexts (Bouman, Steg, and Kiers 2018).

However, biospheric and altruistic values appeared to have a significant association
with support for green bonds, whilst they also supported developer and business levies.
Neither biospheric nor altruistic values are associated with support for mechanisms
such as council tax and water tariff increases. Conversely, individuals with egoistic
values are thought to value personal resources and are usually less inclined to exhibit
pro-environmental behaviour, especially if the behaviour is effortful, costly or uncom-
fortable (Bouman, Steg, and Kiers 2018). However, our results found that individuals
with egoistic values were more strongly linked with support for council tax and water
tariff increases, whereas we thought that they would value their own resources too
much to support these. Overall, this behaviour is inconsistent with expected behaviour.

These results highlight that people who identify as biospheric and altruistic prefer
mechanisms such as bonds and levies, where the financial burden is placed on select
groups such as investors, developers and businesses, while all individuals in the area
or region benefit. As they are concerned with the welfare of society and the environ-
ment, they may believe that the benefits of green infrastructure, such as reduced air
pollution, climate change mitigation, improved health and wellbeing, are things that
would significantly improve wider environmental and society. However, placing the
financial burden only on individuals in the area, when the benefits of green infrastruc-
ture can potentially be more far reaching, would then reduce the welfare of these indi-
viduals. Therefore, to maximise the benefits to residents and the environment, they
may prefer that other external groups such as investors, businesses and developers
fund it while also giving back to the environment and society which they operate and
profit from.

On the other hand, egoistic individuals prefer approaches where those who benefit
from the green infrastructure projects are made to pay for it. In some cases, individuals
with egoistic values tend to consider the costs of their action compared to the personal
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benefits and may act in an environmentally friendly way if the perceived benefits out-
weigh the costs (Jannson, Marell, and Nordlund 2011). They may believe that the ben-
efits they will receive from the green infrastructure being funded may outweigh the
personal cost to them, and as a result may be willing to support the mechanism out of
self-interest. Given these results, to encourage individuals with egoistic values to sup-
port these funding mechanisms, it may be useful to highlight benefits of green infrastruc-
ture that are more personal to them, such as a potential increase in property values.

Given the counter-intuitive results which suggest that egoistic individuals engage
in behaviour that has a cost to them, it is useful to reflect on the fact that the average
egoistic score was less than 3, and only 35% of the respondents had an egoistic score
that was above 3. In comparison, the biospheric and altruistic scores had averages of
above 3, where 80% and 75% of respondents had a rating above 3 for altruistic values
and biospheric values respectively. This suggests that while most of the respondents
would consider themselves to be highly altruistic and biospheric, most respondents in
the sample do not consider themselves to be highly egoistic. So, while there may be a
relationship between egoistic values and support for council tax and water tariff
increases, this relationship may not be truly reflective of people who are considered to
be truly and highly egoistic.

In line with our expectations, engagement in pro-environmental activities is posi-
tively correlated with support for all mechanisms, except for one. This variable repre-
sented individuals who are more likely to join a group that promotes environmental
goals, donate money to an environmental organization, or volunteer to maintain green
infrastructure, among other activities. Therefore, given their dedication to engaging in
environmental activities, it is no surprise that they are willing to support all mecha-
nisms, even the ones that come at a personal cost to them. Since green infrastructure
can have benefits to those living within the area or region, they are open to supporting
mechanisms where those directly benefitting from it pay for it, including themselves.
These findings are in line with the literature, as it has been found that environmental
and social justice values have the potential to affect acceptance of environmental poli-
cies more than self-enhancement values affect opposition (Drews and van den Bergh
2015). Due to the significance of this value, to gain further support, policymakers
could hold communication campaigns highlighting the benefits of green infrastructure
to the environment and society to appeal to these individuals.

Trust in the government was also positively associated with support for mecha-
nisms such as council tax and water tariff increases. These mechanisms would require
direct funding from the individual, for which the government would be responsible for
collecting and using to fund and deliver the green infrastructure projects. Therefore,
the more trust they have in the government to carry out these duties and make fair and
responsible use of their money, the more they would be likely to support it. The sig-
nificance of this variable is in line with other studies that have investigated the role of
trust in public support for environmental policies and taxes (Kallbekken and Saelen
2011). Similarly, Rhodes, Axsen, and Jaccard (2017) also found that trust in govern-
ment was associated with support for carbon taxes. Gaining public support for any of
these mechanisms may require the public to see the government as trustworthy and
able to make appropriate use of the revenue collected. There may be a need for greater
transparency from government bodies on where the funds come from and how they
have been used to finance the green infrastructure project that they were collected
to fund.
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Although this was not the case, we assumed that homeowners would be more likely
to support multiple mechanisms, since they could potentially benefit more from green
infrastructure being funded than non-homeowners, as it could lead to an increase in land
and property values (UK Green Building Council 2015). Business owners’ lack of sup-
port for business levies is unsurprising, since they would be the ones negatively affected.
However, their lack of support for bonds could be because they are more aware of the
potential financial risks and negative consequences that would be placed on residents.

Residents in urban, peri-urban and rural areas appear to be less likely to support
mechanisms that are publicly funded compared to residents living in cities. This could be
because they assume that these projects would be built within cities and may not want
their tax or tariff payments going towards these projects if they will not directly benefit.
When it comes to large-scale projects, however, those in urban areas are more likely to
be in a lower category of support for all mechanisms except for water tariff increases,
compared to those who live in a city. This suggests that those who live in cities would be
more supportive of most funding mechanisms, which is expected as they may have less
access to green infrastructure and its benefits, but they may be more affected by increas-
ing urbanization and its effects, such as air pollution and flooding.

Finally, another interesting result was that individuals from Oxfordshire were more
likely to support an increase in council taxes and water tariffs compared to individuals
from Bedfordshire. This could be because the average income in Oxford is higher than
the average income in Bedford and all of the other areas in the Arc (Savills 2019), so
this may increase the willingness to pay of residents in this area. Studies have found
that income has an impact on pro-environmental behaviour (Blankenberg and Alhusen
2019). Therefore, when introducing new policies, especially those that require funding
from members of the public, it would be important to take this into consideration.
However, since there was an under-representation of respondents from Oxfordshire,
there are some limitations in further interpreting these results.

Despite the insights provided by the study, there are a few other limitations that
should be acknowledged. First, in our attempts to investigate public support for mecha-
nisms used to fund small-scale and large-scale green infrastructure projects, there was
not much difference in support or determinants of support between the two scales.
This could potentially be because we did not provide respondents with sufficient infor-
mation to allow them to differentiate between the scales and their respective benefits.
Additional research could be conducted in this area to further investigate this.
Additionally, the study was limited to residents in the Oxford–Cambridge Arc in
England, but perceptions and preferences for green infrastructure funding mechanisms
may vary by region and country. However, it is possible that the determinants of sup-
port, specifically altruistic-biospheric values, environmental engagement and trust in
the government may be applicable across different contexts.

6. Conclusions

Given the current financial barriers faced in the widespread adoption of green infrastruc-
ture, there is a need to investigate new funding mechanisms and identify more effective
and sustainable funding streams. Understanding public perceptions and support for
mechanisms to fund different types of green infrastructure is a key step before any new
mechanisms or policies are introduced, as it can ensure that there is not strong oppos-
ition. By analysing survey data collected from a representative sample of residents in the
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Oxford–Cambridge Arc, we addressed the two research questions set out in Section One
by identifying public support for a variety of green infrastructure funding mechanisms,
and by applying the Attitude-Behaviour-Context framework to determine the attitudinal,
contextual and personal capability variables that determine support.

Overall, we provide evidence about how individuals support a range of funding
mechanisms and the perceptions that they have around who should fund green infra-
structure. Citizens were found to have preferences for both small- and large-scale
green infrastructure to be funded by developers, whereas they are most opposed to
mechanisms that have a direct additional cost to themselves. Furthermore, this research
advances the existing literature and understanding of the determinants of environmen-
tally significant behaviour by studying a new context that has not been previously
explored in the literature. By doing so, we found that individuals’ pro-environmental
engagement attitudes along with their trust in the government are associated with
increased support for most funding mechanisms. Therefore, while citizens may prefer
the use of some mechanisms over others, their support for most mechanisms might be
increased by engaging with individuals’ desires to improve the environment and by
improving their perceptions of the government. By taking these findings into consider-
ation, policymakers may be able to identify suitable mixes of mechanisms that can be
implemented to fund different types of green infrastructure and develop strategies to
increase support and reduce barriers to implementation.

Notes
1. One sector specific mechanism, an increase in water tariff rates, was introduced since the

projects were described as SUDS that helped with flood management.
2. For simplicity, we estimated the predicted probability that an individual would be in

category 4, or that they would somewhat support the mechanism. We chose level 4 and not
level 5 as an indicator of support because the majority of respondents who supported a
mechanism only somewhat supported and did not strongly support it.

3. We choose the medium level – 3 – rather than the lowest level, as very few respondents
select values below 3 in the survey.
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Bissonnette, Jean-François, J�erôme Dupras, Christian Messier, Martin Lechowicz, Danielle
Dagenais, Alain Paquette, Jochen A. G. Jaeger, and Andrew Gonzalez. 2018. “Moving
Forward in Implementing Green Infrastructures: Stakeholder Perceptions of Opportunities
and Obstacles in a Major North American Metropolitan Area.” Cities 81: 61–70. doi:10.
1016/j.cities.2018.03.014.

Blankenberg, Ann-Kathrin, and Harm Alhusen. 2019. “On the Determinants of Pro-
Environmental Behavior: A Literature Review and Guide for the Empirical Economist.”
Discussion Paper, Goettingen: Center for European, Governance, and Economic
Development Research (CEGE). doi:https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3473702.

Bouman, Thijs, Linda Steg, and Henk A. L. Kiers. 2018. “Measuring Values in Environmental
Research: A Test of an Environmental Portrait Value Questionnaire.” Frontiers in
Psychology 9: 564. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00564.

Brown, Kathryn, and Ana Mijic. 2019. “Integrating Green and Blue Spaces into Our Cities:
Making It Happen.” Grantham Institute Briefing Paper, London: Imperial College London.
https://www.imperial.ac.uk/media/imperial-college/grantham-institute/public/publications/
briefing-papers/Integrating-green-and-blue-spaces-into-our-cities–-Making-it-happen-.pdf.

Connop, Stuart, Paula Vandergert, Bernd Eisenberg, Marcus J. Collier, Caroline Nash, Jack
Clough, and Darryl Newport. 2016. “Renaturing Cities Using a Regionally-Focused
Biodiversity-Led Multifunctional Benefits Approach to Urban Green Infrastructure.”
Environmental Science & Policy 62: 99–111. doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2016.01.013.

Cousins, Joshua J., and Dustin T. Hall. 2021. “Green Infrastructure, Stormwater, and the
Financialization of Municipal Environmental Governance.” Journal of Environmental Policy
& Planning 23 (5): 581–598. doi:10.1080/1523908X.2021.1893164.

Davis, Mark. 2019. Financing for Society: Assessing the Suitability of Crowdfunding for the
Public Sector. Report. Leeds: University of Leeds.

Drews, Stefan, and Jeroen C. J. M. van den Bergh. 2015. “What Explains Public Support for
Climate Policies? A Review of Empirical and Experimental Studies.” Climate Policy 16 (7):
855–876. doi:10.1080/14693062.2015.1058240.

European Environment Agency. 2014. Spatial Analysis of Green Infrastructure in Europe. EEA
Technical Report No 2/2014, Copenhagen: European Environment Agency.

Ferreira, Vera, Ana Paula Barreira, Lu�ıs Loures, Dulce Antunes, and Thomas Panagopoulos.
2021. “Stakeholders’ Perceptions of Appropriate Nature-Based Solutions in the Urban Context.”
Journal of Environmental Management 298: 113502. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.113502.

Foster, Josh, Ashley Lowe, and Steve Winkelman. 2011. The Value of Green Infrastructure for
Urban Climate Adaptation. Report. Washington, DC: The Center for Clean Air Policy.

Frantzeskaki, Niki, Timon McPhearson, Marcus J. Collier, Dave Kendal, Harriet Bulkeley,
Adina Dumitru, Claire Walsh, et al. 2019. “Nature-Based Solutions for Urban Climate

24 S. Steadman et al.

https://doi.org/10.17862/cranfield.rd.19890478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.105441
https://doi.org/10.1177/0253717620957496
https://doi.org/10.1177/2514848619876539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.03.014
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3473702
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00564
https://www.imperial.ac.uk/media/imperial-college/grantham-institute/public/publications/briefing-papers/Integrating-green-and-blue-spaces-into-our-cities�-Making-it-happen-.pdf
https://www.imperial.ac.uk/media/imperial-college/grantham-institute/public/publications/briefing-papers/Integrating-green-and-blue-spaces-into-our-cities�-Making-it-happen-.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2016.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2021.1893164
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2015.1058240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.113502


Change Adaptation: Linking Science, Policy, and Practice Communities for Evidence-Based
Decision-Making.” BioScience 69 (6): 455–466. doi:10.1093/biosci/biz042.

Greene, William H. 2017. Econometric Analysis. 8th ed. New York: Pearson.
Hays, Ron D., Honghu Liu, and Arie Kapteyn. 2015. “Use of Internet Panels to Conduct

Surveys.” Behavior Research Methods 47 (3): 685–690. doi:10.3758/s13428-015-0617-9.
ITRC. 2020. A Sustainable Oxford-Cambridge Corridor? Spatial Analysis of Options and Futures

for the Arc. Technical Report, Oxford: Infrastructure Transitions Research Consortium.
Jannson, Johan, Agneta Marell, and Annika Nordlund. 2011. “Exploring Consumer Adoption of

a High Involvement Eco-Innovation Using Value-Belief-Norm Theory.” Journal of
Consumer Behaviour 10 (1): 51–60. doi:10.1002/cb.346.

Jones, Jennifer A., and Xiang Bi. 2020. “Fundraising for Regional Environmental Issues: Public
Perceptions of Who is Financially Responsible for the Local Environment.” Journal of
Philantrophy and Marketing 26 (3): e1699. doi:10.1002/nvsm.1699.

Kallbekken, Steffen, and Hakon Saelen. 2011. “Public Acceptance for Environmental Taxes:
Self-Interest, Environmental and Distributional Concerns.” Energy Policy 39 (5): 2966–
2973. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2011.03.006.

Kitt, Shelby, Jonn Axsen, Zoe Long, and Ekaterina Rhodes. 2021. “The Role of Trust in Citizen
Acceptance of Climate Policy: Comparing Perceptions of Government Competence,
Integrity and Value Similarity.” Ecological Economics 183: 106958. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.
2021.106958.

Lipps, Oliver, Jessica M. E. Herzing, Nicolas Pekari, Michele Ernst Stahli, Alexandre Pollien,
Gisana Riedo, and Maud Reveilhac. 2019. Incentives in Surveys. FORS Guide No. 08,
Version 1.0, Lausanne: Swiss Centre of Expertise in the Social Sciences FORS. doi:10.
24449/FG-2019-00008.

Mell, Ian. 2017. “Financing the Future of Green Infrastructure Planning: Alternatives and
Opportunities in the UK.” Landscape Research 43 (6): 751–768. doi:10.1080/01426397.
2017.1390079.

Mell, Ian. 2021. “But Who’s Going to Pay for It?’ Contemporary Approaches to Green
Infrastructure Financing, Development and Governance in London, UK.” Journal of
Environmental Policy & Planning 23 (5): 628–645. doi:10.1080/1523908X.2021.1931064.

Mell, Ian, John Henneberry, Sigrid Hehl-Lange, and Berna Keskin. 2016. “To Green or Not to
Green: Establishing the Economic Value of Green Infrastructure Investments in the Wicker,
Sheffield.” Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 18: 257–267. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2016.06.015.

Mell, Ian, and Meredith Whitten. 2021. “Access to Nature in a Post Covid-19 World:
Opportunities for Green Infrastructure Financing, Distribution and Equitability in Urban
Planning.” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 18 (4):
1527. doi:10.3390/ijerph18041527.

Miller, Stephanie M., and Franco A. Montalto. 2019. “Stakeholder Perceptions of the Ecosystem
Services Provided by Green Infrastructure in New York City.” Ecosystem Services 37:
100928. doi:10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100928.

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government. 2021. Planning for Sustainable Growth
in the Oxford-Cambridge Arc: An Introduction to the Oxford-Cambridge Arc Spatial
Framework. Policy Paper, London: HM Government. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/962455/Spatial_framework_policy_
paper.pdf.

National Infrastructure Commission. 2017. Partnering for Prosperity: A New Deal for the
Cambridge Milton Keynes-Oxford Arc. Report, London: National Infrastructure Commission.

Natural Economy Northwest. 2008. The Economic Value of Green Infrastructure. Report, Green
Infrastructure Northwest. http://www.greeninfrastructurenw.co.uk/resources/The_Economic_
Value_of_Green_Infrastructure.pdf.

O’Donnell, E. C., J. E. Lamond, and C. R. Thorne. 2017. “Recognising Barriers to
Implementation of Blue-Green Infrastructure: A Newcastle Case Study.” Urban Water
Journal 14 (9): 964–971. doi:10.1080/1573062X.2017.1279190.

O’Brien, Peter, Phil O’Neill, and Andy Pike. 2019. “Funding, Financing and Governing Urban
Infrastructures.” Urban Studies 56 (7): 1291–1303. doi:10.1177/0042098018824014.

Rall, Lorance Emily, Nadja Kabisch, and Rieke Hansen. 2015. “A Comparative Exploration of
Uptake and Potential Application of Ecosystem Services in Urban Planning.” Ecosystem
Services 16: 230–242. doi:10.1080/08941920.2021.1900963.

Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 25

https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz042
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-015-0617-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.346
https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1699
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2011.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.106958
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.106958
https://doi.org/10.24449/FG-2019-00008
https://doi.org/10.24449/FG-2019-00008
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2017.1390079
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2017.1390079
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2021.1931064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.06.015
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18041527
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100928
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/962455/Spatial_framework_policy_paper.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/962455/Spatial_framework_policy_paper.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/962455/Spatial_framework_policy_paper.pdf
http://www.greeninfrastructurenw.co.uk/resources/The_Economic_Value_of_Green_Infrastructure.pdf
http://www.greeninfrastructurenw.co.uk/resources/The_Economic_Value_of_Green_Infrastructure.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1573062X.2017.1279190
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098018824014
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2021.1900963


Rendon, Olivia R., Erlend Dancke Sandorf, and Nicola J. Beaumont. 2022. “Heterogeneity of
Values for Coastal Flood Risk Management with Nature-Based Solutions.” Journal of
Environmental Management 304: 114212. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.114212.

Rhodes, Ekaterina, John Axsen, and Mark Jaccard. 2017. “Exploring Citizen Support for
Different Types of Climate Policy.” Ecological Economics 137: 56–59. doi:10.1016/j.
ecolecon.2017.02.027.

Savills. 2019. The Oxford-Cambridge Innovation Arc: One of the Greatest Opportunities for
Economic Growth in Europe? Report, London: Savills Research. https://pdf.euro.savills.co.
uk/uk/residential–-other/the-oxford-cambridge-innovation-arc.pdf.

St€ahli, Ernst, and Dominique Joye. 2016. “Incentives as a Possible Measure to Increase
Response Rates.” In The SAGE Handbook of Survey Methodology, edited by Christof Wolf,
Dominique Joye, Tom W. Smith and Yang-chih Fu, 425–440. London: SAGE.

Stern, Paul C. 2000. “New Environmental Theories: Toward a Coherent Theory of
Environmentally Significant Behavior.” Journal of Social Issues 56 (3): 407–424. doi:10.
1111/0022-4537.00175.

Teotonio, Ines, Carlos Oliveira Cruz, Cristina Matos Silva, and Jose Morais. 2020. “Investing in
Sustainable Built Environments: The Willingness to Pay for Green Roofs and Greenwalls.”
Sustainability 12 (8): 3210. doi:10.3390/su12083210.

Toxopeus, Helen, and Friedemann Polzin. 2021. “Reviewing Financing Barriers and Strategies
for Urban Nature-Based Solutions.” Journal of Environmental Management 289: 112371.
doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112371.

Tsantopoulos, Georgios, Gregory Varras, Ekaterini Chiotelli, Konstantina Fotia, and Maria
Batou. 2018. “Public Perceptions and Attitudes toward Green Infrastructure on Buildings:
The Case of the Metropolitan Area of Athens, Greece.” Urban Forestry & Urban Greening
34: 181–195. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2018.06.017.

Tubridy, Fladh. 2020. “Co-Financing Green Resilient Infrastructures in Copenhagen: Integrated
or Superficial Design?” Landscape Research 46 (2): 261–272. doi:10.1080/01426397.2020.
1850664.

UK Green Building Council. 2015. Demystifying Green Infrastructure. Report, London: UK
Green Building Council. https://ukgbc.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/
2017/09/05153004/Demystifying-Green-Infrastructure-report-FINAL.pdf.

van Vliet, Kaeren, and Catherine Hammond. 2021. “Residents’ Perceptions of Green
Infrastructure in the Contemporary Residential Context: A Study of Kingswood, Kingston-
upon-Hull, England.” Journal of Environmental Planning and Management 64 (1): 145–163.
doi:10.1080/09640568.2020.1756757.

Venkataramanan, Vidya, Denise Lopez, David J. McCuskey, Daniel Kiefus, Robert I.
McDonald, William M. Miller, Aaron I. Packman, and Sera L. Young. 2020. “Knowledge,
Attitudes, Intentions, and Behavior Related to Green Infrastructure for Flood Management:
A Systematic Literature Review.” The Science of the Total Environment 720: 137606. doi:
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.137606.

Wang, Yutao, Mingxing Sun, and Baimin Song. 2017. “Public Perceptions of and Willingness
to Pay for Sponge City Initiatives in China.” Resources, Conservation and Recycling 122:
11–20. doi:10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.02.002.

Yusuf, Juita-Elena, Lenahan O'Connell, Khairul Anuar, and Kaitrin Mahar. 2015. “Paying for
Infrastructure in an Urban Environment: Roles of Ideological Beliefs and Self-Interest in
Support for Two Funding Mechanisms.” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the
Transportation Research Board 2530 (1): 1–8. doi:10.3141/2530-01.

Zuniga-Teran, Adriana A., Chad Staddon, Laura de Vito, Andrea K. Gerlak, Sarah Ward,
Yolandi Schoeman, Aimee Hart, and Giles Booth. 2019. “Challenges of Mainstreaming
Green Infrastructure in Built Environment Professions.” Journal of Environmental Planning
and Management 63 (4): 710–732. doi:10.1080/09640568.2019.1605890.

26 S. Steadman et al.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.114212
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.02.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.02.027
https://pdf.euro.savills.co.uk/uk/residential�-other/the-oxford-cambridge-innovation-arc.pdf
https://pdf.euro.savills.co.uk/uk/residential�-other/the-oxford-cambridge-innovation-arc.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00175
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00175
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083210
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112371
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.06.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2020.1850664
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2020.1850664
https://ukgbc.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/05153004/Demystifying-Green-Infrastructure-report-FINAL.pdf
https://ukgbc.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/05153004/Demystifying-Green-Infrastructure-report-FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2020.1756757
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.137606
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.3141/2530-01
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2019.1605890

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Funding green infrastructure
	Methodology
	Study area
	Data collection
	Survey design
	Empirical approach

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Supplemental data
	Funding
	Orcid
	Data availability statement
	References


