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Executive Summary: The Real Barrier to Green 
Infrastructure Funding and Finance

The Common Assumption
Cities struggle to fund and finance green infrastructure because they 
lack funding sources or appropriate financing instruments.

The Actual Diagnosis
In many cases, the primary obstacle is not the absence of funding and 
financing mechanisms. It is the difficulty cities face in identifying, 
structuring and aggregating green infrastructure investments into 
coherent, investment-ready programmes.

Three Key Insights
• NATURANCE: Nature-based solutions are most investable when 

supported by clear economic soundness, financial viability, 
environmental integrity, social value and governance and embedded 
within larger urban programmes rather than treated as standalone 
projects.

• European Investment Bank: Investment readiness depends on clearly 
defined assets, credible financial structures and confidence in 
institutional capacity, not just environmental benefits.

• City of Utrecht: Dedicated investment structuring capability (the 
Strategic Investment and Funding function) helps to bridge the gap 
between policy ambitions and financing opportunities.

The future challenge is not simply financing more green infrastructure. It is helping cities move from projects to pipelines and from grant 
dependency towards resilient, diversified funding and financing models.



A Framework for Investment-Ready 
Green Infrastructure
This guidebook proposes a practical framework addressing five interconnected challenges cities must overcome to move from fragmented projects to 
investment-ready pipelines.

1. Visibility
Making green infrastructure visible across the 
organization (chapters 1-2)

2. Embedding
Embedding GI within broader investment 
programmes (chapter 3) 

3. Value Translation
Translating environmental and social benefits 
into economic value and funding logic 
(chapters 4-6)

4. Readiness
Assessing investment readiness and financial 
structuring requirements (chapters 5-8) 

5. Capacity
Building organisational capacity to engage 
funding and financing partners (chapters 9-10) 

The guidebook also draws on the NATURANCE CWA 18349:2026, which sets out design principles and shared metrics for nature-based insurance and 
investment solutions, translating broad GI benefits into the types of evidence that support investment decisions: risk reduction, lifecycle financial 
viability, environmental integrity, social value, and governance, data and assurance.



How to use this Guidebook

Challenge What this section helps cities do Chapters

Visibility Understand current GI investment 1–2

Embedding Build strategic GI programmes 3

Value Translation Link benefits to funding logic 4–6

Readiness Prepare investable projects 5–8

Capacity Strengthen institutional capability 9–10



Chapter 1: The Green Infrastructure Funding and 
Financing Challenge
Green Infrastructure Is Already Being Funded and 
Financed

Many cities are already investing substantially in green infrastructure, 
including urban trees through public realm projects, sustainable 
drainage in transport schemes, green corridors through active mobility 
programmes, biodiversity improvements through planning 
requirements, parks through municipal budgets etc. The challenge is 
that these investments are rarely viewed as a coherent investment 
portfolio.

Green infrastructure is dispersed across departments, budgets and 
programmes. Investment decisions are taken under different policy 
frameworks using different funding and financing sources. 

As the City of Utrecht noted, green infrastructure expenditure is often 
embedded across multiple programmes, making it difficult to identify 
and quantify as a distinct investment category.

From Projects to Pipelines

Projects are individual interventions. Pipelines are coordinated 
portfolios of projects sharing common objectives, governance 
arrangements and investment logic.

For financiers, pipelines are more attractive because they provide 
greater scale, diversification, predictability and efficiency. For cities, 
pipelines create opportunities to coordinate investment across 
departments, align projects with strategic objectives and combine 
multiple funding and financing sources.

Step 0: Understanding Demand

Before making investment visible, cities need a spatial understanding of 
unmet need. The ESPON GILL methodology encourages cities to assess 
green infrastructure demand, evaluate existing provision and identify 
unmet need using spatial analysis, revealing where GI would generate 
greatest value in relation to flood risk, heat stress, biodiversity deficits, 
poor air quality or lack of green space access.



Chapter 2: Making Green Infrastructure Visible
One of the most significant barriers to financing green infrastructure is surprisingly simple: many cities do not have a clear picture of their own green 
infrastructure investment. Green infrastructure is not a department, it functions as a cross-cutting system contributing simultaneously to climate 
adaptation, flood management, biodiversity, mobility, public health, urban regeneration, housing quality, water management and economic 
development. Several steps can be taken to overcome that barrier including: 

GI Investment Inventory
A practical overview of existing and planned 
investment contributing to GI outcomes,  
developed progressively across housing, 
mobility, climate adaptation, water 
management, public realm and regeneration 
programmes. Focus on investments that 
deliver GI functions regardless of 
administrative classification. Include both 
capital expenditure and expected long-term 
maintenance obligations where possible.

GI Tagging
Projects assessed against simple criteria to 
determine whether they contain significant 
GI elements,  contributing to climate 
adaptation, stormwater management, 
urban cooling, biodiversity enhancement, 
air quality improvement, recreation and 
wellbeing, or ecosystem restoration. 
Improves visibility without creating 
additional bureaucracy.

Rolling 5–10 Year Pipeline
Complement annual budgeting with a 
longer-term perspective. Identify projects 
under construction, in planning, in capital 
programmes, linked to strategic plans and 
potential future opportunities. Provides the 
foundation for programme development 
and funding and financing discussions.
Include both capital expenditure and 
expected long-term maintenance 
obligations where possible.

Diagnostic check: Can you estimate total annual GI investment across the municipality? Could you produce a five-year GI investment pipeline 
if requested by a financing institution tomorrow? Would different departments use the same definition of green infrastructure?



Chapter 3: From Projects to Programmes — the 
Importance of Scale 
From Assets to Systems

Individual interventions such as pocket parks, rain gardens, green roofs, 
small wetlands are rarely large enough to attract significant external 
financing. Capital requirements are small, benefits are distributed and 
transaction costs are relatively high.
The investment proposition changes when interventions are aggregated 
into programmes or systems. A single pocket park functions as a local 
amenity. A coordinated network of pocket parks across heat-vulnerable 
neighbourhoods functions as an urban cooling system reducing heat 
exposure, improving public health and strengthening climate resilience at 
city scale. Multiple upstream restoration projects across a river catchment 
may collectively reduce flood risk for downstream municipalities, 
infrastructure operators and insurers.

NATURANCE Insight
The NATURANCE CWA distinguishes between nature-based interventions 
and financial mechanisms, and sets out the evidence needed to make risk 
reduction and ecosystem benefits meaningful for investors and insurers. It 
supports embedding NbS within broader investment frameworks with 
long-term implementation, stewardship and monitoring arrangements 
considered from the outset (CEN-CENELEC, 2026).

Practice Example: Copenhagen Cloudburst Plan

Following severe flooding in 2011, Copenhagen adopted a citywide 
Cloudburst Management Plan combining conventional drainage 
upgrades with blue-green infrastructure including floodable parks, 
green streets, retention spaces and water corridors. Rather than 
financing isolated interventions, the city developed a strategic urban 
resilience programme at system scale, demonstrating avoided 
damages and long-term cost savings.



Building a Green Infrastructure Investment Pipeline
Once projects have been grouped into programmes, cities can begin developing investment pipelines. These are structured portfolios of investments 
sharing common objectives, implementation arrangements and funding logic. A typical pipeline contains projects at different stages of development.

1

Strategic Concepts
Early-stage ideas aligned with city 

objectives such as urban resilience, healthy 
neighbourhoods, water management, urban 

cooling, biodiversity enhancement

2

Feasibility & Design
Projects undergoing technical studies, 

stakeholder engagement and cost 
estimation

3

Capital Programme
Projects included in approved investment 
programmes with defined funding sources

4

Under Construction
Projects in active delivery with monitoring 

and governance arrangements in place

5

Operational Assets
Completed projects generating outcomes, 

requiring maintenance and generating 
evidence for future investment cases

Pipelines provide financing institutions with visibility over future investment opportunities rather than isolated one-off projects. They also help cities 
identify opportunities for aggregation, bundling and programme-level financing approaches. The key question shifts from "How do we finance this 
project?" to "Which larger investment programme could this intervention strengthen?"



Chapter 4: Translating Benefits into Economic Value 
and Funding Logic

Even when cities have made green infrastructure visible and 
organised projects into programmes, a further challenge 
emerges: 

How can the benefits generated be translated into a 
credible investment case? 

Financial institutions do not need perfect economic 
valuation exercises but they do need confidence that 
investments generate meaningful and credible benefits, 
that beneficiaries can be identified and that there is a 
plausible funding or financing pathway.

Using NATURANCE Metrics as Evidence Guide

The CWA organises metrics across five dimensions: economic soundness, 
financial viability, environmental integrity, social value and governance, data 
and assurance. A flood resilience programme becomes more credible when it 
can show baseline flood risk, expected reduction in exposure or avoided 
damages, lifecycle cost & maintenance plan, beneficiaries protected, & 
governance arrangements for monitoring and adaptive management.

From Benefits to Beneficiaries

Identifying beneficiaries shifts the discussion from abstract benefits towards 
potential funding actors. Flood risk reduction benefits municipalities, water utilities, 
insurers, property owners and infrastructure operators. Air quality improvements 
benefit public health systems, employers, insurance providers and local communities. 
Property value increases benefit developers, landowners and municipalities.



Illustrative Impact–Finance Pathways

Floodable Parks, Wetlands & 
Green Corridors
Reduce surface water flooding, lower 
stormwater management costs and 
reduce pressure on conventional 
drainage.

Economic value: avoided flood 
damages, reduced insurance losses, 
deferred grey infrastructure 
investment.
Beneficiaries: municipalities, water 
utilities, insurers, infrastructure 
operators.
Pathways: municipal capital, utility 
investment, resilience funds.
Maintenance Considerations: 
sediment removal; vegetation 
management; inspection after storms

Biodiversity Restoration

Habitat restoration and biodiversity 
corridors can support compliance 
with environmental obligations while 
contributing to wider ecological 
resilience. 

Economic value: avoided mitigation 
costs, compliance benefits, 
opportunities linked to biodiversity 
compensation mechanisms.

Beneficiaries: developers, public 
authorities. 
Pathways: biodiversity credits, 
compensation schemes, regulatory 
compliance mechanisms. 
Maintenance Considerations: invasive 
species control, habitat management

Parks, Green Spaces & 
Property Value
Contribute to increased property 
values, improved attractiveness and 
enhanced quality of place. 
Economic value: increased land 
values, higher development 
attractiveness, enhanced economic 
activity. 
Beneficiaries: developers, 
landowners, municipalities. 
Pathways: land value capture, 
developer contributions, planning-
related funding and financing 
approaches.
Maintenance Considerations: 
landscaping; irrigation; safety 
maintenance; 

Urban Cooling & Energy 
Efficiency
Urban forests, street trees and green 
corridors reduce urban heat island 
effects. 

Economic value: reduced energy 
consumption, lower cooling costs, 
avoided infrastructure upgrades.
Beneficiaries: Utilities, municipalities, 
property owners. 
Pathways: climate adaptation 
programmes, utility investment plans 
or green bond frameworks.
Maintenance Considerations: 
pruning; watering; tree replacement

Maintenance must be considered an integral part of the investment proposition. Without effective maintenance, the value generated by green 
infrastructure can deteriorate rapidly. The NATURANCE CWA emphasises that long-term governance, operation and maintenance arrangements are 
part of the evidence base needed to support successful investment strategies.



Chapter 5: Assessing Investment Readiness
Many cities have developed strong green infrastructure projects with clear environmental rationale, well-understood benefits and stakeholder support. Yet 
projects that appear strong from a policy perspective do not always attract external funding or financing. Financing institutions are asking a different set of 
questions. They want confidence that a project can realistically be delivered, managed and sustained over time. Investment readiness exists on a spectrum, not 
as a fixed standard.

Foundation 1: Understanding What Is 
Being Financed
Define the physical assets, activities and 
investments involved. Cities must explain: 
What is being built, restored or managed? 
Where will investment take place? Who owns 
the assets? Who is responsible for delivery and 
long-term management? 
The clearer these answers, the easier it 
becomes to assess costs, benefits, risks and 
financing options. 
This concept aligns with and is reflected in that 
of economic soundness in the NATURANCE 
CWA.

Foundation 2: How the Investment 
Will Be Supported
Consider whether benefits create identifiable 
funding streams. Will the project be supported 
through municipal budgets? Are utility 
contributions possible? Could developer 
contributions play a role? Are there 
opportunities to combine grants with 
financing? 
The objective is to demonstrate a plausible and 
credible pathway through which both capital 
investment and long-term operation and 
maintenance costs can be funded and 
managed.
This aligns with financial viability in the 
NATURANCE CWA.

Foundation 3: Demonstrating 
Capacity to Deliver
Even well-designed projects with strong 
financial logic can struggle if delivery 
arrangements are unclear. Financiers want 
confidence that projects will be implemented 
successfully. Which department leads? How are 
responsibilities shared? Who oversees 
delivery? How will assets be maintained after 
construction? Strong governance 
arrangements can be just as important as the 
financing structure itself. 

This aligns with the concepts of governance, 
data and assurance in the NATURANCE CWA.

A good investment readiness review asks: Has the project identified the relevant risk or challenge? Established a baseline? Considered lifecycle costs? Clarified 
who pays and who benefits? Identified operation and maintenance responsibilities? Assessed environmental and social outcomes? Defined how performance 
will be monitored?



The Role of Project Preparation and 
Learning from Utrecht
The Importance of Project Preparation

Successful projects rarely move directly from concept to financing. Between these 
two stages lies a period of project preparation that often includes: technical studies, 
feasibility assessments, stakeholder engagement, cost estimation, risk assessment, 
governance development, business case preparation and financial planning.

Project preparation can feel slow and resource-intensive. However, it often 
determines whether a project succeeds later. Many financing institutions are willing 
to support project preparation activities because they recognise their importance in 
reducing uncertainty and strengthening investment quality.

Understanding Risk

Cities do not need to eliminate every risk. What matters is demonstrating that risks 
have been considered and that reasonable mitigation measures are in place. Flood 
resilience programmes may require evidence that interventions will perform under 
different climate scenarios. Urban greening programmes may need long-term 
maintenance arrangements. Development-related projects may require clarity 
regarding ownership and responsibilities.

Investment readiness is not a separate exercise undertaken at the end of 
project development. It is a process that develops alongside the project 
itself. The earlier cities begin thinking about investment readiness, the 
easier later financing discussions are likely to become.

Learning from Utrecht

Utrecht has developed a Strategic Investment and 
Funding (SIF) function that works alongside departments 
to support project development, investment planning and 
financing activities.
The role is not simply to find money. It is to help bridge 
the gap between policy ambitions and implementation 
realities, helping departments understand costs, funding 
opportunities, investment implications and delivery 
considerations.

The approach recognises that financing is only one part of 
a wider investment process. Organisational capacity, 
project preparation and strategic coordination are equally 
important.

Utrecht also illustrates that green infrastructure 
expenditure is often embedded across multiple 
programmes and departments, making it difficult to 
identify and quantify even in highly developed cities.

Key principle: Projects are often stronger when 
investment considerations are integrated early rather 
than introduced at the end of the process.



Practical Tool: Investment Readiness Checklist 
Before pursuing new financing opportunities, cities may wish to reflect on the following questions across each stage of the investment readiness journey.

Visibility

Can we estimate total annual investment in green infrastructure across 
the municipality?

Do we know which departments contribute most significantly to GI 
delivery?

Could we produce a five-year GI investment pipeline if requested by a 
financing institution tomorrow?

Would different departments use the same definition of green 
infrastructure?

Programme Development

To what extent is GI currently embedded within wider investment 
programmes?

Could multiple projects be combined into a single resilience, 
regeneration, mobility or biodiversity programme?

Would an external investor see a collection of projects or a coherent 
investment pipeline?

Investment Readiness

Can we clearly describe what is being delivered and do we understand 
the costs involved?

Have we identified potential funding sources and are governance 
arrangements clear?

Can we explain how the project will be managed over the long term?

Organisational Capacity

Do we have the internal capacity needed to identify opportunities, 
develop projects and manage investment programmes?

Is someone responsible for helping connect strategy, projects, funding 
and financing?

Are investment considerations integrated early in project development 
rather than at the end?

These questions provide an indication of how visible and investment-
ready green infrastructure currently is within the organisation — and 
where additional work may be required before pursuing new financing 
opportunities.



Chapter 6: Choosing and Combining Funding and 
Financing Mechanisms
There is rarely a single answer to the question "which financing mechanism should we use?" Successful green infrastructure programmes are rarely 
financed through a single source. Cities combine multiple forms of funding and financing, each playing a different role. Funding refers to sources 
that do not require repayment (grants, public budgets, developer contributions, philanthropic support). Financing refers to mechanisms providing 
capital expected to be repaid over time (loans, bonds, private investment). In practice, cities often combine funding and financing within a blended 
capital stack. While distinct, both are considered together in this guidebook because most green infrastructure programmes rely on a combination 
of non-repayable and repayable capital.

Public Funding: The Foundation

Municipal capital investment programmes, regional and national funding 
schemes, European funding programmes, public health budgets, climate 
adaptation funds, water management budgets and environmental funds. Many GI 
benefits are public goods such as flood resilience, biodiversity, improved public 
health and urban cooling benefit society as a whole. The challenge is often 
fragmentation of funding streams across sectors and departments. Cities that 
align these sources around shared objectives are better positioned to scale 
investment.

Development & Land-Based Mechanisms

Where GI contributes directly to land and property value, cities may capture a 
portion through developer contributions, planning obligations, land value capture 
approaches, tax increment financing or joint development models. 

The De Nieuwe Defensie project in Utrecht illustrates how green and blue 
infrastructure can become an integral component of a wider development model 
rather than a separate environmental expenditure.

Utility & Service-Based Models

Where GI helps avoid infrastructure costs or improve service performance,  
stormwater management, water quality improvement, flood risk reduction, urban 
cooling,  utility investment may become possible. 

Urban wetlands, retention areas and nature-based water treatment systems can 
complement or reduce the need for conventional grey infrastructure. This 
requires close collaboration between municipalities, utilities and regulators.

Loans, Bonds & Blended Finance

As  GI programmes become larger and more structured they may use municipal 
loans, green bonds, revolving funds, infrastructure financing facilities, public 
development bank financing and blended finance structures. These provide access 
to larger capital pools but require higher investment readiness. 

This includes clarity regarding project scope, implementation arrangements, 
funding sources, risk management and long-term stewardship. For this reason, 
cities should generally focus on strengthening project preparation and investment 
readiness before pursuing more complex financing structures.



Matching Projects to Capital 

Project Type Recommended Mechanisms

Neighbourhood greening Grants, municipal budgets, sponsorship

Housing-linked GI Developer contributions, land value capture

Flood resilience programme Municipal capital, utility finance, loans

Citywide GI pipeline Blended finance, green bonds, development bank finance

The number of available financing mechanisms for green infrastructure continues to grow. While this creates opportunities, it
can also create confusion. Cities do not need to become experts in every financing instrument. What matters most is 
understanding the characteristics of the project or programme, the value being created, the beneficiaries involved and the 
broader investment context. 

Once these foundations are in place, selecting and combining financing mechanisms becomes considerably easier. The 
mechanisms themselves are tools. The real challenge is developing projects and programmes that are ready to use them.

Cities should consider not only how capital investment will be funded or financed, but also how long-term operation and 
maintenance costs will be covered.



The Maintenance Challenge
Unlike grey infrastructure, green infrastructure (GI) performance depends heavily on long-
term stewardship. It creates value over time only if properly maintained.

Without maintenance:
• Trees fail
• Wetlands clog
• Biodiversity declines
• Cooling benefits reduce
• Flood performance deteriorates

• Environmental performance
• Investment value

Effective long-term maintenance requires dedicated and sustainable financing. Here are common 
pathways for different GI types:

Typical Maintenance Financing Pathways
GI Type Common Maintenance Pathways

Parks / public green space Municipal Operational & Maintenance budgets, 
parks levies

Housing-linked GI Service charges, developer obligations, 
management companies

Wetlands / SuDS Utility charges, stormwater fees

Biodiversity corridors Stewardship agreements, public budgets, 
conservation funds

Mixed-use regeneration GI Maintenance trusts, district management bodies

Poor maintenance reduces both:



Chapter 7: Engaging Financing Institutions
This chapter focuses specifically on financing institutions providing repayable capital or finance-related advisory support. Cities will typically 
also engage with funding providers such as grant programmes and public subsidy schemes elsewhere in the investment process, but these are 
addressed in Chapter 6.

Starting the Conversation Early

Financing institutions are not simply providers of capital. They 
can also provide strategic advice, challenge assumptions, 
identify risks and help cities strengthen project structures 
before investment decisions are made. The most successful 
relationships often begin much earlier than cities expect. 

The objective is not necessarily to secure financing immediately, 
it is to test ideas, understand expectations and improve project 
quality.

Engage early, test assumptions and work together to strengthen 
projects over time.

Common Reasons Projects Struggle

Cities often assume projects fail because financiers do not 
understand environmental value. In practice, challenges are 
often more mundane: investment scope remains unclear; 
responsibilities are not well defined; funding sources have not 
been identified; programme scale is insufficient; implementation 
arrangements are uncertain; or long-term maintenance has not 
been adequately addressed.

Many successful cities develop ongoing relationships with 
financing institutions over time. These relationships allow both 
sides to build understanding and trust.



What Financiers Are Looking For

Cities often begin with a policy objective. 
Financiers generally begin by understanding the 
proposed investment. They ask: What is being 
delivered? How much will it cost? Who will deliver 
it? How will it be maintained? What risks need to be 
managed? How will the investment be funded over 
time? These questions do not imply that 
environmental benefits are unimportant, they 
reflect the need to understand whether a project 
can be implemented successfully and sustained 
over its lifecycle.

Market Sounding

Engaging earlier through informal discussions with potential funding and financing 
partners before decisions have been finalised. Cities might explore: Does the 
proposed programme appear sufficiently large? Which aspects require further 
development? Are there concerns regarding governance or implementation? Would a 
particular financing structure be considered credible? These discussions help identify 
weaknesses early.

Improving access to finance is  not simply about creating new financial products. It is 
also about creating stronger relationships between cities, public authorities, 
development banks and investors.

Credibility does not come from having all the answers. It comes from demonstrating 
that key questions have been considered. Transparency about uncertainties is often 
more valuable than presenting unrealistic certainty.

Choosing the Right Partners

Institution Type Typical Role When to Engage

Public development banks Loans, guarantees, blended finance, advisory Early–mid

National promotional banks Public infrastructure finance Early–mid

Commercial banks Senior debt / structured lending Mid–late

Impact investors Outcome-linked or blended capital Mid–late



Chapter 8: Monitoring, Measuring and Managing Green 
Infrastructure Investment
Many cities devote significant effort to securing funding for green infrastructure. Far less attention is given to what happens afterwards. Green infrastructure differs 
from traditional infrastructure because its value continues to evolve over time,  trees grow, habitats mature, ecosystems develop and benefits accumulate.

If cities cannot demonstrate what has been delivered, what outcomes are being generated and how investments are performing, it becomes difficult to build 
confidence among decision-makers, funding bodies and financing institutions. It is therefore, a critical part of developing long-term investment credibility.

Investment
How much money is being invested; where investment is occurring; which 
departments are contributing; how funding sources are changing over time; 
and how much investment is planned in the future. Without this, green 
infrastructure remains largely invisible within municipal investment systems.

Assets
Maintain an understanding of GI assets being created, restored or maintained 
such as, urban forests, parks, green corridors, wetlands, sustainable drainage 
systems, green roofs, biodiversity areas. Understand what exists, asset 
condition, maintenance liabilities and future renewal needs.

Outcomes
Identify a limited number of meaningful indicators to demonstrate progress 
e.g. reduced flood risk, improved biodiversity, urban cooling, air quality 
improvements, enhanced recreation, improved health and wellbeing. The 
NATURANCE CWA stresses that metrics should be specific, measurable, 
relevant, time-related and proportionate.

Value Creation
Often the least developed area. Track how outcomes contribute to wider 
economic, social and environmental value such as, avoided flood damages, 
reduced healthcare costs, increased property values, reduced energy 
consumption, improved resilience, enhanced attractiveness. 



Achieving Strategic Green Infrastructure 
Investment

What this means in practice 

Many cities focus on finding finance for the 
next project. An equally important challenge 
is building the evidence base that will support 
future projects. Monitoring plays a central role 
in this process.

Cities that understand their assets, 
investments, outcomes and value creation are 
often better positioned to attract funding, 
engage financing institutions and develop 
stronger investment pipelines. 

Monitoring is therefore not the final stage of 
the investment cycle. It is one of the 
foundations upon which future investment 
opportunities are built.



Chapter 9: Building Municipal Capacity for Green 
Infrastructure Investment

Why Capacity is Critical 

The challenge facing cities is rarely a simple shortage of financing 
mechanisms. Cities today can access a wide range of grants, public 
funding programmes, loans, financial instruments and emerging 
nature-finance approaches. Yet many continue to struggle to move 
projects from concept to implementation.

The reason is often organisational rather than financial. Green 
infrastructure investment sits at the intersection of planning, 
environment, climate adaptation, infrastructure, regeneration, 
public health and finance. Delivering successful projects requires 
coordination across functions that have traditionally operated 
separately.

Moving Beyond the Grant Model

The skills required to secure grants are not always the same as those 
required to structure investment programmes. In Utrecht for 
example these are managed by distinct teams. 

Developing investment-ready projects requires additional 
capabilities: understanding financial structures, assessing funding 
pathways, building business cases, managing risk, developing 
implementation strategies, engaging investors and coordinating 
multiple funding and financing sources.

The Emerging Role of the Financial Architect
Several cities are beginning to recognise the need for individuals who can operate between 
technical, policy and financial domains. A financial architect helps translate strategic ambitions 
into deliverable investment programmes. They have a role in identifying  financing opportunities, 
assessing financing options, supporting business case development, coordinating stakeholders 
and facilitating discussions with financial institutions. They do not replace technical experts or 
finance departments; they bridge the gap between project development and investment 
structuring.

Building Cross-Department Collaboration
Environmental teams understand ecological outcomes. Planning departments understand 
development processes. Infrastructure teams understand delivery requirements. Finance 
departments understand budgets, funding and risk. Each perspective is important. Cities may 
benefit from cross-department project teams, GI steering groups, investment review processes, 
shared project pipelines or strategic planning forums. Green infrastructure investment should 
be viewed as a shared organisational challenge rather than the responsibility of a single 
department.

Building Knowledge and Confidence
Training, peer learning, networks and knowledge exchange can all help strengthen organisational 
capability. Initiatives such as the Urban Agenda for the EU, NATURANCE, NetworkNature and 
other collaborative platforms create opportunities for cities to learn from one another. Cities do 
not need to become financial institutions, but they do need sufficient understanding to engage 
confidently in financing discussions.



Chapter 10: A Green Infrastructure Investment Maturity 
Model
Cities are at very different stages in their green infrastructure journey. The maturity model is intended as a practical reflection tool - not to rank cities, but to 
help them identify their current position, understand potential next steps and recognise that investment readiness develops progressively over time.

01

Level 1: Project-Based Delivery
GI delivered individually; grant dependent; limited 
visibility of overall expenditure; projects developed 
independently by departments; limited 
engagement with financing institutions. Primary 
challenge: visibility.

02

Level 2: Coordinated Planning
GI recognised as a strategic issue; cross-
departmental collaboration increasing; city-wide 
strategy exists; projects increasingly aligned with 
strategic goals. Primary challenge: moving from 
planning to implementation at scale.

03

Level 3: Programme-Based Delivery
GI embedded within wider housing, regeneration, 
mobility and climate adaptation initiatives; 
investment pipelines beginning to emerge; funding 
sources combined more strategically. Primary 
challenge: investment readiness and financial 
structuring capability.

04

Level 4: Investment Ready
GI approached as an investment proposition; stronger governance 
arrangements, clearer business cases, more sophisticated project preparation; 
financing institutions engaged during project development. Primary challenge: 
scaling investment and embedding GI within wider municipal investment 
systems.

05

Level 5: Strategic Investment
GI treated as a strategic component of the city's wider investment portfolio; 
fully integrated into capital planning and long-term development 
programmes; funding and financing mechanisms combined strategically; 
relationships with financing institutions well established. 



CONCLUSION RETHINKING GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCE

Conclusion: Rethinking Green Infrastructure Finance
The Core Finding

European cities already have access to a growing range of grants, public funding programmes, financial instruments and investment facilities. Yet 
despite this expanding landscape, many cities continue to experience difficulty in mobilising investment at the scale required to meet their 
ambitions. This suggests that the challenge is not solely financial, it is equally a challenge of visibility, organisation, preparation and capacity.

Green infrastructure is often hidden within the wider machinery of urban 
development, embedded within housing projects, transport 
programmes, flood management schemes, public realm investments and 
regeneration initiatives. This mainstreaming is in many ways a success. 

However, when investments are dispersed across departments, budgets 
and programmes, they become difficult to identify, monitor and present 
as a coherent investment proposition.

The principal barrier to scaling green infrastructure investment is often not 
the lack of financing mechanisms. In many cases, the deeper constraint is the 
absence of municipal capability to identify, aggregate, structure and manage 
green infrastructure as an investable asset class.

Cities do not necessarily need more financing products. Many already have 
access to grants, public funds, loans and emerging nature-finance mechanisms. 
What is often missing is the ability to transform fragmented projects into 
coherent pipelines that financing institutions can understand and support.

A New Question

The question is no longer simply: How do we finance a green infrastructure project?
Increasingly, the more useful question is: How do we build a city-wide pipeline of green infrastructure investments that can attract long-term funding and 
financing while delivering environmental, social and economic value?



Key Takeaways: The Path Forward

Make It Visible

Develop a GI Investment Inventory and 
introduce GI Tagging across departments. 
Build a rolling 5–10 year pipeline. You 
cannot finance what you cannot see.

Think in Programmes

Move from asset-level to system-level 
thinking. Embed GI within housing, 
mobility, flood resilience and regeneration 
programmes. Aggregate projects into 
investable portfolios.

Translate Value

Identify who benefits from GI outcomes. 
Use the NATURANCE CWA five-dimension 
framework as a practical evidence 
checklist. Link interventions to economic 
value and funding logic.

Build Readiness

Invest in project preparation. Define assets, governance and 
funding pathways early. Engage financing institutions before 
projects are fully defined — not after.

Develop Capacity

Build the financial architect function. Create cross-departmental 
coordination mechanisms. Develop monitoring systems that track 
investment, assets, outcomes and value creation.

The future of green infrastructure finance may depend less on inventing new instruments and more on helping cities build the missing 
capability to move from projects to pipelines and from fragmented interventions to strategic investment systems. 

Sources: NATURANCE Consortium (2025); CEN-CENELEC CWA 18349:2026; European Investment Bank (2023); ESPON (2021); NetworkNature 
(2023, 2024); GrowGreen Consortium (2020); Connecting Nature Consortium (2021); UPSURGE Consortium (2024).



Annex 1: CWA-Informed Evidence Checklist for Green 
Infrastructure Investment
The following checklist translates the NATURANCE CEN Workshop Agreement metric categories into a simplified municipal format. It is intended as a practical 
starting point for cities preparing green infrastructure programmes for discussion with funding and financing partners. It should be applied proportionately, 
depending on project scale, data availability and the maturity of the investment proposition.

CWA Evidence Dimension What Cities Should Be Able to Explain Typical Evidence

Economic Soundness What risk, cost or public policy challenge is the GI 
intervention addressing, and why does it matter?

Baseline risk or need assessment; expected risk reduction; 
avoided damages or avoided costs; beneficiaries protected; 
wider co-benefits.

Financial Viability How will the intervention be funded, financed, operated and 
maintained over its lifecycle?

Capital and operating cost estimates; confirmed or potential 
funding streams; repayment pathway if relevant; 
maintenance plan; sensitivity or scenario considerations.

Environmental Integrity How will the intervention improve nature, ecosystems or 
environmental performance while avoiding unintended 
harm?

Ecological baseline; habitat or biodiversity indicators; 
ecosystem service outcomes; Do No Significant Harm 
considerations; adaptive management plan.

Social Value & Ethical 
Practice

Who benefits, who may be affected and how have 
stakeholders been involved?

Stakeholder engagement record; accessibility and equity 
considerations; benefit-sharing approach; community 
participation or stewardship arrangements.

Governance, Data & 
Assurance

Who is responsible for delivery, monitoring, maintenance 
and corrective action?

Governance structure; roles and responsibilities; monitoring, 
reporting and verification plan; data sources; independent 
review where proportionate.

Source: CEN-CENELEC (2026). CWA 18349:2026 Nature-based insurance and investments  - Guidance on performance and design criteria. CEN Workshop 
Agreement developed through CEN/WS NATURANCE.


