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Executive summary

The Peatland Restoration Roadmap sets out a pathway towards the ambition set out in the
Environment Improvement Plan to bring 280,000 hectares of peatland under restoration by
2050. Natural England was commissioned by Defra to deliver the roadmap project, but the
roadmap itself has been developed collaboratively with the peatland restoration
community to incorporate their expertise, views and delivery plans.

The peatland restoration roadmap aims to:

e Set out a pathway to restoration of England’s peatland habitats with the ambition of
reaching 280,000 ha of restoration delivery to 2050

e Develop an evidence-based roadmap which helps the sector deliver

e Commission stakeholder research to build a shared delivery pipeline

e Collaborate on definitions of restoration and trajectories to recovery

Definitions

The roadmap focuses on the restoration to healthy peatland habitats, i.e. bogs and fens,
and re-establishing the conditions needed for peatlands to thrive. A natural function led
approach was taken to define the area under restoration as the area of hydrological
change, i.e. the area expected to be hydrologically influenced by restoration activities. This
definition is supported by restoration outcomes, such as a permanently wetted peat body
and the presence of peat-forming vegetation.

The way that peatlands respond to restoration depends on the extent and nature of their
degradation. To define the expected progress of peatlands along an expected recovery
trajectory, universal stages of progress were developed which consider the removal of
factors causing degradation and the development of conditions that enable peat formation.
The changes in specific aspects of natural function along a restoration response trajectory
were developed at a high-level and should be considered an area for future work.

Delivery pipeline

The definitions and response trajectories underpin a restoration delivery pipeline which
provides a snapshot of the peatland restoration actions planned or completed by partners
between 2021 and 2050. Delivery plan data was gathered through an online survey open
from November 2024 and January 2025.

A total of 191,000 ha of peatland restoration delivery has been identified through the
roadmap project; however, we know this does not represent the complete picture.
Established peat partnerships typically responded to the surveys, with very few responses
from individuals restoring at a local level and indicating the pipeline does not reflect total
restoration potential. Limitations to the survey methods, such as the timing, resource
availability and voluntary nature will also have had an influence on the number and types
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of responses received. Future data gathering to improve the accuracy of the pipeline
should focus on reaching wider audiences interested in restoration and geographic areas
where few responses were submitted, such as lowland peatlands. The inclusion of
completed restoration delivery should also be more fully explored to make sure it is
accurately quantified, such as from agri-environment schemes and the Restoration
Register.

Stakeholder findings

An extensive participatory stakeholder engagement process was carried out by Dialogue
Matters to identify successes, barriers, priorities and suggested actions to realise
government’s peatland restoration ambitions. Participants developed a collective vision
where peatlands are “thriving carbon-storing habitats, managed collaboratively to provide
multiple benefits”. The research identified seven focus areas where participants feel action
is needed to enable more restoration to be done on the ground, providing an insight as to
what can help meet the 280,000 ha restoration ambition set by government. The focus
areas are: consents and permissions, management toolbox, what does ‘restored’ look like,
people to do the work, funding and finance, effective collaboration at the landscape level
and a culture of learning and innovation.

Roadmap legacy

The roadmap presented here has made considerable progress through collaboratively
developing a framework within which planned restoration delivery can be quantified and
analysed. The delivery pipeline itself represents planned delivery at a single point in time
influenced by the methods used and peatland policy and context at the time. The
stakeholder findings provide valuable insight from the peatland restoration community
regarding the challenges faced and what action can help achieve restoration goals on the
ground. The Environment Improvement Plan 2025 sets out government’s actions to meet
peatland restoration commitments through further investment for peatland restoration,
water management changes and enabling restoration progress to be tracked through the
Peatland Restoration Register.

Page 5 of 99 Peatland Restoration Roadmap NERR171



Contents

INEFOAUCTION ... e e e e e 8
The need for peatland restoration............oooeiiiiiii e 9
Peatland restoration in a changing climate.............cccccoiiiiii 9
Peatland restoration contribution to targets ... 10
Restoration ROAAMAP ........iiii e e e e e e e e aeees 11
DEfINItIONS ... e e e e e e e e e an 11
Restoration delivery pipeling SUNVEYS ..........cooieiiiiii e 14
Restoration delivery PIpeliNe ... 15
Restoration aCtionS...........oooiiiiiiiii i 26
Supporting actions: thematic analysSis ..............uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 31
Water Man@QEMENT ... ..o 31
Finance and fUNAINgG ........oouueiiiii e e e e e et e e e e e e aaaens 33
Y= Ter (o] 7= o = ox 1 Y20 PPRTPRRR 35
Consents and PEIMISSIONS ........oouvuiiiiii et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e aeaaaaas 36
Land USE CROICES.........ooiiiiiiiiiiei e 37
What does ‘restored’ 00K KE? ..........e i 38
Restoration trajeCctories. ... 40
ROAAMAP [€QACY ... 46
Reporting of restoration delivery............ooo 46
Appendix 1: Development of the roadmap..........cooooeiiiiiiii e 48
GOVEBINANCE ...ttt oottt et e e oo e e et e ettt e e e e e e e bbb e e et e e e e e e e nnnnee e 48
Task 1 — defiNItiONS. ... 50
Task 2 — stakeholder engagement dialogue and SUIVey ..., 56
Task 3 — delivery PIPElING SUMVEY ... 56
Task 4 — recovery trajectories and case StuUdieS............ueiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc e, 60

Page 6 of 99 Peatland Restoration Roadmap NERR171



Task 5 — writing the roadmap .....coooooeeeeeee e 61

Appendix 2: Supporting data tables ... 62
Appendix 3: Survey questions and QUIdANCE ..........ccooeiiiiiiiiie e 66
INEFOAUCTION ... 66
BaSiC SUIVEY QUIHANCE.........coeeii et e e e e e e e e e e e as 66
BasiC SUNVEY QUESTIONS .........cooiiiiiiiiiiii e 67
Detailed survey guIdanCe ...........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiii 70
Detailed survey notes — Section 1 qUESHIONS ..........uueiiiiiii i 73
Detailed survey notes — Section 2 qUESHIONS ..........eueiiiii i 73
Detailed survey notes — Section 3 qUESTIONS ...........vviiiiii i 75
Detailed survey notes - Section 4 QUESHIONS.............uiiiiiiiiiiicce e, 83
REFEIENCES ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 93

Page 7 of 99 Peatland Restoration Roadmap NERR171



Introduction

The restoration of peatlands is crucial to bring back their natural function and associated
societal benefits which have been lost through centuries of exploitation, drainage and
other damage. The peatland restoration roadmap aims to set out how to achieve the
ambition of bringing 280,000 ha of peatland into restoration management in England by
2050. This project has been led by Natural England in collaboration with the peatland
restoration community in England.

The peatland restoration roadmap aims to:

e Set out a pathway to restoration of England’s peatland habitats with the ambition of
reaching 280,000 ha of restoration delivery to 2050

¢ Develop an evidence-based roadmap which helps the sector deliver

e Commission stakeholder research to build a shared delivery pipeline

e Collaborate on definitions of restoration and trajectories to recovery

The roadmap is focused on the restoration to healthy peatland habitats, i.e. bogs and fens,
through removing pressures and re-establishing the conditions needed for peatlands to
thrive. This is achieved by restoring the natural processes which lead to peat formation
through waterlogging and accumulation of decaying organic material. Whilst this report
signposts to adjacent peat workstreams, such as sustainable management of peat soils,
they are not the focus of this project.

This report is split into four sections:

¢ Need for peatland restoration which sets out the case for restoration and provides
context on the current targets

e Restoration Roadmap which sets outs definitions, the delivery pipeline and
accompanying narrative with evidence from the Dialogue Matters (DM) stakeholder
engagement

e Recovery trajectories which describe out how peatlands are expected to respond
over time to restoration activities

e Roadmap legacy which sets out how findings from this project may be used in
future

There are three appendices to this report which include the development of the roadmap
project, supporting data tables and the data survey guidance. Three annexes are available
as separate documents which include analysis of the 2021 — 2025 restoration delivery
dataset, the full report from the stakeholder engagement by Dialogue Matters and case
studies provided by partners.

This research report has been written by Natural England using the outcomes of Project
Steering Group (PSG) and Technical Advisory Group (TAG) discussions and the evidence
collected by Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems.
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The need for peatland restoration

Peatlands are the world’s largest terrestrial carbon store with a rich and unique biodiversity
adapted over millennia to survive in waterlogged conditions. When healthy, they play an
important role in water regulation, slowing the flow of water through catchments and
providing clean drinking water. Peatlands cover approximately 10.9% of England but only
an estimated 13% are in a near natural functioning state (Evans et al., 2017). Drainage,
pollution and other damaging land uses have resulted in loss of characteristic vegetation,
followed by drying and oxidation of peat, causing the direct loss of carbon that has
accumulated and been stored within them for millennia. England’s peatlands currently
account for 2% of the England’s total greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Brown et al.,
2025) with carbon continually being lost while they remain drained. As well as this loss of
carbon, drier conditions increase the risk of damaging preserved archaeology and the
unique environmental archive recorded in the peat as it accumulated.

Restoring peatlands is critical to reduce GHG emissions from land use and allow
biodiversity to recover. The recovery to naturally functioning systems will also provide a
range of co-benefits such as flood mitigation, water regulation and protection of cultural
heritage. The Office for National Statistics estimates that the carbon benefits of restoring
all UK peatlands would outweigh the costs by at least 5 to 1, with total climate change
benefits estimated at £109 billion (ONS, 2019).

Peatland restoration in a changing climate

Protecting and restoring peatlands is one of the key Nature-based Solutions to deliver
climate change mitigation (Gregg et al., 2021). However, their ability to deliver ecosystem
services depends on their condition, with healthy peatlands delivering a greater range of
services than damaged peatlands. The changing climate impacts all environmental
systems and degraded systems, including degraded peatlands, are much more vulnerable
to this change as they are already significantly damaged with reduced capacity to self-
regulate and adapt. Their restoration should therefore be considered a priority to increase
resilience to future change and prevent further damage and carbon losses (Gregg et al.,
2021).

Changing precipitation and temperature patterns due to climate change, including the
increasing frequency and intensity of extreme weather events, will impact different types of
peatlands in different ways across England. The success of restoration activities can be
impacted, for example, drought slowing recovery of water levels, and the ability for
vegetation to establish. Drier and warmer conditions also significantly increase the fire risk
in peatlands, with climate change expected to increase the frequency and magnitude of
fires (Glaves et al., 2020).

Both blanket and raised bogs are considered to have high sensitivity to climate change
(Staddon et al., 2023) and their natural capital benefits are at high risk (Lusardi et al.,
2024). The hydrological damage to bogs means that they are particularly vulnerable to
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drying in warmer, drier summer conditions (Gregg et al., 2021), and their ability to store
potentially greater winter rainfall is also compromised. Projections indicate that the area of
the uplands suitable for peat-forming vegetation could decline by up to 65% by 2050
(CCC, 2021), whilst the distribution of active blanket bog may contract towards the north
and west of the UK due to increasing summer temperatures (Gregg et al., 2021). Studies
also suggest that pockets of peatland resilience may persist in other areas where
Sphagnum cover is maintained (Gallego-Sala and Prentice, 2013) and longer growing
seasons may occur through increased temperatures (Lunt et al., 2019).

Degraded fens are also considered more sensitive to climate change than hydrologically
intact fens (Staddon et al., 2023), especially to changes in water quality and quantity due
to their reliance on local hydrological conditions. Fen habitats are at risk of drying out
during drier conditions, however more frequent inundation due to changes in storm
frequency and intensity is also possible (Gregg et al., 2021). The networks of drainage
ditches in degraded fens are also vulnerable to both drying out and inundation due to
changes in conditions, leading to increased GHG emissions and mobilisation of previously
stored sediment (Gregg et al., 2021).

Peatland restoration contribution to targets

The ambition to have 280,000 ha of peatland under restoration by 2050 was first set out in
the Net Zero Strategy (2021) and more recently in the Carbon Budget and Growth Delivery
Plan (2025) and Environment Improvement Plan 2025. The Climate Change Committee
recommends that peatland restoration accounts for 50% of the emissions savings in the
land use sector by 2040, and 17% of the savings in the agriculture and land use sector
(Carbon Budget 7, CCC, 2025). Restoration to natural functioning systems has significant
impacts on carbon, hydrology and vegetation, therefore peatland restoration contributes to
a number of the goals and commitments of the Environment Improvement Plan, in addition
to the Environment Act 2021 and Climate Change Act 2008 requirements.

Environment Act 2021 targets:

e Restore or create more than 500,000 hectares of wildlife-rich habitat outside of
protected sites by 2042
e Restore 75% of protected sites to favourable condition by 2042

Goal 1: Restored nature

e Effectively conserve and manage 30% of the UK’s land by 2030 (30by30)

e By December 2030 50% of SSSI features to have actions on track to achieve
favourable condition (Environment Act interim target)

e Restore or create a total of 250,000 hectares of a range of wildlife-rich habitats
outside of protected sites by December 2030 (Environment Act interim target)

Goal 3: Water
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e Restore 75% of our water bodies to good ecological status
Goal 6: Resources

e Bring at least 40% of England’s agricultural soil into sustainable management by
2028, and increasing to 60% by 2030

Goal 7: Climate change

e Reduce net greenhouse gas emissions by at least 100% (net zero) by 2050 relative
to 1990 levels
e Restore approximately 280,000 hectares of peatland in England by 2050

Goal 8: Reduced environmental hazards

e Continue to support woodland creation and peatland restoration projects to protect
soils, rivers and biodiversity, and provide natural flood management and climate
mitigation and resilience benefits, through funding and by recording hectares
planted or restored.

Goal 10: Access to nature

e Improve the condition, diversity and character of our landscapes and the condition
of the historic environment and heritage features, including designated geological
sites and scheduled monuments

Restoration Roadmap

Definitions

Methodologies for defining peatland restoration vary across the peatland community. This
project broadly defines peatland restoration as the process of re-establishing peatland
habitats. This is achieved by restoring the natural processes which promote waterlogging,
the growth of peat-forming vegetation and the accumulation of decaying organic material,
which together support the formation of peat.

The pipeline of restoration delivery shows the amount of peatland where restoration
activity is currently planned or has the potential to fit into a delivery plan.

In order to build a pipeline of restoration delivery, peatland restoration needs to be defined
in a consistent and quantifiable way. The challenge of defining restoration includes three
aspects:

e Action criteria: which restoration activities should be counted in the roadmap
pipeline
e Spatial criteria: how the area under restoration should be defined
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e Temporal and scale criteria: what levels of action or stages of progress should
be used

The definitions below were developed through the TAG for the purpose of collecting the
delivery pipeline. Full details of the methodology are provided in Appendix 1 — Task 1 —
definitions.

Peat and peaty soils

Peat is defined as a type of soil “formed from carbon rich dead and decaying plant material
under waterlogged conditions” (Bain et al., 2011). There is no universally agreed definition
of peat, with minimum thickness and organic matter content varying across countries and
often linked to funding eligibility (IUCN UK Peatland Programme, 2023). Peaty soils are
defined as a group of soil texture classes with at least 20% organic matter (see glossary of
Final Report England Peat Map - NERR149).

The England Peat Map (EPM) was published in May 2025 and provides the most up to
date map of England’s peaty soils. The EPM uses an organic matter content threshold of
50% to define peat and does not propose a depth criteria for soils to be considered peat or
peaty soils. It models the extent, depth and condition of peat including vegetation and
upland peat erosion and drainage features. The map layers are available through the
England Peat Map Portal, together with map layers which describe the accuracy and
confidence of the outputs.

Future revisions to the EPM are planned to improve accuracy, including additional survey
data and integration with the UK GHG Inventory reporting.

Restoration activities

The definition of restoration activities followed broad aspects of natural function:
hydrology, soil processes, species composition (flora/fauna), vegetation controls and
nutrient status/dynamics. For each of these, high-level physical interventions were
identified that land managers may deliver onsite to inform data collection, specifically:

e Actions to raise/stabilise/maintain water table including reconfiguring water
management systems to restore hydrological function

e Actions to prevent deliberate loss (cease peat cutting)

e Actions to prevent erosion

e Actions to stabilise slumping

e Actions to establish peat-forming vegetation

e Actions to introduce target plant species

¢ Actions to remove non-target plant species

e Actions to introduce target animal species (vertebrate/invertebrate)

e Adjust grazing/mowing

¢ Remove grazing/mowing

e Cease controlled burning
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e Actions to prevent nutrient inputs (water — diffuse/point)

Additional detail on individual actions, enabling actions and associated outcomes were
developed to support data collection and are included in Appendix 1 - Task 1 — definitions
table A1.1.

This approach to defining restoration activities to collect the pipeline means they are
applicable to any funding source and align with the current development of the Peatland
Restoration Register. The restoration register will provide a dynamic record of all
government funded peatland restoration in England including details on peatland type,
area under restoration and the activities delivered. More detail on the restoration register is
provided in Reporting of restoration delivery.

Area under restoration

The TAG recommended a consistent, prescribed approach to define the area under
restoration, driven by natural ecohydrological function, rather than using the footprint of
works as directed under the Peatland Code.

The area under restoration is defined as the area of hydrological change, i.e. the
area expected to be hydrologically influenced by restoration interventions.

A natural function led definition, rather than a single outcome or activity, aligns with
ecosystem restoration principles (Mainstone et al., 2018) and is more likely to reflect the
overall scale of peatland habitat recovery. The definition is also inclusive of a range of
geographies and peatland habitat types, as the area of hydrological change will be
determined by local context. The approach here reflects that used in the Nature for
Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) and aligns with Landscape Recovery reporting
of peatland restoration activities. Further details of the development of the definition are
included in Appendix 1 - Task 1 — definitions.

Restoration outcomes

Following from the natural function approach to defining restoration, the TAG developed
primary outcomes for the different aspects of natural function; hydrology, soil/sediment
processes, species composition and vegetation controls, and nutrient levels. These are:

¢ Raised, stabilised or maintained water table
e Permanently wetted peat body

e Reduced fluctuations in water level

e Ecotypical hydrochemistry

e Presence of peat-forming vegetation

e Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat

e Mitigation of wildfire risk

e Cessation of erosion

e Stabilisation of slumping
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e Improved water quality

e Absence of negative indicator species

e Presence of ecotypical fauna

e Functional microbial communities

e Appropriate progression of plant species composition and structure

Stages of progress

The recovery of natural function in degraded peatlands depends on the removal of onsite
stressors and the development of conditions that prevent further deterioration and enable
and sustain peat formation. Restoration is therefore an iterative process, the steps and
timing of which are governed by the extent and nature of degradation being addressed. To
reflect the reality of restoration progress along this recovery trajectory in the roadmap
pipeline, TAG developed an approach structured around five stages from which a starting
stage and end stage can be chosen:

e Stage D — Degraded: No action has been undertaken to restore

o Stage 1 — Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline

e Stage 2 — Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat
formation (including prevent further losses and deterioration)

e Stage 3 — Recovery: Work to support continued development of peatland
communities (including characteristic species, structure and function)

e Stage 4 — Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions are complete.
Management to maintain peatland habitat function and avoid further pressure.

This approach (full details in Appendix 1 - Task 1 — definitions) combines information on
habitat condition as well as actions, enabling potential analysis on actions stopping full
recovery, the iterative nature of restoration and progress made. It also enables site-
specific trajectories to be developed reflecting the health of the ecosystem itself, rather
than just the overlying habitat. The definitions developed are intended that a site cannot
move to the next stage until all stressors are addressed. For example, a site may undergo
several phases of restoration activities, but peat formation cannot be re-established due to
continued external stressors from neighbouring land management causing poor water
quality and therefore the site would remain at stage 1. Sites may however ‘move back’ a
stage where they are recovering but then new stressors occur. The approach does not
replace existing frameworks describing restoration but aligns with how stages of
restoration are expressed e.g. the Peatland Code.

Restoration delivery pipeline surveys

To set out a pathway to the ambition of 280,000 ha peatland habitat under restoration by
2050, a data gathering exercise was undertaken to capture the amount of restoration
delivery planned by partners and the factors influencing deliverability. Two surveys were
conducted between November 2024 and January 2025:
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e a basic survey aimed at identifying individual managers restoring peatland at the
local level, and untapped restoration potential, assuming a limited level of technical
knowledge.

e a detailed survey aimed at peatland restoration practitioners with a sound
technical understanding of peatland ecosystem restoration, including Peatland
Restoration Partnerships and other delivery partners.

The surveys collected data on the restoration action planned between now and 2050,
including the area of restoration, type of vegetation and land use, starting and end stage in
the restoration sequence, types of actions planned and funding required. A full copy of the
survey questions and guidance is provided in appendix 3.

The basic survey returned 10 records. A total of 350 records were submitted through the
detailed survey from 15 organisations across England. Restoration delivery records
(September 2021 — March 2024) from the NCPGS were added to the dataset by the
NCPGS team. Full details of the survey and data processing can be found in Appendix 1 -
Task 3 — delivery pipeline survey.

The way the data was collected for this project means there are caveats which should be
noted when interpreting the data. The surveys were voluntary with a limited data collection
window and therefore any gaps in the data, for example geographical areas with no
delivery identified, may reflect no response to the survey, rather than no activity planned.
Further to this, whilst the distribution of the surveys by DM and Environment Systems
aimed to reach a wide audience, the dominance of responses by established peat
partnerships reflects the limited reach to new entrants to restoration. The survey
responses therefore are unlikely to include any ‘untapped potential’ for peatland
restoration and instead captures regions where restoration is already established. Future
data collection could focus on geographical areas where there are no or nascent peat
partnerships to investigate potential restoration delivery beyond the ‘usual players’.

The type of survey response also impacts the extent of interpretation possible. For
example, some survey questions were limited to land that could be mapped, or land that
was ‘committed’ or ‘likely’ to have restoration delivered. The availability of spatial data also
limits the extent to which overlapping records can be identified and resolved to avoid
double counting. To aid interpretation, the sections below state the maximum area of
delivery that the analysis is applicable to, allowing for comparison to the total pipeline. Full
methodological limitations and recommendations for future surveys are described in the
Appendix 1 — Task 3 -

Data limitations and future survey considerations.

Restoration delivery pipeline

A total of approximately 191,000 hectares of peatland restoration delivery has been
identified through this project.
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The findings presented here only represent those received through the Restoration
delivery pipeline surveys. The delivery area from each data source is shown in table 1 and
has been corrected for any errors and overlaps as described in Appendix 1 — Task 3 -
Data processing — detailed survey. Approximately 300 ha of uncertainty remains from
overlaps within the dataset that could not be resolved and was decided to be an

acceptable level. The full breakdown of delivery area from each data source can be found
in
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Appendix 2: Supporting data tables — table A2.1.

Table 1: Restoration delivery pipeline results following data processing and
corrections.

Detailed survey 180,000
Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 6,000
Simple survey: unmapped area 5,000
Total 191,000

The restoration delivery pipeline to 2050 is shown in figure 1. The restoration delivery due
to start during 2026-2030 has been assumed to be equally split for each year.
Approximately 26,200 ha is reported to have been planned for delivery between 2021 and
2025, and approximately 42,200 ha is reported to be planned for delivery between 2026
and 2035. The ‘unknown’ time category represents mapped (c. 79,500 ha) and unmapped
(c. 38,000 ha) potential land where delivery dates were not requested through the survey.
The survey defined potential land as fitting into a restoration plan but with no firm
committent or agreement at present, indicating that delivery is unlikely to be immediate.

The basic survey aimed to gather responses from individuals restoring peatlands at a local
level, and untapped restoration potential, such as those just starting on their restoration
journey. A total of 5,000 ha of delivery was identified through this survey, however the low
number of responses (10) indicates there was limited engagement with the survey. If this
survey was to be repeated, a focus on engagment ‘beyond the usual players’ would help
to get a more accurate picture of restoration potential.
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Figure 1. Restoration delivery profile by start date with cumulative line for all
records (PRR detailed and basic survey and NCPGS data). Assumed 2026-2030 start
date is equally distributed across each year.

The following narrative focuses on delivery planned from 2026 onwards or with an
unknown delivery date (c. 160,000 ha) using responses returned through the detailed
survey only. A summary of the restoration delivery data from 2021 — 2025 submitted
through the data survey and the NCPGS is provided in annex 1.

Analysis of the upland-lowland split of the survey data was only possible for the mapped
survey responses (total of 118,200 ha). The Moorland Lines dataset was used to
differentiate between upland and lowland peatland. Approximately 95% (112,300) ha of
mapped restoration delivery is above the moorland line. The Moorland Line was
developed in 1992 to classify land under predominately semi-natural upland vegetation or
predominately of rock outcrops and semi-natural vegetation, used primarly for rough
grazing. Therefore the Moorland Line reflects likely land use and management of
peatlands, rather than a differentiation in natural function

The restoration delivery pipeline reported for each county where records were returned is
shown in figure 2. The survey returns were dominated by delivery planned in the uplands
compared to the lowlands, with delivery in North Yorkshire, Northumberland and Cumbria
accouting for 138,900 ha (88%) of the future delivery pipeline.
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Figure 2. Restoration delivery area for each county for delivery from 2026 onwards
or unknown date.

The survey design does not enable analysis to draw out the reasons for the geographic
distribution of the pipeline, however the broad pattern of greater delivery planned in the
uplands compared to the lowlands reflects the long-standing situation of peatland
restoration in England. Reasons for this difference are wide ranging and include the
greater experience and longevity of upland peatland partnerships across the country, and
both the technical and administrative challenges to delivering restoration across multiple
land ownerships, and the much greater competition for land uses in the lowlands.
Progress on addressing challenges specific to the upland and lowland peatland contexts
highlighted through the DM stakeholder engagement and case studies are discussed in
the thematic analysis sections later in this report.

The geographic distribution of the pipeline also reflects the voluntary nature and potential
reach of the surveys; a modest amount of restoration delivery identified for a particular
county through the survey does not necessarily represent the full extent of activity. For
example there are known proposed peatland restoration plans through Landscape
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Recovery that are not represented in the mapped survey response. Non-participation may
have been due to organisations not knowing about the survey, or not having enough
resource to complete the survey during the timescales. A future iteration of this data
gathering exercise should consider a longer data collection window and utilise existing
delivery pipelines, such as from agri-environment schemes.

Commitment and certainty of delivery

The detailed survey collected responses on restoration commitment level for each delivery
unit and the certainty of restoration action being delivered. These were defined as:

Restoration commitment level: the extent to which the land in a restoration delivery unit
is committed in a delivery plan:

e Committed: The land is secured for restoration action

e Likely: The land is likely to be available for restoration action in the near future (2-3
years)

e Potential only: The land has potential to fit into a restoration delivery plan but there
is no firm commitment or agreement at present

Level of certainty — delivery: For land that is committed or likely, the certainty that the
restoration action is deliverable:

e High certainty e.g. agreements, funding and technical issues can all be addressed

e Medium certainty e.g. most issues can likely be addressed; one or more factors
outstanding

e Low certainty e.g. many issues to be resolved before action can take place

The breakdown of commitment levels of the delivery pipeline obtained through the survey
is shown in table 2. Almost three quarters of future planned restoration delivery (74%) was
categorised as ‘potential only’ by respondents, meaning that it has potential to fit into a
restoration delivery plan but has no firm commitment or agreement at present. For
example, because discussions with stakeholders or landowners were not far enough
advanced for the land to be committed to restoration. The survey did not allow
respondents to enter a delivery date for potential land or the certainty of delivery action as
it was assumed this level of detail would not be known. It was also designed to give
respondents more confidence to complete the survey whilst minimising any risk of ongoing
discussions being jeopardised.

Page 20 of 99 Peatland Restoration Roadmap NERR171



Table 2: Breakdown of restoration delivery commitment level by year of delivery. All
data records (mapped and unmapped) from the detailed survey and the NCPGS
delivery to March 2024.

Delivery (ha) Unknown Total
date delivery
(ha)
Committed 24,100 3,800 0 0 27,900
Likely 2,200 38,400 6 0 40,600
Potential 0 0 0 117,600 117,600
Total 26,300 42,200 6 117,600 186,100

The majority of the land identified to be delivered in 2026 — 2035 was categorised as
‘likely’ to be available for restoration action in the near future (38,400 ha), with 3,800 ha
‘committed’ for restoration action within this timeframe. Over 80% of the land committed for
restoration delivery in future had a high certainty of delivery, followed by 13% having a
medium certainty (figure 3). AlImost 90% of the land that had a ‘likely’ commitment level for
future delivery also had a ‘medium’ level of certainty that the restoration action is
deliverable; indicating that most issues can be addressed and one or more factors are
outstanding (figure 3).
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Figure 3. Breakdown of certainty (high, medium, low) of delivery for land committed
or likely for restoration delivery in 2026 — 2030. Data available in Appendix 2:
Supporting data tables - table A2.2

Stages of restoration

Nearly all of the land returned through the survey for future restoration delivery (2026
onwards) is at the beginning of its restoration journey. Over 60% of land (100,200 ha) is at
a degraded stage, i.e. no action has been undertaken to restore the land and a further
35% (55,300 ha) is in stage 1 — removal of onsite stressors, where major interventions to
arrest decline are being undertaken (figure 4a). This dominance of early stages is perhaps
to be expected given the alignment of the degraded stage with drained, modified and
actively eroding peatland condition categories (appendix 3 — table A3.1). Whilst some
peatland restoration activities may have been undertaken, the slow recovery response of
peatland function likely means that interventions are still working towards reinstating wet
conditions (stage 1) rather than maintaining restored hydrological function (stage 2).
Peatland response to restoration activities is further discussed in the Restoration
trajectories section.

The expected end stage in the restoration sequence presented here (figure 4b) reflects
how far delivery plans are expected to reach in terms of activity, not the resulting condition
of a site. This data was only collected for land committed or likely to be delivered, not for
land categorised as potential only. Of the 62,300 ha where end stage data was available,
all land was expected to progress to at least the next stage in the restoration sequence at
the end of the planned delivery (table 3). Land starting at the degraded stage was
predominately expected to reach stage 1 by the end of the delivery plan, indicating that
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major interventions to arrest decline would still be underway and hydrological function may
not be fully restored within the planned delivery. In contrast, the land in starting stage 1 is
predominantly listed as potential only, therefore no information is available on the likely
end stage of delivery. This lack of commitment around delivery indicates that a significant
amount of peatland in the delivery pipeline will remain at a stage where the focus is still on
arresting decline, rather than stabilising conditions that promote peat formation. Further to
this, there is a risk of that significant areas of peatland will remain at this early stage if
delivery plans are not secured for potential only land.

4 — Self-sustaining_peatland
3 —Recovery [}
2 — Stabilisation

1 — Removal of onsite stressors

|
]
D - Degraded |
0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000

Area of restoration delivery (ha)

Figure 4a. Current stage of restoration activity delivery for all records submitted
through the detailed survey (commited, likely and potential land from 2026 onwards
and unknown start date).

4 — Self-sustaining peatland .

3 — Recovery -

2 _ Stabilisation .

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000
Area of restoration delivery (ha)

Figure 4b. Planned end stage of restoration delivery for committed and likely land
submitted through the detailed survey (2026 -2035 only)
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Table 3: Current and end stage of delivery for all records submitted through the
detailed survey. Land recorded as potential only did not have the option to return an
end stage during the survey.

Current No end
stage stage
(potential
land)
Degraded 28,700 800 6,200 500 63,900
Stage 1 0 2,500 500 0 52,400
Stage 2 0 0 0 10 1,200
Stage 3 0 0 0 3,000 0
Stage 4 0 0 0 0 20

Land use and vegetation cover

Details on the current and planned land use and habitat types of land returned through the
survey were collected for all records. Just over 90% of the land returned through the
survey is currently blanket bog (112,200 ha) and heath (33,700 ha). Raised bog accounted
for almost 5% of the current habitat type (7,800 ha) with the remaining land made up of
grassland, arable, woodland including forestry, rush pasture or other non-specified
vegetation. The dominant current land use of land returned through the survey was for
recreation (97,100 ha), followed by agriculture (23,800 ha) and ‘other’ (21,100 ha) which
were not identified (full breakdown in
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Appendix 2: Supporting data tables - table A2.3). Figure 5 shows the habitat types for
each current land use category identified for future delivery (also see table A2.4 in
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Appendix 2: Supporting data tables). Blanket bog dominates all of the land use categories,
with the exception of forestry which is dominated by raised bog and woodland. The
dominance of blanket bog in the delivery pipeline reflects both the greater extent of this
peatland type across England, and the upland-lowland split in the survey responses. As
discussed at the beginning of this section, this may reflect the audience who responded to
the survey, rather than a lack of delivery planned across other habitats.

Recreation | ——

@ Agriculture  [NEEG—
[%2]
-
2 Other | I
3
E Habitat management [l I
5
O Forestry |
Peat extraction |
0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000
Area of restoration delivery (ha)
m Blanket bog Raised Bog mHeath = Fen m Grassland
® Rush Pasture m Woodland Arable Unknown

Figure 5. Breakdown of current land use by current habitat type for all records

(committed, likely and potential land, 2026 — 2025 and unknown delivery date). Data
available in Table A2.4 -

Page 26 of 99 Peatland Restoration Roadmap NERR171



Appendix 2: Supporting data tables

Most of the land returned through the survey is intended for peatland habitat management
after the planned restoration activities; predominantly blanket bog (150,000 ha), followed
by raised bog (5,800 ha) then fen (2,000 ha). The transition between current land use to
the planned end use generally mirrors the current dominant habitat type. Of the land
intended to be under blanket bog habitat management at the end of the planned delivery,
71% is currently either blanket bog or blanket bog mosaic and 22% is heath. This reflects
the typical situation for upland blanket peatlands in England, which have typically been
drained but retain semi-natural vegetation, whereas lowland peatlands are more likely to
have gone through land-use change, for example to agriculture or grassland. For land
intended to be under raised bog habitat management, 95% is currently raised bog or an
associated mosaic, of which 19% includes woodland or forestry. Whilst many raised bogs
in the lowlands have experienced significant land-use change, for example for extraction
or agriculture, these survey responses primarily originate in Cumbria and Northumberland
where raised bogs typically occur within less intensively managed landscapes, with the
exception of those areas damaged by forestry.

Given lowland peatlands have typically been subjected to greater land use change, the
greater variation in the current vegetation cover of land planned for fen habitat
management is expected. A small proportion of the land intended for fen habitat
management is currently under forestry land use (approx. 30 ha) and the remaining land is
evenly split between agriculture and habitat management. Despite the limited range in
land use, the vegetation cover is highly variable and includes arable, grassland, heath, fen
and raised bog (figure 6).
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Figure 6. Breakdown of current land use by current vegetation type for land where
fen habitat management is the planned end use (2026 onwards). Total of 1953 ha.

Paludiculture is the planned end use of almost 400 ha of land returned through the survey,
as a mix of temporary management on land which will later be restored to peatland habitat
and wetter farming to support functionally linked habitat restoration. A further 240 ha of
land has a planned end use that is a mosaic of paludiculture and fen habitat management.
All of the land intended for paludiculture is currently under agricultural land use and is
categorised as potential land, indicating there is no firm commitment for delivery yet. This
generally reflects the early stages of the paludiculture sector in England, where funding
was launched in 2022 through the Paludiculture Exploration Fund (PEF).

Designated areas

The extent of the delivery pipeline in designated areas was identified using the mapped
records starting delivery in 2026 onwards (total of 118,200 ha) and is presented in table 4.
Nearly all of the mapped area for restoration delivery is designated, with less than 3%
having no designation. Over 60% of the mapped delivery pipeline is within sites that
require permissions or consents for restoration works to be carried out (SAC, SPA, SSSI,
Ramsar).

Table 4: Area of delivery within designations; PRR mapped records only (118,200
ha), 2026 onwards and unknown start date
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Area of delivery (ha) Area of delivery (%)

National Landscape 21,100 18%
National Park 88,400 75%
Special Area of Conservation 68,000 58%
Special Protection Area 59,800 51%
Ramsar 500 0.4%
Site of Special Scientific Interest 74,800 63%
National Nature Reserve 2,600 2%
No designation 3,400 3%

Restoration actions

The survey collected data about the onsite restoration actions and supporting actions
required for delivery plans to be achieved on land that was either committed or likely for
restoration (42,000 ha from 2026 — 2030). An overarching description of these results is
provided here, with further detail provided in the thematic analysis sections below. The
actions are divided into onsite and offsite actions.

Nearly all the land where restoration delivery is planned during 2026 — 2030 requires
actions to prevent erosion, create wetter conditions and help peat forming vegetation to
establish (figure 7). These actions reflect the current stage of the land predominantly being
degraded or stage 1 (figure 4a) where the aim is to remove onsite stressors and halt
decline, prior to actions that focus on stabilising and promoting peat formation.

The main supporting actions which are required onsite are to arrange access; both
administrative, such as management agreements, and physical access, such as
temporary access tracks and paths. Offsite supporting actions which are needed to make
restoration possible are shown in figure 8. Six offsite actions are required on most of the
land committed or likely for restoration delivery from 2026 — 2030: finding staff and
contractor capacity, working with partners, obtaining permissions and funding, and
reaching agreement on appropriate management.

The complexity of restoration delivery and the interdependency of onsite actions to
address the different aspects of natural ecosystem function is demonstrated by the
number of different onsite actions needed to enable restoration delivery. All the committed
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and likely land returned through the survey for restoration delivery during 2026 — 2030
required at least two actions, with most land requiring nine onsite actions (figure 9) and
seven offsite actions to enable restoration to take place (figure 10).
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Figure 7. Onsite restoration and supporting actions required for committed and likely land where delivery is planned 2026 —
2030. Total 42,000 ha
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Figure 8: Offsite actions that are required to make restoration delivery possible for committed and likely land where delivery is
planned 2026 — 2030. Total 42,000 ha
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Figure 9. Number of onsite restoration and supporting actions required per site
against the total area of committed and likely restoration delivery (2026 — 2030).
Total 42,000 ha
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Figure 10. Number of offsite supporting actions required per site against the total
area of committed and likely restoration delivery (2026 — 2030). Total 42,000 ha
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Supporting actions: thematic analysis

The following section explores themes that have come out of the DM stakeholder
engagement, the delivery pipeline survey and case studies provided by the TAG.

Water management

Re-establishing the hydrological function of a peatland is a fundamental part of its
restoration; nearly all the land returned through the survey required actions to manage the
water table (figure 7). The DM stakeholder workshops generated a narrative vision of
peatland restoration progress by 2050 where “pioneering and dynamic methods are used
in water management leading to functioning water tables that support restoration” (see
Annex 2). The challenge to creating wetter conditions varies with peatland type and the
reasons for degradation.

In the lowland context, many peatlands have been drained for agricultural use (Evans et
al., 2016) and in the larger lowland peatlands water levels are typically managed by a
combination of Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs), the Environment Agency and local
authorities. The influence of both surface and groundwater in the lowlands leads to
additional complications in terms of water management. The interconnectedness of water
across these landscape means that, whilst beyond the scope of this project, fen and bog
restoration in some lowland settings needs to be considered as part of the management
continuum of peatlands including conventional and wet agriculture and paludiculture. This
also reflects the LAPTF Chair’'s Report which stated that “opportunities for restoration and
more sustainable management should be explored in parallel to drive the best results for
peat at a landscape scale”.

Changes to the way water is managed in the future was highlighted in the DM workshops,
where participants reported an “expectation that IDBs shift focus from drained to water
management and rewetting” (see Annex 2). Assessment of the legal protection and
powers for managing water for carbon, including the role of IDBs, is a recommendation
from the LAPTF and current research within Defra group is considering what this may look
like. Recent government schemes have supported exploring changes to water
management in lowland peatlands; the Lowland Agricultural Peat Small-Infrastructure Pilot
(LAPSIP) funded changes to water level management in the lowlands for the preservation
of peat soils. Whilst the scheme focused on the retention of higher water levels in
agricultural peat soils, the installation of water control structures and monitoring equipment
could have a direct impact on restoration initiatives within their locality (LAPSIP Final
Report, 2025).

The DM workshops highlighted practical challenges around the need to understand water
movement better in the lowlands and the availability of water when there are competing
demands such as from farming, domestic use and industry. Concerns within the
workshops were also raised around insurance and liability regarding standing water (see
Annex 2). The Lakenheath Fen case study provided by the Fens East Peat Partnership
demonstrates the complicated nature of retaining water onsite for rewetting peatlands
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whilst arable agriculture requiring deep drainage continues on the same peat body (annex
3 — case study 1 and 6). The re-routing and blocking of ditches in the project enabled
seepage water that would have been lost, to be retained within the nature reserve,
meaning water losses are now only via evapotranspiration. Further to this, water can also
be moved around the site to optimise water levels for the target habitats.

Working with partners and reaching agreements about appropriate management was
identified as an action in 35% of land in the lowlands returned through the survey.
Collaborative working was also identified as a key requirement to achieve water
management across multiple land holdings in the DM workshops, specifically bringing
landowners, regulatory bodies and IDBs together at early stages to develop restoration
plans. Support for partnerships to develop water management plans for lowland peat
areas in England was provided through the Lowland Agricultural Peat Water Discovery
Pilot (LAPWDP) from 2024 — 2026.

Building on collaborative working with a culture of learning and innovation was also
identified as a key focus area from the DM workshops. Knowledge sharing can take a
range of forms, for example NCPGS projects across the lowlands have hosted site visits
for both practitioners and local communities to share lessons learned and successes
during the lifetime of the scheme. PEF has also facilitated knowledge sharing and similarly
with LAPSIP and LAPWDP, whilst not the focus, opportunities to support peatland
restoration have been created. For example, in January 2025, the Broads Authority
published a Design Guide to support water table and water resource management in the
Broads National Park, the development of which was funded through PEF. This resource
is aimed at farmers and landowners interested in restoring degraded lowland peat and
covers the local water availability context as well as permissions required and potential
engineering solutions.

Common across restoration in both the uplands and lowlands is the need to understand
the broader system context so that “restoration work is informed by how water flows and
peatlands function in the landscape” in combination with increasing surface roughness
through revegetation (see Annex 2). Whilst bog restoration techniques are generally well
developed and documented (e.g. Conserving Bogs: The Management Handbook and the
Peatland ACTION Technical Compendium), minor evidence gaps still remain as reflected
in the survey data where almost 600 ha of land required actions to increase confidence in
effectiveness of techniques in the uplands.

Optimising restoration plans for integrated benefits, such as flood mitigation was
highlighted in the DM stakeholder responses. Peatland restoration in the uplands can
contribute to minimising flood risk through retaining water within headwaters and
increasing surface roughness to ‘slow the flow’ of run-off downstream. This leads to a
reduction in peak flow during rainfall events and increases the time it takes for water to
reach watercourses. The recent Working with natural processes (WWNP) evidence review
by Pearson et al. (2025) identified a medium confidence in the effect of headwater
peatland management on flood risk due to the limited number of catchment-scale studies.
Many studies show gully blocking diffuses run-off as water is forced to leave the system
via numerous pathways, however the complexity of monitoring sub-catchment processes
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limits the applicability to different scales (Pearson et al., 2025). Gully blocking, particularly
in combination with revegetation was found to provide additional benefits relative to
revegetation alone in some sites within the Protect NFM project in the Peak District
(Shuttleworth et al., 2019 and Goudarzi et al., 2021).

Case study evidence provided by the TAG showed rapid hydrological responses to
restoration at sites on Dartmoor, with increased surface water storage and a reduction in
peak flows following rewetting (Gatis et al., 2023). However, other nearby sites
experienced decreases in lag time between the start of rainfall events and peak discharge
(Gatis et al., 2023), highlighting the complexity of the system and influence of pre-
restoration conditions. The Protect NFM project in the Peak District found revegetating
bare peat and re-introducing sphagnum as the greatest opportunity for creating NFM
benefits through upland restoration across the full range of storm sizes (Goudarzi et al.,
2024). Increasing surface roughness through both techniques resulted in reductions of
peak discharge (Goudarzi et al., 2021 and 2024) with sphagnum introduction bringing
additional improvements in lag time and peak discharge following previous revegetation
and gully blocking (Allott et al., 2022).

Finance and funding

Funding for peatland restoration has historically been dominated by public funding, such
as agri-environment schemes and grants including from Defra, National Lottery Heritage
Fund and EU LIFE funding. In 2021 the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme was
launched, providing over £60 million funding for the planning and delivery of peatland
restoration. The NCPGS presented a step-change in restoration funding, requiring projects
to obtain 25% match funding for Restoration Grants from non-Treasury sources and
included a wide range of eligible costs, such as project management and monitoring.
Peatland restoration through the Nature for Climate Fund is forecast to reach
approximately 30,000 ha by March 2026. Following the end of the NCPGS, the primary
public funding for restoration is expected to come through Landscape Recovery and
Countryside Stewardship (Environment Improvement Plan, 2025).

Private funding for peatland restoration may come from landowner investment or direct
investment from external private organisations, such as utility companies. Returns on
investment may be financial or realised through benefits such as improvements to water
quality which lower water treatment costs for water companies. Credit generating
mechanisms which provide financial returns on investment include the Peatland Code, the
Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate, and Biodiversity Net Gain. Whilst carbon
markets remain in their infancy, public funding has been available to help landowners and
partnerships explore private finance mechanisms, such as through the NCPGS Discovery
Grants and the Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund.

The DM workshops identified funding as a key focus area with challenges raised around
the certainty and long commitment of funding as well as the complexity of funding

mechanisms. Participants reported establishing long-term financial stability for peatland
restoration as a high priority and that funding sources needed to cover both core project
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costs and on-the-ground restoration work. The need to obtain funding was identified as a
required action in over 90% of the land identified for delivery between 2026 — 2030 (figure
8) through the data survey; highlighting the ongoing relevance of this topic.

Currently consistent data collection on the costs of peatland restoration is minimal,
however research is ongoing to fill these gaps, such as the interim evaluation of the
NCPGS (Field et al., 2025). The roadmap survey asked respondents to estimate the total
cost of their restoration projects, including all committed, likely and potential land (see
survey guidance — appendix 3). Due to collecting cost data at the project level, it is not
possible to disaggregate costs to individual restoration delivery units returned through the
survey. The data presented below therefore includes all project costs submitted through
the detailed survey, including for delivery reported for 2021 — 2025 and the approx. 67,000
ha of overlapping records which were removed through data processing. Consequently, it
is not possible to analyse the cost data against restoration start date, restoration
commitment levels, stages of restoration or vegetation and land use cover which is only
available at the delivery unit level.

The total reported cost of restoration delivery from 2021 onwards on land submitted
through the detailed survey (180,000 ha) is approximately £635 million. The total predicted
cost of restoration delivery from 2026 onwards was estimated by assuming a constant cost
per hectare for records that did not break down total costs per year of delivery (see Data
processing — detailed survey for full details). Based on this assumption, the total predicted
cost of restoration delivery from 2026 onwards on land submitted through the survey
(159,800 ha) is approximately £562 million. The estimated total cost of restoration reported
through the detailed survey from 2021 — 2025 (20,300 ha) was calculated to be £73
million.

Where available, respondents provided the amount of funding attributed to different
sources; shown in table 5. Respondents were able to provide actual funding amounts
(committed funds) from individual sources, as well as estimated values for each source
where details were not known. It is not possible to differentiate the funding attributed to
each category between 2021-2025 delivery and the funds provided by respondents for
future delivery. Respondents identified public funding (both agri-environment schemes and
other public funding) as the primary source of funding for restoration delivery, followed by
private funding. Whilst the survey responses specified that a funding source has not been
identified for almost £250 million, the difference between the reported total project costs
(£635 million) and the categorised funding sources (table 5) indicates a further £211.3
million of unidentified funding.
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Table 5: Committed and estimated funding for restoration delivery from 2021
onwards. All PRR records, 2021 — 2035 and unknown start date (180,000 ha)

Committed funding Estimated funding

Self-funded £1,500,000 £ 10,100,000
Agri-environment scheme £ 3,600,000 £ 40,900,000
Other public funding £ 12,400,000 £ 65,600,000
Private funding £ 6,200,000 £ 31,800,000
Other funding £ 100,000 £ 2,500,000
Source not identified £ 59,500 £248,900,000

Sector capacity

The peatland sector includes a wide range of people who are needed for restoration to
happen. In 2023 Defra commissioned a research project (NR2005) to provide the
evidence base on capacity and skills issues in the peatland restoration sector. Six key
groups were identified as having a role in peatland restoration: conservation bodies,
restoration contractors, support services, landowners and land managers, private finance
organisations and public authorities (ICF, 2024). The need for effective and early
collaboration between all these groups of people was also identified in DM workshops
where participants wanted collaborative governance and ethics to be adopted, as well as
the contributions of all groups to be recognised.

Participants in the DM workshops also reported “notable gaps in knowledge and capacity
that get in the way of restoration efforts”. This shortage in people to do restoration work
was reflected in the survey data results which identified finding staff capacity and finding
contractor capacity as a requirement in 99% and 91% of the restoration delivery planned
respectively. Whilst the scale of the capacity shortage was not collected as part of the data
survey in terms of number of jobs, the ICF (2024) report estimates that to meet the 2050
peatland restoration targets an extra 637 full time equivalent (FTE) workers are required to
enter the sector. Approximately 75% of this requirement are sub-contractors such as
machine operators and elementary trades and the remaining quarter conservation body
staff.

Although the need to find staff and contractor capacity was reported across all regions of
England through the data survey, the findings from the DM workshops and NR2005 report
highlight the geographical differences in the peatland restoration sector. These
geographical differences reflect where different types of peatlands are found and their
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associated pressures, as well as the maturity of peat partnerships across England. For
example, peat partnerships are typically more established in the uplands with Moors for
the Future and Yorkshire Peat Partnership starting in 2003 and 2009 respectively,
whereas five new peat partnerships were set-up through the NCPGS Discovery grants in
2021-2022 focused mostly in the lowlands. Further to longevity, the relationship between
conservation bodies, restoration contractors and support services (e.g. surveyors,
technical or financial specialists) varies across the country along with the responsibilities
for different parts of the restoration process. Consequently, any action to address the
challenges of finding people to carry out restoration will need to consider the local context.

The Great North Bog, which brings together upland peat partnerships in the north of
England, provides an example of working together at a regional scale to share knowledge
and resources. Building a ‘strong culture of partnership’ amongst those involved in
peatland restoration was identified in the DM workshops as central to delivering effective
collaboration at the landscape level. Continued support to develop emerging partnerships
was also a recommendation from the Lowland Agricultural Peat Task Force Chair's Report
(recommendation 7: building on bonds already formed). Landscape Recovery offers
funding for the full cost of project delivery, therefore future restoration through this could
include partnership costs. Following on from the sector capacity research (ICF, 2024),
Defra is considering future support available.

Consents and permissions

Peatland restoration can require a range of permissions from different regulatory bodies
which must be in place before works can take place. For example, consents for protected
sites and species, environmental and flood risk activity permits, planning permission,
felling licences, scheduled monument consent and agri-environment adjustments. These
permissions are granted by regulatory bodies such as Natural England, Environment
Agency, Forestry Commission, local planning authorities, Historic England and the Rural
Payments Agency. Requirements can differ across the uplands and lowlands due to the
landscape context of sites, and applications must be assessed on detailed restoration
plans. The requirement for consents and permissions was a key focus area that came out
of the DM workshops as well as being identified as one of the main barriers to restoration
by participants. Feedback from the workshops reported obtaining consents to be
‘complicated and time-consuming, involving many stakeholders and statutory bodies’.
Case studies collected from the TAG further illustrate this, for example the Fens East Peat
Partnership reported obtaining protected species permissions and carrying out mitigation
works took over 2 years due to the short survey windows and extensive mitigation
requirements for water voles and badgers. This had a knock-on effect for starting
restoration works on site. The case study (annex 3 — case study 9) provides suggestions
for process improvements, a finding which also came out of the DM workshops where an
overarching priority was identified to simplify and streamline regulatory processes and
improve communication.
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The widespread requirement for permissions is reflected in the survey data, where 98% of
the land committed and likely for restoration in future had obtaining permissions identified
as an action. Just over 80% of the land where permissions needed to be obtained was
likely for restoration during 2026 — 2030 with a medium level of certainty of delivery. This
indicates respondents thought it was likely that most issues could be addressed, and land
would likely be available for restoration in the near future. Peatland restoration is typically
a multi-stakeholder endeavour, with restoration activities often carried out in partnership
and across land with multiple landowners. Nearly all of the land returned through the
survey identified working with partners as necessary to enable the delivery of restoration.
This multi-stakeholder approach means that other types of permissions and agreements
are necessary in addition to regulatory permissions. Reaching agreement on appropriate
management was identified as an action for 92% of land committed and likely for
restoration in future, whilst 87% identified obtaining access and management agreements
was necessary. The SWPP case study (annex 3 — case study 8) highlights the importance
and complexity of understanding the historic environment of potential peatland restoration
sites, with restoration sites in the Upper Plym Valley in Dartmoor having been occupied for
at least 4000 years. Whilst the timescales to achieve agreement and relevant permissions
were challenging, the use of lidar surveys has provided outputs which have been used
beyond their original purpose and opened up opportunities for refining future management
techniques and new collaborations.

The step change in peatland restoration through the NCPGS, especially in the lowlands,
has highlighted the challenges around obtaining permissions. Partnerships are sharing
their experiences, such as the FEPP case study (annex 3 — case study 9) to identify
lessons learned and the Broads Authority Design Guide to support water table and water
resource management which includes location-specific guidance on potential permissions
for peatland restoration. Within Defra group, advice on permissions for peatland
restoration have been available as part of the NCPGS Guidance for Applicants, and the
Environment Agency has invested in dedicated Permitting Officer time for peatland
applications as well as developed a Peatland Water Resources Application checklist for
recipients of peatland restoration grants who need information on applying for a water
resource licence. Environment Agency have also recently published a Regulatory Position
Statement (RPS) for impoundment activities which are deemed low risk and do not require
full licences: Low risk impounding activities: RPS 302 - GOV.UK, which includes peatland
restoration. An RPS for Low Risk Abstraction is currently being worked on. Furthermore,
the Peatland Restoration Standard project which will specifically cover permissions and
consents.

Land use choices

Only 13% of England’s peatlands are considered in near-natural condition and
approximately 50% are in a condition which no longer supports semi-natural vegetation
(Brown et al., 2025). The Seventh Carbon Budget sets out that 79% of upland peat and
55% of lowland peat needs to be in a natural or rewetted condition by 2050 to meet Net
Zero targets (CCC, 2025). The themes so far focus on the processes of making restoration
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happen, however, to meet the targets for peatland restoration and sustainable
management, more landowners and managers need to choose to manage their peatlands
in this way. This was reflected in the DM workshops where participants described the
“need to involve landowners and persuade them that peatland restoration is worth their
input”. The Land Use Framework will provide a toolkit to support decision making that
enables government priorities to be met, including meeting nature and climate targets. The
Land Use Framework, was published on the 18" March 2026. At a regional level, the
development of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) will set out the priorities for
nature recovery through local partnership working. Nine out of the 48 LNRSs across
England have been published as of November 2025. As an example, the Greater
Manchester LNRS sets out habitat priorities and actions which are underpinned by
common principles for habitat enhancement, restoration and creation. The Greater
Manchester LNRS specifically sets out habitat opportunities, priorities and actions for both
lowland mosslands and wetlands, and upland moorlands, reflecting the varied peatland
resource within this location.

In addition to national and regional land-use decision making support, there are site-
specific tools to aid decisions on peatland management, such as the Decision support
framework for peatland protection, the establishment of new woodland and re-
establishment of existing woodland on peatland in England (2023). The joint guidance
published by the Forestry Commission (FC), Forest Research, Natural England and
Environment Agency provides an evidence-based framework to be used where tree felling
or woodland creation plan require FC or NE approval. This includes specifications for peat
surveys and assessments, which require peat depth and organic matter measurements
and a condition assessment. Additional guidance on native trees and scrub in peatland
landscape is currently under development by the IUCN Peatland Programme and National
Trust to support the framework.

What does ‘restored’ look like?

The topic of what does ‘restored’ look like was identified in the DM workshops as a focus
area, with participants identifying stepping stones which fit into three broad themes;
defining restoration success for different types of peatlands; developing robust monitoring
and standards to underpin these definitions and the alignment of science and policy.

This project has started to build a framework of how to define the actions, spatial extent
and scale of restoration activities in a consistent way (see Definitions). The natural
function approach recommended by the TAG is applicable to any type of peatland and
enabled primary outcomes to be developed for the different aspects of natural function
(see Restoration outcomes). The stages of progress of restoration were also designed to
be applicable to any type of peatland at any point in its journey towards a self-sustaining
ecosystem (see Stages of progress). The consensus achieved is significant and this
definition of peatland restoration is being used across current Defra group delivery, such
as the NCPGS and Landscape Recovery, as well as projects such as the Peatland
Restoration Register and Peatland Restoration Standard.
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In order to recognise different peatland contexts in describing restoration success,
participants in the DM workshops suggested ‘developing clear national guidance on
restoration targets...outlining characteristics of priority sites and end-state conditions’. A
variety of evidence is available on how to restore peatlands and what ‘good’ looks like.
Planning restoration typically follows a process of understanding how a site has
developed, how it has been modified and therefore how to re-establish its function. The
development of ecohydrological guidelines for wetland communities provides an approach
to understanding different types of wetlands, including peatlands, based on their
hydrological and ecological regimes and the pressures that affect them. The Wetland
Framework for Impact Assessment at Statutory Sites were published in 2009 (Wheeler et
al., 2004) and equivalent guidelines are in development for peatlands (Wheeler et al.,
2020). Once a site is understood from an ecohydrological point of view and pressures
identified, the activities required to re-establish natural function can be followed as per the
Stages of progress presented earlier in this document.

Common Standards Monitoring (CSM) provides an agreed approach to assessing
condition on statutory sites designated through UK legislation. Although developed for
protected sites, the framework can be used across any site and covers the breadth of
peatland habitats. To build on CSM, Natural England’s Defining Favourable Conservation
Status (FCS) project is defining the minimum threshold at which a habitat or species is
thriving (Natural England’s Defining Favourable Conservation Status (DFCS) project). The
FCS definitions can guide what ‘restored’ or ‘good’ looks like for peatlands and to date
includes:

e Blanket bog FCS definition

e Alkaline fens FCS definition
e Wet woodland FCS definition
e Heathland FCS definition

Whilst the FCS definitions set out favourable structural and functional attributes, the
definitions do not include the actions required to achieve or maintain favourable
conservation status. They also do not provide a trajectory of recovery and what different
stages of progress may look like on the ground for the different peatland types. Recovery
trajectories are discussed in more detail in the section below.

Robust monitoring and standards were highlighted across many of the focus areas in the
DM report (see Annex 2). Participants reported the need to be able to measure progress
towards success using consistent methods and data collection which would enable
accurate reporting against targets. The discussion of standardised monitoring across the
peatland sector is long-standing (e.g. Reed et al., 2022, Eyes on the Bog, Peat Data Hub)
however consistent data collection is often linked to funding streams, such as the NCPGS,
Landscape Recovery or Peatland Code. The NCPGS Evaluation 2021-2024 found that
although prescribed data reporting templates were provided, significant issues with data
consistency existed (Field et al., 2025) highlighting the challenge around data standards
being adopted.
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Current Defra group projects, such as the Peatland Restoration Register, England Peat
Map and Peatland Restoration Standard, are continuing to work towards consistent data
collection of restoration activity and condition, as well as metrics for determining the
success of peatland restoration projects. An agreed and consistent approach enables
progress to be tracked, such as towards EIP targets, as well as an evaluation of
restoration success from which lessons can be learned. This reflects the recurrent theme
identified in the DM workshops of aligning policy with science and reviewing success to
feed back into policy development.

Restoration trajectories

The stages in the restoration sequence set out during this project reflect the management
actions being carried out on sites and are aligned to changes in peatland condition
categories used in the UK GHG Inventory and Peatland Code (Evans et al., 2023). The
data survey results show that sites are predominantly in the early stages of the restoration
sequence, and that planned delivery is rarely sufficient to achieve a self-sustaining
system. Underpinning these stages of restoration are changes in the different aspects of
natural function; hydrology, soil/sediment and vegetation, against which progress can be
tracked. Whilst high-level restoration outcomes have been developed by the TAG for these
aspects of natural function, limited evidence was available to develop detailed
environmental response trajectories. Therefore, the sections below present a high-level
view of expected responses for hydrology and vegetation.

Hydrological response to restoration delivery

The hydrological response to restoration delivery may be seen in changes to the water
level, surface water storage and runoff responses. Table 6 provides a summary of the
high-level characteristics of degraded and self-sustaining peatland systems. The
hydrological response to restoration can be almost immediate, for example bunds or dams
capturing water, especially in the immediate vicinity of rewetting activities. Whereas, re-
establishing hydrological function, for example an acrotelm being re-established or water
levels remaining near the surface during dry conditions will take much longer.
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Table 6: Summary of high-level hydrological response to restoration delivery

Objective (aspect of natural Degraded characteristics Primary outcomes Timescales of response

function) (indicative)

Restore hydrological regime Low water table Water table raised (close Short term
proximity to rewetting actions)

Water table stabilised and
maintained at or near the Long term
surface year round

Lack of water-holding Permanently saturated peat Long term
properties of peat body

Poor water retention

Large fluctuations in water Reduced fluctuations in water Short term
level level
High peak flows Reduction in peak flow during Long term

rainfall events

Flashy response to runoff Increase in lag time Long term
events
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Objective (aspect of natural

Degraded characteristics

Primary outcomes

Timescales of response
(indicative)

function)

Restore hydrochemistry

Poor water quality with high
organic matter content and
pollutants

Ecotypical hydrochemistry

Long term

Restore soil/sediment
processes

Fluvial and windblown loss of
peat

Cessation of erosion

Medium term

High risk of slumping

Stabilisation of slumping

Long term

Shrinkage or wastage of peat
(due to drainage)

Cessation of wastage

Medium term
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Vegetation response to restoration delivery

The vegetation response to restoration is inextricably linked to hydrological changes and
can include changes in species composition, cover and frequency. The trajectory of
vegetation change depends on the types of restoration activities undertaken as well as the
local context. For example, allowing natural changes in vegetation to occur following
hydrological change may be considerably slower compared to scenarios where vegetation
is actively introduced through planting. The climate and therefore length of the growing
season also varies across the country and between upland and lowland settings, with
vegetation likely to establish quicker in warm wet locations, Table 7 summarises the high-
level expectations for vegetation recovery.

Case study: Drain damming blanket bog — Scottish Power Renewables

Trials of ‘wave damming’ to block drains on a blanket bog in Scotland considered the
effects of dam width and spacing on outcomes for restoration. Hydrological monitoring was
set up using continuous loggers and a network of manual dipwell transects perpendicular
to drains. Annual vegetation surveys were conducted to identify key indicator species.

Immediate changes in water level were observed adjacent to the drains once dams were
installed, with water levels closer to the surface compared to before. Whilst there was
some variability in water levels between trial plots, all except one treatment plot had water
tables closer to the surface compared to control plot where no dams had been installed.
The variability in water level response was attributed to historical impacts and variability in
condition prior to restoration activities.

Vegetation responses were more variable and slower compared to hydrological
responses. Whilst some trial blocks showed significant increases in positive indicators
(Sphagnum species and Eriophorum species), other blocks showed no significant trend
over the 6 years of data presented. The full case study is available in annex 3 — case
study 10.
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Table 7: Summary of high-level vegetation response to restoration delivery

Objective (aspect of natural

Degraded characteristics Primary outcomes Timescales of response

function) (indicative)
Restore species Little or no peat-forming Presence of peat forming 5-25 years
composition: Peat forming vegetation vegetation
vegetation community
Dominance of negative Absence of negative indicator 5-25 years
indicator plant species plant species
Peatland fauna Lack of ecotypical fauna Presence of ecotypical fauna 5-25 years
Functional microbial Unknown
communities
Presence or dominance of Absence of (or colonisation of) 5 years
bare peat bare peat
Restore vegetation controls: Appropriate progression of Ongoing
remove human controls plant species composition and
structure
High wildfire risk (likelihood Resilience to wildfire through 5-20 years
and severity) rewetting
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Objective (aspect of natural Degraded characteristics Primary outcomes Timescales of response

function) (indicative)
Restore nutrient levels Poor water quality with high Improved water quality 3-25 years

organic matter content and

pollutants
Presence of peat-forming 5-25 years
vegetation
Absence of negative indicator 5-25 years
species
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Greenhouse gas and carbon response to restoration delivery

The GHG balance of peatland systems includes direct CO2, CH4 and N20O exchange,
whilst the carbon balance also includes fluvial and particulate losses of carbon. In their
natural state, peatlands act as a net GHG sink, where COz2 sequestration is greater than
the combined losses from the system. As peatlands are drained, the shift to a net GHG
source is predominately driven by the increase in aerobic decomposition, and therefore
CO2 released from the aerated peat layer. As peatlands are rewet, CO2 losses from
drainage are reduced, however there can be an associated increase in CHs4 emissions
from the increase in anaerobic respiration. The large-scale study of peatland GHG
response to water level by Evans et al. (2021) identified the overriding control of the water
table on GHG emissions from peatlands, with water levels within 5 to 13cm of the peat
surface resulting in peatlands acting as a net GHG sink (Evans et al., 2021).

As discussed in the Hydrological response to restoration delivery section, water level
changes can occur almost immediately, however maintaining water levels close to the
surface takes time for the peat structure to recover it’s ability to hold water. Consequently,
there may be short-term responses to restoration activity, however re-establishing a net
GHG sink will take longer and vary annually.

Roadmap legacy

Peatland restoration is a long-term process, and this roadmap sets out the pathway
towards the long-term ambition to restore England’s peatlands. Future iterations of the
pipeline and the Peatland Restoration Register will provide a more complete picture of
restoration activity and potential. The DM stakeholder engagement reported the desire to
“see the roadmap used as a product which leads to a journey of adaptation and...to
improve practices and celebrate success” (see Annex 2). Whilst the project to develop the
roadmap closes in 2025, the scope of the roadmap stated it must:

1. propose clear mechanisms for accountability and reporting of actions
2. secure recognition and active use by partners and other government department

The PRR TAG will develop to become the TAG to support the Peatland Restoration
Standard project which runs until March 2027. This provides the opportunity for the
continuity of the valuable skills and knowledge of the group to continue to advise and
shape peatland restoration going forward. The TAG membership will be revised to exclude
members who are already involved through the Peatland Restoration Standard consortium
and extend to ensure appropriate representation of Wales.

Reporting of restoration delivery

The Peatland Restoration Register is intended to record peatland restoration delivery in
England across multiple funding streams. The Restoration Register will build on the data
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collected through the Roadmap detailed survey and lessons learned through the NCPGS.
The Restoration Register is collecting data on:

e area of restoration delivery

e type and restoration stage of peatland
e funding source and amount

e types of restoration actions

e types of enabling actions

e timing of delivery

The Register will use a spatial data format, reducing the risk of overlapping records and
potential for double counting restoration delivered towards targets. Associated data and
metadata standards are also part of the project scope. The Register development is
currently led by Natural England and due to be published in 2026 with future updates
planned.
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Appendix 1: Development of the roadmap

The peatland restoration roadmap was announced as a commitment in the England Peat
Action Plan (2021) and Defra commissioned Natural England to deliver the project in
2021. The roadmap has been collaboratively developed with the peatland community
through multiple phases of consultation, as per the project timeline shown in figure A1.1.
This section describes the governance for the roadmap project and overview of methods
for each stage.

Dialogue
Project Scope Stakeholder Matters
Inception agreed (Feb workshops Final Report
(April 22) 23) (August 24) (Apr 25)
PSG TAG Data Peatland
established established surveys Restoration
(Nov 22) (Sept 23) (Nov 24 - Roadmap
Jan 25) (2026)

Figure A1.1. Timeline of the development of the peatland restoration roadmap
project

Governance

The governance of the roadmap project is summarised in figure A1.2. The Natural
England project team established a Project Steering Group (PSG) in November 2022 to
oversee the delivery of project. The purpose of the PSG was to provide strategic direction
to the project, and to bring together key partners who could offer commitments to the
restoration ambition.

Specifically, the PSG was asked to:

e Provide a high-level steer during the life of the project

e Advise on design of activities to support project development

e Make key organisational commitments for restoration delivery

¢ Advise on key blockers and solutions to restoration delivery

¢ |dentify strategic assumptions, dependencies, risks and opportunities
e Signpost to further contacts/ and issues to consider

The PSG members included:

e Sion McGeever, Defra (chair)
e Emily Dresner, Natural England
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e Tom Entwistle, Natural England

e Megan Ellershaw, Natural England
e Kate Clift, Defra

e Katie Aspray, Environment Agency
e Andrew Stringer, Forestry England
e Patrick Thompson, RSPB

e Rob Stoneman, The Wildlife Trusts
e Ben McCarthy, National Trust

e Morag Angus, South West Water

e Brian Appleby, Ministry of Defence
e Chris Woodley-Stewart, North Pennines AONB
e Andrea Kelly, Broads Authority

¢ Richard Drysdale, National Parks

The PSG was supported by a Technical Advisory Group (TAG), established in September
2023. The aim of the TAG was to provide technical advice to the project, to ensure that the
trajectory to 280,000 ha is evidence-based and robust.

Specifically, the TAG was asked to:

e Provide practical views on the feasibility of proposals

e Validate supporting evidence and assumptions

¢ Provide technical advice on aspects such as ecohydrology, biodiversity, climate
change

¢ Inform the scope of externally commissioned work, if applicable

e Provide advice and recommendations to PSG for consideration and endorsement
as applicable

o Escalate issues to PSG, where applicable

Recruitment to the TAG was by Expression of Interest submitted to the Natural England
project team. The project team sought to ensure a high level of expertise, as well as a
balanced representation of relevant area, interests and geographies.

The members of the TAG included:

e lain Diack, Natural England (chair)

e Emily Dresner, Natural England (secretariat)
e Robert Duff, Natural England

e Andy Webb, Natural England

e Dr Emma Taylor, Environment Agency

e Richard Guy, Forestry England

e Chole Smale, Defra

e Dr Jennifer Williamson, CEH

e Dr Emma Hinchliffe, [IUCN

¢ Jo Finlow, Fens East Peat Partnership
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e Mike Longden, Lancashire Wildlife Trust
e Tia Crouch, National Trust

e David Rogers, RSPB

e Peter Robson, Quantify Ecology (previously Scottish Power Renewables)
e Dr Naomi Gatis, Exeter University
e Professor Andy Baird, University of Leeds

e Dr Rosalind Tratt

e Paul Leadbitter, North Pennines AONB
e Stephen Maynard, Moors for the Future Partnership

Peat Project Board
(Defra group)

PRR Project team
(Natural England)

Project Steering Group

Technical Advisory Group

Figure A1.2. Peatland Restoration Roadmap governance arrangements

Task 1 — definitions

The TAG considered the question of how to define peatland habitat restoration in a
quantifiable way, in order to gather the restoration pipeline data in a consistent and robust
way. TAG discussions were help in workshops between December 2023 and March 2024.

General points of consideration included that the restoration definition:

e Should be driven by the holistic needs of the peatland ecosystem rather than single
objectives or outcomes, which lead to divergent measures of success and value

(funding).

e Must dovetail easily with other criteria (including monitoring requirements) used in

other schemes and performance indicators (e.g. EIP indicators).
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e May differ between peatland types (for example calcareous fen and blanket bog
restoration). However, the commonality across peatlands is the intention to return
the habitat to better condition, principally through restoring wet conditions, ideally to
a near-natural ecohydrological state, with differences in the actions required and
expected end point.

¢ Includes addressing and remedying pressures originating outside the peatland (e.g.
water-borne nutrient enrichment)

e Must be practical for stakeholders (e.g. land managers) with varying capacity and
capability to report against for the purposes of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap
data request during 2024.

e Should be repeatable for the purposes of monitoring and evaluation against the
restoration ambition set out.

e Should recognise the different stages in restoration. Restoration often demands a
sequence of activities with different timescales and trajectories.

e Does not encompass paludiculture, the object of which is more sustainable
management of peat soils under intensive agricultural production rather than
peatland ecosystem recovery. However, raising water levels for paludiculture can
stall degradation of peat soils and therefore “bank” agricultural land for future
habitat restoration; and may support adjacent peatland habitat recovery within the
same hydrological unit.

Defining the restoration activities that should be counted in the PRR pipeline considered
the balance between the practicality and value of providing information at different levels.
A moderate level of detail, using broad categories of action was felt to strike the right
balance (action/input column in table A1.1). The list of actions focused on primary,
physical interventions that land managers intend to deliver onsite, rather than intended
benefits/outcomes which were considered too complex for forecasting purposes in this
context. Whilst many actions could appear against several objectives, for simplicity they
have been allocated where the relationship is considered strongest.

Defining the area under restoration considered whether respondents should be able to
determine their own method for predicting the delivery area or prescribing a consistent
approach either on a conservative basis like the Peatland Code or a more holistic,
functional approach like the NCPGS.

TAG supported the adoption of a consistent, prescribed approach for reasons of credibility,
analytical robustness and repeatability, although it was recognised that this would mean
some additional effort for any partners not currently using the chosen methodology.
However, in the longer term this was felt to be beneficial as it may support more consistent
funding and reporting across the peatland restoration community in future.

TAG recommended adopting an approach based on the area of hydrological change
(the area expected to be hydrologically influenced by restoration interventions), for the
following reasons:
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e Natural function led, and driven by ecosystem restoration principles rather than
single outcome

e Will capture the likely area of functional recovery, which aligns with the rationale for
the Roadmap

¢ Inclusive of a range of geographies and peatland habitat types

e Likely to incur less effort on the part of respondents overall

e Less bespoke quality assurance needed to harmonise submissions

Although this approach would lead to a larger area estimate than the more conservative
Peatland Code approach, this would provide a more realistic sense of the overall scale of
peatland habitat recovery, which meets the purpose of the roadmap project.

TAG considered ways to articulate the stages of delivery in the restoration process. An
approach used by Scottish Power was felt to be a useful model which was adapted to
reflect the needs of the roadmap (figure A1.3).

Stabilisation Successional
Original state Rsetrn;c;;(a)lrsof (vegetation stages in
colonises) vegetation

Figure A1.3. Model of stages of progress

End point

(reference
condition)

This advantages for using this approach to build the restoration delivery pipeline include:

e Addresses partners’ concerns about articulating a baseline

e Underpinned by knowledge about habitat condition, but allows respondents to focus
on actions, reducing the response burden

e Aligned with other frameworks expressing stages in restoration, including the
Peatland Code

e Enables the pipeline to demonstrate the proportion of delivery that is new
restoration compared with re-visiting or refining works, highlighting the iterative
nature of restoration action

e Highlights where delivery plans fall short of the actions needed to support full
recovery

e Offers potential to draw conclusions about funding requirements and value for
money

e Supports extrapolation of carbon emissions assumptions based on the extent of the
predicted shift

A summary of the objectives, outcomes and actions developed by the TAG are presented
in table A1.1. Enabling actions were identified as dependencies for the delivery of
restoration plans. To collect data on these through the surveys, the following list was
developed by the TAG:
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e Store water

e Access (physical eg tracks, paths)

e Access (legal agreement, management, tenancy etc)

o Work with partners

e Address evidence gaps around effectiveness of techniques

e Reach agreement about appropriate management

e Obtain funding

¢ Obtain permissions/licences/consents

e Find staff capacity

e Find contractor capacity

¢ Actions outside the boundary to prevent air pollution impacts onsite

¢ Actions outside the boundary to prevent water pollution impact onsite
e Address other pressures outside the boundary, e.g. catchment management
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Table A1.1. Table of restoration objectives, outcomes and actions developed by TAG

Objective Primary Outcomes Inputs/actions (high level) Physical inputs/actions onsite
(aspect of natural function) (detail)

Restore hydrology:
* Restore flow regime
* Restore hydrochemistry

* Raised/ stabilised / maintained
water table

* Permanently wetted peat body
* Reduced fluctuations in water
level

 Ecotypical hydrochemistry

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

» Absence of (or colonisation of)
bare peat

* Mitigation of wildfire risk

Actions to raise/ stabilise/
maintain water table including
reconfiguring water management
systems to restore hydrological
function)

* Block/ reprofile drains and
footdrains

* Remove sub-surface drainages
* Install bunds

* Install and maintain water
control

assets (pumps, sluices)

* Remove degraded peat

* Reduce abstraction

* Restore river system
(offsite/onsite)

* Restore catchment function
(offsite)

Restore soil/sediment
processes

« Stabilise peat

* Restore peat formation

* Cessation of erosion (blanket
bog/lowland agricultural peat)

« Stabilisation of slumping (blanket
bog)

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

* Mitigation of wildfire risk

* Improved water quality

« Stop peat cutting (extraction)
+ Actions that prevent erosion

+ Actions that stabilise slumping
* Actions that help peat-forming
plant communities establish

* Install peat surface protection
(brash/reprofile etc)

* Undertake works to address
compaction

 Cease agricultural activities
(arable

reversion)

» Establish nurse crop for bare
peat

* Install peat dams

* Reprofile

* Install piling

* Add lime

Restore species
composition:
* Peat-forming

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

* Introduce plants that are typical
for
the peatland habitat

* Remove trees (or appropriate
tree
management)
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Objective

(aspect of natural function)

Primary Outcomes

Inputs/actions (high level)

Physical inputs/actions onsite
(detail)

vegetation community
* Peatland fauna

» Absence of negative indicator
species
* Presence of ecotypical fauna

* Functional microbial communities

» Absence of (or colonisation of)
bare peat

* Mitigation of wildfire risk

* Improved water quality

* Remove plants that are

undesirable in the peatland habitat

* Introduce animals that are
typical
for the peatland habitat

» Undertake invasive species
management

* Remove non-target vegetation
* Remove top soil

» Undertake species
reintroductions

(flora)

» Undertake species
reintroductions

(fauna)

* Adjacent habitat management;
restore

connectivity eg river restoration

Restore vegetation controls:
* Remove human

controls

Mimic natural controls

* Appropriate progression of plant

species
composition and structure
* Mitigation of wildfire risk

* Adjust grazing or mowing levels
« Stop grazing and mowing
* Stop controlled burning

* Remove pressures: burning,
overgrazing, vehicles

« Establish appropriate
management

regime

Restore nutrient levels

* Improved water quality

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

» Absence of negative indicator
species

* Prevent water pollution within
the
site boundary

* Remove nutrients
* Address point source pollution
(onsite)
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Task 2 — stakeholder engagement dialogue and survey

The NE project team commissioned Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems to carry
out a participatory stakeholder engagement process to inform the development of the
Peatland Restoration Roadmap. Dialogue Matters held a series of workshops which aimed
to discuss a vision for peatlands, share information and knowledge, identify what is
working well for peatland restoration, where challenges remain, and prioritise areas for
actions.

Three regional workshops were held online between 2" and 4" July 2024, and these were
built on in two national workshops held in person in July and October 2024. Between the
two national workshops an online qualitative survey tested emerging ideas, helping to
direct the discussion of the second national workshop. The workshops were designed to
convene people from across the peatland community and offer a space to offer opinions,
questions and concerns. Trained, impartial facilitators supported the workshops to ensure
that all participants’ points were heard and recorded.

In total 52 participants attended the workshops, consisting of practitioners, government
bodies, researchers, landowners, environmental charities and represented 41 different
organisations.

The Dialogue Matters narrative report sets out the full findings from the stakeholder
engagement process, including stakeholder experience and what they would like to see
happen to achieve England’s restoration goals. The full report is available in annex 2.

Task 3 — delivery pipeline survey

Survey development

The restoration delivery pipeline forms the basis of the peatland restoration roadmap and
a survey was designed as part of the Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems contract
to collate partners’ plans for peatland habitat restoration. The aim of the survey was to
collect data on the restoration action expected to happen between 2021 and 2050, and the
type of restoration action that is planned. The survey questions were designed by
Dialogue Matters with the PSG to demonstrate the scale of restoration that could take
place and consider what else needs to happen to make restoration deliverable.

Two versions of the survey were developed to reflect the level of detail that different
respondents were likely to know about their restoration plans; a basic survey and detailed
survey. The surveys were open from 11" November 2024 to 17t January 2025.

The basic survey was designed to capture the views of landowners and land managers
who are restoring peatland at the single landholding level, outside of delivery partnerships
and practitioner projects. It was also for individuals and organisations who are considering
getting involved in peatland restoration or are unsure about it, and for those not currently
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planning to restore their peatlands for any reason. To answer the basic survey,
respondents needed a basic understanding of peatland restoration and some simple
information about the restoration they could deliver.

The detailed survey was designed to gather in-depth information from peatland restoration
projects working at the practitioner level, either in landscape-scale delivery partnerships or
standalone habitat restoration projects. To answer the detailed survey, they needed an
intermediate understanding of peatland restoration and details of the delivery planned.

The surveys were hosted in ArcGIS 123 to allow respondents to submit survey answers
and upload geospatial information as either GIS shapefiles or high-resolution scanned
maps.

The full survey guidance and questions for both the basic and detailed survey are in
appendix 3.

Survey responses — basic survey

A total of 10 records were submitted to the basic survey. Two of these records included
land that was already part of a partnership restoration project. For these records the
survey ended at question two as data on land in joint restoration projects would be
collected through the detailed survey submissions from other delivery bodies such as peat
partnerships. The remaining eight records were received from private companies, charities
and public bodies.

Survey responses — detailed survey

A total of 350 records were submitted to the detailed survey, each representing an
individual restoration delivery unit. A restoration delivery unit constitutes a distinct area of
restoration, defined by the extent of hydrological influence. These restoration delivery units
were part of 73 restoration delivery projects. The detailed survey respondents came from
15 different organisations, including peat partnerships, environmental charities,
government and public bodies, and private companies.

Data processing — detailed survey

In order to obtain a unique restoration delivery footprint, overlaps in the spatial data
submitted through the detailed survey needed to be identified and resolved. Overlaps in
mapped records were identified using the intersect tool in ArcGIS Pro by Environment
Systems and Natural England. The majority of the overlaps identified originated from one
organisation. Where restoration delivery units overlapped with submissions from other
organisations, these were resolved through discussions with all parties to identify a
primary source and retain the supporting data.

Overlapping polygons were generally not edited, with the exception of two large polygons
totalling approximately 56,000 ha. The submitting organisations were consulted and
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approved the necessary modifications to the polygons to remove the overlap. For all other
overlaps, complete overlaps resulted in the removal of one polygon following agreement
among all parties. In cases of a partial overlap, the entire polygon was removed, but the
associated survey entry was retained as an "unmapped" record. The reported area was
adjusted to reflect the planned restoration area, excluding the identified overlaps.
Additionally, polygons identified to contain errors in the mapped area were removed
entirely, with their survey entries preserved as unmapped records and updated to reflect
the correct area.

A total of 71,000 ha of overlaps and errors were resolved within the detailed survey
dataset. However, 4,000 ha of this was added back into the “unmapped” portion of the
detailed dataset.

The NCPGS restoration delivery data from September 2021 to March 2024 was added to
the detailed survey unique footprint by the NE Peat Team. The overlap analysis was run
again which identified c. 4,000 ha of overlapping records.

The final dataset has an overlap of 300 ha which was not resolved and accepted as within
reason. It is not possible to identify whether the unmapped records (42,000 ha) overlap
with the mapped records from the surveys.

Designated sites analysis

After finalising a GIS layer with minimal overlaps, the mapped survey records were
analysed in relation to layers representing designated sites (including Ramsar sites,
Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas, Sites of Special Scientific
Interest, National Nature Reserves, and Local Nature Reserves) and protected landscapes
(National Parks and National Landscapes). This analysis quantified the extent of
restoration delivery within each Designated areas.

Upland - lowland analysis

The mapped survey records were also analysed to identify the upland — lowland split of
the restoration delivery area using the Less Favoured Areas (LFA) and Moorland Lines
Layer dataset. The analysis quantified the extent of restoration delivery area and that
within the Moorland Line was considered upland.

Cost and funding analysis

Restoration costs and funding sources were reported through the survey at the project
level and respondents could include delivery units from any start date within a project
(2021 — 2035 and unknown start date). Therefore, project costs and funding sources could
not always be attributed to specific start dates. To estimate the cost of future restoration
delivery, i.e. 2026 -2035 and unknown delivery dates, a cost per hectare was calculated
and this was applied to the area of restoration delivery attributed to each start date. Six
projects reported one project cost that covered both past and future restoration delivery.
For these survey responses, the total estimated project cost and the total area of delivery
(hectares) was used to produce a cost per hectare for that project. The cost for the area of
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restoration delivery in each start year was then calculated using the project specific cost
per hectare.

The amount reported for each funding source through the survey was not analysed using
the cost per hectare approach described above as it was decided that there was not
enough evidence through the survey to support this assumption for individual categories.
Consequently, the total amount attributed to each funding category for delivery from 2021-
2035 and unknown start dates reported through the survey is presented in the Finance
and funding section.

Data limitations and future survey considerations

The way the data was collected through the detailed and basic surveys means there are
limitations on the analysis and conclusions possible with the dataset as discussed in the
Restoration delivery pipeline and results sections. If a delivery pipeline data survey was
repeated in future, the points below should be considered.

¢ Reach of the survey beyond the ‘usual players’ — targeted engagement to reach
individual land managers and those restoring peatlands on a local level. This would
enable better quantification of ‘untapped potential’ of restoration.

e Survey response window timings — extending the length of time that a survey is
open for and consider timings around the restoration season.

e Support to respond to the survey — a webinar was held to introduce potential
respondents to the survey which worked well and should be considered again.

¢ Identify overlapping records during submission — many overlapping records
originated from the same organisation, designing the survey portal to identify these
overlaps on submission would enable records to be amended and resolved by
respondents prior to the data processing phase.

e Data sharing permissions — setting up data sharing permissions to allow
submitted records to be viewed by other respondents would also enable overlaps to
be identified and resolved prior to the data processing phase.

e Survey response format — setting up data fields to eliminate the need to extract
strings of data during data processing and combine fields where responses for the
same question come from different survey ‘routes’. This would streamline data
processing and analysis.

o Apply all questions to all respondents — the survey design meant some
questions were not available for ‘potential’ land which affected the data analysis
possible. The extension of asking all questions for all land types should be
considered to simplify future analysis and interpretation.

¢ Alignment with other peatland restoration data collection — the data survey was
designed to align as far as possible with the Peatland Restoration Register and
NCPGS data collection. A future survey should try to align with any further
developments of the restoration register and government funded restoration where
data is collected e.g. Landscape Recovery.
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Task 4 — recovery trajectories and case studies

The TAG was asked to contribute evidence about restoration response trajectories and
case studies to incorporate into the roadmap. The specific asks sent to the TAG are set
out below. The evidence submitted by the TAG is presented as a supporting document in
annex 3.

Evidence about response trajectories
Evidence was requested to:

e Describe hydrological response to restoration delivery

e Describe other recovery trajectories in response to interventions: Vegetation (peat-
forming), Wider biodiversity, vegetation controls, water quality

e Implications for carbon (low priority)

The TAG was asked to provide short summaries of evidence, gained from academic
research or practitioner delivery, regarding the length of time and trajectory over which
different aspects of natural function are seen to respond to restoration interventions. This
should consider what knowledge is available from local on-the-ground delivery and
research that can be presented in PRR to demonstrate how (and the extent to which)
restoration action leads to recovery response. The importance of findings relevant to
specific contexts (peatland habitat, geography etc) had been noted in PSG and TAG
discussions and therefore a spread of examples was sought.

Case studies to illustrate key issues and impact on delivery

The TAG was asked to provide short case studies, drawn from restoration delivery
projects, that illustrate how specific issues have impacted (either positively or negatively)
on deliverability of restoration ambitions. Again, the importance of findings relevant to
specific contexts (peatland habitat, geography etc) had been noted in PSG and TAG
discussions and therefore a spread of examples was sought.

Aspects for case studies to focus on:

e Examples that highlight the extent of ambition/potential for restoration

e |ssues highlighted in workshop outputs and data findings (overarching themes are
given below)

¢ How the impact has been experienced at project level

e Solutions identified or implemented

Key themes from Dialogue Matters workshops were shared with the TAG to guide
thinking, specifically:

¢ Funding and finance
e Permissions and consents
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e Stakeholder involvement and agreement

e Technical and practical

e Skills and capacity: People to do the work

e Environmental and ecological: What does 'restored' look like?

Task 5 — writing the roadmap

The Natural England project team wrote the roadmap final report using the evidence
gathered from PSG and TAG discussions, DM workshops and final report and data survey
responses. Annexes were collated and transferring into the Natural England publication
templates. Specific authors are named in each annex.

Feedback on the report was sought from peatland specialists and policy teams across
Natural England, Environment Agency and Defra. The final report underwent two technical
reviews as part of the Natural England publications process.
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Appendix 2: Supporting data tables

Table A2.1: Full breakdown of area of restoration delivery submitted through each
data source and corrections made. Minus sign denotes the hectarage removed from
a data source.

Detailed survey: GIS area (mapped) 209,000
Detailed survey: unmapped 42,000
Detailed survey: corrections -71,000
Detailed survey: sub-total 180,000
NCPGS: GIS area 10,000
NCPGS: overlap with survey -4,000
NCPGS: sub-total 6,000
Simple survey: unmapped area 5,000
Total 191,000
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Table A2.2: Area of restoration delivery (ha) planned in each commitment and level
of certainty category, against the start date of delivery. This dataset underlies figure
3 in the main report (PRR survey data only, no NCPGS records included). Cells left
blank represent responses that were not an option through the survey.

Delivery (ha) 2026 - 2030 2031 - 2035 Unknown
date

Comrmtted - High 16,000 3,200 0

certainty

Committed —

Medium certainty 2,000 480 0

Commltted - Low 160 160 0

certainty

Likely = High 670 1,700 6

certainty

Likely = Medium 1,500 34,400 0

certainty

leely — Low 0 2,300 0

certainty

Potential 117,600

Table A2.3: Current land use of area of restoration delivery planned from 2026
onwards. All PRR records, no NCPGS data.

Current land use Area (hectares)

Agriculture 23,800

Agriculture, Habitat management 1,200

Agriculture, Recreation (sporting, access), Habitat
management 1,000
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Current land use Area (hectares)

Forestry 30
Forestry, Habitat management 2,100
Habitat management 9,500
Recreation (sporting, access) 96,200
Recreation (sporting, access), other 300
Peat extraction 1,300
Grouse shooting (grouped with recreation) 1,000
Wilding site with extensive grazing on former dairy

farm/pasture 1,000
Mixed — not specified 1,500
Other — not specified 20,100
Unknown 900

Page 67 of 99 Peatland Restoration Roadmap NERR171




Table A2.4 — current land use split by current habitat type for all records from 2026 onwards (included unknown dates). Mixed
land use and mosaic habitats are grouped into their dominant land use and vegetation cover. Other land use cover includes,
other — not specified, mixed — not specified and unknown land use

Current Blanket Ralsed Arable Woodlan Rush Unknown
land use pasture vegetation

Recreation 69,300 27,100 0
Habitat 4,500 2,600 240 1,800 230 0 35 70 0
management

Agriculture 19,200 2,900 80 200 590 440 0 200 0
Forestry 700 1,400 6 0 0 0 25 0 0
Peat 1,100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 110
extraction

Other 16,400 800 0 4,600 1,100 0 580 0 0
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Appendix 3: Survey questions and guidance

Introduction

Two data surveys were used to identify a route to government’s peatland restoration
ambitions, collecting information on the amount of restoration delivery planned by partners
and the factors influencing delivery.

The basic survey was aimed at identifying individual managers restoring peatland at the
local level, and untapped restoration potential, assuming a limited level of technical
knowledge.

The detailed survey was aimed at peatland restoration practitioners with a sound technical
understanding of peatland ecosystem restoration, including Peatland Restoration
Partnerships and other delivery partners.

A copy of the survey guidance and questions asked are included in this appendix.

Basic survey guidance

Introduction

The Government’s ambition is for 280,000ha of peatland habitat in England under
restoration by 2050. Peatlands are a valuable part of our landscape and cultural heritage,
and they provide important benefits for people and nature, including wildlife-rich habitats,
clean water, flood regulation and carbon storage. Damaged peatlands can’t provide these
benefits as effectively, and they release carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, contributing
to climate change. This is why we want to find out where more peatlands could be
restored. Natural England is developing a Peatland Restoration Roadmap and has
appointed Dialogue Matters to conduct this survey.

This survey is to find out:

e How much peatland is managed by landowners and managers

e How much peatland restoration landowners and managers plan to carry out in
the future

¢ What might be stopping landowners and managers from deciding to restore
peatland, and what could help

You can help us by answering this survey if:

e You are aware of peat on your landholding
e You aren’t already involved in a joint project to restore your peatland (for
example, as part of a Peat Restoration Partnership)
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There are no right or wrong answers — we are looking for your honest thoughts on
peatland restoration on your land. Your feedback will help us forecast the amount of
restoration that could happen and understand what is needed to make it possible. Your
input will feed into a national Peatland Restoration Roadmap.

Individual responses will not be published, and any findings will only be shown at a high
level that does not allow people and specific locations to be identified. There is no
monitoring or compliance linked to the Roadmap, and there will be no repercussions as a
result of the information you share.

We will not use your details for any other purpose, unless you confirm that you are willing
to be contacted in future about your restoration plans or about the completion of the
Roadmap. This is completely optional.

By proceeding to the survey questions, you confirm that you have read and
understood the privacy notice and that you agree to your responses being used for the
purposes outlined.

[Tick-box] — | would like to participate in the survey and | agree to my responses being
used for the purposes stated in the privacy notice.

*denotes that questions are mandatory.

The response options for each question are shown in square brackets.

Basic survey questions

About your restoration project
1. Do you have areas of peatland on your land?* [yes/no]

If no is selected, then survey ends with a thank you and explanation that the Roadmap is
specifically about peatland restoration — see Other routes.

2. Is your land already part of a partnership restoration project?* [yes/no]

If yes is selected, then survey ends with a thank you and tells them we are asking
Peatland Restoration Partnerships to tell us separately about these areas of peatland —
see Other routes.

3. What is the approximate area of peatland? We won’t publish your individual
answer. Please tell us in hectares* [text box]

4. What is the current land use? If more than one, tell us which one is present on the
majority of the peatland™ [tick]

e Agriculture
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Paludiculture (wetter farming)
Forestry

Recreation (sporting, access)
Habitat management

Other (please specify)

5. What is the current vegetation cover? If more than one, tell us which one is present
on the majority of the peatland.*

Peatland — Blanket bog
Peatland — Raised bog
Peatland — Fen

Heath

Grassland

Arable

Woodland (including forestry)
Other (please specify)
Unknown

6. Are you restoring or planning to restore your peatland?* [yes/no].

If yes, continue to 6. If no, skip to 9.

7. In which year do you expect to start, or for restoration you have already started
(2021 — 2024 only), in which year did you start?* [year in a text box]

8. Do you have an expected year for completing your restoration action (not the
recovery of the site’s condition)? (optional) [year in a text box]

9. Please tell us how you expect the restoration to be funded. If more than one, tell us
which will be the main source of funding* [radio buttons]:

Self-funded

Agri-environment scheme

Other public funding (Government grant funding, including Nature for Climate
Peatland Grant Scheme, Environment Agency, Local government, Heritage
Lottery Fund)

Private funding (including Peatland Code, private finance, water company
funding, charitable funding)

Other (please specify) [add text box]

Not yet known

10. What is missing that would help you decide to restore, or speed up your plans?
Tick all that apply.* [radio buttons]

Getting planning permission
Getting other permissions / licences / consents
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e Agreeing a plan with others: landowners and managers

e Agreeing a plan with others: public bodies, non-governmental organisations
etc

e Securing funding

e Agreeing how to restore peatland

e Understanding new approaches to restoring peatland
o Staff capacity

e Contractor availability

e Solving problems off-site

e Other [text box]

Where could the restoration happen
11. Please tell us your location. We won'’t publish your individual answer:
Postcode (optional) [text box]:

County™:

Comments

Please provide any additional comments you feel may be relevant (optional) [text box]

About you

Sharing your details is completely optional. However, if you would like to be contacted in
future about your restoration plans, or if you would like to be notified when the Roadmap is
completed, please provide your email address.

1. What is your name? (optional)

2. Which organisation you are responding on behalf of (optional):
3. What is your role? (optional)

4. What is your email address? (optional).

5. I'would like to be contacted in future about my restoration plans (optional) [tick]

(o}

. I would like to receive notice when the Roadmap, which my information is
contributing to, becomes available [tick]

Thank you for taking part. Your responses will help shape the Peatland Restoration
Roadmap.
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Other routes

If response to question 1 is no peatland, the survey ends with the message: Thank you for
taking part. This survey is only about peatland restoration, so there are no further
questions.

If the response to question 2 is yes - already in a joint project, the survey ends with the
message: Thank you for taking part. This survey is only about peatland restoration that is
happening outside of joint partnership projects, so there are no further questions.
Information about peatlands in joint restoration projects is being gathered separately
through delivery bodies such as Peat Restoration Partnerships.

Detailed survey guidance

Introduction — why we are gathering this data and what we will do with it

Our peatlands are an iconic feature of England's landscape. They are our largest
terrestrial carbon store, a haven for rare wildlife, a record of our past, and natural providers
of water regulation. However, the majority of England's peatland habitats are degraded
and in need of restoration.

Natural England is working with partners to understand how the government's ambition of
280,000ha of peatland habitat under restoration by 2050 can be achieved.

To do this, we are keen to hear what our partners' plans are for peatland habitat
restoration so that we can build a delivery pipeline.

The delivery pipeline will show when we expect restoration action to happen between now
and 2050, and the type of restoration action that is planned.

Understanding the delivery pipeline will help us demonstrate the scale of restoration that
could take place and consider what else needs to happen to support our partners so that
restoration action is easier to deliver.

Individual responses will not be published, and any findings will only be shown at a high
level that does not allow people and specific locations to be identified. There is no
monitoring or compliance linked to the Roadmap, and all responses will be treated
positively.

Completing the survey — what to expect

The survey environment is ArcGIS 123. This allows you to submit survey answers and
upload geospatial information in two formats: GIS ESRI .shp files or high-resolution
scanned maps.
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The survey cannot be saved part-way through. However, you can submit each restoration
delivery unit separately. After submitting a restoration delivery unit, you can choose to re-
enter the survey or end the session and return at a later date.

You can use the back button at the bottom of the survey page to check your previous
answers. Using the back button on your web browser will take you back to the front page
of the survey.

Quick overview of questions in the survey
1 — Project-level details.

These relate to the total area of land being managed under one delivery project. These
details need to be completed in each session to ensure they are linked to the data about
each restoration delivery unit. However, some browsers prefill your previous answers.

e Name of respondent

e Email address

e Organisation

e Project name (optional)

2 — Project costs and funding.

The survey asks you to complete this just once for each entire project. The time taken will
depend on the size of your project and the amount of information you have to hand. When
returning to the survey to submit additional restoration delivery units, you can skip this
section.

e Estimated total project cost
e Expected funding sources
e Area of restoration delivery
e Location of project

3 - Restoration delivery unit details.

These relate to each distinct area of restoration being undertaken (restoration delivery
unit). The survey asks you to complete this section once for each separate restoration
delivery unit. The time taken will depend on how much information you have to hand.
to hand.

e Restoration commitment level
For Committed and Likely land:

¢ Provide map pin and postcode
e Upload restoration delivery unit
e Current land use

e Current vegetation cover
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¢ Planned land use

o Start date for delivery

e Current stage in restoration sequence (pick from 5 options)

¢ Planned end stage in restoration sequence (pick from 5 options)
e Restoration actions (pick from 13 options)

e Supporting actions — on-site (pick from 4 options)

e Supporting actions — off-site (pick from 11 options)

e Level of certainty — delivery

For Potential land that cannot be mapped:

e County

e Area (ha)

e Current vegetation cover

e Current land use

e Planned land use

e Current stage in restoration sequence (if known)

For Potential land that can be mapped:

¢ Provide map pin and postcode

e Upload restoration delivery unit

e Current vegetation cover

e Current land use

e Planned land use

e Current stage in restoration sequence (if known)

Glossary of terms used in the survey
Project: Total area of restoration land being managed under one delivery project

Restoration delivery unit: Distinct area of restoration, defined by the extent of
hydrological influence

Current stage in restoration sequence: Category which most closely describes the
current focus of your delivery actions

Planned end stage in restoration sequence: Category which most closely describes the
expected focus of your delivery actions when you will finish delivering your plan.

How to measure the area of restoration

For the Peatland Restoration Roadmap survey, we have defined each restoration delivery
unit to be the area of land you expect to be hydrologically influenced by the planned
restoration actions.
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You may find it useful to check your restoration delivery units and their boundaries to
ensure that They meet this definition, before you begin the survey. Further details are
given on below.

For each restoration delivery unit, we would like to find out:

e The level of commitment for the land to go into restoration

e The starting point of delivery action (from a list of 5 possible stages)

e The likely finishing point of delivery action (from a list of 5 possible stages)

e The types of restoration activities you plan to undertake (from a list of 12 broad
action types)

e The types of supporting actions you think are needed (from a list of 16
supporting actions)

e Your level of confidence that the restoration action is deliverable

Contact details

Natural England has contracted Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems to administer
the survey. If you have any technical issues with the survey, please contact Environment
Systems at enquiries@envsys.co.uk.

If you have any additional questions, please contact
peatlandroadmap@naturalengland.org.uk

Detailed survey notes — Section 1 questions

The first section is about the restoration project as a whole. The questions are about high-
level details that apply to the whole project. These details need to be completed in each
session to ensure they are linked to the data about each restoration delivery unit.
However, some browsers prefill your previous answers.

Name of respondent - Tell us your name
Email address — Tell us your email address so that we can contact you if needed.
Organisation - Tell us the name of your organisation

Project name - Tell us your project name, if applicable

Detailed survey notes — Section 2 questions

The second section is about the overall costs and funding sources for the restoration
project overall. After completing this section once, you can skip it during subsequent
sessions.
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Estimated total project cost - Please provide an estimated total cost for all the
restoration delivery units you are sharing with the Peatland Restoration Roadmap pipeline
(including committed land, land that is likely to come into restoration and land that has the
potential to come into restoration).

Knowing the estimated cost of delivery helps us understand the scale of investment
needed to achieve the restoration ambition.

We know that costs change as plans become more detailed — please give an estimate to
the best of your ability based on your current knowledge.

We are interested in the full cost of restoration delivery, both capital and revenue spend,
including:

e Site work such as:
* Access and transport
* Monitoring and survey
* Environmental permissions and consents
* Machinery/equipment
» Site preparation
* Restoration activity
* Reintroduction/supplements
» Other contractor/subcontractor costs
e Staff costs (salaries, overheads etc)
e Volunteer costs
e Engagement costs

Area of restoration delivery (hectares) — Tell us how many hectares of restoration this
overall project cost will deliver.

This will enable us to associate restoration costs with the total delivery area, as well as the
individual restoration delivery areas you submit. You should estimate this on the basis of
hydrological influence (see p6 for more details).

Location of project - Please tell us the county where the project is located. If your project
covers more than one county, please choose the county where most work is planned.

This will provide immediate insights into where delivery is forecast while the survey is live.

Expected funding sources - Please indicate how you expect the restoration delivery for
the project to be funded (or how it has been funded for non-Nature for Climate Peatland
Grant Scheme delivery up to 2024).

For each of the funding types, selecting “yes” will create two input boxes so that you can
add an actual (committed) value and/or an estimated value.
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You do not have to provide values that equal the total project cost, if not all the funding
that will be required has been identified. However, if you know the amount that is
unaccounted for, you can add this under “Funding source not identified”.

e Self-funded

e Agri-environment scheme (for Landscape Recovery give the total value of the
project, including scheme award and match funding)

e Other public funding (Government grant funding, including Nature for Climate
Peatland Grant Scheme, Environment Agency, Local government, Heritage
Lottery Fund)

e Private funding (including Peatland Code, private finance, water company
funding, charitable funding

e Other (please specify)

e Funding source not identified

Detailed survey notes — Section 3 questions

The third part of the survey is about the restoration action planned on each restoration
delivery unit. You will have the opportunity to submit the details separately for each
restoration delivery unit.

For each restoration delivery unit:

Restoration commitment level: Please tell us the extent to which the land in this
restoration delivery unit is committed in your delivery plan:

e Committed: The land is secured for restoration action

e Likely: The land is likely to be available for restoration action the near future (2-3
years)

e Potential only: The land has potential to fit into a restoration delivery plan but
there is no firm commitment or agreement at present.

For land that you describe as Committed or Likely, the next stage of the survey will prompt
you to submit a file for the boundary of the restoration delivery unit. Continue to page <>
for further guidance notes. For land that you describe as Potential only, continue to the
guidance notes in Detailed survey notes - Section 4 questions.

Provide map pin: Please add a pin to the map to indicate the centre of the restoration
delivery unit.

To do this, first search for a postcode or click on the map and then zoom in to refine the
location.

This will help us cross-reference the restoration delivery unit location with the geolocation
of the boundary you upload in the next step.
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Upload restoration delivery unit: Please upload your restoration delivery unit boundary
in either ESRI shapefile format or high-resolution scan.

For the data we are collecting for the Roadmap, a restoration delivery unit is a continuous
area of land you expect to be influenced by the hydrological effects of your restoration
actions (in other words, a distinct area that will be rewetted or where water levels will
change, supporting peatland habitat recovery).

This way of measuring the restoration delivery unit will give us an estimate of how much
ecologically functional peatland habitat will be restored.

You should use your informed judgment to decide the area you expect to be influenced by
your planned restoration action, drawing on your knowledge and experience of peatland
ecosystem function and the way you understand your site to respond to restoration
interventions. This may draw on monitoring data such as dipwell readings, but if your
project does not have access to this information, you should use your best estimate.

You do not need to measure the boundary of individual work items.
Tips:

e The area of influence is affected by the way the water table and water flows
work on the restoration site.

e Exclude rivers, lakes, roads, permanent tree cover and non-peatland soils.

e Consider whether non-peatland features interrupt water flow.

Current vegetation cover: Tell us the current vegetation cover on this restoration delivery
unit.

If there is a mosaic of habitat types on the peatland, choose the habitat type which occurs
most commonly.

e Peatland — Blanket Bog
e Peatland — Raised Bog
e Peatland — Fen

e Heath
e Grassland
e Arable

e Woodland (including forestry)
e Unknown
e Other (please specify)

Peatland habitats are given at the broad level.

Blanket bog describes: rain-fed vegetation on deep peat dominated by bog mosses,
cotton-grasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in the uplands on shallow slopes and plateaux.
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Raised bog describes: - rain-fed vegetation on deep peat, sometimes very deep,
dominated by bog mosses, cotton-grasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in lowlands and
uplands, developing in depressions and on flat ground, and forming typical dome shaped
peat deposit.

Fen describes: peat-forming wetlands fed by surface and/or groundwater as well as
rainfall. Found in uplands and lowlands and includes a very wide range of vegetation and
landscape situations, from low-nutrient acidic mires in upland valleys to base and nutrient
rich situations on lowland floodplains.

Current land use: Tell us the current land use on this restoration delivery unit:

e Agriculture

e Paludiculture (wetter farming)
e Forestry

e Recreation (sporting, access)
e Habitat management

e Other (please specify)

Planned land use: Tell us the intended land use after the planned restoration actions:

¢ Peatland habitat management - blanket bog

e Peatland habitat management - Raised bog

e Peatland habitat management — Fen

e Paludiculture (wetter farming) that will support peatland habitat restoration
nearby (next to it or linked by water levels or water flows)

e Paludiculture (wetter farming) as a temporary management choice, on land that
will be restored to peatland habitat at a later stage in the restoration delivery
plan

Peatland habitats are given at the broad level. (See details under Current vegetation
cover above).

The Peatland Restoration Roadmap is not gathering information about:

¢ Non-peatland habitat
e Permanent standalone areas of paludiculture

Start date for delivery: When is the restoration action planned to start?

For non-Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme restoration that has taken place since
2021, please tell us when the delivery action happened.

For restoration that is planned, please tell us when you expect the delivery action to
happen.
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e Started 2021

o Started 2022

e Started 2023

o Started 2024

e Will start 2025

e Will start 2026 — 2030
o Will start 2031 — 2035
e Will start 2036 — 2040
e Will start 2041 — 2045
e Will start 2046 — 2050

Current stage in restoration sequence: Please tell us which stage best describes the
starting point of your delivery plan on this restoration delivery unit. Detailed descriptions
are provided in the table below:

D — Degraded: No action has previously been undertaken to restore
1 — Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline are currently being
undertaken

2 — Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation are currently
being undertaken including

3 — Recovery: Work is ongoing to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem
4 - Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions are complete. Management is
focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further pressures

Please choose the stage that most closely resembles the stage of action your delivery
plan will start from (or started from, for restoration that has taken place 2021-2024).

The activities listed for each stage are not a prescription for management, but a guide to
the likely focus of activity at each stage in the sequence.

Every restoration site is unique and there may be differences in the order or the detail of
some actions you have identified for your project.

Note: These categories are aligned with Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme
categories and Peatland Code categories that are linked to the Greenhouse Gas Inventory
(GHG). If you have previously identified these categories on your land, it may help you
identify your delivery stage for the PRR. (Table A3.1. Stages in PRR restoration
sequence).
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Table A3.1: Stages in PRR restoration sequence

Stage D: Degraded

Stage 1: Removal of
onsite stressors

Stage 2:
Stabilisation

Stage 3: Recovery

Stage 4: Self-
sustaining peatland
ecosystem

Current stage
in PRR
restoration
sequence

No work has been
undertaken to
restore.

Major interventions to
arrest decline are
currently being

undertaken including:

« Stop routine burning
» Stop extraction

* Remove intensive
grazing

* Reinstate wet
conditions (restore
natural hydrological
function/manipulate
water levels)

* Prevent erosion
(blanket bog/lowland
agricultural peat

Major interventions to
stabilise and promote
peat formation are
currently being
undertaken
including:

+ Stabilise slumping
(blanket bog)

* Establish peat-
forming vegetation

* Introduce plants that
are typical for the
peatland habitat

* Remove plants that
are undesirable in the
peatland habitat

* Maintain restored
hydrological function

Work is ongoing to
support continued
recovery of the
peatland ecosystem:

 Revisit erosion,
slumping, vegetation
actions

where required

* Adjust human
vegetation controls
(mowing,

grazing, burning)

* Maintain restored
hydrological function

Major interventions
are complete.
Management is
focused on peatland
habitat function and
avoiding further
pressures:

» Stop human
vegetation controls
(mowing, grazing,
burning)

* Appropriate site-
specific vegetation
controls

(mowing, grazing,
burning)

* Maintain restored
hydrological function

Expected end
stage in PRR
sequence

No action will be

underway to restore.

Major interventions
will be underway to
arrest decline
including:

+ Stop routine burning
* Stop extraction

* Remove intensive
grazing

* Reinstate wet
conditions

Major interventions to
stabilise and promote
peat

formation will be
underway including:
« Stabilise slumping
(blanket bog)

* Establish peat-
forming vegetation

* Introduce plants that
are typical for the

Work will be
underway to support
continued

recovery of the
peatland ecosystem:
* Revisit erosion,
slumping, vegetation
actions

where required

Major interventions
will be complete.
Management will be
focused on peatland
habitat function and
avoiding further
pressures:

 Stop human
vegetation controls
(mowing, grazing,
burning)
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Stage D: Degraded

Stage 1: Removal of
onsite stressors

Stage 2:
Stabilisation

Stage 3: Recovery

Stage 4: Self-
sustaining peatland
ecosystem

* Appropriate site-

* Prevent erosion

peatland habitat

* Remove plants that
are undesirable in the
peatland habitat

* Maintain restored
hydrological function

* Adjust human
vegetation controls
(mowing,

grazing, burning)

* Maintain restored
hydrological function

specific vegetation
controls

(mowing, grazing,
burning)

* Maintain restored
hydrological function

NCPGS
condition
categories

Forest

Cropland

Grassland
(drained/undrained)
Bog:

Extracted
(drained/undrained)
* Eroding modified bog
(drained/undrained)
* Heather dominated
modified bog
(drained/undrained)

» Grass dominated
modified bog
(drained/undrained)
Fen

Rewetted bog
(rewetted)

Rewetted fen
(rewetted)

Rewetted modified
semi-natural bog
(rewetted)

There is no fen
category in this stage

Rewetted modified
semi-natural bog
(rewetted)

There is no fen
category in this stage

Near natural bog
(undrained)

Near natural fen
(undrained)

Peatland
Code
condition
categories

Paludiculture
Grassland
(drained/undrained)
Cropland

Actively eroding bog
Drained bog
Modified bog

Modified fen
Revegetated bog

Rewetted fen
Rewetted modified
bog

Rewetted fen
Rewetted modified
bog

Near natural bog
Near natural fen
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Planned end stage in restoration sequence: Please tell us which stage best describes
the activities you will be focusing on by the end point of your restoration delivery plan:

D — Degraded: No action will be underway to restore
1 — Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline will be underway

2 — Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation will be
underway

3 — Recovery: Work will be underway to support continued recovery of the peatland
ecosystem

4 - Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions will be complete. Management
will be focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further pressures.

Please choose the stage that most closely resembles the type of action you expect to
reach by the end of your planned delivery. The activities listed for each stage are not a
prescription for management, but a guide to the likely focus of activity at each stage in the
sequence. Every restoration site is unique and there may be differences in the order or the
detail of some actions you have identified for your project.

Notes: These categories are aligned with Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme
categories and Peatland Code categories that are linked to the Greenhouse Gas Inventory
(GHG). If you have previously identified these categories on your land, it may help you
identify your delivery stage for the PRR. See the table A3.1.

You do not need to estimate what the resulting condition of the site will be, or when
this will be achieved. The delivery pipeline is focused on understanding the extent of
restoration effort that is planned. Likely recovery response trajectories (in other words how
quickly the environmental outcomes will result from peatland restoration action) are being
considered separately for the Peatland Restoration Roadmap.

Restoration actions: Tell us which types of action are planned on the land in the
restoration delivery unit (or which were undertaken, for restoration that has taken place
2021-2024). Select all that apply:

e Manage the water table to achieve wetter conditions

e Stop peat cutting (extraction)

¢ Actions that prevent erosion

e Actions that stabilise slumping

e Actions that help peat-forming plant communities establish
e Introduce plants that are typical for the peatland habitat

¢ Remove plants that are undesirable in the peatland habitat
e Introduce animals that are typical for the peatland habitat
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e Adjust grazing or mowing levels

e Stop grazing and mowing

e Stop controlled burning

e Prevent water pollution within the site boundary
e Other (please specify)

These are high level actions that cover all aspects of natural ecosystem function on
peatlands. Most restoration actions should fit into the above categories, but “Other” is
provided for any exceptional actions you would like to submit.

A list of more detailed actions, which fit into these high-level categories, is provided in
Table A3.2. High level and detailed outcomes, objectives and wider benefits. Since each
site is unique, the list of detailed actions is not intended to be exhaustive or prescriptive,
but to help you confidently identify the high-level actions you are delivering.

Note — the list of physical actions is not defined around drivers or outcomes, but these are
shown for illustrative purposes in the supporting guidance.

Supporting actions — on-site: Tell us which types of on-site action you need to undertake
to make restoration possible on the delivery unit. Select all that apply:

e Store water

e Access (physical eg tracks, paths)

e Access (legal agreement, management, tenancy etc)
e Other (please specify)

e None

We are interested in the supporting factors that will affect deliverability of peatland
restoration effort. Please think about all the all the aspects that need to be addressed to
enable restoration action to happen.

Supporting actions — off-site: Tell us which types of off-site action you need to
undertake to make restoration possible on the delivery unit.

e Work with partners

e Increase confidence about effectiveness of techniques

e Reach agreement about appropriate management

e Obtain funding

¢ Obtain permissions/licences/consents

e Find staff capacity

e Find contractor capacity

¢ Actions outside the boundary to prevent air pollution impacts onsite

e Actions outside the boundary to prevent water pollution impact onsite
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e Address other pressures outside the boundary, e.g. catchment management
e Other (please specify)
e None

Level of certainty — delivery: Tell us how certain you are that the restoration action is
deliverable:

e High certainty — e.g. agreements, funding and technical issues can all be
addressed

e Medium certainty — e.g. most issues can likely be addressed; one or more
factors outstanding

e Low certainty — e.g. many issues to be resolved before action can take place

Submit: When you submit the restoration delivery unit, you are given the option to return
to the start of the survey to enter details of another restoration delivery unit.

Detailed survey notes - Section 4 questions

This section contains questions for Potential land.

If a map of the Potential land can be supplied, the survey gives a prompt to upload this in
the same way as for Committed and Likely land.

Where a map cannot be supplied for sensitivity reasons, the survey asks broad
geographical questions that will not enable the land to be identified.

Potential land: county - Tell us which county the potential land is in.

If the land crosses county boundaries, choose the county where the majority of the area is
located.

Potential land — area (ha) - Please tell us the area of this potential land in hectares

The survey asks the same baseline questions as for Committed and Likely land. It does
not ask the remaining questions about delivery details, given the likely lack of certainty on
potential land.

Current vegetation cover: Tell us the current vegetation cover on this restoration delivery
unit. If there is a mosaic of habitat types on the peatland, choose the habitat type which
occurs most commonly.

e Peatland — Blanket Bog
e Peatland — Raised Bog
e Peatland — Fen

e Heath

e Grassland

e Arable
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e Woodland (including forestry)
e Unknown
e Other (please specify)

Peatland habitats are given at the broad level.

Blanket bog describes: rain-fed vegetation on deep peat dominated by bog mosses,
cottongrasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in the uplands on shallow slopes and plateaux.

Raised bog describes: - rain-fed vegetation on deep peat, sometimes very deep,
dominated by bog mosses, cotton-grasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in lowlands and
uplands, developing in depressions and on flat ground, and forming typical dome shaped
peat deposit.

Fen describes: peat-forming wetlands fed by surface and/or groundwater as well as
rainfall. Found in uplands and lowlands and includes a very wide range of vegetation and
landscape situations, from low-nutrient acidic mires in upland valleys to base and nutrient-
rich situations on lowland floodplains.

Current land use: Tell us the current land use on this restoration delivery unit

Agriculture

Paludiculture (wetter farming)
Forestry

Recreation (sporting, access)
Habitat management

Other (please specify

Planned land use: Tell us the intended land use after the planned restoration actions:

Peatland habitat management - blanket bog

Peatland habitat management - Raised bog

Peatland habitat management — Fen

Paludiculture (wetter farming) that will support peatland habitat restoration
nearby (next to it or linked by water levels or water flows)

e Paludiculture (wetter farming) as a temporary management choice, on land that
will be restored to peatland habitat at a later stage in the restoration delivery
plan

Peatland habitats are given at the broad level. (See details under Current vegetation
cover above).

The Peatland Restoration Roadmap is not gathering information about:
e Non-peatland habitat
e Permanent standalone areas of paludiculture

Potential land - Current stage in restoration sequence - Please tell us which stage best
describes the likely starting point of a delivery plan on this potential land, if known. See
tables under Section 3, above for further detail:

D — Degraded: No action has previously been undertaken to restore
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1 — Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline are currently being
undertaken

2 — Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation are currently
being undertaken

3 — Recovery: Work is ongoing to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem

4 - Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions are complete. Management is
focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further pressures:

Unknown - If this information about the potential land is not certain, choose “unknown”.

Submit: When you submit the restoration delivery unit, you are given the option to return
to the start of the survey to enter details of another restoration delivery unit.

Frequently Asked Questions

How will forecasts in the Roadmap be checked in the future?

The Peatland Restoration Roadmap is a forecast of the restoration delivery we expect to
happen. There is no monitoring or compliance step associated with the Roadmap. The
future assessment of the restoration delivery that has taken place will happen under
separate pieces of work at a national level. Your specific project may still have monitoring
requirements linked to funding, or for other purposes such as demonstrating outcome.

Why is the restoration delivery unit based on an estimate of hydrological function?

This way of measuring the delivery unit will give us an estimate of how much ecologically
functional peatland habitat will be restored. Some other measures of restoration area are
more conservative because they rely on the available evidence about greenhouse gas
emissions changes. These narrower estimates would not capture the wider ecosystem
benefits of restoration, which are expected to happen on a wider scale.

My restoration sequence looks different

The 5-stage sequence reflects the order of the major interventions you might expect to
undertake during peatland restoration. Because they are focused on the aspects of natural
function that need to be repaired, they are broadly applicable across habitat types.
However, each site is unique, and you may be planning to address some aspects of
restoration in a different order. Although some details may differ, you should choose the
stage which most closely describes the point your site is at, and the point in the restoration
sequence it will reach at the end of your delivery plan.

Why not use Greenhouse Gas Inventory (GHG) classes instead of the 5 stages in the
restoration sequence?

The 5-stage sequence used for PRR describes the broad steps in restoration that are
similar across habitat types. There is less detail across the GHG categories because there
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is not enough evidence in many cases for the greenhouse gas emissions of different land
cover types at different stages of recovery/levels of natural function. They are therefore
broader - where there is no emissions data, there is no distinct category. The PRR stages
therefore give us comparable detail across habitat types, that would otherwise be missing.
However, we have aligned the PRR stages with existing categories in NCPGS and the
Peatland Code, which draw on the GHG classes. If you have already identified your
categories under one of these schemes, you can use it to find the PRR stage, using the
tables included in the guidance.

| can’t find my restoration actions in the list

The 12 actions in the survey cover all aspects of natural function on peatlands at a broad
level. The detailed restoration actions undertaken on sites are included under these
headings. Examples are shown in the table at the end of the guidance, but this is not an
exhaustive list. You should choose the broad actions that most closely describe the
detailed works you are undertaking. We have included an “Other” category for exceptional
actions that are not covered by these categories. We have not included actions that are for
a specific purpose or benefit in our survey list; however, the table shows the outcomes that
result from restoration actions. It is recognised that ecosystems are complex, and no
single action is linked to a single aspect of natural function or a single outcome.

Will my land be identifiable in the Roadmap?

We are collecting the information geospatially, in the form of shapefiles (boundary lines) so
that the restoration delivery units can be mapped in the preparation stages of the project.
This will be helpful for a few reasons:

e We can ensure that we receive unique records (restoration projects are not
submitted twice by two different partners, for example in a Peatland Partnership)

e We can automatically pick up some information (such as protected site or
landscape designations), saving you time

e We can show some information in the Roadmap in map form.

However, any maps that may be produced will be at a high level. We do not plan to
publish detailed locations of restoration activity on individual landholdings in the Roadmap.
You can read more about how the data will be used in our Privacy Notice at the start of the
survey.

How can | check habitat inventory data about peatlands | am planning to restore?

Some draft peatland depth, extent and condition data is now available through the
England Peat Map Email peatmap@naturalengland.org.uk to request access to the beta
feedback portal. The England Peat Map beta outputs are at a beta stage of development.
This means that whilst they have complete geographical coverage of England, they are
still being developed and refined to improve their accuracy before the final versions are
released in March 2025 — this means there are highly likely to be significant changes
made to the final outputs. Access is granted to the beta outputs primarily for demonstration
purposes and allow for feedback. Users are advised that any use of beta outputs,
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especially in decision-making, is done at the user’s risk. Natural England can accept no
responsibility for any loss occurring from the inaccuracy of the maps. Additional evidence
on the distribution of peaty soils can be found in the Peaty Soils Location dataset.

Can the survey accept QGIS shapefiles?

Yes, shapefiles from ArcGIS or QGIS can be submitted to the survey. The uploaded zip
file must contain at least the .shp, .shx and .dbf file extensions. High-resolution scans of
maps can also be uploaded if GIS

Can areas of shallow peat restoration be included in the survey, or just deep peat?

The survey includes all types of peatland under restoration. There is no depth cut-off or
distinction between deep peat and shallow peat.

Is the survey gathering data in financial years or calendar years?

The survey is based on calendar years.

There will be a gap between the NCPGS data already submitted under the grant
scheme, up to March 2024, and the 2025 calendar year in the survey. How should
the 9 months of data be submitted?

For delivery on NCPGS project areas between 1st April 2024 and 31st December 2024,
please include these in any responses you submit for the 2025 year. This will be noted in
the methodology set out in the Roadmap.

There is uncertainty about what can be funded / delivered until the new financial
year, when the survey will have closed. Can the deadline by extended beyond 17th
January 20257

Unfortunately, time constraints mean we cannot extend the deadline. We would encourage
partners to submit restoration plans to the survey, even if some details are uncertain or
missing. The survey asks questions about the level of commitment on the land, your
certainty about deliverability, and the types of action needed to enable delivery (including
securing funding/agreement about management approach). You can use these questions
to signal uncertainty. This is still important information for the Roadmap, as it will add to
the picture of factors influencing how far the restoration ambition can be met.

Some fundamental on-site pressures can’t be addressed/removed. How should this
be captured in the survey?

There is no “right” answer to the survey questions. You will be able to judge which stage
the site is at in the sequence, and which stage it can move to, based on your expert
knowledge of the site. If there are factors limiting how far through the restoration sequence
you believe the site can progress, this is still important information for the Roadmap, as it
will add to the picture of factors influencing how far the restoration ambition can be met.
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| don’t know the site well enough / | haven’t got a detailed management plan yet

If you know the fundamentals of the site enough to consider it a candidate for restoration,
it is likely you have enough information to answer the survey questions (functional
peatland area, land cover, broad actions needed, stage in the restoration sequence). You
can tell us about any other steps needed before you can restore, under “Supporting
actions”. We are interested in early stage restoration intentions as well as fully-formed
restoration plans. This is important information for the Roadmap, as it will add to the
picture of how far the restoration ambition can be met.

| can’t find my restoration / supporting action in the list

We have developed high level restoration actions that we think will cover most aspects of
natural function on a site and will make the survey quick for partners to complete. A list of
example detailed actions is provided in the guidance. However, if you feel your action is
not covered, you can use “Other (please specify)” to capture your action. You can also add
any additional supporting actions under the “Other (please specify)” option.

Is there a preferred way to deal with "sites" that are spatially the same or overlap
but have different funding sources, restoration interventions and/or timescales?

The survey asks about your costs and funding sources once at for the whole project. For
each delivery unit (spatial site) the survey asks where you think you will start and where
you think you will finish in the restoration sequence. You do not need to tell us the
costs/funding sources allocated to each restoration delivery unit, or the costs/funding
sources allocated to different phases of restoration delivery on the same unit.

There will be variability in how partners assess the area of hydrological influence.
How can this be addressed?

The methodology and rationale are set out in the survey guidance. They will also be
described in the finished Roadmap. We recognise that this approach will be subject to
some differences in the way it is applied, depending on the amount of monitoring or other
evidence available to you, and how you decide to map the area of influence. How you
decide to determine the area of hydrological influence is down to the judgement of
individual projects.

However, the common factors between these estimates will be the application of local site
knowledge and expertise, alongside the principles of natural hydrological function.
Working with partners, we concluded this approach struck the right balance for the
Roadmap, by minimising the likely variation in estimates (compared with the full range of
methods in use), and maximises the likely uptake of the survey. The Roadmap does not
have a detailed monitoring or compliance remit but needs to provide a robust forecast of
functional peatland habitat recovery to 2050 over a short reporting timescale.
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Will sensitive data submitted to the survey be made available publicly?

Detailed responses will not be published in the Roadmap, and information will not be
identifiable at an individual level. More detail is available in the privacy notice at the start of
the survey. For land that is only at the “potential” level of commitment, where there may be
sensitivities about providing maps, there is the option not to upload the land boundary and
instead to indicate the location by county.

Can the England Peat Map be used to inform survey responses?

Some draft peatland depth, extent and condition data is now available through the
England Peat Map. Email peatmap@naturalengland.org.uk to request access to the beta
feedback portal.

The England Peat Map beta outputs are at a beta stage of development. This means that
whilst they have complete geographical coverage of England, they are still being
developed and refined to improve their accuracy before the final versions are released in
March 2025 — this means there are highly likely to be significant changes made to the final
outputs. Access is granted to the beta outputs primarily for demonstration purposes and
allow for feedback. Users are advised that any use of beta outputs, especially in decision-
making, is done at the user’s risk. Natural England can accept no responsibility for any
loss occurring from the inaccuracy of the maps.

Additional evidence on the distribution of peaty soils can be found in the Peaty Soils
Location dataset.

Can the survey be paused and saved?

There is no save function in ArcGIS 123. However, each restoration delivery unit is
submitted separately in the survey, meaning that you can input a small amount of data and
return to the survey at a later time without losing any information.
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Table A3.2. High level and detailed outcomes, objectives and wider benefits

Objective
(aspect of natural
function)

Primary Outcomes

High level actions (part of the
PRR data request)

Examples of detailed actions
(not exhaustive, every site is
different)

Restore hydrology

* Restore flow regime
* Restore
hydrochemistry

* Raised/ stabilised / maintained
water table

Permanently wetted peat body
* Reduced fluctuations in water
level

* Ecotypical hydrochemistry

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

» Absence of (or colonisation of)
bare peat

* Mitigation of wildfire risk

* Manage the water table to
achieve

wetter conditions

(Actions to raise/ stabilise/
maintain water table including
reconfiguring water management
systems to restore hydrological
function)

* Block/ reprofile drains and foot
drains

* Remove sub-surface drainage
* Install bunds

* Install and maintain water
control

assets (pumps, sluices)

* Remove degraded peat

* Reduce abstraction

* Restore river system
(offsite/onsite)

* Restore catchment function
(offsite)

Restore soil/sediment
processes

« Stabilise peat

* Restore peat
formation

* Cessation of erosion (blanket
bog/lowland agricultural peat)
» Stabilisation of slumping
(blanket bog)

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

+ Mitigation of wildfire risk
 Improved water quality

« Stop peat cutting (extraction)
* Actions that prevent erosion

* Actions that stabilise slumping
* Actions that help peat-forming
plant communities establish

* Install peat surface protection
(brash/reprofile etc)

* Undertake works to address
compaction

» Cease agricultural activities
(arable

reversion)

« Establish nurse crop for bare
peat

* Install peat dams

* Reprofile

« Install piling

* Add lime

Restore species
composition:

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

* Introduce plants that are typical
for

* Remove trees (or appropriate
tree
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Objective

(aspect of natural
function)

Primary Outcomes

High level actions (part of the
PRR data request)

Examples of detailed actions
(not exhaustive, every site is
different)

* Peat-forming
vegetation community
* Peatland fauna

» Absence of negative indicator
species

* Presence of ecotypical fauna

* Functional microbial
communities

» Absence of (or colonisation of)
bare peat

* Mitigation of wildfire risk
 Improved water quality

the peatland habitat

* Remove plants that are
undesirable in the peatland
habitat

* Introduce animals that are
typical

for the peatland habitat

management)

* Undertake invasive species
management

* Remove non-target vegetation
* Remove top soill

» Undertake species
reintroductions

(flora)

» Undertake species
reintroductions

(fauna)

 Adjacent habitat management;
restore

connectivity eg river restoration

Restore vegetation
controls:

* Remove human
controls

Mimic natural controls

* Appropriate progression of
plant species

composition and structure

* Mitigation of wildfire risk

* Adjust grazing or mowing
levels

» Stop grazing and mowing
* Stop controlled burning

* Remove pressures: burning,
overgrazing, vehicles

* Establish appropriate
management

regime

Restore nutrient levels

 Improved water quality

* Presence of peat-forming
vegetation

» Absence of negative indicator
species

* Prevent water pollution within
the
site boundary

* Remove nutrients
» Address point source pollution
(onsite)
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Wider benefits (of functioning

peatland)

Enabling actions and offsite actions
(local level)

* Reduced greenhouse gas flux
«Improved water quality

* Flood attenuation

» Store water
* Access (physical eg tracks, paths)

» Access (legal agreement, management,
tenancy etc)

* Work with partners

» Address evidence gaps around
effectiveness of techniques

* Reach agreement about
appropriate management

* Obtain funding

* Obtain permissions/
licences/consents

* Find staff capacity

* Find contractor capacity

* Actions outside the boundary to
prevent air pollution impacts onsite

* Actions outside the boundary to prevent
water pollution impact onsite

» Address other pressures outside the
boundary, e.g. catchment management
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	A total of 191,000 ha of peatland restoration delivery has been identified through the roadmap project; however, we know this does not represent the complete picture. Established peat partnerships typically responded to the surveys, with very few responses from individuals restoring at a local level and indicating the pipeline does not reflect total restoration potential. Limitations to the survey methods, such as the timing, resource availability and voluntary nature will also have had an influence on the 
	of responses received. Future data gathering to improve the accuracy of the pipeline should focus on reaching wider audiences interested in restoration and geographic areas where few responses were submitted, such as lowland peatlands. The inclusion of completed restoration delivery should also be more fully explored to make sure it is accurately quantified, such as from agri-environment schemes and the Restoration Register.   

	Stakeholder findings 
	An extensive participatory stakeholder engagement process was carried out by Dialogue Matters to identify successes, barriers, priorities and suggested actions to realise government’s peatland restoration ambitions. Participants developed a collective vision where peatlands are “thriving carbon-storing habitats, managed collaboratively to provide multiple benefits”. The research identified seven focus areas where participants feel action is needed to enable more restoration to be done on the ground, providi
	Roadmap legacy 
	The roadmap presented here has made considerable progress through collaboratively developing a framework within which planned restoration delivery can be quantified and analysed. The delivery pipeline itself represents planned delivery at a single point in time influenced by the methods used and peatland policy and context at the time. The stakeholder findings provide valuable insight from the peatland restoration community regarding the challenges faced and what action can help achieve restoration goals on
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	Introduction 
	The restoration of peatlands is crucial to bring back their natural function and associated societal benefits which have been lost through centuries of exploitation, drainage and other damage. The peatland restoration roadmap aims to set out how to achieve the ambition of bringing 280,000 ha of peatland into restoration management in England by 2050. This project has been led by Natural England in collaboration with the peatland restoration community in England.  
	The peatland restoration roadmap aims to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Set out a pathway to restoration of England’s peatland habitats with the ambition of reaching 280,000 ha of restoration delivery to 2050 

	•
	•
	 Develop an evidence-based roadmap which helps the sector deliver 

	•
	•
	 Commission stakeholder research to build a shared delivery pipeline 

	•
	•
	 Collaborate on definitions of restoration and trajectories to recovery 


	The roadmap is focused on the restoration to healthy peatland habitats, i.e. bogs and fens, through removing pressures and re-establishing the conditions needed for peatlands to thrive. This is achieved by restoring the natural processes which lead to peat formation through waterlogging and accumulation of decaying organic material. Whilst this report signposts to adjacent peat workstreams, such as sustainable management of peat soils, they are not the focus of this project.  
	This report is split into four sections: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Need for peatland restoration which sets out the case for restoration and provides context on the current targets  

	•
	•
	 Restoration Roadmap which sets outs definitions, the delivery pipeline and accompanying narrative with evidence from the Dialogue Matters (DM) stakeholder engagement 

	•
	•
	 Recovery trajectories which describe out how peatlands are expected to respond over time to restoration activities 

	•
	•
	 Roadmap legacy which sets out how findings from this project may be used in future  


	There are three appendices to this report which include the development of the roadmap project, supporting data tables and the data survey guidance. Three annexes are available as separate documents which include analysis of the 2021 – 2025 restoration delivery dataset, the full report from the stakeholder engagement by Dialogue Matters and case studies provided by partners.  
	This research report has been written by Natural England using the outcomes of Project Steering Group (PSG) and Technical Advisory Group (TAG) discussions and the evidence collected by Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems.  
	 
	The need for peatland restoration 
	Peatlands are the world’s largest terrestrial carbon store with a rich and unique biodiversity adapted over millennia to survive in waterlogged conditions. When healthy, they play an important role in water regulation, slowing the flow of water through catchments and providing clean drinking water. Peatlands cover approximately 10.9% of England but only an estimated 13% are in a near natural functioning state (Evans et al., 2017). Drainage, pollution and other damaging land uses have resulted in loss of cha
	Restoring peatlands is critical to reduce GHG emissions from land use and allow biodiversity to recover. The recovery to naturally functioning systems will also provide a range of co-benefits such as flood mitigation, water regulation and protection of cultural heritage. The Office for National Statistics estimates that the carbon benefits of restoring all UK peatlands would outweigh the costs by at least 5 to 1, with total climate change benefits estimated at £109 billion (ONS, 2019).  
	Peatland restoration in a changing climate 
	Protecting and restoring peatlands is one of the key Nature-based Solutions to deliver climate change mitigation (Gregg et al., 2021). However, their ability to deliver ecosystem services depends on their condition, with healthy peatlands delivering a greater range of services than damaged peatlands. The changing climate impacts all environmental systems and degraded systems, including degraded peatlands, are much more vulnerable to this change as they are already significantly damaged with reduced capacity
	Changing precipitation and temperature patterns due to climate change, including the increasing frequency and intensity of extreme weather events, will impact different types of peatlands in different ways across England. The success of restoration activities can be impacted, for example, drought slowing recovery of water levels, and the ability for vegetation to establish. Drier and warmer conditions also significantly increase the fire risk in peatlands, with climate change expected to increase the freque
	Both blanket and raised bogs are considered to have high sensitivity to climate change (Staddon et al., 2023) and their natural capital benefits are at high risk (Lusardi et al., 2024). The hydrological damage to bogs means that they are particularly vulnerable to 
	drying in warmer, drier summer conditions (Gregg et al., 2021), and their ability to store potentially greater winter rainfall is also compromised. Projections indicate that the area of the uplands suitable for peat-forming vegetation could decline by up to 65% by 2050 (CCC, 2021), whilst the distribution of active blanket bog may contract towards the north and west of the UK due to increasing summer temperatures (Gregg et al., 2021). Studies also suggest that pockets of peatland resilience may persist in o

	Degraded fens are also considered more sensitive to climate change than hydrologically intact fens (Staddon et al., 2023), especially to changes in water quality and quantity due to their reliance on local hydrological conditions. Fen habitats are at risk of drying out during drier conditions, however more frequent inundation due to changes in storm frequency and intensity is also possible (Gregg et al., 2021). The networks of drainage ditches in degraded fens are also vulnerable to both drying out and inun
	Peatland restoration contribution to targets 
	The ambition to have 280,000 ha of peatland under restoration by 2050 was first set out in the Net Zero Strategy (2021) and more recently in the Carbon Budget and Growth Delivery Plan (2025) and  2025. The Climate Change Committee recommends that peatland restoration accounts for 50% of the emissions savings in the land use sector by 2040, and 17% of the savings in the agriculture and land use sector (Carbon Budget 7, CCC, 2025). Restoration to natural functioning systems has significant impacts on carbon, 
	Environment Improvement Plan
	Environment Improvement Plan


	Environment Act 2021 targets: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Restore or create more than 500,000 hectares of wildlife-rich habitat outside of protected sites by 2042 

	•
	•
	 Restore 75% of protected sites to favourable condition by 2042 


	Goal 1: Restored nature 
	•
	•
	•
	 Effectively conserve and manage 30% of the UK’s land by 2030 (30by30) 

	•
	•
	 By December 2030 50% of SSSI features to have actions on track to achieve favourable condition (Environment Act interim target) 

	•
	•
	 Restore or create a total of 250,000 hectares of a range of wildlife-rich habitats outside of protected sites by December 2030 (Environment Act interim target) 


	Goal 3: Water 
	•
	•
	•
	 Restore 75% of our water bodies to good ecological status 


	Goal 6: Resources 
	•
	•
	•
	 Bring at least 40% of England’s agricultural soil into sustainable management by 2028, and increasing to 60% by 2030 


	Goal 7: Climate change 
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduce net greenhouse gas emissions by at least 100% (net zero) by 2050 relative to 1990 levels 

	•
	•
	 Restore approximately 280,000 hectares of peatland in England by 2050 


	Goal 8: Reduced environmental hazards 
	•
	•
	•
	 Continue to support woodland creation and peatland restoration projects to protect soils, rivers and biodiversity, and provide natural flood management and climate mitigation and resilience benefits, through funding and by recording hectares planted or restored. 


	Goal 10: Access to nature 
	•
	•
	•
	 Improve the condition, diversity and character of our landscapes and the condition of the historic environment and heritage features, including designated geological sites and scheduled monuments 


	Restoration Roadmap 
	Definitions 
	Methodologies for defining peatland restoration vary across the peatland community. This project broadly defines peatland restoration as the process of re-establishing peatland habitats. This is achieved by restoring the natural processes which promote waterlogging, the growth of peat-forming vegetation and the accumulation of decaying organic material, which together support the formation of peat.  
	The pipeline of restoration delivery shows the amount of peatland where restoration activity is currently planned or has the potential to fit into a delivery plan.  
	In order to build a pipeline of restoration delivery, peatland restoration needs to be defined in a consistent and quantifiable way. The challenge of defining restoration includes three aspects: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Action criteria: which restoration activities should be counted in the roadmap pipeline  

	•
	•
	 Spatial criteria: how the area under restoration should be defined  

	•
	•
	 Temporal and scale criteria: what levels of action or stages of progress should be used 


	The definitions below were developed through the TAG for the purpose of collecting the delivery pipeline. Full details of the methodology are provided in Appendix 1 – . 
	Task 1 – definitions
	Task 1 – definitions


	Peat and peaty soils 
	Peat is defined as a type of soil “formed from carbon rich dead and decaying plant material under waterlogged conditions” (Bain et al., 2011). There is no universally agreed definition of peat, with minimum thickness and organic matter content varying across countries and often linked to funding eligibility (IUCN UK Peatland Programme, 2023). Peaty soils are defined as a group of soil texture classes with at least 20% organic matter (see glossary of Final Report ).  
	England Peat Map - NERR149
	England Peat Map - NERR149


	The England Peat Map (EPM) was published in May 2025 and provides the most up to date map of England’s peaty soils. The EPM uses an organic matter content threshold of 50% to define peat and does not propose a depth criteria for soils to be considered peat or peaty soils. It models the extent, depth and condition of peat including vegetation and upland peat erosion and drainage features. The map layers are available through the , together with map layers which describe the accuracy and confidence of the out
	England Peat Map Portal
	England Peat Map Portal


	Future revisions to the EPM are planned to improve accuracy, including additional survey data and integration with the UK GHG Inventory reporting.  
	Restoration activities 
	The definition of restoration activities followed broad aspects of natural function: hydrology, soil processes, species composition (flora/fauna), vegetation controls and nutrient status/dynamics. For each of these, high-level physical interventions were identified that land managers may deliver onsite to inform data collection, specifically: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Actions to raise/stabilise/maintain water table including reconfiguring water management systems to restore hydrological function 

	•
	•
	 Actions to prevent deliberate loss (cease peat cutting) 

	•
	•
	 Actions to prevent erosion  

	•
	•
	 Actions to stabilise slumping  

	•
	•
	 Actions to establish peat-forming vegetation 

	•
	•
	 Actions to introduce target plant species 

	•
	•
	 Actions to remove non-target plant species 

	•
	•
	 Actions to introduce target animal species (vertebrate/invertebrate) 

	•
	•
	 Adjust grazing/mowing 

	•
	•
	 Remove grazing/mowing 

	•
	•
	 Cease controlled burning 

	•
	•
	 Actions to prevent nutrient inputs (water – diffuse/point) 


	Additional detail on individual actions, enabling actions and associated outcomes were developed to support data collection and are included in Appendix 1 -  table A1.1.    
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	This approach to defining restoration activities to collect the pipeline means they are applicable to any funding source and align with the current development of the Peatland Restoration Register. The restoration register will provide a dynamic record of all government funded peatland restoration in England including details on peatland type, area under restoration and the activities delivered. More detail on the restoration register is provided in .  
	Reporting of restoration delivery
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	Area under restoration 
	The TAG recommended a consistent, prescribed approach to define the area under restoration, driven by natural ecohydrological function, rather than using the footprint of works as directed under the Peatland Code. 
	The area under restoration is defined as the area of hydrological change, i.e. the area expected to be hydrologically influenced by restoration interventions.     
	A natural function led definition, rather than a single outcome or activity, aligns with ecosystem restoration principles (Mainstone et al., 2018) and is more likely to reflect the overall scale of peatland habitat recovery. The definition is also inclusive of a range of geographies and peatland habitat types, as the area of hydrological change will be determined by local context. The approach here reflects that used in the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) and aligns with Landscape Recovery 
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	Restoration outcomes 
	Following from the natural function approach to defining restoration, the TAG developed primary outcomes for the different aspects of natural function; hydrology, soil/sediment processes, species composition and vegetation controls, and nutrient levels. These are: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Raised, stabilised or maintained water table 

	•
	•
	 Permanently wetted peat body 

	•
	•
	 Reduced fluctuations in water level 

	•
	•
	 Ecotypical hydrochemistry 

	•
	•
	 Presence of peat-forming vegetation 

	•
	•
	 Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat 

	•
	•
	 Mitigation of wildfire risk 

	•
	•
	 Cessation of erosion  

	•
	•
	 Stabilisation of slumping 

	•
	•
	 Improved water quality 

	•
	•
	 Absence of negative indicator species 

	•
	•
	 Presence of ecotypical fauna 

	•
	•
	 Functional microbial communities 

	•
	•
	 Appropriate progression of plant species composition and structure 


	Stages of progress 
	The recovery of natural function in degraded peatlands depends on the removal of onsite stressors and the development of conditions that prevent further deterioration and enable and sustain peat formation. Restoration is therefore an iterative process, the steps and timing of which are governed by the extent and nature of degradation being addressed. To reflect the reality of restoration progress along this recovery trajectory in the roadmap pipeline, TAG developed an approach structured around five stages 
	•
	•
	•
	 Stage D – Degraded: No action has been undertaken to restore 

	•
	•
	 Stage 1 – Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline 

	•
	•
	 Stage 2 – Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation (including prevent further losses and deterioration)  

	•
	•
	 Stage 3 – Recovery: Work to support continued development of peatland communities (including characteristic species, structure and function)  

	•
	•
	 Stage 4 – Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions are complete. Management to maintain peatland habitat function and avoid further pressure.  


	This approach (full details in Appendix 1 - ) combines information on habitat condition as well as actions, enabling potential analysis on actions stopping full recovery, the iterative nature of restoration and progress made. It also enables site-specific trajectories to be developed reflecting the health of the ecosystem itself, rather than just the overlying habitat. The definitions developed are intended that a site cannot move to the next stage until all stressors are addressed.  For example, a site may
	Task 1 – definitions
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	Restoration delivery pipeline surveys 
	To set out a pathway to the ambition of 280,000 ha peatland habitat under restoration by 2050, a data gathering exercise was undertaken to capture the amount of restoration delivery planned by partners and the factors influencing deliverability. Two surveys were conducted between November 2024 and January 2025: 
	•
	•
	•
	 a basic survey aimed at identifying individual managers restoring peatland at the local level, and untapped restoration potential, assuming a limited level of technical knowledge.  

	•
	•
	 a detailed survey aimed at peatland restoration practitioners with a sound technical understanding of peatland ecosystem restoration, including Peatland Restoration Partnerships and other delivery partners. 


	The surveys collected data on the restoration action planned between now and 2050, including the area of restoration, type of vegetation and land use, starting and end stage in the restoration sequence, types of actions planned and funding required. A full copy of the survey questions and guidance is provided in appendix 3. 
	The basic survey returned 10 records. A total of 350 records were submitted through the detailed survey from 15 organisations across England. Restoration delivery records (September 2021 – March 2024) from the NCPGS were added to the dataset by the NCPGS team. Full details of the survey and data processing can be found in Appendix 1 - . 
	Task 3 – delivery pipeline survey
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	The way the data was collected for this project means there are caveats which should be noted when interpreting the data. The surveys were voluntary with a limited data collection window and therefore any gaps in the data, for example geographical areas with no delivery identified, may reflect no response to the survey, rather than no activity planned. Further to this, whilst the distribution of the surveys by DM and Environment Systems aimed to reach a wide audience, the dominance of responses by establish
	The type of survey response also impacts the extent of interpretation possible. For example, some survey questions were limited to land that could be mapped, or land that was ‘committed’ or ‘likely’ to have restoration delivered. The availability of spatial data also limits the extent to which overlapping records can be identified and resolved to avoid double counting. To aid interpretation, the sections below state the maximum area of delivery that the analysis is applicable to, allowing for comparison to 
	 
	 


	. 
	Data limitations and future survey considerations

	Restoration delivery pipeline  
	A total of approximately 191,000 hectares of peatland restoration delivery has been identified through this project.  
	The findings presented here only represent those received through the . The delivery area from each data source is shown in table 1 and has been corrected for any errors and overlaps as described in Appendix 1 – Task 3 - . Approximately 300 ha of uncertainty remains from overlaps within the dataset that could not be resolved and was decided to be an acceptable level. The full breakdown of delivery area from each data source can be found in 
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	 – table A2.1.  
	Appendix 2: Supporting data tables
	Appendix 2: Supporting data tables


	Table 1: Restoration delivery pipeline results following data processing and corrections. 
	Data source 
	Data source 
	Data source 
	Data source 
	Data source 

	Corrected area (hectares) 
	Corrected area (hectares) 



	Detailed survey 
	Detailed survey 
	Detailed survey 
	Detailed survey 

	180,000 
	180,000 


	Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 
	Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 
	Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 

	6,000 
	6,000 


	Simple survey: unmapped area 
	Simple survey: unmapped area 
	Simple survey: unmapped area 

	5,000 
	5,000 


	Total 
	Total 
	Total 

	191,000 
	191,000 




	The restoration delivery pipeline to 2050 is shown in figure 1. The restoration delivery due to start during 2026-2030 has been assumed to be equally split for each year. Approximately 26,200 ha is reported to have been planned for delivery between 2021 and 2025, and approximately 42,200 ha is reported to be planned for delivery between 2026 and 2035. The ‘unknown’ time category represents mapped (c. 79,500 ha) and unmapped (c. 38,000 ha) potential land where delivery dates were not requested through the su
	The basic survey aimed to gather responses from individuals restoring peatlands at a local level, and untapped restoration potential, such as those just starting on their restoration journey. A total of 5,000 ha of delivery was identified through this survey, however the low number of responses (10) indicates there was limited engagement with the survey. If this survey was to be repeated, a focus on engagment ‘beyond the usual players’ would help to get a more accurate picture of restoration potential. 
	 
	  
	Figure 1. Restoration delivery profile by start date with cumulative line for all records (PRR detailed and basic survey and NCPGS data). Assumed 2026-2030 start date is equally distributed across each year.  
	The following narrative focuses on delivery planned from 2026 onwards or with an unknown delivery date (c. 160,000 ha) using responses returned through the detailed survey only. A summary of the restoration delivery data from 2021 – 2025 submitted through the data survey and the NCPGS is provided in annex 1.  
	Analysis of the upland-lowland split of the survey data was only possible for the mapped survey responses (total of 118,200 ha). The  was used to differentiate between upland and lowland peatland. Approximately 95% (112,300) ha of mapped restoration delivery is above the moorland line. The Moorland Line was developed in 1992 to classify land under predominately semi-natural upland vegetation or predominately of rock outcrops and semi-natural vegetation, used primarly for rough grazing. Therefore the Moorlan
	Moorland Lines dataset
	Moorland Lines dataset


	The restoration delivery pipeline reported for each county where records were returned is shown in figure 2. The survey returns were dominated by delivery planned in the uplands compared to the lowlands, with delivery in North Yorkshire, Northumberland and Cumbria accouting for 138,900 ha (88%) of the future delivery pipeline.  
	 
	 
	 
	Figure 2. Restoration delivery area for each county for delivery from 2026 onwards or unknown date.  
	The survey design does not enable analysis to draw out the reasons for the geographic distribution of the pipeline, however the broad pattern of greater delivery planned in the uplands compared to the lowlands reflects the long-standing situation of peatland restoration in England. Reasons for this difference are wide ranging and include the greater experience and longevity of upland peatland partnerships across the country, and both the technical and administrative challenges to delivering restoration acro
	The geographic distribution of the pipeline also reflects the voluntary nature and potential reach of the surveys; a modest amount of restoration delivery identified for a particular county through the survey does not necessarily represent the full extent of activity. For example there are known proposed peatland restoration plans through Landscape 
	Recovery that are not represented in the mapped survey response. Non-participation may have been due to organisations not knowing about the survey, or not having enough resource to complete the survey during the timescales. A future iteration of this data gathering exercise should consider a longer data collection window and utilise existing delivery pipelines, such as from agri-environment schemes.  

	Commitment and certainty of delivery 
	The detailed survey collected responses on restoration commitment level for each delivery unit and the certainty of restoration action being delivered. These were defined as: 
	Restoration commitment level: the extent to which the land in a restoration delivery unit is committed in a delivery plan: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Committed: The land is secured for restoration action 

	•
	•
	 Likely: The land is likely to be available for restoration action in the near future (2-3 years) 

	•
	•
	 Potential only: The land has potential to fit into a restoration delivery plan but there is no firm commitment or agreement at present 


	Level of certainty – delivery: For land that is committed or likely, the certainty that the restoration action is deliverable: 
	•
	•
	•
	 High certainty e.g. agreements, funding and technical issues can all be addressed 

	•
	•
	 Medium certainty e.g. most issues can likely be addressed; one or more factors  


	outstanding 
	•
	•
	•
	 Low certainty e.g. many issues to be resolved before action can take place 


	The breakdown of commitment levels of the delivery pipeline obtained through the survey is shown in table 2. Almost three quarters of future planned restoration delivery (74%) was categorised as ‘potential only’ by respondents, meaning that it has potential to fit into a restoration delivery plan but has no firm commitment or agreement at present. For example, because discussions with stakeholders or landowners were not far enough advanced for the land to be committed to restoration. The survey did not allo
	 
	 
	  
	Table 2: Breakdown of restoration delivery commitment level by year of delivery. All data records (mapped and unmapped) from the detailed survey and the NCPGS delivery to March 2024.  
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 

	2021 - 2025 
	2021 - 2025 

	2026 - 2030 
	2026 - 2030 

	2031 - 2035 
	2031 - 2035 

	Unknown date 
	Unknown date 

	Total delivery (ha) 
	Total delivery (ha) 



	Committed  
	Committed  
	Committed  
	Committed  

	24,100 
	24,100 

	3,800 
	3,800 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	27,900 
	27,900 


	Likely  
	Likely  
	Likely  

	2,200 
	2,200 

	38,400 
	38,400 

	6 
	6 

	0 
	0 

	40,600 
	40,600 


	Potential 
	Potential 
	Potential 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	117,600 
	117,600 

	117,600 
	117,600 


	Total 
	Total 
	Total 

	26,300 
	26,300 

	42,200 
	42,200 

	6 
	6 

	117,600 
	117,600 

	186,100 
	186,100 




	The majority of the land identified to be delivered in 2026 – 2035 was categorised as ‘likely’ to be available for restoration action in the near future (38,400 ha), with 3,800 ha ‘committed’ for restoration action within this timeframe. Over 80% of the land committed for restoration delivery in future had a high certainty of delivery, followed by 13% having a medium certainty (figure 3). Almost 90% of the land that had a ‘likely’ commitment level for future delivery also had a ‘medium’ level of certainty t
	 
	Figure 3. Breakdown of certainty (high, medium, low) of delivery for land committed or likely for restoration delivery in 2026 – 2030. Data available in 
	Figure 3. Breakdown of certainty (high, medium, low) of delivery for land committed or likely for restoration delivery in 2026 – 2030. Data available in 
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	 - table A2.2 

	Stages of restoration 
	Nearly all of the land returned through the survey for future restoration delivery (2026 onwards) is at the beginning of its restoration journey. Over 60% of land (100,200 ha) is at a degraded stage, i.e. no action has been undertaken to restore the land and a further 35% (55,300 ha) is in stage 1 – removal of onsite stressors, where major interventions to arrest decline are being undertaken (figure 4a). This dominance of early stages is perhaps to be expected given the alignment of the degraded stage with 
	Restoration trajectories
	Restoration trajectories


	The expected end stage in the restoration sequence presented here (figure 4b) reflects how far delivery plans are expected to reach in terms of activity, not the resulting condition of a site. This data was only collected for land committed or likely to be delivered, not for land categorised as potential only. Of the 62,300 ha where end stage data was available, all land was expected to progress to at least the next stage in the restoration sequence at the end of the planned delivery (table 3). Land startin
	major interventions to arrest decline would still be underway and hydrological function may not be fully restored within the planned delivery. In contrast, the land in starting stage 1 is predominantly listed as potential only, therefore no information is available on the likely end stage of delivery. This lack of commitment around delivery indicates that a significant amount of peatland in the delivery pipeline will remain at a stage where the focus is still on arresting decline, rather than stabilising co

	 
	Figure 4a. Current stage of restoration activity delivery for all records submitted through the detailed survey (commited, likely and potential land from 2026 onwards and unknown start date). 
	Figure 4b. Planned end stage of restoration delivery for committed and likely land submitted through the detailed survey (2026 -2035 only) 
	Table 3: Current and end stage of delivery for all records submitted through the detailed survey. Land recorded as potential only did not have the option to return an end stage during the survey.  
	Current stage 
	Current stage 
	Current stage 
	Current stage 
	Current stage 

	End - Stage 1 
	End - Stage 1 

	End - Stage 2 
	End - Stage 2 

	End - Stage 3 
	End - Stage 3 

	End - Stage 4 
	End - Stage 4 

	No end stage (potential land) 
	No end stage (potential land) 


	Degraded 
	Degraded 
	Degraded 

	28,700 
	28,700 

	800 
	800 

	6,200 
	6,200 

	500 
	500 

	63,900 
	63,900 


	Stage 1 
	Stage 1 
	Stage 1 

	0 
	0 

	2,500 
	2,500 

	500 
	500 

	0 
	0 

	52,400 
	52,400 


	Stage 2 
	Stage 2 
	Stage 2 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	10 
	10 

	1,200 
	1,200 


	Stage 3 
	Stage 3 
	Stage 3 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	3,000 
	3,000 

	0 
	0 


	Stage 4 
	Stage 4 
	Stage 4 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	20 
	20 




	Land use and vegetation cover 
	Details on the current and planned land use and habitat types of land returned through the survey were collected for all records. Just over 90% of the land returned through the survey is currently blanket bog (112,200 ha) and heath (33,700 ha). Raised bog accounted for almost 5% of the current habitat type (7,800 ha) with the remaining land made up of grassland, arable, woodland including forestry, rush pasture or other non-specified vegetation. The dominant current land use of land returned through the sur
	  
	  


	 - table A2.3). Figure 5 shows the habitat types for each current land use category identified for future delivery (also see table A2.4 in 
	Appendix 2: Supporting data tables
	Appendix 2: Supporting data tables

	  
	  


	). Blanket bog dominates all of the land use categories, with the exception of forestry which is dominated by raised bog and woodland. The dominance of blanket bog in the delivery pipeline reflects both the greater extent of this peatland type across England, and the upland-lowland split in the survey responses. As discussed at the beginning of this section, this may reflect the audience who responded to the survey, rather than a lack of delivery planned across other habitats.  
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	Figure 5. Breakdown of current land use by current habitat type for all records (committed, likely and potential land, 2026 – 2025 and unknown delivery date). Data available in Table A2.4 - 
	Figure 5. Breakdown of current land use by current habitat type for all records (committed, likely and potential land, 2026 – 2025 and unknown delivery date). Data available in Table A2.4 - 
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	Most of the land returned through the survey is intended for peatland habitat management after the planned restoration activities; predominantly blanket bog (150,000 ha), followed by raised bog (5,800 ha) then fen (2,000 ha). The transition between current land use to the planned end use generally mirrors the current dominant habitat type. Of the land intended to be under blanket bog habitat management at the end of the planned delivery, 71% is currently either blanket bog or blanket bog mosaic and 22% is h
	Given lowland peatlands have typically been subjected to greater land use change, the greater variation in the current vegetation cover of land planned for fen habitat management is expected. A small proportion of the land intended for fen habitat management is currently under forestry land use (approx. 30 ha) and the remaining land is evenly split between agriculture and habitat management. Despite the limited range in land use, the vegetation cover is highly variable and includes arable, grassland, heath,
	 
	Figure 6. Breakdown of current land use by current vegetation type for land where fen habitat management is the planned end use (2026 onwards). Total of 1953 ha. 
	Paludiculture is the planned end use of almost 400 ha of land returned through the survey, as a mix of temporary management on land which will later be restored to peatland habitat and wetter farming to support functionally linked habitat restoration. A further 240 ha of land has a planned end use that is a mosaic of paludiculture and fen habitat management. All of the land intended for paludiculture is currently under agricultural land use and is categorised as potential land, indicating there is no firm c
	Paludiculture Exploration Fund
	Paludiculture Exploration Fund


	Designated areas 
	The extent of the delivery pipeline in designated areas was identified using the mapped records starting delivery in 2026 onwards (total of 118,200 ha) and is presented in table 4. Nearly all of the mapped area for restoration delivery is designated, with less than 3% having no designation. Over 60% of the mapped delivery pipeline is within sites that require permissions or consents for restoration works to be carried out (SAC, SPA, SSSI, Ramsar).   
	Table 4: Area of delivery within designations; PRR mapped records only (118,200 ha), 2026 onwards and unknown start date 
	Designation 
	Designation 
	Designation 
	Designation 
	Designation 

	Area of delivery (ha) 
	Area of delivery (ha) 

	Area of delivery (%) 
	Area of delivery (%) 


	National Landscape 
	National Landscape 
	National Landscape 

	21,100 
	21,100 

	18% 
	18% 


	 National Park 
	 National Park 
	 National Park 

	88,400 
	88,400 

	75% 
	75% 


	Special Area of Conservation 
	Special Area of Conservation 
	Special Area of Conservation 

	68,000 
	68,000 

	58% 
	58% 


	Special Protection Area 
	Special Protection Area 
	Special Protection Area 

	59,800 
	59,800 

	51% 
	51% 


	Ramsar 
	Ramsar 
	Ramsar 

	500 
	500 

	0.4% 
	0.4% 


	Site of Special Scientific Interest 
	Site of Special Scientific Interest 
	Site of Special Scientific Interest 

	74,800 
	74,800 

	63% 
	63% 


	National Nature Reserve 
	National Nature Reserve 
	National Nature Reserve 

	2,600 
	2,600 

	2% 
	2% 


	No designation 
	No designation 
	No designation 

	3,400  
	3,400  

	3% 
	3% 




	Restoration actions 
	The survey collected data about the onsite restoration actions and supporting actions required for delivery plans to be achieved on land that was either committed or likely for restoration (42,000 ha from 2026 – 2030). An overarching description of these results is provided here, with further detail provided in the thematic analysis sections below. The actions are divided into onsite and offsite actions.   
	Nearly all the land where restoration delivery is planned during 2026 – 2030 requires actions to prevent erosion, create wetter conditions and help peat forming vegetation to establish (figure 7). These actions reflect the current stage of the land predominantly being degraded or stage 1 (figure 4a) where the aim is to remove onsite stressors and halt decline, prior to actions that focus on stabilising and promoting peat formation. 
	The main supporting actions which are required onsite are to arrange access; both administrative, such as management agreements, and physical access, such as temporary access tracks and paths. Offsite supporting actions which are needed to make restoration possible are shown in figure 8. Six offsite actions are required on most of the land committed or likely for restoration delivery from 2026 – 2030: finding staff and contractor capacity, working with partners, obtaining permissions and funding, and reachi
	The complexity of restoration delivery and the interdependency of onsite actions to address the different aspects of natural ecosystem function is demonstrated by the number of different onsite actions needed to enable restoration delivery. All the committed 
	and likely land returned through the survey for restoration delivery during 2026 – 2030 required at least two actions, with most land requiring nine onsite actions (figure 9) and seven offsite actions to enable restoration to take place (figure 10).  

	 
	Figure 7. Onsite restoration and supporting actions required for committed and likely land where delivery is planned 2026 – 2030. Total 42,000 ha 
	 
	Figure 8: Offsite actions that are required to make restoration delivery possible for committed and likely land where delivery is planned 2026 – 2030. Total 42,000 ha 
	 
	Figure 9. Number of onsite restoration and supporting actions required per site against the total area of committed and likely restoration delivery (2026 – 2030). Total 42,000 ha 
	 
	 
	Figure 10. Number of offsite supporting actions required per site against the total area of committed and likely restoration delivery (2026 – 2030). Total 42,000 ha  
	 
	Supporting actions: thematic analysis 
	The following section explores themes that have come out of the DM stakeholder engagement, the delivery pipeline survey and case studies provided by the TAG. 
	Water management 
	Re-establishing the hydrological function of a peatland is a fundamental part of its restoration; nearly all the land returned through the survey required actions to manage the water table (figure 7). The DM stakeholder workshops generated a narrative vision of peatland restoration progress by 2050 where “pioneering and dynamic methods are used in water management leading to functioning water tables that support restoration” (see Annex 2). The challenge to creating wetter conditions varies with peatland typ
	In the lowland context, many peatlands have been drained for agricultural use (Evans et al., 2016) and in the larger lowland peatlands water levels are typically managed by a combination of Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs), the Environment Agency and local authorities. The influence of both surface and groundwater in the lowlands leads to additional complications in terms of water management. The interconnectedness of water across these landscape means that, whilst beyond the scope of this project, fen and b
	Changes to the way water is managed in the future was highlighted in the DM workshops, where participants reported an “expectation that IDBs shift focus from drained to water management and rewetting” (see Annex 2). Assessment of the legal protection and powers for managing water for carbon, including the role of IDBs, is a recommendation from the LAPTF and current research within Defra group is considering what this may look like. Recent government schemes have supported exploring changes to water manageme
	The DM workshops highlighted practical challenges around the need to understand water movement better in the lowlands and the availability of water when there are competing demands such as from farming, domestic use and industry. Concerns within the workshops were also raised around insurance and liability regarding standing water (see Annex 2). The Lakenheath Fen case study provided by the Fens East Peat Partnership demonstrates the complicated nature of retaining water onsite for rewetting peatlands 
	whilst arable agriculture requiring deep drainage continues on the same peat body (annex 3 – case study 1 and 6). The re-routing and blocking of ditches in the project enabled seepage water that would have been lost, to be retained within the nature reserve, meaning water losses are now only via evapotranspiration. Further to this, water can also be moved around the site to optimise water levels for the target habitats.  

	Working with partners and reaching agreements about appropriate management was identified as an action in 35% of land in the lowlands returned through the survey. Collaborative working was also identified as a key requirement to achieve water management across multiple land holdings in the DM workshops, specifically bringing landowners, regulatory bodies and IDBs together at early stages to develop restoration plans. Support for partnerships to develop water management plans for lowland peat areas in Englan
	Building on collaborative working with a culture of learning and innovation was also identified as a key focus area from the DM workshops. Knowledge sharing can take a range of forms, for example NCPGS projects across the lowlands have hosted site visits for both practitioners and local communities to share lessons learned and successes during the lifetime of the scheme. PEF has also facilitated knowledge sharing and similarly with LAPSIP and LAPWDP, whilst not the focus, opportunities to support peatland r
	Design Guide to support water table and water resource management in the 
	Design Guide to support water table and water resource management in the 
	Broads National Park


	Common across restoration in both the uplands and lowlands is the need to understand the broader system context so that “restoration work is informed by how water flows and peatlands function in the landscape” in combination with increasing surface roughness through revegetation (see Annex 2). Whilst bog restoration techniques are generally well developed and documented (e.g. Conserving Bogs: The Management Handbook and the Peatland ACTION ), minor evidence gaps still remain as reflected in the survey data 
	Technical Compendium
	Technical Compendium


	Optimising restoration plans for integrated benefits, such as flood mitigation was highlighted in the DM stakeholder responses. Peatland restoration in the uplands can contribute to minimising flood risk through retaining water within headwaters and increasing surface roughness to ‘slow the flow’ of run-off downstream. This leads to a reduction in peak flow during rainfall events and increases the time it takes for water to reach watercourses. The recent Working with natural processes (WWNP) evidence review
	limits the applicability to different scales (Pearson et al., 2025). Gully blocking, particularly in combination with revegetation was found to provide additional benefits relative to revegetation alone in some sites within the Protect NFM project in the Peak District (Shuttleworth et al., 2019 and Goudarzi et al., 2021).  

	Case study evidence provided by the TAG showed rapid hydrological responses to restoration at sites on Dartmoor, with increased surface water storage and a reduction in peak flows following rewetting (Gatis et al., 2023). However, other nearby sites experienced decreases in lag time between the start of rainfall events and peak discharge (Gatis et al., 2023), highlighting the complexity of the system and influence of pre-restoration conditions. The Protect NFM project in the Peak District found revegetating
	Finance and funding 
	Funding for peatland restoration has historically been dominated by public funding, such as agri-environment schemes and grants including from Defra, National Lottery Heritage Fund and EU LIFE funding. In 2021 the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme was , providing over £60 million funding for the planning and delivery of peatland restoration. The NCPGS presented a step-change in restoration funding, requiring projects to obtain 25% match funding for Restoration Grants from non-Treasury sources and inc
	launched
	launched


	Private funding for peatland restoration may come from landowner investment or direct investment from external private organisations, such as utility companies. Returns on investment may be financial or realised through benefits such as improvements to water quality which lower water treatment costs for water companies. Credit generating mechanisms which provide financial returns on investment include the Peatland Code, the Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate, and Biodiversity Net Gain. Whilst car
	Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund
	Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund


	The DM workshops identified funding as a key focus area with challenges raised around the certainty and long commitment of funding as well as the complexity of funding mechanisms. Participants reported establishing long-term financial stability for peatland restoration as a high priority and that funding sources needed to cover both core project 
	costs and on-the-ground restoration work. The need to obtain funding was identified as a required action in over 90% of the land identified for delivery between 2026 – 2030 (figure 8) through the data survey; highlighting the ongoing relevance of this topic. 

	Currently consistent data collection on the costs of peatland restoration is minimal, however research is ongoing to fill these gaps, such as the interim evaluation of the NCPGS (Field et al., 2025). The roadmap survey asked respondents to estimate the total cost of their restoration projects, including all committed, likely and potential land (see survey guidance – appendix 3). Due to collecting cost data at the project level, it is not possible to disaggregate costs to individual restoration delivery unit
	The total reported cost of restoration delivery from 2021 onwards on land submitted through the detailed survey (180,000 ha) is approximately £635 million. The total predicted cost of restoration delivery from 2026 onwards was estimated by assuming a constant cost per hectare for records that did not break down total costs per year of delivery (see  for full details). Based on this assumption, the total predicted cost of restoration delivery from 2026 onwards on land submitted through the survey (159,800 ha
	Data processing – detailed survey
	Data processing – detailed survey


	Where available, respondents provided the amount of funding attributed to different sources; shown in table 5. Respondents were able to provide actual funding amounts (committed funds) from individual sources, as well as estimated values for each source where details were not known. It is not possible to differentiate the funding attributed to each category between 2021-2025 delivery and the funds provided by respondents for future delivery. Respondents identified public funding (both agri-environment schem
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 5: Committed and estimated funding for restoration delivery from 2021 onwards. All PRR records, 2021 – 2035 and unknown start date (180,000 ha) 
	Funding source 
	Funding source 
	Funding source 
	Funding source 
	Funding source 

	Committed funding 
	Committed funding 

	Estimated funding 
	Estimated funding 


	Self-funded 
	Self-funded 
	Self-funded 

	£ 1,500,000 
	£ 1,500,000 

	£ 10,100,000 
	£ 10,100,000 


	Agri-environment scheme 
	Agri-environment scheme 
	Agri-environment scheme 

	£ 3,600,000 
	£ 3,600,000 

	£ 40,900,000 
	£ 40,900,000 


	Other public funding 
	Other public funding 
	Other public funding 

	£ 12,400,000 
	£ 12,400,000 

	£ 65,600,000 
	£ 65,600,000 


	Private funding 
	Private funding 
	Private funding 

	£ 6,200,000 
	£ 6,200,000 

	£ 31,800,000 
	£ 31,800,000 


	Other funding 
	Other funding 
	Other funding 

	£ 100,000 
	£ 100,000 

	 £ 2,500,000 
	 £ 2,500,000 


	Source not identified 
	Source not identified 
	Source not identified 

	£ 59,500 
	£ 59,500 

	£248,900,000 
	£248,900,000 




	Sector capacity 
	The peatland sector includes a wide range of people who are needed for restoration to happen. In 2023 Defra commissioned a research project (NR2005) to provide the evidence base on capacity and skills issues in the peatland restoration sector. Six key groups were identified as having a role in peatland restoration: conservation bodies, restoration contractors, support services, landowners and land managers, private finance organisations and public authorities (ICF, 2024). The need for effective and early co
	Participants in the DM workshops also reported “notable gaps in knowledge and capacity that get in the way of restoration efforts”. This shortage in people to do restoration work was reflected in the survey data results which identified finding staff capacity and finding contractor capacity as a requirement in 99% and 91% of the restoration delivery planned respectively. Whilst the scale of the capacity shortage was not collected as part of the data survey in terms of number of jobs, the ICF (2024) report e
	Although the need to find staff and contractor capacity was reported across all regions of England through the data survey, the findings from the DM workshops and NR2005 report highlight the geographical differences in the peatland restoration sector. These geographical differences reflect where different types of peatlands are found and their 
	associated pressures, as well as the maturity of peat partnerships across England. For example, peat partnerships are typically more established in the uplands with Moors for the Future and Yorkshire Peat Partnership starting in 2003 and 2009 respectively, whereas five new peat partnerships were set-up through the NCPGS Discovery grants in 2021-2022 focused mostly in the lowlands. Further to longevity, the relationship between conservation bodies, restoration contractors and support services (e.g. surveyors

	The Great North Bog, which brings together upland peat partnerships in the north of England, provides an example of working together at a regional scale to share knowledge and resources. Building a ‘strong culture of partnership’ amongst those involved in peatland restoration was identified in the DM workshops as central to delivering effective collaboration at the landscape level. Continued support to develop emerging partnerships was also a recommendation from the  (recommendation 7: building on bonds alr
	Lowland Agricultural Peat Task Force Chair's Report
	Lowland Agricultural Peat Task Force Chair's Report


	Consents and permissions 
	Peatland restoration can require a range of permissions from different regulatory bodies which must be in place before works can take place. For example, consents for protected sites and species, environmental and flood risk activity permits, planning permission, felling licences, scheduled monument consent and agri-environment adjustments. These permissions are granted by regulatory bodies such as Natural England, Environment Agency, Forestry Commission, local planning authorities, Historic England and the
	The widespread requirement for permissions is reflected in the survey data, where 98% of the land committed and likely for restoration in future had obtaining permissions identified as an action. Just over 80% of the land where permissions needed to be obtained was likely for restoration during 2026 – 2030 with a medium level of certainty of delivery. This indicates respondents thought it was likely that most issues could be addressed, and land would likely be available for restoration in the near future. P
	The step change in peatland restoration through the NCPGS, especially in the lowlands, has highlighted the challenges around obtaining permissions. Partnerships are sharing their experiences, such as the FEPP case study (annex 3 – case study 9) to identify lessons learned and the Broads Authority Design Guide to support water table and water resource management which includes location-specific guidance on potential permissions for peatland restoration. Within Defra group, advice on permissions for peatland 
	Low risk impounding activities: RPS 302 - GOV.UK
	Low risk impounding activities: RPS 302 - GOV.UK
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	Peatland Restoration Standard


	Land use choices 
	Only 13% of England’s peatlands are considered in near-natural condition and approximately 50% are in a condition which no longer supports semi-natural vegetation (Brown et al., 2025). The Seventh Carbon Budget sets out that 79% of upland peat and 55% of lowland peat needs to be in a natural or rewetted condition by 2050 to meet Net Zero targets (CCC, 2025). The themes so far focus on the processes of making restoration 
	happen, however, to meet the targets for peatland restoration and sustainable management, more landowners and managers need to choose to manage their peatlands in this way. This was reflected in the DM workshops where participants described the “need to involve landowners and persuade them that peatland restoration is worth their input”. The 
	Land Use Framework
	Land Use Framework

	 will provide a toolkit to support decision making that 
	enables government priorities to be met, including meeting nature and climate targets. The 
	Land Use Framework
	Land Use Framework

	, was published on the 18th March 2026. At a regional level, the 
	development of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) will set out the priorities for nature recovery through local partnership working. Nine out of the 48 LNRSs across England have been published as of November 2025. As an example, the 
	Greater 
	Greater 
	Manchester LNRS

	 sets out habitat priorities and actions which are underpinned by 
	common principles for habitat enhancement, restoration and creation. The Greater Manchester LNRS specifically sets out habitat opportunities, priorities and actions for both lowland mosslands and wetlands, and upland moorlands, reflecting the varied peatland resource within this location.  

	In addition to national and regional land-use decision making support, there are site-specific tools to aid decisions on peatland management, such as the  (2023). The joint guidance published by the Forestry Commission (FC), Forest Research, Natural England and Environment Agency provides an evidence-based framework to be used where tree felling or woodland creation plan require FC or NE approval. This includes specifications for , which require peat depth and organic matter measurements and a condition ass
	Decision support 
	Decision support 
	framework for peatland protection, the establishment of new woodland and re-
	establishment of existing woodland on peatland in England

	peat 
	peat 
	surveys and assessments


	What does ‘restored’ look like? 
	The topic of what does ‘restored’ look like was identified in the DM workshops as a focus area, with participants identifying stepping stones which fit into three broad themes; defining restoration success for different types of peatlands; developing robust monitoring and standards to underpin these definitions and the alignment of science and policy.   
	This project has started to build a framework of how to define the actions, spatial extent and scale of restoration activities in a consistent way (see ). The natural function approach recommended by the TAG is applicable to any type of peatland and enabled primary outcomes to be developed for the different aspects of natural function (see ). The stages of progress of restoration were also designed to be applicable to any type of peatland at any point in its journey towards a self-sustaining ecosystem (see 
	Definitions
	Definitions

	Restoration outcomes
	Restoration outcomes

	Stages of progress
	Stages of progress


	In order to recognise different peatland contexts in describing restoration success, participants in the DM workshops suggested ‘developing clear national guidance on restoration targets…outlining characteristics of priority sites and end-state conditions’. A variety of evidence is available on how to restore peatlands and what ‘good’ looks like. Planning restoration typically follows a process of understanding how a site has developed, how it has been modified and therefore how to re-establish its function
	Stages of progress
	Stages of progress


	Common Standards Monitoring (CSM) provides an agreed approach to assessing condition on statutory sites designated through UK legislation. Although developed for protected sites, the framework can be used across any site and covers the breadth of peatland habitats. To build on CSM, Natural England’s Defining Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) project is defining the minimum threshold at which a habitat or species is thriving (). The FCS definitions can guide what ‘restored’ or ‘good’ looks like for peatla
	Natural England’s Defining Favourable Conservation Status (DFCS) project
	Natural England’s Defining Favourable Conservation Status (DFCS) project


	•
	•
	•
	 Blanket bog FCS definition 

	•
	•
	 Alkaline fens FCS definition 

	•
	•
	 Wet woodland FCS definition 

	•
	•
	 Heathland FCS definition 


	Whilst the FCS definitions set out favourable structural and functional attributes, the definitions do not include the actions required to achieve or maintain favourable conservation status. They also do not provide a trajectory of recovery and what different stages of progress may look like on the ground for the different peatland types. Recovery trajectories are discussed in more detail in the section below. 
	Robust monitoring and standards were highlighted across many of the focus areas in the DM report (see Annex 2). Participants reported the need to be able to measure progress towards success using consistent methods and data collection which would enable accurate reporting against targets. The discussion of standardised monitoring across the peatland sector is long-standing (e.g. Reed et al., 2022, Eyes on the Bog, Peat Data Hub) however consistent data collection is often linked to funding streams, such as 
	Current Defra group projects, such as the Peatland Restoration Register, England Peat Map and Peatland Restoration Standard, are continuing to work towards consistent data collection of restoration activity and condition, as well as metrics for determining the success of peatland restoration projects. An agreed and consistent approach enables progress to be tracked, such as towards EIP targets, as well as an evaluation of restoration success from which lessons can be learned. This reflects the recurrent the
	Restoration trajectories 
	The stages in the restoration sequence set out during this project reflect the management actions being carried out on sites and are aligned to changes in peatland condition categories used in the UK GHG Inventory and Peatland Code (Evans et al., 2023). The data survey results show that sites are predominantly in the early stages of the restoration sequence, and that planned delivery is rarely sufficient to achieve a self-sustaining system. Underpinning these stages of restoration are changes in the differe
	Hydrological response to restoration delivery 
	The hydrological response to restoration delivery may be seen in changes to the water level, surface water storage and runoff responses. Table 6 provides a summary of the high-level characteristics of degraded and self-sustaining peatland systems. The hydrological response to restoration can be almost immediate, for example bunds or dams capturing water, especially in the immediate vicinity of rewetting activities. Whereas, re-establishing hydrological function, for example an acrotelm being re-established 
	Table 6: Summary of high-level hydrological response to restoration delivery 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 

	Degraded characteristics 
	Degraded characteristics 

	Primary outcomes 
	Primary outcomes 

	Timescales of response (indicative) 
	Timescales of response (indicative) 


	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 

	Degraded characteristics 
	Degraded characteristics 

	Primary outcomes 
	Primary outcomes 

	Timescales of response (indicative) 
	Timescales of response (indicative) 



	Restore hydrological regime 
	Restore hydrological regime 
	Restore hydrological regime 
	Restore hydrological regime 

	Low water table 
	Low water table 

	Water table raised (close proximity to rewetting actions) 
	Water table raised (close proximity to rewetting actions) 
	Water table stabilised and maintained at or near the surface year round  

	Short term 
	Short term 
	 
	Long term 


	 
	 
	 

	Lack of water-holding properties of peat 
	Lack of water-holding properties of peat 
	Poor water retention 

	Permanently saturated peat body 
	Permanently saturated peat body 

	Long term 
	Long term 


	 
	 
	 

	Large fluctuations in water level 
	Large fluctuations in water level 

	Reduced fluctuations in water level 
	Reduced fluctuations in water level 

	Short term 
	Short term 


	 
	 
	 

	High peak flows 
	High peak flows 

	Reduction in peak flow during rainfall events 
	Reduction in peak flow during rainfall events 

	Long term 
	Long term 


	 
	 
	 

	Flashy response to runoff events 
	Flashy response to runoff events 

	Increase in lag time 
	Increase in lag time 

	Long term 
	Long term 


	Restore hydrochemistry 
	Restore hydrochemistry 
	Restore hydrochemistry 

	Poor water quality with high organic matter content and pollutants 
	Poor water quality with high organic matter content and pollutants 

	Ecotypical hydrochemistry 
	Ecotypical hydrochemistry 

	Long term 
	Long term 


	Restore soil/sediment processes 
	Restore soil/sediment processes 
	Restore soil/sediment processes 

	Fluvial and windblown loss of peat 
	Fluvial and windblown loss of peat 

	Cessation of erosion  
	Cessation of erosion  

	Medium term 
	Medium term 


	 
	 
	 

	High risk of slumping 
	High risk of slumping 

	Stabilisation of slumping 
	Stabilisation of slumping 

	Long term 
	Long term 


	 
	 
	 

	Shrinkage or wastage of peat (due to drainage) 
	Shrinkage or wastage of peat (due to drainage) 

	Cessation of wastage 
	Cessation of wastage 

	Medium term 
	Medium term 




	 
	Vegetation response to restoration delivery 
	The vegetation response to restoration is inextricably linked to hydrological changes and can include changes in species composition, cover and frequency. The trajectory of vegetation change depends on the types of restoration activities undertaken as well as the local context. For example, allowing natural changes in vegetation to occur following hydrological change may be considerably slower compared to scenarios where vegetation is actively introduced through planting. The climate and therefore length of
	Case study: Drain damming blanket bog – Scottish Power Renewables 
	Trials of ‘wave damming’ to block drains on a blanket bog in Scotland considered the effects of dam width and spacing on outcomes for restoration. Hydrological monitoring was set up using continuous loggers and a network of manual dipwell transects perpendicular to drains. Annual vegetation surveys were conducted to identify key indicator species.  
	Immediate changes in water level were observed adjacent to the drains once dams were installed, with water levels closer to the surface compared to before. Whilst there was some variability in water levels between trial plots, all except one treatment plot had water tables closer to the surface compared to control plot where no dams had been installed. The variability in water level response was attributed to historical impacts and variability in condition prior to restoration activities.  
	Vegetation responses were more variable and slower compared to hydrological responses. Whilst some trial blocks showed significant increases in positive indicators (Sphagnum species and Eriophorum species), other blocks showed no significant trend over the 6 years of data presented. The full case study is available in annex 3 – case study 10.  
	 
	Table 7: Summary of high-level vegetation response to restoration delivery 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 

	Degraded characteristics 
	Degraded characteristics 

	Primary outcomes 
	Primary outcomes 

	Timescales of response (indicative) 
	Timescales of response (indicative) 


	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 

	Degraded characteristics 
	Degraded characteristics 

	Primary outcomes 
	Primary outcomes 

	Timescales of response (indicative) 
	Timescales of response (indicative) 



	Restore species composition: Peat forming vegetation community 
	Restore species composition: Peat forming vegetation community 
	Restore species composition: Peat forming vegetation community 
	Restore species composition: Peat forming vegetation community 

	Little or no peat-forming vegetation 
	Little or no peat-forming vegetation 

	Presence of peat forming vegetation 
	Presence of peat forming vegetation 

	5-25 years 
	5-25 years 


	 
	 
	 

	Dominance of negative indicator plant species 
	Dominance of negative indicator plant species 

	Absence of negative indicator plant species 
	Absence of negative indicator plant species 

	5-25 years 
	5-25 years 


	Peatland fauna 
	Peatland fauna 
	Peatland fauna 

	Lack of ecotypical fauna 
	Lack of ecotypical fauna 

	Presence of ecotypical fauna 
	Presence of ecotypical fauna 

	5-25 years 
	5-25 years 


	 
	 
	 

	 
	 

	Functional microbial communities 
	Functional microbial communities 

	Unknown 
	Unknown 


	 
	 
	 

	Presence or dominance of bare peat 
	Presence or dominance of bare peat 

	Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat 
	Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat 

	5 years 
	5 years 


	Restore vegetation controls: remove human controls 
	Restore vegetation controls: remove human controls 
	Restore vegetation controls: remove human controls 

	 
	 

	Appropriate progression of plant species composition and structure 
	Appropriate progression of plant species composition and structure 

	Ongoing 
	Ongoing 


	 
	 
	 

	High wildfire risk (likelihood and severity) 
	High wildfire risk (likelihood and severity) 

	Resilience to wildfire through rewetting  
	Resilience to wildfire through rewetting  

	5-20 years 
	5-20 years 


	Restore nutrient levels 
	Restore nutrient levels 
	Restore nutrient levels 

	Poor water quality with high organic matter content and pollutants 
	Poor water quality with high organic matter content and pollutants 

	Improved water quality 
	Improved water quality 

	3-25 years 
	3-25 years 


	 
	 
	 

	 
	 

	Presence of peat-forming vegetation 
	Presence of peat-forming vegetation 

	5-25 years 
	5-25 years 


	 
	 
	 

	 
	 

	Absence of negative indicator species 
	Absence of negative indicator species 

	5-25 years 
	5-25 years 




	 
	 
	Greenhouse gas and carbon response to restoration delivery 
	The GHG balance of peatland systems includes direct CO2, CH4 and N2O exchange, whilst the carbon balance also includes fluvial and particulate losses of carbon. In their natural state, peatlands act as a net GHG sink, where CO2 sequestration is greater than the combined losses from the system. As peatlands are drained, the shift to a net GHG source is predominately driven by the increase in aerobic decomposition, and therefore CO2 released from the aerated peat layer. As peatlands are rewet, CO2 losses from
	As discussed in the  section, water level changes can occur almost immediately, however maintaining water levels close to the surface takes time for the peat structure to recover it’s ability to hold water. Consequently, there may be short-term responses to restoration activity, however re-establishing a net GHG sink will take longer and vary annually.  
	Hydrological response to restoration delivery
	Hydrological response to restoration delivery


	Roadmap legacy 
	Peatland restoration is a long-term process, and this roadmap sets out the pathway towards the long-term ambition to restore England’s peatlands. Future iterations of the pipeline and the Peatland Restoration Register will provide a more complete picture of restoration activity and potential. The DM stakeholder engagement reported the desire to “see the roadmap used as a product which leads to a journey of adaptation and…to improve practices and celebrate success” (see Annex 2). Whilst the project to develo
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 propose clear mechanisms for accountability and reporting of actions 

	2.
	2.
	 secure recognition and active use by partners and other government department 


	The PRR TAG will develop to become the TAG to support the Peatland Restoration Standard project which runs until March 2027. This provides the opportunity for the continuity of the valuable skills and knowledge of the group to continue to advise and shape peatland restoration going forward. The TAG membership will be revised to exclude members who are already involved through the Peatland Restoration Standard consortium and extend to ensure appropriate representation of Wales.  
	Reporting of restoration delivery 
	The Peatland Restoration Register is intended to record peatland restoration delivery in England across multiple funding streams. The Restoration Register will build on the data 
	collected through the Roadmap detailed survey and lessons learned through the NCPGS. The Restoration Register is collecting data on: 

	•
	•
	•
	 area of restoration delivery 

	•
	•
	 type and restoration stage of peatland  

	•
	•
	 funding source and amount 

	•
	•
	 types of restoration actions 

	•
	•
	 types of enabling actions 

	•
	•
	 timing of delivery 


	The Register will use a spatial data format, reducing the risk of overlapping records and potential for double counting restoration delivered towards targets. Associated data and metadata standards are also part of the project scope. The Register development is currently led by Natural England and due to be published in 2026 with future updates planned. 
	 
	  
	Appendix 1: Development of the roadmap 
	The peatland restoration roadmap was announced as a commitment in the England Peat Action Plan (2021) and Defra commissioned Natural England to deliver the project in 2021. The roadmap has been collaboratively developed with the peatland community through multiple phases of consultation, as per the project timeline shown in figure A1.1. This section describes the governance for the roadmap project and overview of methods for each stage.  
	 
	Figure A1.1. Timeline of the development of the peatland restoration roadmap project 
	Governance 
	The governance of the roadmap project is summarised in figure A1.2. The Natural England project team established a Project Steering Group (PSG) in November 2022 to oversee the delivery of project. The purpose of the PSG was to provide strategic direction to the project, and to bring together key partners who could offer commitments to the restoration ambition. 
	Specifically, the PSG was asked to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide a high-level steer during the life of the project   

	•
	•
	 Advise on design of activities to support project development  

	•
	•
	 Make key organisational commitments for restoration delivery  

	•
	•
	 Advise on key blockers and solutions to restoration delivery  

	•
	•
	 Identify strategic assumptions, dependencies, risks and opportunities  

	•
	•
	 Signpost to further contacts/ and issues to consider 


	The PSG members included: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Sion McGeever, Defra (chair) 

	•
	•
	 Emily Dresner, Natural England 

	•
	•
	 Tom Entwistle, Natural England 

	•
	•
	 Megan Ellershaw, Natural England 

	•
	•
	 Kate Clift, Defra 

	•
	•
	 Katie Aspray, Environment Agency 

	•
	•
	 Andrew Stringer, Forestry England 

	•
	•
	 Patrick Thompson, RSPB 

	•
	•
	 Rob Stoneman, The Wildlife Trusts 

	•
	•
	 Ben McCarthy, National Trust 

	•
	•
	 Morag Angus, South West Water 

	•
	•
	 Brian Appleby, Ministry of Defence 

	•
	•
	 Chris Woodley-Stewart, North Pennines AONB 

	•
	•
	 Andrea Kelly, Broads Authority 

	•
	•
	 Richard Drysdale, National Parks 


	The PSG was supported by a Technical Advisory Group (TAG), established in September 2023. The aim of the TAG was to provide technical advice to the project, to ensure that the trajectory to 280,000 ha is evidence-based and robust. 
	Specifically, the TAG was asked to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide practical views on the feasibility of proposals   

	•
	•
	 Validate supporting evidence and assumptions   

	•
	•
	 Provide technical advice on aspects such as ecohydrology, biodiversity, climate change  

	•
	•
	 Inform the scope of externally commissioned work, if applicable  

	•
	•
	 Provide advice and recommendations to PSG for consideration and endorsement as applicable  

	•
	•
	 Escalate issues to PSG, where applicable 


	Recruitment to the TAG was by Expression of Interest submitted to the Natural England project team. The project team sought to ensure a high level of expertise, as well as a balanced representation of relevant area, interests and geographies.  
	The members of the TAG included: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Iain Diack, Natural England (chair) 

	•
	•
	 Emily Dresner, Natural England (secretariat) 

	•
	•
	 Robert Duff, Natural England 

	•
	•
	 Andy Webb, Natural England 

	•
	•
	 Dr Emma Taylor, Environment Agency 

	•
	•
	 Richard Guy, Forestry England 

	•
	•
	 Chole Smale, Defra 

	•
	•
	 Dr Jennifer Williamson, CEH 

	•
	•
	 Dr Emma Hinchliffe, IUCN 

	•
	•
	 Jo Finlow, Fens East Peat Partnership 

	•
	•
	 Mike Longden, Lancashire Wildlife Trust 

	•
	•
	 Tia Crouch, National Trust 

	•
	•
	 David Rogers, RSPB 

	•
	•
	 Peter Robson, Quantify Ecology (previously Scottish Power Renewables) 

	•
	•
	 Dr Naomi Gatis, Exeter University 

	•
	•
	 Professor Andy Baird, University of Leeds 

	•
	•
	 Dr Rosalind Tratt 

	•
	•
	 Paul Leadbitter, North Pennines AONB 

	•
	•
	 Stephen Maynard, Moors for the Future Partnership 


	 
	 
	Diagram
	Figure A1.2. Peatland Restoration Roadmap governance arrangements 
	Task 1 – definitions 
	The TAG considered the question of how to define peatland habitat restoration in a quantifiable way, in order to gather the restoration pipeline data in a consistent and robust way. TAG discussions were help in workshops between December 2023 and March 2024.  
	General points of consideration included that the restoration definition: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Should be driven by the holistic needs of the peatland ecosystem rather than single objectives or outcomes, which lead to divergent measures of success and value (funding). 

	•
	•
	 Must dovetail easily with other criteria (including monitoring requirements) used in other schemes and performance indicators (e.g. EIP indicators).  

	•
	•
	 May differ between peatland types (for example calcareous fen and blanket bog restoration). However, the commonality across peatlands is the intention to return the habitat to better condition, principally through restoring wet conditions, ideally to a near-natural ecohydrological state, with differences in the actions required and expected end point. 

	•
	•
	 Includes addressing and remedying pressures originating outside the peatland (e.g. water-borne nutrient enrichment) 

	•
	•
	 Must be practical for stakeholders (e.g. land managers) with varying capacity and capability to report against for the purposes of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap data request during 2024. 

	•
	•
	 Should be repeatable for the purposes of monitoring and evaluation against the restoration ambition set out. 

	•
	•
	 Should recognise the different stages in restoration. Restoration often demands a sequence of activities with different timescales and trajectories. 

	•
	•
	 Does not encompass paludiculture, the object of which is more sustainable management of peat soils under intensive agricultural production rather than peatland ecosystem recovery. However, raising water levels for paludiculture can stall degradation of peat soils and therefore “bank” agricultural land for future habitat restoration; and may support adjacent peatland habitat recovery within the same hydrological unit. 


	Defining the restoration activities that should be counted in the PRR pipeline considered the balance between the practicality and value of providing information at different levels. A moderate level of detail, using broad categories of action was felt to strike the right balance (action/input column in table A1.1). The list of actions focused on primary, physical interventions that land managers intend to deliver onsite, rather than intended benefits/outcomes which were considered too complex for forecasti
	Defining the area under restoration considered whether respondents should be able to determine their own method for predicting the delivery area or prescribing a consistent approach either on a conservative basis like the Peatland Code or a more holistic, functional approach like the NCPGS.  
	TAG supported the adoption of a consistent, prescribed approach for reasons of credibility, analytical robustness and repeatability, although it was recognised that this would mean some additional effort for any partners not currently using the chosen methodology. However, in the longer term this was felt to be beneficial as it may support more consistent funding and reporting across the peatland restoration community in future. 
	TAG recommended adopting an approach based on the area of hydrological change (the area expected to be hydrologically influenced by restoration interventions), for the following reasons:  
	•
	•
	•
	 Natural function led, and driven by ecosystem restoration principles rather than single outcome  

	•
	•
	 Will capture the likely area of functional recovery, which aligns with the rationale for the Roadmap  

	•
	•
	 Inclusive of a range of geographies and peatland habitat types  

	•
	•
	 Likely to incur less effort on the part of respondents overall   

	•
	•
	 Less bespoke quality assurance needed to harmonise submissions 


	Although this approach would lead to a larger area estimate than the more conservative Peatland Code approach, this would provide a more realistic sense of the overall scale of peatland habitat recovery, which meets the purpose of the roadmap project. 
	TAG considered ways to articulate the stages of delivery in the restoration process. An approach used by Scottish Power was felt to be a useful model which was adapted to reflect the needs of the roadmap (figure A1.3).  
	 
	Figure A1.3. Model of stages of progress  
	This advantages for using this approach to build the restoration delivery pipeline include: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Addresses partners’ concerns about articulating a baseline  

	•
	•
	 Underpinned by knowledge about habitat condition, but allows respondents to focus on actions, reducing the response burden  

	•
	•
	 Aligned with other frameworks expressing stages in restoration, including the Peatland Code  

	•
	•
	 Enables the pipeline to demonstrate the proportion of delivery that is new restoration compared with re-visiting or refining works, highlighting the iterative nature of restoration action  

	•
	•
	 Highlights where delivery plans fall short of the actions needed to support full recovery  

	•
	•
	 Offers potential to draw conclusions about funding requirements and value for money   

	•
	•
	 Supports extrapolation of carbon emissions assumptions based on the extent of the predicted shift  


	A summary of the objectives, outcomes and actions developed by the TAG are presented in table A1.1. Enabling actions were identified as dependencies for the delivery of restoration plans. To collect data on these through the surveys, the following list was developed by the TAG: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Store water 

	•
	•
	 Access (physical eg tracks, paths)  

	•
	•
	 Access (legal agreement, management, tenancy etc)  

	•
	•
	 Work with partners  

	•
	•
	 Address evidence gaps around effectiveness of techniques  

	•
	•
	 Reach agreement about appropriate management  

	•
	•
	 Obtain funding  

	•
	•
	 Obtain permissions/licences/consents  

	•
	•
	 Find staff capacity  

	•
	•
	 Find contractor capacity  

	•
	•
	 Actions outside the boundary to prevent air pollution impacts onsite  

	•
	•
	 Actions outside the boundary to prevent water pollution impact onsite  

	•
	•
	 Address other pressures outside the boundary, e.g. catchment management  


	 
	Table A1.1. Table of restoration objectives, outcomes and actions developed by TAG  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  

	Primary Outcomes  
	Primary Outcomes  

	Inputs/actions (high level)  
	Inputs/actions (high level)  

	Physical inputs/actions onsite (detail)  
	Physical inputs/actions onsite (detail)  


	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  
	Objective  (aspect of natural function)  

	Primary Outcomes  
	Primary Outcomes  

	Inputs/actions (high level)  
	Inputs/actions (high level)  

	Physical inputs/actions onsite (detail)  
	Physical inputs/actions onsite (detail)  



	Restore hydrology:  
	Restore hydrology:  
	Restore hydrology:  
	Restore hydrology:  
	• Restore flow regime  
	• Restore hydrochemistry  

	• Raised/ stabilised / maintained water table  
	• Raised/ stabilised / maintained water table  
	• Permanently wetted peat body  
	• Reduced fluctuations in water level  
	• Ecotypical hydrochemistry  
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation  
	• Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat  
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk  

	Actions to raise/ stabilise/   
	Actions to raise/ stabilise/   
	maintain water table including   
	reconfiguring water management   
	systems to restore hydrological   
	function)  

	• Block/ reprofile drains and footdrains  
	• Block/ reprofile drains and footdrains  
	• Remove sub-surface drainages  
	• Install bunds  
	• Install and maintain water control   
	assets (pumps, sluices)  
	• Remove degraded peat  
	• Reduce abstraction  
	• Restore river system (offsite/onsite)  
	• Restore catchment function (offsite)  


	Restore soil/sediment processes  
	Restore soil/sediment processes  
	Restore soil/sediment processes  
	• Stabilise peat  
	• Restore peat formation  

	• Cessation of erosion (blanket   
	• Cessation of erosion (blanket   
	bog/lowland agricultural peat)  
	• Stabilisation of slumping (blanket bog)  
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation  
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk  
	• Improved water quality  

	• Stop peat cutting (extraction)  
	• Stop peat cutting (extraction)  
	• Actions that prevent erosion  
	• Actions that stabilise slumping  
	• Actions that help peat-forming   
	plant communities establish  

	• Install peat surface protection   
	• Install peat surface protection   
	(brash/reprofile etc)  
	• Undertake works to address   
	compaction  
	• Cease agricultural activities (arable   
	reversion)  
	• Establish nurse crop for bare peat  
	• Install peat dams  
	• Reprofile  
	• Install piling  
	• Add lime  


	Restore species composition:  
	Restore species composition:  
	Restore species composition:  
	• Peat-forming   

	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation  
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation  

	• Introduce plants that are typical for   
	• Introduce plants that are typical for   
	the peatland habitat  

	• Remove trees (or appropriate tree   
	• Remove trees (or appropriate tree   
	management)  


	vegetation community  
	vegetation community  
	vegetation community  
	• Peatland fauna  

	• Absence of negative indicator species  
	• Absence of negative indicator species  
	• Presence of ecotypical fauna  
	• Functional microbial communities  
	• Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat  
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk  
	• Improved water quality  

	• Remove plants that are   
	• Remove plants that are   
	undesirable in the peatland habitat  
	• Introduce animals that are typical   
	for the peatland habitat  

	• Undertake invasive species   
	• Undertake invasive species   
	management  
	• Remove non-target vegetation  
	• Remove top soil  
	• Undertake species reintroductions   
	(flora)   
	• Undertake species reintroductions   
	(fauna)  
	• Adjacent habitat management; restore   
	connectivity eg river restoration  


	Restore vegetation controls:  
	Restore vegetation controls:  
	Restore vegetation controls:  
	• Remove human   
	controls   
	Mimic natural controls  

	• Appropriate progression of plant species   
	• Appropriate progression of plant species   
	composition and structure  
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk  

	• Adjust grazing or mowing levels  
	• Adjust grazing or mowing levels  
	• Stop grazing and mowing  
	• Stop controlled burning  

	• Remove pressures: burning,   
	• Remove pressures: burning,   
	overgrazing, vehicles  
	• Establish appropriate management   
	regime  


	Restore nutrient levels  
	Restore nutrient levels  
	Restore nutrient levels  

	• Improved water quality  
	• Improved water quality  
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation  
	• Absence of negative indicator species  

	• Prevent water pollution within the   
	• Prevent water pollution within the   
	site boundary  

	• Remove nutrients  
	• Remove nutrients  
	• Address point source pollution (onsite)  




	 
	 
	Task 2 – stakeholder engagement dialogue and survey 
	The NE project team commissioned Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems to carry out a participatory stakeholder engagement process to inform the development of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap. Dialogue Matters held a series of workshops which aimed to discuss a vision for peatlands, share information and knowledge, identify what is working well for peatland restoration, where challenges remain, and prioritise areas for actions.  
	Three regional workshops were held online between 2nd and 4th July 2024, and these were built on in two national workshops held in person in July and October 2024. Between the two national workshops an online qualitative survey tested emerging ideas, helping to direct the discussion of the second national workshop. The workshops were designed to convene people from across the peatland community and offer a space to offer opinions, questions and concerns. Trained, impartial facilitators supported the worksho
	In total 52 participants attended the workshops, consisting of practitioners, government bodies, researchers, landowners, environmental charities and represented 41 different organisations. 
	The Dialogue Matters narrative report sets out the full findings from the stakeholder engagement process, including stakeholder experience and what they would like to see happen to achieve England’s restoration goals. The full report is available in annex 2. 
	Task 3 – delivery pipeline survey 
	Survey development 
	The restoration delivery pipeline forms the basis of the peatland restoration roadmap and a survey was designed as part of the Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems contract to collate partners’ plans for peatland habitat restoration. The aim of the survey was to collect data on the restoration action expected to happen between 2021 and 2050, and the type of restoration action that is planned. The survey questions were designed by Dialogue Matters with the PSG to demonstrate the scale of restoration that
	Two versions of the survey were developed to reflect the level of detail that different respondents were likely to know about their restoration plans; a basic survey and detailed survey. The surveys were open from 11th November 2024 to 17th January 2025. 
	The basic survey was designed to capture the views of landowners and land managers who are restoring peatland at the single landholding level, outside of delivery partnerships and practitioner projects. It was also for individuals and organisations who are considering getting involved in peatland restoration or are unsure about it, and for those not currently 
	planning to restore their peatlands for any reason. To answer the basic survey, respondents needed a basic understanding of peatland restoration and some simple information about the restoration they could deliver. 

	The detailed survey was designed to gather in-depth information from peatland restoration projects working at the practitioner level, either in landscape-scale delivery partnerships or standalone habitat restoration projects. To answer the detailed survey, they needed an intermediate understanding of peatland restoration and details of the delivery planned. 
	The surveys were hosted in ArcGIS 123 to allow respondents to submit survey answers and upload geospatial information as either GIS shapefiles or high-resolution scanned maps.  
	The full survey guidance and questions for both the basic and detailed survey are in appendix 3. 
	Survey responses – basic survey 
	A total of 10 records were submitted to the basic survey. Two of these records included land that was already part of a partnership restoration project. For these records the survey ended at question two as data on land in joint restoration projects would be collected through the detailed survey submissions from other delivery bodies such as peat partnerships. The remaining eight records were received from private companies, charities and public bodies. 
	Survey responses – detailed survey 
	A total of 350 records were submitted to the detailed survey, each representing an individual restoration delivery unit. A restoration delivery unit constitutes a distinct area of restoration, defined by the extent of hydrological influence. These restoration delivery units were part of 73 restoration delivery projects. The detailed survey respondents came from 15 different organisations, including peat partnerships, environmental charities, government and public bodies, and private companies. 
	Data processing – detailed survey 
	In order to obtain a unique restoration delivery footprint, overlaps in the spatial data submitted through the detailed survey needed to be identified and resolved. Overlaps in mapped records were identified using the intersect tool in ArcGIS Pro by Environment Systems and Natural England. The majority of the overlaps identified originated from one organisation. Where restoration delivery units overlapped with submissions from other organisations, these were resolved through discussions with all parties to 
	Overlapping polygons were generally not edited, with the exception of two large polygons totalling approximately 56,000 ha. The submitting organisations were consulted and 
	approved the necessary modifications to the polygons to remove the overlap. For all other overlaps, complete overlaps resulted in the removal of one polygon following agreement among all parties. In cases of a partial overlap, the entire polygon was removed, but the associated survey entry was retained as an "unmapped" record. The reported area was adjusted to reflect the planned restoration area, excluding the identified overlaps. Additionally, polygons identified to contain errors in the mapped area were 

	A total of 71,000 ha of overlaps and errors were resolved within the detailed survey dataset. However, 4,000 ha of this was added back into the “unmapped” portion of the detailed dataset. 
	The NCPGS restoration delivery data from September 2021 to March 2024 was added to the detailed survey unique footprint by the NE Peat Team. The overlap analysis was run again which identified c. 4,000 ha of overlapping records.  
	The final dataset has an overlap of 300 ha which was not resolved and accepted as within reason. It is not possible to identify whether the unmapped records (42,000 ha) overlap with the mapped records from the surveys. 
	Designated sites analysis 
	After finalising a GIS layer with minimal overlaps, the mapped survey records were analysed in relation to layers representing designated sites (including Ramsar sites, Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas, Sites of Special Scientific Interest, National Nature Reserves, and Local Nature Reserves) and protected landscapes (National Parks and National Landscapes). This analysis quantified the extent of restoration delivery within each .  
	Designated areas
	Designated areas


	Upland – lowland analysis 
	The mapped survey records were also analysed to identify the upland – lowland split of the restoration delivery area using the  dataset. The analysis quantified the extent of restoration delivery area and that within the Moorland Line was considered upland.   
	Less Favoured Areas (LFA) and Moorland Lines 
	Less Favoured Areas (LFA) and Moorland Lines 
	Layer


	Cost and funding analysis 
	Restoration costs and funding sources were reported through the survey at the project level and respondents could include delivery units from any start date within a project (2021 – 2035 and unknown start date). Therefore, project costs and funding sources could not always be attributed to specific start dates. To estimate the cost of future restoration delivery, i.e. 2026 -2035 and unknown delivery dates, a cost per hectare was calculated and this was applied to the area of restoration delivery attributed 
	restoration delivery in each start year was then calculated using the project specific cost per hectare.  

	The amount reported for each funding source through the survey was not analysed using the cost per hectare approach described above as it was decided that there was not enough evidence through the survey to support this assumption for individual categories. Consequently, the total amount attributed to each funding category for delivery from 2021-2035 and unknown start dates reported through the survey is presented in the  section.  
	Finance and funding
	Finance and funding


	Data limitations and future survey considerations 
	The way the data was collected through the detailed and basic surveys means there are limitations on the analysis and conclusions possible with the dataset as discussed in the  and results sections. If a delivery pipeline data survey was repeated in future, the points below should be considered. 
	Restoration delivery pipeline 
	Restoration delivery pipeline 


	•
	•
	•
	 Reach of the survey beyond the ‘usual players’ – targeted engagement to reach individual land managers and those restoring peatlands on a local level. This would enable better quantification of ‘untapped potential’ of restoration. 

	•
	•
	 Survey response window timings – extending the length of time that a survey is open for and consider timings around the restoration season. 

	•
	•
	 Support to respond to the survey – a webinar was held to introduce potential respondents to the survey which worked well and should be considered again. 

	•
	•
	 Identify overlapping records during submission – many overlapping records originated from the same organisation, designing the survey portal to identify these overlaps on submission would enable records to be amended and resolved by respondents prior to the data processing phase. 

	•
	•
	 Data sharing permissions – setting up data sharing permissions to allow submitted records to be viewed by other respondents would also enable overlaps to be identified and resolved prior to the data processing phase.  

	•
	•
	 Survey response format – setting up data fields to eliminate the need to extract strings of data during data processing and combine fields where responses for the same question come from different survey ‘routes’. This would streamline data processing and analysis.  

	•
	•
	 Apply all questions to all respondents – the survey design meant some questions were not available for ‘potential’ land which affected the data analysis possible. The extension of asking all questions for all land types should be considered to simplify future analysis and interpretation.  

	•
	•
	 Alignment with other peatland restoration data collection – the data survey was designed to align as far as possible with the Peatland Restoration Register and NCPGS data collection. A future survey should try to align with any further developments of the restoration register and government funded restoration where data is collected e.g. Landscape Recovery. 


	Task 4 – recovery trajectories and case studies 
	The TAG was asked to contribute evidence about restoration response trajectories and case studies to incorporate into the roadmap. The specific asks sent to the TAG are set out below. The evidence submitted by the TAG is presented as a supporting document in annex 3. 
	Evidence about response trajectories 
	Evidence was requested to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Describe hydrological response to restoration delivery 

	•
	•
	 Describe other recovery trajectories in response to interventions: Vegetation (peat-forming), Wider biodiversity, vegetation controls, water quality  

	•
	•
	 Implications for carbon (low priority) 


	The TAG was asked to provide short summaries of evidence, gained from academic research or practitioner delivery, regarding the length of time and trajectory over which different aspects of natural function are seen to respond to restoration interventions. This should consider what knowledge is available from local on-the-ground delivery and research that can be presented in PRR to demonstrate how (and the extent to which) restoration action leads to recovery response. The importance of findings relevant to
	Case studies to illustrate key issues and impact on delivery 
	The TAG was asked to provide short case studies, drawn from restoration delivery projects, that illustrate how specific issues have impacted (either positively or negatively) on deliverability of restoration ambitions. Again, the importance of findings relevant to specific contexts (peatland habitat, geography etc) had been noted in PSG and TAG discussions and therefore a spread of examples was sought.  
	Aspects for case studies to focus on:  
	•
	•
	•
	 Examples that highlight the extent of ambition/potential for restoration  

	•
	•
	 Issues highlighted in workshop outputs and data findings (overarching themes are given below)  

	•
	•
	 How the impact has been experienced at project level  

	•
	•
	 Solutions identified or implemented  


	Key themes from Dialogue Matters workshops were shared with the TAG to guide thinking, specifically:  
	•
	•
	•
	 Funding and finance    

	•
	•
	 Permissions and consents  

	•
	•
	 Stakeholder involvement and agreement   

	•
	•
	 Technical and practical   

	•
	•
	 Skills and capacity: People to do the work  

	•
	•
	 Environmental and ecological: What does 'restored' look like?   


	Task 5 – writing the roadmap 
	The Natural England project team wrote the roadmap final report using the evidence gathered from PSG and TAG discussions, DM workshops and final report and data survey responses. Annexes were collated and transferring into the Natural England publication templates. Specific authors are named in each annex.  
	Feedback on the report was sought from peatland specialists and policy teams across Natural England, Environment Agency and Defra. The final report underwent two technical reviews as part of the Natural England publications process.  
	 
	  
	Appendix 2: Supporting data tables 
	Table A2.1: Full breakdown of area of restoration delivery submitted through each data source and corrections made. Minus sign denotes the hectarage removed from a data source. 
	Data source 
	Data source 
	Data source 
	Data source 
	Data source 

	Area (hectares) 
	Area (hectares) 


	Detailed survey: GIS area (mapped) 
	Detailed survey: GIS area (mapped) 
	Detailed survey: GIS area (mapped) 

	209,000 
	209,000 


	Detailed survey: unmapped 
	Detailed survey: unmapped 
	Detailed survey: unmapped 

	42,000  
	42,000  


	Detailed survey: corrections 
	Detailed survey: corrections 
	Detailed survey: corrections 

	-71,000 
	-71,000 


	Detailed survey: sub-total 
	Detailed survey: sub-total 
	Detailed survey: sub-total 

	180,000 
	180,000 


	NCPGS: GIS area 
	NCPGS: GIS area 
	NCPGS: GIS area 

	10,000 
	10,000 


	NCPGS: overlap with survey 
	NCPGS: overlap with survey 
	NCPGS: overlap with survey 

	-4,000 
	-4,000 


	NCPGS: sub-total 
	NCPGS: sub-total 
	NCPGS: sub-total 

	6,000 
	6,000 


	Simple survey: unmapped area 
	Simple survey: unmapped area 
	Simple survey: unmapped area 

	5,000 
	5,000 


	Total 
	Total 
	Total 

	191,000  
	191,000  




	 
	Table A2.2: Area of restoration delivery (ha) planned in each commitment and level of certainty category, against the start date of delivery. This dataset underlies figure 3 in the main report (PRR survey data only, no NCPGS records included). Cells left blank represent responses that were not an option through the survey.  
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 
	Delivery (ha) 

	2021 - 2025 
	2021 - 2025 

	2026 - 2030 
	2026 - 2030 

	2031 - 2035 
	2031 - 2035 

	Unknown date 
	Unknown date 


	Committed - High certainty 
	Committed - High certainty 
	Committed - High certainty 

	16,000 
	16,000 

	3,200 
	3,200 

	0 
	0 

	 
	 


	Committed – Medium certainty 
	Committed – Medium certainty 
	Committed – Medium certainty 

	2,000 
	2,000 

	480 
	480 

	0 
	0 

	 
	 


	Committed - Low certainty 
	Committed - Low certainty 
	Committed - Low certainty 

	160 
	160 

	160 
	160 

	0 
	0 

	 
	 


	Likely – High certainty 
	Likely – High certainty 
	Likely – High certainty 

	670 
	670 

	1,700 
	1,700 

	6 
	6 

	 
	 


	Likely – Medium certainty 
	Likely – Medium certainty 
	Likely – Medium certainty 

	1,500 
	1,500 

	34,400 
	34,400 

	0 
	0 

	 
	 


	Likely – Low certainty 
	Likely – Low certainty 
	Likely – Low certainty 

	0 
	0 

	2,300 
	2,300 

	0 
	0 

	 
	 


	Potential 
	Potential 
	Potential 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	 
	 

	117,600 
	117,600 




	 
	Table A2.3: Current land use of area of restoration delivery planned from 2026 onwards. All PRR records, no NCPGS data. 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 

	Area (hectares) 
	Area (hectares) 


	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 

	Area (hectares) 
	Area (hectares) 



	Agriculture 
	Agriculture 
	Agriculture 
	Agriculture 

	23,800 
	23,800 


	Agriculture, Habitat management 
	Agriculture, Habitat management 
	Agriculture, Habitat management 

	1,200 
	1,200 


	Agriculture, Recreation (sporting, access), Habitat management 
	Agriculture, Recreation (sporting, access), Habitat management 
	Agriculture, Recreation (sporting, access), Habitat management 

	1,000 
	1,000 


	Forestry 
	Forestry 
	Forestry 

	30 
	30 


	Forestry, Habitat management 
	Forestry, Habitat management 
	Forestry, Habitat management 

	2,100 
	2,100 


	Habitat management 
	Habitat management 
	Habitat management 

	9,500 
	9,500 


	Recreation (sporting, access) 
	Recreation (sporting, access) 
	Recreation (sporting, access) 

	96,200 
	96,200 


	Recreation (sporting, access), other 
	Recreation (sporting, access), other 
	Recreation (sporting, access), other 

	300 
	300 


	Peat extraction 
	Peat extraction 
	Peat extraction 

	1,300 
	1,300 


	Grouse shooting (grouped with recreation) 
	Grouse shooting (grouped with recreation) 
	Grouse shooting (grouped with recreation) 

	1,000 
	1,000 


	Wilding site with extensive grazing on former dairy farm/pasture 
	Wilding site with extensive grazing on former dairy farm/pasture 
	Wilding site with extensive grazing on former dairy farm/pasture 

	1,000 
	1,000 


	Mixed – not specified 
	Mixed – not specified 
	Mixed – not specified 

	1,500 
	1,500 


	Other – not specified 
	Other – not specified 
	Other – not specified 

	20,100 
	20,100 


	Unknown 
	Unknown 
	Unknown 

	900 
	900 




	Table A2.4 – current land use split by current habitat type for all records from 2026 onwards (included unknown dates). Mixed land use and mosaic habitats are grouped into their dominant land use and vegetation cover. Other land use cover includes, other – not specified, mixed – not specified and unknown land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 
	Current land use 

	Blanket bog 
	Blanket bog 

	Raised bog 
	Raised bog 

	Fen 
	Fen 

	Heath 
	Heath 

	Grassland 
	Grassland 

	Arable 
	Arable 

	Woodland 
	Woodland 

	Rush pasture 
	Rush pasture 

	Unknown vegetation 
	Unknown vegetation 



	Recreation 
	Recreation 
	Recreation 
	Recreation 

	69,300 
	69,300 

	50 
	50 

	0 
	0 

	27,100 
	27,100 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 


	Habitat management 
	Habitat management 
	Habitat management 

	4,500 
	4,500 

	2,600 
	2,600 

	240 
	240 

	1,800 
	1,800 

	230 
	230 

	0 
	0 

	35 
	35 

	70 
	70 

	0 
	0 


	Agriculture 
	Agriculture 
	Agriculture 

	19,200 
	19,200 

	2,900 
	2,900 

	80 
	80 

	200 
	200 

	590 
	590 

	440 
	440 

	0 
	0 

	200 
	200 

	0 
	0 


	Forestry 
	Forestry 
	Forestry 

	700 
	700 

	1,400 
	1,400 

	6 
	6 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	25 
	25 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 


	Peat extraction 
	Peat extraction 
	Peat extraction 

	1,100 
	1,100 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	110 
	110 


	Other 
	Other 
	Other 

	16,400 
	16,400 

	800 
	800 

	0 
	0 

	4,600 
	4,600 

	1,100 
	1,100 

	0 
	0 

	580 
	580 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 




	 
	  
	Appendix 3: Survey questions and guidance 
	Introduction 
	Two data surveys were used to identify a route to government’s peatland restoration ambitions, collecting information on the amount of restoration delivery planned by partners and the factors influencing delivery.  
	The basic survey was aimed at identifying individual managers restoring peatland at the local level, and untapped restoration potential, assuming a limited level of technical knowledge.  
	The detailed survey was aimed at peatland restoration practitioners with a sound technical understanding of peatland ecosystem restoration, including Peatland Restoration Partnerships and other delivery partners.  
	A copy of the survey guidance and questions asked are included in this appendix.  
	Basic survey guidance  
	Introduction 
	The Government’s ambition is for 280,000ha of peatland habitat in England under restoration by 2050. Peatlands are a valuable part of our landscape and cultural heritage, and they provide important benefits for people and nature, including wildlife-rich habitats, clean water, flood regulation and carbon storage. Damaged peatlands can’t provide these benefits as effectively, and they release carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, contributing to climate change. This is why we want to find out where more peatlan
	This survey is to find out:  
	•
	•
	•
	 How much peatland is managed by landowners and managers  

	•
	•
	 How much peatland restoration landowners and managers plan to carry out in the future  

	•
	•
	 What might be stopping landowners and managers from deciding to restore peatland, and what could help  


	You can help us by answering this survey if:  
	•
	•
	•
	 You are aware of peat on your landholding  

	•
	•
	 You aren’t already involved in a joint project to restore your peatland (for example, as part of a Peat Restoration Partnership)  


	There are no right or wrong answers – we are looking for your honest thoughts on peatland restoration on your land. Your feedback will help us forecast the amount of restoration that could happen and understand what is needed to make it possible. Your input will feed into a national Peatland Restoration Roadmap.   
	Individual responses will not be published, and any findings will only be shown at a high level that does not allow people and specific locations to be identified. There is no monitoring or compliance linked to the Roadmap, and there will be no repercussions as a result of the information you share.   
	We will not use your details for any other purpose, unless you confirm that you are willing to be contacted in future about your restoration plans or about the completion of the Roadmap. This is completely optional. 
	By proceeding to the survey questions, you confirm that you have read and understood the privacy notice and that you agree to your responses being used for the purposes outlined.  
	[Tick-box] – I would like to participate in the survey and I agree to my responses being used for the purposes stated in the privacy notice. 
	*denotes that questions are mandatory. 
	The response options for each question are shown in square brackets.  
	Basic survey questions 
	About your restoration project 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Do you have areas of peatland on your land?* [yes/no]  


	If no is selected, then survey ends with a thank you and explanation that the Roadmap is specifically about peatland restoration – see .  
	Other routes
	Other routes


	2.
	2.
	2.
	 Is your land already part of a partnership restoration project?* [yes/no] 


	If yes is selected, then survey ends with a thank you and tells them we are asking Peatland Restoration Partnerships to tell us separately about these areas of peatland – see .  
	Other routes
	Other routes


	3.
	3.
	3.
	 What is the approximate area of peatland? We won’t publish your individual answer. Please tell us in hectares* [text box]  

	4.
	4.
	 What is the current land use? If more than one, tell us which one is present on the majority of the peatland* [tick]  

	•
	•
	 Agriculture  


	•
	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming)  

	•
	•
	 Forestry  

	•
	•
	 Recreation (sporting, access)  

	•
	•
	 Habitat management  

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify)  

	5.
	5.
	 What is the current vegetation cover? If more than one, tell us which one is present on the majority of the peatland.*  

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Blanket bog  

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Raised bog  

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Fen   

	•
	•
	 Heath  

	•
	•
	 Grassland  

	•
	•
	 Arable  

	•
	•
	 Woodland (including forestry)  

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify)  

	•
	•
	 Unknown 

	6.
	6.
	 Are you restoring or planning to restore your peatland?* [yes/no].  


	If yes, continue to 6. If no, skip to 9.  
	7.
	7.
	7.
	 In which year do you expect to start, or for restoration you have already started (2021 – 2024 only), in which year did you start?* [year in a text box]  

	8.
	8.
	 Do you have an expected year for completing your restoration action (not the recovery of the site’s condition)? (optional) [year in a text box]  

	9.
	9.
	 Please tell us how you expect the restoration to be funded. If more than one, tell us which will be the main source of funding* [radio buttons]:  

	•
	•
	 Self-funded  

	•
	•
	 Agri-environment scheme   

	•
	•
	 Other public funding (Government grant funding, including Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, Environment Agency, Local government, Heritage Lottery Fund)  

	•
	•
	 Private funding (including Peatland Code, private finance, water company funding, charitable funding)  

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) [add text box]  

	•
	•
	 Not yet known 

	10.
	10.
	  What is missing that would help you decide to restore, or speed up your plans? Tick all that apply.* [radio buttons]  

	•
	•
	 Getting planning permission  

	•
	•
	 Getting other permissions / licences / consents  


	•
	•
	•
	 Agreeing a plan with others: landowners and managers  

	•
	•
	 Agreeing a plan with others: public bodies, non-governmental organisations etc  

	•
	•
	 Securing funding  

	•
	•
	 Agreeing how to restore peatland  

	•
	•
	 Understanding new approaches to restoring peatland  

	•
	•
	 Staff capacity  

	•
	•
	 Contractor availability  

	•
	•
	 Solving problems off-site  

	•
	•
	 Other [text box] 


	Where could the restoration happen 
	11.
	11.
	11.
	  Please tell us your location. We won’t publish your individual answer:  


	Postcode (optional) [text box]:   
	County*:   
	Comments 
	Please provide any additional comments you feel may be relevant (optional) [text box] 
	About you 
	Sharing your details is completely optional. However, if you would like to be contacted in future about your restoration plans, or if you would like to be notified when the Roadmap is completed, please provide your email address.   
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 What is your name? (optional)   

	2.
	2.
	 Which organisation you are responding on behalf of (optional):   

	3.
	3.
	 What is your role? (optional)  

	4.
	4.
	 What is your email address? (optional).  

	5.
	5.
	 I would like to be contacted in future about my restoration plans (optional) [tick]  

	6.
	6.
	 I would like to receive notice when the Roadmap, which my information is contributing to, becomes available [tick] 


	Thank you for taking part. Your responses will help shape the Peatland Restoration Roadmap.  
	Other routes 
	If response to question 1 is no peatland, the survey ends with the message: Thank you for taking part. This survey is only about peatland restoration, so there are no further questions.  
	If the response to question 2 is yes - already in a joint project, the survey ends with the message: Thank you for taking part. This survey is only about peatland restoration that is happening outside of joint partnership projects, so there are no further questions. Information about peatlands in joint restoration projects is being gathered separately through delivery bodies such as Peat Restoration Partnerships. 
	Detailed survey guidance  
	Introduction – why we are gathering this data and what we will do with it 
	Our peatlands are an iconic feature of England's landscape. They are our largest terrestrial carbon store, a haven for rare wildlife, a record of our past, and natural providers of water regulation. However, the majority of England's peatland habitats are degraded and in need of restoration. 
	Natural England is working with partners to understand how the government's ambition of 280,000ha of peatland habitat under restoration by 2050 can be achieved. 
	To do this, we are keen to hear what our partners' plans are for peatland habitat restoration so that we can build a delivery pipeline. 
	The delivery pipeline will show when we expect restoration action to happen between now and 2050, and the type of restoration action that is planned. 
	Understanding the delivery pipeline will help us demonstrate the scale of restoration that could take place and consider what else needs to happen to support our partners so that restoration action is easier to deliver. 
	Individual responses will not be published, and any findings will only be shown at a high level that does not allow people and specific locations to be identified. There is no monitoring or compliance linked to the Roadmap, and all responses will be treated positively. 
	Completing the survey – what to expect 
	The survey environment is ArcGIS 123. This allows you to submit survey answers and upload geospatial information in two formats: GIS ESRI .shp files or high-resolution scanned maps. 
	The survey cannot be saved part-way through. However, you can submit each restoration delivery unit separately. After submitting a restoration delivery unit, you can choose to re-enter the survey or end the session and return at a later date. 
	You can use the back button at the bottom of the survey page to check your previous answers. Using the back button on your web browser will take you back to the front page of the survey. 
	Quick overview of questions in the survey 
	1 – Project-level details.  
	These relate to the total area of land being managed under one delivery project. These details need to be completed in each session to ensure they are linked to the data about each restoration delivery unit. However, some browsers prefill your previous answers. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Name of respondent 

	•
	•
	 Email address 

	•
	•
	 Organisation 

	•
	•
	 Project name (optional) 


	2 – Project costs and funding.  
	The survey asks you to complete this just once for each entire project. The time taken will depend on the size of your project and the amount of information you have to hand. When returning to the survey to submit additional restoration delivery units, you can skip this section. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Estimated total project cost 

	•
	•
	 Expected funding sources 

	•
	•
	 Area of restoration delivery 

	•
	•
	 Location of project 


	3 - Restoration delivery unit details.  
	These relate to each distinct area of restoration being undertaken (restoration delivery unit). The survey asks you to complete this section once for each separate restoration delivery unit. The time taken will depend on how much information you have to hand. to hand. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Restoration commitment level 


	For Committed and Likely land: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide map pin and postcode 

	•
	•
	 Upload restoration delivery unit 

	•
	•
	 Current land use 

	•
	•
	 Current vegetation cover 

	•
	•
	 Planned land use 

	•
	•
	 Start date for delivery 

	•
	•
	 Current stage in restoration sequence (pick from 5 options) 

	•
	•
	 Planned end stage in restoration sequence (pick from 5 options) 

	•
	•
	 Restoration actions (pick from 13 options) 

	•
	•
	 Supporting actions – on-site (pick from 4 options) 

	•
	•
	 Supporting actions – off-site (pick from 11 options) 

	•
	•
	 Level of certainty – delivery 


	For Potential land that cannot be mapped: 
	•
	•
	•
	 County 

	•
	•
	 Area (ha) 

	•
	•
	 Current vegetation cover 

	•
	•
	 Current land use 

	•
	•
	 Planned land use 

	•
	•
	 Current stage in restoration sequence (if known) 


	For Potential land that can be mapped: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide map pin and postcode 

	•
	•
	 Upload restoration delivery unit 

	•
	•
	 Current vegetation cover 

	•
	•
	 Current land use 

	•
	•
	 Planned land use 

	•
	•
	 Current stage in restoration sequence (if known) 


	Glossary of terms used in the survey 
	Project: Total area of restoration land being managed under one delivery project 
	Restoration delivery unit: Distinct area of restoration, defined by the extent of hydrological influence 
	Current stage in restoration sequence: Category which most closely describes the current focus of your delivery actions 
	Planned end stage in restoration sequence: Category which most closely describes the expected focus of your delivery actions when you will finish delivering your plan. 
	How to measure the area of restoration 
	For the Peatland Restoration Roadmap survey, we have defined each restoration delivery unit to be the area of land you expect to be hydrologically influenced by the planned restoration actions. 
	You may find it useful to check your restoration delivery units and their boundaries to ensure that They meet this definition, before you begin the survey. Further details are given on below. 
	For each restoration delivery unit, we would like to find out: 
	•
	•
	•
	 The level of commitment for the land to go into restoration 

	•
	•
	 The starting point of delivery action (from a list of 5 possible stages) 

	•
	•
	 The likely finishing point of delivery action (from a list of 5 possible stages) 

	•
	•
	 The types of restoration activities you plan to undertake (from a list of 12 broad action types) 

	•
	•
	 The types of supporting actions you think are needed (from a list of 16 supporting actions) 

	•
	•
	 Your level of confidence that the restoration action is deliverable 


	Contact details 
	Natural England has contracted Dialogue Matters and Environment Systems to administer the survey. If you have any technical issues with the survey, please contact Environment Systems at enquiries@envsys.co.uk.  
	If you have any additional questions, please contact  
	peatlandroadmap@naturalengland.org.uk
	peatlandroadmap@naturalengland.org.uk


	Detailed survey notes – Section 1 questions 
	The first section is about the restoration project as a whole. The questions are about high-level details that apply to the whole project. These details need to be completed in each session to ensure they are linked to the data about each restoration delivery unit. However, some browsers prefill your previous answers. 
	Name of respondent - Tell us your name 
	Email address – Tell us your email address so that we can contact you if needed. 
	Organisation - Tell us the name of your organisation 
	Project name - Tell us your project name, if applicable 
	Detailed survey notes – Section 2 questions 
	The second section is about the overall costs and funding sources for the restoration project overall. After completing this section once, you can skip it during subsequent sessions. 
	Estimated total project cost - Please provide an estimated total cost for all the restoration delivery units you are sharing with the Peatland Restoration Roadmap pipeline (including committed land, land that is likely to come into restoration and land that has the potential to come into restoration).  
	Knowing the estimated cost of delivery helps us understand the scale of investment needed to achieve the restoration ambition. 
	We know that costs change as plans become more detailed – please give an estimate to the best of your ability based on your current knowledge. 
	We are interested in the full cost of restoration delivery, both capital and revenue spend, including: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Site work such as:  
	•
	•
	•
	 Access and transport 

	•
	•
	 Monitoring and survey 

	•
	•
	 Environmental permissions and consents 

	•
	•
	 Machinery/equipment 

	•
	•
	 Site preparation 

	•
	•
	 Restoration activity 

	•
	•
	 Reintroduction/supplements  

	•
	•
	 Other contractor/subcontractor costs 




	•
	•
	 Staff costs (salaries, overheads etc) 

	•
	•
	 Volunteer costs 

	•
	•
	 Engagement costs  


	Area of restoration delivery (hectares) – Tell us how many hectares of restoration this overall project cost will deliver. 
	This will enable us to associate restoration costs with the total delivery area, as well as the individual restoration delivery areas you submit. You should estimate this on the basis of hydrological influence (see p6 for more details). 
	Location of project - Please tell us the county where the project is located. If your project covers more than one county, please choose the county where most work is planned. 
	This will provide immediate insights into where delivery is forecast while the survey is live. 
	Expected funding sources - Please indicate how you expect the restoration delivery for the project to be funded (or how it has been funded for non-Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme delivery up to 2024). 
	For each of the funding types, selecting “yes” will create two input boxes so that you can add an actual (committed) value and/or an estimated value. 
	You do not have to provide values that equal the total project cost, if not all the funding that will be required has been identified. However, if you know the amount that is unaccounted for, you can add this under “Funding source not identified”. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Self-funded 

	•
	•
	 Agri-environment scheme (for Landscape Recovery give the total value of the project, including scheme award and match funding) 

	•
	•
	 Other public funding (Government grant funding, including Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, Environment Agency, Local government, Heritage Lottery Fund) 

	•
	•
	 Private funding (including Peatland Code, private finance, water company funding, charitable funding 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 

	•
	•
	 Funding source not identified 


	Detailed survey notes – Section 3 questions 
	The third part of the survey is about the restoration action planned on each restoration delivery unit. You will have the opportunity to submit the details separately for each restoration delivery unit. 
	For each restoration delivery unit: 
	Restoration commitment level: Please tell us the extent to which the land in this restoration delivery unit is committed in your delivery plan: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Committed: The land is secured for restoration action 

	•
	•
	 Likely: The land is likely to be available for restoration action the near future (2-3 years) 

	•
	•
	 Potential only: The land has potential to fit into a restoration delivery plan but there is no firm commitment or agreement at present. 


	For land that you describe as Committed or Likely, the next stage of the survey will prompt you to submit a file for the boundary of the restoration delivery unit. Continue to page <> for further guidance notes. For land that you describe as Potential only, continue to the guidance notes in . 
	Detailed survey notes - Section 4 questions
	Detailed survey notes - Section 4 questions


	Provide map pin: Please add a pin to the map to indicate the centre of the restoration delivery unit. 
	To do this, first search for a postcode or click on the map and then zoom in to refine the location. 
	This will help us cross-reference the restoration delivery unit location with the geolocation of the boundary you upload in the next step. 
	 
	Upload restoration delivery unit: Please upload your restoration delivery unit boundary in either ESRI shapefile format or high-resolution scan.  
	For the data we are collecting for the Roadmap, a restoration delivery unit is a continuous area of land you expect to be influenced by the hydrological effects of your restoration actions (in other words, a distinct area that will be rewetted or where water levels will change, supporting peatland habitat recovery). 
	This way of measuring the restoration delivery unit will give us an estimate of how much ecologically functional peatland habitat will be restored.  
	You should use your informed judgment to decide the area you expect to be influenced by your planned restoration action, drawing on your knowledge and experience of peatland ecosystem function and the way you understand your site to respond to restoration interventions. This may draw on monitoring data such as dipwell readings, but if your project does not have access to this information, you should use your best estimate. 
	You do not need to measure the boundary of individual work items. 
	Tips: 
	•
	•
	•
	 The area of influence is affected by the way the water table and water flows work on the restoration site. 

	•
	•
	 Exclude rivers, lakes, roads, permanent tree cover and non-peatland soils. 

	•
	•
	 Consider whether non-peatland features interrupt water flow. 


	Current vegetation cover: Tell us the current vegetation cover on this restoration delivery unit. 
	If there is a mosaic of habitat types on the peatland, choose the habitat type which occurs most commonly. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Peatland – Blanket Bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Raised Bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Fen 

	•
	•
	 Heath 

	•
	•
	 Grassland 

	•
	•
	 Arable 

	•
	•
	 Woodland (including forestry) 

	•
	•
	 Unknown 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 


	Peatland habitats are given at the broad level. 
	Blanket bog describes: rain-fed vegetation on deep peat dominated by bog mosses, cotton-grasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in the uplands on shallow slopes and plateaux. 
	 
	Raised bog describes: - rain-fed vegetation on deep peat, sometimes very deep, dominated by bog mosses, cotton-grasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in lowlands and uplands, developing in depressions and on flat ground, and forming typical dome shaped peat deposit. 
	Fen describes: peat-forming wetlands fed by surface and/or groundwater as well as rainfall. Found in uplands and lowlands and includes a very wide range of vegetation and landscape situations, from low-nutrient acidic mires in upland valleys to base and nutrient rich situations on lowland floodplains. 
	Current land use: Tell us the current land use on this restoration delivery unit: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Agriculture 

	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming) 

	•
	•
	 Forestry 

	•
	•
	 Recreation (sporting, access) 

	•
	•
	 Habitat management 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 


	Planned land use: Tell us the intended land use after the planned restoration actions:  
	•
	•
	•
	 Peatland habitat management - blanket bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland habitat management - Raised bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland habitat management – Fen 

	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming) that will support peatland habitat restoration nearby (next to it or linked by water levels or water flows) 

	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming) as a temporary management choice, on land that will be restored to peatland habitat at a later stage in the restoration delivery plan 


	Peatland habitats are given at the broad level. (See details under Current vegetation cover above). 
	The Peatland Restoration Roadmap is not gathering information about: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Non-peatland habitat 

	•
	•
	 Permanent standalone areas of paludiculture 


	Start date for delivery: When is the restoration action planned to start? 
	For non-Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme restoration that has taken place since 2021, please tell us when the delivery action happened. 
	For restoration that is planned, please tell us when you expect the delivery action to happen. 
	 
	•
	•
	•
	 Started 2021 

	•
	•
	 Started 2022 

	•
	•
	 Started 2023 

	•
	•
	 Started 2024 

	•
	•
	 Will start 2025 

	•
	•
	 Will start 2026 – 2030 

	•
	•
	 Will start 2031 – 2035 

	•
	•
	 Will start 2036 – 2040 

	•
	•
	 Will start 2041 – 2045 

	•
	•
	 Will start 2046 – 2050  


	 
	Current stage in restoration sequence: Please tell us which stage best describes the starting point of your delivery plan on this restoration delivery unit. Detailed descriptions are provided in the table below: 
	D – Degraded: No action has previously been undertaken to restore 
	1 – Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline are currently being  
	undertaken 
	2 – Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation are currently being undertaken including 
	3 – Recovery: Work is ongoing to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem 
	4 - Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions are complete. Management is  
	focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further pressures 
	Please choose the stage that most closely resembles the stage of action your delivery plan will start from (or started from, for restoration that has taken place 2021-2024). 
	The activities listed for each stage are not a prescription for management, but a guide to the likely focus of activity at each stage in the sequence.  
	Every restoration site is unique and there may be differences in the order or the detail of some actions you have identified for your project. 
	Note: These categories are aligned with Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme categories and Peatland Code categories that are linked to the Greenhouse Gas Inventory (GHG). If you have previously identified these categories on your land, it may help you identify your delivery stage for the PRR. (Table A3.1. Stages in PRR restoration sequence). 
	 
	 
	Table A3.1: Stages in PRR restoration sequence 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Stage D: Degraded 
	Stage D: Degraded 

	Stage 1: Removal of onsite stressors 
	Stage 1: Removal of onsite stressors 

	Stage 2: Stabilisation 
	Stage 2: Stabilisation 

	Stage 3: Recovery 
	Stage 3: Recovery 

	Stage 4: Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem 
	Stage 4: Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem 


	 
	 
	 

	Stage D: Degraded 
	Stage D: Degraded 

	Stage 1: Removal of onsite stressors 
	Stage 1: Removal of onsite stressors 

	Stage 2: Stabilisation 
	Stage 2: Stabilisation 

	Stage 3: Recovery 
	Stage 3: Recovery 

	Stage 4: Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem 
	Stage 4: Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem 



	Current stage in PRR restoration sequence 
	Current stage in PRR restoration sequence 
	Current stage in PRR restoration sequence 
	Current stage in PRR restoration sequence 

	No work has been undertaken to restore. 
	No work has been undertaken to restore. 

	Major interventions to arrest decline are currently being undertaken including: 
	Major interventions to arrest decline are currently being undertaken including: 
	 
	• Stop routine burning 
	• Stop extraction 
	• Remove intensive grazing 
	• Reinstate wet conditions (restore natural hydrological function/manipulate water levels) 
	• Prevent erosion (blanket bog/lowland  
	agricultural peat 

	Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation are currently being undertaken 
	Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation are currently being undertaken 
	including: 
	 
	• Stabilise slumping (blanket bog) 
	• Establish peat-forming vegetation 
	• Introduce plants that are typical for the  
	peatland habitat 
	• Remove plants that are undesirable in the  
	peatland habitat 
	• Maintain restored hydrological function 

	Work is ongoing to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem: 
	Work is ongoing to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem: 
	 
	• Revisit erosion, slumping, vegetation actions  
	where required 
	• Adjust human vegetation controls (mowing,  
	grazing, burning) 
	• Maintain restored hydrological function 

	Major interventions are complete. Management is  
	Major interventions are complete. Management is  
	focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further  
	pressures: 
	 
	• Stop human vegetation controls (mowing, grazing,  
	burning) 
	• Appropriate site-specific vegetation controls  
	(mowing, grazing, burning) 
	• Maintain restored hydrological function 


	Expected end stage in PRR sequence 
	Expected end stage in PRR sequence 
	Expected end stage in PRR sequence 

	No action will be underway to restore. 
	No action will be underway to restore. 

	Major interventions will be underway to arrest decline including: 
	Major interventions will be underway to arrest decline including: 
	 
	• Stop routine burning 
	• Stop extraction 
	• Remove intensive grazing 
	• Reinstate wet conditions 

	Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat  
	Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat  
	formation will be underway including: 
	• Stabilise slumping (blanket bog) 
	• Establish peat-forming vegetation 
	• Introduce plants that are typical for the  

	Work will be underway to support continued  
	Work will be underway to support continued  
	recovery of the peatland ecosystem: 
	• Revisit erosion, slumping, vegetation actions  
	where required 

	Major interventions will be complete. Management will be  
	Major interventions will be complete. Management will be  
	focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further  
	pressures: 
	• Stop human vegetation controls (mowing, grazing,  
	burning) 


	TR
	• Prevent erosion 
	• Prevent erosion 

	peatland habitat 
	peatland habitat 
	• Remove plants that are undesirable in the  
	peatland habitat 
	• Maintain restored hydrological function 

	• Adjust human vegetation controls (mowing,  
	• Adjust human vegetation controls (mowing,  
	grazing, burning) 
	• Maintain restored hydrological function 

	• Appropriate site-specific vegetation controls  
	• Appropriate site-specific vegetation controls  
	(mowing, grazing, burning) 
	• Maintain restored hydrological function 


	NCPGS condition categories 
	NCPGS condition categories 
	NCPGS condition categories 

	Forest Cropland Grassland (drained/undrained) 
	Forest Cropland Grassland (drained/undrained) 
	Bog: 
	Extracted (drained/undrained) 
	• Eroding modified bog  
	(drained/undrained) 
	• Heather dominated modified bog  
	(drained/undrained) 
	 
	• Grass dominated modified bog  
	(drained/undrained) 
	Fen 

	Rewetted bog (rewetted) 
	Rewetted bog (rewetted) 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rewetted fen (rewetted) 

	Rewetted modified semi-natural bog (rewetted) 
	Rewetted modified semi-natural bog (rewetted) 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	There is no fen category in this stage 

	Rewetted modified semi-natural bog (rewetted) 
	Rewetted modified semi-natural bog (rewetted) 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	There is no fen category in this stage 

	Near natural bog (undrained) 
	Near natural bog (undrained) 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Near natural fen (undrained) 


	Peatland Code condition categories 
	Peatland Code condition categories 
	Peatland Code condition categories 

	Paludiculture 
	Paludiculture 
	Grassland (drained/undrained) 
	Cropland 
	Actively eroding bog 
	Drained bog 
	Modified bog 

	Modified fen Revegetated bog 
	Modified fen Revegetated bog 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rewetted fen Rewetted modified bog 
	Rewetted fen Rewetted modified bog 
	 
	 
	 

	Rewetted fen Rewetted modified bog 
	Rewetted fen Rewetted modified bog 
	 
	 
	 

	Near natural bog  
	Near natural bog  
	Near natural fen 
	 
	 
	 
	 




	 
	Planned end stage in restoration sequence: Please tell us which stage best describes the activities you will be focusing on by the end point of your restoration delivery plan: 
	D – Degraded: No action will be underway to restore 
	1 – Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline will be underway 
	2 – Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation will be underway 
	3 – Recovery: Work will be underway to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem 
	4 - Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions will be complete. Management will be focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further pressures. 
	Please choose the stage that most closely resembles the type of action you expect to reach by the end of your planned delivery. The activities listed for each stage are not a prescription for management, but a guide to the likely focus of activity at each stage in the sequence. Every restoration site is unique and there may be differences in the order or the detail of some actions you have identified for your project. 
	Notes: These categories are aligned with Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme categories and Peatland Code categories that are linked to the Greenhouse Gas Inventory (GHG). If you have previously identified these categories on your land, it may help you identify your delivery stage for the PRR. See the table A3.1. 
	You do not need to estimate what the resulting condition of the site will be, or when this will be achieved. The delivery pipeline is focused on understanding the extent of restoration effort that is planned. Likely recovery response trajectories (in other words how quickly the environmental outcomes will result from peatland restoration action) are being considered separately for the Peatland Restoration Roadmap. 
	 
	Restoration actions: Tell us which types of action are planned on the land in the restoration delivery unit (or which were undertaken, for restoration that has taken place 2021-2024). Select all that apply: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Manage the water table to achieve wetter conditions 

	•
	•
	 Stop peat cutting (extraction) 

	•
	•
	 Actions that prevent erosion 

	•
	•
	 Actions that stabilise slumping 

	•
	•
	 Actions that help peat-forming plant communities establish 

	•
	•
	 Introduce plants that are typical for the peatland habitat 

	•
	•
	 Remove plants that are undesirable in the peatland habitat 

	•
	•
	 Introduce animals that are typical for the peatland habitat 

	•
	•
	 Adjust grazing or mowing levels 

	•
	•
	 Stop grazing and mowing 

	•
	•
	 Stop controlled burning 

	•
	•
	 Prevent water pollution within the site boundary 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 


	These are high level actions that cover all aspects of natural ecosystem function on peatlands. Most restoration actions should fit into the above categories, but “Other” is provided for any exceptional actions you would like to submit. 
	A list of more detailed actions, which fit into these high-level categories, is provided in Table A3.2. High level and detailed outcomes, objectives and wider benefits. Since each site is unique, the list of detailed actions is not intended to be exhaustive or prescriptive, but to help you confidently identify the high-level actions you are delivering. 
	Note – the list of physical actions is not defined around drivers or outcomes, but these are shown for illustrative purposes in the supporting guidance. 
	 
	Supporting actions – on-site: Tell us which types of on-site action you need to undertake to make restoration possible on the delivery unit. Select all that apply: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Store water 

	•
	•
	 Access (physical eg tracks, paths) 

	•
	•
	 Access (legal agreement, management, tenancy etc) 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 

	•
	•
	 None 


	We are interested in the supporting factors that will affect deliverability of peatland restoration effort. Please think about all the all the aspects that need to be addressed to enable restoration action to happen. 
	 
	Supporting actions – off-site: Tell us which types of off-site action you need to undertake to make restoration possible on the delivery unit.  
	•
	•
	•
	 Work with partners 

	•
	•
	 Increase confidence about effectiveness of techniques 

	•
	•
	 Reach agreement about appropriate management 

	•
	•
	 Obtain funding 

	•
	•
	 Obtain permissions/licences/consents 

	•
	•
	 Find staff capacity 

	•
	•
	 Find contractor capacity 

	•
	•
	 Actions outside the boundary to prevent air pollution impacts onsite 

	•
	•
	 Actions outside the boundary to prevent water pollution impact onsite 

	•
	•
	 Address other pressures outside the boundary, e.g. catchment management 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 

	•
	•
	 None 


	 
	Level of certainty – delivery: Tell us how certain you are that the restoration action is deliverable: 
	•
	•
	•
	 High certainty – e.g. agreements, funding and technical issues can all be addressed 

	•
	•
	 Medium certainty – e.g. most issues can likely be addressed; one or more factors outstanding 

	•
	•
	 Low certainty – e.g. many issues to be resolved before action can take place 


	Submit: When you submit the restoration delivery unit, you are given the option to return to the start of the survey to enter details of another restoration delivery unit. 
	Detailed survey notes - Section 4 questions 
	This section contains questions for Potential land.  
	 
	If a map of the Potential land can be supplied, the survey gives a prompt to upload this in the same way as for Committed and Likely land. 
	 
	Where a map cannot be supplied for sensitivity reasons, the survey asks broad geographical questions that will not enable the land to be identified. 
	 
	Potential land: county - Tell us which county the potential land is in. 
	 
	If the land crosses county boundaries, choose the county where the majority of the area is  
	located. 
	 
	Potential land – area (ha) - Please tell us the area of this potential land in hectares 
	 
	The survey asks the same baseline questions as for Committed and Likely land. It does not ask the remaining questions about delivery details, given the likely lack of certainty on potential land. 
	 
	Current vegetation cover: Tell us the current vegetation cover on this restoration delivery unit. If there is a mosaic of habitat types on the peatland, choose the habitat type which occurs most commonly. 
	 
	•
	•
	•
	 Peatland – Blanket Bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Raised Bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland – Fen 

	•
	•
	 Heath 

	•
	•
	 Grassland 

	•
	•
	 Arable 

	•
	•
	 Woodland (including forestry) 

	•
	•
	 Unknown 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 


	 
	Peatland habitats are given at the broad level. 
	 
	Blanket bog describes: rain-fed vegetation on deep peat dominated by bog mosses, cottongrasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in the uplands on shallow slopes and plateaux. 
	 
	Raised bog describes: - rain-fed vegetation on deep peat, sometimes very deep, dominated by bog mosses, cotton-grasses and dwarf shrubs. Found in lowlands and uplands, developing in depressions and on flat ground, and forming typical dome shaped peat deposit. 
	 
	Fen describes: peat-forming wetlands fed by surface and/or groundwater as well as rainfall. Found in uplands and lowlands and includes a very wide range of vegetation and landscape situations, from low-nutrient acidic mires in upland valleys to base and nutrient-rich situations on lowland floodplains. 
	 
	Current land use: Tell us the current land use on this restoration delivery unit 
	 
	•
	•
	•
	 Agriculture 

	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming) 

	•
	•
	 Forestry 

	•
	•
	 Recreation (sporting, access) 

	•
	•
	 Habitat management 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify 


	 
	Planned land use: Tell us the intended land use after the planned restoration actions:  
	 
	•
	•
	•
	 Peatland habitat management - blanket bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland habitat management - Raised bog 

	•
	•
	 Peatland habitat management – Fen 

	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming) that will support peatland habitat restoration nearby (next to it or linked by water levels or water flows) 

	•
	•
	 Paludiculture (wetter farming) as a temporary management choice, on land that will be restored to peatland habitat at a later stage in the restoration delivery plan 


	 
	Peatland habitats are given at the broad level. (See details under Current vegetation cover above). 
	 
	The Peatland Restoration Roadmap is not gathering information about: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Non-peatland habitat 

	•
	•
	 Permanent standalone areas of paludiculture 


	Potential land - Current stage in restoration sequence - Please tell us which stage best describes the likely starting point of a delivery plan on this potential land, if known. See tables under Section 3, above for further detail: 
	D – Degraded: No action has previously been undertaken to restore 
	1 – Removal of onsite stressors: Major interventions to arrest decline are currently being undertaken 
	2 – Stabilisation: Major interventions to stabilise and promote peat formation are currently being undertaken  
	3 – Recovery: Work is ongoing to support continued recovery of the peatland ecosystem 
	4 - Self-sustaining peatland ecosystem: Major interventions are complete. Management is focused on peatland habitat function and avoiding further pressures:  
	Unknown - If this information about the potential land is not certain, choose “unknown”. 
	 
	Submit: When you submit the restoration delivery unit, you are given the option to return to the start of the survey to enter details of another restoration delivery unit. 
	Frequently Asked Questions 
	How will forecasts in the Roadmap be checked in the future?  
	The Peatland Restoration Roadmap is a forecast of the restoration delivery we expect to happen. There is no monitoring or compliance step associated with the Roadmap. The future assessment of the restoration delivery that has taken place will happen under separate pieces of work at a national level. Your specific project may still have monitoring requirements linked to funding, or for other purposes such as demonstrating outcome. 
	Why is the restoration delivery unit based on an estimate of hydrological function? 
	This way of measuring the delivery unit will give us an estimate of how much ecologically functional peatland habitat will be restored. Some other measures of restoration area are more conservative because they rely on the available evidence about greenhouse gas emissions changes. These narrower estimates would not capture the wider ecosystem benefits of restoration, which are expected to happen on a wider scale. 
	My restoration sequence looks different 
	The 5-stage sequence reflects the order of the major interventions you might expect to undertake during peatland restoration. Because they are focused on the aspects of natural function that need to be repaired, they are broadly applicable across habitat types. However, each site is unique, and you may be planning to address some aspects of restoration in a different order. Although some details may differ, you should choose the stage which most closely describes the point your site is at, and the point in 
	Why not use Greenhouse Gas Inventory (GHG) classes instead of the 5 stages in the restoration sequence? 
	The 5-stage sequence used for PRR describes the broad steps in restoration that are similar across habitat types. There is less detail across the GHG categories because there 
	is not enough evidence in many cases for the greenhouse gas emissions of different land cover types at different stages of recovery/levels of natural function. They are therefore broader - where there is no emissions data, there is no distinct category. The PRR stages therefore give us comparable detail across habitat types, that would otherwise be missing. However, we have aligned the PRR stages with existing categories in NCPGS and the Peatland Code, which draw on the GHG classes. If you have already iden

	I can’t find my restoration actions in the list 
	The 12 actions in the survey cover all aspects of natural function on peatlands at a broad level. The detailed restoration actions undertaken on sites are included under these headings. Examples are shown in the table at the end of the guidance, but this is not an exhaustive list. You should choose the broad actions that most closely describe the detailed works you are undertaking. We have included an “Other” category for exceptional actions that are not covered by these categories. We have not included act
	Will my land be identifiable in the Roadmap? 
	We are collecting the information geospatially, in the form of shapefiles (boundary lines) so that the restoration delivery units can be mapped in the preparation stages of the project. This will be helpful for a few reasons: 
	•
	•
	•
	 We can ensure that we receive unique records (restoration projects are not submitted twice by two different partners, for example in a Peatland Partnership) 

	•
	•
	 We can automatically pick up some information (such as protected site or landscape designations), saving you time 

	•
	•
	 We can show some information in the Roadmap in map form.  


	However, any maps that may be produced will be at a high level. We do not plan to publish detailed locations of restoration activity on individual landholdings in the Roadmap. You can read more about how the data will be used in our Privacy Notice at the start of the survey.  
	How can I check habitat inventory data about peatlands I am planning to restore? 
	Some draft peatland depth, extent and condition data is now available through the England Peat Map Email peatmap@naturalengland.org.uk to request access to the beta feedback portal. The England Peat Map beta outputs are at a beta stage of development. This means that whilst they have complete geographical coverage of England, they are still being developed and refined to improve their accuracy before the final versions are released in March 2025 – this means there are highly likely to be significant changes
	especially in decision-making, is done at the user’s risk. Natural England can accept no responsibility for any loss occurring from the inaccuracy of the maps. Additional evidence on the distribution of peaty soils can be found in the Peaty Soils Location dataset. 

	Can the survey accept QGIS shapefiles? 
	Yes, shapefiles from ArcGIS or QGIS can be submitted to the survey. The uploaded zip file must contain at least the .shp, .shx and .dbf file extensions. High-resolution scans of maps can also be uploaded if GIS  
	Can areas of shallow peat restoration be included in the survey, or just deep peat? 
	The survey includes all types of peatland under restoration. There is no depth cut-off or distinction between deep peat and shallow peat. 
	Is the survey gathering data in financial years or calendar years? 
	The survey is based on calendar years. 
	There will be a gap between the NCPGS data already submitted under the grant scheme, up to March 2024, and the 2025 calendar year in the survey. How should the 9 months of data be submitted? 
	For delivery on NCPGS project areas between 1st April 2024 and 31st December 2024, please include these in any responses you submit for the 2025 year. This will be noted in the methodology set out in the Roadmap. 
	There is uncertainty about what can be funded / delivered until the new financial year, when the survey will have closed. Can the deadline by extended beyond 17th January 2025? 
	Unfortunately, time constraints mean we cannot extend the deadline. We would encourage partners to submit restoration plans to the survey, even if some details are uncertain or missing. The survey asks questions about the level of commitment on the land, your certainty about deliverability, and the types of action needed to enable delivery (including securing funding/agreement about management approach). You can use these questions to signal uncertainty. This is still important information for the Roadmap, 
	Some fundamental on-site pressures can’t be addressed/removed. How should this be captured in the survey? 
	There is no “right” answer to the survey questions. You will be able to judge which stage the site is at in the sequence, and which stage it can move to, based on your expert knowledge of the site. If there are factors limiting how far through the restoration sequence you believe the site can progress, this is still important information for the Roadmap, as it will add to the picture of factors influencing how far the restoration ambition can be met. 
	I don’t know the site well enough / I haven’t got a detailed management plan yet 
	If you know the fundamentals of the site enough to consider it a candidate for restoration, it is likely you have enough information to answer the survey questions (functional peatland area, land cover, broad actions needed, stage in the restoration sequence). You can tell us about any other steps needed before you can restore, under “Supporting actions”. We are interested in early stage restoration intentions as well as fully-formed restoration plans. This is important information for the Roadmap, as it wi
	I can’t find my restoration / supporting action in the list 
	We have developed high level restoration actions that we think will cover most aspects of natural function on a site and will make the survey quick for partners to complete. A list of example detailed actions is provided in the guidance. However, if you feel your action is not covered, you can use “Other (please specify)” to capture your action. You can also add any additional supporting actions under the “Other (please specify)” option. 
	Is there a preferred way to deal with "sites" that are spatially the same or overlap but have different funding sources, restoration interventions and/or timescales? 
	The survey asks about your costs and funding sources once at for the whole project. For each delivery unit (spatial site) the survey asks where you think you will start and where you think you will finish in the restoration sequence. You do not need to tell us the costs/funding sources allocated to each restoration delivery unit, or the costs/funding sources allocated to different phases of restoration delivery on the same unit. 
	There will be variability in how partners assess the area of hydrological influence. How can this be addressed? 
	The methodology and rationale are set out in the survey guidance. They will also be described in the finished Roadmap. We recognise that this approach will be subject to some differences in the way it is applied, depending on the amount of monitoring or other evidence available to you, and how you decide to map the area of influence. How you decide to determine the area of hydrological influence is down to the judgement of individual projects.  
	However, the common factors between these estimates will be the application of local site knowledge and expertise, alongside the principles of natural hydrological function.  Working with partners, we concluded this approach struck the right balance for the Roadmap, by minimising the likely variation in estimates (compared with the full range of methods in use), and maximises the likely uptake of the survey. The Roadmap does not have a detailed monitoring or compliance remit but needs to provide a robust fo
	Will sensitive data submitted to the survey be made available publicly? 
	Detailed responses will not be published in the Roadmap, and information will not be identifiable at an individual level. More detail is available in the privacy notice at the start of the survey. For land that is only at the “potential” level of commitment, where there may be sensitivities about providing maps, there is the option not to upload the land boundary and instead to indicate the location by county. 
	Can the England Peat Map be used to inform survey responses? 
	Some draft peatland depth, extent and condition data is now available through the England Peat Map. Email peatmap@naturalengland.org.uk to request access to the beta feedback portal.  
	The England Peat Map beta outputs are at a beta stage of development. This means that whilst they have complete geographical coverage of England, they are still being developed and refined to improve their accuracy before the final versions are released in March 2025 – this means there are highly likely to be significant changes made to the final outputs. Access is granted to the beta outputs primarily for demonstration purposes and allow for feedback. Users are advised that any use of beta outputs, especia
	Additional evidence on the distribution of peaty soils can be found in the Peaty Soils Location dataset. 
	Can the survey be paused and saved? 
	There is no save function in ArcGIS 123. However, each restoration delivery unit is submitted separately in the survey, meaning that you can input a small amount of data and return to the survey at a later time without losing any information. 
	 
	Table A3.2. High level and detailed outcomes, objectives and wider benefits 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 

	Primary Outcomes 
	Primary Outcomes 

	High level actions (part of the PRR data request) 
	High level actions (part of the PRR data request) 

	Examples of detailed actions (not exhaustive, every site is different) 
	Examples of detailed actions (not exhaustive, every site is different) 


	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 
	Objective (aspect of natural function) 

	Primary Outcomes 
	Primary Outcomes 

	High level actions (part of the PRR data request) 
	High level actions (part of the PRR data request) 

	Examples of detailed actions (not exhaustive, every site is different) 
	Examples of detailed actions (not exhaustive, every site is different) 



	Restore hydrology 
	Restore hydrology 
	Restore hydrology 
	Restore hydrology 
	• Restore flow regime 
	• Restore hydrochemistry 

	• Raised/ stabilised / maintained water table 
	• Raised/ stabilised / maintained water table 
	• 
	Permanently wetted peat body 
	• Reduced fluctuations in water level 
	• Ecotypical hydrochemistry 
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation 
	• Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat 
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk 

	• Manage the water table to achieve  
	• Manage the water table to achieve  
	wetter conditions 
	(Actions to raise/ stabilise/  
	maintain water table including  
	reconfiguring water management  
	systems to restore hydrological  
	function) 

	• Block/ reprofile drains and foot drains 
	• Block/ reprofile drains and foot drains 
	• Remove sub-surface drainage 
	• Install bunds 
	• Install and maintain water control  
	assets (pumps, sluices) 
	• Remove degraded peat 
	• Reduce abstraction 
	• Restore river system (offsite/onsite) 
	• Restore catchment function (offsite) 


	Restore soil/sediment processes 
	Restore soil/sediment processes 
	Restore soil/sediment processes 
	• Stabilise peat 
	• Restore peat formation 

	• Cessation of erosion (blanket  
	• Cessation of erosion (blanket  
	bog/lowland agricultural peat) 
	• Stabilisation of slumping (blanket bog) 
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation 
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk 
	• Improved water quality 

	• Stop peat cutting (extraction) 
	• Stop peat cutting (extraction) 
	• Actions that prevent erosion 
	• Actions that stabilise slumping 
	• Actions that help peat-forming  
	plant communities establish 

	• Install peat surface protection  
	• Install peat surface protection  
	(brash/reprofile etc) 
	• Undertake works to address  
	compaction 
	• Cease agricultural activities (arable  
	reversion) 
	• Establish nurse crop for bare peat 
	• Install peat dams 
	• Reprofile 
	• Install piling 
	• Add lime 


	Restore species composition: 
	Restore species composition: 
	Restore species composition: 

	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation 
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation 

	• Introduce plants that are typical for  
	• Introduce plants that are typical for  

	• Remove trees (or appropriate tree  
	• Remove trees (or appropriate tree  


	• Peat-forming  
	• Peat-forming  
	• Peat-forming  
	vegetation community 
	• Peatland fauna 

	• Absence of negative indicator species 
	• Absence of negative indicator species 
	• Presence of ecotypical fauna 
	• Functional microbial communities 
	• Absence of (or colonisation of) bare peat 
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk 
	• Improved water quality 

	the peatland habitat 
	the peatland habitat 
	• Remove plants that are  
	undesirable in the peatland habitat 
	• Introduce animals that are typical  
	for the peatland habitat 

	management) 
	management) 
	• Undertake invasive species  
	management 
	• Remove non-target vegetation 
	• Remove top soil 
	• Undertake species reintroductions  
	(flora)  
	• Undertake species reintroductions  
	(fauna) 
	• Adjacent habitat management; restore  
	connectivity eg river restoration 


	Restore vegetation controls: 
	Restore vegetation controls: 
	Restore vegetation controls: 
	• Remove human  
	controls  
	Mimic natural controls 

	• Appropriate progression of plant species  
	• Appropriate progression of plant species  
	composition and structure 
	• Mitigation of wildfire risk 

	• Adjust grazing or mowing levels 
	• Adjust grazing or mowing levels 
	• Stop grazing and mowing 
	• Stop controlled burning 

	• Remove pressures: burning,  
	• Remove pressures: burning,  
	overgrazing, vehicles 
	• Establish appropriate management  
	regime 


	Restore nutrient levels 
	Restore nutrient levels 
	Restore nutrient levels 

	• Improved water quality 
	• Improved water quality 
	• Presence of peat-forming vegetation 
	• Absence of negative indicator species 

	• Prevent water pollution within the  
	• Prevent water pollution within the  
	site boundary 

	• Remove nutrients 
	• Remove nutrients 
	• Address point source pollution (onsite) 




	 
	 
	Wider benefits (of functioning peatland) 
	Wider benefits (of functioning peatland) 
	Wider benefits (of functioning peatland) 
	Wider benefits (of functioning peatland) 
	Wider benefits (of functioning peatland) 

	Enabling actions and offsite actions (local level) 
	Enabling actions and offsite actions (local level) 



	• Reduced greenhouse gas flux 
	• Reduced greenhouse gas flux 
	• Reduced greenhouse gas flux 
	• Reduced greenhouse gas flux 
	•Improved water quality 
	• Flood attenuation 

	• Store water 
	• Store water 
	• Access (physical eg tracks, paths) 
	• Access (legal agreement, management, tenancy etc) 
	• Work with partners 
	• Address evidence gaps around effectiveness of techniques 
	• Reach agreement about  
	appropriate management 
	• Obtain funding 
	• Obtain permissions/ 
	licences/consents 
	• Find staff capacity 
	• Find contractor capacity 
	• Actions outside the boundary to  
	prevent air pollution impacts onsite 
	• Actions outside the boundary to prevent water pollution impact onsite 
	• Address other pressures outside the boundary, e.g. catchment management 
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