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Foreword 

The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) aims to bring 35,000 ha of 

degraded peatland under restoration. The scheme, administered by Natural England as 

part of the government’s Nature for Climate Fund, provides funding for both the planning 

and preparation of peatland restoration (Discovery Grants) as well as on-the-ground works 

(Restoration Grants). 

Natural England commissioned ICF and partners to conduct this process, impact and 

value for money evaluation of the scheme to understand what has gone well and what 

could be improved. We hope this learning can then be implemented in future. Learning will 

be taken on board in changes to the scheme in its final years, and will also be used more 

widely to inform the Defra-group transition into Environmental Land Management schemes 

(ELMs) as the primary public funding mechanism to support peatland restoration.  

Evaluation is also key to accountability. Through the impact and value for money elements 

in particular, we can assess to what extent benefits of the scheme have been realised to 

date. The results presented in this report consider all of the information that was available 

at the time of analysis – namely, from the scheme’s outset until March 2024. A final round 

of evaluation will be conducted upon the conclusion of the scheme. 

To recognise that the NCPGS is not the sole factor at play for England’s peat restoration 

ambitions, ICF were also commissioned to consider the wider context in which the scheme 

sits. The findings in this report relating to wider barriers and opportunities for peatland 

restoration will be shared with peatland projects, such as the Peatland Restoration 

Roadmap, and with policy teams, such as those leading Environment Land Management. 

Natural England commission a range of reports from external contractors to provide 

evidence and advice to assist us in delivering our duties. The views in this report are those 

of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of Natural England.  
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Executive summary 

England is home to more than 1 million hectares of peatland, covering nearly ten percent 

of its land area. These precious landscapes have the potential to serve as a vital carbon 

sink and deliver benefits for biodiversity, water quality, flood mitigation, and communities’ 

engagement with nature (Defra 2021a).  

Less than 20 percent of England’s peatlands are currently in near-natural condition. This 

means that they are releasing more carbon than they absorb – in the region of 10 million 

tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year, or approximately 2 percent of England’s total 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions as of 2022 (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2024).  

Peatland restoration – capital works delivered using specialised machinery to help 

degraded peat soils retain more water and rebalance to their natural condition – can 

reduce these emissions over time, eventually returning England’s peatlands to their fully 

functioning state as one of the nation’s greatest carbon sinks.  

This report outlines the findings of a process, impact and value for money evaluation of the 

Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (the NCPGS), the government’s main delivery 

scheme for funding peatland restoration in England between 2021 and 2026. The report 

aims to: 

• Provide accountability – answer whether the scheme has achieved what it set out 

to achieve (or is on track to do so) 

• Generate learning from the delivery of the NCPGS that can be shared with other 

Defra Group schemes, with peat partnerships, and more widely within government 

• Help guide and inform decision making for the future of peat restoration 

In addition to the NCPGS itself, three wider enabling factors were assessed: the 

availability of multiple funding streams for restoration (both public and private), the 

capacity of the peatland restoration sector, and public/landowner appetite to restore. 

Overall findings and recommendations on each evaluation theme are summarised below.  

Process evaluation 

The multi-year, dedicated funding for peatland restoration offered through the NCPGS has 

been hugely appreciated by those who deliver peat restoration, including peat 

partnerships, environmental non-governmental organisations (eNGOs) and public bodies 

like Forestry England. The early years of the scheme saw grantees face significant delays 

in receiving payment for work they had delivered, causing stress and cash flow problems 

especially for smaller organisations. But Natural England has taken grantees’ feedback on 

board, resolving these payment issues and improving administration of the grant over its 

lifetime. Although many projects have faced delays so are delivering work at a slower pace 

than expected, most have been able to stay on track to achieve their original delivery 

objectives by the end of the scheme. Defra Group should ensure that in future, more 

comprehensive and timely administrative support is in place from day one of project 
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delivery. Upfront funding, widened application windows, and clearer communication on the 

certainty and structure of long-term funding would help to increase momentum in the 

sector.  

Impact evaluation 

The total area expected to be brought under restoration through the NCPGS by the end of 

the scheme is 26,135.6 ha, or 30,312.2 ha if area restored under a prior one-year ‘shovel-

ready’ scheme is taken into account. The area brought under restoration as of March 2024 

is 10,630.6 ha, with an additional 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through the prior 

one-year scheme. As a result of the NCPGS restoration conducted up to March 2024, the 

predicted CO2e abatement to 2050 is 1.22 Mt (or 1.62 Mt if the shovel-ready scheme is 

included). Over 50 years, the predicted CO2e abatement based on restoration conducted 

up to March 2024 is 2.26 Mt (not including the shovel-ready scheme). The scheme’s target 

is to deliver 35,000 ha of restoration. Restoration totals up to March 2024 fall significantly 

below this target, but the projected restoration achieved by the end of the scheme 

(30,312.2 ha) approaches the target level. Government should ensure that publicly funded 

projects consistently return comprehensive annual data reports in the format requested. 

An impact analysis of the NCPGS should be repeated in 2027 once final data for the 

scheme is available. 

Value for money evaluation 

Benefits delivered by the NCPGS to date include – among other things – carbon 

abatement, biodiversity benefits, and water quality benefits. Outputs of a cost-benefit 

model using data collected during the NCPGS up to March 2024 estimate that the 

scheme’s Benefit-Cost ratio is 3.43, which is greater than the business case estimate of 

3.34, and corresponds to a total social benefit (carbon and non-carbon) of £613m. 

However, despite the significant progress achieved by the scheme, the overall area of 

peatland restoration up to March 2024 is below forecasted delivery profiles, resulting in a 

lower than expected spend and lower extent of benefits delivered (both physical and 

monetary). Natural England should ensure that monitoring and maintenance of NCPGS 

sites post-2026 is supported. Cost-benefit analysis should be updated in 2027 with final 

data.  

Evaluation of wider enabling factors 

Multiple funding streams, both public and private, are already in place to carry peatland 

restoration beyond 2026. The NCPGS has encouraged projects to bring in private 

investment and has been praised for providing momentum and certainty to the sector 

through its multi-year funding contracts. Finally, evidence indicates that NCPGS grantees 

have worked creatively to raise the profile of peatland restoration and its benefits among 

landowners and the public. However, more work will need to be done by government to a) 

provide clarity on the long-term structure and scope of public funding for restoration, b) 

provide private investors with confidence in the business case for funding peatland 

projects and c) encourage contractors to invest in machinery and skills development. 
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Government could expand its use of in-person, written and digital outreach to create a 

broader coalition of support for peatland restoration across the country.   
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 

There are more than 1 million hectares of peatland in England, covering nearly ten percent 

of England’s land area. These precious landscapes have the potential to serve as a vital 

carbon sink, delivering benefits for biodiversity, water quality, flood mitigation, and 

communities’ engagement with nature (Defra 2021a).  

Less than 20 percent of these landscapes are currently in near-natural condition. This 

means that they are releasing more carbon than they absorb – in the region of 10 million 

tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year, or approximately 2 percent of England’s total 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions as of 2022 (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2024).  

Peatland restoration – capital works delivered using specialised machinery to help 

degraded peat soils retain more water and rebalance to their natural condition – can 

reduce these emissions over time, eventually returning England’s peatlands to their fully 

functioning state as one of the nation’s greatest carbon sinks.  

An Action Plan to achieve this goal was set out by the UK government in 2021: 

“[P]eatland restoration needs to happen now in order to maximise the benefits and 

secure our carbon store. Therefore, we have announced a comprehensive package 

of restoration to turbo charge this process as part of the Nature for Climate Fund.” – 

England Peat Action Plan, May 2021  

The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) is one part of the ~£750 million 

Nature for Climate Fund (NCF), which was introduced in 2020/21 to bridge the gap 

between pre-2021 funding models for environmental land management (many of which 

were linked to the UK’s membership in the EU) and the government’s Environmental Land 

Management Schemes (ELMs), which will be fully rolled out from 2026 onwards. 

 

Figure 1 The changing government funding landscape for peatland restoration from 

the pre-Brexit period through to post-2026  
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The overall objectives of the NCPGS, through its funded projects, are to: 

• Reduce emissions from peat by 5.7 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (Mt 

CO2e) cumulatively by 2050. 

• Establish the process of restoring 35,000 hectares of degraded peat in England by 

March 2026, in line with the target set in the England Peat Action Plan. 

• Provide wider benefits such as improved ecosystems and biodiversity, improved 

water quality, natural flood management, protection of historic environment 

features, and connecting people with nature, thereby contributing to the 

Environmental Improvement Plan and related initiatives. 

In 2020/21, the NCPGS was preceded by a one-year grant scheme for ‘shovel-ready’ peat 

restoration projects – projects which had delivery plans ready to implement. The NCPGS 

initially committed to funding 35,000 hectares of restoration by 2025. Its end date was 

recently extended to March 2026 to facilitate maximum possible progress towards the 

35,000 hectare goal.  

What the NCPGS offers 

The NCPGS is administered by Natural England (NE). It first awarded grants in 2021 and 

has since been the main government offer for peatland restoration, funding both Discovery 

and Restoration grants. The scheme undertook three full funding rounds for the 2021/22 to 

2024/25 peatland restoration seasons, which typically run from October to March every 

year.  

Discovery grants, offered in the first two rounds of NCPGS funding, were designed to 

fund preparatory actions that would feed into future Restoration grant applications 

(including baseline monitoring and hydrological surveying). 

Restoration grants, available in all three application rounds, were designed to fund 

landscape scale restoration work on degraded peatlands in England, covering up to 75% 

of total project costs (typically in the range of £1-2 million per grant). The remaining 25% 

was required to be covered through match funding from non-Treasury sources. 

The latest application round for extension year funding, held in 2024, was only open to 

existing grantees. It will fund the continuation and extension of existing Restoration grant 

projects during the 2025/2026 restoration season, giving grantees the opportunity to bring 

new work into their projects and revise delivery profiles. NCPGS grantees across all 

application rounds and the extension year are listed in Annex 9.1  

 

1 All Restoration projects across the lifetime of the scheme were awarded extension year funding with the 

exception of the Ridge Graham project (Round 2), the Great North Bog (West) Peatland Restoration project 

(Round 2), the Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition project (Round 1), and the Border Mires project (Round 

1).  



 

Page 12 of 168 Evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, 2021-2025 

NECR621 

1.2 Objectives of this evaluation 

ICF, in partnership with LUC and eftec, was commissioned by Natural England in February 
2024 to deliver an evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme and wider 
factors contributing to EPAP restoration ambitions between 2021 and 2025. This is part of 
a wider package of work being delivered by ICF and partners relating to the monitoring  
and evaluation of peatland restoration activities from 2021 onwards.2  

The overall aims of the report are to: 

• Provide a process, impact and value for money evaluation of the NCPGS. 

• Thereby provide accountability – answer whether the scheme has achieved what 

it set out to achieve (or is on track to do so).  

• Generate learning from the delivery of the NCPGS that can be shared with other 

Natural England-delivered schemes, with peat partnerships, and more widely within 

Defra Group.  

• Understand the role of three wider factors in enabling peatland restoration: the 

availability of multiple funding streams for restoration (both public and private), the 

capacity of the peatland restoration sector, and public/landowner appetite to 

restore.  

• Help guide and inform decision making for the future of peat restoration.3  

The findings reported here should not be viewed as a final evaluation of the grant scheme, 

since NCPGS activities will continue until March 2026, and since data on the 2024/25 

restoration season was not yet available to feed into this report. However, this report has 

had access to a wider range of evidence compared to the interim process evaluation of the 

NCPGS completed by ICF in 2023.  

1.3 Evaluation design and methodology 

The evaluation reported on here was undertaken between February 2024 and March 

2025. A scoping phase was carried out between February and June 2024 to refine the 

project’s scope and methodological approach. It was agreed that the evaluation should 

take a theory-based approach given the absence of a viable comparison group. The 

evaluation was therefore designed to test the patterns of cause and effect predicted in 

 

2 ICF is an international management consultancy which focuses on delivering strategy, advisory and 

evaluation services for public sector clients, including Defra, Natural England, and other UK government 

bodies. ICF has led the delivery of this evaluation report for Natural England. LUC is a consultancy focused 

on creating sustainable, resilient environments by integrating landscape design, environmental planning, and 

management to benefit nature, people, and places. LUC brought particular expertise in environmental data 

analysis to this project. Eftec is an environmental economics consultancy which addresses environmental 

challenges through an interdisciplinary approach with economics as its foundation. Eftec provided expert 

insights on private finance and natural capital markets.  

3 See Annex 6 for more on the intended audience of this report.  

https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5780365793558528
https://www.icf.com/
https://www.landuse.co.uk/
https://www.eftec.co.uk/
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Natural England’s theory of change for the NCPGS, guided by a Contribution Analysis 

approach.4 The NCPGS theory of change underpinning this approach is shown in Figure 

2.5  

Within this theory-based approach, findings should be viewed as supporting plausible 

conclusions, or reasonably likely narratives, about how the NCPGS and wider factors 

have led to results in peatland restoration between 2021 and 2025. Conclusions which 

draw from a wider range of evidence can be viewed as more plausible, or more strongly 

supported by evidence, than conclusions which draw from a narrower range of evidence.  

Throughout the report, the evidence sources in support of conclusions are referenced in-

text. For example, a conclusion which is supported by interviews with several government 

officials and by Round 1 NCPGS application guidance would be immediately followed by 

the following reference (government officials; NCPGS Round 1 application guidance). A 

conclusion which is supported by an interview with a single successful NCPGS applicant 

would be followed by (NCPGS successful applicant).6  

 

4 For more details on the scoping phase, evaluation design and methodology, see Annex 5.  

5 A broader theory of change covering peatland restoration as a whole (going beyond the NCPGS) is 

provided in Annex 1 for additional context. Narratives, risks and assumptions for both theories of change are 

also included in Annex 1.  

6 Where stakeholder types are mentioned in citations (e.g. ‘government officials’ in the example citation just 

mentioned), the reference is to semi-structured interviews with members of that stakeholder type unless 

otherwise noted in the text. Where it is clear based on the narrative of the text where supporting evidence 

originates from – for example, if the report states ‘Government officials indicated that…’ – bracketed citations 

are not added in addition. This is to avoid repetition and clutter in the text.    



   

 

  

Figure 2 NCPGS theory of change 



 

1.4 Evidence consulted 

Research for this evaluation combined secondary data analysis and desk-based document 

review with primary fieldwork in the form of interviews and visits to NCPGS restoration 

sites. A variety of documents and data returns were analysed to inform the evaluation, 

ranging from NCPGS application guidance to the spatial data provided in NCPGS projects’ 

annual data returns.7   

37 semi-structured interviews were held with successful NCPGS applicants, unsuccessful 

NCPGS applicants, restoration projects that have received non-NCPGS funding, Defra 

Group officials, and private finance experts. These interviews informed all elements of the 

evaluation.  

They were supplemented with 6 land walks on NCPGS restoration sites, where members 

of the ICF evaluation team visited active restoration sites and were shown key features of 

the sites by project leads. These site visits allowed for more free-flowing conversation 

around participation in the NCPGS, wider enabling factors, barriers, and benefits. Land 

walk locations are shown in Figure 3.  

 

7 For a full description of evidence sources consulted, interview and land walk methodologies, and 

interviewee and land walk site sampling approaches, see Annex 5. Annex 5 also includes a summary of how 

Defra Group stakeholders have been engaged throughout this evaluation, from the scoping process through 

to testing emerging findings. 
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Figure 3 Locations of land walks completed as part of this evaluation 

Taken together, the desk-based analysis, interviews and land walks provided a base of 

evidence on the NCPGS and wider factors which have affected peatland restoration 

delivery between 2021 and 2025. Findings drawn from triangulating this evidence are 

reported in the following sections.  
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2 Process evaluation 

The NCPGS process evaluation aimed to examine how well the grant scheme has been 

delivered. It was guided by five evaluation questions which were designed in collaboration 

with Natural England to cover a range of process topics, from the NCPGS application 

process to partnership working.  

2.1 Evaluation questions 

Process evaluation questions and sub-questions are listed in Table 1. A more detailed list 

of data sources and factors considered for each evaluation question are included in Annex 

3.    

Table 1 Process evaluation questions 

Evaluation question Evaluation sub-questions 

EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS 
delivery have worked well and 
less well, for whom and why? 
What lessons could be carried 
forward for the future? 

 

Did the application process work well, and was it delivered as intended?  
 
Are the scheme processes proportionate for the value of the grants 
offered?  
 
What lessons have been learnt that could improve the processes of 
funding peatland restoration in future?  
To what extent have the following been appropriately considered within 
grant projects?  

• Historic environment (HE)  

• Protected sites   

• Monitoring   
 

Have the HE/protected sites/monitoring requirements required by the 
NCPGS set up useful processes, knowledge and contacts for future peat 
restoration? 
 
Has the grant scheme been open and transparent to an audience beyond 
the ‘usual players’ of peat restoration (i.e. peat partnerships which existed 
prior to the NCPGS)?  
 
Are there any relevant audiences the grant scheme has not reached that 
future funding schemes will need to engage? 
 
To what extent has the NCPGS (and its additional funding requirement) 
helped applicants/grantees to explore and/or secure private finance, 
including through the Peatland Code? 

EQ2 - To what extent have 
Discovery grants been 
successful in developing 
Restoration grant applications, 
and why? 

 

To what extent do organisations submitting Restoration grant applications 
and any amendments/extensions in rounds 2 and 3 benefit from 
previously having a Discovery grant?  
 
Where Discovery grants have not led to future Restoration grants, why 
has this not taken place? 
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Evaluation question Evaluation sub-questions 

EQ3 - To what extent have 
projects delivered as intended? 

 

Have project objectives changed during the course of the grant scheme 
and why?  
 
Did projects deliver at their intended timescales?  
 
Have restoration activities been delivered as intended?  
 
Have external factors impacted the delivery of restoration activities, either 
positively or negatively?  

EQ4 - To what extent has the 
grant scheme facilitated the 
development of resilient 
partnerships and filled a gap to 
future ELMs funding? 
 

What challenges have partnerships faced in bringing all relevant 
stakeholders on board to deliver restoration (including landowners), and 
how have those challenges been overcome? 
 
To what extent has the NCPGS facilitated partnership working on 
peatland restoration? To what extent has it encouraged newer peat 
partnerships to bid for restoration funding?  
 
To what extent are peatland partnerships more resilient for the future due 
to the NCPGS? Resilience could include factors such as: 

• Human capital development 

• Development of long-standing institutions 

• Development of businesses providing specialist services 

• Development of a knowledge base to support a seamless transition to 
future restoration funding streams 
 

What restoration funding would partnerships have sought in the period 
2021-2025 (if any) had the NCPGS not been available? 
 
Have NCPGS grantees’ exit strategies changed since they applied (all 
projects had to provide exit strategies as part of their application)? 

EQ5 - To what extent has the 
grant scheme supported 
employment, innovation and 
skills development? 
 

To what extent have NCPGS grantees developed and used innovative 
restoration techniques?  
 
How have the projects supported the development of skills relevant to the 
peatland restoration sector?  
 
To what extent has the NCPGS supported ‘green jobs’?  
 
To what extent has the supplier and contractor base for peatland 
restoration been increased in ways that can be directly attributed to the 
NCPGS? 
 
How do NCPGS grantees’ future funding plans consider jobs? 

These are the questions which guided the process element of the evaluation research. 

Key findings are shared in the next section.   
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2.2 Findings 

EQ1. What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, 

for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the 

future? 

Factors related to the application process8 

Many applicants felt that although the application process was resource intensive, it was 

proportionate for the funding they received 

The application process required respondents to complete a range of technical and 

commercial questions. Guidance for the technical section (based on the most recent 

Round 3 guidance document) was set out over 19 pages and provided a high level of 

detail on what was expected of applicants.9 Questions required respondents to explain 

what they wanted to achieve, how they would achieve it, how they would safeguard the 

legacy of the government’s investment, their experience and ability to deliver, and the 

environmental benefits (both carbon and non-carbon) that would be secured by their 

projects (Natural England 2023).  

Many applicants said that the application process required detailed information that took a 

lot of time to collate. Some felt that this was understandable given the amount of funding 

they would receive if they were successful. For example, one successful applicant stated: 

“The application was quite detailed but that is to be expected for a multi-million-

pound project”. 

On the other hand, some applicants said that they did not feel the process was 

proportionate, especially given the tight application deadlines experienced by applicants 

across all funding rounds.  

Tight application deadlines for the grant have caused challenges, especially for smaller 

organisations 

Restoration grant applicants from all funding rounds (1, 2, and 3) mentioned that 

application deadlines for the NCPGS were difficult to meet. Many felt that the application 

window was too short for them to be able to apply for the grant without having to work 

overtime and bring in extra resources. They felt that having a longer application window 

could have helped to make the scheme more accessible to smaller organisations or those 

who are trying to establish themselves in the peatland restoration sector.  

 

8 This section focuses on the application process for Restoration grants. 

9 For more on how guidance was revised between application rounds, see Field et al. (2024).  
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Data from Natural England indicates that the application window for NCPGS grants – the 

length of time between when the invitation to apply was issued and when the scheme 

closed to applications – ranged from a minimum of 37 working days for Restoration Round 

2 to a maximum of 46 working days for Restoration Round 3. See Table 2 for more details. 

Data does not show a clear trend in the length of the application window over the lifetime 

of the scheme. The length of the window decreased between Round 1 and Round 2 for 

both Restoration and Discovery grants, before increasing to 46 days for Restoration 

Round 3.  

Table 2 NCPGS application timeframes 

Application 
Round 

Invitation to 
apply issued 

Application 
window closed 

Initial success 
letters sent  

Gap between 
invitation to apply 
and application 
window closing in 
working days 
(excluding weekends 
and bank holidays) 

R1 30/04/2021 25/06/2021 18/08/2021 39 

R2 06/04/2022 03/06/2022 11/08/2022 37 

R3 20/03/2023 26/05/2023 10/08/2023 46 

D1 07/07/2021 01/09/2021 23/11/2021 40 

D2 04/05/2022 28/06/2022 01/09/2022 38 

A government official mentioned that in Round 2 and Round 3, application guidance was 

made available before the application window opened. This should have provided 

prospective applicants with additional time to prepare the required material. There were 

also pre-application webinars which meant a longer timeframe for applications to engage 

with the process overall.  

Despite these efforts by Natural England, applicants did still indicate that they found 

application deadlines difficult to meet. Some indicated that the NCPGS application window 

clashed with those of other large funding schemes – for example, Countryside 

Stewardship (CS). Those applicants found it difficult to ensure that their applications for 

both the NCPGS and CS were completed on time to high standards so that they could be 

competitive for both funding sources. The quick timeframe for the application also 

prevented some partnerships from being able to prepare the relevant information. 
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One contextual factor which may have limited Natural England’s ability to resolve this 

issue is the constraint imposed by the peatland restoration season. Government officials 

have indicated that delivery organisations asked for the application window to fall outside 

the peatland restoration season, which limited the grant team’s ability to provide a longer 

application window.  

Factors related to securing private finance 

Organisations have been successful in securing match funding but called for more 

government support for that process in the future  

Interviewees secured the required 25% match funding for Restoration grants through a 

range of sources, including water companies, private companies, landowners, charities 

and local authorities, and in-kind through volunteers. Other partnerships provided match 

funding through their own internal funds. For example, landowners like the Woodland 

Trust or National Trust were in some cases able to channel their charitable funds into 

peatland restoration. 

Although grantees were able to secure match funding, the process of doing so brought 

challenges. Many participants explained that the amount of work that went into securing 

match funding was substantial. Peatland restoration is still a relatively new field to invest 

in, and the benefits of peatland restoration projects typically accrue over a long timescale. 

This meant that delivery organisations had to provide substantial evidence to private 

investors to support the argument that projects were worthy of their investment. One 

stakeholder mentioned that:  

“The biggest hurdle from my point of view has been the whole search for match 

funding. I’m not sure it’s always taken into account the amount of work that it takes 

to secure a level of match funding, particularly when we’re talking about projects 

worth a few million pounds. It takes a lot of work, fundraising, talking to other 

partners etc., and what happens is that detracts time and energy away from the 

actual delivery of the project because not every organisation has the number of 

resources whereby they can have a separate person looking at match funding”. 

Many said that there is a need for more government support and clear guidelines for 

match funding, which would provide potential private funders with a better understanding 

of the investment opportunity. This theme and accompanying recommendations are 

discussed in more detail in the ‘5.1 Multiple funding streams’ section.  

Some partnerships have experienced complexities with the Peatland Code and 

Biodiversity Net Gain 

Some grantees mentioned that they have successfully registered and validated sites with 

the Peatland Code. As of 16th October 2024, there were 34 registered Peatland Code 

projects in England covering a total area of 4100.6 hectares, of which at least 27 sites 

have partial or complete location alignment with NCPGS sites (Natural England 2024b). 
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However, many other grantees reported facing challenges engaging with credit-generating 

nature markets, including the Peatland Code and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG).  

Some of these perceived issues stem from the additionality rules of both the Peatland 

Code and BNG, which are designed to ensure that sites which would have been restored 

regardless are ineligible to generate carbon or biodiversity credits (for more detail on the 

Peatland Code and Biodiversity Net Gain, see the ‘5.1 Multiple funding streams’ section). 

Although projects are not expecting to have double funding, these rules are essential for 

safeguarding the integrity of nature markets but do pose challenges for projects.  

For example, one interviewee mentioned that their site was unable to access the carbon 

market due to Peatland Code additionality rules stating that restoration must not have 

commenced prior to registration with the Code. This is an example of an issue that could 

have been resolved with even more communication from Natural England to grantees on 

the rules of the Code. We are aware that Natural England offered a webinar on the 

Peatland Code for potential NCPGS applicants, but based on interview feedback from 

grantees, a lack of understanding of the rules of the Code still presented challenges to 

projects. Another site was already designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSI) and therefore already had an existing obligation to deliver for nature. This 

prevented the site from being able to qualify for BNG funding – a sensible and necessary 

rule, but nevertheless frustrating for the project involved. Other partnerships looked into 

Natural Flood Management markets but found them lacking in structured investment 

mechanisms.  

Some sites who otherwise would have been interested in registering with the Peatland 

Code did not meet the minimum restoration area of 25 hectares for the Code. 

Furthermore, initially, only upland projects were eligible for the Peatland Code. The 

lowland version of the Code became available in March 2023, but this was too late for 

some NCPGS sites, since registration with the Code has to occur before restoration work 

begins (IUCN 2023). One interviewee mentioned that: 

“While the grant required match funding, only upland peat was initially eligible for 

the Peatland Code, putting lowland projects at a disadvantage. To qualify for the 

Peatland Code, registration had to occur before restoration began, but the timeline 

did not allow for this. Even when the Peatland Code expanded to include lowland 

fen, the requirement for a year’s worth of water level data could not be met 

retrospectively”. 
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Factors relating to administration of the scheme 

Initially, payments to partnerships were delayed – however, these issues have since been 

resolved  

In the initial stages of the grant scheme, payment delays were a significant issue, with 

many grantees waiting months or longer to be reimbursed for restoration costs they had 

already incurred. The delays caused severe cashflow problems, especially for smaller 

organisations without a significant cash buffer. One interviewee mentioned that they were 

owed £2m at one stage, which was detrimental to their operations as a charitable 

organisation. The only reason they were able to stay afloat financially was due to the 

support of their Local Authority who covered initial spending until NCPGS funding came in. 

Payment delays also led to slower-than-expected restoration progress for many 

organisations. These issues were highlighted in more depth in ICF’s interim process 

evaluation of the scheme (Field et al. 2024).  

This appears to have been resolved when the Natural England Grants Team was 

expanded. According to a government official, enough Grants Officers have been 

introduced that each Officer is exclusively responsible for between two and four projects. A 

successful grant applicant mentioned: 

 

Case Study – Border Mires land walk 

Public land managers can face particular challenges in securing 

private finance 

 The ICF team visited Border Mires restoration sites in Northumberland on the 3rd of 

October 2024. This walk highlighted that for public land managers, it can be unclear 

who would ‘own’ credits generated through the Peatland Code or other natural 

capital offers, which can become a barrier to securing private finance.  

The default position for sites registered with the Peatland Code is that carbon 

credits produced through restoration will be owned by the landowner. Forestry 

England (FE) advised that although they manage the Border Mires on behalf of the 

government, they do not own the deeds to the land, complicating land ownership 

considerations.  

Due to this unique ownership/management structure, it is unclear who would own 

Peatland Code credits – and therefore have the right to sell them to investors – if 

FE restoration sites were registered under the Code. FE are currently in discussions 

to confirm the status of this issue. 
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“Once they put the new Grants Officers in place, then it just turned around very 

quickly and it's been wonderful. It's been a breeze”. 

It is important to note that although payment and claims issues have now been resolved, 

preventing similar issues is a key lesson for future funding schemes.  

Some interviewees mentioned a need for upfront funding or bridging resources to manage 

restoration operations in the early stages. They felt this would have helped to support 

grantees’ cashflow and get restoration work started as efficiently as possible. A private 

finance expert who was interviewed suggested that having a grant scheme which accepts 

applications on a rolling basis would be an improvement over the rigid annual application 

windows imposed by the NCPGS. 

Factors relating to monitoring and project delivery 

Monitoring requirements have created useful processes for partnerships 

Discovery grant recipients were able to use their funding to conduct monitoring, including 

survey work. One partnership said that setting up these monitoring processes was 

beneficial for them in other ways, and that they were eventually able to integrate the new 

monitoring processes with their SSSI work.  

Comprehensive guidance from Natural England about monitoring and evaluation helped 

with grantees’ long term data collection, with one successful applicant saying: 

“The NCPGS has allowed us to branch out more into monitoring because we need 

to satisfy the requirements of the scheme. For example, we are monitoring the 

water table depth, which we didn’t do before the NCPGS”.  

On the other hand, some of the monitoring data requested by Natural England 

 was more intensive than some partnerships were anticipating, especially around spatial 

data. Some interviewees also expressed uncertainty about how they will be able to fund 

continued monitoring of NCPGS sites after 2026.  

Overall, the NCPGS had both successes and challenges in its delivery. The application 

process was resource-intensive but generally seen as proportionate to the funding 

received. However, many applicants found the tight application deadlines difficult to meet, 

especially smaller organisations that lacked the resources to meet these quick 

turnarounds. Securing match funding also presented a challenge, as peatland restoration 

is a long-term investment, and organisations had to invest significant time and effort to 

engage private funders.  

Grantees noted that more government support and clearer guidelines would have been 

beneficial in securing match funding. Some projects struggled with the Peatland Code and 

Biodiversity Net Gain regulations, which limited their ability to generate carbon credits. 

Initially, payment delays created cash flow problems, particularly for smaller organisations, 

but these issues were later addressed. Monitoring and evaluation processes helped 
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improve data collection, although concerns were raised about how to fund ongoing 

monitoring in the future. Key lessons include the need for clearer communication, better 

support for match funding, and more preparation for monitoring and evaluation. 

EQ2. To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in 

developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 

Discovery grants were crucial for many sites to be able to progress onto Restoration 

grants 

Discovery grants were designed to allow partnerships to conduct preparatory research for 

future restoration projects. Interview evidence indicates that without the Discovery grant, 

many organisations, especially newly formed partnerships, would not have been in a 

position to apply for Restoration grants. One grantee mentioned that prior to the NCPGS, 

the lack of development funding for peatland restoration had been a problem for many 

NGOs given the amount of research required to develop ‘shovel-ready’ projects. 

Furthermore, grantees mentioned that if they had gone straight into the restoration 

process, they would not have had enough understanding of factors like hydrology to 

deliver high-quality restoration. Another grantee stated: 

“The Discovery grant was of huge value in putting us in a position to secure the 

Restoration grants. It was probably fundamental, to be honest. Having the 

opportunity to pay for survey work and get sites at readiness, and to be able to get 

paid to do that and know that there’s an opportunity to fund the work in the future. It 

was brilliant”. 

Many grantees agreed that one of the main contributions of the Discovery grant was its 

support for funding feasibility studies and groundwork. This was considered crucial given 

that restoration projects require a deep understanding of site conditions, the environmental 

impact of the restoration, and the logistical challenges which restoration works would be 

likely to face.  

Interviewees mentioned that the Discovery grant allowed them to conduct site 

assessments and environmental surveys, establish what landowner engagement may be 

needed in the local area, and ensure that they had the necessary approvals from 

environmental agencies to carry out future restoration work.  

Where applicants had limited resources, a review of applications to the NCPGS showed a 

preference to focus on Discovery grant applications rather than rushing to submit 

Restoration grant applications. One applicant wrote that due to a lack of capacity as a 

result of significant staff changes, they felt it best to: 

“Focus resource on the Discovery grant activities then apply to the Restoration 

grant”.  

Another Restoration grant applicant wrote that: 
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“Two separate Discovery grants are responsible for providing the detailed 

information that informs this Restoration grant. They have enabled us to develop 

restoration plans, install monitoring equipment and collect baseline data as well as 

engage with landowners and secure permissions”.  

An analysis conducted by Natural England of Discovery grants and their conversion to 

future restoration activities found that: 

“Discovery grants offered an opportunity to fund vital preparation work which would 

not have been achieved in any other way” (Natural England 2024a).  

Discovery grant projects supported peatland restoration: based on information provided by 

projects in April 2024, approximately 19,400ha of land included in a Discovery grant had 

restoration work underway or funded by a ‘credible restoration plan’ (Natural England 

2024a). Of this, much has been funded through the NCPGS; approximately 3,700ha was 

funded wholly through non-NCPGS Restoration grant sources (Natural England 2024a). 

Discovery grants identified a further c. 14,200ha of land to be ready for restoration delivery 

but requiring additional funding or staff capacity (Natural England 2024a). 

On the other hand, some grantees expressed frustration at the delays they faced in 

carrying out their Discovery work. One interviewee mentioned:  

“The introduction of a Discovery phase was beneficial, as it provided funding for 

necessary preparation work. However, delays in project approval and paperwork 

resulted in a reduced timeframe for completing the Discovery work, which ultimately 

condensed the process”. 

A Government official noted that to help limit the impact of initial delays, Discovery grants 

were all offered an extension into 2023 that was longer than any of the initial delays that 

they had experienced with the grant awards. It therefore seems clear that Discovery grants 

were integral for many organisations, and without them, many would not be restoring 

peatland.  

EQ3. To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 

Most projects were delivered as intended, but there have been a few issues that led to 

changes of objectives 

Interviewees mentioned delays and challenges they had experienced; however, most have 

been able to adapt and adjust timelines to stay on track with their overall restoration 

ambitions. Based on a review of NCPGS project amendment requests, of grantees that 

made amendments to their project timelines, the three main reasons were delays 

(procurement issues, staff capacity), changes in project scope (changes to restoration 

plans, locations and or techniques due to lack of tenant approval) or external factors that 

affected progress (supplier delays, consenting, costs).  
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Many grantees mentioned that they had experienced delays with the consenting process. 

These delays were thought to be mainly due to miscommunications between Natural 

England and the delivery organisations on how specific circumstances fit into general 

principles. SSSI consenting has been slow for some partnerships. For example, one 

project has been unable to deliver bunding on a site due to concerns that the proposal 

would impact protected features within a SSSI. This has significantly affected the project’s 

restoration plans. Other interviewees mentioned issues with approvals which had an 

impact on project timelines. One interviewee stated:  

“We didn’t get our restoration plans approved by the approvals team until 

December, which gave us three months to deliver a year’s worth of restoration 

works. The knock-on effect was that we had to push a load of the funding into this 

year. Squeezing the funding means we’ve got a smaller proportion of staff time to 

deliver more work. Because we’ve only got one year, we haven’t got the security to 

employ more staff, so we have to prioritise bigger work rather than what might be 

more impactful on the ground”. 

According to information provided by Natural England, the grant team recognised the 

importance of streamlining the approval of restoration plans early on in the scheme. They 

introduced additional guidance and clearer timelines for this process as the scheme 

progressed. 

Some organisations mentioned that the grant system had faced operational and 

administrative challenges. For example, as previously mentioned in EQ1, some 

experienced their claims being processed at a slow rate, and others mentioned that they 

had experienced a lack of communication from Natural England. One partnership 

mentioned that due to delays in grant administration, they had been forced to delay 

recruiting and getting staff into post. This had an impact on when they could start their 

restoration work. As noted previously in EQ1, administrative delays are reported to have 

improved significantly over the lifetime of the scheme.  

External factors such as weather and availability of machinery have impacted project 

timelines 

Some organisations mentioned that the limited availability of machinery and bad weather 

have caused delays in restoration works, particularly in the winter months. 

Amendment proposals were submitted for delays in procurement, complex consenting 

situations, and a shortage in the supply of a species of plant plugs. In at least one 

instance, work was brought forward (rather than pushed back) due to the availability of 

time and capacity to begin work sooner. 

Helicopter usage was mentioned by a small number of grantees. Some delivery 

organisations use helicopters because it helps them to reach remote peatland which would 

otherwise be inaccessible by other forms of transport. However, poor weather conditions 

for flying meant that some portions of work requiring helicopter use could not be 
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completed on time. A shortage of helicopters and trained helicopter operators was also 

mentioned. One interviewee noted:  

“Lots of restoration projects are competing for helicopters and this has also been an 

ongoing challenge for NCPGS”. 

Other grantees could not procure stone dams and machinery in the first winter of their 

projects as originally intended due to machinery not being delivered and issues needing to 

be resolved with the local area team (which have since been resolved). 

Many partnerships mentioned that they faced challenges completing the planned work due 

to limited capacity. This included the capacity of the core project team and the availability 

of contractors (sector capacity issues are expanded on in the ‘5.2 Sector capacity’ 

section). A few interviewees mentioned that their restoration timeline was pushed back 

due to poor weather conditions in the first year of NCPGS funding.  

One interviewee mentioned that unexpected reptile mitigation requirements impacted both 

time and budget. Another site mentioned that they faced some complications around 

archaeological requirements, as the level of examination and complexity required to satisfy 

those requirements was unexpected. Some projects have been delayed because of legal 

timeframes regarding protected species including badgers and water voles – if the 

permissions are not granted by a certain time, then the work cannot be completed for 

another year.   

Some interviewees mentioned that the scope of their projects had to change due to last-

minute unrealistic demands made by tenants of the original sites. This led to some delays, 

but for the most part plans were adapted successfully.  

Overall, most NCPGS projects were delivered as planned, but some experienced delays 

and changes in objectives. Common issues included procurement delays, staffing 

capacity, and slow consenting processes, especially with SSSI approvals. Administrative 

delays, such as slow claims processing and communication issues with Natural England, 

also impacted timelines. Weather conditions and limited machinery availability affected 

restoration work, particularly during the winter months. Some projects faced additional 

challenges with unexpected requirements, such as reptile mitigation and archaeological 

assessments. Despite these issues, most projects adapted their timelines and objectives 

to stay on track with their restoration goals. 

EQ4. To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development 

of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 

The NCPGS has allowed for more collaboration between stakeholders and for 

partnerships to be formed  

The grant scheme supported the formation of many new partnerships and new shovel-

ready plans. Some interviewees noted that the NCPGS was a vehicle for partnerships to 
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deepen their understanding of their restoration plans and needs, and to get the relevant 

stakeholders onboard. One stakeholder mentioned:  

“If the NCPGS fund wasn’t available we wouldn’t have been able to develop a 

partnership”. 

As discussed in the response to EQ11 and in the value for money section of this report, 

Discovery grants created 5 nascent partnerships to enable collaboration on peatland 

restoration work. One new collaboration made up of established peat partnerships was 

further developed through a Discovery grant. See the Effectiveness section of the value for 

money evaluation for more detail. 

The perceived lack of long-term funding for peatland restoration after the NCPGS is a 

cause of concern for many organisations  

Despite the Landscape Recovery scheme offering opportunities to deliver peatland 

restoration, many interviewees noted a perceived lack of long-term funding for peatland 

restoration after the NCPGS. The lack of a direct replacement for the NCPGS is causing 

concern among delivery bodies.10 Many staff in delivery organisations are on contracts 

that are due to end in March 2025, leaving them without a secure long-term role. One 

interviewee noted:  

“It does seem a little bit like we're expected to drop off the edge of a cliff when 

March 2025 comes around and Natural England are not going to get what they 

want from the end of the project. They're going to want a full report. Probably if the 

deadline stays as it is, they're not going to get the best out of the projects”. 

Several interviewees noted that staff may leave roles earlier than their contract end date, 

motivated by a need to proactively secure long-term income certainty. This underlines the 

importance of government communicating proactively, as far in advance as possible, 

about when and how funding for staff will be supported by government after the NCPGS. 

One interviewee mentioned: 

“Effective communication about future funding is crucial to keep restoration at the 

forefront of everyone's agenda. However, due to a change in government and 

internal job changes in Defra and Natural England, this is a challenge. Ultimately 

meeting government restoration targets requires policies that support ongoing 

funding for restoration efforts”. 

Interviewees recognised that Landscape Recovery represents a step forward towards 

long-term funding provision, and several NCPGS projects are also part of Landscape 

 

10 It should be noted that interviews were carried out before the NCPGS extension year funding was 

confirmed. However, it is reasonable to infer that organisations will face the same concerns after the end of 

the extension year.  
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Recovery pilots. However, interviewees noted that Landscape Recovery is not a direct 

replacement for the NCPGS, since it is not solely targeted at funding peatland restoration, 

and since it places different limitations on the types of costs that can be funded. As one 

interviewee put it:  

“Our concerns have been heard because of schemes like Landscape Recovery. 

However, the transition from NCPGS to ELMs is still not easy and less realistic than 

we hoped”. 

The NCPGS has been crucial for coordinating restoration efforts, enabling collaboration 

among various partners that would have been challenging otherwise 

A government official explained that prior to the NCPGS, Defra Group did not have a 

dedicated budget for peatland restoration, and funding used to come from several different 

funding pots. Having a dedicated funding pot through the NCPGS is what has allowed 

Defra Group to provide multi-year funding. 

Interviewees indicated that without NCPGS funding, many projects would not have 

progressed at the rate they have, if at all. This is because delivery organisations would 

have otherwise lacked the budget required to deliver restoration work. One interviewee 

stated: 

“Without the peatland grant scheme, we wouldn’t be doing any restoration work at 

the moment, really, or it’d be so minor”. 

Knowledge exchange has been created through different peatland partnerships regularly 

meeting up to update each other on progress and showcasing new techniques that are 

being used. Interviewees suggested that these new knowledge exchange activities were 

made possible by the additional resource and funding provided through the NCPGS.  
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Case Study – Wicken Fen land walk 

Many NCPGS projects fit into wider nature recovery visions 

The ICF team visited Wicken Fen, between Cambridge and Ely on the 9th of October 

2024. 

The Wicken Fen NCPGS project is part of a vision for recovery of the local 

landscape. The East Anglian Fens once covered a huge area of 3,800 square 

kilometres of deep peat, before being widely drained in the 17th century. 

Wicken Fen is one of the last remaining fragments of undrained fenland, of which 

only 1% remains, making the nature reserve a unique haven and one of the last 

refuges for a host of fenland species dependent on the peatland soils. 

The undrained area of Wicken Fen (the SSSI, Special Area of Conservation, 

National Nature Reserve and Ramsar designated area) contains deep peat depths 

ranging from 2m-4m. The wider, previously drained areas of the reserve contain 

peat depths ranging from 5cm-1m. 

Without action, most remaining peat in the Fens could be lost within 30 years. The 

current NCPGS Wicken Fen restoration project is part of the Wider Wicken Fen 

Vision which is a 100-year plan to create a diverse landscape for wildlife, people, 

and carbon. The goal is to increase the area of natural landscape from Wicken Fen 

to the edge of Cambridge. 

 
One of the lodes around 

Wicken Fen which have 

historically been used to 

manage water levels. 
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EQ5. To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, 

innovation and skills development? 

The NCPGS has enabled grantees to develop and test new techniques for peatland 

restoration  

Many interviewees noted that they have been able to refine their previous restoration 

techniques as a result of the increased capacity the NCPGS has enabled. In addition, the 

multi-year nature of NCPGS funding meant that partnerships were able to plan more 

strategically what techniques they wanted to develop. One stakeholder mentioned that the 

longevity of the funding impacted how far they were able to develop new techniques: 

“The longevity of the period of funding directly impacts how creative and how 

buoyant your team is. This helped the organisation to maintain staffing and has 

been important in realising novel techniques”. 

Below are examples of new techniques that interviewees mentioned they have developed 

since the grant scheme: 

• New ways to deliver peat dams 

• Using coir logs 

• Development of techniques in lowland peat 

• Using timber rounds rather than planks when constructing timber dams 

• Using alternative restoration methods on shallow peat (e.g. wool instead of 

traditional materials) 

The grant scheme has directly created 96 new jobs and directly helped retain 113 existing 

jobs11 

Across all rounds of the NCPGS (Discovery and Restoration), a total of 96 direct jobs were 

created (equivalent to 64 Full Time Equivalent employees). Of these, 15% were 

permanent jobs. In addition, 113 existing jobs were retained because of the funding 

(equivalent to 106 Full Time Equivalent employees), of which 6% were permanent 

positions. There were additional indirect jobs and opportunities created and retained. 

These statistics show the importance of the NCPGS in providing employment in the 

sector. However, it should also be noted that the vast majority of these positions are fixed 

term positions, and most fixed contracts were expected to end in or before March 2025 

 

11 These figures only include staff who are employed by an organisation who are a partner of the grant. Many 

more jobs have been created indirectly through employment of contractors, but comprehensive data on 

indirect job creation is not currently available.   
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regardless of their start date.12 Only one project was an exception, a Restoration Round 3 

project retaining 5-year fixed positions.13 

The grant scheme has upskilled people who already worked in peatland restoration and 

provided relevant training to those who are new to the sector 

Most interviewees believed that the funding has led to the identification and filling of skills 

gaps that are necessary to implement peatland restoration plans. As outlined in the 

previous subsection, analysis of jobs data shows that almost 100 direct jobs have been 

created due to NCPGS funding, and as a result, people have entered the peatland space 

who otherwise may not have had the opportunity to enter the sector. On top of this, the 

increase in funding has allowed partnerships to train staff in new techniques. This is 

further discussed in the ‘5.2 Sector capacity’ section later in the report.   

The NCPGS has also played an important role in allowing organisations to retain staff 

(although concerns remain about their ability to retain staff after the NCPGS, as noted 

previously). Since the peatland restoration sector is so nascent, dedicated jobs in the 

sector had not commonly been available through other avenues prior to the NCPGS. One 

project manager mentioned that their NCPGS-funded role was their first job in peatland 

restoration and that without the grant scheme they would not have had the chance to 

develop experience in the sector. This account demonstrates how the grant scheme has 

contributed to the creation of opportunities – and development of skills – in the sector.  

 

12 Note that these expectations were reported prior to the announcement of the extension of the scheme to 

March 2026. 

13 The job creation and retention findings presented here are based on data provided by Natural England 

that was predominantly sourced from end of year reports and otherwise sourced from application documents 

where data was not available. It was assumed that jobs were fixed term positions if they were not explicitly 

labelled as permanent positions, and where a project listed multiple jobs with a mixture of permanent 

positions and fixed positions but did not specify the number of each, a half-half split was assumed. Data on 

the length of contracts was varied and not always clear, so wherever a contract length was listed, this was 

given equal weight per project and the median was taken across each round of the NCPGS. The median 

contract length across all rounds of the NCPGS (where data was available) was 19 months for direct jobs 

created, and 30 months for direct jobs retained. 
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Case Study – Buttle Marsh land walk 

NCPGS funding for lowland sites is being used to develop a clearer 

understanding of the techniques and logistics involved in returning 

fenland to its natural condition 

Unlike upland sites, lowland sites require a water source to redirect water back onto 

drained land. The Environment Agency has recently banned abstraction from the 

River Ant during the summer months, which limits the project’s ability to redirect water 

from the river onto the restoration site during the summer.  

However, a wind pump will be installed to pump water from a neighbouring drainage 

ditch onto the site to increase water levels during the winter while abstraction from the 

river is allowed. The wind pump will be placed in a nearby corner of the neighbouring 

flood bank.  

Unlike on bare upland peat, this project will not have to plant plug plants extensively 

as part of the restoration process, because fenland plants are already growing on site. 

The key step will be to raise the water table.   

Those delivering Buttle Marsh view it as a pilot for future restoration activities in 

similar lowland environments. They are hopeful that their experiences in dealing with 

landowner permissions, water abstraction rules, and installation of rewetting 

infrastructure (including a wind pump) could be useful for similar sites. 

 

The ICF team visited Buttle Marsh 

in Norfolk in September 2024. The 

main aim of the NCPGS project 

there is to rewet ~26 hectares of 

land in the Norfolk Broads which 

had previously been drained into 

the River Ant. As of our visit, no 

restoration had yet taken place on 

the site.   

 

The corner of the flood bank 

where a wind pump will be placed 

to pump water from a drainage 

ditch onto the restoration site 

throughout the winter.   
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3 Impact evaluation 

The impact evaluation focused on changes to peatland condition on NCPGS sites. It was 

primarily informed by analysis of NCPGS projects’ annual data returns. NCPGS projects 

report quarterly on progress against project milestones, and annual reports include 

detailed data on the condition and area of peatland restored, which can be compared 

against the restoration plans set out in application materials. Annual reports also include 

environmental monitoring data on peat depth, hydrology and vegetation.  

The latest available impact data to inform this evaluation was from March 2024.14 That 

means that for Restoration grants which started works in year one (2021/22), three sets of 

data have been analysed to assess whether projects are improving peat condition at the 

rate predicted: data from March 2022, March 2023, and March 2024. For grants that 

started works in year two, two sets of data have been analysed. For grants that started 

works in year three, one set of data has been analysed, from March 2024. No impact data 

is available so far for work that started in years four and five (2024/25 and 2025/26); the 

progress of that work against plans therefore remains outside the scope of this report.  

Impact evaluation questions were designed to assess progress towards the outcomes in 

the NCPGS Theory of Change (see Figure 2). Natural England provided draft impact data 

analysis plans that aligned with several of these evaluation questions and were used to 

inform the data analysis approach.  

3.1 Evaluation questions 

Impact evaluation questions and sub-questions are set out in Table 3. 

Table 3 Impact evaluation questions 

Evaluation question Evaluation sub-questions 

EQ6 - Have restoration activities 
improved the hydrological functioning of 
the peatland? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to 
the surface? 
 
Has the range of water table fluctuations reduced from pre-
restoration observations? 
 
To what extent has peatland restoration contributed to natural 
flood management? 

 

 

14 Due to this data limitation, we recommend that impact analysis is repeated in 2027 once data returns are 

available for the whole lifetime of the scheme, up to March 2026.  
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Evaluation question Evaluation sub-questions 

EQ7 - Have restoration activities 
improved peatland habitat condition? 
 

Has the extent of bare peat reduced? 
 
Has the % cover and frequency of positive indicator species 
increased 
 
Has the % cover and frequency of negative indicator species 
decreased? 
 
Has the extent of invasive species reduced? 

EQ8 - Have carbon losses from 
peatlands been reduced? 
 

Have GHG emissions reduced? 
 
Has the surface level changed (i.e. has peat loss been 
stopped)? 

EQ9 - What progress have projects made 
on the ground in relation to the proposed 
restoration trajectory? 
 

Have hydrological changes been observed as expected? 
 
Have vegetation changes been observed as expected? 
 
Have peat condition changes been observed as expected? 
 

EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the 
expected target of 35,000ha of peat 
under restoration? 
 

What area is under restoration? 
 
What area of peat habitat has been re-created?  
 
What area of restoration has been carried out within protected 
sites? 
 
What area of restoration has been carried out on wildlife-rich 
habitat outside of the protected sites network? 

EQ11 - To what extent have projects 
secured additional finance, including 
private finance?  
 
 

To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private 
finance options? 
 
What value and proportion of Restoration Grant project costs 
are funded through additional finance, including private finance? 
 
What value and proportion of Discovery Grant project costs are 
funded through additional finance, including private finance?  
 
To what extent have Restoration Grant projects engaged with 
the Peatland Code? 
 
Through what mechanisms has private finance been secured?  
 

These are the questions which guided the impact evaluation. Data availability constraints 

resulted in limitations to the team’s ability to employ some of the planned analysis 

approaches. Where data constraints have limited our ability to fully answer an evaluation 

question or sub-question, this will be noted in the text that follows in the findings section. A 

summary of available data at a project-by-project level was supplied to Natural England.  



 

Page 37 of 168 Evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, 2021-2025 

NECR621 

3.2 Findings 

It is important to note that hydrological systems fluctuate seasonally and annually, and are 

influenced by many factors, making it difficult to distinguish restoration impacts from 

natural background variation without sufficient data. Data quality and availability for this 

study varies significantly by project and site. 

Also, peatland hydrology continues to respond to restoration over long timescales, so 

short-term changes may not represent the final state. Without long-term data, statistical 

models cannot reliably account for factors such as rainfall. Performing statistical analysis 

with limited data would likely produce incorrect or misleading results, even if statistical 

significance were found.   

As such, the results and their interpretation here do not attempt to draw a causal link 

between NCPGS activities and any effects seen (or not seen), and are instead presented 

as a description of measurements or predictions. 

EQ6. Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning 

of the peatland? 

Context – One of the primary causes of peatland degradation is drainage; low water tables 

inhibit peat formation (which requires waterlogged conditions) and leads to a loss of 

carbon from the system due to peat oxidation. The primary aim of peat restoration is 

therefore to rewet degraded peatlands, raising the water table towards the surface.    

Given the limited timescale and range of data available, it is not possible to say with 

confidence whether hydrological functioning has improved. More data collected over a 

longer time period will help answer this. 

Nineteen projects provided at least one water table depth reading. This data covers 

January 2022 to November 2024, although no single project contains data for that entire 

time period. 

In discussion with Natural England, it was agreed to take a case study approach to this 

question. Peatlands vary significantly in their hydrology, and the differing conditions at 

each site mean that averaging the measurements together would give misleading results. 

The sites chosen for the case studies – Butterburn Flow, Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss 

and Ockerton Court – were chosen because they have the most measurements both 

before and after the start of restoration, and a continuous series of measurements with no 

months missing. 

We note that several of the case studies (Butterburn Flow, Felicia Moss, Pundershaw 

Moss) come from the same restoration project in the Border Mires (Cumbria & 

Northumberland), which means that findings for these sites may not extrapolate to other 

projects or regions. The baseline condition of peat for Border Mires sites is generally better 
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than many other sites, as the Border Mires are remote, often on very deep peat and, while 

they have been damaged – some severely - by forestry and associated works, they have 

not been subject to some of the other pressures that other bogs have been exposed to, for 

example burning or over-grazing.  Several of these case study sites have also had 

previous rounds of restoration activity through LIFE programmes and PSA funding. 

It is important to note that no site has more than two years of measurements, and so the 

conclusions drawn here are based on limited data. 

The location and restoration type at each site is detailed in Table 4.   

Table 4 Location and restoration type for each case study 

Site Description Restoration activities 

Felicia Moss Border Mires Bunding, ditch blocking, vegetation regeneration clearance 

Pundershaw Moss Border Mires Ditch blocking, whole tree mulching 

Butterburn Flow Border Mires Vegetation regeneration removal, peat dams, ditch blocking, 

bunding, coir logs, plastic dams, reprofiling, reseeding 

Ockerton Court Blanket bog/valley 

mire 

Dams, bunding, reprofiling, willow planting 

Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to the surface? 

In three of the sites (Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss, and Ockerton Court), the water 

table depth was above ground level in the post-restoration winter months. 

Given the data range, it is not possible to determine if this is directly the result of 

restoration, as other factors may be at play. For example, the average UK rainfall level 

was higher in those months compared to previous years. It is also not possible to 

determine whether above ground water levels are a transient phase of the site recovery or 

a longer-term change. Peatland restoration aims to achieve a mean annual water table as 

close to the surface as possible, whilst avoiding inundation due to the associated increase 

in methane emissions. Continued data collection will help to determine the seasonal 

changes in the water level and the associated impact on GHG emissions. 

Figure 4, Figure 5, Figure 6 and Figure 7 show the water table depth across the monitoring 

period for the three case studies.  A negative water table depth indicates a water table 

below ground level, and a positive value indicates that it is above ground. These charts 

also show the average UK monthly rainfall on the secondary vertical axis.    
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Figure 4 Water table depth at Felicia Moss 

 

Figure 5 Water table depth at Pundershaw Moss 

 

 

Figure 6 Water table depth at Butterburn Flow 
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Figure 7 Water table depth at Ockerton Court 

Has the range of water table fluctuations reduced from pre-restoration 

observations? 

Two of the four case studies show a narrowing of the range of water table measurements 

between pre- and post-restoration. 

Those case studies are Felicia Moss and Pundershaw Moss. They show a narrowing of 

the range of water table measurements between the winter of 2022 (pre-restoration) and 

the winter of 2023 (post-restoration).  

Table 5 Average range in measurement values (mm) between the pre- and post- 

restoration winters 

Site November 2022 – 

February 2023 

November 2023 – 

February 2024 

Felicia Moss 159.5mm 88.5mm 

Pundershaw Moss 86.3mm 60.5mm 

Figure 4 and Figure 5, above, show this data graphically. 

The other two case studies, Butterburn Flow and Ockerton Court, do not show the same 

narrowing, although there are fewer measurements from before restoration took place to 

do a comparison. This is particularly the case with Ockerton Court, which started with a 

fairly low range of measurements. 
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To what extent has peatland restoration contributed to natural flood management? 

This question uses the Environment Agency Spatial prioritisation of catchments suitable 

for using Natural Flood Management data, which has been created to contribute to the 

spatial prioritisation of catchments within nature recovery and land management schemes, 

as well as grant awarding schemes such as the NCPGS. 

The data identifies catchments where measures or changes will be most effective in 

reducing flood risk. 

19 projects provided spatial information, covering a total area under restoration to March 

2024 of 9,780.1 ha. Comparing this area to the Environment Agency Natural Flood 

Management data layer shows that the area falls into the following categories: 

Table 6 – Natural Flood Management categories 

Priority Area (Ha) 

High 3,055 

Medium 4,216 

Low 2,493 

Almost a third of the area under restoration up to March 2024 falls within the high priority 

category of the Environment Agency Natural Flood Management data layer. 15.9 ha falls 

outside of the Natural Flood Management data. 

EQ7. Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 

Context – Peatland degradation and lowered water levels mean that vegetation on 

degraded areas rarely reflects the (semi-)natural vegetation that would be expected in 

functioning peatland systems. Vegetation change as a result of peat restoration may be 

slow (e.g. in response to changing water levels) or more rapid (e.g. planting). The aim of 

peat restoration is to have peat-forming vegetation at the surface.     

There is currently insufficient data to answer this question  

This question requires detailed information on habitats, invasive species and ground 

cover.   

Baseline information has been provided for most sites, but projects are not required to 

submit further information until the end of the project, so there is insufficient data to 

provide a comparison at the time of writing. 

https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/2a4bcf6e-3880-4c0b-9986-6cafbec89faf/spatial-prioritisation-of-catchments-suitable-for-using-natural-flood-management
https://www.data.gov.uk/dataset/2a4bcf6e-3880-4c0b-9986-6cafbec89faf/spatial-prioritisation-of-catchments-suitable-for-using-natural-flood-management
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Anecdotal evidence from land walks on NCPGS restoration sites indicates that positive 

indicator species are recovering quickly in several newly restored areas.  

EQ8. Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 

Context – The formation of peat relies on waterlogged conditions which prevent the 

decomposition of organic matter. The creation of aerobic conditions through drainage 

means that aerobic decomposition can take place, leading to the release of CO2. The 

primary aim of peatland restoration is therefore to rewet degraded peatlands, raising the 

water table to near the surface and reducing carbon losses.    

Across all projects, the predicted CO2e abatement to 2050 from work NCPGS projects 

have undertaken to March 2024 is 1.22 million tonnes, and over 50 years, it is 2.26 million 

tonnes15. 

Figure 8 shows the megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent predicted to be emitted 

overall, both with and without intervention through delivery of peatland restoration works 

via NCPGS.  The graph is based on the number of hectares reported by projects as under 

restoration as of March 2024; at this time some sites may have been complete, others 

partially complete and some not yet began. This area under restoration is assigned a 

baseline peat condition category and associated emissions factor as per the UK GHG 

inventory. The difference between the two lines of each chart is the predicted amount of 

carbon that would be abated. In total this amounts to 1.22 million tonnes by 2050, and 

2.26 million tonnes over 50 years.16 

More restoration will take place post-March 2024, so these values will change over time. 

These calculations assume that, for intervention, restoration will cause the site to move 

between condition categories. For example, after the first five years, ‘rewetted bog’ will 

become ‘near natural bog – undrained’. Without intervention, the peat remains in the same 

peat condition category throughout. Table 8, below, sets out the assumptions used for 

moving between categories, as well as the carbon dioxide equivalent emission factor used 

for each condition. 

 

15 This estimation is based on the known area under restoration as of March 2024 as reported by NCPGS 

projects (10,630.6ha, see EQ10). This estimate will increase as projects continue to deliver more area under 

restoration throughout the remainder of the scheme. 

16 If area brought under restoration through the 2020/21 shovel-ready Defra scheme was included, the 

abatement up to 2050 would increase by 395,504 tonnes to 1.62 million tonnes CO2e. The 2020/21 shovel-

ready scheme was not part of the NCPGS; however, it was funded through the Nature for Climate Fund and 

was included in the targets set out in the NCPGS business case. 
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Figure 8 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released across all projects for both 

intervention and no intervention 

The following four graphs show this same information, focussed on the four case studies 

set out in EQ6. The underlying information is also summarised in Table 7. 

 

Figure 9 Megatonnes of CO2
 equivalent released at Felicia Moss for both 

intervention and no intervention 
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Figure 10 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released at Pundershaw Moss for both 

intervention and no intervention 

 

Figure 11 Megatonnes of CO2
 equivalent released at Butterburn Flow for both 

intervention and no intervention 

 

Figure 12 Megatonnes of CO2
 equivalent released at Ockerton Court for both 

intervention and no intervention 
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Table 7 Tonnes of CO2 equivalent released and abated over the 50 year period 

Site Tonnes of CO2 

equivalent released 

over 50 years – no 

intervention 

Tonnes of CO2 

equivalent released 

over 50 years – 

with intervention 

50 year CO2 

equivalent 

abatement 

Felicia Moss 6,600 1,200 5,400 

Pundershaw Moss 6,600 2,000 4,600 

Butterburn Flow 79,200 14,800 64,400 

Ockerton Court 44,400 12,500 31,900 

Table 8 Condition assumption table 

Baseline condition Baseline condition emission 

factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 

Condition after five 

years  

Forest – Drained 5.46 Rewetted bog 

Cropland – Drained 37.17 Rewetted bog 

Eroding modified bog - Drained 18.86 Rewetted bog 

Eroding modified bog - Undrained 17.72 Rewetted bog 

Heather dominated modified bog – 

drained 

3.32 Rewetted modified (semi-

natural) bog 

Heather dominated modified bog – 

Undrained 

2.51 Rewetted modified (semi-

natural) bog 

Grass dominated modified bog – 

Drained 

3.32 Rewetted modified (semi-

natural) bog 

Grass dominated modified bog – 

Undrained 

2.51 Rewetted modified (semi-

natural) bog 

Extensive grassland - Drained 15.88 Rewetted bog 

Intensive grassland - Drained 22 Rewetted bog 
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Baseline condition Baseline condition emission 

factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 

Condition after five 

years  

Rewetted bog 3.42 Near natural bog - 

Undrained 

Rewetted fen 3.31 Near natural fen - Undrained 

Rewetted modified (semi-natural) 

bog 

0.32 Near natural bog - 

Undrained 

Near natural bog - Undrained 0.32 Near natural bog - 

Undrained 

Near natural fen - Undrained -0.36 Near natural fen - Undrained 

Extracted domestic - Drained 15.18 Rewetted bog 

Extracted industrial - Drained 18.86 Rewetted bog 

Settlement – Drained 1.61 Rewetted bog 

There is insufficient data to answer whether surface level has changed – i.e. whether peat 

loss has been stopped. Changes in peat depth are generally slow, taking decades or more 

to occur. They are therefore outside the range of data available for this study. 

EQ9. What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the 

proposed restoration trajectory? 

Context – In their project plans, NCPGS applicants set out predicted trajectories for how 

key peat condition indicators would change over time on restoration sites.  

Given data limitations, it is too soon to assess whether hydrological, vegetation and peat 

condition changes have been observed 

As part of NCPGS reporting requirements, projects should provide a predicted restoration 

trajectory over the course of the project. This includes an estimated mean annual water 

table depth at set intervals – every year for the first five years, and then every five years 

after that. Over time this will allow for tracking whether restoration is matching the 

predicted trajectory. 

One case study did not provide this information – the other three have the same mean 

expected restoration trajectory for water table depth over the 50-year period, which is 

shown below. It is important to note that this trajectory is just a prediction at this stage. 
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Figure 13 Predicted Restoration trajectory for Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss and 

Butterburn Flow 

There is not yet sufficient data to calculate whether Felicia Moss or Pundershaw Moss 

have achieved the first year target of a mean annual water table depth of -40mm. In 2023, 

the first full calendar year of restoration, Butterburn Flow achieved a mean annual water 

table depth of -41.4mm. 

It is too soon to make a definitive judgement on whether vegetation changes have been 

observed based on the vegetation survey data provided by delivery partners. However, 

anecdotal evidence from land walks on NCPGS sites indicates positive progress (see 

below).  
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The ICF team visited Agglestone Mire and Greenlands Mire in Dorset on the 14th of 

October 2024.  

Sites restored by the Dorset Peat Partnership using NCPGS funding have displayed 

features that indicated a very quick turnaround in condition, including increased 

water content, slower flow of water across peatland areas, and improvement in 

vegetation indicators only a few months after the completion of restoration activities. 

On the visit in Autumn 2024, we saw a timber dam that had been installed to redirect 

an artificial drainage ditch with the aim of creating wet woodland nearby, which 

would slow the flow of water onto a peatland mire downstream. This dam was 

installed only a month prior to our visit, but we saw that the new wet woodland was 

already thriving (before and after shown below). The NCPGS Discovery grant 

enabled the Dorset Peat Partnership to carry out tests and draw up plans for this 

work, which they have since delivered using NCPGS Restoration grant funding. 

 

After the restoration works – 

A timber dam installed to re-

direct water onto a new area 

of wet woodland.   

The woodland and nearby 

drainage ditch prior to 

restoration works. 

Picture provided by Dorset Peat 

Partnership 

Case Study – Dorset land walk 

Land walks showcased how quickly restoration capital works can 

have a positive impact on the condition of the landscape 
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EQ10. Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000 ha of peat 

under restoration? 

Context – The NCPGS aims to bring 35,000 ha of degraded peatland under restoration 

activity by the end of the scheme. Data for this evaluation was only available to track 

restoration progress up to March 2024. 

What area is under restoration to March 2024? 

The total area brought under restoration through the NCPGS as of March 2024, including 

amendments made since the original applications, is 10,630.6 ha17 

A further 15,505ha is expected to undergo restoration in the future, which includes 

amendments and extensions made since the start of the scheme. 

All 19 NCPGS projects that had begun restoration works by March 2024 provided spatial 

data, covering 9,780.1ha18. 

What area of peat habitat has been re-created? 

Compared against baseline condition, the total area under restoration through the NCPGS 

as per March 2024 (10,631 ha) falls into the categories as set out in Table 9 

Note that habitats will not immediately be re-created following restoration works. It will take 

time for habitats to return to their optimal state. 

Table 9 Total area under restoration against baseline peat condition 

Baseline peat condition Area (ha) 

Cropland – drained 80.0 

Eroding modified bog – drained 592.6 

Eroding modified bog - undrained 177.1 

Extensive grassland – drained 58.9 

Extracted domestic – drained 161.0 

Extracted industrial – drained 804.0 

Forest – drained 126.3 

Grass dominated modified bog - drained 2,3545.1 

Grass dominated modified bog - undrained 713.9 

Heather dominated modified bog - drained 2,967.6 

 

17 This area would increase by 4,175.6 ha to a total of 14,806.17 ha if the area brought under restoration 

through the 2020/21 shovel-ready scheme was included.  

18 Spatial data does not cover wider NCF funded area such as the 2020/21 shovel ready scheme, or work on 

NNRs. 
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Baseline peat condition Area (ha) 

Heather dominated modified bog - undrained 2,295.5 

Intensive grassland – drained 17.6 

Modified fen – drained 49.4 

Near natural bog – undrained 0.0 

Rewetted bog 97.7 

Rewetted fen 68.0 

Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 65.5 

What area of restoration has been carried out within protected sites?  

Of the total area under restoration to March 2024, for which there is spatial data available 

(9,780.2 ha), 96% falls within protected sites 

This is broken down as follows: 

Table 10 Area of restoration within protected sites 

Protected site Area (ha) within protected 

site 

Total percentage within 

protected site 

Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest 

6,146.2 ha 63% 

Special Areas of Conservation 4,998.6 ha 51% 

Special Protection Areas 3,734.4 ha 38% 

Ramsar sites 622.2 ha 6% 

National Nature Reserves 886.9 ha 9% 

National Parks 4,992.9 ha 51% 

National Landscapes 2,364 ha 24% 

Outside of any of these 

protected sites 

358 ha 4% 
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What area of restoration has been carried out on wildlife-rich habitat outside of the 

protected sites network? 

Of the total area under restoration for which there is spatial data available that falls outside 

the protected sites network (i.e. Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, 

Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest), 3,618ha (99%) falls within the 

Natural England Habitat Network 

Against the four habitat network zones, this is broken down as follows, with definitions for 

actions in each zone as per the documentation for the Habitat Network data. 

• Network Enhancement Zone 1 – 880ha. Action in this zone to expand and join up 

existing habitat patches and improve the connections between them can be 

targeted here.  

• Network Enhancement Zone 2 – 747ha. Action in this zone that improves the 

biodiversity value through land management changes and/or green infrastructure 

provision can be targeted here. 

• Fragmentation Action Zone – 98ha. Action in this zone to address the most 

fragmented areas of habitat can be targeted here. 

• Network Expansion Zone – 1,980ha. Action in this zone to improve connections 

between existing habitat networks can be targeted here. 

This is broken down in detail into the habitat components in Table 11, and the Mapping 

Zones in Table 12.  

Aligning restoration with the Habitat Network allows the scheme to contribute to enhanced 

habitat connectivity, helps strengthen climate change mitigation through carbon 

sequestration, and supports biodiversity. In aligning with the Habitat Network, the scheme 

contributes to the larger scale nature recovery strategy.  

Table 11 Restoration against habitat network components 

Habitat Primary 

habitat (ha) 

Associated 

habitat (ha) 

Habitat 

Creation / 

Restoration 

(ha) 

Restorable 

Habitat (ha) 

Ancient Semi Natural 

Woodland 

0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 

Blanket Bog 2159.8 37.4 0.0 224.5 

Coastal Habitats 

Grouped 

0.0 0.5 0.1 0.3 

Lakes 0.0 1869.1 0.0 5.2 

Limestone Pavement 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Lowland Calcareous 

Grassland 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/data.defra.gov.uk/Natural_England/Habitat_Species/Habitats/Habitat_Network_England_NE/Habitat_Networks_England_Version_2_Guidance.pdf
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Habitat Primary 

habitat (ha) 

Associated 

habitat (ha) 

Habitat 

Creation / 

Restoration 

(ha) 

Restorable 

Habitat (ha) 

Lowland Dry Acid 

Grassland 

0.2 1.2 0.0 0.1 

Lowland Fen 5.0 41.7 0.0 5.7 

Lowland Heathland 1.2 0.4 1.2 0.0 

Lowland Meadows 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Lowland Raised Bog 55.2 0.1 2.1 1.5 

Purple Moor Grass 

and Rush Pasture 

6.7 1.1 0.0 0.2 

Reedbeds 0.0 1.2 0.0 36.0 

Rivers 1.6 900.0 0.0 1.2 

Traditional Orchards 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 

Upland Calcareous 

Grassland 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Upland Fens Flushes 

and Swamps 

3.9 1878.4 0.0 0.6 

Upland Hay Meadows 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Upland Heathland 43.4 2121.5 0.0 234.1 

Wood Pasture and 

Parkland 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Table 12 Restoration against habitat network zones 

Habitat Network  

Enhancement 

Zone 1 (Ha) 

Network  

Enhancement 

Zone 2 (Ha) 

Fragmentation 

Action Zone 

(Ha) 

Network 

Expansion 

Zone (Ha) 

Ancient Semi 

Natural Woodland 0.0 11.9 0.0 0.0 

Blanket Bog 541.6 121.7 45.1 234.3 

Coastal Habitats 

Grouped 0.1 22.1 0.0 0.0 

Lakes 0.0 374.1 0.0 0.0 

Limestone 

Pavement 0.0 20.3 0.0 0.0 

Lowland 

Calcareous 

Grassland 0.0 0.6 0.0 16.6 
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Habitat Network  

Enhancement 

Zone 1 (Ha) 

Network  

Enhancement 

Zone 2 (Ha) 

Fragmentation 

Action Zone 

(Ha) 

Network 

Expansion 

Zone (Ha) 

Lowland Dry Acid 

Grassland 0.3 1.3 0.4 0.6 

Lowland Fen 155.4 17.9 0.0 1581.7 

Lowland Heathland 0.8 1.1 0.0 115.9 

Lowland Meadows 0.3 0.7 0.0 5.3 

Lowland Raised 

Bog 33.3 7.2 5.9 13.2 

Purple Moor Grass 

and Rush Pasture 17.8 22.5 0.0 34.4 

Reedbeds 61.9 0.0 0.0 56.7 

Rivers 0.0 229.9 0.0 0.0 

Traditional 

Orchards 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Upland Calcareous 

Grassland 0.0 23.1 0.0 56.6 

Upland Fens 

Flushes and 

Swamps 270.5 1.1 31.9 0.0 

Upland Hay 

Meadows 1.5 22.3 0.3 366.8 

Upland Heathland 102.1 385.1 14.8 107.7 

Wood Pasture and 

Parkland 26.4 0.0 0.0 318.8 

EQ11. To what extent have projects secured additional finance, 

including private finance?  

Context – One of the objectives of the NCPGS, as stated in the scheme’s business case 

and theory of change, was to stimulate private investment into peatland restoration. The 

25% match funding requirement for Restoration projects was introduced in part to help 

achieve that aim.  

To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private finance options? 

NCPGS projects have used other grants and methods to explore and secure private 

finance 

As previously discussed in the Process section, NCPGS grantees have explored and 

secured private funding options from a range of non-Treasury sources, including water 
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companies and corporates. Grantees have encountered some challenges in engaging with 

nature credit markets including the Peatland Code. For more on the non-NCPGS funding 

mechanisms that have been on offer during 2021-2025, and how they have been engaged 

with by different groups, see the ‘5.1 Multiple funding streams’ section.  

What value and proportion of Restoration grant project costs are funded through 

additional finance, including private finance? What value and proportion of 

Discovery grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including 

private finance?  

Restoration projects were required to achieve 25% match funding, and almost three-

quarters of this match funding came from external private funding as opposed to grantees’ 

own funds 

A review of funding sources was undertaken for the value for money evaluation. All 
Restoration grant projects are required to achieve 25% match funding. The business case 
projected £19 million would be secured by projects through match funding. Based on 
applications to the scheme, grantees expected to secure around 67% of this amount. This 
lesser amount compared to the business case estimate can largely be attributed to the 
smaller overall uptake of the scheme compared to the forecasted delivery schedule. Of the 
match funding applicants expected to secure (as of their application to the scheme), 73% 
was from external private funding, as opposed to funding from within the applicant 
organisations themselves. The remainder was expected to be derived from within 
applicants’ own partnerships and organisations. For more detail, see the value for money 
evaluation.  
 
To what extent have Restoration grant projects engaged with the Peatland Code? 

12 projects have applied for registration with the Peatland Code, as of October 2024 

19 projects made reference to exploring registration under the Peatland Code at 

application. 12 of these projects actually applied for registration with the Peatland Code, 

according to October 2024 analysis provided by Natural England looking at Restoration 

grant projects across all project rounds. Also as of October 2024, there are 34 registered 

Peatland Code projects in England covering a total area of 4100.6 hectares, of which at 

least 27 sites have partial or complete location alignment with NCPGS sites (Natural 

England 2024b). Note that sites are distinct from projects, such that projects can 

encompass any number of sites. 

More information on the Peatland Code and how it has been engaged with by NCPGS 
applicants can be found in the ‘5.1 Multiple funding streams’ section and the value for 
money evaluation.   

Through what mechanisms has private finance been secured?  

Peatland restoration projects have secured private finance mechanisms as part of the 

match-funding requirement 

NCPGS grantees have explored and secured private funding options from a range of non-
Treasury sources, including water companies and corporates. For more detail, see the ‘5.1 
Multiple funding streams’ section and the value for money evaluation.     
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4 Value for money evaluation 

In line with HMT Green Book and Magenta Book guidance on appraisal and evaluation, 

we have developed a model to undertake cost-benefit analysis (CBA) as our primary 

source of assessing value for money (VfM). The cost-benefit model has had input from 

Natural England and Defra where necessary to ensure the most robust evidence and 

assumptions are captured and reflected in the analysis. The core output of the analysis is 

a benefit to cost ratio (BCR) which compares the overall social costs of the programme to 

the benefits. Additional outputs include a Net Present Social Value (NPSV), which 

expresses the value of all benefits, less all costs, and a range of sensitivity analyses which 

illustrate the impact of changing core underlying assumptions. The quantified impact of the 

NCPGS activities which were delivered during the policy period between April 2021 and 

March 2024 is evaluated. The benefits included in the CBA are carbon sequestration, 

water quality improvements, and biodiversity benefits. Other benefits (e.g. flood mitigation, 

drought resilience, access and recreation, historic environment, and volunteers and 

community) are known to exist but at this stage are not possible to robustly quantify or 

monetise. Those activities which were delivered are analysed over an appraisal period of 

50-years (i.e. 50 years starting from when the restoration activities were undertaken). 

Further detail on the CBA and the underlying assumptions can be found in the analytical 

annex (Annex 7). 

Due to the complex nature of the NCPGS, we built a framework around the CBA which 

supplements the modelled outputs, utilising wider evaluative metrics and indicators. The 

approach we developed is in-line with a 5Es framework19, which produces a range of 

appropriate indicators to provide a holistic assessment of VfM and captures a broad range 

of evidence.  

The VfM analytical outputs and assessments are based on the total area brought under 

restoration through the NCPGS as of March 2024 (10,630.6 ha). Where appropriate, we 

have also made reference to the assessments including the additional 4,176.6 ha brought 

under restoration through Defra’s 2020/2  shovel-ready scheme. Where there appear to 

be differences in analytical outputs between the impact section and VfM, this is explained 

by minor differences in modelling requirements. For example, carbon benefits in the cost-

benefit analysis ‘ramp-up’20 over a period of time to better reflect the expected carbon 

abatement potential in practice, whereas the impact analysis uses a single point in time.      

 

19See the National Audit Office’s toolkit for assessing value for money.  

20 E.g. an even ramp-up over 5 years would deliver 20% of benefits in Year 1, 40% in Year 2, 60% in Year 3, 

80% in Year 4 and 100% in Year 5 and all subsequent years in the appraisal period. 

https://www.nao.org.uk/successful-commissioning/general-principles/value-for-money/assessing-value-for-money/
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4.1 Value for money framework 

Figure 14 provides a visual representation of the VfM framework used for this evaluation. 

 

Figure 14 Value for money framework 

Evidence for the evaluation was generated by assessing the following set of criteria: 

• Economy: Are inputs of appropriate quality bought at a minimised price? 

• Efficiency: How well are inputs converted into outputs? 

• Effectiveness: How well do the inputs achieve intended outcomes? 

• Equity: Are benefits distributed fairly? 

• Cost-Effectiveness: Does the value returned justify the resources invested? 

For each criterion, a set of NCPGS-specific performance metrics were developed by ICF 

and Natural England. The metrics were then assessed against a set of standards – the 

assessment process involved an internal workshop with ICF and Natural England to pre-

determine ‘what would success look like’, and then gathering all available evidence to 

make the assessment. The set of standards used are: 

• Excellent: Meeting or exceeding all reasonable expectations/targets 

• Good: Generally meeting all reasonable targets 

• Adequate: Not meeting expectations/targets, but fulfilling minimum requirements 

• Poor: Not fulfilling minimum requirements 

Where possible, evidence is compared to expectations or targets set out in the business 

case and other supporting policy documents. This allows us to compare the expectations 

of the policy at the development stage with outturn data and is therefore deemed 

appropriate for evaluation purposes. There are limitations with comparing to the business 

case estimates, including changes to the scheme (due to external and internal factors), 

and due to the demand-led nature of the scheme which means outputs are not fully 

influenced by policy development. Where performance expectations or targets were not 

quantitatively outlined at the policy development or implementation stage, we worked with 

Natural England to develop appropriate assessments. Where performance standards are 

difficult to determine, due to lack of reference points or data limitations, a qualitative 

assessment was used based on the balance of evidence. Where performance cannot be 

meaningfully mapped across the four distinct categories (Excellent, Good, Adequate, 

Poor), we have combined the categories (e.g. Excellent to Good, Adequate to Poor). 
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Some of the assessments that would inform the overall VfM assessment are already 

captured elsewhere in the evaluation (e.g. in the cost-benefit modelling, the process 

evaluation, or the impact evaluation). Where this occurs, we make reference to this to 

avoid repetition. 

The metrics used in the assessment are laid out in Table 13. 

Table 13 Value for money framework 

5Es Metric 

Economy 
 

Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without NCPGS 

Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding at application compared to business 
case estimate (%) 

Finance leveraged: Total match funding at application compared to business case 
estimate (£) 

Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding derived from ‘external private funding’ 
at the time of application (%) 

Finance leveraged: Projects applied for registration under the Peatland Code compared 
with intention at application (%) 

Grant funding: Extent of overcompensation  

Grant funding: Restoration delivery in line with agreed budget (Breakdown by Round) 

Efficiency Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 

Process efficiency: Discovery grant projects leading to Restoration applications (#) 

Process efficiency: Proportion of discovery grant projects that applied to a restoration 
grant and were successful (%) 

Cost efficiency: Programme running costs as a proportion of total costs (%) 

Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (ha) (%) 

Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (sites) (#) 

Effectiveness Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 

Effectiveness: Extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or £) 

Discovery grants: Discovery grants that created nascent partnerships (#) 

Equity Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 

Equity: Distribution by geography 

Equity: Accessibility of funding 

Cost-
effectiveness 

Cost-benefit analysis  

Assessments against each of the criteria are set out in the following sections, including the 

evidence used, assessment outcome, and rationale for the judgement made.   
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4.2 Findings 

Economy 

The NCPGS is assessed as ‘Good’ across most metrics related to Economy, achieving 

‘Good’ or ‘Good to Excellent’ on 4 out of the 7 metrics. The metrics and standards 

achieved are presented in Table 14. 

Table 14 NCPGS scores against Economy metrics 

Metric Output assessed Standard achieved 

1.1 Additionality: Peatland restored that 
would not have occurred without the NCPGS 

Qualitative assessment 
only 

Adequate to Good  

1.2 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match 
funding at application compared to business 
case estimate (%) 

Restoration: 27%  

Discovery: 7.8% 

Good to Excellent 

1.3 Finance leveraged: Total match funding 
at application compared to business case 
estimate (£) 

67% Adequate to Good 

1.4 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match 
funding derived from ‘external private 
funding’ at the time of application (%) 

73% Good 

1.5 Finance leveraged: Projects applied for 
registration under the Peatland Code 
compared with intention at application (%) 

63% Good 

1.6 Grant funding: Extent of 
overcompensation  

Qualitative assessment 
only 

Good to Excellent 

1.7 Grant funding: Restoration delivery in 
line with agreed budget (Breakdown by 
Round) 

Underspend of 25% Adequate  

Additionality 

The NCPGS has enabled some grantees to deliver peatland restoration at a larger scale 

or at a faster pace  

Assessing peatland restoration which would not have been delivered without the NCPGS 

Restoration grant and Discovery grant funding helps understand the extent to which 

restoration activities can be attributable to the grant scheme. Due to difficulties in 

quantifying a counterfactual, this metric was assessed qualitatively (rather than looking at 

a percentage of peatland that would not have been restored without the NCPGS).  

As part of fieldwork conducted by ICF, interviewees were asked what restoration funding 

they would have sought in the period 2021 – 2025 (if any) if the NCPGS had not been 

available. Most indicated that the NCPGS was crucial in enabling their restoration efforts. 

One interviewee said that the funding had  

“come at the right time”  
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and that they were relying on the NCPGS in order to complete the restoration. Another 

said,  

“without the peatland grant scheme, we wouldn’t be doing any restoration work at 

the moment, really, or it would be so minor”.  

The NCPGS has been crucial in coordinating restoration efforts and has enabled 

collaboration between partners that may have been challenging otherwise. Without 

NCPGS funding, projects may have progressed more slowly as partners sometimes lack 

dedicated budgets for this work. On the other hand, some interviewees said they would 

have applied for other funding sources or obtained private funding to make the same 

amount of restoration happen.  

Based on the evidence produced in assessing this metric, it appears the ability to gain 

private funding is site and situation dependent, so the suitability of alternative funding 

relative to the NCPGS needs to be considered. Given this site-specific nature, and in the 

absence of quantitative counterfactual evidence, this metric is assessed as Adequate to 

Good. 
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The ICF team visited Border Mires restoration sites in Northumberland on the  rd of 
October 2024. 

Restoration work in the Border Mires has focused on rewetting degraded areas and 
removing natural tree regeneration. The project is aiming to restore ~  0 hectares of 
drained and undrained bog and forest across nine sites using NCPGS funding. 

Kielder Forest (part of Border Mires) is  0,000 hectares and is the largest man made 

forest in Northern Europe. It is managed by Forestry England for sustainable timber 

production but includes significant areas of peat bog. These peat sites are known as 

the Border Mires.  

Some of the mires are in good condition; others are drained and undrained areas in 

need of restoration. Some areas of peatland are wooded or have been wooded in the 

past, which means that FE have had to make decisions about how to balance the 

trade offs of removing trees planted on peatland.  

SSSI designations are what typically drive these decisions; if a peat soil area has SSSI 

designation, then tree removal on that area is considered best practice. Given that the 

UK is currently the second largest net global importer of timber, there is a tension 

between the need to use as much land as possible for timber production on the one 

hand, and the need to preserve important habitats and carbon sinks like peat bog on 

the other. 

A key consideration for FE is its need to cover its operating costs through the 

cultivation and sale of UKFS compliant timber (only 20% of FE’s operating costs are 

covered by Defra).  

Against that backdrop, activities like peatland restoration – except where required by 

statutory obligations – are 'nice to have’ and are only able to move forward when FE's 

constrained budget allows. Had it not been for the NCPGS, restoration activities would 

have progressed but much more slowly – likely not until    0 years into the future – 

and on a smaller scale.  

One of the NCPGS sites 

visited by the ICF team. 

Deep peat is bordered by 

densely forested areas.  

Case Study – Border Mires land walk 

In the absence of targeted funding, peatland restoration is a ‘nice to have’ 

rather than a priority for sites that are managing trade offs to deliver competing 

objectives  
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Finance leveraged 

The NCPGS has been successful in delivering a higher than anticipated proportion of 

match funding for both Restoration grants and Discovery grants 

Reviewing funding sources helps to reveal the extent to which the NCPGS has been 

successful in raising non-grant funding to support projects. The proportion of non-grant 

funding provides an indication of the longer-term sustainability of peatland restoration. 

Under the NCPGS, Restoration grants have a minimum match funding requirement of 

25% and Discovery grants have no minimum match funding (i.e. up to 100% grant funding 

available). The business case estimated that on average across all NCPGS activities, 

there would be 74.3% grant funding and 25.7% match funding. Through the NCPGS, 

Discovery grants have made up a greater proportion of total spend than anticipated at the 

business case stage. 

Up to March 2024, the proportion of match funding has exceeded the minimum 

requirement for both Restoration grants and Discovery grants (at 27% and 7.8% 

respectively). This metric is assessed as Good to Excellent as it provides evidence that 

the NCPGS has been more successful than anticipated at attracting match funding for the 

projects under the scheme.  

The total amount of match funding at application to March 2024 is lower than anticipated     

In addition to the proportion of match funding (%) assessed above, it is also helpful to 

consider the total match funding (£) provided under the scheme. This metric helps to 

provide an indication of the longer-term sustainability of peatland restoration as it 

measures total funding into the sector. 

The total amount of match funding across both Restoration grants and Discovery grants 

using information from successful applications (£12.8m) is lower than anticipated in the 

business case (£19m), representing 67% of total match funding realised. This result 

reflects the overall lower scale of peatland restoration at this stage when compared to the 

forecasted delivery schedule. Overall, the NCPGS has been successful in providing a 

higher than anticipated proportion of match funding for successful projects, however the 

total amount is lower than anticipated due to restoration levels to March 2024. On the 

balance of evidence, this is assessed as Adequate to Good.  

Almost three quarters of match funding comes from external private funding  

The review of funding sources provided at the application stage suggests that restoration 

projects secured a wide range of funding, including external private funding, self funding 

(which includes staff time), and other public funding. Staff time includes support to 

ecologists, foresters, and GIS technicians. For external finance sources, evidence from 

interviews and surveys suggests that projects were using grants from local councils and 

were also receiving a small amount of corporate funding tied to Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) or Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) requirements.  
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External private funding shows the extent to which projects are using finance sources 

outside their own partnerships and organisations to achieve the match funding 

requirement, which will help to support the longer-term sustainability of the sector. 

Analysis by Natural England suggests that a significant proportion (around 73%) of total 

match funding was derived from external private funding, and therefore this metric is 

assessed as Good. 

During the application process, 19 out of 23 projects made reference to exploring 

registration under the Peatland Code; 12 of these projects have applied for registration 

with the Peatland Code 

The number of Restoration grant projects who make reference to applying to Peatland 

Code at application and the number of projects who actually apply for registration with the 

Peatland Code can demonstrate the extent to which the Peatland Code is a viable 

alternative funding route for sites and the extent to which it may help to support future 

peatland restoration. There was no target outlined for Peatland Code registration in the 

NCPGS business case, and projects’ ability to register depends on the specific 

characteristics of the land being restored. 

19 out of 23 projects showed an intention to apply for registration under the Peatland Code 

in their applications to the NCPGS. Of these, 12 projects had applied for registration under 

the Peatland Code by March 2024, representing 63% of the 19 who indicated their 

intention to. Complexities in applying to the Peatland Code and why grantees may hesitate 

are discussed in EQ1. Given the uncertainties in eligibility for registration at the time of 

application, having over half of the sites registered by March 2024 suggests the Peatland 

Code is a viable alternative funding route for restoration projects. This metric is therefore 

assessed as Good. 

Grant funding 

The NCPGS operates within a 0.5% fraud and error threshold and the query and 

clarification process is assessed as robust 

Assessing the extent of overcompensation for both Restoration grants and Discovery 

grants (payments over 100% of costs) helps to show whether the grant payment process 

is robust and provides assurance that public funding has not been incorrectly distributed. 

ICF interviewed two Natural England staff members who have in-depth knowledge of the 

application process. Grant payments under NCPGS are paid in arrears and partnerships 

must claim at least quarterly, although they can claim monthly (quarterly is standard). 

Claim forms and evidence are assessed by Natural England who will query anything that 

requires clarification. This query and clarification process can go down to very small 

amounts claimed. Some successful applicants have had difficulty with this, e.g. for travel & 

subsistence, as it is a very thorough process. The scheme operates within a 0.5% fraud 

and error threshold within this process. The Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA) has 

reviewed and approved these processes. Given both the robustness of the process 



 

Page 63 of 168 Evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, 2021-2025 

NECR621 

outlined by Natural England, and the outcome from that process being below the 

threshold, this metric is assessed as Good to Excellent. 

There is an underspend of 25% when looking at total spending up to March 2024 

compared to estimated spend at time of application; this reflects lower than expected 

restoration (ha) over 2021 to 2024 

Reviewing the budget per year compared to the actual expenditure informs an 

understanding of whether restoration delivery is occurring in line with the budget.  

Total spending (including Restoration Grants, Discovery Grants, and RDEL) up to March 

2024 compared with estimated spend at the time of application was 75%, representing a 

significant underspend of 25%21. This reflects the overall trend of lower-than-expected 

restoration over the period April 2021 – March 2024. This is partly driven by overly 

optimistic forecasts of expenditure from projects, especially in the first year. There is a 

correlation between the project duration (i.e. length of time since the project started) and 

accuracy of actual spend compared to forecast spend. Although the overall underspend is 

significant, assessing the scheme up to March 2024 may not provide an accurate 

representation of the overall scheme performance because projects are multi-year and 

may have simply deferred restoration spend. On the balance of evidence, this metric is 

assessed as Adequate to Good.  

Efficiency 

The NCPGS scored ‘Good’ on most metrics related to Efficiency. The metrics and 

standards achieved are presented in Table 15. 

Table 15: NCPGS scores against Efficiency metrics 

Metric Score Standard achieved 

2.1 Process efficiency: Time taken to 
process applications (days) 

52.4 working days Adequate to Good 

2.2 Process efficiency: Discovery grant 
projects leading to Restoration applications 
(#) 

15 Discovery Grants 

13 Restoration 
applications 

Good 

2.3 Process efficiency: Proportion of 
discovery grant projects that applied to a 
restoration grant and were successful (%) 

92% Good 

2.4 Cost efficiency: Programme running 
costs as a proportion of total costs (%) 

12% Good 

2.5 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (ha) (%) 3.7% Good to Excellent 

 

21 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit 

analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, would result in an underspend of 19%. 
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Metric Score Standard achieved 

2.6 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (sites) (#) 11.7 Good to Excellent 

Process efficiency 

The time taken to process applications broadly increased with the number of applications 

in each round 

This metric helps to assess the efficiency of Natural England in processing applications for 

both Restoration grants and Discovery grants. Natural England have recorded the 

difference between application window closing dates and the dates when initial success 

letters were sent. 

Table 16 Time taken by Natural England to process each round of applications 

Round Time (working 

days) 

Number of applications Number of sites 

R1 38 5 81 

R2 49 6 34 

R3 54 13 83 

D1 60 13 n/a 

D2 47 5 n/a 

The evidence shows that it took between 38 and 54 working days to process applications 

for each round of Restoration grants. It took 60 working days to process Round 1 

Discovery grants and 47 working days to process Round 2 Discovery grants. The 

processing times broadly increased with the number of applications in each round.  

On average, across all Restoration and Discovery rounds, it took 52.4 working days to 

process applications. Targets are provided in calendar days and therefore we convert the 

evidence into a comparable format – on average it took 73.4 calendar days to process 

applications. Given the range of application processing times and comparing to 

expectations in service level agreements, the variation between Restoration and Discovery 

rounds, this metric is assessed as Adequate to Good. 

There is strong evidence to suggest Discovery grant projects led to Restoration grant 

applications  

This metric helps to show the success of Discovery grants in preparing projects to apply 

for Restoration grants. Evidence provided by Natural England shows there was a total of 

15 Discovery grant projects and they have led to 13 applications for Restoration grants. 

This provides strong evidence that the Discovery grant process successfully prepared 

projects to apply for a Restoration grant.  

This is corroborated by evidence from interviews, where interviewees emphasised the 

importance of Discovery grant projects in setting them up for Restoration grants. 
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Interviewees used words like “absolutely essential” and “fundamental” and “of huge value” 

when describing the importance of the Discovery grants in setting them up for Restoration 

grant applications. Sometimes, Discovery grant projects assisted projects for applying to 

other (non-NCPGS) funding. Based on the available evidence of the effectiveness of 

Discovery grants, this metric is assessed as Good. 

Most (92%) Discovery grant projects that applied to a Restoration grant were successful 

This metric helps in understanding the extent to which Discovery grants not only set 

projects up for Restoration grant applications but helped them prepare for successful 

Restoration grant applications. Programme administrative data shows that only one 

Discovery grant project that applied to a Restoration grant was unsuccessful in its 

application, and all others were successful. There was a total of 13 Discovery grant 

projects that applied to a Restoration grant, and as only one was unsuccessful, this 

indicates a 92% successful conversion rate. The metric is therefore assessed as Good.  

Cost efficiency 

Wider programme costs including direct scheme administration and other costs (e.g. policy 

development) appear reasonable as a proportion of total programme costs  

Total programme running costs (RDEL) represent the resource costs associated with 

direct administration of the NCPGS and wider team costs for policy development and other 

activities through Natural England and Defra. Overall total costs associated with the 

scheme include these running costs, capital costs for restoration (funded through grants 

and match funding), and enabling-CDEL (costs associated with delivery from 

partnerships). Assessing RDEL costs as a proportion of total costs helps to inform a 

judgement of the cost efficiency of the NCPGS. Programme level data shows that RDEL 

costs (including scheme administration and wider activities from Natural England and 

Defra) as a proportion of total costs is 12%22. Breaking down the RDEL costs into the core 

components, around half of total RDEL is for administration of the scheme and around half 

for wider programme costs (e.g. policy development). Therefore, the scheme 

administration costs as a proportion of total costs are around 6%. 

Given the overall RDEL cost proportion, and more specifically the scheme administration 

cost proportion, this metric is therefore assessed as Good. 

The attrition rate per site and per hectare is low, and although sites have been removed 

throughout the process, they are typically replaced with alternative sites by projects 

The attrition rate is concerned with the number of sites from successful Restoration grant 

applications which have been removed from a project, and the area of land which these 

 

22 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the ‘monetised 

impacts and evidence base’ section of the cost-benefit analytical annex (Annex 7), the proportional RDEL 

spend would reduce to 11%. 
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sites correspond to. This helps inform an understanding of sites that dropped out and were 

not able to deliver. 

The analysis is made on the number of sites and their associated area of restoration that 

were removed from a project. It does not consider instances where a site remained within 

a project, but the size of its restoration area has been amended. The number of sites that 

did not proceed is 26 out of a total 223, representing an 11.7% attrition rate. Based on 

area (ha), this represents a 3.7% attrition rate. Although sites have been removed 

throughout the process, they are typically replaced by alternative sites by the project 

involved. It is also important to note that the majority of withdrawn sites (over 80%) come 

from one project. Based on the evidence of a low attrition rate which was focussed on one 

specific project, this metric is rated Good to Excellent.  

Effectiveness 

The NCPGS is assessed as ‘Adequate’ on 2 metrics related to Effectiveness and 

‘Excellent’ on one metric. The metrics and standards achieved are presented in Table 17. 

Table 17 NCPGS scores against Effectiveness metrics 

Metric Score Standard achieved 

3.1 Effectiveness: Area of peat under 
restoration (ha) 

14,807.2 ha Adequate 

3.2 Effectiveness: Extent of benefits 
delivered (physical and/or £) 

<75% Adequate 

3.3 Discovery grants: Discovery grant 
creation of nascent partnerships (#) 

5 Excellent 

The overall area of peatland restoration up to March 2024 is lower than forecasted delivery 

scheduled for this stage of the scheme at 14,807.2 ha, but further restoration will be 

undertaken throughout the remainder of the scheme and its extension year 

The area of peatland restoration that has been delivered is important for understanding the 

effectiveness of the NCPGS. Note that delivering restoration is different to ‘restoring a 

site’: restoration, once delivered, needs consistent monitoring and work to ensure the 

peatland is in good condition, even after the NCPGS is over.  

The area of peat under restoration as of March 2024 is 14,807.2 ha based on actual 

impact data and includes the NCPGS area (10,630.6 ha) in addition to the shovel-ready 

schemes restored in 2020/21 (4,176.6 ha). The shovel-ready scheme’s hectarage has 

been included in this part of the assessment as it was included in the original targets set 

out in the business case, and is therefore required to be able to make a fair comparison. 

This evidence shows that overall peatland restoration as of March 2024 is significantly 

below estimated restoration at this stage of the scheme. This is reflected in lower-than-

expected costs and translates into lower-than-expected benefits. However, it should be 

noted that the scheme has been extended to 2026 and that restoration will still be 
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undertaken for the remainder of the scheme, with a total expected area under restoration 

of 30,312.2 ha once concluded (including 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through the 

one-year ‘shovel-ready’ scheme prior to NCPGS). This analysis should therefore be 

updated at scheme closure to give a more accurate picture. Based on the evidence 

available, this metric assessed as Adequate. 

The extent of benefits delivered is lower than expected, reflecting lower-than-expected 

delivery of restoration 

The extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or monetary) provide insights into the 

outcomes achieved as a result of NCPGS-funded peatland restoration. The benefits 

include carbon savings, biodiversity benefits, and water quality benefits. There are 

additional benefits which could not be quantified and included in this analysis, e.g. 

improvements in natural flood management. The extent of benefits delivered is directly 

linked to the area of peatland restoration that has been delivered.  

The modelled benefit outputs of the cost-benefit model are as follows: 

▪ Social benefit Carbon: 2.50 Mt CO2e  

▪ Social benefit Carbon: £410m  

▪ Social benefit Non-Carbon: £202m 

▪ Total Social benefit: £613m 

Similar to other metrics which are functions of the area of restoration, benefits are lower 

than expected at this stage in the scheme because of the scale of restoration achieved up 

to March 2024. As a result, this metric is assessed as Adequate. However, it is clear that 

despite the lower-than-expected progress against the NCPGS area target, grants have 

provided a range of benefits for delivery organisations, which are contributing to their 

future resilience.  
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Case Study – Cray Moss land walk 

In addition to funding capital works, the NCPGS has funded a range 

of enabling work which has improved delivery partners’ efficiency, 

effectiveness, and restoration skills 

The ICF team visited the Cray Moss restoration 

site in the Yorkshire Dales on the 4th of October 

2024. 

NCPGS funding has allowed the Yorkshire 

Peat Partnership to do vital work that would 

otherwise not have been possible. In addition 

to funding capital works, the NCPGS has 

funded a range of enabling work which has 

improved the Yorkshire Peat Partnership’s 

efficiency, effectiveness and restoration skills. 

Technology funded by the grant scheme has 

improved the tracking and mapping of 

restoration through GPS systems linked 

between the partnership and contractors. 

NCPGS funding has provided 

GPS mapping technology on 

computer tablets for both the 

partnership and contractors.  

Dipwell monitoring provides a 

low-cost way to monitor the 

impact of peatland restoration on 

water levels.  

Monitoring activities, which are vital for 

understanding the ongoing impact of 

restoration work, have been hugely 

expanded through the NCPGS. The 

Yorkshire Peat Partnership will be taking 

11,000 water table measurements 

(through dip-well monitoring) over a 

relatively short period. 

The scheme has additionally provided 

funding to improve skills through 

supporting members of the public, 

upskilling new partnerships across the 

Great North Bog, new entrants, and land 

agents. 
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Discovery grants 

New peatland partnerships were created by Discovery grants 

This metric helps to reveal the extent to which new peatland partnerships have been 

created through Discovery grants. There are 5 new partnerships attributable to Discovery 

grant funding: Broads Peat Partnership, Dorset Peat Partnership, Fens East Peat 

Partnership, Somerset Peat Partnership and Lowland Peatland Restoration Partnership 

(established by the Derbyshire Peatland Discovery Grant). There is also 1 new coalition 

made up of established peat partnerships (Northern Lowland Peat Coalition) and one 

partnership was further developed through a Discovery grant (Northumberland Peat 

Partnership). New partnerships are expected to enable knowledge sharing between 

groups with differing levels of time and funding, and they benefit future restoration through 

allowing further reach when it comes to bringing stakeholders on board. The output meets 

the ambitious target set out in the business case, and therefore this metric is assessed as 

Excellent. 

Equity 

The NCPGS scores on metrics related to Equity are ‘Excellent’ and ‘Adequate to Good’. 

The metrics and standards achieved are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18 NCPGS scores against Equity metrics 

Metric Score Standard achieved 

4.1 Equity: Distribution of hectares by 
lowland/upland 

18% Excellent 

4.2 Equity: Distribution by geography 
(number of sites AND separately hectarage) 

Not assessed Not assessed – provides 
contextual information only 

4.3 Equity: Accessibility of funding Qualitative assessment 
only 

Adequate to Good 

Equity 

An average of 18% of the total area of peatland restoration delivery was attributed to 

lowland peatland over three years of the NCPGS 

The distribution of hectares by lowland and upland helps to show the extent to which the 

NCPGS is supporting restoration of lowland peat as well as upland peat. 

The distribution of hectares by lowland and upland was calculated in the cost-benefit 

model, with lowland on average across the NCPGS at 18% (FY21/22 = 34%; FY 22/23 = 

5%; FY 23/24 = 14%). Given the relatively high proportion of lowland restoration under the 

NCPGS and comparing to modelled estimates in the business case, this metric is 

assessed as Excellent. 
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There is overlap between the sites restored under the NCPGS and the area of peaty soils 

in England 

Understanding the level of intersection between the sites restored under the NCPGS and 

the area of peaty soils in England helps to provide an overview of the geographical 

distribution of restoration activities. It is to be expected that sites overlap with the area of 

peaty soils, as peatland restoration can only take place where the underlying soil type is 

appropriate, and for that reason we have not made an assessment on this metric. Rather,  
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Figure 15 below provides a visual representation to help provide context to other elements 

of the VfM assessment. 
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Figure 15 Peatland restoration map. © Crown Copyright and database rights [2025]. 

Ordnance Survey AC0000851168. Use of this data is subject to these terms and 

conditions. © Natural England 2025, contains data supplied by Nature for Climate 

Peatland Grant Recipients, reproduced under licence 

There is more to be done to make the NCPGS accessible to smaller players in peatland 

restoration 

The ease of accessing NCPGS funding is important for understanding the extent to which 

a range of stakeholders are able to benefit from the NCPGS, which plays a part in the 

assessment of the equitability of the scheme. This metric was assessed qualitatively.  

The accessibility of funding was explored in interviews with applicants to the NCPGS. 

Interviewees were asked whether they thought the grant scheme was open to more than 

the key players of peatland restoration. Successful applicants said that they felt claims 

issues experienced in the first years of the schemes and delays in this process could 

render it inaccessible to smaller organisations due to impacts on cash flow. The tight 

timelines and submission requirements were also said to possibly put some organisations 

off from applying due to their limited capacity and heavy workloads. More streamlined 

application processes could also help enable smaller players in peatland restoration to 

apply to future peatland grant schemes. Digital exclusion was also cited as a potential 

barrier as the NCPGS application process is only available online. 

One unsuccessful applicant to the NCPGS expressed disappointment that they felt Natural 

England’s focus with the scheme was geared towards projects with existing knowledge 

and capacity regarding peatland. They felt it did not support those in need of foundational 

knowledge development as much as it could have done. Natural England face potential 

trade-offs between effectiveness, efficiency and equity: although they may like to support 

foundational knowledge development, providing NCPGS support to teams who do not 

have existing knowledge and capacity risks reducing the scheme’s effectiveness and 

efficiency. On the balance of evidence, this metric is rated Adequate to Good. 

Cost-effectiveness 

The NCPGS scored ‘Good to Excellent’ on the cost-benefit analysis. The output of the 

cost-benefit analysis is presented in Table 19. 

Table 19 NCPGS score against Cost-effectiveness metric 

Metric Score Standard achieved 

5.1 Cost effectiveness: Cost-benefit analysis BCR = 3.43 Good to Excellent 

A cost-benefit model has been built to estimate the impact of the actual restoration 

undertaken from the NCPGS up to March 2024. The Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) is 3.43 

which is slightly higher than the business case estimate of 3.34, indicating that greater 

https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5446373011619840
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5446373011619840
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benefits are provided for a given level of cost under the NCPGS. This metric is assessed 

as Good to Excellent23. 

A detailed explanation of the cost-benefit analysis approach, methodology, data sources, 

and additional outputs can be found in the analytical annex (Annex 7). 

Sensitivity analysis explores the sensitivity of the expected outcomes of the NCPGS by 

potential variations in the key inputs and assumptions. A range of sensitivity analysis 

scenarios were agreed with Natural England and Defra, the outputs of which show the 

impact on costs and benefits of changing core assumptions. 

Table 20 Sensitivity analysis tests underlying model assumptions 

Sensitivity Benefit-Cost Ratio 

‘High’ carbon values 4.58 

‘Low’ carbon values 2.28 

Remove income forgone 17.3 

2050 scenario 2.7 

Cost to government 3.57 

Upland only 3.24 

Lowland only  3.85 

Sensitivity analysis – Carbon values 

Carbon values are used in policy appraisal and evaluation to value the impacts on GHG 

emissions resulting from interventions. They represent a monetary value that society 

places on one tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent (£/tCO2e). In the cost-benefit analysis, 

the government’s published ‘central’ carbon value has been used. As there is a significant 

range of uncertainty in modelled carbon values, ‘high’ and ‘low’ estimates are also 

published, and have been included in sensitivity analysis modelling. With all other 

variables held constant, the ‘high’ carbon scenario increases the BCR, and the ‘low’ 

carbon scenario reduces the BCR. 

Sensitivity analysis – Income forgone 

Income forgone represents the ongoing costs of peatland restoration, the opportunity cost 

(‘income forgone’) and any other additional maintenance costs associated with the 

restored land. This evidence has been provided by Defra, and by removing these costs 

from the model we see a significant increase in the BCR. This is because ‘income forgone’ 

is the only ongoing cost, and by removing, the BCR represents only 3 years of capital 

costs compared to 50-years of benefits. 

 

23 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit 

analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, the BCR would reduce to  .37. 
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Sensitivity analysis – 2050 scenario 

The central appraisal period used in the cost-benefit analysis is 50 years, which 

represents a reasonable time horizon over which benefits are expected to materialise. The 

2050 scenario tests the sensitivity of the BCR to the appraisal period used by measuring 

costs and benefits only until 2050 (to align with the governments net zero target) rather 

than for a full 50-year appraisal period. This results in a reduction in the BCR. This is 

because all of the capital costs are still incurred, so costs are reduced proportionally less 

than benefits.  

Sensitivity analysis – Cost to government 

The central scenario uses all social costs. The Cost to government scenario includes only 

the costs to government (i.e. the grant provided). By removing the match-funding element 

of the assessment, the BCR increases because the benefits remain the same whilst costs 

are reduced. The outputs from this provide a measure on the return on public investment. 

Sensitivity analysis – Upland/Lowland 

The central scenario includes all peatland restored under the NCPGS, and does not 

differentiate based on land type, restoration extent etc. This sensitivity analysis explores 

the BCR for upland and lowland sites separately. The lowland BCR is higher, largely due 

to the greater carbon benefits generally delivered by lowland restoration.  
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5 Wider enabling factors 

This section discusses findings on the three wider enabling factors investigated as part of 

the evaluation, namely: 

• The availability of multiple funding streams – both public and private – to support 

peatland restoration  

• The capacity of the peatland restoration sector 

• Public and landowner appetite to restore peatland 

Some findings on these themes have already been reported on in the process, impact and 

value for money sections. Additional evaluation questions and findings are detailed below.  

5.1 Multiple funding streams 

The first wider theme investigated is Other (non-NCPGS) mechanisms being used to 

deliver peatland restoration, including both private and public funding streams. This 

theme was addressed through elements of the process, impact and VfM evaluation 

already reported on. The theme was further investigated through targeted research, which 

will be detailed in this section.  

Questions and approach 

Table 21 Additional evaluation questions for the ‘Multiple funding streams’ theme 

Evaluation questions Methodological approach/data sources 

What funding streams, other than 
the NCPGS, have been on offer 
for peatland restoration in the 
period 2021-2025, and how have 
these been engaged with by 
different groups?  
 
To what extent have future funding 
streams been established to carry 
peatland restoration beyond 
2026? 

Desk research provided a high-level view of the different funding 
streams 
 
Interviews with Natural England/Defra/EA officials expanded on desk 
research, and provided a more detailed view of the funding options that 
have been available, and the funding options that are likely to be 
available in future 
 
Responses to Natural England’s match funding questionnaire for 
NCPGS recipients showed how NCPGS grantees have engaged with 
different funding mechanisms 
 
Interviews with peatland restoration projects that had received non-
NCPGS funding highlighted their experiences engaging with other 
funding options 

How have natural capital markets 
accessible to peatland restoration 
evolved in the period 2021-2025, 
and to what extent are 
government-funded projects 
helping to develop those markets? 

Analysis of Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon and BNG data (e.g. number 
of projects registered, projected carbon sequestration over time) 
showed the extent to which peatland restoration projects are engaging 
with natural capital markets 
 
Cross-referencing between Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon, BNG 
projects and NCPGS grants, if possible, revealed the proportion of the 
projects that are also NCPGS projects 
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Evaluation questions Methodological approach/data sources 

 
Interviews with peat partnerships highlighted their experiences 
engaging with natural capital markets 
 
Interviews with private finance experts built on the barriers/enablers 
already identified through other data sources 

Findings – Public funding streams 

Public funding streams that have been on offer for peatland restoration from 2021-

2025 

The NCPGS has been the principal, but not the only, funding stream for peatland 

restoration during the period 2021-25.24 Uptake under other public funding streams that 

have funded peatland restoration to some extent is outlined in the remainder of this 

section.  

Countryside Stewardship and Environmental Stewardship 

Countryside Stewardship (CS) offers a range of annual payments for management of 

upland and lowland peatlands, as well as capital payments for peatland restoration. Many 

farmers are still in relevant Environmental Stewardship (ES) agreements, which predate 

the launch of Countryside Stewardship in 2016, but which have been renewed in recent 

years. 

CS options and corresponding uptake (with 2024 payment rates) include those outlined in 

Table 22 (Rural Payments Agency and Natural England, n.d.). Note, however, that not all 

moorland actions lead to peatland restoration, as some can also be carried out on mineral 

soil.  

Table 22 Defra data on moorland and bog CS options as of 1 April 2024 

Scheme Option Payment 

rate 

Uptake (ha) No. of 

agreements 

CS SW18 – Raised water levels 
on grassland on peat soils 

£1,381/ha 40 5 

CS UP3 – Management of 
moorland 

£55/ha 179,000 400 

 

24 Note that this section intends to explore the wide range of public funding sources available for peatland 

restoration, regardless of what percentage of project costs they typically fund. We are aware that for the 

purposes of the Peatland Restoration Register, projects are listed as publicly funded if more than 50% of 

their funding came from a public body, and privately funded otherwise. 
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CS UP4 – Management of 
moorland vegetation 
supplement 

£12/ha 2,900 30 

CS UP5 – Moorland re-wetting 
supplement 

£181/ha 5,000 50 

CS UP6 – Upland livestock 
exclusion supplement 

£19/ha 70,400 200 

CS WT10 – Management of 
lowland raised bog 

£215/ha 800 40 

CS WT11 – Wetland cutting 
supplement 

£1,346/ha 600 100 

Table 23 Defra data on uptake of moorland and bog ES options as of 1 April 2024 

Scheme Option Uptake (ha) No. of agreements 

ES EL6 – Moorland and rough grazing: 
Moorland Line land only – 
Unenclosed moorland rough grazing 
Entry Level Stewardship £5/ha 

229,000 400 

ES HL6 – Unenclosed moorland rough 
grazing Entry Level 
Stewardship/Higher Level 
Stewardship £5/ha 

300 5 

ES HL9 – Maintenance of moorland 
(HLS, £40/ha) 

38,000 200 

ES HQ9 – Maintenance of lowland 
raised bog (HLS, £150/ha) 

300 10 

ES UL17 – No supplementary feeding 
on moorland (ELS, £4/ha) 

72,100 200 

ES UL18 – Cattle grazing on upland 
grassland and moorland (ELS, 
£30/ha) 

79,500 1,000 

ES UOX3 – Moorland (Upland moorland 
management £15/ha) 

200 8 

ES UX3 – Moorland (Upland ELS 
moorland management £15/ha) 

357,000 1,200 

Countryside Stewardship and Environmental Stewardship have attracted high rates of 

uptake for upland peatlands. According to a Defra 2023 blog, 25% of England’s blanket 

bog is under CS agreements, with a further 43% in ES, giving a total of approximately 

164,000 ha of blanket bog under Stewardship agreements in 2023 (Defra 2023b).  

Although data for capital items are not available, we understand that CS and ES have 

been much less successful in funding peatland restoration at scale than they have in 

securing basic management of moorland and blanket bog. This is perhaps because they 

require voluntary uptake of capital options designed to repay costs, and lack the proactive 

https://defrafarming.blog.gov.uk/2023/04/12/countryside-stewardship-delivering-for-farmers-and-the-environment/
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approach taken by peatland restoration partnerships under the NCPGS and other 

restoration schemes (view expressed by a government official).  

Furthermore, expenditure on capital items has been restricted by limits imposed on each 

agreement. Prior to 2023, a limit of £20,000 was imposed for each agreement for water-

related capital expenditures.  

Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL) 

The Farming in Protected Landscapes programme (FiPL) is a part of Defra’s Agricultural 

Transition Plan. Running until March 2025, it offers funding to farmers and land managers 

in National Landscapes, National Parks and the Broads. FiPL funds projects that: 

• Support nature recovery 

• Mitigate the impacts of climate change 

• Provide opportunities for people to discover, enjoy and understand the landscape 

and its cultural heritage 

• Protect or improve the quality and character of the landscape or place 

The programme funds up to 100% of eligible costs. Total programme expenditure amounts 

to around £100m, with the annual budget increasing to £40m in 2024/25 (Defra 2024c). 

FiPL monitoring data indicated that 3,200 hectares of peatland had been restored under 

the programme by June 2024, exceeding the initial target of 1,000 hectares (ICF 2024b). 

Major peatland restoration projects detailed in the FiPL project database include (FiPL 

project database, unpublished): 

• Bolton Abbey Estate Peatland Restoration Project, Nidderdale National 

Landscape. Yorkshire Peat Partnership and Bolton Abbey Estate are working to 

restore 1042 ha of peatland by blocking grips and gullies.  

• White Path Moss SSSI, Peak District. Blanket bog restoration through stock 

exclusion, sphagnum planting, Molinia cutting, with a target of 140 ha. 

• Valance Lodge, North Pennines. Sphagnum moss plug planting aiming to restore 

124 ha of peatland. 

EU LIFE projects that continued beyond 2020 

The EU LIFE programme was the main vehicle for large scale habitat restoration projects 

when the UK was part of the European Union. According to IUCN, since 1994, EU LIFE 

has provided over £32 million in match funding to repair and manage UK peatlands. 

Several major LIFE funded legacy projects continued after 2021, thereby overlapping with 

the NCPGS. Though no new projects commenced during this period, one remains 

ongoing. Relevant projects are summarised in Table 24. 

Table 24 EU LIFE projects providing funding for peatland restoration after 202125  

 

25 Source: LIFE project database, (European Commission, n.d.) 
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Project Start date End date Total budget EU 

contribution 

Details 

MoorLIFE 2020, 
South Pennines 

01/10/2015 30/09/2022 EUR 16.0m 
(£13m) 

EUR 12.0m 
(£10m) 

Aimed to protect 
the integrity of 
9,500 ha of 
blanket bog 

Marches Mosses 
Raised Bog 
Restoration 
Project 

01/10/2016 31/12/2022 EUR 7.1m 
(£5.9m) 

EUR 5.4m 
(£4.5m) 

Aimed to restore 
665ha of active 
raised bog at 
Fenns, Whixall, 
Bettisfield, Wem 
and Cadney 
Mosses 

Pennine 
PeatLIFE 

15/07/2017 30/06/2023 EUR 6.5m 
(£5.4m) 

EUR 3.9m 
(£3.2m) 

Aimed to 
demonstrate 
restoration of 1353 
ha of badly eroded 
blanket bog in 
North Pennines 

LIFE Moor 
Space: 
Connecting the 
Humberhead 
Levels 

01/10/2021 31/12/2026 EUR 2.4m 
(£2.0m) 

EUR 1.5m 
(£1.2m) 

Aims to restore 
and improve the 
hydrological 
continuity and 
conservation 
status of more 
than 1,800 ha of 
degraded raised 
bogs and active 
raised bogs within 
the Thorne Moor 
SAC. 

These LIFE projects, and similar projects before them, played an important role in building 

the capacity of partnerships to bid for and deliver NCPGS funding. 

National Lottery Heritage Fund 

The Heritage Fund has a history of providing capital funding for peatland restoration 

projects. For example, the Moors for the Future partnership was funded in 2003 with a 

£3.1 million grant from the Heritage Lottery Fund for blanket bog restoration in the Peak 

District. The partnership has since delivered an ongoing multi-million-pound programme of 

peatland restoration, securing funding from a range of sources (Heritage Fund 2018b). 

The Heritage Fund offers capital and time limited revenue funding for habitat and species 

conservation projects, working in a similar way to the NCPGS (Heritage Fund 2018a). 

Private landowners may apply for grants up to £250,000, whereas not-for-profit bodies can 

apply for larger grants. The Fund has funded several peatland restoration projects during 

the life of the NCPGS. Most of these have been relatively small in scale, but they include a 

major landscape scale peatland restoration project in the Cambridgeshire Fens.    

Relevant projects include: 
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• Peatland Progress: A New Vision for the Fens - a 5-year project aiming to 

benefit wildlife, the climate, farming and communities in the Cambridgeshire Fens. 

Announced in 2021, it is receiving £8m funding from the Heritage Fund, as one of 

five transformational projects funded through the £50 million Heritage Horizon 

Awards (Great Fen 2021).  

• The Friends of Ilkley Moor were awarded a £64,000 grant by The National Lottery 

Heritage Fund for a 2-year project between February 2024 and January 2026 to 

undertake habitat management and restoration of peatland and heathland, as well 

as footpath maintenance, on Ilkley Moor, Yorkshire (Friends Of Ilkley Moor 2024). 

• Peakland Environmental Farmers (‘PEF’) received funding for £100k from the 

Heritage Fund in 2024 to establish a farmer co-operative and undertake baseline 

surveys in the Dark Peak and South West Peak, with a view to undertaking 

activities which include peatland restoration (Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust 

2024). 

• Lindow Moss Landscape Partnership led by Groundwork UK, has received 

£250,000 in funding for a programme of lowland peatland restoration in Cheshire 

(Wilmslow Town Council 2024) 

Green Recovery Challenge Fund (GRCF) 

GRCF, launched after the COVID-19 crisis, was a short-term competitive fund designed to 

kick-start environmental renewal while creating and retaining a range of jobs in England. It 

funded two rounds of projects, each with a total value of £40 million, in 2020 and 2021, 

which included a small amount of peatland restoration action (Defra 2024a). 

Round 1 of GRCF funded at least two projects with a significant element of peatland 

restoration: 

• Cumbria Wildlife Trust was awarded £250,000 to restore 300 ha of peatland in the 

Lake District National Park (Cumbria Wildlife Trust 2020) 

• The Greater Manchester Environment Fund project included peatland restoration 

at Dove Stone, undertaken by RSPB and United Utilities (Greater Manchester 

Environment Fund, n.d.) 

The evaluation of GRCF Round 1 found that it had restored 357 hectares of peatland at a 

cost of £0.78m, an average of £2,040 per ha restored (ICF 2023). 

No information is available regarding peatland restoration in GRCF round 2.  

Natural Flood Management Programme 

In September 2023 the Environment Agency and Defra announced £25 million in funding 

for improving flood resilience through a new Natural Flood Management (NFM) 

programme between 2023 and 2027. This funds a range of projects which include tree 

planting and river and wetland restoration (Environment Agency 2023a). 

Of the 40 projects being funded, a small number involve peatland restoration, including: 
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• Resilient Coledale – the National Trust and West Cumbria Rivers Trust are 

managing run off at High Coledale with ditch blocking and targeted tree planting, to 

reduce flooding in the village of Braithwaite, near Keswick (The Mail 2024). 

• Brampton NFM Project, Cumbria, is receiving £255,000 in funding and includes 

grip blocking at Fell Moss (News and Star 2024).  

In another project in Cumbria, the Environment Agency is working with South Lakeland 

District Council, Cumbria County Council, United Utilities and other stakeholders to better 

protect  ,4 0 homes and over  ,000 businesses as part of Kendal’s £   million flood 

alleviation scheme. The scheme includes natural flood management measures including 

planting over  , 00 trees and supporting ‘slow the flow’ measures in the upper catchment, 

including peatland restoration. Construction of the scheme is underway and is due to be 

completed by 2026 (Defra 2021b). 

Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund (NEIRF) 

The Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund (NEIRF) (Environment Agency 

2023b) aims to stimulate private investment and market-based mechanisms that improve 

and safeguard England’s natural environment by helping nature projects get ready for 

investment. It supports the government’s goals in the Environmental Improvement Plan, 

Green Finance Strategy, Nature Markets Framework and Agricultural Transition Plan. 

NEIRF is a competitive grants scheme providing grants of between £10,000 and £100,000 

and is administered by the Environment Agency on behalf of the Defra group.  Three 

rounds of projects have been supported to date. 

NEIRF projects relevant to peatland are summarised in Table 25. 

Table 25 NEIRF projects relevant to peatland26  

Project Applicant NEIRF 

round 

Funding Details 

Greater Manchester 
Environment Fund: 
Scaling Up Natural 
Capital Investment 

Lancashire 
Wildlife Trust 

1 £100,000 Included assessing feasibility of 
raising investment to restore 
peatland through the GMEF by 
modelling revenues from the 
sale of carbon and biodiversity 
credits. 

Developing a 
scalable blended 
agri-carbon model 
for lowland peat 
restoration 

SaltyCo 2 £100,000 Examine feasibility of rewetting 
lowland peat near Doncaster to 
grow plant fibre material to use 
as padding for clothes and to 
reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, selling carbon 
credits and exploring market 

 

26 Source: Defra press releases, specifically (Environment Agency and Defra 2021) and (Defra, Environment 

Agency, and The Rt Hon Lord Benyon 2022). 
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Project Applicant NEIRF 

round 

Funding Details 

potential for water use savings, 
water quality improvements, 
Biodiversity Net Gain credits 
and the potential to reduce 
flood risk.  

Transforming the 
Great Fen through 
carbon income 

Wildlife Trust for 
Bedfordshire, 
Cambridgeshire 
and 
Northamptonshire 

2 £99,836 Rewetting lowland peat on 
134ha of newly acquired land 
as part of the 3700ha Great 
Fen project area. Developing a 
business case and investment 
proposal and secure buyer 
commitments for the peat 
carbon credits created by the 
rewetting. Also providing a 
demonstration area for the 
revised IUCN Peatland Carbon 
Code. 

Building capacity 
and delivering a 
scalable investment 
model for peatland 
restoration 

The Raby Estate 2 £93,300 Restoring degraded peat and 
selling the greenhouse gas 
emissions savings using 
innovative technology to 
calculate the emissions savings 
and to create a new approach 
to carbon trading. 

Rethinking Farmed 
Peatlands 

The Lapwing 
Estate Limited, 
Nottinghamshire/ 
S Yorkshire 

2 £94,893 Explored a business model to 
use Short Rotation Coppice 
willow on peat soils with a high 
water table (paludiculture), 
burning willow for bioenergy 
and biochar for use in 
Controlled Environment 
Agriculture. Modelled 
alternative revenue streams 
such as carbon, Biodiversity 
Net Gain and water quality 
management.  

UK Nature Impact Fund 

Finance Earth and Federated Hermes are launching the UK Nature Impact Fund 

(otherwise known as the Big Nature Impact Fund), a blended finance solution for the UK’s 

natural capital market aimed to help address the climate and nature crises. The Fund will 

support high-quality Nature-based Solutions (NbS) projects and enterprises that deliver 

social and environmental impact, while generating financial returns for institutional 

investors driven by the sale of a range of ecosystem services  

With a seed investment of £30 million from Defra, it aims to mobilise funds from the private 

sector to accelerate and scale nature recovery in the UK. For every £1 put in by Defra, the 

fund managers will secure at least £2 from the private sector, such that the Fund will only 

start investing in projects once they have raised an additional £60m in private funding 

https://uknaturefund.com/
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(private finance expert). They expect to reach this milestone in Q2 of 2025 and will then 

have 5 years to deploy the capital raised up to that point (private finance expert).  

Peatland restoration is one of the Fund’s four priority areas. The Fund will provide project 

finance for the restoration and long-term maintenance of degraded peatlands in the UK 

that are eligible for registration under the Peatland Code. It will finance across the life 

cycle of project activity including project development, restoration and long-term 

maintenance. It will prioritise leasehold, joint ventures and other contractual models with 

existing landowners. Funded projects are yet to be announced. 

Paludiculture Exploration Fund 

The Paludiculture Exploration Fund, a £5 million fund under the Nature for Climate Fund, 

was launched in August 2022 to promote the use of peatlands for sustainable farming. The 

fund has supported a range of innovation projects covering commercial uses of crops such 

as biochar, willow, typha and sphagnum; use of unmanned aerial vehicles in paludiculture; 

creation of a facility for paludiculture research, development, demonstration and 

knowledge transfer; and techniques for opportunity mapping and farmer engagement.27 

Smaller sources providing co-funding for NCPGS projects 

As well as private funding sources, a survey of NCPGS grantees conducted by Natural 

England to support this evaluation revealed that the NCPGS has secured some co-funding 

from public funding sources, including local authorities, public sector landowners (such as 

Forestry England, national park authorities), NatureScot (for cross border projects) and 

Section 106 carbon offset payments (collected by local authorities from developers). 

Public funding streams for peatland restoration post-2026  

The new Environmental Land Management schemes (ELMs) will represent the principal 

source of public funding for peatland restoration after 2026. The government intends that 

these will be complemented by increasing levels of private finance for peatland restoration, 

through the development of blended finance models.  

The three ELM schemes comprise (Defra 2023d; interviews with Defra and Natural 

England officials): 

• Landscape Recovery (LR) will pay for bespoke, longer-term, larger scale projects 

to enhance the natural environment. LR is expected to play a leading role in 

peatland restoration, since it will be best placed to fund nature restoration activity at 

scale and through long term agreements, and to deliver targeted landscape scale 

action in the most nature rich areas. Funding is provided for project development, 

which helps in the formation of collaborative multi-partner projects. 

 

27 The Lowland agricultural peat water discovery pilot (LAPWDP) and Lowland agricultural peat small 

infrastructure pilot (LAPSIP) are two other government programmes focused on lowland agricultural peat. 

For more information see Defra (2024d).  

https://www.paludiculture.org.uk/
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• Countryside Stewardship (CS) will pay for more targeted actions relating to 

specific locations, features and habitats. CS will also continue to offer capital grants 

for peatland restoration, both in the uplands and lowlands, and is expected to play 

an important supporting role. This may include support for smaller scale and less 

complex peatland restoration initiatives outside the core areas covered by LR 

projects, including shorter term agreements, projects led by individual landowners, 

and those not suitable for blended finance. 

• The Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) will pay farmers to adopt and maintain 

sustainable farming practices that can protect and enhance the natural environment 

alongside food production. SFI is not expected to support peatland restoration 

action directly but will provide lower-level payments for more basic moorland 

management, likely including significant areas of blanket bog. It is also important to 

note that in March 2025, Defra announced it had paused accepting new 

applications to SFI (Defra 2025).   

Landscape Recovery 

LR has four main distinguishing features (Defra 2023a): 

• Large-scale projects – the scheme is designed to deliver outcomes that require 

collaborative action across a large area (at least 500 hectares), such as restoring 

ecological or hydrological function across a landscape.  

• Long-term public funding (for example for 20 years or longer) – the scheme will 

support outcomes that take a long time to deliver, such as peatland restoration, 

woodland management, or habitat restoration. 

• Bespoke agreements – the scheme can fund activities that contribute to priority 

outcomes but are specific to the locality and so difficult to facilitate through other 

schemes. 

• Blended funding – the features above and the provision of development funding 

should enable projects to attract private investment. 

Peatland restoration is prominent among the scheme’s objectives, which cover a wide 

range of habitats, species and protected sites. 

LR funds are allocated through competitive bidding rounds, of which there have been two 

to date: 

• Round 1 provided £12 million in development grants over 2 years, for 22 selected 

projects (announced in summer 2022). 

• Round 2 provided £25 million in development grants for a further 34 projects 

(announced in November 2023). 

A third round is expected to be announced in 2025. 

The Round 1 projects are currently completing their development phase and are expecting 

to announce their implementation plans in the coming months. They are understood to 

include around 10,000 hectares of peatland in total, according to an interview with Defra 

Landscape Recovery leads.  
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Round 2 focused on net zero, protected sites, and wildlife-rich habitats, and is expected to 

deliver restoration of 35,000 hectares of peatland. These include a range of lowland as 

well as upland peatland restoration projects (Defra and Sam Burford 2023). 

According to interviews with Defra/Natural England officials, LR projects may employ a 

range of payment options and may include a combination of capital-based payments, 

annual management payments and outcome-based payments. All are required to include 

an element of blended finance.  

Countryside Stewardship 

As outlined above, there are various existing CS options for moorland management 

(including supplements for rewetting and vegetation management) and lowland peatland 

(fen, reedbed, raised bog, raised water levels on arable and grassland soils). 

Defra has stated that it plans to continue and expand its offer for restoring and maintaining 

peatlands in both the uplands and lowlands through the new schemes. It will improve 

these existing actions where possible as CS evolves, by making them more outcome 

focused, less prescriptive and more flexible about how to achieve the intended outcomes 

(Defra 2023c). 

Since early 2021 the Lowland Agricultural Peat Task Force has been looking at ways to 

improve the condition of England’s farmed lowland peat, including long-term opportunities 

for paludiculture (wet agriculture). Defra plans to use the work of the Task Force to inform 

improvements to existing offers and the development of new actions and is exploring how 

to pay for actions to support paludiculture using crops such as watercress, bilberry, and 

sphagnum (Defra 2023e). 

Defra will continue to support capital items through CS to complement annual 

management payments. In addition to the payments offered through CS for grip blocking 

in the uplands, a range of capital items support hydrological restoration of lowland peat 

(e.g. through the creation of ditches, dykes, rhines, sluices, scrapes and gutters, water 

penning structures, piped culverts in ditches, earth banks and soil bunds).  

Sustainable Farming Incentive 

From 2024, SFI options for moorland, each with a 3 year agreement, are outlined in Table 

26 (Defra 2024e). 

Table 26 SFI options for moorland 

Scheme Option Payment rate 

SFI 
CMOR1 – Assess moorland and produce a written 

record 

£10.60 per hectare and £272 per 

agreement 

SFI UPL1 – Moderate livestock grazing on moorland £20 per hectare 
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SFI UPL2    Low livestock grazing on moorland £53 per hectare 

SFI UPL3    Limited livestock grazing on moorland £66 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL4    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on 

moorland (minimum 30% GLU) 
£7 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL5    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on 

moorland (minimum 70% GLU) 
£18 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL6    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on 

moorland (100% GLU) 

£23 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL7    Shepherding livestock on moorland (no 

required stock removal period) 

£33 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL8    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove 

stock for at least 4 months) 

£43 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL9    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove 

stock for at least 6 months) 

£45 per hectare 

SFI 
UPL10    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove 

stock for at least 8 months) 

£48 per hectare 

By April 2024, Defra figures indicate that 127,115 hectares of moorland had been enrolled 

in option MOR1 (assess moorland and produce a written report), under 3,046 agreements 

(Defra 2024e).  

It is possible that entering SFI will provide an entry point after which upland farmers 

undertake peatland restoration under LR or CS. However, as noted previously, 

applications to SFI are currently paused. 

Overall, although the NCPGS has been the primary government mechanism for supporting 

peatland restoration from 2021-2025, several other public funding sources have been 

available. Evidence indicates that these non-NCPGS public funding programmes have led 

to the delivery of peatland restoration. After the end of the NCPGS, the primary public 

funding mechanisms for peatland restoration are expected to be the Landscape Recovery 

and Countryside Stewardship schemes. These are both part of the government’s new 

Environmental Land Management schemes (ELMs) programme.  

Findings – Private funding streams 

Due to costs including the cost of staff, the cost of subcontractors, and equipment and 

material costs, peatland restoration projects require significant upfront capital before they 

can go ahead. This upfront capital can in principle be raised through public funding (i.e. 

through government grant schemes such as the NCPGS) or through private sources (and 

also blended approaches that combine public and private finance). 
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Private finance sources  

Private finance sources can be categorised into two broad types of investment when it 

comes to peatland restoration: 

1. Landowner investment. This is when the owner of the land with the peatland 

habitat chooses to fund the restoration from within their own resources. Since 

upland peatlands are often part of larger rural estates, their owners usually are 

wealthy individuals who have other sources of income so can choose to make this 

investment. Equally they may choose to borrow funds through mainstream 

commercial financial products, secured against other assets, in order to fund the 

restoration.  

2. Direct investment. This is when an external private organisation directly provides 

capital to the land manager for peatland restoration work. Through this process the 

investor is putting their financial capital at risk. This investment is distinguished from 

mainstream commercial financial products in 1) as it involves a bespoke investment 

– either as a product tailored to investing in nature, or a specific investment in a 

peatland area or initiative.   

Both these types of investment are expecting to achieve a return on the financial input to 

the peatland restoration project. For the landowner, and some other investors with 

philanthropic motivations, returns may take non-financial forms, such as restoration of 

biodiversity and/or landscape quality. However, for the purposes of this analysis, and to 

scale-up finance for peatland restoration in the UK, it is assumed that a financial return on 

the investment in peatland restoration is required.  

Financial returns from peatland restoration  

Financial returns from peatland restoration can potentially arise in different ways: 

a) Commercial activities. Restored peatlands may still be suitable for low-intensity 

agricultural production, or other production systems based on innovative processes 

(e.g. paludiculture). However, these sources are not currently regarded as reliable 

and significant enough to provide returns on peatland restoration, so are not 

investigated further in this report. Additionally, commercial activities on rewetted 

peatland, even if they are possible, are unlikely to be as financially favourable as 

commercial activities on drained peatland (many peatlands were drained in the first 

place to increase their agricultural yield).  

b) Nature-market credit mechanisms. These mechanisms produce credits that can 

be sold to raise revenue to repay investment. Examples of credit-generating 

mechanisms include the Peatland Code, the Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature 

and Climate, and Biodiversity Net Gain in England or voluntary biodiversity credit 

markets. Peatlands may also be able to provide water quality credits (either through 

nutrient neutrality credits in England, or voluntary credits) and attract payments in 

natural flood management agreements.  
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c) Other indirect returns to private businesses, that occur outside conventional 

markets. There are various incentives for private companies to fund peatland 

restoration for these reasons – for example, water companies may choose to invest 

in peatland restoration due to long-term effects on water quality in surrounding 

areas. Several water companies have provided funding for NCPGS projects, for 

example. The returns to the business are realised in lower water treatment capital 

investment and operating costs over time. Private businesses may also invest in 

peatland restoration for a combination of nature credits (as in b) and CSR 

purposes. A good example of this is Heathrow Airport’s investment into peatland 

restoration in Lancashire (Heathrow 2018).  

It should be kept in mind that returns on investment are not only judged through a 

comparison of financial costs and expected financial benefits over time. Other factors such 

as the risks involved in realising the benefits (with greater risk bringing a requirement for 

greater returns), and the time-preferences of investors (how patient they are prepared to 

be to realise returns) are also relevant.  

Timing is also important in the interaction between sources of revenue and investment. 

Revenue sources can be adjusted to provide earlier revenues (effectively a form of pre-

sale agreement). For example, the Peatland Code allows sales of pending units, that are 

pre-verification stage. 

Credit-generating private finance mechanisms 

The following sections look at credit-generating private finance mechanisms for peatland 

restoration, including the Peatland Code, the Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and 

Climate, and Biodiversity Net Gain. 

Peatland Code 

The Peatland Code is a voluntary carbon standard that serves as one way of generating 

revenue to provide returns to finance on peatland restoration through a credit-generating 

mechanism. It was developed by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN) UK Peatland Programme and is backed by the UK government.  

Landowners in the UK who are interested in peatland restoration on their sites can apply 

to the Peatland Code. If their application is successful, they are issued with Pending 

Issuance Units (PIUs) representing the quantity of carbon that is expected to be abated 

due to peatland restoration on the site. Once the abatement is realised, these PIUs 

convert into Peatland Carbon Units (PCUs). PIUs and PCUs are the credits that are 

generated through this private finance mechanism. 

Peatland restoration activity under the Peatland Code must be validated and verified. It is 

validated when an independent body provides assurance that restoration works have been 

carried out to a high standard and a ‘Restoration Validation’ certificate is awarded detailing 

the expected reductions in carbon emissions (IUCN 2025). Regular verification visits are 
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arranged over the duration of the project to ensure that the project continues to deliver 

abatement as expected (IUCN 2025). 

PIUs and PCUs can be traded in the voluntary carbon market. The market for these 

credits is voluntary (as opposed to being a compliance market) in the sense that buyers 

are free to opt into the trade of carbon credits, but are not required to buy or sell credits 

under current government legislation. PIUs and PCUs can be sold at any point, or 

landowners can choose to retain them. The Peatland Code helps projects raise capital for 

peatland restoration through allowing landowners to unlock carbon finance where needed, 

such as through selling PIUs upfront or receiving payments for PCUs (IUCN, n.d.-a).  

Not all peatland sites are able to enter into the Peatland Code. In order for a site to be 

eligible for the Peatland Code, the following criteria must be met (stated in full in the 

Peatland Code documentation) (IUCN, n.d.-a): 

• A site must be an eligible peatland type (see the full Peatland Code for all eligible 

peatland types). for all eligible peatland types). 

• Restoration of the site must not be legally or contractually required (e.g. there must not 

already be planning permission conditions requiring restoration). 

• Restoration activities must not conflict with any other land management measures. 

• The project must be additional (i.e. the project must be able to show that the funded 

activity would not have taken place without carbon finance). 

Delivering Peatland Code projects involves a whole system of stakeholders who facilitate 

the approval process, the funding, and the restoration work. Figure 16 provides an outline 

of peatland code processes and stakeholders that may be involved. 

https://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/peatland-code-0
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Figure 16 Outline of peatland code processes (eftec 2024) 

As of 16th October 2024, there are 34 registered Peatland Code projects in England 

covering a total area of 4100.6 hectares, of which at least 27 sites have partial or complete 

location alignment with NCPGS sites (Natural England 2024b).  

Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate 

The Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate (henceforth referred to as ‘the Wilder 

Carbon Standard’ or ‘Wilder Carbon’) is another voluntary carbon standard that can 

support peatland restoration through a credit-generating mechanism. The standard 

provides assurance to investors that the carbon credits represent genuine carbon 

abatement. The standard has been developed by the Wilder Carbon Technical Standard 

Board. Wilder Carbon Limited is a wholly owned subsidiary of Kent Wildlife Trust. 

Whereas the Peatland Code is peatland-specific, the Wilder Carbon Standard is 

“applicable across all carbon rich native habitat types” (Wilder Carbon 2023). It can also 

be applied to projects with several habitats on the same area of land. The main 

requirement is that the habitats must be backed by data that shows significant measurable 

carbon sequestration or reductions are possible. The full list of eligible habitat and project 

types are listed in the Wilder Carbon Standard.. 

https://www.wildercarbon.com/
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At the start of projects, Estimated Issuance Units (EIUs) are calculated using a Wilder 

Carbon approved tool and validated by the Wilder Carbon Team. Once carbon removals 

have been verified, EIUs are converted to Wilder Carbon Units.  

Before organisations, landowners, and potential investors can engage with the Wilder 

Carbon Standard, they must demonstrate alignment with the Wilder Carbon Principles that 

underpin the Standard. These are principles related to biodiversity, carbon data, and 

ethical buyers (Wilder Carbon 2023). These principles in turn create eligibility 

requirements on projects, who can deliver projects, who can buy EIUs and verified credits, 

and who can invest in projects. 

Requirements for projects include (Wilder Carbon 2023):28  

• Projects will restore eligible carbon-stable or carbon-sequestering native habitats 

using natural regeneration as the primary restoration mechanism wherever 

possible, and natural processes as the primary management mechanism wherever 

possible. 

• Projects will be expected to employ a minimum intervention approach. However, 

assisted natural regeneration approaches will be considered in specific contexts. 

• Projects will lead to a measurable net gain in biodiversity, calculated according to 

the most up-to-date version of the Defra Biodiversity Metric at the time the proposal 

is submitted. For the sake of consistency, the same version of the biodiversity 

metric will be used throughout the project duration, irrespective of any subsequent 

revisions.  

• Projects should endeavour to achieve a minimum measurable biodiversity net gain 

of 50%, except in situations involving the restoration of priority habitats defined 

according to Defra Metric 3.0 guidance. 

• Applicants will demonstrate that projects will lead to no measurable loss or decline 

in the condition of existing high-quality habitats either within or outside the project 

site boundary. 

Trusted Deliverers must demonstrate alignment with Wilder Carbon Principles and meet 

the eligibility criteria, including having an “established track record in owning and 

managing land for the purposes of maintaining and restoring sites for biodiversity” and 

being “committed to maintaining habitats restored through Wilder Carbon finance over a 

minimum 5-year project duration” (Wilder Carbon 2023). In cases where landowners do 

not meet the eligibility requirements to be Trusted Deliverers, they may still participate in 

the standard if they meet the separate eligibility requirements to be a Third-Party Delivery 

Partner and work with Trusted Deliverers who will ensure the Standard is met (Wilder 

Carbon 2023).  

 

28 These bullet points are quoted directly from the Wilder Carbon Standard. 
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Buyers and potential investors also have to demonstrate alignment with Wilder Carbon 

principles and meet eligibility requirements to buy EIUs or credits and to invest in projects. 

These eligibility requirements include UK company registration and public commitments 

and credible plans to achieve net zero emissions. 

The Wilder Carbon Standard helps raise capital for peatland restoration through 

recognising projects that align with their principles and enabling approved buyers to buy 

credits (as EIUs) that will support these projects. There are currently 9 Wilder Carbon 

projects in the project portfolio at various stages of development, and three of these 

projects involve peatland (Wilder Carbon 2025d).  

One is Honeygar Farm in the Somerset Levels, which “first and foremost provide[s] 

protection to lowland peat” (Wilder Carbon 2025c). Peatland restoration at Honeygar Farm 

is also supported by NCPGS funding. The second is Speechly’s Farm located within the 

Great Fen, where the aim is to create a range of wetland habitats and manage the site 

though “minimal intervention management” including raising water tables to protect peat 

soils (Wilder Carbon 2025a). The third is Heather Corrie Vale, which aims to create a site 

that is managed through natural processes in order to sequester greater levels of soil and 

above ground carbon (Wilder Carbon 2025b). 

These projects, totalling more than 230 hectares, are supplying 101,000 units for purchase 

on the Wilder Carbon platform: 

• Honeygar Farm is a 74 ha site in Somerset, and has 32,400 units available for sale, 

with 66 units sold.  

• Speechly’s Farm is a 127 ha site in Cambridgeshire, and has 45,000 units 

available, with an unknown number sold.  

• Heather Corrie Vale is a 30 ha site in Kent, and has 3,500 units available, with 618 

sold. 

Wilder Carbon sells units that cover the overall habitat restoration goals of its sites rather 

than only for peatland restoration specifically, although peatland restoration is a significant 

goal of Honeygar Farm in particular.  

At present, more than 680 units have been sold from Honeygar Farm and Heather Corrie 

Vale, which represents approximately 2% of the 35,900 units available as pending units 

from those sites. Speechly Farm units only entered the market at the end of 2024.  

Although the scale of operations of Wilder Carbon is small compared to the Peatland 

Code, the two existing sites supplying units provide proof of concept for the Standard. The 

scheme could be scaled to cover more restoration efforts across the UK.   

Biodiversity Net Gain 

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) aims to ensure development has a positive impact (net gain) 

on biodiversity (Defra 2024b). As of February 2024, it is mandatory for developments in 

England to deliver a BNG of at least  0%, as calculated using Defra’s biodiversity metric 
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(UK Public General Acts 2021). The value of biodiversity is measured in biodiversity units 

that can be “lost through development or generated through work to create and enhance 

habitats” (Defra 2024g).  

Developers must follow the biodiversity gain hierarchy, whereby (Defra 2024g): 

• They must in the first instance aim to create biodiversity on-site. 

• If they cannot deliver BNG on-site, they can deliver through a mixture of on-site and 

off-site BNG. Off-site biodiversity gains can be made elsewhere on the developer’s 

land or through the purchase of off-site biodiversity units (BUs) from the market. 

• If they cannot deliver through a mixture of on-site or off-site BNG, they must buy 

statutory biodiversity credits from the government. 

Developers’ BNG obligations could in principle be satisfied through peatland restoration 

(and corresponding production of biodiversity units) either on-site or off-site. If this took 

place at scale it could lead to significant flow of private capital into peatland restoration.   

However, the BNG system requires a ‘like for like or better approach’, whereby BUs 

bought to achieve BNG must be from habitat types similar to those damaged. It also gives 

an incentive to favour enhancements on or near to the development site due to a spatial 

risk multiplier. This incentive is at its highest when applied to statutory biodiversity credits, 

such that 2 statutory credits must be bought for every 1 biodiversity unit that needs to be 

compensated (Defra 2024f). 

These factors mean that for sale of BUs to be a revenue source for peatland restoration, 

they must be close to developments that damage habitat types similar to those created by 

peatland restoration (e.g. wetlands or grasslands). Many peatland areas may not satisfy 

these criteria, either because:  

i) they are located in remote areas where little development takes place, or 

ii) the majority of local development is not on peatland-like habitats. 

It should be noted that existing peatland areas are not generally sensible locations for 

development. This is because the conditions that support peatland formation (waterlogged 

soils) provide poor ground conditions for construction and are associated with areas of 

high flood risk.   

To illustrate the potential market dynamics, Table 27 shows modelled BU supply and 

demand data for three local planning authorities (LPAs) that include lowland peat habitats.  

Annual BU demand is calculated based on Ordnance Survey data between 2000 and 

2019 and assumes a constant rate of land use development. The impact of development 

across habitat types is based on Natural England’s Priority Habitat Inventory from 20 4. 

This rate is used to calculate the demand per habitat type, assuming that 50% of 

compensation will be delivered within development sites, and 50% through purchases of 

BUs, including a  0% ‘gain’ to deliver BNG. 
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Supply area corresponds to habitat areas identified as having the potential to generate 

BUs (e.g., excluding SSSI areas). Units of supply are calculated based on the condition 

and distinctiveness of different habitat types (hence, the variation in BU/area of supply per 

LPA). 

Demand is calculated over 10 years, and subtracted from total potential supply to calculate 

the potential surplus of peatland BUs in an LPA over a 10-year period.  

Table 27 Biodiversity unit demand and supply for peatland habitats per LPA (eftec et 

al. 2021) 

Description East 

Cambridgeshire 

District 

Mendip District Sedgemoor District 

Annual BU demand for 
offsite units (all 
habitats) 

5 5 12 

Annual BU demand 
from development on 
peatland 

0.0007 0.41 0.10 

Total potential supply 
(ha) (Peatland habitats) 

222 642 75 

Total potential supply 
(BUs) (Peatland 
habitats) 

0.37 845 57 

Surplus of peatland 
BUs over 10 years 

0.37 841  56 

Ratio of BU surplus to 
demand over 10 years 

49 206 56 

These figures were modelled as part of a 2021 BNG market assessment study for Defra 

by eftec et al. (2021). Unsurprisingly, none of the three LPAs analysed show a risk of 

scarcity for peatland BUs, largely because the amount of development predicted on 

peatland habitats is very low.  

It is possible that demand for BUs from peatland could arise from development on other 

(non-peatland) habitat types. However, BUs from peatland sold to compensate for 

development on other habitats are unlikely to be competitive in the market for three 

reasons: 

1. Lowland peatland restoration can be relatively expensive (e.g. requiring 

changes to water level management, and having high opportunity costs due to 

productive agricultural uses of lowland peatland soils).  

2. As mentioned previously, BU trading rules disincentivise trading BUs between 

different habitat types (i.e. trading that is not like for like).  
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3. Peatland habitat may be more difficult to restore and can take longer to meet 

condition requirements than other habitats more commonly developed on, such 

as grassland. 

Overall, it therefore appears unlikely that the BNG market will provide significant private 

funding for meeting peatland restoration goals. This view was reinforced by interviews with 

government officials. Since the introduction of BNG policy in February 2024, a small 

number of BU purchases have occurred in England. However, the market remains 

immature. Its potential to support peatland restoration will become clearer as further 

trading data becomes available. 

Barriers and enablers to private finance for peatland restoration 

Several experts on private finance for nature restoration were interviewed as part of this 

evaluation. Peatland restoration project leads, including NCPGS grantees, were also 

asked about their experiences of exploring private funding mechanisms, including the 

Peatland Code (see also the findings on EQ1 in the process evaluation section). These 

conversations helped to highlight barriers and enablers to accelerating private investment 

into peatland restoration. Key sticking points and recommended areas for improvement 

are outlined here. 

Private finance experts interviewed noted a lack of clarity on the future of public 

funding for peatland restoration as a barrier to accelerating private investment into 

restoration projects. They noted that it is still unclear exactly how Landscape Recovery 

projects will be structured, and that isolating the peatland opportunities within LR projects 

which have multiple objectives can make investing in those projects challenging.  

In addition, a lack of certainty in the demand outlook for peatland carbon credits was 

noted as a barrier to the expansion of private investment into peatland projects in England. 

Introduction of a guarantee mechanism underwritten by the government was put forward 

as a possible remedy for this barrier, alongside increased clarity for businesses on how 

peatland credits can be used in decarbonisation strategies (see points 2) and 5) in the 

recommended list of government actions below).  

Aside from these issues, private sector interviewees argued that a public-private 

partnership model for funding peatland restoration should be encouraged, whereby 

public funding is available but capped at a percentage of overall costs (as in the NCPGS), 

and private funders ‘top up’ the remaining required funds. A public-private partnership 

model reduces the risk of public funding crowding out private investment. It also increases 

the incentive for landowners to register their sites with the Peatland Code (or other carbon 

standards), thereby accelerating the growth of the market for peatland carbon credits. It 

should be noted, however, that match funding requirements add to the burden on delivery 

organisations, as discussed in the Process evaluation section. This trade-off should be 

considered in future funding models; it seems likely that the best way forward will be for 

government schemes to continue to require match funding, but provide more support for 

grantees on how to secure private funding from different sources.   
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Interviewees agreed that some significant public funding for peatland restoration will still 

be needed for the foreseeable future, given that demand and pricing for peatland carbon 

credits are not yet high enough to support peatland restoration on their own.  

Aside from continuing to offer blended funding schemes like the NCPGS, interviews 

indicated that the government could take several other actions to support the growth of 

private investment into peatland restoration.  

1) Help develop a standardised legal contract for agreements between private 

funders and third-party landowners. 

2) Provide clearer messaging to the corporate sector on how UK-based 

peatland carbon credits can help businesses achieve their decarbonisation, Net 

Zero and Corporate Social Responsibility goals, as emphasised in the following 

interview quote: 

 

“If government wants nature markets to work, they need to make it much 

easier for businesses to understand why and how credits will work for them.” 

– private finance expert  

 

3) Provide clearer messaging to landowners on the opportunities of delivering 

peatland restoration and generating peatland carbon credits through a blend of 

public-private finance.  

4) Encourage and support the IUCN UK Peatland Programme to expand its 

staff capacity. Several interviewees noted that a lack of capacity in the IUCN 

Peatland Code team is holding back progress. One put it in the following terms: 

“There needs to be a radical overhaul and expansion of capacity in the IUCN 

UK Peatland Programme.” – private finance expert  

5) Offer a guarantee mechanism for Peatland Code credits similar to that offered 

for Woodland Carbon Code credits through the Woodland Carbon Guarantee. 

6) Facilitate more engagement between policy makers and private sector 

stakeholders, including project developers, brokers, and buyers and sellers of 

credits.  

On the final point, ICF is aware from other work with Defra Group that the Group is 

currently scoping the possibility of founding a Green Finance for Nature Restoration 

community of practice, which would aim to increase engagement between public and 

private stakeholders in the green finance space. 

An interview with a private finance expert also informed us that project developer Forest 

Carbon is in the process of founding a trade association together with other organisations 

involved in UK nature markets. The association will be called the UK Nature Project 

Developers’ Association. It will endeavour to: 

• Bring together developers of nature-based projects across the UK to foster a 

thriving, high integrity market for all types of nature-based solutions 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/woodland-carbon-guarantee
https://www.forestcarbon.co.uk/
https://www.forestcarbon.co.uk/
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• Work closely with land managers and occupiers to understand the expectations and 

challenges of project owners 

• Develop rules and regulations which govern nature-based projects, codes, 

standards and best practice; 

• Use its organisations’ combined knowledge and experience to support the evolution 

of a trusted, respected, and sustainable market for all types of nature-based 

projects across the UK in order to support and accelerate the UK’s efforts to 

effectively combat the climate and biodiversity crises 

Current founding members of the Association are Angus Davidson Limited, Caledonian 

Climate Partners Limited, Forest Carbon Limited, Scottish Woodlands Limited, Tilhill 

Limited, and the Woodland Trust. The intention is that with time the Association will 

become a wider membership organisation, playing a similar role in nature markets to the 

role played by Confor for forestry.  

Aside from the four actions noted above, interviewees suggested that the government 

could look into aligning the baselining, monitoring and reporting requirements for grant 

applications with the more comprehensive requirements of the Peatland Code. This would, 

however, add to the burden on grant applicants, so should be considered with that trade-

off in mind. 

5.2 Sector capacity 

The second enabling factor evaluated was the capacity of the peatland sector to deliver 

restoration. Targeted research questions and findings on this theme are reported here.  

Questions and approach 

Table 28 Additional evaluation questions for the ‘Changes to sector capacity’ theme 

Evaluation question Methodological approach/data sources 

To what extent have government 
interventions in the period 2021-
2025 (in particular, the NCPGS) 
put the peatland restoration sector 
in a better position to deliver 
restoration in future? 

Interviews with peat partnerships will highlight their views on staff 
retention and contractor quality/availability 

 

Crossover with ICF’s separate work on the capacity of the peatland 
restoration sector will provide qualitative and quantitative evidence, 
including modelling outputs on the future capacity needs of the sector 

https://www.confor.org.uk/


 

Page 100 of 168 Evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, 2021-2025 

NECR621 

Findings 

The NCPGS has allowed projects to secure long-term agreements with contractors – 

however, there is still need for longer term funding to increase contractors’ investment in 

specialised machinery 

Many grantees suggested that the pool of contractors available to deliver peatland 

restoration is limited. Grantees from early rounds of the NCPGS mentioned that they were 

at an advantage in being able to secure multi-year agreements with contractors, given that 

they had certainty in their NCPGS funding for several years. However, some of those 

organisations expected to struggle with contractor availability for their extension year 

works.  

In some areas, interviewees cited significant issues with contractor availability. Many have 

been using the same contractor(s) for a while and indicated that having a long-standing 

relationship with contractors helps with security. They felt that it could be tough for new 

partnerships to be able to bid for popular contractors, as they wouldn’t be able to draw on 

a long-standing relationship.  

One interviewee mentioned that having only one contractor working on site can lead to 

risks for project delivery: 

"Contractors in this project had vast responsibility for all interventions that needed 

completing. However, throughout the project, there was one site and one 

contractor, which provided the added risk that if, for some reason, they were unable 

to attend work, there would be no progress at all." 

There is a sense across the interviews that funding to deliver the restoration has not gone 

hand in hand with more funding to upskill and train contractors. Together with the 

additional perceived lack of long-term funding security in the sector, this has led to 

contractors being unwilling to invest in equipment and people. The specialised machinery 

required for delivering peatland restoration is expensive and would take much longer than 

a few years to deliver a return on investment. One stakeholder stated: 

"From my point of view as a staff manager, if I could have anything out of these 

government contracts, it would be a minimum of a 10-year grant period because 

that would give stability for staffing." 

A private finance expert echoed this view: 

“As a knock-on effect of the government’s piecemeal support for peatland 

restoration in England, none of the contractors in England for peatland restoration 

have had the confidence to invest in people and specialised machinery.” 

Since the NCPGS grant scheme, peatland skills have developed, however, there is still 

more that could be done   

The grant scheme funded project management roles within partnerships. Most 

interviewees held positions supported by the grant, enabling them to coordinate and 
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execute the project. They expressed concern about their roles ending with the funding, 

highlighting the perceived importance of their positions. 

However, across all interviewees, the presence of a skills gap across the peatland sector 

emerged as a common theme. These gaps did not only relate to contractors. One 

interviewee mentioned that there are not enough impartial advisors with expertise in 

peatland, drawing a comparison with the farming sector – where each farm typically has a 

longstanding relationship with its Natural England Advisor. Stakeholders felt that the 

peatland sector could eventually reach this level of engagement, but that it would require 

continued support from government. There is hope that longer-term funding will allow the 

peatland sector to become more well-established and function more like the farming and 

forestry sectors.  

A government official compared the peatland sector and the forestry sector, mentioning 

that:  

“Having looked to ‘team trees’ for inspiration on how to run their sector capacity 

work, they have professional bodies and standards etc.; whereas in peatland, 

there's not even an agreed standard on how to do peat restoration." 

This highlights that a lack of standardisation across the sector has made it harder to 

streamline training and upskilling practices.  

On the other hand, ICF’s recent report for Defra on Sector Capacity highlighted that there 

are already peatland professional development courses aimed at upskilling and helping 

people adapt their knowledge from other sectors (ICF 2024a). One interviewee mentioned 

that they have used NCPGS funding to allow people from their partnership to go on skill 

development programmes.  

The existing training that is available for the peatland sector encompasses introductory 

training and/or professional development courses that have been developed to provide 

peatland-specific practical and theoretical training. There is a Peatland Restoration 

Practitioner course developed by Yorkshire Wildlife Trust and the Welsh Peatlands 

Sustainable Management Scheme to certify the competence of land managers, restoration 

officers, and peatland restoration practitioners. It is delivered over two separate sessions, 

each lasting for three days, and accredited by Lantra (ICF 2024a).  

Furthermore, there are introductory training materials provided on open access terms by 

the University of East London and the IUCN UK Peatland Programme in the form of the 

Peatland Training Programme, aiming to establish “a logical learning curve, introducing 

key peatland concepts, then moving on to the implications of these for peatland policy, and 

finally offering more in-depth information about certain topics” via documents, PowerPoint 

slides and other resources (IUCN, n.d.-b). 

On top of this, many stakeholders felt that the more job opportunities that are supported by 

schemes like the NCPGS, the more younger generations will be made aware of the sector 

and the opportunities it offers. 
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5.3 Landowner/public appetite 

The final wider factor investigated was Changes to perceptions of peat and landowner 

appetite for restoration, looking at how peatland restoration is viewed by the public and 

by those who own degraded land. Evaluation questions and findings are reported below.   

Questions and approach 

Table 29 Additional evaluation questions for the ‘Changes to perceptions of peat 

and landowner appetite for restoration’ theme 

Evaluation questions Methodological approach/data sources 

What comms and engagement 
activities have taken place in the 
period 2021-2025 in order to raise 
the profile of peat, especially 
among those who have the 
potential to restore peatland in 
future (including landowners)?  

 

To what extent have stakeholders 
(including landowners) become 
more or less willing to engage in 
peatland restoration in that time 
period, and is there appetite for 
peat restoration that the NCPGS 
has not been able to satisfy? 

 

Interviews with peatland restoration projects and government comms 
leads will show: 

• Which comms activities have been conducted 

• Whether activities have been perceived as successful and why 

• Whether landowner appetite for restoration has changed, and why 

 

Findings 

Partnerships have included a range of engagement and communication activities to raise 

the profile of peat within their local areas and at a national level 

One of the key ways in which partnerships have engaged stakeholders is through 

volunteer planting days, allowing members of the public to take part in restoration 

activities. One partnership mentioned how they allowed the public to plant moss on their 

restoration site, as they felt this would help spread awareness of the work they are 

carrying out.  

Additionally, many partnerships carried out community events, including discussions with 

key stakeholders about the importance of peatland restoration. Stakeholders included 

politicians, landowners and local people. One interviewee mentioned: 

“Some of the advocacy work that we do is with politicians and senior government 

officials; we do walks and talks with politicians and officials and always make them 

plant a bit of sphagnum.” 
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To reach wider audiences, partnerships have utilised digital platforms and media channels 

to get the message about their restoration activities across. One partnership produced a 

dedicated website to share information about peat restoration which highlighted success 

stories. Some partnerships mentioned that they had been able to hire dedicated 

communications officers using NCPGS funding, which has helped comms both with the 

public and with contractors. They mentioned: 

“The comms officer will help the contractor capacity officer to develop some 

resources for contractors to show them how to use different restoration techniques 

by making demo videos. Some comms will be public facing as well. We aim to have 

a public-facing version of the above videos and more technical versions for 

contractors.” 

Furthermore, social media, radio, and publications have been channels used by 

partnerships to spread the word about their work. Some partnerships have sought 

specifically to target the younger generation. One partnership mentioned that using 

NCPGS funding, they have created an interactive online tool where a Lapwing moves 

around and gives children an idea of what they might come across in peatland and what 

each of those features mean. The interviewee mentioned that:  

“We have delivered it to children at conservation shows around the country and it 

has gone down quite well, with promising engagement additionally shown from 

adults. Staff have been pleasantly surprised by how well the game has gone down”  

Engagement in peatland restoration is growing, but there is still a way to go  

Securing landowner and farmer buy-in is critical for the success of peatland restoration, 

and many partnerships have focused their efforts on landowner and farmer engagement. 

Interviewees felt that since the introduction of the NCPGS, stakeholders have shown a 

growing willingness to engage in peatland restoration. This was thought to be largely 

because partnerships have spent time building trust with stakeholders.  

Interviewees who spoke about communicating with landowners said they did so via face-

to-face meetings, which have been essential for building trust. However, it was noted that 

there is no ‘quick fix’ for getting landowners and farmers on board, and that although on 

the whole attitudes are becoming more positive, there is still a way to go. One interviewee 

found that: 

“Farmers generally are very environmentally conscious and are keen to improve 

wildlife around their sites in particular. But incentives are also a big driver; in our 

area we’re generally talking about smaller farms of ~100 hectares producing 

probably around £ 0,000 per year of profit, so there isn’t capacity for farmers to 

deliver restoration without financial support.” 
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Case Study – Dorset land walk 

Some NCPGS recipients have successfully fostered engagement with their 

local communities 

 
The ICF team visited Agglestone Mire and Greenlands Mire in Dorset on the 

14th of October 2024.  

It was clear that community engagement with a variety of different stakeholders 

was a priority for Dorset Peat Partnership. Members of the local community 

have been engaged with the partnership’s restoration ambitions and the 

partnership has faced little opposition from local stakeholders. 

Before restoration work began, the partnership installed signage on public rights 

of way across its sites to let the public know about the planned work and explain 

the benefits it will deliver.  

The partnership has made various other efforts to promote peatland, including 

through creating a website, engaging with volunteers, and participating in public 

events in Dorset. Partnership organisations have delivered guided walks and 

talks, collaborated with local councils, and welcomed research students from 

Bournemouth University. Students have collected data across restoration sites 

to support their environmental research projects.  

The partnership’s view is that these outreach efforts have successfully 

increased interest in peatland restoration, driving inquiries from the local 

community and spurring on the creation of new partnerships with other projects.  

 

 

Challenges remain, particularly in engaging landowners who are often 

overstretched with existing commitments and time constraints. 

 

One of the signs installed 

along a public right of way 

near the partnership’s 

restoration sites. 
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Financial incentives have been a primary motivator for landowner engagement with 

peatland restoration. Some large landowners have actively supported restoration because 

of the financial benefits offered by the Peatland Code. Similarly, water companies such as 

United Utilities have invested in peatland restoration as a means of improving water quality 

and reducing treatment costs. It is hoped that the growing popularity of credit-generating 

nature market schemes will encourage greater involvement in restoration projects. 

The flip side of this story is that financial uncertainty remains one of the most significant 

challenges to securing buy-in for restoration, especially from landowners. Many 

landowners are hesitant to commit to restoration projects due to the high upfront costs and 

delayed financial returns associated with carbon credit schemes. This hesitancy is 

particularly evident among smaller landowners who lack the financial security to take on 

restoration projects without immediate financial compensation. One interviewee mentioned 

that: 

“Many landowners are hesitant to engage with initiatives like the Peatland Code, 

waiting to see others' experiences before committing, especially given the 

significant upfront costs with delayed returns.” 

In addition, some interviewees mentioned that landowners may be overwhelmed with all of 

the schemes which are available to them. As a result, they might be put off engaging with 

any of them, getting frustrated with the amount of communication they are receiving from 

different organisations. One interviewee suggested:  

“Challenges remain, particularly in engaging landowners who are often 

overstretched with existing commitments and time constraints. There is need for 

increased collaboration and longer timeframes to effectively implement restoration 

efforts.” 

Concerns over land use and ownership further contribute to stakeholder reluctance to 

engage in peatland restoration. Interviewees mentioned that many landowners fear that 

entering into peatland restoration agreements may restrict their ability to manage their land 

in other ways in the future. On top of this, interviewees mentioned that there are public 

misconceptions about peatland restoration. In some areas, communities have expressed 

fears that re-wetting peatland could increase local flood risk, which has led to opposition to 

restoration projects. 
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Case Study – Holcombe Moor land walk 

Holcombe Moor has successfully engaged with stakeholders, including those in 

Greater Manchester 

The ICF team visited Holcombe Moor in Lancashire 

on the 2nd October 2024. 

Holcombe Moor is within view of Greater 

Manchester, providing a great opportunity for 

community engagement with the city’s ~ .  million 

people.  

The project has a one-hectare citizen science area 

where volunteers help to monitor various indicators 

including hydrology, gaseous exchange, metals, 

vegetation, water retention, and breeding bird 

surveys. 

A monitoring station on 

Holcombe Moor which is 

engaging members of the 

local community through 

citizen science. 

Since Covid, the National Trust has been pleased to see an increase in visitor 

numbers to Holcombe Moor, and the team has been engaged in educating new 

visitors about the ‘leave no trace’ principles of using the countryside.  

The Sunnywood Project, a local charity, plays a significant role in the Moor’s 

community engagement effort by organising activities on the Moor for vulnerable 

children and children in Alternative Provision.  

The restoration team has also showcased its work nationally by providing tours of the 

Moor for senior civil servants and politicians.  

Holcombe Moor has been able to use Countryside Stewardship funding to pay 

commoners for refraining from exercising their right to graze livestock on the Moor. 

This approach supports restoration efforts by minimising grazing damage to peatland. 

It also makes the local farming community more supportive of the restoration work. 
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6 Conclusion and recommendations 

Conclusions and recommendations for each thematic area of the report – process, impact, 

value for money, and the three wider enabling factors – are outlined below. The report 

then concludes with some overall reflections, linking back to the NCPGS theory of change 

developed as part of the scoping phase of this evaluation and the contribution analysis 

methodology employed throughout the development of the report’s findings.  

6.1 Process 

Conclusions 

The multi-year, dedicated funding for peatland restoration offered through the NCPGS has 

been hugely appreciated by those who deliver peat restoration on the ground, including 

peat partnerships, environmental NGOs, and public bodies like Forestry England. The 

Natural England and Defra teams involved in administering and supporting the delivery of 

the grant have shown a willingness to take grantee feedback on board and adapt to 

changing circumstances. While challenges such as payment delays, administrative issues, 

and tight application deadlines have impacted some delivery organisations, projects have 

largely been able to stay on track to achieve their original delivery objectives – albeit often 

on a slower timeline than expected. The introduction of dedicated grant officers helped to 

address administrative issues faced by grantees in the early days of the scheme, 

particularly around claims and payments.  

The grant has helped to build partnerships and address funding gaps. However, concerns 

remain about sustaining progress once the scheme ends. Delivery organisations are 

especially concerned about their ability to retain staff. The grant has also supported skills 

development and employment, which has allowed organisations to improve techniques 

and train staff. Application and monitoring requirements were generally seen as 

appropriate and proportionate. 

Match funding requirements placed an additional burden on grantees, despite their value 

as a mechanism to reduce reliance on public funding. Challenges with the Peatland Code 

and access to carbon markets indicate a need for more government work to support the 

strengthening of private funding mechanisms for peatland restoration. 

Recommendations 

Future schemes could consider providing some level of upfront funding to help 

manage cash flow risks for delivery organisations early on. This would increase the 

accessibility of the scheme for smaller players and new entrants to the sector.  

Future schemes should provide comprehensive and timely administrative support from 

the outset. The model of deploying grant officers appears to have been successful in 
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resolving claims, payments and administrative delays experienced by NCPGS grantees in 

the early years of the scheme. A similar model could be deployed from day one in future. 

Standardising response times could reduce delays.  

Longer and/or more flexible application windows could be provided for similar 

schemes in future. This would support smaller organisations and also help to avoid 

clashes with application deadlines for other schemes. Grant teams should also continue to 

ensure that in cases where application windows do need to remain rigid, they at least do 

not overlap with the peatland restoration season.  

While the requirement for grantees to secure match funding is important as a mechanism 

to avoid public funding crowding out private investment, many organisations found 

securing match funding challenging and burdensome. Grant teams could help delivery 

organisations to satisfy similar match funding requirements in future by providing clearer 

match funding guidelines, highlighting successful private funding case studies, and 

providing clearer messaging for businesses and investors on the value of investing 

in peatland. Several NCPGS projects would be fit to serve as successful private funding 

case studies – these could be shared and well-publicised with permission from the 

projects involved.  

Many delivery organisations indicated that a lack of clarity about long-term government 

funding for peatland restoration risks undermining their ability to build capacity and 

maintain staff. While it is acknowledged that there are limitations to Natural England and 

Defra Group’s ability to foreshadow longer-term government spending plans, providing 

clear communication about what will be covered by future funding options at least 

nine months prior to the end of existing agreements would have a significant positive 

impact on organisations’ ability to retain staff. This is because staff on short-term 

agreements will begin looking for new employment several months before the end of their 

contracts. In other words, even if follow-on funding support is ultimately provided, if the 

announcement of that support is made too late, organisations may have already lost 

valuable staff and skills. This appears to have been an issue, at least to some extent, with 

the announcement of the NCPGS extension year funding. Any long-term funding 

guarantees that Defra Group are able to offer for peatland restoration would go a long way 

towards supporting confidence and growth in the sector.  

One of the key successes of the NCPGS has been its support for the employment of 

dedicated staff across a wide variety of peatland partnerships and organisations. Valuable 

skills have been developed by staff in these roles. Natural England and Defra Group 

should ensure that funding schemes available for peatland restoration after the 

NCPGS are also able to support the costs of employing dedicated staff – i.e. future 

funding should not be limited to covering the costs of capital works. Project 

managers and a range of other roles have proved integral to organisations’ ability to 

deliver peatland restoration at scale throughout the lifetime of the NCPGS.  
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6.2 Impact 

Conclusions 

The total area expected to be brought under restoration through the NCPGS by the end of 

the scheme is 26,135.6 ha, or 30,312.2 ha if area restored under a prior one-year ‘shovel-

ready’ scheme is taken into account. The area brought under restoration as of March 2024 

is 10,630.6 ha, with an additional 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through the prior 

one-year scheme. As a result of the NCPGS restoration conducted up to March 2024, the 

predicted CO2e abatement to 2050 is 1.22 million tonnes (or 1.62 million tonnes if the 

shovel-ready scheme is included). Over 50 years, the predicted CO2e abatement based on 

restoration conducted up to March 2024 is 2.26 million tonnes (not including the shovel-

ready scheme). Of the total NCPGS area under restoration for which there is spatial data 

available (9,780.2 ha), 8,661.1 ha falls within one or more protected sites.   

Due to data limitations, for the evaluation questions concerning hydrology and water table 

depth, a case study approach was used. Within these, all four case studies show a rise in 

water table depth after the start of restoration. Two of the four case studies show a 

narrowing of the range of water table measurements between pre- and post-restoration. 

Recommendations 

Some impact questions could not be answered or could only be partially answered using 

the data provided. In future, it would be beneficial to ensure that all data returned is 

complete and matches the defined format. Annex 4 gives an overview of the data 

quality issues encountered during this analysis and suggests improvements that could be 

made in future.  

The time since restoration began is quite short for many of the projects. This limits the 

types of analysis that could be carried out as part of this evaluation, as well as their 

accuracy. Repeating the analysis in the future once more data is available would 

allow for more comprehensive and detailed impact evaluation findings to be 

identified. In particular, we recommend that impact analysis of the NCPGS is repeated in 

2027 after the completion of the scheme, using the same data analysis approach 

employed in this report.  

6.3 Value for money 

Conclusions 

Discovery grants were in many cases instrumental in allowing projects to prepare 

themselves for Restoration grants. Discovery grants resulted in the creation of 5 new 

partnerships, and 13 applications for Restoration grants resulted from the Discovery grant 

projects, of which only one was unsuccessful. 
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Overall, there is evidence from the 5Es assessment, and in particular from the cost-benefit 

analysis, that the NCPGS is delivering VfM. However, despite the significant progress 

achieved by the scheme, the overall area of peatland restoration up to March 2024 is 

below forecasted delivery schedule, resulting in a lower than expected spend and lower 

extent of benefits delivered (both physical and monetary). Further restoration will be 

undertaken between March 2024 and March 2026, increasing the total delivery of benefits 

over the scheme’s lifetime. Benefits delivered by the NCPGS to date and included in the 

VfM analysis include carbon abatement, biodiversity benefits, and water quality benefits. 

Other wider benefits also exist, e.g. potential natural flood management benefits, however 

there was not enough quantitative evidence at this stage to include in the analysis. The 

outputs of a cost-benefit model using data collected during the NCPGS estimates that the 

scheme’s Benefit-Cost Ratio is 3.43, which is slightly above the business case estimate of 

3.34, suggesting cost effectiveness is being delivered for the restoration activities 

undertaken to date, but at a reduced scale. This corresponds to a total social benefit 

(carbon and non-carbon) of £613m and a Net Present Value of £434m.  

The scheme has delivered an excellent distribution of lowland and upland peatland 

restoration, with an average of 18% of total hectares of restoration to lowland peat over 

the three years of the NCPGS to date. 

Recommendations 

Restoration, once delivered, needs consistent monitoring and work to ensure the 

continued recovery of peatlands after the NCPGS is completed. Natural England should 

think about how it can continue to support sites after the completion of Discovery 

and Restoration grants, and ensure it builds this long-term thinking into its approach. 

Long-term thinking will also be important in understanding peatland restoration within the 

context of wider issues such as sector capacity. Long-term monitoring of restoration 

projects will also be important for understanding the benefits delivered over time, which 

could in turn improve the evidence base for further investment in the future.   

The cost-benefit analysis component of the value for money evaluation should be 

updated after the closure of the scheme (post-2026) to provide a more accurate picture 

of extent of benefits delivered. Evidence to support the quantification and monetisation of 

benefits beyond carbon abatement, biodiversity and water quality should be gathered.  

6.4 Multiple funding streams 

Conclusions 

Several funding streams, both public and private, exist to carry the peatland restoration 

sector beyond 2026. The main public funding source for peatland restoration post-2026 is 

expected to be the Landscape Recovery Environmental Land Management Scheme, 

which is designed to fund nature restoration activity at scale and through long-term (20-
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year) agreements. Countryside Stewardship is expected to play an important supporting 

role, alongside other smaller-scale initiatives. Some NCPGS projects are already involved 

in Landscape Recovery pilot schemes, but concerns remain among grantees about the 

lack of a direct replacement for the NCPGS post-2026. ELMs will fund a wide range of 

nature recovery initiatives, not only peatland restoration, so peatland restoration projects 

will be competing for a limited pool of resources.  

Private funding for peatland restoration post-2026 may come in several forms. Some 

businesses may be willing to invest in peatland restoration to secure indirect returns 

through, for example, reducing their operating costs due to long-term knock-on benefits of 

peatland restoration. This could be a driver for water companies investing in restoration to 

secure water quality benefits, for example. Most other private funding for restoration 

appears likely to be motivated by the potential to generate returns through nature-market 

credit mechanisms.  

Of the nature-market credit mechanisms currently on the table, the Peatland Code 

presents the most established and largest-scale opportunity. Other natural capital offers 

may emerge over the coming years, but at present the Peatland Code is the dominant 

player. It appears unlikely that Biodiversity Net Gain will play a significant role in 

channelling private investment into peatland restoration.  

NCPGS grantees have engaged with the Peatland Code and secured private funding 

through direct investment from water companies, among other sources. However, barriers 

remain to accelerating the growth of private investment into peatland restoration.   

Recommendations 

Despite the many advantages of the Landscape Recovery scheme, restoration delivery 

organisations are still asking for more certainty about the future of public funding for 

peatland restoration. Since all active LR projects are still in their pilot phase, the structure 

of the Landscape Recovery 20-year delivery phase remains somewhat uncertain. That 

uncertainty is partly intentional, in that government has left the structure of LR open-ended 

so that stakeholder feedback from the pilot phase can be taken on board. However, any 

further certainty that government can offer – especially in clarifying its future support for 

staffing, and not just capital works – would be greatly beneficial to the organisations 

delivering restoration on the ground. Many of those organisations are fearful of losing staff, 

and the accompanying skills which have been painstakingly built over the lifetime of the 

NCPGS, in the post-2026 transition period.  

To accelerate private investment into peatland restoration, Natural England and Defra 

Group should: 

• Provide as much clarity as possible on the future of public funding for 

peatland restoration, since carbon prices are not on their own enough to 

incentivise restoration. Certainty on public funding will signal stability and 

opportunity for private investors.  
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• Consider introducing a demand guarantee mechanism for Peatland Code 

credits, akin to the Woodland Carbon Guarantee currently offered for Woodland 

Carbon Code credits. This could be structured in the form of a reverse auction and 

would provide much-needed certainty in the demand outlook for peatland carbon 

credits.  

• Encourage a public-private partnership model for funding peatland 

restoration by continuing to cap the proportion of Treasury-sourced funding 

permitted in future funding offers. Requiring a proportion of costs to be covered by 

non-Treasury sources stimulates the private market and prevents public funding 

from crowding out private investment.  

• Help develop a standardised legal contract for agreements between private 

funders and third-party landowners. 

• Provide clearer messaging to the corporate sector on how UK-based peatland 

carbon credits can help businesses achieve their decarbonisation, Net Zero and 

Corporate Social Responsibility goals. 

• Provide clearer messaging to landowners on the economic opportunities 

presented by peatland restoration.  

• Encourage and support the IUCN UK Peatland Programme to expand its staff 

capacity.  

• Facilitate more engagement between policy makers and private sector 

stakeholders, including project developers, brokers, and buyers and sellers of 

credits.  

• Improve the evidence base on nature-based solutions (e.g. for water quality and 

flood management) to strengthen the investment case for peatland restoration and 

give investors more confidence. 

• Capture and share learning on financing for peatland restoration so that 

projects and prospective investors can learn from proven success cases. 

6.5 Sector capacity 

Conclusions 

A history of short-term funding in the sector has made delivery organisations – and 

external contractors – hesitant and in some cases unable to make the investments 

required for long-term growth of the sector.  

The NCPGS has been praised by grantees for providing multi-year funding contracts. 

However, even more extended financial support will be needed to encourage contractor 

investment into specialised machinery and skills development. The limited pool of 

contractors and reliance on long-standing partnership-contractor relationships can cause 

availability issues, especially for new entrants to the sector. There is a skills gap, not only 

among contractors but also in advisory roles, which can slow progress in filling peatland-

focused positions. Existing professional development programs, such as the Peatland 

Restoration Practitioner course, offer opportunities for upskilling. 
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Recommendations 

Long-term funding, with contract lengths of 10+ years, would provide stability for 

delivery organisations’ staffing and encourage contractor investment into specialised 

machinery.  

Investment in training and upskilling would also help to attract non-peatland professionals 

into the sector. Existing professional development programs could be expanded and 

made more accessible, and lessons from other sectors, such as forestry, could be 

used to inform best practice for the peatland restoration sector. Standardisation across 

the sector in terms of training would improve its consistency and mean that all contractors 

are trained to the same level. Introduction of a structured network of impartial 

advisors, like in farming, could strengthen sector knowledge and engagement. 

6.6 Public/landowner appetite to restore 

Conclusions 

Partnerships have used various strategies to raise awareness of peatland restoration, 

including volunteer events, community discussions, and digital media. Events, 

conversations, and social media use have helped to build trust and increase engagement 

from landowners and other stakeholders.  

However, challenges remain in expanding landowners’ appetite to restore peatland on 

their property. Once again financial uncertainty is a key issue – landowners have concerns 

about whether peatland restoration is a secure long-term investment. They are also 

sometimes put off by the complexity of schemes and nature-market credit options on offer. 

Recommendations 

Partnerships could continue to expand volunteer initiatives, increasing public 

participation in – and awareness of – peatland restoration and the multiple benefits it 

provides for landscapes and communities. Strengthening stakeholder communication 

will be important, particularly with landowners, through face-to-face meetings and clearer 

messaging to reduce confusion about the public and private schemes on offer. 

Digital outreach could be expanded through use of social media, interactive tools, 

and dedicated websites to share information and address misconceptions. Political 

advocacy should continue through meetings and site visits with officials and politicians 

to build understanding. 

Financial support remains a key factor for landowners, especially smaller farms facing high 

upfront costs. Providing clearer guidance on carbon credit schemes and alternative 

funding sources may encourage more participation. 
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Public concerns about flooding and land-use restrictions should be addressed 

through targeted community engagement, using case studies, examples of success, 

and research to explain the benefits of restoration. 

6.7 Overall reflections 

The NCPGS has served as a first-of-its-kind dedicated funding scheme for peatland 

restoration in England. It has been highly valued by delivery organisations, most of which 

indicate that the restoration they have been able to achieve with the scheme’s support 

would not have been possible to deliver otherwise.  

The scheme has faced some challenges but has learned from stakeholder feedback and 

adapted along the way. Reflecting on the causal mechanisms outlined in the NCPGS 

theory of change (see Figure 2), most of the mechanisms which were expected to play out 

do appear to be working, but in some cases on a smaller scale – or less comprehensively 

– than anticipated.  

Grant application guidance has evolved over the course of the scheme’s three funding 

rounds, becoming clearer over time and providing delivery organisations with more clarity 

on what is required to win funding (see also (Field et al. 2024)). Guidance could be 

improved to include more support on how to fulfil the match funding requirements of 

similar schemes in the future. Grant delivery guidance could expand to include more 

details of best practice restoration techniques in different contexts as new evidence comes 

to light.  

The NCPGS monitoring framework developed by Natural England was used by grantees, 

but in many cases was not fully filled out in the format expected. The importance of filling 

out data returns comprehensively and in a standardised format could be further 

emphasised for similar schemes in the future. Future grant teams could provide more 

ongoing support to delivery organisations to ensure they have the support and 

understanding they need to satisfy monitoring and data requirements.  

The NCPGS has helped to unlock private finance to some extent, but that process needs 

to be accelerated. Some recommendations for doing so were outlined earlier in this 

section. The NCPGS appears to have been very successful in supporting partnership 

development – the next step will be to ensure that partnerships forged and maintained 

through the scheme have the resources they need to continue their important work after 

the NCPGS.  

Local facilitation appears to have been a successful component of NCPGS delivery, but 

stakeholders feel that the network of local advisors for peatland restoration is not yet on 

par with the networks available for farming and forestry. 

Overall, the NCPGS has brought a significant hectarage of peatland under restoration, but 

as of March 2024, is behind its target to deliver 35,000 hectares by the end of the scheme. 
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Progress should be reviewed in a follow-up evaluation exercise after the completion of all 

NCPGS restoration works.  

One of the key calls from stakeholders is to provide even longer-term certainty on the 

future of government support for peatland restoration. We recognise that certainty on 

the long-term spending priorities of future governments is not something that Defra Group 

can guarantee. But based on the findings of this evaluation, we encourage Natural 

England and Defra Group to continue to advocate for long-term peatland restoration 

funding solutions – supporting both skills and capital works – where they have the ability to 

do so. Securing certainty and stability for the sector will help to maximise the benefits it 

can deliver for carbon, people and nature.   
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Glossary 

BCR – Benefit to Cost Ratio 

BNG – Biodiversiry Net Gain  

BU – Biodiversity Unit  

CO2e – Carbon dioxide equivalent 

CS – Countryside Stewardship 

CSR – Corporate Social Responsibility 

DG – Discovery Grant 

EIP – Environmental Improvement Plan 

EIUs – Estimates Issuance Units (EIUs) 

eNGOs – Environmental non-governmental organisations 

ELMs – Environmental Land Management Schemes 

ELS – Entry Level Stewardship  

EPAP – England Peat Action Plan 

ES – Environmental Stewardship 

ESG – Environmental, Social and Governance  

EU – European Union 

FE – Forestry England 

FiPL – Farming in Protected Landscapes 

FY – Fiscal Year 

GRCF – Green Recovery Challenge Fund  

IUCN – International Union for the Conservation of Nature 

LA – Local Authority 

LR – Landscape Recovery 

ML – Moorland Line 
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Mt – Megatonnes 

NbS – Nature-based Solutions 

NCF – Nature for Climate Fund 

NCPGS – Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 

NE – Natural England 

NEIRF – Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund  

NFM – Natural Flood Management  

NGO – Non-Governmental Organisation 

NNR – National Nature Reserves 

NT – National Trust 

PC – Peatland Code 

PCUs – Peatland Carbon Units  

PEF – Peakland Environment Farmers 

PIUs – Pending Issuance Units 

RDEL – Resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 

RG – Restoration Grant 

SAC – Special Areas of Conservation  

SFI – Sustainable Farming Incentive 

SSSI – Sites of Special Scientific Interest  

VfM – Value for money 

 

  



 

Annex 1 – Theories of change 

The NCPGS theory of change 

The NCPGS theory of change is shown in Figure 2. This theory of change focuses 

specifically on the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme. It highlights the causal 

mechanisms that are expected to play out between the Grant Scheme’s inputs and 

outputs/outcomes.  

As part of the theory of change refinement exercise conducted in Spring 2024, activities 

were grouped into three thematic categories: 

1) Monitoring and guidance 

• NCPGS team develop best practice guidance to accompany grant 

• NCPGS team develop Monitoring Framework for grants 

These activities are expected to lead to improved guidance and monitoring data on 

peatland restoration. This in turn is expected to lead to an acceleration in delivery of 

peatland restoration, providing carbon and non-carbon benefits and bringing 35,000 

hectares of peatland under restoration by the end of the scheme. 

2) Grant design 

• Design peat schemes to help unlock private finance 

• Work with Peatland Code to align requirements 

• Design peat schemes to enable partnership development 

These activities are expected to develop a ‘blended finance’ model for peatland 

restoration (in which restoration will be funded by a combination of public and 

private sources), support the establishment of new partnerships and the 

strengthening of collaboration and consensus-building among existing partnerships. 

These outputs and outcomes are in turn expected to lead to accelerated delivery of 

restoration towards the 35,000 ha target, associated carbon and non-carbon 

benefits, and increased security for the future of England’s peatlands due to private 

investment.  

3) Grant delivery 

• Local facilitators directly support existing partnerships and the development of 

new peat partnerships 

• Develop and award Restoration & Discovery grant schemes 

Activities in this category are expected to contribute directly to facilitating 

partnership-led delivery of 35,000 hectares of restoration capital works, ultimately 

delivering carbon and non-carbon benefits and strengthening partnership working 

and evidence collection in the peatland restoration sector.  
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Realisation of these causal mechanisms for the NCPGS theory of change relies on 

assumptions, which introduce corresponding risks. See Table 30 for a summary. Note that 

the risks set out in Table 30 are mixed in terms of likelihood and potential impact. Some 

fall within the control of the NCPGS team to mitigate, and others are external to the 

NCPGS.  

Table 30 Assumptions and risks for the NCPGS theory of change 

 Assumptions Risks 

Monitoring and 

guidance 

It is possible to develop best 

practice guidance for NCPGS 

delivery based on rigorous 

evidence, and best practice 

guidance will be useful and 

applicable across the wide 

range of geographies and site 

types supported through the 

NCPGS 

Evidence on best practice for peatland restoration 

may be difficult to identify due to variations in the 

extent and depth of prior research conducted on 

peatland restoration in different contexts. 

Best practice guidance may not be universally 

applicable across NCPGS sites, leading to 

inefficiencies or low delivery of benefits for sites 

where a more bespoke approach would have been 

more appropriate 

Monitoring and 

guidance 

The Monitoring Framework 

developed by the NCPGS 

team is used clearly and 

consistently by NCPGS 

grantees 

The Monitoring Framework may be difficult for 

projects to adapt to their individual circumstances 

Projects may not fill out the Monitoring Framework as 

completely or consistently as is required, leading to 

data gaps 

Projects may not have the data required to fill out the 

Monitoring Framework if they were not alerted early 

enough to what data collection would be needed 

Grant design NCPGS projects will be able 

to satisfy design features of 

the grant scheme that are 

intended to unlock private 

finance 

NCPGS projects may struggle to secure private 

finance for their projects, leading to delays in delivery 

NCPGS projects may self-fund private finance 

requirements rather than securing investment from 

external partners  

Grant design Aligning requirements with 

the Peatland Code will 

encourage NCPGS projects 

to register their sites with the 

Code 

NCPGS projects may be discouraged from 

registering with the Peatland Code for other reasons 

(e.g. the costs of complying with the Code’s 

requirements) 

Grant design The NCPGS will be 

accessible to a range of 

partnerships, including new 

Newer entrants to the sector may not have the 

resource to develop high-quality applications to the 

NCPGS 
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 Assumptions Risks 

and established actors in the 

sector 
Newer entrants to the sector may not be aware of the 

NCPGS offer 

Grant delivery There are enough local 

facilitators with enough 

capacity to support the 

increasing number of 

partnerships who need 

support as the sector grows 

Local facilitators may be stretched to support all of 

the partnerships bidding for NCPGS funding 

Local facilitators may be needed in areas where 

peatland restoration had not previously been taking 

place  

The barriers to partnership working may fall outside 

the scope of what local facilitators have the power to 

resolve 

Grant delivery Enough high quality 

applications are received, for 

a large enough total 

restoration area, to award 

Restoration and Discovery 

grants at the expected scale 

There may not be enough applications to the NCPGS 

of sufficient quality to award as much Restoration and 

Discovery funding as expected (this could have knock 

on effects for progress towards the 35,000 hectares 

by 2026 target) 

Grant delivery NCPGS projects deliver the 

area they set out to deliver on 

the timelines they predicted in 

their applications 

NCPGS project objectives and timelines may change 

due to a variety of factors 

  



 

The peatland restoration theory of change 

Natural England’s overall theory of change for peatland restoration, which takes a more 

‘zoomed out’ view compared to the NCPGS theory of change, is shown in Figure 17. The 

peatland restoration theory of change intends to capture all activities that are expected to 

contribute to the government’s peatland restoration ambitions. It tells a causal story about 

how Defra Group resources will feed into those activities, translating into outputs and 

outcomes over time and ultimately achieving government’s long-term vision for peatland 

restoration.  

As part of the theory of change refinement exercise conducted in Spring 2024, activities 

were grouped into four thematic categories: 

1) Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 

• Delivery of NCPGS Restoration and Discovery grants 

• Development of peatland restoration monitoring & evaluation framework 

Activities in this first category correspond to those included in the NCPGS theory 

of change, and are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 1, 3, and 6: 

delivering peatland restoration activities on the ground, establishing peat 

partnerships with the capacity to plan and deliver restoration covering all of 

England’s peatlands, and developing knowledge exchange, evidence and best 

practice. Those outputs are in turn expected to result in peatlands progressing 

along a recovery trajectory (Outcome 1), the sector having the capacity to meet 

restoration delivery needs (Outcome 3), government/Defra Group enabling 

restoration through a basket of measures (Outcome 2), natural capital markets 

being established to provide consistent and attractive funding for restoration 

(Outcome 4), and the creation of a broad coalition of support for peatland 

restoration (Outcome 5).  

2) Enabling activities 

• Developing the Peatland Restoration Roadmap (PRRo) 

• Developing the England Peat Map (EPM) 

• Developing the Restoration Register (PRRe) 

These activities are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 2 and 6: Defra 

group delivery of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap, England Peat Map, 

Restoration Register, and monitoring & evaluation framework, and developing 

knowledge exchange, evidence and best practice. Those outputs are in turn 

expected to result in Outcomes 1, 2, 4 and 5.  

3) Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 

• Development of natural capital markets, including working with the Peatland 

Code 
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• Delivering and supporting peatland restoration through other public funding 

mechanisms and projects 

Activities in this third category are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 1 

and 5: delivering peatland restoration on the ground, and generating evidence 

for the positive development of natural capital markets with registrations under 

the Peatland Code and other private finance schemes. Those outputs are 

expected to result in Outcomes 1 and 4. 

4) Developing innovation and resilience 

• Defra’s sector capacity contract with ICF (delivered in 2024) 

• Working with delivery partnerships on evaluation, innovation and knowledge 

exchange 

• Research & development programmes 

Activities in the fourth and final category are primarily expected to contribute to 

Outputs 3, 4, 5 and 6: establishing peat partnerships with the capacity to plan 

and deliver restoration covering all of England’s peatlands, building an evidence 

base on current/future sector capacity and recommendations for improvement 

and investment, generating evidence for the positive development of natural 

capital markets with registrations under the Peatland Code and other private 

finance schemes, and developing knowledge exchange, evidence and best 

practice.  

Realisation of these causal mechanisms in practice relies on assumptions holding true, 

introducing a corresponding set of risks, as set out in Table 31. Note that the risks set out 

in Table 31 are mixed in terms of likelihood and potential impact.  

 

 

  



 

Figure 17 The peatland restoration theory of change 



 

Table 31 Assumptions and risks for the peatland restoration theory of change 

 Assumptions Risks 

Activities 

covered by the 

ongoing ICF 

contract 

NCPGS Restoration and 

Discovery grants will make 

significant progress towards 

achieving government’s 

target to bring 35,000 

hectares of peatland under 

restoration by 2026 

NCPGS grants may deliver restoration on a smaller 

scale than expected 

Activities 

covered by the 

ongoing ICF 

contract 

NCPGS grants will support 

partnership working across all 

peatland areas in England, 

including the establishment of 

new partnerships, placing 

partnerships in a strong 

position to continue to deliver 

restoration after the NCPGS 

NCPGS may not be accessible to newer partnerships 

or to partnerships in some areas 

Demand for the NCPGS may be greater from some 

geographical areas and stakeholder groups than 

others 

The NCPGS may not be enough to put partnerships 

in a strong position to deliver restoration after the 

grant scheme comes to an end 

Uptake of NCPGS funding may be stronger among 

smaller groups of actors (e.g. individual landowners) 

rather than broad partnerships 

Activities 

covered by the 

ongoing ICF 

contract 

NCPGS grants will facilitate 

knowledge exchange and 

build an evidence base on 

restoration best practice 

NCPGS grantees may not engage with each other or 

with Defra Group as much as expected 

Knowledge accumulated during the NCPGS may be 

lost after the scheme wraps up 

Knowledge may not be properly tracked in 

written/permanent form by NCPGS grantees 

Activities 

covered by the 

ongoing ICF 

contract 

This framework will be used 

to conduct comprehensive 

evaluations of EPAP 

restoration activities in future, 

contributing to improvements 

over time in Defra’s support 

for peatland restoration 

This framework is unable to anticipate changes that 

might be made to EPAP restoration activities after 

2025 so will need to be refined and adapted as time 

goes on 

Enabling 

activities 

The Peatland Restoration 

Roadmap, England Peat 

Map, and Restoration 

Register will be delivered on 

schedule, maintained through 

to 2050, and widely used 

both within government and 

The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or 

Restoration Register may not be delivered on 

schedule 

The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or 

Restoration Register may not be maintained through 
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 Assumptions Risks 

by restoration delivery 

organisations 

to 2050 (e.g. due to resourcing constraints or 

turnover in Defra Group) 

The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or 

Restoration Register may not be widely used, due to 

a lack of awareness, accessibility or other factors 

Developing 

multiple funding 

streams for 

restoration 

Natural capital markets will 

expand out to 2050, with 

growing supply and demand 

Supply and/or demand in natural capital markets may 

be stunted due to a variety of factors (e.g. 

greenwashing concerns, perceived lack of policy 

certainty, lack of buy-in from landowners, investors 

and businesses) 

Developing 

multiple funding 

streams for 

restoration 

Non-NCPGS public funding 

mechanisms will be fit for 

purpose for supporting 

peatland restoration post-

2026 

Availability of public funding for peatland restoration 

may decrease (e.g. due to economic headwinds, 

changing government priorities) 

Non-NCPGS public funding schemes may be 

inaccessible or insufficient to support peatland 

restoration at large scale (e.g. due to competing land 

use priorities or features of scheme design) 

Developing 

innovation and 

resilience 

Recommendations from 

Defra’s Sector Capacity 

contract with ICF will be 

taken forward, leading to 

increased government 

support for – and 

understanding of – the 

peatland restoration sector 

Recommendations may not be taken forward due to 

various factors (e.g. lack of funding or internal 

resource within Defra Group) 

Key drivers of sector capacity may fall outside of 

Defra’s area of influence 

Developing 

innovation and 

resilience 

Delivery partners will have 

the capacity, resource and 

motivation to engage in 

evaluation, innovation and 

knowledge exchange 

Delivery partners may not see evaluation, innovation 

and knowledge exchange as a priority, or may not 

have the capacity to engage in those activities 

Developing 

innovation and 

resilience 

R&D programmes will 

successfully increase 

knowledge and 

understanding of best 

practice 

R&D programmes may lead to dead ends, or their 

outputs may not be widely adopted across the sector 



 

Annex 2 – Sample interview guide 

For the stakeholder interviews conducted as part of this evaluation, the ICF team created 

a selection of tailored topic guides to make sure we gained relevant insights across our 

evaluation questions. Three different topic guides were produced for successful NCPGS 

applicants, unsuccessful NCPGS applicants, and non-NCPGS-funded projects. Bespoke 

topic guides were produced for each government official interview.  

The successful NCPGS applicants is displayed below as an example. All other topic 

guides followed a similar format but were adapted as necessary to different stakeholder 

groups’ experiences and areas of expertise.  

Topic guide – NCPGS successful applicants  

This topic guide sets out the key discussion areas for interviews with successful applicants 
to the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, as part of ICF’s contract to evaluate the 
NCPGS and wider peatland restoration activities in the period 2021-2025. 

Introduction  

ICF, in partnership with Natural England, has been commissioned by Natural England to 

conduct a process, impact and value for money evaluation of the NCPGS and wider 

peatland restoration activities in the period 2021-2025. The project runs from February 

2024 to March 2025. It will explore, among other things, how well the NCPGS has been 

delivered, whether it is likely to have the intended impact on carbon emissions, and 

whether the grant scheme has been delivered in a cost-effective way. The aim of this 

interview is to explore your perspective as a successful applicant to the scheme. 

Talk through key housekeeping points: length of interview, voluntary nature of 

participation and right to withdraw, confidentiality and how findings will be reported, 

permission to record interview, any questions from the interviewee.  

Interview questions 

Background information 

1. Could you please introduce your role and your involvement with the NCPGS? 

▪ Explore in relation to partnership size, partnership history, etc. 

Project delivery 

2. Has your project changed in terms of objectives, budget, timescale or restoration 

approach? If so, why and in what ways?  

▪ Explore in relation to scheme administration (e.g. delays in payment/application 

approval) and external factors (e.g. weather, contractor availability)  

3. What challenges have you faced while delivering your project? Have you overcome 

any of those challenges, and if so, how?  
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▪ Explore in relation to sector capacity, bringing stakeholders on board (especially 

landowners), size and maturity of partnership, competition with other land uses (e.g. 

agriculture), opportunity cost 

4. What are the key benefits that your project has delivered or is on track to deliver? Has 

your project delivered any unexpected benefits? Are there benefits you expected to 

deliver that haven’t materialised? 

Application process and accessibility 

5. How was your experience of the NCPGS application process? Do you have any 

recommendations for how the process could be improved for future funding schemes?  

▪ Explore in relation to application guidance and templates, application timeline, proportionality of 

scheme processes for the value of grants offered  

6. How accessible did you find the scheme and application process? Do you know of any 

audiences who have not been able to access the scheme? What could make future 

schemes more accessible to a wider audience?  

▪ Explore in relation to barriers, enablers, comms and engagement, partnership size, 

geographical distribution  

To ask only if they have had a Discovery Grant 

7. To what extent did your Discovery Grant place your organisation in a stronger position 

to apply for and/or deliver a Restoration Grant? 

▪ Explore whether Discovery Grants have led to creation of new partnerships, and ways 

in which Discovery Grants have de-risked Restoration Grants 

To ask only if they have had a Discovery Grant but not a Restoration Grant 

8. What are the main reasons why your Discovery Grant did not lead to a Restoration 

Grant? What has the Discovery Grant land been used for since, and why? 

▪ Where restoration has since taken place through non-NCPGS funding streams, explore 

which funding streams and why 

Innovation, skills, resilience for future 

9. To what extent has your NCPGS grant resulted in establishing useful processes, 

knowledge, contacts and innovations that would help with future peat restoration?  

10. To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills 

development? 

▪ Explore in relation to development of new techniques, green jobs, suppliers and 

contractors  

11. To what extent is your organisation/peatland partnership more resilient for the future 
due to the NCPGS? If so, in what ways?  

▪ Explore in relation to jobs and skills development, sector capacity, ELMs 

funding/transition, natural capital markets and private finance, development of long-

standing institutions 
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Comms, engagement, and raising the profile of peat 

12. What comms and engagement activities have your organisation delivered to raise 

the profile of peat, especially among landowners? What other peat comms and 

engagement activities are you aware of, and how effective have they been? 

13. To what extent have stakeholders (including landowners) become more or less 

willing to engage in peatland restoration over the last several years? Is there appetite 

for peat restoration that the NCPGS has not been able to satisfy? 

Private finance and additionality 

14. Have you been able to explore and secure private finance? If so, through what 

finance sources? What has your experience been of exploring and/or securing private 

finance?  

▪ Explore views and opinions on 25% match funding requirement 

15. Have project costs and/or funding sources changed since you applied to the 

NCPGS, and if so why? 

▪ Prompt about Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon and BNG 

▪ Prompt about % funded by different non-NCPGS sources 

16. What peatland restoration funding would your organisation have sought in the period 

2021-2025 (if any) had the NCPGS not been available? 

▪ Explore in relation to proportion of peatland that would not have been restored without 

NCPGS (%). 
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Annex 3 – Process evaluation matrix 

Table 32 Process evaluation questions, sub-questions, factors to consider, and data 

sources 

Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to 

consider 

Data sources 

EQ1 - What aspects of 
NCPGS delivery have 
worked well and less 
well, for whom and why? 
What lessons could be 
carried forward for the 
future? 

 

Did the application 
process work well, and 
was it delivered as 
intended?  
 
Are the scheme 
processes proportionate 
for the value of the grants 
offered?  
 
What lessons have been 
learnt that could improve 
the processes of funding 
peatland restoration in 
future?  

Availability, accessibility 
and usefulness of 
information provided to 
applicants and grantees 
 
Ease of completing 
application forms  
 
Timeframe for 
applications and 
assessment, reporting, 
claims and payments  
 
Relevance and 
proportionality of 
progress reporting  
 
Claims process, payment 
schedules and fund 
disbursement  

 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 
Applications, application 
guidance and templates, 
and application scores 
and feedback provided a 
perspective on 
applicants’ experience 
and showed whether 
applications were of the 
expected quality 
 
Applicant clarification 
questions showed areas 
of the application process 
that were unclear to 
applicants 
 
Grant reporting and 
claims guidance and 
templates showed the 
steps grantees are 
required to take in 
reporting on progress 
and submitting claims 
 

EQ1 - What aspects of 
NCPGS delivery have 
worked well and less 
well, for whom and why? 
What lessons could be 
carried forward for the 
future? 

 

To what extent have the 
following been 
appropriately considered 
within grant projects?  

• Historic environment 
(HE)  

• Protected sites   

• Monitoring   
 

Have the HE/protected 
sites/monitoring 
requirements required by 
the NCPGS set up useful 
processes, knowledge 
and contacts for future 
peat restoration? 
 

Applicant and grantee 
experiences of navigating 
the scheme requirements 
and guidance for the 
historic environment, 
protected sites, and 
monitoring 
 
Have projects included 
appropriate planning time 
for these subject areas 
so delays have not 
occurred?  
 

Application scores and 
feedback showed 
whether Natural England 
scorers were satisfied 
with applicants’ plans to 
satisfy HE, protected 
sites, and monitoring 
requirements 
 
Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 

EQ1 - What aspects of 
NCPGS delivery have 
worked well and less 

Has the grant scheme 
been open and 
transparent to an 

Grantee perspectives; 
NCPGS team & Natural 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to 

consider 

Data sources 

well, for whom and why? 
What lessons could be 
carried forward for the 
future? 
 

audience beyond the 
‘usual players’ of peat 
restoration?  
 
Are there any relevant 
audiences the grant 
scheme has not reached 
that future funding 
schemes will need to 
engage? 
 

England area team 
perspective  
 
Were the engagement 
tools used appropriate 
and relevant to inform 
potential applicants about 
the scheme?  
 

officials to share their 
experiences 
 
Data on organisations 
who attended the 
NCPGS introductory 
webinar showed who the 
grant scheme reached, 
and which prospective 
applicants progressed to 
submission 
 

EQ1 - What aspects of 
NCPGS delivery have 
worked well and less 
well, for whom and why? 
What lessons could be 
carried forward for the 
future? 

 

To what extent has the 
NCPGS (and its 
additional funding 
requirement) helped 
applicants/grantees to 
explore and/or secure 
private finance, including 
through the Peatland 
Code? 
 

Applicants’ perspectives 
on the additional funding 
requirement 
 
Applicants’ approaches 
to satisfying the 
additional funding 
requirement 
 

Applications revealed 
applicants’ approaches to 
satisfying the additional 
funding requirement 
 
Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences and 
provided a comparison 
against initial plans 
 

EQ2 - To what extent 
have Discovery grants 
been successful in 
developing Restoration 
grant applications, and 
why? 
 

To what extent do 
organisations submitting 
Restoration grant 
applications and any 
amendments/extensions 
in rounds 2 and 3 benefit 
from previously having a 
Discovery grant?  
 

What aspects of the 
Discovery grant provide a 
benefit for submitting 
(and securing) a future 
Restoration grant? 
 
To what extent have 
Restoration grant 
projects had a pipeline of 
sites ready to restore, 
and how has that pipeline 
been built (through a 
Discovery Grant or other 
funding source)? 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 
Natural England’s 
independent analysis of 
Discovery grants and 
their conversion to future 
restoration activities 
showed which Discovery 
projects have progressed 
to Restoration grants  
 

EQ2 - To what extent 
have Discovery grants 
been successful in 
developing Restoration 
grant applications, and 
why? 
 

Where Discovery grants 
have not led to future 
Restoration grants, why 
has this not taken place? 
 

Perspectives of 
Discovery grantees 
 
For sites which benefited 
from a Discovery grant 
but have not received a 
Restoration grant, what 
other activities are now 
taking place on the land, 
and why? Did those sites 
receive restoration 
funding from other (non-
NCPGS) sources? 
 
Where are these sites 
distributed 
geographically? 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 
Natural England’s 
independent analysis of 
Discovery grants and 
their conversion to future 
restoration activities 
showed which Discovery 
projects have progressed 
to Restoration grants  
 
Application scores and 
feedback showed why 
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to 

consider 

Data sources 

 Restoration applications 
from Discovery sites 
were unsuccessful 
(where applicable) 
 

EQ3 - To what extent 
have projects delivered 
as intended? 
 

Have project objectives 
changed during the 
course of the grant 
scheme and why?  
 
Did projects deliver at 
their intended 
timescales?  
 

Contractor capacity to 
undertake restoration 
works  
Planning and timeliness 
of gaining permissions for 
restoration activities 
 
Timeliness and success 
of recruitment of staff by 
projects  
 
Other reasons for delays 
and the impact of these 
on overall project 
delivery  
 
Process improvements 
which could reduce 
delays for future peat 
restoration delivery 
through other funding 
schemes 
 
At the application stage, 
did projects commit to 
delivering more or less 
restoration than what 
they now believe to be 
realistic? Why were 
projects too ambitious or 
not ambitious enough? 
 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 
Amendment requests 
and relevant excerpts of 
project amendment 
documents showed how 
and why projects have 
needed to change their 
plans 
 

EQ3 - To what extent 
have projects delivered 
as intended? 
 

Have restoration 
activities been delivered 
as intended?  
 
Have external factors 
impacted the delivery of 
restoration activities, 
either positively or 
negatively?  
  
 

Reasons for sites being 
removed/brought into 
projects   
 
Use of new innovative 
restoration techniques  
 
Changes in landowner 
appetite for restoration 
 
Sharing of knowledge 
and/or capacity between 
partnerships 
 
Consenting of activities 
on protected sites by 
Natural England area 
teams  
 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 
Amendment requests 
and relevant excerpts of 
project amendment 
documents showed how 
and why projects have 
needed to change their 
plans 
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to 

consider 

Data sources 

Unforeseen changes to 
restoration activities e.g. 
discovery of new historic 
environment features or 
unsuitable ground  
 
Contractor capacity and 
material supplies   
 
Weather making sites 
inaccessible (e.g. snow) 
or unsafe (e.g. high 
winds)  
 
For Round 1 and Round 
2, the impact of Covid 
(including government 
advice on isolation and 
related absences)  
 

EQ4 - To what extent has 
the grant scheme 
facilitated the 
development of resilient 
partnerships and filled a 
gap to future ELMs 
funding? 
 

What challenges have 
partnerships faced in 
bringing all relevant 
stakeholders on board to 
deliver restoration 
(including landowners), 
and how have those 
challenges been 
overcome? 
 
To what extent has the 
NCPGS facilitated 
partnership working on 
peatland restoration and 
newer peat partnerships 
to bid for restoration 
funding?  
 
To what extent are 
peatland partnerships 
more resilient for the 
future due to the 
NCPGS? Resilience 
could include factors 
such as: 

• Human capital 
development 

• Development of long-
standing institutions 

• Development of 
businesses providing 
specialist services 

• Development of a 
knowledge base to 
support a seamless 
transition to future 

Age/maturity of 
partnerships  
 
Presence of peat 
partnerships in locations 
where they did not 
previously exist  
 
Expansion/collaboration 
of smaller peat 
partnerships to bigger 
‘coalitions’  
 
Geographical scope of 
partnerships  
 
Type of peatlands 
covered by the 
partnership (e.g. 
lowlands, uplands)  
  
Partnerships’ plans for 
the future 
 
What restoration funding 
have partnerships 
received in the past? 
(e.g. agri-environment 
schemes, Heritage 
Lottery Funding, EU LIFE 
funding)?  
 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences, plans and 
the details/history of the 
different partnerships 
 
Applications revealed 
applicants’ original exit 
strategies 
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to 

consider 

Data sources 

restoration funding 
streams 
 

What restoration funding 
would partnerships have 
sought in the period 
2021-2025 (if any) had 
the NCPGS not been 
available? 
 
Have NCPGS grantees’ 
exit strategies changed 
since they applied (all 
projects had to provide 
exit strategies as part of 
their application)? 
 

EQ5 - To what extent has 
the grant scheme 
supported employment, 
innovation and skills 
development? 
 

To what extent have 
NCPGS grantees 
developed and used 
innovative restoration 
techniques?  
 
How have the projects 
supported the 
development of skills 
relevant to the peatland 
restoration sector?  
 

The impact of innovations 
(in terms of efficiency, 
effectiveness of 
restoration, cost, etc.) 
 
The extent to which 
innovations could be 
used in future restoration 
work 
 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 

EQ5 - To what extent has 
the grant scheme 
supported employment, 
innovation and skills 
development? 
 

To what extent has the 
NCPGS supported ‘green 
jobs’?  
 
To what extent has the 
supplier and contractor 
base for peatland 
restoration been 
increased in ways that 
can be directly attributed 
to the NCPGS? 
 

Available 
capacity/number of jobs 
required to maintain the 
accelerated rate of 
restoration beyond the 
end of the grant scheme 
  
Displacement from 
elsewhere to fill jobs  
 
Type of training available 
  
Resilience of sector 
capacity increase (if 
applicable) to changes in 
the funding landscape 
 
Contract length for 
contractors and 
partnership employees 
 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
officials to share their 
experiences 
 
ICF’s separate work on 
the capacity of the 
peatland restoration 
sector for Defra 
highlighted findings on 
the capacity of the sector, 
skills gaps, and the 
number of jobs required 
to achieve restoration 
targets 
 
Job creation and 
retention data showed 
how NCPGS projects 
have supported 
employment and skills 
development 
 

EQ5 - To what extent has 
the grant scheme 
supported employment, 

How do NCPGS 
grantees’ future funding 
plans consider jobs? 
 

Plans for how different 
roles will be funded 
 

Semi-structured 
interviews and land walks 
allowed projects and 
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to 

consider 

Data sources 

innovation and skills 
development? 
 

Anticipated contract 
lengths 
 

officials to share their 
experiences 
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Annex 4 – Recommended data improvements 

In order to easily and consistently repeat the analysis required for this project, the data 

should be cleansed and organised prior to any analysis being done. The data used for 

impact analysis comes from the project reports of the 23 different Restoration grantees. To 

make it useable, it therefore needs to be standardised across all reports.  

This note covers both tabular and spatial data, and sets out general principles for 

‘analysis-ready’ data. It also details some of the specific issues encountered as part of the 

analysis this time. 

What does 'analysis-ready' data look like? 

For the data to be analysis-ready, it will need to meet the following criteria: 

• All data layers and tables should be clearly and consistently named. 

• All data should have consistent attribution: 

- All fields should be clearly named. 

- All fields correctly formatted – e.g. fields containing numerical data should be 

formatted as numerical fields. 

- All data within fields consistently formatted – e.g. dates should all be in the 

same format. 

- No gaps in data, or blank fields.  If it is expected that some fields will not 

have data (for example if it’s not relevant) then that should be marked – e.g. 

‘N/A’ for text, or 0 for numeric data. 

- For spatial data, field names should not contain any illegal characters – e.g. 

%, &, *, !, /. 

• For spatial data, the data should: 

- Where relevant, remove all gaps and overlaps between polygons. 

- Contain all relevant attribution with the dataset itself, or else have an ID 

number that can relate to separate attribute tables. 

- All data should be in the same coordinate system (generally British National 

Grid), and correctly projected. 

- All coordinate data, area calculations and grid references should be checked 

to ensure they match the actual spatial data recorded. 

- Geometry issues should be fixed using the ‘Check Geometry’ and ‘Repair 

Geometry’ tools in ArcGIS, or their equivalent in other GIS packages.  

• Any ancillary data that is referenced in the attributes of the data should be included 

with the data, if it’s required for analysis. 

• All data should be consistently stored between datasets. 

- Attributes like IDs, names, and areas should exactly match in each dataset 

they are within. This includes: 
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▪ Field naming, 

▪ Capitalisation, 

▪ Use of spaces and underscores, 

▪ Data type (e.g. numbers being stored as text or in numeric fields)  

▪ Field length, where relevant (e.g. in shapefiles, the length of text fields 

can be specified.  When trying to combine text fields with different 

lengths, errors can occur). 

• Attributes like dates, or other datatypes with defined formats, should be stored in 

the same way between datasets to avoid ambiguity. For example 03/04/2025 could 

be 3rd April or 4th March depending on the format.   

Review of data return 

This review examines the data issues encountered during the course of the analysis for 

this project. It sets out what the issues were, what the solution was, any resulting issues or 

risks from that solution, and the approximate time the solution takes.  

Data storage consistency 

Issue 

Field names change between datasets, or within equivalent data. For example, in the 

spatial data, the name of the sites are variously stored in fields called ‘Site_name’, 

‘Site_name ’, and ‘Site_name_’. This is true across several attributes. 

Solution 

Create new, unified attribute fields, and put the values from the various other fields into 

them. This is manual and fairly intensive process, as it is prone to error. Once this is done, 

it needs to be thoroughly checked to make sure all relevant data has been added to the 

unified fields. For the final data return for this project, the unification and checking required 

approximately 5 hours. 

Data point consistency 

Issue 

Data is not always formatted and stored consistently. For example, dates are stored 

variously as, 01/12/2024, 12/01/2024, 2024/12/01, 01-12-2024, 1st December 2024, 

December 1st 2024.  

The names of sites do not match between different data sources, e.g. between the carbon 

spreadsheet, the reporting sheets and the spatial data.   

Project IDs are not consistently stored between datasets, or between projects. For 

example, in the spatial data, the format of the project ID varies between ecm 62249 (with a 



 

Page 142 of 168 Evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, 2021-2025 

NECR621 

space), ecm_65605 (with an underscore), and ECM65608 (with capital letters). This is true 

in other datasets as well. 

Some data points with specified units, for example millimetres, are not stored in these 

units. Although this is harder to identify, and comes more from a reasoned examination of 

the data. For example, 0.002 is unlikely to be a measurement of millimetres, but rather 

metres. 

Solution 

This kind of data cleansing is a largely manual process. Data points must be compared 

and cross referenced between datasets to ensure consistency, and then manually edited 

to a consistent format. The time needed for this can vary between a few minutes in smaller 

datasets, to hours for larger datasets. If data is then updated, this process usually needs 

to be redone. 

As with all manual data entry, this opens the possibility of error or further inconsistency.  

For example, there could be assumptions made as to the format of data that are incorrect, 

or entered data could be mistyped.  

Data gaps 

Issue 

There are many empty fields where data has not been captured. It is not clear if data is 

missing, or if it did not need to be recorded. For example the ‘Installation date’ column of 

the ‘Monitoring Locations’ sheet, which has information for some records, but not others. 

Solution 

There is no easy solution to missing data, and it is simply not included in any analysis. 

Spatial data quality 

Issue 

The GIS data had several geometry issues that would make running spatial analysis 

unreliable or incorrect. The issues encountered included (definitions taken from the ESRI 

help page for Check Geometry): 

Short segment – Some segments are shorter than allowed by the system units of the 

spatial reference associated with the geometry. 

Null geometry – The feature has no geometry or the SHAPE field is empty. 

Incorrect ring ordering – The polygon is topologically simple, but its rings may not be 

oriented correctly (outer rings clockwise, inner rings counterclockwise). 
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Self intersections – A polygon must not intersect itself. 

Solution 

In ArcGIS Pro, running the Check Geometry and Repair Geometry tools only takes a few 

minutes, however, depending on the issues found, there then needs to be a manual check 

to make sure the repaired geometry is consistent with the unrepaired geometry, which can 

take a few minutes per issue found. 
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Annex 5 – Detailed evaluation design and 

methodology 

Evaluation scoping and design 

The evaluation reported on here was undertaken between February 2024 and March 

2025. A scoping phase was carried out between February and June 2024 to refine the 

scope and methodological approach of the evaluation.  

Nine scoping interviews were completed with government officials covering three core 

areas of expertise: policy, science and data, and monitoring and evaluation. These were 

used to inform our understanding of NCPGS and EPAP priorities, the wider policy 

landscape, and the data and reporting that would be available to draw on as evidence 

sources. They were also used to gather views on the most appropriate evaluation 

methodologies for the three components of the evaluation: process, impact, and value for 

money. The Peatland Code Advisory Board was consulted on our approach to value for 

money evaluation in a peatland context.  

Two theory of change workshops were held to refine theories of change provided by 

Natural England: an initial theory of change for the activities contributing to the 

government’s peatland restoration objectives (hereafter referred to as the ‘peatland 

restoration theory of change’), and an initial theory of change focused specifically on the 

Nature for Climate Peatland Grant scheme (from here on referred to as the ‘NCPGS 

theory of change’). See the refined theories of change in Figure 2 and Annex 1. The 

refined theories of change helped to shape the development of evaluation questions for 

this work by showing how inputs from Defra Group are expected to convert into outcomes 

over time.  

A background document review was conducted to assess the policy landscape, refine 

our understanding of the aims of the NCPGS, and establish an inventory of existing 

literature to draw from in the evaluation. Documents reviewed included the England Peat 

Action Plan, the NCPGS business case, and draft NCPGS impact data analysis plans put 

together by Natural England. 

Scoping insights on NCPGS process, impact and VfM 

For the process element of the evaluation, the scoping phase emphasised the importance 

of learning about: 

• What features of the NCPGS grant offer and process motivated farmers and 

landowners to participate or not. 

• What can be learned from the process of delivering the NCPGS to inform the 

delivery of future offers. 

• What has worked well and not so well for whom, in which circumstances, and why. 
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For the impact element, the scoping phase emphasised that the quality and 

comprehensiveness of impact data available from NCPGS project reporting may not be 

consistent across projects. We learned that the evaluation would have to make best 

possible use of a limited set of data, and that the latest reporting data available would be 

from March 2024.  

On value for money, the scoping phase highlighted the need to investigate factors 

beyond the cost of restoration per hectare. Those factors include wider benefits to sector 

capacity, access and public engagement. We agreed that non-monetisable benefits would 

be included in the analysis through a comprehensive ‘  E’s’ approach. This approach 

examines economy, efficiency, effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, and equity, both 

qualitatively and quantitatively.   

Scoping insights on wider enabling factors 

The NCPGS has been the main driver for delivery of peatland restoration from 2021-2025, 

but not the only factor. Another stated goal of the evaluation, as set out in Natural 

England’s request for services, was to evaluate other factors that have contributed to 

peatland restoration ambitions in that time period.  

The peatland restoration theory of change revised during the scoping and design phase 

(see Annex 1) highlighted five intended outcomes of the England Peat Action Plan’s 

restoration activities:  

1. Peatlands are progressing along a recovery trajectory, delivering carbon and non-

carbon benefits 

2. Government/Defra Group is enabling restoration through evolving policy, evidence, 

monitoring & evaluation and funding frameworks 

3. The sector has capacity to meet restoration delivery needs 

4. Established natural capital markets are providing a consistent and attractive funding 

stream for restoration 

5. There is a broad coalition in support of peatland restoration politically, socially, and 

economically 

Through conversation with Natural England, we agreed that the evaluation of wider 

enabling factors should focus on assessing progress towards these outcomes without 

duplicating ongoing efforts of other projects, including the Peatland Restoration Roadmap 

and the Peatland Restoration Register. We therefore agreed to evaluate three themes as 

part of the wider evaluation.  

The first theme, other (non-NCPGS) mechanisms being used to deliver peatland 

restoration, examines funding sources other than the NCPGS – both public and private – 

that have been available to support peatland restoration between 2021 and 2025. This 

theme relates to outcomes 2 and 4 of the restoration theory of change.  

The second theme, changes to sector capacity, focuses on outcome 3.  
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The third theme, changes to perceptions of peat and landowner appetite for 

restoration, focuses on outcome 5. Progress towards Outcome 1 has been assessed 

within the impact evaluation of the NCPGS.  

Given the interconnectedness of these themes with the delivery of the NCPGS, and to 

minimise stakeholder fatigue, it was agreed that building questions on these themes into 

the NCPGS evaluation methodology as far as possible would be the best way forward. 

This means that the NCPGS evaluation questions have been designed to include the three 

wider themes in their scope, leaving only a few ‘additional’ evaluation questions on the 

three themes to be answered. 

Evaluation plan 

An evaluation plan for this work was finalised in June 2024 and signed off by the NCPGS 

team following several rounds of feedback from stakeholders, including Defra Group 

evaluation experts. This report sets out the evidence collected as a result of implementing 

the evaluation plan.  

Methodological approach 

A theory-based evaluation approach has been used, as a counterfactual approach was 

deemed not to be feasible. Theory-based evaluation methods are recommended for the 

evaluation of interventions in complex environments (HM Treasury 2024). Rather than 

providing a quantified estimate of the size of an intervention’s impact, they aim to help 

reveal the causal narrative underlying the intervention’s interaction with its environment. 

They are typically guided by a theory of change, like the one that was built and revised in 

the scoping phase of this evaluation.  

In particular, we have used Contribution Analysis to test the causal pathways that link 

NCPGS activities (and the three wider enabling factors) to observed outcomes. This 

robust theory-based approach to impact evaluation involves seven steps: 

1. Set out the attribution problem to be addressed – in this case the key attribution 

question is to what extent and in what ways did NCPGS activities (and the three 

wider enabling factors) contribute to peatland restoration outcomes in the period 

2021-2025? 

2. Develop the Theory of Change/Logic Model – the relevant theory of change is 

the NCPGS theory of change which was updated as part of the evaluation’s 

scoping phase (see Annex 1).  

3. Develop evaluation questions to test the contribution of different inputs to 

outputs and outcomes – in this evaluation, evaluation questions were specifically 

designed to test the causal pathways set out in the NCPGS theory of change, and 

how inputs have led to different outputs and outcomes.  

4. Populate the model with data and evidence – this step is where primary and 

secondary evidence is collected to answer the evaluation questions established in 

Step 3. The result of answering those questions will be to clarify the extent to which 
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different inputs have contributed to different outputs and outcomes. For this 

evaluation, evidence collection involved a combination of quantitative data analysis, 

desk research, and fieldwork, as will be detailed in the ‘Evidence consulted’ section. 

Evidence collection was targeted towards answering evaluation questions which 

were purposely designed to test the causal pathways in the NCPGS theory of 

change.  

5. Assemble and assess the performance story – this involves triangulating the 

data and evidence from (3) to assess why observed results have occurred and the 

extent to which results can be attributed to factors internal and external to the 

NCPGS. Evidence triangulation for this evaluation took place continuously between 

September 2024 and January 2025. 

6. Seek out additional evidence – involving further stakeholder consultations, to 

clarify emerging issues and help resolve conflicting evidence. In our evaluation, this 

included taking a staggered approach to fieldwork in which interviews with 

government officials were conducted after most interviews with NCPGS applicants 

had already been completed. This allowed interviews with officials to delve into 

initial themes emerging from fieldwork with applicants. Feedback on emerging 

themes was also solicited from the project’s Steering Group in December 2024 and 

has been taken on board in refining the findings presented in this report.  

7. Revise the performance story – with further iterations of other aspects of the 

evidence gathering process. This step – drawing together thematic findings based 

on triangulated evidence – is what is reported on in the ‘Findings’ sections of this 

report.  

Contribution Analysis is particularly suitable for the NCPGS given the bounded scope of 

the intervention and the availability of a clear theory of change which sets out the causal 

mechanisms expected to be at play. It is one of the theory-based methods recommended 

in the Magenta Book – especially for non-experimental interventions with a clearly 

articulated theory of change and where the suite of projects within an intervention are 

relatively similar (which are key features of the NCPGS).  

Desktop research and data analysis 

Process evaluation 

Desk research for the process element of the evaluation included a review of the following 

documents from Rounds 1-3 of the NCPGS: 

• Applications to the NCPGS  
• NCPGS application guidance and templates 

• Application scores and feedback 

• Amendment requests and relevant excerpts of project amendment documents 

• Grant reporting and claims guidance and templates 

• Data on organisations that attended the NCPGS introductory webinar 

• Job creation and retention data from NCPGS projects 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book
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• Natural England analysis of Discovery grants and their conversion to future 

Restoration activities 

• Natural England analysis of application processing times  

Analysis of these documents took place between June and November 2024 and provided 

the evaluation team with a background understanding of key process issues. That 

understanding was carried forward into interviews and land walks. 

The ICF team also reviewed ICF’s separate work for Defra on the capacity of the peatland 

restoration sector.  

Impact evaluation 

Desktop data analysis was the core approach used to deliver the NCPGS impact 

evaluation. This element of the evaluation was led by LUC, an ICF research partner with a 

track record of expertise in environmental data analysis. Analysis-ready data sets were 

provided by the Natural England team between May 2024 and January 2025 and analysed 

by LUC’s data team over the same period. The following data was provided and 

analysed:29 

• Site summaries 

• Monitoring locations 

• Area under restoration summaries 

• Peat depth measurements 

• Water level measurements 

• Restoration trajectory summaries 

• Vegetation surveys 

• Species surveys 

• Carbon abatement predictions 

• Spatial data of area under restoration 

Value for money evaluation 

Desktop analysis of costs, benefits, administration and other financial data formed a key 

component of the NCPGS value for money evaluation. Data sources were the following: 

• Area under restoration summaries 

• Programme administrative data 

• Programme financial data 

• Economic appraisal data (e.g. carbon values, inflation indices) 

 

29 As much impact data analysis as possible was completed prior to the commencement of fieldwork. This 

was to ensure the evaluation team could approach interviews and land walks with a prior understanding of 

how restoration had been progressing for each site. 
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• Carbon abatement assumptions 

Value for money desk-based research was supplemented by context gleaned through 

interviews and land walks.  

Wider themes 

For the wider theme on multiple funding streams for peatland restoration, desktop 

analysis provided background information on the different funding streams available for 

peatland restoration, including the Peatland Code and Environmental Land Management 

Schemes.  

For the sector capacity theme, desktop analysis of outputs from ICF’s separate work on 

the capacity of the peatland restoration sector provided helpful context.  

Research for the public/landowner appetite to restore theme relied primarily on primary 

research rather than desk-based review.  

Semi-structured interviews  

Semi-structured interviews held in September and October 2024 with key internal and 

external stakeholders informed all elements of the evaluation.  

Approach 

Interviews each took place over the course of approximately 60 minutes and were held 

online over Microsoft Teams to minimise the resource burden on interviewees. A semi-

structured interview approach was employed to ensure responses could be compared 

across interviews, whilst maintaining flexibility to explore particular issues in further detail. 

Topic guides were designed to cover process, impact and value for money questions, in 

addition to evaluation questions on the three wider themes where relevant (see a sample 

interview topic guide in Annex 2). This minimised the need to conduct separate 

engagement activities for different sections of the evaluation, thereby mitigating the risk of 

causing stakeholder fatigue.  

Stakeholder sampling 

Stakeholders were sampled using a purposive sampling approach, with the aim of drawing 

on as much diversity of expertise and experience as possible. Sampling for the different 

stakeholder categories is outlined in Table 33. 37 interviews were carried out in total. 

Sampling bias and self-selection bias were minimised through ensuring that interviewee 

types were sampled to ensure diversity across five categories: 

1. Successful NCPGS applicants 

2. Unsuccessful NCPGS applicants 

3. Restoration projects that have received non-NCPGS funding 

4. Defra/ Natural England/EA officials 
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5. Private finance experts 

For more detail, see Table 33.  

Table 33 Stakeholder sampling for semi-structured interviews 

Successful 

NCPGS 

applicants 

Unsuccessful 

NCPGS 

applicants 

Restoration 

projects that 

have received 

non-NCPGS 

funding 

Defra/ Natural 

England/ EA 

officials 

Private finance 

experts 

17 interviews, 
sampled to 
include: 

• A reasonable 
geographical 
spread 

• Lowland and 
upland peat 

• Discovery 
and 
Restoration 
grants 

• All 
application 
rounds 

1 interview with 
one of the two 
unsuccessful 
applicants who 
were not involved 
in subsequent 
successful 
applications.  
 
Written feedback 
was received from 
the other 
unsuccessful 
applicant in this 
category.  

5 interviews, 
sampled to cover 
sites that have 
secured: 

• Non-NCPGS 
public funding 
(e.g. Landscape 
Recovery, 
Environment 
Agency funding) 

• Private 
investment from 
landowners, 
corporates, and 
water 
companies 

 
All of these projects 
had also received 
NCPGS funding in 
some form, either 
through Discovery or 
Restoration grant(s).  

11 interviews, 
sampled to cover: 

• NCPGS 
monitoring and 
guidance 

• NCPGS grant 
design 

• NCPGS grant 
delivery 

• NCPGS value for 
money (including 
compliance and 
fraud) 

• Wider themes 
(non-NCPGS 
funding 
mechanisms, 
sector capacity, 
and 
landowner/public 
appetite for peat 
restoration) 

3 interviews, 
sampled to include 
representatives with 
expertise in: 

• Registering, 
validating and 
verifying 
Peatland Code 
projects 

• Communicating 
the economic 
benefits of 
peatland 
restoration to 
private 
landowners 

• Raising private 
capital for 
investment into 
natural capital 
projects 

 

Data collection and analysis 

Interviews were recorded with permission from interviewees, with transcripts produced via 

Microsoft Teams. In addition, interviewers used live note taking to capture key themes as 

they emerged. Thematic analysis was then conducted on transcripts and interview notes 

to identify salient themes. Findings have been triangulated with evidence from other 

sources, as set out in the ‘Approach’ section.  

Land walks  

Approach 

Land walks on restoration sites were designed to serve as an interactive method for 

engaging with stakeholders, allowing restoration project leads to explain planned and 

ongoing restoration activities on their sites, share their experiences of engaging with 

different funding options, and visually demonstrate observed impacts where relevant. They 
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each took place over the course of half a day, with a bespoke agenda agreed for each site 

in collaboration with the site’s project lead.  

Land walk conversations took a less structured approach than the online stakeholder 

interviews, allowing for more free-flowing conversation around the three wider themes, 

participation in the NCPGS, enablers, barriers, and benefits. One to two members from the 

evaluation team were present at each land walk.  

Site sampling 

6 land walks were completed on NCPGS restoration sites (see Figure 3). Sites were 

sampled to include: 

• Representation from lowland and upland sites, and from both new and established 

peat partnerships 

• A reasonable geographical spread, and a spread across partnership size  

• Discovery and Restoration grant sites, including 3 sites that had received both 

Discovery and Restoration funding 

• Sites that had satisfied the 25% match funding requirement for Restoration grants 

through a variety of sources  

• Sites that had received funding through other public funding schemes, including 

Landscape Recovery and Countryside Stewardship 

Data collection and analysis 

Photos and corresponding field notes were collected by the evaluation team during the 

walks to visually demonstrate key points emphasised in conversation. Photos have not 

been used for impact analysis in themselves, but rather as visual tools to illustrate the 

broader narrative provided by other evidence sources. Audio recording was considered 

but ruled out due to the risk of stunting conversation by introducing excess formality and 

due to practical constraints around generating quality audio recording in rugged outdoor 

environments. Thematic analysis was completed on field notes from land walks and 

triangulated against other evidence sources, including the semi-structured online 

interviews completed separately with the project leads of land walk sites.  

Each land walk formed the basis of a case study designed to illustrate key points and tell 

the ‘restoration story’ of the site. These case studies have been shared with Natural 

England as separate documents. Excerpts of case studies have been integrated into this 

report in the form of ‘spotlight’ sections. 
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Engagement, reporting and dissemination 

Steering Group engagement 

ICF led meetings with the NCPGS Steering Group every quarter. The purpose of these 

meetings was to update Steering Group members on progress and draw from members’ 

wide-ranging expertise to inform the development of the evaluation. The final Steering 

Group meeting was held in December 2024 in the form of a working-level findings 

workshop, where emerging themes from the ongoing evidence synthesis process were 

shared with the group. Questions, comments, and challenge were encouraged throughout 

the session. Topics discussed in that meeting have informed the development of this 

evaluation report.  

Engagement with wider policy teams 

Wider policy teams at Defra Group were engaged throughout the course of this evaluation, 

with emphasis on the teams leading the Peatland Restoration Register and Peatland 

Restoration Roadmap. Monthly calls were held with the Register and Roadmap teams to 

share progress, avoid duplication between our work and theirs, and ensure consistency 

across projects. For example, these meetings led to agreeing an approach to the 

evaluation’s land walk case studies that avoids duplicating case studies being led by the 

Peatland Restoration Roadmap team. The meetings also provided the evaluation team 

with updates on the overall goals and timelines of both the Roadmap and Register 

workstreams. 

Other engagement 

ICF’s value for money analysis lead held regular monthly meetings with the Defra 

economist responsible for peat. These meetings ensured that our value for money 

approach, including its cost-benefit model, was developed in line with Defra best practice.  

At the request of a representative from Dorset Wildlife Trust, in November 2024 members 

of the ICF team provided a presentation to the Dorset Peat Partnership explaining the 

aims of our evaluation and summarising key findings from our land walk on Dorset 

restoration sites.  

All of the engagement mentioned above is in addition to the evaluation’s scoping and 

design phase, which included extensive stakeholder engagement (see the Evaluation 

scoping and design section).  

Reporting 

This report is the core output of the evaluation. However, several accompanying outputs 

have been produced and shared with Natural England. These include: 
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• 2 updated theories of change: the NCPGS Theory of Change, and the Peatland 

Restoration Theory of Change (see Annex 1) 

• Mural boards (online whiteboards) from the two theory of change workshops 

conducted during the scoping and design phase  

• An evaluation plan 

• 6 case studies from land walks conducted during evaluation fieldwork 

• Slide decks from the three Steering Group presentations held in July, September, 

and December 

Dissemination 

In addition to the engagement activities noted earlier in this section, the findings set out in 

this report will be shared with Defra Group in a webinar scheduled for end of March 2025.  
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Annex 6 – Intended audience of this report 

The audience for this evaluation includes stakeholders both internal and external to 

Natural England.  

Natural England’s Peat Team will take lessons learned from the evaluation to feed back 
into the delivery of the scheme. Learning will also be applied to relevant adjacent 
workstreams such as the Peatland Restoration Roadmap.  
 

The Peat Delivery Working Group (Natural England, Defra & EA) will use the 
evaluation to inform decisions on the delivery and risk management of the remainder of 
NCPGS. The evaluation’s insights on what is working and what is not will feed into wider 
thinking and decision making on the England Peat Action Plan.  
 

The Peat Project Board (Natural England, Defra, EA & FC) will use this evaluation to 
inform strategic decisions on the delivery and risk management of the remainder of the 
grant scheme and wider aspects of EPAP delivery.   
 

The Nature for Climate Fund Programme Board will use the outcomes of this evaluation 
to gather an evidence base to report to Ministers and senior stakeholders. This will feed 
into decision making within the programme’s life cycle.  
 

For Natural England itself, the evaluation will link to the delivery and evaluation of a 
number of other workstreams that Natural England are leading on or contributing to, 
including schemes on Nature-based Solutions, the Nature Recovery Network, Local 
Nature Recovery Strategies, the England Peat Map, and Environmental Land 
Management schemes. The evaluation will also provide learning for the Evaluation 
Network in Natural England.  
 

The outcomes of this evaluation will be shared with the peatland community, including 
peat partnerships, researchers, academics, and the public. Lessons learned from this 
evaluation will be relevant for future restoration planning. 
 

For the government/Defra, this evaluation will feed into reporting against Net Zero targets 
and other commitments in the Environment Improvement Plan. Reporting will also be 
relevant to Defra priority outcomes.   
 

Natural England intends to share the outcomes of this evaluation with grant applicants, 
both successful and unsuccessful, in order to foster openness and transparency on 
lessons learned from the delivery of the scheme so far. 
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Annex 7 – Cost-Benefit analysis annex  

ICF have developed a VfM framework to evaluate the NCPGS. This framework is outlined 

in the VfM evaluation section and the core outputs are a benefit-cost ratio (BCR) and a Net 

Present Social Value (NPSV) produced from a cost benefit analysis (CBA). Defra provided 

an outline cost-benefit model based on the original business case analysis, and ICF have 

refined and developed this model using data and evidence from the NCPGS, and updated 

assumptions. The purpose of this model and the analytical outputs is to evaluate the 

quantified impact of the NCPGS activities which were delivered during the policy period 

between April 2021 and March 2024. Those activities which were delivered will be 

analysed over an appraisal period of 50-years (i.e. 50 years starting from when the 

restoration activities were undertaken). This analytical annex outlines the approach and 

methodology to the modelling, provides an overview of the key input data and 

assumptions, and presents the outputs and sensitivity analysis. 

Methodology 

The methodology has been designed to quantify the impact of the activities undertaken in 

the NCPGS. We have quantified and monetised appropriate costs and benefits and 

produced a cost-benefit analysis. The core inputs into the model are the area of peatland 

under restoration (ha) and the baseline peat condition – this information has been 

provided by projects. 

There are multiple costs associated with delivering peatland restoration under the NCPGS, 

including CDEL, enabling-CDEL, and RDEL. Capital costs (CDEL) include costs 

associated with the machinery, equipment and construction of peatland restoration. Costs 

required to deliver the capital works (e.g. partnership funding for staff) are captured as 

‘enabling-CDEL’. The funding for these costs comes from grant-funding and match-funding 

(Restoration grant projects are required to secure a minimum of 25% match-funding). Both 

CDEL and enabling-CDEL have been reported and categorised by projects, and reviewed 

by Natural England to ensure quality and consistency. Resource costs (RDEL) are the 

costs associated with Natural England administering and delivering the scheme, and have 

been provided by Natural England. 

Healthy peatlands deliver numerous ecosystem services. The three benefits of peatland 

restoration that are quantified and monetised in this analysis are carbon savings, water 

quality improvements, and biodiversity improvements. Carbon savings represent the 

greenhouse gas emissions avoided through peatland restoration, expressed in carbon 

equivalents. Carbon savings values are derived from the National Atmospheric Emissions 

Inventory, and we have estimated the carbon abatement potential based on the emissions 

from the baseline peat condition (tCO2e/ha/year) compared to the restored peatland 

condition (tCO2e/ha/year). The baseline is the condition of peat at the time that restoration 

at the site began (i.e. the pre-intervention condition), and the baseline year is the year in 
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which the restoration started. The savings are monetised using the Green Book 

supplementary guidance on valuing energy use and carbon emission (DESNZ 2023).  

The water quality and biodiversity benefits are monetised using the Enabling Natural 

Capital Approach (ENCA), from a study by Morris and Camino (2011). Water quality and 

biodiversity benefits apply the same factor to all peatland restored regardless of baseline 

condition. Therefore, each hectare restored delivers a proportionate amount of benefits 

(£/ha/year). Water quality benefits are estimated to be (£292/ha/year) and biodiversity 

benefits are (£304/ha/year). Both have been adjusted to reflect the base year of the CBA.  

The benefits of peatland restoration may take time to be fully realised due to the natural 

improvements over time following the intervention. To reflect this, we have included a 

‘ramp-up’ profile for benefits whereby carbon savings, biodiversity benefits, and water 

quality benefits take time to fully materialise. Through discussions with Natural England, 

we agreed that an appropriate timeframe for this ‘ramp-up’ would be 5 years (i.e. benefits 

increase from year 1 to their full potential at year 5 and the continue at the full potential 

level through to the end of the appraisal period).   

Table 34 Benefits profile over time 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 … 

20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 100% 100% 

Assumptions 

The assumptions used in the analysis are outlined in the following table. 

Table 35 Value for money analysis assumptions 

Assumption Description 

Counterfactual The costs and benefits of the NCPGS are measured relative to a 

scenario without peatland restoration. 

Appraisal period The appraisal period used is 50-years which reflects a reasonable 

period of time under which we would expect the benefits of 

peatland restoration to be realised. The main benefits are realised 

every year following restoration (and maintenance) and this 

appraisal period was considered appropriate by Natural England 

and Defra. We include a sensitivity analysis to test a scenario 

under which costs and benefits are only realised until 2050 (to 

align with the UK Government’s Net Zero target). 

Emissions factors Emissions factors are based on the UK Greenhouse Gas 

Inventory (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2025). 

Abatement is calculated by comparing the baseline peat condition 

annual emissions to the restored peat condition annual emissions 

(Defra 2022). 
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Monetised impacts and evidence base 

All prices in this analysis have been converted into 2024 prices using the Jan 2025 GDP 

deflator (HM Treasury 2025). 

The Green Book social time preference rate (‘discount rate’) has been applied to all social 

present values (HM Treasury 2022). 

The quantified costs used in the cost-benefit are: 

▪ Capital Departmental Expenditure Limits (CDEL): calculated using actual data from 

expense claims for capital costs associated with peatland restoration activities 

under the scheme. These reflect the actual outturn costs accrued between Apr 

2021 - Mar 2024. 

▪ Enabling Capital Departmental Expenditure Limits (enabling-CDEL): calculated 

using actual data from expense claims for the costs associated with enabling the 

capital costs for peatland restoration activities under the scheme (including 

partnership costs). These reflect actual outturn costs accrued between Apr 2021 – 

Mar 2024. 

▪ Resource Departmental Expenditure Limit (RDEL): calculated using a combination 

of actual data and estimates provided by Natural England for the costs associated 

with running and administering the scheme.  

▪ Ongoing costs: calculated using a combination of opportunity costs and ongoing 

maintenance costs. This information has been provided to ICF by Defra. 

Opportunity costs are included in the analysis to reflect the land use trade-off made 

when deciding to restore peatland. In practice, opportunity costs will depend on 

what the land is currently used for and the extent to which those activities can 

continue after restoration. Maintenance is required to maintain the condition of the 

restored peat to lock in carbon savings. This is an essential part of the restoration 

process. 

To note: the cost-benefit model requires cost data at a granular level such that it can be 

categorised as above. The level of granularity is not available for the full spend under the 

scheme at this stage. The analysis has therefore been undertaken based on the available 

data, accounting for around 90% of the total CDEL costs. Through testing of the model 

and analysis, it has been established that using this data does not significantly affect 

results and therefore the outputs of the value for money assessment are still valid. It 

should be noted that the full grant spend through to the end of March 2024 was £32.6m. 

Where possible, we have included sensitivity analysis results in footnotes to identify the 

potential impact on metrics from the increased CDEL.   

The quantified benefits used in the cost-benefit are: 
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▪ Carbon benefits30: The estimated carbon emissions avoided through restoring the 

peatland. To value greenhouse gas savings, HMT Green Book supplementary 

guidance on valuation of energy use and carbon emissions is used.  

▪ Biodiversity benefits: The estimated biodiversity benefits from peatland restoration. 

To value the biodiversity benefits, Enabling a Natural Capital Approach (ENCA) has 

been used. 

▪ Water quality benefits: The estimated water quality benefits from peatland 

restoration. To value the water quality benefits, Enabling a Natural Capital 

Approach (ENCA) has been used.  

Biodiversity benefits and water quality benefits are realised from all restored peatland, and 

are monetised using estimates from Morris and Camino (2011).  

Social Net Present Value 

Costs and benefits are discounted to the base year of 2024. The table below shows the 

monetised impacts. 

Table 36 Social Net Present Value monetised impacts 

SNPV component £m 

Restoration grant CDEL -18.9 

Restoration grant Enabling-CDEL -6.2 

Discovery grant CDEL -3.3 

Discovery grant Enabling-CDEL -2.3 

RDEL -4.4 

Opportunity Cost -143.2 

Carbon benefits +410 

Biodiversity benefits +103.1 

Water quality benefits +99 

Outputs 

The Net Present Social Value (NPSV) expresses the present value of all social benefits 

less the present value of all social costs. It provides a measure of the overall impact of the 

intervention. The NPSV for the NCPGS is £434m31. 

 

30 Carbon benefits refer to the carbon dioxide equivalent emissions avoided through the peatland restoration. 

All greenhouse gas emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). 

31 Note that the estimated impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the ‘monetised impacts 

and evidence base’ section of this annex would be to reduce the NPSV to £431m. 
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The Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) is a ratio of the present value of all social benefits to the 

present value of all social costs. It provides a measure of the benefits relative to costs. The 

BCR for the NCPGS is 3.4332. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

The outputs of the cost-benefit analysis are sensitive to a range of uncertainties, input 

values, and assumptions (e.g. appraisal period and carbon values). Optimism Bias has not 

been included in the core analysis because the main inputs (hectares under restoration 

and baseline peat condition) are based on outturn data, but to reflect the uncertainties and 

assumptions, sensitivity analysis has been undertaken. Sensitivity analysis illustrates the 

effects on the BCR of varying the inputs and assumptions which have the most influence 

on the overall outputs. The key results from the sensitivity analysis are summarised in the 

table below.  

Table 37 Sensitivity analysis results 

Assumption/Input Sensitivity 

tested 

Rationale BCR Output 

Carbon values Green Book high In line with the ranges provided 

in the Green Book 

supplementary guidance on 

valuing energy use and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

4.59 

Carbon values Green Book low In line with the ranges provided 

in the Green Book 

supplementary guidance on 

valuing energy use and 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

2.28 

Opportunity cost Remove from 

analysis 

The opportunity accounts for 

income foregone as well as 

ongoing maintenance costs. The 

current assumption (over 50 

years) is likely an overestimate 

so this sensitivity tests removing 

the cost.  

17.5 

2050 scenario Appraisal period to 

2050 

Assesses the impact of the 

NCPGS against a 2050 scenario 

in line with the UK Governments 

Net Zero target. 

2.70 

Cost to government Cost to government 

only included 

Removing match-funding shows 

the impact of the scheme from 

3.58 

 

32 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit 

analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, the BCR would reduce to  .37. 
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Assumption/Input Sensitivity 

tested 

Rationale BCR Output 

government funding only, 

reflecting VfM for public funds.  

Upland/lowland Upland only Upland and lowland sites have 

different characteristics. 

Uplands are predominantly 

grouse moorland or low 

productivity grazing, whereas 

lowland is predominantly 

productive agricultural land. 

3.25 

Upland/lowland Lowland only Upland and lowland sites have 

different characteristics. 

Uplands are predominantly 

grouse moorland or low 

productivity grazing, whereas 

lowland is predominantly 

productive agricultural land. 

3.87 

Non-monetised costs and benefits 

The costs and benefits included in the analysis are those with sufficient evidence and data 

to quantify and monetise impacts. There are additional costs and benefits associated with 

the NCPGS which are not captured in the analysis because there is lack of evidence or 

data to support their inclusion. There are additional indirect environmental co-benefits to 

society, e.g. recreation and flood risk management.  

There will also be benefits from the private finance and planning elements of the scheme 

in terms of creating better links with private finance market mechanisms. These will enable 

the delivery of future peat restoration at scale and the building of the restoration supplier 

market by encouraging smaller partnerships to bid. The restoration planning projects will 

have the indirect benefits of unlocking sites for later restoration, without which it would be 

more challenging to reach restoration targets.  

Finally, there is a policy benefit of the NCPGS to Defra and the UK Government in 

contributing to the UK’s Net Zero target. 
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Annex 8 – Impact evaluation matrix 

Table 38 Impact evaluation questions, sub-questions, factors to consider, and data 

sources 

Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to consider Data sources 

EQ6 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
the hydrological 
functioning of the 
peatland? 
 

Has restoration (rewetting) led 
to the water table being closer 
to the surface? 

Mean annual water table 
depth 
 

Water Level sheet of 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 
 

EQ6 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
the hydrological 
functioning of the 
peatland? 
 

Has the range of water table 
fluctuations reduced from pre-
restoration observations? 

Dipwell monitoring with 
time-series analysis 

Water Level sheet of 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 
 

EQ6 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
the hydrological 
functioning of the 
peatland? 
 

To what extent has peatland 
restoration contributed to 
natural flood management? 

Area of peatland 
restoration in each NFM 
priority category 
 

EA’s NFM priority spatial 
data layer 
 

EQ7 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
peatland habitat 
condition? 
 

Has the extent of bare peat 
reduced? 

% cover and frequency  
 
Vegetation (quadrat) 
monitoring before 
restoration and at end of 
project 

Data in the vegetation 
and Species tabs of the 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 
 

EQ7 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
peatland habitat 
condition? 
 

Has the % cover and 
frequency of positive indicator 
species increased 

% cover and frequency  
 
Vegetation (quadrat) 
monitoring before 
restoration and at end of 
project 

Data in the vegetation 
and Species tabs of the 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 
 

EQ7 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
peatland habitat 
condition? 
 

Has the % cover and 
frequency of negative 
indicator species decreased? 

% cover and frequency  
 
Vegetation (quadrat) 
monitoring before 
restoration and at end of 
project 

Data in the vegetation 
and Species tabs of the 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 
 

EQ7 - Have 
restoration 
activities improved 
peatland habitat 
condition? 
 

Has the extent of invasive 
species reduced? 

% cover and frequency  
 
Vegetation (quadrat) 
monitoring before 
restoration and at end of 
project 
 

Data in the vegetation 
and Species tabs of the 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to consider Data sources 

EQ8 - Have carbon 
losses from 
peatlands been 
reduced? 
 

Have GHG emissions 
reduced? 

 

tCO2e abated (by 2050 
and over 50 years) 
 
tCO2e abated (annually) 
 
Change in peat condition 
category 

Annual reports submitted 
by projects 
 

EQ8 - Have carbon 
losses from 
peatlands been 
reduced? 
 

Has the surface level 
changed (i.e. has peat loss 
been stopped)? 

Surface level change (cm) 
 

Peat depth in of 
Monitoring Data 
spreadsheet 

EQ9 - What 
progress have 
projects made on 
the ground in 
relation to the 
proposed 
restoration 
trajectory? 
 

Have hydrological changes 
been observed as expected? 

Dipwell monitoring 
comparison to application 
form trajectories 

Data included as part of 
annual reporting 
requirements  
 

EQ9 - What 
progress have 
projects made on 
the ground in 
relation to the 
proposed 
restoration 
trajectory? 
 

Have vegetation changes 
been observed as expected? 
 

Vegetation (quadrat) 
monitoring and vegetation 
mapping comparison to 
application form 
trajectories – part of annual 
reporting requirements 

Data included as part of 
annual reporting 
requirements  
 

EQ9 - What 
progress have 
projects made on 
the ground in 
relation to the 
proposed 
restoration 
trajectory? 
 

Have peat condition changes 
been observed as expected? 
 

Changes in peat condition 
in comparison to 
restoration trajectory – 
data from vegetation 
monitoring and NCPGS 
site visits – part of annual 
reporting requirements 

Data included as part of 
annual reporting 
requirements  
 

EQ10 - Has the 
NCPGS achieved 
the expected target 
of 35,000ha of peat 
under restoration? 
 

What area is under 
restoration? 

Area of restoration (ha) 
 

Spatial data area 
calculation 

EQ10 - Has the 
NCPGS achieved 
the expected target 
of 35,000ha of peat 
under restoration? 
 

What area of peat habitat has 
been re-created?  
 

Area of peat habitat re-
created (ha) 
 

Project applicants submit 
a 'baseline peatland 
condition category' in 
terms of area.  Noted that 
many projects have 
changed since their 
application 

EQ10 - Has the 
NCPGS achieved 
the expected target 

What area of restoration has 
been carried out within 
protected sites? 

Area of peat restoration 
within protected sites (ha) 
– SSSI, SPA, SAC, 
Ramsar, National Parks, 

Protected sites data 
available from Natural 
England data portal 



 

Page 163 of 168 Evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, 2021-2025 

NECR621 

Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to consider Data sources 

of 35,000ha of peat 
under restoration? 
 

National Landscapes, 
National Nature Reserves 

EQ10 - Has the 
NCPGS achieved 
the expected target 
of 35,000ha of peat 
under restoration? 
 

What area of restoration has 
been carried out on wildlife-
rich habitat outside of the 
protected sites network? 

Area of restoration outside 
of protected sites (outside 
of SSSIs, SACs, SPAs and 
Ramsar) 
 
Area of restoration within 
habitat network zones 
 

Protected sites data 
available from Natural 
England data portal 
 
Area calculation of spatial 
data against Natural 
England Habitat networks 
data 

EQ11 - To what 
extent have 
projects secured 
additional finance, 
including private 
finance?  
 
 

To what extent have NCPGS 
projects investigated private 
finance options? 

Use of other 
grants/methods to explore 
and secure private finance 
e.g. NEIRF or GRCF  
 

Stakeholder interviews 
with grantees (especially 
Discovery grantees) and 
description of 
investigations into private 
finance in application 
materials 

EQ11 - To what 
extent have 
projects secured 
additional finance, 
including private 
finance?  
 

What value and proportion of 
Restoration Grant project 
costs are funded through 
additional finance, including 
private finance? 
 

How many Restoration 
Grants projects exceeded 
the 25% additional funding 
target? 
 
How many Restoration 
Grants projects did not 
achieve the 25% additional 
funding target?  
 
Total value of grant money 
awarded per project  
 
Total value and sources of 
additional finance (£ and % 
of project) per project  
 
Sources of additional 
finance in relation to 
grantee experience, 
location or peatland 
restoration type  

 
 

EQ11 - To what 
extent have 
projects secured 
additional finance, 
including private 
finance?  
 

What value and proportion of 
Discovery Grant project costs 
are funded through additional 
finance, including private 
finance?  

Total value of grant money 
awarded per project  
 
Total value and sources of 
additional finance (£ and % 
of project) per project  
 
Sources of additional 
finance in relation to 
grantee experience, 
location or peatland 
restoration type  
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Evaluation 

question 

Evaluation sub-

questions 

Factors to consider Data sources 

EQ11 - To what 
extent have 
projects secured 
additional finance, 
including private 
finance?  
 

To what extent have 
Restoration Grant projects 
engaged with the Peatland 
Code? 
 

Number of projects and 
sites registered with the 
Peatland Code, and 
number of sites verified  
 
Proportion of those 
projects and sites that 
have received NCPGS 
funding 
 
Reasons for eligible 
projects not engaging with 
the Peatland Code  

 
 

EQ11 - To what 
extent have 
projects secured 
additional finance, 
including private 
finance?  
 

Through what mechanisms 
has private finance been 
secured?  
 

Total value and sources of 
additional finance (£ and % 
of project) per project  
 
Types of investors and 
relationship to 
types/locations of 
restoration  
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Annex 9 – NCPGS recipients 

Table 39 NCPGS grantees and project titles 

Funding 

round 

Grant type Grant project title Lead organisation 

Round 1 

(awarded 

2021) 

Discovery 
Broads Peatland Partnership Broads Authority 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Fens East Peat Partnership 

Lincolnshire Wildlife 
Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Great North Bog (West) National Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Cambridgeshire Fens NIAB 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Moors to Restore Partnership 

North York Moors 
National Park Authority 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Moors for Climate 

Peak District National 
Park Authority 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Somerset Peatland Partnership Somerset Wildlife Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Great Northern Fen (Humberhead Levels 
Partnership) 

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Dorset Catchment Partnership Dorset Wildlife Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Discovery 
Northumberland Peat Partnership 

Northumberland Wildlife 
Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Restoration 
For climate, for nature: Restoring the peatlands 
of the Border Mires 

Forestry England 
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Funding 

round 

Grant type Grant project title Lead organisation 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Restoration Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition Lancashire Wildlife Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Restoration South West Peatland Partnership South West Water  

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Restoration Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

Round 1 
(awarded 
2021) 

Restoration 
Blanketing the Peaks: Peatland restoration at 
Dove Stone  

RSPB 

Round 2 

(awarded 

2022) 

Discovery 
Peatland Discovery Grant Derbyshire Wildlife Trust 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Discovery Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition Lancashire Wildlife Trust 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Discovery High Peak Discovery Project National Trust 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Discovery North of England Discovery 
North Pennines National 
Landscape 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Discovery 
Wimbledon and Putney Commons Peatland 
Discovery Project 

Wimbledon and Putney 
Commons Conservators 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Restoration 
Great North Bog (West) Peatland Restoration National Trust 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Restoration Moor Climate Action 
Peak District National 
Park Authority 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Restoration Ridge Graham Ridge Carbon Capture 
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Funding 

round 

Grant type Grant project title Lead organisation 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Restoration SPP 2022 Peatland Restoration Project Somerset Wildlife Trust 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Restoration 
Humberhead Levels Peatland Restoration 
Project 

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

Round 2 
(awarded 
2022) 

Restoration 
Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) 
Phase 2 

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Buttle Marshes Restoration Broads Authority 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Dorset Peat Partnership 
Dorset Catchment 
Partnership 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration 
Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) 
Phase 3 

Durham County Council 
(North Pennines 
National Landscape 
Partnership) 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Restoring the Red Rose Peatlands Lancashire Wildlife Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Fens East Peat Partnership (FEPP) 
Lincolnshire Wildlife 
Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Lincolnshire Humberhead Levels (LincsHHL) 
Lincolnshire Wildlife 
Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration 
High Peak Peatland Restoration: Park Hall & 
Kinder Scout 2023-25 

National Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Nature for Climate: Restoration Phase 2 National Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Holcombe Moor National Trust 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Moor to Restore 
North York Moors 
National Park Authority 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration Moor for Climate Phase 2 Peak District NPA 

Round 3 
(awarded 
2023) 

Restoration 
SPP RSPB Greylake 2023-2025 Restoration 
Project 

RSPB 
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	Foreword 
	The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) aims to bring 35,000 ha of degraded peatland under restoration. The scheme, administered by Natural England as part of the government’s Nature for Climate Fund, provides funding for both the planning and preparation of peatland restoration (Discovery Grants) as well as on-the-ground works (Restoration Grants). 
	Natural England commissioned ICF and partners to conduct this process, impact and value for money evaluation of the scheme to understand what has gone well and what could be improved. We hope this learning can then be implemented in future. Learning will be taken on board in changes to the scheme in its final years, and will also be used more widely to inform the Defra-group transition into Environmental Land Management schemes (ELMs) as the primary public funding mechanism to support peatland restoration. 
	Evaluation is also key to accountability. Through the impact and value for money elements in particular, we can assess to what extent benefits of the scheme have been realised to date. The results presented in this report consider all of the information that was available at the time of analysis – namely, from the scheme’s outset until March 2024. A final round of evaluation will be conducted upon the conclusion of the scheme. 
	To recognise that the NCPGS is not the sole factor at play for England’s peat restoration ambitions, ICF were also commissioned to consider the wider context in which the scheme sits. The findings in this report relating to wider barriers and opportunities for peatland restoration will be shared with peatland projects, such as the Peatland Restoration Roadmap, and with policy teams, such as those leading Environment Land Management. 
	Natural England commission a range of reports from external contractors to provide evidence and advice to assist us in delivering our duties. The views in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of Natural England.  
	Executive summary 
	England is home to more than 1 million hectares of peatland, covering nearly ten percent of its land area. These precious landscapes have the potential to serve as a vital carbon sink and deliver benefits for biodiversity, water quality, flood mitigation, and communities’ engagement with nature (Defra 2021a).  
	Less than 20 percent of England’s peatlands are currently in near-natural condition. This means that they are releasing more carbon than they absorb – in the region of 10 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year, or approximately 2 percent of England’s total Greenhouse Gas Emissions as of 2022 (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2024).  
	Peatland restoration – capital works delivered using specialised machinery to help degraded peat soils retain more water and rebalance to their natural condition – can reduce these emissions over time, eventually returning England’s peatlands to their fully functioning state as one of the nation’s greatest carbon sinks.  
	This report outlines the findings of a process, impact and value for money evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (the NCPGS), the government’s main delivery scheme for funding peatland restoration in England between 2021 and 2026. The report aims to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide accountability – answer whether the scheme has achieved what it set out to achieve (or is on track to do so) 

	•
	•
	 Generate learning from the delivery of the NCPGS that can be shared with other Defra Group schemes, with peat partnerships, and more widely within government 

	•
	•
	 Help guide and inform decision making for the future of peat restoration 


	In addition to the NCPGS itself, three wider enabling factors were assessed: the availability of multiple funding streams for restoration (both public and private), the capacity of the peatland restoration sector, and public/landowner appetite to restore. Overall findings and recommendations on each evaluation theme are summarised below.  
	Process evaluation 
	The multi-year, dedicated funding for peatland restoration offered through the NCPGS has been hugely appreciated by those who deliver peat restoration, including peat partnerships, environmental non-governmental organisations (eNGOs) and public bodies like Forestry England. The early years of the scheme saw grantees face significant delays in receiving payment for work they had delivered, causing stress and cash flow problems especially for smaller organisations. But Natural England has taken grantees’ feed
	delivery. Upfront funding, widened application windows, and clearer communication on the certainty and structure of long-term funding would help to increase momentum in the sector.  

	Impact evaluation 
	The total area expected to be brought under restoration through the NCPGS by the end of the scheme is 26,135.6 ha, or 30,312.2 ha if area restored under a prior one-year ‘shovel-ready’ scheme is taken into account. The area brought under restoration as of March 2024 is 10,630.6 ha, with an additional 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through the prior one-year scheme. As a result of the NCPGS restoration conducted up to March 2024, the predicted CO2e abatement to 2050 is 1.22 Mt (or 1.62 Mt if the shovel
	Value for money evaluation 
	Benefits delivered by the NCPGS to date include – among other things – carbon abatement, biodiversity benefits, and water quality benefits. Outputs of a cost-benefit model using data collected during the NCPGS up to March 2024 estimate that the scheme’s Benefit-Cost ratio is 3.43, which is greater than the business case estimate of 3.34, and corresponds to a total social benefit (carbon and non-carbon) of £613m. However, despite the significant progress achieved by the scheme, the overall area of peatland r
	Evaluation of wider enabling factors 
	Multiple funding streams, both public and private, are already in place to carry peatland restoration beyond 2026. The NCPGS has encouraged projects to bring in private investment and has been praised for providing momentum and certainty to the sector through its multi-year funding contracts. Finally, evidence indicates that NCPGS grantees have worked creatively to raise the profile of peatland restoration and its benefits among landowners and the public. However, more work will need to be done by governmen
	Government could expand its use of in-person, written and digital outreach to create a broader coalition of support for peatland restoration across the country.   
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	1 Introduction 
	1.1 The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 
	There are more than 1 million hectares of peatland in England, covering nearly ten percent of England’s land area. These precious landscapes have the potential to serve as a vital carbon sink, delivering benefits for biodiversity, water quality, flood mitigation, and communities’ engagement with nature (Defra 2021a).  
	Less than 20 percent of these landscapes are currently in near-natural condition. This means that they are releasing more carbon than they absorb – in the region of 10 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year, or approximately 2 percent of England’s total Greenhouse Gas Emissions as of 2022 (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2024).  
	Peatland restoration – capital works delivered using specialised machinery to help degraded peat soils retain more water and rebalance to their natural condition – can reduce these emissions over time, eventually returning England’s peatlands to their fully functioning state as one of the nation’s greatest carbon sinks.  
	An Action Plan to achieve this goal was set out by the UK government in 2021: 
	“[P]eatland restoration needs to happen now in order to maximise the benefits and secure our carbon store. Therefore, we have announced a comprehensive package of restoration to turbo charge this process as part of the Nature for Climate Fund.” – England Peat Action Plan, May 2021  
	The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) is one part of the ~£750 million Nature for Climate Fund (NCF), which was introduced in 2020/21 to bridge the gap between pre-2021 funding models for environmental land management (many of which were linked to the UK’s membership in the EU) and the government’s Environmental Land Management Schemes (ELMs), which will be fully rolled out from 2026 onwards.  
	Figure
	Figure 1 The changing government funding landscape for peatland restoration from the pre-Brexit period through to post-2026  
	The overall objectives of the NCPGS, through its funded projects, are to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduce emissions from peat by 5.7 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (Mt CO2e) cumulatively by 2050. 

	•
	•
	 Establish the process of restoring 35,000 hectares of degraded peat in England by March 2026, in line with the target set in the England Peat Action Plan. 

	•
	•
	 Provide wider benefits such as improved ecosystems and biodiversity, improved water quality, natural flood management, protection of historic environment features, and connecting people with nature, thereby contributing to the Environmental Improvement Plan and related initiatives. 


	In 2020/21, the NCPGS was preceded by a one-year grant scheme for ‘shovel-ready’ peat restoration projects – projects which had delivery plans ready to implement. The NCPGS initially committed to funding 35,000 hectares of restoration by 2025. Its end date was recently extended to March 2026 to facilitate maximum possible progress towards the 35,000 hectare goal.  
	What the NCPGS offers 
	The NCPGS is administered by Natural England (NE). It first awarded grants in 2021 and has since been the main government offer for peatland restoration, funding both Discovery and Restoration grants. The scheme undertook three full funding rounds for the 2021/22 to 2024/25 peatland restoration seasons, which typically run from October to March every year.  
	Discovery grants, offered in the first two rounds of NCPGS funding, were designed to fund preparatory actions that would feed into future Restoration grant applications (including baseline monitoring and hydrological surveying). 
	Restoration grants, available in all three application rounds, were designed to fund landscape scale restoration work on degraded peatlands in England, covering up to 75% of total project costs (typically in the range of £1-2 million per grant). The remaining 25% was required to be covered through match funding from non-Treasury sources. 
	The latest application round for extension year funding, held in 2024, was only open to existing grantees. It will fund the continuation and extension of existing Restoration grant projects during the 2025/2026 restoration season, giving grantees the opportunity to bring new work into their projects and revise delivery profiles. NCPGS grantees across all application rounds and the extension year are listed in Annex 9.  
	1
	1
	1 All Restoration projects across the lifetime of the scheme were awarded extension year funding with the exception of the Ridge Graham project (Round 2), the Great North Bog (West) Peatland Restoration project (Round 2), the Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition project (Round 1), and the Border Mires project (Round 1).  
	1 All Restoration projects across the lifetime of the scheme were awarded extension year funding with the exception of the Ridge Graham project (Round 2), the Great North Bog (West) Peatland Restoration project (Round 2), the Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition project (Round 1), and the Border Mires project (Round 1).  



	1.2 Objectives of this evaluation 
	ICF, in partnership with LUC and eftec, was commissioned by Natural England in February 2024 to deliver an evaluation of the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme and wider factors contributing to EPAP restoration ambitions between 2021 and 2025. This is part of a wider package of work being delivered by ICF and partners relating to the monitoring  
	and evaluation of peatland restoration activities from 2021 onwards.  
	2
	2
	2  is an international management consultancy which focuses on delivering strategy, advisory and evaluation services for public sector clients, including Defra, Natural England, and other UK government bodies. ICF has led the delivery of this evaluation report for Natural England.  is a consultancy focused on creating sustainable, resilient environments by integrating landscape design, environmental planning, and management to benefit nature, people, and places. LUC brought particular expertise in environme
	2  is an international management consultancy which focuses on delivering strategy, advisory and evaluation services for public sector clients, including Defra, Natural England, and other UK government bodies. ICF has led the delivery of this evaluation report for Natural England.  is a consultancy focused on creating sustainable, resilient environments by integrating landscape design, environmental planning, and management to benefit nature, people, and places. LUC brought particular expertise in environme
	ICF
	ICF

	LUC
	LUC

	Eftec
	Eftec





	The overall aims of the report are to: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide a process, impact and value for money evaluation of the NCPGS. 

	•
	•
	 Thereby provide accountability – answer whether the scheme has achieved what it set out to achieve (or is on track to do so).  

	•
	•
	 Generate learning from the delivery of the NCPGS that can be shared with other Natural England-delivered schemes, with peat partnerships, and more widely within Defra Group.  

	•
	•
	 Understand the role of three wider factors in enabling peatland restoration: the availability of multiple funding streams for restoration (both public and private), the capacity of the peatland restoration sector, and public/landowner appetite to restore.  

	•
	•
	 Help guide and inform decision making for the future of peat restoration.  
	3
	3
	3 See Annex 6 for more on the intended audience of this report.  
	3 See Annex 6 for more on the intended audience of this report.  





	The findings reported here should not be viewed as a final evaluation of the grant scheme, since NCPGS activities will continue until March 2026, and since data on the 2024/25 restoration season was not yet available to feed into this report. However, this report has had access to a wider range of evidence compared to the  of the NCPGS completed by ICF in 2023.  
	interim process evaluation
	interim process evaluation


	1.3 Evaluation design and methodology 
	The evaluation reported on here was undertaken between February 2024 and March 2025. A scoping phase was carried out between February and June 2024 to refine the project’s scope and methodological approach. It was agreed that the evaluation should take a theory-based approach given the absence of a viable comparison group. The evaluation was therefore designed to test the patterns of cause and effect predicted in 
	Natural England’s theory of change for the NCPGS, guided by a Contribution Analysis approach.
	4
	4
	4 For more details on the scoping phase, evaluation design and methodology, see Annex 5.  
	4 For more details on the scoping phase, evaluation design and methodology, see Annex 5.  


	 The NCPGS theory of change underpinning this approach is shown in 
	Figure 2
	Figure 2

	.
	5
	5
	5 A broader theory of change covering peatland restoration as a whole (going beyond the NCPGS) is provided in Annex 1 for additional context. Narratives, risks and assumptions for both theories of change are also included in Annex 1.  
	5 A broader theory of change covering peatland restoration as a whole (going beyond the NCPGS) is provided in Annex 1 for additional context. Narratives, risks and assumptions for both theories of change are also included in Annex 1.  


	  

	Within this theory-based approach, findings should be viewed as supporting plausible conclusions, or reasonably likely narratives, about how the NCPGS and wider factors have led to results in peatland restoration between 2021 and 2025. Conclusions which draw from a wider range of evidence can be viewed as more plausible, or more strongly supported by evidence, than conclusions which draw from a narrower range of evidence.  
	Throughout the report, the evidence sources in support of conclusions are referenced in-text. For example, a conclusion which is supported by interviews with several government officials and by Round 1 NCPGS application guidance would be immediately followed by the following reference (government officials; NCPGS Round 1 application guidance). A conclusion which is supported by an interview with a single successful NCPGS applicant would be followed by (NCPGS successful applicant).  
	6
	6
	6 Where stakeholder types are mentioned in citations (e.g. ‘government officials’ in the example citation just mentioned), the reference is to semi-structured interviews with members of that stakeholder type unless otherwise noted in the text. Where it is clear based on the narrative of the text where supporting evidence originates from – for example, if the report states ‘Government officials indicated that…’ – bracketed citations are not added in addition. This is to avoid repetition and clutter in the te
	6 Where stakeholder types are mentioned in citations (e.g. ‘government officials’ in the example citation just mentioned), the reference is to semi-structured interviews with members of that stakeholder type unless otherwise noted in the text. Where it is clear based on the narrative of the text where supporting evidence originates from – for example, if the report states ‘Government officials indicated that…’ – bracketed citations are not added in addition. This is to avoid repetition and clutter in the te
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	Figure 2 NCPGS theory of change 
	Figure 2 NCPGS theory of change 

	1.4 Evidence consulted 
	Research for this evaluation combined secondary data analysis and desk-based document review with primary fieldwork in the form of interviews and visits to NCPGS restoration sites. A variety of documents and data returns were analysed to inform the evaluation, ranging from NCPGS application guidance to the spatial data provided in NCPGS projects’ annual data returns.   
	7
	7
	7 For a full description of evidence sources consulted, interview and land walk methodologies, and interviewee and land walk site sampling approaches, see Annex 5. Annex 5 also includes a summary of how Defra Group stakeholders have been engaged throughout this evaluation, from the scoping process through to testing emerging findings. 
	7 For a full description of evidence sources consulted, interview and land walk methodologies, and interviewee and land walk site sampling approaches, see Annex 5. Annex 5 also includes a summary of how Defra Group stakeholders have been engaged throughout this evaluation, from the scoping process through to testing emerging findings. 



	37 semi-structured interviews were held with successful NCPGS applicants, unsuccessful NCPGS applicants, restoration projects that have received non-NCPGS funding, Defra Group officials, and private finance experts. These interviews informed all elements of the evaluation.  
	They were supplemented with 6 land walks on NCPGS restoration sites, where members of the ICF evaluation team visited active restoration sites and were shown key features of the sites by project leads. These site visits allowed for more free-flowing conversation around participation in the NCPGS, wider enabling factors, barriers, and benefits. Land walk locations are shown in .  
	Figure 3
	Figure 3


	 
	Figure
	Figure 3 Locations of land walks completed as part of this evaluation 
	Taken together, the desk-based analysis, interviews and land walks provided a base of evidence on the NCPGS and wider factors which have affected peatland restoration delivery between 2021 and 2025. Findings drawn from triangulating this evidence are reported in the following sections.  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2 Process evaluation 
	The NCPGS process evaluation aimed to examine how well the grant scheme has been delivered. It was guided by five evaluation questions which were designed in collaboration with Natural England to cover a range of process topics, from the NCPGS application process to partnership working.  
	2.1 Evaluation questions 
	Process evaluation questions and sub-questions are listed in . A more detailed list of data sources and factors considered for each evaluation question are included in Annex 3.    
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	Table 1 Process evaluation questions 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 



	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	 

	Did the application process work well, and was it delivered as intended?  
	Did the application process work well, and was it delivered as intended?  
	 
	Are the scheme processes proportionate for the value of the grants offered?  
	 
	What lessons have been learnt that could improve the processes of funding peatland restoration in future?  
	To what extent have the following been appropriately considered within grant projects?  
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Historic environment (HE)  

	LI
	Lbl
	• Protected sites   

	LI
	Lbl
	• Monitoring   


	 
	Have the HE/protected sites/monitoring requirements required by the NCPGS set up useful processes, knowledge and contacts for future peat restoration? 
	 
	Has the grant scheme been open and transparent to an audience beyond the ‘usual players’ of peat restoration (i.e. peat partnerships which existed prior to the NCPGS)?  
	 
	Are there any relevant audiences the grant scheme has not reached that future funding schemes will need to engage? 
	 
	To what extent has the NCPGS (and its additional funding requirement) helped applicants/grantees to explore and/or secure private finance, including through the Peatland Code? 


	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	 

	To what extent do organisations submitting Restoration grant applications and any amendments/extensions in rounds 2 and 3 benefit from previously having a Discovery grant?  
	To what extent do organisations submitting Restoration grant applications and any amendments/extensions in rounds 2 and 3 benefit from previously having a Discovery grant?  
	 
	Where Discovery grants have not led to future Restoration grants, why has this not taken place? 
	 


	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	 

	Have project objectives changed during the course of the grant scheme and why?  
	Have project objectives changed during the course of the grant scheme and why?  
	 
	Did projects deliver at their intended timescales?  
	 
	Have restoration activities been delivered as intended?  
	 
	Have external factors impacted the delivery of restoration activities, either positively or negatively?  


	EQ4 - To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	EQ4 - To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	EQ4 - To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	 

	What challenges have partnerships faced in bringing all relevant stakeholders on board to deliver restoration (including landowners), and how have those challenges been overcome? 
	What challenges have partnerships faced in bringing all relevant stakeholders on board to deliver restoration (including landowners), and how have those challenges been overcome? 
	 
	To what extent has the NCPGS facilitated partnership working on peatland restoration? To what extent has it encouraged newer peat partnerships to bid for restoration funding?  
	 
	To what extent are peatland partnerships more resilient for the future due to the NCPGS? Resilience could include factors such as: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Human capital development 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Development of long-standing institutions 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Development of businesses providing specialist services 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Development of a knowledge base to support a seamless transition to future restoration funding streams 


	 
	What restoration funding would partnerships have sought in the period 2021-2025 (if any) had the NCPGS not been available? 
	 
	Have NCPGS grantees’ exit strategies changed since they applied (all projects had to provide exit strategies as part of their application)? 


	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	 

	To what extent have NCPGS grantees developed and used innovative restoration techniques?  
	To what extent have NCPGS grantees developed and used innovative restoration techniques?  
	 
	How have the projects supported the development of skills relevant to the peatland restoration sector?  
	 
	To what extent has the NCPGS supported ‘green jobs’?  
	 
	To what extent has the supplier and contractor base for peatland restoration been increased in ways that can be directly attributed to the NCPGS? 
	 
	How do NCPGS grantees’ future funding plans consider jobs? 




	These are the questions which guided the process element of the evaluation research. Key findings are shared in the next section.   
	2.2 Findings 
	EQ1. What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	Factors related to the application process 
	8
	8
	8 This section focuses on the application process for Restoration grants. 
	8 This section focuses on the application process for Restoration grants. 



	Many applicants felt that although the application process was resource intensive, it was proportionate for the funding they received 
	The application process required respondents to complete a range of technical and commercial questions. Guidance for the technical section (based on the most recent Round 3 guidance document) was set out over 19 pages and provided a high level of detail on what was expected of applicants. Questions required respondents to explain what they wanted to achieve, how they would achieve it, how they would safeguard the legacy of the government’s investment, their experience and ability to deliver, and the environ
	9
	9
	9 For more on how guidance was revised between application rounds, see Field et al. (2024).  
	9 For more on how guidance was revised between application rounds, see Field et al. (2024).  



	Many applicants said that the application process required detailed information that took a lot of time to collate. Some felt that this was understandable given the amount of funding they would receive if they were successful. For example, one successful applicant stated: 
	“The application was quite detailed but that is to be expected for a multi-million-pound project”. 
	On the other hand, some applicants said that they did not feel the process was proportionate, especially given the tight application deadlines experienced by applicants across all funding rounds.  
	Tight application deadlines for the grant have caused challenges, especially for smaller organisations 
	Restoration grant applicants from all funding rounds (1, 2, and 3) mentioned that application deadlines for the NCPGS were difficult to meet. Many felt that the application window was too short for them to be able to apply for the grant without having to work overtime and bring in extra resources. They felt that having a longer application window could have helped to make the scheme more accessible to smaller organisations or those who are trying to establish themselves in the peatland restoration sector.  
	Data from Natural England indicates that the application window for NCPGS grants – the length of time between when the invitation to apply was issued and when the scheme closed to applications – ranged from a minimum of 37 working days for Restoration Round 2 to a maximum of 46 working days for Restoration Round 3. See  for more details. Data does not show a clear trend in the length of the application window over the lifetime of the scheme. The length of the window decreased between Round 1 and Round 2 for
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	Table 2 NCPGS application timeframes 
	Application Round 
	Application Round 
	Application Round 
	Application Round 
	Application Round 

	Invitation to apply issued 
	Invitation to apply issued 

	Application window closed 
	Application window closed 

	Initial success letters sent  
	Initial success letters sent  

	Gap between invitation to apply and application window closing in working days (excluding weekends and bank holidays) 
	Gap between invitation to apply and application window closing in working days (excluding weekends and bank holidays) 



	R1 
	R1 
	R1 
	R1 

	30/04/2021 
	30/04/2021 

	25/06/2021 
	25/06/2021 

	18/08/2021 
	18/08/2021 

	39 
	39 


	R2 
	R2 
	R2 

	06/04/2022 
	06/04/2022 

	03/06/2022 
	03/06/2022 

	11/08/2022 
	11/08/2022 

	37 
	37 


	R3 
	R3 
	R3 

	20/03/2023 
	20/03/2023 

	26/05/2023 
	26/05/2023 

	10/08/2023 
	10/08/2023 

	46 
	46 


	D1 
	D1 
	D1 

	07/07/2021 
	07/07/2021 

	01/09/2021 
	01/09/2021 

	23/11/2021 
	23/11/2021 

	40 
	40 


	D2 
	D2 
	D2 

	04/05/2022 
	04/05/2022 

	28/06/2022 
	28/06/2022 

	01/09/2022 
	01/09/2022 

	38 
	38 




	A government official mentioned that in Round 2 and Round 3, application guidance was made available before the application window opened. This should have provided prospective applicants with additional time to prepare the required material. There were also pre-application webinars which meant a longer timeframe for applications to engage with the process overall.  
	Despite these efforts by Natural England, applicants did still indicate that they found application deadlines difficult to meet. Some indicated that the NCPGS application window clashed with those of other large funding schemes – for example, Countryside Stewardship (CS). Those applicants found it difficult to ensure that their applications for both the NCPGS and CS were completed on time to high standards so that they could be competitive for both funding sources. The quick timeframe for the application al
	One contextual factor which may have limited Natural England’s ability to resolve this issue is the constraint imposed by the peatland restoration season. Government officials have indicated that delivery organisations asked for the application window to fall outside the peatland restoration season, which limited the grant team’s ability to provide a longer application window.  
	Factors related to securing private finance 
	Organisations have been successful in securing match funding but called for more government support for that process in the future  
	Interviewees secured the required 25% match funding for Restoration grants through a range of sources, including water companies, private companies, landowners, charities and local authorities, and in-kind through volunteers. Other partnerships provided match funding through their own internal funds. For example, landowners like the Woodland Trust or National Trust were in some cases able to channel their charitable funds into peatland restoration. 
	Although grantees were able to secure match funding, the process of doing so brought challenges. Many participants explained that the amount of work that went into securing match funding was substantial. Peatland restoration is still a relatively new field to invest in, and the benefits of peatland restoration projects typically accrue over a long timescale. This meant that delivery organisations had to provide substantial evidence to private investors to support the argument that projects were worthy of th
	“The biggest hurdle from my point of view has been the whole search for match funding. I’m not sure it’s always taken into account the amount of work that it takes to secure a level of match funding, particularly when we’re talking about projects worth a few million pounds. It takes a lot of work, fundraising, talking to other partners etc., and what happens is that detracts time and energy away from the actual delivery of the project because not every organisation has the number of resources whereby they c
	Many said that there is a need for more government support and clear guidelines for match funding, which would provide potential private funders with a better understanding of the investment opportunity. This theme and accompanying recommendations are discussed in more detail in the ‘’ section.  
	5.1 Multiple funding streams
	5.1 Multiple funding streams


	Some partnerships have experienced complexities with the Peatland Code and Biodiversity Net Gain 
	Some grantees mentioned that they have successfully registered and validated sites with the Peatland Code. As of 16th October 2024, there were 34 registered Peatland Code projects in England covering a total area of 4100.6 hectares, of which at least 27 sites have partial or complete location alignment with NCPGS sites (Natural England 2024b). 
	However, many other grantees reported facing challenges engaging with credit-generating nature markets, including the Peatland Code and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG).  

	Some of these perceived issues stem from the additionality rules of both the Peatland Code and BNG, which are designed to ensure that sites which would have been restored regardless are ineligible to generate carbon or biodiversity credits (for more detail on the Peatland Code and Biodiversity Net Gain, see the ‘’ section). Although projects are not expecting to have double funding, these rules are essential for safeguarding the integrity of nature markets but do pose challenges for projects.  
	5.1 Multiple funding streams
	5.1 Multiple funding streams


	For example, one interviewee mentioned that their site was unable to access the carbon market due to Peatland Code additionality rules stating that restoration must not have commenced prior to registration with the Code. This is an example of an issue that could have been resolved with even more communication from Natural England to grantees on the rules of the Code. We are aware that Natural England offered a webinar on the Peatland Code for potential NCPGS applicants, but based on interview feedback from 
	Some sites who otherwise would have been interested in registering with the Peatland Code did not meet the minimum restoration area of 25 hectares for the Code. Furthermore, initially, only upland projects were eligible for the Peatland Code. The lowland version of the Code became available in March 2023, but this was too late for some NCPGS sites, since registration with the Code has to occur before restoration work begins (IUCN 2023). One interviewee mentioned that: 
	“While the grant required match funding, only upland peat was initially eligible for the Peatland Code, putting lowland projects at a disadvantage. To qualify for the Peatland Code, registration had to occur before restoration began, but the timeline did not allow for this. Even when the Peatland Code expanded to include lowland fen, the requirement for a year’s worth of water level data could not be met retrospectively”. 
	 
	 
	 

	Factors relating to administration of the scheme 
	Initially, payments to partnerships were delayed – however, these issues have since been resolved  
	In the initial stages of the grant scheme, payment delays were a significant issue, with many grantees waiting months or longer to be reimbursed for restoration costs they had already incurred. The delays caused severe cashflow problems, especially for smaller organisations without a significant cash buffer. One interviewee mentioned that they were owed £2m at one stage, which was detrimental to their operations as a charitable organisation. The only reason they were able to stay afloat financially was due 
	This appears to have been resolved when the Natural England Grants Team was expanded. According to a government official, enough Grants Officers have been introduced that each Officer is exclusively responsible for between two and four projects. A successful grant applicant mentioned: 
	“Once they put the new Grants Officers in place, then it just turned around very quickly and it's been wonderful. It's been a breeze”. 
	It is important to note that although payment and claims issues have now been resolved, preventing similar issues is a key lesson for future funding schemes.  
	Some interviewees mentioned a need for upfront funding or bridging resources to manage restoration operations in the early stages. They felt this would have helped to support grantees’ cashflow and get restoration work started as efficiently as possible. A private finance expert who was interviewed suggested that having a grant scheme which accepts applications on a rolling basis would be an improvement over the rigid annual application windows imposed by the NCPGS. 
	Factors relating to monitoring and project delivery 
	Monitoring requirements have created useful processes for partnerships 
	Discovery grant recipients were able to use their funding to conduct monitoring, including survey work. One partnership said that setting up these monitoring processes was beneficial for them in other ways, and that they were eventually able to integrate the new monitoring processes with their SSSI work.  
	Comprehensive guidance from Natural England about monitoring and evaluation helped with grantees’ long term data collection, with one successful applicant saying: 
	“The NCPGS has allowed us to branch out more into monitoring because we need to satisfy the requirements of the scheme. For example, we are monitoring the water table depth, which we didn’t do before the NCPGS”.  
	On the other hand, some of the monitoring data requested by Natural England 
	 was more intensive than some partnerships were anticipating, especially around spatial data. Some interviewees also expressed uncertainty about how they will be able to fund continued monitoring of NCPGS sites after 2026.  
	Overall, the NCPGS had both successes and challenges in its delivery. The application process was resource-intensive but generally seen as proportionate to the funding received. However, many applicants found the tight application deadlines difficult to meet, especially smaller organisations that lacked the resources to meet these quick turnarounds. Securing match funding also presented a challenge, as peatland restoration is a long-term investment, and organisations had to invest significant time and effor
	Grantees noted that more government support and clearer guidelines would have been beneficial in securing match funding. Some projects struggled with the Peatland Code and Biodiversity Net Gain regulations, which limited their ability to generate carbon credits. Initially, payment delays created cash flow problems, particularly for smaller organisations, but these issues were later addressed. Monitoring and evaluation processes helped 
	improve data collection, although concerns were raised about how to fund ongoing monitoring in the future. Key lessons include the need for clearer communication, better support for match funding, and more preparation for monitoring and evaluation. 

	EQ2. To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	Discovery grants were crucial for many sites to be able to progress onto Restoration grants 
	Discovery grants were designed to allow partnerships to conduct preparatory research for future restoration projects. Interview evidence indicates that without the Discovery grant, many organisations, especially newly formed partnerships, would not have been in a position to apply for Restoration grants. One grantee mentioned that prior to the NCPGS, the lack of development funding for peatland restoration had been a problem for many NGOs given the amount of research required to develop ‘shovel-ready’ proje
	“The Discovery grant was of huge value in putting us in a position to secure the Restoration grants. It was probably fundamental, to be honest. Having the opportunity to pay for survey work and get sites at readiness, and to be able to get paid to do that and know that there’s an opportunity to fund the work in the future. It was brilliant”. 
	Many grantees agreed that one of the main contributions of the Discovery grant was its support for funding feasibility studies and groundwork. This was considered crucial given that restoration projects require a deep understanding of site conditions, the environmental impact of the restoration, and the logistical challenges which restoration works would be likely to face.  
	Interviewees mentioned that the Discovery grant allowed them to conduct site assessments and environmental surveys, establish what landowner engagement may be needed in the local area, and ensure that they had the necessary approvals from environmental agencies to carry out future restoration work.  
	Where applicants had limited resources, a review of applications to the NCPGS showed a preference to focus on Discovery grant applications rather than rushing to submit Restoration grant applications. One applicant wrote that due to a lack of capacity as a result of significant staff changes, they felt it best to: 
	“Focus resource on the Discovery grant activities then apply to the Restoration grant”.  
	Another Restoration grant applicant wrote that: 
	“Two separate Discovery grants are responsible for providing the detailed information that informs this Restoration grant. They have enabled us to develop restoration plans, install monitoring equipment and collect baseline data as well as engage with landowners and secure permissions”.  
	An analysis conducted by Natural England of Discovery grants and their conversion to future restoration activities found that: 
	“Discovery grants offered an opportunity to fund vital preparation work which would not have been achieved in any other way” (Natural England 2024a).  
	Discovery grant projects supported peatland restoration: based on information provided by projects in April 2024, approximately 19,400ha of land included in a Discovery grant had restoration work underway or funded by a ‘credible restoration plan’ (Natural England 2024a). Of this, much has been funded through the NCPGS; approximately 3,700ha was funded wholly through non-NCPGS Restoration grant sources (Natural England 2024a). Discovery grants identified a further c. 14,200ha of land to be ready for restora
	On the other hand, some grantees expressed frustration at the delays they faced in carrying out their Discovery work. One interviewee mentioned:  
	“The introduction of a Discovery phase was beneficial, as it provided funding for necessary preparation work. However, delays in project approval and paperwork resulted in a reduced timeframe for completing the Discovery work, which ultimately condensed the process”. 
	A Government official noted that to help limit the impact of initial delays, Discovery grants were all offered an extension into 2023 that was longer than any of the initial delays that they had experienced with the grant awards. It therefore seems clear that Discovery grants were integral for many organisations, and without them, many would not be restoring peatland.  
	EQ3. To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	Most projects were delivered as intended, but there have been a few issues that led to changes of objectives 
	Interviewees mentioned delays and challenges they had experienced; however, most have been able to adapt and adjust timelines to stay on track with their overall restoration ambitions. Based on a review of NCPGS project amendment requests, of grantees that made amendments to their project timelines, the three main reasons were delays (procurement issues, staff capacity), changes in project scope (changes to restoration plans, locations and or techniques due to lack of tenant approval) or external factors th
	Many grantees mentioned that they had experienced delays with the consenting process. These delays were thought to be mainly due to miscommunications between Natural England and the delivery organisations on how specific circumstances fit into general principles. SSSI consenting has been slow for some partnerships. For example, one project has been unable to deliver bunding on a site due to concerns that the proposal would impact protected features within a SSSI. This has significantly affected the project’
	“We didn’t get our restoration plans approved by the approvals team until December, which gave us three months to deliver a year’s worth of restoration works. The knock-on effect was that we had to push a load of the funding into this year. Squeezing the funding means we’ve got a smaller proportion of staff time to deliver more work. Because we’ve only got one year, we haven’t got the security to employ more staff, so we have to prioritise bigger work rather than what might be more impactful on the ground”.
	According to information provided by Natural England, the grant team recognised the importance of streamlining the approval of restoration plans early on in the scheme. They introduced additional guidance and clearer timelines for this process as the scheme progressed. 
	Some organisations mentioned that the grant system had faced operational and administrative challenges. For example, as previously mentioned in EQ1, some experienced their claims being processed at a slow rate, and others mentioned that they had experienced a lack of communication from Natural England. One partnership mentioned that due to delays in grant administration, they had been forced to delay recruiting and getting staff into post. This had an impact on when they could start their restoration work. 
	External factors such as weather and availability of machinery have impacted project timelines 
	Some organisations mentioned that the limited availability of machinery and bad weather have caused delays in restoration works, particularly in the winter months. 
	Amendment proposals were submitted for delays in procurement, complex consenting situations, and a shortage in the supply of a species of plant plugs. In at least one instance, work was brought forward (rather than pushed back) due to the availability of time and capacity to begin work sooner. 
	Helicopter usage was mentioned by a small number of grantees. Some delivery organisations use helicopters because it helps them to reach remote peatland which would otherwise be inaccessible by other forms of transport. However, poor weather conditions for flying meant that some portions of work requiring helicopter use could not be 
	completed on time. A shortage of helicopters and trained helicopter operators was also mentioned. One interviewee noted:  

	“Lots of restoration projects are competing for helicopters and this has also been an ongoing challenge for NCPGS”. 
	Other grantees could not procure stone dams and machinery in the first winter of their projects as originally intended due to machinery not being delivered and issues needing to be resolved with the local area team (which have since been resolved). 
	Many partnerships mentioned that they faced challenges completing the planned work due to limited capacity. This included the capacity of the core project team and the availability of contractors (sector capacity issues are expanded on in the ‘’ section). A few interviewees mentioned that their restoration timeline was pushed back due to poor weather conditions in the first year of NCPGS funding.  
	5.2 Sector capacity
	5.2 Sector capacity


	One interviewee mentioned that unexpected reptile mitigation requirements impacted both time and budget. Another site mentioned that they faced some complications around archaeological requirements, as the level of examination and complexity required to satisfy those requirements was unexpected. Some projects have been delayed because of legal timeframes regarding protected species including badgers and water voles – if the permissions are not granted by a certain time, then the work cannot be completed for
	Some interviewees mentioned that the scope of their projects had to change due to last-minute unrealistic demands made by tenants of the original sites. This led to some delays, but for the most part plans were adapted successfully.  
	Overall, most NCPGS projects were delivered as planned, but some experienced delays and changes in objectives. Common issues included procurement delays, staffing capacity, and slow consenting processes, especially with SSSI approvals. Administrative delays, such as slow claims processing and communication issues with Natural England, also impacted timelines. Weather conditions and limited machinery availability affected restoration work, particularly during the winter months. Some projects faced additional
	EQ4. To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	The NCPGS has allowed for more collaboration between stakeholders and for partnerships to be formed  
	The grant scheme supported the formation of many new partnerships and new shovel-ready plans. Some interviewees noted that the NCPGS was a vehicle for partnerships to 
	deepen their understanding of their restoration plans and needs, and to get the relevant stakeholders onboard. One stakeholder mentioned:  

	“If the NCPGS fund wasn’t available we wouldn’t have been able to develop a partnership”. 
	As discussed in the response to EQ11 and in the value for money section of this report, Discovery grants created 5 nascent partnerships to enable collaboration on peatland restoration work. One new collaboration made up of established peat partnerships was further developed through a Discovery grant. See the  section of the value for money evaluation for more detail. 
	Effectiveness
	Effectiveness


	The perceived lack of long-term funding for peatland restoration after the NCPGS is a cause of concern for many organisations  
	Despite the Landscape Recovery scheme offering opportunities to deliver peatland restoration, many interviewees noted a perceived lack of long-term funding for peatland restoration after the NCPGS. The lack of a direct replacement for the NCPGS is causing concern among delivery bodies. Many staff in delivery organisations are on contracts that are due to end in March 2025, leaving them without a secure long-term role. One interviewee noted:  
	10
	10
	10 It should be noted that interviews were carried out before the NCPGS extension year funding was confirmed. However, it is reasonable to infer that organisations will face the same concerns after the end of the extension year.  
	10 It should be noted that interviews were carried out before the NCPGS extension year funding was confirmed. However, it is reasonable to infer that organisations will face the same concerns after the end of the extension year.  



	“It does seem a little bit like we're expected to drop off the edge of a cliff when March 2025 comes around and Natural England are not going to get what they want from the end of the project. They're going to want a full report. Probably if the deadline stays as it is, they're not going to get the best out of the projects”. 
	Several interviewees noted that staff may leave roles earlier than their contract end date, motivated by a need to proactively secure long-term income certainty. This underlines the importance of government communicating proactively, as far in advance as possible, about when and how funding for staff will be supported by government after the NCPGS. One interviewee mentioned: 
	“Effective communication about future funding is crucial to keep restoration at the forefront of everyone's agenda. However, due to a change in government and internal job changes in Defra and Natural England, this is a challenge. Ultimately meeting government restoration targets requires policies that support ongoing funding for restoration efforts”. 
	Interviewees recognised that Landscape Recovery represents a step forward towards long-term funding provision, and several NCPGS projects are also part of Landscape 
	Recovery pilots. However, interviewees noted that Landscape Recovery is not a direct replacement for the NCPGS, since it is not solely targeted at funding peatland restoration, and since it places different limitations on the types of costs that can be funded. As one interviewee put it:  

	“Our concerns have been heard because of schemes like Landscape Recovery. However, the transition from NCPGS to ELMs is still not easy and less realistic than we hoped”. 
	The NCPGS has been crucial for coordinating restoration efforts, enabling collaboration among various partners that would have been challenging otherwise 
	A government official explained that prior to the NCPGS, Defra Group did not have a dedicated budget for peatland restoration, and funding used to come from several different funding pots. Having a dedicated funding pot through the NCPGS is what has allowed Defra Group to provide multi-year funding. 
	Interviewees indicated that without NCPGS funding, many projects would not have progressed at the rate they have, if at all. This is because delivery organisations would have otherwise lacked the budget required to deliver restoration work. One interviewee stated: 
	“Without the peatland grant scheme, we wouldn’t be doing any restoration work at the moment, really, or it’d be so minor”. 
	Knowledge exchange has been created through different peatland partnerships regularly meeting up to update each other on progress and showcasing new techniques that are being used. Interviewees suggested that these new knowledge exchange activities were made possible by the additional resource and funding provided through the NCPGS.  
	 
	      
	      

	Figure
	EQ5. To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	The NCPGS has enabled grantees to develop and test new techniques for peatland restoration  
	Many interviewees noted that they have been able to refine their previous restoration techniques as a result of the increased capacity the NCPGS has enabled. In addition, the multi-year nature of NCPGS funding meant that partnerships were able to plan more strategically what techniques they wanted to develop. One stakeholder mentioned that the longevity of the funding impacted how far they were able to develop new techniques: 
	“The longevity of the period of funding directly impacts how creative and how buoyant your team is. This helped the organisation to maintain staffing and has been important in realising novel techniques”. 
	Below are examples of new techniques that interviewees mentioned they have developed since the grant scheme: 
	•
	•
	•
	 New ways to deliver peat dams 

	•
	•
	 Using coir logs 

	•
	•
	 Development of techniques in lowland peat 

	•
	•
	 Using timber rounds rather than planks when constructing timber dams 

	•
	•
	 Using alternative restoration methods on shallow peat (e.g. wool instead of traditional materials) 


	The grant scheme has directly created 96 new jobs and directly helped retain 113 existing jobs 
	11
	11
	11 These figures only include staff who are employed by an organisation who are a partner of the grant. Many more jobs have been created indirectly through employment of contractors, but comprehensive data on indirect job creation is not currently available.   
	11 These figures only include staff who are employed by an organisation who are a partner of the grant. Many more jobs have been created indirectly through employment of contractors, but comprehensive data on indirect job creation is not currently available.   



	Across all rounds of the NCPGS (Discovery and Restoration), a total of 96 direct jobs were created (equivalent to 64 Full Time Equivalent employees). Of these, 15% were permanent jobs. In addition, 113 existing jobs were retained because of the funding (equivalent to 106 Full Time Equivalent employees), of which 6% were permanent positions. There were additional indirect jobs and opportunities created and retained. 
	These statistics show the importance of the NCPGS in providing employment in the sector. However, it should also be noted that the vast majority of these positions are fixed term positions, and most fixed contracts were expected to end in or before March 2025 
	regardless of their start date.
	12
	12
	12 Note that these expectations were reported prior to the announcement of the extension of the scheme to March 2026. 
	12 Note that these expectations were reported prior to the announcement of the extension of the scheme to March 2026. 


	 Only one project was an exception, a Restoration Round 3 project retaining 5-year fixed positions.
	13
	13
	13 The job creation and retention findings presented here are based on data provided by Natural England that was predominantly sourced from end of year reports and otherwise sourced from application documents where data was not available. It was assumed that jobs were fixed term positions if they were not explicitly labelled as permanent positions, and where a project listed multiple jobs with a mixture of permanent positions and fixed positions but did not specify the number of each, a half-half split was 
	13 The job creation and retention findings presented here are based on data provided by Natural England that was predominantly sourced from end of year reports and otherwise sourced from application documents where data was not available. It was assumed that jobs were fixed term positions if they were not explicitly labelled as permanent positions, and where a project listed multiple jobs with a mixture of permanent positions and fixed positions but did not specify the number of each, a half-half split was 


	 

	The grant scheme has upskilled people who already worked in peatland restoration and provided relevant training to those who are new to the sector 
	Most interviewees believed that the funding has led to the identification and filling of skills gaps that are necessary to implement peatland restoration plans. As outlined in the previous subsection, analysis of jobs data shows that almost 100 direct jobs have been created due to NCPGS funding, and as a result, people have entered the peatland space who otherwise may not have had the opportunity to enter the sector. On top of this, the increase in funding has allowed partnerships to train staff in new tech
	5.2 Sector capacity
	5.2 Sector capacity


	The NCPGS has also played an important role in allowing organisations to retain staff (although concerns remain about their ability to retain staff after the NCPGS, as noted previously). Since the peatland restoration sector is so nascent, dedicated jobs in the sector had not commonly been available through other avenues prior to the NCPGS. One project manager mentioned that their NCPGS-funded role was their first job in peatland restoration and that without the grant scheme they would not have had the chan
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Figure
	3 Impact evaluation 
	The impact evaluation focused on changes to peatland condition on NCPGS sites. It was primarily informed by analysis of NCPGS projects’ annual data returns. NCPGS projects report quarterly on progress against project milestones, and annual reports include detailed data on the condition and area of peatland restored, which can be compared against the restoration plans set out in application materials. Annual reports also include environmental monitoring data on peat depth, hydrology and vegetation.  
	The latest available impact data to inform this evaluation was from March 2024. That means that for Restoration grants which started works in year one (2021/22), three sets of data have been analysed to assess whether projects are improving peat condition at the rate predicted: data from March 2022, March 2023, and March 2024. For grants that started works in year two, two sets of data have been analysed. For grants that started works in year three, one set of data has been analysed, from March 2024. No imp
	14
	14
	14 Due to this data limitation, we recommend that impact analysis is repeated in 2027 once data returns are available for the whole lifetime of the scheme, up to March 2026.  
	14 Due to this data limitation, we recommend that impact analysis is repeated in 2027 once data returns are available for the whole lifetime of the scheme, up to March 2026.  



	Impact evaluation questions were designed to assess progress towards the outcomes in the NCPGS Theory of Change (see ). Natural England provided draft impact data analysis plans that aligned with several of these evaluation questions and were used to inform the data analysis approach.  
	Figure 2
	Figure 2


	3.1 Evaluation questions 
	Impact evaluation questions and sub-questions are set out in Table 3. 
	Table 3 Impact evaluation questions 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 



	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to the surface? 
	Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to the surface? 
	 
	Has the range of water table fluctuations reduced from pre-restoration observations? 
	 
	To what extent has peatland restoration contributed to natural flood management? 
	 


	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	 

	Has the extent of bare peat reduced? 
	Has the extent of bare peat reduced? 
	 
	Has the % cover and frequency of positive indicator species increased 
	 
	Has the % cover and frequency of negative indicator species decreased? 
	 
	Has the extent of invasive species reduced? 


	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	 

	Have GHG emissions reduced? 
	Have GHG emissions reduced? 
	 
	Has the surface level changed (i.e. has peat loss been stopped)? 


	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	 

	Have hydrological changes been observed as expected? 
	Have hydrological changes been observed as expected? 
	 
	Have vegetation changes been observed as expected? 
	 
	Have peat condition changes been observed as expected? 
	 


	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	 

	What area is under restoration? 
	What area is under restoration? 
	 
	What area of peat habitat has been re-created?  
	 
	What area of restoration has been carried out within protected sites? 
	 
	What area of restoration has been carried out on wildlife-rich habitat outside of the protected sites network? 


	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	 
	 

	To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private finance options? 
	To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private finance options? 
	 
	What value and proportion of Restoration Grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance? 
	 
	What value and proportion of Discovery Grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance?  
	 
	To what extent have Restoration Grant projects engaged with the Peatland Code? 
	 
	Through what mechanisms has private finance been secured?  
	 




	These are the questions which guided the impact evaluation. Data availability constraints resulted in limitations to the team’s ability to employ some of the planned analysis approaches. Where data constraints have limited our ability to fully answer an evaluation question or sub-question, this will be noted in the text that follows in the findings section. A summary of available data at a project-by-project level was supplied to Natural England.  
	3.2 Findings 
	It is important to note that hydrological systems fluctuate seasonally and annually, and are influenced by many factors, making it difficult to distinguish restoration impacts from natural background variation without sufficient data. Data quality and availability for this study varies significantly by project and site. 
	Also, peatland hydrology continues to respond to restoration over long timescales, so short-term changes may not represent the final state. Without long-term data, statistical models cannot reliably account for factors such as rainfall. Performing statistical analysis with limited data would likely produce incorrect or misleading results, even if statistical significance were found.   
	As such, the results and their interpretation here do not attempt to draw a causal link between NCPGS activities and any effects seen (or not seen), and are instead presented as a description of measurements or predictions. 
	EQ6. Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	Context – One of the primary causes of peatland degradation is drainage; low water tables inhibit peat formation (which requires waterlogged conditions) and leads to a loss of carbon from the system due to peat oxidation. The primary aim of peat restoration is therefore to rewet degraded peatlands, raising the water table towards the surface.    
	Given the limited timescale and range of data available, it is not possible to say with confidence whether hydrological functioning has improved. More data collected over a longer time period will help answer this. 
	Nineteen projects provided at least one water table depth reading. This data covers January 2022 to November 2024, although no single project contains data for that entire time period. 
	In discussion with Natural England, it was agreed to take a case study approach to this question. Peatlands vary significantly in their hydrology, and the differing conditions at each site mean that averaging the measurements together would give misleading results. 
	The sites chosen for the case studies – Butterburn Flow, Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss and Ockerton Court – were chosen because they have the most measurements both before and after the start of restoration, and a continuous series of measurements with no months missing. 
	We note that several of the case studies (Butterburn Flow, Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss) come from the same restoration project in the Border Mires (Cumbria & Northumberland), which means that findings for these sites may not extrapolate to other projects or regions. The baseline condition of peat for Border Mires sites is generally better 
	than many other sites, as the Border Mires are remote, often on very deep peat and, while they have been damaged – some severely - by forestry and associated works, they have not been subject to some of the other pressures that other bogs have been exposed to, for example burning or over-grazing.  Several of these case study sites have also had previous rounds of restoration activity through LIFE programmes and PSA funding. 

	It is important to note that no site has more than two years of measurements, and so the conclusions drawn here are based on limited data. 
	The location and restoration type at each site is detailed in .   
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	Table 4 Location and restoration type for each case study 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 

	Description 
	Description 

	Restoration activities 
	Restoration activities 



	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 

	Border Mires 
	Border Mires 

	Bunding, ditch blocking, vegetation regeneration clearance 
	Bunding, ditch blocking, vegetation regeneration clearance 


	Pundershaw Moss 
	Pundershaw Moss 
	Pundershaw Moss 

	Border Mires 
	Border Mires 

	Ditch blocking, whole tree mulching 
	Ditch blocking, whole tree mulching 


	Butterburn Flow 
	Butterburn Flow 
	Butterburn Flow 

	Border Mires 
	Border Mires 

	Vegetation regeneration removal, peat dams, ditch blocking, bunding, coir logs, plastic dams, reprofiling, reseeding 
	Vegetation regeneration removal, peat dams, ditch blocking, bunding, coir logs, plastic dams, reprofiling, reseeding 


	Ockerton Court 
	Ockerton Court 
	Ockerton Court 

	Blanket bog/valley mire 
	Blanket bog/valley mire 

	Dams, bunding, reprofiling, willow planting 
	Dams, bunding, reprofiling, willow planting 




	Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to the surface? 
	In three of the sites (Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss, and Ockerton Court), the water table depth was above ground level in the post-restoration winter months. 
	Given the data range, it is not possible to determine if this is directly the result of restoration, as other factors may be at play. For example, the average UK rainfall level was higher in those months compared to previous years. It is also not possible to determine whether above ground water levels are a transient phase of the site recovery or a longer-term change. Peatland restoration aims to achieve a mean annual water table as close to the surface as possible, whilst avoiding inundation due to the ass
	, ,  and  show the water table depth across the monitoring period for the three case studies.  A negative water table depth indicates a water table below ground level, and a positive value indicates that it is above ground. These charts also show the average UK monthly rainfall on the secondary vertical axis.    
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	Figure 6
	Figure 6

	Figure 7
	Figure 7


	 
	Figure
	Figure 4 Water table depth at Felicia Moss 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 5 Water table depth at Pundershaw Moss 
	 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 6 Water table depth at Butterburn Flow 
	 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 7 Water table depth at Ockerton Court 
	Has the range of water table fluctuations reduced from pre-restoration observations? 
	Two of the four case studies show a narrowing of the range of water table measurements between pre- and post-restoration. 
	Those case studies are Felicia Moss and Pundershaw Moss. They show a narrowing of the range of water table measurements between the winter of 2022 (pre-restoration) and the winter of 2023 (post-restoration).  
	Table 5 Average range in measurement values (mm) between the pre- and post- restoration winters 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 

	November 2022 – February 2023 
	November 2022 – February 2023 

	November 2023 – February 2024 
	November 2023 – February 2024 



	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 

	159.5mm 
	159.5mm 

	88.5mm 
	88.5mm 


	Pundershaw Moss 
	Pundershaw Moss 
	Pundershaw Moss 

	86.3mm 
	86.3mm 

	60.5mm 
	60.5mm 




	 and , above, show this data graphically. 
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	The other two case studies, Butterburn Flow and Ockerton Court, do not show the same narrowing, although there are fewer measurements from before restoration took place to do a comparison. This is particularly the case with Ockerton Court, which started with a fairly low range of measurements. 
	To what extent has peatland restoration contributed to natural flood management? 
	This question uses the Environment Agency , which has been created to contribute to the spatial prioritisation of catchments within nature recovery and land management schemes, as well as grant awarding schemes such as the NCPGS. 
	Spatial prioritisation of catchments suitable 
	Spatial prioritisation of catchments suitable 
	for using Natural Flood Management data


	The data identifies catchments where measures or changes will be most effective in reducing flood risk. 
	19 projects provided spatial information, covering a total area under restoration to March 2024 of 9,780.1 ha. Comparing this area to the Environment Agency Natural Flood Management data layer shows that the area falls into the following categories: 
	Table 6 – Natural Flood Management categories 
	Priority 
	Priority 
	Priority 
	Priority 
	Priority 

	Area (Ha) 
	Area (Ha) 



	High 
	High 
	High 
	High 

	3,055 
	3,055 


	Medium 
	Medium 
	Medium 

	4,216 
	4,216 


	Low 
	Low 
	Low 

	2,493 
	2,493 




	Almost a third of the area under restoration up to March 2024 falls within the high priority category of the Environment Agency Natural Flood Management data layer. 15.9 ha falls outside of the Natural Flood Management data. 
	EQ7. Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	Context – Peatland degradation and lowered water levels mean that vegetation on degraded areas rarely reflects the (semi-)natural vegetation that would be expected in functioning peatland systems. Vegetation change as a result of peat restoration may be slow (e.g. in response to changing water levels) or more rapid (e.g. planting). The aim of peat restoration is to have peat-forming vegetation at the surface.     
	There is currently insufficient data to answer this question  
	This question requires detailed information on habitats, invasive species and ground cover.   
	Baseline information has been provided for most sites, but projects are not required to submit further information until the end of the project, so there is insufficient data to provide a comparison at the time of writing. 
	Anecdotal evidence from land walks on NCPGS restoration sites indicates that positive indicator species are recovering quickly in several newly restored areas.  
	EQ8. Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	Context – The formation of peat relies on waterlogged conditions which prevent the decomposition of organic matter. The creation of aerobic conditions through drainage means that aerobic decomposition can take place, leading to the release of CO2. The primary aim of peatland restoration is therefore to rewet degraded peatlands, raising the water table to near the surface and reducing carbon losses.    
	Across all projects, the predicted CO2e abatement to 2050 from work NCPGS projects have undertaken to March 2024 is 1.22 million tonnes, and over 50 years, it is 2.26 million tonnes. 
	15
	15
	15 This estimation is based on the known area under restoration as of March 2024 as reported by NCPGS projects (10,630.6ha, see EQ10). This estimate will increase as projects continue to deliver more area under restoration throughout the remainder of the scheme. 
	15 This estimation is based on the known area under restoration as of March 2024 as reported by NCPGS projects (10,630.6ha, see EQ10). This estimate will increase as projects continue to deliver more area under restoration throughout the remainder of the scheme. 



	 shows the megatonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent predicted to be emitted overall, both with and without intervention through delivery of peatland restoration works via NCPGS.  The graph is based on the number of hectares reported by projects as under restoration as of March 2024; at this time some sites may have been complete, others partially complete and some not yet began. This area under restoration is assigned a baseline peat condition category and associated emissions factor as per the UK GHG invent
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	16
	16 If area brought under restoration through the 2020/21 shovel-ready Defra scheme was included, the abatement up to 2050 would increase by 395,504 tonnes to 1.62 million tonnes CO2e. The 2020/21 shovel-ready scheme was not part of the NCPGS; however, it was funded through the Nature for Climate Fund and was included in the targets set out in the NCPGS business case. 
	16 If area brought under restoration through the 2020/21 shovel-ready Defra scheme was included, the abatement up to 2050 would increase by 395,504 tonnes to 1.62 million tonnes CO2e. The 2020/21 shovel-ready scheme was not part of the NCPGS; however, it was funded through the Nature for Climate Fund and was included in the targets set out in the NCPGS business case. 



	More restoration will take place post-March 2024, so these values will change over time. 
	These calculations assume that, for intervention, restoration will cause the site to move between condition categories. For example, after the first five years, ‘rewetted bog’ will become ‘near natural bog – undrained’. Without intervention, the peat remains in the same peat condition category throughout. , below, sets out the assumptions used for moving between categories, as well as the carbon dioxide equivalent emission factor used for each condition. 
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	Figure
	Figure 8 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released across all projects for both intervention and no intervention 
	The following four graphs show this same information, focussed on the four case studies set out in EQ6. The underlying information is also summarised in . 
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	Figure
	Figure 9 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released at Felicia Moss for both intervention and no intervention 
	 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 10 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released at Pundershaw Moss for both intervention and no intervention 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 11 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released at Butterburn Flow for both intervention and no intervention 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 12 Megatonnes of CO2 equivalent released at Ockerton Court for both intervention and no intervention 
	Table 7 Tonnes of CO2 equivalent released and abated over the 50 year period 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 
	Site 

	Tonnes of CO2 equivalent released over 50 years – no intervention 
	Tonnes of CO2 equivalent released over 50 years – no intervention 

	Tonnes of CO2 equivalent released over 50 years – with intervention 
	Tonnes of CO2 equivalent released over 50 years – with intervention 

	50 year CO2 equivalent abatement 
	50 year CO2 equivalent abatement 



	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 
	Felicia Moss 

	6,600 
	6,600 

	1,200 
	1,200 

	5,400 
	5,400 


	Pundershaw Moss 
	Pundershaw Moss 
	Pundershaw Moss 

	6,600 
	6,600 

	2,000 
	2,000 

	4,600 
	4,600 


	Butterburn Flow 
	Butterburn Flow 
	Butterburn Flow 

	79,200 
	79,200 

	14,800 
	14,800 

	64,400 
	64,400 


	Ockerton Court 
	Ockerton Court 
	Ockerton Court 

	44,400 
	44,400 

	12,500 
	12,500 

	31,900 
	31,900 




	Table 8 Condition assumption table 
	Baseline condition 
	Baseline condition 
	Baseline condition 
	Baseline condition 
	Baseline condition 

	Baseline condition emission factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 
	Baseline condition emission factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 

	Condition after five years  
	Condition after five years  


	Baseline condition 
	Baseline condition 
	Baseline condition 

	Baseline condition emission factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 
	Baseline condition emission factor (tCO2e/ha/yr) 

	Condition after five years  
	Condition after five years  



	Forest – Drained 
	Forest – Drained 
	Forest – Drained 
	Forest – Drained 

	5.46 
	5.46 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Cropland – Drained 
	Cropland – Drained 
	Cropland – Drained 

	37.17 
	37.17 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Eroding modified bog - Drained 
	Eroding modified bog - Drained 
	Eroding modified bog - Drained 

	18.86 
	18.86 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Eroding modified bog - Undrained 
	Eroding modified bog - Undrained 
	Eroding modified bog - Undrained 

	17.72 
	17.72 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Heather dominated modified bog – drained 
	Heather dominated modified bog – drained 
	Heather dominated modified bog – drained 

	3.32 
	3.32 

	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 


	Heather dominated modified bog – Undrained 
	Heather dominated modified bog – Undrained 
	Heather dominated modified bog – Undrained 

	2.51 
	2.51 

	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 


	Grass dominated modified bog – Drained 
	Grass dominated modified bog – Drained 
	Grass dominated modified bog – Drained 

	3.32 
	3.32 

	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 


	Grass dominated modified bog – Undrained 
	Grass dominated modified bog – Undrained 
	Grass dominated modified bog – Undrained 

	2.51 
	2.51 

	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 


	Extensive grassland - Drained 
	Extensive grassland - Drained 
	Extensive grassland - Drained 

	15.88 
	15.88 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Intensive grassland - Drained 
	Intensive grassland - Drained 
	Intensive grassland - Drained 

	22 
	22 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 

	3.42 
	3.42 

	Near natural bog - Undrained 
	Near natural bog - Undrained 


	Rewetted fen 
	Rewetted fen 
	Rewetted fen 

	3.31 
	3.31 

	Near natural fen - Undrained 
	Near natural fen - Undrained 


	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 

	0.32 
	0.32 

	Near natural bog - Undrained 
	Near natural bog - Undrained 


	Near natural bog - Undrained 
	Near natural bog - Undrained 
	Near natural bog - Undrained 

	0.32 
	0.32 

	Near natural bog - Undrained 
	Near natural bog - Undrained 


	Near natural fen - Undrained 
	Near natural fen - Undrained 
	Near natural fen - Undrained 

	-0.36 
	-0.36 

	Near natural fen - Undrained 
	Near natural fen - Undrained 


	Extracted domestic - Drained 
	Extracted domestic - Drained 
	Extracted domestic - Drained 

	15.18 
	15.18 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Extracted industrial - Drained 
	Extracted industrial - Drained 
	Extracted industrial - Drained 

	18.86 
	18.86 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 


	Settlement – Drained 
	Settlement – Drained 
	Settlement – Drained 

	1.61 
	1.61 

	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 




	There is insufficient data to answer whether surface level has changed – i.e. whether peat loss has been stopped. Changes in peat depth are generally slow, taking decades or more to occur. They are therefore outside the range of data available for this study. 
	EQ9. What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	Context – In their project plans, NCPGS applicants set out predicted trajectories for how key peat condition indicators would change over time on restoration sites.  
	Given data limitations, it is too soon to assess whether hydrological, vegetation and peat condition changes have been observed 
	As part of NCPGS reporting requirements, projects should provide a predicted restoration trajectory over the course of the project. This includes an estimated mean annual water table depth at set intervals – every year for the first five years, and then every five years after that. Over time this will allow for tracking whether restoration is matching the predicted trajectory. 
	One case study did not provide this information – the other three have the same mean expected restoration trajectory for water table depth over the 50-year period, which is shown below. It is important to note that this trajectory is just a prediction at this stage. 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 13 Predicted Restoration trajectory for Felicia Moss, Pundershaw Moss and Butterburn Flow 
	There is not yet sufficient data to calculate whether Felicia Moss or Pundershaw Moss have achieved the first year target of a mean annual water table depth of -40mm. In 2023, the first full calendar year of restoration, Butterburn Flow achieved a mean annual water table depth of -41.4mm. 
	It is too soon to make a definitive judgement on whether vegetation changes have been observed based on the vegetation survey data provided by delivery partners. However, anecdotal evidence from land walks on NCPGS sites indicates positive progress (see below).  
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	EQ10. Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000 ha of peat under restoration? 
	Context – The NCPGS aims to bring 35,000 ha of degraded peatland under restoration activity by the end of the scheme. Data for this evaluation was only available to track restoration progress up to March 2024. 
	What area is under restoration to March 2024? 
	The total area brought under restoration through the NCPGS as of March 2024, including amendments made since the original applications, is 10,630.6 ha 
	17
	17
	17 This area would increase by 4,175.6 ha to a total of 14,806.17 ha if the area brought under restoration through the 2020/21 shovel-ready scheme was included.  
	17 This area would increase by 4,175.6 ha to a total of 14,806.17 ha if the area brought under restoration through the 2020/21 shovel-ready scheme was included.  



	A further 15,505ha is expected to undergo restoration in the future, which includes amendments and extensions made since the start of the scheme. 
	All 19 NCPGS projects that had begun restoration works by March 2024 provided spatial data, covering 9,780.1ha. 
	18
	18
	18 Spatial data does not cover wider NCF funded area such as the 2020/21 shovel ready scheme, or work on NNRs. 
	18 Spatial data does not cover wider NCF funded area such as the 2020/21 shovel ready scheme, or work on NNRs. 



	What area of peat habitat has been re-created? 
	Compared against baseline condition, the total area under restoration through the NCPGS as per March 2024 (10,631 ha) falls into the categories as set out in  
	Table 9
	Table 9


	Note that habitats will not immediately be re-created following restoration works. It will take time for habitats to return to their optimal state. 
	Table 9 Total area under restoration against baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 

	Area (ha) 
	Area (ha) 


	Baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 
	Baseline peat condition 

	Area (ha) 
	Area (ha) 



	Cropland – drained 
	Cropland – drained 
	Cropland – drained 
	Cropland – drained 

	80.0 
	80.0 


	Eroding modified bog – drained 
	Eroding modified bog – drained 
	Eroding modified bog – drained 

	592.6 
	592.6 


	Eroding modified bog - undrained 
	Eroding modified bog - undrained 
	Eroding modified bog - undrained 

	177.1 
	177.1 


	Extensive grassland – drained 
	Extensive grassland – drained 
	Extensive grassland – drained 

	58.9 
	58.9 


	Extracted domestic – drained 
	Extracted domestic – drained 
	Extracted domestic – drained 

	161.0 
	161.0 


	Extracted industrial – drained 
	Extracted industrial – drained 
	Extracted industrial – drained 

	804.0 
	804.0 


	Forest – drained 
	Forest – drained 
	Forest – drained 

	126.3 
	126.3 


	Grass dominated modified bog - drained 
	Grass dominated modified bog - drained 
	Grass dominated modified bog - drained 

	2,3545.1 
	2,3545.1 


	Grass dominated modified bog - undrained 
	Grass dominated modified bog - undrained 
	Grass dominated modified bog - undrained 

	713.9 
	713.9 


	Heather dominated modified bog - drained 
	Heather dominated modified bog - drained 
	Heather dominated modified bog - drained 

	2,967.6 
	2,967.6 


	Heather dominated modified bog - undrained 
	Heather dominated modified bog - undrained 
	Heather dominated modified bog - undrained 

	2,295.5 
	2,295.5 


	Intensive grassland – drained 
	Intensive grassland – drained 
	Intensive grassland – drained 

	17.6 
	17.6 


	Modified fen – drained 
	Modified fen – drained 
	Modified fen – drained 

	49.4 
	49.4 


	Near natural bog – undrained 
	Near natural bog – undrained 
	Near natural bog – undrained 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 
	Rewetted bog 

	97.7 
	97.7 


	Rewetted fen 
	Rewetted fen 
	Rewetted fen 

	68.0 
	68.0 


	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 
	Rewetted modified (semi-natural) bog 

	65.5 
	65.5 




	What area of restoration has been carried out within protected sites?  
	Of the total area under restoration to March 2024, for which there is spatial data available (9,780.2 ha), 96% falls within protected sites 
	This is broken down as follows: 
	Table 10 Area of restoration within protected sites 
	Protected site 
	Protected site 
	Protected site 
	Protected site 
	Protected site 

	Area (ha) within protected site 
	Area (ha) within protected site 

	Total percentage within protected site 
	Total percentage within protected site 



	Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
	Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
	Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
	Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

	6,146.2 ha 
	6,146.2 ha 

	63% 
	63% 


	Special Areas of Conservation 
	Special Areas of Conservation 
	Special Areas of Conservation 

	4,998.6 ha 
	4,998.6 ha 

	51% 
	51% 


	Special Protection Areas 
	Special Protection Areas 
	Special Protection Areas 

	3,734.4 ha 
	3,734.4 ha 

	38% 
	38% 


	Ramsar sites 
	Ramsar sites 
	Ramsar sites 

	622.2 ha 
	622.2 ha 

	6% 
	6% 


	National Nature Reserves 
	National Nature Reserves 
	National Nature Reserves 

	886.9 ha 
	886.9 ha 

	9% 
	9% 


	National Parks 
	National Parks 
	National Parks 

	4,992.9 ha 
	4,992.9 ha 

	51% 
	51% 


	National Landscapes 
	National Landscapes 
	National Landscapes 

	2,364 ha 
	2,364 ha 

	24% 
	24% 


	Outside of any of these protected sites 
	Outside of any of these protected sites 
	Outside of any of these protected sites 

	358 ha 
	358 ha 

	4% 
	4% 




	What area of restoration has been carried out on wildlife-rich habitat outside of the protected sites network? 
	Of the total area under restoration for which there is spatial data available that falls outside the protected sites network (i.e. Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation, Ramsar sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest), 3,618ha (99%) falls within the  
	Natural England Habitat Network
	Natural England Habitat Network


	Against the four habitat network zones, this is broken down as follows, with definitions for actions in each zone as per the documentation for the Habitat Network data. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Network Enhancement Zone 1 – 880ha. Action in this zone to expand and join up existing habitat patches and improve the connections between them can be targeted here.  

	•
	•
	 Network Enhancement Zone 2 – 747ha. Action in this zone that improves the biodiversity value through land management changes and/or green infrastructure provision can be targeted here. 

	•
	•
	 Fragmentation Action Zone – 98ha. Action in this zone to address the most fragmented areas of habitat can be targeted here. 

	•
	•
	 Network Expansion Zone – 1,980ha. Action in this zone to improve connections between existing habitat networks can be targeted here. 


	This is broken down in detail into the habitat components in , and the Mapping Zones in .  
	Table 11
	Table 11

	Table 12
	Table 12


	Aligning restoration with the Habitat Network allows the scheme to contribute to enhanced habitat connectivity, helps strengthen climate change mitigation through carbon sequestration, and supports biodiversity. In aligning with the Habitat Network, the scheme contributes to the larger scale nature recovery strategy.  
	Table 11 Restoration against habitat network components 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 

	Primary habitat (ha) 
	Primary habitat (ha) 

	Associated habitat (ha) 
	Associated habitat (ha) 

	Habitat Creation / Restoration (ha) 
	Habitat Creation / Restoration (ha) 

	Restorable Habitat (ha) 
	Restorable Habitat (ha) 


	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 

	Primary habitat (ha) 
	Primary habitat (ha) 

	Associated habitat (ha) 
	Associated habitat (ha) 

	Habitat Creation / Restoration (ha) 
	Habitat Creation / Restoration (ha) 

	Restorable Habitat (ha) 
	Restorable Habitat (ha) 



	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 
	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 
	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 
	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.2 
	0.2 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Blanket Bog 
	Blanket Bog 
	Blanket Bog 

	2159.8 
	2159.8 

	37.4 
	37.4 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	224.5 
	224.5 


	Coastal Habitats Grouped 
	Coastal Habitats Grouped 
	Coastal Habitats Grouped 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.5 
	0.5 

	0.1 
	0.1 

	0.3 
	0.3 


	Lakes 
	Lakes 
	Lakes 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	1869.1 
	1869.1 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	5.2 
	5.2 


	Limestone Pavement 
	Limestone Pavement 
	Limestone Pavement 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Lowland Calcareous Grassland 
	Lowland Calcareous Grassland 
	Lowland Calcareous Grassland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Lowland Dry Acid Grassland 
	Lowland Dry Acid Grassland 
	Lowland Dry Acid Grassland 

	0.2 
	0.2 

	1.2 
	1.2 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.1 
	0.1 


	Lowland Fen 
	Lowland Fen 
	Lowland Fen 

	5.0 
	5.0 

	41.7 
	41.7 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	5.7 
	5.7 


	Lowland Heathland 
	Lowland Heathland 
	Lowland Heathland 

	1.2 
	1.2 

	0.4 
	0.4 

	1.2 
	1.2 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Lowland Meadows 
	Lowland Meadows 
	Lowland Meadows 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Lowland Raised Bog 
	Lowland Raised Bog 
	Lowland Raised Bog 

	55.2 
	55.2 

	0.1 
	0.1 

	2.1 
	2.1 

	1.5 
	1.5 


	Purple Moor Grass and Rush Pasture 
	Purple Moor Grass and Rush Pasture 
	Purple Moor Grass and Rush Pasture 

	6.7 
	6.7 

	1.1 
	1.1 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.2 
	0.2 


	Reedbeds 
	Reedbeds 
	Reedbeds 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	1.2 
	1.2 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	36.0 
	36.0 


	Rivers 
	Rivers 
	Rivers 

	1.6 
	1.6 

	900.0 
	900.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	1.2 
	1.2 


	Traditional Orchards 
	Traditional Orchards 
	Traditional Orchards 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.3 
	0.3 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Upland Calcareous Grassland 
	Upland Calcareous Grassland 
	Upland Calcareous Grassland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Upland Fens Flushes and Swamps 
	Upland Fens Flushes and Swamps 
	Upland Fens Flushes and Swamps 

	3.9 
	3.9 

	1878.4 
	1878.4 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.6 
	0.6 


	Upland Hay Meadows 
	Upland Hay Meadows 
	Upland Hay Meadows 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Upland Heathland 
	Upland Heathland 
	Upland Heathland 

	43.4 
	43.4 

	2121.5 
	2121.5 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	234.1 
	234.1 


	Wood Pasture and Parkland 
	Wood Pasture and Parkland 
	Wood Pasture and Parkland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 




	Table 12 Restoration against habitat network zones 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 

	Network  
	Network  
	Enhancement 
	Zone 1 (Ha) 

	Network  
	Network  
	Enhancement 
	Zone 2 (Ha) 

	Fragmentation Action Zone (Ha) 
	Fragmentation Action Zone (Ha) 

	Network Expansion Zone (Ha) 
	Network Expansion Zone (Ha) 


	Habitat 
	Habitat 
	Habitat 

	Network  
	Network  
	Enhancement 
	Zone 1 (Ha) 

	Network  
	Network  
	Enhancement 
	Zone 2 (Ha) 

	Fragmentation Action Zone (Ha) 
	Fragmentation Action Zone (Ha) 

	Network Expansion Zone (Ha) 
	Network Expansion Zone (Ha) 



	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 
	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 
	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 
	Ancient Semi Natural Woodland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	11.9 
	11.9 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Blanket Bog 
	Blanket Bog 
	Blanket Bog 

	541.6 
	541.6 

	121.7 
	121.7 

	45.1 
	45.1 

	234.3 
	234.3 


	Coastal Habitats Grouped 
	Coastal Habitats Grouped 
	Coastal Habitats Grouped 

	0.1 
	0.1 

	22.1 
	22.1 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Lakes 
	Lakes 
	Lakes 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	374.1 
	374.1 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Limestone Pavement 
	Limestone Pavement 
	Limestone Pavement 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	20.3 
	20.3 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Lowland Calcareous Grassland 
	Lowland Calcareous Grassland 
	Lowland Calcareous Grassland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.6 
	0.6 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	16.6 
	16.6 


	Lowland Dry Acid Grassland 
	Lowland Dry Acid Grassland 
	Lowland Dry Acid Grassland 

	0.3 
	0.3 

	1.3 
	1.3 

	0.4 
	0.4 

	0.6 
	0.6 


	Lowland Fen 
	Lowland Fen 
	Lowland Fen 

	155.4 
	155.4 

	17.9 
	17.9 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	1581.7 
	1581.7 


	Lowland Heathland 
	Lowland Heathland 
	Lowland Heathland 

	0.8 
	0.8 

	1.1 
	1.1 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	115.9 
	115.9 


	Lowland Meadows 
	Lowland Meadows 
	Lowland Meadows 

	0.3 
	0.3 

	0.7 
	0.7 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	5.3 
	5.3 


	Lowland Raised Bog 
	Lowland Raised Bog 
	Lowland Raised Bog 

	33.3 
	33.3 

	7.2 
	7.2 

	5.9 
	5.9 

	13.2 
	13.2 


	Purple Moor Grass and Rush Pasture 
	Purple Moor Grass and Rush Pasture 
	Purple Moor Grass and Rush Pasture 

	17.8 
	17.8 

	22.5 
	22.5 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	34.4 
	34.4 


	Reedbeds 
	Reedbeds 
	Reedbeds 

	61.9 
	61.9 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	56.7 
	56.7 


	Rivers 
	Rivers 
	Rivers 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	229.9 
	229.9 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Traditional Orchards 
	Traditional Orchards 
	Traditional Orchards 

	1.6 
	1.6 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Upland Calcareous Grassland 
	Upland Calcareous Grassland 
	Upland Calcareous Grassland 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	23.1 
	23.1 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	56.6 
	56.6 


	Upland Fens Flushes and Swamps 
	Upland Fens Flushes and Swamps 
	Upland Fens Flushes and Swamps 

	270.5 
	270.5 

	1.1 
	1.1 

	31.9 
	31.9 

	0.0 
	0.0 


	Upland Hay Meadows 
	Upland Hay Meadows 
	Upland Hay Meadows 

	1.5 
	1.5 

	22.3 
	22.3 

	0.3 
	0.3 

	366.8 
	366.8 


	Upland Heathland 
	Upland Heathland 
	Upland Heathland 

	102.1 
	102.1 

	385.1 
	385.1 

	14.8 
	14.8 

	107.7 
	107.7 


	Wood Pasture and Parkland 
	Wood Pasture and Parkland 
	Wood Pasture and Parkland 

	26.4 
	26.4 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	0.0 
	0.0 

	318.8 
	318.8 




	EQ11. To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	Context – One of the objectives of the NCPGS, as stated in the scheme’s business case and theory of change, was to stimulate private investment into peatland restoration. The 25% match funding requirement for Restoration projects was introduced in part to help achieve that aim.  
	To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private finance options? 
	NCPGS projects have used other grants and methods to explore and secure private finance 
	As previously discussed in the Process section, NCPGS grantees have explored and secured private funding options from a range of non-Treasury sources, including water 
	companies and corporates. Grantees have encountered some challenges in engaging with nature credit markets including the Peatland Code. For more on the non-NCPGS funding mechanisms that have been on offer during 2021-2025, and how they have been engaged with by different groups, see the ‘
	5.1 Multiple funding streams
	5.1 Multiple funding streams

	’ section.  

	What value and proportion of Restoration grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance? What value and proportion of Discovery grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance?  
	Restoration projects were required to achieve 25% match funding, and almost three-quarters of this match funding came from external private funding as opposed to grantees’ own funds 
	A review of funding sources was undertaken for the value for money evaluation. All Restoration grant projects are required to achieve 25% match funding. The business case projected £19 million would be secured by projects through match funding. Based on applications to the scheme, grantees expected to secure around 67% of this amount. This lesser amount compared to the business case estimate can largely be attributed to the smaller overall uptake of the scheme compared to the forecasted delivery schedule. O
	 
	To what extent have Restoration grant projects engaged with the Peatland Code? 
	12 projects have applied for registration with the Peatland Code, as of October 2024 
	19 projects made reference to exploring registration under the Peatland Code at application. 12 of these projects actually applied for registration with the Peatland Code, according to October 2024 analysis provided by Natural England looking at Restoration grant projects across all project rounds. Also as of October 2024, there are 34 registered Peatland Code projects in England covering a total area of 4100.6 hectares, of which at least 27 sites have partial or complete location alignment with NCPGS sites
	More information on the Peatland Code and how it has been engaged with by NCPGS applicants can be found in the ‘’ section and the value for money evaluation.   
	5.1 Multiple funding streams
	5.1 Multiple funding streams


	Through what mechanisms has private finance been secured?  
	Peatland restoration projects have secured private finance mechanisms as part of the match-funding requirement 
	NCPGS grantees have explored and secured private funding options from a range of non-Treasury sources, including water companies and corporates. For more detail, see the ‘’ section and the value for money evaluation.     
	5.1 Multiple funding streams
	5.1 Multiple funding streams


	4 Value for money evaluation 
	In line with HMT Green Book and Magenta Book guidance on appraisal and evaluation, we have developed a model to undertake cost-benefit analysis (CBA) as our primary source of assessing value for money (VfM). The cost-benefit model has had input from Natural England and Defra where necessary to ensure the most robust evidence and assumptions are captured and reflected in the analysis. The core output of the analysis is a benefit to cost ratio (BCR) which compares the overall social costs of the programme to 
	Due to the complex nature of the NCPGS, we built a framework around the CBA which supplements the modelled outputs, utilising wider evaluative metrics and indicators. The approach we developed is in-line with a 5Es framework, which produces a range of appropriate indicators to provide a holistic assessment of VfM and captures a broad range of evidence.  
	19
	19
	19See the National Audit Office’s .  
	19See the National Audit Office’s .  
	toolkit for assessing value for money
	toolkit for assessing value for money





	The VfM analytical outputs and assessments are based on the total area brought under restoration through the NCPGS as of March 2024 (10,630.6 ha). Where appropriate, we have also made reference to the assessments including the additional 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through Defra’s 2020/2  shovel-ready scheme. Where there appear to be differences in analytical outputs between the impact section and VfM, this is explained by minor differences in modelling requirements. For example, carbon benefits in
	20
	20
	20 E.g. an even ramp-up over 5 years would deliver 20% of benefits in Year 1, 40% in Year 2, 60% in Year 3, 80% in Year 4 and 100% in Year 5 and all subsequent years in the appraisal period. 
	20 E.g. an even ramp-up over 5 years would deliver 20% of benefits in Year 1, 40% in Year 2, 60% in Year 3, 80% in Year 4 and 100% in Year 5 and all subsequent years in the appraisal period. 



	4.1 Value for money framework 
	 provides a visual representation of the VfM framework used for this evaluation. 
	Figure 14
	Figure 14


	 
	Figure
	Figure 14 Value for money framework 
	Evidence for the evaluation was generated by assessing the following set of criteria: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Economy: Are inputs of appropriate quality bought at a minimised price? 

	•
	•
	 Efficiency: How well are inputs converted into outputs? 

	•
	•
	 Effectiveness: How well do the inputs achieve intended outcomes? 

	•
	•
	 Equity: Are benefits distributed fairly? 

	•
	•
	 Cost-Effectiveness: Does the value returned justify the resources invested? 


	For each criterion, a set of NCPGS-specific performance metrics were developed by ICF and Natural England. The metrics were then assessed against a set of standards – the assessment process involved an internal workshop with ICF and Natural England to pre-determine ‘what would success look like’, and then gathering all available evidence to make the assessment. The set of standards used are: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Excellent: Meeting or exceeding all reasonable expectations/targets 

	•
	•
	 Good: Generally meeting all reasonable targets 

	•
	•
	 Adequate: Not meeting expectations/targets, but fulfilling minimum requirements 

	•
	•
	 Poor: Not fulfilling minimum requirements 


	Where possible, evidence is compared to expectations or targets set out in the business case and other supporting policy documents. This allows us to compare the expectations of the policy at the development stage with outturn data and is therefore deemed appropriate for evaluation purposes. There are limitations with comparing to the business case estimates, including changes to the scheme (due to external and internal factors), and due to the demand-led nature of the scheme which means outputs are not ful
	Some of the assessments that would inform the overall VfM assessment are already captured elsewhere in the evaluation (e.g. in the cost-benefit modelling, the process evaluation, or the impact evaluation). Where this occurs, we make reference to this to avoid repetition. 
	The metrics used in the assessment are laid out in . 
	Table 13
	Table 13


	Table 13 Value for money framework 
	5Es 
	5Es 
	5Es 
	5Es 
	5Es 

	Metric 
	Metric 



	Economy 
	Economy 
	Economy 
	Economy 
	 

	Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without NCPGS 
	Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without NCPGS 
	Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding at application compared to business case estimate (%) 
	Finance leveraged: Total match funding at application compared to business case estimate (£) 
	Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding derived from ‘external private funding’ at the time of application (%) 
	Finance leveraged: Projects applied for registration under the Peatland Code compared with intention at application (%) 
	Grant funding: Extent of overcompensation  
	Grant funding: Restoration delivery in line with agreed budget (Breakdown by Round) 


	Efficiency 
	Efficiency 
	Efficiency 

	Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 
	Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 
	Process efficiency: Discovery grant projects leading to Restoration applications (#) 
	Process efficiency: Proportion of discovery grant projects that applied to a restoration grant and were successful (%) 
	Cost efficiency: Programme running costs as a proportion of total costs (%) 
	Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (ha) (%) 
	Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (sites) (#) 


	Effectiveness 
	Effectiveness 
	Effectiveness 

	Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 
	Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 
	Effectiveness: Extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or £) 
	Discovery grants: Discovery grants that created nascent partnerships (#) 


	Equity 
	Equity 
	Equity 

	Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 
	Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 
	Equity: Distribution by geography 
	Equity: Accessibility of funding 


	Cost-effectiveness 
	Cost-effectiveness 
	Cost-effectiveness 

	Cost-benefit analysis  
	Cost-benefit analysis  




	Assessments against each of the criteria are set out in the following sections, including the evidence used, assessment outcome, and rationale for the judgement made.   
	4.2 Findings 
	Economy 
	The NCPGS is assessed as ‘Good’ across most metrics related to Economy, achieving ‘Good’ or ‘Good to Excellent’ on 4 out of the 7 metrics. The metrics and standards achieved are presented in . 
	Table 14
	Table 14


	Table 14 NCPGS scores against Economy metrics 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 

	Output assessed 
	Output assessed 

	Standard achieved 
	Standard achieved 



	1.1 Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without the NCPGS 
	1.1 Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without the NCPGS 
	1.1 Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without the NCPGS 
	1.1 Additionality: Peatland restored that would not have occurred without the NCPGS 

	Qualitative assessment only 
	Qualitative assessment only 

	Adequate to Good  
	Adequate to Good  


	1.2 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding at application compared to business case estimate (%) 
	1.2 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding at application compared to business case estimate (%) 
	1.2 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding at application compared to business case estimate (%) 

	Restoration: 27%  
	Restoration: 27%  
	Discovery: 7.8% 

	Good to Excellent 
	Good to Excellent 


	1.3 Finance leveraged: Total match funding at application compared to business case estimate (£) 
	1.3 Finance leveraged: Total match funding at application compared to business case estimate (£) 
	1.3 Finance leveraged: Total match funding at application compared to business case estimate (£) 

	67% 
	67% 

	Adequate to Good 
	Adequate to Good 


	1.4 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding derived from ‘external private funding’ at the time of application (%) 
	1.4 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding derived from ‘external private funding’ at the time of application (%) 
	1.4 Finance leveraged: Proportion of match funding derived from ‘external private funding’ at the time of application (%) 

	73% 
	73% 

	Good 
	Good 


	1.5 Finance leveraged: Projects applied for registration under the Peatland Code compared with intention at application (%) 
	1.5 Finance leveraged: Projects applied for registration under the Peatland Code compared with intention at application (%) 
	1.5 Finance leveraged: Projects applied for registration under the Peatland Code compared with intention at application (%) 

	63% 
	63% 

	Good 
	Good 


	1.6 Grant funding: Extent of overcompensation  
	1.6 Grant funding: Extent of overcompensation  
	1.6 Grant funding: Extent of overcompensation  

	Qualitative assessment only 
	Qualitative assessment only 

	Good to Excellent 
	Good to Excellent 


	1.7 Grant funding: Restoration delivery in line with agreed budget (Breakdown by Round) 
	1.7 Grant funding: Restoration delivery in line with agreed budget (Breakdown by Round) 
	1.7 Grant funding: Restoration delivery in line with agreed budget (Breakdown by Round) 

	Underspend of 25% 
	Underspend of 25% 

	Adequate  
	Adequate  




	Additionality 
	The NCPGS has enabled some grantees to deliver peatland restoration at a larger scale or at a faster pace  
	Assessing peatland restoration which would not have been delivered without the NCPGS Restoration grant and Discovery grant funding helps understand the extent to which restoration activities can be attributable to the grant scheme. Due to difficulties in quantifying a counterfactual, this metric was assessed qualitatively (rather than looking at a percentage of peatland that would not have been restored without the NCPGS).  
	As part of fieldwork conducted by ICF, interviewees were asked what restoration funding they would have sought in the period 2021 – 2025 (if any) if the NCPGS had not been available. Most indicated that the NCPGS was crucial in enabling their restoration efforts. One interviewee said that the funding had  
	“come at the right time”  
	and that they were relying on the NCPGS in order to complete the restoration. Another said,  
	“without the peatland grant scheme, we wouldn’t be doing any restoration work at the moment, really, or it would be so minor”.  
	The NCPGS has been crucial in coordinating restoration efforts and has enabled collaboration between partners that may have been challenging otherwise. Without NCPGS funding, projects may have progressed more slowly as partners sometimes lack dedicated budgets for this work. On the other hand, some interviewees said they would have applied for other funding sources or obtained private funding to make the same amount of restoration happen.  
	Based on the evidence produced in assessing this metric, it appears the ability to gain private funding is site and situation dependent, so the suitability of alternative funding relative to the NCPGS needs to be considered. Given this site-specific nature, and in the absence of quantitative counterfactual evidence, this metric is assessed as Adequate to Good. 
	  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Finance leveraged 
	The NCPGS has been successful in delivering a higher than anticipated proportion of match funding for both Restoration grants and Discovery grants 
	Reviewing funding sources helps to reveal the extent to which the NCPGS has been successful in raising non-grant funding to support projects. The proportion of non-grant funding provides an indication of the longer-term sustainability of peatland restoration. Under the NCPGS, Restoration grants have a minimum match funding requirement of 25% and Discovery grants have no minimum match funding (i.e. up to 100% grant funding available). The business case estimated that on average across all NCPGS activities, t
	Up to March 2024, the proportion of match funding has exceeded the minimum requirement for both Restoration grants and Discovery grants (at 27% and 7.8% respectively). This metric is assessed as Good to Excellent as it provides evidence that the NCPGS has been more successful than anticipated at attracting match funding for the projects under the scheme.  
	The total amount of match funding at application to March 2024 is lower than anticipated     
	In addition to the proportion of match funding (%) assessed above, it is also helpful to consider the total match funding (£) provided under the scheme. This metric helps to provide an indication of the longer-term sustainability of peatland restoration as it measures total funding into the sector. 
	The total amount of match funding across both Restoration grants and Discovery grants using information from successful applications (£12.8m) is lower than anticipated in the business case (£19m), representing 67% of total match funding realised. This result reflects the overall lower scale of peatland restoration at this stage when compared to the forecasted delivery schedule. Overall, the NCPGS has been successful in providing a higher than anticipated proportion of match funding for successful projects, 
	Almost three quarters of match funding comes from external private funding  
	The review of funding sources provided at the application stage suggests that restoration projects secured a wide range of funding, including external private funding, self funding (which includes staff time), and other public funding. Staff time includes support to ecologists, foresters, and GIS technicians. For external finance sources, evidence from interviews and surveys suggests that projects were using grants from local councils and were also receiving a small amount of corporate funding tied to Corpo
	External private funding shows the extent to which projects are using finance sources outside their own partnerships and organisations to achieve the match funding requirement, which will help to support the longer-term sustainability of the sector. Analysis by Natural England suggests that a significant proportion (around 73%) of total match funding was derived from external private funding, and therefore this metric is assessed as Good. 
	During the application process, 19 out of 23 projects made reference to exploring registration under the Peatland Code; 12 of these projects have applied for registration with the Peatland Code 
	The number of Restoration grant projects who make reference to applying to Peatland Code at application and the number of projects who actually apply for registration with the Peatland Code can demonstrate the extent to which the Peatland Code is a viable alternative funding route for sites and the extent to which it may help to support future peatland restoration. There was no target outlined for Peatland Code registration in the NCPGS business case, and projects’ ability to register depends on the specifi
	19 out of 23 projects showed an intention to apply for registration under the Peatland Code in their applications to the NCPGS. Of these, 12 projects had applied for registration under the Peatland Code by March 2024, representing 63% of the 19 who indicated their intention to. Complexities in applying to the Peatland Code and why grantees may hesitate are discussed in EQ1. Given the uncertainties in eligibility for registration at the time of application, having over half of the sites registered by March 2
	Grant funding 
	The NCPGS operates within a 0.5% fraud and error threshold and the query and clarification process is assessed as robust 
	Assessing the extent of overcompensation for both Restoration grants and Discovery grants (payments over 100% of costs) helps to show whether the grant payment process is robust and provides assurance that public funding has not been incorrectly distributed. 
	ICF interviewed two Natural England staff members who have in-depth knowledge of the application process. Grant payments under NCPGS are paid in arrears and partnerships must claim at least quarterly, although they can claim monthly (quarterly is standard). Claim forms and evidence are assessed by Natural England who will query anything that requires clarification. This query and clarification process can go down to very small amounts claimed. Some successful applicants have had difficulty with this, e.g. f
	outlined by Natural England, and the outcome from that process being below the threshold, this metric is assessed as Good to Excellent. 

	There is an underspend of 25% when looking at total spending up to March 2024 compared to estimated spend at time of application; this reflects lower than expected restoration (ha) over 2021 to 2024 
	Reviewing the budget per year compared to the actual expenditure informs an understanding of whether restoration delivery is occurring in line with the budget.  
	Total spending (including Restoration Grants, Discovery Grants, and RDEL) up to March 2024 compared with estimated spend at the time of application was 75%, representing a significant underspend of 25%. This reflects the overall trend of lower-than-expected restoration over the period April 2021 – March 2024. This is partly driven by overly optimistic forecasts of expenditure from projects, especially in the first year. There is a correlation between the project duration (i.e. length of time since the proje
	21
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	21 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, would result in an underspend of 19%. 
	21 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, would result in an underspend of 19%. 



	Efficiency 
	The NCPGS scored ‘Good’ on most metrics related to Efficiency. The metrics and standards achieved are presented in . 
	Table 15
	Table 15


	Table 15: NCPGS scores against Efficiency metrics 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 

	Score 
	Score 

	Standard achieved 
	Standard achieved 


	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 

	Score 
	Score 

	Standard achieved 
	Standard achieved 



	2.1 Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 
	2.1 Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 
	2.1 Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 
	2.1 Process efficiency: Time taken to process applications (days) 

	52.4 working days 
	52.4 working days 

	Adequate to Good 
	Adequate to Good 


	2.2 Process efficiency: Discovery grant projects leading to Restoration applications (#) 
	2.2 Process efficiency: Discovery grant projects leading to Restoration applications (#) 
	2.2 Process efficiency: Discovery grant projects leading to Restoration applications (#) 

	15 Discovery Grants 
	15 Discovery Grants 
	13 Restoration applications 

	Good 
	Good 


	2.3 Process efficiency: Proportion of discovery grant projects that applied to a restoration grant and were successful (%) 
	2.3 Process efficiency: Proportion of discovery grant projects that applied to a restoration grant and were successful (%) 
	2.3 Process efficiency: Proportion of discovery grant projects that applied to a restoration grant and were successful (%) 

	92% 
	92% 

	Good 
	Good 


	2.4 Cost efficiency: Programme running costs as a proportion of total costs (%) 
	2.4 Cost efficiency: Programme running costs as a proportion of total costs (%) 
	2.4 Cost efficiency: Programme running costs as a proportion of total costs (%) 

	12% 
	12% 

	Good 
	Good 


	2.5 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (ha) (%) 
	2.5 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (ha) (%) 
	2.5 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (ha) (%) 

	3.7% 
	3.7% 

	Good to Excellent 
	Good to Excellent 


	2.6 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (sites) (#) 
	2.6 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (sites) (#) 
	2.6 Cost efficiency: Attrition rates (sites) (#) 

	11.7 
	11.7 

	Good to Excellent 
	Good to Excellent 




	Process efficiency 
	The time taken to process applications broadly increased with the number of applications in each round 
	This metric helps to assess the efficiency of Natural England in processing applications for both Restoration grants and Discovery grants. Natural England have recorded the difference between application window closing dates and the dates when initial success letters were sent. 
	Table 16 Time taken by Natural England to process each round of applications 
	Round 
	Round 
	Round 
	Round 
	Round 

	Time (working days) 
	Time (working days) 

	Number of applications 
	Number of applications 

	Number of sites 
	Number of sites 



	R1 
	R1 
	R1 
	R1 

	38 
	38 

	5 
	5 

	81 
	81 


	R2 
	R2 
	R2 

	49 
	49 

	6 
	6 

	34 
	34 


	R3 
	R3 
	R3 

	54 
	54 

	13 
	13 

	83 
	83 


	D1 
	D1 
	D1 

	60 
	60 

	13 
	13 

	n/a 
	n/a 


	D2 
	D2 
	D2 

	47 
	47 

	5 
	5 

	n/a 
	n/a 




	The evidence shows that it took between 38 and 54 working days to process applications for each round of Restoration grants. It took 60 working days to process Round 1 Discovery grants and 47 working days to process Round 2 Discovery grants. The processing times broadly increased with the number of applications in each round.  
	On average, across all Restoration and Discovery rounds, it took 52.4 working days to process applications. Targets are provided in calendar days and therefore we convert the evidence into a comparable format – on average it took 73.4 calendar days to process applications. Given the range of application processing times and comparing to expectations in service level agreements, the variation between Restoration and Discovery rounds, this metric is assessed as Adequate to Good. 
	There is strong evidence to suggest Discovery grant projects led to Restoration grant applications  
	This metric helps to show the success of Discovery grants in preparing projects to apply for Restoration grants. Evidence provided by Natural England shows there was a total of 15 Discovery grant projects and they have led to 13 applications for Restoration grants. This provides strong evidence that the Discovery grant process successfully prepared projects to apply for a Restoration grant.  
	This is corroborated by evidence from interviews, where interviewees emphasised the importance of Discovery grant projects in setting them up for Restoration grants. 
	Interviewees used words like “absolutely essential” and “fundamental” and “of huge value” when describing the importance of the Discovery grants in setting them up for Restoration grant applications. Sometimes, Discovery grant projects assisted projects for applying to other (non-NCPGS) funding. Based on the available evidence of the effectiveness of Discovery grants, this metric is assessed as Good. 

	Most (92%) Discovery grant projects that applied to a Restoration grant were successful 
	This metric helps in understanding the extent to which Discovery grants not only set projects up for Restoration grant applications but helped them prepare for successful Restoration grant applications. Programme administrative data shows that only one Discovery grant project that applied to a Restoration grant was unsuccessful in its application, and all others were successful. There was a total of 13 Discovery grant projects that applied to a Restoration grant, and as only one was unsuccessful, this indic
	Cost efficiency 
	Wider programme costs including direct scheme administration and other costs (e.g. policy development) appear reasonable as a proportion of total programme costs  
	Total programme running costs (RDEL) represent the resource costs associated with direct administration of the NCPGS and wider team costs for policy development and other activities through Natural England and Defra. Overall total costs associated with the scheme include these running costs, capital costs for restoration (funded through grants and match funding), and enabling-CDEL (costs associated with delivery from partnerships). Assessing RDEL costs as a proportion of total costs helps to inform a judgem
	22
	22
	22 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’ section of the cost-benefit analytical annex (Annex 7), the proportional RDEL spend would reduce to 11%. 
	22 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’ section of the cost-benefit analytical annex (Annex 7), the proportional RDEL spend would reduce to 11%. 



	Given the overall RDEL cost proportion, and more specifically the scheme administration cost proportion, this metric is therefore assessed as Good. 
	The attrition rate per site and per hectare is low, and although sites have been removed throughout the process, they are typically replaced with alternative sites by projects 
	The attrition rate is concerned with the number of sites from successful Restoration grant applications which have been removed from a project, and the area of land which these 
	sites correspond to. This helps inform an understanding of sites that dropped out and were not able to deliver. 

	The analysis is made on the number of sites and their associated area of restoration that were removed from a project. It does not consider instances where a site remained within a project, but the size of its restoration area has been amended. The number of sites that did not proceed is 26 out of a total 223, representing an 11.7% attrition rate. Based on area (ha), this represents a 3.7% attrition rate. Although sites have been removed throughout the process, they are typically replaced by alternative sit
	Effectiveness 
	The NCPGS is assessed as ‘Adequate’ on 2 metrics related to Effectiveness and ‘Excellent’ on one metric. The metrics and standards achieved are presented in . 
	Table 17
	Table 17


	Table 17 NCPGS scores against Effectiveness metrics 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 

	Score 
	Score 

	Standard achieved 
	Standard achieved 



	3.1 Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 
	3.1 Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 
	3.1 Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 
	3.1 Effectiveness: Area of peat under restoration (ha) 

	14,807.2 ha 
	14,807.2 ha 

	Adequate 
	Adequate 


	3.2 Effectiveness: Extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or £) 
	3.2 Effectiveness: Extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or £) 
	3.2 Effectiveness: Extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or £) 

	<75% 
	<75% 

	Adequate 
	Adequate 


	3.3 Discovery grants: Discovery grant creation of nascent partnerships (#) 
	3.3 Discovery grants: Discovery grant creation of nascent partnerships (#) 
	3.3 Discovery grants: Discovery grant creation of nascent partnerships (#) 

	5 
	5 

	Excellent 
	Excellent 




	The overall area of peatland restoration up to March 2024 is lower than forecasted delivery scheduled for this stage of the scheme at 14,807.2 ha, but further restoration will be undertaken throughout the remainder of the scheme and its extension year 
	The area of peatland restoration that has been delivered is important for understanding the effectiveness of the NCPGS. Note that delivering restoration is different to ‘restoring a site’: restoration, once delivered, needs consistent monitoring and work to ensure the peatland is in good condition, even after the NCPGS is over.  
	The area of peat under restoration as of March 2024 is 14,807.2 ha based on actual impact data and includes the NCPGS area (10,630.6 ha) in addition to the shovel-ready schemes restored in 2020/21 (4,176.6 ha). The shovel-ready scheme’s hectarage has been included in this part of the assessment as it was included in the original targets set out in the business case, and is therefore required to be able to make a fair comparison. This evidence shows that overall peatland restoration as of March 2024 is signi
	undertaken for the remainder of the scheme, with a total expected area under restoration of 30,312.2 ha once concluded (including 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through the one-year ‘shovel-ready’ scheme prior to NCPGS). This analysis should therefore be updated at scheme closure to give a more accurate picture. Based on the evidence available, this metric assessed as Adequate. 

	The extent of benefits delivered is lower than expected, reflecting lower-than-expected delivery of restoration 
	The extent of benefits delivered (physical and/or monetary) provide insights into the outcomes achieved as a result of NCPGS-funded peatland restoration. The benefits include carbon savings, biodiversity benefits, and water quality benefits. There are additional benefits which could not be quantified and included in this analysis, e.g. improvements in natural flood management. The extent of benefits delivered is directly linked to the area of peatland restoration that has been delivered.  
	The modelled benefit outputs of the cost-benefit model are as follows: 
	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Social benefit Carbon: 2.50 Mt CO2e  

	▪
	▪
	 Social benefit Carbon: £410m  

	▪
	▪
	 Social benefit Non-Carbon: £202m 

	▪
	▪
	 Total Social benefit: £613m 


	Similar to other metrics which are functions of the area of restoration, benefits are lower than expected at this stage in the scheme because of the scale of restoration achieved up to March 2024. As a result, this metric is assessed as Adequate. However, it is clear that despite the lower-than-expected progress against the NCPGS area target, grants have provided a range of benefits for delivery organisations, which are contributing to their future resilience.  
	 
	 
	 

	Figure
	Figure
	Discovery grants 
	New peatland partnerships were created by Discovery grants 
	This metric helps to reveal the extent to which new peatland partnerships have been created through Discovery grants. There are 5 new partnerships attributable to Discovery grant funding: Broads Peat Partnership, Dorset Peat Partnership, Fens East Peat Partnership, Somerset Peat Partnership and Lowland Peatland Restoration Partnership (established by the Derbyshire Peatland Discovery Grant). There is also 1 new coalition made up of established peat partnerships (Northern Lowland Peat Coalition) and one part
	Equity 
	The NCPGS scores on metrics related to Equity are ‘Excellent’ and ‘Adequate to Good’. The metrics and standards achieved are presented in . 
	Table 18
	Table 18


	Table 18 NCPGS scores against Equity metrics 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 

	Score 
	Score 

	Standard achieved 
	Standard achieved 



	4.1 Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 
	4.1 Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 
	4.1 Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 
	4.1 Equity: Distribution of hectares by lowland/upland 

	18% 
	18% 

	Excellent 
	Excellent 


	4.2 Equity: Distribution by geography (number of sites AND separately hectarage) 
	4.2 Equity: Distribution by geography (number of sites AND separately hectarage) 
	4.2 Equity: Distribution by geography (number of sites AND separately hectarage) 

	Not assessed 
	Not assessed 

	Not assessed – provides contextual information only 
	Not assessed – provides contextual information only 


	4.3 Equity: Accessibility of funding 
	4.3 Equity: Accessibility of funding 
	4.3 Equity: Accessibility of funding 

	Qualitative assessment only 
	Qualitative assessment only 

	Adequate to Good 
	Adequate to Good 




	Equity 
	An average of 18% of the total area of peatland restoration delivery was attributed to lowland peatland over three years of the NCPGS 
	The distribution of hectares by lowland and upland helps to show the extent to which the NCPGS is supporting restoration of lowland peat as well as upland peat. 
	The distribution of hectares by lowland and upland was calculated in the cost-benefit model, with lowland on average across the NCPGS at 18% (FY21/22 = 34%; FY 22/23 = 5%; FY 23/24 = 14%). Given the relatively high proportion of lowland restoration under the NCPGS and comparing to modelled estimates in the business case, this metric is assessed as Excellent. 
	There is overlap between the sites restored under the NCPGS and the area of peaty soils in England 
	Understanding the level of intersection between the sites restored under the NCPGS and the area of peaty soils in England helps to provide an overview of the geographical distribution of restoration activities. It is to be expected that sites overlap with the area of peaty soils, as peatland restoration can only take place where the underlying soil type is appropriate, and for that reason we have not made an assessment on this metric. Rather, 
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	 below provides a visual representation to help provide context to other elements of the VfM assessment. 
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	Figure 15 Peatland restoration map. © Crown Copyright and database rights [2025]. Ordnance Survey AC0000851168. Use of this data is subject to these 
	Figure 15 Peatland restoration map. © Crown Copyright and database rights [2025]. Ordnance Survey AC0000851168. Use of this data is subject to these 
	terms and 
	terms and 
	Span
	conditions

	. © Natural England 2025, contains data supplied by Nature for Climate 
	Peatland Grant Recipients, reproduced under licence 

	There is more to be done to make the NCPGS accessible to smaller players in peatland restoration 
	The ease of accessing NCPGS funding is important for understanding the extent to which a range of stakeholders are able to benefit from the NCPGS, which plays a part in the assessment of the equitability of the scheme. This metric was assessed qualitatively.  
	The accessibility of funding was explored in interviews with applicants to the NCPGS. Interviewees were asked whether they thought the grant scheme was open to more than the key players of peatland restoration. Successful applicants said that they felt claims issues experienced in the first years of the schemes and delays in this process could render it inaccessible to smaller organisations due to impacts on cash flow. The tight timelines and submission requirements were also said to possibly put some organ
	One unsuccessful applicant to the NCPGS expressed disappointment that they felt Natural England’s focus with the scheme was geared towards projects with existing knowledge and capacity regarding peatland. They felt it did not support those in need of foundational knowledge development as much as it could have done. Natural England face potential trade-offs between effectiveness, efficiency and equity: although they may like to support foundational knowledge development, providing NCPGS support to teams who 
	Cost-effectiveness 
	The NCPGS scored ‘Good to Excellent’ on the cost-benefit analysis. The output of the cost-benefit analysis is presented in . 
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	Table 19 NCPGS score against Cost-effectiveness metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 
	Metric 

	Score 
	Score 

	Standard achieved 
	Standard achieved 



	5.1 Cost effectiveness: Cost-benefit analysis 
	5.1 Cost effectiveness: Cost-benefit analysis 
	5.1 Cost effectiveness: Cost-benefit analysis 
	5.1 Cost effectiveness: Cost-benefit analysis 

	BCR = 3.43 
	BCR = 3.43 

	Good to Excellent 
	Good to Excellent 




	A cost-benefit model has been built to estimate the impact of the actual restoration undertaken from the NCPGS up to March 2024. The Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) is 3.43 which is slightly higher than the business case estimate of 3.34, indicating that greater 
	benefits are provided for a given level of cost under the NCPGS. This metric is assessed as Good to Excellent
	23
	23
	23 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, the BCR would reduce to  .37. 
	23 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, the BCR would reduce to  .37. 


	. 

	A detailed explanation of the cost-benefit analysis approach, methodology, data sources, and additional outputs can be found in the analytical annex (Annex 7). 
	Sensitivity analysis explores the sensitivity of the expected outcomes of the NCPGS by potential variations in the key inputs and assumptions. A range of sensitivity analysis scenarios were agreed with Natural England and Defra, the outputs of which show the impact on costs and benefits of changing core assumptions. 
	Table 20 Sensitivity analysis tests underlying model assumptions 
	Sensitivity 
	Sensitivity 
	Sensitivity 
	Sensitivity 
	Sensitivity 

	Benefit-Cost Ratio 
	Benefit-Cost Ratio 



	‘High’ carbon values 
	‘High’ carbon values 
	‘High’ carbon values 
	‘High’ carbon values 

	4.58 
	4.58 


	‘Low’ carbon values 
	‘Low’ carbon values 
	‘Low’ carbon values 

	2.28 
	2.28 


	Remove income forgone 
	Remove income forgone 
	Remove income forgone 

	17.3 
	17.3 


	2050 scenario 
	2050 scenario 
	2050 scenario 

	2.7 
	2.7 


	Cost to government 
	Cost to government 
	Cost to government 

	3.57 
	3.57 


	Upland only 
	Upland only 
	Upland only 

	3.24 
	3.24 


	Lowland only  
	Lowland only  
	Lowland only  

	3.85 
	3.85 




	Sensitivity analysis – Carbon values 
	Carbon values are used in policy appraisal and evaluation to value the impacts on GHG emissions resulting from interventions. They represent a monetary value that society places on one tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent (£/tCO2e). In the cost-benefit analysis, the government’s published ‘central’ carbon value has been used. As there is a significant range of uncertainty in modelled carbon values, ‘high’ and ‘low’ estimates are also published, and have been included in sensitivity analysis modelling. With al
	Sensitivity analysis – Income forgone 
	Income forgone represents the ongoing costs of peatland restoration, the opportunity cost (‘income forgone’) and any other additional maintenance costs associated with the restored land. This evidence has been provided by Defra, and by removing these costs from the model we see a significant increase in the BCR. This is because ‘income forgone’ is the only ongoing cost, and by removing, the BCR represents only 3 years of capital costs compared to 50-years of benefits. 
	Sensitivity analysis – 2050 scenario 
	The central appraisal period used in the cost-benefit analysis is 50 years, which represents a reasonable time horizon over which benefits are expected to materialise. The 2050 scenario tests the sensitivity of the BCR to the appraisal period used by measuring costs and benefits only until 2050 (to align with the governments net zero target) rather than for a full 50-year appraisal period. This results in a reduction in the BCR. This is because all of the capital costs are still incurred, so costs are reduc
	Sensitivity analysis – Cost to government 
	The central scenario uses all social costs. The Cost to government scenario includes only the costs to government (i.e. the grant provided). By removing the match-funding element of the assessment, the BCR increases because the benefits remain the same whilst costs are reduced. The outputs from this provide a measure on the return on public investment. 
	Sensitivity analysis – Upland/Lowland 
	The central scenario includes all peatland restored under the NCPGS, and does not differentiate based on land type, restoration extent etc. This sensitivity analysis explores the BCR for upland and lowland sites separately. The lowland BCR is higher, largely due to the greater carbon benefits generally delivered by lowland restoration.  
	  
	5 Wider enabling factors 
	This section discusses findings on the three wider enabling factors investigated as part of the evaluation, namely: 
	•
	•
	•
	 The availability of multiple funding streams – both public and private – to support peatland restoration  

	•
	•
	 The capacity of the peatland restoration sector 

	•
	•
	 Public and landowner appetite to restore peatland 


	Some findings on these themes have already been reported on in the process, impact and value for money sections. Additional evaluation questions and findings are detailed below.  
	5.1 Multiple funding streams 
	The first wider theme investigated is Other (non-NCPGS) mechanisms being used to deliver peatland restoration, including both private and public funding streams. This theme was addressed through elements of the process, impact and VfM evaluation already reported on. The theme was further investigated through targeted research, which will be detailed in this section.  
	Questions and approach 
	Table 21 Additional evaluation questions for the ‘Multiple funding streams’ theme 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 

	Methodological approach/data sources 
	Methodological approach/data sources 


	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 

	Methodological approach/data sources 
	Methodological approach/data sources 



	What funding streams, other than the NCPGS, have been on offer for peatland restoration in the period 2021-2025, and how have these been engaged with by different groups?  
	What funding streams, other than the NCPGS, have been on offer for peatland restoration in the period 2021-2025, and how have these been engaged with by different groups?  
	What funding streams, other than the NCPGS, have been on offer for peatland restoration in the period 2021-2025, and how have these been engaged with by different groups?  
	What funding streams, other than the NCPGS, have been on offer for peatland restoration in the period 2021-2025, and how have these been engaged with by different groups?  
	 
	To what extent have future funding streams been established to carry peatland restoration beyond 2026? 

	Desk research provided a high-level view of the different funding streams 
	Desk research provided a high-level view of the different funding streams 
	 
	Interviews with Natural England/Defra/EA officials expanded on desk research, and provided a more detailed view of the funding options that have been available, and the funding options that are likely to be available in future 
	 
	Responses to Natural England’s match funding questionnaire for NCPGS recipients showed how NCPGS grantees have engaged with different funding mechanisms 
	 
	Interviews with peatland restoration projects that had received non-NCPGS funding highlighted their experiences engaging with other funding options 


	How have natural capital markets accessible to peatland restoration evolved in the period 2021-2025, and to what extent are government-funded projects helping to develop those markets? 
	How have natural capital markets accessible to peatland restoration evolved in the period 2021-2025, and to what extent are government-funded projects helping to develop those markets? 
	How have natural capital markets accessible to peatland restoration evolved in the period 2021-2025, and to what extent are government-funded projects helping to develop those markets? 

	Analysis of Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon and BNG data (e.g. number of projects registered, projected carbon sequestration over time) showed the extent to which peatland restoration projects are engaging with natural capital markets 
	Analysis of Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon and BNG data (e.g. number of projects registered, projected carbon sequestration over time) showed the extent to which peatland restoration projects are engaging with natural capital markets 
	 
	Cross-referencing between Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon, BNG projects and NCPGS grants, if possible, revealed the proportion of the projects that are also NCPGS projects 


	TR
	 
	 
	Interviews with peat partnerships highlighted their experiences engaging with natural capital markets 
	 
	Interviews with private finance experts built on the barriers/enablers already identified through other data sources 




	Findings – Public funding streams 
	Public funding streams that have been on offer for peatland restoration from 2021-2025 
	The NCPGS has been the principal, but not the only, funding stream for peatland restoration during the period 2021-25. Uptake under other public funding streams that have funded peatland restoration to some extent is outlined in the remainder of this section.  
	24
	24
	24 Note that this section intends to explore the wide range of public funding sources available for peatland restoration, regardless of what percentage of project costs they typically fund. We are aware that for the purposes of the Peatland Restoration Register, projects are listed as publicly funded if more than 50% of their funding came from a public body, and privately funded otherwise. 
	24 Note that this section intends to explore the wide range of public funding sources available for peatland restoration, regardless of what percentage of project costs they typically fund. We are aware that for the purposes of the Peatland Restoration Register, projects are listed as publicly funded if more than 50% of their funding came from a public body, and privately funded otherwise. 



	Countryside Stewardship and Environmental Stewardship 
	Countryside Stewardship (CS) offers a range of annual payments for management of upland and lowland peatlands, as well as capital payments for peatland restoration. Many farmers are still in relevant Environmental Stewardship (ES) agreements, which predate the launch of Countryside Stewardship in 2016, but which have been renewed in recent years. 
	CS options and corresponding uptake (with 2024 payment rates) include those outlined in  (Rural Payments Agency and Natural England, n.d.). Note, however, that not all moorland actions lead to peatland restoration, as some can also be carried out on mineral soil.  
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	Table 22


	Table 22 Defra data on moorland and bog CS options as of 1 April 2024 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 

	Option 
	Option 

	Payment rate 
	Payment rate 

	Uptake (ha) 
	Uptake (ha) 

	No. of agreements 
	No. of agreements 



	CS 
	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	SW18 – Raised water levels on grassland on peat soils 
	SW18 – Raised water levels on grassland on peat soils 

	£1,381/ha 
	£1,381/ha 

	40 
	40 

	5 
	5 


	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	UP3 – Management of moorland 
	UP3 – Management of moorland 

	£55/ha 
	£55/ha 

	179,000 
	179,000 

	400 
	400 


	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	UP4 – Management of moorland vegetation supplement 
	UP4 – Management of moorland vegetation supplement 

	£12/ha 
	£12/ha 

	2,900 
	2,900 

	30 
	30 


	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	UP5 – Moorland re-wetting supplement 
	UP5 – Moorland re-wetting supplement 

	£181/ha 
	£181/ha 

	5,000 
	5,000 

	50 
	50 


	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	UP6 – Upland livestock exclusion supplement 
	UP6 – Upland livestock exclusion supplement 

	£19/ha 
	£19/ha 

	70,400 
	70,400 

	200 
	200 


	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	WT10 – Management of lowland raised bog 
	WT10 – Management of lowland raised bog 

	£215/ha 
	£215/ha 

	800 
	800 

	40 
	40 


	CS 
	CS 
	CS 

	WT11 – Wetland cutting supplement 
	WT11 – Wetland cutting supplement 

	£1,346/ha 
	£1,346/ha 

	600 
	600 

	100 
	100 




	Table 23 Defra data on uptake of moorland and bog ES options as of 1 April 2024 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 

	Option 
	Option 

	Uptake (ha) 
	Uptake (ha) 

	No. of agreements 
	No. of agreements 



	ES 
	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	EL6 – Moorland and rough grazing: Moorland Line land only – Unenclosed moorland rough grazing Entry Level Stewardship £5/ha 
	EL6 – Moorland and rough grazing: Moorland Line land only – Unenclosed moorland rough grazing Entry Level Stewardship £5/ha 

	229,000 
	229,000 

	400 
	400 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	HL6 – Unenclosed moorland rough grazing Entry Level Stewardship/Higher Level Stewardship £5/ha 
	HL6 – Unenclosed moorland rough grazing Entry Level Stewardship/Higher Level Stewardship £5/ha 

	300 
	300 

	5 
	5 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	HL9 – Maintenance of moorland (HLS, £40/ha) 
	HL9 – Maintenance of moorland (HLS, £40/ha) 

	38,000 
	38,000 

	200 
	200 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	HQ9 – Maintenance of lowland raised bog (HLS, £150/ha) 
	HQ9 – Maintenance of lowland raised bog (HLS, £150/ha) 

	300 
	300 

	10 
	10 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	UL17 – No supplementary feeding on moorland (ELS, £4/ha) 
	UL17 – No supplementary feeding on moorland (ELS, £4/ha) 

	72,100 
	72,100 

	200 
	200 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	UL18 – Cattle grazing on upland grassland and moorland (ELS, £30/ha) 
	UL18 – Cattle grazing on upland grassland and moorland (ELS, £30/ha) 

	79,500 
	79,500 

	1,000 
	1,000 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	UOX3 – Moorland (Upland moorland management £15/ha) 
	UOX3 – Moorland (Upland moorland management £15/ha) 

	200 
	200 

	8 
	8 


	ES 
	ES 
	ES 

	UX3 – Moorland (Upland ELS moorland management £15/ha) 
	UX3 – Moorland (Upland ELS moorland management £15/ha) 

	357,000 
	357,000 

	1,200 
	1,200 




	Countryside Stewardship and Environmental Stewardship have attracted high rates of uptake for upland peatlands. According to a , 25% of England’s blanket bog is under CS agreements, with a further 43% in ES, giving a total of approximately 164,000 ha of blanket bog under Stewardship agreements in 2023 (Defra 2023b).  
	Defra 2023 blog
	Defra 2023 blog


	Although data for capital items are not available, we understand that CS and ES have been much less successful in funding peatland restoration at scale than they have in securing basic management of moorland and blanket bog. This is perhaps because they require voluntary uptake of capital options designed to repay costs, and lack the proactive 
	approach taken by peatland restoration partnerships under the NCPGS and other restoration schemes (view expressed by a government official).  

	Furthermore, expenditure on capital items has been restricted by limits imposed on each agreement. Prior to 2023, a limit of £20,000 was imposed for each agreement for water-related capital expenditures.  
	Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL) 
	The Farming in Protected Landscapes programme (FiPL) is a part of Defra’s Agricultural Transition Plan. Running until March 2025, it offers funding to farmers and land managers in National Landscapes, National Parks and the Broads. FiPL funds projects that: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Support nature recovery 

	•
	•
	 Mitigate the impacts of climate change 

	•
	•
	 Provide opportunities for people to discover, enjoy and understand the landscape and its cultural heritage 

	•
	•
	 Protect or improve the quality and character of the landscape or place 


	The programme funds up to 100% of eligible costs. Total programme expenditure amounts to around £100m, with the annual budget increasing to £40m in 2024/25 (Defra 2024c). FiPL monitoring data indicated that 3,200 hectares of peatland had been restored under the programme by June 2024, exceeding the initial target of 1,000 hectares (ICF 2024b). 
	Major peatland restoration projects detailed in the FiPL project database include (FiPL project database, unpublished): 
	•
	•
	•
	 Bolton Abbey Estate Peatland Restoration Project, Nidderdale National Landscape. Yorkshire Peat Partnership and Bolton Abbey Estate are working to restore 1042 ha of peatland by blocking grips and gullies.  

	•
	•
	 White Path Moss SSSI, Peak District. Blanket bog restoration through stock exclusion, sphagnum planting, Molinia cutting, with a target of 140 ha. 

	•
	•
	 Valance Lodge, North Pennines. Sphagnum moss plug planting aiming to restore 124 ha of peatland. 


	EU LIFE projects that continued beyond 2020 
	The EU LIFE programme was the main vehicle for large scale habitat restoration projects when the UK was part of the European Union. According to IUCN, since 1994, EU LIFE has provided over £32 million in match funding to repair and manage UK peatlands. Several major LIFE funded legacy projects continued after 2021, thereby overlapping with the NCPGS. Though no new projects commenced during this period, one remains ongoing. Relevant projects are summarised in . 
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	Table 24 EU LIFE projects providing funding for peatland restoration after 2021
	Table 24 EU LIFE projects providing funding for peatland restoration after 2021
	25
	25
	25 Source: LIFE project database, (European Commission, n.d.) 
	25 Source: LIFE project database, (European Commission, n.d.) 


	  

	Project 
	Project 
	Project 
	Project 
	Project 

	Start date 
	Start date 

	End date 
	End date 

	Total budget 
	Total budget 

	EU contribution 
	EU contribution 

	Details 
	Details 



	MoorLIFE 2020, South Pennines 
	MoorLIFE 2020, South Pennines 
	MoorLIFE 2020, South Pennines 
	MoorLIFE 2020, South Pennines 

	01/10/2015 
	01/10/2015 

	30/09/2022 
	30/09/2022 

	EUR 16.0m (£13m) 
	EUR 16.0m (£13m) 

	EUR 12.0m (£10m) 
	EUR 12.0m (£10m) 

	Aimed to protect the integrity of 9,500 ha of blanket bog 
	Aimed to protect the integrity of 9,500 ha of blanket bog 


	Marches Mosses Raised Bog Restoration Project 
	Marches Mosses Raised Bog Restoration Project 
	Marches Mosses Raised Bog Restoration Project 

	01/10/2016 
	01/10/2016 

	31/12/2022 
	31/12/2022 

	EUR 7.1m (£5.9m) 
	EUR 7.1m (£5.9m) 

	EUR 5.4m (£4.5m) 
	EUR 5.4m (£4.5m) 

	Aimed to restore 665ha of active raised bog at Fenns, Whixall, Bettisfield, Wem and Cadney Mosses 
	Aimed to restore 665ha of active raised bog at Fenns, Whixall, Bettisfield, Wem and Cadney Mosses 


	Pennine PeatLIFE 
	Pennine PeatLIFE 
	Pennine PeatLIFE 

	15/07/2017 
	15/07/2017 

	30/06/2023 
	30/06/2023 

	EUR 6.5m (£5.4m) 
	EUR 6.5m (£5.4m) 

	EUR 3.9m (£3.2m) 
	EUR 3.9m (£3.2m) 

	Aimed to demonstrate restoration of 1353 ha of badly eroded blanket bog in North Pennines 
	Aimed to demonstrate restoration of 1353 ha of badly eroded blanket bog in North Pennines 


	LIFE Moor Space: Connecting the Humberhead Levels 
	LIFE Moor Space: Connecting the Humberhead Levels 
	LIFE Moor Space: Connecting the Humberhead Levels 

	01/10/2021 
	01/10/2021 

	31/12/2026 
	31/12/2026 

	EUR 2.4m (£2.0m) 
	EUR 2.4m (£2.0m) 

	EUR 1.5m (£1.2m) 
	EUR 1.5m (£1.2m) 

	Aims to restore and improve the hydrological continuity and conservation status of more than 1,800 ha of degraded raised bogs and active raised bogs within the Thorne Moor SAC. 
	Aims to restore and improve the hydrological continuity and conservation status of more than 1,800 ha of degraded raised bogs and active raised bogs within the Thorne Moor SAC. 




	These LIFE projects, and similar projects before them, played an important role in building the capacity of partnerships to bid for and deliver NCPGS funding. 
	National Lottery Heritage Fund 
	The Heritage Fund has a history of providing capital funding for peatland restoration projects. For example, the Moors for the Future partnership was funded in 2003 with a £3.1 million grant from the Heritage Lottery Fund for blanket bog restoration in the Peak District. The partnership has since delivered an ongoing multi-million-pound programme of peatland restoration, securing funding from a range of sources (Heritage Fund 2018b). 
	The Heritage Fund offers capital and time limited revenue funding for habitat and species conservation projects, working in a similar way to the NCPGS (Heritage Fund 2018a). Private landowners may apply for grants up to £250,000, whereas not-for-profit bodies can apply for larger grants. The Fund has funded several peatland restoration projects during the life of the NCPGS. Most of these have been relatively small in scale, but they include a major landscape scale peatland restoration project in the Cambrid
	Relevant projects include: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Peatland Progress: A New Vision for the Fens - a 5-year project aiming to benefit wildlife, the climate, farming and communities in the Cambridgeshire Fens. Announced in 2021, it is receiving £8m funding from the Heritage Fund, as one of five transformational projects funded through the £50 million Heritage Horizon Awards (Great Fen 2021).  

	•
	•
	 The Friends of Ilkley Moor were awarded a £64,000 grant by The National Lottery Heritage Fund for a 2-year project between February 2024 and January 2026 to undertake habitat management and restoration of peatland and heathland, as well as footpath maintenance, on Ilkley Moor, Yorkshire (Friends Of Ilkley Moor 2024). 

	•
	•
	 Peakland Environmental Farmers (‘PEF’) received funding for £100k from the Heritage Fund in 2024 to establish a farmer co-operative and undertake baseline surveys in the Dark Peak and South West Peak, with a view to undertaking activities which include peatland restoration (Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust 2024). 

	•
	•
	 Lindow Moss Landscape Partnership led by Groundwork UK, has received £250,000 in funding for a programme of lowland peatland restoration in Cheshire (Wilmslow Town Council 2024) 


	Green Recovery Challenge Fund (GRCF) 
	GRCF, launched after the COVID-19 crisis, was a short-term competitive fund designed to kick-start environmental renewal while creating and retaining a range of jobs in England. It funded two rounds of projects, each with a total value of £40 million, in 2020 and 2021, which included a small amount of peatland restoration action (Defra 2024a). 
	Round 1 of GRCF funded at least two projects with a significant element of peatland restoration: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Cumbria Wildlife Trust was awarded £250,000 to restore 300 ha of peatland in the Lake District National Park (Cumbria Wildlife Trust 2020) 

	•
	•
	 The Greater Manchester Environment Fund project included peatland restoration at Dove Stone, undertaken by RSPB and United Utilities (Greater Manchester Environment Fund, n.d.) 


	The evaluation of GRCF Round 1 found that it had restored 357 hectares of peatland at a cost of £0.78m, an average of £2,040 per ha restored (ICF 2023). 
	No information is available regarding peatland restoration in GRCF round 2.  
	Natural Flood Management Programme 
	In September 2023 the Environment Agency and Defra announced £25 million in funding for improving flood resilience through a new Natural Flood Management (NFM) programme between 2023 and 2027. This funds a range of projects which include tree planting and river and wetland restoration (Environment Agency 2023a). 
	Of the 40 projects being funded, a small number involve peatland restoration, including: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Resilient Coledale – the National Trust and West Cumbria Rivers Trust are managing run off at High Coledale with ditch blocking and targeted tree planting, to reduce flooding in the village of Braithwaite, near Keswick (The Mail 2024). 

	•
	•
	 Brampton NFM Project, Cumbria, is receiving £255,000 in funding and includes grip blocking at Fell Moss (News and Star 2024).  


	In another project in Cumbria, the Environment Agency is working with South Lakeland District Council, Cumbria County Council, United Utilities and other stakeholders to better protect  ,4 0 homes and over  ,000 businesses as part of Kendal’s £   million flood alleviation scheme. The scheme includes natural flood management measures including planting over  , 00 trees and supporting ‘slow the flow’ measures in the upper catchment, including peatland restoration. Construction of the scheme is underway and is
	Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund (NEIRF) 
	The Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund (NEIRF) (Environment Agency 2023b) aims to stimulate private investment and market-based mechanisms that improve and safeguard England’s natural environment by helping nature projects get ready for investment. It supports the government’s goals in the Environmental Improvement Plan, Green Finance Strategy, Nature Markets Framework and Agricultural Transition Plan. NEIRF is a competitive grants scheme providing grants of between £10,000 and £100,000 and is ad
	NEIRF projects relevant to peatland are summarised in . 
	Table 25
	Table 25


	Table 25 NEIRF projects relevant to peatland
	Table 25 NEIRF projects relevant to peatland
	26
	26
	26 Source: Defra press releases, specifically (Environment Agency and Defra 2021) and (Defra, Environment Agency, and The Rt Hon Lord Benyon 2022). 
	26 Source: Defra press releases, specifically (Environment Agency and Defra 2021) and (Defra, Environment Agency, and The Rt Hon Lord Benyon 2022). 


	  

	Project 
	Project 
	Project 
	Project 
	Project 

	Applicant 
	Applicant 

	NEIRF round 
	NEIRF round 

	Funding 
	Funding 

	Details 
	Details 


	Project 
	Project 
	Project 

	Applicant 
	Applicant 

	NEIRF round 
	NEIRF round 

	Funding 
	Funding 

	Details 
	Details 



	Greater Manchester Environment Fund: Scaling Up Natural Capital Investment 
	Greater Manchester Environment Fund: Scaling Up Natural Capital Investment 
	Greater Manchester Environment Fund: Scaling Up Natural Capital Investment 
	Greater Manchester Environment Fund: Scaling Up Natural Capital Investment 

	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 

	1 
	1 

	£100,000 
	£100,000 

	Included assessing feasibility of raising investment to restore peatland through the GMEF by modelling revenues from the sale of carbon and biodiversity credits. 
	Included assessing feasibility of raising investment to restore peatland through the GMEF by modelling revenues from the sale of carbon and biodiversity credits. 


	Developing a scalable blended agri-carbon model for lowland peat restoration 
	Developing a scalable blended agri-carbon model for lowland peat restoration 
	Developing a scalable blended agri-carbon model for lowland peat restoration 

	SaltyCo 
	SaltyCo 

	2 
	2 

	£100,000 
	£100,000 

	Examine feasibility of rewetting lowland peat near Doncaster to grow plant fibre material to use as padding for clothes and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, selling carbon credits and exploring market 
	Examine feasibility of rewetting lowland peat near Doncaster to grow plant fibre material to use as padding for clothes and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, selling carbon credits and exploring market 


	TR
	potential for water use savings, water quality improvements, Biodiversity Net Gain credits and the potential to reduce flood risk.  
	potential for water use savings, water quality improvements, Biodiversity Net Gain credits and the potential to reduce flood risk.  


	Transforming the Great Fen through carbon income 
	Transforming the Great Fen through carbon income 
	Transforming the Great Fen through carbon income 

	Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire 
	Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire 

	2 
	2 

	£99,836 
	£99,836 

	Rewetting lowland peat on 134ha of newly acquired land as part of the 3700ha Great Fen project area. Developing a business case and investment proposal and secure buyer commitments for the peat carbon credits created by the rewetting. Also providing a demonstration area for the revised IUCN Peatland Carbon Code. 
	Rewetting lowland peat on 134ha of newly acquired land as part of the 3700ha Great Fen project area. Developing a business case and investment proposal and secure buyer commitments for the peat carbon credits created by the rewetting. Also providing a demonstration area for the revised IUCN Peatland Carbon Code. 


	Building capacity and delivering a scalable investment model for peatland restoration 
	Building capacity and delivering a scalable investment model for peatland restoration 
	Building capacity and delivering a scalable investment model for peatland restoration 

	The Raby Estate 
	The Raby Estate 

	2 
	2 

	£93,300 
	£93,300 

	Restoring degraded peat and selling the greenhouse gas emissions savings using innovative technology to calculate the emissions savings and to create a new approach to carbon trading. 
	Restoring degraded peat and selling the greenhouse gas emissions savings using innovative technology to calculate the emissions savings and to create a new approach to carbon trading. 


	Rethinking Farmed Peatlands 
	Rethinking Farmed Peatlands 
	Rethinking Farmed Peatlands 

	The Lapwing Estate Limited, Nottinghamshire/ S Yorkshire 
	The Lapwing Estate Limited, Nottinghamshire/ S Yorkshire 

	2 
	2 

	£94,893 
	£94,893 

	Explored a business model to use Short Rotation Coppice willow on peat soils with a high water table (paludiculture), burning willow for bioenergy and biochar for use in Controlled Environment Agriculture. Modelled alternative revenue streams such as carbon, Biodiversity Net Gain and water quality management.  
	Explored a business model to use Short Rotation Coppice willow on peat soils with a high water table (paludiculture), burning willow for bioenergy and biochar for use in Controlled Environment Agriculture. Modelled alternative revenue streams such as carbon, Biodiversity Net Gain and water quality management.  




	UK Nature Impact Fund 
	Finance Earth and Federated Hermes are launching the  (otherwise known as the Big Nature Impact Fund), a blended finance solution for the UK’s natural capital market aimed to help address the climate and nature crises. The Fund will support high-quality Nature-based Solutions (NbS) projects and enterprises that deliver social and environmental impact, while generating financial returns for institutional investors driven by the sale of a range of ecosystem services  
	UK Nature Impact Fund
	UK Nature Impact Fund


	With a seed investment of £30 million from Defra, it aims to mobilise funds from the private sector to accelerate and scale nature recovery in the UK. For every £1 put in by Defra, the fund managers will secure at least £2 from the private sector, such that the Fund will only start investing in projects once they have raised an additional £60m in private funding 
	(private finance expert). They expect to reach this milestone in Q2 of 2025 and will then have 5 years to deploy the capital raised up to that point (private finance expert).  

	Peatland restoration is one of the Fund’s four priority areas. The Fund will provide project finance for the restoration and long-term maintenance of degraded peatlands in the UK that are eligible for registration under the Peatland Code. It will finance across the life cycle of project activity including project development, restoration and long-term maintenance. It will prioritise leasehold, joint ventures and other contractual models with existing landowners. Funded projects are yet to be announced. 
	Paludiculture Exploration Fund 
	The , a £5 million fund under the Nature for Climate Fund, was launched in August 2022 to promote the use of peatlands for sustainable farming. The fund has supported a range of innovation projects covering commercial uses of crops such as biochar, willow, typha and sphagnum; use of unmanned aerial vehicles in paludiculture; creation of a facility for paludiculture research, development, demonstration and knowledge transfer; and techniques for opportunity mapping and farmer engagement. 
	Paludiculture Exploration Fund
	Paludiculture Exploration Fund

	27
	27
	27 The Lowland agricultural peat water discovery pilot (LAPWDP) and Lowland agricultural peat small infrastructure pilot (LAPSIP) are two other government programmes focused on lowland agricultural peat. For more information see Defra (2024d).  
	27 The Lowland agricultural peat water discovery pilot (LAPWDP) and Lowland agricultural peat small infrastructure pilot (LAPSIP) are two other government programmes focused on lowland agricultural peat. For more information see Defra (2024d).  



	Smaller sources providing co-funding for NCPGS projects 
	As well as private funding sources, a survey of NCPGS grantees conducted by Natural England to support this evaluation revealed that the NCPGS has secured some co-funding from public funding sources, including local authorities, public sector landowners (such as Forestry England, national park authorities), NatureScot (for cross border projects) and Section 106 carbon offset payments (collected by local authorities from developers). 
	Public funding streams for peatland restoration post-2026  
	The new Environmental Land Management schemes (ELMs) will represent the principal source of public funding for peatland restoration after 2026. The government intends that these will be complemented by increasing levels of private finance for peatland restoration, through the development of blended finance models.  
	The three ELM schemes comprise (Defra 2023d; interviews with Defra and Natural England officials): 
	•
	•
	•
	 Landscape Recovery (LR) will pay for bespoke, longer-term, larger scale projects to enhance the natural environment. LR is expected to play a leading role in peatland restoration, since it will be best placed to fund nature restoration activity at scale and through long term agreements, and to deliver targeted landscape scale action in the most nature rich areas. Funding is provided for project development, which helps in the formation of collaborative multi-partner projects. 

	•
	•
	 Countryside Stewardship (CS) will pay for more targeted actions relating to specific locations, features and habitats. CS will also continue to offer capital grants for peatland restoration, both in the uplands and lowlands, and is expected to play an important supporting role. This may include support for smaller scale and less complex peatland restoration initiatives outside the core areas covered by LR projects, including shorter term agreements, projects led by individual landowners, and those not suit

	•
	•
	 The Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) will pay farmers to adopt and maintain sustainable farming practices that can protect and enhance the natural environment alongside food production. SFI is not expected to support peatland restoration action directly but will provide lower-level payments for more basic moorland management, likely including significant areas of blanket bog. It is also important to note that in March 2025, Defra announced it had paused accepting new applications to SFI (Defra 2025).   


	Landscape Recovery 
	LR has four main distinguishing features (Defra 2023a): 
	•
	•
	•
	 Large-scale projects – the scheme is designed to deliver outcomes that require collaborative action across a large area (at least 500 hectares), such as restoring ecological or hydrological function across a landscape.  

	•
	•
	 Long-term public funding (for example for 20 years or longer) – the scheme will support outcomes that take a long time to deliver, such as peatland restoration, woodland management, or habitat restoration. 

	•
	•
	 Bespoke agreements – the scheme can fund activities that contribute to priority outcomes but are specific to the locality and so difficult to facilitate through other schemes. 

	•
	•
	 Blended funding – the features above and the provision of development funding should enable projects to attract private investment. 


	Peatland restoration is prominent among the scheme’s objectives, which cover a wide range of habitats, species and protected sites. 
	LR funds are allocated through competitive bidding rounds, of which there have been two to date: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Round 1 provided £12 million in development grants over 2 years, for 22 selected projects (announced in summer 2022). 

	•
	•
	 Round 2 provided £25 million in development grants for a further 34 projects (announced in November 2023). 


	A third round is expected to be announced in 2025. 
	The Round 1 projects are currently completing their development phase and are expecting to announce their implementation plans in the coming months. They are understood to include around 10,000 hectares of peatland in total, according to an interview with Defra Landscape Recovery leads.  
	Round 2 focused on net zero, protected sites, and wildlife-rich habitats, and is expected to deliver restoration of 35,000 hectares of peatland. These include a range of lowland as well as upland peatland restoration projects (Defra and Sam Burford 2023). 
	According to interviews with Defra/Natural England officials, LR projects may employ a range of payment options and may include a combination of capital-based payments, annual management payments and outcome-based payments. All are required to include an element of blended finance.  
	Countryside Stewardship 
	As outlined above, there are various existing CS options for moorland management (including supplements for rewetting and vegetation management) and lowland peatland (fen, reedbed, raised bog, raised water levels on arable and grassland soils). 
	Defra has stated that it plans to continue and expand its offer for restoring and maintaining peatlands in both the uplands and lowlands through the new schemes. It will improve these existing actions where possible as CS evolves, by making them more outcome focused, less prescriptive and more flexible about how to achieve the intended outcomes (Defra 2023c). 
	Since early 2021 the Lowland Agricultural Peat Task Force has been looking at ways to improve the condition of England’s farmed lowland peat, including long-term opportunities for paludiculture (wet agriculture). Defra plans to use the work of the Task Force to inform improvements to existing offers and the development of new actions and is exploring how to pay for actions to support paludiculture using crops such as watercress, bilberry, and sphagnum (Defra 2023e). 
	Defra will continue to support capital items through CS to complement annual management payments. In addition to the payments offered through CS for grip blocking in the uplands, a range of capital items support hydrological restoration of lowland peat (e.g. through the creation of ditches, dykes, rhines, sluices, scrapes and gutters, water penning structures, piped culverts in ditches, earth banks and soil bunds).  
	Sustainable Farming Incentive 
	From 2024, SFI options for moorland, each with a 3 year agreement, are outlined in  (Defra 2024e). 
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	Table 26 SFI options for moorland 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 
	Scheme 

	Option 
	Option 

	Payment rate 
	Payment rate 



	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	CMOR1 – Assess moorland and produce a written record 
	CMOR1 – Assess moorland and produce a written record 

	£10.60 per hectare and £272 per agreement 
	£10.60 per hectare and £272 per agreement 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL1 – Moderate livestock grazing on moorland 
	UPL1 – Moderate livestock grazing on moorland 

	£20 per hectare 
	£20 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL2    Low livestock grazing on moorland 
	UPL2    Low livestock grazing on moorland 

	£53 per hectare 
	£53 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL3    Limited livestock grazing on moorland 
	UPL3    Limited livestock grazing on moorland 

	£66 per hectare 
	£66 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL4    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on moorland (minimum 30% GLU) 
	UPL4    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on moorland (minimum 30% GLU) 

	£7 per hectare 
	£7 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL5    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on moorland (minimum 70% GLU) 
	UPL5    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on moorland (minimum 70% GLU) 

	£18 per hectare 
	£18 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL6    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on moorland (100% GLU) 
	UPL6    Supplement: Keep cattle and ponies on moorland (100% GLU) 

	£23 per hectare 
	£23 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL7    Shepherding livestock on moorland (no required stock removal period) 
	UPL7    Shepherding livestock on moorland (no required stock removal period) 

	£33 per hectare 
	£33 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL8    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove stock for at least 4 months) 
	UPL8    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove stock for at least 4 months) 

	£43 per hectare 
	£43 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL9    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove stock for at least 6 months) 
	UPL9    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove stock for at least 6 months) 

	£45 per hectare 
	£45 per hectare 


	SFI 
	SFI 
	SFI 

	UPL10    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove stock for at least 8 months) 
	UPL10    Shepherding livestock on moorland (remove stock for at least 8 months) 

	£48 per hectare 
	£48 per hectare 




	By April 2024, Defra figures indicate that 127,115 hectares of moorland had been enrolled in option MOR1 (assess moorland and produce a written report), under 3,046 agreements (Defra 2024e).  
	It is possible that entering SFI will provide an entry point after which upland farmers undertake peatland restoration under LR or CS. However, as noted previously, applications to SFI are currently paused. 
	Overall, although the NCPGS has been the primary government mechanism for supporting peatland restoration from 2021-2025, several other public funding sources have been available. Evidence indicates that these non-NCPGS public funding programmes have led to the delivery of peatland restoration. After the end of the NCPGS, the primary public funding mechanisms for peatland restoration are expected to be the Landscape Recovery and Countryside Stewardship schemes. These are both part of the government’s new En
	Findings – Private funding streams 
	Due to costs including the cost of staff, the cost of subcontractors, and equipment and material costs, peatland restoration projects require significant upfront capital before they can go ahead. This upfront capital can in principle be raised through public funding (i.e. through government grant schemes such as the NCPGS) or through private sources (and also blended approaches that combine public and private finance). 
	Private finance sources  
	Private finance sources can be categorised into two broad types of investment when it comes to peatland restoration: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Landowner investment. This is when the owner of the land with the peatland habitat chooses to fund the restoration from within their own resources. Since upland peatlands are often part of larger rural estates, their owners usually are wealthy individuals who have other sources of income so can choose to make this investment. Equally they may choose to borrow funds through mainstream commercial financial products, secured against other assets, in order to fund the restoration.  

	2.
	2.
	 Direct investment. This is when an external private organisation directly provides capital to the land manager for peatland restoration work. Through this process the investor is putting their financial capital at risk. This investment is distinguished from mainstream commercial financial products in 1) as it involves a bespoke investment – either as a product tailored to investing in nature, or a specific investment in a peatland area or initiative.   


	Both these types of investment are expecting to achieve a return on the financial input to the peatland restoration project. For the landowner, and some other investors with philanthropic motivations, returns may take non-financial forms, such as restoration of biodiversity and/or landscape quality. However, for the purposes of this analysis, and to scale-up finance for peatland restoration in the UK, it is assumed that a financial return on the investment in peatland restoration is required.  
	Financial returns from peatland restoration  
	Financial returns from peatland restoration can potentially arise in different ways: 
	a)
	a)
	a)
	 Commercial activities. Restored peatlands may still be suitable for low-intensity agricultural production, or other production systems based on innovative processes (e.g. paludiculture). However, these sources are not currently regarded as reliable and significant enough to provide returns on peatland restoration, so are not investigated further in this report. Additionally, commercial activities on rewetted peatland, even if they are possible, are unlikely to be as financially favourable as commercial act

	b)
	b)
	 Nature-market credit mechanisms. These mechanisms produce credits that can be sold to raise revenue to repay investment. Examples of credit-generating mechanisms include the Peatland Code, the Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate, and Biodiversity Net Gain in England or voluntary biodiversity credit markets. Peatlands may also be able to provide water quality credits (either through nutrient neutrality credits in England, or voluntary credits) and attract payments in natural flood management agree

	c)
	c)
	 Other indirect returns to private businesses, that occur outside conventional markets. There are various incentives for private companies to fund peatland restoration for these reasons – for example, water companies may choose to invest in peatland restoration due to long-term effects on water quality in surrounding areas. Several water companies have provided funding for NCPGS projects, for example. The returns to the business are realised in lower water treatment capital investment and operating costs ov


	It should be kept in mind that returns on investment are not only judged through a comparison of financial costs and expected financial benefits over time. Other factors such as the risks involved in realising the benefits (with greater risk bringing a requirement for greater returns), and the time-preferences of investors (how patient they are prepared to be to realise returns) are also relevant.  
	Timing is also important in the interaction between sources of revenue and investment. Revenue sources can be adjusted to provide earlier revenues (effectively a form of pre-sale agreement). For example, the Peatland Code allows sales of pending units, that are pre-verification stage. 
	Credit-generating private finance mechanisms 
	The following sections look at credit-generating private finance mechanisms for peatland restoration, including the Peatland Code, the Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate, and Biodiversity Net Gain. 
	Peatland Code 
	The Peatland Code is a voluntary carbon standard that serves as one way of generating revenue to provide returns to finance on peatland restoration through a credit-generating mechanism. It was developed by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) UK Peatland Programme and is backed by the UK government.  
	Landowners in the UK who are interested in peatland restoration on their sites can apply to the Peatland Code. If their application is successful, they are issued with Pending Issuance Units (PIUs) representing the quantity of carbon that is expected to be abated due to peatland restoration on the site. Once the abatement is realised, these PIUs convert into Peatland Carbon Units (PCUs). PIUs and PCUs are the credits that are generated through this private finance mechanism. 
	Peatland restoration activity under the Peatland Code must be validated and verified. It is validated when an independent body provides assurance that restoration works have been carried out to a high standard and a ‘Restoration Validation’ certificate is awarded detailing the expected reductions in carbon emissions (IUCN 2025). Regular verification visits are 
	arranged over the duration of the project to ensure that the project continues to deliver abatement as expected (IUCN 2025). 

	PIUs and PCUs can be traded in the voluntary carbon market. The market for these credits is voluntary (as opposed to being a compliance market) in the sense that buyers are free to opt into the trade of carbon credits, but are not required to buy or sell credits under current government legislation. PIUs and PCUs can be sold at any point, or landowners can choose to retain them. The Peatland Code helps projects raise capital for peatland restoration through allowing landowners to unlock carbon finance where
	Not all peatland sites are able to enter into the Peatland Code. In order for a site to be eligible for the Peatland Code, the following criteria must be met (stated in full in the Peatland Code documentation) (IUCN, n.d.-a): 
	•
	•
	•
	 A site must be an eligible peatland type (see the full  for all eligible peatland types). for all eligible peatland types). 
	Peatland Code
	Peatland Code



	•
	•
	 Restoration of the site must not be legally or contractually required (e.g. there must not already be planning permission conditions requiring restoration). 

	•
	•
	 Restoration activities must not conflict with any other land management measures. 

	•
	•
	 The project must be additional (i.e. the project must be able to show that the funded activity would not have taken place without carbon finance). 


	Delivering Peatland Code projects involves a whole system of stakeholders who facilitate the approval process, the funding, and the restoration work.  provides an outline of peatland code processes and stakeholders that may be involved. 
	Figure 16
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	Figure
	Figure 16 Outline of peatland code processes (eftec 2024) 
	As of 16th October 2024, there are 34 registered Peatland Code projects in England covering a total area of 4100.6 hectares, of which at least 27 sites have partial or complete location alignment with NCPGS sites (Natural England 2024b).  
	Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate 
	The Wilder Carbon Standard for Nature and Climate (henceforth referred to as ‘the Wilder Carbon Standard’ or ‘Wilder Carbon’) is another voluntary carbon standard that can support peatland restoration through a credit-generating mechanism. The standard provides assurance to investors that the carbon credits represent genuine carbon abatement. The standard has been developed by the Wilder Carbon Technical Standard Board. Wilder Carbon Limited is a wholly owned subsidiary of Kent Wildlife Trust. 
	Whereas the Peatland Code is peatland-specific, the Wilder Carbon Standard is “applicable across all carbon rich native habitat types” (Wilder Carbon 2023). It can also be applied to projects with several habitats on the same area of land. The main requirement is that the habitats must be backed by data that shows significant measurable carbon sequestration or reductions are possible. The full list of eligible habitat and project types are listed in the .. 
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	Wilder Carbon Standard


	At the start of projects, Estimated Issuance Units (EIUs) are calculated using a Wilder Carbon approved tool and validated by the Wilder Carbon Team. Once carbon removals have been verified, EIUs are converted to Wilder Carbon Units.  
	Before organisations, landowners, and potential investors can engage with the Wilder Carbon Standard, they must demonstrate alignment with the Wilder Carbon Principles that underpin the Standard. These are principles related to biodiversity, carbon data, and ethical buyers (Wilder Carbon 2023). These principles in turn create eligibility requirements on projects, who can deliver projects, who can buy EIUs and verified credits, and who can invest in projects. 
	Requirements for projects include (Wilder Carbon 2023):  
	28
	28
	28 These bullet points are quoted directly from the Wilder Carbon Standard. 
	28 These bullet points are quoted directly from the Wilder Carbon Standard. 



	•
	•
	•
	 Projects will restore eligible carbon-stable or carbon-sequestering native habitats using natural regeneration as the primary restoration mechanism wherever possible, and natural processes as the primary management mechanism wherever possible. 

	•
	•
	 Projects will be expected to employ a minimum intervention approach. However, assisted natural regeneration approaches will be considered in specific contexts. 

	•
	•
	 Projects will lead to a measurable net gain in biodiversity, calculated according to the most up-to-date version of the Defra Biodiversity Metric at the time the proposal is submitted. For the sake of consistency, the same version of the biodiversity metric will be used throughout the project duration, irrespective of any subsequent revisions.  

	•
	•
	 Projects should endeavour to achieve a minimum measurable biodiversity net gain of 50%, except in situations involving the restoration of priority habitats defined according to Defra Metric 3.0 guidance. 

	•
	•
	 Applicants will demonstrate that projects will lead to no measurable loss or decline in the condition of existing high-quality habitats either within or outside the project site boundary. 


	Trusted Deliverers must demonstrate alignment with Wilder Carbon Principles and meet the eligibility criteria, including having an “established track record in owning and managing land for the purposes of maintaining and restoring sites for biodiversity” and being “committed to maintaining habitats restored through Wilder Carbon finance over a minimum 5-year project duration” (Wilder Carbon 2023). In cases where landowners do not meet the eligibility requirements to be Trusted Deliverers, they may still par
	Buyers and potential investors also have to demonstrate alignment with Wilder Carbon principles and meet eligibility requirements to buy EIUs or credits and to invest in projects. These eligibility requirements include UK company registration and public commitments and credible plans to achieve net zero emissions. 
	The Wilder Carbon Standard helps raise capital for peatland restoration through recognising projects that align with their principles and enabling approved buyers to buy credits (as EIUs) that will support these projects. There are currently 9 Wilder Carbon projects in the project portfolio at various stages of development, and three of these projects involve peatland (Wilder Carbon 2025d).  
	One is Honeygar Farm in the Somerset Levels, which “first and foremost provide[s] protection to lowland peat” (Wilder Carbon 2025c). Peatland restoration at Honeygar Farm is also supported by NCPGS funding. The second is Speechly’s Farm located within the Great Fen, where the aim is to create a range of wetland habitats and manage the site though “minimal intervention management” including raising water tables to protect peat soils (Wilder Carbon 2025a). The third is Heather Corrie Vale, which aims to creat
	These projects, totalling more than 230 hectares, are supplying 101,000 units for purchase on the Wilder Carbon platform: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Honeygar Farm is a 74 ha site in Somerset, and has 32,400 units available for sale, with 66 units sold.  

	•
	•
	 Speechly’s Farm is a 127 ha site in Cambridgeshire, and has 45,000 units available, with an unknown number sold.  

	•
	•
	 Heather Corrie Vale is a 30 ha site in Kent, and has 3,500 units available, with 618 sold. 


	Wilder Carbon sells units that cover the overall habitat restoration goals of its sites rather than only for peatland restoration specifically, although peatland restoration is a significant goal of Honeygar Farm in particular.  
	At present, more than 680 units have been sold from Honeygar Farm and Heather Corrie Vale, which represents approximately 2% of the 35,900 units available as pending units from those sites. Speechly Farm units only entered the market at the end of 2024.  
	Although the scale of operations of Wilder Carbon is small compared to the Peatland Code, the two existing sites supplying units provide proof of concept for the Standard. The scheme could be scaled to cover more restoration efforts across the UK.   
	Biodiversity Net Gain 
	Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) aims to ensure development has a positive impact (net gain) on biodiversity (Defra 2024b). As of February 2024, it is mandatory for developments in England to deliver a BNG of at least  0%, as calculated using Defra’s biodiversity metric 
	(UK Public General Acts 2021). The value of biodiversity is measured in biodiversity units that can be “lost through development or generated through work to create and enhance habitats” (Defra 2024g).  

	Developers must follow the biodiversity gain hierarchy, whereby (Defra 2024g): 
	•
	•
	•
	 They must in the first instance aim to create biodiversity on-site. 

	•
	•
	 If they cannot deliver BNG on-site, they can deliver through a mixture of on-site and off-site BNG. Off-site biodiversity gains can be made elsewhere on the developer’s land or through the purchase of off-site biodiversity units (BUs) from the market. 

	•
	•
	 If they cannot deliver through a mixture of on-site or off-site BNG, they must buy statutory biodiversity credits from the government. 


	Developers’ BNG obligations could in principle be satisfied through peatland restoration (and corresponding production of biodiversity units) either on-site or off-site. If this took place at scale it could lead to significant flow of private capital into peatland restoration.   
	However, the BNG system requires a ‘like for like or better approach’, whereby BUs bought to achieve BNG must be from habitat types similar to those damaged. It also gives an incentive to favour enhancements on or near to the development site due to a spatial risk multiplier. This incentive is at its highest when applied to statutory biodiversity credits, such that 2 statutory credits must be bought for every 1 biodiversity unit that needs to be compensated (Defra 2024f). 
	These factors mean that for sale of BUs to be a revenue source for peatland restoration, they must be close to developments that damage habitat types similar to those created by peatland restoration (e.g. wetlands or grasslands). Many peatland areas may not satisfy these criteria, either because:  
	i)
	i)
	i)
	 they are located in remote areas where little development takes place, or 

	ii)
	ii)
	 the majority of local development is not on peatland-like habitats. 


	It should be noted that existing peatland areas are not generally sensible locations for development. This is because the conditions that support peatland formation (waterlogged soils) provide poor ground conditions for construction and are associated with areas of high flood risk.   
	To illustrate the potential market dynamics,  shows modelled BU supply and demand data for three local planning authorities (LPAs) that include lowland peat habitats.  
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	Annual BU demand is calculated based on Ordnance Survey data between 2000 and 2019 and assumes a constant rate of land use development. The impact of development across habitat types is based on Natural England’s Priority Habitat Inventory from 20 4. This rate is used to calculate the demand per habitat type, assuming that 50% of compensation will be delivered within development sites, and 50% through purchases of BUs, including a  0% ‘gain’ to deliver BNG. 
	Supply area corresponds to habitat areas identified as having the potential to generate BUs (e.g., excluding SSSI areas). Units of supply are calculated based on the condition and distinctiveness of different habitat types (hence, the variation in BU/area of supply per LPA). 
	Demand is calculated over 10 years, and subtracted from total potential supply to calculate the potential surplus of peatland BUs in an LPA over a 10-year period.  
	Table 27 Biodiversity unit demand and supply for peatland habitats per LPA (eftec et al. 2021) 
	Description 
	Description 
	Description 
	Description 
	Description 

	East Cambridgeshire District 
	East Cambridgeshire District 

	Mendip District 
	Mendip District 

	Sedgemoor District 
	Sedgemoor District 



	Annual BU demand for offsite units (all habitats) 
	Annual BU demand for offsite units (all habitats) 
	Annual BU demand for offsite units (all habitats) 
	Annual BU demand for offsite units (all habitats) 

	5 
	5 

	5 
	5 

	12 
	12 


	Annual BU demand from development on peatland 
	Annual BU demand from development on peatland 
	Annual BU demand from development on peatland 

	0.0007 
	0.0007 

	0.41 
	0.41 

	0.10 
	0.10 


	Total potential supply (ha) (Peatland habitats) 
	Total potential supply (ha) (Peatland habitats) 
	Total potential supply (ha) (Peatland habitats) 

	222 
	222 

	642 
	642 

	75 
	75 


	Total potential supply (BUs) (Peatland habitats) 
	Total potential supply (BUs) (Peatland habitats) 
	Total potential supply (BUs) (Peatland habitats) 

	0.37 
	0.37 

	845 
	845 

	57 
	57 


	Surplus of peatland BUs over 10 years 
	Surplus of peatland BUs over 10 years 
	Surplus of peatland BUs over 10 years 

	0.37 
	0.37 

	841  
	841  

	56 
	56 


	Ratio of BU surplus to demand over 10 years 
	Ratio of BU surplus to demand over 10 years 
	Ratio of BU surplus to demand over 10 years 

	49 
	49 

	206 
	206 

	56 
	56 




	These figures were modelled as part of a 2021 BNG market assessment study for Defra by eftec et al. (2021). Unsurprisingly, none of the three LPAs analysed show a risk of scarcity for peatland BUs, largely because the amount of development predicted on peatland habitats is very low.  
	It is possible that demand for BUs from peatland could arise from development on other (non-peatland) habitat types. However, BUs from peatland sold to compensate for development on other habitats are unlikely to be competitive in the market for three reasons: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Lowland peatland restoration can be relatively expensive (e.g. requiring changes to water level management, and having high opportunity costs due to productive agricultural uses of lowland peatland soils).  

	2.
	2.
	 As mentioned previously, BU trading rules disincentivise trading BUs between different habitat types (i.e. trading that is not like for like).  

	3.
	3.
	 Peatland habitat may be more difficult to restore and can take longer to meet condition requirements than other habitats more commonly developed on, such as grassland. 


	Overall, it therefore appears unlikely that the BNG market will provide significant private funding for meeting peatland restoration goals. This view was reinforced by interviews with government officials. Since the introduction of BNG policy in February 2024, a small number of BU purchases have occurred in England. However, the market remains immature. Its potential to support peatland restoration will become clearer as further trading data becomes available. 
	Barriers and enablers to private finance for peatland restoration 
	Several experts on private finance for nature restoration were interviewed as part of this evaluation. Peatland restoration project leads, including NCPGS grantees, were also asked about their experiences of exploring private funding mechanisms, including the Peatland Code (see also the findings on EQ1 in the process evaluation section). These conversations helped to highlight barriers and enablers to accelerating private investment into peatland restoration. Key sticking points and recommended areas for im
	Private finance experts interviewed noted a lack of clarity on the future of public funding for peatland restoration as a barrier to accelerating private investment into restoration projects. They noted that it is still unclear exactly how Landscape Recovery projects will be structured, and that isolating the peatland opportunities within LR projects which have multiple objectives can make investing in those projects challenging.  
	In addition, a lack of certainty in the demand outlook for peatland carbon credits was noted as a barrier to the expansion of private investment into peatland projects in England. Introduction of a guarantee mechanism underwritten by the government was put forward as a possible remedy for this barrier, alongside increased clarity for businesses on how peatland credits can be used in decarbonisation strategies (see points 2) and 5) in the recommended list of government actions below).  
	Aside from these issues, private sector interviewees argued that a public-private partnership model for funding peatland restoration should be encouraged, whereby public funding is available but capped at a percentage of overall costs (as in the NCPGS), and private funders ‘top up’ the remaining required funds. A public-private partnership model reduces the risk of public funding crowding out private investment. It also increases the incentive for landowners to register their sites with the Peatland Code (o
	Interviewees agreed that some significant public funding for peatland restoration will still be needed for the foreseeable future, given that demand and pricing for peatland carbon credits are not yet high enough to support peatland restoration on their own.  
	Aside from continuing to offer blended funding schemes like the NCPGS, interviews indicated that the government could take several other actions to support the growth of private investment into peatland restoration.  
	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Help develop a standardised legal contract for agreements between private funders and third-party landowners. 

	2)
	2)
	 Provide clearer messaging to the corporate sector on how UK-based peatland carbon credits can help businesses achieve their decarbonisation, Net Zero and Corporate Social Responsibility goals, as emphasised in the following interview quote: 


	 
	“If government wants nature markets to work, they need to make it much easier for businesses to understand why and how credits will work for them.” – private finance expert  
	 
	3)
	3)
	3)
	 Provide clearer messaging to landowners on the opportunities of delivering peatland restoration and generating peatland carbon credits through a blend of public-private finance.  

	4)
	4)
	 Encourage and support the IUCN UK Peatland Programme to expand its staff capacity. Several interviewees noted that a lack of capacity in the IUCN Peatland Code team is holding back progress. One put it in the following terms: 


	“There needs to be a radical overhaul and expansion of capacity in the IUCN UK Peatland Programme.” – private finance expert  
	5)
	5)
	5)
	 Offer a guarantee mechanism for Peatland Code credits similar to that offered for Woodland Carbon Code credits through the . 
	Woodland Carbon Guarantee
	Woodland Carbon Guarantee



	6)
	6)
	 Facilitate more engagement between policy makers and private sector stakeholders, including project developers, brokers, and buyers and sellers of credits.  


	On the final point, ICF is aware from other work with Defra Group that the Group is currently scoping the possibility of founding a Green Finance for Nature Restoration community of practice, which would aim to increase engagement between public and private stakeholders in the green finance space. 
	An interview with a private finance expert also informed us that project developer  is in the process of founding a trade association together with other organisations involved in UK nature markets. The association will be called the UK Nature Project Developers’ Association. It will endeavour to: 
	Forest 
	Forest 
	Carbon


	•
	•
	•
	 Bring together developers of nature-based projects across the UK to foster a thriving, high integrity market for all types of nature-based solutions 

	•
	•
	 Work closely with land managers and occupiers to understand the expectations and challenges of project owners 

	•
	•
	 Develop rules and regulations which govern nature-based projects, codes, standards and best practice; 

	•
	•
	 Use its organisations’ combined knowledge and experience to support the evolution of a trusted, respected, and sustainable market for all types of nature-based projects across the UK in order to support and accelerate the UK’s efforts to effectively combat the climate and biodiversity crises 


	Current founding members of the Association are Angus Davidson Limited, Caledonian Climate Partners Limited, Forest Carbon Limited, Scottish Woodlands Limited, Tilhill Limited, and the Woodland Trust. The intention is that with time the Association will become a wider membership organisation, playing a similar role in nature markets to the role played by  for forestry.  
	Confor
	Confor


	Aside from the four actions noted above, interviewees suggested that the government could look into aligning the baselining, monitoring and reporting requirements for grant applications with the more comprehensive requirements of the Peatland Code. This would, however, add to the burden on grant applicants, so should be considered with that trade-off in mind. 
	5.2 Sector capacity 
	The second enabling factor evaluated was the capacity of the peatland sector to deliver restoration. Targeted research questions and findings on this theme are reported here.  
	Questions and approach 
	Table 28 Additional evaluation questions for the ‘Changes to sector capacity’ theme 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Methodological approach/data sources 
	Methodological approach/data sources 



	To what extent have government interventions in the period 2021-2025 (in particular, the NCPGS) put the peatland restoration sector in a better position to deliver restoration in future? 
	To what extent have government interventions in the period 2021-2025 (in particular, the NCPGS) put the peatland restoration sector in a better position to deliver restoration in future? 
	To what extent have government interventions in the period 2021-2025 (in particular, the NCPGS) put the peatland restoration sector in a better position to deliver restoration in future? 
	To what extent have government interventions in the period 2021-2025 (in particular, the NCPGS) put the peatland restoration sector in a better position to deliver restoration in future? 

	Interviews with peat partnerships will highlight their views on staff retention and contractor quality/availability 
	Interviews with peat partnerships will highlight their views on staff retention and contractor quality/availability 
	 
	Crossover with ICF’s separate work on the capacity of the peatland restoration sector will provide qualitative and quantitative evidence, including modelling outputs on the future capacity needs of the sector 




	Findings 
	The NCPGS has allowed projects to secure long-term agreements with contractors – however, there is still need for longer term funding to increase contractors’ investment in specialised machinery 
	Many grantees suggested that the pool of contractors available to deliver peatland restoration is limited. Grantees from early rounds of the NCPGS mentioned that they were at an advantage in being able to secure multi-year agreements with contractors, given that they had certainty in their NCPGS funding for several years. However, some of those organisations expected to struggle with contractor availability for their extension year works.  
	In some areas, interviewees cited significant issues with contractor availability. Many have been using the same contractor(s) for a while and indicated that having a long-standing relationship with contractors helps with security. They felt that it could be tough for new partnerships to be able to bid for popular contractors, as they wouldn’t be able to draw on a long-standing relationship.  
	One interviewee mentioned that having only one contractor working on site can lead to risks for project delivery: 
	"Contractors in this project had vast responsibility for all interventions that needed completing. However, throughout the project, there was one site and one contractor, which provided the added risk that if, for some reason, they were unable to attend work, there would be no progress at all." 
	There is a sense across the interviews that funding to deliver the restoration has not gone hand in hand with more funding to upskill and train contractors. Together with the additional perceived lack of long-term funding security in the sector, this has led to contractors being unwilling to invest in equipment and people. The specialised machinery required for delivering peatland restoration is expensive and would take much longer than a few years to deliver a return on investment. One stakeholder stated: 
	"From my point of view as a staff manager, if I could have anything out of these government contracts, it would be a minimum of a 10-year grant period because that would give stability for staffing." 
	A private finance expert echoed this view: 
	“As a knock-on effect of the government’s piecemeal support for peatland restoration in England, none of the contractors in England for peatland restoration have had the confidence to invest in people and specialised machinery.” 
	Since the NCPGS grant scheme, peatland skills have developed, however, there is still more that could be done   
	The grant scheme funded project management roles within partnerships. Most interviewees held positions supported by the grant, enabling them to coordinate and 
	execute the project. They expressed concern about their roles ending with the funding, highlighting the perceived importance of their positions. 

	However, across all interviewees, the presence of a skills gap across the peatland sector emerged as a common theme. These gaps did not only relate to contractors. One interviewee mentioned that there are not enough impartial advisors with expertise in peatland, drawing a comparison with the farming sector – where each farm typically has a longstanding relationship with its Natural England Advisor. Stakeholders felt that the peatland sector could eventually reach this level of engagement, but that it would 
	A government official compared the peatland sector and the forestry sector, mentioning that:  
	“Having looked to ‘team trees’ for inspiration on how to run their sector capacity work, they have professional bodies and standards etc.; whereas in peatland, there's not even an agreed standard on how to do peat restoration." 
	This highlights that a lack of standardisation across the sector has made it harder to streamline training and upskilling practices.  
	On the other hand, ICF’s recent report for Defra on Sector Capacity highlighted that there are already peatland professional development courses aimed at upskilling and helping people adapt their knowledge from other sectors (ICF 2024a). One interviewee mentioned that they have used NCPGS funding to allow people from their partnership to go on skill development programmes.  
	The existing training that is available for the peatland sector encompasses introductory training and/or professional development courses that have been developed to provide peatland-specific practical and theoretical training. There is a Peatland Restoration Practitioner course developed by Yorkshire Wildlife Trust and the Welsh Peatlands Sustainable Management Scheme to certify the competence of land managers, restoration officers, and peatland restoration practitioners. It is delivered over two separate 
	Furthermore, there are introductory training materials provided on open access terms by the University of East London and the IUCN UK Peatland Programme in the form of the Peatland Training Programme, aiming to establish “a logical learning curve, introducing key peatland concepts, then moving on to the implications of these for peatland policy, and finally offering more in-depth information about certain topics” via documents, PowerPoint slides and other resources (IUCN, n.d.-b). 
	On top of this, many stakeholders felt that the more job opportunities that are supported by schemes like the NCPGS, the more younger generations will be made aware of the sector and the opportunities it offers. 
	5.3 Landowner/public appetite 
	The final wider factor investigated was Changes to perceptions of peat and landowner appetite for restoration, looking at how peatland restoration is viewed by the public and by those who own degraded land. Evaluation questions and findings are reported below.   
	Questions and approach 
	Table 29 Additional evaluation questions for the ‘Changes to perceptions of peat and landowner appetite for restoration’ theme 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 
	Evaluation questions 

	Methodological approach/data sources 
	Methodological approach/data sources 



	What comms and engagement activities have taken place in the period 2021-2025 in order to raise the profile of peat, especially among those who have the potential to restore peatland in future (including landowners)?  
	What comms and engagement activities have taken place in the period 2021-2025 in order to raise the profile of peat, especially among those who have the potential to restore peatland in future (including landowners)?  
	What comms and engagement activities have taken place in the period 2021-2025 in order to raise the profile of peat, especially among those who have the potential to restore peatland in future (including landowners)?  
	What comms and engagement activities have taken place in the period 2021-2025 in order to raise the profile of peat, especially among those who have the potential to restore peatland in future (including landowners)?  
	 
	To what extent have stakeholders (including landowners) become more or less willing to engage in peatland restoration in that time period, and is there appetite for peat restoration that the NCPGS has not been able to satisfy? 
	 

	Interviews with peatland restoration projects and government comms leads will show: 
	Interviews with peatland restoration projects and government comms leads will show: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Which comms activities have been conducted 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Whether activities have been perceived as successful and why 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Whether landowner appetite for restoration has changed, and why 


	 




	Findings 
	Partnerships have included a range of engagement and communication activities to raise the profile of peat within their local areas and at a national level 
	One of the key ways in which partnerships have engaged stakeholders is through volunteer planting days, allowing members of the public to take part in restoration activities. One partnership mentioned how they allowed the public to plant moss on their restoration site, as they felt this would help spread awareness of the work they are carrying out.  
	Additionally, many partnerships carried out community events, including discussions with key stakeholders about the importance of peatland restoration. Stakeholders included politicians, landowners and local people. One interviewee mentioned: 
	“Some of the advocacy work that we do is with politicians and senior government officials; we do walks and talks with politicians and officials and always make them plant a bit of sphagnum.” 
	To reach wider audiences, partnerships have utilised digital platforms and media channels to get the message about their restoration activities across. One partnership produced a dedicated website to share information about peat restoration which highlighted success stories. Some partnerships mentioned that they had been able to hire dedicated communications officers using NCPGS funding, which has helped comms both with the public and with contractors. They mentioned: 
	“The comms officer will help the contractor capacity officer to develop some resources for contractors to show them how to use different restoration techniques by making demo videos. Some comms will be public facing as well. We aim to have a public-facing version of the above videos and more technical versions for contractors.” 
	Furthermore, social media, radio, and publications have been channels used by partnerships to spread the word about their work. Some partnerships have sought specifically to target the younger generation. One partnership mentioned that using NCPGS funding, they have created an interactive online tool where a Lapwing moves around and gives children an idea of what they might come across in peatland and what each of those features mean. The interviewee mentioned that:  
	“We have delivered it to children at conservation shows around the country and it has gone down quite well, with promising engagement additionally shown from adults. Staff have been pleasantly surprised by how well the game has gone down”  
	Engagement in peatland restoration is growing, but there is still a way to go  
	Securing landowner and farmer buy-in is critical for the success of peatland restoration, and many partnerships have focused their efforts on landowner and farmer engagement. Interviewees felt that since the introduction of the NCPGS, stakeholders have shown a growing willingness to engage in peatland restoration. This was thought to be largely because partnerships have spent time building trust with stakeholders.  
	Interviewees who spoke about communicating with landowners said they did so via face-to-face meetings, which have been essential for building trust. However, it was noted that there is no ‘quick fix’ for getting landowners and farmers on board, and that although on the whole attitudes are becoming more positive, there is still a way to go. One interviewee found that: 
	“Farmers generally are very environmentally conscious and are keen to improve wildlife around their sites in particular. But incentives are also a big driver; in our area we’re generally talking about smaller farms of ~100 hectares producing probably around £ 0,000 per year of profit, so there isn’t capacity for farmers to deliver restoration without financial support.” 
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	Financial incentives have been a primary motivator for landowner engagement with peatland restoration. Some large landowners have actively supported restoration because of the financial benefits offered by the Peatland Code. Similarly, water companies such as United Utilities have invested in peatland restoration as a means of improving water quality and reducing treatment costs. It is hoped that the growing popularity of credit-generating nature market schemes will encourage greater involvement in restorat
	The flip side of this story is that financial uncertainty remains one of the most significant challenges to securing buy-in for restoration, especially from landowners. Many landowners are hesitant to commit to restoration projects due to the high upfront costs and delayed financial returns associated with carbon credit schemes. This hesitancy is particularly evident among smaller landowners who lack the financial security to take on restoration projects without immediate financial compensation. One intervi
	“Many landowners are hesitant to engage with initiatives like the Peatland Code, waiting to see others' experiences before committing, especially given the significant upfront costs with delayed returns.” 
	In addition, some interviewees mentioned that landowners may be overwhelmed with all of the schemes which are available to them. As a result, they might be put off engaging with any of them, getting frustrated with the amount of communication they are receiving from different organisations. One interviewee suggested:  
	“Challenges remain, particularly in engaging landowners who are often overstretched with existing commitments and time constraints. There is need for increased collaboration and longer timeframes to effectively implement restoration efforts.” 
	Concerns over land use and ownership further contribute to stakeholder reluctance to engage in peatland restoration. Interviewees mentioned that many landowners fear that entering into peatland restoration agreements may restrict their ability to manage their land in other ways in the future. On top of this, interviewees mentioned that there are public misconceptions about peatland restoration. In some areas, communities have expressed fears that re-wetting peatland could increase local flood risk, which ha
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	6 Conclusion and recommendations 
	Conclusions and recommendations for each thematic area of the report – process, impact, value for money, and the three wider enabling factors – are outlined below. The report then concludes with some overall reflections, linking back to the NCPGS theory of change developed as part of the scoping phase of this evaluation and the contribution analysis methodology employed throughout the development of the report’s findings.  
	6.1 Process 
	Conclusions 
	The multi-year, dedicated funding for peatland restoration offered through the NCPGS has been hugely appreciated by those who deliver peat restoration on the ground, including peat partnerships, environmental NGOs, and public bodies like Forestry England. The Natural England and Defra teams involved in administering and supporting the delivery of the grant have shown a willingness to take grantee feedback on board and adapt to changing circumstances. While challenges such as payment delays, administrative i
	The grant has helped to build partnerships and address funding gaps. However, concerns remain about sustaining progress once the scheme ends. Delivery organisations are especially concerned about their ability to retain staff. The grant has also supported skills development and employment, which has allowed organisations to improve techniques and train staff. Application and monitoring requirements were generally seen as appropriate and proportionate. 
	Match funding requirements placed an additional burden on grantees, despite their value as a mechanism to reduce reliance on public funding. Challenges with the Peatland Code and access to carbon markets indicate a need for more government work to support the strengthening of private funding mechanisms for peatland restoration. 
	Recommendations 
	Future schemes could consider providing some level of upfront funding to help manage cash flow risks for delivery organisations early on. This would increase the accessibility of the scheme for smaller players and new entrants to the sector.  
	Future schemes should provide comprehensive and timely administrative support from the outset. The model of deploying grant officers appears to have been successful in 
	resolving claims, payments and administrative delays experienced by NCPGS grantees in the early years of the scheme. A similar model could be deployed from day one in future. Standardising response times could reduce delays.  

	Longer and/or more flexible application windows could be provided for similar schemes in future. This would support smaller organisations and also help to avoid clashes with application deadlines for other schemes. Grant teams should also continue to ensure that in cases where application windows do need to remain rigid, they at least do not overlap with the peatland restoration season.  
	While the requirement for grantees to secure match funding is important as a mechanism to avoid public funding crowding out private investment, many organisations found securing match funding challenging and burdensome. Grant teams could help delivery organisations to satisfy similar match funding requirements in future by providing clearer match funding guidelines, highlighting successful private funding case studies, and providing clearer messaging for businesses and investors on the value of investing in
	Many delivery organisations indicated that a lack of clarity about long-term government funding for peatland restoration risks undermining their ability to build capacity and maintain staff. While it is acknowledged that there are limitations to Natural England and Defra Group’s ability to foreshadow longer-term government spending plans, providing clear communication about what will be covered by future funding options at least nine months prior to the end of existing agreements would have a significant po
	One of the key successes of the NCPGS has been its support for the employment of dedicated staff across a wide variety of peatland partnerships and organisations. Valuable skills have been developed by staff in these roles. Natural England and Defra Group should ensure that funding schemes available for peatland restoration after the NCPGS are also able to support the costs of employing dedicated staff – i.e. future funding should not be limited to covering the costs of capital works. Project managers and a
	6.2 Impact 
	Conclusions 
	The total area expected to be brought under restoration through the NCPGS by the end of the scheme is 26,135.6 ha, or 30,312.2 ha if area restored under a prior one-year ‘shovel-ready’ scheme is taken into account. The area brought under restoration as of March 2024 is 10,630.6 ha, with an additional 4,176.6 ha brought under restoration through the prior one-year scheme. As a result of the NCPGS restoration conducted up to March 2024, the predicted CO2e abatement to 2050 is 1.22 million tonnes (or 1.62 mill
	Due to data limitations, for the evaluation questions concerning hydrology and water table depth, a case study approach was used. Within these, all four case studies show a rise in water table depth after the start of restoration. Two of the four case studies show a narrowing of the range of water table measurements between pre- and post-restoration. 
	Recommendations 
	Some impact questions could not be answered or could only be partially answered using the data provided. In future, it would be beneficial to ensure that all data returned is complete and matches the defined format. Annex 4 gives an overview of the data quality issues encountered during this analysis and suggests improvements that could be made in future.  
	The time since restoration began is quite short for many of the projects. This limits the types of analysis that could be carried out as part of this evaluation, as well as their accuracy. Repeating the analysis in the future once more data is available would allow for more comprehensive and detailed impact evaluation findings to be identified. In particular, we recommend that impact analysis of the NCPGS is repeated in 2027 after the completion of the scheme, using the same data analysis approach employed 
	6.3 Value for money 
	Conclusions 
	Discovery grants were in many cases instrumental in allowing projects to prepare themselves for Restoration grants. Discovery grants resulted in the creation of 5 new partnerships, and 13 applications for Restoration grants resulted from the Discovery grant projects, of which only one was unsuccessful. 
	Overall, there is evidence from the 5Es assessment, and in particular from the cost-benefit analysis, that the NCPGS is delivering VfM. However, despite the significant progress achieved by the scheme, the overall area of peatland restoration up to March 2024 is below forecasted delivery schedule, resulting in a lower than expected spend and lower extent of benefits delivered (both physical and monetary). Further restoration will be undertaken between March 2024 and March 2026, increasing the total delivery
	The scheme has delivered an excellent distribution of lowland and upland peatland restoration, with an average of 18% of total hectares of restoration to lowland peat over the three years of the NCPGS to date. 
	Recommendations 
	Restoration, once delivered, needs consistent monitoring and work to ensure the continued recovery of peatlands after the NCPGS is completed. Natural England should think about how it can continue to support sites after the completion of Discovery and Restoration grants, and ensure it builds this long-term thinking into its approach. Long-term thinking will also be important in understanding peatland restoration within the context of wider issues such as sector capacity. Long-term monitoring of restoration 
	The cost-benefit analysis component of the value for money evaluation should be updated after the closure of the scheme (post-2026) to provide a more accurate picture of extent of benefits delivered. Evidence to support the quantification and monetisation of benefits beyond carbon abatement, biodiversity and water quality should be gathered.  
	6.4 Multiple funding streams 
	Conclusions 
	Several funding streams, both public and private, exist to carry the peatland restoration sector beyond 2026. The main public funding source for peatland restoration post-2026 is expected to be the Landscape Recovery Environmental Land Management Scheme, which is designed to fund nature restoration activity at scale and through long-term (20-
	year) agreements. Countryside Stewardship is expected to play an important supporting role, alongside other smaller-scale initiatives. Some NCPGS projects are already involved in Landscape Recovery pilot schemes, but concerns remain among grantees about the lack of a direct replacement for the NCPGS post-2026. ELMs will fund a wide range of nature recovery initiatives, not only peatland restoration, so peatland restoration projects will be competing for a limited pool of resources.  

	Private funding for peatland restoration post-2026 may come in several forms. Some businesses may be willing to invest in peatland restoration to secure indirect returns through, for example, reducing their operating costs due to long-term knock-on benefits of peatland restoration. This could be a driver for water companies investing in restoration to secure water quality benefits, for example. Most other private funding for restoration appears likely to be motivated by the potential to generate returns thr
	Of the nature-market credit mechanisms currently on the table, the Peatland Code presents the most established and largest-scale opportunity. Other natural capital offers may emerge over the coming years, but at present the Peatland Code is the dominant player. It appears unlikely that Biodiversity Net Gain will play a significant role in channelling private investment into peatland restoration.  
	NCPGS grantees have engaged with the Peatland Code and secured private funding through direct investment from water companies, among other sources. However, barriers remain to accelerating the growth of private investment into peatland restoration.   
	Recommendations 
	Despite the many advantages of the Landscape Recovery scheme, restoration delivery organisations are still asking for more certainty about the future of public funding for peatland restoration. Since all active LR projects are still in their pilot phase, the structure of the Landscape Recovery 20-year delivery phase remains somewhat uncertain. That uncertainty is partly intentional, in that government has left the structure of LR open-ended so that stakeholder feedback from the pilot phase can be taken on b
	To accelerate private investment into peatland restoration, Natural England and Defra Group should: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Provide as much clarity as possible on the future of public funding for peatland restoration, since carbon prices are not on their own enough to incentivise restoration. Certainty on public funding will signal stability and opportunity for private investors.  

	•
	•
	 Consider introducing a demand guarantee mechanism for Peatland Code credits, akin to the Woodland Carbon Guarantee currently offered for Woodland Carbon Code credits. This could be structured in the form of a reverse auction and would provide much-needed certainty in the demand outlook for peatland carbon credits.  

	•
	•
	 Encourage a public-private partnership model for funding peatland restoration by continuing to cap the proportion of Treasury-sourced funding permitted in future funding offers. Requiring a proportion of costs to be covered by non-Treasury sources stimulates the private market and prevents public funding from crowding out private investment.  

	•
	•
	 Help develop a standardised legal contract for agreements between private funders and third-party landowners. 

	•
	•
	 Provide clearer messaging to the corporate sector on how UK-based peatland carbon credits can help businesses achieve their decarbonisation, Net Zero and Corporate Social Responsibility goals. 

	•
	•
	 Provide clearer messaging to landowners on the economic opportunities presented by peatland restoration.  

	•
	•
	 Encourage and support the IUCN UK Peatland Programme to expand its staff capacity.  

	•
	•
	 Facilitate more engagement between policy makers and private sector stakeholders, including project developers, brokers, and buyers and sellers of credits.  

	•
	•
	 Improve the evidence base on nature-based solutions (e.g. for water quality and flood management) to strengthen the investment case for peatland restoration and give investors more confidence. 

	•
	•
	 Capture and share learning on financing for peatland restoration so that projects and prospective investors can learn from proven success cases. 


	6.5 Sector capacity 
	Conclusions 
	A history of short-term funding in the sector has made delivery organisations – and external contractors – hesitant and in some cases unable to make the investments required for long-term growth of the sector.  
	The NCPGS has been praised by grantees for providing multi-year funding contracts. However, even more extended financial support will be needed to encourage contractor investment into specialised machinery and skills development. The limited pool of contractors and reliance on long-standing partnership-contractor relationships can cause availability issues, especially for new entrants to the sector. There is a skills gap, not only among contractors but also in advisory roles, which can slow progress in fill
	Recommendations 
	Long-term funding, with contract lengths of 10+ years, would provide stability for delivery organisations’ staffing and encourage contractor investment into specialised machinery.  
	Investment in training and upskilling would also help to attract non-peatland professionals into the sector. Existing professional development programs could be expanded and made more accessible, and lessons from other sectors, such as forestry, could be used to inform best practice for the peatland restoration sector. Standardisation across the sector in terms of training would improve its consistency and mean that all contractors are trained to the same level. Introduction of a structured network of impar
	6.6 Public/landowner appetite to restore 
	Conclusions 
	Partnerships have used various strategies to raise awareness of peatland restoration, including volunteer events, community discussions, and digital media. Events, conversations, and social media use have helped to build trust and increase engagement from landowners and other stakeholders.  
	However, challenges remain in expanding landowners’ appetite to restore peatland on their property. Once again financial uncertainty is a key issue – landowners have concerns about whether peatland restoration is a secure long-term investment. They are also sometimes put off by the complexity of schemes and nature-market credit options on offer. 
	Recommendations 
	Partnerships could continue to expand volunteer initiatives, increasing public participation in – and awareness of – peatland restoration and the multiple benefits it provides for landscapes and communities. Strengthening stakeholder communication will be important, particularly with landowners, through face-to-face meetings and clearer messaging to reduce confusion about the public and private schemes on offer. 
	Digital outreach could be expanded through use of social media, interactive tools, and dedicated websites to share information and address misconceptions. Political advocacy should continue through meetings and site visits with officials and politicians to build understanding. 
	Financial support remains a key factor for landowners, especially smaller farms facing high upfront costs. Providing clearer guidance on carbon credit schemes and alternative funding sources may encourage more participation. 
	Public concerns about flooding and land-use restrictions should be addressed through targeted community engagement, using case studies, examples of success, and research to explain the benefits of restoration. 
	6.7 Overall reflections 
	The NCPGS has served as a first-of-its-kind dedicated funding scheme for peatland restoration in England. It has been highly valued by delivery organisations, most of which indicate that the restoration they have been able to achieve with the scheme’s support would not have been possible to deliver otherwise.  
	The scheme has faced some challenges but has learned from stakeholder feedback and adapted along the way. Reflecting on the causal mechanisms outlined in the NCPGS theory of change (see ), most of the mechanisms which were expected to play out do appear to be working, but in some cases on a smaller scale – or less comprehensively – than anticipated.  
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	Grant application guidance has evolved over the course of the scheme’s three funding rounds, becoming clearer over time and providing delivery organisations with more clarity on what is required to win funding (see also (Field et al. 2024)). Guidance could be improved to include more support on how to fulfil the match funding requirements of similar schemes in the future. Grant delivery guidance could expand to include more details of best practice restoration techniques in different contexts as new evidenc
	The NCPGS monitoring framework developed by Natural England was used by grantees, but in many cases was not fully filled out in the format expected. The importance of filling out data returns comprehensively and in a standardised format could be further emphasised for similar schemes in the future. Future grant teams could provide more ongoing support to delivery organisations to ensure they have the support and understanding they need to satisfy monitoring and data requirements.  
	The NCPGS has helped to unlock private finance to some extent, but that process needs to be accelerated. Some recommendations for doing so were outlined earlier in this section. The NCPGS appears to have been very successful in supporting partnership development – the next step will be to ensure that partnerships forged and maintained through the scheme have the resources they need to continue their important work after the NCPGS.  
	Local facilitation appears to have been a successful component of NCPGS delivery, but stakeholders feel that the network of local advisors for peatland restoration is not yet on par with the networks available for farming and forestry. 
	Overall, the NCPGS has brought a significant hectarage of peatland under restoration, but as of March 2024, is behind its target to deliver 35,000 hectares by the end of the scheme. 
	Progress should be reviewed in a follow-up evaluation exercise after the completion of all NCPGS restoration works.  

	One of the key calls from stakeholders is to provide even longer-term certainty on the future of government support for peatland restoration. We recognise that certainty on the long-term spending priorities of future governments is not something that Defra Group can guarantee. But based on the findings of this evaluation, we encourage Natural England and Defra Group to continue to advocate for long-term peatland restoration funding solutions – supporting both skills and capital works – where they have the a
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	BU – Biodiversity Unit  
	CO2e – Carbon dioxide equivalent 
	CS – Countryside Stewardship 
	CSR – Corporate Social Responsibility 
	DG – Discovery Grant 
	EIP – Environmental Improvement Plan 
	EIUs – Estimates Issuance Units (EIUs) 
	eNGOs – Environmental non-governmental organisations 
	ELMs – Environmental Land Management Schemes 
	ELS – Entry Level Stewardship  
	EPAP – England Peat Action Plan 
	ES – Environmental Stewardship 
	ESG – Environmental, Social and Governance  
	EU – European Union 
	FE – Forestry England 
	FiPL – Farming in Protected Landscapes 
	FY – Fiscal Year 
	GRCF – Green Recovery Challenge Fund  
	IUCN – International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
	LA – Local Authority 
	LR – Landscape Recovery 
	ML – Moorland Line 
	Mt – Megatonnes 
	NbS – Nature-based Solutions 
	NCF – Nature for Climate Fund 
	NCPGS – Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 
	NE – Natural England 
	NEIRF – Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund  
	NFM – Natural Flood Management  
	NGO – Non-Governmental Organisation 
	NNR – National Nature Reserves 
	NT – National Trust 
	PC – Peatland Code 
	PCUs – Peatland Carbon Units  
	PEF – Peakland Environment Farmers 
	PIUs – Pending Issuance Units 
	RDEL – Resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 
	RG – Restoration Grant 
	SAC – Special Areas of Conservation  
	SFI – Sustainable Farming Incentive 
	SSSI – Sites of Special Scientific Interest  
	VfM – Value for money 
	 
	  
	Annex 1 – Theories of change 
	The NCPGS theory of change 
	The NCPGS theory of change is shown in . This theory of change focuses specifically on the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme. It highlights the causal mechanisms that are expected to play out between the Grant Scheme’s inputs and outputs/outcomes.  
	Figure 2
	Figure 2


	As part of the theory of change refinement exercise conducted in Spring 2024, activities were grouped into three thematic categories: 
	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Monitoring and guidance 

	•
	•
	 NCPGS team develop best practice guidance to accompany grant 

	•
	•
	 NCPGS team develop Monitoring Framework for grants 


	These activities are expected to lead to improved guidance and monitoring data on peatland restoration. This in turn is expected to lead to an acceleration in delivery of peatland restoration, providing carbon and non-carbon benefits and bringing 35,000 hectares of peatland under restoration by the end of the scheme. 
	2)
	2)
	2)
	 Grant design 

	•
	•
	 Design peat schemes to help unlock private finance 

	•
	•
	 Work with Peatland Code to align requirements 

	•
	•
	 Design peat schemes to enable partnership development 


	These activities are expected to develop a ‘blended finance’ model for peatland restoration (in which restoration will be funded by a combination of public and private sources), support the establishment of new partnerships and the strengthening of collaboration and consensus-building among existing partnerships. These outputs and outcomes are in turn expected to lead to accelerated delivery of restoration towards the 35,000 ha target, associated carbon and non-carbon benefits, and increased security for th
	3)
	3)
	3)
	 Grant delivery 

	•
	•
	 Local facilitators directly support existing partnerships and the development of new peat partnerships 

	•
	•
	 Develop and award Restoration & Discovery grant schemes 


	Activities in this category are expected to contribute directly to facilitating partnership-led delivery of 35,000 hectares of restoration capital works, ultimately delivering carbon and non-carbon benefits and strengthening partnership working and evidence collection in the peatland restoration sector.  
	Realisation of these causal mechanisms for the NCPGS theory of change relies on assumptions, which introduce corresponding risks. See  for a summary. Note that the risks set out in  are mixed in terms of likelihood and potential impact. Some fall within the control of the NCPGS team to mitigate, and others are external to the NCPGS.  
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	Table 30 Assumptions and risks for the NCPGS theory of change 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Assumptions 
	Assumptions 

	Risks 
	Risks 


	 
	 
	 

	Assumptions 
	Assumptions 

	Risks 
	Risks 



	Monitoring and guidance 
	Monitoring and guidance 
	Monitoring and guidance 
	Monitoring and guidance 

	It is possible to develop best practice guidance for NCPGS delivery based on rigorous evidence, and best practice guidance will be useful and applicable across the wide range of geographies and site types supported through the NCPGS 
	It is possible to develop best practice guidance for NCPGS delivery based on rigorous evidence, and best practice guidance will be useful and applicable across the wide range of geographies and site types supported through the NCPGS 

	Evidence on best practice for peatland restoration may be difficult to identify due to variations in the extent and depth of prior research conducted on peatland restoration in different contexts. 
	Evidence on best practice for peatland restoration may be difficult to identify due to variations in the extent and depth of prior research conducted on peatland restoration in different contexts. 
	Best practice guidance may not be universally applicable across NCPGS sites, leading to inefficiencies or low delivery of benefits for sites where a more bespoke approach would have been more appropriate 


	Monitoring and guidance 
	Monitoring and guidance 
	Monitoring and guidance 

	The Monitoring Framework developed by the NCPGS team is used clearly and consistently by NCPGS grantees 
	The Monitoring Framework developed by the NCPGS team is used clearly and consistently by NCPGS grantees 

	The Monitoring Framework may be difficult for projects to adapt to their individual circumstances 
	The Monitoring Framework may be difficult for projects to adapt to their individual circumstances 
	Projects may not fill out the Monitoring Framework as completely or consistently as is required, leading to data gaps 
	Projects may not have the data required to fill out the Monitoring Framework if they were not alerted early enough to what data collection would be needed 


	Grant design 
	Grant design 
	Grant design 

	NCPGS projects will be able to satisfy design features of the grant scheme that are intended to unlock private finance 
	NCPGS projects will be able to satisfy design features of the grant scheme that are intended to unlock private finance 

	NCPGS projects may struggle to secure private finance for their projects, leading to delays in delivery 
	NCPGS projects may struggle to secure private finance for their projects, leading to delays in delivery 
	NCPGS projects may self-fund private finance requirements rather than securing investment from external partners  


	Grant design 
	Grant design 
	Grant design 

	Aligning requirements with the Peatland Code will encourage NCPGS projects to register their sites with the Code 
	Aligning requirements with the Peatland Code will encourage NCPGS projects to register their sites with the Code 

	NCPGS projects may be discouraged from registering with the Peatland Code for other reasons (e.g. the costs of complying with the Code’s requirements) 
	NCPGS projects may be discouraged from registering with the Peatland Code for other reasons (e.g. the costs of complying with the Code’s requirements) 


	Grant design 
	Grant design 
	Grant design 

	The NCPGS will be accessible to a range of partnerships, including new 
	The NCPGS will be accessible to a range of partnerships, including new 

	Newer entrants to the sector may not have the resource to develop high-quality applications to the NCPGS 
	Newer entrants to the sector may not have the resource to develop high-quality applications to the NCPGS 


	TR
	and established actors in the sector 
	and established actors in the sector 

	Newer entrants to the sector may not be aware of the NCPGS offer 
	Newer entrants to the sector may not be aware of the NCPGS offer 


	Grant delivery 
	Grant delivery 
	Grant delivery 

	There are enough local facilitators with enough capacity to support the increasing number of partnerships who need support as the sector grows 
	There are enough local facilitators with enough capacity to support the increasing number of partnerships who need support as the sector grows 

	Local facilitators may be stretched to support all of the partnerships bidding for NCPGS funding 
	Local facilitators may be stretched to support all of the partnerships bidding for NCPGS funding 
	Local facilitators may be needed in areas where peatland restoration had not previously been taking place  
	The barriers to partnership working may fall outside the scope of what local facilitators have the power to resolve 


	Grant delivery 
	Grant delivery 
	Grant delivery 

	Enough high quality applications are received, for a large enough total restoration area, to award Restoration and Discovery grants at the expected scale 
	Enough high quality applications are received, for a large enough total restoration area, to award Restoration and Discovery grants at the expected scale 

	There may not be enough applications to the NCPGS of sufficient quality to award as much Restoration and Discovery funding as expected (this could have knock on effects for progress towards the 35,000 hectares by 2026 target) 
	There may not be enough applications to the NCPGS of sufficient quality to award as much Restoration and Discovery funding as expected (this could have knock on effects for progress towards the 35,000 hectares by 2026 target) 


	Grant delivery 
	Grant delivery 
	Grant delivery 

	NCPGS projects deliver the area they set out to deliver on the timelines they predicted in their applications 
	NCPGS projects deliver the area they set out to deliver on the timelines they predicted in their applications 

	NCPGS project objectives and timelines may change due to a variety of factors 
	NCPGS project objectives and timelines may change due to a variety of factors 




	  
	The peatland restoration theory of change 
	Natural England’s overall theory of change for peatland restoration, which takes a more ‘zoomed out’ view compared to the NCPGS theory of change, is shown in . The peatland restoration theory of change intends to capture all activities that are expected to contribute to the government’s peatland restoration ambitions. It tells a causal story about how Defra Group resources will feed into those activities, translating into outputs and outcomes over time and ultimately achieving government’s long-term vision 
	Figure 17
	Figure 17


	As part of the theory of change refinement exercise conducted in Spring 2024, activities were grouped into four thematic categories: 
	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 

	•
	•
	 Delivery of NCPGS Restoration and Discovery grants 

	•
	•
	 Development of peatland restoration monitoring & evaluation framework 


	Activities in this first category correspond to those included in the NCPGS theory of change, and are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 1, 3, and 6: delivering peatland restoration activities on the ground, establishing peat partnerships with the capacity to plan and deliver restoration covering all of England’s peatlands, and developing knowledge exchange, evidence and best practice. Those outputs are in turn expected to result in peatlands progressing along a recovery trajectory (Outcome 1), the
	2)
	2)
	2)
	 Enabling activities 
	•
	•
	•
	 Developing the Peatland Restoration Roadmap (PRRo) 

	•
	•
	 Developing the England Peat Map (EPM) 

	•
	•
	 Developing the Restoration Register (PRRe) 





	These activities are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 2 and 6: Defra group delivery of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap, England Peat Map, Restoration Register, and monitoring & evaluation framework, and developing knowledge exchange, evidence and best practice. Those outputs are in turn expected to result in Outcomes 1, 2, 4 and 5.  
	3)
	3)
	3)
	 Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 
	•
	•
	•
	 Development of natural capital markets, including working with the Peatland Code 

	•
	•
	 Delivering and supporting peatland restoration through other public funding mechanisms and projects 





	Activities in this third category are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 1 and 5: delivering peatland restoration on the ground, and generating evidence for the positive development of natural capital markets with registrations under the Peatland Code and other private finance schemes. Those outputs are expected to result in Outcomes 1 and 4. 
	4)
	4)
	4)
	 Developing innovation and resilience 
	•
	•
	•
	 Defra’s sector capacity contract with ICF (delivered in 2024) 

	•
	•
	 Working with delivery partnerships on evaluation, innovation and knowledge exchange 

	•
	•
	 Research & development programmes 





	Activities in the fourth and final category are primarily expected to contribute to Outputs 3, 4, 5 and 6: establishing peat partnerships with the capacity to plan and deliver restoration covering all of England’s peatlands, building an evidence base on current/future sector capacity and recommendations for improvement and investment, generating evidence for the positive development of natural capital markets with registrations under the Peatland Code and other private finance schemes, and developing knowle
	Realisation of these causal mechanisms in practice relies on assumptions holding true, introducing a corresponding set of risks, as set out in . Note that the risks set out in  are mixed in terms of likelihood and potential impact.  
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	Figure 17 The peatland restoration theory of change 
	Figure 17 The peatland restoration theory of change 

	Figure
	Table 31 Assumptions and risks for the peatland restoration theory of change 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Assumptions 
	Assumptions 

	Risks 
	Risks 


	 
	 
	 

	Assumptions 
	Assumptions 

	Risks 
	Risks 



	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 

	NCPGS Restoration and Discovery grants will make significant progress towards achieving government’s target to bring 35,000 hectares of peatland under restoration by 2026 
	NCPGS Restoration and Discovery grants will make significant progress towards achieving government’s target to bring 35,000 hectares of peatland under restoration by 2026 

	NCPGS grants may deliver restoration on a smaller scale than expected 
	NCPGS grants may deliver restoration on a smaller scale than expected 


	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 

	NCPGS grants will support partnership working across all peatland areas in England, including the establishment of new partnerships, placing partnerships in a strong position to continue to deliver restoration after the NCPGS 
	NCPGS grants will support partnership working across all peatland areas in England, including the establishment of new partnerships, placing partnerships in a strong position to continue to deliver restoration after the NCPGS 

	NCPGS may not be accessible to newer partnerships or to partnerships in some areas 
	NCPGS may not be accessible to newer partnerships or to partnerships in some areas 
	Demand for the NCPGS may be greater from some geographical areas and stakeholder groups than others 
	The NCPGS may not be enough to put partnerships in a strong position to deliver restoration after the grant scheme comes to an end 
	Uptake of NCPGS funding may be stronger among smaller groups of actors (e.g. individual landowners) rather than broad partnerships 


	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 

	NCPGS grants will facilitate knowledge exchange and build an evidence base on restoration best practice 
	NCPGS grants will facilitate knowledge exchange and build an evidence base on restoration best practice 

	NCPGS grantees may not engage with each other or with Defra Group as much as expected 
	NCPGS grantees may not engage with each other or with Defra Group as much as expected 
	Knowledge accumulated during the NCPGS may be lost after the scheme wraps up 
	Knowledge may not be properly tracked in written/permanent form by NCPGS grantees 


	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 
	Activities covered by the ongoing ICF contract 

	This framework will be used to conduct comprehensive evaluations of EPAP restoration activities in future, contributing to improvements over time in Defra’s support for peatland restoration 
	This framework will be used to conduct comprehensive evaluations of EPAP restoration activities in future, contributing to improvements over time in Defra’s support for peatland restoration 

	This framework is unable to anticipate changes that might be made to EPAP restoration activities after 2025 so will need to be refined and adapted as time goes on 
	This framework is unable to anticipate changes that might be made to EPAP restoration activities after 2025 so will need to be refined and adapted as time goes on 


	Enabling activities 
	Enabling activities 
	Enabling activities 

	The Peatland Restoration Roadmap, England Peat Map, and Restoration Register will be delivered on schedule, maintained through to 2050, and widely used both within government and 
	The Peatland Restoration Roadmap, England Peat Map, and Restoration Register will be delivered on schedule, maintained through to 2050, and widely used both within government and 

	The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or Restoration Register may not be delivered on schedule 
	The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or Restoration Register may not be delivered on schedule 
	The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or Restoration Register may not be maintained through 


	TR
	by restoration delivery organisations 
	by restoration delivery organisations 

	to 2050 (e.g. due to resourcing constraints or turnover in Defra Group) 
	to 2050 (e.g. due to resourcing constraints or turnover in Defra Group) 
	The Roadmap, England Peat Map, and/or Restoration Register may not be widely used, due to a lack of awareness, accessibility or other factors 


	Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 
	Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 
	Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 

	Natural capital markets will expand out to 2050, with growing supply and demand 
	Natural capital markets will expand out to 2050, with growing supply and demand 

	Supply and/or demand in natural capital markets may be stunted due to a variety of factors (e.g. greenwashing concerns, perceived lack of policy certainty, lack of buy-in from landowners, investors and businesses) 
	Supply and/or demand in natural capital markets may be stunted due to a variety of factors (e.g. greenwashing concerns, perceived lack of policy certainty, lack of buy-in from landowners, investors and businesses) 


	Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 
	Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 
	Developing multiple funding streams for restoration 

	Non-NCPGS public funding mechanisms will be fit for purpose for supporting peatland restoration post-2026 
	Non-NCPGS public funding mechanisms will be fit for purpose for supporting peatland restoration post-2026 

	Availability of public funding for peatland restoration may decrease (e.g. due to economic headwinds, changing government priorities) 
	Availability of public funding for peatland restoration may decrease (e.g. due to economic headwinds, changing government priorities) 
	Non-NCPGS public funding schemes may be inaccessible or insufficient to support peatland restoration at large scale (e.g. due to competing land use priorities or features of scheme design) 


	Developing innovation and resilience 
	Developing innovation and resilience 
	Developing innovation and resilience 

	Recommendations from Defra’s Sector Capacity contract with ICF will be taken forward, leading to increased government support for – and understanding of – the peatland restoration sector 
	Recommendations from Defra’s Sector Capacity contract with ICF will be taken forward, leading to increased government support for – and understanding of – the peatland restoration sector 

	Recommendations may not be taken forward due to various factors (e.g. lack of funding or internal resource within Defra Group) 
	Recommendations may not be taken forward due to various factors (e.g. lack of funding or internal resource within Defra Group) 
	Key drivers of sector capacity may fall outside of Defra’s area of influence 


	Developing innovation and resilience 
	Developing innovation and resilience 
	Developing innovation and resilience 

	Delivery partners will have the capacity, resource and motivation to engage in evaluation, innovation and knowledge exchange 
	Delivery partners will have the capacity, resource and motivation to engage in evaluation, innovation and knowledge exchange 

	Delivery partners may not see evaluation, innovation and knowledge exchange as a priority, or may not have the capacity to engage in those activities 
	Delivery partners may not see evaluation, innovation and knowledge exchange as a priority, or may not have the capacity to engage in those activities 


	Developing innovation and resilience 
	Developing innovation and resilience 
	Developing innovation and resilience 

	R&D programmes will successfully increase knowledge and understanding of best practice 
	R&D programmes will successfully increase knowledge and understanding of best practice 

	R&D programmes may lead to dead ends, or their outputs may not be widely adopted across the sector 
	R&D programmes may lead to dead ends, or their outputs may not be widely adopted across the sector 




	Annex 2 – Sample interview guide 
	For the stakeholder interviews conducted as part of this evaluation, the ICF team created a selection of tailored topic guides to make sure we gained relevant insights across our evaluation questions. Three different topic guides were produced for successful NCPGS applicants, unsuccessful NCPGS applicants, and non-NCPGS-funded projects. Bespoke topic guides were produced for each government official interview.  
	The successful NCPGS applicants is displayed below as an example. All other topic guides followed a similar format but were adapted as necessary to different stakeholder groups’ experiences and areas of expertise.  
	Topic guide – NCPGS successful applicants  
	This topic guide sets out the key discussion areas for interviews with successful applicants to the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, as part of ICF’s contract to evaluate the NCPGS and wider peatland restoration activities in the period 2021-2025. 
	Introduction  
	ICF, in partnership with Natural England, has been commissioned by Natural England to conduct a process, impact and value for money evaluation of the NCPGS and wider peatland restoration activities in the period 2021-2025. The project runs from February 2024 to March 2025. It will explore, among other things, how well the NCPGS has been delivered, whether it is likely to have the intended impact on carbon emissions, and whether the grant scheme has been delivered in a cost-effective way. The aim of this int
	Talk through key housekeeping points: length of interview, voluntary nature of participation and right to withdraw, confidentiality and how findings will be reported, permission to record interview, any questions from the interviewee.  
	Interview questions 
	Background information 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Could you please introduce your role and your involvement with the NCPGS? 

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to partnership size, partnership history, etc. 


	Project delivery 
	2.
	2.
	2.
	 Has your project changed in terms of objectives, budget, timescale or restoration approach? If so, why and in what ways?  

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to scheme administration (e.g. delays in payment/application approval) and external factors (e.g. weather, contractor availability)  

	3.
	3.
	 What challenges have you faced while delivering your project? Have you overcome any of those challenges, and if so, how?  


	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to sector capacity, bringing stakeholders on board (especially landowners), size and maturity of partnership, competition with other land uses (e.g. agriculture), opportunity cost 

	4.
	4.
	 What are the key benefits that your project has delivered or is on track to deliver? Has your project delivered any unexpected benefits? Are there benefits you expected to deliver that haven’t materialised? 


	Application process and accessibility 
	5.
	5.
	5.
	 How was your experience of the NCPGS application process? Do you have any recommendations for how the process could be improved for future funding schemes?  

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to application guidance and templates, application timeline, proportionality of scheme processes for the value of grants offered  

	6.
	6.
	 How accessible did you find the scheme and application process? Do you know of any audiences who have not been able to access the scheme? What could make future schemes more accessible to a wider audience?  

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to barriers, enablers, comms and engagement, partnership size, geographical distribution  


	To ask only if they have had a Discovery Grant 
	7.
	7.
	7.
	 To what extent did your Discovery Grant place your organisation in a stronger position to apply for and/or deliver a Restoration Grant? 

	▪
	▪
	 Explore whether Discovery Grants have led to creation of new partnerships, and ways in which Discovery Grants have de-risked Restoration Grants 


	To ask only if they have had a Discovery Grant but not a Restoration Grant 
	8.
	8.
	8.
	 What are the main reasons why your Discovery Grant did not lead to a Restoration Grant? What has the Discovery Grant land been used for since, and why? 

	▪
	▪
	 Where restoration has since taken place through non-NCPGS funding streams, explore which funding streams and why 


	Innovation, skills, resilience for future 
	9.
	9.
	9.
	 To what extent has your NCPGS grant resulted in establishing useful processes, knowledge, contacts and innovations that would help with future peat restoration?  

	10.
	10.
	 To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to development of new techniques, green jobs, suppliers and contractors  

	11.
	11.
	 To what extent is your organisation/peatland partnership more resilient for the future due to the NCPGS? If so, in what ways?  

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to jobs and skills development, sector capacity, ELMs funding/transition, natural capital markets and private finance, development of long-standing institutions 


	Comms, engagement, and raising the profile of peat 
	12.
	12.
	12.
	 What comms and engagement activities have your organisation delivered to raise the profile of peat, especially among landowners? What other peat comms and engagement activities are you aware of, and how effective have they been? 

	13.
	13.
	 To what extent have stakeholders (including landowners) become more or less willing to engage in peatland restoration over the last several years? Is there appetite for peat restoration that the NCPGS has not been able to satisfy? 


	Private finance and additionality 
	14.
	14.
	14.
	 Have you been able to explore and secure private finance? If so, through what finance sources? What has your experience been of exploring and/or securing private finance?  
	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Explore views and opinions on 25% match funding requirement 




	15.
	15.
	 Have project costs and/or funding sources changed since you applied to the NCPGS, and if so why? 
	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Prompt about Peatland Code, Wilder Carbon and BNG 

	▪
	▪
	 Prompt about % funded by different non-NCPGS sources 




	16.
	16.
	 What peatland restoration funding would your organisation have sought in the period 2021-2025 (if any) had the NCPGS not been available? 

	▪
	▪
	 Explore in relation to proportion of peatland that would not have been restored without NCPGS (%). 


	 
	 
	  
	Annex 3 – Process evaluation matrix 
	Table 32 Process evaluation questions, sub-questions, factors to consider, and data sources 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 



	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	 

	Did the application process work well, and was it delivered as intended?  
	Did the application process work well, and was it delivered as intended?  
	 
	Are the scheme processes proportionate for the value of the grants offered?  
	 
	What lessons have been learnt that could improve the processes of funding peatland restoration in future?  

	Availability, accessibility and usefulness of information provided to applicants and grantees 
	Availability, accessibility and usefulness of information provided to applicants and grantees 
	 
	Ease of completing application forms  
	 
	Timeframe for applications and assessment, reporting, claims and payments  
	 
	Relevance and proportionality of progress reporting  
	 
	Claims process, payment schedules and fund disbursement  
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 
	Applications, application guidance and templates, and application scores and feedback provided a perspective on applicants’ experience and showed whether applications were of the expected quality 
	 
	Applicant clarification questions showed areas of the application process that were unclear to applicants 
	 
	Grant reporting and claims guidance and templates showed the steps grantees are required to take in reporting on progress and submitting claims 
	 


	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	 

	To what extent have the following been appropriately considered within grant projects?  
	To what extent have the following been appropriately considered within grant projects?  
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Historic environment (HE)  

	LI
	Lbl
	• Protected sites   

	LI
	Lbl
	• Monitoring   


	 
	Have the HE/protected sites/monitoring requirements required by the NCPGS set up useful processes, knowledge and contacts for future peat restoration? 
	 

	Applicant and grantee experiences of navigating the scheme requirements and guidance for the historic environment, protected sites, and monitoring 
	Applicant and grantee experiences of navigating the scheme requirements and guidance for the historic environment, protected sites, and monitoring 
	 
	Have projects included appropriate planning time for these subject areas so delays have not occurred?  
	 

	Application scores and feedback showed whether Natural England scorers were satisfied with applicants’ plans to satisfy HE, protected sites, and monitoring requirements 
	Application scores and feedback showed whether Natural England scorers were satisfied with applicants’ plans to satisfy HE, protected sites, and monitoring requirements 
	 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 


	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less 

	Has the grant scheme been open and transparent to an 
	Has the grant scheme been open and transparent to an 

	Grantee perspectives; NCPGS team & Natural 
	Grantee perspectives; NCPGS team & Natural 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and 


	well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	 

	audience beyond the ‘usual players’ of peat restoration?  
	audience beyond the ‘usual players’ of peat restoration?  
	 
	Are there any relevant audiences the grant scheme has not reached that future funding schemes will need to engage? 
	 

	England area team perspective  
	England area team perspective  
	 
	Were the engagement tools used appropriate and relevant to inform potential applicants about the scheme?  
	 

	officials to share their experiences 
	officials to share their experiences 
	 
	Data on organisations who attended the NCPGS introductory webinar showed who the grant scheme reached, and which prospective applicants progressed to submission 
	 


	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	EQ1 - What aspects of NCPGS delivery have worked well and less well, for whom and why? What lessons could be carried forward for the future? 
	 

	To what extent has the NCPGS (and its additional funding requirement) helped applicants/grantees to explore and/or secure private finance, including through the Peatland Code? 
	To what extent has the NCPGS (and its additional funding requirement) helped applicants/grantees to explore and/or secure private finance, including through the Peatland Code? 
	 

	Applicants’ perspectives on the additional funding requirement 
	Applicants’ perspectives on the additional funding requirement 
	 
	Applicants’ approaches to satisfying the additional funding requirement 
	 

	Applications revealed applicants’ approaches to satisfying the additional funding requirement 
	Applications revealed applicants’ approaches to satisfying the additional funding requirement 
	 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences and provided a comparison against initial plans 
	 


	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	 

	To what extent do organisations submitting Restoration grant applications and any amendments/extensions in rounds 2 and 3 benefit from previously having a Discovery grant?  
	To what extent do organisations submitting Restoration grant applications and any amendments/extensions in rounds 2 and 3 benefit from previously having a Discovery grant?  
	 

	What aspects of the Discovery grant provide a benefit for submitting (and securing) a future Restoration grant? 
	What aspects of the Discovery grant provide a benefit for submitting (and securing) a future Restoration grant? 
	 
	To what extent have Restoration grant projects had a pipeline of sites ready to restore, and how has that pipeline been built (through a Discovery Grant or other funding source)? 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 
	Natural England’s independent analysis of Discovery grants and their conversion to future restoration activities showed which Discovery projects have progressed to Restoration grants  
	 


	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	EQ2 - To what extent have Discovery grants been successful in developing Restoration grant applications, and why? 
	 

	Where Discovery grants have not led to future Restoration grants, why has this not taken place? 
	Where Discovery grants have not led to future Restoration grants, why has this not taken place? 
	 

	Perspectives of Discovery grantees 
	Perspectives of Discovery grantees 
	 
	For sites which benefited from a Discovery grant but have not received a Restoration grant, what other activities are now taking place on the land, and why? Did those sites receive restoration funding from other (non-NCPGS) sources? 
	 
	Where are these sites distributed geographically? 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 
	Natural England’s independent analysis of Discovery grants and their conversion to future restoration activities showed which Discovery projects have progressed to Restoration grants  
	 
	Application scores and feedback showed why 


	TR
	 
	 

	Restoration applications from Discovery sites were unsuccessful (where applicable) 
	Restoration applications from Discovery sites were unsuccessful (where applicable) 
	 


	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	 

	Have project objectives changed during the course of the grant scheme and why?  
	Have project objectives changed during the course of the grant scheme and why?  
	 
	Did projects deliver at their intended timescales?  
	 

	Contractor capacity to undertake restoration works  
	Contractor capacity to undertake restoration works  
	Planning and timeliness of gaining permissions for restoration activities 
	 
	Timeliness and success of recruitment of staff by projects  
	 
	Other reasons for delays and the impact of these on overall project delivery  
	 
	Process improvements which could reduce delays for future peat restoration delivery through other funding schemes 
	 
	At the application stage, did projects commit to delivering more or less restoration than what they now believe to be realistic? Why were projects too ambitious or not ambitious enough? 
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 
	Amendment requests and relevant excerpts of project amendment documents showed how and why projects have needed to change their plans 
	 


	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	EQ3 - To what extent have projects delivered as intended? 
	 

	Have restoration activities been delivered as intended?  
	Have restoration activities been delivered as intended?  
	 
	Have external factors impacted the delivery of restoration activities, either positively or negatively?  
	  
	 

	Reasons for sites being removed/brought into projects   
	Reasons for sites being removed/brought into projects   
	 
	Use of new innovative restoration techniques  
	 
	Changes in landowner appetite for restoration 
	 
	Sharing of knowledge and/or capacity between partnerships 
	 
	Consenting of activities on protected sites by Natural England area teams  
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 
	Amendment requests and relevant excerpts of project amendment documents showed how and why projects have needed to change their plans 
	 


	TR
	Unforeseen changes to restoration activities e.g. discovery of new historic environment features or unsuitable ground  
	Unforeseen changes to restoration activities e.g. discovery of new historic environment features or unsuitable ground  
	 
	Contractor capacity and material supplies   
	 
	Weather making sites inaccessible (e.g. snow) or unsafe (e.g. high winds)  
	 
	For Round 1 and Round 2, the impact of Covid (including government advice on isolation and related absences)  
	 


	EQ4 - To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	EQ4 - To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	EQ4 - To what extent has the grant scheme facilitated the development of resilient partnerships and filled a gap to future ELMs funding? 
	 

	What challenges have partnerships faced in bringing all relevant stakeholders on board to deliver restoration (including landowners), and how have those challenges been overcome? 
	What challenges have partnerships faced in bringing all relevant stakeholders on board to deliver restoration (including landowners), and how have those challenges been overcome? 
	 
	To what extent has the NCPGS facilitated partnership working on peatland restoration and newer peat partnerships to bid for restoration funding?  
	 
	To what extent are peatland partnerships more resilient for the future due to the NCPGS? Resilience could include factors such as: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Human capital development 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Development of long-standing institutions 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Development of businesses providing specialist services 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Development of a knowledge base to support a seamless transition to future 



	Age/maturity of partnerships  
	Age/maturity of partnerships  
	 
	Presence of peat partnerships in locations where they did not previously exist  
	 
	Expansion/collaboration of smaller peat partnerships to bigger ‘coalitions’  
	 
	Geographical scope of partnerships  
	 
	Type of peatlands covered by the partnership (e.g. lowlands, uplands)  
	  
	Partnerships’ plans for the future 
	 
	What restoration funding have partnerships received in the past? (e.g. agri-environment schemes, Heritage Lottery Funding, EU LIFE funding)?  
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences, plans and the details/history of the different partnerships 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences, plans and the details/history of the different partnerships 
	 
	Applications revealed applicants’ original exit strategies 
	 


	TR
	restoration funding streams 
	restoration funding streams 
	restoration funding streams 
	restoration funding streams 


	 
	What restoration funding would partnerships have sought in the period 2021-2025 (if any) had the NCPGS not been available? 
	 
	Have NCPGS grantees’ exit strategies changed since they applied (all projects had to provide exit strategies as part of their application)? 
	 


	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	 

	To what extent have NCPGS grantees developed and used innovative restoration techniques?  
	To what extent have NCPGS grantees developed and used innovative restoration techniques?  
	 
	How have the projects supported the development of skills relevant to the peatland restoration sector?  
	 

	The impact of innovations (in terms of efficiency, effectiveness of restoration, cost, etc.) 
	The impact of innovations (in terms of efficiency, effectiveness of restoration, cost, etc.) 
	 
	The extent to which innovations could be used in future restoration work 
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 


	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, innovation and skills development? 
	 

	To what extent has the NCPGS supported ‘green jobs’?  
	To what extent has the NCPGS supported ‘green jobs’?  
	 
	To what extent has the supplier and contractor base for peatland restoration been increased in ways that can be directly attributed to the NCPGS? 
	 

	Available capacity/number of jobs required to maintain the accelerated rate of restoration beyond the end of the grant scheme 
	Available capacity/number of jobs required to maintain the accelerated rate of restoration beyond the end of the grant scheme 
	  
	Displacement from elsewhere to fill jobs  
	 
	Type of training available 
	  
	Resilience of sector capacity increase (if applicable) to changes in the funding landscape 
	 
	Contract length for contractors and partnership employees 
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and officials to share their experiences 
	 
	ICF’s separate work on the capacity of the peatland restoration sector for Defra highlighted findings on the capacity of the sector, skills gaps, and the number of jobs required to achieve restoration targets 
	 
	Job creation and retention data showed how NCPGS projects have supported employment and skills development 
	 


	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, 
	EQ5 - To what extent has the grant scheme supported employment, 

	How do NCPGS grantees’ future funding plans consider jobs? 
	How do NCPGS grantees’ future funding plans consider jobs? 
	 

	Plans for how different roles will be funded 
	Plans for how different roles will be funded 
	 

	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and 
	Semi-structured interviews and land walks allowed projects and 


	TR
	innovation and skills development? 
	innovation and skills development? 
	 

	Anticipated contract lengths 
	Anticipated contract lengths 
	 

	officials to share their experiences 
	officials to share their experiences 




	Annex 4 – Recommended data improvements 
	In order to easily and consistently repeat the analysis required for this project, the data should be cleansed and organised prior to any analysis being done. The data used for impact analysis comes from the project reports of the 23 different Restoration grantees. To make it useable, it therefore needs to be standardised across all reports.  
	This note covers both tabular and spatial data, and sets out general principles for ‘analysis-ready’ data. It also details some of the specific issues encountered as part of the analysis this time. 
	What does 'analysis-ready' data look like? 
	For the data to be analysis-ready, it will need to meet the following criteria: 
	•
	•
	•
	 All data layers and tables should be clearly and consistently named. 

	•
	•
	 All data should have consistent attribution: 
	-
	-
	-
	 All fields should be clearly named. 

	-
	-
	 All fields correctly formatted – e.g. fields containing numerical data should be formatted as numerical fields. 

	-
	-
	 All data within fields consistently formatted – e.g. dates should all be in the same format. 

	-
	-
	 No gaps in data, or blank fields.  If it is expected that some fields will not have data (for example if it’s not relevant) then that should be marked – e.g. ‘N/A’ for text, or 0 for numeric data. 

	-
	-
	 For spatial data, field names should not contain any illegal characters – e.g. %, &, *, !, /. 




	•
	•
	 For spatial data, the data should: 
	-
	-
	-
	 Where relevant, remove all gaps and overlaps between polygons. 

	-
	-
	 Contain all relevant attribution with the dataset itself, or else have an ID number that can relate to separate attribute tables. 

	-
	-
	 All data should be in the same coordinate system (generally British National Grid), and correctly projected. 

	-
	-
	 All coordinate data, area calculations and grid references should be checked to ensure they match the actual spatial data recorded. 

	-
	-
	 Geometry issues should be fixed using the ‘Check Geometry’ and ‘Repair Geometry’ tools in ArcGIS, or their equivalent in other GIS packages.  




	•
	•
	 Any ancillary data that is referenced in the attributes of the data should be included with the data, if it’s required for analysis. 

	•
	•
	 All data should be consistently stored between datasets. 
	-
	-
	-
	 Attributes like IDs, names, and areas should exactly match in each dataset they are within. This includes: 
	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Field naming, 

	▪
	▪
	 Capitalisation, 

	▪
	▪
	 Use of spaces and underscores, 

	▪
	▪
	 Data type (e.g. numbers being stored as text or in numeric fields)  

	▪
	▪
	 Field length, where relevant (e.g. in shapefiles, the length of text fields can be specified.  When trying to combine text fields with different lengths, errors can occur). 








	•
	•
	•
	 Attributes like dates, or other datatypes with defined formats, should be stored in the same way between datasets to avoid ambiguity. For example 03/04/2025 could be 3rd April or 4th March depending on the format.   


	Review of data return 
	This review examines the data issues encountered during the course of the analysis for this project. It sets out what the issues were, what the solution was, any resulting issues or risks from that solution, and the approximate time the solution takes.  
	Data storage consistency 
	Issue 
	Field names change between datasets, or within equivalent data. For example, in the spatial data, the name of the sites are variously stored in fields called ‘Site_name’, ‘Site_name ’, and ‘Site_name_’. This is true across several attributes. 
	Solution 
	Create new, unified attribute fields, and put the values from the various other fields into them. This is manual and fairly intensive process, as it is prone to error. Once this is done, it needs to be thoroughly checked to make sure all relevant data has been added to the unified fields. For the final data return for this project, the unification and checking required approximately 5 hours. 
	Data point consistency 
	Issue 
	Data is not always formatted and stored consistently. For example, dates are stored variously as, 01/12/2024, 12/01/2024, 2024/12/01, 01-12-2024, 1st December 2024, December 1st 2024.  
	The names of sites do not match between different data sources, e.g. between the carbon spreadsheet, the reporting sheets and the spatial data.   
	Project IDs are not consistently stored between datasets, or between projects. For example, in the spatial data, the format of the project ID varies between ecm 62249 (with a 
	space), ecm_65605 (with an underscore), and ECM65608 (with capital letters). This is true in other datasets as well. 

	Some data points with specified units, for example millimetres, are not stored in these units. Although this is harder to identify, and comes more from a reasoned examination of the data. For example, 0.002 is unlikely to be a measurement of millimetres, but rather metres. 
	Solution 
	This kind of data cleansing is a largely manual process. Data points must be compared and cross referenced between datasets to ensure consistency, and then manually edited to a consistent format. The time needed for this can vary between a few minutes in smaller datasets, to hours for larger datasets. If data is then updated, this process usually needs to be redone. 
	As with all manual data entry, this opens the possibility of error or further inconsistency.  For example, there could be assumptions made as to the format of data that are incorrect, or entered data could be mistyped.  
	Data gaps 
	Issue 
	There are many empty fields where data has not been captured. It is not clear if data is missing, or if it did not need to be recorded. For example the ‘Installation date’ column of the ‘Monitoring Locations’ sheet, which has information for some records, but not others. 
	Solution 
	There is no easy solution to missing data, and it is simply not included in any analysis. 
	Spatial data quality 
	Issue 
	The GIS data had several geometry issues that would make running spatial analysis unreliable or incorrect. The issues encountered included (definitions taken from the ESRI help page for Check Geometry): 
	Short segment – Some segments are shorter than allowed by the system units of the spatial reference associated with the geometry. 
	Null geometry – The feature has no geometry or the SHAPE field is empty. 
	Incorrect ring ordering – The polygon is topologically simple, but its rings may not be oriented correctly (outer rings clockwise, inner rings counterclockwise). 
	Self intersections – A polygon must not intersect itself. 
	Solution 
	In ArcGIS Pro, running the Check Geometry and Repair Geometry tools only takes a few minutes, however, depending on the issues found, there then needs to be a manual check to make sure the repaired geometry is consistent with the unrepaired geometry, which can take a few minutes per issue found. 
	  
	Annex 5 – Detailed evaluation design and methodology 
	Evaluation scoping and design 
	The evaluation reported on here was undertaken between February 2024 and March 2025. A scoping phase was carried out between February and June 2024 to refine the scope and methodological approach of the evaluation.  
	Nine scoping interviews were completed with government officials covering three core areas of expertise: policy, science and data, and monitoring and evaluation. These were used to inform our understanding of NCPGS and EPAP priorities, the wider policy landscape, and the data and reporting that would be available to draw on as evidence sources. They were also used to gather views on the most appropriate evaluation methodologies for the three components of the evaluation: process, impact, and value for money
	Two theory of change workshops were held to refine theories of change provided by Natural England: an initial theory of change for the activities contributing to the government’s peatland restoration objectives (hereafter referred to as the ‘peatland restoration theory of change’), and an initial theory of change focused specifically on the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant scheme (from here on referred to as the ‘NCPGS theory of change’). See the refined theories of change in  and Annex 1. The refined theo
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	A background document review was conducted to assess the policy landscape, refine our understanding of the aims of the NCPGS, and establish an inventory of existing literature to draw from in the evaluation. Documents reviewed included the England Peat Action Plan, the NCPGS business case, and draft NCPGS impact data analysis plans put together by Natural England. 
	Scoping insights on NCPGS process, impact and VfM 
	For the process element of the evaluation, the scoping phase emphasised the importance of learning about: 
	•
	•
	•
	 What features of the NCPGS grant offer and process motivated farmers and landowners to participate or not. 

	•
	•
	 What can be learned from the process of delivering the NCPGS to inform the delivery of future offers. 

	•
	•
	 What has worked well and not so well for whom, in which circumstances, and why. 


	For the impact element, the scoping phase emphasised that the quality and comprehensiveness of impact data available from NCPGS project reporting may not be consistent across projects. We learned that the evaluation would have to make best possible use of a limited set of data, and that the latest reporting data available would be from March 2024.  
	On value for money, the scoping phase highlighted the need to investigate factors beyond the cost of restoration per hectare. Those factors include wider benefits to sector capacity, access and public engagement. We agreed that non-monetisable benefits would be included in the analysis through a comprehensive ‘  E’s’ approach. This approach examines economy, efficiency, effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, and equity, both qualitatively and quantitatively.   
	Scoping insights on wider enabling factors 
	The NCPGS has been the main driver for delivery of peatland restoration from 2021-2025, but not the only factor. Another stated goal of the evaluation, as set out in Natural England’s request for services, was to evaluate other factors that have contributed to peatland restoration ambitions in that time period.  
	The peatland restoration theory of change revised during the scoping and design phase (see Annex 1) highlighted five intended outcomes of the England Peat Action Plan’s restoration activities:  
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Peatlands are progressing along a recovery trajectory, delivering carbon and non-carbon benefits 

	2.
	2.
	 Government/Defra Group is enabling restoration through evolving policy, evidence, monitoring & evaluation and funding frameworks 

	3.
	3.
	 The sector has capacity to meet restoration delivery needs 

	4.
	4.
	 Established natural capital markets are providing a consistent and attractive funding stream for restoration 

	5.
	5.
	 There is a broad coalition in support of peatland restoration politically, socially, and economically 


	Through conversation with Natural England, we agreed that the evaluation of wider enabling factors should focus on assessing progress towards these outcomes without duplicating ongoing efforts of other projects, including the Peatland Restoration Roadmap and the Peatland Restoration Register. We therefore agreed to evaluate three themes as part of the wider evaluation.  
	The first theme, other (non-NCPGS) mechanisms being used to deliver peatland restoration, examines funding sources other than the NCPGS – both public and private – that have been available to support peatland restoration between 2021 and 2025. This theme relates to outcomes 2 and 4 of the restoration theory of change.  
	The second theme, changes to sector capacity, focuses on outcome 3.  
	The third theme, changes to perceptions of peat and landowner appetite for restoration, focuses on outcome 5. Progress towards Outcome 1 has been assessed within the impact evaluation of the NCPGS.  
	Given the interconnectedness of these themes with the delivery of the NCPGS, and to minimise stakeholder fatigue, it was agreed that building questions on these themes into the NCPGS evaluation methodology as far as possible would be the best way forward. This means that the NCPGS evaluation questions have been designed to include the three wider themes in their scope, leaving only a few ‘additional’ evaluation questions on the three themes to be answered. 
	Evaluation plan 
	An evaluation plan for this work was finalised in June 2024 and signed off by the NCPGS team following several rounds of feedback from stakeholders, including Defra Group evaluation experts. This report sets out the evidence collected as a result of implementing the evaluation plan.  
	Methodological approach 
	A theory-based evaluation approach has been used, as a counterfactual approach was deemed not to be feasible. Theory-based evaluation methods are recommended for the evaluation of interventions in complex environments (HM Treasury 2024). Rather than providing a quantified estimate of the size of an intervention’s impact, they aim to help reveal the causal narrative underlying the intervention’s interaction with its environment. They are typically guided by a theory of change, like the one that was built and
	In particular, we have used Contribution Analysis to test the causal pathways that link NCPGS activities (and the three wider enabling factors) to observed outcomes. This robust theory-based approach to impact evaluation involves seven steps: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Set out the attribution problem to be addressed – in this case the key attribution question is to what extent and in what ways did NCPGS activities (and the three wider enabling factors) contribute to peatland restoration outcomes in the period 2021-2025? 

	2.
	2.
	 Develop the Theory of Change/Logic Model – the relevant theory of change is the NCPGS theory of change which was updated as part of the evaluation’s scoping phase (see Annex 1).  

	3.
	3.
	 Develop evaluation questions to test the contribution of different inputs to outputs and outcomes – in this evaluation, evaluation questions were specifically designed to test the causal pathways set out in the NCPGS theory of change, and how inputs have led to different outputs and outcomes.  

	4.
	4.
	 Populate the model with data and evidence – this step is where primary and secondary evidence is collected to answer the evaluation questions established in Step 3. The result of answering those questions will be to clarify the extent to which 

	different inputs have contributed to different outputs and outcomes. For this evaluation, evidence collection involved a combination of quantitative data analysis, desk research, and fieldwork, as will be detailed in the ‘Evidence consulted’ section. Evidence collection was targeted towards answering evaluation questions which were purposely designed to test the causal pathways in the NCPGS theory of change.  
	different inputs have contributed to different outputs and outcomes. For this evaluation, evidence collection involved a combination of quantitative data analysis, desk research, and fieldwork, as will be detailed in the ‘Evidence consulted’ section. Evidence collection was targeted towards answering evaluation questions which were purposely designed to test the causal pathways in the NCPGS theory of change.  

	5.
	5.
	 Assemble and assess the performance story – this involves triangulating the data and evidence from (3) to assess why observed results have occurred and the extent to which results can be attributed to factors internal and external to the NCPGS. Evidence triangulation for this evaluation took place continuously between September 2024 and January 2025. 

	6.
	6.
	 Seek out additional evidence – involving further stakeholder consultations, to clarify emerging issues and help resolve conflicting evidence. In our evaluation, this included taking a staggered approach to fieldwork in which interviews with government officials were conducted after most interviews with NCPGS applicants had already been completed. This allowed interviews with officials to delve into initial themes emerging from fieldwork with applicants. Feedback on emerging themes was also solicited from t

	7.
	7.
	 Revise the performance story – with further iterations of other aspects of the evidence gathering process. This step – drawing together thematic findings based on triangulated evidence – is what is reported on in the ‘Findings’ sections of this report.  


	Contribution Analysis is particularly suitable for the NCPGS given the bounded scope of the intervention and the availability of a clear theory of change which sets out the causal mechanisms expected to be at play. It is one of the theory-based methods recommended in the  – especially for non-experimental interventions with a clearly articulated theory of change and where the suite of projects within an intervention are relatively similar (which are key features of the NCPGS).  
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	Desktop research and data analysis 
	Process evaluation 
	Desk research for the process element of the evaluation included a review of the following documents from Rounds 1-3 of the NCPGS: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Applications to the NCPGS  

	•
	•
	 NCPGS application guidance and templates 

	•
	•
	 Application scores and feedback 

	•
	•
	 Amendment requests and relevant excerpts of project amendment documents 

	•
	•
	 Grant reporting and claims guidance and templates 

	•
	•
	 Data on organisations that attended the NCPGS introductory webinar 

	•
	•
	 Job creation and retention data from NCPGS projects 

	•
	•
	 Natural England analysis of Discovery grants and their conversion to future Restoration activities 

	•
	•
	 Natural England analysis of application processing times  


	Analysis of these documents took place between June and November 2024 and provided the evaluation team with a background understanding of key process issues. That understanding was carried forward into interviews and land walks. 
	The ICF team also reviewed ICF’s separate work for Defra on the capacity of the peatland restoration sector.  
	Impact evaluation 
	Desktop data analysis was the core approach used to deliver the NCPGS impact evaluation. This element of the evaluation was led by LUC, an ICF research partner with a track record of expertise in environmental data analysis. Analysis-ready data sets were provided by the Natural England team between May 2024 and January 2025 and analysed by LUC’s data team over the same period. The following data was provided and analysed: 
	29
	29
	29 As much impact data analysis as possible was completed prior to the commencement of fieldwork. This was to ensure the evaluation team could approach interviews and land walks with a prior understanding of how restoration had been progressing for each site. 
	29 As much impact data analysis as possible was completed prior to the commencement of fieldwork. This was to ensure the evaluation team could approach interviews and land walks with a prior understanding of how restoration had been progressing for each site. 



	•
	•
	•
	 Site summaries 

	•
	•
	 Monitoring locations 

	•
	•
	 Area under restoration summaries 

	•
	•
	 Peat depth measurements 

	•
	•
	 Water level measurements 

	•
	•
	 Restoration trajectory summaries 

	•
	•
	 Vegetation surveys 

	•
	•
	 Species surveys 

	•
	•
	 Carbon abatement predictions 

	•
	•
	 Spatial data of area under restoration 


	Value for money evaluation 
	Desktop analysis of costs, benefits, administration and other financial data formed a key component of the NCPGS value for money evaluation. Data sources were the following: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Area under restoration summaries 

	•
	•
	 Programme administrative data 

	•
	•
	 Programme financial data 

	•
	•
	 Economic appraisal data (e.g. carbon values, inflation indices) 

	•
	•
	 Carbon abatement assumptions 


	Value for money desk-based research was supplemented by context gleaned through interviews and land walks.  
	Wider themes 
	For the wider theme on multiple funding streams for peatland restoration, desktop analysis provided background information on the different funding streams available for peatland restoration, including the Peatland Code and Environmental Land Management Schemes.  
	For the sector capacity theme, desktop analysis of outputs from ICF’s separate work on the capacity of the peatland restoration sector provided helpful context.  
	Research for the public/landowner appetite to restore theme relied primarily on primary research rather than desk-based review.  
	Semi-structured interviews  
	Semi-structured interviews held in September and October 2024 with key internal and external stakeholders informed all elements of the evaluation.  
	Approach 
	Interviews each took place over the course of approximately 60 minutes and were held online over Microsoft Teams to minimise the resource burden on interviewees. A semi-structured interview approach was employed to ensure responses could be compared across interviews, whilst maintaining flexibility to explore particular issues in further detail. Topic guides were designed to cover process, impact and value for money questions, in addition to evaluation questions on the three wider themes where relevant (see
	Stakeholder sampling 
	Stakeholders were sampled using a purposive sampling approach, with the aim of drawing on as much diversity of expertise and experience as possible. Sampling for the different stakeholder categories is outlined in . 37 interviews were carried out in total. Sampling bias and self-selection bias were minimised through ensuring that interviewee types were sampled to ensure diversity across five categories: 
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	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Successful NCPGS applicants 

	2.
	2.
	 Unsuccessful NCPGS applicants 

	3.
	3.
	 Restoration projects that have received non-NCPGS funding 

	4.
	4.
	 Defra/ Natural England/EA officials 

	5.
	5.
	 Private finance experts 


	For more detail, see .  
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	Table 33 Stakeholder sampling for semi-structured interviews 
	Successful NCPGS applicants 
	Successful NCPGS applicants 
	Successful NCPGS applicants 
	Successful NCPGS applicants 
	Successful NCPGS applicants 

	Unsuccessful NCPGS applicants 
	Unsuccessful NCPGS applicants 

	Restoration projects that have received non-NCPGS funding 
	Restoration projects that have received non-NCPGS funding 

	Defra/ Natural England/ EA officials 
	Defra/ Natural England/ EA officials 

	Private finance experts 
	Private finance experts 



	17 interviews, sampled to include: 
	17 interviews, sampled to include: 
	17 interviews, sampled to include: 
	17 interviews, sampled to include: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• A reasonable geographical spread 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Lowland and upland peat 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Discovery and Restoration grants 

	LI
	Lbl
	• All application rounds 



	1 interview with one of the two unsuccessful applicants who were not involved in subsequent successful applications.  
	1 interview with one of the two unsuccessful applicants who were not involved in subsequent successful applications.  
	 
	Written feedback was received from the other unsuccessful applicant in this category.  

	5 interviews, sampled to cover sites that have secured: 
	5 interviews, sampled to cover sites that have secured: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Non-NCPGS public funding (e.g. Landscape Recovery, Environment Agency funding) 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Private investment from landowners, corporates, and water companies 


	 
	All of these projects had also received NCPGS funding in some form, either through Discovery or Restoration grant(s).  

	11 interviews, sampled to cover: 
	11 interviews, sampled to cover: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• NCPGS monitoring and guidance 

	LI
	Lbl
	• NCPGS grant design 

	LI
	Lbl
	• NCPGS grant delivery 

	LI
	Lbl
	• NCPGS value for money (including compliance and fraud) 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Wider themes (non-NCPGS funding mechanisms, sector capacity, and landowner/public appetite for peat restoration) 



	3 interviews, sampled to include representatives with expertise in: 
	3 interviews, sampled to include representatives with expertise in: 
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	• Registering, validating and verifying Peatland Code projects 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Communicating the economic benefits of peatland restoration to private landowners 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Raising private capital for investment into natural capital projects 


	 




	Data collection and analysis 
	Interviews were recorded with permission from interviewees, with transcripts produced via Microsoft Teams. In addition, interviewers used live note taking to capture key themes as they emerged. Thematic analysis was then conducted on transcripts and interview notes to identify salient themes. Findings have been triangulated with evidence from other sources, as set out in the ‘Approach’ section.  
	Land walks  
	Approach 
	Land walks on restoration sites were designed to serve as an interactive method for engaging with stakeholders, allowing restoration project leads to explain planned and ongoing restoration activities on their sites, share their experiences of engaging with different funding options, and visually demonstrate observed impacts where relevant. They 
	each took place over the course of half a day, with a bespoke agenda agreed for each site in collaboration with the site’s project lead.  

	Land walk conversations took a less structured approach than the online stakeholder interviews, allowing for more free-flowing conversation around the three wider themes, participation in the NCPGS, enablers, barriers, and benefits. One to two members from the evaluation team were present at each land walk.  
	Site sampling 
	6 land walks were completed on NCPGS restoration sites (see ). Sites were sampled to include: 
	Figure 3
	Figure 3


	•
	•
	•
	 Representation from lowland and upland sites, and from both new and established peat partnerships 

	•
	•
	 A reasonable geographical spread, and a spread across partnership size  

	•
	•
	 Discovery and Restoration grant sites, including 3 sites that had received both Discovery and Restoration funding 

	•
	•
	 Sites that had satisfied the 25% match funding requirement for Restoration grants through a variety of sources  

	•
	•
	 Sites that had received funding through other public funding schemes, including Landscape Recovery and Countryside Stewardship 


	Data collection and analysis 
	Photos and corresponding field notes were collected by the evaluation team during the walks to visually demonstrate key points emphasised in conversation. Photos have not been used for impact analysis in themselves, but rather as visual tools to illustrate the broader narrative provided by other evidence sources. Audio recording was considered but ruled out due to the risk of stunting conversation by introducing excess formality and due to practical constraints around generating quality audio recording in r
	Each land walk formed the basis of a case study designed to illustrate key points and tell the ‘restoration story’ of the site. These case studies have been shared with Natural England as separate documents. Excerpts of case studies have been integrated into this report in the form of ‘spotlight’ sections. 
	Engagement, reporting and dissemination 
	Steering Group engagement 
	ICF led meetings with the NCPGS Steering Group every quarter. The purpose of these meetings was to update Steering Group members on progress and draw from members’ wide-ranging expertise to inform the development of the evaluation. The final Steering Group meeting was held in December 2024 in the form of a working-level findings workshop, where emerging themes from the ongoing evidence synthesis process were shared with the group. Questions, comments, and challenge were encouraged throughout the session. To
	Engagement with wider policy teams 
	Wider policy teams at Defra Group were engaged throughout the course of this evaluation, with emphasis on the teams leading the Peatland Restoration Register and Peatland Restoration Roadmap. Monthly calls were held with the Register and Roadmap teams to share progress, avoid duplication between our work and theirs, and ensure consistency across projects. For example, these meetings led to agreeing an approach to the evaluation’s land walk case studies that avoids duplicating case studies being led by the P
	Other engagement 
	ICF’s value for money analysis lead held regular monthly meetings with the Defra economist responsible for peat. These meetings ensured that our value for money approach, including its cost-benefit model, was developed in line with Defra best practice.  
	At the request of a representative from Dorset Wildlife Trust, in November 2024 members of the ICF team provided a presentation to the Dorset Peat Partnership explaining the aims of our evaluation and summarising key findings from our land walk on Dorset restoration sites.  
	All of the engagement mentioned above is in addition to the evaluation’s scoping and design phase, which included extensive stakeholder engagement (see the  section).  
	Evaluation scoping and design
	Evaluation scoping and design


	Reporting 
	This report is the core output of the evaluation. However, several accompanying outputs have been produced and shared with Natural England. These include: 
	•
	•
	•
	 2 updated theories of change: the NCPGS Theory of Change, and the Peatland Restoration Theory of Change (see Annex 1) 

	•
	•
	 Mural boards (online whiteboards) from the two theory of change workshops conducted during the scoping and design phase  

	•
	•
	 An evaluation plan 

	•
	•
	 6 case studies from land walks conducted during evaluation fieldwork 

	•
	•
	 Slide decks from the three Steering Group presentations held in July, September, and December 


	Dissemination 
	In addition to the engagement activities noted earlier in this section, the findings set out in this report will be shared with Defra Group in a webinar scheduled for end of March 2025.  
	 
	  
	Annex 6 – Intended audience of this report 
	The audience for this evaluation includes stakeholders both internal and external to Natural England.  
	Natural England’s Peat Team will take lessons learned from the evaluation to feed back into the delivery of the scheme. Learning will also be applied to relevant adjacent workstreams such as the Peatland Restoration Roadmap.  
	 
	The Peat Delivery Working Group (Natural England, Defra & EA) will use the evaluation to inform decisions on the delivery and risk management of the remainder of NCPGS. The evaluation’s insights on what is working and what is not will feed into wider thinking and decision making on the England Peat Action Plan.  
	 
	The Peat Project Board (Natural England, Defra, EA & FC) will use this evaluation to inform strategic decisions on the delivery and risk management of the remainder of the grant scheme and wider aspects of EPAP delivery.   
	 
	The Nature for Climate Fund Programme Board will use the outcomes of this evaluation to gather an evidence base to report to Ministers and senior stakeholders. This will feed into decision making within the programme’s life cycle.  
	 
	For Natural England itself, the evaluation will link to the delivery and evaluation of a number of other workstreams that Natural England are leading on or contributing to, including schemes on Nature-based Solutions, the Nature Recovery Network, Local Nature Recovery Strategies, the England Peat Map, and Environmental Land Management schemes. The evaluation will also provide learning for the Evaluation Network in Natural England.  
	 
	The outcomes of this evaluation will be shared with the peatland community, including peat partnerships, researchers, academics, and the public. Lessons learned from this evaluation will be relevant for future restoration planning. 
	 
	For the government/Defra, this evaluation will feed into reporting against Net Zero targets and other commitments in the Environment Improvement Plan. Reporting will also be relevant to Defra priority outcomes.   
	 
	Natural England intends to share the outcomes of this evaluation with grant applicants, both successful and unsuccessful, in order to foster openness and transparency on lessons learned from the delivery of the scheme so far. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Annex 7 – Cost-Benefit analysis annex  
	ICF have developed a VfM framework to evaluate the NCPGS. This framework is outlined in the VfM evaluation section and the core outputs are a benefit-cost ratio (BCR) and a Net Present Social Value (NPSV) produced from a cost benefit analysis (CBA). Defra provided an outline cost-benefit model based on the original business case analysis, and ICF have refined and developed this model using data and evidence from the NCPGS, and updated assumptions. The purpose of this model and the analytical outputs is to e
	Methodology 
	The methodology has been designed to quantify the impact of the activities undertaken in the NCPGS. We have quantified and monetised appropriate costs and benefits and produced a cost-benefit analysis. The core inputs into the model are the area of peatland under restoration (ha) and the baseline peat condition – this information has been provided by projects. 
	There are multiple costs associated with delivering peatland restoration under the NCPGS, including CDEL, enabling-CDEL, and RDEL. Capital costs (CDEL) include costs associated with the machinery, equipment and construction of peatland restoration. Costs required to deliver the capital works (e.g. partnership funding for staff) are captured as ‘enabling-CDEL’. The funding for these costs comes from grant-funding and match-funding (Restoration grant projects are required to secure a minimum of 25% match-fund
	Healthy peatlands deliver numerous ecosystem services. The three benefits of peatland restoration that are quantified and monetised in this analysis are carbon savings, water quality improvements, and biodiversity improvements. Carbon savings represent the greenhouse gas emissions avoided through peatland restoration, expressed in carbon equivalents. Carbon savings values are derived from the National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory, and we have estimated the carbon abatement potential based on the emission
	which the restoration started. The savings are monetised using the Green Book supplementary guidance on valuing energy use and carbon emission (DESNZ 2023).  

	The water quality and biodiversity benefits are monetised using the Enabling Natural Capital Approach (ENCA), from a study by Morris and Camino (2011). Water quality and biodiversity benefits apply the same factor to all peatland restored regardless of baseline condition. Therefore, each hectare restored delivers a proportionate amount of benefits (£/ha/year). Water quality benefits are estimated to be (£292/ha/year) and biodiversity benefits are (£304/ha/year). Both have been adjusted to reflect the base y
	The benefits of peatland restoration may take time to be fully realised due to the natural improvements over time following the intervention. To reflect this, we have included a ‘ramp-up’ profile for benefits whereby carbon savings, biodiversity benefits, and water quality benefits take time to fully materialise. Through discussions with Natural England, we agreed that an appropriate timeframe for this ‘ramp-up’ would be 5 years (i.e. benefits increase from year 1 to their full potential at year 5 and the c
	Table 34 Benefits profile over time 
	Year 1 
	Year 1 
	Year 1 
	Year 1 
	Year 1 

	Year 2 
	Year 2 

	Year 3 
	Year 3 

	Year 4 
	Year 4 

	Year 5 
	Year 5 

	Year 6 
	Year 6 

	… 
	… 



	20% 
	20% 
	20% 
	20% 

	40% 
	40% 

	60% 
	60% 

	80% 
	80% 

	100% 
	100% 

	100% 
	100% 

	100% 
	100% 




	Assumptions 
	The assumptions used in the analysis are outlined in the following table. 
	Table 35 Value for money analysis assumptions 
	Assumption 
	Assumption 
	Assumption 
	Assumption 
	Assumption 

	Description 
	Description 



	Counterfactual 
	Counterfactual 
	Counterfactual 
	Counterfactual 

	The costs and benefits of the NCPGS are measured relative to a scenario without peatland restoration. 
	The costs and benefits of the NCPGS are measured relative to a scenario without peatland restoration. 


	Appraisal period 
	Appraisal period 
	Appraisal period 

	The appraisal period used is 50-years which reflects a reasonable period of time under which we would expect the benefits of peatland restoration to be realised. The main benefits are realised every year following restoration (and maintenance) and this appraisal period was considered appropriate by Natural England and Defra. We include a sensitivity analysis to test a scenario under which costs and benefits are only realised until 2050 (to align with the UK Government’s Net Zero target). 
	The appraisal period used is 50-years which reflects a reasonable period of time under which we would expect the benefits of peatland restoration to be realised. The main benefits are realised every year following restoration (and maintenance) and this appraisal period was considered appropriate by Natural England and Defra. We include a sensitivity analysis to test a scenario under which costs and benefits are only realised until 2050 (to align with the UK Government’s Net Zero target). 


	Emissions factors 
	Emissions factors 
	Emissions factors 

	Emissions factors are based on the UK Greenhouse Gas Inventory (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2025). Abatement is calculated by comparing the baseline peat condition annual emissions to the restored peat condition annual emissions (Defra 2022). 
	Emissions factors are based on the UK Greenhouse Gas Inventory (National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2025). Abatement is calculated by comparing the baseline peat condition annual emissions to the restored peat condition annual emissions (Defra 2022). 




	Monetised impacts and evidence base 
	All prices in this analysis have been converted into 2024 prices using the Jan 2025 GDP deflator (HM Treasury 2025). 
	The Green Book social time preference rate (‘discount rate’) has been applied to all social present values (HM Treasury 2022). 
	The quantified costs used in the cost-benefit are: 
	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Capital Departmental Expenditure Limits (CDEL): calculated using actual data from expense claims for capital costs associated with peatland restoration activities under the scheme. These reflect the actual outturn costs accrued between Apr 2021 - Mar 2024. 

	▪
	▪
	 Enabling Capital Departmental Expenditure Limits (enabling-CDEL): calculated using actual data from expense claims for the costs associated with enabling the capital costs for peatland restoration activities under the scheme (including partnership costs). These reflect actual outturn costs accrued between Apr 2021 – Mar 2024. 

	▪
	▪
	 Resource Departmental Expenditure Limit (RDEL): calculated using a combination of actual data and estimates provided by Natural England for the costs associated with running and administering the scheme.  

	▪
	▪
	 Ongoing costs: calculated using a combination of opportunity costs and ongoing maintenance costs. This information has been provided to ICF by Defra. 


	Opportunity costs are included in the analysis to reflect the land use trade-off made when deciding to restore peatland. In practice, opportunity costs will depend on what the land is currently used for and the extent to which those activities can continue after restoration. Maintenance is required to maintain the condition of the restored peat to lock in carbon savings. This is an essential part of the restoration process. 
	To note: the cost-benefit model requires cost data at a granular level such that it can be categorised as above. The level of granularity is not available for the full spend under the scheme at this stage. The analysis has therefore been undertaken based on the available data, accounting for around 90% of the total CDEL costs. Through testing of the model and analysis, it has been established that using this data does not significantly affect results and therefore the outputs of the value for money assessme
	The quantified benefits used in the cost-benefit are: 
	▪
	▪
	▪
	 Carbon benefits: The estimated carbon emissions avoided through restoring the peatland. To value greenhouse gas savings, HMT Green Book supplementary guidance on valuation of energy use and carbon emissions is used.  
	30
	30
	30 Carbon benefits refer to the carbon dioxide equivalent emissions avoided through the peatland restoration. All greenhouse gas emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). 
	30 Carbon benefits refer to the carbon dioxide equivalent emissions avoided through the peatland restoration. All greenhouse gas emissions are converted to carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). 




	▪
	▪
	 Biodiversity benefits: The estimated biodiversity benefits from peatland restoration. To value the biodiversity benefits, Enabling a Natural Capital Approach (ENCA) has been used. 

	▪
	▪
	 Water quality benefits: The estimated water quality benefits from peatland restoration. To value the water quality benefits, Enabling a Natural Capital Approach (ENCA) has been used.  


	Biodiversity benefits and water quality benefits are realised from all restored peatland, and are monetised using estimates from Morris and Camino (2011).  
	Social Net Present Value 
	Costs and benefits are discounted to the base year of 2024. The table below shows the monetised impacts. 
	Table 36 Social Net Present Value monetised impacts 
	SNPV component 
	SNPV component 
	SNPV component 
	SNPV component 
	SNPV component 

	£m 
	£m 



	Restoration grant CDEL 
	Restoration grant CDEL 
	Restoration grant CDEL 
	Restoration grant CDEL 

	-18.9 
	-18.9 


	Restoration grant Enabling-CDEL 
	Restoration grant Enabling-CDEL 
	Restoration grant Enabling-CDEL 

	-6.2 
	-6.2 


	Discovery grant CDEL 
	Discovery grant CDEL 
	Discovery grant CDEL 

	-3.3 
	-3.3 


	Discovery grant Enabling-CDEL 
	Discovery grant Enabling-CDEL 
	Discovery grant Enabling-CDEL 

	-2.3 
	-2.3 


	RDEL 
	RDEL 
	RDEL 

	-4.4 
	-4.4 


	Opportunity Cost 
	Opportunity Cost 
	Opportunity Cost 

	-143.2 
	-143.2 


	Carbon benefits 
	Carbon benefits 
	Carbon benefits 

	+410 
	+410 


	Biodiversity benefits 
	Biodiversity benefits 
	Biodiversity benefits 

	+103.1 
	+103.1 


	Water quality benefits 
	Water quality benefits 
	Water quality benefits 

	+99 
	+99 




	Outputs 
	The Net Present Social Value (NPSV) expresses the present value of all social benefits less the present value of all social costs. It provides a measure of the overall impact of the intervention. The NPSV for the NCPGS is £434m. 
	31
	31
	31 Note that the estimated impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’ section of this annex would be to reduce the NPSV to £431m. 
	31 Note that the estimated impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’ section of this annex would be to reduce the NPSV to £431m. 



	The Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) is a ratio of the present value of all social benefits to the present value of all social costs. It provides a measure of the benefits relative to costs. The BCR for the NCPGS is 3.43. 
	32
	32
	32 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, the BCR would reduce to  .37. 
	32 Note that estimating the potential impact of using the full CDEL spend figure explained in the Cost-benefit analytical annex ‘monetised impacts and evidence base’, the BCR would reduce to  .37. 



	Sensitivity Analysis 
	The outputs of the cost-benefit analysis are sensitive to a range of uncertainties, input values, and assumptions (e.g. appraisal period and carbon values). Optimism Bias has not been included in the core analysis because the main inputs (hectares under restoration and baseline peat condition) are based on outturn data, but to reflect the uncertainties and assumptions, sensitivity analysis has been undertaken. Sensitivity analysis illustrates the effects on the BCR of varying the inputs and assumptions whic
	Table 37 Sensitivity analysis results 
	Assumption/Input 
	Assumption/Input 
	Assumption/Input 
	Assumption/Input 
	Assumption/Input 

	Sensitivity tested 
	Sensitivity tested 

	Rationale 
	Rationale 

	BCR Output 
	BCR Output 


	Assumption/Input 
	Assumption/Input 
	Assumption/Input 

	Sensitivity tested 
	Sensitivity tested 

	Rationale 
	Rationale 

	BCR Output 
	BCR Output 



	Carbon values 
	Carbon values 
	Carbon values 
	Carbon values 

	Green Book high 
	Green Book high 

	In line with the ranges provided in the Green Book supplementary guidance on valuing energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. 
	In line with the ranges provided in the Green Book supplementary guidance on valuing energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. 

	4.59 
	4.59 


	Carbon values 
	Carbon values 
	Carbon values 

	Green Book low 
	Green Book low 

	In line with the ranges provided in the Green Book supplementary guidance on valuing energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. 
	In line with the ranges provided in the Green Book supplementary guidance on valuing energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. 

	2.28 
	2.28 


	Opportunity cost 
	Opportunity cost 
	Opportunity cost 

	Remove from analysis 
	Remove from analysis 

	The opportunity accounts for income foregone as well as ongoing maintenance costs. The current assumption (over 50 years) is likely an overestimate so this sensitivity tests removing the cost.  
	The opportunity accounts for income foregone as well as ongoing maintenance costs. The current assumption (over 50 years) is likely an overestimate so this sensitivity tests removing the cost.  

	17.5 
	17.5 


	2050 scenario 
	2050 scenario 
	2050 scenario 

	Appraisal period to 2050 
	Appraisal period to 2050 

	Assesses the impact of the NCPGS against a 2050 scenario in line with the UK Governments Net Zero target. 
	Assesses the impact of the NCPGS against a 2050 scenario in line with the UK Governments Net Zero target. 

	2.70 
	2.70 


	Cost to government 
	Cost to government 
	Cost to government 

	Cost to government only included 
	Cost to government only included 

	Removing match-funding shows the impact of the scheme from 
	Removing match-funding shows the impact of the scheme from 

	3.58 
	3.58 


	TR
	government funding only, reflecting VfM for public funds.  
	government funding only, reflecting VfM for public funds.  


	Upland/lowland 
	Upland/lowland 
	Upland/lowland 

	Upland only 
	Upland only 

	Upland and lowland sites have different characteristics. Uplands are predominantly grouse moorland or low productivity grazing, whereas lowland is predominantly productive agricultural land. 
	Upland and lowland sites have different characteristics. Uplands are predominantly grouse moorland or low productivity grazing, whereas lowland is predominantly productive agricultural land. 

	3.25 
	3.25 


	Upland/lowland 
	Upland/lowland 
	Upland/lowland 

	Lowland only 
	Lowland only 

	Upland and lowland sites have different characteristics. Uplands are predominantly grouse moorland or low productivity grazing, whereas lowland is predominantly productive agricultural land. 
	Upland and lowland sites have different characteristics. Uplands are predominantly grouse moorland or low productivity grazing, whereas lowland is predominantly productive agricultural land. 

	3.87 
	3.87 




	Non-monetised costs and benefits 
	The costs and benefits included in the analysis are those with sufficient evidence and data to quantify and monetise impacts. There are additional costs and benefits associated with the NCPGS which are not captured in the analysis because there is lack of evidence or data to support their inclusion. There are additional indirect environmental co-benefits to society, e.g. recreation and flood risk management.  
	There will also be benefits from the private finance and planning elements of the scheme in terms of creating better links with private finance market mechanisms. These will enable the delivery of future peat restoration at scale and the building of the restoration supplier market by encouraging smaller partnerships to bid. The restoration planning projects will have the indirect benefits of unlocking sites for later restoration, without which it would be more challenging to reach restoration targets.  
	Finally, there is a policy benefit of the NCPGS to Defra and the UK Government in contributing to the UK’s Net Zero target. 
	  
	Annex 8 – Impact evaluation matrix 
	Table 38 Impact evaluation questions, sub-questions, factors to consider, and data sources 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 


	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 
	Evaluation question 

	Evaluation sub-questions 
	Evaluation sub-questions 

	Factors to consider 
	Factors to consider 

	Data sources 
	Data sources 



	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	 

	Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to the surface? 
	Has restoration (rewetting) led to the water table being closer to the surface? 

	Mean annual water table depth 
	Mean annual water table depth 
	 

	Water Level sheet of Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Water Level sheet of Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	 


	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	 

	Has the range of water table fluctuations reduced from pre-restoration observations? 
	Has the range of water table fluctuations reduced from pre-restoration observations? 

	Dipwell monitoring with time-series analysis 
	Dipwell monitoring with time-series analysis 

	Water Level sheet of Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Water Level sheet of Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	 


	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	EQ6 - Have restoration activities improved the hydrological functioning of the peatland? 
	 

	To what extent has peatland restoration contributed to natural flood management? 
	To what extent has peatland restoration contributed to natural flood management? 

	Area of peatland restoration in each NFM priority category 
	Area of peatland restoration in each NFM priority category 
	 

	EA’s NFM priority spatial data layer 
	EA’s NFM priority spatial data layer 
	 


	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	 

	Has the extent of bare peat reduced? 
	Has the extent of bare peat reduced? 

	% cover and frequency  
	% cover and frequency  
	 
	Vegetation (quadrat) monitoring before restoration and at end of project 

	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	 


	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	 

	Has the % cover and frequency of positive indicator species increased 
	Has the % cover and frequency of positive indicator species increased 

	% cover and frequency  
	% cover and frequency  
	 
	Vegetation (quadrat) monitoring before restoration and at end of project 

	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	 


	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	 

	Has the % cover and frequency of negative indicator species decreased? 
	Has the % cover and frequency of negative indicator species decreased? 

	% cover and frequency  
	% cover and frequency  
	 
	Vegetation (quadrat) monitoring before restoration and at end of project 

	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	 


	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	EQ7 - Have restoration activities improved peatland habitat condition? 
	 

	Has the extent of invasive species reduced? 
	Has the extent of invasive species reduced? 

	% cover and frequency  
	% cover and frequency  
	 
	Vegetation (quadrat) monitoring before restoration and at end of project 
	 

	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Data in the vegetation and Species tabs of the Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	 


	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	 

	Have GHG emissions reduced? 
	Have GHG emissions reduced? 
	 

	tCO2e abated (by 2050 and over 50 years) 
	tCO2e abated (by 2050 and over 50 years) 
	 
	tCO2e abated (annually) 
	 
	Change in peat condition category 

	Annual reports submitted by projects 
	Annual reports submitted by projects 
	 


	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	EQ8 - Have carbon losses from peatlands been reduced? 
	 

	Has the surface level changed (i.e. has peat loss been stopped)? 
	Has the surface level changed (i.e. has peat loss been stopped)? 

	Surface level change (cm) 
	Surface level change (cm) 
	 

	Peat depth in of Monitoring Data spreadsheet 
	Peat depth in of Monitoring Data spreadsheet 


	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	 

	Have hydrological changes been observed as expected? 
	Have hydrological changes been observed as expected? 

	Dipwell monitoring comparison to application form trajectories 
	Dipwell monitoring comparison to application form trajectories 

	Data included as part of annual reporting requirements  
	Data included as part of annual reporting requirements  
	 


	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	 

	Have vegetation changes been observed as expected? 
	Have vegetation changes been observed as expected? 
	 

	Vegetation (quadrat) monitoring and vegetation mapping comparison to application form trajectories – part of annual reporting requirements 
	Vegetation (quadrat) monitoring and vegetation mapping comparison to application form trajectories – part of annual reporting requirements 

	Data included as part of annual reporting requirements  
	Data included as part of annual reporting requirements  
	 


	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	EQ9 - What progress have projects made on the ground in relation to the proposed restoration trajectory? 
	 

	Have peat condition changes been observed as expected? 
	Have peat condition changes been observed as expected? 
	 

	Changes in peat condition in comparison to restoration trajectory – data from vegetation monitoring and NCPGS site visits – part of annual reporting requirements 
	Changes in peat condition in comparison to restoration trajectory – data from vegetation monitoring and NCPGS site visits – part of annual reporting requirements 

	Data included as part of annual reporting requirements  
	Data included as part of annual reporting requirements  
	 


	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	 

	What area is under restoration? 
	What area is under restoration? 

	Area of restoration (ha) 
	Area of restoration (ha) 
	 

	Spatial data area calculation 
	Spatial data area calculation 


	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	 

	What area of peat habitat has been re-created?  
	What area of peat habitat has been re-created?  
	 

	Area of peat habitat re-created (ha) 
	Area of peat habitat re-created (ha) 
	 

	Project applicants submit a 'baseline peatland condition category' in terms of area.  Noted that many projects have changed since their application 
	Project applicants submit a 'baseline peatland condition category' in terms of area.  Noted that many projects have changed since their application 


	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target 

	What area of restoration has been carried out within protected sites? 
	What area of restoration has been carried out within protected sites? 

	Area of peat restoration within protected sites (ha) – SSSI, SPA, SAC, Ramsar, National Parks, 
	Area of peat restoration within protected sites (ha) – SSSI, SPA, SAC, Ramsar, National Parks, 

	Protected sites data available from Natural England data portal 
	Protected sites data available from Natural England data portal 


	TR
	of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	 

	National Landscapes, National Nature Reserves 
	National Landscapes, National Nature Reserves 


	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	EQ10 - Has the NCPGS achieved the expected target of 35,000ha of peat under restoration? 
	 

	What area of restoration has been carried out on wildlife-rich habitat outside of the protected sites network? 
	What area of restoration has been carried out on wildlife-rich habitat outside of the protected sites network? 

	Area of restoration outside of protected sites (outside of SSSIs, SACs, SPAs and Ramsar) 
	Area of restoration outside of protected sites (outside of SSSIs, SACs, SPAs and Ramsar) 
	 
	Area of restoration within habitat network zones 
	 

	Protected sites data available from Natural England data portal 
	Protected sites data available from Natural England data portal 
	 
	Area calculation of spatial data against Natural England Habitat networks data 


	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	 
	 

	To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private finance options? 
	To what extent have NCPGS projects investigated private finance options? 

	Use of other grants/methods to explore and secure private finance e.g. NEIRF or GRCF  
	Use of other grants/methods to explore and secure private finance e.g. NEIRF or GRCF  
	 

	Stakeholder interviews with grantees (especially Discovery grantees) and description of investigations into private finance in application materials 
	Stakeholder interviews with grantees (especially Discovery grantees) and description of investigations into private finance in application materials 


	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	 

	What value and proportion of Restoration Grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance? 
	What value and proportion of Restoration Grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance? 
	 

	How many Restoration Grants projects exceeded the 25% additional funding target? 
	How many Restoration Grants projects exceeded the 25% additional funding target? 
	 
	How many Restoration Grants projects did not achieve the 25% additional funding target?  
	 
	Total value of grant money awarded per project  
	 
	Total value and sources of additional finance (£ and % of project) per project  
	 
	Sources of additional finance in relation to grantee experience, location or peatland restoration type  

	 
	 
	 


	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	 

	What value and proportion of Discovery Grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance?  
	What value and proportion of Discovery Grant project costs are funded through additional finance, including private finance?  

	Total value of grant money awarded per project  
	Total value of grant money awarded per project  
	 
	Total value and sources of additional finance (£ and % of project) per project  
	 
	Sources of additional finance in relation to grantee experience, location or peatland restoration type  

	 
	 
	 


	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	 

	To what extent have Restoration Grant projects engaged with the Peatland Code? 
	To what extent have Restoration Grant projects engaged with the Peatland Code? 
	 

	Number of projects and sites registered with the Peatland Code, and number of sites verified  
	Number of projects and sites registered with the Peatland Code, and number of sites verified  
	 
	Proportion of those projects and sites that have received NCPGS funding 
	 
	Reasons for eligible projects not engaging with the Peatland Code  

	 
	 
	 


	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	EQ11 - To what extent have projects secured additional finance, including private finance?  
	 

	Through what mechanisms has private finance been secured?  
	Through what mechanisms has private finance been secured?  
	 

	Total value and sources of additional finance (£ and % of project) per project  
	Total value and sources of additional finance (£ and % of project) per project  
	 
	Types of investors and relationship to types/locations of restoration  

	 
	 




	  
	Annex 9 – NCPGS recipients 
	Table 39 NCPGS grantees and project titles 
	Funding round 
	Funding round 
	Funding round 
	Funding round 
	Funding round 

	Grant type 
	Grant type 

	Grant project title 
	Grant project title 

	Lead organisation 
	Lead organisation 


	Funding round 
	Funding round 
	Funding round 

	Grant type 
	Grant type 

	Grant project title 
	Grant project title 

	Lead organisation 
	Lead organisation 


	Funding round 
	Funding round 
	Funding round 

	Grant type 
	Grant type 

	Grant project title 
	Grant project title 

	Lead organisation 
	Lead organisation 



	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Broads Peatland Partnership 
	Broads Peatland Partnership 

	Broads Authority 
	Broads Authority 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Fens East Peat Partnership 
	Fens East Peat Partnership 

	Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust 
	Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Great North Bog (West) 
	Great North Bog (West) 

	National Trust 
	National Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Cambridgeshire Fens 
	Cambridgeshire Fens 

	NIAB 
	NIAB 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Moors to Restore Partnership 
	Moors to Restore Partnership 

	North York Moors National Park Authority 
	North York Moors National Park Authority 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Moors for Climate 
	Moors for Climate 

	Peak District National Park Authority 
	Peak District National Park Authority 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Somerset Peatland Partnership 
	Somerset Peatland Partnership 

	Somerset Wildlife Trust 
	Somerset Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Great Northern Fen (Humberhead Levels Partnership) 
	Great Northern Fen (Humberhead Levels Partnership) 

	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Dorset Catchment Partnership 
	Dorset Catchment Partnership 

	Dorset Wildlife Trust 
	Dorset Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Northumberland Peat Partnership 
	Northumberland Peat Partnership 

	Northumberland Wildlife Trust 
	Northumberland Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	For climate, for nature: Restoring the peatlands of the Border Mires 
	For climate, for nature: Restoring the peatlands of the Border Mires 

	Forestry England 
	Forestry England 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition 
	Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition 

	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	South West Peatland Partnership 
	South West Peatland Partnership 

	South West Water  
	South West Water  


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) 
	Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) 

	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 
	Round 1 (awarded 2021) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Blanketing the Peaks: Peatland restoration at Dove Stone  
	Blanketing the Peaks: Peatland restoration at Dove Stone  

	RSPB 
	RSPB 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Peatland Discovery Grant 
	Peatland Discovery Grant 

	Derbyshire Wildlife Trust 
	Derbyshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition 
	Northern Lowland Peatland Coalition 

	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	High Peak Discovery Project 
	High Peak Discovery Project 

	National Trust 
	National Trust 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	North of England Discovery 
	North of England Discovery 

	North Pennines National Landscape 
	North Pennines National Landscape 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Discovery 
	Discovery 

	Wimbledon and Putney Commons Peatland Discovery Project 
	Wimbledon and Putney Commons Peatland Discovery Project 

	Wimbledon and Putney Commons Conservators 
	Wimbledon and Putney Commons Conservators 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Great North Bog (West) Peatland Restoration 
	Great North Bog (West) Peatland Restoration 

	National Trust 
	National Trust 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Moor Climate Action 
	Moor Climate Action 

	Peak District National Park Authority 
	Peak District National Park Authority 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Ridge Graham 
	Ridge Graham 

	Ridge Carbon Capture 
	Ridge Carbon Capture 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	SPP 2022 Peatland Restoration Project 
	SPP 2022 Peatland Restoration Project 

	Somerset Wildlife Trust 
	Somerset Wildlife Trust 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Humberhead Levels Peatland Restoration Project 
	Humberhead Levels Peatland Restoration Project 

	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 
	Round 2 (awarded 2022) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) Phase 2 
	Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) Phase 2 

	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
	Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Buttle Marshes Restoration 
	Buttle Marshes Restoration 

	Broads Authority 
	Broads Authority 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Dorset Peat Partnership 
	Dorset Peat Partnership 

	Dorset Catchment Partnership 
	Dorset Catchment Partnership 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) Phase 3 
	Great North Bog (Yorkshire & North Pennines) Phase 3 

	Durham County Council (North Pennines National Landscape Partnership) 
	Durham County Council (North Pennines National Landscape Partnership) 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Restoring the Red Rose Peatlands 
	Restoring the Red Rose Peatlands 

	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 
	Lancashire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Fens East Peat Partnership (FEPP) 
	Fens East Peat Partnership (FEPP) 

	Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust 
	Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Lincolnshire Humberhead Levels (LincsHHL) 
	Lincolnshire Humberhead Levels (LincsHHL) 

	Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust 
	Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	High Peak Peatland Restoration: Park Hall & Kinder Scout 2023-25 
	High Peak Peatland Restoration: Park Hall & Kinder Scout 2023-25 

	National Trust 
	National Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Nature for Climate: Restoration Phase 2 
	Nature for Climate: Restoration Phase 2 

	National Trust 
	National Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Holcombe Moor 
	Holcombe Moor 

	National Trust 
	National Trust 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Moor to Restore 
	Moor to Restore 

	North York Moors National Park Authority 
	North York Moors National Park Authority 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	Moor for Climate Phase 2 
	Moor for Climate Phase 2 

	Peak District NPA 
	Peak District NPA 


	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 
	Round 3 (awarded 2023) 

	Restoration 
	Restoration 

	SPP RSPB Greylake 2023-2025 Restoration Project 
	SPP RSPB Greylake 2023-2025 Restoration Project 

	RSPB 
	RSPB 
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