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Foreword 

This report was commissioned to inform Natural England’s advice to government on the 

reintroduction of beavers in England. 

The reintroduction of Eurasian beavers to England presents a transformative opportunity 

to restore ecosystems while benefiting local communities. Beavers’ reintroductions can 

bring numerous benefits from creating wetlands—reducing flood risks, improving water 

quality, boosting biodiversity, and supporting climate resilience. To support coexistence 

between beavers and people, the report draws on insights from over 40 stakeholders 

across 29 organisations, highlighting the need for early engagement with landowners, 

adaptive governance, and strong local collaboration. 

The findings of this report will support various stakeholders in beaver reintroduction, 

particularly beaver management groups, catchment-based partnerships, and beaver 

reintroduction projects. 

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 

The reintroduction of Eurasian beavers (Castor fiber) to England represents a remarkable 

opportunity to enhance our natural environment while bringing significant benefits to 

communities. As ecosystem engineers, beavers create wetlands that reduce flood risk, 

improve water quality, increase biodiversity, and enhance climate resilience. 

Following the government's decision to ask Natural England to accept and assess licence 

applications to release beavers into the wild on 28 February 2025, it was considered 

important to explore practical and sustainable funding strategies. These strategies aim to 

assist communities and land managers in coexisting with beavers, drawing on extensive 

consultation with over 40 stakeholders across 29 organisations from the conservation, 

agricultural, governmental, and private sectors. 

Our research identifies a clear evolution in governance structures, management activities, 

and funding needs over time. Initially, dedicated beaver management groups (BMGs) 

require intensive stakeholder engagement and specialist knowledge. As beaver 

populations are established, management activities can increasingly integrate with new 

and emerging organisation structures and business-as-usual practices. 

A proactive and consolidated approach that actively works with landowners is essential to 

success. Early engagement with landowners and managers before beavers arrive in an 

area will foster acceptance, reduce conflicts, and help develop shared solutions that 

benefit both wildlife and community interests. 

In the shorter term (circa the next 10 years), funding is likely to come from a mix of 

predominately: 

• Government grants and programmes 

• Public fundraising and charitable appeals 

• Trust and foundation grants 

• Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorships 

As beaver populations become more established (10+ years), more sustainable and 

diverse funding mechanisms will emerge: 

• Environmental Land Management schemes (ELMS) 

• Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) credits for beaver-created habitats 

• Natural Flood Management (NFM) initiatives 

• Nutrient neutrality credits 

• Eco-tourism revenue and commercial models 

In most cases, projects will blend multiple funding streams, allowing projects and 

communities to maximise the environmental and economic benefits beavers can bring and 

effectively mitigate risks. Initiatives such as the Wyre Natural Flood Management Project 
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(WNFMP) demonstrate how integrated funding models can work at the catchment scale 

and bring together multiple stakeholders. 

Project recommendations 

1) Support coordination through catchment partnerships  

• Using existing Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) networks to integrate beaver 

management and knowledge-sharing. Request new licence applicants funded roles, 

and existing BMGs align with or integrate into local catchment partnerships. 

• Fund dedicated coordinator roles with expertise in ecological and stakeholder 

engagement during the beaver preparation and introduction phases. 

• Building on lessons from successful partnerships like the Devon BMG and Wyre 

NFM project. 

• Technical support from national and regional teams. 

• Consider match-funded grants to support early-stage activities. 

2) Develop sustainable funding models  

• Supporting CaBA and other landscape-scale initiatives to establish blended funding 

approaches combining government grants, private investment and ecosystem 

service payments, for example through identification and engagement with 

beneficiaries of beaver activity such as water and insurance companies (TBC). 

• Creating frameworks for stacking revenue streams while meeting additionality 

requirements. 

• Learn from current examples such as the Wyre NFM project and Devon Wildlife 

Trusts’ Making Space for Water Programme. 

3) Improve market frameworks and support landowner engagement 

• Developing improved metrics for dynamic beaver habitats within BNG frameworks. 

• Creating guidance on combining nutrient credits with other revenue streams. 

• Establishing standards for natural flood management benefits, building on EA 

evidence. 

• Develop flexible funding mechanisms that adapt to changing land management 

needs, allowing land managers to access support for dynamic habitat changes from 

beavers. 

• Provide clear guidance on maintenance responsibilities and liabilities 

These recommendations have been drawn into an accompanying roadmap (Section 6.1) 

that outlines practical next steps for government agencies, BMGs, catchment partnerships 

and landowners to create a future where beavers and people thrive together. 

With strategic investment and collaborative governance, beaver reintroduction offers a 

powerful nature-based solution to multiple environmental challenges while creating new 

economic opportunities for rural communities
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background and Context 

Wild populations of beavers have been identified in England since the early 2000’s 

(Heydon et al, 2021). In August 2020, the UK government announced the River Otter 

population in Devon could remain and expand its range naturally after a successful five-

year trial reintroduction (Howe and Crutchley, 2020). Other beaver populations have 

established following natural dispersal of beavers, illegal releases and/or escapes from 

licensed and unlicensed enclosures, mainly in southern England. Outside the River Otter 

catchment and the enclosure sites, several populations originating from escapes from 

enclosures and private collections and/or unofficial release have been identified. There are 

records of small populations of beavers living on the following 11 catchments:   

• River Stour catchments, East Kent   

• River Tamar, Cornwall and Devon 

• River Avon (including the Frome and By Brook), Somerset, and Wiltshire 

• River Taw (including the Little Dart), Devon  

• River Exe, Devon  

• River Wye, Herefordshire and Welsh border  

• River Torridge, Devon  

• River Stour, Dorset  

• River Avon, Hampshire 

• River Brue, Somerset 

• Little Sea, Purbeck, Dorset 

Beavers are known as ecosystem engineers because they can significantly alter 

landscapes through their management of water. They provide numerous benefits, 

including the creation of wetlands, which help reduce flood risks, improve water quality, 

enhance biodiversity, and support climate resilience. However, beavers can also have 

negative impacts due to their activities, such as felling trees, burrowing, and building 

dams, which may result in direct or indirect damage to land or property. Their activities 

have the ability to impact a variety of local stakeholders and must be managed/mitigated 

where appropriate. 

Beaver management groups (BMGs) are local partnerships that are establishing around 

some of the free-living beaver populations. The first BMG in England was created during 

the River Otter Beaver Trial, with Devon Wildlife Trust leading and establishing a 

governance framework of local stakeholders to build relationships and to disseminate 

information via steering group and forum meetings. Devon Wildlife Trust also fund a 

beaver field officer to provide advice and targeted practical support to land managers and 

riparian users.  
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This model has paved the way for more BMGs in East Kent, the Bristol Avon and Tamar 

catchments, with others starting to establish. They are all at different stages of 

development and with differing levels of success at accessing private and third-sector 

funding to secure their necessary long-term future.  

As of 28 February 2025, the government has approved beaver reintroduction through wild-

release licences (Gov.UK, 2025). Each successful wild release project will need to secure 

funding and ensure delivery of a similar role to the BMGs for the duration of the licence in 

terms of governance and by providing a local beaver field officer. When the wild release 

project licence ends, it is likely that a beaver population will be in its building phase within 

a catchment, increasing the number of territories and the likelihood of management issues 

arising. The funding mechanisms for wild release projects, which involve establishing and 

operating these initiatives, as well as transitioning to beaver management partnerships, 

have not yet been identified. These partnerships are intended to continue providing on-

the-ground advice and support to land managers and riparian users after the licensed wild 

release project concludes. 

As beavers are re-introduced and naturally spread throughout England, additional support 

to land managers and riparian users to manage impacts from beavers will be needed. This 

includes education, signposting to existing national guidance and funding, and bespoke 

local advice on appropriate management interventions to ensure positive coexistence with 

beavers. This support will be key to ensuring the 5-step approach to beaver management 

is followed; providing advice and helping resolve management issues at an early stage, 

and thereby greatly reducing the demand for beaver removal. 

Stakeholders have been clear that a swift response to management issues caused by 

beaver activity affecting land use, property and infrastructure is necessary to make space 

for beaver wetlands and allow beavers to deliver multiple benefits. Locally led support will 

also increase tolerance of beavers and reduce the likelihood of conflict.  

The role of a BMG is expected to change over time in response to a beaver population 

expanding in a catchment (Auster et al, 2022). For example, beaver management support 

could be provided through a beaver field officer role nested within an appropriate 

catchment partnership. Stakeholder input for strategic planning may also be convened at 

the river basin district level, providing a suitable scale for key stakeholders and statutory 

agencies to engage. 

Beaver management partnerships will be a critical tool in enabling, optimising and 

monitoring the valuable ecosystem services provided by beaver reintroductions whilst also 

ensuring avoidance, management and mitigation of any potentially negative impacts. This 

report is focussed on exploring potential funding or finance routes for the establishment 

and maintenance of beaver management partnerships. 

Currently there are limited funding opportunities available to beaver management 

partnerships, and these are mainly provided by the third sector (includes charities, social 

enterprises, NGO`s and non-for-profit public/private partnerships). There is unlikely to be 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/beavers-managing-beaver-activities-in-england
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many public funding opportunities in this space, especially to provide the rapid response 

on-the-ground support that communities will need. Most of the public funding will be 

available through the ELMS which will provide funding opportunities for farmers and land 

managers to enter into land management agreements, which includes provision of buffer 

zones around watercourses.  

As beaver populations naturally expand and are reintroduced into new areas of England, 

inconsistency of funding provision is a concern as some beaver management partnerships 

will be more successful at attracting funding than others, and the limited available funding 

may not go to areas where it is most needed. For example, locations with high perceived 

levels of conflict, may require a disproportionately higher level of funding for stakeholder 

engagement / relationship building. The existing BMGs are mainly Wildlife Trust led, 

working at a county level, but these does not always align with a catchment-based 

approach, and may result in piecemeal funding and action, especially in larger 

catchments. 

1.2. Objectives 

The object of this paper is to explore the development of short and long-term funding 

approaches to support the establishment and running of beaver management 

partnerships. There are two main objectives for this project: 

• To facilitate a workshop with members of the National Beaver Forum to develop 

ideas and receive feedback on where funding is needed to deliver support to local 

communities that are learning to live alongside beavers. 

• To develop short (0-10 years) and long-term (10 years +) funding approaches: to 

fund the provision of advice and on-the-ground support to land managers and 

riparian users to help them learn to live alongside beavers. 

2. Methodology 

This project focussed on engagement with a wide range of stakeholders; to identify the 

range of activities that require funding, how existing activities have been funded to date 

and emerging funding models that can apply to these activities in the future. Stakeholder 

engagement was focussed on members of the National Beaver Forum, as this represents 

the range of organisations and expert individuals on working with beavers. A list of these 

stakeholders was provided by Natural England. 

A survey was developed, aimed predominantly at existing BMGs. Questions were asked 

about the existing management and funding of BMGs and respondents were asked their 

view on a range of potential funding models. The survey was administered online and sent 

out via the practitioner’s subgroup of the National Beaver Forum and was open between 

11 December 2024 and 17 January 2025. The survey questions can be found in Appendix 

1. Thirteen stakeholders, including 60% (6 out of 10) of the existing BMGs, responded to 
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the survey, this was due to the tight time frame and busy schedules. The following details 

from the survey responses were used to design two online stakeholder workshops: 

• List of activities requiring funding as a base for the first workshop, with stakeholders 

at the survey asked to review and add to this initial list. 

• Ideas identified for funding opportunities incorporated into an exercise to match the 

activities that require funding with potential funding sources. 

The first workshop was held online in December 2024 as part of the National Beaver 

Forum quarterly meeting, with 20 stakeholders in attendance representing 

14 organisations. The workshop was 70 minutes in duration and included: 

• A presentation was given to introduce the project and the project team, including 

key dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, 

developing funding models and the final report. 

• The presentation was followed by an interactive workshop using a Miro board, with 

two main activities centred around funding needs and priorities. Both activities were 

carried out as a whole group. 

• The first activity was to fill any gaps in the list of activities that need funding, which 

was created from a previous discussion at the National Beaver Forum in April 2023 

and the stakeholder survey, then place the activities into both a temporal phase and 

suitable delivery scale. 

• The second activity was to take the list of activities generated in the first activity and 

place them on a scale of level of funding needed and impact on beaver 

management. 

The second follow-up workshop was held online in January 2025 with 33 stakeholders 

representing 23 organisations. The workshop was two hours in duration and included: 

• Presentation given to introduce the project and the project team, including key 

dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, 

developing funding models and final report. Recap of workshop 1. 

• Two activities were undertaken, the first as a whole group and second in four 

breakout rooms, with participants equally spread before the rooms. 

• Activity one was a group reflection on successes, challenges and opportunities of 

funding mechanisms. 

• Activity two looked at how the different funding mechanisms can work at a 

geographic level (from local to national); temporal scale (preparing for beavers - 

beaver establishment – beaver expansion - business as usual); and potential 

fundraising and delivery partners. 

More details on the two workshops are found in Appendix 2. 

Interviews were arranged with key stakeholders to obtain more information about points 

raised in the workshops, and to investigate emerging funding models that may be 

applicable to funding beaver-related activities in the future. The interview participants were 

recruited both from the National Beaver Forum and through the literature review of funding 

mechanisms. The interviews were allowed to flow naturally but were based on the 
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following questions, that were sent to participants ahead of the interview along with 

information on the project. 

1. Your Organisational Context 

• Understanding your role and your organisation's involvement with creating 

space for beavers or beaver management? 

• What do you see as your organisation's key responsibilities or interests 

regarding creating space for beavers or beaver management? 

 

2. Current Experience 

• What has been your experience of creating space for beavers or beaver 

management approaches so far? 

• What are the key challenges and opportunities you've encountered? 

• What works well and less well about current funding approaches? 

 

3. Management Requirements 

• What do you see as the essential activities needed for effective creating space 

for beavers or beaver management? 

• How might these change as beaver populations expand? 

• What level of resource/funding is needed to deliver these activities effectively? 

 

4. Future Funding Models 

• How do you think creating space for beavers and beaver management should 

be funded in the short and longer term? 

• How could funding mechanisms evolve as beaver populations become 

established? 

• What role could different organisations play in funding or delivering? 

• What governance structures would be needed to manage funding effectively? 

 

5. Barriers and Enablers 

• What are the main barriers to establishing sustainable funding for creating 

space for beavers and beaver management? 

• What would help enable better funding of management activities? 

• Are there examples from other sectors that could provide useful models? 

 

6. Wider Considerations 

• How does creating space for beavers or beaver management funding link to 

wider objectives for your organisation? 
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• What opportunities exist to align creating space for beavers or beaver 

management with other initiatives/funding streams? 

• What would success look like from your perspective? 

• Is there anything else important we should consider or stakeholders we should 

engage? 

In total over 40 stakeholders from 29 organisations were engaged, either through 

workshop participation, interview or both. These are Anglian Water, Association of 

Drainage Authorities (ADA), Avon Wildlife Trust, Beaver Trust, Canal & Rivers Trust, 

Clinton Devon Estate, Cornwall Wildlife Trust, Country Land and Business Association 

(CLA), Defra, Derbyshire Wildlife Trust, Devon Wildlife Trust, Dorset Wildlife Trust, 

Environment Agency, Forestry England, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust, 

National Farmers Union (NFU), National Highways, National Trust, Natural England, 

Nature Impact, NatureScot, Norfolk Rivers Trust, River Restoration Centre (RRC), River 

Stour Internal Drainage Board, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), Royal 

Society of Wildlife Trusts, Somerset Wildlife Trust, Spains Hall Estate, and Wild Trout 

Trust. 

A literature review was undertaken of existing and emerging funding models, both for 

beaver management and projects of a similar nature, for example natural flood 

management projects. 

Data from this stakeholder engagement and literature review was used to inform the write 

up of the governance structures (section 3) and funding mechanisms and models (section 

4). The information was used across these sections and specific stakeholder perspectives 

are additionally included at the end of each funding mechanism. Stakeholders input and 

literature review was also used to draw up case studies for each funding mechanism.  All 

stakeholders who contributed to this report gave express written permission (via email) 

and were given the opportunity to review the relevant sections of the report before 

publication. 

3. Governance Structures 

This section considers the current and potential future governance structures for delivering 

beaver management and advisory services. 

3.1. Beaver Partnerships Group Structure 

At the time of writing, there are currently eight beaver management groups (BMGs) and 

one beaver advisory group (BAG) across England: Avon and Somerset Frome BMG, 

Cornwall Catchment BMG, East Devon BMG, Purbeck BMG, Dorset BMG, Hampshire 

County BMG, Hampshire Avon BMG, East Kent BAG, Tamar BMG and Somerset 

Catchment BMG. Three of these groups, Cornwall Catchment BMG, Dorset BMG and 

Somerset Catchment BMG operate within existing catchment partnerships while the others 

were formed independently, involving many partner organisations and are mostly 
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coordinated by Wildlife Trusts. These groups were setup reactively in areas with free-living 

beavers resulting from unauthorised releases or enclosure escapees. Two of the seven 

groups are currently inactive due to lack of funding. 

The core functions of these groups include intensive stakeholder engagement, baseline 

surveys, conflict management, and knowledge sharing. The Devon Wildlife Trust's 

experience demonstrates how BMGs focus initially on engaging with land managers, 

providing advice, and building skills both internally, with local stakeholders and with 

developing BMGs. 

However, stakeholder feedback indicates significant variation in BMG structure and 

capacity across regions. Some BMGs have dedicated beaver officers and active 

management programs, while others function primarily in an advisory capacity. This 

variation can lead to inconsistent levels of support for land managers and communities. 

For example, while the Devon Wildlife Trust provided extensive support that was well-

received by land managers, other BMGs with fewer resources have struggled to offer 

comparable assistance, with some struggling to raise the funds needed to begin operation. 

As beaver populations become more established, the role of BMGs is expected to evolve. 

Many stakeholders suggest BMGs should increasingly focus on empowering local 

communities, statutory authorities and infrastructure managers to manage beaver 

presence independently, rather than maintaining permanent reliance on external advisors. 

This transition aligns with the goal of integrating beaver management into existing 

organisational structures over time. There is likely to remain a role for advisors as beavers 

expand into new catchments and ongoing advice for more complex cases. 

Funding remains a key challenge for BMGs, with most currently relying on a combination 

of public fundraising, charitable grants, and limited government funding. Stakeholders 

have highlighted the need for more sustainable long-term funding mechanisms to support 

ongoing beaver management activities, particularly as beaver populations expand beyond 

initial reintroduction sites. 

3.2. National and Regional Coordination 

The management of beavers in England involves multiple organisations working at 

different scales to provide strategic oversight and coordination. 

Natural England  leads on national strategic oversight through a national beaver officer 

who is responsible for working with and supporting BMGs and beaver projects throughout 

England. There are other specialist staff whose role is to; develop licensing frameworks 

and management guidance, facilitate evidence building, contract out research 

opportunities and bring together key stakeholders through for example chairing the 

National Beaver Forum and associated working groups. These staff form part of the 

Natural England beaver working group which facilitates decision making, expertise and 

knowledge sharing throughout the organisation. Natural England has species recovery 
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staff based in Area Teams who will often be the first point of contact locally for partners 

interested in beaver reintroduction or land managers experiencing issues with beaver 

management. 

The Environment Agency maintains strategic overview of flood risk management including 

natural flood management approaches. They also have a strategic role in the integration of 

beaver into catchment planning, including water, biodiversity, geomorphology and 

fisheries. They have a wide operational, regulatory and advisory role in the water 

environment. Their beaver team includes four national staff and four area technical 

specialists. Their remit is to train and support the Environment Agency, work with BMGs, 

stakeholders and partners, support training of others, gather and apply evidence, and 

develop modelling and monitoring frameworks. They administer funding through Regional 

Flood and Coastal Committees and have staff supporting the development of funding 

mechanisms for making space for beavers, including Biodiversity Net Gain.  

At a regional level, coordination can be delivered through established environmental 

frameworks including Catchment Partnerships, Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) 

partnerships, Regional Flood and Coastal Committees and cross-BMG working groups. 

This multi-level coordination structure can support local groups to help ensure consistent 

approaches while allowing local flexibility. 

3.3. Catchment-Based Approaches 

Catchment partnerships could provide an established governance model for coordinating 

beaver management across landscapes. These partnerships bring together multiple 

organisations within a freshwater catchment to implement shared objectives around water 

and environmental management. There are catchment partnerships in each of the 100+ 

Water Framework Directive (WFD) catchments across England (Figure 1) and typical 

partners include environmental NGOs, water companies, local authorities, government 

agencies, landowners, angling clubs, farmer representative bodies, academia and local 

businesses (Catchment Based Approach, no date). There is a range of different 

organisational structures and capabilities between these different catchment partnerships. 

There is a CaBA network at a national level and the CaBA website includes an online 

discussion forum, training and knowledge resources, examples of best practice, tools and 

delivery case studies encompassing a broad range of policy and practitioner interests. 

There is a national steering group, national support team and working groups for a range 

of topics such as biodiversity, agriculture, and catchment data. 

Research from the James Hutton Institute on UK catchment partnerships highlights 

several features that make them suitable for beaver management (Waylen et al, 2021). 

They are particularly effective at addressing complex challenges requiring multiple 

organisations to work together, such as natural flood management. They excel at 

knowledge sharing between organisations and help bridge the gap between national policy 

and local delivery. Some catchment partnerships have already established BMGs and 
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beaver working groups, such as Dorset Catchment Partnership, who have the Dorset 

Beaver Working Group and Dorset Stour Beaver Management Group. 

Key success factors include independent coordinators with both ecological and 

stakeholder engagement expertise, sustainable funding for both planning and 

implementation, and diverse partnership membership. The ability to evolve and adapt over 

time is also crucial as circumstances change. 

However, catchment partnerships face challenges including the time needed to develop 

shared plans, difficulties securing long-term funding and challenges measuring 

partnership-specific impacts. Despite these limitations, the model offers valuable lessons 

for beaver management governance, particularly in balancing multiple objectives while 

maintaining adaptability. For a consistent approach, it is likely that national templates and 

knowledge sharing can support catchment partnerships to integrate beaver management 

into their existing activities.  

In the early stages of preparing for beavers and beaver expansion, there will be a need for 

significant stakeholder engagement and public education, which is likely to increase the 

current resource need of the partnerships. Feedback from stakeholders emphasises that 

beavers are more likely to be accepted if people are engaged before they appear in the 

area. The benefits of supporting catchment partnerships in areas where beavers are less 

active goes beyond supporting living with beavers; it will help building local partnerships to 

develop and deliver more holistic and sustainable landscape management plans.  
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Figure 1. Map of catchment partnerships in England and Wales. © Environment Agency 

copyright and/or database right 2015. All rights reserved.  

This map is published under the Open Government Licence v3.0 for public sector 

information. If reproducing this map for whatever reason, please use the copyright 

acknowledgement provided. 

https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
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4. Funding Mechanisms and Models  

This section considers, in turn, the following range of funding mechanisms identified during 

the literature review and stakeholder engagement. 

4.1  Public funding 

• 4.1.1 Government grants and programmes 

• 4.1.2 Government payment for ecosystem services 

4.2  Voluntary and Community Funding 

• 4.2.1. Public fundraising appeals and campaigns 

• 4.2.2.Trusts and foundations 

4.3  Private Sector and “Green Finance” Models 

• 4.3.1. Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorship 

• 4.3.2. Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

• 4.3.3. Nutrient Neutrality 

• 4.3.4. Natural Flood Management (NFM) Project funding 

• 4.3.5. Eco Tourism 

Each funding mechanism will be presented using the following format: 

• Overview of scheme 

• Application 

• Governance 

• Timing 

• Considerations 

• Case Studies and Examples 

• Stakeholder perspectives 

• Insights and recommendations 

4.1. Public Funding 

4.1.1. Government grants and programmes 

Natural England has recommended a "Medium" funding approach for beaver 

management, advocating for partial central funding to support licensing, management 

advice, education, and practical mitigation measures (Pouget and Gill, 2021). Currently, 

the Rural Payments Agency (RPA) administers funding for Protection and Infrastructure 

grants to reduce the impact of beaver activities on woodland. There are currently options 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protection-and-infrastructure-grants-2025/applicants-guide-protection-and-infrastructure-grants-2025
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protection-and-infrastructure-grants-2025/applicants-guide-protection-and-infrastructure-grants-2025
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within the grant for crop protection fencing for permanent crops (BC3), tree guards (BC4) 

and expert dam management (BC5). 

Natural England and the Environment Agency have funded some research and evidence 

projects such as beaver distribution surveys, health and genetic assessments of the 

existing population and a social science study on BMGs. NE have run various free training 

sessions for beaver management class licences (CL50, CL51 and CL52) and for the 

management of beaver enclosures. There has been no direct grant funding for BMGs to 

date. 

Application 

Currently, public funding has been provided to support a range of activities such as: 

• Beaver management class training (CL50, CL51 and CL52), offered free of charge 

for beaver managers and expert consultants. 

• Grant funding for practical mitigation measures such as flow devices and tree 

protection via the Infrastructure and Capital grant scheme. 

• Population monitoring and health surveys in some catchments. 

Governance 

To date BMGs have received no direct funding, although some have been contracted to 

undertake work as part of distribution and health monitoring. To receive government 

grants in the future, organisations must have formal constitutions and the fiduciary 

governance structures and management capabilities for grant management, which many 

existing BMGs lack. Grants can be applied for by one of the partner organisations within a 

BMG. 

Timing 

Grants have been available from private and charitable organisations to support early 

pioneer projects but increasingly BMGs report they are hard to secure. 

• Short to medium-term funding cycles (typically 1-3 years). 

• Current funding initiatives prioritise establishing BMGs and initial management 

infrastructure. 

Considerations 

• Grants can play a strategic role, for example in shaping project emphasis or 

governance requirements.  

• There are sustainability challenges due to reliance on time-limited funding. 

• Grants can have complex and time-consuming application processes. 

• Limited central funding availability means diverse funding approaches are often 

required. 

https://www.gov.uk/countryside-stewardship-grants/bc3-crop-protection-fencing-mesh-and-wire-for-permanent-crops
https://www.gov.uk/countryside-stewardship-grants/bc4-tree-guard-post-and-wire
https://www.gov.uk/countryside-stewardship-grants/bc5-expert-dam-management
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/category/5060014522499072
https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6315571141672960?category=5060014522499072
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/beavers-licence-to-capture-transport-and-re-release-beavers-or-modify-or-remove-beaver-dams-burrows-and-lodges-cl50
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/beavers-licence-to-modify-or-remove-dams-burrows-and-lodges-cl51
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beavers-licence-to-modify-or-remove-dams-cl52
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Case studies and examples 

Stakeholder perspectives 

Recent consultations and stakeholder feedback indicate: 

• BMGs emphasise the critical nature of government funding during establishment 

phases, especially revenue funding for staff resource. This staff resource can be 

used to apply for wider funding and coordinate cross organisational efforts. 

• Stakeholders express concern about bureaucratic funding requirements and 

application processes. 

• Strong support exists for blended funding approaches incorporating both public and 

private sources. Public grants can help lever private funding. 

• Recognition that successful beaver management requires long-term financial 

sustainability beyond initial government support. 

• Stakeholders highlight the need for streamlined funding processes while 

maintaining accountability. 

Insights and recommendations 

• Grants can play an important role in supporting beaver management and building 

capacity in locations where beavers are being licensed for reintroduction, and to 

proactively support new BMGs as existing wild populations spread. In the early 

stages of beaver reintroduction grant funding for beaver officer roles for stakeholder 

engagement and education will help avoid conflict and foster wider public support 

for beavers. While wild-release licences include the requirement to fund beaver 

Natural England commissioned area wide surveys of the beaver populations in 

Kent, undertaken by the Beaver Trust and the East Kent Beaver Advisory Group 

(EKBAG) was sub-contracted to assist. Following these surveys, Natural England 

commissioned health screening of the Kent beaver population, which was also 

undertaken by the Beaver Trust and Zoological Society of London (ZSL). EKBAG was 

sub-contracted to assist with landowner permission. 

Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL) is a program designed to support farmers 

and land managers in National Landscapes (previously known as Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONBs)), National Parks, and the Broads in England. It helps them 

deliver projects that support nature recovery, mitigate climate change, and provide 

opportunities for people to connect with the landscape. The National Trust Purbeck 

estate has agreement in principle for a FiPL scheme that includes beaver reintroduction 

and will be able to implement it now that a government decision on wild-release 

licences has been made. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/wild-beavers-natures-engineers-to-return-to-english-waterways
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/wild-beavers-natures-engineers-to-return-to-english-waterways
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officer roles for the licence period (10 years) government grants may be needed 

outside this period and in areas without wild release licensed projects. 

• Aligning funding around preferred delivery and organisational review mechanisms 

such as catchment partnerships could help support coordination and delivery 

structures. 

• Matched grant funding can help unlock voluntary and philanthropic contribution: this 

could be an effective use of funding in areas doing feasibility work in preparation for 

licence applications. 

• Grants combined with other private financing mechanisms can be a powerful tool in 

helping to develop natural capital markets. The so-called “Blended Finance” offer 

could be important in helping to establish Green Finance vehicles in areas such as 

NFM and BNG. 

• Grants can support risk and benefit analysis development, incorporating both 

environmental and socio-economic factors. This evidence will help to leverage 

private funding where clear benefits can be demonstrated. 

4.1.2. Government payment for ecosystem services 

Government payment for ecosystem services represents a fundamental shift in UK 

environmental policy, moving from land ownership subsidies toward paying for specific 

environmental benefits from land use (Defra, 2021). This policy change is a key feature of 

the UK's post-Brexit agricultural and environmental policies, the move away from the EU's 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) subsidies toward more targeted payments for 

ecosystem services. Three primary mechanisms support this approach: 

Environmental Land Management Schemes (ELMS): 

• Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI): pays farmers to adopt and maintain 

sustainable farming practices that can protect and enhance the natural environment 

alongside food production and also support farm productivity (including by 

improving animal health and welfare, optimising the use of inputs and making better 

use of natural resources). SFI has been paused as of March 2025 with details of a 

revised scheme planning to be launched in the summer of 2025 (Defra, 2025). 

• Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier (CSHT): will pay for more targeted actions 

relating to specific locations, features and habitats. From summer 2025, there will 

be revenue funding for 99 base actions and 33 supplemental actions (these can 

only be chosen if the corresponding base action is chosen), and capital funding to 

help achieve these. CSHT will support a wide range of areas including creating, 

restoring and managing wetlands, preventing flooding or improve resilience to 

flooding and support species recovery. 

• Landscape Recovery: has funded bespoke, longer-term, larger scale projects that 

support net zero, protected sites and habitat creation. As of March 2025, there has 

been two rounds of landscape recovery funding, and a third round has not yet been 

confirmed. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sustainable-farming-incentive-scheme-expanded-offer-for-2024
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/countryside-stewardship-higher-tier-get-ready-to-apply/countryside-stewardship-higher-tier-preview-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/apply-for-landscape-recovery-funding
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Natural Flood Management (NFM) initiatives and flood risk management schemes: 

• Environment Agency led programmes: The Environment Agency  plays a central 

role in delivering NFM projects across England. These programmes often involve 

working with landowners, farmers, and local communities to implement measures 

such as tree planting, river restoration, and the creation of leaky dams. These 

interventions help to slow the flow of water, reduce peak flood levels, and improve 

water quality. The Environment Agency's NFM projects are often funded through 

government grants and are aligned with the UK's 25-Year Environment Plan (Defra, 

2018) which aims to improve the natural environment and reduce flood risk. To date 

none of the specific grant allocated NFM government funding has been able to be 

spent on beaver specific work. The Environment Agency are hoping to 

“mainstream” beavers into capital schemes, and they would need to fit existing 

project criteria. 

• Local flood defence projects: Local authorities, landowners and managers are 

increasingly adopting NFM as part of their flood risk management strategies. These 

projects are often community-focused and involve collaboration with local 

stakeholders to deliver tailored solutions. For example, in Cumbria, local 

organisations have implemented NFM measures such as the restoration of upland 

peatlands, creation of wetland and river restoration (Green Finance Institute, 

2024a). These projects not only reduce flood risk but also provide additional 

benefits such as carbon sequestration and habitat creation. 

Nutrient Neutrality frameworks: 

• Nutrient neutrality is a policy approach designed to address the environmental 

impact of nutrient pollution, particularly from developments in sensitive areas. 

Excess nutrients, such as nitrogen and phosphorus, can lead to the 

eutrophication of water bodies, causing harm to aquatic ecosystems. The UK 

has introduced nutrient neutrality frameworks to ensure that new developments 

do not exacerbate nutrient pollution, particularly in protected areas such as 

Natura 2000 sites (European Environment Agency, 2023). 

• Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund. This is a grant fund for local planning 

authorities to deliver high quality, locally led nutrient mitigation schemes. As of 

March 2025, there have been two rounds of the fund. Then fund is currently 

closed and there has not been a decision on whether a third round will open. 

Application 

Projects featuring beaver reintroduction may be able to access multiple funding streams 

by demonstrating delivery of quantifiable ecosystem services. 

Research from the River Otter Beaver Trial demonstrates beavers' significant contribution 

to ecosystem services. Through dam-building, beavers create natural flood defence 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/local-nutrient-mitigation-fund-round-2#:~:text=The%20Local%20Nutrient%20Mitigation%20Fund%20Round%202%20is%20intended%20to,housing%20delivery%20and%20sustainable%20development.
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systems that reduce peak flows by up to 30%, in some situations while storing over a 

million litres of water per family group. These structures trap up to 50kg of sediment per 

square metre annually, simultaneously improving water quality by reducing nitrogen and 

phosphate levels through natural filtration processes (Brazier et al., 2021). 

1) Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier (CSHT) Funding 

From summer 2025, the new CSHT will contain the action CSW12 Making room for 

the river to move, which will replace the current SW12 Making space for water 

payment. The payment will remain the same at £1,489 per hectare (ha) per year, 

and one of the aims is to restore and create new and dynamic areas of river and 

wet floodplain habitats, which beavers can support. Beaver activity can also 

contribute to other water actions in CSHT. There are no current plans to have any 

beaver-specific options. 

2) Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) 

SFI offers three or five-year agreements supporting sustainable water management 

practices that complement beaver activity such as creating riparian corridors and 

buffering water features from agricultural activity. While not beaver-specific, these 

agreements provide flexibility for farmers adapting to beaver presence. 

The Infrastructure and Capital Grant (see section 4.1.1) favours applicants who 

have, or are applying to have, a Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) agreement, 

and has three options that apply to beavers: BC3 crop protection fencing, BC4 tree 

guard protection and BC5 expert dam management. 

SFI has been paused as of March 2025 with details of a revised scheme planning to 

be launched in the summer of 2025 (Defra, 2025). 

3) Landscape Recovery 

This scheme enables catchment-scale transformation through longer-term funding 

agreements. It emphasises collaborative approaches across multiple land holdings, 

particularly valuable for beaver management at landscape scale. 

4) Nutrient Neutrality Schemes 

Recent initiatives provide opportunities to monetise water quality benefits through 

local authority mitigation funds and integration with catchment management 

strategies and developer-purchased nutrient credits. 

Multiple funding streams can potentially be combined, subject to additionality 

requirements and scheme-specific criteria. Success typically requires 

demonstrating multiple environmental benefits while meeting detailed monitoring 

and reporting requirements. 
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Governance 

The governance of ecosystem service payments operates through a structured hierarchy 

of organisations: 

• Defra designs policy and oversees all schemes, with the RPA administering ELMS 

payments alongside other agricultural support. 

• Natural England provides technical guidance for ELMS and advises on 

environmental outcomes and monitoring. 

• Environment Agency leads on flood risk aspects, evaluating proposals and 

monitoring outcomes through established natural flood management frameworks 

and through core capital and maintenance works. Also facilitate water industry 

national environment programme (WINEP) and water company price reviews and 

catchment planning aspects, e.g., Water Environment Improvement Fund (WEIF) 

and Water Environment Grant (WEG). 

• Local authorities coordinate nutrient neutrality schemes and integrate nature-based 

solutions with planning requirements, for example through Local Nature Recovery 

Strategies (LNRS). 

• Catchment partnerships align funding streams and stakeholders through the CaBA, 

facilitating collaboration between landowners, water companies, NGOs and 

communities. 

Timing 

• Landscape Recovery and Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund currently closed (March 

2025), no current plans to reopen. 

• These government funding mechanisms are likely to evolve and improve over time 

and could better support landscape recovery in which beavers could play an 

integral part. 

Considerations 

• Does not directly fund BMGs but could support making space for beavers and some 

management interventions (e.g. tree protection). 

• Potentially a requirement to combine with other funding mechanisms to make 

project achievable. 



Page 25 of 75 Living with Beavers: Short and long-term funding models NECR641 

 

Case studies and examples 

Stakeholder perspectives 

• The Environment Agency sees potential in supporting agricultural subsidies that 

protect and enhance water resources, with officers actively involved in developing 

environmental land management schemes and adapting BNG metrics to include 

dynamic processes and beavers.  

• ELMS is viewed as a potential mechanism for ongoing land management that can 

account for species like beavers, though cautious about budget implications (e.g. if 

budget remains fixed and beaver-related options added, funding will be reduced 

elsewhere). 

• Currently ELMS is not accessible to domestic landowners, with limited support for 

infrastructure repairs caused by beavers. 

• Agri-environment schemes do not currently directly include beaver management, 

with challenges in defining areas for dynamic beaver habitats. 

• Landscape Recovery Projects offer a collaborative approach where individual farm 

losses can be offset by wider ecosystem benefits. 

• Local Nature Recovery Strategies provide a potential avenue for including beaver 

habitats in existing partnerships, though farmer engagement remains challenging. 

  

Landscape recovery of the lower Otter valley 

The Clinton Devon Estates were awarded a Landscape Recovery development grant of 

£750,000 to plan a 20-30year implementation phase that will see significant long-term 

landscape enhancement within the Otter valley, Devon. The proposal aims to develop a 

detailed, fundable proposition restoring and connecting wildlife habitats across ca. 

4,144 hectares of the lower Otter catchment and includes beavers. This multi-functional 

landscape will also meet the needs for food, timber, clean water and access alongside 

the mitigation of climate change effects such as flooding.  

A Stakeholder Communication Advisory Group has been established to help steer the 

development phase and includes representatives from local government, local parish 

councils, land managers and a range of private and environmental organisations with 

an interest in the landscape and the environmental, social and economic benefits it 

supports. Stakeholders will be involved in shaping priorities for the landscape plan and 

there will be opportunities for wider consultation throughout the course of the 

development phase, and beyond. 
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Insights and recommendations 

• Increasing flexibility in schemes such as making space for water to better support 

impact of beavers on land and allow for ecosystem benefits such as NFM and 

nutrient improvement. 

• Increased coordination and integration at a catchment level, with different land 

managers working together. 

• Opportunity for integration across river basin planning and water industry planning 

to support beaver related outcomes towards restored and resilient catchments 

• Open a third round of Landscape Recovery, which can become a funding option for 

projects involving beavers now that wild release licences are available. 

• Open a third round of local nutrient mitigation fund, as beaver projects can support 

the aims of the fund. 

4.2. Voluntary and Community Funding 

4.2.1. Public fundraising appeals and campaigns 

Public fundraising campaigns engage communities to generate funds for nature 

restoration initiatives, typically led by Wildlife Trusts and environmental charities. These 

range from local appeals to national campaigns. 

Application 

Fundraising can support various initiatives, including initial feasibility studies, community 

engagement programmes, habitat restoration work, long-term monitoring, and educational 

initiatives. Appeals can be aimed nationally (for example for coordinating efforts 

strategically) or locally (funding individual BMGs within a catchment). 

Governance 

Public fundraising appeals and trust funding are typically administered through established 

environmental organisations with charitable status, particularly environmental-NGOs such 

as Wildlife Trusts. Charitable status is crucial for public fundraising as it enables Gift Aid 

claims on donations (adding 25% to their value) and helps build public trust through 

regulated governance and financial reporting requirements. 

Most BMGs currently lack formal constitutional status or independent charitable status, 

requiring them to work through partner organisations to access both public donations and 

trust funding. This partnership approach, while adding complexity, ensures appropriate 

financial governance and maximises income through established charitable mechanisms. 

With the recent policy announcement to allow wild releases of beavers under license, it 

may be easier for BMGs to work towards formal constitutional status where this is 

necessary. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wild-release-and-management-of-beavers-in-england
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Timing 

Public fundraising appeals and campaigns are potentially best suited to the earlier stages 

of re-introduction where public interest is peaked.  

 

Considerations 

• Requires significant organisational capacity and resourcing. 

• Success dependent on public engagement. 

• Online and social media presence can reach a larger audience. 

• May be more suitable for project setup than long-term funding. 

• Often needs matching with other funding sources. 

• Access to this funding source may reduce over time as “novelty factor” decreases. 

Case studies and examples 

  

Several Wildlife Trusts have demonstrated successful fundraising for beaver projects.  

The Devon Wildlife Trust raised over £100,000 through public donations for river 

restoration work. Other Wildlife Trusts have run successful appeals for specific 

catchment improvements. 

The Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIWWT) has made significant 

progress in its beaver reintroduction project through fundraising and leveraging 

matched funding. If a wild release licence were granted, HIWWT are confident they 

could raise additional funds to cover the core costs of beaver translocation, 

monitoring and community engagement. Funding will also be sought to help 

fund mitigation measures for landowners but feel further government support is required 

for this to promote key messages of co-existence. Capital funding to support 

landowners with key infrastructure needs to be provided as beaver populations expand, 

and we look to support landowners, businesses and industry adapt to the return of 

beavers into the landscape. 

Dorset Wildlife Trust have a “Adopt a beaver” campaign to support their beaver 

reintroduction project, with donations of £15 or above in return for an adoption 

certificate, project site video tour, beaver information sheet and beaver digital photo. 

A number of appeals have been launched on fundraising platforms. Kernow 

Conservation CIC raised around £20,000 for the development of a beaver project 

through Crowdfunder and the Beaver Trust raised £60,000 through BigGive to support 

their work in beaver translocations, information sharing and policy development. 

https://www.crowdfunder.co.uk/p/kernow-con
https://donate.biggive.org/campaign/a056900002TPTTmAAP
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Stakeholder perspectives 

From interviews and workshops, stakeholders highlighted both opportunities and 

limitations of public fundraising: 

• Wildlife Trusts report that beaver projects resonate strongly with public donors due 

to the tangible benefits for both communities and nature. The multiple benefits of 

beavers - from flood reduction to biodiversity gains - create a compelling narrative 

for fundraising. 

• However, stakeholders note that public fundraising may become more challenging 

as beaver populations become more widespread and the "novelty factor" 

decreases. Management activities tend to attract less public interest than initial 

reintroductions. There is also a risk that public opinion on beaver reintroduction 

becomes unfavourable in the future due to beaver conflicts being poorly managed. 

• Several stakeholders emphasised that while public fundraising can effectively 

support setup costs and specific initiatives, it is less suitable for ongoing 

management costs, which require more sustainable long-term funding mechanisms. 

The success of fundraising campaigns often depends on effective stakeholder 

engagement and building local support before launching appeals. Early consultation and 

community buy-in were identified as key factors in successful fundraising efforts. 

Insights and recommendations 

• Public appeals and campaigns can have considerable educational advantages for 

local communities who may interact with beavers. 

• Matched funding can be a powerful tool to galvanise support. 

4.2.2. Trusts and foundations 

Grant-making bodies provide structured funding for conservation projects that support 

ecosystem restoration and wildlife recovery. These organisations typically operate through 

defined funding programmes with specific environmental objectives and often look to 

support innovative approaches to nature recovery and community engagement. 

Application 

Trust funding typically supports: 

• Project development and feasibility work. 

• Capital costs for habitat restoration. 

• Staff and operational costs. 

• Research and monitoring. 

• Partnership development. 
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Governance 

Trusts and foundations typically require recipient organisations to have formal governance 

structures and the fiduciary capabilities for grant management. Most BMGs currently apply 

through partner organisations such as Wildlife Trusts as they lack formal constitution, and 

the governance structures needed for direct grant management. The Hampshire & Isle of 

Wight Wildlife Trust and other established environmental charities have successfully used 

this model to secure and manage significant trust funding for beaver projects. 

Timing 

Trusts and foundation fundraising is best suited to early-stage introduction activities as 

well as longer-term research. 

Considerations 

• Competitive application processes require significant organisational capacity and 

resourcing. 

• Time-limited funding makes planning for long-term management challenging. 

• Often requires match funding from other sources. 

• Need to demonstrate innovation or specific outcomes. 

• Regular reporting requirements need dedicated staff time. 

• In the case of regional or national Trusts and Foundations there may be less 

access to funding over time as the novelty factor decreases and competition for 

funds increases. 

Case studies and examples 

  

Several notable examples demonstrate how trusts and foundations are supporting 

beaver projects: 

• The Esmée Fairbairn Foundation has been a significant funder, supporting 

both the Devon Beaver project and the Tamar Beaver Management Group 

through their environmental grants programme. 

• Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust secured multi-year funding from 

charitable trusts and major donors for a dedicated beaver officer post, providing 

3-4 years of stable operational funding, to develop a wild release proposal. 

• The Ecological Restoration Fund provided £150,000 in partnership funding to 

the Beaver Trust to support practical beaver management, including site 

releases, conflict management, and equipment provision for mitigation 

measures. 

https://beavertrust.org/a-new-funding-partnership-which-will-help-restore-beavers-across-britain_2/
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Stakeholder perspectives 

• Wildlife Trusts noted challenges in securing consistent long-term funding from trusts 

for ongoing management activities. 

• Stakeholders emphasised the need for more sustainable funding mechanisms 

beyond time-limited trust grants. 

Insights and recommendations 

• Trust funding works best when combined with other funding sources. 

• Focus on securing support for specific project elements rather than relying on trusts 

for core funding. 

• Consider how trust funding can help establish more sustainable long-term funding 

models. 

4.3. Private Sector and “Green Finance” Models 

The UK Government's Nature Markets Framework (2023a) and Green Finance Strategy 

(2023b) sets out how private investment in nature can be mobilised through creating units 

or credits that can be bought and sold. For beaver management, this creates opportunities 

to monetise ecosystem services such as natural flood management, water quality 

improvements, and biodiversity enhancements. Private sector funding models broadly fall 

into three categories: 

1) Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorship. 

2) Regulated environmental markets (e.g. Biodiversity Net Gain, Nutrient Neutrality). 

3) Voluntary environmental markets (e.g. natural flood management, carbon credits). 

The Government aims to grow annual private investment flows to nature to at least £500 

million by 2027 in England, rising to more than £1 billion by 2030 (HM Treasury, 2021). 

Achieving this will require high-integrity market frameworks that enable businesses to 

invest with confidence in nature-based solutions, including beaver management. 

The development of these markets requires robust standards, clear governance 

arrangements, and transparent monitoring to ensure environmental outcomes are 

delivered. While some markets, like Biodiversity Net Gain, are more established with clear 

metrics, others, such as natural flood management, are still evolving. 

4.3.1. Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorship 

Corporate partnerships provide direct private sector funding through business 

sponsorship, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives and strategic alignments. 

These arrangements enable businesses to support beaver management activities that 

align with their Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) objectives. ESG 

considerations are increasingly driving corporate investment decisions, with nature-based 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-markets
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/green-finance-strategy
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solutions becoming an important focus for companies seeking to demonstrate 

environmental leadership and manage climate-related risks. 

Application 

Corporate funding can support a range of beaver management activities, from funding 

dedicated beaver officer posts to capital investment in infrastructure such as fencing and 

flow devices. Companies often seek projects that deliver multiple benefits, combining 

environmental improvements with employee engagement and community outreach 

opportunities. Water utilities have shown particular interest in funding beaver projects that 

improve water quality or reduce flood risk in their operational areas, while local businesses 

may support projects that enhance their environmental credentials and connection to local 

communities. 

The tourism and recreation sector presents growing opportunities, with businesses 

recognising the potential economic benefits of beaver presence through increased visitor 

numbers and enhanced experiences. Companies with riverside assets or infrastructure 

may also invest in beaver projects as part of their climate adaptation and risk management 

strategies. 

Governance 

Successful corporate partnerships require good governance structures and formal 

agreements that clearly define deliverables, reporting requirements and accountability. 

Most beaver projects currently access corporate funding through established partner 

organisations like Wildlife Trusts, which provide the necessary governance frameworks 

and financial management capabilities. This arrangement offers assurance to corporate 

partners while ensuring appropriate oversight of funds and alignment with wider 

conservation objectives. 

Timing 

Early-stage beaver projects often attract corporate interest due to their innovation and 

straightforward narrative, but securing long-term funding for ongoing management can be 

more challenging. 

Considerations 

• The need to balance corporate objectives with conservation goals. 

• Long-term sustainability of funding arrangements. 

• Potential reputational risks for both partners. 

• Resource requirements for partnership management. 

• Competition for corporate funding between environmental initiatives. 
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Case studies and examples 

Stakeholder perspectives 

Water companies have expressed interest in supporting beaver projects but note 

limitations to finances and focus on supporting capital projects rather than ongoing 

maintenance or revenue support. They prefer partnership projects that support a strategic 

vision. 

Insights and recommendations 

Corporate partnerships can provide valuable funding for beaver management but should 

be viewed as part of a broader funding strategy rather than a standalone solution. Success 

factors include: 

• Partnerships work best when they deliver clear benefits for both parties and 

contribute to wider environmental and social goals. 

• Understanding and aligning with corporate partners' strategic objectives while 

maintaining conservation priorities. 

Norfolk Rivers Trust & WWF 

Norfolk Rivers Trust has established a long-term partnership with WWF, who provide 

funding through corporate sponsors like Coca-Cola and Airwick. The partnership 

focuses on improving environmental impacts, particularly in agricultural areas. WWF 

has provided substantial support for practical elements including fencing and 

stakeholder engagement work.  

St Eval, a certified B Corp business based in Cornwall, has committed £150,000 over 

three years (£50,000 per year) to fund a dedicated beaver officer position. This 

partnership exemplifies how local businesses can support conservation while 

enhancing their sustainability credentials. St Eval's commitment to environmental 

stewardship aligns with their B Corp status and connects with their customer base's 

values. 

National Trust and Corporate Partnerships 

The National Trust has successfully diversified its funding for beaver projects through a 

partnership with Extreme E (electric car racing series) to support beaver reintroduction 

in Studland. The partnerships show how beaver projects can appeal to companies 

seeking to enhance their sustainability narrative. 

https://www.st-eval.com/pages/introducing-beavers-at-helman-tor
https://www.swanage.news/behind-the-scenes-as-extreme-e-car-racing-arrives-in-bovington/
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4.3.2. Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) represents a significant compliance-based environmental 

market mechanism established through the Environment Act 2021. The policy requires 

property developers to deliver a measurable improvement in biodiversity (minimum 10% 

net gain) compared to the pre-development baseline. This creates a structured market 

where biodiversity improvements can be traded between developers needing to meet their 

obligations and landowners or conservation organisations able to create or enhance 

habitats. 

The system operates through a mitigation hierarchy where developers must first seek to 

enhance biodiversity on-site, then look to off-site solutions, and only as a last resort 

purchase statutory biodiversity credits from the government. Off-site biodiversity gains 

must be secured for a minimum of 30 years through legal agreements (either Section 106 

agreements or conservation covenants), creating long-term funding opportunities for 

nature recovery projects. 

Application 

Beaver-created wetlands present a compelling opportunity within the BNG framework, 

though current metrics need adaptation to fully capture the dynamic and transformative 

nature of their activity. Beavers act as ecosystem engineers, creating complex wetland 

habitats that can generate significant biodiversity uplift. These habitats could generate 

biodiversity units for developers to sell, providing a sustainable funding stream for BMGs 

and landowners. 

The multiple benefits delivered by beaver-modified landscapes align well with BNG 

objectives. The River Otter Beaver Trial research demonstrates that beaver activities 

enhance biodiversity (Howe and Crutchley, 2020), and a global review of beaver dam 

impacts found they improve water quality (Grudzinski et al, 2022). 

However, capturing these multiple benefits within current BNG metrics remains 

challenging. The dynamic nature of beaver-created habitats - which can change location 

and character over time - doesn't easily fit within the current habitat classification system 

and condition assessments used in the statutory biodiversity metric, though this is being 

addressed by a review and scheme development (Spains Hall, 2025). As more data is 

gathered around ecological impacts of beaver activity, future schemes will be able to more 

reliably predict unit creation, but in the initial stages it is likely units will be best sold once 

they have been created, meaning upfront funding from other sources would be required, 

with a potential return from future unit sales. 

Governance 

The governance structures around BNG involve multiple layers (Figure 2), with local 

planning authorities enforcing requirements through planning conditions and Natural 

England providing oversight and site registration. A significant development in the market 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2021/30/contents
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has been the emergence of habitat banks, which aggregate biodiversity units across 

multiple sites to sell to developers. For beaver projects and initiatives looking to access 

BNG funding, partnership with either LPAs or registered Responsible Bodies would be 

essential to provide the necessary legal and monitoring frameworks. 

 

Figure 2. Overview of England’s Biodiversity Net Gain model. Data from P. Tucker, Green 

Finance Institute. © 2026 Green Finance Institute. All rights reserved. 

This figure is published under a bespoke licence. If you wish to reuse/reproduce this figure, 

please contact data.services@naturalengland.org.uk to make a request.  

 

Timing 

BNG became mandatory for most developments from November 2023 and is a relatively 

new and evolving market. Requirements for small sites commence from April 2024. In 

November 2025 it will apply to Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (Defra, 2024a). 

Considerations 

• BNG metrics currently have limitations in capturing benefits from dynamic beaver-

created wetlands with challenges in defining fixed areas with beaver activity. 

• Need for new assessment methods and river condition metrics. 

• Market has been established, but the exact size and demand remain unknown, and 

significant variation between regions is likely. 

• High administrative burden for setup and monitoring and resource-intensive 

ecological baseline surveys and reporting requirements. 

• There can be complexity in stacking BNG with other funding mechanisms. 

mailto:data.services@naturalengland.org.uk
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Case studies and examples 

Attracting private investment through BNG 

Nature Impact transform underutilised farmland into thriving ecosystems while 

delivering commercial returns for investors. Founded in 2023 by Tom Nelson and 

Connell Grogan, the company creates habitat banks that generate Biodiversity Net Gain 

(BNG) units for developers, delivering indicative returns of 6-12% depending on where 

investors sit in the investment stack. 

With two projects now live on the Biodiversity Gains Register and two more farms under 

offer, Nature Impact focuses on lower-grade agricultural land (Grade 3 and below) 

safeguarding UK food security. Their model currently focuses on direct land ownership 

but is exploring partnerships with existing landowners and institutional investors. They 

have established relationships with environmental NGOs looking at projects featuring 

niche and valuable habitats, such as coastal lagoons. 

While currently centred on BNG, the company plans to diversify its revenue streams. 

They have expressed interest in beaver reintroduction for suitable sites with 

watercourses, recognising ecological benefits and potential for revenue through natural 

flood management, nutrient credits and eco-tourism income. They acknowledge 

potential challenges in predicting and measuring outcomes from beaver-created 

habitats within the BNG framework but have some ideas to overcome these. 

Their commercially viable approach can even work in partnership with their Community 

Benefit Society, that enables local ownership and uses BNG revenues to create lasting 

community assets that extend beyond the 30-year statutory BNG period. This 

innovative model demonstrates how environmental markets can effectively contribute to 

reversing the UK's nature depletion through private investment while delivering 

sustainable financial and social returns. 

Environment Bank has demonstrated how habitat banks can operate at scale, 

managing over 600 hectares of habitat creation by 2023, with plans to add another 

1,000 hectares by 2024 (PRI, 2024). To date Environment Bank has secured £240m in 

funding from Gresham house (Environment Analyst, 2023). 



Page 36 of 75 Living with Beavers: Short and long-term funding models NECR641 

 

Stakeholder perspectives 

• Wildlife Trusts have reported challenges with BNG implementation, noting a 

tendency for on-site delivery rather than purchasing off-site units, and there have 

been concerns expressed about lower-than-anticipated demand for off-site units  

• Others see potential in using BNG to fund integrated catchment management 

approaches that could include beaver projects  

Insights and recommendations 

• On a project level, BNG can be blended into other funding approaches. 

• From a market framework perspective, improved metrics that capture the benefits of 

beavers and streamline processes for stacking BNG with other ecosystem service 

payments would help. 

• Support for the development of catchment-scale approaches such as a catchment 

wide habitat bank, could also help to support landscape-scale recovery. 

4.3.3. Nutrient Neutrality 

Nutrient pollution, particularly from nitrogen and phosphorus, represents a significant 

environmental challenge in England, where only 16% of rivers are in good ecological 

condition (Defra, 2024b). These nutrients primarily originate from agricultural run-off 

(including agrochemicals and livestock waste) and wastewater treatment. Excess nutrients 

The Spains Hall Estate BNG pilot project provides valuable insights into the 

challenges and opportunities of incorporating beaver-created habitats into BNG 

schemes. The project highlighted that current BNG metrics don't adequately capture the 

dynamic nature of beaver wetlands, or the habitats created and managed by beavers. 

Initial work undertaken by the Estate has instigated a detailed government review of 

how beaver created and managed area habitats can be incorporated into BNG in the 

future. Environment Agency are also working with Cartographer to develop new 

guidance for river condition assessments (Spains Hall BNG presentation, 2025). 

The Wendling Beck Environment Project demonstrates how BNG can support 

integrated landscape-scale restoration including beaver management. This Norfolk-

based project spans almost 2,000 acres of farmland and plans to deliver biodiversity 

units through a combination of scrub, grassland, wetland and woodland habitat uplift. 

The project showcases how BNG can be combined with other revenue streams such as 

eco-tourism and nutrient neutrality, and with environmental recovery objectives to 

create a viable business model, with projected revenue increases of around £100 

million in Net Present Value over 30 years (Green Finance Institute, 2023). 

https://www.spainshallestate.co.uk/
https://www.wendlingbeck.org/
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can lead to eutrophication – excessive algal growth – which degrades water quality and 

reduces aquatic biodiversity. 

In England, The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 regulate 

'protected sites' - nature sites and areas of countryside that have special status due to 

their natural or cultural importance. The Regulations stipulate that development cannot 

increase nutrient load to waterways within these protected sites and require 'competent 

authorities' to assess the environmental impact of planning projects and only approve 

those that demonstrate nutrient neutrality. 

The Local Government Association (estimated in 2022 that the scheme had kept 20,000 

new homes from being built each year due to regulations on nutrient pollution (Local 

Government Association, 2022). In response, a market mechanism was developed by the 

government in 2022 to help unlock house building while contributing to the country's 

environmental targets (Natural England, 2023). 

Under this mechanism, developers can now demonstrate nutrient neutrality by purchasing 

nutrient 'credits' from landowners in the same catchment area who decrease their nutrient 

run-off. This can be achieved through directly decreasing use of agrochemicals or by 

implementing nature-based solutions such as planting buffer strips or creating wetlands. 

The scheme is enforced across 74 local planning authorities (LPAs), which have 

waterways in unfavourable condition. 

In response to the low supply of credits available to LPAs, Natural England created a 

national Nutrient Mitigation Scheme to develop publicly funded nutrient mitigation projects. 

As of July 2024, the scheme had delivered credits to build 4,730 homes by creating 260 

hectares of habitat (Natural England, 2024). 

Application 

Beaver-created wetlands and associated management practices could generate nutrient 

credits through several mechanisms: 

• Natural Filtration: Beaver dams and ponds act as natural filters, trapping sediment 

and processing nutrients. Research from various beaver trials demonstrates 

significant reductions in nitrogen and phosphorus levels in water passing through 

beaver-modified systems. 

• Land Use Change: Areas modified by beaver activity often transition from 

agricultural use to wetland habitats, reducing direct nutrient inputs from farming 

activities. 

• Buffer Zones: Creating and managing riparian zones around beaver habitats can 

help intercept and filter agricultural run-off before it reaches waterways. 

Credits are priced through negotiations between seller and buyer and have been going for 

between £1,800 – £4,000/ kg of nitrogen and £14,000 – £100,000/kg of phosphate (Green 
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Finance Institute, 2024c). The reductions are meant to be permanent, with local authorities 

setting the number of years used to define perpetuity, ranging from 80 to 125 years. 

Governance 

Beaver projects that intend to generate income from nutrient credits will require a 

collaborative organisation or project vehicle. This may involve partnerships between 

landowners, conservation NGOs, local authorities, and technical experts, supported by a 

project management team to oversee implementation and monitoring. 

The accreditation process ( 

Figure 3 overleaf) involves: 

1. Engaging with the local planning authority and Natural England for guidance. 

2. Establishing baseline nutrient levels, designing a monitoring programme, and 

calculating potential credits. 

3. Registering credits through the local authority, securing buyer agreements, and 

maintaining annual monitoring and reporting. 

Timing 

The Nutrient Neutrality market is actively operating across 74 local planning authorities, 

with urgent demand driven by stalled housing developments. Natural England's Nutrient 

Mitigation Scheme is actively purchasing credits, helping to stabilise the market and 

provide confidence in long-term demand. The scheme is likely to expand to additional 

catchments as water quality monitoring identifies new areas requiring protection, 

presenting growing opportunities for nature-based solutions including beaver projects. 

Considerations 

• The key challenge for beaver projects entering the nutrient market lies in 

quantifying and monitoring nutrient reductions from dynamic beaver systems. While 

beaver-created wetlands can effectively trap and process nutrients, the mobile 

nature of beavers makes it complex to define fixed areas for credit generation. This 

is particularly important given the long-term commitments required by the scheme - 

typically between 80-125 years depending on local authority requirements. 

• Projects need to carefully consider the financial implications, with credit prices 

varying significantly by region (£1,800 – £4,000/kg nitrogen; £14,000 – £100,000/kg 

phosphate). While these prices can provide substantial income, projects must 

account for upfront assessment costs and ongoing monitoring requirements. 

• Projects can combine nutrient neutrality payments with other funding streams like 

Biodiversity Net Gain, creating diversified income streams from delivering multiple 

environmental benefits. 
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Figure 3. Overview of Nutrient Credit certification process. © Natural England 2023 This figure is published under the Open Government 

Licence v3.0 for public sector information. If reproducing this figure for whatever reason, please use the copyright acknowledgement 

provided. 
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Stakeholder perspectives 

• Wildlife organisations have reported practical challenges with implementing nutrient 

neutrality schemes on the ground. Key feedback from conservation bodies 

highlights the importance of early stakeholder engagement, particularly in areas 

where projects may impact agricultural practices. They note that creating effective 

partnerships with landowners requires significant time investment and clear 

communication about both obligations and opportunities. 

• Landowner representatives emphasise that whilst nutrient markets offer interesting 

revenue opportunities, there remain practical hurdles to participation. Their 

feedback indicates that landowners need clearer guidance on how nutrient credits 

can be combined with existing agricultural payments and other environmental 

market opportunities. They particularly highlighted concerns about long-term 

management commitments and the need for flexibility to adapt to changing 

conditions or requirements over time. 

Insights and recommendations 

• Understanding and accessing these emerging markets remains challenging for 

individual landowners, suggesting a need for simplified processes and dedicated 

support to help navigate the technical requirements and administrative procedures. 

• The ability to combine nutrient neutrality payments with Biodiversity Net Gain 

presents opportunities for stacking revenue streams, though careful attention must 

be paid to ensure compliance with both schemes' requirements. 

• Government support can help 'prime the pipeline' of projects by financially 

supporting land managers in developing nutrient mitigation strategies and 

connecting buyers to sellers. 

4.3.4. Natural Flood Management (NFM) Project funding 

Natural flood management (NFM) involves working with natural processes to reduce flood 

risk while delivering multiple environmental benefits. As climate change intensifies and 

flooding events become more frequent and severe, NFM is increasingly recognised as a 

vital complement to traditional flood defence infrastructure. 

NFM works by slowing and storing water within landscapes through various interventions 

including: 

• Creation of offline storage areas and temporary ponds. 

• River restoration and floodplain reconnection. 

• Improved soil and land management practices. 

• Strategic woodland planting and wetland creation. 

• Installation of leaky barriers and other natural features. 
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Evidence shows these measures can reduce peak flood flows by 5-30% when 

implemented at sufficient scale, while also generating significant co-benefits including: 

• Enhanced biodiversity and habitat connectivity. 

• Carbon sequestration. 

• Improved water quality. 

• Increased drought resilience. 

• Enhanced public access to green spaces. 

Currently, NFM receives a relatively small proportion of overall flood risk management 

spending, with the Environment Agency estimating optimal investment should be around 

7% of total flood and coastal risk management costs which equates to £70-84 million 

annually (Green Finance Institute, 2024d). However, NFM projects demonstrating multiple 

benefits may be well-positioned to attract blended funding from both public and private 

sources. 

The UK government has demonstrated strong commitment to NFM through substantial 

funding programs. In February 2025, a £25 million funding was announced for 40 projects 

across England to use natural processes for increasing flood resilience. This builds upon a 

previous £15 million NFM pilot programme that ran until 2021, successfully creating 1.6 

million cubic metres of water storage and reducing flood risk to 15,000 homes. Funding for 

NFM projects can include beaver related outcomes but support for NFM is currently limited 

by the Partnership Funding Calculator. This is due to be consulted on externally and 

revised (Environment Agency, 2025), which should enable opportunities to incorporate the 

beneficial flood reduction outcomes that beavers and NFM projects can provide. 

Beyond direct government funding, innovative financing approaches are emerging. The 

Green Finance Institute has been exploring ways to unlock private-sector financing for 

NFM projects (Green Finance Institute, 2024d and 2024e). These include: 

• Direct Investment from infrastructure operators who face direct flood risks. Water 

companies have supported catchment-based approaches, investing in upstream 

interventions to protect their assets and improve resilience. For example, United 

Utilities has committed significant funding to NFM projects in the North West, 

including the Wyre to prevent flooding and to improve water quality (Wyre Council, 

2021). National Highways have established a dedicated NFM fund, NatureBid, to 

reduce flood risk to the major road network (“A” roads and motorways). 

• Corporate partnerships and sponsorship provide another funding stream. 

Companies with riverside assets or strong environmental commitments increasingly 

support NFM projects as part of their sustainability and climate adaptation 

strategies and to help reduce their insurance costs. Projects look to map and 

engage all local businesses who will benefit from flood risk management.  

• Innovative Insurance sector models may have potential, though these face 

distinct challenges. While individual insurers have limited incentive to fund risk 

reduction due to the 'free rider' effect (where benefits would be shared across the 

https://highwaysengland.naturebid.org.uk/
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sector), collective approaches show promise. The Green Finance Institute has 

proposed an NFM Research Fund that would pool capital from multiple insurers to 

provide 10-20% of project funding requirements. A £5 million fund could support 

around 16 projects nationally, with individual projects receiving between £200,000-

£500,000 in matched funding. 

Application 

Beavers are natural ecosystem engineers whose dam-building and wetland creation 

activities deliver effective natural flood management outcomes. Research shows their 

activities can reduce downstream peak flows by an average of 30%, in some locations, 

even during high-risk flood conditions, through creating storage areas, natural leaky 

barriers and improved floodplain connectivity. 

For beaver projects, NFM presents a valuable funding opportunity by demonstrating how 

beaver-created features contribute to flood risk management alongside wider benefits. 

Projects can be designed to integrate beaver activity with other NFM interventions, 

creating a compelling case for funding from multiple beneficiaries such as water 

companies, local authorities and infrastructure operators. 

This approach works best when beaver projects coordinate closely with landowners and 

potential funders to ensure effective delivery and sustainable revenue streams. By 

carefully monitoring and evidencing flood management outcomes, projects can build 

confidence in beaver-based NFM while accessing new funding mechanisms that value 

multiple environmental benefits. 

Governance 

NFM projects require clear governance structures to attract sustainable funding and 

manage multiple stakeholders effectively. A Community Interest Company (CIC) structure 

has emerged as a practical model in the Wyre, providing a dedicated legal entity to 

manage contracts, funding flows and delivery; alternative structures such as Community 

Benefit Society (CBS) could potentially also be applied.  

Timing 

NFM catchment projects are an emerging mechanism, with the Wyre Natural Flood 

Management Project providing a pioneering example. However, there is potential for 

replication and expansion.  

Considerations 

Several key factors need careful attention when developing beaver-based NFM projects.  

• Practical considerations include securing long-term maintenance agreements with 

landowners and establishing adaptive management processes as beaver 

populations expand.  
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• Financially, projects need to balance capital and revenue funding needs while 

building sustainable funding mechanisms that blend multiple sources.  

• Clear risk management processes are essential, including agreed procedures for 

monitoring and addressing any negative impacts. 

• All flood management schemes should consider the presence of beavers and the 

effect of their presence in a catchment. 

Case studies and examples 

Rebalance Earth and Plymouth City Council Partnership 

This recently established partnership (Plymouth City Council, 2024) demonstrates an 

innovative approach to urban flood resilience. Focusing on the River Plym catchment, 

the project combines: 

• Nature-based flood management solutions including river restoration and riparian 

tree planting. 

• Integration with Plymouth's council-owned 'habitat bank' to leverage Biodiversity 

Net Gain requirements. 

• An innovative financing model where companies benefiting from increased flood 

resilience pay annual premiums. 

• Project involved release of beavers into an enclosure. 

The project aims to reduce flood risk to urban areas while improving water management 

and contributing to Plymouth's carbon neutrality goals. It offers a replicable model for 

combining NFM with green finance to enhance urban resilience (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 4. Nature as a Service (NaaS) model. Rebalance Earth. © 2025 Rebalance 

Earth. All rights reserved.  

This figure is published under the Non-Commercial Government Licence v2.0 for public 

sector information. If reproducing this figure for non-commercial use, please use the 

copyright acknowledgement provided. This figure is not to be used commercially. 

https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/non-commercial-government-licence/version/2/
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The Wyre Natural Flood Management Project 

The Wyre project represents a pioneering approach to funding NFM through blended 

public and private finance. Led by the Rivers Trust, the Wyre Rivers Trust, Triodos 

Bank UK, the Environment Agency, United Utilities, Flood Re, Co-Op Insurance and the 

Esmée Fairbairn Foundation, the project aims to reduce flood risk to 120 properties 

through natural interventions across 70 hectares of land. 

The project is structured around a Community Interest Company (CIC) that manages 

agreements with landowners and coordinates funding flows (company structure in 

Figure 5). Capital costs of £1.5m and annual running costs of £50,000 are met through 

a combination of: 

1. Public grants for initial tree planting and hedgerow creation. 

2. Private investment through a 9-year loan facility. 

3. Annual payments from beneficiaries including water companies and flood authorities. 

Interventions include 39 hectares of woodland creation, 1,710 leaky dams, 42 ponds 

and 10km of hedgerows, targeting a 5% reduction in flood peak flow. The project 

incorporates a 5-year adaptive management phase before outcome-based payments 

begin, ensuring interventions perform effectively. 

 

Figure 5. Example of the Wyre Catchment CIC business model structure. Green 

Finance Institute. © 2026 Green Finance Institute. All rights reserved. This figure is 

published under a bespoke licence. If you wish to reuse/reproduce this figure, please 

contact data.services@naturalengland.org.uk to make a request.  

mailto:data.services@naturalengland.org.uk
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Stakeholder perspectives 

• Water companies view NFM as a potentially cost-effective approach to reducing 

flood risk to assets and meeting regulatory requirements. However, current 

valuation and appraisal frameworks may not be adequate for assessing nature-

based solutions compared to traditional infrastructure where capital costs may be 

lower but were ongoing monitoring and maintenance and funding for landowners 

might be required. The current Environment Agency partnership funding calculator 

is due out for consultation in 2025 and offers an opportunity to make it work for 

NFM is the future. 

Devon Wildlife Trust’s Making Space for Water Programme focusses on investing in 

nature-based solutions with beavers to deliver positive changes for nature and society 

in South West England. The programme seeks funding to support land managers in 

creating and maintaining beaver wetlands, blending public and private finance to deliver 

multiple societal benefits.  

Payments for ecosystem services from private and/or public funding sources will be 

collated and directed to land managers who make space for water and support the 

long-term expansion of beaver wetlands (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 6. Finance model based on payment for ecosystem services. Figure from the Making 

Space for Water brochure by Devon Wildlife Trust and University of Exeter. This figure is 

published under a bespoke licence. If you wish to reuse/reproduce this figure, please contact 

data.services@naturalengland.org.uk to make a request. 

mailto:data.services@naturalengland.org.uk
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• Insurance Sector shows interest in NFM's potential to reduce flood risk but faces 

challenges around evidence requirements and the 'free rider' effect where risk 

reduction benefits would be shared across the sector. Some insurers are actively 

supporting NFM projects through corporate partnerships and research initiatives 

(Green Finance Institute, 2024e). 

• Landowners and farmers express concern about long-term maintenance 

commitments and potential impacts on agricultural land. They seek clarity on 

payment mechanisms and integration with existing agricultural support schemes. 

Insights and recommendations 

While NFM shows huge potential, the Wyre is the only successfully launched example. 

More could be done to support this approach and better understand the role of beaver 

activity in NFM. Support could include: 

• Developing strategic guidance on optimal locations for beaver-based NFM. 

• Providing standardised monitoring frameworks and data-sharing platforms. 

• Supporting projects to access blended funding streams like Biodiversity Net Gain. 

• Offering seed funding for initial project development. 

The priority should be helping beaver projects demonstrate their NFM value while building 

sustainable funding models. 

4.3.5. Eco Tourism 

Application 

Eco-tourism can be a supplementary funding stream for beaver management initiatives 

through visitor experiences (guided tours, wildlife watching hides and talks), educational 

programmes, accommodation near beaver habitats, merchandise sales and secondary 

spend (e.g. on-site café). 

Governance 

Tourism activities require careful management to balance visitor access with beaver 

welfare and habitat protection. Typically, those organisations owning or operating sites 

could develop the income model. 

Timing 

It is most suitable during the early establishment phase when beaver presence generates 

novelty interest. There may be a need to evolve offerings as beaver populations become 

more widespread. 

Considerations 
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• Revenue potential varies significantly with location accessibility and proximity to 

population centres. 

• Seasonal fluctuations affect income stability. 

• Planning permission and landowner agreements may present challenges. 

Case Studies and Examples 

• Spains Hall Estate has developed eco-tourism revenue  

• Cornwall Wildlife Trust and Devon Wildlife Trust have incorporated visitor 

experiences into their beaver projects. 

• Knapdale in Scotland has developed beaver tourism as part of its reintroduction 

programme, with over 8,000 individuals attending education sessions, events, talks 

and walks across six years (May 2008 – May 2014), bringing an economic value 

estimated to be between £355,000 and £520,000 (NatureScot, 2014). 

• Nature Impact is looking at incorporating eco-tourism as part of the revenue mix for 

their BNG projects. 

Stakeholder Perspectives 

Several stakeholder projects referenced tourism incomes as part of the project mix. 

Insights and Recommendations 

Eco-tourism works most effectively as part of a blended funding approach rather than a 

standalone revenue stream. Projects should consider sites' tourism potential in planning 

stages and incorporate appropriate infrastructure and interpretive elements where visitor 

impacts can be managed. 

4.4. Summary of Funding Models 

Table 4-1: Summary of funding models 

Funding Model Key Benefits Key 

Costs/Challenges 

Evidence Base 

Government 

Grants & Programs 

• Can align with 

strategic priorities 

• Can leverage 

matched funding  

• Clear governance 

frameworks  

• Supports initial BMG 

establishment  

• Enables core BMG 

operations  

• Typically, short 

funding cycles (1-3 

years) 

• High administrative 

burden  

• Limited availability  

• Complex application 

processes 

• Competition between 

BMGs 

• Natural England 

funding 

recommendations  

• Farming in Protected 

Landscapes (FiPL) 

• Rural Payment 

Agency BC5 Expert 

Dam Management 

grants 
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Funding Model Key Benefits Key 

Costs/Challenges 

Evidence Base 

Government 

Payment for 

Ecosystem 

Services 

• Long-term funding 

potential 

• Integrated with 

farming support 

• Clear policy 

framework 

• Links to wider 

objectives 

• Scalable approach 

• Complex application 

process 

• Can require baseline 

data 

• Inflexible 

mechanisms 

• Limited beaver-

specific options 

• Additionality 

challenges 

• Not accessible to all 

groups 

• Countryside 

Stewardship (CS) 

• Making Space for 

Water  

• Sustainable Farming 

Incentive (SFI) 

• Landscape Recovery 

pilots 

Public Fundraising 
• Builds community 

support 

• Quick to initiate 

• Flexible funding 

• Gift Aid eligible (25% 

boost) 

• Good for project 

setup 

• Unpredictable 

income 

• High public 

engagement costs 

• Limited long-term 

viability  

• Harder as novelty 

decreases 

• Resource intensive 

• Cornwall Wildlife 

Trust (£20k raised) 

• Devon Wildlife Trust 

(£100k+) 

• Norfolk Rivers Trust 

(£6k) 

• Beaver Trust & 

BigGive (£60k) 

• Hampshire & Isle of 

Wight Wildlife Trust 

(£150k) 

Trusts and 

Foundations 

• Multi-year 

commitments 

• Strategic alignment 

• Can fund staff posts 

• Expert support 

• Match funding 

potential 

• Competitive process 

• High application 

costs 

• Time-limited funding 

• Restricted uses 

• Regular reporting 

needed 

•Esmée Fairbairn 

Foundation support 

• Heritage Lottery 

Fund (£250k) 

• Garfield Weston 

Foundation 

Direct Corporate 

Partnerships 

• Relatively quick to 

establish 

• Supports local 

engagement 

• Can fund dedicated 

staff positions 

• Links to 

Environmental, Social 

and Governance 

(ESG) objectives 

• Potential for long-

term relationships 

• Resource intensive 

to manage 

• Limited scalability 

• Requires clear 

corporate benefits 

• Potential reputational 

risks 

• St Eval (£150k/3 

years for officer) 

• WWF-Aviva 

Partnership 

• RSA-Gloucestershire 

Wildlife Trust (£400k) 

• National Trust & 

Extreme E 

• Norfolk Rivers Trust 

& WWF 
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Funding Model Key Benefits Key 

Costs/Challenges 

Evidence Base 

Biodiversity Net 

Gain 

• 30-year agreements 

• Clear market 

structure 

• Potential for 

significant revenue 

• Mandatory 

requirement 

• Growing market 

• Complex metrics for 

beaver habitats 

• High setup costs  

• Market demand 

uncertain and high 

variability across 

regions 

• Administrative 

burden 

• Resource-intensive 

surveys 

• Spains Hall Estate 

pilot 

• Environment Bank 

(£240m+ secured) 

• Wendling Beck 

Project (2,000 acres) 

• Nature Impact 

partnerships 

Nutrient Neutrality 
• High credit values 

• Growing market 

demand 

• Clear regulatory 

drivers 

• Potential for 

significant income 

• Links to water quality 

targets 

• Complex verification 

process 

• Long-term 

commitments (80-125 

years) 

• Site-specific 

requirements 

• Monitoring costs 

• Dynamic beaver 

systems challenging 

• Natural England 

Nutrient Mitigation 

Scheme 

• 74 local planning 

authorities engaged 

Natural Flood 

Management 

• Multiple revenue 

streams 

• Strong evidence 

base for effectiveness 

at smaller catchment 

scale. Growing 

evidence at other 

spatial scales 

• Infrastructure 

operator interest 

• Combines with other 

benefits 

• Growing government 

support 

• Complex stakeholder 

coordination 

• High monitoring 

costs 

• Long setup period 

• Requires clear 

metrics 

• Complex governance 

needs 

• Wyre NFM Project 

(£1.5m capital + £50k 

p.a.) 

• Plymouth-Rebalance 

Earth partnership 

• DWTs Making Space 

for Water Programme 

• National Highways 

NFM Fund 

• Insurance industry 

interest 

Eco Tourism 
• Income can support 

staff costs and 

ongoing maintenance 

• Modest income 

potential 

• Investment (in time 

and infrastructure) to 

develop eco-tourism 

offer 

• Knapdale estate, 

Scotland 

• Spains Hall Estate, 

Essex 

• River Otter Trial, 

Devon 



Page 50 of 75 Living with Beavers: Short and long-term funding models NECR641 

 

5. Key Themes and Evolution of Funding 

This section identifies key themes for the governance and funding of beaver management 

and advisory services, and how they might evolve over time. 

5.1. Key themes 

Based on our extensive stakeholder engagement through workshops and interviews, three 

key themes emerged describing how beaver projects and funding might evolve over time 

(see Figure ). Management structures, resource requirements and funding models will 

evolve as we move from an introduction and establishment phase to a later integration 

where we are successfully living alongside beavers. 

• Management Structures shift from dedicated BMGs towards integration within new 

and existing organisational structures like catchment partnerships. This reflects the 

growing acceptance of beavers as part of the broader landscape management 

approach. 

• Resource Requirements show higher specialised initial costs during 

establishment, including intensive stakeholder engagement and monitoring. These 

reduce over time as expertise develops and management becomes business as 

usual. 

• Funding Models transition from relying primarily on voluntary contributions and 

grant funding towards sustainable payment for ecosystem services, reflecting a 

growing recognition of the multiple benefits beavers provide to landscapes and 

communities. 

Figure 7. Summary of the evolution of Key Themes over time. © Natural England 2026. This 

figure is published under the Open Government Licence v3.0 for public sector information. 

If reproducing this figure for whatever reason, please use the copyright acknowledgement 

provided. 

https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
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Evolution of governance and funding over time 

Building on these high-level themes and our research and consultation on various 

governance and funding mechanisms, we have developed a more detailed overview of 

how governance and funding might evolve over time. The timings indicated are 

approximations of short, medium and long-term changes to give an indication of the 

direction of development. Although the stages are named to correlate with beaver 

population development stages, they do not directly relate to beaver population changes. 

Different areas in England will be at different stages of beaver activity; for instance, areas 

with existing populations may enter the expansion and business-as-usual phase sooner 

than other areas.  

Phase 1: Establishment (Years circa 0-10) 

Initially, beaver management is led locally by BMGs including local stakeholders such as 

Wildlife Trusts, mostly at the catchment partnership level, focusing on intensive 

stakeholder engagement and baseline surveys. Wild-release applications need to 

demonstrate funding is in place for the licence duration (10 years), with funding coming 

mainly from philanthropic grants, local corporate sponsorship and crowdfunding.  

Proactive engagement before the arrival of beavers is likely to increase support for 

beavers, reduce future conflicts and allows time to upskill organisations to integrate 

beavers into their day-to-day operations. Therefore, central government support for groups 

in the early stages will be a cost-effective investment in the longer-term establishment and 

expansion of beavers in England. This support can include funding catchment partnership 

staff roles that coordinate beaver management between partners, help develop 

catchment-scale projects that incorporate beavers and develop local funding models. 

Regional and national support comes through Natural England and Environment Agency 

staff, focused on policy development and strategic frameworks, training the trainers and 

creating templates for beaver management partnerships, leading national coordination, 

developing resources and templates, and offering expert advice for more challenging 

cases. Data gathered locally from existing and emerging BMGs is collated and shared 

nationally through the National Beaver Forum network and beaver management website to 

help existing and future groups evolve and help form evidence for funding applications. 

Initial engagement with beneficiaries of beaver activity such as water and insurance 

companies will identify how they can help fund projects. 

Phase 2: Expansion (Years circa 10-15) 

Local management broadens to align fully with catchment-based partnerships and 

focusses on empowering landowners, with activities shifting to ongoing management and 

monitoring while maintaining some strategic stakeholder engagement and public 

education. Funding diversifies to include ELMS payments and BNG credits, which have 

been adapted to make them suitable for dynamic habitat change resulting from beaver 

activity.  
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Regional coordination increases through cross-BMG working, with regional partnerships 

involving key players such as the Environment Agency and water companies helping 

strategically support – both technical and financial - the work in individual catchment 

partnerships. This regional level links the local efforts with national coordination, to avoid 

the national group becoming too large to function efficiently. 

National focus moves towards policy evaluation and the identification and engagement 

with national beneficiaries of beaver activity such as insurance companies are identified, 

with trials in how this can leverage a national funding pot that can be bid for locally. 

Phase 3: Integration (Years circa 15+) 

Beaver management is fully integrated into existing catchments partnerships and 

organisations with activities becoming business as usual. Landowners are confident to 

carry out management activities themselves (or pay trained contractors) according to the 

5-step approach, with each option being fully considered before moving to the next: 

1. Contact local beaver management groups and other experts for advice. 

2. Make space for beavers. 

3. Manage beavers with actions that do not require a licence. 

4. Manage beavers with lower impact actions that require a licence. 

5. Get help for higher impact actions that require a licence. 

Expert advice is focussed on complicated cases and support to access existing funding. 

Funding shifts from short-term grants to a wider range of mechanisms including increased 

private sector revenue, predominantly through local partnerships such as corporate 

sponsorship, to support the ongoing work of catchment partnerships. Land management 

schemes reflect the dynamic nature of beaver activity and ongoing financial support is 

available to land managers through these mechanisms. 

Regional structures reduce as beaver management is integrated into business-as-usual 

structures, while national oversight becomes part of routine operations with a focus on 

knowledge sharing and policy updates. 

A summary of the evolution of the role of local, regional and national organisations, 

alongside the activities required and key funding at each stage is presented in Figure 8.
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Figure 8. Overview of the funding and governance over time. © Natural England 2026. This figure is published under the Open 

Government Licence v3.0 for public sector information. If reproducing this figure for whatever reason, please use the copyright 

acknowledgement provided. 

https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
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6. Recommendations 

This section proposes key recommendations to help deliver funding for beaver 

management and advisory services and identifies a roadmap for the implementation of 

these recommendations. 

1) Support coordination through catchment partnerships  

Research from the James Hutton Institute and stakeholder feedback shows catchment 

partnerships provide effective coordination frameworks. We recommend: 

• Using existing Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) networks to integrate beaver 

management and knowledge-sharing. Recommend that new wild-release licences 

and existing BMGs align with or integrate into local catchment partnerships. 

• Funding dedicated coordinator roles with expertise in ecological and stakeholder 

engagement during the beaver preparation and introduction phases. 

• Building on lessons from successful partnerships like the Devon BMG and Wyre 

NFM project. 

• Maintaining technical support from national and regional teams. 

• Considering match-funded grants to support early-stage activities. 

2) Develop sustainable funding models  

Evidence from the Wyre NFM Project and stakeholder feedback from Wildlife Trusts 

highlights the need for diversified funding. We recommend: 

• Supporting CaBA and other landscape-scale initiatives to establish blended funding 

approaches combining government grants, private investment and ecosystem 

service payments, for example through identification and engagement with 

beneficiaries of beaver activity such as water and insurance companies (TBC). 

• Creating frameworks for stacking revenue streams while meeting additionality 

requirements. 

• Learning from current examples such as the Wyre NFM project and Devon Wildlife 

Trust’s Making Space for Water Programme. 

3) Improve market frameworks and support landowner engagement 

Drawing on experiences from Spains Hall Estate BNG pilot and stakeholder feedback 

including NFU, CLA and landowner case studies, we recommend: 

• Developing improved metrics for dynamic beaver habitats within BNG frameworks. 

• Creating guidance on combining nutrient credits with other revenue streams. 

• Establishing standards for natural flood management benefits, building on EA 

evidence. 
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• Developing flexible funding mechanisms that adapt to changing land management 

needs, allowing land managers to access support for dynamic habitat changes from 

beavers. 

• Providing clear guidance on maintenance responsibilities and liabilities.
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6.1. Roadmap for Implementing Recommendations 

Building on the report's key recommendations, this roadmap outlines practical next steps to establish sustainable funding and 

governance for beaver management partnerships across England. 

Timeframe Overview of action Goal Led by 

Short term 

(circa 0-10 

years) 

1) Provide resourcing for national coordination 

National coordination to focus on training the trainers and supporting new 

and emerging beaver management partnerships: 

• Ensure that free or low-cost class licence training continues to be 

available either through Natural England or accredited courses. 

• Continue to coordinate the National Beaver Forum and subgroups, 

and development of a long-term plan for beaver management. 

• Development of examples for integrating beaver management into 

catchment partnership structures, and monitoring methodologies for 

building of empirical data. 

Supporting new and 

emerging beaver 

management partnerships, 

avoiding duplication of 

efforts and mainstreaming 

beaver management in 

existing organisations and 

groups. 

Natural 

England/Beaver 

Trust (Manage 

beaver 

management 

website) 

 2) Seed funding for a catchment partnership coordinator 

Grant funding for a new staff role (3-5 years minimum) within each 

catchment partnership to support existing Environment Agency catchment 

coordinators to integrate beaver management into catchment partnerships. 

The role should include engaging stakeholders, upskilling local 

organisations and applying for funding for beaver related activities on 

behalf of the catchment partnership. 

Ensure national coverage 

of beaver support and 

preparing catchments to 

integrate beaver activity 

into their business-as-usual 

operations. 

Environment 

Agency 
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Timeframe Overview of action Goal Led by 

 3) Support demonstrator catchment-scale projects 

Technical support for new and existing catchment-scale projects that 

incorporate beavers such as Devon Wildlife Trust’s Making Space for 

Water. Projects should include monitoring and gathering empirical data to 

help build a case for funding. Conduct market testing with potential 

funders, including water companies, local authorities, insurance companies 

and local businesses. Further, explore catchment-level collective 

governance models such as Community Interest Companies and 

Community Benefit Societies as vehicles for investment. 

Support projects to access 

emerging natural capital 

markets and build evidence 

to support future funding 

applications. 

Natural 

England and 

Environment 

Agency 

 4) Enhance integration with existing funding mechanisms 

• Integrate making space for beavers (and associated activities such 

as tree protection) into options for ELMS. 

• Develop guidance for the "Making room for the river to move" 

payment (CSW12) and how beavers can play a role in this. 

• Continue to offer Infrastructure and Capital Grants for beaver 

management and explore improvements with stakeholders. 

• Improve BNG metrics for dynamic changes such as beaver-created 

habitats, learning lessons from the Spains Hall Estate trial. 

Making space for beavers 

and beaver management, 

financially supported 

through existing ecosystem 

service payment schemes. 

Defra 

Medium to 

long term 

(circa 5-10 

years +) 

5) Learning from the demonstrator projects Catchment-scale holistic 

coordination and 

development of strong local 

Natural 

England and 

Environment 

Agency 
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Timeframe Overview of action Goal Led by 

Develop written case studies and manuals to help catchment partnerships 

launch their own catchment-scale projects. Continue market testing to 

review and improve catchment-scale funding models. 

partnerships for future 

funding. 

 6) Improve market frameworks 

• Continue to develop and test options in ELMS to support making 

space for beavers and beaver management. 

• Create frameworks for stacking ecosystem service payments (NFM, 

nutrient neutrality)  

 Defra 

A risk register has been created to identify key risks and mitigations to the implementation of these recommendations; this can be found 

in Appendix 3.
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Glossary 

Beaver Advisory Group (BAG): A group consisting of multiple organisations established 

to share knowledge and experience regarding beaver populations and to offer advice to 

land managers, managers and the wider public. Unlike BMGs, BAGs may have a more 

advisory rather than operational focus. 

Beaver Five-Step Management Framework: A structured approach to managing beaver 

impacts that prioritises non-lethal methods:  

1. Engaging with beaver management groups established around wild-living 

populations, Natural England, and other expert organisations, to learn about the 

potential benefits of beavers and approaches to manage or minimise challenges. 

2. Making space for beavers to avoid the need for further actions, such as leaving 

space around a waterway for beavers to use. 

3. Taking proactive lawful mitigation and management actions that do not need a 

licence, such as installing tree guards to protect trees or removing a dam that is 

less than 2 weeks old. 

4. Lower-impact licensed actions, such as reducing dam height or removing an 

established dam outside the breeding season. 

5. Higher-impact licensed actions that only a specially trained and licensed person can 

carry out, such as modifying or removing a dam during the breeding season, beaver 

capture and translocation, or lethal control. Lethal control should only be considered 

as a last resort. 

Beaver Management Group (BMG): Multi-organisation partnerships, often Wildlife Trust-

led, that provide strategic advice and on-the-ground support to local communities with 

free-living beaver populations. BMGs typically include a governance framework of local 

stakeholders and fund local beaver field officer roles to deliver practical management and 

conflict resolution. 

Beaver Management Partnership: Any group structure with a focus on beavers, whether 

advisory or active management, which includes BMGs and BAGs. 

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG): A UK government policy requiring development projects to 

deliver at least a 10% net gain in biodiversity compared to the pre-development baseline. 

Under the Environment Act 2021, BNG became mandatory for most developments in 

England from November 2023, with developers required to enhance biodiversity either on-

site, off-site, or through purchasing biodiversity credits. 

Blended Finance: An approach that combines public, private and non-profit capital to 

fund projects that address social and environmental challenges. For beaver management, 
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blended finance models incorporate diverse funding sources to ensure sustainable support 

for activities that help communities live alongside beavers while maximising their 

ecosystem benefits. 

Catchment Based Approach (CaBA): A collaborative framework in the UK aimed at 

improving water environments and delivering wider benefits such as biodiversity 

enhancement, flood risk reduction, and community engagement. CaBA brings together 

local stakeholders to manage water catchments holistically, with over 100 catchment 

partnerships across England and Wales each focusing on a specific catchment area. 

Countryside Stewardship (CS): A scheme providing financial incentives for farmers to 

manage their land in ways that benefit the environment. CS includes Higher Tier 

agreements, which are bespoke and developed with input from Natural England or the 

Forestry Commission. These agreements vary in length from 5 to 20 years and could 

support beaver habitat creation or management. 

Ecosystem Services: The benefits that people obtain from ecosystems. In the context of 

beaver management, these include regulating services (flood mitigation, water quality 

improvement), supporting services (habitat creation), cultural services (recreation, 

education), and provisioning services. Funding mechanisms increasingly aim to monetise 

these services to support beaver conservation and management. 

Environmental Farmers Group (EFG): Collaborative groups where farmers work 

together at a landscape or catchment scale, sharing knowledge and resources. EFGs can 

access funding collectively, with payments distributed among members, encouraging 

cooperation for environmental outcomes including beaver coexistence. This model helps 

spread risks and benefits across multiple landholdings. 

Environmental Land Management Scheme (ELMS): A cornerstone of the UK's post-

Brexit agricultural policy designed to reward farmers and land managers for delivering 

environmental and climate benefits alongside food production. ELMS operates under the 

principle of "public money for public goods" and consists of three components: the 

Sustainable Farming Incentive, Countryside Stewardship, and Landscape Recovery. 

Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL): A programme offering funding to farmers and 

land managers in protected landscapes (National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty) to carry out projects that support nature recovery, mitigate climate change, 

provide public access and support sustainable farm businesses. FiPL could support 

beaver-friendly farming practices in these areas. 

Green Finance: Financial investments flowing into sustainable development projects and 

initiatives, environmental products, and policies that encourage the development of a more 

sustainable economy. In the context of beaver management, green finance approaches 

aim to connect investors with projects that deliver environmental benefits such as 

improved water quality, carbon sequestration, and increased biodiversity. 
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Habitat Bank: Large areas of land where habitats are created, restored or enhanced to 

generate biodiversity units that can be sold to developers needing to meet their 

Biodiversity Net Gain requirements. Habitat banks are secured for a minimum of 30 years 

via conservation covenants or planning agreements and offer a landscape-scale approach 

to biodiversity enhancement. 

Landscape Recovery: The most ambitious component of the Environmental Land 

Management schemes, aimed at land managers interested in large-scale, long-term 

projects for habitat and ecosystem restoration. This scheme supports radical approaches 

to land use change that could complement beaver reintroduction by funding landscape-

scale wetland restoration. 

Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS): Locally led strategies for nature recovery 

that identify priorities and opportunities for nature conservation and enhancement. LNRSs 

provide a framework for coordinating action and investment across multiple stakeholders 

and could incorporate beaver management as part of broader ecological restoration 

efforts. 

Mitigation Hierarchy: A step-by-step approach to addressing impacts on biodiversity: first 

avoid impacts where possible, then minimise unavoidable impacts, then remediate or 

restore affected areas, and finally offset any residual impacts. This approach is 

increasingly applied to beaver management to prioritise coexistence over removal where 

feasible. 

National Beaver Forum (NBF): A network that connects organisations and individuals 

involved in beaver conservation, management and research across the UK. The NBF 

facilitates knowledge exchange and helps coordinate strategic approaches to beaver 

management at a national level while supporting local delivery. 

Natural Flood Management (NFM): The implementation of measures that help to protect, 

restore and emulate the natural functions of catchments, floodplains, rivers and the coast. 

NFM approaches include restoring bends in rivers, changing the way land is managed to 

hold water for longer, and creating wetland habitats. Beaver dams can contribute to NFM 

by slowing water flow and reducing peak flood levels. 

Nutrient Neutrality: A UK environmental policy aimed at preventing new developments 

from increasing levels of harmful nutrients—specifically nitrogen and phosphorus—in 

protected water bodies. Beaver activities can help reduce nutrient loads in waterways by 

trapping sediment and creating wetlands, potentially aligning with nutrient neutrality 

funding schemes. 

Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES): A mechanism where beneficiaries of 

ecosystem services provide payment to land managers or managers who adopt practices 

that secure those services. For beaver management, this could include payments from 

water companies or local authorities to land managers who accommodate beaver activity 

that provides flood reduction, water quality improvement, or biodiversity benefits. 
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River Condition Assessment (RCA): A methodology for evaluating the ecological and 

hydromorphological status of rivers. In the context of beaver management, specific 

guidance for RCA is being developed to better capture the positive impacts that beaver 

activity can have on river ecosystems and functionality. 

Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI): Part of the Environmental Land Management 

schemes, SFI pays farmers to adopt sustainable practices on their land. It offers varying 

levels of ambition (introductory, intermediate, advanced) and flexibility, allowing farmers to 

select actions that suit their operations. Aspects of SFI could potentially support beaver-

friendly land management. SFI has been paused as of March 2025 with details of a 

revised scheme planning to be launched in the summer of 2025 (Defra, 2025). 

Wild release: Is the wild release of beavers into a river catchment or waterbody in 

England. This will be carried out by a reintroduction project and under license from Natural 

England. 
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Appendix 1 – Stakeholder survey questions 

Funding Beaver Management Groups in England 

Thank you for completing this survey about funding for Beaver Management Groups 

(BMGs). This includes beaver advisory groups, and beaver wild-release projects. 

This survey is part of a Natural England funded project being led by consultants at AJS 

Flood Risk Consulting and aims to gather information about BMGs' current funding status, 

future needs, and potential funding mechanisms to help inform discussions at an 

upcoming BMG funding workshop. 

If you do not currently represent a BMG but a project or organisation involved in beaver 

management and funding in any way, please answer as appropriate. 

Your responses will help us maximise the workshop's effectiveness by covering key 

background information beforehand. Responses will also be collated and used in the 

project report. 

Please answer the questions to the best of your knowledge; if any are not applicable, 

please feel free to leave them blank. 

The survey should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 

If you are not directly involved in a BMG, please feel free to skip any questions you do not 

feel are relevant. 

1: Beaver Management Group (BMG) Involvement and Structure 

1.1: Please describe your current involvement in BMGs Include the name(s) of the 

group(s) or project(s), and whether the purpose of the BMG is to manage, advise on 

management of existing wild beavers, plan and prepare for natural colonisation, or plan 

and prepare for wild release projects. 

1.2: Please describe your BMG's governance structure Include leadership, decision-

making processes, and partnership arrangements. 

1.3: Please describe the geographic areas your BMG(s) covers. 

2: Current Funding 

2.1: How well do you understand the funding options available for BMGs and beaver 

management? Scale 0–10 (0 = Not at all, 10 = Confident on all options). 

2.2: How has your BMG or organisation been funded to date? Provide details including 

funding purpose, amounts, timeframes, sources, and any terms and conditions. 
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2.3: What percentage of the required funding were you able to obtain? Scale 0–100%. 

2.4: On a scale of 1–10, how successful has your BMG been in achieving its objectives 

with its current level of financial support? Scale 0–10 (0 = Not at all successful, 10 = 

Extremely successful). 

2.5: Please describe your experience of accessing funding, both positive and negative. 

2.6: What are the biggest barriers and challenges to your BMG's realisation of its vision? 

3: Future Funding Needs and Opportunities 

3.1: For your BMG or Organisation, what new and existing activities or initiatives are in 

most critical need of funding? 

3.2: How do you see your funding requirements changing over time? Examples: wild 

release, dispersal of existing beaver populations to new areas, ongoing management 

phases. 

3.3: Roughly what level of annual funding do you see your group needing over the next 5–

10 years? 

3.4: And the following 10+ years? 

4: Funding Mechanisms 

4.1: What do you see as the most promising sources of future funding for BMGs? 

4.2: Please rate how likely future funding might be from the following sources (0 = not 

likely, 10 = very likely): 

• Government funded grants and programmes 

• Public fundraising appeals and campaigns 

• Grants from trusts and foundations 

• Private sector sponsorship and partnerships 

• Natural Flood Management initiatives 

• Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) partnerships 

• Biodiversity Net Gain initiatives 

• Other (please specify) 

4.3: Are there changes in BMG group organisation or governance at a local, regional or 

national level that you would see as helping with future funding?  
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5: Stakeholder Engagement 

5.1: Who are the key stakeholders that should be involved in developing funding 

approaches for BMGs? Are there any wider stakeholders or experts beyond BMGs that 

could provide valuable perspectives on funding models and opportunities? 

5.2: Anything else: Is there anything else you would like to share about BMG funding 

needs, opportunities and priorities at this time? 

Appendix 2 – Summary of stakeholder 

workshops 

Workshop 1 – 11/12/25 

The first workshop was held online as part of a National Beaver Forum meeting on 

11 December 2024 and attended by 20 participants representing the following 

14 organisations: Natural England, ADA (Association of Drainage Authorities), Beaver 

Trust, Canal & River Trust, Forestry England, RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of 

Birds), National Trust, CLA (Country Land and Business Association), NFU (National 

Farmers Union), Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts, National Highways, Defra (Department 

for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs), Environment Agency, and the RRC (River 

Restoration Centre). 

Workshop overview 

• A presentation was given to introduce the project and the project team, including 

key dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, 

developing funding models and the final report. 

• The presentation was followed by an interactive workshop using a Miro board, with 

two main activities centred around funding needs and priorities. Both activities were 

carried out as a whole group. 

• The first activity was to fill any gaps in the list of activities that need funding, which 

was created from a previous discussion at the National Beaver Forum in April 2023 

and the stakeholder survey, then place the activities into both a temporal phase and 

suitable delivery scale. 

• The second activity was to take the list of activities generated in the first activity and 

place them on a scale of level of funding needed and impact on beaver 

management. 



Page 70 of 75 Living with Beavers: Short and long-term funding models NECR641 

 

Key points from the workshop 

• Education and knowledge sharing: There was a suggestion to prioritise 

education and knowledge sharing as a foundational activity, essential for engaging 

local stakeholders and addressing misconceptions about beavers. 

• Creating space for beavers: This was highlighted as a critical activity that could 

reduce the need for other interventions like dam removal. It was suggested that 

creating space should be a proactive measure. 

• Interventions: Activities like fencing and installing flow devices were discussed. 

While these might be low-cost interventions, their impact can vary significantly 

depending on the context and scale. 

• Funding models: Stakeholders emphasised the importance of considering both 

local and national funding sources. There was a call for a national strategy to guide 

beaver management and funding priorities. 

• Complexity vs. simplicity: There was a concern about the complexity of managing 

beavers and a suggestion to integrate beaver management into existing 

frameworks to avoid creating an industry around it. 

• Illegal releases and natural colonisation: The need to address illegal releases 

and natural colonisation was discussed, with a focus on understanding the genetic 

diversity and health of the Beaver population. 

Workshop 2: 15/01/25 

The second workshop was held online on the 15th of January 2025 and attended by 

33 participants representing the following 23 organisations: Anglian Water, Association of 

Drainage Authorities, Avon Wildlife Trust, Beaver Trust, Canal & Rivers Trust, Cornwall 

Wildlife Trust, Country Land and Business Association (CLA), Derbyshire Wildlife Trust, 

Dorset Wildlife Trust, Environment Agency, Forestry England, Hampshire and Isle of Wight 

Wildlife Trust, National Farmers Union (NFU), National Highways, National Trust, Natural 

England, Norfolk Rivers Trust, River Stour Internal Drainage Board, Royal Society for the 

Protection of Birds (RSPB), Somerset Wildlife Trust, Spains Hall Estate, Wild Trout Trust. 

Workshop overview 

• Presentation given to introduce the project and the project team, including key 

dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, 

developing funding models and final report. Recap of workshop 1. 

• Two activities were undertaken, the first as a whole group and second in four 

breakout rooms, with participants equally spread before the rooms. 

• Activity one was a group reflection on successes, challenges and opportunities of 

funding mechanisms. 

• Activity two looked at how the different funding mechanisms can work at a 

geographic level (from local to national); temporal scale (preparing for beavers - 
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beaver establishment – beaver expansion - business as usual); and potential 

fundraising and delivery partners. 

Key points from the workshop 

The workshop highlighted the evolution of funding needs and mechanisms across different 

phases of beaver reintroduction and management, with recurring themes around 

balancing national coordination with local delivery and combining multiple funding sources. 

Activity 1: Experiences of Funding Mechanisms 

• Successful crowdfunding by Cornwall Wildlife Trust and Norfolk Rivers Trust. 

• Concerns about ongoing management funding and ELMS budget limitations. 

• Charitable foundation helped fund a beaver officer post in Hampshire. 

• Successes with corporate sponsorship, including St Eval, a B Corp company in 

Cornwall who funded a beaver officer post for 3 years. 

• Challenges with current BNG metrics for beaver wetlands and need for new 

guidance. 

Activity 2: Matching Activities to Funding Sources 

• Emphasised the need for national-level planning that can be adapted locally. 

• Proactive knowledge sharing, and partnerships with universities and citizen 

scientists for data collection. 

• Discussed the balance between absorbing costs into existing organisations versus 

the need for dedicated funding and designing infrastructure around beavers. 

Additional Comments on funding 

• Importance of identifying beneficiaries who have a financial interest in funding work. 

• Regional/national support to coordinate funding across multiple local groups. 

• Additional potential funding sources identified:  

o Farming in protected landscapes. 

o Woodland Water Code (in development). 

o Universities and research institutions (including PhDs). 

o Nature recovery fund (working paper). 

o Environmental Farmers Group (EFG) model (cluster of land managers, part 

of individual funding for one is shared with others, encouraging cooperation 

at a catchment level). 
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Appendix 3 – Risk Register 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Risk Rating Bands: 

15-25: High Risk (Immediate action required) 

8-14: Medium Risk (Action required) 

1-7: Low Risk (Monitor) 

Risk Score Key: 

Likelihood (L) and Impact (I) scored 1-5 where 5 is highest 

likelihood/maximum impact. 

Rating (R) = L x I. 
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Risk Category Risk Description Potential Consequences  Risk 

scores (no 

mitigation) 

 Mitigation Measures  Risk 

scores 

(with 

mitigation) 

 

   L I R  L I R 

Strategic Inconsistent funding leads to gaps in 

beaver management coverage. 

• Increased human-beaver conflicts. 

• Loss of stakeholder confidence. 

• Reduced management 
effectiveness. 

4 5 20 
• Fund beaver coordinator roles for 

catchment partnerships to coordinate 
planning and engagement in every 
catchment. The catchment partnership 
can: 

o Develop blended funding 
models. 

o Establish short and long-term 
funding mechanisms. 

1 3 3 

Strategic Lack of national coordination results 

in fragmented approach. 

• Inconsistent management 
standards. 

• Inefficient resource use. 

• Missed opportunities for 
knowledge sharing. 

3 4 12 
• Strengthen national framework, building 

on policy announcement 28th February 
2025. 

• Enhanced role for Natural England. 

• Continue regular coordination meetings 
(National Beaver Forum and associated 
subgroups). 

1 3 3 

Strategic Failure to transition from 

establishment to integration phase. 

• Unsustainable management costs. 

• Over-reliance on specialist 
resources. 

• Reduced community ownership. 

4 4 16 
• Clear phase transition planning. 

• Early integration with existing 
structures. 

• Skills transfer programmes. 

• Beaver coordination role that can 
engage key stakeholders and develop 
funding models. 

2 3 6 

Operational Insufficient resource for local projects. 
• Delayed response to issues. 

• Reduced stakeholder 
engagement. 

• Increased conflicts. 

5 4 20 
• Secure core funding for key posts. 

• Develop volunteer networks. 

• Share resources between BMGs. 

2 3 6 

Operational Over-reliance on short-term funding 

sources. 

• Planning uncertainty 

• Staff turnover. 

• Project discontinuity. 

4 4 16 
• Diversify funding streams, including 

beaver options in ELMS. 2 2 4 
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Risk Category Risk Description Potential Consequences  Risk 

scores (no 

mitigation) 

 Mitigation Measures  Risk 

scores 

(with 

mitigation) 

 

   L I R  L I R 

• Develop commercial income, learning 
from current commercial projects such 
as Nature Impacts work. 

• Build financial reserves, for example 
through BNG unit sales. 

Operational Poor coordination between different 

funding mechanisms. 

• Missed funding opportunities. 

• Compliance issues. 

• Inefficient resource use. 

3 3 9 
• Clear funding framework. 

• Dedicated funding coordinator. 

• Regular funding reviews. 

2 3 6 

Financial Market mechanisms (BNG, NN) fail to 

deliver expected income. 

• Funding shortfall. 

• Reduced management capacity. 

• Project viability issues. 

4 5 20 
• Maintain diverse funding mix. 

• Regular market assessment. 

• Conservative financial planning. 

2 3 9 

Financial High setup/compliance costs for new 

funding streams. 

• Reduced net income. 

• Barrier to smaller projects. 

• Administrative burden. 

3 3 9 
• Shared resources/expertise. 

• Streamlined processes. 

• Support from national bodies. 

2 2 4 

Financial Declining public/charitable funding as 

novelty decreases. 

• Reduced core funding. 

• Limited project development. 

• Staff retention issues. 

4 4 16 
• Develop sustainable income. 

• Build endowment funds. 

• Demonstrate ongoing value. 

3 2 6 

Financial Static or falling ELMS budget creates 

competition between management 

options. 

• Reduced funding for other 
environment activities. 4 3 12 

• Increase budget available as new 
options added. 2 2 4 

Stakeholder Land manager resistance due to 

funding uncertainty. 

• Reduced cooperation. 

• Limited project options. 

• Increased conflicts. 

4 5 20 
• Coordination and flexibility in and 

between funding streams such as 
ELMS. 

• Long-term agreements. 

• Regular stakeholder engagement. 

2 3 6 

Stakeholder Poor coordination between BMGs 

and catchment partnerships. 

• Duplicated effort. 

• Missed opportunities. 

• Inefficient delivery. 

3 4 12 
• Clear roles/responsibilities. 

• Joint planning processes and 
templates. 

• Regular partnership reviews. 

2 2 4 

Stakeholder Loss of key stakeholder support. 
• Reduced funding access. 

• Limited project options. 

• Reputational damage. 

2 4 8 
• Diverse stakeholder base. 

• Regular engagement. 

• Clear value demonstration. 

1 3 3 
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	Foreword 
	This report was commissioned to inform Natural England’s advice to government on the reintroduction of beavers in England. 
	The reintroduction of Eurasian beavers to England presents a transformative opportunity to restore ecosystems while benefiting local communities. Beavers’ reintroductions can bring numerous benefits from creating wetlands—reducing flood risks, improving water quality, boosting biodiversity, and supporting climate resilience. To support coexistence between beavers and people, the report draws on insights from over 40 stakeholders across 29 organisations, highlighting the need for early engagement with landow
	The findings of this report will support various stakeholders in beaver reintroduction, particularly beaver management groups, catchment-based partnerships, and beaver reintroduction projects. 
	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 
	The reintroduction of Eurasian beavers (Castor fiber) to England represents a remarkable opportunity to enhance our natural environment while bringing significant benefits to communities. As ecosystem engineers, beavers create wetlands that reduce flood risk, improve water quality, increase biodiversity, and enhance climate resilience. 
	Following the government's decision to ask Natural England to accept and assess licence applications to release beavers into the wild on 28 February 2025, it was considered important to explore practical and sustainable funding strategies. These strategies aim to assist communities and land managers in coexisting with beavers, drawing on extensive consultation with over 40 stakeholders across 29 organisations from the conservation, agricultural, governmental, and private sectors. 
	Our research identifies a clear evolution in governance structures, management activities, and funding needs over time. Initially, dedicated beaver management groups (BMGs) require intensive stakeholder engagement and specialist knowledge. As beaver populations are established, management activities can increasingly integrate with new and emerging organisation structures and business-as-usual practices. 
	A proactive and consolidated approach that actively works with landowners is essential to success. Early engagement with landowners and managers before beavers arrive in an area will foster acceptance, reduce conflicts, and help develop shared solutions that benefit both wildlife and community interests. 
	In the shorter term (circa the next 10 years), funding is likely to come from a mix of predominately: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Government grants and programmes 

	•
	•
	 Public fundraising and charitable appeals 

	•
	•
	 Trust and foundation grants 

	•
	•
	 Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorships 


	As beaver populations become more established (10+ years), more sustainable and diverse funding mechanisms will emerge: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Environmental Land Management schemes (ELMS) 

	•
	•
	 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) credits for beaver-created habitats 

	•
	•
	 Natural Flood Management (NFM) initiatives 

	•
	•
	 Nutrient neutrality credits 

	•
	•
	 Eco-tourism revenue and commercial models 


	In most cases, projects will blend multiple funding streams, allowing projects and communities to maximise the environmental and economic benefits beavers can bring and effectively mitigate risks. Initiatives such as the Wyre Natural Flood Management Project 
	(WNFMP) demonstrate how integrated funding models can work at the catchment scale and bring together multiple stakeholders. 

	Project recommendations 
	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Support coordination through catchment partnerships  

	•
	•
	 Using existing Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) networks to integrate beaver management and knowledge-sharing. Request new licence applicants funded roles, and existing BMGs align with or integrate into local catchment partnerships. 

	•
	•
	 Fund dedicated coordinator roles with expertise in ecological and stakeholder engagement during the beaver preparation and introduction phases. 

	•
	•
	 Building on lessons from successful partnerships like the Devon BMG and Wyre NFM project. 

	•
	•
	 Technical support from national and regional teams. 

	•
	•
	 Consider match-funded grants to support early-stage activities. 

	2)
	2)
	 Develop sustainable funding models  

	•
	•
	 Supporting CaBA and other landscape-scale initiatives to establish blended funding approaches combining government grants, private investment and ecosystem service payments, for example through identification and engagement with beneficiaries of beaver activity such as water and insurance companies (TBC). 

	•
	•
	 Creating frameworks for stacking revenue streams while meeting additionality requirements. 

	•
	•
	 Learn from current examples such as the Wyre NFM project and Devon Wildlife Trusts’ Making Space for Water Programme. 

	3)
	3)
	 Improve market frameworks and support landowner engagement 

	•
	•
	 Developing improved metrics for dynamic beaver habitats within BNG frameworks. 

	•
	•
	 Creating guidance on combining nutrient credits with other revenue streams. 

	•
	•
	 Establishing standards for natural flood management benefits, building on EA evidence. 

	•
	•
	 Develop flexible funding mechanisms that adapt to changing land management needs, allowing land managers to access support for dynamic habitat changes from beavers. 

	•
	•
	 Provide clear guidance on maintenance responsibilities and liabilities 


	These recommendations have been drawn into an accompanying roadmap (Section ) that outlines practical next steps for government agencies, BMGs, catchment partnerships and landowners to create a future where beavers and people thrive together. 
	6.1
	6.1


	With strategic investment and collaborative governance, beaver reintroduction offers a powerful nature-based solution to multiple environmental challenges while creating new economic opportunities for rural communities
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	1. Introduction 
	1.1. Background and Context 
	Wild populations of beavers have been identified in England since the early 2000’s (Heydon et al, 2021). In August 2020, the UK government announced the River Otter population in Devon could remain and expand its range naturally after a successful five-year trial reintroduction (Howe and Crutchley, 2020). Other beaver populations have established following natural dispersal of beavers, illegal releases and/or escapes from licensed and unlicensed enclosures, mainly in southern England. Outside the River Otte
	•
	•
	•
	 River Stour catchments, East Kent   

	•
	•
	 River Tamar, Cornwall and Devon 

	•
	•
	 River Avon (including the Frome and By Brook), Somerset, and Wiltshire 

	•
	•
	 River Taw (including the Little Dart), Devon  

	•
	•
	 River Exe, Devon  

	•
	•
	 River Wye, Herefordshire and Welsh border  

	•
	•
	 River Torridge, Devon  

	•
	•
	 River Stour, Dorset  

	•
	•
	 River Avon, Hampshire 

	•
	•
	 River Brue, Somerset 

	•
	•
	 Little Sea, Purbeck, Dorset 


	Beavers are known as ecosystem engineers because they can significantly alter landscapes through their management of water. They provide numerous benefits, including the creation of wetlands, which help reduce flood risks, improve water quality, enhance biodiversity, and support climate resilience. However, beavers can also have negative impacts due to their activities, such as felling trees, burrowing, and building dams, which may result in direct or indirect damage to land or property. Their activities ha
	Beaver management groups (BMGs) are local partnerships that are establishing around some of the free-living beaver populations. The first BMG in England was created during the River Otter Beaver Trial, with Devon Wildlife Trust leading and establishing a governance framework of local stakeholders to build relationships and to disseminate information via steering group and forum meetings. Devon Wildlife Trust also fund a beaver field officer to provide advice and targeted practical support to land managers a
	This model has paved the way for more BMGs in East Kent, the Bristol Avon and Tamar catchments, with others starting to establish. They are all at different stages of development and with differing levels of success at accessing private and third-sector funding to secure their necessary long-term future.  
	As of 28 February 2025, the government has approved beaver reintroduction through wild-release licences (Gov.UK, 2025). Each successful wild release project will need to secure funding and ensure delivery of a similar role to the BMGs for the duration of the licence in terms of governance and by providing a local beaver field officer. When the wild release project licence ends, it is likely that a beaver population will be in its building phase within a catchment, increasing the number of territories and th
	As beavers are re-introduced and naturally spread throughout England, additional support to land managers and riparian users to manage impacts from beavers will be needed. This includes education, signposting to existing national guidance and funding, and bespoke local advice on appropriate management interventions to ensure positive coexistence with beavers. This support will be key to ensuring the  to beaver management is followed; providing advice and helping resolve management issues at an early stage, 
	5-step approach
	5-step approach


	Stakeholders have been clear that a swift response to management issues caused by beaver activity affecting land use, property and infrastructure is necessary to make space for beaver wetlands and allow beavers to deliver multiple benefits. Locally led support will also increase tolerance of beavers and reduce the likelihood of conflict.  
	The role of a BMG is expected to change over time in response to a beaver population expanding in a catchment (Auster et al, 2022). For example, beaver management support could be provided through a beaver field officer role nested within an appropriate catchment partnership. Stakeholder input for strategic planning may also be convened at the river basin district level, providing a suitable scale for key stakeholders and statutory agencies to engage. 
	Beaver management partnerships will be a critical tool in enabling, optimising and monitoring the valuable ecosystem services provided by beaver reintroductions whilst also ensuring avoidance, management and mitigation of any potentially negative impacts. This report is focussed on exploring potential funding or finance routes for the establishment and maintenance of beaver management partnerships. 
	Currently there are limited funding opportunities available to beaver management partnerships, and these are mainly provided by the third sector (includes charities, social enterprises, NGO`s and non-for-profit public/private partnerships). There is unlikely to be 
	many public funding opportunities in this space, especially to provide the rapid response on-the-ground support that communities will need. Most of the public funding will be available through the ELMS which will provide funding opportunities for farmers and land managers to enter into land management agreements, which includes provision of buffer zones around watercourses.  

	As beaver populations naturally expand and are reintroduced into new areas of England, inconsistency of funding provision is a concern as some beaver management partnerships will be more successful at attracting funding than others, and the limited available funding may not go to areas where it is most needed. For example, locations with high perceived levels of conflict, may require a disproportionately higher level of funding for stakeholder engagement / relationship building. The existing BMGs are mainly
	1.2. Objectives 
	The object of this paper is to explore the development of short and long-term funding approaches to support the establishment and running of beaver management partnerships. There are two main objectives for this project: 
	•
	•
	•
	 To facilitate a workshop with members of the National Beaver Forum to develop ideas and receive feedback on where funding is needed to deliver support to local communities that are learning to live alongside beavers. 

	•
	•
	 To develop short (0-10 years) and long-term (10 years +) funding approaches: to fund the provision of advice and on-the-ground support to land managers and riparian users to help them learn to live alongside beavers. 


	2. Methodology 
	This project focussed on engagement with a wide range of stakeholders; to identify the range of activities that require funding, how existing activities have been funded to date and emerging funding models that can apply to these activities in the future. Stakeholder engagement was focussed on members of the National Beaver Forum, as this represents the range of organisations and expert individuals on working with beavers. A list of these stakeholders was provided by Natural England. 
	A survey was developed, aimed predominantly at existing BMGs. Questions were asked about the existing management and funding of BMGs and respondents were asked their view on a range of potential funding models. The survey was administered online and sent out via the practitioner’s subgroup of the National Beaver Forum and was open between 11 December 2024 and 17 January 2025. The survey questions can be found in Appendix 1. Thirteen stakeholders, including 60% (6 out of 10) of the existing BMGs, responded t
	the survey, this was due to the tight time frame and busy schedules. The following details from the survey responses were used to design two online stakeholder workshops: 

	•
	•
	•
	 List of activities requiring funding as a base for the first workshop, with stakeholders at the survey asked to review and add to this initial list. 

	•
	•
	 Ideas identified for funding opportunities incorporated into an exercise to match the activities that require funding with potential funding sources. 


	The first workshop was held online in December 2024 as part of the National Beaver Forum quarterly meeting, with 20 stakeholders in attendance representing 14 organisations. The workshop was 70 minutes in duration and included: 
	•
	•
	•
	 A presentation was given to introduce the project and the project team, including key dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, developing funding models and the final report. 

	•
	•
	 The presentation was followed by an interactive workshop using a Miro board, with two main activities centred around funding needs and priorities. Both activities were carried out as a whole group. 

	•
	•
	 The first activity was to fill any gaps in the list of activities that need funding, which was created from a previous discussion at the National Beaver Forum in April 2023 and the stakeholder survey, then place the activities into both a temporal phase and suitable delivery scale. 

	•
	•
	 The second activity was to take the list of activities generated in the first activity and place them on a scale of level of funding needed and impact on beaver management. 


	The second follow-up workshop was held online in January 2025 with 33 stakeholders representing 23 organisations. The workshop was two hours in duration and included: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Presentation given to introduce the project and the project team, including key dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, developing funding models and final report. Recap of workshop 1. 

	•
	•
	 Two activities were undertaken, the first as a whole group and second in four breakout rooms, with participants equally spread before the rooms. 

	•
	•
	 Activity one was a group reflection on successes, challenges and opportunities of funding mechanisms. 

	•
	•
	 Activity two looked at how the different funding mechanisms can work at a geographic level (from local to national); temporal scale (preparing for beavers - beaver establishment – beaver expansion - business as usual); and potential fundraising and delivery partners. 


	More details on the two workshops are found in Appendix 2. 
	Interviews were arranged with key stakeholders to obtain more information about points raised in the workshops, and to investigate emerging funding models that may be applicable to funding beaver-related activities in the future. The interview participants were recruited both from the National Beaver Forum and through the literature review of funding mechanisms. The interviews were allowed to flow naturally but were based on the 
	following questions, that were sent to participants ahead of the interview along with information on the project. 

	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Your Organisational Context 

	•
	•
	 Understanding your role and your organisation's involvement with creating space for beavers or beaver management? 

	•
	•
	 What do you see as your organisation's key responsibilities or interests regarding creating space for beavers or beaver management? 


	 
	2.
	2.
	2.
	 Current Experience 

	•
	•
	 What has been your experience of creating space for beavers or beaver management approaches so far? 

	•
	•
	 What are the key challenges and opportunities you've encountered? 

	•
	•
	 What works well and less well about current funding approaches? 


	 
	3.
	3.
	3.
	 Management Requirements 

	•
	•
	 What do you see as the essential activities needed for effective creating space for beavers or beaver management? 

	•
	•
	 How might these change as beaver populations expand? 

	•
	•
	 What level of resource/funding is needed to deliver these activities effectively? 


	 
	4.
	4.
	4.
	 Future Funding Models 

	•
	•
	 How do you think creating space for beavers and beaver management should be funded in the short and longer term? 

	•
	•
	 How could funding mechanisms evolve as beaver populations become established? 

	•
	•
	 What role could different organisations play in funding or delivering? 

	•
	•
	 What governance structures would be needed to manage funding effectively? 


	 
	5.
	5.
	5.
	 Barriers and Enablers 

	•
	•
	 What are the main barriers to establishing sustainable funding for creating space for beavers and beaver management? 

	•
	•
	 What would help enable better funding of management activities? 

	•
	•
	 Are there examples from other sectors that could provide useful models? 


	 
	6.
	6.
	6.
	 Wider Considerations 

	•
	•
	 How does creating space for beavers or beaver management funding link to wider objectives for your organisation? 


	•
	•
	•
	 What opportunities exist to align creating space for beavers or beaver management with other initiatives/funding streams? 

	•
	•
	 What would success look like from your perspective? 

	•
	•
	 Is there anything else important we should consider or stakeholders we should engage? 


	In total over 40 stakeholders from 29 organisations were engaged, either through workshop participation, interview or both. These are Anglian Water, Association of Drainage Authorities (ADA), Avon Wildlife Trust, Beaver Trust, Canal & Rivers Trust, Clinton Devon Estate, Cornwall Wildlife Trust, Country Land and Business Association (CLA), Defra, Derbyshire Wildlife Trust, Devon Wildlife Trust, Dorset Wildlife Trust, Environment Agency, Forestry England, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust, National F
	A literature review was undertaken of existing and emerging funding models, both for beaver management and projects of a similar nature, for example natural flood management projects. 
	Data from this stakeholder engagement and literature review was used to inform the write up of the governance structures (section 3) and funding mechanisms and models (section 4). The information was used across these sections and specific stakeholder perspectives are additionally included at the end of each funding mechanism. Stakeholders input and literature review was also used to draw up case studies for each funding mechanism.  All stakeholders who contributed to this report gave express written permis
	3. Governance Structures 
	This section considers the current and potential future governance structures for delivering beaver management and advisory services. 
	3.1. Beaver Partnerships Group Structure 
	At the time of writing, there are currently eight beaver management groups (BMGs) and one beaver advisory group (BAG) across England: Avon and Somerset Frome BMG, Cornwall Catchment BMG, East Devon BMG, Purbeck BMG, Dorset BMG, Hampshire County BMG, Hampshire Avon BMG, East Kent BAG, Tamar BMG and Somerset Catchment BMG. Three of these groups, Cornwall Catchment BMG, Dorset BMG and Somerset Catchment BMG operate within existing catchment partnerships while the others were formed independently, involving man
	coordinated by Wildlife Trusts. These groups were setup reactively in areas with free-living beavers resulting from unauthorised releases or enclosure escapees. Two of the seven groups are currently inactive due to lack of funding. 

	The core functions of these groups include intensive stakeholder engagement, baseline surveys, conflict management, and knowledge sharing. The Devon Wildlife Trust's experience demonstrates how BMGs focus initially on engaging with land managers, providing advice, and building skills both internally, with local stakeholders and with developing BMGs. 
	However, stakeholder feedback indicates significant variation in BMG structure and capacity across regions. Some BMGs have dedicated beaver officers and active management programs, while others function primarily in an advisory capacity. This variation can lead to inconsistent levels of support for land managers and communities. For example, while the Devon Wildlife Trust provided extensive support that was well-received by land managers, other BMGs with fewer resources have struggled to offer comparable as
	As beaver populations become more established, the role of BMGs is expected to evolve. Many stakeholders suggest BMGs should increasingly focus on empowering local communities, statutory authorities and infrastructure managers to manage beaver presence independently, rather than maintaining permanent reliance on external advisors. This transition aligns with the goal of integrating beaver management into existing organisational structures over time. There is likely to remain a role for advisors as beavers e
	Funding remains a key challenge for BMGs, with most currently relying on a combination of public fundraising, charitable grants, and limited government funding. Stakeholders have highlighted the need for more sustainable long-term funding mechanisms to support ongoing beaver management activities, particularly as beaver populations expand beyond initial reintroduction sites. 
	3.2. National and Regional Coordination 
	The management of beavers in England involves multiple organisations working at different scales to provide strategic oversight and coordination. 
	Natural England  leads on national strategic oversight through a national beaver officer who is responsible for working with and supporting BMGs and beaver projects throughout England. There are other specialist staff whose role is to; develop licensing frameworks and management guidance, facilitate evidence building, contract out research opportunities and bring together key stakeholders through for example chairing the National Beaver Forum and associated working groups. These staff form part of the Natur
	staff based in Area Teams who will often be the first point of contact locally for partners interested in beaver reintroduction or land managers experiencing issues with beaver management. 

	The Environment Agency maintains strategic overview of flood risk management including natural flood management approaches. They also have a strategic role in the integration of beaver into catchment planning, including water, biodiversity, geomorphology and fisheries. They have a wide operational, regulatory and advisory role in the water environment. Their beaver team includes four national staff and four area technical specialists. Their remit is to train and support the Environment Agency, work with BMG
	At a regional level, coordination can be delivered through established environmental frameworks including Catchment Partnerships, Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) partnerships, Regional Flood and Coastal Committees and cross-BMG working groups. This multi-level coordination structure can support local groups to help ensure consistent approaches while allowing local flexibility. 
	3.3. Catchment-Based Approaches 
	Catchment partnerships could provide an established governance model for coordinating beaver management across landscapes. These partnerships bring together multiple organisations within a freshwater catchment to implement shared objectives around water and environmental management. There are catchment partnerships in each of the 100+ Water Framework Directive (WFD) catchments across England (Figure 1) and typical partners include environmental NGOs, water companies, local authorities, government agencies, 
	There is a CaBA network at a national level and the CaBA website includes an online discussion forum, training and knowledge resources, examples of best practice, tools and delivery case studies encompassing a broad range of policy and practitioner interests. There is a national steering group, national support team and working groups for a range of topics such as biodiversity, agriculture, and catchment data. 
	Research from the James Hutton Institute on UK catchment partnerships highlights several features that make them suitable for beaver management (Waylen et al, 2021). They are particularly effective at addressing complex challenges requiring multiple organisations to work together, such as natural flood management. They excel at knowledge sharing between organisations and help bridge the gap between national policy and local delivery. Some catchment partnerships have already established BMGs and 
	beaver working groups, such as Dorset Catchment Partnership, who have the Dorset Beaver Working Group and Dorset Stour Beaver Management Group. 

	Key success factors include independent coordinators with both ecological and stakeholder engagement expertise, sustainable funding for both planning and implementation, and diverse partnership membership. The ability to evolve and adapt over time is also crucial as circumstances change. 
	However, catchment partnerships face challenges including the time needed to develop shared plans, difficulties securing long-term funding and challenges measuring partnership-specific impacts. Despite these limitations, the model offers valuable lessons for beaver management governance, particularly in balancing multiple objectives while maintaining adaptability. For a consistent approach, it is likely that national templates and knowledge sharing can support catchment partnerships to integrate beaver mana
	In the early stages of preparing for beavers and beaver expansion, there will be a need for significant stakeholder engagement and public education, which is likely to increase the current resource need of the partnerships. Feedback from stakeholders emphasises that beavers are more likely to be accepted if people are engaged before they appear in the area. The benefits of supporting catchment partnerships in areas where beavers are less active goes beyond supporting living with beavers; it will help buildi
	 
	Figure
	Figure 1. Map of catchment partnerships in England and Wales. © Environment Agency copyright and/or database right 2015. All rights reserved.  
	This map is published under the 
	This map is published under the 
	Open Government Licence v3.0
	Open Government Licence v3.0

	 for public sector 
	information. If reproducing this map for whatever reason, please use the copyright acknowledgement provided. 

	4. Funding Mechanisms and Models  
	This section considers, in turn, the following range of funding mechanisms identified during the literature review and stakeholder engagement. 
	4.1  Public funding 
	•
	•
	•
	 4.1.1 Government grants and programmes 

	•
	•
	 4.1.2 Government payment for ecosystem services 


	4.2  Voluntary and Community Funding 
	•
	•
	•
	 4.2.1. Public fundraising appeals and campaigns 

	•
	•
	 4.2.2.Trusts and foundations 


	4.3  Private Sector and “Green Finance” Models 
	•
	•
	•
	 4.3.1. Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorship 

	•
	•
	 4.3.2. Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 

	•
	•
	 4.3.3. Nutrient Neutrality 

	•
	•
	 4.3.4. Natural Flood Management (NFM) Project funding 

	•
	•
	 4.3.5. Eco Tourism 


	Each funding mechanism will be presented using the following format: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Overview of scheme 

	•
	•
	 Application 

	•
	•
	 Governance 

	•
	•
	 Timing 

	•
	•
	 Considerations 

	•
	•
	 Case Studies and Examples 

	•
	•
	 Stakeholder perspectives 

	•
	•
	 Insights and recommendations 


	4.1. Public Funding 
	4.1.1. Government grants and programmes 
	Natural England has recommended a "Medium" funding approach for beaver management, advocating for partial central funding to support licensing, management advice, education, and practical mitigation measures (Pouget and Gill, 2021). Currently, the Rural Payments Agency (RPA) administers funding for  to reduce the impact of beaver activities on woodland. There are currently options 
	Protection and Infrastructure 
	Protection and Infrastructure 
	grants

	within the grant for 
	crop protection fencing for permanent crops (BC3),
	crop protection fencing for permanent crops (BC3),

	 
	tree guards (BC4)
	tree guards (BC4)

	 
	and 
	expert dam management (BC5).
	expert dam management (BC5).

	 

	Natural England and the Environment Agency have funded some research and evidence projects such as , health and genetic assessments of the existing population and a . NE have run various free training sessions for beaver management class licences (,  and ) and for the management of beaver enclosures. There has been no direct grant funding for BMGs to date. 
	beaver distribution surveys
	beaver distribution surveys

	social science study on BMGs
	social science study on BMGs

	CL50
	CL50

	CL51
	CL51

	CL52
	CL52


	Application 
	Currently, public funding has been provided to support a range of activities such as: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Beaver management class training (CL50, CL51 and CL52), offered free of charge for beaver managers and expert consultants. 

	•
	•
	 Grant funding for practical mitigation measures such as flow devices and tree protection via the Infrastructure and Capital grant scheme. 

	•
	•
	 Population monitoring and health surveys in some catchments. 


	Governance 
	To date BMGs have received no direct funding, although some have been contracted to undertake work as part of distribution and health monitoring. To receive government grants in the future, organisations must have formal constitutions and the fiduciary governance structures and management capabilities for grant management, which many existing BMGs lack. Grants can be applied for by one of the partner organisations within a BMG. 
	Timing 
	Grants have been available from private and charitable organisations to support early pioneer projects but increasingly BMGs report they are hard to secure. 
	•
	•
	•
	 Short to medium-term funding cycles (typically 1-3 years). 

	•
	•
	 Current funding initiatives prioritise establishing BMGs and initial management infrastructure. 


	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Grants can play a strategic role, for example in shaping project emphasis or governance requirements.  

	•
	•
	 There are sustainability challenges due to reliance on time-limited funding. 

	•
	•
	 Grants can have complex and time-consuming application processes. 

	•
	•
	 Limited central funding availability means diverse funding approaches are often required. 


	Case studies and examples 
	Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL) is a program designed to support farmers and land managers in National Landscapes (previously known as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs)), National Parks, and the Broads in England. It helps them deliver projects that support nature recovery, mitigate climate change, and provide opportunities for people to connect with the landscape. The National Trust Purbeck estate has agreement in principle for a FiPL scheme that includes beaver reintroduction and will be 
	Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL) is a program designed to support farmers and land managers in National Landscapes (previously known as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs)), National Parks, and the Broads in England. It helps them deliver projects that support nature recovery, mitigate climate change, and provide opportunities for people to connect with the landscape. The National Trust Purbeck estate has agreement in principle for a FiPL scheme that includes beaver reintroduction and will be 
	government decision on wild-release 
	government decision on wild-release 
	licences



	Natural England commissioned area wide surveys of the beaver populations in Kent, undertaken by the Beaver Trust and the East Kent Beaver Advisory Group (EKBAG) was sub-contracted to assist. Following these surveys, Natural England commissioned health screening of the Kent beaver population, which was also undertaken by the Beaver Trust and Zoological Society of London (ZSL). EKBAG was sub-contracted to assist with landowner permission. 
	Natural England commissioned area wide surveys of the beaver populations in Kent, undertaken by the Beaver Trust and the East Kent Beaver Advisory Group (EKBAG) was sub-contracted to assist. Following these surveys, Natural England commissioned health screening of the Kent beaver population, which was also undertaken by the Beaver Trust and Zoological Society of London (ZSL). EKBAG was sub-contracted to assist with landowner permission. 

	Stakeholder perspectives 
	Recent consultations and stakeholder feedback indicate: 
	•
	•
	•
	 BMGs emphasise the critical nature of government funding during establishment phases, especially revenue funding for staff resource. This staff resource can be used to apply for wider funding and coordinate cross organisational efforts. 

	•
	•
	 Stakeholders express concern about bureaucratic funding requirements and application processes. 

	•
	•
	 Strong support exists for blended funding approaches incorporating both public and private sources. Public grants can help lever private funding. 

	•
	•
	 Recognition that successful beaver management requires long-term financial sustainability beyond initial government support. 

	•
	•
	 Stakeholders highlight the need for streamlined funding processes while maintaining accountability. 


	Insights and recommendations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Grants can play an important role in supporting beaver management and building capacity in locations where beavers are being licensed for reintroduction, and to proactively support new BMGs as existing wild populations spread. In the early stages of beaver reintroduction grant funding for beaver officer roles for stakeholder engagement and education will help avoid conflict and foster wider public support for beavers. While wild-release licences include the requirement to fund beaver 

	officer roles for the licence period (10 years) government grants may be needed outside this period and in areas without wild release licensed projects. 
	officer roles for the licence period (10 years) government grants may be needed outside this period and in areas without wild release licensed projects. 

	•
	•
	 Aligning funding around preferred delivery and organisational review mechanisms such as catchment partnerships could help support coordination and delivery structures. 

	•
	•
	 Matched grant funding can help unlock voluntary and philanthropic contribution: this could be an effective use of funding in areas doing feasibility work in preparation for licence applications. 

	•
	•
	 Grants combined with other private financing mechanisms can be a powerful tool in helping to develop natural capital markets. The so-called “Blended Finance” offer could be important in helping to establish Green Finance vehicles in areas such as NFM and BNG. 

	•
	•
	 Grants can support risk and benefit analysis development, incorporating both environmental and socio-economic factors. This evidence will help to leverage private funding where clear benefits can be demonstrated. 


	4.1.2. Government payment for ecosystem services 
	Government payment for ecosystem services represents a fundamental shift in UK environmental policy, moving from land ownership subsidies toward paying for specific environmental benefits from land use (Defra, 2021). This policy change is a key feature of the UK's post-Brexit agricultural and environmental policies, the move away from the EU's Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) subsidies toward more targeted payments for ecosystem services. Three primary mechanisms support this approach: 
	Environmental Land Management Schemes (ELMS): 
	•
	•
	•
	 (SFI): pays farmers to adopt and maintain sustainable farming practices that can protect and enhance the natural environment alongside food production and also support farm productivity (including by improving animal health and welfare, optimising the use of inputs and making better use of natural resources). SFI has been paused as of March 2025 with details of a revised scheme planning to be launched in the summer of 2025 (Defra, 2025). 
	 Sustainable Farming Incentive
	 Sustainable Farming Incentive



	•
	•
	 (CSHT): will pay for more targeted actions relating to specific locations, features and habitats. From summer 2025, there will be revenue funding for 99 base actions and 33 supplemental actions (these can only be chosen if the corresponding base action is chosen), and capital funding to help achieve these. CSHT will support a wide range of areas including creating, restoring and managing wetlands, preventing flooding or improve resilience to flooding and support species recovery. 
	 Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier
	 Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier



	•
	•
	: has funded bespoke, longer-term, larger scale projects that support net zero, protected sites and habitat creation. As of March 2025, there has been two rounds of landscape recovery funding, and a third round has not yet been confirmed. 
	 Landscape Recovery
	 Landscape Recovery

	•
	•
	•
	 Environment Agency led programmes: The Environment Agency  plays a central role in delivering NFM projects across England. These programmes often involve working with landowners, farmers, and local communities to implement measures such as tree planting, river restoration, and the creation of leaky dams. These interventions help to slow the flow of water, reduce peak flood levels, and improve water quality. The Environment Agency's NFM projects are often funded through government grants and are aligned wit
	UK's 25-Year Environment
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	•
	•
	 Local flood defence projects: Local authorities, landowners and managers are increasingly adopting NFM as part of their flood risk management strategies. These projects are often community-focused and involve collaboration with local stakeholders to deliver tailored solutions. For example, in Cumbria, local organisations have implemented NFM measures such as the restoration of upland peatlands, creation of wetland and river restoration (Green Finance Institute, 2024a). These projects not only reduce flood 





	 
	Natural Flood Management (NFM) initiatives and flood risk management schemes: 
	Nutrient Neutrality frameworks: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Nutrient neutrality is a policy approach designed to address the environmental impact of nutrient pollution, particularly from developments in sensitive areas. Excess nutrients, such as nitrogen and phosphorus, can lead to the eutrophication of water bodies, causing harm to aquatic ecosystems. The UK has introduced nutrient neutrality frameworks to ensure that new developments do not exacerbate nutrient pollution, particularly in protected areas such as Natura 2000 sites (European Environment Agency, 2023)

	•
	•
	. This is a grant fund for local planning authorities to deliver high quality, locally led nutrient mitigation schemes. As of March 2025, there have been two rounds of the fund. Then fund is currently closed and there has not been a decision on whether a third round will open. 
	 Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund
	 Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund




	Application 
	Projects featuring beaver reintroduction may be able to access multiple funding streams by demonstrating delivery of quantifiable ecosystem services. 
	Research from the River Otter Beaver Trial demonstrates beavers' significant contribution to ecosystem services. Through dam-building, beavers create natural flood defence 
	systems that reduce peak flows by up to 30%, in some situations while storing over a million litres of water per family group. These structures trap up to 50kg of sediment per square metre annually, simultaneously improving water quality by reducing nitrogen and phosphate levels through natural filtration processes (Brazier et al., 2021). 

	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Countryside Stewardship Higher Tier (CSHT) Funding 


	From summer 2025, the new CSHT will contain the action CSW12 Making room for the river to move, which will replace the current SW12 Making space for water payment. The payment will remain the same at £1,489 per hectare (ha) per year, and one of the aims is to restore and create new and dynamic areas of river and wet floodplain habitats, which beavers can support. Beaver activity can also contribute to other water actions in CSHT. There are no current plans to have any beaver-specific options. 
	2)
	2)
	2)
	 Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) 


	SFI offers three or five-year agreements supporting sustainable water management practices that complement beaver activity such as creating riparian corridors and buffering water features from agricultural activity. While not beaver-specific, these agreements provide flexibility for farmers adapting to beaver presence. 
	The Infrastructure and Capital Grant (see section 4.1.1) favours applicants who have, or are applying to have, a Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) agreement, and has three options that apply to beavers: BC3 crop protection fencing, BC4 tree guard protection and BC5 expert dam management. 
	SFI has been paused as of March 2025 with details of a revised scheme planning to be launched in the summer of 2025 (Defra, 2025). 
	3)
	3)
	3)
	 Landscape Recovery 


	This scheme enables catchment-scale transformation through longer-term funding agreements. It emphasises collaborative approaches across multiple land holdings, particularly valuable for beaver management at landscape scale. 
	4)
	4)
	4)
	 Nutrient Neutrality Schemes 


	Recent initiatives provide opportunities to monetise water quality benefits through local authority mitigation funds and integration with catchment management strategies and developer-purchased nutrient credits. 
	Multiple funding streams can potentially be combined, subject to additionality requirements and scheme-specific criteria. Success typically requires demonstrating multiple environmental benefits while meeting detailed monitoring and reporting requirements. 
	Governance 
	The governance of ecosystem service payments operates through a structured hierarchy of organisations: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Defra designs policy and oversees all schemes, with the RPA administering ELMS payments alongside other agricultural support. 

	•
	•
	 Natural England provides technical guidance for ELMS and advises on environmental outcomes and monitoring. 

	•
	•
	 Environment Agency leads on flood risk aspects, evaluating proposals and monitoring outcomes through established natural flood management frameworks and through core capital and maintenance works. Also facilitate water industry national environment programme (WINEP) and water company price reviews and catchment planning aspects, e.g., Water Environment Improvement Fund (WEIF) and Water Environment Grant (WEG). 

	•
	•
	 Local authorities coordinate nutrient neutrality schemes and integrate nature-based solutions with planning requirements, for example through Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS). 

	•
	•
	 Catchment partnerships align funding streams and stakeholders through the CaBA, facilitating collaboration between landowners, water companies, NGOs and communities. 


	Timing 
	•
	•
	•
	 Landscape Recovery and Local Nutrient Mitigation Fund currently closed (March 2025), no current plans to reopen. 

	•
	•
	 These government funding mechanisms are likely to evolve and improve over time and could better support landscape recovery in which beavers could play an integral part. 


	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Does not directly fund BMGs but could support making space for beavers and some management interventions (e.g. tree protection). 

	•
	•
	 Potentially a requirement to combine with other funding mechanisms to make project achievable. 


	Case studies and examples 
	Landscape recovery of the lower Otter valley 
	Landscape recovery of the lower Otter valley 
	The Clinton Devon Estates were awarded a Landscape Recovery development grant of £750,000 to plan a 20-30year implementation phase that will see significant long-term landscape enhancement within the Otter valley, Devon. The proposal aims to develop a detailed, fundable proposition restoring and connecting wildlife habitats across ca. 4,144 hectares of the lower Otter catchment and includes beavers. This multi-functional landscape will also meet the needs for food, timber, clean water and access alongside t
	A Stakeholder Communication Advisory Group has been established to help steer the development phase and includes representatives from local government, local parish councils, land managers and a range of private and environmental organisations with an interest in the landscape and the environmental, social and economic benefits it supports. Stakeholders will be involved in shaping priorities for the landscape plan and there will be opportunities for wider consultation throughout the course of the developmen

	Stakeholder perspectives 
	•
	•
	•
	 The Environment Agency sees potential in supporting agricultural subsidies that protect and enhance water resources, with officers actively involved in developing environmental land management schemes and adapting BNG metrics to include dynamic processes and beavers.  

	•
	•
	 ELMS is viewed as a potential mechanism for ongoing land management that can account for species like beavers, though cautious about budget implications (e.g. if budget remains fixed and beaver-related options added, funding will be reduced elsewhere). 

	•
	•
	 Currently ELMS is not accessible to domestic landowners, with limited support for infrastructure repairs caused by beavers. 

	•
	•
	 Agri-environment schemes do not currently directly include beaver management, with challenges in defining areas for dynamic beaver habitats. 

	•
	•
	 Landscape Recovery Projects offer a collaborative approach where individual farm losses can be offset by wider ecosystem benefits. 

	•
	•
	 Local Nature Recovery Strategies provide a potential avenue for including beaver habitats in existing partnerships, though farmer engagement remains challenging. 


	  
	Insights and recommendations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Increasing flexibility in schemes such as making space for water to better support impact of beavers on land and allow for ecosystem benefits such as NFM and nutrient improvement. 

	•
	•
	 Increased coordination and integration at a catchment level, with different land managers working together. 

	•
	•
	 Opportunity for integration across river basin planning and water industry planning to support beaver related outcomes towards restored and resilient catchments 

	•
	•
	 Open a third round of Landscape Recovery, which can become a funding option for projects involving beavers now that wild release licences are available. 

	•
	•
	 Open a third round of local nutrient mitigation fund, as beaver projects can support the aims of the fund. 


	4.2. Voluntary and Community Funding 
	4.2.1. Public fundraising appeals and campaigns 
	Public fundraising campaigns engage communities to generate funds for nature restoration initiatives, typically led by Wildlife Trusts and environmental charities. These range from local appeals to national campaigns. 
	Application 
	Fundraising can support various initiatives, including initial feasibility studies, community engagement programmes, habitat restoration work, long-term monitoring, and educational initiatives. Appeals can be aimed nationally (for example for coordinating efforts strategically) or locally (funding individual BMGs within a catchment). 
	Governance 
	Public fundraising appeals and trust funding are typically administered through established environmental organisations with charitable status, particularly environmental-NGOs such as Wildlife Trusts. Charitable status is crucial for public fundraising as it enables Gift Aid claims on donations (adding 25% to their value) and helps build public trust through regulated governance and financial reporting requirements. 
	Most BMGs currently lack formal constitutional status or independent charitable status, requiring them to work through partner organisations to access both public donations and trust funding. This partnership approach, while adding complexity, ensures appropriate financial governance and maximises income through established charitable mechanisms. With the recent  to allow wild releases of beavers under license, it may be easier for BMGs to work towards formal constitutional status where this is necessary. 
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	Timing 
	Public fundraising appeals and campaigns are potentially best suited to the earlier stages of re-introduction where public interest is peaked.  
	 
	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Requires significant organisational capacity and resourcing. 

	•
	•
	 Success dependent on public engagement. 

	•
	•
	 Online and social media presence can reach a larger audience. 

	•
	•
	 May be more suitable for project setup than long-term funding. 

	•
	•
	 Often needs matching with other funding sources. 

	•
	•
	 Access to this funding source may reduce over time as “novelty factor” decreases. 


	Case studies and examples 
	Several Wildlife Trusts have demonstrated successful fundraising for beaver projects.  
	Several Wildlife Trusts have demonstrated successful fundraising for beaver projects.  
	The Devon Wildlife Trust raised over £100,000 through public donations for river restoration work. Other Wildlife Trusts have run successful appeals for specific catchment improvements. 
	The Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (HIWWT) has made significant progress in its beaver reintroduction project through fundraising and leveraging matched funding. If a wild release licence were granted, HIWWT are confident they could raise additional funds to cover the core costs of beaver translocation, monitoring and community engagement. Funding will also be sought to help fund mitigation measures for landowners but feel further government support is required for this to promote key messages of 
	Dorset Wildlife Trust have a “Adopt a beaver” campaign to support their beaver reintroduction project, with donations of £15 or above in return for an adoption certificate, project site video tour, beaver information sheet and beaver digital photo. 
	A number of appeals have been launched on fundraising platforms. Kernow Conservation CIC raised around £20,000 for the development of a beaver project through  and the Beaver Trust raised £60,000 through  to support their work in beaver translocations, information sharing and policy development. 
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	Stakeholder perspectives 
	From interviews and workshops, stakeholders highlighted both opportunities and limitations of public fundraising: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Wildlife Trusts report that beaver projects resonate strongly with public donors due to the tangible benefits for both communities and nature. The multiple benefits of beavers - from flood reduction to biodiversity gains - create a compelling narrative for fundraising. 

	•
	•
	 However, stakeholders note that public fundraising may become more challenging as beaver populations become more widespread and the "novelty factor" decreases. Management activities tend to attract less public interest than initial reintroductions. There is also a risk that public opinion on beaver reintroduction becomes unfavourable in the future due to beaver conflicts being poorly managed. 

	•
	•
	 Several stakeholders emphasised that while public fundraising can effectively support setup costs and specific initiatives, it is less suitable for ongoing management costs, which require more sustainable long-term funding mechanisms. 


	The success of fundraising campaigns often depends on effective stakeholder engagement and building local support before launching appeals. Early consultation and community buy-in were identified as key factors in successful fundraising efforts. 
	Insights and recommendations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Public appeals and campaigns can have considerable educational advantages for local communities who may interact with beavers. 

	•
	•
	 Matched funding can be a powerful tool to galvanise support. 


	4.2.2. Trusts and foundations 
	Grant-making bodies provide structured funding for conservation projects that support ecosystem restoration and wildlife recovery. These organisations typically operate through defined funding programmes with specific environmental objectives and often look to support innovative approaches to nature recovery and community engagement. 
	Application 
	Trust funding typically supports: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Project development and feasibility work. 

	•
	•
	 Capital costs for habitat restoration. 

	•
	•
	 Staff and operational costs. 

	•
	•
	 Research and monitoring. 

	•
	•
	 Partnership development. 


	  
	Governance 
	Trusts and foundations typically require recipient organisations to have formal governance structures and the fiduciary capabilities for grant management. Most BMGs currently apply through partner organisations such as Wildlife Trusts as they lack formal constitution, and the governance structures needed for direct grant management. The Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust and other established environmental charities have successfully used this model to secure and manage significant trust funding for b
	Timing 
	Trusts and foundation fundraising is best suited to early-stage introduction activities as well as longer-term research. 
	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Competitive application processes require significant organisational capacity and resourcing. 

	•
	•
	 Time-limited funding makes planning for long-term management challenging. 

	•
	•
	 Often requires match funding from other sources. 

	•
	•
	 Need to demonstrate innovation or specific outcomes. 

	•
	•
	 Regular reporting requirements need dedicated staff time. 

	•
	•
	 In the case of regional or national Trusts and Foundations there may be less access to funding over time as the novelty factor decreases and competition for funds increases. 


	Case studies and examples 
	Several notable examples demonstrate how trusts and foundations are supporting beaver projects: 
	Several notable examples demonstrate how trusts and foundations are supporting beaver projects: 
	•
	•
	•
	 The Esmée Fairbairn Foundation has been a significant funder, supporting both the Devon Beaver project and the Tamar Beaver Management Group through their environmental grants programme. 

	•
	•
	 Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust secured multi-year funding from charitable trusts and major donors for a dedicated beaver officer post, providing 3-4 years of stable operational funding, to develop a wild release proposal. 

	•
	•
	 The Ecological Restoration Fund provided £150,000 in partnership funding to the  to support practical beaver management, including site releases, conflict management, and equipment provision for mitigation measures. 
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	Stakeholder perspectives 
	•
	•
	•
	 Wildlife Trusts noted challenges in securing consistent long-term funding from trusts for ongoing management activities. 

	•
	•
	 Stakeholders emphasised the need for more sustainable funding mechanisms beyond time-limited trust grants. 


	Insights and recommendations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Trust funding works best when combined with other funding sources. 

	•
	•
	 Focus on securing support for specific project elements rather than relying on trusts for core funding. 

	•
	•
	 Consider how trust funding can help establish more sustainable long-term funding models. 


	4.3. Private Sector and “Green Finance” Models 
	The UK Government's  (2023a) and  (2023b) sets out how private investment in nature can be mobilised through creating units or credits that can be bought and sold. For beaver management, this creates opportunities to monetise ecosystem services such as natural flood management, water quality improvements, and biodiversity enhancements. Private sector funding models broadly fall into three categories: 
	Nature Markets Framework
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	Green Finance Strategy


	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorship. 

	2)
	2)
	 Regulated environmental markets (e.g. Biodiversity Net Gain, Nutrient Neutrality). 

	3)
	3)
	 Voluntary environmental markets (e.g. natural flood management, carbon credits). 


	The Government aims to grow annual private investment flows to nature to at least £500 million by 2027 in England, rising to more than £1 billion by 2030 (HM Treasury, 2021). Achieving this will require high-integrity market frameworks that enable businesses to invest with confidence in nature-based solutions, including beaver management. 
	The development of these markets requires robust standards, clear governance arrangements, and transparent monitoring to ensure environmental outcomes are delivered. While some markets, like Biodiversity Net Gain, are more established with clear metrics, others, such as natural flood management, are still evolving. 
	4.3.1. Direct corporate partnerships and sponsorship 
	Corporate partnerships provide direct private sector funding through business sponsorship, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) initiatives and strategic alignments. These arrangements enable businesses to support beaver management activities that align with their Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) objectives. ESG considerations are increasingly driving corporate investment decisions, with nature-based 
	solutions becoming an important focus for companies seeking to demonstrate environmental leadership and manage climate-related risks. 

	Application 
	Corporate funding can support a range of beaver management activities, from funding dedicated beaver officer posts to capital investment in infrastructure such as fencing and flow devices. Companies often seek projects that deliver multiple benefits, combining environmental improvements with employee engagement and community outreach opportunities. Water utilities have shown particular interest in funding beaver projects that improve water quality or reduce flood risk in their operational areas, while local
	The tourism and recreation sector presents growing opportunities, with businesses recognising the potential economic benefits of beaver presence through increased visitor numbers and enhanced experiences. Companies with riverside assets or infrastructure may also invest in beaver projects as part of their climate adaptation and risk management strategies. 
	Governance 
	Successful corporate partnerships require good governance structures and formal agreements that clearly define deliverables, reporting requirements and accountability. Most beaver projects currently access corporate funding through established partner organisations like Wildlife Trusts, which provide the necessary governance frameworks and financial management capabilities. This arrangement offers assurance to corporate partners while ensuring appropriate oversight of funds and alignment with wider conserva
	Timing 
	Early-stage beaver projects often attract corporate interest due to their innovation and straightforward narrative, but securing long-term funding for ongoing management can be more challenging. 
	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 The need to balance corporate objectives with conservation goals. 

	•
	•
	 Long-term sustainability of funding arrangements. 

	•
	•
	 Potential reputational risks for both partners. 

	•
	•
	 Resource requirements for partnership management. 

	•
	•
	 Competition for corporate funding between environmental initiatives. 


	Case studies and examples 
	St Eval, a certified B Corp business based in Cornwall, has committed £150,000 over three years (£50,000 per year) to  position. This partnership exemplifies how local businesses can support conservation while enhancing their sustainability credentials. St Eval's commitment to environmental stewardship aligns with their B Corp status and connects with their customer base's values. 
	St Eval, a certified B Corp business based in Cornwall, has committed £150,000 over three years (£50,000 per year) to  position. This partnership exemplifies how local businesses can support conservation while enhancing their sustainability credentials. St Eval's commitment to environmental stewardship aligns with their B Corp status and connects with their customer base's values. 
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	National Trust and Corporate Partnerships 
	National Trust and Corporate Partnerships 
	The National Trust has successfully diversified its funding for beaver projects through a  (electric car racing series) to support beaver reintroduction in Studland. The partnerships show how beaver projects can appeal to companies seeking to enhance their sustainability narrative. 
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	Norfolk Rivers Trust & WWF 
	Norfolk Rivers Trust & WWF 
	Norfolk Rivers Trust has established a long-term partnership with WWF, who provide funding through corporate sponsors like Coca-Cola and Airwick. The partnership focuses on improving environmental impacts, particularly in agricultural areas. WWF has provided substantial support for practical elements including fencing and stakeholder engagement work.  

	Stakeholder perspectives 
	Water companies have expressed interest in supporting beaver projects but note limitations to finances and focus on supporting capital projects rather than ongoing maintenance or revenue support. They prefer partnership projects that support a strategic vision. 
	Insights and recommendations 
	Corporate partnerships can provide valuable funding for beaver management but should be viewed as part of a broader funding strategy rather than a standalone solution. Success factors include: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Partnerships work best when they deliver clear benefits for both parties and contribute to wider environmental and social goals. 

	•
	•
	 Understanding and aligning with corporate partners' strategic objectives while maintaining conservation priorities. 


	4.3.2. Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 
	Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) represents a significant compliance-based environmental market mechanism established through the  The policy requires property developers to deliver a measurable improvement in biodiversity (minimum 10% net gain) compared to the pre-development baseline. This creates a structured market where biodiversity improvements can be traded between developers needing to meet their obligations and landowners or conservation organisations able to create or enhance habitats. 
	Environment Act 2021.
	Environment Act 2021.


	The system operates through a mitigation hierarchy where developers must first seek to enhance biodiversity on-site, then look to off-site solutions, and only as a last resort purchase statutory biodiversity credits from the government. Off-site biodiversity gains must be secured for a minimum of 30 years through legal agreements (either Section 106 agreements or conservation covenants), creating long-term funding opportunities for nature recovery projects. 
	Application 
	Beaver-created wetlands present a compelling opportunity within the BNG framework, though current metrics need adaptation to fully capture the dynamic and transformative nature of their activity. Beavers act as ecosystem engineers, creating complex wetland habitats that can generate significant biodiversity uplift. These habitats could generate biodiversity units for developers to sell, providing a sustainable funding stream for BMGs and landowners. 
	The multiple benefits delivered by beaver-modified landscapes align well with BNG objectives. The River Otter Beaver Trial research demonstrates that beaver activities enhance biodiversity (Howe and Crutchley, 2020), and a global review of beaver dam impacts found they improve water quality (Grudzinski et al, 2022). 
	However, capturing these multiple benefits within current BNG metrics remains challenging. The dynamic nature of beaver-created habitats - which can change location and character over time - doesn't easily fit within the current habitat classification system and condition assessments used in the statutory biodiversity metric, though this is being addressed by a review and scheme development (Spains Hall, 2025). As more data is gathered around ecological impacts of beaver activity, future schemes will be abl
	Governance 
	The governance structures around BNG involve multiple layers (2), with local planning authorities enforcing requirements through planning conditions and Natural England providing oversight and site registration. A significant development in the market 
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	has been the emergence of habitat banks, which aggregate biodiversity units across multiple sites to sell to developers. For beaver projects and initiatives looking to access BNG funding, partnership with either LPAs or registered Responsible Bodies would be essential to provide the necessary legal and monitoring frameworks. 

	 
	Figure
	Figure 2. Overview of England’s Biodiversity Net Gain model. Data from P. Tucker, Green Finance Institute. © 2026 Green Finance Institute. All rights reserved. 
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	This figure is published under a bespoke licence. If you wish to reuse/reproduce this figure, please contact 
	data.services@naturalengland.org.uk
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	 to make a request.  

	 
	Timing 
	BNG became mandatory for most developments from November 2023 and is a relatively new and evolving market. Requirements for small sites commence from April 2024. In November 2025 it will apply to Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (Defra, 2024a). 
	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 BNG metrics currently have limitations in capturing benefits from dynamic beaver-created wetlands with challenges in defining fixed areas with beaver activity. 

	•
	•
	 Need for new assessment methods and river condition metrics. 

	•
	•
	 Market has been established, but the exact size and demand remain unknown, and significant variation between regions is likely. 

	•
	•
	 High administrative burden for setup and monitoring and resource-intensive ecological baseline surveys and reporting requirements. 

	•
	•
	 There can be complexity in stacking BNG with other funding mechanisms. 


	Case studies and examples 
	Attracting private investment through BNG 
	Attracting private investment through BNG 
	Nature Impact transform underutilised farmland into thriving ecosystems while delivering commercial returns for investors. Founded in 2023 by Tom Nelson and Connell Grogan, the company creates habitat banks that generate Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) units for developers, delivering indicative returns of 6-12% depending on where investors sit in the investment stack. 
	With two projects now live on the Biodiversity Gains Register and two more farms under offer, Nature Impact focuses on lower-grade agricultural land (Grade 3 and below) safeguarding UK food security. Their model currently focuses on direct land ownership but is exploring partnerships with existing landowners and institutional investors. They have established relationships with environmental NGOs looking at projects featuring niche and valuable habitats, such as coastal lagoons. 
	While currently centred on BNG, the company plans to diversify its revenue streams. They have expressed interest in beaver reintroduction for suitable sites with watercourses, recognising ecological benefits and potential for revenue through natural flood management, nutrient credits and eco-tourism income. They acknowledge potential challenges in predicting and measuring outcomes from beaver-created habitats within the BNG framework but have some ideas to overcome these. 
	Their commercially viable approach can even work in partnership with their Community Benefit Society, that enables local ownership and uses BNG revenues to create lasting community assets that extend beyond the 30-year statutory BNG period. This innovative model demonstrates how environmental markets can effectively contribute to reversing the UK's nature depletion through private investment while delivering sustainable financial and social returns. 
	Environment Bank has demonstrated how habitat banks can operate at scale, managing over 600 hectares of habitat creation by 2023, with plans to add another 1,000 hectares by 2024 (PRI, 2024). To date Environment Bank has secured £240m in funding from Gresham house (Environment Analyst, 2023). 

	Stakeholder perspectives 
	The  Environment Project demonstrates how BNG can support integrated landscape-scale restoration including beaver management. This Norfolk-based project spans almost 2,000 acres of farmland and plans to deliver biodiversity units through a combination of scrub, grassland, wetland and woodland habitat uplift. The project showcases how BNG can be combined with other revenue streams such as eco-tourism and nutrient neutrality, and with environmental recovery objectives to create a viable business model, with p
	The  Environment Project demonstrates how BNG can support integrated landscape-scale restoration including beaver management. This Norfolk-based project spans almost 2,000 acres of farmland and plans to deliver biodiversity units through a combination of scrub, grassland, wetland and woodland habitat uplift. The project showcases how BNG can be combined with other revenue streams such as eco-tourism and nutrient neutrality, and with environmental recovery objectives to create a viable business model, with p
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	The  Estate BNG pilot project provides valuable insights into the challenges and opportunities of incorporating beaver-created habitats into BNG schemes. The project highlighted that current BNG metrics don't adequately capture the dynamic nature of beaver wetlands, or the habitats created and managed by beavers. Initial work undertaken by the Estate has instigated a detailed government review of how beaver created and managed area habitats can be incorporated into BNG in the future. Environment Agency are 
	The  Estate BNG pilot project provides valuable insights into the challenges and opportunities of incorporating beaver-created habitats into BNG schemes. The project highlighted that current BNG metrics don't adequately capture the dynamic nature of beaver wetlands, or the habitats created and managed by beavers. Initial work undertaken by the Estate has instigated a detailed government review of how beaver created and managed area habitats can be incorporated into BNG in the future. Environment Agency are 
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	•
	•
	•
	 Wildlife Trusts have reported challenges with BNG implementation, noting a tendency for on-site delivery rather than purchasing off-site units, and there have been concerns expressed about lower-than-anticipated demand for off-site units  

	•
	•
	 Others see potential in using BNG to fund integrated catchment management approaches that could include beaver projects  


	Insights and recommendations 
	•
	•
	•
	 On a project level, BNG can be blended into other funding approaches. 

	•
	•
	 From a market framework perspective, improved metrics that capture the benefits of beavers and streamline processes for stacking BNG with other ecosystem service payments would help. 

	•
	•
	 Support for the development of catchment-scale approaches such as a catchment wide habitat bank, could also help to support landscape-scale recovery. 


	4.3.3. Nutrient Neutrality 
	Nutrient pollution, particularly from nitrogen and phosphorus, represents a significant environmental challenge in England, where only 16% of rivers are in good ecological condition (Defra, 2024b). These nutrients primarily originate from agricultural run-off (including agrochemicals and livestock waste) and wastewater treatment. Excess nutrients 
	can lead to eutrophication – excessive algal growth – which degrades water quality and reduces aquatic biodiversity. 

	In England, The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 regulate 'protected sites' - nature sites and areas of countryside that have special status due to their natural or cultural importance. The Regulations stipulate that development cannot increase nutrient load to waterways within these protected sites and require 'competent authorities' to assess the environmental impact of planning projects and only approve those that demonstrate nutrient neutrality. 
	The Local Government Association (estimated in 2022 that the scheme had kept 20,000 new homes from being built each year due to regulations on nutrient pollution (Local Government Association, 2022). In response, a market mechanism was developed by the government in 2022 to help unlock house building while contributing to the country's environmental targets (Natural England, 2023). 
	Under this mechanism, developers can now demonstrate nutrient neutrality by purchasing nutrient 'credits' from landowners in the same catchment area who decrease their nutrient run-off. This can be achieved through directly decreasing use of agrochemicals or by implementing nature-based solutions such as planting buffer strips or creating wetlands. The scheme is enforced across 74 local planning authorities (LPAs), which have waterways in unfavourable condition. 
	In response to the low supply of credits available to LPAs, Natural England created a national Nutrient Mitigation Scheme to develop publicly funded nutrient mitigation projects. As of July 2024, the scheme had delivered credits to build 4,730 homes by creating 260 hectares of habitat (Natural England, 2024). 
	Application 
	Beaver-created wetlands and associated management practices could generate nutrient credits through several mechanisms: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Natural Filtration: Beaver dams and ponds act as natural filters, trapping sediment and processing nutrients. Research from various beaver trials demonstrates significant reductions in nitrogen and phosphorus levels in water passing through beaver-modified systems. 

	•
	•
	 Land Use Change: Areas modified by beaver activity often transition from agricultural use to wetland habitats, reducing direct nutrient inputs from farming activities. 

	•
	•
	 Buffer Zones: Creating and managing riparian zones around beaver habitats can help intercept and filter agricultural run-off before it reaches waterways. 


	Credits are priced through negotiations between seller and buyer and have been going for between £1,800 – £4,000/ kg of nitrogen and £14,000 – £100,000/kg of phosphate (Green 
	Finance Institute, 2024c). The reductions are meant to be permanent, with local authorities setting the number of years used to define perpetuity, ranging from 80 to 125 years. 

	Governance 
	Beaver projects that intend to generate income from nutrient credits will require a collaborative organisation or project vehicle. This may involve partnerships between landowners, conservation NGOs, local authorities, and technical experts, supported by a project management team to oversee implementation and monitoring. 
	The accreditation process (
	 
	 


	 overleaf) involves: 
	Figure 3

	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Engaging with the local planning authority and Natural England for guidance. 

	2.
	2.
	 Establishing baseline nutrient levels, designing a monitoring programme, and calculating potential credits. 

	3.
	3.
	 Registering credits through the local authority, securing buyer agreements, and maintaining annual monitoring and reporting. 


	Timing 
	The Nutrient Neutrality market is actively operating across 74 local planning authorities, with urgent demand driven by stalled housing developments. Natural England's Nutrient Mitigation Scheme is actively purchasing credits, helping to stabilise the market and provide confidence in long-term demand. The scheme is likely to expand to additional catchments as water quality monitoring identifies new areas requiring protection, presenting growing opportunities for nature-based solutions including beaver proje
	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 The key challenge for beaver projects entering the nutrient market lies in quantifying and monitoring nutrient reductions from dynamic beaver systems. While beaver-created wetlands can effectively trap and process nutrients, the mobile nature of beavers makes it complex to define fixed areas for credit generation. This is particularly important given the long-term commitments required by the scheme - typically between 80-125 years depending on local authority requirements. 

	•
	•
	 Projects need to carefully consider the financial implications, with credit prices varying significantly by region (£1,800 – £4,000/kg nitrogen; £14,000 – £100,000/kg phosphate). While these prices can provide substantial income, projects must account for upfront assessment costs and ongoing monitoring requirements. 

	•
	•
	 Projects can combine nutrient neutrality payments with other funding streams like Biodiversity Net Gain, creating diversified income streams from delivering multiple environmental benefits. 


	 
	 
	Figure
	Figure 3. Overview of Nutrient Credit certification process. © Natural England 2023 This figure is published under the 
	Figure 3. Overview of Nutrient Credit certification process. © Natural England 2023 This figure is published under the 
	Open Government 
	Open Government 
	Licence v3.0

	 for public sector information. If reproducing this figure for whatever reason, please use the copyright acknowledgement 
	provided. 

	Stakeholder perspectives 
	•
	•
	•
	 Wildlife organisations have reported practical challenges with implementing nutrient neutrality schemes on the ground. Key feedback from conservation bodies highlights the importance of early stakeholder engagement, particularly in areas where projects may impact agricultural practices. They note that creating effective partnerships with landowners requires significant time investment and clear communication about both obligations and opportunities. 

	•
	•
	 Landowner representatives emphasise that whilst nutrient markets offer interesting revenue opportunities, there remain practical hurdles to participation. Their feedback indicates that landowners need clearer guidance on how nutrient credits can be combined with existing agricultural payments and other environmental market opportunities. They particularly highlighted concerns about long-term management commitments and the need for flexibility to adapt to changing conditions or requirements over time. 


	Insights and recommendations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Understanding and accessing these emerging markets remains challenging for individual landowners, suggesting a need for simplified processes and dedicated support to help navigate the technical requirements and administrative procedures. 

	•
	•
	 The ability to combine nutrient neutrality payments with Biodiversity Net Gain presents opportunities for stacking revenue streams, though careful attention must be paid to ensure compliance with both schemes' requirements. 

	•
	•
	 Government support can help 'prime the pipeline' of projects by financially supporting land managers in developing nutrient mitigation strategies and connecting buyers to sellers. 


	4.3.4. Natural Flood Management (NFM) Project funding 
	Natural flood management (NFM) involves working with natural processes to reduce flood risk while delivering multiple environmental benefits. As climate change intensifies and flooding events become more frequent and severe, NFM is increasingly recognised as a vital complement to traditional flood defence infrastructure. 
	NFM works by slowing and storing water within landscapes through various interventions including: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Creation of offline storage areas and temporary ponds. 

	•
	•
	 River restoration and floodplain reconnection. 

	•
	•
	 Improved soil and land management practices. 

	•
	•
	 Strategic woodland planting and wetland creation. 

	•
	•
	 Installation of leaky barriers and other natural features. 


	Evidence shows these measures can reduce peak flood flows by 5-30% when implemented at sufficient scale, while also generating significant co-benefits including: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Enhanced biodiversity and habitat connectivity. 

	•
	•
	 Carbon sequestration. 

	•
	•
	 Improved water quality. 

	•
	•
	 Increased drought resilience. 

	•
	•
	 Enhanced public access to green spaces. 


	Currently, NFM receives a relatively small proportion of overall flood risk management spending, with the Environment Agency estimating optimal investment should be around 7% of total flood and coastal risk management costs which equates to £70-84 million annually (Green Finance Institute, 2024d). However, NFM projects demonstrating multiple benefits may be well-positioned to attract blended funding from both public and private sources. 
	The UK government has demonstrated strong commitment to NFM through substantial funding programs. In February 2025, a £25 million funding was announced for 40 projects across England to use natural processes for increasing flood resilience. This builds upon a previous £15 million NFM pilot programme that ran until 2021, successfully creating 1.6 million cubic metres of water storage and reducing flood risk to 15,000 homes. Funding for NFM projects can include beaver related outcomes but support for NFM is c
	Beyond direct government funding, innovative financing approaches are emerging. The Green Finance Institute has been exploring ways to unlock private-sector financing for NFM projects (Green Finance Institute, 2024d and 2024e). These include: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Direct Investment from infrastructure operators who face direct flood risks. Water companies have supported catchment-based approaches, investing in upstream interventions to protect their assets and improve resilience. For example, United Utilities has committed significant funding to NFM projects in the North West, including the Wyre to prevent flooding and to improve water quality (Wyre Council, 2021). National Highways have established a dedicated NFM fund, , to reduce flood risk to the major road netw
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	•
	•
	 Corporate partnerships and sponsorship provide another funding stream. Companies with riverside assets or strong environmental commitments increasingly support NFM projects as part of their sustainability and climate adaptation strategies and to help reduce their insurance costs. Projects look to map and engage all local businesses who will benefit from flood risk management.  

	•
	•
	 Innovative Insurance sector models may have potential, though these face distinct challenges. While individual insurers have limited incentive to fund risk reduction due to the 'free rider' effect (where benefits would be shared across the 

	sector), collective approaches show promise. The Green Finance Institute has proposed an NFM Research Fund that would pool capital from multiple insurers to provide 10-20% of project funding requirements. A £5 million fund could support around 16 projects nationally, with individual projects receiving between £200,000-£500,000 in matched funding. 
	sector), collective approaches show promise. The Green Finance Institute has proposed an NFM Research Fund that would pool capital from multiple insurers to provide 10-20% of project funding requirements. A £5 million fund could support around 16 projects nationally, with individual projects receiving between £200,000-£500,000 in matched funding. 


	Application 
	Beavers are natural ecosystem engineers whose dam-building and wetland creation activities deliver effective natural flood management outcomes. Research shows their activities can reduce downstream peak flows by an average of 30%, in some locations, even during high-risk flood conditions, through creating storage areas, natural leaky barriers and improved floodplain connectivity. 
	For beaver projects, NFM presents a valuable funding opportunity by demonstrating how beaver-created features contribute to flood risk management alongside wider benefits. Projects can be designed to integrate beaver activity with other NFM interventions, creating a compelling case for funding from multiple beneficiaries such as water companies, local authorities and infrastructure operators. 
	This approach works best when beaver projects coordinate closely with landowners and potential funders to ensure effective delivery and sustainable revenue streams. By carefully monitoring and evidencing flood management outcomes, projects can build confidence in beaver-based NFM while accessing new funding mechanisms that value multiple environmental benefits. 
	Governance 
	NFM projects require clear governance structures to attract sustainable funding and manage multiple stakeholders effectively. A Community Interest Company (CIC) structure has emerged as a practical model in the Wyre, providing a dedicated legal entity to manage contracts, funding flows and delivery; alternative structures such as Community Benefit Society (CBS) could potentially also be applied.  
	Timing 
	NFM catchment projects are an emerging mechanism, with the Wyre Natural Flood Management Project providing a pioneering example. However, there is potential for replication and expansion.  
	Considerations 
	Several key factors need careful attention when developing beaver-based NFM projects.  
	•
	•
	•
	 Practical considerations include securing long-term maintenance agreements with landowners and establishing adaptive management processes as beaver populations expand.  

	•
	•
	 Financially, projects need to balance capital and revenue funding needs while building sustainable funding mechanisms that blend multiple sources.  

	•
	•
	 Clear risk management processes are essential, including agreed procedures for monitoring and addressing any negative impacts. 

	•
	•
	 All flood management schemes should consider the presence of beavers and the effect of their presence in a catchment. 


	Case studies and examples 
	Rebalance Earth and Plymouth City Council Partnership 
	Rebalance Earth and Plymouth City Council Partnership 
	This recently established partnership (Plymouth City Council, 2024) demonstrates an innovative approach to urban flood resilience. Focusing on the River Plym catchment, the project combines: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Nature-based flood management solutions including river restoration and riparian tree planting. 

	•
	•
	 Integration with Plymouth's council-owned 'habitat bank' to leverage Biodiversity Net Gain requirements. 

	•
	•
	 An innovative financing model where companies benefiting from increased flood resilience pay annual premiums. 

	•
	•
	 Project involved release of beavers into an enclosure. 


	The project aims to reduce flood risk to urban areas while improving water management and contributing to Plymouth's carbon neutrality goals. It offers a replicable model for combining NFM with green finance to enhance urban resilience (4). 
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	Figure 4. Nature as a Service (NaaS) model. Rebalance Earth. © 2025 Rebalance Earth. All rights reserved.  
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	Stakeholder perspectives 
	Stakeholder perspectives 

	The Wyre Natural Flood Management Project 
	The Wyre Natural Flood Management Project 
	The Wyre project represents a pioneering approach to funding NFM through blended public and private finance. Led by the Rivers Trust, the Wyre Rivers Trust, Triodos Bank UK, the Environment Agency, United Utilities, Flood Re, Co-Op Insurance and the Esmée Fairbairn Foundation, the project aims to reduce flood risk to 120 properties through natural interventions across 70 hectares of land. 
	The project is structured around a Community Interest Company (CIC) that manages agreements with landowners and coordinates funding flows (company structure in 5). Capital costs of £1.5m and annual running costs of £50,000 are met through a combination of: 
	Figure 
	Figure 


	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Public grants for initial tree planting and hedgerow creation. 

	2.
	2.
	 Private investment through a 9-year loan facility. 

	3.
	3.
	 Annual payments from beneficiaries including water companies and flood authorities. 


	Interventions include 39 hectares of woodland creation, 1,710 leaky dams, 42 ponds and 10km of hedgerows, targeting a 5% reduction in flood peak flow. The project incorporates a 5-year adaptive management phase before outcome-based payments begin, ensuring interventions perform effectively. 
	 
	Figure 5. Example of the Wyre Catchment CIC business model structure. Green Finance Institute. © 2026 Green Finance Institute. All rights reserved. This figure is published under a bespoke licence. If you wish to reuse/reproduce this figure, please contact  to make a request.  
	data.services@naturalengland.org.uk
	data.services@naturalengland.org.uk
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	Devon Wildlife Trust’s Making Space for Water Programme focusses on investing in nature-based solutions with beavers to deliver positive changes for nature and society in South West England. The programme seeks funding to support land managers in creating and maintaining beaver wetlands, blending public and private finance to deliver multiple societal benefits.  
	Devon Wildlife Trust’s Making Space for Water Programme focusses on investing in nature-based solutions with beavers to deliver positive changes for nature and society in South West England. The programme seeks funding to support land managers in creating and maintaining beaver wetlands, blending public and private finance to deliver multiple societal benefits.  
	Payments for ecosystem services from private and/or public funding sources will be collated and directed to land managers who make space for water and support the long-term expansion of beaver wetlands (6). 
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	Figure 6. Finance model based on payment for ecosystem services. Figure from the Making Space for Water brochure by Devon Wildlife Trust and University of Exeter. This figure is published under a bespoke licence. If you wish to reuse/reproduce this figure, please contact 
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	•
	•
	•
	 Water companies view NFM as a potentially cost-effective approach to reducing flood risk to assets and meeting regulatory requirements. However, current valuation and appraisal frameworks may not be adequate for assessing nature-based solutions compared to traditional infrastructure where capital costs may be lower but were ongoing monitoring and maintenance and funding for landowners might be required. The current Environment Agency partnership funding calculator is due out for consultation in 2025 and of

	•
	•
	 Insurance Sector shows interest in NFM's potential to reduce flood risk but faces challenges around evidence requirements and the 'free rider' effect where risk reduction benefits would be shared across the sector. Some insurers are actively supporting NFM projects through corporate partnerships and research initiatives (Green Finance Institute, 2024e). 

	•
	•
	 Landowners and farmers express concern about long-term maintenance commitments and potential impacts on agricultural land. They seek clarity on payment mechanisms and integration with existing agricultural support schemes. 


	Insights and recommendations 
	While NFM shows huge potential, the Wyre is the only successfully launched example. More could be done to support this approach and better understand the role of beaver activity in NFM. Support could include: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Developing strategic guidance on optimal locations for beaver-based NFM. 

	•
	•
	 Providing standardised monitoring frameworks and data-sharing platforms. 

	•
	•
	 Supporting projects to access blended funding streams like Biodiversity Net Gain. 

	•
	•
	 Offering seed funding for initial project development. 


	The priority should be helping beaver projects demonstrate their NFM value while building sustainable funding models. 
	4.3.5. Eco Tourism 
	Application 
	Eco-tourism can be a supplementary funding stream for beaver management initiatives through visitor experiences (guided tours, wildlife watching hides and talks), educational programmes, accommodation near beaver habitats, merchandise sales and secondary spend (e.g. on-site café). 
	Governance 
	Tourism activities require careful management to balance visitor access with beaver welfare and habitat protection. Typically, those organisations owning or operating sites could develop the income model. 
	Timing 
	It is most suitable during the early establishment phase when beaver presence generates novelty interest. There may be a need to evolve offerings as beaver populations become more widespread. 
	Considerations 
	•
	•
	•
	 Revenue potential varies significantly with location accessibility and proximity to population centres. 

	•
	•
	 Seasonal fluctuations affect income stability. 

	•
	•
	 Planning permission and landowner agreements may present challenges. 


	Case Studies and Examples 
	•
	•
	•
	 Spains Hall Estate has developed eco-tourism revenue  

	•
	•
	 Cornwall Wildlife Trust and Devon Wildlife Trust have incorporated visitor experiences into their beaver projects. 

	•
	•
	 Knapdale in Scotland has developed beaver tourism as part of its reintroduction programme, with over 8,000 individuals attending education sessions, events, talks and walks across six years (May 2008 – May 2014), bringing an economic value estimated to be between £355,000 and £520,000 (NatureScot, 2014). 

	•
	•
	 Nature Impact is looking at incorporating eco-tourism as part of the revenue mix for their BNG projects. 


	Stakeholder Perspectives 
	Several stakeholder projects referenced tourism incomes as part of the project mix. 
	Insights and Recommendations 
	Eco-tourism works most effectively as part of a blended funding approach rather than a standalone revenue stream. Projects should consider sites' tourism potential in planning stages and incorporate appropriate infrastructure and interpretive elements where visitor impacts can be managed. 
	4.4. Summary of Funding Models 
	Table 4-1: Summary of funding models 
	Funding Model 
	Funding Model 
	Funding Model 
	Funding Model 
	Funding Model 

	Key Benefits 
	Key Benefits 

	Key Costs/Challenges 
	Key Costs/Challenges 

	Evidence Base 
	Evidence Base 


	Funding Model 
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	Funding Model 

	Key Benefits 
	Key Benefits 

	Key Costs/Challenges 
	Key Costs/Challenges 

	Evidence Base 
	Evidence Base 


	Funding Model 
	Funding Model 
	Funding Model 

	Key Benefits 
	Key Benefits 

	Key Costs/Challenges 
	Key Costs/Challenges 

	Evidence Base 
	Evidence Base 



	Government Grants & Programs 
	Government Grants & Programs 
	Government Grants & Programs 
	Government Grants & Programs 

	• Can align with strategic priorities 
	• Can align with strategic priorities 
	• Can leverage matched funding  
	• Clear governance frameworks  
	• Supports initial BMG establishment  
	• Enables core BMG operations  

	• Typically, short funding cycles (1-3 years) 
	• Typically, short funding cycles (1-3 years) 
	• High administrative burden  
	• Limited availability  
	• Complex application processes 
	• Competition between BMGs 

	• Natural England funding recommendations  
	• Natural England funding recommendations  
	• Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL) 
	• Rural Payment Agency BC5 Expert Dam Management grants 


	Government Payment for Ecosystem Services 
	Government Payment for Ecosystem Services 
	Government Payment for Ecosystem Services 

	• Long-term funding potential 
	• Long-term funding potential 
	• Integrated with farming support 
	• Clear policy framework 
	• Links to wider objectives 
	• Scalable approach 

	• Complex application process 
	• Complex application process 
	• Can require baseline data 
	• Inflexible mechanisms 
	• Limited beaver-specific options 
	• Additionality challenges 
	• Not accessible to all groups 

	• Countryside Stewardship (CS) 
	• Countryside Stewardship (CS) 
	• Making Space for Water  
	• Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) 
	• Landscape Recovery pilots 


	Public Fundraising 
	Public Fundraising 
	Public Fundraising 

	• Builds community support 
	• Builds community support 
	• Quick to initiate 
	• Flexible funding 
	• Gift Aid eligible (25% boost) 
	• Good for project setup 

	• Unpredictable income 
	• Unpredictable income 
	• High public engagement costs 
	• Limited long-term viability  
	• Harder as novelty decreases 
	• Resource intensive 

	• Cornwall Wildlife Trust (£20k raised) 
	• Cornwall Wildlife Trust (£20k raised) 
	• Devon Wildlife Trust (£100k+) 
	• Norfolk Rivers Trust (£6k) 
	• Beaver Trust & BigGive (£60k) 
	• Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust (£150k) 


	Trusts and Foundations 
	Trusts and Foundations 
	Trusts and Foundations 

	• Multi-year commitments 
	• Multi-year commitments 
	• Strategic alignment 
	• Can fund staff posts 
	• Expert support 
	• Match funding potential 

	• Competitive process 
	• Competitive process 
	• High application costs 
	• Time-limited funding 
	• Restricted uses 
	• Regular reporting needed 

	•Esmée Fairbairn Foundation support 
	•Esmée Fairbairn Foundation support 
	• Heritage Lottery Fund (£250k) 
	• Garfield Weston Foundation 


	Direct Corporate Partnerships 
	Direct Corporate Partnerships 
	Direct Corporate Partnerships 

	• Relatively quick to establish 
	• Relatively quick to establish 
	• Supports local engagement 
	• Can fund dedicated staff positions 
	• Links to Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) objectives 
	• Potential for long-term relationships 

	• Resource intensive to manage 
	• Resource intensive to manage 
	• Limited scalability 
	• Requires clear corporate benefits 
	• Potential reputational risks 

	• St Eval (£150k/3 years for officer) 
	• St Eval (£150k/3 years for officer) 
	• WWF-Aviva Partnership 
	• RSA-Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (£400k) 
	• National Trust & Extreme E 
	• Norfolk Rivers Trust & WWF 


	Biodiversity Net Gain 
	Biodiversity Net Gain 
	Biodiversity Net Gain 

	• 30-year agreements 
	• 30-year agreements 
	• Clear market structure 
	• Potential for significant revenue 
	• Mandatory requirement 
	• Growing market 

	• Complex metrics for beaver habitats 
	• Complex metrics for beaver habitats 
	• High setup costs  
	• Market demand uncertain and high variability across regions 
	• Administrative burden 
	• Resource-intensive surveys 

	• Spains Hall Estate pilot 
	• Spains Hall Estate pilot 
	• Environment Bank (£240m+ secured) 
	• Wendling Beck Project (2,000 acres) 
	• Nature Impact partnerships 


	Nutrient Neutrality 
	Nutrient Neutrality 
	Nutrient Neutrality 

	• High credit values 
	• High credit values 
	• Growing market demand 
	• Clear regulatory drivers 
	• Potential for significant income 
	• Links to water quality targets 

	• Complex verification process 
	• Complex verification process 
	• Long-term commitments (80-125 years) 
	• Site-specific requirements 
	• Monitoring costs 
	• Dynamic beaver systems challenging 

	• Natural England Nutrient Mitigation Scheme 
	• Natural England Nutrient Mitigation Scheme 
	• 74 local planning authorities engaged 


	Natural Flood Management 
	Natural Flood Management 
	Natural Flood Management 

	• Multiple revenue streams 
	• Multiple revenue streams 
	• Strong evidence base for effectiveness at smaller catchment scale. Growing evidence at other spatial scales 
	• Infrastructure operator interest 
	• Combines with other benefits 
	• Growing government support 

	• Complex stakeholder coordination 
	• Complex stakeholder coordination 
	• High monitoring costs 
	• Long setup period 
	• Requires clear metrics 
	• Complex governance needs 

	• Wyre NFM Project (£1.5m capital + £50k p.a.) 
	• Wyre NFM Project (£1.5m capital + £50k p.a.) 
	• Plymouth-Rebalance Earth partnership 
	• DWTs Making Space for Water Programme 
	• National Highways NFM Fund 
	• Insurance industry interest 


	Eco Tourism 
	Eco Tourism 
	Eco Tourism 

	• Income can support staff costs and ongoing maintenance 
	• Income can support staff costs and ongoing maintenance 

	• Modest income potential 
	• Modest income potential 
	• Investment (in time and infrastructure) to develop eco-tourism offer 

	• Knapdale estate, Scotland 
	• Knapdale estate, Scotland 
	• Spains Hall Estate, Essex 
	• River Otter Trial, Devon 




	5. Key Themes and Evolution of Funding 
	This section identifies key themes for the governance and funding of beaver management and advisory services, and how they might evolve over time. 
	5.1. Key themes 
	Based on our extensive stakeholder engagement through workshops and interviews, three key themes emerged describing how beaver projects and funding might evolve over time (see ). Management structures, resource requirements and funding models will evolve as we move from an introduction and establishment phase to a later integration where we are successfully living alongside beavers. 
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	•
	•
	•
	 Management Structures shift from dedicated BMGs towards integration within new and existing organisational structures like catchment partnerships. This reflects the growing acceptance of beavers as part of the broader landscape management approach. 

	•
	•
	 Resource Requirements show higher specialised initial costs during establishment, including intensive stakeholder engagement and monitoring. These reduce over time as expertise develops and management becomes business as usual. 

	•
	•
	 Funding Models transition from relying primarily on voluntary contributions and grant funding towards sustainable payment for ecosystem services, reflecting a growing recognition of the multiple benefits beavers provide to landscapes and communities. 
	Figure



	Figure 7. Summary of the evolution of Key Themes over time. © Natural England 2026. This figure is published under the 
	Figure 7. Summary of the evolution of Key Themes over time. © Natural England 2026. This figure is published under the 
	Open Government Licence v3.0
	Open Government Licence v3.0

	 for public sector information. 
	If reproducing this figure for whatever reason, please use the copyright acknowledgement provided. 

	Evolution of governance and funding over time 
	Building on these high-level themes and our research and consultation on various governance and funding mechanisms, we have developed a more detailed overview of how governance and funding might evolve over time. The timings indicated are approximations of short, medium and long-term changes to give an indication of the direction of development. Although the stages are named to correlate with beaver population development stages, they do not directly relate to beaver population changes. Different areas in E
	Phase 1: Establishment (Years circa 0-10) 
	Initially, beaver management is led locally by BMGs including local stakeholders such as Wildlife Trusts, mostly at the catchment partnership level, focusing on intensive stakeholder engagement and baseline surveys. Wild-release applications need to demonstrate funding is in place for the licence duration (10 years), with funding coming mainly from philanthropic grants, local corporate sponsorship and crowdfunding.  
	Proactive engagement before the arrival of beavers is likely to increase support for beavers, reduce future conflicts and allows time to upskill organisations to integrate beavers into their day-to-day operations. Therefore, central government support for groups in the early stages will be a cost-effective investment in the longer-term establishment and expansion of beavers in England. This support can include funding catchment partnership staff roles that coordinate beaver management between partners, help
	Regional and national support comes through Natural England and Environment Agency staff, focused on policy development and strategic frameworks, training the trainers and creating templates for beaver management partnerships, leading national coordination, developing resources and templates, and offering expert advice for more challenging cases. Data gathered locally from existing and emerging BMGs is collated and shared nationally through the National Beaver Forum network and beaver management website to 
	Phase 2: Expansion (Years circa 10-15) 
	Local management broadens to align fully with catchment-based partnerships and focusses on empowering landowners, with activities shifting to ongoing management and monitoring while maintaining some strategic stakeholder engagement and public education. Funding diversifies to include ELMS payments and BNG credits, which have been adapted to make them suitable for dynamic habitat change resulting from beaver activity.  
	Regional coordination increases through cross-BMG working, with regional partnerships involving key players such as the Environment Agency and water companies helping strategically support – both technical and financial - the work in individual catchment partnerships. This regional level links the local efforts with national coordination, to avoid the national group becoming too large to function efficiently. 
	National focus moves towards policy evaluation and the identification and engagement with national beneficiaries of beaver activity such as insurance companies are identified, with trials in how this can leverage a national funding pot that can be bid for locally. 
	Phase 3: Integration (Years circa 15+) 
	Beaver management is fully integrated into existing catchments partnerships and organisations with activities becoming business as usual. Landowners are confident to carry out management activities themselves (or pay trained contractors) according to the 5-step approach, with each option being fully considered before moving to the next: 
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Contact local beaver management groups and other experts for advice. 

	2.
	2.
	 Make space for beavers. 

	3.
	3.
	 Manage beavers with actions that do not require a licence. 

	4.
	4.
	 Manage beavers with lower impact actions that require a licence. 

	5.
	5.
	 Get help for higher impact actions that require a licence. 


	Expert advice is focussed on complicated cases and support to access existing funding. Funding shifts from short-term grants to a wider range of mechanisms including increased private sector revenue, predominantly through local partnerships such as corporate sponsorship, to support the ongoing work of catchment partnerships. Land management schemes reflect the dynamic nature of beaver activity and ongoing financial support is available to land managers through these mechanisms. 
	Regional structures reduce as beaver management is integrated into business-as-usual structures, while national oversight becomes part of routine operations with a focus on knowledge sharing and policy updates. 
	A summary of the evolution of the role of local, regional and national organisations, alongside the activities required and key funding at each stage is presented in Figure 8.
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	6. Recommendations 
	This section proposes key recommendations to help deliver funding for beaver management and advisory services and identifies a roadmap for the implementation of these recommendations. 
	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Support coordination through catchment partnerships  


	Research from the James Hutton Institute and stakeholder feedback shows catchment partnerships provide effective coordination frameworks. We recommend: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Using existing Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) networks to integrate beaver management and knowledge-sharing. Recommend that new wild-release licences and existing BMGs align with or integrate into local catchment partnerships. 

	•
	•
	 Funding dedicated coordinator roles with expertise in ecological and stakeholder engagement during the beaver preparation and introduction phases. 

	•
	•
	 Building on lessons from successful partnerships like the Devon BMG and Wyre NFM project. 

	•
	•
	 Maintaining technical support from national and regional teams. 

	•
	•
	 Considering match-funded grants to support early-stage activities. 

	2)
	2)
	 Develop sustainable funding models  


	Evidence from the Wyre NFM Project and stakeholder feedback from Wildlife Trusts highlights the need for diversified funding. We recommend: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Supporting CaBA and other landscape-scale initiatives to establish blended funding approaches combining government grants, private investment and ecosystem service payments, for example through identification and engagement with beneficiaries of beaver activity such as water and insurance companies (TBC). 

	•
	•
	 Creating frameworks for stacking revenue streams while meeting additionality requirements. 

	•
	•
	 Learning from current examples such as the Wyre NFM project and Devon Wildlife Trust’s Making Space for Water Programme. 

	3)
	3)
	 Improve market frameworks and support landowner engagement 


	Drawing on experiences from Spains Hall Estate BNG pilot and stakeholder feedback including NFU, CLA and landowner case studies, we recommend: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Developing improved metrics for dynamic beaver habitats within BNG frameworks. 

	•
	•
	 Creating guidance on combining nutrient credits with other revenue streams. 

	•
	•
	 Establishing standards for natural flood management benefits, building on EA evidence. 

	•
	•
	 Developing flexible funding mechanisms that adapt to changing land management needs, allowing land managers to access support for dynamic habitat changes from beavers. 

	•
	•
	 Providing clear guidance on maintenance responsibilities and liabilities.


	6.1. Roadmap for Implementing Recommendations 
	Building on the report's key recommendations, this roadmap outlines practical next steps to establish sustainable funding and governance for beaver management partnerships across England. 
	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 

	Overview of action 
	Overview of action 

	Goal 
	Goal 

	Led by 
	Led by 


	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 

	Overview of action 
	Overview of action 

	Goal 
	Goal 

	Led by 
	Led by 


	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 
	Timeframe 

	Overview of action 
	Overview of action 

	Goal 
	Goal 

	Led by 
	Led by 



	Short term (circa 0-10 years) 
	Short term (circa 0-10 years) 
	Short term (circa 0-10 years) 
	Short term (circa 0-10 years) 

	1)
	1)
	1)
	1)
	 Provide resourcing for national coordination 


	National coordination to focus on training the trainers and supporting new and emerging beaver management partnerships: 
	•
	•
	•
	 Ensure that free or low-cost class licence training continues to be available either through Natural England or accredited courses. 

	•
	•
	 Continue to coordinate the National Beaver Forum and subgroups, and development of a long-term plan for beaver management. 

	•
	•
	 Development of examples for integrating beaver management into catchment partnership structures, and monitoring methodologies for building of empirical data. 



	Supporting new and emerging beaver management partnerships, avoiding duplication of efforts and mainstreaming beaver management in existing organisations and groups. 
	Supporting new and emerging beaver management partnerships, avoiding duplication of efforts and mainstreaming beaver management in existing organisations and groups. 

	Natural England/Beaver Trust (Manage beaver management website) 
	Natural England/Beaver Trust (Manage beaver management website) 


	 
	 
	 

	TD
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	2) Seed funding for a catchment partnership coordinator 


	Grant funding for a new staff role (3-5 years minimum) within each catchment partnership to support existing Environment Agency catchment coordinators to integrate beaver management into catchment partnerships. The role should include engaging stakeholders, upskilling local organisations and applying for funding for beaver related activities on behalf of the catchment partnership. 

	Ensure national coverage of beaver support and preparing catchments to integrate beaver activity into their business-as-usual operations. 
	Ensure national coverage of beaver support and preparing catchments to integrate beaver activity into their business-as-usual operations. 

	Environment Agency 
	Environment Agency 


	 
	 
	 

	3)
	3)
	3)
	3)
	 Support demonstrator catchment-scale projects 


	Technical support for new and existing catchment-scale projects that incorporate beavers such as Devon Wildlife Trust’s Making Space for Water. Projects should include monitoring and gathering empirical data to help build a case for funding. Conduct market testing with potential funders, including water companies, local authorities, insurance companies and local businesses. Further, explore catchment-level collective governance models such as Community Interest Companies and Community Benefit Societies as v

	Support projects to access emerging natural capital markets and build evidence to support future funding applications. 
	Support projects to access emerging natural capital markets and build evidence to support future funding applications. 

	Natural England and Environment Agency 
	Natural England and Environment Agency 


	 
	 
	 

	TD
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	4) Enhance integration with existing funding mechanisms 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Integrate making space for beavers (and associated activities such as tree protection) into options for ELMS. 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Develop guidance for the "Making room for the river to move" payment (CSW12) and how beavers can play a role in this. 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Continue to offer Infrastructure and Capital Grants for beaver management and explore improvements with stakeholders. 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Improve BNG metrics for dynamic changes such as beaver-created habitats, learning lessons from the Spains Hall Estate trial. 



	Making space for beavers and beaver management, financially supported through existing ecosystem service payment schemes. 
	Making space for beavers and beaver management, financially supported through existing ecosystem service payment schemes. 

	Defra 
	Defra 


	Medium to long term (circa 5-10 years +) 
	Medium to long term (circa 5-10 years +) 
	Medium to long term (circa 5-10 years +) 

	5)
	5)
	5)
	5)
	 Learning from the demonstrator projects 



	Catchment-scale holistic coordination and development of strong local 
	Catchment-scale holistic coordination and development of strong local 

	Natural England and Environment Agency 
	Natural England and Environment Agency 


	TR
	Develop written case studies and manuals to help catchment partnerships launch their own catchment-scale projects. Continue market testing to review and improve catchment-scale funding models. 
	Develop written case studies and manuals to help catchment partnerships launch their own catchment-scale projects. Continue market testing to review and improve catchment-scale funding models. 

	partnerships for future funding. 
	partnerships for future funding. 


	 
	 
	 

	TD
	L
	LI
	Lbl
	6) Improve market frameworks 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Continue to develop and test options in ELMS to support making space for beavers and beaver management. 

	LI
	Lbl
	• Create frameworks for stacking ecosystem service payments (NFM, nutrient neutrality)  



	 
	 

	Defra 
	Defra 




	A risk register has been created to identify key risks and mitigations to the implementation of these recommendations; this can be found in Appendix 3.
	7. References 
	Auster RE, Barr SW, Brazier RE, (2022) Beaver Management Groups: Capturing lessons from the River Otter Beaver Trial and River Tamar Catchment (NECR434). Available at:  (Accessed: 19 December 2024). 
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6315571141672960
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6315571141672960


	Bartosz P. Grudzinski, Ken Fritz, Heather E. Golden, Tammy A. Newcomer-Johnson, Jason A. Rech, Jonathan Levy, Justin Fain, Jessica L. McCarty, Brent Johnson, Teng Keng Vang, Karsten Maurer, ‘A global review of beaver dam impacts: Stream conservation implications across biomes’, Global Ecology and Conservation, Volume 37,2022,e02163,ISSN 2351-9894,. 
	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.e02163
	https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2022.e02163


	Brazier RE, Puttock A, Graham HA, Auster RE, Davies KH, Brown CML. Beaver: Nature's ecosystem engineers. WIREs Water. 2021; 8:e1494.  
	https://doi.org/10.1002/wat2.1494
	https://doi.org/10.1002/wat2.1494


	Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (SL 2017/1012). Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1012/contents
	https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1012/contents


	Catchment Based Approach (no date). Catchment Based Approach. Available at:  (Accessed: 7 March 2025). 
	https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/about/
	https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/about/


	Catchment Based Approach (no date). Catchment Based Approach Data Hub Available at:  (Accessed: 7 March 2025). 
	https://data.catchmentbasedapproach.org/
	https://data.catchmentbasedapproach.org/


	Defra (2018). 25-Year Environment Plan. Available at:  (Accessed: 12 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan


	Defra (2021). Environmental Land Management Policy discussion document. Available at:  (Accessed: 13 January 2025). 
	https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6022c2588fa8f51478436976/elm-policy-
	https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6022c2588fa8f51478436976/elm-policy-
	discussion-document-analysis-responses.pdf


	Defra (2024a). Understanding biodiversity net gain. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/guidance/understanding-biodiversity-net-gain
	https://www.gov.uk/guidance/understanding-biodiversity-net-gain


	Defra (2024b). Surface water status. Available at:  (Accessed: 13 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/england-biodiversity-indicators/21-surface-water-
	https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/england-biodiversity-indicators/21-surface-water-
	status


	Defra (2025). ‘An update on the Sustainable Farming Incentive’, Defra’s Farming and Countryside Programme Blog, 11 March. Available at:  (Accessed: 12 March 2025). 
	https://defrafarming.blog.gov.uk/2025/03/11/an-update-on-the-sustainable-farming-
	https://defrafarming.blog.gov.uk/2025/03/11/an-update-on-the-sustainable-farming-
	incentive/


	Environment Agency (2025). Email from Elly Anderson, 14 March. 
	Environment Analyst (2023). Environment Bank launches natural capital asset class. Available at:  (Accessed: 13 February 2025). 
	https://environment-analyst.com/uk/109869/environment-bank-launches-
	https://environment-analyst.com/uk/109869/environment-bank-launches-
	natural-capital-asset-class


	European Environment Agency (2023). The Natura 2000 protected areas network. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/natura-2000/the-natura-2000-
	https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/biodiversity/natura-2000/the-natura-2000-
	protected-areas-network


	Green Finance Institute (no date). The Wyre Catchment Natural Flood Management Project. Available at:  (Accessed 12 February 2025). 
	https://www.greenfinanceinstitute.com/casestudies/the-wyre-
	https://www.greenfinanceinstitute.com/casestudies/the-wyre-
	catchment-natural-flood-management-project/


	Green Finance Institute (2023). Wendling Beck Exemplar Project. Available at:  (Accessed: 12 February 2025). 
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/gfihive/toolkit/initial-project-scoping/wendling-beck-
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/gfihive/toolkit/initial-project-scoping/wendling-beck-
	exemplar-project/


	Green Finance Institute (2024a). Resilient Glenderamackin. Available at: (Accessed: 13 February 2025). 
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/NEIRF-case-study-
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/NEIRF-case-study-
	Resilient-Glenderamackin.pdf


	Green Finance Institute (2024b). Revenues for Nature Guidebook Series: Biodiversity Net Gain, England. Available at:  (Accessed: 12 February 2025). 
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-
	content/uploads/2024/10/R4N-GUIDEBOOK-BNG-ENGLAND.pdf


	Green Finance Institute (2024c). Introduction to Nature Markets. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/gfihive/farming-toolkit/introduction-to-nature-
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/gfihive/farming-toolkit/introduction-to-nature-
	markets/#


	Green Finance Institute (2024d). Financing Natural Flood Management. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 March 2025). 
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/GFI-Financing-NFM-
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/GFI-Financing-NFM-
	Full-Report.pdf


	Green Finance Institute (2024e). NFM Research Fund - Unlocking Investment from the Insurance Sector into Natural Flood Management. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 March 2025). 
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/GFI-NFM-RESEARCH-
	https://hive.greenfinanceinstitute.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/GFI-NFM-RESEARCH-
	FUND.pdf


	Heydon M.J., Pouget D., Gray S., Wagstaff G., Andison E. (2021) Beaver reintroductions in England: 2000-2021. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5363285194178560
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5363285194178560


	HM Treasury (2021). Autumn Budget and Spending Review 2021: documents. Available at:  (Accessed 15 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/autumn-budget-and-spending-review-
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/autumn-budget-and-spending-review-
	2021-documents


	Howe C. V., Crutchley S.E. (2020) The River Otter Beaver Trial: Natural England’s assessment of the trial and advice on the future of the beaver population (NEER018). 
	Available at: 
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6537677127286784
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6537677127286784

	 
	(Accessed: 21 December 2024). 

	Local Government Association (2022). Nutrient and water neutrality: The impact of environmental protections on housing supply. Available at:  (Accessed 12 February 2025). 
	https://www.local.gov.uk/publications/nutrient-and-water-neutrality-impact-environmental-
	https://www.local.gov.uk/publications/nutrient-and-water-neutrality-impact-environmental-
	protections-housing-supply


	Natural England (2023). ‘Nutrient mitigation scheme continues to unlock new homes and protect our waterways’, Natural England Blog, 2 October. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2023/10/02/nutrient-mitigation-scheme-continues-to-
	https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2023/10/02/nutrient-mitigation-scheme-continues-to-
	unlock-new-homes-and-protect-our-waterways/


	Natural England (2024). ‘Delivering for nature and the economy’, Natural England Blog, 18 July. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 March 2025). 
	https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2024/07/18/delivering-for-nature-
	https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2024/07/18/delivering-for-nature-
	and-the-economy/


	NatureBid (no date). NatureBid. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 March 2025). 
	https://highwaysengland.naturebid.org.uk/
	https://highwaysengland.naturebid.org.uk/


	NatureScot (2014). The Scottish Beaver Trial - Socio-economic monitoring, final report (NatureScot Commissioned Report 799). Available at:  (Accessed 18 March 2025). 
	https://www.nature.scot/doc/naturescot-commissioned-report-799-scottish-beaver-trial-
	https://www.nature.scot/doc/naturescot-commissioned-report-799-scottish-beaver-trial-
	socio-economic-monitoring-final-report


	Plymouth City Council (2024). ‘New investment partnership to aid flood risk’, Plymouth City Council News, 13 September. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025). 
	https://www.plymouth.gov.uk/news/new-
	https://www.plymouth.gov.uk/news/new-
	investment-partnership-aid-flood-risk


	Pouget, D, Gill, EL (2021). Advice and recommendations for beaver reintroduction, management and licensing in England (NEER019). Available at:  (Accessed: 20 December 2024). 
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5010277084168192
	https://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5010277084168192


	Principles for Responsible Investment (PRI) (2024). Gresham House: Habitat banks as a new nature-related infrastructure investment opportunity. Available at:  (Accessed: 13 February 2025). 
	https://www.unpri.org/nature/gresham-house-habitat-banks-as-a-new-investment-
	https://www.unpri.org/nature/gresham-house-habitat-banks-as-a-new-investment-
	opportunity/12781.article


	Spains Hall (2025). ‘Natural Flood Management on Spains Hall Estate’ [PowerPoint presentation]. NE workshop on beaver funding, 15 January 2025. 
	Rebalance Earth:  
	https://www.rebalance.earth
	https://www.rebalance.earth


	UK Government (2023a). Green finance strategy. Available at:  (Accessed 13 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/green-finance-strategy
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/green-finance-strategy


	UK Government (2023b). Nature markets framework. Available at:  (Accessed 13 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-markets
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-markets


	UK Government (2025). Protection and Infrastructure Grants 2025. Available at:  (Accessed: 12 February 2025). 
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protection-and-infrastructure-grants-2025
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/protection-and-infrastructure-grants-2025


	Waylen, K., Marshall, K., Juarez-Bourke, A. and Blackstock, K. (2021). Exploring Catchment Partnerships. Available at:  (Accessed: 20 January 2025). 
	https://www.hutton.ac.uk/sites/default/files/files/Catchment%20Partnerships%20Briefing%
	https://www.hutton.ac.uk/sites/default/files/files/Catchment%20Partnerships%20Briefing%
	20.pdf


	Wyre Council (2021). £1.5m to be invested in natural flood management in Lancashire. Available at:  (Accessed: 11 February 2025).  
	https://www.wyre.gov.uk/news/article/180/-1-5m-to-be-invested-in-natural-
	https://www.wyre.gov.uk/news/article/180/-1-5m-to-be-invested-in-natural-
	flood-management-in-lancashire


	Glossary 
	Beaver Advisory Group (BAG): A group consisting of multiple organisations established to share knowledge and experience regarding beaver populations and to offer advice to land managers, managers and the wider public. Unlike BMGs, BAGs may have a more advisory rather than operational focus. 
	Beaver Five-Step Management Framework: A structured approach to managing beaver impacts that prioritises non-lethal methods:  
	1.
	1.
	1.
	 Engaging with beaver management groups established around wild-living populations, Natural England, and other expert organisations, to learn about the potential benefits of beavers and approaches to manage or minimise challenges. 

	2.
	2.
	 Making space for beavers to avoid the need for further actions, such as leaving space around a waterway for beavers to use. 

	3.
	3.
	 Taking proactive lawful mitigation and management actions that do not need a licence, such as installing tree guards to protect trees or removing a dam that is less than 2 weeks old. 

	4.
	4.
	 Lower-impact licensed actions, such as reducing dam height or removing an established dam outside the breeding season. 

	5.
	5.
	 Higher-impact licensed actions that only a specially trained and licensed person can carry out, such as modifying or removing a dam during the breeding season, beaver capture and translocation, or lethal control. Lethal control should only be considered as a last resort. 


	Beaver Management Group (BMG): Multi-organisation partnerships, often Wildlife Trust-led, that provide strategic advice and on-the-ground support to local communities with free-living beaver populations. BMGs typically include a governance framework of local stakeholders and fund local beaver field officer roles to deliver practical management and conflict resolution. 
	Beaver Management Partnership: Any group structure with a focus on beavers, whether advisory or active management, which includes BMGs and BAGs. 
	Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG): A UK government policy requiring development projects to deliver at least a 10% net gain in biodiversity compared to the pre-development baseline. Under the Environment Act 2021, BNG became mandatory for most developments in England from November 2023, with developers required to enhance biodiversity either on-site, off-site, or through purchasing biodiversity credits. 
	Blended Finance: An approach that combines public, private and non-profit capital to fund projects that address social and environmental challenges. For beaver management, 
	blended finance models incorporate diverse funding sources to ensure sustainable support for activities that help communities live alongside beavers while maximising their ecosystem benefits. 

	Catchment Based Approach (CaBA): A collaborative framework in the UK aimed at improving water environments and delivering wider benefits such as biodiversity enhancement, flood risk reduction, and community engagement. CaBA brings together local stakeholders to manage water catchments holistically, with over 100 catchment partnerships across England and Wales each focusing on a specific catchment area. 
	Countryside Stewardship (CS): A scheme providing financial incentives for farmers to manage their land in ways that benefit the environment. CS includes Higher Tier agreements, which are bespoke and developed with input from Natural England or the Forestry Commission. These agreements vary in length from 5 to 20 years and could support beaver habitat creation or management. 
	Ecosystem Services: The benefits that people obtain from ecosystems. In the context of beaver management, these include regulating services (flood mitigation, water quality improvement), supporting services (habitat creation), cultural services (recreation, education), and provisioning services. Funding mechanisms increasingly aim to monetise these services to support beaver conservation and management. 
	Environmental Farmers Group (EFG): Collaborative groups where farmers work together at a landscape or catchment scale, sharing knowledge and resources. EFGs can access funding collectively, with payments distributed among members, encouraging cooperation for environmental outcomes including beaver coexistence. This model helps spread risks and benefits across multiple landholdings. 
	Environmental Land Management Scheme (ELMS): A cornerstone of the UK's post-Brexit agricultural policy designed to reward farmers and land managers for delivering environmental and climate benefits alongside food production. ELMS operates under the principle of "public money for public goods" and consists of three components: the Sustainable Farming Incentive, Countryside Stewardship, and Landscape Recovery. 
	Farming in Protected Landscapes (FiPL): A programme offering funding to farmers and land managers in protected landscapes (National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) to carry out projects that support nature recovery, mitigate climate change, provide public access and support sustainable farm businesses. FiPL could support beaver-friendly farming practices in these areas. 
	Green Finance: Financial investments flowing into sustainable development projects and initiatives, environmental products, and policies that encourage the development of a more sustainable economy. In the context of beaver management, green finance approaches aim to connect investors with projects that deliver environmental benefits such as improved water quality, carbon sequestration, and increased biodiversity. 
	Habitat Bank: Large areas of land where habitats are created, restored or enhanced to generate biodiversity units that can be sold to developers needing to meet their Biodiversity Net Gain requirements. Habitat banks are secured for a minimum of 30 years via conservation covenants or planning agreements and offer a landscape-scale approach to biodiversity enhancement. 
	Landscape Recovery: The most ambitious component of the Environmental Land Management schemes, aimed at land managers interested in large-scale, long-term projects for habitat and ecosystem restoration. This scheme supports radical approaches to land use change that could complement beaver reintroduction by funding landscape-scale wetland restoration. 
	Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS): Locally led strategies for nature recovery that identify priorities and opportunities for nature conservation and enhancement. LNRSs provide a framework for coordinating action and investment across multiple stakeholders and could incorporate beaver management as part of broader ecological restoration efforts. 
	Mitigation Hierarchy: A step-by-step approach to addressing impacts on biodiversity: first avoid impacts where possible, then minimise unavoidable impacts, then remediate or restore affected areas, and finally offset any residual impacts. This approach is increasingly applied to beaver management to prioritise coexistence over removal where feasible. 
	National Beaver Forum (NBF): A network that connects organisations and individuals involved in beaver conservation, management and research across the UK. The NBF facilitates knowledge exchange and helps coordinate strategic approaches to beaver management at a national level while supporting local delivery. 
	Natural Flood Management (NFM): The implementation of measures that help to protect, restore and emulate the natural functions of catchments, floodplains, rivers and the coast. NFM approaches include restoring bends in rivers, changing the way land is managed to hold water for longer, and creating wetland habitats. Beaver dams can contribute to NFM by slowing water flow and reducing peak flood levels. 
	Nutrient Neutrality: A UK environmental policy aimed at preventing new developments from increasing levels of harmful nutrients—specifically nitrogen and phosphorus—in protected water bodies. Beaver activities can help reduce nutrient loads in waterways by trapping sediment and creating wetlands, potentially aligning with nutrient neutrality funding schemes. 
	Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES): A mechanism where beneficiaries of ecosystem services provide payment to land managers or managers who adopt practices that secure those services. For beaver management, this could include payments from water companies or local authorities to land managers who accommodate beaver activity that provides flood reduction, water quality improvement, or biodiversity benefits. 
	River Condition Assessment (RCA): A methodology for evaluating the ecological and hydromorphological status of rivers. In the context of beaver management, specific guidance for RCA is being developed to better capture the positive impacts that beaver activity can have on river ecosystems and functionality. 
	Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI): Part of the Environmental Land Management schemes, SFI pays farmers to adopt sustainable practices on their land. It offers varying levels of ambition (introductory, intermediate, advanced) and flexibility, allowing farmers to select actions that suit their operations. Aspects of SFI could potentially support beaver-friendly land management. SFI has been paused as of March 2025 with details of a revised scheme planning to be launched in the summer of 2025 (Defra, 2025). 
	Wild release: Is the wild release of beavers into a river catchment or waterbody in England. This will be carried out by a reintroduction project and under license from Natural England. 
	  
	Appendix 1 – Stakeholder survey questions 
	Funding Beaver Management Groups in England 
	Thank you for completing this survey about funding for Beaver Management Groups (BMGs). This includes beaver advisory groups, and beaver wild-release projects. 
	This survey is part of a Natural England funded project being led by consultants at AJS Flood Risk Consulting and aims to gather information about BMGs' current funding status, future needs, and potential funding mechanisms to help inform discussions at an upcoming BMG funding workshop. 
	If you do not currently represent a BMG but a project or organisation involved in beaver management and funding in any way, please answer as appropriate. 
	Your responses will help us maximise the workshop's effectiveness by covering key background information beforehand. Responses will also be collated and used in the project report. 
	Please answer the questions to the best of your knowledge; if any are not applicable, please feel free to leave them blank. 
	The survey should take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 
	If you are not directly involved in a BMG, please feel free to skip any questions you do not feel are relevant. 
	1: Beaver Management Group (BMG) Involvement and Structure 
	1.1: Please describe your current involvement in BMGs Include the name(s) of the group(s) or project(s), and whether the purpose of the BMG is to manage, advise on management of existing wild beavers, plan and prepare for natural colonisation, or plan and prepare for wild release projects. 
	1.2: Please describe your BMG's governance structure Include leadership, decision-making processes, and partnership arrangements. 
	1.3: Please describe the geographic areas your BMG(s) covers. 
	2: Current Funding 
	2.1: How well do you understand the funding options available for BMGs and beaver management? Scale 0–10 (0 = Not at all, 10 = Confident on all options). 
	2.2: How has your BMG or organisation been funded to date? Provide details including funding purpose, amounts, timeframes, sources, and any terms and conditions. 
	 
	2.3: What percentage of the required funding were you able to obtain? Scale 0–100%. 
	2.4: On a scale of 1–10, how successful has your BMG been in achieving its objectives with its current level of financial support? Scale 0–10 (0 = Not at all successful, 10 = Extremely successful). 
	2.5: Please describe your experience of accessing funding, both positive and negative. 
	2.6: What are the biggest barriers and challenges to your BMG's realisation of its vision? 
	3: Future Funding Needs and Opportunities 
	3.1: For your BMG or Organisation, what new and existing activities or initiatives are in most critical need of funding? 
	3.2: How do you see your funding requirements changing over time? Examples: wild release, dispersal of existing beaver populations to new areas, ongoing management phases. 
	3.3: Roughly what level of annual funding do you see your group needing over the next 5–10 years? 
	3.4: And the following 10+ years? 
	4: Funding Mechanisms 
	4.1: What do you see as the most promising sources of future funding for BMGs? 
	4.2: Please rate how likely future funding might be from the following sources (0 = not likely, 10 = very likely): 
	•
	•
	•
	 Government funded grants and programmes 

	•
	•
	 Public fundraising appeals and campaigns 

	•
	•
	 Grants from trusts and foundations 

	•
	•
	 Private sector sponsorship and partnerships 

	•
	•
	 Natural Flood Management initiatives 

	•
	•
	 Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) partnerships 

	•
	•
	 Biodiversity Net Gain initiatives 

	•
	•
	 Other (please specify) 


	4.3: Are there changes in BMG group organisation or governance at a local, regional or national level that you would see as helping with future funding?  
	5: Stakeholder Engagement 
	5.1: Who are the key stakeholders that should be involved in developing funding approaches for BMGs? Are there any wider stakeholders or experts beyond BMGs that could provide valuable perspectives on funding models and opportunities? 
	5.2: Anything else: Is there anything else you would like to share about BMG funding needs, opportunities and priorities at this time? 
	Appendix 2 – Summary of stakeholder workshops 
	Workshop 1 – 11/12/25 
	The first workshop was held online as part of a National Beaver Forum meeting on 11 December 2024 and attended by 20 participants representing the following 14 organisations: Natural England, ADA (Association of Drainage Authorities), Beaver Trust, Canal & River Trust, Forestry England, RSPB (Royal Society for the Protection of Birds), National Trust, CLA (Country Land and Business Association), NFU (National Farmers Union), Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts, National Highways, Defra (Department for Environm
	Workshop overview 
	•
	•
	•
	 A presentation was given to introduce the project and the project team, including key dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, developing funding models and the final report. 

	•
	•
	 The presentation was followed by an interactive workshop using a Miro board, with two main activities centred around funding needs and priorities. Both activities were carried out as a whole group. 

	•
	•
	 The first activity was to fill any gaps in the list of activities that need funding, which was created from a previous discussion at the National Beaver Forum in April 2023 and the stakeholder survey, then place the activities into both a temporal phase and suitable delivery scale. 

	•
	•
	 The second activity was to take the list of activities generated in the first activity and place them on a scale of level of funding needed and impact on beaver management. 


	Key points from the workshop 
	•
	•
	•
	 Education and knowledge sharing: There was a suggestion to prioritise education and knowledge sharing as a foundational activity, essential for engaging local stakeholders and addressing misconceptions about beavers. 

	•
	•
	 Creating space for beavers: This was highlighted as a critical activity that could reduce the need for other interventions like dam removal. It was suggested that creating space should be a proactive measure. 

	•
	•
	 Interventions: Activities like fencing and installing flow devices were discussed. While these might be low-cost interventions, their impact can vary significantly depending on the context and scale. 

	•
	•
	 Funding models: Stakeholders emphasised the importance of considering both local and national funding sources. There was a call for a national strategy to guide beaver management and funding priorities. 

	•
	•
	 Complexity vs. simplicity: There was a concern about the complexity of managing beavers and a suggestion to integrate beaver management into existing frameworks to avoid creating an industry around it. 

	•
	•
	 Illegal releases and natural colonisation: The need to address illegal releases and natural colonisation was discussed, with a focus on understanding the genetic diversity and health of the Beaver population. 


	Workshop 2: 15/01/25 
	The second workshop was held online on the 15th of January 2025 and attended by 33 participants representing the following 23 organisations: Anglian Water, Association of Drainage Authorities, Avon Wildlife Trust, Beaver Trust, Canal & Rivers Trust, Cornwall Wildlife Trust, Country Land and Business Association (CLA), Derbyshire Wildlife Trust, Dorset Wildlife Trust, Environment Agency, Forestry England, Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust, National Farmers Union (NFU), National Highways, National Tr
	Workshop overview 
	•
	•
	•
	 Presentation given to introduce the project and the project team, including key dates and aspects of the work: literature review, stakeholder survey, workshop, developing funding models and final report. Recap of workshop 1. 

	•
	•
	 Two activities were undertaken, the first as a whole group and second in four breakout rooms, with participants equally spread before the rooms. 

	•
	•
	 Activity one was a group reflection on successes, challenges and opportunities of funding mechanisms. 

	•
	•
	 Activity two looked at how the different funding mechanisms can work at a geographic level (from local to national); temporal scale (preparing for beavers - 

	beaver establishment – beaver expansion - business as usual); and potential fundraising and delivery partners. 
	beaver establishment – beaver expansion - business as usual); and potential fundraising and delivery partners. 


	Key points from the workshop 
	The workshop highlighted the evolution of funding needs and mechanisms across different phases of beaver reintroduction and management, with recurring themes around balancing national coordination with local delivery and combining multiple funding sources. 
	Activity 1: Experiences of Funding Mechanisms 
	•
	•
	•
	 Successful crowdfunding by Cornwall Wildlife Trust and Norfolk Rivers Trust. 

	•
	•
	 Concerns about ongoing management funding and ELMS budget limitations. 

	•
	•
	 Charitable foundation helped fund a beaver officer post in Hampshire. 

	•
	•
	 Successes with corporate sponsorship, including St Eval, a B Corp company in Cornwall who funded a beaver officer post for 3 years. 

	•
	•
	 Challenges with current BNG metrics for beaver wetlands and need for new guidance. 


	Activity 2: Matching Activities to Funding Sources 
	•
	•
	•
	 Emphasised the need for national-level planning that can be adapted locally. 

	•
	•
	 Proactive knowledge sharing, and partnerships with universities and citizen scientists for data collection. 

	•
	•
	 Discussed the balance between absorbing costs into existing organisations versus the need for dedicated funding and designing infrastructure around beavers. 


	Additional Comments on funding 
	•
	•
	•
	 Importance of identifying beneficiaries who have a financial interest in funding work. 

	•
	•
	 Regional/national support to coordinate funding across multiple local groups. 

	•
	•
	 Additional potential funding sources identified:  
	o
	o
	o
	 Farming in protected landscapes. 

	o
	o
	 Woodland Water Code (in development). 

	o
	o
	 Universities and research institutions (including PhDs). 

	o
	o
	 Nature recovery fund (working paper). 

	o
	o
	 Environmental Farmers Group (EFG) model (cluster of land managers, part of individual funding for one is shared with others, encouraging cooperation at a catchment level). 
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	Strategic 
	Strategic 
	Strategic 
	Strategic 

	Inconsistent funding leads to gaps in beaver management coverage. 
	Inconsistent funding leads to gaps in beaver management coverage. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Increased human-beaver conflicts. 

	•
	•
	 Loss of stakeholder confidence. 

	•
	•
	 Reduced management effectiveness. 



	4 
	4 

	5 
	5 

	20 
	20 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Fund beaver coordinator roles for catchment partnerships to coordinate planning and engagement in every catchment. The catchment partnership can: 
	o
	o
	o
	 Develop blended funding models. 

	o
	o
	 Establish short and long-term funding mechanisms. 
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	3 
	3 

	3 
	3 


	Strategic 
	Strategic 
	Strategic 

	Lack of national coordination results in fragmented approach. 
	Lack of national coordination results in fragmented approach. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Inconsistent management standards. 

	•
	•
	 Inefficient resource use. 

	•
	•
	 Missed opportunities for knowledge sharing. 



	3 
	3 

	4 
	4 

	12 
	12 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Strengthen national framework, building on policy announcement 28th February 2025. 

	•
	•
	 Enhanced role for Natural England. 

	•
	•
	 Continue regular coordination meetings (National Beaver Forum and associated subgroups). 



	1 
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	3 
	3 


	Strategic 
	Strategic 
	Strategic 

	Failure to transition from establishment to integration phase. 
	Failure to transition from establishment to integration phase. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Unsustainable management costs. 

	•
	•
	 Over-reliance on specialist resources. 

	•
	•
	 Reduced community ownership. 



	4 
	4 

	4 
	4 

	16 
	16 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Clear phase transition planning. 

	•
	•
	 Early integration with existing structures. 

	•
	•
	 Skills transfer programmes. 

	•
	•
	 Beaver coordination role that can engage key stakeholders and develop funding models. 



	2 
	2 

	3 
	3 

	6 
	6 


	Operational 
	Operational 
	Operational 

	Insufficient resource for local projects. 
	Insufficient resource for local projects. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Delayed response to issues. 

	•
	•
	 Reduced stakeholder engagement. 

	•
	•
	 Increased conflicts. 



	5 
	5 

	4 
	4 

	20 
	20 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Secure core funding for key posts. 

	•
	•
	 Develop volunteer networks. 

	•
	•
	 Share resources between BMGs. 



	2 
	2 

	3 
	3 

	6 
	6 


	Operational 
	Operational 
	Operational 

	Over-reliance on short-term funding sources. 
	Over-reliance on short-term funding sources. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Planning uncertainty 

	•
	•
	 Staff turnover. 

	•
	•
	 Project discontinuity. 



	4 
	4 

	4 
	4 

	16 
	16 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Diversify funding streams, including beaver options in ELMS. 
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	2 

	2 
	2 

	4 
	4 


	TR
	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Develop commercial income, learning from current commercial projects such as Nature Impacts work. 

	•
	•
	 Build financial reserves, for example through BNG unit sales. 




	Operational 
	Operational 
	Operational 

	Poor coordination between different funding mechanisms. 
	Poor coordination between different funding mechanisms. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Missed funding opportunities. 

	•
	•
	 Compliance issues. 

	•
	•
	 Inefficient resource use. 



	3 
	3 

	3 
	3 

	9 
	9 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Clear funding framework. 

	•
	•
	 Dedicated funding coordinator. 

	•
	•
	 Regular funding reviews. 
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	2 

	3 
	3 

	6 
	6 


	Financial 
	Financial 
	Financial 

	Market mechanisms (BNG, NN) fail to deliver expected income. 
	Market mechanisms (BNG, NN) fail to deliver expected income. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Funding shortfall. 

	•
	•
	 Reduced management capacity. 

	•
	•
	 Project viability issues. 



	4 
	4 

	5 
	5 

	20 
	20 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Maintain diverse funding mix. 

	•
	•
	 Regular market assessment. 

	•
	•
	 Conservative financial planning. 
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	2 

	3 
	3 

	9 
	9 


	Financial 
	Financial 
	Financial 

	High setup/compliance costs for new funding streams. 
	High setup/compliance costs for new funding streams. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduced net income. 

	•
	•
	 Barrier to smaller projects. 

	•
	•
	 Administrative burden. 



	3 
	3 

	3 
	3 

	9 
	9 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Shared resources/expertise. 

	•
	•
	 Streamlined processes. 

	•
	•
	 Support from national bodies. 



	2 
	2 

	2 
	2 

	4 
	4 


	Financial 
	Financial 
	Financial 

	Declining public/charitable funding as novelty decreases. 
	Declining public/charitable funding as novelty decreases. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduced core funding. 

	•
	•
	 Limited project development. 

	•
	•
	 Staff retention issues. 



	4 
	4 

	4 
	4 

	16 
	16 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Develop sustainable income. 

	•
	•
	 Build endowment funds. 

	•
	•
	 Demonstrate ongoing value. 



	3 
	3 

	2 
	2 

	6 
	6 


	Financial 
	Financial 
	Financial 

	Static or falling ELMS budget creates competition between management options. 
	Static or falling ELMS budget creates competition between management options. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduced funding for other environment activities. 



	4 
	4 

	3 
	3 

	12 
	12 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Increase budget available as new options added. 
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	2 

	2 
	2 

	4 
	4 


	Stakeholder 
	Stakeholder 
	Stakeholder 

	Land manager resistance due to funding uncertainty. 
	Land manager resistance due to funding uncertainty. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduced cooperation. 

	•
	•
	 Limited project options. 

	•
	•
	 Increased conflicts. 



	4 
	4 

	5 
	5 

	20 
	20 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Coordination and flexibility in and between funding streams such as ELMS. 

	•
	•
	 Long-term agreements. 

	•
	•
	 Regular stakeholder engagement. 
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	2 

	3 
	3 

	6 
	6 


	Stakeholder 
	Stakeholder 
	Stakeholder 

	Poor coordination between BMGs and catchment partnerships. 
	Poor coordination between BMGs and catchment partnerships. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Duplicated effort. 

	•
	•
	 Missed opportunities. 

	•
	•
	 Inefficient delivery. 



	3 
	3 

	4 
	4 

	12 
	12 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Clear roles/responsibilities. 

	•
	•
	 Joint planning processes and templates. 

	•
	•
	 Regular partnership reviews. 
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	2 
	2 

	4 
	4 


	Stakeholder 
	Stakeholder 
	Stakeholder 

	Loss of key stakeholder support. 
	Loss of key stakeholder support. 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Reduced funding access. 

	•
	•
	 Limited project options. 

	•
	•
	 Reputational damage. 



	2 
	2 

	4 
	4 

	8 
	8 

	•
	•
	•
	•
	 Diverse stakeholder base. 

	•
	•
	 Regular engagement. 

	•
	•
	 Clear value demonstration. 
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