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Executive summary

The Environmental Improvement Plan sets out a commitment for the government to
restore 280,000 hectares of peatlands by 2050. To deliver on this commitment, robust,
reliable, and accessible evidence on the status of the peatland resources is required. In
time, the Peatland Restoration Register (PRReg) project seeks to pull together data from a
range of sources to provide a comprehensive picture of progress towards peatland
restoration targets. In combination with the England Peat Map (EPM), these products
allow for a more thorough understanding of the condition of peatlands and the contribution
of restoration efforts, which will inform reporting into the greenhouse gas inventory and
decisions on future peatland restoration efforts.

This report explains the methods behind establishing the requirements of the register data
standard and reports on recorded delivery to date from the available data. The publication
of the PRReg aims to establish a transparent baseline and common framework for
recording peatland restoration, as currently accuracy and confidence in varies in the data
provided.

Data included in the register in this publication are from three sources, provided by the
Environment Agency (EA), The Defra Farming and Countryside Programme (Countryside
Stewardship, CS), and the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS).

Future work will look to resolve issues with data integrity, spatial representation of
restoration areas and expand upon the scope of data to include data from further publicly
funded restoration activities, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and the private
sector.
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List of abbreviations

e CS - Countryside Stewardship

e EA - Environment Agency

e EIP - Environmental Improvement Plan

e EPM - England Peat Map

e FFCP - Future Farming and Countryside Programme
e GHG - Greenhouse Gas

e HRT - Habitats Reporting Target

e NCF - Nature for Climate Fund

e NCPGS - Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme
¢ NE - Natural England

¢ NNR - National Nature Reserves

e PRR - Peatland Restoration Roadmap

e PRReg - Peatland Restoration Register

e SAC - Special Area of Conservation

e SSSI - Site of Special Scientific Interest

e SPA - Special Protection Areas

e TAG - Technical Advisory Group

Glossary
Term Definition
Delivery unit A continuous area of land expected to be influenced by the

hydrological effects of restoration actions, providing an estimate
of how much ecologically functional peatland will be restored.

Restoration Stage Position within the restoration sequence, from degraded to a
self-sustaining peatland ecosystem.

Restoration ID A unique identifier given to restoration sites.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Peatlands are a vitally important part of England’s natural capital. Healthy bogs and fens
provide a range of valuable ecosystem services: carbon storage, flood risk mitigation, the
provision of clean water and habitats for characteristic biodiversity. They also represent
England’s largest terrestrial carbon stores (Gregg, et al., 2021). However, peatlands in
England have been degraded by management interventions and now actively emitting
greenhouse gases, thus restoring peatlands is now viewed as a priority for reducing
emissions from land use (Gregg, et al., 2021).

Since 2020, Defra has invested significantly in improving the condition of England’s
peatlands. The Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme (NCPGS) has provided funding
for local partnerships to protect and restore over 22,000 hectares of degraded peatland.
Funding from Agri-environment schemes has also played an important role in supporting
land managers to restore peatlands, alongside grants from the Environment Agency (EA)
and other organisations.

In the Environmental Improvement Plan (EIP), the Government made a commitment to
restore 280,000 hectares of peatland by 2050 (Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs, 2025), in order to meet legally binding climate and nature targets. To deliver
on this commitment, robust, reliable, and accessible evidence on the status of the
peatland resources is required.

In 2025, the first phase of the England Peat Map (EPM) project delivered new evidence on
the extent, depth and aspects of condition (e.g. vegetation cover) of peatlands in England
(Kratz, et al., 2025). This output is the most comprehensive and up-to-date picture of
England’s peatlands to date, produced using existing and newly collected field data and
modelling approaches. However, these products require further development and
integration with other information and evidence to fully meet the needs of potential users
and to realise the benefits from the investment so far.

To date there has been a gap in tracking progress towards peat restoration targets in
England in a centralised, accessible location. The Peatland Restoration Register (PRReg)
project seeks to pull together data from a range of sources to provide a comprehensive
picture of progress towards peatland restoration targets. The data will provide the location,
type of restoration activity implemented, dates and source of restoration along with
supporting information where available.

Integrating the register into the EPM will allow for more accurate understanding of
peatlands restoration activities and its impacts, and reporting of the contribution of
peatlands into greenhouse gas emissions inventory. By understanding the different states
of peatland restoration, emissions accounting can be improved.
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1.2 Aims and objectives

The Peatland Restoration Register (PRReg) project aims to provide an open geospatial
record of peatland restoration projects within England. For this first publication the
following objectives were identified:

e Establish the requirements for the register (i.e. key definitions, key data requirements,
relations to other reporting schemes),

e Creation of the data model,
e Collecting data on government funded restoration,

e Publication of the register.

2 Data Standard and collection

2.1 Establishing register requirements

Currently, there are no broadly agreed methods for recording restoration in the peatland
community, making it difficult to collect consistent data on where restoration is occurring
and how actions are recorded.

The Peatland Restoration Roadmap (PRR) project (Craig, Diack, Pudifoot, &
Quartermaine-Allen, 2026) aims to rectify this and has drawn upon technical expertise
from the Defra group and partners to develop a framework to consistently categorise
peatland restoration actions and stages. This has been implemented as the schema
developed for the PRReg.

The PRReg seeks to build on this by establishing a centralised geospatial record of
peatland restoration in England, using the framework of the roadmap and the data model
from the Habitats Reporting Target (HRT) to enable tracking progress against the 280,000
hectares of restored peatland target from the EIP.

The requirements of the register were intended to capture the following:

e Spatial data showing the location and area being restored,

e Restoration actions taking place on site,

e Current and target peatland state, relevant to the Greenhouse Gas Inventory
budget calculations,

e Funding mechanisms and delivery partners,

e Restoration activities financed since 2020 when direct investment in peatland
restoration commenced.
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The Defra Spatial Data Science team created the PRReg data standard by aligning the
requirements set out above with the framework of the restoration roadmap and the HRT
data model.

2.1.1 Funding sources

It is common for restoration projects to have multiple funding sources. To distinguish
between publicly and privately funded restoration, the PRReg defines the type of funding
based on the majority (>50%) of funding from either public or private sources. For
example, if >50% of the funding has come from a public schemes (e.g. Countryside
Stewardship) it is categorised as being publicly funded.

Figure 1 provides an illustrative example of how schemes have been categorised as
publicly or privately funded.
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Figure 1: Public vs Private funding scheme categorisation.
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2.2 Data Standard

The Data Standard sets out the minimum standard of data required, and the format the
data should be supplied in to be recorded in the Peatland Restoration Register. Consistent
and high-quality data is needed to provide confidence in reporting.

2.2.1 Metadata standard
Metadata provides information on the dataset submitted. Metadata is needed to have a
thorough understanding of the origin and scope of each dataset and to enable traceability.

Metadata should be recorded in table format, for example using a spreadsheet.

The metadata standard is based on the GEMINI standard: the UK geographic metadata
standard which provides guidance on how to publish geographic metadata in a way that
conforms to UK government guidelines and the relevant ISO standards.

Table 1: Metadata standard

Metadata
Categories

(*mandatory)

Title *

Explanation

Name given to
the data
resource, this
should be easily
recognisable.

Standard

Freetext 256
characters

Environment Agency
Conservation Projects 2023

Alternative
Title

Option to
provide a fuller
or shorter title
for the data or
an alternative
name.

Should be
provided when
the data
resource has
more than one
title.

Freetext

EACP 2023
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Metadata
Categories

(*mandatory)

Explanation

The abstract
should provide a
clear statement
of the content of

Standard

Freetext

Example

E.g. This spatial dataset
describes the delivery through
eligible habitat restoration
actions carried out by FCP in

Abstract the dataset, and CS Management agreements
not general commencing in 2023
background
information.

Geographical The bounding e.g.

Extent box shall be o
(Bounding Box) | expressed with northbound - 66.19°N
describing the westbound and westbound - 17.93°W
extent of the eastpound castbound - 31.97°E
dataset longitudes, and

Extent * southbound and | southbound - 34.96°N

northbound

latitudes in

decimal degrees,

with a precision

of at least two

decimals
Polygons should | OSGB36 e.g. for a point:
be proylded as National Grid Northing — 101820
shapefiles
mapped to Easting - 445324
OSGB36

Spatial National Grid.

Points should be

Reference .

System * prowded as 6
figure BNG
Northing and
Easting mapped
to OSGB36
National Grid for
each action area

Temporal Start date for the | Date e.g. 2022-01-01

Extent - Start | content of the YYYY-MM-DD

Date of Data
Capture *

data resource
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Metadata

Categories

(*mandatory) Explanation Standard Example

Temporal End date for the | Date e.g. 2022-01-02

Extent - End content of the

Date of Data data resource YYYY-MM-DD

Capture *

Data Provider Orge.m.lsatlon Freetext Natural England

N providing the
data

Date of Date the dataset | Date e.g. 2026-03-20

Creation * was created YYYY-MM-DD
Date the dataset | Date e.g. 2026-05-01

When dataset | 25 °°Ved- | yvyy vm-DD

. Receiving

Received * o
organisation to
record

Date of Last E):t’:‘asvevthvevr; Str;zst Date e.g. 2026-06-15

Revision * . . YYYY-MM-DD
revised (if at all)
Information Freetext e.g. polygons are produced
about the events annually by grant recipients.
or source data Data is sent to the team who
used in the then collates into a singular
construction of layer. Additional attribute data is
the data collected in an excel
resource. spreadsheet and attached.

Quality control is conducted by
. two team members to ensure

Describe source .
material. listin data is entered correctly and

Lineage * ’ g that formulas used to populate

including
information on
each dataset
used, data
collection
methods or
processes used
to create or
update data,
data standards
used, and

attribute tables are correct.
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Metadata
Categories

(*mandatory)

Explanation

quality
assurance and
quality control
processes.

Standard

Example

Licence*

Description of
any licence
supplied with
dataset.

Freetext

e.g. Open Government Licence
(OGL)

Use
Constraints

Detail the
permissions and
restrictions on
using the data.

Freetext

Copyright*

What copyright
text/statement(s)
is/are required
for this data?
(Based on
whether any
new IP has been
created and any
pre-existing IP
this data
contains).

Freetext

e.g. No constraints apply

Responsible
Organisation*

Name of the
organisation
responsible for
the
establishment,
management,
maintenance &
distribution of
the data.
Organisation
name should be
generic, not
those of
individual
people

Freetext

E.g. Natural England
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Metadata
Categories

(*mandatory) Explanation Standard Example

Email address Freetext Generic email address for the
contact for the contributing organisation e.g.
organisation Enquiries@xxxx.org
responsible for
the
establishment,
management,
Contact maintenance
address* and distribution
of the data.
Email address
should be
generic, not
those of
individual
people.

2.2.2 Register data standard

The Register data standard is an extension of the habitat target model (Natural England,
2024) which incorporates all fields from the model, along with additional fields specifically
designed to capture details unique to peatland restoration. The peat specific fields are
detailed in the below sections.

Data contributors should provide spatial data (e.g. as a shapefile, file geodatabase or
geopackage) where possible. If contributors are unable to provide polygons, then point
data that is representative of the area where action is taken will be accepted.

If data contributors are unable to provide spatial data, then data in a table (for example as
a spreadsheet) with a representative coordinate given in British National Grid for each
action is accepted. This should be a 6 figure BNG Northing and Easting mapped to
OSGB36 National Grid for each action area.

Where polygon spatial data is not available, point data will allow reporting but will be less
accurate and robust. This is because accurate polygon spatial data will help avoid double
counting by enabling actions reported by multiple stakeholders or mechanisms in the
same area to be easily distinguished.

2.2.2.1 Restoration Delivery units

The Register is aligned with the recommended approach from the Technical Advisory
Group (TAG) of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap project (Craig, Diack, Pudifoot, &
Quartermaine-Allen, 2026). The group recommended a prescribed approach to recording
restoration, driven by ecohydrological function rather than using a footprint of works
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approach. It defined this area as the area of hydrological change, i.e. the area expected to
be hydrologically influenced by restoration actions (Craig, Diack, Pudifoot, &
Quartermaine-Allen, 2026). This definition is aligned with ecosystem restoration principles
and is inclusive of a range of peatland habitat types (Craig, Diack, Pudifoot, &
Quartermaine-Allen, 2026).

For each funding project, the register aims to map distinct Delivery Units which represent

the area of hydrological change. Delivery Units may constitute an entire site, or multiple
Delivery Units may be distinguished under the umbrella of a larger project Restoration ID
(RestolD — see Register Data Model) if the reported areas of hydrological change do not
overlap. The RestolD field is a unique identifier for each site and its constituent delivery

units.

2.2.2.2 Restoration stages

Restoration is an iterative process and recovery is dependent on the removal of stressors
and development of conditions that enable and sustain peat formation (Craig, Diack,
Pudifoot, & Quartermaine-Allen, 2026). The TAG developed an approach for the PRR to
categorise stages within the restoration trajectory, which enable a high-level summary of
the management actions occurring on site.

Restoration actions are used to inform which stage in the sequence the project started in
and the planned actions at the end of the delivery plan. Stages are defined by current and
future actions taken rather than an estimate of recovery timescales. Table 2 shows how
actions are categorised within each stage as defined by the Roadmap project (Craig,

Diack, Pudifoot, & Quartermaine-Allen, 2026).

Table 2: Restoration Stage sequence

Restoration
stage
sequence

Stage D:

Degraded

Stage 1:
Removal of
onsite stressors

Stage 2:
Stabilisation

Stage 3:
Recovery

Stage 4: Self-
sustaining
peatland
ecosystem

Major interventions | Major Work is Major
to interventions to | ongoing to interventions
arrest decline are stabilise and support are complete.
currently being promote continued Management is
undertaken peat formation recovery of focused on
No work has | jncjuding: are the peatland
Current stage | been « Stop routine currently being | peatland habitat function
in restoration | undertaken | p,,ping undertaken ecosystem: and
sequence to « Stop extraction including: « Revisit avoiding further
restore. + Remove intensive | * Stabilise erosion, pressures:
grazing slumping slumping, + Stop human
* Reinstate wet (blanket bog) vegetation vegetation
conditions (restore | * Establish peat | actions controls
natural hydrological | forming where (mowing,
function/manipulate | vegetation required grazing,
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. Stage 1: Stage 2: Stage 3: Stage 4: Self-
Restoration — -
Stage D:  Removal of Stabilisation Recovery  sustaining
stage .
Degraded onsite stressors peatland
sequence
ecosystem
water levels) * Introduce * Adjust burning)
* Prevent erosion plants that human * Appropriate
(blanket are typical for vegetation site specific
bog/lowland the controls vegetation
agricultural peat peatland habitat | (mowing, controls
* Remove grazing, (mowing,
plants that burning) grazing,
are undesirable | ¢ Maintain burning)
in the restored * Maintain
peatland habitat | hydrological restored
* Maintain function hydrological
restored function
hydrological
function
Major interventions Major Work will be Major
will be underway to | interventions to | underway to interventions
arrest decline stabilise and support will be complete.
including: promote continued Management will
* Stop routine peat recovery of be
burning formation will the focused on
* Stop extraction be peatland peatland
* Remove intensive underway ecosystem: habitat function
grazing including: * Revisit and
Expected end No action * Reinstate wet « Stabilise erosion, avoiding further
stage in will be conditions slumping slumping, pressures:
restoration underway to | < Prevent erosion (blanket bog) vegetation » Stop human
sequence restore. * Establish peat actions vegetation
forming where controls
vegetation required (mowing,
* Introduce * Adjust grazing,
plants that human burning)
are typical for vegetation
the controls
peatland habitat (mowing,
grazing,
burning)

2.2.3 Register data model

Each spatial record should be attributed as follows:

Table 3: Register data model

Field

Field Name

Explanation

Src_Data

Source Dataset

Name of source dataset
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Field

Field Name

Explanation

This should be consistent with the metadata field
‘Title’

Src_Ref

Source Data Reference

Database reference from source dataset, to enable
traceability and mapping of data back to contributors

Dat_Prov

Data Provider

Organisational Provider

This should be consistent with Metadata field
'‘Organisation Name'

Hab_ Amt

Area of peatland
expected to be restored

A figure for the amount of peatland restored in
response to actions undertaken on the site the record
relates to. The amount should be calculated in two-
dimensional space, not corrected for topography.
Based on area of hydrological influence, i.e.
ecosystem recovery.

For the purposes of the Register, a restoration
delivery unit is a continuous area of land expected to
be influenced by the hydrological effects of restoration
actions (in other words, a distinct area that will be
rewetted or where water levels will change, supporting
peatland habitat recovery).

This will provide an estimate of how much ecologically
functional peatland habitat will be restored.

Informed judgement should be used to decide the
area expected to be influenced by planned restoration
action, drawing on knowledge and experience of
peatland ecosystem function and the way the site is
understood to respond to restoration interventions.
This may draw on dipwell readings, but if the project
does not have access to this information, a best
estimate should be used. Boundary measurements of
individual work items are not required.

Additional guidance:

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

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

Consider whether non-peatland features interrupt
water flow.

Hab_Unit

Units

The unit associated with the figure provided for the
amount of each habitat created or restored.

Hab_Type

Target habitat to be
restored or created

Wildlife-rich habitat is defined by the legislation that
sets the statutory habitat target. Appendix 2 includes
the list of allowable values for wildlife-rich habitats.

Contributors should give the most precise descriptor
name of the type of wildlife-rich habitat where
possible. Where the specific wildlife-rich habitat name
is not known, there is an option available for this.
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Field

Field Name

Explanation

However, there must be confidence that one of the
specific wildlife-rich habitats will be created or
restored.

In situations where there is minimal intervention and
restoration is a result of removing pressures, the
exact habitat type that is expected may be unknown.
In these cases, so long as there is confidence that the
endpoint will be one of the wildlife-rich habitat types,
the habitat type can be reported as 'mosaic wildlife-
rich habitat’ followed by a comma separated list of the
broad habitats expected.

Act_Mech

Funding Mechanisms

Description of how the action was funded. Appendix 3
lists suggested values.

Act_Desc

Description of restoration
actions

A high-level description of the action that has been
undertaken as part of creation or restoration activity.

This information will support validation of data and
provide confidence for the actions to be counted.

Act_Date

Date started

This should be the date that the actual work on the
ground started.

In some cases, the exact date when action began
may not be known. In these cases, the date that an
agreement or grant is signed could be used, or the
date that a claim for completed works is made.

Date_Type

Date type

This should explain the type of date provided in
Act_Date.

Hab Base

Baseline Habitat Type

What habitat type was present before the restoration
or creation action.

Appendix 4 lists allowable values.

For some delivery mechanisms, this data will not be
routinely collected. In these cases, alternative
information will be used for quality assurance

Lead_Org

Lead Organisation

Lead Delivery Organisation (see Environment Act
Habitat Target — Reporting Data Model and Standard)

Oth_Org

Other delivery partners

Other delivery partners

Act_Fund

Funding secured

How much funding is secured for restoration in GBP

(£).

Easting

Easting

Centroid 6 figure BNG Easting (X coord) mapped to
OSGB36 National Grid for area of change.

Northing

Northing

Centroid 6 figure BNG Northing (Y coord) mapped to
OSGB36 National Grid for area of change.

RestolD

Restoration ID

Restoration or Delivery Unit ID

GHG_LU

GHG Land Use category

Current Greenhouse Gas land use inventory peatland
condition category

Page 20 of 40 Peatland Restoration Register Report NERR179




Field
Resto_stg

Field Name

Restoration Starting
Stage

Explanation

Choose restoration starting point stage. From the
method developed by the Restoration Roadmap:

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

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

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

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

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

Resto_end

Restoration End Stage

Choose restoration end point stage. From the method
developed by the Restoration Roadmap, values are
the same as for Resto_stg.

EndDate

End date

Restoration end date

Cert

Certainty of delivery

Certainty in the delivery of peat restoration actions.

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

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

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

Cost

Cost

Estimated restoration cost

Additional_
Data

Additional data

Any other relevant information that isn’t covered in the
fields above.

2.3 Data Collection

2.3.1 Sources of data

Since 2020, most Government funded restoration has been carried out by Peatland
Partnerships via the NCPGS. However, funding has also come from other routes such as
agri-environment schemes and the Environment Agency.

The following sources of publicly funded schemes were investigated:

e Future Farming and Countryside Programme (FFCP) Countryside Stewardship
Scheme (CS)
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e Environment Agency (EA) projects with peatland restoration components

e Nature for Climate Fund (NCF) Peatland Restoration Grant Scheme (NCPGS)
¢ National Lottery Heritage Fund

e Forestry England

e Natural England (NE) restoration on National Nature Reserves (NNR).

The National Heritage Lottery Fund, Forestry England and Natural England National
Nature Reserves were not included as further assessment is required to integrate their
data into the Register, they will be re-engaged for the next version of the Register.
Therefore, this version of the register combines data from the Nature for Climate Peatland
Grant Scheme, Environment Agency and Countryside Stewardship schemes.

Of the schemes included in this version, all data is available under an Open Government
Licence (OGL). Data from the NCPGS was provided directly from the scheme
administrators in Natural England. Countryside Stewardship data was extracted from
Countryside Stewardship Scheme 2016 Management Options (England), downloaded
from data.gov.uk. Environment Agency data was extracted from Environment Agency
Conservation Projects Database, downloaded from data.gov.uk. A list of the datasets
included in the register is available in Appendix 1.

2.3.2 Transforming the data

Where data did not fit the register standard it was transformed where possible, in
discussion with staff from relevant schemes.

Countryside Stewardship data includes agreements from 2016 onwards, which are
currently live. Only peat restoration related options were included, as shown in table 4.
Records were selected where the management option code matched the project-specified
list: FM2, UP5, WN1, WT10, WT7, and WT9. Other Countryside Stewardship options may
also be relevant to peatland restoration; however, these were not included unless they
matched the selection criteria. The resulting subset should therefore be interpreted as a
rule-based selection rather than a comprehensive assessment of all peat restoration-
related Countryside Stewardship activity.

Table 4: Countryside Stewardship relevant management option codes

Option Option Description

WT9 Creation of fen

WT7 Creation of reedbed

WT10 Management of lowland raised bog
UP5 Moorland re-wetting supplement
WN1 Blocking grips or drainage channels
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Option Description

Major preparatory works for Priority Habitats (creation and
FM2 restoration) and Priority Species

Countryside Stewardship (CS) peatland restoration data are supplied as point features
indicating the approximate location of management options derived from land parcel or
agreement centroids. These points do not represent the exact spatial location of
restoration activity. Therefore, we cannot specify where in the parcel the restoration works
are being undertaken.

The CS subset was produced using a combined attribute and spatial selection. Records
were first filtered to the instructed management option codes. The selected records were
then spatially filtered against the EPM Peaty Soil Extent and RPA/LIDM land parcels
identified as intersecting or lying within 1 m of the peaty soil extent. CS records
intersecting either the peaty soils extent or the associated land parcels were retained for
translation into the restoration register schema.

The spatial filtering was intended to retain CS records that relate to actions on peaty soils,
while allowing for small boundary alignment differences between the CS geometries, land
parcel data and EPM extent. It does not independently confirm that the specific
management action was delivered wholly on peat, nor that the fully attributed option area
represents peat restoration area. The output should not be interpreted as definitive
evidence of peat restoration extent.

Act_Date was populated from the source start date and Date_Type was set to Date legal
agreement started, consistent with the use of agreement dates as a proxy temporal
reference under TIN223. EndDate was populated from enddate, but this represents the
agreement end date rather than confirmed restoration completion.

The translated Countryside Stewardship dataset should be interpreted as a rule-based,
peaty-soils-associated subset rather than a definitive record of all peatland restoration
activity. Records were selected using the instructed option-code list and spatial
association with the England Peat Map Peaty Soil Extent and nearby LIDM/RPA land
parcels. Other Countryside Stewardship options may also be peat-restoration-related but
were outside the agreed selection criteria for this translation.

The spatial selection confirms that the selected Countryside Stewardship point records
intersect the peaty soils selection layer, but it does not confirm that the full management
action occurred wholly on peat or that the point represents the complete restoration area.

Hab_Amt was populated from option_quantity only where the associated unit of measure
was hectares. These values should be treated as Countryside Stewardship option
quantities rather than confirmed peat restoration extents. They may not represent the full
area of peat restored, rewetted, or hydrologically influenced by the management action.

Hab_Base was populated as Degraded Peatlands — not currently supporting semi-natural
wetland vegetation for all records. This was applied as a working assumption based on the
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peat-focused selection methodology and should not be interpreted as verified baseline
habitat evidence for each individual agreement option.

EndDate was populated from the source enddate field, but this represents the end of the
Countryside Stewardship legal agreement period rather than confirmed restoration
completion. Similarly, Act_Date was populated from the agreement start date and should
be interpreted as the date the legal agreement started, not necessarily the date physical
restoration works began.

Several fields were left null because suitable source data was not available, including
GHG_LU, Resto_stg, Resto_end, Cost, and Additional_Data. These values were not
inferred from option descriptions or spatial context to avoid unsupported assumptions.

Certainty was set to High by default to reflect confidence that the records are part of a
formal Countryside Stewardship agreement dataset. This should not be interpreted as
independent confirmation of ecological delivery, restoration success, or habitat outcome.

Environment Agency (EA) data was sourced from Environment Agency Conservation
Projects Database (EACPD), which records information about EA conservation projects
delivered either alone or in partnership, where funding was spent on activity other than
staff time. The translated dataset was derived from a peat-related subset of EACPD
covering records from 2020/21 to 2024/25.

A subset of the full EACPD dataset was provided by the EA Peatland team. Selection
criteria were not provided, but the peat-related subset of the EACPD dataset was created
by selecting EACPD records where the reporting year fell between 2020/21 and 2024/25
and the project/action was considered peat-related based on habitat type, action
description, project aims, or benefit text. As the source dataset does not include a specific
peatland flag, the selection involved project-level knowledge to include relevant peat-
related projects. For example, some freshwater pearl mussel species management
projects, and some wetland/floodplain projects were included, though the entries didn’t
include any peat-related key words.

The translation was undertaken with reference to the Peat Restoration Register data and
metadata model and the Environment Act Habitat Target — Reporting Data Model and
Standard (Natural England, 2024). TIN223 sets out a minimum data model for reporting
habitat restoration and creation actions, including the location of the action, the size of the
area intended to become wildlife-rich habitat (i.e. restored), and the type of wildlife-rich
habitat being restored or created.

The EACPD peat-related subset was imported into ArcGIS Pro and converted to a point
feature class. The source coordinate fields were reviewed prior to conversion. The output
coordinate system was set to OSGB 1936 / British National Grid (EPSG:27700). An
unmodified raw point feature class was retained as a QA/audit copy.

A working feature class layer was translated into the restoration register schema by adding
the target fields and populating them using documented field-mapping rules. Direct
mappings were applied where appropriate, for example:

Page 24 of 40 Peatland Restoration Register Report NERR179



Table 5 Example mapping of EACPD fields to the register data model.

Original data Register equivalent

Action_X Easting
Action_Y Northing
Action_Hectares Hab_ Amt
Action_affecting Hab_Type
Aims Act_Desc
Benefit_BenefitsFreeText Additional_data
DateReported EndDate

Where the EACPD source did not contain a direct equivalent for a restoration register field,
the field was either left blank or populated using a documented proxy or assumption. For
example, Action_Hectares was used as the closest available proxy for Hab_Amt; however,
this was recorded as a limitation because EACPD was not designed to capture the
hydrological area of influence associated with peatland restoration. EndDate was derived
from the EACPD DateReported field, which was interpreted as a reporting/end-date proxy
rather than a confirmed action start date. As no reliable start date was available, Act_Date
and Date_Type were left blank to avoid misrepresenting the source data.

Several fields were intentionally left blank where EACPD did not provide sufficient
evidence for robust translation. These included Act_Date, Date_Type, GHG_LU,
Resto_stg, Resto_end, and Act_Fund, where relevant decisions were pending or no
suitable source field existed. The final translated dataset should be interpreted as a
derived, PRReg/TIN223-aligned interpretation of EACPD records, subject to documented
assumptions and limitations.

NCPGS data was compiled by the NE peatland team, attribute data was transformed into
the register model and joined to the spatial data held by the scheme before being
submitted to the EPM team as an ArcGIS geopackage. The dataset was reviewed by
another member of the NE peatland team before submission to the register.

Restoration IDs were created from unique identifiers within scheme data. For NCPGS this
was the project name, CS is based on contract IDs, and EA data uses grid references
taken from the Action_NGR field in the original data.

Quality assurance

Quality assurance checks consisted of checking data was transformed into the register
data model correctly, checking included projects were within 1m of the EPM peat extent
layer boundary (or the land parcel was within this area) and checking for duplication or

double-counting of records.

Duplicate and double-counting risk was considered during translation. Potential overlaps
with the NCPGS dataset were identified for review. Spatial overlap was treated as an
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indicator of potential double counting, not automatic evidence of duplication. Duplicate
review fields were added to the working layer to record review status, duplicate source,
decision and rationale. Confirmed duplicate records were excluded from the final output.

Page 26 of 40 Peatland Restoration Register Report NERR179



3 Results

Since 2020, the total area of peatland reported under restoration recorded within the
PRReg is 27,639.32 hectares. As Countryside Stewardship data is reported from 2016, a
further 1,598.76 hectares is recorded prior to 2020, totalling 29,238.08 hectares.

Table 6 shows the area under restoration reported in total for each scheme.

Table 6: Area under restoration per scheme

Scheme Total Hectares

Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme 17,806.19 hectares
Countryside Stewardship 7,179.76 hectares
Environment Agency 4252.13 hectares
Total 29,238.08 hectares

For the Countryside Stewardship scheme, action under codes FM2 (Major preparatory
works for Priority Habitats) and WN1 (Blocking grips or drainage channels) were not
recorded in hectares and are therefore excluded from the above figures due to a lack of
available data. Three sites in the Environment Agency dataset reported 0 hectares, all
were related to catchment scale works with no directly recorded area for peatland
restoration.

There is a further 5,025 hectares of delivery through the NCPGS for which no spatial data
is currently available. This is made up of 850 ha delivered in 2021/22 on Hatfield and
Thorne Moors (NNR), and 4,175 ha of delivery in 2020/21 in the year prior to the launch of
the NCPGS via ‘shovel ready’ projects. These were delivered by a mix of arm’s length
bodies (ALBs) including Natural England, Environment Agency, Forestry England and
eNGOs, with funding split between expanding existing restoration projects and funding
smaller projects on government land.

Figure 2 shows the reported hectares entered into restoration per year for the recorded
schemes. The estimated area of peatland brought under restoration since 2020 has
increased steadily, mainly driven by the delivery of the NCPGS. These figures likely
underestimate the potential scale of hectares brought under restoration, due in part to
missing spatial data across all of the included schemes and the different methodologies for
reporting the area brought under restoration.
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Figure 2: Cumulative hectares entered into restoration per year by scheme, 2016-
2025.

Figures 3 and 4 show the regional delivery within Natural England and Environment
Agency administrative regions. The centre point of projects are used to determine which
administrative region they are in, as areas of influence may extend beyond administrative
boundaries. Restoration delivery matches the distribution of peat closely, with the highest
delivery in the north, predominately in Cumbria & Lancashire, Yorkshire and the North-
East, most remaining delivery is within the South-West of England.
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Figure 3: Number of active restoration projects within each administrative region.
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Figure 4: Hectares under restoration within administrative regions by scheme.

Table 7 gives a breakdown of recorded restoration area within protected areas. For this
analysis, points intersecting protected site boundaries were used to associate scheme
records with protected sites. Restoration area was derived from attributed values rather
than spatial geometry, and only records reporting area in hectares were included. Where
polygons are available only the intersecting area is included in reporting. Overlaps in
European and Designated site classifications were accounted for by dissolving relevant
layers prior to calculating the combined area, so that there is no double counting in the

total figure.

Table 7: Estimated area under restoration within protected sites per scheme

Protected site Environment Countryside NCPGS area (ha)
Agency area (ha) Stewardship area
(ha)
SSSI 3076.48 3829.34 11651.57
SPA 2091.72 2316.57 7818.89
SAC 2680.32 2961.36 9960.62
RAMSAR 2.00 87.26 822.28
AONB 1231.94 3838.17 4815.19
National Parks 2439.84 2672.42 9631.32
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Protected site Environment Countryside NCPGS area (ha)
Agency area (ha) Stewardship area

(ha)

Designated sites 3076.48 3815.12 14166.10

European sites 2689.32 3059.32 12688.18

Note 1: [Designated sites combine SACs, SPAs, Ramsars, and SSSIs. European/Habitats
sites combine SACs, Ramsars and SPAs.]

Table 8 provides a breakdown of NCPGS projects reported stages in the restoration
sequence. CS and EA data are excluded from this analysis due to lack of data. Of the total
173 sites most are moving from no previous work to restored into stabilisation (stage 2),
indicating that most sites are expecting to have slowed further decline, removed onsite
stressors and shifted into management actions that promote peat formation. Of the 9 sites
which expect to enter into active recovery (stage 3), 7 started from "Degraded", with 1
starting in stage 1 and the final site starting in stage 3 and therefore continuing active
management.

Table 8: Project restoration stage

Restoration Degraded Stage 1: Stage 2: Stage 3:
sequence Removal of Stabilisation Recovery
stage onsite

stressors
Resto_stg 162 9 1 1
Resto_end 0 1 163 9

Note 1: [Resto_stg indicates starting stage in sequence, Resto_end indicates expected
end stage]

3.1 Interpretation of data

The PRReg is the first attempt to centrally record peatland restoration occurring in
England, whilst also seeking to embed new data standards created through the peatland
restoration roadmap. In this context, it is important to note that much of the available data
is secondary and therefore difficult to incorporate into the register data model in its current
state. Data has been fit as best as possible, but gaps will remain when trying to fit existing
data into a new standard. This limits the confidence behind much of the reported figures
and the ability to compare progress across schemes.

This is particularly evident in the lack of accurate spatial data across schemes, which limits
the ability to account for double counting and visualise the potential area of ecologically
functional peatland that may be restored. Though the presence of restoration works and
broad actions being undertaken can be recorded, any further interpretation is limited by a
lack of data.
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It should also be noted that the area reported for EA and CS projects may be
unrepresentative of the potential area of peatlands restored. 383 records are recorded
under codes WN1 (Blocking grips or drainage channels) and FM2 (major preparatory
works for habitats) and were excluded from area reporting due to lack of data. Likewise, 3
records in the EA dataset recorded 0 hectares, referring to catchment scale works rather
than a specified area of peat restoration. Obtaining spatial data of the area of peat
restoration works will enable reporting on the area of peat under restoration at these sites.

The reported area figures should be understood as the area reported to be under
restoration rather than area of peat restored. Information recorded relates to the actions
taken on a site to restore peatlands and, where spatial data on the area of hydrological
change is available, the potential area of rewetting resulting from those actions. Methods
to approximate the area of change from existing data were investigated, however due to
time constraints an agreed approach on how to derive this was not feasible. As such, the
figures recorded in the register likely underestimate the potential area of restoration.

Sites from the CS scheme present a substantial challenge to integrate into the register
model due to agreements being recorded both at parcel and agreement level. This makes
it difficult to identify where within a land parcel works have occurred. To account for this,
sites with option codes that were not peat specific (FM2) were identified by overlaying land
parcel boundaries to the EPM version 1 peat extent layer. Any parcels that intersected
within 1m of the extent layer were included in the register. However, the extent layer is a
modelled output and there are known limitations (Kratz, et al., 2025) with its representation
of the extent of peat, particularly in the lowlands, meaning that some sites where
restoration is occurring may have been incorrectly excluded.

3.2 Conclusion

The PRReg brings together the best available evidence to date on publicly funded
peatland restoration projects, however it is currently insufficient to be used for reporting
the total area of peatland under restoration at this time. This is mainly due to the lack of
accurate spatial data detailing where works are taking place and the expected area of peat
to be rewet as defined in the register data model (see table 3).

There are numerous gaps in the dataset on restoration actions, baseline and target
habitats, which further hinders understanding the restoration taking place on site. More
work is required to improve the integrity of existing data sources that currently do not fully
meet the register requirements, details of the plans for this work can be found in the
following section.
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4 Next steps

4.1 Scope of the register

The publication of the Peatland Restoration Register marks the first step in cataloguing
restoration activities at a national scale in England. The aim of this first version is to openly
publish data held within government on peatland restoration funded via government
schemes. This version includes as much data as was possible to collect within given
timescales.

Over the next two years of this project the primary aims are to improve data integrity of
existing data, and to expand the scope to include data from further government sources,
Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and the private sector. More data will be added
to the Register as soon as it becomes available and the appropriate licences are acquired.

Further work is needed to align existing data into the register model and embed shared
data standards for recording restoration works across the peatland community that enable
the recording of key data. The publication of the Peatland Restoration Roadmap and the
Peatland Restoration Register should support in embedding those standards to enable
better data collection in the future.

There is work underway via a Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) with the Peak District
National Park, which hosts Moors for the Future, to collate data from the Great North Bog
Partnership bodies and incorporate the data held by those bodies into the register, which
is expected to greatly expand on what is currently available. Collaborations with other
external partners and peatland partnership bodies are also being explored to incorporate
data not already held within Defra or its arms-length bodies.

4.2 Spatial representation

A key aim of the Register is to visually represent the area of hydrological change resulting
from restoration works. Enabling a visual assessment of the potentially restored area of a
site, assisting in identifying double counting and supporting identification of areas in need
of funding or delivery.

This approach was agreed on to ensure consistency in reporting restoration within the
register and to support the establishment of ubiquitous standards across the sector. An
additional benefit is that it does not require the measurement of individual items of work,
reducing the reporting burden from data providers.

However, most existing data does not fit into this approach. Furthermore, the area where
peat may be rewet is strongly site specific, making it difficult to derive an area without
accurate data on the nature and location of restoration activities that have taken place.
Therefore, it is difficult to derive this area from the currently available data. As such, only
the NCPGS was able to provide a spatial submission to this standard.

Page 32 of 40 Peatland Restoration Register Report NERR179



Options for deriving this area from available data were explored, but a scientific approach
could not be agreed on within the timeframe for this publication. Therefore, projects were
mapped as recorded in the data provided. In future versions of the register, methods for
deriving the area of change for data sources that are unable to provide a spatial
submission will be explored.
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Appendix 1: Summary of datasets

Table A-1: Partners whose data has been combined to produce the Restoration

Register.

Dataset

Environment Agency Conservation Projects

Database

Data Provider

Environment
Agency

Licensing

Open Government
Licence

Countryside Stewardship Scheme 2016
Management Options (England)

Rural Payments
Agency

Open Government
Licence

Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme
2021-25

Natural England

Open Government
Licence
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Appendix 2: Allowable habitat types

Table A-2 lists the relevant allowable habitat types for the Peatland Restoration Register
data standard, taken from the allowable values for wildlife-rich habitat in the Environment
Act Habitat Target — Reporting Data Model and Standard (Natural England, 2024).

Table A-2: Excerpt of relevant allowable habitat types.

General Allowable value for | Desired outcome

habitat type type of wildlife-rich
habitat

Fen and Bog Wildlife-rich The most precise descriptor name of the
peatland habitat - | type of wildlife-rich habitat should be given
type unknown where possible.

This allowable value should only be selected
where the specific type of wildlife-rich
peatland habitat is unknown, but there is
confidence that one of the wildlife-rich
peatland habitats will be achieved.

The desired outcome should be the relevant

desired outcome(s) for the wildlife-rich
peatlands listed below. (Fen, Marsh, Swamp,

Bog)
Fen Wildlife-rich fen The most precise descriptor name of the
habitat — type type of wildlife-rich habitat should be given
unknown where possible.

This allowable value should only be selected
where the specific type of wildlife-rich fen
habitat is unknown, but there is confidence
that it would meet the desired outcome for
lowland fen, upland flushes fens and
swamps, reedbeds or purple moor-grass
rush pasture priority habitat.

Fen Purple moor-grass | Aim to meet priority habitat definition for
and rush pasture purple moor-grass and rush pastures also
priority habitat see PHI Guidance and ‘good condition’ in
the BNG Condition Assessments sheets Tab
23A ‘Wetland’
Fen Lowland fen Aim to meet priority habitat definition for
priority habitat lowland fens and ‘good condition’ in the BNG
Condition Assessments sheets Tab 23A
‘Wetland’
Fen Reedbed priority Aim to meet priority habitat definition for
habitat reedbeds and ‘good condition’ in the BNG
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General
habitat type

Allowable value for
type of wildlife-rich
habitat

Desired outcome

Condition Assessments sheets Tab 23A
‘Wetland’

Fen Upland flushes, Aim to meet priority habitat definition for
fens and swamps | upland flushes, fens and swamps and ‘good
priority habitat condition’ in the BNG Condition

Assessments sheets Tab 23 A ‘Wetland’

Bogs Wildlife-rich bog The most precise descriptor name of the
habitat — type type of wildlife-rich habitat should be given
unknown where possible.

This allowable value should only be selected
where the specific type of wildlife-rich bog
habitat is unknown, but there is confidence
that it would meet the desired outcome for
lowland raised bog in the uplands or
lowlands or blanket bog priority habitat.

Bogs Blanket bog Aim to meet priority habitat definition for
priority habitat blanket bog and ‘good condition’ in the BNG

Condition Assessments sheets Tab 23A
‘Wetland’
Bogs Lowland raised Aim to meet priority habitat definition for

bog priority habitat

lowland raised bog and ‘good condition’ in
the BNG Condition Assessments sheets Tab
23A ‘Wetland’

Page 37 of 40 Peatland Restoration Register Report NERR179



https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statutory-biodiversity-metric-tools-and-guides
https://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/6fe22f18-fff7-4974-b333-03b0ad819b88/UKBAP-BAPHabitats-59-UplandFlushesFensSwamps.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statutory-biodiversity-metric-tools-and-guides
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statutory-biodiversity-metric-tools-and-guides
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statutory-biodiversity-metric-tools-and-guides
https://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/aadfff3d-9a67-467a-ac65-45285e123607/UKBAP-BAPHabitats-31-LowlandRaisedBog.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/statutory-biodiversity-metric-tools-and-guides

Appendix 3: Suggested values for ‘Funding
mechanisms’

The list below provides suggested values for the funding mechanisms field within the data
model, as found in the Environment Act Habitat Target — Reporting Data Model and
Standard (Natural England, 2024).

Countryside Stewardship
Sustainable Farming Incentive
Landscape Recovery

Farming in Protected Landscapes
Nature for Climate

Species Recovery Grant Programme
Species Survival Fund

Heritage Lottery Nature Projects

Big Nature Impact Fund

Biodiversity Net Gain

Nature Returns Programme

Water Restoration Fund

Water Environment Improvement Fund
Projects for Nature

Nature Markets

Private finance (provide detail)
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Appendix 4: Allowable values for baseline
habitat

The list below provides allowable values for the baseline habitat field within the data
model, as found in the Environment Act Habitat Target — Reporting Data Model and
Standard (Natural England, 2024).

Arable

Horticulture

Grassland — not currently wildlife-rich habitat

Woodland — not currently wildlife-rich habitat

Agroforestry

Non-native coniferous woodland

Mixed woodland less than 70% native broadleaved

Non-native broadleaved woodland

Scrub — not wildlife-rich habitat

Bracken

Rivers — not currently wildlife-rich habitat

Lakes — not currently wildlife-rich habitat

Ponds — not currently wildlife-rich habitat

Degraded Peatlands — not currently supporting semi-natural wetland
vegetation

Previously developed land

Degraded supralittoral rock — not currently a wildlife-rich habitat
Degraded littoral rock habitats — not currently wildlife-rich habitat
Degraded littoral sediment habitats — not currently wildlife-rich habitat
Degraded sublittoral rock habitats — not currently wildlife-rich habitat
Degraded sublittoral sediment habitats — not currently wildlife-rich habitat
Degraded supralittoral sediments habitats — not currently wildlife-rich habitat
Other non-wildlife-rich habitat

Fragments of an existing wildlife-rich habitat

Information not available
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