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Haringey Rivers Forum 

Report following a visit to Queen’s Wood January 1st 2021  

The Haringey Rivers Forum was set up by residents’ groups at the beginning of 2018 to pursue the 

restoration of the Moselle Brook. The Forum encourages collaboration between statutory and non-

statutory bodies concerned with water management in the borough. It aims to reconcile concerns about 

contamination, water quality, conservation, biodiversity, aesthetics, flood management, open green 

space, planning, regeneration, health and wellbeing, participation and community engagement. 

The need to balance these matters has emerged in acute form over the proposed restoration of the 

Queens Wood stream to meet mandatory requirements on Haringey to manage flood-risk. Ecological, 

archaeological and aesthetic concerns about the impact on an ancient wood are only now being 

considered a few weeks before statutory consultation on the proposals. The scheme depends on the 

availability of central government funds tied to the current financial year. Friends of Queen’s Wood, who 

have played a major role in the site’s conservation over three decades but with whom formal 

engagement has until recently been non-existent, are asking for full recognition as stakeholders and for 

the proposals to be radically reviewed in the light of their concerns and overall perspective. All parties 

are in principle in favour of the Stream being restored, subject to further consultation and discussion and 

the Forum undertook this visit to try and clarify some of the questions and assist their resolution. The 

concern is to better understand what is proposed, review it in relation to the appearance of the wood, 

identify any long-term damage that might result from the engineering interventions, and help devise 

appropriate solutions and minimise disruptive work – scheduled for spring and early summer. 

The visit was carried out by John Miles, the Forum’s acting convenor, and Polly de Boer between 2.45pm 

and 4.30pm. It followed an earlier visit by John, with Anna Forizs of the rivers trust Thames 21 on 

December 18th. That visit took place during an extended period of heavy rainfall whereas on New Year’s 

Day the weather had been dry and cold for all but a few hours since before Christmas.  

It has to be noted that the flood risk identified is not primarily concerned with the management of the 

wood itself but with the impact of excess water - most of it flowing underground as part of the surface 

water (storm) drainage system - on land and property downstream. The intention therefore is to 

daylight as much of the surface water as possible and control the flow before it enters, or re-enters, the 

surface water system just above Wood Vale. Contamination could also be mitigated at this stage. 

The streams in the wood are one of five sets of tributaries which consolidate near Hornsey High Street 

as the Moselle Brook which flows on to the Lea. The two main channels (which join underground near 

the ‘dog pond’) make up the Queen’s Wood Stream but they are not separately named. In this response 

they are referred as QWS North and QWS West. QWS W is slightly longer and much more prominent. It 

follows the line of a surface water sewer which may also drain the southern edge of Highgate Wood and 

appears likely to carry run-off from the dip in Muswell Hill Road opposite Highgate Wood New Gate. 

The main technical document is a Proposal Overview issued on December 10th 2020.  The map 

designates eleven areas for intervention of four different grades. A photograph of another map has 

been circulated. This appears to show more specific installation sites but the text is illegible.  
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Reference for p4 table. UCL/HRF Water quality sampling data from the winter of 2019/2020: 
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1WSWYxVTFAef88lSK0su4OOeaWzAXr53nfNSGAAh9-
RI/edit#gid=52272201 [Site QW1 = QWS North; sites QW2 (surface) and QW3 (in drain) = QWS West. 

 

Queen’s Wood Stream North (Areas A, B, C, D, E) (FOQW Map Areas U, T, S and P.) 

Overall the interventions here appear to affect only the channels visible in the wood. No excavation of a 

storm drain pipe is proposed. Presumably there isn’t one – there are no manholes on the map. 

Area A (Installation of Leaky Dams within Existing Channel – No Channel Diversion – Access Required to 

Channel for Materials). 

This is an extended sloping area of more than 150 metres just below the top footpath. The stream forms 

visibly in two tiny ponds (one of them holding water more or less the whole year round) in the bowl of 

ground below the back gardens of a line of large houses on the south side of Muswell Hill Road. There 

are two small channels emerging from the ponds which come together inaccessibly in dense bramble 

scrub becoming one channel about 100 metres down. The canopy is open here with isolated mature 

trees and new saplings following work some years ago to permit diversification of species and a renewal 

of undergrowth growth. This appears to be the largest ‘sensitive‘ site in the Wood as a whole.  

It needs to be clarified what work is intended to the channels and why. There was almost no moving 

water visible at any point on New Year’s Day. Where blocked by the leaf fall the channel held a couple of 

micro-ponds a foot or two long and a few inches wide. What are the leaky dams intended to do at this 

point if there is no actual surface flow? A third of the way down Area A opens out below the brambles 

and here the - still empty - channel becomes more visible (diverting beneath a monumental fallen oak). 

Interventions would be less intrusive here and the channel could be better defined. But even at the path 

50 metres further on where Area B meets Area C there was no water in the channel (see photo below). 

 

Area B (Installation of Leaky Dams with Raised Earth Berms & Localised Watercourse Diversion – Access 

Required to Channel for Materials & Construction Vehicles.) 

Area B is more open but with low scrub of young holly and a fair amount of ivy. Work to the channel is 

clearly intended here: it was slightly wet but not carrying moving water. It might be helpful to know 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1WSWYxVTFAef88lSK0su4OOeaWzAXr53nfNSGAAh9-RI/edit#gid=52272201
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1WSWYxVTFAef88lSK0su4OOeaWzAXr53nfNSGAAh9-RI/edit#gid=52272201
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what weather events the berms are intended to manage. There may, of course, be species-specific 

ecological concerns relating to flora and fauna not evident during a winter with a heavy human footfall.  

Area C (Diversion of Watercourse Diversion & Installation of Leaky Dams With Raised Earth Berms & 

Localised Watercourse Diversion. Access Required to Channel for Materials & Construction Vehicles.) 

Area D (Installation of Leaky Dams With Raised Earth Berms & Localised Watercourse Diversion. Access 

Required to Channel for Materials & Construction Vehicles.) 

There is no undergrowth here though important younger trees are maturing under the old canopy. 

Aesthetically an open stream would have a strong appeal. The purpose of a berm still needs to be 

clarified. Construction access from the nearby path would be direct and involve no clearance. 

Area E (Installation of Leaky Dams Within Channel & Works to Existing Storm Manhole to Allow for 

Overflow to Existing Piped System – Access Required To Channel For Materials & Construction Vehicles.)  

Construction work on the manhole here would be presumably extensive. Access is reasonably good but 

the excavation is at the beginning of a second large conservation site, now nearly fifteen years old, 

which must be sensitive and where mitigating damage would need discussion and clear planning. Water 

from QWS North sometimes drains into the nearby ‘dog pond’ but that wasn’t evident on this visit.  

Area F (Installation of Leaky Dams With Raised Earth Berms & Localised Watercourse diversion 

Construction of Inlet Back to the Storm Sewer – Access Required To Channel For Materials & Construction 

Vehicles.) 

Here the Stream (where both branches are by now running together) is currently out of sight in a drain 

beneath dense scrub and heavy undergrowth. A short, secluded, path meanders nearby. It’s not just 

that it’s hard to envisage that construction access here won’t cause damage –there may be individual 

plants, shrubs and trees that require clearly specified protection – but it’s at this point where the 

objectives of restoration and flood mitigation are most clearly at odds. The presence of a daylighted 

stream would surely add to what is already a magical and vital spot. The insertion of berms will test that 

aesthetic and require thought and imagination if they’re not to be disruptive and ugly. Conservation 

values and biodiversity questions will then need to be at the centre of the discussion.  

The plan implies that the final inlet to the sewer will be installed at the limit of this area next to the path 

entrance referred to above. With the current footfall the area between that point and the current 

retaining wall needs careful management. But would it not be worth considering extending the open 

channel beneath a remodelled footway and installing the inlet closer to the Wood entrance?  

Queen’s Wood Stream West (Areas K, J, I, H, G, D, E) (FOQW Map Areas L, N, P.) 

Area K (1 Daylighting of Existing Storm Sewer Including Construction Of New Chamber – Access Required 

to Channel for Materials & Construction Vehicles AND 2 Construction Of Watercourse to Facilitate Storm 

Sewer – Access Required to Channel for Materials & Construction Vehicles.) 

This is the area – and in a relatively undisturbed part of the Wood - where access looks likely to cause 

most disruption and some loss of both shrubs and small trees, particularly for the work to daylight the 

existing storm sewer. A daylighted stream may then have an impact on the use of the wood – people 

will enter an area which casual observation over the last two years suggests they tend largely to avoid. 
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The view from the Muswell Hill Road pavement where the stream will follow the line of the Buildbase 

wall will acquire new significance. How will these design and access issues be discussed and resolved?   

Selected water quality data for Queens Wood from Clear and Free 2019-2020 (UCL/HRF) 
QW1 = ‘pond’ source Queens Wood Stream North  
QW2 = surface puddle Queens Wood Stream West inside Wood by bottom end of Buildbase wall  
QW3 = exposed pipe source Queens Wood Stream West inside Wood between QW2 and main path  
 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1               5.33          113.4               9.92             3.77            10.10            7.66            5.56 

QW2               1.02              5.32               0.48             0.83              37.15            9.99            8.11 

QW3             16.67              2.31            12.45           715            3.99  

 

Chemical 
Oxygen 
Demand  
(mg/L) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1              25            43.5              95            35              56               55           35 

QW2             32.5              17            29.5           165               33.5           38 

QW3              86            51.5             28          165               32  

 

Nitrate 
(mg/L) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1               3.59               3.63               4.62          28.348               6.71                                          9.32          14.03 

QW2             15.65             16.68             11.16          36.592           10.32             12.75          12.56 

QW3             73.77             25.49               7.48            11.18  

 

Phosphorus 
(mg/L) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1 [See endnote appendix]                2.12 

QW2        

QW3               1.64                 2.86   

 

Dissolved 
oxygen 
(mg/L) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1            11.21               9.39               9.28          10.34            10.06            17.56           19.21 

QW2            11.31               9.64               9.49          10.55            10.29            17.12           19.29 

QW3              9.23              8.92            10.39             15.63  

 

Coliforms 
(cfu/mL) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1                 91               291           154          52            36 .56          216.67            77.78 

QW2               484               574           227          37          130.00          157.22            60.00 

QW3             4111          74222         402          977.78      17666.67  

 

E.Coli 
(cfu/mL) 

18/11/2019 2/12/2019 13/01/2020 27/01/2020 10/02/2020 24/02/2020 9/03/2020 

QW1                   2                 15             10            1              0.89            10.06              1.33 

QW2                   2                   0               2            1             13.28            11.11              1.11 

QW3               689            1544            29             14.44          488.89   

 
The data was analysed in the UCL laboratories using nine parameters. In the above selection I’ve used those identified as most relevant by 
Dr Lena Ciric in reporting back to the Haringey Rivers Forum on 21/10/2020. There are some gaps. Those for QW3 occurred when the site 
was inaccessible. FOQW may also hold data from an earlier period of testing which it could be helpful to consult.  
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Area J (Installation of Leaky Dams With Raised Earth Berms & Localised Watercourse Diversion – Access  

Required To Channel For Materials & Construction Vehicles.) 

The steep slope down from the road levels out and water currently collects on the surface. It is 

waterlogged and muddy. The proposal doesn’t acknowledge the way that the current surface channel is 

strongly defined by a channel coming in from the wooded land behind the fence which is not part of the 

‘Wood’. How will the proposal address this? What is the future of the fence? What are the implications 

for maintenance and access if it is retained?  

Evidence from Coldfall Wood and the stream restoration there indicates that there may be visible signs 

of road run-off pollution and a tendency for a restored stream to smell slightly. The Clear and Free data 

from 2019/2020 shows that Coliform/E.coli levels were sometimes high at QW3. While this will not be 

dangerous for human health it may raise issues about public tolerance and indicates a need to discuss 

the accessibility of the future watercourse. There should be urgent liaison with Thames Water about the 

water quality problem (HRF contacted them about this in December.) Does this situation indicate a case 

for a wetland in addition to dams and berms to mitigate poor water quality and offer a more extensive 

and ecologically interactive installation? Whatever the longer term benefits of the intervention 

construction work here is likely to be extensive and to have a considerable impact locally on the wood.    

Area I (Extension To & Upgrade Of Watercourse – Access Required To Channel For Materials & 

Construction Vehicles.) 

This is the point where during most winters there is a recognisable stream. Does it also drain the quite 

significant basin into which the Buildbase site intrudes? Work seems unlikely to be intrusive and there 

might even be benefits with the suspension of public access for a period. This is perhaps the point to ask 

how far below ground level the stream bed will set and whether it is intended that the stream banks will 

be a site for new planting. There should be no question of damaging trees but will it also make sense to 

divert the channel away from the path at points and screen it with some appropriate hedging?  

Area H (Installation of Leaky Dams With Raised Earth Berms & Localised Watercourse Diversion – Access 

Required To Channel For Materials & Construction Vehicles.) 

This is the point where the engineering, ecological and aesthetic concerns most need to be put on an 

equal footing as the basis for a balanced conversation. The daylighted stream and the frog pond 

coincide here with a major public meeting point at the centre of the wood. There will need to be a good 

flow in the stream (to avoid the kind of winter flooding which currently bedevils Coldfall Wood.) There is 

scope for a wider wetland environment and for more features to improve water quality. And thought 

will be needed about public access and in particular the recreational and educational appeal to children.  

It will help to be clear why the daylighted stream should flow under the pond rather than through it. 

Area G (Diversion of Watercourse & Installation Of Leaky Dam Within Channel – Access Required To 

Channel for Materials & Construction Vehicles) 

Both here and lower down in the gap between Area D and Area E the channel was largely dry on New 

Year’s Day. It will be helpful to get a better idea of the volume of water that is projected to fill the 

channel. And to know as far as can be gauged whether it will be there for twelve months of the year. 

This stretch – roughly speaking, from the frog pond to the dog pond - is the point where local advocates 

and the Parks Department must surely be closely involved in visualising what we want to see in ten 
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years’ time. Wetland features, berms (proposed for Area D which includes QWS West along its southern 

edge) and the woodland ditch could be combined with other conservation features to create an 

environment rich in indigenous plant-life and with a real expansion of freshwater biodiversity over a 

stretch of more than a hundred metres or so. There should be a debate about how the relationship 

between woodland naturalisation and water quality mitigation will develop in choosing plant species.  

What is the situation with QWS West in the sections between Areas G and D, and D and E? No work is 

proposed to the channel here – is it to be left to itself to naturally extend the existing channel? 

Discussion 

The timetable for implementing the current proposal now creates two real dangers. The first is that 

engineering priorities will ride roughshod over other parameters. The second is that an excessive 

concern about disruption and damage will undermine the perceived value of restoring the Queens 

Wood Stream. To overcome the first the engineers must give due weight to environmental, aesthetic 

and managerial factors identified by other stakeholders. To overcome the second the key stakeholders 

will need to be as specific and focused as possible about their present concerns and the engineers 

honest and transparent both about the impact of construction and the likely outcome of their 

interventions, site by site. Following this site visit the Forum will continue to assert three priorities:  the 

need to understand what the future stream will look like, how it will behave and how it will change the 

Wood; the benefits for conservation and biodiversity of the proposed interventions; the necessity of 

managing and improving water quality and of the ecological health of the Moselle Brook as a whole.     

The conversation in recent weeks has highlighted a number of factors that have impeded the 

preparation of this proposal. These include: the apparent lack of data-sharing within the council about 

the makeup and management of its ancient woodland; the limitations of statutory responsibilities to 

consult as a basis for respecting and building community engagement; weaknesses in the partnership 

between statutory bodies and their organised voluntary stakeholders; and the need for shared 

understanding of, and better support for, the use of common data-sets, whether local or regional. 

Conclusion: looking more broadly ahead 

Locally, the Forum will be asserting the case for continuing the daylighting of the Stream south of Wood 

Lane. The issues we have raised here are consistent with a wider debate within the Haringey Rivers 

Forum itself and between the Forum and Haringey Council. There is as yet no adequate stakeholder 

mechanism in the borough for strategic discussion of integrated water management across all the 

relevant systems. Despite three years’ effort by community groups public involvement is still piecemeal 

and limited to contact with a small number of officials. The consultation document on the New Local 

Plan states that a new study is to be undertaken to produce a Watercourse and Flood Risk Management 

Plan (Haringey, 2020, p 117). This offers an essential opportunity to go beyond the desk-top procedures 

which appear to have guided preparation of the predecessors to this exercise (eg. Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment 2017 and Surface Water Management Plan 2011) valuable though these are. Three key 

components of this opportunity would be: a structured examination of the relationship between 

catchment management and climate change; adequate registration of all local documentation relevant 

to water management, biodiversity and the implementation of policy for green and open spaces; and a 

borough-wide stakeholder conference.                     JM: 6/01/2021 John Miles for Haringey Rivers Forum 
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End-note appendix: samples of phosphorus. 

The research team at UCL are preparing an academic report for the journal Water and Environment. I’ve 

added here their comments on the sampling and analysis of phosphate. This team have already shared 

this information in their original project report so it isn’t confidential. Even so at this stage I’d prefer it 

not to be shared beyond the recipients of this (HRF) report: 

Phosphate content was rarely monitored in all water samples, which suggests a moderate level 
in the Moselle Brook. QW3 and LR2 possessed noticeably greater concentrations of phosphate 
in week 1 and week 5 at a poor ecological status of greater than 5.0mg/L. Phosphate 
concentration of the sample at QW3 was measured from 1.64 mg/L to 2.86mg/L, while it was 
observed from 2.01 mg/L to 1.37 mg/L at LR2. Moreover, phosphate content was tested at 2.01 

mg/L on LR2 point in week 1. Similarly, it also was measured at TC2 and MP1, with 1.68 mg/L，
2.08mg/L respectively in week 2. The fluctuation of phosphate content could indicate the 
existence of point sources from sewage or industrial effluents or diffuse sources from agricultural 
runoff, which might be misconnections of household pipework and urban pipeline network to 
surface water drains in Haringey. Combined with the nitrate results, the river sites at QW3, LR2, 
and TC2 should be considered in the widespread control of phosphate and nitrate inputs to avoid 
eutrophication caused by a combined pollution of nitrate and phosphate. 
 
QW3 refers to the sampling from the storm drain that descends beside the Buildbase wall – 
Queen’s Wood Stream West in my terminology. LR and TC refer to locations at Lordship rec and 
in Tottenham Cemetery. 
 


