
 
 
 
Lindow Moss Community Forum, 8th December 2020 
 
Chair: Matthew Fox 
 

36 people joined the meeting.  
 

1. Introductions from the Lindow Moss Community Forum Panel: Shirley Thorniley, 
Gary Parker, Phil Cotterrill, Julie Nichol. All local residents, they bring a wealth of 
varied experience to the forum, as well as being passionate about the Moss and 
its future.  

 
2. Before the meeting we made contact with Jeff Clarke, the ecologist who we 

believe will be coordinating the restoration and asked him to answer some 
questions:  

 
1. Have you started planning the restoration yet? Only in so far as removing the previously harvested pat 
in order to get a level bed of peat. The first stage is to reconvene a meeting with the relevant 
stakeholders to plan the delivery of the restoration. 
2. Do you have a start date for work on the Moss? Hopefully Spring 2021 but Covid 19 is a significant 
impediment in moving the process forward. I think we will have a better idea of timescales once the 
pandemic is under control through the vaccine. 
3. Could you give us an update on: 
(a) water voles present in good numbers in the refuge area. there is plenty of evidence them now using 
the widened vole pipes we created a few years ago and the repair of the vandalised bund will greatly 
improve water retention. 
(b) raptors  - There was no site bird survey in 2020 

(c) birds (we are particularly concerned about tawny owls and woodpeckers in area 10) Plenty of Tawny 
Owl activity and birds observed during bat surveys on the peat building and the adjacent woods in 2020. 
(d) bats Lots of bat activity across the site involving at least 6 species. As part of the new development of 
14 houses off Moor Lane a bespoke bat barn will be constructed. Once moss restoration begins that 
should greatly increase the attractiveness of the site to foraging bats due to an increase in potential 
invertebrate prey. 

 

 
3. Update on progress with the Liaison Committee:  
 



a. Brian Donohue, Chair of the Wilmslow Neighbourhood Plan Implementation Group 
reported on his efforts to try to get the Liaison Committee established. The Liaison 
Committee is a key requirement of the planning conditions, but those give no detail 
as to the terms of reference or the membership. The conditions only stipulate that 
within three months of start of restoration, CEC will be informed as to the 
membership and frequency of meetings.  Following our meeting in September, we 
put the question “should the Liaison Committee be set up immediately or delay until 
three months following start of restoration?” and 120 people voted unanimously for 
this to be done immediately.  
 

b. Brian has circulated draft ToR and membership (which would allow two members of 
the Community Forum panel to attend, and we have suggested the Committee 
would not be quorate without at least one community member present) to Ben 
Malin at Terraqueous (the company organising the restoration) and to Emma 
Williams, Minerals Planning Officer for CEC. Letters were sent in August, followed up 
by further emails in October, and then phone calls. On one occasion phone contact 
was made with Ben Malin who acknowledged he had received the information and 
would call back but has never done so. Emma Williams has never acknowledged 
Brian’s emails or responded to requests for meetings. 
 

c. Iain Macfarlane has regular contact with Emma Williams through his membership of 
the Northern Planning Committee and tells us she is “working on it”. He has agreed 
to continue the dialogue and will talk to the MD of Bowden Homes.  
 

d. Comments: (verbal and in Zoom chat) 
 

• Anthony Jones: Difficult to understand Emma Williams’s reticence to engage 
with members of the public, and in particular not to engage with Brian, as 
Chair of the WNPIG. It is really vital we have a dialogue with her: we are all 
working to the same goal of restoration of the Moss, and we are all here to 
help. Would Iain be able to find out why she is so reticent, and if so how can 
we persuade her that talking to us and allowing the immediate establishment 
of the Liaison Committee is a positive step?  

• Mel: I can’t fathom how our public servants feel it’s okay to refuse to answer 
calls or emails. Do we have to wait? Is there anything else we can do? Where 
are the pressure points we can use? Should we all write individually? Phone 
them every day? 

• Anita: How about asking Cheshire East how houses be built during Covid if 
the situation is too dangerous for communication with an online Liaison 
Committee? 

• Vince Chadwick: It seems (and I'm new here so I don't know) that Croghan 
and the housebuilder will just want to do their own thing and won't want to 
talk to us if they can avoid it. Our only 'ear' is Cheshire East. So What we must 
do is bend Cheshire East's ear, tell them what we expect from them, and if no 
response escalate it if possible. 

• John Handley: The real worry here is that decisions will be made behind 
closed doors. What we need from Emma is an assurance that the restoration 



plans will not be signed off until the Liaison Committee has met and been 
able to discuss them.  
 

e. Action Points:  

• Brian will continue to try to make contact with Emma Williams and 
Ben Malin 

• Iain will make contact with the MD of Bowden Homes to find out 
progress 

• Iain will undertake to maintain contact with Emma Williams and to receive 
from her a definitive assurance that the restoration plans will not be signed 
off until the Liaison Committee has met and been able to discuss them.  

 
 

4. Hydrology of Lindow Moss: Presentation by John Handley.  
 

1. In the closing pages of her excellent book ‘Lindow and the Bog Warriors’ 

Christine Pemberton has this to say: ‘What remains of Lindow Moss, the 

peat bog and the flora and fauna it has supported for thousands of 

years, is now in its final death throes. It is drying from desiccation. To 

save the bog would require immediate cessation of peat extraction and 

blocking up of the main drainage channels to restore the water table to 

its original natural levels.’ Slide 4 

2. An important indicator of the ecological health of the bog is the level of 

the water table within the peat. The water table does not stay at a 

constant level through time. In the winter the system is recharged by 

rainfall and the water table rises. As solar energy increases in the spring 

more water is evaporated from the peat surfaces and vegetation – this is 

known as evapotranspiration. In the summer months, from May to 

September, water loss to the atmosphere by evapotranspiration often 

exceeds rainfall and the level of the water table falls. 

3. During the past twenty years the drains on Lindow Moss have been 

deepened and water discharges from the main drain to the Sugar Brook 

at the lowest possible level. The 2003 planning conditions imposed by 

Cheshire County Council required the installation of a silt trap and sluice 

to control water discharge at the outfall to the Sugar Brook. This has 

never happened and the planning condition has not been enforced. The 

uncontrolled discharge of water reduces the potential for recharging the 

water table in winter and after heavy rainfall events in the summer. 

Over time, it might be expected that the average level of the water table 

would decrease.  



4. The depletion of the water reservoir causes the draw down of the water 

table making restoration more difficult. The peat surface becomes dry 

and dessicated making it inhospitable to bog vegetation as well as 

releasing CO2. The peat may crack as it dries, increasing the rate of  

water loss and opening up the possibility of a reverse flow of mineral 

rich water from the base of the bog. This encourages the growth of 

rushes in place of the cotton grass and sphagnum moss. Drying at the 

surface increases the risk of wild fire during hot dry spells in summer, 

such as that experienced in June, 2018. Slide 5 

5. Transition Wilmslow shares the concern of local residents and the 

Saltersley Common Preservation Society about the potential for 

systematic draw down of the water table. So, in June 2020, we 

commissioned a hydrogeologist Dr Paul Hardwick of the environmental 

consultancy Enzygo to report on the magnitude and extent of lowering 

of the water table in the peat, and related matters. I will draw on the 

draft final report of Paul Hardwick in this presentation.  

6. When Croghan Peat acquired Lindow Moss in 1997 they had to agree a 

new set of planning conditions with Cheshire County Council. The 

potential for water table drawdown affecting water levels and ground 

stability beyond the site was a hotly debated issue. English Nature (now 

Natural England) the government’s adviser on nature conservation was 

particularly concerned about potential impacts on Lindow Common Site 

of Special Scientific Interest. Consequently the 2003 planning consent by 

Cheshire County Council required the installation of a series of dipwells 

just inside the boundary of the peat working area to monitor the water 

table. Croghan Peat are required to record the water levels on a monthly 

basis and to report that data to the Minerals Planning Authority, now 

Cheshire East Council. Slide 6 

7. In February, 2016, Hafren Water, environmental management 

consultants, presented a report to Cheshire East Council to support the 

application for housing on the Peat Farm site adjoining Moor Lane 

(Application No.15/0016M). This included a chart to show water levels in 

the monitoring wells, together with Rossmere and the Sugar Brook: Slide 

7  

8. The red line on the chart shows the water level in Rossmere. If the data 

is reliable, the variation over time is very significant and not easy to 

explain; it is however clear that this pattern of variation is not reflected 



in the dipwell data for the Moss, suggesting that water levels in 

Rossmere are independent of the bog.  

9. The lines on the chart from the dipwells fluctuate in response to the 

seasons and major rainfall events, but the average water level appears 

to be remarkably constant over time. The purple line at the top of the 

chart (well PO4, to the east of Rotherwood Road) is in the secondary 

woodland over peat last cut in the early 1970’s. The black line at the 

bottom of the chart (well PO1) is at the extreme western end of the 

Moss, close to the outfall to the Sugar Brook. The water level in the 

adjoining Sugar Brook (the yellow line) tracks dipwell PO1 closely. 

10. Paul Hardwick has extended the monitoring data to 2020 and we are 

very grateful to Joel of Newgate Kennels for taking recent 

measurements and making this data available. (Slide 8). This shows the 

mean groundwater level in the peat monitoring wells from 2007-2020. 

We see a strong hydraulic gradient from 73.1 m AOD in Compartment 10 

to 66.9 m AOD beside the outfall to the Sugar Brook. 

11. Our principal concern is the possibility that the water table in the peat 

may have been drawn down significantly by uncontrolled discharge to 

the Sugar Brook. Paul Hardwick analysed data for the 7 wells sunk into 

the peat and he reports an overall drawdown of the water table of only 

8 cm over the period 2007 -2020. There are, perhaps, two reasons for 

this counter-intuitive result. First, water moves very slowly through the 

type of peat found on this site and so the peat holds on to its water very 

effectively. Second, 5 of the 7 monitoring points in peat are located close 

to the edge of the site in areas which have not been disturbed by recent 

peat cutting. They are therefore not representative of what may be 

happening in the area where peat extraction has been concentrated  in 

recent years. 

12. There is, or rather was, one dipwell within the peat working area. (Slide 

9). This was located on the south side of the central access track about 

80 m west from Rotherwood Road, between Compartments 5 and 6B. 

Here the mean water table has fallen by 55cm over the period 2007 -

2020, 7X the average for the site as a whole. However, the inner well 

liner is standing 12 cm proud of the outer casing due to shrinkage of the 

surrounding peat. The well itself may have been damaged in the process 

and one data point is, at best, merely indicative of the wider situation in 

the peat working area. 



13. The 2003 planning conditions require that 12m of undisturbed peat 

should be left around the edge of the working area to protect the water 

table beyond the site. However, at the eastern end of the peat working 

area, close to Newgate Kennels, the peat thins out and here the 

drainage ditches have breached the sand layer which underlies the peat. 

(Slide 10).  Paul Hardwick considers that there are two separate water 

reservoirs or aquifers in Lindow Moss – one in the peat and a second in 

the sand beneath it. He has concluded that water from the sand aquifer 

has been discharging into the drains and taking the sand with it. The 

drains in the NE corner appear to have been filled with peat and blocked 

during Croghan Peat’s operation on site a few months ago. Water table 

monitoring will be important here. 

14. Currently, the whole site is very wet. The drainage from Compartment 5 

(on the south side of the main access track) appears to be impeded and 

a small lake has developed in this compartment. (Slide 11).  There is also 

a peat plug about half way along the main drain which has raised the 

water level in the ditch by about 50cm on the upstream side. This is to 

protect the main Water Vole habitat in the reed swamp in the SW corner 

of Compartment 6B. 

15. The restoration scheme proposes to progressively raise the water level 

from west to east along the main drain by installing reinforced peat 

dams. (Slide 12). Peat bunds (substantial banks of dug peat 3m wide), 

will be constructed across the peat working area – drains will be blocked 

where they cross the bunds and pipes installed to precisely control the 

drainage process. In the areas where the target is to establish a carbon 

capturing raised bog habitat the aim is to maintain the water table 

between the surface and 10 cm below that, but not flooded, for 80% of 

the year. If at all possible, the water table should not fall more than 40 

cm below the surface in order to sustain raised bog vegetation (cotton 

grass and Sphagnum moss) as opposed to ‘poor fen’ which is dominated 

by rushes (specifically Soft Rush, Juncus effusus). Given the seasonal 

fluctuation observed in the water table (at times exceeding 1m), this will 

be challenging to achieve. (Slide 13) 

16. The key to success will be the residual depth of the remaining peat 

(ideally more than 2m) and its quality. This will be reported as the 

individual compartment restoration plans are presented by Croghan 

Peat. Planning conditions require continuation of the existing water 



table monitoring regime, supplemented as required by the Council, and 

monthly monitoring of ground water levels in all compartments subject 

to restoration works. 

17. The last word goes to Christine Pemberton -  Only when the water table 

is restored would the bog plant seeds, rushes and moss spores have a 

chance to recolonise, encouraging the gradual return of the native flora, 

together with the accompanying insect, bird and animal life.’ 
 
5. Ecology of Lindow Moss: presentation by Anna Gilchrist. ( powerpoint 2 ).  

 

• The key aim of restoration ecologists is to restore priority habitats; essentially 
ecology is all about species and habitats.  

• The key habitat here is lowland raised bog. 94% of the bog in NW Europe has 
been lost, and in England there is only about 500 Ha of it left.  

• Once the peat is gone, it is gone. It is irreplaceable.  

• Natural England’s focus is to maximise the area of priority habitat; the 
woodland fringes of the site are irrelevant as their priorities here are the bog 
and the heathland habitats.  

• They aim to restore Compartments 6A, 6B, 5,4,8 and 7 to raised bog 

• Compartments 1 and 3 to wet heath 

• Compartment 9 to wet fen.  

• Two contentious areas are 2, the sand island, and the tree covered area to 
the east of Rotherwood Road (10). In the planning decision, it is left  open as 
to whether Compartment 10 is left as woodland, or the woodland is cleared 
to create raised bog.  

• Concerns raised about biodiversity loss if compartment 10 is cleared (mosses, 
trees and birds); but if restoration of the peat bog is successful new species 
will be attracted to that area.  

• Degradation leads to peat becoming a carbon source not a store.  

• The archaeological value of an area (eg Compartment  2: findspot of Lindow 
Man) is of no ecological value.  

 
Discussion:  
 

• JH: The late Rick Turner, county archaeologist responsible for the excavation of 
Lindow Man, commented in 2016 that the fringe of trees around the Moss 
contributes to the sense of place; you feel you are out in the countryside. The 
footpaths are very well used, and the two areas of woodland contribute to a habitat 
mosaic. The woodland in Compartment 10  provides a  key habitat for wintering owls 
and could support willow tits and lesser spotted woodpecker (Red list species) as 
well as luxuriant flora of mosses and liverwort.  

• Retaining the woodland in compartment 10 also demonstrates what happens when 
a cut over peat bog is restored. The landscape is culturally rich with the presence of 
remnants of the rail tracks that were used to transport peat; and clear records in the 
peat baulks of climate changes more than 2,500 years ago.  



• AG: We have to make decisions involving local people. If we only concentrate on the 
ecology of the Moss, we miss the health and well being, and the cultural importance 
to communities of natural spaces. There are interesting conversations going on in 
the ecological world about the importance of including cultural and historical issues 
when making decisions about natural places. People are part of the ecological 
landscape.  

 
 
Date of next meeting: to be organised (likely March 2021).  
Survey Questions:  
 
We agreed that we would ask our Transition Wilmslow and save Lindow Moss mailing lits for 
a vote on two questions via Survey Monkey. This survey link will be distributed to the 
mailing lists and one week given for a response.  
 
Question Title 
1. In the wooded area between Rotherwood Road and Battery Lane (compartment 10), 
would you prefer to retain the existing woodland or clear it to try and establish a raised bog 
habitat? 
Keep the woodland 
Clear the woodland 
Question Title 
2. In the wooded area on the sand island (compartment 2), would you prefer to retain the 
existing woodland or clear it to try and establish heathland? 
Keep the woodland 
Clear the woodland 
Question Title 
3. Do you think the installation of a sluice where the main drainage channel meets the sugar 
brook, to allow active control of the water levels, is a good idea? 
Yes 
No 
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